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Introduction

'The task of ecclesiasticalbiography' has been identified in a recent critical

bibliography as one which, with some notable exceptions, 'remains to be

undertaken'for the Churchof Irelandduring the periodfrom 1690to 1800. The

fact that William King, (1650-1729),'[t]he most prominentchurchmanof the

post-revolutionarydecades',has 'attractedremarkablylittle attention' is singled

out as a particularly glaring omission,all the more so given 'the existenceof a

voluminousarchivethat makeshim probablythe best-documentedindividual in

early eighteenthcentury Ireland'. 'Perhaps',the reviewerspeculates,'the sheer

scaleof thetaskhasfrightenedoff would-bebiographers'.1

The archivalrecordrelatingto King is indeedvoluminous.An assiduous

administratorand bibliophile, he has left behind a collection of primary data

containing,amongstothermaterial,copiesof over 3,000letterswritten by him,

almost2,500letterswritten to him, aswell asa largenumberof sermons,notes

and miscellaneousmanuscripts.2 Apart altogetherfrom the mass of archive

I SJ.Connolly, 'TheChurchof Ireland:a critical bibliography,1690-1800',lHS, 28, J993,
p.367. F.G. Jamesis anotherwho haslamentedthe fact that thereis 'no recentbiographyof
King', who he describesas a 'man of keen wit, perceptivereasoningand political sagacity':
F.G. James,'The Church of Ireland in the early EighteenthCentury', in The Historical
Magazineof the ProtestantEpiscopalChurch, 1979,48, p.436. SeeT.C. Barnard,'Crisesof
Identity amongIrish Protestants,164J-1685',Pastand Present,127, 1990,p.49, in which he
remarkson the fact that thecontributionsof individualssuchasKing 'are(oddly) allowed little
part in forming Irish Protestants'attitudes'. See also, idem., 'Historiographical Review:
Farewellto Old Ireland',TheHistorical Journal, 36, 1993,pp.909-928.

2 King's Letterbooks,storedat Trinity College,Dublin, (TCD Ms. 75011-9),augmentedby



sources,however,a numberof other factorsconjoin to make any attemptat a

comprehensivestudyof King appealingyet daunting. Oneis the sheerrangeof

his interests and involvements. Politician, 'patriot', bishop, theologian,

philosopher, historian, controversialist,astronomer,bibliophile, he excelled,

often throughsheerdoggedness,in a variety of roles. Another is his longevity.

Born in 1650while Cromwellwasstill campaigningin Ireland,hedied in 1729in

hiseightiethyear,havingsurvivedsix monarchs,thedemiseof the Stuartregime,

and one revolution. And in many of the political and social upheavalswhich

accompaniedtheseevents,King invariably playeda part, a fact not deniedby

contemporarieswho, evenwhencritical, rarelycontradictedhis own accountsof

theextentof his involvement.

While King himself has not been the subject of an integrated and

comprehensivebiographicalstudy, his role in many of the eventsof the period

hasbeen. Allied to the sheerimpossibilityof ignoringhis impacton the political,

ecclesiasticaland philosophical life of late seventeenthand early eighteenth

centuryIreland,this is alsoa consequenceof the fact that his lettersform oneof

the richest sourcesof data for the period. Ironically, while this has led to a

situation in which King's rather idiosyncraticperspectivehas beenallowed to

unduly influencethe historiographyof the period, it hasalso meantthat he has

beenthe victim of a ratherpiecemealand episodicstudy. In the absenceof a

someearly twentiethcenturytranscriptsof those notfit to be handled,(TeD Ms. 1489/1-2,
2531-7), form the principal primary source upon which this thesis is based. They are
augmentedby various letterswritten to and by King alsostoredat Trinity College(TCD Ms.
1995-2008,Lyons Collection, [hereafter,Lyons]), as well as varioussermons,pamphletsand
booksby him. For the years1650-1686the main sourceis a shortautobiographyin Latin by
King datingfrom circa. 1703. This wastranslatedandpublished,with notes,by C.S. King as
'QuaedamVitae Meae Insignoria', [hereafter: Vitae], in A Great Archbishop of Dublin:
William King, D.D, 1650-1729,autobiographyand selectedcorrespondence,London, 1906,
pp.I-42.
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thorough, contextual biography, a rather incomplete and sometimes

contradictorypictureof themanhasbeenallowedto emerge.

For example,while King's commitmentto his church has always been

acknowledged,oneof the legaciesof the selectiveuseof his correspondenceand

an over-emphasison his political life hasbeenthe enduringimpressionof him as

an 'impeccably patriotic' individual whose predominant concern was

parliamentarypolitics.3 However,as this thesis illustrates,King was, first and

foremost a churchmanwhose primary concernwas securingthe place of the

Churchof Ireland in Irish life. Indeed,what becomesevidentis that his vision

for the Kingdomof Irelandwasboth informedby, andsubordinateto, his vision

for theChurchof Ireland. His ambitionwasnot a quasi-independentAnglo-Irish

kingdomper se, but a strong,nationalchurchuntaintedby the political, social,

moral anddoctrinalperversionswhich hebelievedcharacterisedtheEnglishbody

politic. In this context,while allowing that, as it matured,his proto-nationalism

was to become less reactionary, his battles with the English political

establishmentcan be seenin their true light: he sought an independentIrish

parliamentdominatedby theAnglicaninterestprimarily becauseit seemedto him

the only way to protect the Church of Ireland, indeed Anglo-Irish society in

general,from theinfluenceof anEnglishparliamentwhich hebelievedto be anti­

monarchist, republican and dangerouslysecular. Unless an analysis of his

politics is informed by this underlying determinant,then King is too easily

portrayedas a championof Protestantnationalismin the line of Molyneux,

Swift, and Grattan. He was, rather,an independent-mindedchurchmanwhose

3 1. Smyth."Like AmphibiousAnimals': Irish Protestants,AncientBritons',TheHistorical
Journal,26,1993,p.789.
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public life embracedfar more than constitutionalpolitics and whoseoverriding

concernwasthe securingof what hecalledhis 'constitutionof churchandstate',

a political schemewhich soughtto reconcilethe claimsof church,monarchand

parliamentin a settlementwhich would securethe statusand influence of the

churchasa dominantforce in shapingIrish society.

The fact that King hasnot beenthe subjectof a thoroughstudy is particularly

remarkablegiven that within a few yearsof his deaththreeaccountsof his life,

admittedly hagiographicin nature, had already apPeared. In 1737 a relative,

Rev. JamesKing, produceda short manuscriptversion of his life, drawing

heavily on King's own hand-writtenautobiography. The following year a brief

biography,basedon JamesKing's work, appearedin Bayle'sGeneralDictionary.

Shortly after this Harris devoted several pagesto describing King's political

activities, and, in particular, his role in ensuringthe peacefultransition to the

Hanoveriansin 1714. King, he opined, deservedto be 'enrolled amongstthe

greatest,the most universally accomplishedand learnedprelatesof his age'.

Further perpetuatinghis memory was the fact that many of his books and

sermonswereregularlyreprintedin theyearsimmediatelyafterhis death.4

Over the courseof the following one hundredand fifty years,however,

althoughhewaskept in thepublic mind by historianssuchasLecky, Froude,and

4 JamesKing, Paraphraseof the Life of William King, 1737, (transcriptcopy) TeD Ms.
1121, [hereafter:Paraphrase]; 'William King' in Bayle'sGeneralDictionary, ed., Birch et
aI., London, 1738; The Whole Works of Sir J. Ware concerningIreland, i, ed., W. Harris,
1739,pp.365-8.
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Killen, King receivedlittle detailedattention. Indeed,during this period only

RichardMant attemptedto recountto any significantdegreeKing's involvement

in the political andecclesiasticaleventsof the period. In the process,however,

by basing his work so heavily on King's correspondence,he unwittingly

perpetuatedthe ratherunflatteringassessmentof the conditionof the Churchof

Irelandwhich King had,for his own pUfPOses,felt it necessaryto advertise.5

It wasto be theearlyyearsof the twentiethcenturybeforean attemptat

a comprehensivestudy of King was undertaken,when G.T. Stokes,drawing

upon a seriesof lectureshe had given at Trinity College, publishedthe fIrSt

critical assessmentof King's contributionto the political andecclesiasticalevents

of the period. This was followed shortly afterwardsby the publicationof his

autobiography,a selectionof his correspondenceand a diary he had written

while incarceratedin Dublin Castleduring 1689.6

But this interestin King provedshort-lived. While his lettersandbooks

continuedto inform generalpolitical andecclesiasticalhistoriessuchas Phillips'

History of the Churchof Ireland, andTrevelyan'sEnglandunderQueenAnne,

(in which he wasdescribedas 'perhapsthe wisestandbestof the Irish Statesmen

S I.A. Froude,The English in Ireland in the eighteenthcentury, 3 vols., London, 1872­
1881; W.E. Lecky, A History of Ireland in the EighteenthCentury, 5 vols., London, 1888­
1892; R. Mant, History of the Churchof Ireland, 2 vols., London, 1840-41; W.O. Killen,
EcclesiasticalHistory ofIreland, 2 vols.,Belfast,1875.

6 G.T. Stokes,SomeWorthiesof the Irish Church, ed., H.I.Lawlor, London, 1900; C.S.
King, A Great Archbishopof Dublin: William King, D.D., 1650-/729,autobiographyand
selectedcorrespondence,London, 1906; H.I. Lawlor, 'William King, Archbishopof Dublin',
PeplographiaDublinensis,London, 1902; idem., 'The Diary of William King, D.O., Deanof
St. Patrick's,afterwardsArchbishopof Dublin, during his imprisonmentin Dublin Castle',in
JournaloftheRoyalSocietyofAntiquariesofIreland, 1903,pp.119-138,139-152,pp.255-283
and pp.389-411; W.A Phillips, ed. The History of the Church of Ireland from the earliest
timesto the present,3 vols, 1933-4; G. Trevelyan,EnglandunderQueenAnne: the Peace
andthe ProtestantSuccession,London,1934,p.165.
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of the time'), it was to be the 1940'sbefore attentionwas re-directedto King

himself, this time by J.C. Beckett. Commencingin 1944, Beckett publisheda

seriesof studieswhich highlightedKing's role in many of the central eventsof

the decadesfollowing the Battle of the Boyne. For the [rrst time he was being

presentedin a broaderpolitical andsocialcontext,with Beckettemphasisingthe

various ecclesiasticaland political pressuresunder which he was oPerating,

without, however,drawingtogetherthevariouselementsinto a coherentwhole.7

In spiteof the fact that it concentratedmainly on the earlier part of his

life and on his relationship with Swift, Andrew CafPenter'sPh.D. thesis,

ArchbishopKing andDeanSwift, completedin 1970,markeda milestonein the

study of King, being the first attempt at a more contextualassessment. As

CafPenterhimselfremarked,however,it was 'beyondthe scoPeof this study to

make more than passingmention of many asPectsof King's life [which] must

regretfully be left for the presentuntil a definitive biographycanbe undertaken'.

'Such a work is surely needed',he concluded, 'for King was not only an

outstandingchurchmanbut a greatand influential man'. Augmentedalmosttwo

decadeslater by the somewhatflawed attemptby Luebbento characteriseKing

as a tolerant and enlightenedindividual, it remainsthe most detailedstudy of

King to date.s

7 J.C. Beckett,'TheGovernmentand the Churchof Ireland underWilliam III and Anne',
[hereafter:'The Governmentandthe Churchof Ireland'], IHS, 2, 1940-1,pp.280-302; idem.,
'William King's administrationof the Dioceseof Derry, 1691-1703',IHS,4,1944,pp.I64-180;
idem.,ProtestantDissentin Ireland, 1687-1780,[hereafter:Dissent],London, 1948.

8 A.I. Carpenter,ArchbishopKing and Dean Swift, unpublishedPhD thesis, University
CollegeDublin, 1970,pp.2-3. Seealso,idem., 'William King andtheThreatsto theChurchof
Ireland during the reign of JamesII', [hereafter: 'William King and the Threats to the
Church'], in IHS, 18, 1972, pp 22-8; N.C. Luebben, Tolerance in an Irish context:
ArchbishopWilliam King, unpublishedM.Phil. thesis,Trinity College, Dublin, 1989. The
most useful elementof this is the bibliographyof King's works printed before 1800 which

6



The fact that both of thesethesesremain unpublishedhas, however,

diminishedtheir impact. Indeed,asConnollyobserves,theonly recentpublished

works relating directly to King have beenPatrick Kelly's and Isolde Victory's

assessmentsof his role in the political developmentsleadingto the Declaratory

Act 1720. But,·even these,by concentratingupon King's involvement in the

catharticstruggleof the Irish parliamentwith its British counterpart,havetended

merely to perpetuate ell historiographical pattern which has too often

concentratedon King aspolitician ratherthanasecclesiasticalstatesman.9

In attempting a more complete analysis of King than has been

undertakenheretofore, this thesis aims to re-assesshis contribution to the

political, ecclesiasticalandintellectuallife of the period. In particular,it seeksto

examine the interplay between his various ecclesiastical and political

involvements,emphasising,in the process,a dynamic which existed from his

early years. It is this, coupledwith extensiveuse of quotation from his own

lettersandpublications,which providesthe frameworkuponwhich this narrative

of his life hasbeenconstructed.

constitutesthe mainpartof thethesis.

9 P. Kelly, 'ArchbishopWilliam King (1650-1729)and colonial nationalism',in C. Brady
(ed.), Worstedin the game: losers in Irish History (Dublin, 1989),pp 85-94; I. L. Victory,
Colonial Nationalismin Ireland, 1692-1725:from CommonLaw to Natural Right, [hereafter:
Colonial Nationalismin Ireland], unpublishedPh.D. thesis,TCD, 1984; idem., 'The making
of the 1720 DeclaratoryAct', in G. O'Brien ed., Parliament, Politics and People: essaysin
Eighteenth-centuryIrish History, Dublin, 1989, pp.9-29; SJ. Connolly, 'The Church of
Ireland:a critical bibliography,1690-1800',IHS,28,1993,p.367,footnote,34.

7



CHAPTER1

1650-1687: '••••• drawn to thebetterpart •.••. '1

The most importanteventin the life of William King, and the episodewhich,

more than any other, helps to explain many of his later involvementsand

priorities, occurredwhile he was still a studentat Trinity College, Dublin.

Born in Antrim on May 1, 1650 to a poor ScotsPresbyterianmiller and his

wife who had emigratedfrom Barra in Scotland,and who would move to

Tyronesomeyearslater,King hadarrivedin theCollegein the springof 1667.

His family's impoverishedbackgroundwas reflected in his admittanceas a

'sizar' - a studentwho performedmenialdutiesin return for two free mealsa

day. Within a year,however,he hadmanagedto elevatehimselfto a 'natives'

place. This not only enabledhim to escapethe indignity of servingmealsto his

fellow students,but broughtwith it a small stipendwhich freed him to spend

moretime at his studies.2

One consequenceof his presencein an Anglican college and the

attendanceat churchserviceswhich this entailed,however,was that whatever

Presbyterianbeliefshe may haveheld weredirectly challenged. King was the

1 Vitae,p.IO.

2 ibid., pp. 1-8. Prior to enteringTrinity King had beeneducatedby a Rev. William
Delganoat an Anglican School in Dungannon. The Trinity College Matriculation Book
statesthat he enteredthe Collegein 1666. However,this appearsto be a later interpolation
and King's record of 1667 is consistentwith Christian'sappointmentas tutor. His early
yearsin theCollegewereuneventfulwith theexceptionof his involvementduring his second
year in a studentprotest at the excessivelyauthoritarianapproachof the authoritiesas a
result of which he was publicly disciplined,albeit lightly: l.W. Stubbs,The History of The
University of Dublin. Dublin, 1889, p.I09; C. Maxwell, A History of Trinity College
Dublin. Dublin. J946,p.71; Stokes,op. cit., pp.145-152.



first to admit that his own religious formation had beensomewhatdeficient.

Rearedamidst the social, political and religious turmoil which had followed

almosta decadeof war, hehadreceivedlittle formal education. This hadbeen

compoundedby his father's refusal to subscribeto the SolemnLeagueand

Covenant,which had resulted in the family being ostracisedby the local

Presbyteriancommunity. As a result, he had arrived in Trinity with little

allegianceto thereligionof his forebears.3

Whatbroughtthis spiritual povertyto a headwas the fact that in 1669

he was assignedto a new tutor, John Christian, a man of strong religious

convictions. 'I cannotbut rememberwhat benefitslowe him,' King recalled

someyearslater, '[i]n the frrst place,therefore,andbecauseit is the chief, he

imbued me with a true senseof religion.' Promptedby Christian, King

respondedto this spiritualawakeningby undertakinga systematicinvestigation

of theclaimsof Christianity:

'The whole subjectof religion had thereforeto be thoroughly
examinedby me and to be traced out again from its fIrSt
principles.This was seenby me to be a greatand arduoustask
and not to be attainedwithout labour and immensestudy. I
meditatedhow difficult and laborious the investigationbefore
me would be, nor yet did that very greatly deter me, but the
momentousnessof the matter itself and the dangerof error
excitedin mea greatertumult.'

This determinationto 'examinereligion from its foundations'led him to a study

which lastedseveralmonthsand saw him examinenot only Christianity, but

also 'natural' religion, a process which involved consulting 'grave and

experiencedmen'.4

3 II' 2vitae,p..

4 ibid., pp.9, 11, 12. JohnChristiandied shortly beforeKing obtainedhis Bachelor's
degreein 1671. For a poem in his memory by King, dated November, 1671, seeLyons
2286a. King maintainedcontactwith Christian'sfamily and later madearrangement'sfor
severalof them to attend Trinity College: King to Ewan Christian, 1/1/13, TCD Ms.
750/4/94-6; Same to Same, 14/2/15, 2536/183; Same to Same, 17/3/18, TeD Ms,
750/11/3/117-8.AnotherwhoseacquaintanceKing madeat this time wasthe historianand
theologian,Henry Dodwell. Dodwell would later becomeoneof the few Irish non-jurorsin

9



The impact of his investigation was cathartic: 'I discernedclearly

enough,'he recalled,'thatI musteitherrenouncereligion or that I mustaddict

myselfto its practice.' He wasfacedwith a starkchoice:

'eitherI shouldhold the worshipof God beforeall the delights
of the world, its commoditiesand benefitsso that I might be
preparedto renouncethemall whentheycould not consortwith
the commandsof God, or that I might inwardly say farewell to
religion for I sawplainly that thereis no middlecoursebetween
these.'

Theissue'waswhetherI wishedto bea servantof Christor of the world'. For

severalmonths 'the choice was continually floating before my eyes,and the

matterwasungratefulenoughto a youngmanand its meditationarousedvery

grievoustroublesin my spirit.' Unableto deny what he cameto regardas a

divine calling on his life, he eventuallysuccumbed. In the springof 1670 he

embracedthe Anglican faith. Unusuallyfor a man who would neverbe given

to the useof piousor devotionallanguage,andindicativeof the sincerityof his

conversion,he describedwhat hapPenedin spiritual rather than intellectual

terms:

'I was drawn to the better part by the admonitions and
exhortationsof my tutor and I trembledlest I shouldabjurethe
hopeof eternalfelicity, the Divine Powerand the assuranceof
His grace I was obtaining, and in this conflict I learnedby
experiencehow insufficient my strengthwas without the aid of
Divine Grace since not only [did] I experience my
powerlessnessto overcome worldly temptationsbut also to
mistrustthemotiveof contendingwith them.'

Underthe watchfulof Christianhe madepublic his new faith andwithin weeks

hehadbeenacceptedinto theChurchof Ireland.S

King's conversionhad profound implications for him. He saw it as

embracingnot only the spiritual but also the moral, legal and administrative

the wakeof William andMary'saccessionto the throne,in spiteof which King maintaineda
regularcorrespondencewith him: King to Dodwell, 17/8/09, TeD Ms. 750/11/1194-6.

S ibid., p.lO.
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structuresof thechurchinto which he hadnow beenaccepted,a churchwhich

he viewed as the repository of both spiritual and ethical truth. A man of

Scottishdescentand Presbyterianbackground,moving now in an Anglican

societywhich wasitself tom betweenits affinity to EnglandandthingsEnglish

on the one hand,and a dawningawarenessof its own distinctivenesson the

other, he found in the doctrinesand historical independenceof the Churchof

Ireland,howevercompromised,a senseof identity andbelongingwhich would

shapefundamentallyhis religious,socialandpolitical outlook. Henceforthhis

life would be informedby a determinationto seethe influenceof this church

extended.6

The church into which he had beenacceptedand which inspired this

vision was the Church of Ireland as establishedby law. Its influence and

securitywere, however,far lessassuredthan this grand title implied. To all

intentsand purposesit wielded whateverinfluenceit did, not by virtue of its

spiritual authority,but asa resultof the legal powersvestedin it by the state.

This was part of the constitutional settlementwhich had accompaniedthe

restorationof themonarchyin 1660when,asif by divine intervention,both the

hereditarymonarchyand the church had re-emergedin the aftermathof the

interregnum. Few doubtedbut that their well-being would dependon the

developmentof someform of mutualsupport.7

For its parttheAnglicanChurchcontributeda theoryof kingshipwhich

6 T.C. Barnard, 'Crisesof Identity among Irish Protestants.1641-85'. in Past and
Present.127. 1990.pp.46-9.

7 J. McGuire. 'The Dublin Convention,the Protestantcommunityand the emergence
of an ecclesiasticalsettlementin 1660', in Cosgraveand McGuire, OOs., Parliament and
Community,Historical Studies14, Belfast. 1983, pp.121-46; F.R. Bolton, The Caroline
Tradition of the Church of Ireland, with particular referenceto Bishop Jeremy Taylor.
London, 1958,pp.30-39; TheHistory ofThe ChurchofIrelandfrom the Earliest Timesto
the PresentDay. 00. W.A. Phillips. Oxford. 1934. vol. iii; M. Gilmore, AnthonyDopping
and the Church of Ireland, 1685-1695, [hereafter: Dopping], M.A., QueensUniversity,
Belfast, pp.4-29; A.L. Capern, 'The Caroline Church: James Ussher and the Irish
Dimension'.in TheHistorical Journal. 39. 1. 1996.pp.57-85.
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investedthe monarchwith an almost mystical quality. This found its most

compelling and trenchantexpressionin the doctrines of Divine Right and

PassiveObediencewhich refusedto communicantsthe right to opposethe

monarchunderany circumstances.8 In return,by restoringto it the legal and

administrativeinfluencewhich it hadenjoyedpreviously,the monarchassigned

to the churcha role which fastenedits influenceon the everydaylife of the

subject. Thus, the church taught obedienceto the crown while the crown

insistedupon submissionto the ecclesiasticalauthorities. In such a scheme

menequatedthepowerof thechurchwith theauthorityof the law.9

It was for this reason that an intimate knowledge of the law of

precedentandof propertyrights was as importanta quality in a cleric as his

religious beliefs. Endowedwith a mind and a personalitywhich delightedin

masteringand manipulatingsuchdry matter,and possessinga stronglitigious

streak,King excelledin this area,accounting,in part, for his laterdramaticrise

within the churchstructure. Indeed,the greaterpart of his energiesas both

priestand bishopwould be consumed,not by mattersof stateor politics, but

with details of church claims to lands held under ancient charters, the

pronouncementsof prelatessitting on the variousecclesiasticalcourtsand the

rights of ministersin remoterural parishesto claim recompensefrom specific

parishionersfor repairsdoneto long-neglectedglebehouses.

But, while recognisingthat only by the exploitation of such legal

nicetiescould the pastoralauthorityof the churchbe madeeffective,King was

painfully aware of the restrictionswhich this state of affairs placed on the

churchand its ministers. The benefitswhich the churchreceivedwere almost

8 M. Goldie, 'The Political Thoughtof the Anglican Revolution',in R. Beddard,ed.,
TheRevolutionsof /688, Oxford, 1991,pp.126-33; J.N. Figgis, Theoryofthe Divine Right
ofKings,Cambridge,1896,pp.217-253.

9 Bolton, op cit., pp.30-39; T.C. Barnard, 'Lawyersandthe law in laterseventeenth­
centuryIreland',/HS, 28, 1993,pp.256-261.
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entirely temporal;all churchlandswerevestedin it, public office holderswere

requiredto confonnto Anglican beliefs, while the hierarchyhad the right to

operateecclesiasticalcourtsandto sit in theHouseof Lords. However,tied to

the monarch by doctrine, to the gentry by family associationand to the

governmentby interest,theresultwasthat few within thechurcheitherdesired

or saw the need for reform. Indeed, in a milieu which was politically,

economically and spiritually incestuous,offending clerics could only be

disciplinedwith difficulty, while genuinespiritual zeal wasoften a passportto

pastoralanonymity.10

To a man like King, however,imbuedwith an evangelicalzeal in the

wakeof his conversion,therewere manythingsaboutthe church,particularly

in its relationshipwith the stateand its representatives,which were less than

appealing. It was a dilemma which King would only resolve with some

difficulty, eventually inclining towards an anti-Erastianismwhich, while

acceptingthe symbiosiswhich existedbetweenchurchand state,viewed with

suspicionanythingwhich sawchurchmenplacetheir confidencein the stateas

guarantorof the church'stemporal welfare. He 'never was of opinion', he

would maintainsomeyearslater, 'that the ChurchandStateinterestshouldbe

united and that the clergy should have no separate interest from the

10 The spiritual and temporalill-health of the post-Restorationchurchis attestedto in
several reports drawn up by various bishops of the period. See, for example, The
EcclesiasticalCondition of the City and Countyof Londonderry, 1670, by Bishop Robert
Mossom,cited in Mant, Ope cit., i, p.667; TheSadCondition of the Church and Clergy in
the DioceseofDerry, by BishopGriffith Williams, cited in Mant, Ope cit., i, p.664. In his
first diocesanvisitation, Bishop Dopping of Meath discoveredover 150 churches'out of
repair': Gilmore, Dopping,p.2; SeealsoClarendonto Archbishopof Canterbury,25/5/86,
The StateLettersofHenry, Earl ofClarendon, [hereafter:ClarendonCorrespondence},ed.,
J. Douglas,i, p.108,for an official assessmentof the stateof the church. This should not,
however,be allowed to detractfrom the fact that, in somerespects,the church was quite
vibrant and servedmany of its communicantswell. For example,during the courseof the
seventeenth-centuryit produced several individuals of extraordinary calibre such as
Archbishop Ussher, and Bishops Taylor and Bedell: see T.C. Barnard, 'Improving
Clergymen,1660-1760',in Ford,McGuireandMilne, eds,Asby LawEstablished,pp.138-9.
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kingdom.....'II

Yet the Church of Ireland could hardly have survived without such

closelinks to the stateandthe gentry. King, if only grudgingly,acknowledged

as much: in a country where 'the bulk of the common people .....[were]

enemiesto the establishedchurch',he realisedthat 'thegentry [were] generally

conformableand the church interest,apparentlylies in them.' Not that King

regardedthegentryaseveractingpurely in the interestsof the church.He was

fully aware that few of their number regardedthe church as a source of

spiritual nourishmentandhe railed persistentlyagainstthe moral and religious

laxity which he believedtheir too prevalentinfluenceinduced. Nor could he

ignorethe fact that relianceon sucha small groupran counterto his vision for

the church- a vision which sprangfrom his view of the Churchof Ireland as

onewhosedestinywasthat of a truly nationalchurch,commandingthe loyalty

of a majority of the population and aiding the state in the creation of an

environmentcharacterisedby aChristiansocialandmoralorder.12

The major obstaclein the way of the realisationof this exaltedvision

wastheexistenceon the islandof a predominantlyRomanCatholicpopulation.

In every part of the country Anglicans found themselvesfacing a Catholic

populacewhich was both politically and religiously hostile. As recently as

1641 they had shown that they remained intent upon eradicating both

ProtestantsandProtestantismfrom Ireland. Thesereligiousdivisionshadbeen

further entrenchedby a seriesof land settlementswhich, assumingreligion to

be a badgeof loyalty, had rewardedProtestantsat the expenseof Catholics.

Theexistenceof markedculturalandlinguistic barriersensuredthat this divide

II King to Ashe, 215/15, TeD Ms. 2536/260-1.

12 King to __, [1715], quotedby Beckett in 'The Governmentand the Church of
Ireland',p.283; L.M. Cullen, 'PopulationTrendsin Seventeenth-CenturyIreland',Economic
andSocialReview,6, 1975,pp.149-165.
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couldneverbeeasilybridged.13

The numericalinferiority of Protestantswas compoundedby the fact

that Protestantismin Ireland was not a cohesiveforce: in many partsof the

island, particularly the north, Anglicans were confrontednot only by large

numbersof Catholics,but by a non-eonformistpopulationwhich distinguished

itself in historical, religious and cultural terms.14 Thesenon-conformistor

dissentinggroups compriseda number of sects ranging from Quakers to

Congregationalists,of which Presbyterianswere by far the most significant.

Commoncausein their hostility to Catholicismdid causeboth Anglicansand

non-conformiststo recognisetheir mutualpolitical andmilitary interests. Yet,

in spite of the fact that prior to the eventsof 1689 and 1690 the lines of

demarcationbetweenAnglican andotherswere lessmarkedthan theywould

later become,asevidencedby King himself, the variousgroupshad markedly

divergentagendas.IS

Much of the causeof this divergencecould be tracedto the origins of

Irish Presbyterianism.16 Protestantdissentin Englandhadbeenshapedlargely

by thePuritanmovementwhich,promptedby its successesin thecivil war, had

13 J.G. Simms, The Williamite Confiscation in Ireland, 1690-1703,London, 1956,
[hereafter:Williamite Confiscation].

14 P. Brooke, Ulster Presbyterians:The Historical Perspective,Dublin, 1987,pp.14­
62; SJ.Connolly,Religion,LawandPower: TheMakingofProtestantIreland, 1660-1760,
Oxford, 1992, [hereafter:Religion], pp.159-163; Beckett,Dissent,pp.20-22; R. Gillespie,
'The Irish Protestantsand JamesII, 1688-90', IHS, 27, pp.124-6; W. Macafeeand V.
Morgan, 'Populationin Ulster, 1660-1760',Plantationto Partition: Essaysin Ulster History
in honourofJ.L. McCracken,Belfast,1981,pp.46-83.

IS Barnard,'Crisesof Identity amongIrish Protestants,1641-85',pp.39-83; Connolly,
Religion, pp.26-7; R.L. Greaves,"That's no good religion that disturbsgovernment':the
Church of Ireland and the non-conformistchallenge,1660-1688',in Ford, McGuire and
Milne oos.,Asby Law Established,pp.12Q-135; J.D. Neville, 'Irish Presbyteriansunderthe
restoredStuartmonarchy',in Eire-Ireland: A Journal of Irish Studies,16, 1981,pp.29-42.
King was not alone in his family in convertingto Anglicanism,at leastone of his sisters
adopting the samecourse,while two nephewssubsequentlybecameAnglican ministers:
Rev. W. Delgarnoto King, 29/1/84, Lyons21.

16 Brooke,op. cit., pp.14-62; Beckett,Dissent,pp.20-22.
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overthrownepiscopacyand instituteda form of governmentwhich dePended

on local rather than national structures. Thus, upon its re-establishmentin

1660 the Church of Englandhad found itself confronting not a single non-

conformist opposition, but a rather ragged and splintered collection of

indePendentchurches. Irish Dissenters,on the otherhand,(with the exception

of a small numberof congregationsin Dublin andthesouthof the islandwhich

were English in origin), traced their ecclesiasticaland spiritual roots to the

morevigorousform of Scottishnon-conformism. It was from here,a country

wherethe Anglican Churchhadfound itself unableto re-assertits authority in

theaftermathof the interregnum,that tensof thousandsof ScotsPresbyterians

had streamedinto Ireland during the latter half of the seventeenthcentury.

This hadmeantthat the Presbyteriancommunionin the north wasof sufficient

critical massandcohesivenessto survive. It hadalsoestablishedan enduring

link with the Scottishdissentingmovementwhich focusedthe attentionsof

Irish Dissenterson GlasgowandEdinburghratherthanon Dublin for direction.

The result was avibrant communitywhich dominatedmuch of the economic

and social life of Ulster, which looked to Scotland for models of church

governmentand civil authority, and which interpretedCharlesII's grant of a

stiPendto its ministers,theRegiumDonum,asasignof official favour.17

In addition to circumstancesPeculiarto Ireland, the Churchof Ireland

wasalsovulnerableto the uncertaintiesinducedby changesin societyat large.

It wasparticularlyill-equippedto confronttheincreasinglysecularenvironment

being fosteredby philosophicaland scientific enlightenment. For the greater

part of the seventeenthcentury and beforehandbelief in God and His

providentialorderingof eventshaddominatedpublic andprivateviews of the

17 Brooke, op. cit., pp.46-53; J. McGuire, 'Governmentattitudesto religious non­
confonnity in Ireland, 1660-1719',in Caldicott et al., eds., The Huguenotsand Ireland,
pp.255-264; Greaves,op.cit., p.129.
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world. Disagreementsmight existasto how Godorderedsociety,but political

as well as religious debatehad alwaystakenplaceagainstthe backgroundof

the infallibility of scripture and the authority of the church. With the

Restoration,however,hadcomea theologicalrevolutionof sorts. To a large

extentthis hadbeenpromptedby a reactionto the turmoil of the interregnum

which many felt had owed much to endlessdisputesover the finer points of

theologyandthe natureof churchgovernment. IndividualssuchasCudworth,

Bayle, May and later Locke, encouragedby the scientific findings of Newton

and others, suggestedthat reasonand tolerancemight be far more potent

forcesfor goodthandoctrine,customandblind obedience.With its authority

dePendantmore on land rights, rent rolls and statutebooks than on religious

fervour, the Anglican Church was particularly susceptibleto such ideas,

standing to lose its biblical fundamentaliststo the non-conformistsand its

rationaliststo theDeistsor Socinians.18

King was not blind to any of thesedifficulties. But he wasconvinced

that the RestorationSettlement,particularly in the symbiosisbetweencrown

andchurchwhich it espoused,offeredtheonly prospectof stability in a society

confronting such an uncertainsocial, religious and political future. Reared

amid the chaosof the interregnum in Ulster, and familiar with the rather

anarchicworld of northernPresbyterianism,thedoctrinesof PassiveObedience

andthe Divine Right of Kings seemedto him to be fundamentalto the relative

civility whichcharacterisedmuchof theworld in which hewasnow moving. It

wasnot surprising,therefore,that hewasto becomea wholeheartedchampion

of this constitutionalarrangementas the only one capableof securingPeace

andorderin Ireland.

Indeed,in spite of severalinherentfrailties this arrangementdid have

18 C. Hill, TheEnglishBibleand theSeventeenth-CenturyRevolution,London, 1993.
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the desired effect of ensuring some level of political stability and was

recognisedby manyasessentialto thecontinuedwell-beingof both kingdoms.

As long asboth crown andchurchremainedunited in their promotionof this

constitution,it becameincreasinglyobvious that the settlementwas, in fact,

quite robust. What hadbeenneitheranticipatednor tested,however,was the

ability of this arrangementto survive a situation in which the interestsof

churchandcrown diverged,somethingthat was likely to arisein the wakeof

the decisionof JamesStuart,Duke of York andheir to the throne,to convert

to RomanCatholicismin 1673.

At the sametime as Jameswas publicly declaringhis Catholicism,King was

pursuinghis studiesat Trinity having decidedto remainon to take an M.A.

with a view to ordination.19 Now a dedicatedAnglican, he wasdeterminedto

understandandproclaimthe faith with which he believedhe hadbeendivinely

entrusted.To this endhedevoteda largepart of his time to the further study

of the Christianreligion and, in particular,to the doctrinesand rubrics of the

Churchof Ireland.

In an environmentwhich dePendedheavily uponfamily connectionand

patronage,however, he soon found himself at a disadvantageand, in an

attempt to improve his financial position, he applied for one of the annual

fellowshipsat the college,but was unsuccessful.But, his candidacydid lead,

indirectly, to opportunitieswhich he could neverhave imagined. One of the

examinersfor the fellowships was Dr. John Parker, Archbishopof Tuam.2O

19 King graduatedwith his B.A. in February1671.

20 Parkerhad beenappointedto Tuam in 1667 having beenpreviously consecrated
Bishop of Elphin in 1661 in a ceremonywhich had seensix other prelatesordainedin a
show of strengthby the resurgentpost-RestorationChurch of Ireland. He had suffered
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Impressedby the earnestnessandability of the youngstudent,heofferedhim a

position in his dioceseupon graduation. Ordaininghim shortly afterwardsas

deaconand then priest, he appointedKing as his personalchaplain.21 This

broughtwith it the prebendof Kilmainmoreandseveralvicaragesin Tuam. It

also promisednot only accessto Anglican society,but an end to the relative

penury in which King had subsistedall of his life. In the summerof 1674,

therefore, having graduatedwith a Master's degree, and eagerly looking

forward to his new way of life, he travelledwestwith his patronto takeup his

position.22

King's readjustmentto country life after sevenyearsin the capital was

not without its problems.Thedioceseof Tuamhadbeenparticularlyneglected

overpreviousdecadesandKing witnessedfirsthandthe difficulties confronting

thechurch. Parker,determinedto redressthis situation,demandedmuchof his

protege. Underhis tutelageKing appliedhimselfto the study of CanonLaw

and Scriptureand to the spiritual needsof his parishioners. However,he also

took time to enjoy the rewardsof his new station. In fact, he positively

revelledin his new prosperity,finding it difficult to control his apPetites. His

studies gradually gave way to 'trifles or games or fooleries or worse'.23

imprisonmentduring the interregnumwhile Prebendaryof Maynooth,and had spentseveral
yearsin Londonafter his releaseprior to taking up his appointmentin Elphin: Dictionary of
National Biography, vol., 43, p.247. King remainedin contactwith membersof Parker's
family long after his patron'sdeath,arranging,and financing the educationof his sonsand
the marriageof his daughter:see,for example,Lady Mary Dillon (daughterof Parker) to
King, 8/11/95, Lyons472andKing to Toilet. 19112102, TeD Ms. 1489/21124-5.

21 Vitae, p.13. King was ordaineddeaconin July, 1673 and was admitted to the
priesthoodin April, 1674.

22 Vitae, p.13. In all, King wasgrantedeight parishesin the south-easterncomerof
Mayo, covering an areaof approximately300 squaremiles: Calendar of Title Booksof
Tuam. 1665-1752,entries122-4,RepresentativeChurchBody Library, pp.I44-146. Almost
threedecadeslater, at the heightof oneof his campaignsto combatpluralism, he would be
remindedthat he hadbeena pluralisthimself: ArchdeaconLemuelMatthews,A Letterto the
RightReverendWilliam, Lord BishopofDerry, 1703,p.5.

23 Vitae, p.l5.
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Hawking andhuntingwere two of his favourite pastimes. The archiepiscopal

tablealsoprovidedoverwhelmingtemptation,to which he readily succumbed.

Herehe enjoyed'a copioussupplyof eatinganddrinking..... with a very large

varietyof winesanda profusionof othergenerousliquors.' Forseveralmonths

he indulged himself wholeheartedly. But it was a diet to which he was

completelyunaccustomed.In the winter of 1675,little more thana yearafter

arriving in Tuam,he beganto noticea seriousdeteriorationin his health. Not

long afterwardshewasdiagnosedashavingbeen'seizedwith the gout'. It was

a condition which was to afflict him for the rest of his life, proving, on

occasion,almostfatal.24

In spiteof this handicapKing did eventuallysettleinto the lifestyle of a

country curate. He was raisedto the Provostshipof Tuamin October1676

and showedhimself to be both a capableadministratorand a diligent pastor.

But he was still a relatively unknowncleric in an impoverisheddiocesein the

remotewestof the country. It wasParker'sappointmentto the Archbishopric

of Dublin in 1678which wasto changethis. Within a yearhe hadofferedhis

young chaplain the prestigiousChancellorshipof St. Patrick's Cathedral in

Dublin. This was a position which brought with it the rectorship of St.

Werburgh's,one of the wealthiestlivings in the country. The entreatiesof

Parker'ssuccessorin Tuam,JohnVesey,who regrettedthe lossof 'aPersonso

qualified' as King, were to no avail. In August, 1679,trembling 'with fear' at

the prospectof 'thecontinuedanxiety'which his new chargewould bring with

it, but fully confidentthathewould rise to thechallenge,King departedfor the

24 ibid.• p.14; Stokes.op. cit.• p.154. There is no evidenceto suggestthat King's
conditionwashereditary. It appearsto havebeena form of secondarygout (Hyperuricemia)
inducedby a metabolismwhich retainedexcessivequantitiesof uric acid in the body. thereby
inflaming thearm and leg joints. It would havebeentriggeredby a high purinediet suchas
that describedas set beforehim at the Archbishop'stable in Tuam. The fact that his later
attacksfollowed periodsof physicalexertionis consistentwith this diagnosis.
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capital.2S

By any standardshis advancementhad been dramatic. He had

embracedAnglicanismlessthan a decadepreviouslyand now, at twenty-nine

yearsof age, he found himself the incumbentof one of the most important

cures in the country.26 This, he was aware, had arousedthe antipathy of

several of the more senior clerics in the diocese. But he refused to be

intimidated. He immediatelyset about replicating the pastoraland scholarly

habits he had developedin Tuam and which had servedhim to such good

effect. Indeed,combining 'holding services,visiting the sick, catechisingthe

ignorant,' with 'the night turned to studies and books', he found his new

position more spiritually and intellectually rewarding than anything he had

experiencedbefore. 'Immersedin occupations',he alsofelt himself'lesssubject

to passionsandworldly temptations',manyof which were, in any case,denied

him becauseof his worseninggout.TI

One 'worldly temptation'to which he felt increasingly'lesssubject'was

marriage. Indeed,oneof the reasonshe wasdelightedto haveleft Tuamwas

2S Veseyto King, 13/11n9, Lyons 2; Vitae, p.18; Stokes,op.cit., p.158; Samuel
Hold to King, 24n/80, Lyons 4. He was officially installed on October 27, 1679:
Paraphrasep.46. One of the consequencesof his new prosperity was that King found
himself being called upon for assistanceby 'a numeroustribe of poor relations, near 200'.
Over the courseof the next fifty years he estimatedthat he expendedseveral thousand
poundson the dowries,educationandcareersof variousfamily members. One relative who
proved a particular drain was his nephew,William King. Beginning in 1708, when he
purchaseda placefor him on a frigate, King expendedan amountin excessof onethousand
poundson him, culminating in 1718 in the purchaseof a lieutenantshipfor him on HMS
Rippon: King to ThomasKnox, 10/5/07, TeD Ms. 750/3/21114; King to Captain (later
Rear-Admiral)Saunders,1119/08, TeD Ms. 750111/1115; Sameto Same, 3/3118, TCD
Ms. 750/11/129; King to William King, 29/3/26, TeD Ms. 750/8/83.

26 In addition to being Chancellorof S1. Patrick'sand looking after S1. Werburgh's,
King was also responsiblefor S1. Canice'sParish in Finglas. His income was circa. £250
p.a. and he employedseveralcuratesto assisthim. During this time he lodgedwith a Mrs
Crooke,widow of JohnCrooke,former Printer-General,in Skinner'sRow. He remainedin
contact with Mrs Crooke for many years and her son, Andrew Crooke, was the Dublin
printerof his book,De Origine Mali, in 1702.

TI SamuelHold to King, 24n180, Lyons4; Vitae, p.18.
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that he felt he would 'havebeendriven to contracta marriage'out of sheer

lonelinessandboredomhadheremainedthereany10nger.28 His resolveon this

point was reinforced by an incident which occurred during his years as

Chancellorof St. Patrick's. Much to the amusementof his friends, a rumour

linking him amorouslywith the wife of a prominentDublin gentlemanbeganto

circulate throughoutthe city. It was only when a correspondentwrote to

inform him of a chanceencounterwith a womanwho had beenemployedby

the aggrievedhusbandto 'discoverpassage'betweenhis wife and a certain

clergyman,that King becameawareof this gossip. Convincedthat King was

the guilty party, the womanhadlet slip that a plot hadbeenlaid by herselfand

severalothers'to take you [King] and the gentlewomanin the action.' King

was horrified, realising how easily a rumour such as this might be used to

malignhim. Making a pointof publicisingthefact that therewerethreeTrinity

Collegestudentswith his surnameliving quitecloseto the homeof the woman

in question,he protestedhis innocencevehemently. His protestationswere

acceptedandnothing further was heardof the matter. But it did steelhim in

his determinationnever to marry, all the more so since he had decidedthat

sucha stepwould distracthim from 'thoughtsof thenextworld'.29

While King wasslowly but surelysecuringa reputationfor himselfasa

dedicatedand comPetentpastor,he was delightedto discoverthat his new

eminencealso gavehim accessto the political elite of the country. He soon

28 Vitae, p.17. King's discomfort in the presenceof women was reciprocatedby
several females who made his acquaintance. One, having met him at a dinner party,
describedhim as a 'savagemonster', and a 'purpled brute' with 'devilish eyes': Eliza
Berkeley,(quotedby David Bermanin NotesandQueries,58, 1982,p.529). Another, Eliza
Toilet, wife of King's London agent, took such a disliking to him that, suspectingher
husbandto be involved with anotherwoman,shewrote to BishopDoppingaccusingKing of
having supplied her husband with the 'adulterous wretch': Eliza Toilet to Dopping,
22/12193, TeD Ms. 2254a.p.52. But, seealsoGeorgeToilet to King, 24/11/92,Lyons 246,
and Same to Same, 10/2/94, Lyons 332, in which the writer apologisesfor his wife's
outbursts,ascribingthemto insanityon herpart.

29 Mr. T. L__to King, 1/11/87, Lyons47; King to Bonnell, 14/4/96, Lyons493.
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madea favourableimpressionon severalof the principalofficersof state. One

of thesewas EdwardHerbert,later Lord ChiefJusticeof Englandand James'

Lord Chancellor. For a brief Period in 1682 King held the seals of the

Palatinateof Co. TipPerary on his behalf. Writing to thank King for his

assistance,Herbertwas uncannilyprophetic: 'I hoPe',he told him, that 'the

nextgreatsealyou will havethecustodyof shall be in your own right with the

Archbishopric of Dublin.' King soon found himself moving in even more

exalted company. St. Werburgh's acted as parish church for the Chief

Governorandhis entourageand,asa result,hehadregularcontactwith senior

governmentofficials. By 1683he hadimpressedtheLord Deputy,the Earl of

Arran, sufficiently to be appointedone of his chaplains. When, in 1684,

Ormondereturnedto Ireland as Lord Lieutenant,he was happy to continue

King in this position. But, Perhapsthe surestevidenceof his new renownwas

that he, and eSPeCiallythe strongScottishaccentwhich he retainedall of his

life, had becomea regulartargetof the studentparodieswhich accompanied

theannualcommencementceremoniesatTrinity College.30

He found somerespitefrom his variousresponsibilitiesin the activities

of the newly formed Dublin PhilosophicalSociety. Although not one of the

founding members,he was one of its earliestand most active contributors.

Within a few monthsof its formation he presenteda paPer,laterpublished,on

the subjectof the productivecapacitiesof bogs. BetweenOctober1683 and

December1684, he contributeda further six paPerson topics as diverseas

HydraulicsandDenisPapin'srecentlyinventedDigester. It wasalsoherethat

30 E[dward] H[erbert] to King, 16112182,Lyons 14; Daniel Lloyd to King, 19/7/81,
Lyons 59; Certificatesof Appointment, Tertowie papers, TeD MS. 2957/6/212and
2957/6/2/3; King's strong accentwas one of the more obvious legaciesof his Scottish
background. In spiteof his bestendeavourshe was neverable to discardit. Writing of his
mannerof speech,his earliestbiographerrecalledthat he spoke'in Scotchdialect that he
lamentedall his days after, that he found it hardly possibleto reform his pronunciation,
which. with a kind of lisping and stammeringnatural to him, render[ed] his voice and
mannerof speakingvery ungraceful':Paraphrase,p.IO.
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he formed friendships with individuals such as St. George Ashe, William

Molyneux, John Baynard,SamuelDopping, SamuelFoley, Patrick Dun, and

GeorgeToIlet aswell asMark Baggot,a Catholic,menwho were later to play

importantrolesin his life. 31

In the midstof this freneticactivity, however,King wasfinding that his

deterioratinghealthwassomethinghecouldno longerignore. After a seriesof

attacksduringhis first few yearsin Dublin, hehadto concedethathis gout was

becominga seriousimpedimentto his ministry. He was regularly forced to

withdraw to his chambersfor considerableperiodsof time. In the summerof

1683,aftera particularlypainful attack,hewent to Englandfor the first time to

'takethe waters'at Tunbridge.32 He found this treatmentso successfulthat he

took the waters again in 1684 and 1686, although on these occasionshe

travelledonly as far as Wexford.33 On the instructionsof his physician,Dr.

Patrick Dun, he was also careful to take regular breaks in the country,

although,unknownto Dun, he availedof the opportunitiesaffordedby these

trips to indulgehis liking for hunting.34

31 W. King, Of the Bogs and Loughsof Ireland, London, 1686; C. Robbins, The
Seventeenth-CenturyCommonwealthman,Massachusetts,1959; K.T. Hoppen,The Common
Scientist in the SeventeenthCentury, London, 1970, pp. 25-43; idem, 'The Dublin
PhilosophicalSocietyandthe new learningin Ireland',IHS, 14, 1964,pp.99-119; Baggotto
King, -/12/00, Lyons 743; Sameto Same, 15/3/01, Lyons 775; Sameto Same, 16/3/04,
Lyons 1071. King wasalsoa memberof the Royal Societyin Englandwherehe madethe
acquaintanceof Newton,Stukelyandseveralotherprominentindividuals.

32 Dr. P. Dun to King, 2/6/83, Lyons 17. While at Tunbridgehe attendedthe court
physician,Dr. ThomasMillington.

33 Dun to King, 616/84, Lyons 24; Sameto Same, 3/8/86, Lyons 40; Sameto
Same, 15/8/86, Lyons 2292. While in Wexford in 1684 he availedof the opportunity to
carryout someexperimentson thecurativequalitiesof thespawaters. This formed the basis
of a paperwhich he laterdeliveredto theDublin PhilosophicalSociety.

34 ThomasOtway.Bishopof Ossory,to King, 4/4/83, Lyons 16; Dan Lloyd to King,
19n/81 , Lyons6; Dun to King, 8/4/84,Lyons 22; Rev. ThomasBensonto King, 26/4/84,
Lyons 23. King hadfirst madeDun'sacquaintanceat meetingsof the Dublin Philosophical
Societyof which Dun wasa foundingmember. He wasappointedPhysicianto the Army by
William in 1688 and accompaniedthe king throughout Ireland. In 1690 he became
Presidentof theCollegeof Physicians.He continuedasKing's doctorfor manyyearsand in
1713 appointedKing as his executor:seeMemoir of Sir Patrick Dun, ed., T.W. Belcher,
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In spite of his illness, however,King's rangeof involvementssteadily

grew. This was partly the result of the increasedresponsibilitiesassignedto

him by his superiors. But it was also due to the fact that during his time as

Chancellorof St. Patrick'she becameembroiledin two major controversies.

Significantly,bothrevolvedaroundthequestionof the natureandextentof the

authorityof the establishedchurchand its ministers. Sincethis was a matter

which would occupya large amountof his attentionsin later life, thesetwo

incidentsare important in highlighting his thinking on this point in the early

partof his career.

The first of thesedisputeshad its origins in the peculiarnatureof the

constitutionof St. Patrick'sCathedral. In 1220theconstitutionof the Diocese

of SalisburyhadbeenimposedonSt. Patrick'sby ArchbishopHenryof London

when he granted the church cathedral status. This rather idiosyncratic

arrangementhad resultedin manyof the rights and Privilegesof the Chapter

neverbeing clearly defined. In particular, the respectiveprerogativesof the

DeanandChancellorwereunclear. This wasasituationwhich a manlike King

would not tolerate. The fact that the incumbentDean,the Rev. JohnWorth,

wasa manequallydeterminedto protecthis privilegesmadea conflict of some

sortlikely.3s

Worth hadbeenappointedas Deanover a yearprior to King's arrival

and, merelycontinuinga long establishedpractice,he had nominatedJanuary

12, 1680astheday for his visitationof theChapterof St. Patrick's. Protesting

that nothing in the ancientchartersof the Cathedralendowedany suchpower

on the Dean, King, supportedby five prebendaries,refusedto attend. The

Dublin, 1866.

3S William Monck-Mason, The History and Antiquities of the Collegiate and
CathedralChurchofSt. Patrick, Dublin, 1820,pp.201-202; H.J. Lawlor, The Fasti ofSt
Patrick's, 1930,pp.7-11,48; Paraphrase,pp.48-52.
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remainderof the Chapterreactedby pronouncingthe protesterscontumacious,

insistingthat they eitherexplaintheir actionor face suspension.At this point

the five prebendariessuccumbed.King alonerefusedto yield. Worth reacted

by suspendinghim from theChapter. This wasa highly embarrassingsituation

for King who now found himselfexcludedfrom the Cathedral. Yet he was

absolutelydeterminednot to concede.Appealingto Parker,he wasreinstated

pendingan investigation. It was agreedthat this would involve referring the

matterto the Archbishop'sCourt andthe Vicar General,Sir JohnTopham. It

was the preludeto a seriesof hearingsand depositionsby both men. But,

althoughit was over eighteenmonthsbeforethe court finally adjudicatedon

the matter, King's doggednesswas eventuallyvindicated. The Dean, it was

decided,did not havethepowersheclaimed.36

King was delightedand presumedthat this was an end to the matter.

But, not to bedenied,Worth appealedto theCourtof Delegates.37 Onceagain

therewasa delayof severalmonthswhile the two menengagedin a seriesof

lengthy submissions. It was 1683 beforea fmal decisionwas reached. This

time, however,the membersfound in Worth'sfavour. Pursuantto an Irish Act

for the Regulationof St. Patrick'sCathedralmadeduring Edward VI's reign,

they decidedthat the Dean was entitled to act as he had done. They fully

endorsedhis behaviourand commendedhis determinationto vindicate his

rights. In stark contrast, they made plain their annoyance at King's

insubordination.His conducthadreflectedbadlyon the churchin government

circles. He was severely reprimanded, and, as a 'mulct for his

contumaciousness',wasorderedto erectnew stallsin theChapterHouseat his

36 T. Cotton. Fasti EcclesiaeHibemicae, 1847. ii, p.IOI; Stokes,op. cit., p.178;
Monck-Mason,op. cit., pp.211-3.

37 Stokes,op. cit., p.180. This Court consistedof the Bishopsof Kildare. Cork and
Killala, Sir RichardReynell,Oliver Jonesandthe Deansof ChristChurchandArmagh.
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own expense.38

It was an ignominious,and very public, reprimandfor King, the fact

that governmentofficials hadcommentedadverselyuponhis actionsmaking it

eSPeCiallyembarrassing. But, in spite of this, his appetite for controversy

showedno sign of abating. Indeed,by 1686he hadbecomeembroiledin yet

anothervery public dispute. On this occasion,however,he hadbeencarefulto

engagea topic which he wasconfidentwould re-establishhis reputationwithin

the church: the question of the relationship between Anglicanism and

Catholicism.

This was always an issue of fundamental political as well as

ecclesiasticalimportancein Ireland. The enthronementof a Catholic king in

February 1685 had, however, given it an immediaterelevance. Fears that

James'accessionmight precipitatea spateof defectionsto the CatholicChurch

hadbeenfuelled by the highly controversialdecisionof PeterManby, Deanof

Derry, to do exactly this in early 1686. When this was followed by James'

refusalto demandthat Manby resignhis positionwithin the Churchof Ireland,

it becameapparentthat not only the spiritual authority, but the temporal

security of the church was being challenged. IT other churchmencould be

persuadedto follow Manby'sexample,and they too were allowed to retain

their beneficesas well as their remuneration,then the privilegesand assetsof

the Anglican Church might well be transferredpiecemealto the Catholic

Church.39 Manby's decision to publish a defence of his action seemed

calculated to encourage this very course.

38 Monck-Mason,op. cit., p.202.

Consequently, when his

39 Bonnell to Strype, 28/8/86, 5/12/87 and 17/4/88, (quoted in Gilmore, Dopping,
pp.)4-)6). A similar situation had arisenin relation to vacanciesin the Archbishopricof
Cashel,the Bishopricsof Clonfert, Elphin andClogherand the Deaneryof Down: Cotton,
Fasti Ecclesiae Hibemicae, ii, p.45; Clarendon to Rochester, 20/3/86, Clarendon
Correspondence,i, p.312; Paraphrase,pp.58-62; Stokes,op.cit., p.186.
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'Considerationswhich Obliged PeterManby..... to Embracethe Catholique

Religion.....' appearedin 1687, it demandedan immediaterejoinder from the

churchauthorities.40 King was the first to respondin print with An Answer.41

By the time that Manby had followed up his frrst book with two further

pamphlets,King hademergedashis mosttrenchantcritic.42

Determinedto 'keephis flock safefrom beingpervertedto the Church

of Rome',King had alreadymadeplain his views on RomanCatholicismand

had 'often disputedpublicly with Popish Priests'. In March, 1685 he had

invited BishopSheridanof Kilmore to preachat St. Werburgh's. The sermon,

an outspokenattackon both Catholicsand Presbyterians,had beenpublished

subsequentlywith an introduction by King.43 Fully endorsing Sheridan's

sentiment's,he hadexpressedthe view that the CatholicChurchwas apostate

andthePopedamned.But, mindful of thepresenceon thethroneof aCatholic

40 The Considerationswhich ObligedPeterManby, Dean of Derry, to Embracethe
CatholiqueReligion,Dublin, 1687.

41 An Answerto theConsiderationswhich ObligedPeterManby, DeanofLondonderry
in Ireland, (as he pretends)to embracewhat he calls the Catholique Religion. London,
1687, [hereafter:An Answer]. This wassubsequentlypublishedin Dublin in the sameyear
andborethe imprimaturof ArchbishopFrancisMarshof Dublin.

42 After King's first retort Manby producedA ReformedCatechism.in Two Dialogues
concerningthe EnglishReformation.collectedfor the mostpart. Wordfor Word, out ofDr.
Burnet.John Fox andotherProtestantHistoriansfor the informationofthe people,Dublin,
1687. King replied to this with A Vindication of the Answerto the Considerationsthat
obliged Peter Manby etc. to embrace.as he pretended, what he calls the Catholique
Religion,beingan Answerto thefirst Dialoguealreadyprintedofhis ReformedCatechism,
Dublin, 1688. Manby followed his earlier books with a pamphletentitled A Letter to a
Friend showingthe Vanity of this opinion: that everyMan's Senseand Reasonis to guide
him in mattersofFaith, Dublin, 1688. King respondedwith A Vindicationof the Christian
ReligionandReformationagainstthe Attemptsofa late Letterwrote by PeterManby, dean
of Derry, pretendingto showthat all Religionshavea like Plea and that there can be no
such Sins as Heresyand Schism,if every Man's Senseand Reasonare to guide him in
MattersofFaith, Dublin, 1688.

43 Paraphrase,p.24; St. Paul'sConfessionoffaith, or a briefaccountofhis religion;
in a sermonpreachedat St. Werburgh'sChurchin Dublin, March 22, J685 by William Lord
Bishopof Kilmore and Ardagh, [hereafter:St. Paul's Confessionoffaith], Dublin, 1685.
King's introduction was in the form of a letter to Sheridan. CaptainCharlesHolcroft to
King, 25/1/82, Lyons8; Miles Higgins to King, [1683], Lyons2288.
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monarch,he hadalsotakenthe opportunityto reaffmnthe needfor Anglicans

to remain true to the doctrine of PassiveObedience:it was 'impossible',he

wrote, in wordswhich would beemployedin the aftermathof the war to imply

expediencyon his part, that 'anyoneof our communionshould be disloyal

without renouncinghis religion.'44He hadrepeatedthesesentimentsevenmore

forcefully in a sermonof his own in Octoberof that year.45 Speakingbefore

the Primate andthe Lords Justices,he had also remindedhis congregationof

thecruelty inflicted uponProtestantsby Catholicsin 1641. More pointedly,he

had takenthe opportunityto warn Catholicsof the dire consequencesof any

insolencethey might be contemplatingnow that one of their own persuasion

wason the throne.46

InterpretingManby'sactionsas intendedto stimulatesuch 'insolence',

King's pUfPQsein enteringthe fray wassimply to deterothersfrom following

the Dean'sexample. He presentedManby asan opportunistanddismissedhis

protestationsof conversionasprofane,intendedmerelyto find favour with the

newregime. But personaldenunciationssuchasthis wereof little value. King

knew that the critical issue was whether, in dealing with a recalcitrant

clergyman,thefinal authorityrestedwith thechurchor with thecrown. It was

44 W. King, Introduction,pp.v-vi, to St. Paul's Confessionoffaith; [CharlesLeslie],
An Answerto a BookIntitled. 'TheStateofthe ProtestantsofIreland', London, 1692,p.113.
SeealsoStokes,op. cit., pp.184-5.

45 Anti-Catholic sermonswere preachedevery yearon October23, the anniversaryof
the 'massacre'of 1641, and on November5, the anniversaryof the GunpowderPlot: T.C.
Barnard, 'The Uses of 23 October, 1641 and Irish ProtestantCelebrations',English
historical review, 1991, p.893, (especially footnote 3); idem, 'Athlone, 1685; Limerick,
1710; Religious Riots or Charivaris?',Studia Hibemica, 28, pp.61-75; 1. Kelly, "The
Glorious and Immortal Memory': Commemorationand ProtestantIdentity in Ireland, 1660­
1800',ProceedingsoftheRoyalIrish Academy94c, 1994,pp.25-52.

46 W. King, A SermonPreachedat Christ Church, Dublin. on the 23rd of October
1685. beforeMichael Boyle. Lord PrimateandLord ChancellorandArthur Forbes. Earl of
Granard. LordsJusticeson Isaiah 59:6.7. in SamuelFoley'sCommonplacebook, TeD Ms.
865.The text in Isaiahreads:'..... their works areworksof iniquity andthe actof violenceis
in their hands. Their feet run to evil andthey makehasteto shedinnocentblood..... wasting
anddestructionarein their paths.'

29



this which forcedhim to committo print his ideaof 'naturalauthority',a radical

declarationof the integrity andindependenceof the nationalchurch,a concept

which owed much to the notion of the Churchof Ireland as a 'free national

church' which had been articulated earlier in the century by Ussher and

developedby otherssincetheRestoration.47

In many ways, in fact, King was the inheritor of that remarkably

ambitious vision of the Church of Ireland frrst conceived in the early

seventeenth-century. For him the term 'natural authority' described that

primacy of dominion which flowed from thosehistorical, legal, spiritual and

political developmentswhich had patently been approved by God. In

particular, it referred to 'the whole body of men professingthe religion of

Christ and living undertheir lawful governors',that is bishops,which, in an

Irish context,meantbishopsof the Churchof Ireland. Under thesecriteria it

was possibleto dismissthe claims of Presbyteriansand the RomanCatholic

Churchto primacyin theecclesiasticalaffairsof Ireland,sincethey 'proceedon

their own headsin spiteof their lawful governors'.48The claimsof the Church

of Englandto primacyover Irelandcouldalsobedeniedsince,like the Roman

Catholic Church, its centreof authority was outside the island. The only

properlyconstitutedchurchwhich could lay any claim to spiritual jurisdiction

in Irelandwas the Churchof Ireland. Its claimswerebasedon its statusas a

national church with an episcopalstructure which had been providentially

establishedand approved. And while in the past its 'legal governors',(the

bishops),might havedevolvedthe right to makeappointmentsto the crown, it

wasimplicit in this arrangementthat the ultimateauthorityremainedwithin the

church. Therefore,sincein this caseits episcopalbenchhadalreadydeclared

47 SeeBolton. op cit., pp.2,8-22for a discussionof Ussher'svision of what hecalleda
'FreeNationalChurch'.

48 King, AnAnswer,pp.4,6, 29.
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that Manby shouldbe deprived,it remainedsimply to seethesewishescarried

out. Indeed,if only 'nationalchurcheswereleft to begovernedby themselves',

as had beenintendedby the original reformers,he was moved to lament, all

such'contentions[would] sooncometo anend'.49

King was delighted to find that the initial responseto his articulate

ripostesto the challengeposedby Manby was highly favourable. Archbishop

Marsh, for example,hadbeensufficiently impressedto allow An Answerto be

published with his imprimatur. He was esPeCiallygratified to see that his

reputationasa keendefenderof the Anglican causehad spreadto England:a

friend wrote to tell him that, despite'the tartnessof your style,' his pamphlets

'hadtakenwell' there.50

But accoladessuch as this could not survive the tensionsinducedby

Tyrconnell'spoliciesandthe appearanceof James'DeclarationsofIndulgence.

Indeed, they soon gave way to outright denunciation. The reasonfor this

could be traced,not to any criticism of the king's religion, but to a relatively

minor asPeCtof King's thesis. Addressingthe nature of ecclesiasticaland

secularauthorityhadrequiredthat he deal,howeverobliquely, with the claims

of the other large denominationon the island, Ulster Presbyterianism. His

characterisationof all non-conformistsas being outsidethe Christian church

'having separatedfrom their lawful governors', had, however, been both

scathingand dismissive.SI In King's schemeof things, however, order and

structure were as much determinantsof orthodoxy as doctrine. Roman

Catholicism'sliturgical andepiscopalqualitiesmadeit vaguelycompatiblewith

the scriptural pattern to which the Anglican Church conformed. But the

49 ibid., p.3l; Goldie,op. cit., pp.12S-8.

50 HenryDodwell to King, 19/2188, LyonsSta.

SI King, AnAnswer,p.6.
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rejection of these by Dissenters removed them from the natural order

altogether.Their refusalof evenlocal systemsof authoritynot only madetheir

religion suspect,but in King's estimation,madethem harbingersof anarchy.

Indeed,it was the fact that non-conformismappearedso doctrinally akin to

Anglicanismon so many points that madeit so insidious. Sincethe features

that distinguishedthe truechurchfrom its Presbyterianimpostorwere thoseof

order, episcopacy and historical legitimacy, these required to be

disproportionatelyemphasised.

The problemwith the forthright denunciationof Presbyterianismwhich

flowed from such an analysis,was that it offendedpotential allies at a time

when an increasingly resurgent Catholic nation was emerging under

Tyrconnell. It wascertainlyat oddswith the needfor Anglicansanddissenters

to come together to confront a foe which made little distinction between

conformist and non-conformist. As concernssuch as this began to take

precedenceover theological niceties, favourable reviews soon gave way to

morecritical assessments.WhenoneprominentPresbyterianpublicly rebuked

King for his 'uncharitablenessand ignorance,pride and confidence [and]

immoderateaffectionto a party which blindedhis judgement.....', the Anglican

leadershiptook fright. By early 1688 King, although indignant at what he

believed was 'this severetreatment',had been dissuadedfrom taking any

furtherpart in thecontroversy.S2

S2 Paraphrase. pp.62-66; [Joseph Boysel. Some impartial reflections on D{rj.
Manby's Considerationsetc. and Mr King's Answer, Dublin. 1687, (also published as
VindiciaeCalvanisticae).
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CHAPTER 2

1688-1690:'••••• sadandgloomydays••••• ' I

King's conversionwas the seminalevent of his life. It imbued him with an

enthusiasmfor the thingsof God which would shapenot only his personallife,

but his entirepolitical andsocialoutlook. However,at this stagein his career

his zeal lackeddefinition anddirection. He wishedto seethe influenceof the

Churchof Irelandextendedbut hadno ideaof how this might be achieved. It

was this which his experiencesduring the period from 1688 to 1690 would

provide.

These were years when many of the elementsof the Restoration

Settlementto which he had given his wholeheartedsupportwere exposedas

inadequateto deal with a situation in which the interestsof the crown and

church diverged. But, in what was to prove to be the main legacy of this

period for him, he was motivatedto constructa viable alternative. It was out

of this time of upheavalthat he emergedwith what he called his 'Constitution

of Churchand State',a political, ecclesiasticaland social blueprintcontouring

his vision of how society in general,and Anglo..Ireland in particular, might

appropriateto itself the achievementsof both the Restorationandthe Glorious

Revolution.2 While reminiscentof theRestorationSettlementin manyrespects,

in some of its key elementsit did evidencea radical break with the past,

I King, Sermonon Matthew5:16,preachedin September,1688,TeD Ms. 1123/5.

2 The term 'Constitutionof Church and State' was commonly used to describea
political andreligioussettlement.



envisaging,for example,changesin the relative powersof crown, churchand

parliament. It was ameasureof the catharticeffect of the war yearsand the

intensityof personalstrugglewhich accompaniedits conceptionthat it was to

inspirehim for theremainderof his life.
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I

King had becomeaware of the political and religious turmoil which might

accompanyJames'accessionwhen,in Tunbridgein 1683to takethe watersfor

his gout, he hadobservedthe emergenceof 'factions..... betweenRoyalistsand

Republicans.' Nevertheless,James'accessionin February, 1685 had not

Perturbedhim unduly. He wasconfidentthat, in spiteof his religious beliefs,

the new monarchwould honourhis promiseto defendthe establishedchurch.

Like the bulk of his colleagues,therefore,he continuedto preachthe doctrine

of PassiveObedienceasapplyingto James.3

This was consistentwith the various declarationsof fidelity he had

made ever since the crisis induced by James'conversion. In 1679, while

attemptswere being madein Englandto excludeJamesfrom succeedinghis

brotheras monarch,he had, along with other Dublin clergymen,endorseda

statementof fealty to Charlesand to Jamesas his rightful heir.4 Shortly after

Jameshad succeededto the throne, and just prior to Monmouth'srebellion,

King hadagainbeenoneof severalclerics to sign his nameto an Addressto

Jamespromising 'dutiful submission': We can give your Majesty no greater

3 Vitae, p.19. At his first Privy Council meetingasmonarchJameshadpromisedto
'preservethis governmentboth in Churchand State'and to 'take greatcare to defendand
support'thechurch. It waspresumedthat this wasintendedto includetheChurchof Ireland
since,in February,1685,Jamesorderedthat his remarksbeprintedandcirculatedin Ireland
as TheAccountofWhatHis Majestysaidat hisfirst comingto Council.

4 A statementby the Archbishopof Dublin that William King had comebeforehim
and madethe declaration prescribedby law that he would not take up arms against the
King, datedDecember20, 1679,TertowiePapers,2957/61211.
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assurance,'it haddeclared,

'than that we do hereby sincerely acknowledge ourselves
indispensablyobliged thereto by the principles we have been
taught and can't unlearn; by the doctrines wherein we have
instructedour particularcharges;by virtue of that religion we
profess..... underwhich mighty obligationswe humbly prostrate
ourselvesat your Majesty'sfeet in perfectrecognitionandto all
extremitiesto approveourselvesforever your Majesty's most
faithful andmostobedientsubjects.'

As late asFebruary1688 King wasstill protestinghis loyalty to both the king

and thosepolitical doctrinesof the churchwhich deniedthe option of active

resistance.S

But such declarationswere becoming increasingly irrelevant to the

majority of the Anglo-Irish who felt threatenedby James'divisive rule. In

Ireland,Tyrconnell'spolicy of appointingCatholicsto civil and military posts

left no onein any doubtasto eitherthe likelihood or the catharticpotentialof

impendingconfrontation.6 For Catholicsit raisedthe possibility of regaining

lands lost after the rebellion of 1641. For the New English Protestant

population,who in the main held their lands and influenceas a result of the

RestorationSettlement,the immediateprospectwasthe lossof this propertyto

the Old English and native Catholic interest. The Church of Ireland found

itself in a particularly invidious position. Under a regime which had been

diligently nurtured by both the episcopacyand clergy, it had allowed its

fortunes to becomeinextricably linked with those of the crown. With the

S The humbleAddressof the ArchbishopofDublin andhis clergy, March 12, 1685,
reprintedin Stokes,op. cit., p.171-2; CertificateofAssent,24/2/88,TertowiePapers. For
similar protestationsof loyalty by prominentchurchmenseeDopping,A Sermonon Hebrews
10:23, preachedon 29/2/87,TCD Ms. 1688.

6 P. Kelly, 'Ireland and the Glorious Revolution, from Kingdom to Colony', in R.
Beddard.ed., The Revolutionsof 1688, Oxford, 1991, pp.165-17I,[hereafter: 'Ireland and
the Glorious Revolution']; J Miller, 'The Earl of Tyrconnell and JamesII's Irish Policy,
1685-88', TheHistorical Journal, 20,1977,p.813.
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interestsof both now diverging,James'actionswere threateningto undermine

boththechurch'sprivilegeandits exclusivehold on theestablishment.7

Ironically, King's own responsibilitieswere rising in inverserelation to

the fortunesof his church. Whenhis erstwhileprotagonist,DeanWorth, died

in April, 1688he waselectedPresidentof the Chapterof St. Patrick's. From

this position appointmentto the Deanerywas normally merely a formality.

Indeed, the Chapter quickly approved his nomination and advised the

authoritiesaccordingly,but King now found himself a victim of Tyrconnell's

policy of allowing Churchof Ireland beneficesto remain vacant. However,

havingjust emergedfrom his skirmishwith Manbyover the respectiverolesof

church and state in the matter of ecclesiasticalappointments,King had no

intentionof meeklyacquiescing.He madea determinedand very public bid to

have his advancementapproved by the authorities. At a hearing before

Tyrconnell in June,he pointedout that the vacancyhad occurredthrough the

death, not the promotion, of the incumbent. As such, he insisted, the

appointmentof a successordevolvedto the Chapter. He was 'shamedoff by

the Lord Deputy,however,whenhe wasunableto producecertainsupporting

documents.But still he refusedto submit. For severalmonthshecontinuedto

pesterthe authorities,citing precedentand the unanimityof the Chapterin his

favour. EventuallyTyrconnell relented. Acknowledgingthat the Chapterhad

followed the correct proceduresin this case, he gave permission for the

investiture to proceed. In January 1689, at a ceremony in St. Patrick's

Cathedral,King wasfinally installedasDeanof theChapter.8

His elevationsoonprovedto beof critical importance. James'flight to

7 Figgis, Ope cit., pp.207-8,217-253; G. Straka, 'The final phaseof divine right
theoryin England,1688-1702',in EnglishHistorical Review, 77, 1962,pp.638-658.

8 J.G.Simms,JacobiteIreland, 1685-91,London, 1969, p.42; Monck-Mason,St.
Patrick's,pp.206-7; King to Dopping, 2/3/88, TeD Ms. 2254a/2-4; Paraphrase,pp.72-4.
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France and eventual arrival in Ireland, coupled with the enthronementof

William andMary in England,had heightenedtensionsconsiderably,resulting

in the departurefor Englandand subsequentattainderof many leading Irish

Protestants.Thus, as King was being installed,many of his parishionersand

fellow clergy were fleeing the country. When ArchbishopMarsh of Dublin

joinedthis exodusin February1689,King found that, asDeanof St. Patrick's,

he was the mostseniordiocesancleric remaining. Along with SamuelFoley,

who had succeededhim as Chancellorof St. Patrick's,he was nominatedby

Marsh to act as commissaryin his absence.9 'Under colour of that power,'

King recalled, 'I assumedmyself jurisdiction of the whole diocese'. When,

someweekslater,Foleydepartedfor England,he wasleft in solechargeof the

administrationof thesee.IO

To the extentthat he could King tried to minister to the needsof his

charges. But, with the political situation becomingmore volatile, he soon

found himselfhavingto confrontthe particulardifficulties posedfor thechurch

by James'policies. Throughout1688 the positionof Catholicsin Ireland had

improved as the fortunes of Protestantsand the Church of Ireland had

declined. In thesecircumstancesKing could no longeravoid the fact that the

gradualdisestablishmentof theChurchof Irelandwasa possibility,particularly

with a parliamentlikely to bedominatedby Catholicscalledfor the summerof

1689. His friend, the Accountant-General,JamesBonnell, had long feared

9 King to Marsh, 28/2/89, Lyons68; Rev.JeremyDawsonto King, 8/5/89, Lyons
70; Marshto King, 8/12/88, Lyons61; King to Rev.SamuelFoley, 13/11/88, Lyons60;
Typescriptcopy of Diary of ArchbishopNarcissusMarsh, in Marsh'sLibrary Ms Z2. 2. 3b,
March, 1689,[hereafter:Marsh'sDiary].

10 King to Foley, 15nl9O, Lyons82; Vitae, p.23; King to Marsh, 28/2/89, Lyons
68; King to Wyndham, 12/2103, TeD Ms. 1489/2/149-51; Gillespie,op.cit., pp.129-130.
With the Archbishopricof Cashelvacant,the Archbishopsof Tuamand Dublin in England
and PrimateBoyle almostsenile,Anthony Dopping,Bishopof Meath wasthede-factohead
of thechurchat the time.
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just such a development:'..... the army is already changed',he noted with

apprehension,'and God knows what an effect a commission here might

producein thechurch'.11

King's reactionwas both decisiveand telling. Publicly, accordingto

oneof thosewho would subsequentlyaccusehim of duplicity, hecontinuedto

declare loyalty to James,insisting that there was 'no way to preservethe

honourof our religion, but by adheringunalterablyto our loyalty..... a rebellion

would ruin anddisgraceit'. As late asSeptember1688,after returningfrom a

visit to seesomeof his family in the north, he evenpreacheda long sermon

restatingthe traditionalposition:

'Although theprinciplesof loyalty may seemto exposemen to
sad andgloomy days,nay thoughour lives andfortunesseemto
be in the balancewith them,yet let us not despondor castaway
religion..... This may be only a trial of our faith andnothingcan
persuade us to alter what our saviour has taught, our
parliamentsdecreedand ourselvesprofess:that it is not lawful
in any pretencewhatsoever totake up armsagainstour lawful

,12governors.....

But privately he had come to the conclusionthat PassiveObedience

was no longer tenable. The consequenceof blindly adheringto suchdogma

would, he believed,be the loss of both the establishedchurch and civilised

society in Ireland. He was not about to allow allegianceto a discredited

doctrineto contributeto sucha situation. At somepoint during the winter of

II Bonnell to Strype, 28/8/86, (quotedin Gilmore,Dopping,p.30); A.I. Carpenter,
'William King andtheThreatsto theChurch,pp.22-4.

12 [CharlesLeslie), An Answerto a Book Intitled. The Stateof the Protestantsof
Ireland', London, 1692,p.113; W. King, Sermonon Matthew5:/6, preachedin September,
1688, TeD Ms. 1123/5. Other prominent churchmen were also exhorting their
congregationsto remain true to the doctrine: see, for example,Dopping, A Sermonon
Hebrews/0;23, preachedon September9, 1688andMay 12, 1689,TeD Ms. 1688. Seealso
Marsh to King, 8112188, Lyons 61 andVeseyto King, 17/1/89, Lyons 66. The authorof
the Paraphraserecountsthat King usedtheopportunitiesaffordedby his trip north to review
the defencesin many of the towns and to read 'books of fortification and gunnery':
Paraphrase,pp.70-2.
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1688, therefore,and some time before William had committed himself to

bringing an anny to Ireland, he had decidednot only to refuse to support

Jamesbut to actively resist him. Indeed, although technically engagingin

treasonableactivity, King, heretoforea championof non-resistance,hadbegun

to send intelligenceto his London agent,GeorgeToIlet, who, in turn, was

passing it on to 'ministers of the greatest interest', including Marshal de

Schomberg.13 He recalledsomeyearslaterhow hecameto be in possessionof

suchvaluableinformation:

'In many cases..... the Protestantsof Dublin, under the
difficulties which oppressedthem, were accustomedto consult
the Bishopof Meath [Anthony Dopping] and myself, ..... hence
we were held to be almost oraclesand whatevernews they
either heardor learnedthey brought to us; whateverevil had
happenedto them, or was feared, they openedto us. Hence
almost all the history of things about to be done was made
known, private letters directed to themselvesor otherwise
authenticated,public instruments, proclamations, orders of
council,eventranscriptsof thosewhich werebeingpreservedin
the Secretaries'chestswere communicatedto us..... What we
discussedwas communicatedto friends in England and the
northernpartof Ireland.....'

Bonnell,commendinghim in the aftermathof the war for being 'moreclear in

the point of opposingK[ing] J[ames]than most',providedmore detail of the

mannerof King's subterfuge:

'He managedhis correspondenceso that [though] they shrewdly
suspectedhim they could never find it out; for he never
employedfools and thosethat carried it had it always from a
third or fourth hand except two gentlementhat went over

13 Toilet to King, 22/2/89, Lyons 67; Goldie,op.cit., pp.I07-IIO. See Carpenter,
Wi iiiam King and the Threats to the Church', p.23 and Gillespie, op. cit., p.130 for
suggestionsthat King actedin an equivocalmanner. That William had not yet decidedto
take on James'army in Ireland is evidencedby the correspondenceof one of his principal
advisers,the Earl of Clarendon,in which he describesWilliam assetting'a very small value
on Ireland', an indifference which was prompting many Irish Protestantsthen exiled in
England to consider returning to Ireland 'if King James offered them good terms':
ClarendonCorrespondence,ii, pp.296,324; Paraphrase,p.54.
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immediatelyfrom him in boatsafter Christmas1689, when he
understoodhow Schombergstifled the intelligencethat cameto
him: Mr. King, the attorney,andMr. French,a clergyman. He
sentoncea largeaccountto Schombergsowedup in a Crupper.'

Delighted to be in receipt of such information, William's agentsin turn kept

King fully informedof developmentsin Englandvia ToIlet. In February1689,

ToIlet wrote relayingMarshalde Schomberg'sappreciationof the intelligence

transmittedto date,andrequestingfurther informationaboutJacobitedefences

in Dublin. King duly obliged.14

This volte1aceon King's part wasevidenceof the profoundchangein

outlook had beeninducedby recentevents. It certainly ran counter to the

tenets of PassiveObediencewhich he had preachedwith such steadfast

devotion for so long. Nor was it a decision made without considerable

anguish. A manuscriptin his handdating from this periodgives someideaof

theproblemsof consciencewhich it causedhim. EntitledPrinciplesofChurch

Government,it speculatedon how the church might deal with the many

challengesposedby James'rule. As such, it not only highlights the way in

which his moral and constitutionalthinking was being affectedby what was

happeningaroundhim, but gives an insight into the principleswhich were to

underpinmuchof his subsequentpolitical activity.IS

14 Vitae, p.24-5; Toilet to King, 22/2/89, Lyons 67; Bonnell to Strype, 24/4/91,
Transcript copy of Bonnell/Strype Correspondence,Baumgartner Papers, Cambridge
University Library, at Trinity College,Dublin, Ms 2929, [hereafter:StrypeCorr. TCD Ms.
2929], p.137; Sameto Same,21/2/92, StrypeCorr. TCD Ms. 2929 p.128; Paraphrase,
pp.54-8. A crupperwasa straploopedundera horse'stail to hold the harnessback.

IS PrinciplesofChurchGovernmentin general,or suchasmanifestlyresultfrom the
nature of Christian religion, TCD. Ms. 865. This manuscriptis to be found in Samuel
Foley'sCommonplaceBookwhich containssix separateitemsprobablycollectedwith a view
to being usedin the forthcomingJacobiteparliamentby Protestantmembers:seeCarpenter,
ArchbishopKing andDeanSwift, pp.157-179; idem., 'William King and the Threatsto the
Church', pp.23-5; Goldie, Ope cit., pp.128-131; lC. Beckett, 'The Governmentand the
Church of Ireland under William III and Anne, p.281. Around this time King had also
completedhis dissertationfor the Doctorateof Divinity degreewhich he receivedin the
summerof 1688. The thesis dealt with 'the distinction betweencivil and ecclesiastical
powers' and more than likely formed the basis of the Principles of Church Government
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Twenty-sevenpagesin length, the documentcomprisedof two main

sections:the first set out thirty-five regulationsrelating, in the main, to the

organisationand regulationof the church;16 the second,framedas a seriesof

forty-three17 questions,dealt more SPeCifically with various aspectsof the

church's correspondencewith, amongstothers,themonarch. Indeed,it is at its

most revealingin the way in which it addressesthe relationshipwhich should

exist betweencrown and church, King's now entrenchedanti-Erastianaxiom

that the churchwas a'society' withcertain rights and privilegeswhich were

'distinct from the rights and privilegesof civil society',providing the basison

which he proceeded. Predicatinghis thesison the notion that both the king

(the 'civil magistrate')and the church were appointedby God, King insisted

that in normal circumstancesthey were 'obliged to help and assist one

another.'18Thus,while, for example,the churchgrantedthe monarchthe right

to appoint bishops,the king reciprocatedby ensuringa systemof 'temporal

rewardsandpunishments'whichenforcedthe church'steachings:

'All visible or outwardactionsthat areeithergood or bad may
be rewardedor punishedboth in this world and the next, and
thereforeboth thecivil magistratemay takecognisanceof every
action, in order both to reward and punish it temporally, and
likewise the church,in order to rewardor punish it spiritually:
andthereforethe mostspiritual personor outwardaction is not
exemptedfrom the magistrate'spower, nor the most temporal
from thechurch's.19

But the immediateproblemconfrontingthechurchwasthat this symbiosiswas

document:King to Madden,19/1101,750/212149.

16 Thefirst nineteenprinciplesaredevotedalmostentirely to this topic.

17 The questionsare only numberedas far as 42, but there are two questions
numbered27.

18 Principle29, f.268.

19 Principles27, 28 and32, f.268.
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being underminedby a king who was unwilling to uphold the authority of the

church with correspondingtemporal penalties. Having concludedthat the

security of the church was paramountand no longer guaranteedby James,

King had already decidedthat he was free to support William. What was

needed now, however, was a doctrinally and historically sustainable

justificationfor thechurchasa wholeseveringits link with a monarchwho had

shownhimselfunwilling to honourhis promises. In principles33, 34 and35 of

the documentKing committedto paperthe basisupon which he felt such a

stepwould beacceptable.

In essencehe would argue that while the monarchand church were

divinely appointed,the 'correspondence'between themwasnot. It wasmerely

'an union' betweenthem and, 'as it beganby the mutual agreementof the

parties,so it may be brokenagain..... by the withdrawingof the parties'.20 As

such,it was little more than a political arrangementwhich could be brokenby

either party without that party's claims to divine appointment 1Jeing

compromised. In normal circumstances'this condescendingof the Civil

magistrateand governorsof the churchto act jointly' was intendedto ensure

'the mutual good'. Sincethis was manifestlynot being achievedwhile James

remainedon the throneit was impossibleto 'obligeeitherparty' to continuein

thatarrangement.21 Therefore,heconcluded,while

'both derive their authority from God, independentlyof one
another, and are immediately accountableto him, and being
entrustedwith the governmentof their respectivesociety, they
cannotby any act or promiseof their own divest themselvesof
that power which is necessaryfor the preservationof their

20 Principle 33, f.267v. In adoptingthis line, King was following the approach
espousedby severalof his contemporaries:see, for example,Samuel Hill, The Catholic
BaLance,London, 1687; Goldie,op. cit., pp.126-131; Carpenter,'William King and the
Threatsto theChurch',pp.23-5.

21 Principle34, f.267v.
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societiesor dischargeof the trust reposedin them,that is to say
it will be no excuseto the governorsof the church,when they
shouldpreservethe flocks by careand preachingor doing any
other act necessaryto their preservationto say they promised
the magistratesnot to do it.'

With thechurchbeingunderminedpiecemealby James,it would be 'no excuse',

King was arguing,for the leadersof the churchto say that they had promised

not to interferewith him in any way. Their chargewas the protectionof the

churchandto this all elsemustbesubordinate.22

The monarch'sfailure to protectthe rights andprivilegesof the church

was the only basisupon which King consideredsucha breachto be justified,

however. He did not, for example,accept that the sovereign'sbecoming

'apostateor heathen'would, of itself, allow the churchto take suchunilateral

action. He was rejecting, therefore,the argumentthat James'conversionto

RomanCatholicismwas sufficient to allow the church to take such a step.

Furthermore,awarethat 'sucha breach'would 'be very fatal', he wascareful to

makethepoint that this stepshouldonly be taken'if the mattershouldcometo

this extremity.,23

But, in even countenancingthe possibility of resistanceKing was

essentiallydenyingthe inviolability of thosedoctrineswhich he andothershad

so vigorouslyespousedfor over a generation. Ever the pragmatist,however,

King was interestedsimply in framing an expedientby which the churchmight

surviveandaccommodateitself to a new situation. He hadalreadydecidedto

ally himself with William and had framed this scheme with a view to

circumscribingthe impedimentsimposedby PassiveObedience. In his view

the churchand its memberswere now free to not only desertJames,but to

activelyopposehim.

22 Principle35. f.267v. Goldie.op cit.• pp.128-9.

23 Principle35. f.267v.
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Thedelicacyof theChurchof Ireland'spositionto which the Principles

ofGovernmenttestified is more starkly evidentin a seconddocumentwritten

by King during this time. HeadedThe PresentStateof the Church, it dealt

mainly with the structuresand practicesof the church,proposinga seriesof

reformsandremedieswhich might be institutedin orderto improve it. Given

the circumstancesin which it was written, however,it was unlikely that these

wereapriority for eitherclergyor laity. In fact, thedocument'strue purposeis

indicatedin an endorsementat the rear in King's hand - Notesof a design,

1688,for Union, - that is, a schemefor someform of unionor comprehension

betweenAnglicansandDissenters.24

Notwithstandingthis subtitle, it is unlikely that a union would have

been welcomed by King. Nevertheless,the uncertaintiesinduced by the

political situationrequiredthatpreviouslyuntenablecontingenciesbeexplored.

Increasinglyisolatedfrom power, the leadersof the Churchof Ireland were

painfully aware that in Scotland non-conformismhad emergedtriumphant

while in Englanda strategyfor the comprehensionof Dissenterswas being

exploredby a royal commission.To a manlike King, obsessedwith the notion

of episcopacyand order as prerequisitesof divine blessing, these options,

however unpalatable,may have seemedthe only hope of securing the

continued existenceof an episcopal church in Ireland in its privileged,

establishedposition.2S

24 The PresentStateof the Church, (endorsedat rear 'Notesof a design, 1688. for
union'), Lyons 69a; Carpenter.William King and the Threats to the Church', pp.25-8.
('Comprehension'describedthe incorporation of non-Anglican congregationswithin the
establishedchurch structureand organisationunder terms which allowed them to retain
someof theirown uniqueforms of worship.)

2S J. Spurr.'TheChurchof England,ComprehensionandtheTolerationAct of 1689',
English Historical Review,54, 1989,pp.927-946; GJ. Schochet,'JohnLockeandReligious
Toleration', in L.G. Schroerer,ed., The Revolutionof /688-89, Cambridge,1992, pp.147­
151; I.B Cowan, 'Churchand StateReformed?The Revolutionof 1688-9in Scotland',in
J.1. Israel,ed., The Anglo-DutchMoment: Essayson the Glorious Revolutionand its World
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The detailedteasingout of various issuesin the manuscriptconfirms

that whateverhis personalinclinations, King gave the prospectconsiderable

thought.26 Indeed,evidencingthe vulnerabilityof the Churchof Irelandat that

moment,heappearedwilling, asBramhallhad30 yearspreviously,to consider

someextraordinaryconcessionsto Dissentersin the areasof baptism,public

worship, communionand public prayer. On the questionof ordinationshis

comments were especially remarkable. Re-affmning his belief that only

bishops, or those delegatedby them, could ordain, he hoped that any

Presbyterianministerswhomight join the Anglicancommunionwould agreeto

be re-ordained. But this was not intended,he was at unusualpains to point

out, to invalidate,condemnor diminish the powersuchministershad before,

but only to make it 'more unexceptionableto the church'.Xl In the eventthat

sucha schemecausedinsurmountabledifficulties in individual cases,then he

waspreparedto advocatea systemby which they would 'beconnivedat in his

own congregationandownedasa brotherby theotherclergy.,28

For a manlike King thesewereradicalconcessions.In evenadmitting

the legitimacy of non-conformistordinations,for example,he was explicitly

renouncing his previous characterisation of them as schismatic and

uncanonical.But the real measureof his fear that the war would inducemajor

changesis revealedin his beliefthat a 'legal tolerationby the state'would have

to be grantedto thoseDissenterswho could not 'comeinto the churchupon

Impact, Cambridge,1991, pp.163-183i Greaves,op. cit., p.123; Neville, op. cit., p.35;
Connolly,Religion,p.285,especiallyfootnote65.

26 Carpenter,'William King andtheThreatsto theChurch',pp.25-8.

Xl SectionVH, no.2. [Ordination]. Reflectinghis Carolineformation King did not
envisagea similar processbeingimposeduponCatholic priestswho converted. He accepted
as valid the ordersof such priestsprovided they had beenordainedby a bishop: King to

Godwin, 11/6123,750n/353-4.

28 SectionVII, 00.3. [Ordination].
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theseterms'. Indeed,cognisantof the fact that a ComprehensionBill and a

Toleration Bill were being debatedby the English Parliamentat that very

moment,his approachwaspredicatedupon the likelihood that therewould be

'differentcommunionstolerated'in the aftermathof the war.29 Although by the

time such a toleration for Ireland came to be discussed,King would be

confidentenoughof the Churchof Ireland'sre-emergencein a form similar to

its Restorationstatusto actively opposeit, the fact that he felt comPelledto

evenconsiderthe possibilityat this point is evidenceof the lengthsto which he

was willing to go to ensurethe preservationof an episcopalchurch. It

certainly markeda radical changefrom the approachhe had adoptedtowards

Dissenterslessthantwo yearspreviouslyin his pamphletwarwith Manby.30

The fact that theseideaswould not survive the war testifies to the

extent to which they were merely a responseto a particularly bleak set of

circumstancesandoutlook. Indeed,theonly setof proposalsin this document

which would survivethe war were thoserelating to the internal reform of the

church,somethingto which he was passionatelycommitted. Non-residence,

pluralities,simony and that 'parcelof harpy proctorsand registerswho really

mind nothing too often but the getting of money', all came under scrutiny.

Here, for the frrst time, he detailedwhat he consideredthe most appropriate

ways of dealingwith theseissues:visitations,stricter discipline, construction

andrepairof churchesandbetterexaminationof candidatesfor the ministry. It

wasan early indicationof the mannerin which he would conducthimselfonce

29 ibid.; Spurr,op. cit., p.939; Sectionill, no.5. [As to calling offendersof the laity
to accountandpunishingoffenders].

30 King's proposalin SectionIII, no. 6. that 'No personof a differing communion
ought to be summonedfor any crime into the bishop'scourt, but ought to be left to the
common law and their own communions'was anotherexampleof that transienttolerance
which would not survive the war. In later yearshe would becomeone of the most fervent
championsof the ecclesiasticalcourt systemby which Presbyterianswho had not had their
marriageconsecratedby an Anglican ministercould be punished- seechapter5, SectionI.
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hewasraisedto theepiscopalbench.31

Thesetwo documents,unsanitizedby later editing, provide a critical insight

into the mannerin which King attemptedto coPewith the constitutionaland

social turmoil in which he found himself. He had seenthe weaknessesof his

cherishedRestorationSettlementexposedby the actionsof a king to whom he

had oncesworn undying loyalty. In reflecting later on the most appropriate

settlementfor Ireland this would causehim to acceptthat constraintswould

haveto beplacedon thepowersof themonarch. In the meantimehe hadcome

to the conclusionthat James'actionshad freed him and his church from any

constraintsimposedby doctrinesor oaths. He felt no qualms,therefore,about

continuing to passinformation to EnglandregardingJacobitedefencesin the

capital. A slip on the part of one of his confidants,however,led to his being

susPectedof being the 'author' of many of the communiquesreaching de

Schomberg. Although the authoritiescould not actually prove his complicity

he now cameundercloserobservation. He wasattacked,not only in Jacobite

broadsheets,but on one occasionby a soldier who approachedhim on the

streetandthreatenedto shoothim on the spot. His servicesin St. Werburgh's

were also regularly interrupted. During one Sundayservice sevenofficers

chargedinto the church and swore they would 'cut his throat' if he did not

desist from his denunciationof Jacobiteactivities. Bonnell, fearing for his

friend's safety, urged him to flee: 'Of our clergy Dr. King has been very

eminent',herecalledin theaftermathof thewar,

31 SectionV. Seealso The Stateof the Church of Ireland, (a manuscript,not in
King's hand), 1690,Lyons liSa, which dealsin a similar mannerwith proposalsfor church
reform.
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'of all men he had most needto havegoneaway from herefor
nonehadexasperatedthe Irish andpapiststo the degreehe had
done formerly in his sermons;they hatedhim mortally and he
knewhewastheir utterenemy.t32

But King refusedto budge,becoming,if anything,evenmore forthright in his

resistanceas he receiveddetailsof developmentsin Englandand of William's

andMary'senthronement.This, hebelieved,increasedthe prospectof military

interventionin Ireland by William, somethingmadeall the more attractiveto

King by reportsof his Majesty'spromiseto 'approvehimselfa goodChurchof

Englandman'.33

There was one other circumstancewhich was an important factor in

propellingKing deeperinto the Williamite cause. This wasthe fact that James

had summoneda parliamentto meetin Dublin in the summerof 1689. King

can have had little objectionto the legitimacy of this parliamentsince it had

beencalled by the de-jure monarch. But he was highly suspiciousof James'

intentions,particularlyin relation to the establishedchurch,in spiteof the fact

that it hadbeenthe Anglican bishops,ratherthan their Catholic counterparts,

who hadbeensummonedto takethe seatsof the Lords Spiritual in the House

32 King to SamuelFoley, 13/11/88, Lyons60; King to Marsh, 2812/89, Lyons 68;
B[onnell] to Strype, 5/8/90, Strype COIT., TeD Ms. 2929 p.97; Sameto Same,24/4/91,
StrypeCOIT., TeD Ms. 2929 p.137; Vitae, pp.24-5; Toilet to King, 2212/89,Lyons 67;
King to DeanTrench, 23/2100, TeD Ms. 1489/1/138-9; The Whole WorksofSir J. Ware
ConcerningIreland. it 00., W. Harris,p.365.

33 Toilet to King, 22/2/89, Lyons67. Thepossibility thata visit by BishopMoreton
of Kildare to London in March, 1689wasan attemptby PrimateBoyle, BishopDoppingand
Bishop Moreton, with the assistanceof Lords Granardand Longford, to lobby William to
corne to Ireland is discussedby Gilmore in Dopping, pp.73-6. One of those in William's
entourageattempting to influence his policy for Ireland was Richard Cox, later Lord
Chancellorof Ireland. His Hibernia Anglicana:or the History of Irelandfrom the conquest
thereofby the English to the presenttime. 2 vols, publishedin 1689 and 1690,althougha
substantialwork of history in its own right, was intended,in part, to presentIreland as a
kingdom historically subject to the king of England, with the clear implication that this
required William to regain it from James. Seealso idem., A Discourseof the methods
necessaryto be observedfor the speedyreductionof Ireland, TCD Ms., 1180, pp.67-78;
Autobiographyof the Rt. Hon. Sir RichardCox. Bart., Lord Chancellorof Ireland, ed., R.
Caulfield.,London, 1860.
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of Lords. His fearswereheightenedby warningshe hadreceivedfrom various

quarters of the 'wicked designs' which some of James' more prominent

supportershad on the church'sassets. Thus, while the proposedActs of

SettlementandAttainderattractedthe oppositionof the Protestantcommunity

as a whole, King was equally concernedabout the proposedecclesiastical

legislation. He viewed one bill, which would have allowed Catholics to

withhold tithes from the Anglican Church, as particularly insidious. In an

attemptto rally Protestantsto opposethis he circulateda letter to all clergy

remainingin thecity advisingthemthat it wasintendedto passa bill depriving

the churchof muchof its revenuewith a view to eventuallydisestablishingit.

In a movewhich angeredthe Jacobiteauthoritieshe thenformulateda petition

signedby severalclergymenwhich,alongwith NathanielFoy, SeniorFellow of

Trinity College,he presentedat the barof the Houseof Lords on June 19 at

the very momentwhena bill which would strip the churchof someof its other

revenueswas being discussed.34 Lord Chief JusticeNugent, who had been

intercepting King's letters for some time in an attempt to obtain proof of

intelligencegathering,andwho wasfearful that if left at liberty he would cause

further difficulties, had hadenough. Sendinga troop to his lodgings,he had

him arrestedandimprisonedin Dublin Castle.35

King was to remain incarceratedfor almost five months while the

Williamite army under de Schomberg,which had eventually landed in the

34 JamesLloyd to King, [early 1689],Lyons 2305; Connolly, Religion,p.38; J.G.
Simms,JacobiteParliament,p.4. The bills which would haveaffectedthe revenuesof the
Church of Ireland were: a Bill ConcerningTithes and Other EcclesiasticalDuties; a Bill
ConcerningappropriateTithesandOtherDutiespayableto EcclesiasticalDignitaries;anda
Bill for Provisionof Ministersin CitiesandCorporateTowns.

35 A True Accountof the Whole Proceedingsof the Parliamentof Ireland, London,
1689,pp.3-13; Paraphrase,p.56; King andFoy to Clergy of Dublin, 17/6/89, Lyons 7;
King to Rev. Henry Price, 24n/89, (reproducedin C.S. King, Ope cit., pp.70-1); Bronnell]
to Strype, 5/8/90, StrypeCorr.,TeD Ms. 2929p.103-5; King to Trench, 23/2100, TCD
Ms. 1489/11138-9.
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north, graduallyworked its way southbeforecampingnearDundalk for the

winter. A diary which hekeptwhile theretestifiedto the fact that he found the

experiencephysically and emotionally trying, his sickly constitution being

weakenedfurther by the crowdedand miserableconditions. Despitethis he

attemptedto ministerspiritually to his fellow prisoners,many of whom were

PresbyteriansandCatholics. In fact, oneof the more interestingconsequences

of his time in prison was that it convincedhim that manyCatholicswere not

only ripe for evangelism,but would makeideal covertsto the Anglican fold.36

Nor did King allow the obviousdifficulties posedby imprisonment to deflect

him entirely from his responsibilities. In fact, primarily through the visits of

Bonnell, who relayed back and forth between King and membersof the

Chapterof 51. Patrick's,he actually managedto remainquite au fait with the

affairsof thediocese.37

One reasonthat he was so anxiousto remain involved was the very

delicate problem posed by James'appointmentof John Gordon, erstwhile

Bishopof Galloway, to the positionsof Chancellorand Vicar-Generalof the

Dioceseof Dublin in August 1689. Gordon,a Jacobiteandsuspectedcrypto­

Catholic,hadbegunto issuejudgementsfrom theCourtof Probatewhich were

almostentirely prejudicial to Protestants. He had also attemptedto use his

positionto imposeexcommunicationson severalkey clerics. Consciousof the

36 This diary, editedby H.I. Lawlor, was publishedas 'The Diary of William King,
D.O., Deanof St. Patrick's,afterwardsArchbishopof Dublin, during his imprisonmentin
Dublin Castle',in Journal of the RoyalSocietyofAntiquariesof Ireland, 1903,pp.139-152,
pp.255-283and pp.389-411,[hereafter,Diary]. A lengthy introduction to the Diary by
Lawlor in Journal of the Royal Society of Antiquaries of Ireland, 1903, pp.119-138,
[hereafter: Introduction to Diary], contains a discussionon the actual date of King's
incarceration,which Lawlor givesasJuly 22, andnot July 25 assuggestedby King in Vitae,
p.25. For referenceto the presenceof RomanCatholicsat King's servicessee,for example,
theentry for September22 in Diary and Vitae, p.26.

37 Bonnell to Strype,2112191,StrypeCorr., TeD Ms. 2929 p.128; King to Henry
Price, 2417/89, (reproducedin C.S.King, Ope cit.• pp.70-1).
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legal implicationsof Gordon'sstatusas the most seniorclerical figure of the

Dublin diocesethenat liberty, King wasconvincedof the needto moveagainst

him as soon as possible. In his opinion, with the Archbishopric'void by the

attainder',thejurisdictionwas 'by law andcustom'in his own hands. As such,

no Vicar General,'by whomsoeverappointed',couldsupersedehim. Together

with Bishop Dopping of Meath, therefore,he arrangedfor a meetingof the

Chaptersof Christ Churchand S1. Patrick's. The memberswere directedto

electDoppingasGuardianof the Spiritualities,a postwhich would supersede

that of Gordon. Threateninghim with excommunicationif he failed to act

immediately,he instructedHenry Price,Sub-Deanof S1. Patrick's,to arrange

matters. On October24, after somedelay,Doppingwaseventuallyappointed

to theposition,therebyfrustratingGordon'spowerto issueexcommunications,

andreturningadministrationto moredependablehands.38

In spite of his confinement King also managed to continue his

intelligencegatheringactivities,resultingin severalmorethreatson his life. At

onepoint Bonnell wasconvincedthat the authorities'would havehangedhim

with all their hearts' if they could have proved his treachery. Nugent, in

particular, was determinedto see him punished. But King had 'managed

himself [with such] warinessandprudencethat they had nothing againsthim'.

It was at this stagethat his friend, Edward Herbert,James'Lord Chancellor,

intervened on his behalf. At a Privy Council meeting, with James in

attendance,he proposedthat King be freed, offering to pay his bail himself.

Nugent objectedstrenuously. DenouncingKing as 'a dangerousman' who

'preachedsedition'andengagedin outright treachery,he pleadedfor moretime

38 King to Henry Price, 10/10/89, ChapterBook of St. Patrick's (reproducedin
Diary, p.416); Lawlor, Introduction to Diary, p.128; King to Dopping,3/9/89,TeD Ms.
2254a,p.7; Sameto Same,6/9/89,TCD Ms. 2254a,p.IO; Sameto Same,7/9/89, TeD Ms.
2254a,p.12; Sameto Same, 9/9/89, TeD Ms. 2254a,p.14. Gordon'sappointmentwas
legitimatesincethe incumbent,SamuelFoley,hadresignedhis post andfled to England.
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to gatherevidenceagainsthim. It was only when Tyrconnell intervenedin

supportof Herbertthat the matterwasdecided. On December4, after almost

five months in prison, and with his health rapidly deteriorating,King was

releasedfrom theCastle.39

In spite of the fact that he had beenkept informed of developments

while imprisoned,King wasshockedat stateof the city and the declinein the

morale of the remainingProtestants.40 He immediately resumedhis clerical

dutiesat an evenmorefrenetic pacethanbefore,in spiteof a recurrenceof his

gout. Togetherwith DoppingandFoy he endeavouredto instil the samezeal

into someof his colleagues. In somecasesthis was not appreciated. One

disgruntledcleric wrote to him pointing out that those who had wives and

children could not stay up until after midnight preparing sermons and

shepherdingtheir flocks asKing seemedto expect!41

But, it was soonobvious that this was not the entire rangeof King's

activities- he hadresumedhis contactwith de Schomberg.Aware of this, the

authorities kept him under constantsurveillanceand he was regularly the

object of attackby Jacobitesupportersand propagandists.For the next few

monthshe was unableto leavehis residencewithout being followed. As the

summerof 1690 approached,and with the Williamite army massingin the

39 B[onnen] to Strype, 5/8190, Strype Corr., TeD Ms. 2929 pp.l03-5; King to
Trench, 23/2/00, TeD Ms. 1489/1/138-9; Vitae, p.2S; King to Foy, 8/3190, Lyons 73.
Paraphrase,p.58.

40 Accountof Stateof Dublin, 1690, (in King's hand), Lyons 2310. SeeGilmore,
Dopping, pp.51-8, for an accountof the closing of Protestantplacesof worship and the
generalharassmentof its ministerswhich becameevenmoreprevalentat this time in Dublin.
Seealso King to Willoughby, 20/5/91,Lyons 128, in which King gives detailsof a crude
censuscarriedout by someministersabout this time which estimatedthe numbetof adult
Protestantsremainingin thecity at circa.8,300.

41 Rev. ThomasBladento King, 515190, Lyons 76; King to Foy, 8/3190, Lyons
73; A Full and True Accountofthe Late Revolutionin Dublin, andofwhathappenedthere
from the time of the Defeatof King Jamesand his army at the Boyne,London, 1690, p.2,
[hereafter:Full and TrueAccount].
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north, the Jacobiteauthoritiesin Dublin decidedthat it was too dangerousto

leavehim at liberty any longer. In June,asWilliam advancedsouthwards,King

was arrestedand imprisonedonce again, this time 'with so great a flock of

Protestantto at least3,000'.42

On this occasionincarcerationprovedshort lived. William's victory at

the BoynesawtheJacobitesfleeing thecapital,andwithin a few daysKing had

beenfreed. But he was given little time in which to recuperate.Early on the

morningof his release,alongwith Doppingand'otherprinciPalProtestants',he

found himselfa memberof an ad hoc Committeeof Affairs, the main task of

which wasthesecuringof thecity in readinessfor William's arrival. Meetingin

the Castle,this group 'sentout Proclamationsby beatof Drum for regulating

these disorders, and forming a Protestantmilitia'.43 King's was the first

signatureon the proclamationby which RobertFitzgerald,uncleof the Earl of

Kildare, wasappointedGovernorof theCity. Later thatday he alsosigned'an

expressto the king, of this town's being at liberty.' His Majesty'spresencein

thecity was,it proclaimed,'eagerlyanticipated'.44

William's triumphantarrival on the outskirtsof Dublin should have been the

catalystfor a display of unboundedjoy on the part of all Anglicans. That it

was not seenin quite so positivea light by manyseniorchurchmentestified to

42 King to Foy, 8/3190, Lyons 73; Vitae,p.28.

43 Simms,Jacobite Ireland, p.156; A True and PerfectJournal of the Affairs in
IrelandsinceHis Majesty'sArrival in that Kingdom,London, 1690,p.9, [hereafter:True and
PerfectJournal]; Full andTrueAccount,p.4.

44 True and PerfectJournal. p.9; Full and True Account,pp.4-5; Froude,The
Englishin Ireland in the EighteenthCentury,iii, p.306.

54



1
.\

the uneasinessfelt by manyof their numberwho realisedthat, if he so wished,

William could find in the church'sresponseto the crisis induced by James'

presencein the countryover the previousfifteen monthsvalid reasonswhy it

shouldnot becontinuedin anexclusiveandundilutedestablishment.He would

certainly have been reminded by the many non-conformist Whigs in his

entouragethat some Irish Anglicans had beeneither very quick to flee the

country or less than forthright in their support. In stark contrastDissenters

had been 'great instruments in setting up and supporting his M[ajesty's]

interest'. At the very leastthey expectedto be granteda tolerationandaccess

to public positions. In view of what had been settled for Scotland, the

continuation of an episcopal, national, Anglican Church in an exclusive

establishmentcouldby no meansbepresumed.4S

Anglicanapprehensionwasreflectedin Dopping'swelcomingsPeeChto

the king at Finglas. Aware of the mannerin which the church'srepudiationof

passiveobediencewasbeingportrayedasboth tardy andself-serving,he began

by attemptingto pre-emptsuchcriticisms: We may possiblybe censured,'he

openednervously,

'by thosewho understandnot the Groundsand Reasonsof our
continuancein this kingdom, as Trimmers or Favourersof
Popery. From the first we are able to acquit ourselves,having
beenguilty of no compliancesbut suchas were the effectsof
Prudenceand Self-preservation,such as were at once both
innocentand necessary,and fit to be observedto a Powerthat
wasable to crushus far worse than it did. And we are so far
from beingguilty of the latter, that we humblyconceivethat we
could not moreeffectuallyopposethe growth and inundationof
Poperythanby keepingup the public Assemblies,by sticking to
our Flocks and preventing their seduction by the Romish

4S Carpenter,'William King and the Threatsto the Church', pp.22-3, 28. Mant
quotesone Irish prelateas reporting that in the summerof 1690at least two petitions,one
seekingthe abolition of episcopacyin the north of the countryandanotherseekingthe legal
establishmentof Presbyterianworship and discipline, had beensubmittedto his Majesty:
Mant, op. cit., ii, pp.4-5.
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emissaries.'

This was ahumiliating mannerin which to haveto addressthe manthe church

hopedwould confmnits continuedandexclusiveprivilege. Consequently,he

felt it prudentto alludeto the onecircumstancewhich he believedgavesome

credibility to the church'sclaims: the suffering and deprivations it and its

communicantshad enduredunder James: We do not come to crave your

Majesty's Protection for our persons,our churches,our religion or our

Properties,which haveall beenin somemeasureinvaded,'heconcluded,

'Our personshave beenimprisoned,our Churchestaken from
us,our Propertiestakenfrom us by a late Act of parliamentthat
took away our Tithes, and the free exerciseof our religion for
sometime interrupted. A requestof this naturemight perhaps
look like a distrust of your Majesty'scare of us and seemto
contradict the glorious design of your coming into this
Kingdom. We are sensible that the generousend of your
Majesty's presenceis to rescueus from the Oppressionsand
Tyrannyof Poperyand are well assuredthat the samePaternal
Affection that movedyour Majestyto pity our distresswill still
protectus now we aredelivered.'46

While Dopping might protest his confidence in William's 'Paternal

Affection', it was painfully obviousthat he was unsureof whetherthe church

would be the object of it. Nor can he have been reassuredby the king's

peremptoryreply which promisedmerely to 'protect the Protestantreligion'

without making any SPecific mention of the Anglican Church. He was

heartened,however, by William's acceptanceof an invitation to attend a

ThanksgivingServicein St. Patrick'sCathedralon thefollowing Sunday,which

suggestedthat he wasstill amenableto the Churchof Irelandacting in suchan

official capacity. It nothing else, it at least afforded the church a forum in

which it might explain to his Majesty the conductof its clergy and laity over

46 A Speechspokenby the Bishopof Meath at the Head of the Clergy when they
waitedon his Majestyat his campat Finglas, 7 July, 1690,Dublin, 1690; [CharlesLeslie],
An Answer to a Book Intitled 'The State of the Protestantsof Ireland', London, 1692,
appendix,pp. 29-30.
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thepreviousfew years.47

It was vital, therefore,that a suitablepreacherbe nominatedfor the

occasion. As Deanof theCathedral,King could lay claim to beingconsidered.

But it washis conductthroughouttheconflict, and,in particular,his role asan

informant for which he had sufferedimprisonment,which madehim the ideal

candidate. His commitmentto William's causewas beyondquestion. With

only four days, then, in which to preparewhat would be one of the most

importantsermonsof his life, King wasinformedby Doppingthathe wasbeing

entrustedwith thetask.48

King choseashis themefor the sermonthe providentialrole of God in

ensuringWilliam's victory. It was a wise approach,allowing him to portray

both the king's successandthe church'sactionsasdivinely ordered. It had the

desiredeffect. He spoke,onehearerrecorded,'concerningthe Powerof God,

of which that which seemedto us greatestupon Earth, mighty Armies, was a

faint shadow.' It was, The London Gazettereported, 'an excellentsermon'.

William himselfwas 'highly pleased'with what he heard. Enquiring who had

preached,he was informed that it was William King, 'at which his Majesty

smiled and said their nameswere both alike; W[illiam] K[ing] and K[ ing]

W[illiam].49 Equally impressedwas RobertSouthwell,Secretaryof Statefor

Irelandanda staunchdefenderof the AnglicanChurch: 'anexcellentmananda

great sufferer', he remarkedof King, after making his acquaintance,'[he]

preachedmuchto thepUrPOse.'

41 King William's Answerto a SpeechSpokenby (the] Bishop(ofJ Meathat Finglas.
7 July. 1690,reproducedin [Leslie], AnAnswer,pp.31-2.

48 ibid. Beckett,'TheGovernmentandtheChurchof IrelandunderWilliam III and
Anne',pp.88-9.

49 True and PeT/ectJournal, p.l); Simms,Jacobite Ireland, p.156; Paraphrase,
p.82.
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Thesewere meaningful tributes and King was suitably gratified. He

wasdelightedto havebeengiven the opportunityto declarethe loyalty of the

churchand its communicantsto the new regime. He wasalso relievedthat he

hadmanagedto presenta clearexplanationof the actionsof the churchand its

membersover the previousfew years.so But his priorities were not entirely

altruistic. Consciousof the role he had playedin guiding that remnantof the

churchwhich hadremainedin Irelandthrougha particularlytraumaticepisode,

he had more substantialand tangible rewardsin mind. When his friend and

agent,GeorgeToIlet, wrote from London,therefore,to infonn him that moves

were afoot to secureone of the vacant Irish bishoprics for him, he was

delighted.51 The fact that the influential Bishopof Asaphwas supportinghis

causewasespeciallyencouraging.Impressedby the fact that King had stayed

in Ireland throughoutthe war, the bishophad spokenvery favourablyof him

beforetheQueen. As a resultherMajesty'appearedvery well inclined to serve

you',andhadpromisedto pressWilliam to supporthis nomination. ToIlet was

careful,however,to remind King of the vagariesof court intrigue. While sure

that his 'own merit' would be his 'bestadvocate,'he warnedhim 'againstdelays

and bashfulness'and urged him to visit Southwell immediately to make his

case. He neednot haveworried. Nevershy in this regard,King had already

askedhis old friend Dr. Dun, who waswith the army at Clonrnel, to speakto

Southwell, while he wrote immediatelyto the Bishop of London and others

so Robert Southwell to Nottingham,617190, HMC Finch Ms. ii, p.344; True and
Perfect Journal, p.ll. King and Southwell had first met when the latter accompanied
William into Dublin. The two men had struck up an immediateand genuinefriendship
which would continue,much to King's benefit,until Southwell'sdeathin 1702. One feature
of their relationshipwasa copiouscorrespondencein which, unusually,King revealedmany
of his privatethoughtson both personalandpolitical matters.

51 Toilet to King, 12f7I9O, Lyons 81. Rev. JamesDuncan, anotherman who
canvassedon King's behalf in London, was later to confirm that it was Toilet who had
'managedthe business'of obtaininga seefor him: Duncanto King, 6112190, Lyons 104.
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soliciting their support. He also enlisted the assistanceof Bonnell in

canvassinghis name. Bonnell duly obliged, publicising the valorousway in

which his 'very eminent'friend had remainedin Ireland, while so many other

clergymenhadbeena little 'too hasty'in desertingtheircharges.S2

With William pre-occupiedby military affairs, therewas no immediate

decisionon the vacancies,but King andhis friends remainedconfidentthat he

couldnot bedenied. He would not only beappointedto oneof therichestsees

in the country, Bonnell predicted, but was 'like to make an extraordinary

governmentandto be a signal instrumentof goodto this church.' Southwell's

promiseto 'serve[him] beforeanymanin Ireland',wasseizeduponasa crucial

endorsement.So too was ArchbishopMarsh'sgraciousoffer of support. But

ToIlet remainedmore circumspect. Although he had obtainedguaranteesof

support from Gilbert Burnet, Bishop of Salisbury,he was still unwilling to

promise success. He was particularly concerned that William had not

appointed Southwell to the commission charged with selecting suitable

candidatesfor promotion. He advisedKing to approachLord Sidneywho was

thenin Dublin andwhomToIlet hadheardwasaboutto be nominatedasLord

Deputy. He also suggestedthat he canvassSir ThomasClarges,a prominent

English politician of flemish extraction,who had considerableinfluencewith

the ministry in London,and who had promisedto assistKing's cause. In the

meantime,heundertookto continuelobbyingvariousbishopsandpoliticians.S3

As the military camPaignin Ireland proceededthroughoutthe autumn

S2Tonetto King, 1217190,Lyons81; Sameto Same,11/8190, Lyons91; B[onnell]
to Strype, 5/8/90, StrypeCorr.• TeD Ms. 2929.pp.97. 103; Dun to King. 26n/9O, Lyons
86.

S3 B[onnen] to Strype,5/8190, StrypeCorr., TeD Ms. 2929, pp.97, 103; Toilet to
King, 18/11190, Lyons 101; Sameto Same,20/11190, Lyons lOla; Sameto Same,
11/8/90, Lyons 91; Dun to King, 27n/9O, Lyons 88; Sameto Same, 26n/90, Lyons 86;
Marsh to King, 9/8190. Lyons90; Sameto Same. 10n/9O.Lyons 80; Duncanto King,
6112190,Lyons 104.
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little attention was paid to episcopal appointments. Nevertheless,King's

campaigngainedmomentum. The apPearanceof two accountsof eventsin

Dublin during the war years,in oneof which King and Dopping were singled

out as 'the bulwark of the Protestantsin thesesad times', provided a timely

fillip.54 TheBishopsof St. AsaphandOxford intimatedto ToIlet that his cause

hadprogressedto thepoint wherehe wasnow beingspecificallymentionedfor

prefermentto either Elphin or Derry. But still, the most that ToIlet would

allow wasthat King's chanceswere'asgoodascouldbeeXPeCted.'The reason

for this reticencewas that he had encounteredsignificant resistanceto King's

candidacy,with several'menof considerablestation'having'manoeuvredmany

ways to prejudice' his chances. Mainly Whig politicians sympathetic to

Presbyterianclaims for toleration, their antipathy stemmedfrom what they

believedto be King's 'bitternessaiainstDissenters',which they tracedback to

his controversywith Manby. Only advising him of this so that he might

'preventthe maliceof thosewho envyyou without a cause',ToIlet urgedKing

not to give his enemiesany furthercausefor �c�o�m�p�l�a�i�n�t�.�~�~

In fact, this oppositionprovedineffective. The interventionof the king

in mid-November,when he specifically mentionedKing as a man 'of whose

merits [he was] very well satisfied'and who he was 'willing to prefer',decided

matters. His namewas immediatelyapprovedby the commission. In early

DecemberToIlet was finally able to inform him that he had been officially

appointedto the Bishopricof Derry, oneof the richestseesin the country. 'I

canassureyou noneof the late promotionshasgiven suchgeneralsatisfaction

to all Personshere,' the Rev. JamesDuncan,who had also acted on King's

54 TrueandPerfectJournal, p. II; Full and TrueAccount,p. 5.

�~�s Toilet to King, 18/11190.Lyons lOt; Sameto Same,20/11190,Lyons lOla;
Sameto Same, 13/12/90, Lyons 106; Duncanto King, 6112190,Lyons 104.
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behalf, wrote from London, 'so that even those whose interesthad been to

opposeyou, to makeway for their relations,readilyacknowledgeyour merit.,S6

King's reactionto the newswastypical, andindicativeof the mannerin

which he would acquit his new charge. His thoughtsturned immediatelyto

how he might tackle the reconstructionof oneof the most devastatedseesin

the country. He made straight for Dublin Castle to see Lord Sidney, and

requestedthat he beallottedmoneyby the executiveto assistin the rebuilding

of his new charge. His impertinencewas rewarded. Impressedby King's

commitmentand audacity,the Lord Deputy promisedto do what he could.

Within a few monthshe hadsecureda grantof £500which King was free to

usein therepairof thenumerousruinedchurchesthatdottedhis diocese.57

S6 Nottinghamto Royal Commissioners,(Bishopsof London, St. Asaph, Salisbury,
Chichester,Worcesterand Oxford, Deansof Canterburyand St. Paul'sand Dr. Tenison),
8/11/90, CSPDom. 1690-91,p.I60; Duncan toKing, 6/12/90, Lyons 104; Toilet to King,
4/12190, Lyons 103; Bonnell to Strype, 21/2/91, StrypeCOIT., TeD Ms. 2929,p.128.

57 King to Toilet, 16/12190, Lyons l06a; Nottinghamto Lords Justicesof Ireland,
1/3/92, CSP Dom. 1692, p.161; Nottinghamto Commissionersof the Treasury, 1/3/92,
CSPDom. 1692,p.159; Toilet to King, 21/5/92, Lyons227.
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King's delightat his advancementcould not hide the fact that the eventsof the

previous few years had proven extremely traumatic for him. On a purely

physical level the deprivationsof his confinementhad weakenedhis already

sickly nature. Of greaterconsequence,however,were the changeswhich the

war had inducedin his political andspiritual outlook. In the yearsprior to its

outbreakhe had beena committedsupporterof the RestorationSettlement.

But he could no longerpretendthat this had servedsatisfactorilythe purpose

for which it hadbeenintended. In particular,thedangersof a too-highview of

monarchyhad beenbrutally exposed. This was merely thrown into greater

relief by the constitutionalrevolution which hadaccompaniedthe accessionof

William andMary to thethronein England.

The fact that the Churchof Irelandand its ministershadbeenamongst

the most ardentproponentsof the RestorationSettlementmade its position

particularlydelicate. Thosewho favoureda churchsettlementdifferent to that

which had existedprior to the war, suchas William's confidant, the Scottish

Lieutenant-General Douglas, were quick to cast aspersionson Anglican

protestationsof wholeheartedconversionto the Williamite cause. Nor had it

gone unnoticedin Anglican circles that when a Presbyteriandelegationhad

greetedhim on his arrival in Carrickfergus,William hadexpressedhimselfvery

sympathetic to their cause. To many churchmen, therefore, it seemed

imperative that if the Church of Ireland was to continue as the established

churchwithout any dilution of its Anglicancharacter,it had to reconcileitself,
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andbeseento bereconciled,to thenewregime.58 But this posedconsiderable

problems. Not least was the difficulty of justifying the abandonmentof

previously sacrosanctdoctrines and the transfer of allegiance to a new

monarch. Nor were thesemerely semanticissues. While the level of non­

juring in Ireland had been quite low in comparisonto the experiencein

England, it was obvious that many, particularly amongst the clergy and

hierarchy, had genuine problems of consciencein relation to what had

happened. These were evident, for example, in communications by

ArchbishopsVeseyandMarsh to King shortly beforethey left for London in

1689,in which they hadagonisedover the choicesconfrontingpeoplesuchas

themselveswho had for so long championed the doctrine of Passive

Obedience.59 They were also apparentin the protracted and very public

strugglewith his conscienceplayedout by BishopOtwayof Ossory.oo

King was not immuneto suchconsiderations.But nor was he willing

to allow personalscruplesto stand in the way of helping re-establishthe

church's doctrinal and political bona-fides. Ever the pragmatist, he was

58 Simms,JacobiteIreland, pp.142-3; Beckett,'TheGovernmentand theChurchof
IrelandunderWilliam III andAnne',p.281; Greaves,op.cit., p.135; J.I. McGuire, Politics,
Opinionandthe Irish constitution,/688-/707,[hereafter:Politics], unpublishedM.A. thesis,
National Universityof Ireland, 1968,pp.187-8.

S9 Marsh to King, 8/12/88, Lyons 61; Veseyto King, 17/1/89, Lyons 66. That
such scruplesextendedto laymen is illustrated by the caseof King's friend JamesBonnell:
seeGilmore, Dopping, p.35. King would later remark that he was 'apt to think that if in
Englandthey had tasteda little more of our treatment,there would have beenas few non­
jurors'astherehadbeenin Ireland:King to Evans, 8/2/09, TCD Ms. 2531149-50.

00 Otway initially refusedto include William and Mary in liturgical prayersfor the
monarch. The matterwasonly resolvedwhen, in November1690,William appointedHenry
Compton,Bishopof London, to makea report to him on the matter,at which point Otway
announcedhis 'cheerful obedienceto the presentpowers': Gilmore, Dopping, pp. 95-99;
McGuire, Politics, pp.210-2; idem., 'The Churchof Ireland and the "Glorious Revolution"
of 1688', in Cosgroveand McCartney,eds.,Studiesin Irish History, Dublin, 1979, pp.137­
149. See also Edward Wetenhall, The Case of the Irish Protestants in relation to
recognisingor swearing Allegiance to and Praying for King William and Queen Mary,
statedand resolved,London, 1691, [hereafter: The Caseof the Irish Protestants]; and,
idem.,HexaplaJacobaea,a specimenofLoyaltytowardsJamesII, Dublin, 1686.
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determinedto ensurethat the churchaccommodateditself to the new reality.

It wasthis which led him to re-assesshis political priorities andto formulatea

constitutionalschemewhich might be offered as an alternativeto both the

RestorationSettlementand the more radical settlementwhich he feared

English politicians might attemptto imposeon Ireland. This resultedin that

personal, ecclesiastical and political programme which he called his

'Constitution of Church and State', to the achievementof which he would

devotesomuchof his life andenergies.

As well as being evidencedin Principles of Governmentand The

PresentStateofthe Church, it is possibleto tracethe metamorphosisin King's

political outlook which resultedin this schemeby virtue of two works written

by him during the period immediatelyafter the end of the war: the first a

sermondeliveredand publishedin November1690 under the title Europe's

Deliverance; the seconda book publishedin 1691 entitled The Stateof the

ProtestantsofIreland underthe late King James'Government.King intended

theseto serveprimarily asapologiasof the AnglicanChurch'sresponseto the

eventsof recentyearsin the hope that this would strengthenits claim to be

continuedin an exclusiveestablishment.In fact, not only would they achieve

their purpose,but in the processthey would securefor King a reputationas a

formidable and dependablechampion of the church in both England and

Ireland.61

As far as King was concerned,William's decision, 'out of a gracious

regard to the distressedcondition of the church' and a determination 'to

61 [William King], TheStateofthe ProtestantsofIreland underthe late King James'
Government,in which their carriage towardshim is justified and the absolutenecessityof
their endeavouringto be freed from his governmentand of submitting to their present
majestiesis demonstrated,London, 1691,[hereafter:TheStateofthe ProtestantsofIreland].
William King, Europe'sDeliverancefrom France and Slavery: a sermonpreachedon /6
November, 1690, being the Day of Thanksgiving, Dublin, 1691, [hereafter: Europe's
Deliverance].

64



preservethe benefit of law', to issuea royal decreeordering that 'above all

things'stepsweretakento 'settlemattersin thechurch',wasanearly indication

that thechurchsettlementfor Irelandmight not, afterall, bealtered. It seemed

to him that, underthe influenceof QueenMary, who hadtakena keeninterest

in churchaffairs, the king had beenpersuadednot to attemptany dilution of

the role and constitution of the Church of Ireland. Of even greater

significance,he believed,was William's appointmentof a Royal Commission,

comprisedalmostentirely of distinguishedchurchmen,chargedwith framing a

churchsettlementfor Ireland. This, coupledwith the fact that many Anglican

clergymenhadbeenquick to re-asserttheir local influence,thus providing the

governmentwith one of its few accessibleand extensiveconduits of power

throughoutthe country, had,he hoped,madethe likelihood of any tampering

with the church'sposition increasinglyimprobable.While reasonablyconfident

of the supportof the monarchs,he was unsure,however,about whetherthis

extendedto the English body politic, and in particular, to thoseWhigs who

wielded great influence in the wake of the Revolution. With parliament

pendingin Englandit was, he felt, imperativethat the caseof Irish Anglicans

be put forwardwithout delay.62

By personality,conviction and experiencehe was ideally suitedto the

task. In matterspolitical he had shown his support for the Willi amite cause

long beforeit hadbeenprudentto do so, a fact attestedto by two periodsof

imprisonment. His ecclesiasticalcredentialswere soonto be confinnedby his

elevationto the Bishopricof Derry. More importantly,he could arguefor the

62 Instructionsfrom his Majesty to Lords Justicesof Ireland, 4/12190, CSPDom.,
1690-91,pp.I76-9; QueenMary to King William, 717/90,CSPDom., 1690-91,p.54; Same
to Same, 1517190,p.66; Nottinghamto LordsJustices,1/11190,CSPDom., 1690-91,p.155;
Nottinghamto Archbishopsof York and Canterbury,20/4/89, CSP Dom., 1688-90,p.70;
Beckett,'TheGovernmentandtheChurchof IrelandunderWilliam III andAnne', pp.88-90.
T. Doyle, Parliament and Politics in Williamite Ireland, [hereafter: Parliament and
Politics], unpublishedM.A., UCD, 1992.pp.6-13.
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continuedsupremacyof the Anglican Churchfrom a deepsenseof conviction

that this alonecouldensurethereturnof apeacefulandorderedsociety.

By Octoberhehaddecidedthatwhatwasrequiredwasan authoritative

account of the sufferings of Irish Anglicans under James. This was a

monumentaltask,however,andwhile he hadalreadycollecteda hugeamount

of materialto this end,it wassoonapparentthat it would takealmosta yearto

collateandedit this into a form suitablefor publication.But he wasanxiousto

publishsomeof his ideasassoonaspossible. His opportunitycamewhen he

was invited to preachat theThanksgivingServiceon November16, 1690, the

daysetasideto commemoratethekingdom'sdeliverancefrom popery.

King's ambitionsfor this sermonwere threefold: fIrStly, he intendedto

presentvariousargumentsin favour of the retentionof the greaterpart of the

pre-revolutionsettlementto which, he believed,Irish Protestantsowed both

their propertyandtheir political privileges;secondly,after the upheavalswhich

hadseenthechurch'sdoctrineof PassiveObedienceperemptorilydiscarded,he

wanted to persuadethe authorities that the Anglican Church had acted

honourablyand loyally, and, oncedirectedby God, had quickly aligneditself

with William; thirdly, he wanted to demonstratethat Irish Anglicans were

entirely loyal to the new monarchsand ministry. Theseends he hoped to

achieveby presentinga catalogueof eventswhich highlightedthe providential

natureof God's involvement,a themewhich had begunto enjoy widespread

currencyamongstthe Anglo-Irish. Indeed,he himselfhadalreadyemployedit

in his sermonbeforeWilliam in July while both Dopping and Wetenhallhad

sinceusedit to goodeffect.63

63 A. Dopping, Sermonon Jeremiah24:7, 26110190, TeD Ms., 1688; Wetenhall,
The Caseof the Irish Protestants,London, 1691. 'ProvidentialDelivery' would eventually
becomethe standardTory explanationof what hadtranspiredduring the years1688to 1691:
Straka,op.cit., pp.638-658.
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Nothing but the Lord's 'gracious'interventioncould havesavedIreland

from the 'depth of the contrivance and design against us', King began,

addressingacongregationwhich includedmanyof his Majesty'sseniorofficials

still in Dublin. William's victory could, therefore, in the fmal analysis,be

creditedonly to the direct interventionof the Almighty. In supportof this

contentionhe listed eighteen'providences',ranging from William's interestin

the English throneby virtue of his marriageto Mary, through to the dispute

which haderuptedbetweenthe Popeand King Louis. With this 'miraculous

concurrenceof providences'it hadto beacknowledgedthat it wasonly 'by the

graceof GodthatWilliam andMary arenow ourKing andQueen.' His central

argumentwasthat membersof theChurchof Irelandhadmerelywaiteduntil a

leaderdesignatedby God had arrived to take up their cause. Once God's

anointing on William had been confirmed by these providencesthey had

unhesitatinglyandwholeheartedlysupportedhim.64

One important sub-themein all of this was King's determinationto

placewhat hadhappenedin Ireland in a Europeancontext. This reflectedhis

belief that Irish Protestantsformed the vanguardof the Europeanalliance

confronting Louis: 'All the Princes in Europe, especially as profess the

Reformedreligion, beingstruckat' by James'ambition,the Anglo-Irish had,he

argued,frustratedLouis' attemptto usehim 'to destroyyou andyour religion

and enslaveall Europe'. Suchbravery,and the resultantsufferingsof those

who hadstoodagainstsuchagranddesign,surelyentitledthemto a prominent

part in theshapingof thepost-revolutionsettlementfor thecountry.65

The real importance of King's approach, however,was that it

appropriatedto Irish Anglicansthe role of obedientservantsof the Almighty

64 Europe'sDeliverance.p. 21.

65 ibid.
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who hadbeenwilling to suffer the consequencesof PassiveObediencehad He

not indicatedhis approvalof William. If critics of the churchwantedto argue

againstsuch logic then they either had to deny God's approvalof William's

victory or proposethat the churchshouldhaveeither anticipatedor ignored

His leading. The sermonwas extremelywell receivedand copieswere soon

circulating in both Dublin andLondon. ToIlet wrote to tell King that Sidney,

Southwelland severalothershadcommentedfavourablyon it. Furthermore,

the Bishopof Asaphhadbeensufficiently impressedto bring it to the attention

of the Queen. It's immediateeffect, therefore,wasto conftrm King's growing

reputation as a dependabledefenderof the church. It also gave him the

confidenceto continuewith his moresubstantialwork.66

The sermonwas important in giving early vent to someof King's ideasand

arguments,but both its scopeand the numbersit could influencewere quite

limited. It wasonly with the appearanceof the secondwork, The Stateof the

Protestantsof Ireland, that King's completeapologia for the actionsof the

establishedchurchand its communicantswas madepublic. Thoughby 1691,

when it waseventuallypublished,it appearedthat the king had acceptedthat

the Anglican Church'splacein the establishmentcould neitherbe deniednor

diluted, it was not certain that English political opinion would concur.

Furthermore,with the possibility that the soon-to-assembleEnglishparliament

might seekto confirm its right to legislatefor Ireland,asit hadeffectivelydone

for severalyears,it was vital that the caseof Irish Anglicansbe more widely

66 ibid. p.2; Toilet to King, 14/2192, Lyons 207; Bonnell to Strype, 24/4/91,
StrypeCorr.,TCD Ms. 2929p.13?
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disseminated.The book wasimportant,therefore,in not only salvingdelicate

ecclesiasticalconsciences,but in presentinga casefor the continuationof the

existingsettlementfor Irelandwith only slightmodifications.

With its severalappendicesthe book ran to over 100,000words. As

such it was a much more substantialtome than any King had previously

undertaken. It wasalso to provehis mostsuccessful. Its appeallay partly in

thenatureandstyleof his writing which wasaimedasmuchat theemotionsas

the intellect. Unlike BishopWetenhall'scontemporaryThe Caseof the Irish

Protestants, which was philosophical and scholarly, The State of the

Protestantsof Ireland was intentionally more populist. For example,King

gavecomparativelylittle spaceto concernsexclusiveto the church. Instead,

heconcentratedon how the upheavalsof the previousthreeyearshadaffected

the bulk of the population. The deprivationsof shopkeeperswereaffordedas

muchattentionasthesufferingsof bishops.67

The lengthof the book was determined,in part, by King's meticulous

approach. In addition, the rangeof topicsconfrontinganybodyattemptingto

explaintheAnglicanresponseto theeventsof thepreviousfew yearswasquite

daunting. Apart altogetherfrom the questionof the changeof allegianceand

the problemof oathstakenanddoctrinesdiscarded,therewere issuessuchas

the loyalties of those membersof the establishmentwho had retainedtheir

employmentundertheJacobites.Returningexiles,for example,werequick to

disputethe protestationsof thosewho had remainedat their posts that self­

interesthad playedno part in their decision. In the caseof the church there

67 Wetenhall'stext wasconcernedprimarily with the problemsposedby the doctrine
of Passive Obedienceand the various oaths Protestantshad taken. In adopting the
'ProvidentialDelivery' argumenthe articulatedmanypointswhich King would later take up.
His text was, however, much less ambitious in both scope and intended readershipthan
King's: McGuire, Politics, pp.180-7; idem., 'The Church of Ireland and the "Glorious
Revolution"of 1688',pp.138-142.
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were also the questionsposedby the acceptanceof appointmentsmadeby

James. Furthermore,there was the embarrassingdelay on the part of some

clericsin declaringfull allegianceto William andMary.

In the face of this array of difficulties King's approach proved

disarminglystraightforward. In the introductionhe madeplain his intentionto

presentsucha versionof eventsin Ireland underJames,that readerswould

haveto acknowledgethat

'King Jamesdesignedto destroyand utterly ruin the Protestant
religion, the liberty and propertyof the subjectsin general,the
English Interestin Ireland in particularandalter the very frame
andConstitutionof theGovernment.'

This, he hoped,to make'manifestbeyondcontradiction'by relating detailsof

Protestantsufferings under Jamessuch that even the 'very consciencesof

RomanCatholicscannotbut own themto be true.' If proven,this would, he

believed,establishthe integrityof the Anglo-Irish in all they haddone. While

argumentsbased on doctrine or the theory of monarchy might well be

contested,the sufferingswhich ProtestantshadenduredunderJames,andtheir

loyalty to the Williamite causewhich this implied, could not be so easily

dismissed.68

In adoptingthis approachhe showedthat he understoodvery well the

mindsetof Irish Protestants.Motivated more by angerat the destructionof

their propertyand privilegesby a 'Popish'government,than by scruplesover

the finer pointsof Anglican theology,they had gladly supportedthe Williamite

causebecausethatregimewasProtestant,favouredtheir propertyandpersonal

rights and held out the prospectof revengeagainstthe Catholic Irish. The

strengthof the book lay in the fact that it expressedthesesentimentsexactly.

Unlike otherapologists,King readilyacknowledgedthatconsiderationsof land

68 TheStateofthe ProtestantsofIreland, p.S.
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ownership and security had dictated people's actions and that, in the

circumstances,'..... it wasthe businessof the Protestantsof Irelandto preserve

themselvesratherthandisputethe title of princes'. It wasthis which helpedso

manyof his readersto identify with the thrustof thebook. It wasalsowhat he

hOPed would make them sympathetic to his explanation of the church's

doctrinalcrux which hewould resolvewith far lessaplomb.69

It was,in fact, to thesevexeddoctrinal issuesthat he first turned. King

waspainfully awarethat while mostchurchmenhadhappily acceptedWilliam,

the conspicuoushastewith which a previously sacrosanctdoctrine had been

discardedcould be paradedby enemiesof the churchas evidenceof spiritual

bankruptcy. Vulnerability to chargesof duplicity andcowardiceon this point

washeightenedby the fact that a numberof clerics,althoughfar fewer than in

England, had refusedto recogniseWilliam as de-jure monarch,citing their

allegianceto churchteachingas the reason. Thus,non-jurorssuchas Bishop

Sheridanprovided a constantand troubling reminder of the pre-revolution

stanceof thechurchin relationto thevery doctrineswhich werenow thecause

of suchdiscomfort. If the establishedchurchand its communicantswere to

havea central role in fashioningthe constitutionalsettlementfor Ireland then

King was convincedthat the church'sspiritual, intellectual and philosophical

integrity would have to be re-establishedand communicatedto the new

mastersin London and Dublin. A satisfactoryvindication of the church's

position on these matters had, therefore, practical as well as moral

significance.70

69 ibid., pp.l06-7.

70 The following individuals were countedas Irish non-jurors: Bishop William
Sheridanof Kilmore and Ardagh; Charles Leslie, Chancellorof Connor; Archdeacon
Baynardof Connor; Henry Dodwell, fellow of Trinity College; GeorgeKelly, Fellow of
Trinity College; ArchdeaconJohn Fitzgeraldof Dublin; Dean Barzillai Jonesof Lismore
and Maurice Dunkyn: seeR.H. Murray, 'The Church of the Revolution, 1685-1702',in
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King's explanationwas, however,less than satisfactory,reflecting the

near impossibility of justifying the church'stheological volte-face in ethical

terms. His first defencewasthatthevariousdoctrinesinvolvedhadneverbeen

properly understood: Passive Obedience,he proposed, not only allowed

resistancein certaincircumstancesbut alsoencourageda subjectto supportthe

causeof a monarchwho might betterguaranteethe constitution. In outlining

what, he argued,hadalwaysbeen'the true notion andlatitude'of the doctrine,

he alludedto a broadrangeof sources,from Grotius, Barclay and Hammond

to ancienthistory and scripture. It had long beenacknowledged'by someof

thehighestassessorsof passiveobedience',he insisted,

'that if a king designto root out a peopleor destroyone main
part of his subjectsin favour of anotherwhom he loves better,
that they may preventit evenby opposinghim with force; and
that he is to be judged in such a caseto have abdicatedthe
Governmentof thosewhom he designsto destroycontrary to
justiceandthe laws.t7I

His problemwasthat in supportof this argumenthe wasunableto proffer any

specificcitations. Otherthana solitary quotationfrom Grotius'book, De Jure

Belli et Paris, which had never enjoyed any great favour prior to the

revolution, he was reducedto fashioning rather dubious historical analogies

from the classicalperiod and to suggestingthat the coursetakenby the Irish

Protestantswasimplied in scriptureby omission.72

This was very unsatisfactoryand King knew it. The reality was that

W.A. Phillips, (ed), History of the Church of Ireland from the earliest timesto the present
day, vol. iii, p.152andlM. Overton,TheNon-Jurors,London, 1902,p.483. King remained
in regularcorrespondencewith Henry Dodwell, whosefriendship datedfrom their days at
Trinity: King to Dodwell, 17/8/09,750/1111/94-6.He wasalsoextremelysympatheticto the
fate of Bishop Sheridan,who lived in penury for severalyearsand on many occasionshe
forwardedmoneyto Londonfor his maintenance:King to Vigors, -/2105, 750/3/1/89.

71 TheStateoftheProtestantsofIreland, p.l.

72 ibid., p.4; SeeGoldie, op. cit., pp.113-7for a discussionof the extentto which
'passiveresistance'did form partof Anglicantheologyduring theRestorationperiod.
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the doctrineof PassiveObedience,asunderstoodby anyof the political nation

who actuallycared,hadat the very leastimplied that resistanceto the legally

constitutedmonarchwas not only sinful but undenninedthe notion of the

crown as guarantorof the constitution.73 In fact, it was only when he

concededthat the doctrinewas indeedflawed that King beganto deal more

adeptly with the problem. Acknowledging that the defects inherent in the

doctrinehadneverbeenfully appreciated,he eventuallyadmittedthat this had

derivedfrom a refusalto evenadmit the possibilityof a monarchacting in the

mannerin which Jameshad behaved:'It is observable,'he pointedout, in an

attemptto justify this theologicalmyopia,

'thatgenerallyin all booksandsermonsconcerning obedienceto
Governorswherethis caseis put "Supposea king endeavourto
destroyhis people",thereareonly two answersgiven to it. One
is that his officers and Ministersought not to obey him; if they
do the law will punishthem. The other is that this caseought
not to be put; that we ought not to supposethat any King will
designedlyendeavourto destroyhis people.'

This wasan accuratedescriptionof what hadbeenallowed to happen:

unwilling, in the wake of the interregnum,to acknowledgewhat the answer

might be, thosewho had advocatednon-resistancehadpersistently refusedto

speculateon the potential for 'mischiefunderunlimited monarchies.' In their

fear of a return to the conditionsof the interregnum,thosedivines who had

embracedthe doctrineof PassiveObediencehad simply refusedto allow that

the king might 'attempt..... to govern altogetherby arbitrary power and the

sword,' for, so they persuadedthemselves,to supposethis was 'plainly to

supposetheutmostimpossibility.,74

73 Straka,op cit., pp.638-658.

74 TheStateofthe ProtestantsofIreland, p.2. BishopWetenhall,for example,had
publisheda collectionof sermonsin 1686underthe title HexaplaJacobaea,a specimenof
Loyalty towardsJamesII, Dublin, 1686,in oneof which he proposed'what an unreasonable
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As a consequence,King argued,the principles developedduring the

preceding thirty years had never considered a situation in which the

'prerogativedo swallowthe libertiesandprivilegesof thesubjects.' It hadbeen

the 'unexpected'actionsof Jameswhich had revealedthe need to limit the

doctrineof completenon-resistance.With the benefitof hindsightit was now

obvious that the doctrine could only have been meant to apply where the

populationwassubjectedto 'tolerableevils' andnot to a situationin which the

monarchblatantly abusedhis prerogative:'Whoeverconsidersthe discourses

thathavebeenwrittenconcerningnon-resistance,'hepersisted,

'will find that the reasonsgiven for it, eitherfrom the natureof
the thing or scripturereachonly tolerableevils and prove that
the manought to be patientunderpressureslaid on him by his
Governorwhenthemischiefis not universal:or if it be universal
where it is yet tolerable and not so mischievous in the
consequenceasacivil war.'

If, however,the consequenceof non-resistancewould be to leadto a situation

wherethe 'Governordesignsthe destructionof the laws, lives and libertiesof

his people,' then 'it would be a manifestmistake' to deny assistanceto any

monarchwho promisedto restorethe constitutionalarrangement. This was

exactly the situationin which Irish Anglicanshad found themselves. In these

circumstances'[t]he mischief of tamely submitting to the tyranny and

usurpationof a Governor,' he contented, 'may be worse and have more

dangerousconsequencesto the commonwealththana war.' This dispensation

hadonly becomeapparentasJamestrue intentionshadbeenexposed. But, to

theireternalandtemporalcredit,oncethey hadrecognisedthis, Irish Anglicans

thing it is to imagine any Prince should willingly set himself to destroy his Protestant
subjects'(p.3I). SeealsoF.G. James,North CountryBishop,a biographyofBishopWilliam
Nicolson, Yale University Press, 1956, pp.43-4, in which Nicolson, like many other
churchmen,is shownto haveadopteda similar line in A Sermonpreachedin the Cathedral
ChurchofCarlisle on February /5, /685.
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hadactedaccordingly.7S

Delicate Anglican scruples may well have been salved by King's

reasoningon this point, howeverweak. But, he was well awarethat where

problems of consciencedid persist for ordinary Protestantsthey were

prompted,not by the finer pointsof the theoryof monarchy,but by the oaths

of supremacyandallegiancewhich they hadswornin favourof James.Strictly

speaking, even if the doctrine of Passive Obediencedid allow for the

interventionof a foreign prince, the very fact that oathshad beensworn to

Jameswould, King acknowledged,havemade'it necessaryfor us to fight for

ourown Prince[James).'76But onceagainKing indicted Jamesastheonewho

wasculpable. By his actionshe haddeniedhis own coronationoathandin the

process abandonedhis 'loyal Irish subjects'. 'Tis property that makes

governmentnecessary',he pointedout in a remarkwhich saidmuchabouthis

view of temporalauthority,

'and the immediateend of governmentis to preserveproperty.
Where,therefore,a government,insteadof preserving,entirely
ruins the property of the subject, that governmentdissolves
itself.

Theoathsswornto him by his subjectshad,asa result,beenrenderednull and

void:

'Theseoathsweremadeby us to the king assupremeGovernor
of theseKingdoms and while he continuedas such, they did
oblige us. But by endeavouringto destroyus he..... in that very
act, abdicatedthe Government,sinceany intentionof governing
cannotconsistwith an intention of destroying,and thereforein
all equitywe areabsolvedfrom oathsmadeto him asGovernor.'

To King and thosefor whom he was writing, in was obviousthat Jameshad

never 'intend[ed) to keep his coronationoath to us, so he did not value our

7S TheStateofthe ProtestantsofIreland, pp.3-4.

76 ibid. p.9; McGuire,Politics, p.183.
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,
oathof allegiance.....' By his own actions,King believed,Jameshad freed his

subjectsfrom their obligations: 'kings..... that take on themselvesto dispense

with laws, without the consenteither tacit or expressof their people', he

argued,'give an ill precedentagainstthemselvesandmustblamethemselvesif

their people,taughtby them,returnit uponthem.m

Yet justifying this 'desertingKing James'only addressedone asPectof

theproblem. To fully absolvehis fellow AnglicansKing hadto establishthat it

was lawful for them to haveactively supportedanotherprince, rather than a

regencyor eventhe returnof Jamesunderstricterconditions. To achievethis

he had to do two things; fIrStly he had to show that William had a right to

'intefPQse'in the affairs of anotherkingdom; secondlyhe had to demonstrate

that, once this was established, Irish Anglicans had given him their

wholeheartedsupport.

With regardto William's right to intervenehe simply pointedout that,

marriedto James'daughter,it was 'reasonable'for him to assumethat he might

eventuallysucceedwith her to the thronesof Englandand Ireland. He had,

therefore, a vested interest in the affairs of the two kingdoms. Since an

incumbentmonarchwasat any time 'only a usufructuaryor tenantfor life', any

attemptat 'destroyingthe inheritancegivesa just provocationto him who is in

reversion.' As Jameswas using 'unlawful means..... to defeat him of his

succession,'William was within his rights, King insisted,in challenginghim.

Indeed,it wasincumbentupona princewho had 'an interestin that peopleand

government'of Ireland andEnglandto guardhis inheritance,to which end he

77 TheStateofthe ProtestantsofIreland, pp. 9, 65, 97. For King's influenceon the
thinking of Berkeley,Tyrell, MolesworthandHutchesonin relation to PassiveObediencesee
D. Berman, 'The Jacobitismof Berkeley'sPassiveObedience',Journal of the History of
Ideas,1986.pp.309-319.
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might 'preventtheir ruin by war.,78

William's interventionmight also be justified if eventswere viewed in

their EuroPeancontext. James,King argued, 'was in the French interests'.

Therefore,'the measureshe took with his subjectsmust havebeenfatal to all

EuroPe.....' Togetherwith Louis XIV, he threatenedthe entire Protestant

interestin EuroPe. Naturally this had promptedHolland, which 'lay nearerto

destruction,'and William, 'to interPOsein time' and thus 'nip thesedesignsin

the beginning which they and all EuroPe saw would have ended in their

destructionas soonas the ruin of the Protestantsin Englandand Ireland was

accomplished.,79

As was the casewhenhe hadusedit in his sermon,this argumenthad

the attractionof placingIrish Protestantsin the vanguardof the pan-European,

anti-Frenchalliance. William wasthedivinely appointedleaderof this coalition

and, as such, the Irish Protestants,indeed all Protestants,owed him their

allegiance. This was especiallyso since Louis, who was fmancing many of

James'activities, was merely seekingto extend his Catholic empire. King's

point was that the fate of Ireland and that of the continent were far more

inextricablyintertwinedthanmanyallowedsince'thedestructionof a peopleby

their Prince be only a step and degreeto the destructionof a neighbouring

people.' Far from maligning them, the English political nation should be

gratefullyacknowledgingthevalourandtenacityof Ireland'sdefenders.lK>

Beyondstatingit asan incontrovertiblefact, King decidedto say little

on the questionof Irish Anglican supportfor William. His main concernwas

simply to establishthat, despitesomeindividual casesof procrastination,the

78 TheStateo/theProtestants0/Ireland, p.S.

79 ibid. p.7.

M> ibid. p.6
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Protestantsof Ireland wereentirely dedicatedand loyal to William and Mary

and fully acknowledgedtheir right to reign. This point, he reckoned,was

sufficiently clear from their actions in the war and required little further

explanation. He mentionedit merely to establishthat Irish Protestantswere

happy with the new constitutionalmonarchy. He took it for granted,and

wantedothersto simply acceptas a matterof fact, that the vast majority of

Irish Protestantswelcomedas their monarchthe man who had so recently

removed'theprospectof [their] destruction.,sl

Having dealt, however unsatisfactorily, with the problems posed by the

doctrine of passiveobedienceand the various oathsof allegiance,King now

turnedto what would form the mostsubstantialpart of the book. This was a

justification of the Irish Protestantnation'sactionsbased,not on theoriesof

kingshipor notionsof divine intervention,but on the sufferingwhich they had

enduredat the handsof Jamesand his Catholic supporters. In settling on an

outline for the book he had opted not to attempt to refute directly every

possible objection which 'enemiesof the Protestantinterest' might raise.

Instead,hehaddecidedto presentsucha catalogueof atrocitiesperpetratedby

the Jacobitesthat no one could reasonablyobject to the decisionof the Irish

Protestantsto 'deserttheir Prince[James],declinehis Governmentandservice

and seekprotection where they can find it. ,82 It was on the basisof their

sufferings in the causeof the new regime that King hoped to establishthe

81 ibid.

82 ibid. p.3.
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claimsof Irish Anglicansandtheir churchto continuein the establishmentand

to be allowedto shapetheir own future with minimal influencefrom London.

On this point hewasunashamedlycandid. It washis intention,he informedhis

readers,to devotethe remainderof the book to proving that James'designed

andendeavouredto destroyandutterly ruin the Protestantreligion andEnglish

interestin Ireland and to alter the frame andconstitutionof the Government'.

This he looked upon 'as the most material point of our apology' and would

involve demonstratingtwo things: fIrStly, that the 'possibility of a king

designingthe destructionof his subjects'wasnot only conceivablebut actually

incumbentupon any Catholic prince; and secondly,that Jameshad 'madea

considerableprogress'to thatend.83

That a monarchcould indeed'designthe destruction'of any part of his

subjectsKing soughtto provefrom both historicalandcontemporaryparallels.

Thus,Jameswas listed with Louis XIV, Nero, Caligula,Domitian, Maximus,

Heliogabalius,CommodusandPhilip II of Spain,menwho hadconceived'the

destructionof a third or a fourth part' of their people. In sucha scenario, a

responsibilityrestedon thecitizensto opposehim sincesucha monarchwould

'designthe destructionof the greaterpart if they will be suchfools as to suffer

him to effect it.' A crucial considerationherewas that the destructionof his

Protestantsubjects was one of the 'obligations of his [James'] religion.'

Quotingfrom the fourth LateranCouncil,King explainedthat it wasincumbent

upon every Catholic monarch to carry out the destructionof Protestants:

'Every RomanCatholic king,' he pointed out to an eagerreadership,'..... is

obliged, if he be able, to destroy his Protestantsubjects[and] nothing can

excusehim from doing [it] but want of power.' Jameswas simply a pawn of

83 ibid. pp.t2, 39. In arguingthus King wasadoptingan approachquite similar to
that take by the RevolutionConventionof 1689 which had confirmedJames'abdicationon
thegroundsthatby his actionshehadforfeited his crown.
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theRomanchurch,andin particularof theJesuits,who

'were the Governorsand directors of his conscienceand he
seemedto haveno othersentimentsthan suchas they inspired
into him.'84

His involvement'with thatpartyof themthatmostzealouslyassertandpractice

this doctrine of rooting out heretics,'- 'theseJesuiticalprevaricators'- was

evidencethat no othercourseof action hadeverbeenentertainedby him. If

theseJesuitshadalreadyinspiredthe FrenchKing, the Duke of Savoyand the

Emperor to 'persecuteand destroy' their Protestantsubjects,then the Irish

Protestants'must all have expectedthe same usage.' Therefore, although

earlierin his reign Jameshadbeen'morethanordinarily liberal in his promises

and declarationsof favour towardsProtestants',once it had beenconsidered

who hadbecome'thedirectors'of his conscience,people'oughtnot to wonder

thathe madeno greatscrupleto evadethem.'SS

James'intentions could also be deducedfrom the fact that he had

surroundedhimself with secularofficers and advisorsof dubiouscharacter.

They were 'mengenerallyof little or no fortune', 'of looseprinciplesand want

of moral honesty', 'unqualified by law', the very 'scum and rascality of the

world'. All that hadcommendedthesepeopleto him in the first placewas the

fact 'that they were Papists'and as such tended'to weakenor destroy the

Protestantswhich was the sole qualification that recommendedthem.' 'The

truth', he insisted,wasthat

'they were people that madeno distinction betweenright and
wrong butas they servedtheir interestand thereforehe chose
thempurposelyto destroythe libertiesandlawsof the Kingdom

84 ibid. pp.13.14.

ssibid. pp.15.37.
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in generalandtheProtestantsin particular.'86

But for King the mosttelling portentof James'true intentionshadbeen

his alliancewith Louis. He portrayedJamesasboth 'a vassalto France,'and,in

his 'fondnessof Franceandhis alliancewith it,' doggedlydetennined

'to imitate that king in everythingand,aboveall, his prosecuting
the same if not worse methods towards the Protestantsin
Ireland that the King of Francedid with the Huguenotsin his
dominion.87

Louis' financial and military support for Jameswas 'a clear and full proof of

both kings being in the samedesign to root out not only the Protestantsof

theseKingdoms,but, likewise,of all Europe.' Urgedon by James,the Catholic

masses'began to show their fondness'for the French king and his brutal

methodsin suppressingProtestants,and 'astheir love to him commencedwith

that persecution,so it increasedin proportion to his barbarity..... they openly

declared that they liked no governmentbut that of France.' The logical

conclusionwas that they hopedto seesimilar powersaccrueto their beloved

James.To this endthey intendedto makeJames'asabsolutehereas that king

[Louis] was there'. With this in mind they had 'affIrmed both publicly and

privately with manyoathsthat they would in a short time haveour estatesand

churches;that if they suffer us to live they would makeus "Hewersof wood

and drawersof water"'.88They were detennined,King maintained,'to enslave

the nationsanddestroythesettledreligion.' 'No wonder,'hewroteof James,

'..... that he resolved'to die a martyr' rather than not settle his
religion andthat 'hehadratherdie the nextday thatdesignbeing
compassed,thanlive fifty yearswithouteffectingit". 89

86 ibid. pp.21,26, 30.

87 ibid. pp.14-5.

88 ibid.

89 ibid. p.43.
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King wassimplyexpressingthedreadof everyProtestantwho hadexperienced

the recentJacobiteascendancywhenhe declaredthat it wasnow obvious,and

would alwaysbethecase,thatfor 'papists'

'Ireland must be a Catholic country whateverit cost, and .....
they would makethem[Protestants]aspoordevils aswhenthey
first cameinto Ireland;andthey assuredus that this wasno rash
surmiseof theirown but that it waspremeditatedandresolved.'

The realisationthat the overthrowof the 'English interest'was 'premeditated

and resolved'would imprint further on Protestantconsciousnessthe needfor

constantvigilance.90

Having establishedto his own satisfactionthat Jameshad intendedthe

destructionof his Protestantsubjectsandtheir church,all that remainedwasto

prove that he had 'madea considerableprogress'to this end and it was to the

illustration of this that by far the larger part of the book was devoted.91 By

presentingsuch a catalogueof the 'ills and deprivations' suffered by the

Protestantsof Ireland King hopedthat it would be impossiblefor anyoneto

deny either that their annihilation had beenattemptedby Jamesor that they

werejustified in their changeof allegianceto William. It was,after all, on this

point that they could be distinguishedfrom their contemporariesin England

who had sufferedcomparativelylittle, but gainedmuch. If nothing else, this

gave Anglican demandsfor a say in the formulation of the political and

religioussettlementfor Irelandacredibility which wasdifficult to ignore.

Since he viewed this section as crucial to his argument,King was

careful not to include in it examples which were either exaggeratedor

unsubstantiated.Unlike Temple'shistoryof the 1641 rebellionwhich hadbeen

written by a man unhinderedby the need to vindicate either himself or his

90 ibid. pp.43-4.

91 ibid. p.39.
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fellows, King was attemptingto justify the actionsof his co-religionists. �A�~

suchhe was awarethat he waswriting from a position which dictated thathe

be wary in his useof the materialavailable. Thus,he madea point of stressing

that he haddeclinedto includeaccountsof severalwidely-accepted'barbarous

circumstances'for which hehad'notyet hadfull information'.92

King began his account by drawing a stark contrast between the

condition of Ireland at the time of James'enthronementand his eventual

departure. His intention was to show that, given the stateof the kingdom at

his accession,'no mancould be underdeePerobligationsto usehis power' to

protectthe Protestantinterestthat James. His accountof Irelandin 1685 was

one at which even he must havecringed: 'At his coming to the crown,' he

began,

'Ireland was in a most flourishing condition; lands everywhere
improvedandrentsadvancedto neardoublewhat they hadbeen
a few yearsbefore. The kingdomaboundedwith money,trade
flourishedevento theenvyof our neighbours.Cities,especially
Dublin increasedexceedingly. Gentlemen'sseatswere built or
building everywhereandparks,enclosuresandotherornaments
were carefully promotedin so much that many placesof the
kingdom equalledthe improvementsof England. The Papists
themselves,where rancour, pride or lazinessdid not hinder
them, lived happily and a greatmanyof themgot considerable
estateseither by traffic, by the law or by other arts and

92 ibid. p.88. The successof King's morecircumspectapproachaccounts,to some
extent,for the fact that Temple'shistoriographicalmethodwasnot repeatedin the aftermath
of the defeat of the Jacobitesin 1691. The State of the Prote5tantsof Ireland does,
nevertheless,testify to the enduring influence of the rebellion of 1641 on the Protestant
psyche. The impactwhich that revolt had,especiallyasdisseminatedthroughthe writings of
Temple,was obvious from the importancewhich King attachedto the eventsof that time.
Large sectionsof The Stateof the Protestantsof Ireland weregiven over to recountingthe
eventsof 1641 andcomparingthesewith what had transpiredthroughoutJames'reign. Nor
is there any suggestionthat King did not personally believe Temple'saccount of those
atrocities. For him, asfor mostProtestants,it wassimply a matterof fact that 'somehundred
thousands[had] perished'.This 'fearof beingservedasin 1641'wasa very real factor in the
decision of many Anglicans to either flee the country or to actively oppose James.
Interestingly.in 1713bothTemple'sbookandKing's wereissuedtogetherasonepublication.
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industry.,93

In such circumstancesit behovedthe king to 'keep fair with the Protestants

especiallywith thatpartywho weremostdevotedto him andhadsetthe crown

on his head. And this had been in the opinion of thinking men the most

effectual way to enlargehis power and introducehis religion.....' Jameswas,

however,'so bent on gainingan absolutepowerover the lives and liberties of

his subjectsand on introducinghis religion that he valuedno interestwhen it

came in competition with those.' As a result, early in his reign he had

conceiveda plan for thedestructionof theProtestantinterestin Ireland.94

Theelementsof theProtestantestablishmenttargetedby James,andthe

headingsunderwhich King proceeded,werethe army; the courts,corporations

andPrivy Council; trade;personalproperty;andthe church. He presentedthe

attempts to meddle with the army as particularly treacherous. Thus, the

appointmentof Catholics, (thereby arming 'those whom it was designedto

suppressand to destroy those who gave it'), was portrayedas 'the greatest

breachof trust and prevaricationof which any can be guilty'. King discerned

clearly in this strategythe handof Tyrconnell, who, knowing 'the necessityof

having the army fitted to his purposeit being the engine he dependedon',

concentratedmuch of his energieson ensuringthe loyalty of the military to

James:

'..... new commissionswere issuedout with all diligenceof one
sort or another,sometimesfive hundreda day. All the scum
and rascality of the kingdom were made officers..... Most of
them were the sonsor descendantsof rebelsof 1641 who had
murdered so many Protestants. Many were outlawed and
condemned persons that had lived by torying..... One

93 ibid. p.40.

94 ibid. pAl.
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book.

gentleman'scow herdwasmadea lieutenant.'95

This passagewascharacteristicof the thrustof this entiresectionof the

King dealt likewise with James' appointments to the courts,

Corporationsand Councils and was equally scathing when recounting the

effects on trade and property. In all that they did James'supporterswere

portrayedashavingattemptedthe destructionof the Protestantinterest: 'They

turnedvastnumbersof Protestantsout of their houses,'he recounted,'and left

them no otherway of subsistingbut begging'; they commandeeredchurches,

disregardedlaws, pillaged, forged title deeds,perjured themselvesand, in

general,confIrmedevery prejudicewhich the Protestantcommunityhad.96 It

was plainly their intention to 'divest all those that professedthe reformed

religion.'97 Continuingin this vein for the nextonehundredandfifty pages,he

narratedthe full extentof Protestantdeprivationsand sufferings. When, in

conclusion,heobservedthat

'..... thusthecasestoodwhenhis Majesty'svictory at the Boyne
deliveredus; and let anyonejudgewhetherwe hadreasonto be
pleasedwith the successandgratefully receivehim that cameto
restore us, not only our goods and fortunes but the very
necessitiesof life,'

anybodycontemplatinga refutation in parliamentor in print must have been

intimidatedby thesheermassof evidencewhich King hadaccumulated,aswell

asby theastutenessof its use.98

If, however, even this weight of evidence was not suffIcient to

convince,King had decidedto concludewith what he believedto be the one

argumentwhich he believed irrefutably exoneratedindividual Anglicans and

95 ibid. pp.49-50,52-53.

96 ibid. p.29. Seealsop.193.

97 ibid. p.143.

98 ibid. p.13!.
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their church. As wasalreadyapparentfrom his ThanksgivingSermon,he took

greatsolacefrom what he discernedto be the entirely providentialnatureof

events. The handof God was indisputablyevident: 'somethings are recorded

in history as miracles',he insisted, 'which were not accompaniedwith such

extraordinarycircumstancesas our delivery.' The most miraculousof these

circumstances,in his opinion,hadbeenWilliam's suddenarrival in Ireland. The

Protestantsof Ireland had, as a result, been 'forced' to the inescapable

conclusionthatGodhadsenthim to rescuethem:

'There remained..... no other prospector possibility for us to
avoid this destructionbut his presentMajesty'sinterPOsingon
our behalfas he had for England;a providenceof which we so
little dreamtand which was so strange,so unexpectedand so
effectualthat we cannotbut believesomethingextraordinaryin
it and that he was raisedup by God to be a delivererto us and
the Protestantcause.'99

Given that 'we neitherhadnor havein our utmostview anotherchancebesides

this to preserveus from slaverymiseryandruin.....', he wonderedhow anyone

could proposethat out of a perverteddevotion to Jamesthey should have

'rejectedthis contrivanceof providencethatseemednext to miraculous.' In the

circumstances,the Irish Protestantshadbeenduty bound

'..... to embraceandto blessGod for the kind offers of a Prince
who out of a public spirit generouslyventuredhimself and all
that he had to save the Protestantreligion in the interest of
Europeandthesekingdomsin particularfrom theuniteddesigns

99 ibid. pp.208-9. Only whenhe mentionedthe lifting of the siegeof Derry did King
succumbto the temptation to enumerateexamplesof God's providential favour towards
Protestants. Indeed,he viewed what had happenedthere as of the greatest possible
importancesince'if the designhad taken,the conditionof Europe,especiallythe Protestants,
had beenmostdeplorable.' In accordancewith the Almighty's plan to allow Protestantismto
be reducedto such a level that only His interventioncould explain its survival, however,
Jameshad beenallowed, for a time, to seemdominant. Then, when the 'Papists',with the
assistanceof the French King, felt that the city must fall, 'it pleasedGod to spoil all their
measuresby the oppositionmadeby a small town.....' 'To a man that seriouslyreflectson it,'
King concluded,'the thingmustalmostseemmiraculous.'
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of FranceandKing James....'loo

Of particularinterestherewasKing's insistencethat it wasWilliam who

had 'generouslyventuredhimself to the Irish Protestants.At no stagedid he

allow that William hadbeeninvited by Irish Protestantsto intervene. This, he

was implying, was quite different from what had occurredin Englandwhere

the initiative had mostdefinitely beenwith the body politic. Irish Protestants

had decided to support William only when it becameobvious that 'the

providenceof God [had] raisedup his presentMajesty to relieveus.' For this

miracle 'we must thank God only,' and not English politicians,circumstances,

or evenWilliam himself.101

Warming to his themeKing proceededto point out that the notion of

divine providencecould also be employedto refute thosewho criticised the

church for discardingonce hallowed doctrinesso easily. The argumentof

thosewho had remainedloyal to the doctrine of passiveobediencewas that

Irish Protestantsshouldhave'satstill' and'bepatient'while Jamesruled,since

'Christ had enduredmore whilst on earth and that they ought
not to trouble themselvesabout their sufferingsor deliverance
but leave all to providenceand see what God would do for
them..... whilst theycontinuedouroppressions.'

He wasnow ableto explainto suchcritics thatuntil the Lord had madehis will

obviousto them, this was exactly what Irish Anglicanshad done,refusing,at

considerablepersonalcost, to 'makethe leaststepto right ourselvesby force

'till God's providenceappearedsignally for thesekingdom's in raising up a

delivererandputtinga Crownon theirMajesty'sheads.'I02

In making this point, King was positioning himself to rebut the

100 ibid. p.209.

101 ibid. p.40.54.

102 ibid. p.209.

87



potentially devastatingcriticisms of one important group - those Anglicans

who hadrefusedto haveanythingto do with the Jacobiteregimeandwho had

fled to Englandat the earliest opportunity. Now returning to reclaim their

inheritances,many of them were accusing those who had remained of

complicity andopportunism. In fact, oneof their number,the PrimeSergeant,

John Osborne,had commencedan action in Chanceryin November 1690,

which indicted for treason all Protestantswho had acted in any civil

employmentunder James. King, who had 'seenso good an effect of my

stayingthat if I hadlost my life I hadmadeno dearpurchase',washorrified at

Osborne'saction, since it threatenedthe fragile united front which Anglican

leadershadattemptedto presentto the government.Thosewho hadremained

had simply waited until God had indicatedto whom they should give their

allegiance,he repeated,in answerto Osborne'schargeof complicity.IOJ Up to

that point they hadremainedtrue to their consciencesand, to their credit, had

not fled thecountry. If anyoneneededto explaintheir actions,he pointedout,

then it wasthosewho hadsoeasilyabandonedIreland'sProtestantheritageto

Jamesandhis Catholicallies. Only the personalinterventionof Southwellwho

wrote assuringhim that the king took it 'for granted' that those who had

remainedwereabovereproachon this point, persuadedhim that therewas no

likelihoodof Osborne'sactionsucceeding.104

103 King to RobertSouthwell,11111/90, Lyons 100; Sameto Same,28/11/90, Lyons
102; Southwellto King, 22111190, NLI Ms. 20SS. B[onnell] to Strype, S/819O, Strype
COIT., TeD Ms. 2929 pp.103-S; P. Kelly, 'Ireland and the Glorious revolution: from
Kingdom to Colony',pp.177-178; King to Foley, lSnl9O, Lyons 82; Gilmore, Dopping,
pp.I04-IIO.

104 Southwellto King, 23112190,Lyons 107; Doyle, ParliamentandPolitics, pp.ll­
IS. Southwell'sreply was in responseto a letter from King who had beensufficiently
alarmedby Osborne's'fatal' action to write refuting, in a seriesof 24 points, the Prime­
Sergeantscase.While re-iterating the point about God's providential intervention he also
employedsomeotherarguments. Principal amongstthesewas that no-onecould havebeen
expectedto declaretheir supportfor William when that prince was not yet in a position to
protectthem (no.7.). Furthermore,by stayingin their offices Protestantshad succeededin
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This was the extentof King's referencesto the role of providencein

what had transpired. Although he had madelessuseof it than he had in his

sermon,he had doneso to telling effect. Not only did it provide a very real

justificationof Protestantactions,but it alsoservedto disarmpotentialcritics,

who, as with the sermon,were required to insinuateeither that William's

victory was not approvedby God or that the Irish Protestantsshould have

remained loyal to Jameseven when God's 'design' becameobvious. All

objections raised by others, whether on the basis of doctrine, oaths,

circumstance,or the questionableloyaltiesof thosewho had remained,could

be refutedby referenceto the sovereignwill andactionsof a Creatorwho had

indicatedclearly to Irish Protestantswhom they shouldfollow. If he and his

co-religionists were to be accusedof anything, King argued, then it was

obedienceto Godsinceit would havebeen'inexcusableingratitudeto God and

to their presentMajesties'to haverefusedsuchadeliverance.105

All in all The Stateof The Protestantswas an odd combinationof theology,

invective, pragmatismand propaganda. It was undoubtedly King's most

important publishedwork, however, providing a credible vindication of the

actionsof Irish Anglican'sduring the war. It certainly markedhis emergence

keepingmuchof the establishmentintact, (no.9.),as well as frustratingCatholicattemptsto
enforcecompletedominion (no.13). King also took somepleasurefrom pointing out that
many of those who had fled had technically forfeited their property and offices by
'substitutingpopishdeputies'in their places,therebyaiding the 'popish'cause(no.15.): King
to Southwell, 11/11/90, Lyons 100; Sameto Same, 28/11/90, Lyons 102. SeealsoKing to
Toilet, 8/11/90, Lyons99, wherethe likelihood of JamesBonnell,who hadcontinuedto act
as Accountant-General,being one of those to suffer if Osborne'saction succeededis
discussed.For similarconcernson Dopping'spartsee autographcopyof letterby Doppingto
Bishopof London,12111190,TeD Ms. 2467(a).

105 TheStateoftheProtestantsofIreland, p.207.
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as a leading spokesmanfor not only the establishedchurch, but the entire

Anglo-Irish interest. Suchwasit's popularity,in fact, thatby theendof 1692 it

had alreadyrun to four editions.I06 That the book helpedto salve sensitive

scruplesin Englandalsowasconfirmedby Southwellwho wrote to inform him

that he had 'alreadyan entire reputationamongthe bestof men and are likely

to be relied uponasa fundamentalpillar in the concernsof that church'.107 So

'pleased'was Bishop Burnet that he presenteda copy to William and Mary

remarkingthat it was

'not only the bestbook that hathbeenwritten for the serviceof
theGovernment,[but] without any figure, it is worth all the rest
put together and will do more than all our scribblings for
settlingthemindsof thenation.'

The book was alsoimportant in helping to persuadeEnglish bishops and

politiciansthatAnglicansin Irelandhadbeenbadly treatedby the lacobitesand

yet had proven themselveswholly loyal to the new regime. Nottingham,

Sidney, and the bishopsof Worcesterand Sarum were among those who

indicatedtheir approvalof its contents. The Archbishopof Canterburyhad

alsolet it beknownthathewassuitablyimpressed.Accordingto Southwellhe

hadremarkeduponit 'with greatapprobation'and'saidyour bookhaddonethe

governmentgreatservice.'I08

Notwithstandingtheseaccolades,King was well awarethat the book

106 King to Bonnell, 2113/94, Lyons 341. In all therewould be twelvefull or partial
editions: 1691,1692(3), 1713(3),1724,1730,1745,1746,1768.

107 Southwellto King, 2619/91, Lyons 174. See Goldie, op cit., pp 102-36,for an
accountof the similar difficulties which many in theChurchof Englandexperiencedin both
comingto termswith theGloriousRevolutionandin explainingtheir positionin print.

108 The Whole Worksof Sir J. Ware ConcerningIreland, i, 00., W. Harris, p.365;
Paraphrase,p.90; Southwellto King, 29/3/92, Lyons 218. SouthwellandToilet hadgone
to great lengths to ensurethat the book wasin circulation before parliamentconvenedin
London: Southwellto King, 26/9/91, Lyons 174. See Southwell to King, 9/9/91, Lyons
169, andSameto Same,2619/91,Lyons 174, for reportsfrom Southwellof the considerable
impactwhich the bookwashavingamongstthe leadersof churchandstatein London.
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had its deficiencies. In particular, he was consciousof the fact that his

treatmentof the repudiationof the variousoathsanddoctrinesleft a lot to be

desired. He wasnot surprised,therefore,that it wason this point that the most

trenchantrejoinderto The Stateof the Protestantsof Ireland was based. It

camefrom Rev. CharlesLeslie,deprivedChancellorof Connor,andoneof the

few Irish non-jurors,in a bookentitledAnswerto a bookIntitled 'The Stateof

theProtestantsin Ireland'. Leslie,an accomplishedoratorandwriter, accused

King, andthoselike him, of beingashamedto admit that theyhaddisgracefully

renouncedthe doctrine of PassiveObedienceat that very point where it

acquiredits significance. King's rationalewas,he argued,dangerouslyakin to

that which hadbeenusedto justify the regicideof Charles I. A more SPeCific

criticism was that King had deliberatelyoverstatedthe extent of Protestant

sufferings.109 Others weighed in with similar indictments: 'a Protestant

churchmanor bishopof this rebelliousnest[King],' onecritic began,

,..... has set forth a book vindicating the rebellion of Irish
Protestants,which I do not repute to deserve a particular
answer, becauseit is confused in itself, as being writ by a
Protestantof the generalrevolt; as being composedupon false
suppositions;as being aspersedwith untruths, which several
Irish gentlemennow living can prove ..... The writer of the
above-mentionedbook is guide to a flock in the way of virtue.
What marvel, then, if the people be rebellious, when the
doctrine is instilled into them by their pastor. When the blind
leadstheblind, bothwill fall into theditch.110

Suchcriticismsstruckat the integrity of the establishedchurchand its

ministers, providing ready ammunition for anyone seeking to have the

109 [c. Leslie],An Answer. GeorgeBrowneto King, 25/3/93. Lyons 265a; Richard
Tennison,Bishopof Clogher,to King, 23/6/93, Lyons 283; McGuire, Politics, pp.191-5;
idem., 'The Churchof Ireland and the "Glorious Revolution" of 1688', pp.I44-5; Lawlor,
AdditionalNote,in Stokes,Ope cit., pp.170-3.

110 A JacobiteNarrative of War in Ireland, /688-/69/, ed., J.T. Gilbert, Dublin,
1892, pp.41-2. Foy mentionsthat both Bishop Sheridanand John Fitzgerald,deprived
Archdeaconof Dublin, hadwritten rebuttals: Foy to King, 28/4/93, Lyons 272.
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constitutionalsettlementin Irelandexpandedto includeDissenters. Nor did it

help that, as Leslie had anticipated, King did not reply, although a

memorandumamongsthis paperssuggeststhat he hadconsideredthe various

criticisms levelled against him and had gone some way to formulating a

response. In fact, more than satisfied with the responseto his book,

particularly at a political level, it appearsthat King felt little compulsionto

engageanyof his critics. That his contributionhadhelpedto influenceQueen

Mary, Nottingham,Sidneyand Tenisonin their evaluationof the situation in

Ireland was sufficient in itself. His hopenow was that it would assistin the

processof obtaining a settlementfor Ireland which respectedthe Anglican

characterof its ecclesiastical,monarchicalandparliamentaryheritage.III

III King to [Foley], 1219/93, Lyons 295; Autographedmemorandumby King on
Leslie'sAn Answer,c. 1692, Lyons2315.
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III

The political upheavalswhich accompaniedJames'reign and the accessionof

William andMary hadinduceda political andmoral dilemma,which, like most

of his contemporaries,King resolvedwith lessthancompleteassurance.The

essenceof his argumentwas that Irish Anglicans had simply actedout of a

mixture of necessity,self-preservationand obedienceto divine leading. In

effect, he simply acceptedwhat had occurredand proceededto argue,post­

facto, in favour of an accommodationwith the new political regime. His

princiPal reasonfor entering the fray had beenhis fear that a political and

ecclesiasticalsettlementdictatedby English priorities, and Prejudicialto the

Anglo-Irish interest, would be imposed on the kingdom by an English

parliament detenninedto extend its authority. Like many in Ireland, he

dreadedthe implicationsof a 'GloriousRevolution'which hadalreadyseenthe

powersof the Westminsterparliamentincrease. In particular,he feared that

the English parliament would attempt to enforce its claims to legislative

supremacy,a prospectstrengthenedby the fact that for several years the

English parliamenthad beenexercisingthis very function. That one likely

immediateconsequenceof such a developmentwould be a Toleration Act

imposedfrom Londonmadethis scenariodoublyunpalatable.112

112 For example,over the previoustwo yearsthe English parliamenthad passeda
numberof piecesof legislationwith direct relevanceto Ireland.Theseincluded'An Act for
the bettersecuringandrelief of their Majesty'sProtestantSubjectsof Ireland'and 'An Act for
abrogatingtheoathof Supremacyin Irelandandfor appointingotheroaths'.

93



The Stateof the ProtestantsofIreland andEurope'sDeliverancehad,

therefore,oneoverridingpurpose:to explainandvindicatethe actionsof Irish

Anglicansandtheir churchto the Englishbodypolitic, therebyestablishingthe

casefor the continuationof the existing settlementwith minimum alteration.

But, togetherwith his otherwritings overthe previousthreeyears,suchasThe

Principles of Government,and The Stateof the Church, they also enablean

analysisof the changes,howeversubtle,which took place in King's political

outlook during this formative Period. In Particular,they make it possibleto

identify and trace the emergenceof his preferredpolitical settlementand to

determineits essentialcharacteristics.

In spite of all that had hapPened,King remainedconvinced that a

national, indePendent,established,episcopal church remained the key to

ensuringa Peacefuland �s�t�a�b�l�~ society. He certainly did not allow that the

Anglican Church'spatentdeficiencies,asevidencedby the mannerin which it

haddiscardedits teachingson PassiveObedience,in any way compromisedits

historic claimsor justified an attemptby EnglishWhigs to extendthe church

settlement to include non-conformists. But this is not to say that his

eXPeriencesduring the war hadnot affectedhis view of the church'srole. He

certainlyemergedfrom this Periodwith his anti-Erastiansentimentsreinforced.

Indeed,the most importantconsequenceof the war yearsin terms of King's

vision for the churchwas that they confrrmedhim in a mistrustof excessive

dePendenceon the state,but also, althoughto a lesserextent, the monarch.

Henceforth,althoughgladly availing of stateassistancewhen possible,King

would consistentlyemphasisethe fact that the church was an autonomous

corporation, 'an indePendent society' in which resided the ultimate

responsibilityfor, andauthorityover,its own affairs.1I3

113 In Goldie'sopinion King's bookprovidedfor a 'moreforthright dissolutionof the
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But, while putting forward a strong case to be continued in an

exclusiveestablishment,King waspainfully awarethat the churchwasnot in a

particularly healthy condition, spiritually or temporally. Its structures,

traditionally weakened by the endemic problems of non-residenceand

pluralities,hadbeenfurther loosenedby the war andthe flight of both bishops

and clergy to England.Furthermore,a non-conformistpopulationof roughly

equivalentnumbers,which had supportedWilliam wholeheartedly,posed a

considerablethreat. Sufficiently of one mind to convenea national Synod

shortly after the war to presstheir demands,andbuoyedby the establishment

of the Presbyterianchurchin Scotland,andby the presenceon the throneof a

Calvinist king who hadcontinuedpaymentof the RegiumDonum, they were

puttingforward impressiveclaimsfor botha tolerationanda greaterrole in the

political andadministrativelife of thecountry.114

For King, however,theexclusionof non-conformistsfrom public office

hadbecomea fundamentalpart of his calculations. They embodiedall that he

detestedin mattersof churchgovernment,therebyexcludingthemselvesfrom

the true Christian church. They also displayeda suspiciousindifference to

central government. They were, he believed,crypto-republicansintent upon

championingthe powerof parliament,displacingthe monarchyand subverting

the Anglican Church. Gone now were the notions of union or toleration,

which he had explored less than three years previously, and which were

exposedfor the desperatemeasuresthey were. He was even refusing to

acknowledgethe role they had played in the war, making only two oblique

referencesto Dissentersin the whole of The State of the Protestantsof

Ireland. The fact was that henceforthhe would devotean inordinateamount

Reformationstate-church'thananyotherwork of the period: Goldie,op. cit., pp.128.

114 Brooke,op. cit., pp.60-2; Cowan,op. cit., pp.163-183.
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of his energiesto ensuringthat they werepermanentlyexcludedfrom enjoying

themoretangiblespoilsof victory.

Whateverabout the exclusionor otherwiseof non-conformists,there

was no question for King of the establishmentbeing anything other than

Protestantin character. He hadconcurredwith Restorationlegislationwhich

had'secludedPapistsasenemiesto theEnglishinterestin Irelandfrom freedom

and votes',andsaw no reasonto changethis view.us Indeed,his experiences

during the war hadmerelyconfirmedhim in the belief that 'a Papist,whatever

heprofess',wasbut an 'ill guardianof liberty of conscience'0 The 'samereligion

thatobligedthe King of Spainto setup an inquisition' would alwaysrequireits

adherentsin Irelandto attemptthe sameol16 For this reasonthey shouldnever

be trustedwith any public office or trust. 'Men may live very comfortablyin a

nation,'heconcluded,

'and yet be excluded from the power or governmentof it;
thereforeit is no injustice to excludea certainrank of men that
want such qualifications as may give the commonwealth
confidencein them,from intermeddlingin theGovemment.....'J17

But King's remedy for the problem posedby a recalcitrantCatholic

populationdid not include their subjectionto the full rangeof what would

becomeknown as the 'PoperyLaws'. In his opinion Catholics represented,

aboveall else,potential converts. His experiencesduring his imprisonment,

when he had ministeredto many Catholicsand found them amenableto the

gospel,hadconfirmedhim in his view that what wasrequiredwastheir radical

and extensiveevangelization. Not only would they convert readily if the

Anglican messagewas explainedclearly to them in their own languagebut,

liS TheStateo/theProtestantso/Ireland,p.73.

116 ibid. p.176o

117 ibid. po37.
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with their Catholic appreciationof authority and order, they would, he

believed, make far more amenable communicants than disaffected

Presbyterians.118

His somewhat lenient attitude towards ordinary Catholics was,

however,in markedcontrastto the contemptin which he held their clergy ­

those'skulking Popishpriests'. He hadobservedtheir demeanouronceplaced

in powerduring the war, and reckonedthem to be little betterthan 'vermin'.

Theyhadbeen'no lessoppressivethanthesoldiers',herecalled,

'they multiplied in Dublin to threeor four hundredat the least;
they werewell fed andwell clothed;therewere not more lusty,
plump fellows in the town than they, insomuchthat they were
remarkablefor it, andreckoningthat they consumedbut twenty
pounda pieceonewith another,which was the least,they cost
the town eight thousandpoundsper annum,which is nearfour
times more than all the Protestantclergy in town received.....
and a greatpart of it cameout of the Protestant'spockets,for
they were such experiencedbeggarsthat none escapedthem,
and so importunatethat nonedid refusethem; if they did they
mustexpectto be thenextwho wererobbed.119

TheyhadalsoinsolentlyinformedAnglicanministers'that they would haveour

churchesandour tithes.....', somethingwhich hadstruckat the basiceconomic

infrastructureof the establishedchurch.l20 But eventhis hadnot beenenough

to satisfy their insatiable determination to see the Protestantcommunity

obliterated:

'All these methodsof ruining the Protestantreligion seemed
tediousto the priests;andthereforethey could not be prevailed
with to abstain from violence; whenever they had a fair

118 Vitae, p.26; Diary, September22, 1689.

119 TheStateofthe ProtestantsofIreland, p.114; King to EdmundGibson, Bishop
of London, 17/9120, TeD Ms. 750/6/123.

120 TheStateaftheProtestantsofIreland, p.183.
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opportunityto useit theyappliedit with all diligence.'121

It was becauseof suchexperiences,allied to a hatredof RomanCatholicism

and its structures,that, while opposingmeasureswhich imposedhardshipon

the Catholic populationas a whole over the courseof the next four decades,

King would haveno qualmsaboutsupportinglegislationaimedat penalising or

ridding thecountryof their priestsandbishops.122

While the first pillar in King's constitutionalschemewas, therefore,an

exclusively Protestant,�~�p�i�s�c�o�p�a�l�, national, preferably Anglican Church, the

secondremainedthe monarchy. This wasbecause,in spiteof his experiences

underJames,he remaineda committedmonarchistas he haddemonstratedby

his wholeheartedsupport for William and Mary. He had, however, been

awakenedto the potential for abuseinherent in a systemwhich facilitated

absolutism. The previous few yearshad provided quite a soberingpolitical

educationin highlighting 'plainly what a weakbarrierlaws areagainsta person

who designsabsolutepower'.123 This abuseof power by the monarchhad

resultedin an intensecontest'betweenour laws, religion and liberties on the

one side and the king's poweron the other.....'I24 And it was out of this that

one of King's more substantialbreakswith the Restorationschemecame. He

now acceptedthat constraintshadto be placedon the crown'sprerogative. It

wasfor this reasonthathewasnot unduly upsetto find that,underthe termsof

the Revolution Settlementin England,the powersof the monarchhad been

somewhatcircumscribed.

Although fully convincedof the individual merits of both church and

121 'b'd 200J I . p. .

122 See,for example,Chapter3, SectionllI.

123 TheStateofthe ProtestantsofIreland, p.68.

124 ibid. p.38.
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crown, it wasstill, however,in their symbioticrelationshipthat he believedthe

best guaranteeof a stableand godly society resided. It was 'impossible,'he

insisted,in termsreminiscentof his pre-Revolutionarystance,that

'any societyshould subsistwithout a power of rewardingand
punishingits members;now Christ left no other power to his
churchbut what is purelyspiritual; nor cantheGovernorsof the
church any other way punish their refractory subjectsbut by
refusingthemthe benefitsof their society,the administrationof
the work andsacramentsandthe otherspiritual offices annexed
by Christ to the ministerialfunction. But kingsandestateshave
becomenursing fathers to the church and lent their temporal
power to second her spiritual censures. The jurisdiction,
therefore,of the clergy, so far as it hasany temporaleffect on
the bodiesor estatesof men, is entirely derivedfrom the favour
of estatesand Princesacknowledgedto be so in the Oath of
Supremacy.'125

But while hemightpinefor aconstitutionalsettlementwhich placedthe

principal responsibilityfor the regulationof societyin the handsof bothchurch

andcrown, King couldnot ignorethe fact that, increasingly,the real powerlay

with 'the nation in parliament assembled'. Indeed, the circumstancesof

William's andMary'saccessionhadseentheauthorityof the Englishparliament

increase.This accretionof powerdisturbedKing. He could seeadvantagesin

the stricter controlwhich the Revolutionsettlement placedon the prerogative

of the monarch. But the English parliamentembodiedmuch of what King

regardedas threateningto the 'natural order'. With its large Whig faction

sympatheticto non-conformists,antagonisticto the claims of the established

church and now championingthe legislative supremacyof the Westminster

parliament,it poseda potentthreatto manyelementsof his own scheme.126

In fact, it would becomeapparentover the courseof the next decade

125 ibid. p.187.

126 King to Foley, 27/11191,Lyons 188; Sameto Same, 1211192,Lyons 200; King
to Bonnell, 4/12191, Lyons 190.
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that it wasthis fearof the Englishparliament'sdesignsin relation,primarily, to

the church,but also to the crown itself, which was the crucial consideration

compelling King to seek a more independent parliament for Ireland.

Interpretations which have presented King's championing of the Irish

parliament as motivated mainly by 'patriotic' considerationshave failed to

appreciatethat it owedmuchmore,at leastin its beginnings,to a dreadof the

republican,pro-Dissentersympathieswhich hebelievedendemicto the English

parliament,rather than an ideologicalcommitmentto an Irish parliamentper

se. To a largeextent,andparticularlyduringtheearlyyearsof his political life,

hesoughta sovereignIrish parliamentbecauseit waslesslikely thanits English

counterpartto threatenthe religious and social order which he favoured. It

was only after the disillusionmentwhich followed his earliest defeat at the

hands of the English Lords that an ideological commitment to an Irish

parliamentfor its own sakebeganto play anyappreciablepart in his schemeof

things.

This thenwasthe scheme,his 'constitutionof churchandstate',to the

achievementof which King would devotethe greaterpart of his energiesover

the courseof the next four decades.But it wasalsoa schemewhich, evenin

the faceof overwhelmingoddsandchangingcircumstances,hewould refuseto

modify. It wasthis which wasto proveits undoing.
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CHAPTER 3

1691-1697:'..... 1 wouldnotconsentto anythingthat1 thought.•••. would

betrayeitherliberty or religion .•••• ' 1

Oneof the consequencesof his elevationto the episcopalbenchwas that King

was summonedto take his place in the Irish parliamentwhich was due to

assemblein Dublin in October1692. It would be his rust experienceof a forum

in which hewould playamajorrole overthecourseof subsequentdecades.The

years from 1691 to 1697 may be termedhis formative political yearsduring

which he emergedas a man of considerablepolitical acumenwho, although

initially sceptical,gradually came to appreciatethe advantageswhich would

accrueto both churchand kingdomfrom a vibrant Irish parliament. It helped

that he was aconsummatepolitician. He was eager,dedicatedand willing to

spend long hours in dreary committeework. He also possesseda keenly

developedlitigious mind which he employed to great effect in his various

parliamentarybattles. Indeed,by 1697hefelt confidentenoughto contendwith

the governmenton a wide range of issues,displaying that independenceof

thoughtandrefusalto succumbto official pressurewhich would so characterise

his laterlife.

But, while his political involvements during this period were

considerable,King's main concernrelatedto his pastoralduties in his new see.

Combiningvisitations,churchrebuildingandefforts to reducethe incidenceof

pluralism and non-residencewith the evangelism of both Catholics and

I King to Southwell, 21/12/97, TeDMs. 750/1/147.



Presbyterians,he devoted the bulk of his time and energiesto the task of

revitalisinga diocesedevastatedby thewar. Indeed,suchwashis successthat in

little more than a decadehe was beingconsideredfor translationto one of the

mostprestigiousseesin thecountry.
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The pastoralpriorities which King had set for himself in his new office were

soon apparent. Within two weeks of his consecrationhe had departedfor

Derry, accompaniedby JamesBonnell, who, apart from being Accountant­

General,was an enthusiasticmemberof someof the religious and reforming

societiesthenbeginningto emergethroughoutIreland. The supportof Bonnell,

who consideredKing 'a personentirely of the samestudiesand thoughtswith

me' andan 'intimatefriend', testifiedto the hopesof manywithin the churchthat

King would provea championof genuinereform.2

What the two menwitnessedon their arrival shockedthem: 'I found the

landalmostdesolate, countryhousesanddwellingsburnt,'King recalled,

'On an inquiry being madeI ascertainedthat there were in the
dioceseof Derry beforethe troublesabout250,000headof cattle;
there were left after the siege was raised about 300, out of
460,000horses,2 horsesremained,lame and woundedwith 7
sheepand2 pigs but no fowl, whencethe miserablestateof that

2 Bonnell to Strype, 2112191, Strype Corr., TeD Ms. 2929, p.128; Sameto Same,
19/3/92, StrypeCorr., TeD Ms. 2929,p.152; T.C. Barnard,'ReformingIrish Manners:The
ReligiousSocietiesin Dublin during the 169Os',The Historical Journal, 35, 1992, pp.818-9,
[hereafter: 'The Religious Societies']; William Hamilton, The Life and Characterof James
Bonnell, esq., late Accountant·Generalof Ireland, Dublin, 1703. In spite of his friendship
with individualssuchasBonnell, neitherin Derry, nor subsequentlyin Dublin, did King ever
show any great enthusiasmfor involving lay organisationssuch as the Society for the
Promotionof ChristianKnowledgein his attemptsat reform and improvementon the grounds
that he felt they wereneversufficiently underthecontrol of thechurchauthoritiesto be totally
trustworthy: Kingto BishopSmythof Down andConnor, 1214/98, TCD Ms. 750/11209; King
to Wake, 21/9/17,TeD Ms. 750/11/21303-5; D.W. Hayton, 'Did Protestantismfail in early
eighteenth century Ireland? Charity Schools and the enterpriseof religious and social
reformation,c.l690-1730',in Ford, McGuireandMilne, eds.,Asby lAw Established,pp.l66­
186.
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miserableprovincewassufficiently manifest.'

This situationwasexacerbatedby a fIre shortly afterwardsin which 'greattracts

of land .....[were] burntup ..... so thatthesamefire spread18 miles andran over

almostall the neighbouringregions.' They found churchproperty and clerical

moraleto be in anequallywretchedstate:

'Theclergywerebadlyoff ..... little or nothingwasreturnedby benefices
to their possessors..... The churchesin the dioceseI found damagedby
neglectandthe fury of war, somealsohadbeenconsumedby fire.'

With the money he had obtainedfrom Sidney, King was able to bring some

churchesbackinto use.3 But a morecompellingproblemwas the prevalenceof

non-residenceand pluralism, those'very pestsof the church',which becameall

too apparentduring his fIrst diocesanvisitation: 'I amin ill circumstanceshere,'

hewrote to a friend,

'my absenteesand pluralists care not whom they employ and
thereforetake Scotchcurates,as gentlemenused to take Irish
servantsmerelybecausecheaperthanothers. Five poundsin the
salarywould prefera Turk to thebestman.,4

In the 47 parishesof the diocesehe found 'not above25 residents,the restwere

in the handsof pluralists.' While he hopedthat severalof the more recalcitrant

incumbentscould 'be persuadedto that strictnessthat might persuadethe people

of their beingin earnest',hewasunderno illusionsasto theenormityof his task.

3 Vitae, p.32-3; Toilet to King, 2115192, Lyons 227; Nottinghamto Lords Justicesof
Ireland, 1/3/92, CSP Dam. 1692, p.161; Nottinghamto Commissionersof the Treasury,
113/92, CSPDom. 1692,p.159; Paraphrase,pp.86-8.

4 King to SamuelFoley,24/4191,Lyons 122; Sameto Same,215191, Lyons 124; Sameto
Same, 19/5/91, Lyons 127; Foy to King, 26/3/92, Lyons 217 RebeccaBerkeley to King,
7/4/91, Lyons 118. Those who sought to addressthe problems posed by non-residence,
pluralities and the abuseof faculties were aware that it was as much small livings and
impropriatetithes,asany inclination towardsavariceon the partof incumbents,which wereat
the root of the problem. They were realistic enough,therefore,not to seek their complete
eradication:see,for example,The Stateof the Church of Ireland, manuscript(not in King's
hand),circa. 1690,Lyons 115a. (Impropriatetithes were tithes which had becomealienated
from the church into lay handsas a result of the various land settlementsover the previous
fifty years.)
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He movedquickly to signal both his determinationand his authority, insisting

that all non-residentclergy providecuratesfor any cureswhich they themselves

couldnot service. Not wishing to seemindifferent to genuinecasesof hardship,

he offered fmanciaI assistanceto thosewho were too impoverishedto comply.

But this wasnot to be interpretedasa lackof resolve. To thosewho refusedto

complyhepromiseda varietyof 'ecclesiasticalcensures'rangingfrom suspension

to excommunication.S

As anticipated,he encounteredconsiderablehostility and found himself

'railedat, ridiculed,naycursedby many'. Oneparticularclergyman,rejectedby

King on examinationas 'grossly ignorantand scandalous',in spite of the fact

that he had been recommendedby Sidney, vowed that he would 'break his

bones'if he evermet King again. 'I believeno bishopwasevermore railed at

for the first two yearsthan I was at Londonderryby both clergy and laity,' he

recalled several years later. There was also opposition from within the

hierarchy. Archbishop Marsh let it be known that he consideredKing's

zealousnessboth excessive and imprudent. Primate Boyle was equally

antagonistic: '[t]he primate scorns', Bonnell noted, but, he told another

supporterof reform, King would 'stick at no costs to maintain a just point'.

EvenToIlet wrote from Londonto advisehim to be lessconfrontational. But,

in a display of that obdurateself-importancewhich infuriatedboth friends and

foes alike, King choseto interpret oppositionas the persecutionthat should

attachto any genuineattemptto stampout abuses:hearingof 'six clergymenin

a tavern that stayed very late railing at me [and] endeavouredto set the

governmentagainstme',hetook it 'asacertainsign' thathewas'in theright.' In

the face of such single-mindednessmany of his detractorswere eventually

5 B[onnell) to Strype, 13/2/92, StrypeCorr., TeD Ms. 2929, p.148; King to Foley,
11/8191, Lyons 163; Vitae, pp.33-4.
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dissuaded.Afraid of 'the causepursuingits courseto excommunication,I King

notedcontentedly,manyhad'submitted'. '..... by goodoffices, steadinessin my

duty andjust management',he gradually 'got the betterof them.' Bonnell was

impressed:'TheBishopof Derry haslabouredindefatigablyto settlehis diocese

sincethis time 12 mo[nths], which he found in greatdisorder,'he noted, '[h]e

has put in curates..... and prosecutedsome of the absent incumbents to

excommunication.,6

The difficulties which King encounteredin Derry were no different to

those which the Church of Ireland was facing throughoutthe country.7 But

while not all bishopswere as zealousas he in attemptingtheir elimination, a

'select numberof bishops', comprisingKing, Foy, Dopping and, to a lesser

extent,FrancisMarshandNarcissusMarsh,wassufficiently motivatedto agree

to a concertedapproachto their commonproblems. They wereencouragedin

this by newsthat PrimateBoyle hadreceivedinstructionsfrom the government

that the bishopsshouldmeetto 'preparebills for the next parliamentwhich may

be of useto the church'. However,their endeavoursto enlist the supportof a

majority within thehierarchymetwith an indifferenceborderingon hostility. At

one point they attemptedto involve severalof their colleaguesin a schemeto

redressthe problemsinducedby pluralities,for which they hadalreadyobtained

the supportof the Archbishopof Canterbury. This would have involved all

6 King to Foley, 719191, Lyons 168; Sameto Same,1216191, Lyons 136; Sameto Same,
1616/91, Lyons 137; Boyle to King, 30/6/91, Lyons 145; B[onnell] to Strype, 1312192,
StrypeCorr., TeD Ms. 2929,p.148; Sameto Same,19/3/92, StrypeCorr., TeD Ms. 2929,
p.152; Boyle to King, 30/6/91, Lyons 145; Toilet to King, 14/2192, Lyons 207; John
Hunterto King, 1692, Lyons 2314; King to RobertKing, 26f7192, Lyons 234; Gilmore,
Dopping,pp.155-7.

7 Foy, for example,had only six residentclergy in 1693: Foy to King, 10/10193, Lyons
301. For a descriptionof a similar situation in the dioceseof Meath seeDopping, 'Remedies
Proposedfor the Church of Ireland, 1697', ed., J Brady, in Archivum Hibernia, 22, 1959,
pp.163-173. Seealso idem., The Stateof the Dioceseof Meath, October 1693, Marsh's
Library, Ms Z.3.1.4. Foy calculatedthat the value of the livings held by the 10 principal
pluralistsin thecountrywasin excessof £1500:Foy to King, 14/9/91, Lyons 170.
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bishopscontributinga portion of their incometo a fund to be usedto purchase

impropriatelandsandrectories. They also lobbied for a bill which would have

preventedclergymenholding livings in different dioceses. For the majority of

prelates, however, such proposals held little attraction and were politely

ignored. Only the attemptto securea bill which would addressthe problem

causedby impropriatetithesreceivedgeneralsupport.8 But the reformerswere

not soeasilydeflected. Seeinglittle chanceof securingsufficientsupportwithin

the church, they decidedto avail of the upcomingparliamentto 'roar against

theseabuses'in thehopeof solicitingofficial backingfor their programme.9

Whether there would be a parliament in Ireland at all was itself

uncertain,however.The circumstancesof William's and Mary's enthronement

hadconfrrmedthe moredominantrole securedby the Englishparliament. This

found expressionnot only in its relationship with the monarchy, but in its

attitudeto the Irish parliament. The insistenceof Englishparliamentariansthat

the Irish political and ecclesiastical settlement should be determined at

Westminsterhadgainedcredibility by virtue of the fact that for someyearsthe

English parliamenthad effectively legislatedfor the country.10 Indeed, there

was a strong possibility that the English parliamentwould undertaketo settle

8 Foy to King, 30n/91, Lyons 156; Sameto Same, 1419/91, Lyons 170; Sameto Same,
10/11/91, Lyons 184; Sameto Same, 26/3/92,Lyons 217; Boyle to King, 30/6/91, Lyons
145; Sameto Same, 12/1192, Lyons 198; Gilmore, Dopping, pp.140-8; Barnard,'The
ReligiousSocieties',p.809; idem.,'ImprovingClergymen,1660-1760',pp.136-151.

9 Foy to King, 30n191, Lyons 156; Sameto Same, 2919191, Lyons 175; Sameto Same,
21/1/92. Lyons 204; B[onnell] to Strype, 13/2192,StrypeCorr., TeD Ms. 2929, p.148; E.
Wetenhall,A sermonpreachedOctober23.1692,Dublin, 1692.

10 Southwell to King, 23/12191, Lyons 107; Connolly, 'Reformersand Highfliers: the
post-Revolutionchurch',in Ford, McGuire andMilne, eds.,As by Law Established,pp.153-5.
For example, in 1689 the English parliament had passedan act 'Declaring the Jacobite
Parliamentnull and void'. In 1691 an act 'for abrogatingthe oathsof supremacyin Ireland
and appointingotheroaths',hadalsobeenpassed.In addition severalattainderbills relevant
to Ireland were being debatedat Westminster:J.G. Simms, Williamite Confiscation,p.82;
Smyth,op.cit., pp.791-2.

107



the forfeited estatesin Irelandwithout referenceto an Irish parliament. It was

in these circumstancesthat the Modus Tenendi Parliamenta in Hibernia,

intendedto remind Irish politiciansof the rich parliamentarytradition they had

inherited, as well as King's The State of the Protestantsof Ireland, were

published.I I

King's reaction to the English parliament'sdesigns in this area was

revealing. He hadbeenalertedsomemonthspreviouslyto Whig proposals'to

vest the forfeiture therefor the paymentof debts'. The intention, he believed,

wasto seeIrish Anglicans'garbled'becauseof their allegedduplicity in relation

to Jamesand their refusalto concedea toleration for Dissenters. His nascent

Anglophobiawas roused. While he knew 'little of the humourand designsof

the Court andparliamentin England,'he wasconvincedthat any 'proposalfor

the goodof Irelandmight provea boneof contentionwhich at this time would

ruin us all.' 'They considerit [Ireland] as a drain', he opined,and would now

takethe opportunityto imposetaxesfrom London in orderto pay for the war.

The veiled threatshinted at in a letter of his to Bonnell indicatedthe level of

indignation which theseattemptson the part of the English parliamentwere

excitingthroughouttheAnglo-Irish populationasa whole:

'I would havesomeable handto write an earnestexhortationto
all the Protestantsof Irelandandespeciallythe English..... to add
an adviceto thosethat are in it andcannotget awayto makethe
besthandof everythingfor their presentadvantageand to settle
at leasttheir children in Englandthat they might not in the next

II [King) to Southwell,3/2191,Lyons 113; Southwellto King, 6/2192,Lyons 206; Sameto
Same, 29/3/92, Lyons218; PulteneytoConingsby, 13/2192, De RosMs., 638/13/113; I.L.
Victory, Colonial Nationalism in Ireland, pp.2-3; Anthony Dopping, Modus Tenendi
Parliamentain Hibernia Publishedout of the ancientrecord by the right reverendfather in
GodAnthony,Lord BishopofMeath. To which is addedthe rules and customsof the house.
gatheredoutofthejournal booksfrom thetimeofEdwardtheSixth,Dublin, 1692.
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generationbeIrish rebels.tl2

In the face of this acquisitivenesson the part of the English parliament,

however,King took solacefrom the fact that William hadpromisedto summon

a parliamentfor Ireland. Althoughhis acknowledgementthat it might no longer

be 'in the king's power to help us' showedthat he was aware of the English

parliament'sincreasedauthority, he remainedhopeful that his Majesty would

deliveron his commitmentto his 'loyal' subjects. Indeed,he wasalreadymaking

arrangementsto travel to Dublin to attend. He was not completelysurprised,

therefore,when in late 1691 Southwell wrote to inform him that at a recent

Privy Council meetingin London it hadbeenagreedto summona parliamentto

meet in Dublin during the latter part of 1692, and inviting his advice as to

appropriatelegislation.13

His attentionturned immediatelyto how parliamentmight be exploited

to the benefit of the church. Those prelateswho favoured an assaulton

pluralitiesandnon-residencehadbeenmeetingfor overa yearto plan a strategy

for any forthcomingparliament. Their ambitionswere twofold. First of all they

still hoped to persuadetheir fellow bishops of the need for a thorough

reformationof the variousabuseswhich, they believed,underminedmuchof the

church'switness. To this end,togetherwith NarcissusMarsh,DoppingandFoy,

King had lobbied the Archbishopof Canterbury'concerningthe reformationof

abuses in this church' in an effort to influence the proposed legislative

programme.But support in both England and Ireland was muted. In fact,

notwithstandingsome official backing for a bill intended to addressnon-

12 King to Bonnell, 4/12191, Lyons 190; Southwellto King, 6/2192, Lyons 206; Thomas
Bell to King, 20/2192, Lyons 208; King to Foley, 27111/91, Lyons 188; Sameto Same,
1211/92, Lyons200.

13 Declarationby his Majesty, 2212189, HMC report no.12,appendixvi, pp.I64-5; King
to Foley, 5/10/91, Lyons 176; Southwellto King, 17/12191, Lyons 195; King to Bonnell,
4/12191, Lyons 190.
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residence,those seekingrefonn were forced to attempt changeagainst the

background of a hostile government, an indifferent laity and a generally

contemptuousepiscopalbench.14

In relationto their secondambition,however,therewas amoreobvious

unanimity. This was their determinationto ensurethat any attempton the part

of the governmentto seekthe passageof a Tolerationbill for Dissentersas had

passedin England in 1689, would be vigorously obstructed. The entire

episcopalbenchwas unitedin its resolvethat the establishedposition of the

Anglican Churchshouldnot only be secured,but exclusive. And amongsttheir

numberKing wasrecognisedasthe mostresoluteon the point. Any notionshe

hadoncehadof union,or evencomprehension,hadlong sinceevaporated.He

had now revertedto the position he had held in 1687. Presbyterianism,he

believed,representedboth a political and a religious threat and neededto be

treatedassuch. His eXPeriencesin Derry overthepreviouseighteenmonthsand

the fact thatUlsterPresbyterianshadfelt sufficiently confidentto call a Synodin

1691,hadmerelyconfirmedhim in this opinion. It was,therefore,the exclusion

of Dissenters,rather than the punishmentof the defeatedCatholics, which

occupiedhis attentionsashepreparedfor his fmt sessionin parliament.IS

14 Foy to King, 30n/91 , Lyons 156; Sameto Same,1419191, Lyons 170; Marsh'sDiary,
20/9/91 and8/10/91,pp.40-1; Bonnell to Strype,7/4192, StrypeCorr., TeD Ms. 2929,p.161;
Sameto Same, 13/2192, StrypeCorr., TeD Ms. 2929, p.148; King to Bonnell, 4/12191,
Lyons 190; Toilet to King, 13/10/92, Lyons 238; Nottinghamto Reynell, Levinge and
Temple, 9/3192, CSP Dom, 1691-2, p.174. Dopping'seffectivenesshad been somewhat
diminishedby his removal from the Privy Council afterhe hadpreachedwhat the government
considereda particularly vituperativeanti-Catholicsermon. King's reaction was to criticise
not his friend's sentiments,but his political naivete: 'I am afraid the kingdom will not be a
gainer by his sermon',he told Bonnell, adding, in a particularly revealing aside, that he
himself was 'alwayscautiousof giving a blow that would put me out of a capacityfor giving
another': Kingto Bonnell, 4/12191, Lyons 190.

15 Marsh'sDiary, 2019191, pp.40-1; King to Bonnell, 26/6191, Lyons 144; Nottingham
to Lords Justicesof Ireland, -n/92, De RosMs. 11156(a); Sidneyto Nottingham, 17/10/92,
CSPDom. 1694-95andAddenda,p.214.
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Few of his contributionsto the parliamentof 1692,which convenedon October

5, presagedthe influencewhich hewould laterexercisein this forum. Indeed,he

began his parliamentarycareerrather ignominiously, missing the first seven

sittings,havingtravelledto Englandearlierin theyearto overseethe publication

of anothereditionof TheStateofthe ProtestantsofIreland andbeendelayedin

Chesteron his return.16 From the beginning the membershad proved more

volatile and 'independentminded' than either the governmentor Lord Deputy

Sidney had anticipated,and officials had been taken abackby the belligerent

attitudeof both Lordsand Commons. By the timeof King's return to Dublin

Sidney had alreadyconcludedthat he was requiredto managea 'companyof

madmen'.17

The issueof most immediateconcernto the memberswas that of the

land settlement.18 In spiteof William's requestthat the Articles of Limerick be

presentedto the Irish parliamentfor approval, the governmenthad decided

againstallowing this for a numberof reasons:flfStly, the ministry wasawareof

the designsof the English parliamentin this area; and secondly,it was well

16 UI, i, 5/10/92; Marsh'sDiary, 5/10192, p.49; Vitae, p.35; Doyle, Parliamentand
Politics, pp.43-72. In mid-Septemberhe wrote to SamuelFoley from London informing him
that he had beendetainedin Englandwherehe had beenunsuccessfullyattemptingto settle
with the Irish Societyover the disputedfisheries. The only tangibleconsequenceof the trip,
he complained,wasthat he wasover£400out of pocket: King to Foley, 13/9/92, Lyons 237;
King to Annesley, 28/10/97, TeD Ms. 750/1/115-6.

17 Sidneyto Nottingham2819/92,CSPDom. 1694-95andAddenda,p.205; Sameto Same,
6/11/92, CSP Dom. and Addenda,p.217; Sameto Same, 17/10/92, CSP Dom. and
Addenda,p.213.

18 1.1 McGuire, 'The Irish Parliamentof 1692',in Bartlett and Hayton,eds.,Penal Era and
GoldenAge, pp.I-31; An Accountof the Sessionsof Parliament in Ireland 1692, London,
1692; [R. Yard] to Sir JosephWilliamson, 11/10/92,CSPDom. 1692,p.478; Nottinghamto
Sidney, 2/11/92, CSP Dom. 1692, p.492; Alan Brodrick to St. John Brodrick, 11/11191,
Midleton Family Manuscripts,Guildford MunimentRoom,Surrey,[hereafter:Midleton Mss.],
1/255-6; Alan Brodrick to ThomasBrodrick, 25/9/93, Midleton Mss. 1/264-5.
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known that the general feeling amongstthe Anglo-Irish was that the terms

offered to the defeatedCatholics were far too generous,with Lord Justices

Porter and Coningsby,the signatoriesof the Articles, the focus of particular

anger.19

Although the governmentmanagedto stymieattemptsto haveeitherthe

Articles debated or Porter and Coningsby censured,this did not prevent

membersfrom expressingtheir resentmentin other ways. It was apparent

initially in the rejection of a 'Militia Bill' and a 'Bill against mutinies and

desertions'.1D But it becameparticularly evident when the Commonscameto

deal with the Money bill. 21 Contentionon this issue,which cameto centreon

the questionof 'soleright', not only allowedthe membersto championthe right

of an Irish parliamentto frame legislation for Ireland, but also to indicate the

depthof feelingon theparallelmatterof the landsettlement.22 Thesesentiments,

consistentwith thoseexpressedin Dopping'sModus TenendiParliamenta in

Hibernia, were alsoarticulatedin an Addresspreparedfor transmissionto their

Majesties by the Commons shortly after the rejection of two more bills.

'Whetherthey will comeinto a bettertemperor no, I cannottell,' an embattled

19 Sidney to Nottingham, 28/9/92, esp Dom. 1694-95 and Addenda,p.205; Sameto
Same, 22/10/92, PRO.S.P.63/354/184; Sidneyto Lords Justicesof Ireland, 12112/91, CSP
Dom. 1691-92, pp.30-1; Sameto Same, 6/11/92, esp Dom. 1694-95and Addenda,p.217;
Nottinghamto LordsJusticesof Ireland,26/12191,De RosMs. 638/11/72; Southwell to King,
29/3/92, Lyons 218; Alan Brodrick to St. JohnBrodrick, 11/11/91, Midleton Mss. 1/255-6;
J.G.Simms,TheTreatyofLimerick,Dundalk, 1961,p.13.

20 en, ii, 24/10192and 31/10192; Nottinghamto Blathwayt, 1/4192,HMC Finch, iv, p.55;
McGuire,Politics, pp.42,50.

21 Sidney to Nottingham, 6/11/92, CSP Dom. 1694-95 and Addenda,p.217; Same to
Same, 17/10/92, esp Dom. 1694-95 and Addenda, p.213; Alan Brodrick to St. John
Brodrick, 6/5/93, Midleton Mss. 1/259-60; Nottinghamto Sir JohnTemple, 7/11/92, esp
Dom. 1692,p.494; An AccountofthesessionsofParliamentin Ireland, 1692,London, 1693;
McGuire,Politics, pp.45-95.

22 Victory, Colonial Nationalismin Ireland, pp.10-14. 'Sole Right' was the term usedto
describethe right to originatebills, or asit developed,the liberty to introduceHeadsof Bills to
parliament.
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Sidneyadmittedto Nottingham,

'but at presentthey talk of freeing themselvesfrom the yoke of
England,of taking away Poynings'law, of making an addressto
have a Habeas Corpus bill and twenty other extravagant
discourseshavebeenamongstthem.,23

It was into this volatile atmospherethat King venturedon his return to

Dublin in mid-October. Hamperedby his parliamentaryinexperience,however,

he was little more than a sPeCtatoras the constitutionalfracas unfolded. His

junior rank resultedin his being appointedto only one ratherminor committee

position, removinghim further from involvementin the more delicatepolitical

manoeuvrings.24 In fact, the only matterson which he did makea contribution

relatedto the church- the one topic on which his natural inclination to involve

himself could never be willingly suppressed. And in these debateshe was

conspicuousby his associationwith the minority reform group. His first

opportunitycameon November3 when the Lords were askedto considerthe

caseof one Dean SamuelSynge,a family friend of Primate Boyle, who was

aggrievedthat canvassingby severalbishops,disturbedby his personalconduct,

was hinderinghis chancesof promotion. He particularly resentedKing's role,

accusinghim of being responsiblefor 'information given to the queen in my

prejudice.,15 Promptedby Boyle, hehadappealedto the Lords for anAddressto

her Majestyin his favour. That his characterwas an issueat all wasdue to the

fact that Sidneyhadsolicitedthe opinion of variousbishopsas to his suitability

23 Sidneyto Nottingham, 17/10/92,CSPDom. 1694-95andAddenda,p.213.

24 UI, i, 17/10/92. i.e. 'a Committeeto considerof the petition of aU the poor debtorsin
prison in this Kingdom of Ireland and how they may be most effectually and speedily
relieved.....' As a bishop he was also entitled to make contributionsto the Committeefor
Religion.

25 UI i, 3/11192; Foy to King, 26/3192, Lyons 217; Sighingto King, 17112192, Lyons
249; Sameto Same,9/1/93, Lyons253.
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for advancement.26 Severalof the reformist bishop's,without specifying any

charge,had replied that, 'beinga man of ill fame', he was totally unacceptable.

Suchwas the intensityof their objectionsthat Sidneywas takenaback: 'I am

sorry I everrecommendedhim,' headmittedto Nottingham,

'for theysaythathe is a personof suchill fameandreputethat he
is not qualified for the dignity of a bishop.....I havenot heardof
any particulars which are alleged against him and he thinks
himself very hardly used to be accusedof great crimes..... He
seemsto be very confidentof his own innocencyand would be
very glad to be examinedby both housesof parliament. I wish
you would sendusboth lawyersanddivines,for therearenoneto
behadin this countrywho areworth anything.'

Synge'sconfidencein his 'innocency'waseventuallyvindicatedby the Lords, but

only after strenuousopposition:'The petition was admitted,'ArchbishopMarsh

recorded,

'but the Archbishop of Cashel,Bishops of Meath, Derry, and
Waterforddissented.Thenthe House,in a confused,tumultuous
manner,desiredthe Speakerto acquainthis Excellencythe Lord
Lieutenantthat they madeit their requestthe queenwould not
takenoticeof anyprivatewhispersconcerningDeanSynget27

This wasa considerabledisappointmentfor the reformers. The fact that

a majority of the bishopshadsupportedSyngemadeit all the more distressing.

Undaunted,King andhis colleaguesbeganto canvassthe authoritiesin England

directly in an attemptto ensurethat Syngewas not elevatedto the episcopal

bench. In fact, Syngewas later to accuseKing of havingbeenthe architectof

this courseand, indeed,of havingbeenhis mostdamningcritic. While Foy and

26 Sidneyto Nottingham, 9/9192, PRO. S.P. 63/354/134-5; Sameto Same, 28/10192,
CSPDom. 1694-95andAddenda,p.215; Sameto Same, 6/11/92, CSPDom. 1694-95and
Addenda, p.216; Same to Same, 6/10/92, CSP Dom. 1694-95 and Addenda. p.208;
Nottinghamto Sidney, 11/10192,CSPDom. 1692,p.477; Marsh'sDiary, 24/10/92, p.57.

27 Marsh'sDiary, 25110192, and 3/11192, pp.57-58; Foy to King, 26/3/92,Lyons 217;
Syngeto King, 17/12192,Lyons249; Sidneyto Nottingham, 28/10/92, CSPDom. 1694-95
andAddenda,p.215; Sameto Same,6/11192,CSPDom. 1694-95andAddenda"p.216; UI,
i, 3111/92.
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Dopping wrote to various political acquaintances,King communicatedwith

severalbishops,insisting that Syngewas totally unsuitableto serve in such a

capacity. This lobbying had the desiredeffect. The queenand the English

bishops'did highly approveof our integrity', Foy wrote to King soonafter, and

her Majestyhadspecifically indicatedher 'displeasure'at the Lords Justicesand

the Lords for recommendingSynge. Toilet wrote confirming this, informing

King that as a result of this episode,he, Dopping, Foy and NarcissusMarsh

would be the only onesto whom her Majestywould pay heedwhenconsidering

futureepiscopalappointmentsin Ireland.28

In spite of such internal tensionsthe bishopsremainedof one mind in

their oppositionto anyproposalsfor a tolerationfor Dissenters.Therehadbeen

severalindicationsprior to parliamentconveningthatan attemptwould be made

by the governmentto havea Bill of Toleration introducedto ensurethat non­

conformists in Ireland were afforded protection similar to that granted to

Dissentersin England.29 The bishopsfears were quickly realised. On October

15 the Committee for Religion in the Lords had been presentedwith a

governmentbill to this effect. Amongstthesecularpeerstheproposalhadfound

somesupport,but the bishopswere determinedto obstructits passage.They

managedto introduceso manyprovisosinto the draft that eventhe passingof

sucha bill would haveresultedin a de-factoexclusionof Dissentersfrom most

positionsof power. Specificallythey insistedthat,

'the sacramentaltestbe imposedas it is in England;andalso that

28 Syngeto King, 17112192, Lyons 249; Sameto Same, 9/1/93, Lyons 253; Marsh's
Diary, 9/11/92, p.60; Foy to King, 8/2193, Lyons 255; Sameto Same,26/11/97, Lyons
559; Comptonto Dopping, 27/12192, (quotedin Gilmore,Dopping,p.159); Toilet to King,
13/10/92, Lyons,238; Sameto Same, 17/11192, Lyons 245; Southwellto King, 15/5/94,
Lyons355.

29 Marsh'sDiary, 20/9191,pp.40-1; King to Bonnell, 26/6/91, Lyons 144; Nottingham
to LordsJusticesof Ireland, -n/92, De RosMs. 11I56(a); Spurr,op.cit., pp.927-946.
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personsobliged to take it do likewise receive the communion
thrice in the year, at least, according to the rubric of the
communion service and also that they presumenot to preach
againstour church in their meetings,under the penalty of £100
the first time, £200the secondandlosing the benefitof toleration
for the third offence,with someotherclauses.'

'They seemto be thus apprehensivelest this bill shouldbe a weakeningto the

church,'Sidneysurmised,'sincethe Dissentingparty of this Kingdom..... is so

very considerable.'Underpressureto placatethe bishops,who were 'at present

the major part' in the Lords, andwith the Money bill aboutto be introduced,he

recommendedthat the bill be returnedincorporatinga Testclause. Unawareof

this, the Committeeof Religion had proceededto draft severalHeadsof a bill

themselves.30 Thesecontaineda Test clauseas well as severepenaltiesfor

failure to comply with Anglican rubrics. In fact, the bishopsneed not have

concernedthemselves. With the securingof the Money Bill apriority, Sidney

hadrelentedandapproveda draft bill containingthe bishop'swisheswhich was

now 'sent over to England'. As anticipated,with parliamentproroguedsoon

afterwardsamiduproarin theCommonsover their right to initiate bills, no more

washeardof a toleration.31

The manner in which the threat of a Toleration bill was overcome

testifiedto the enduringinfluenceof the church,howeverweakenedits enemies

might like to portray it, at least in its ability to frustrate legislation which ran

counterto its interests. The bishops,with King, Foy and Dopping to the fore,

had servednotice of their determinationto ensurethat its privileges were not

diluted. Indeed,there is the possibility that King playeda more importantpart

30 Marsh's Diary, 15/10192, 19/10192 and27/10/92, pp.51-56; UI, i, 27/10192; Sidney
to Nottingham, 18/10192, PRO.S.P.63/354/150.

31 Nottinghamto Sidney, 2111/92, CSPDom. 1692, p.492; Undatedmemorandumby
King, Lyons 264a; UI, i, 3/11/92; Alan Brodrick to S1. JohnBrodrick, 6/5/93, Midleton
Mss. 1/259-60; Sameto Same,26/6/93, Midleton Mss. 1/261-2; DeanRichardsto Wyche,
8/1/93,WychePapers,PROI Ms. lA141nOa,[hereafter:WycheMs.), 1/1/65.
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than he cared to admit publicly. Present in London prior to parliament

convening,he was widely susPeCtedof having usedthe opportunity to lobby

extensivelyagainstthe government'sproposal,thereby'wrecking it'. Although

he strenuouslydeniedtheseallegations,he was neverable to completelyrefute

them,andas late as 1702andagainin 1705,his role in frustrating the measure

wasstill beingwidely canvassed.32

While King wasemphaticthat no relief shouldbe profferedto dissenting

Protestants,he was lessimpassionedin his responseto the problemsposedby

the defeatedCatholics. On the questionof forfeitures he was determinedto

ensurethat Anglican landholdersbenefitedfrom any settlement. Consequently,

he was incensedat clausesin the Bill of Attainder which allowed several

Catholicfamilies to retainlandssettledin trust. In his opinion all forfeited land

shouldbe grantedimmediatelyto 'residentconformists.' But he was not willing

to countenanceany attemptto approvethe Articles of Limerick if they did not

includethe so-called'missing'clausesby which numerousCatholicswould retain

their property. In a similar vein he showedlittle enthusiasmfor the anti-popery

legislationthenbeingmooted.33

On this point, however,aswith so muchof his activitiesduring the 1692

parliament,the paucity of extant correspondencefrom the period preventsa

32 King to Southwell, 312/91, Lyons 113; Southwellto King, 612/92, Lyons 206; Same
to Same, 23/12/90, Lyons 107. 'I chancedto be there in London', he wrote to Lindsay,
almosta decadelater, referringto this episode,'andsomewereso unjustas to say I stoppedit
[Toleration Bill] so that it neverreturned. But betterinterestswereengagedagainstit': King
to Lindsay, 2117/02, 1489/2/59. For a fuller accountof King's responsewhenthis wasraised
againin 1705by Daniel Defoe,seeChapter5, SectionII.

33 King to Southwell,3/2191,Lyons 113; Southwellto King, 6/2192,Lyons 206; McGuire,
Politics, p.77; UI, i, 22/10/92,24/10/92. The words"and all thoseundertheir protectionin
the said counties"had, Irish Catholicsmaintained,beenomitted from the text of the Treaty.
The draft Bill also excludedthesewords and the king was advisednot to insist on their
inclusion - in which he acquiesced.SeealsoJ.G. Simms,The Treaty of Limerick, Dundalk,
1961. King's treatmentof and attitude towardsCatholics is discussedin more detail in
SectionIII of this chapter.
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detailedcritique of his actions. In fact, it is only through the analysisof some

hand-writtennotesdatingfrom shortlyafterthesessionhadbeenprorogued,and

which appearto havebeen intendedasthe basisof a letter to oneof his political

confidants,that it is possibleto gainany insightat all into his impressionsof, and

reactionto, this, his first parliament.34

Given 'the noise the prorogation made', and the conduct of the

parliament, King's primary concern appearsto have been the possibility of

'disadvantageousrepresentationsof the affair both to the government and

parliament'in Englandand the 'ill influence it may have on Protestantaffairs'.

Having just returnedfrom London, he was acutely consciousof the capital

which rivals of the re-emerging Anglican ascendancymight make of this

seemingly'ungovernable'parliament. He was especiallyconcernedto counter

any 'ill impressionsit may makeon their Majestiesas to their Irish Protestant

subjects'. As a consequence,he intendedto embarkon what would becomea

regularexercise- the explanationto the English body politic of the seemingly

incomprehensiblemachinationsof the Irish parliament.3S

King was well awarethat the parliamenthadfailed to 'amountto..... the

expectations'of all, particularly of the government. However, while granting

that 'the mistakesof the parliament'were considerable,this had, he protested,

resultedprincipally from the gullibility of the loyal Irish 'in trusting too much to

the opinion of them that camelately out of England'and in minding too much

'the harangueof lawyers.' He had no hesitationin laYing the blame for any

'misunderstandingbetweenthe Lord Lieutenantand parliament,'at the feet of

34 Undatedmemorandumby King, Lyons 264a. This manuscript,underthe title 'Planfor a
letteraboutthe Parliament'comprises6 pagesof notesgiving theoutlineof a reply to a request
for an accountof eventsin parliament. No recordof sucha letterexistsand in all probability
it was neveractually sent. Given the natureof the topics coveredthe most likely intended
recipientwasGeorgeToilet: seeToilet to King, 27111/92,Lyons245.

35 Undatedmemorandum,Lyons 264a.
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both Sidneyand thoseof his officials who had given'false information to the

members.' While concedingthat Sidney, 'being absolutelya strangerand not

able in so shorta time to fmd out personson whoseadvicehe might rely in so

weighty a matter,'was working at a disadvantage,King was adamantthat the

'impressionsmadein the people'by the Lord Deputy'sactionshadalienatedhim

almostfrom thetimeof his arrival.36

King's main criticism was of the 'counsel to which he [Sidney]

hearkened,'those being 'our common enemies,'by which he meant Whigs,

DissentersandCatholics. In view of the insecurityfelt by the bulk of the Anglo­

Irish establishmenton the eve of the parliament, the public perceptionthat

Sidney'favouredthe Papists,who boastedthey would buy their placefrom him'

and 'his recommendingill men for placesin church and state,' inevitably set

parliamentand governmentat loggerheads.This situationwas madeworseby

sheerineptitude,King inferred. Whereasthe Lord Deputy should have been

'finding the senseof the leadingmenof the house..... by which he might have

avoidedthe mortification to seethem rejected,'he had exacerbatedmattersby

'notentertainingtheparliamentimmediatelywith necessarybills but letting them

wastesomeconsiderabletime .....' This mistrusthadbeenheightened'by giving

them hope of sitting longer and then abruptly proroguing them which gave

occasionto suspecthim as siding with corrupt officers.' Suchcunningon the

part of the governmentwas, in King's schemeof things, to be contrastedwith

'the greatdiligenceof the parliament..... in their Majestiesservice,voting them

£70,000', 'their zeal for the Protestantreligion' and their great 'care of the

Kingdom.' While the parliamentmight be faulted 'in not being awareof the

designsof the enemies'and in 'resentingand insisting too much on the Lord

36 ibid.; Barnard, 'Lawyersand the Law in later seventeenth-centuryIreland', pp.281-2;
Porterto Coningsby, 23/11/92, De RosMs., 638/1813; Sidneyto Nottingham,9/11/92, CSP
Dom. 1694-95andAddenda,p.218.
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Deputy's partingspeech,'the blamefor allowing sucha situationto developlay

squarelywith thegovernment.37

In the light of his subsequentbattles with successiveadministrations,

therewas,however,onenoteworthyomissionfrom this memo- referenceto the

constitutional issueswhich had just been aired. There is, for example, no

mentionof the disputeover the relativeauthority andpowerof the Englishand

Irish parliamentswhich had manifesteditself in the quarrel over 'sole right'.

Indeed,it is quite possiblethat King did not appreciatethe full significanceof

thepolitical andlegal wranglinghe hadjust witnessed.His extantcontemporary

correspondence,which is silent on the issue, merely servesto confirm this.

Certainly, if this wereKing writing only a few yearslater, the main thrustof his

commentswould have been to aff11111 the right of the Irish parliament to

formulateits own legislationin thefaceof ahostileEnglishparliament.38

Although his contributionsto parliamenthadbeenminimal, King's performance

over the previousfew yearshadnot goneunnoticed. The successof his book,

which hadby now run to four editions,hadbeenespeciallyimportantin securing

for him a reputation amongst senior English churchmenas a dependable

defenderof the rights and privilegesof the establishedchurch. This had been

bolsteredby the queen'scommendationof his part in the oppositionto Dean

37 Undatedmemorandum,Lyons 264a; Sidneyto Nottingham,12110/92,CSPDom. 1694­
95 andAddenda,p.212; Sameto Same,17/10/92,CSPDom. 1694-95andAddenda,p.213.

38 The inclusionin this draft, underthe heading'expedientsto makethis a happykingdom',
of a suggestionthat union with Englandbe considered,would seemto imply that he wali at
least awareof someof the constitutionalundertonesof many of the proceedings. On this
matter. however, he was merely speculatingon a coursethat would not be given serious
considerationfor anotherdecade.
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Synge. His proficiencyasan administratorwasalsoevidentfrom his successin

slowly rebuildinghis diocese. Theseattributeshadbeenreinforcedin the minds

of various influential individuals whose acquaintancehe had made while in

Londonduring the autumnof 1692. Indeed,the Archbishopof Canterburyhad

beensufficiently impressedto predictthat King would 'in time be the manat the

helm' in Ireland.39

Now, in the aftermathof the parliament,ToIlet wrote to inform him that

he wasbeingmentionedasacandidatefor greaterthings:

'Sir Robert Southwell and I in discourse on Sunday last,
supposingthat in the next removeof governmentin Ireland the
L[ord] Chancellor[Porter] would sit loose,he askedme what I
thoughtof yourselffor that place.I gavehim the encouragement
of somestudythat you hadpassedthat way and..... riddled all the
English lawyerswho areperfectly in your lordship'sinterest. He
wasglad he hadsogooda foundationfrom me to build uponand
will, I question,havethis matterin his mind.....'

Even the Archbishopof Canterburyhad indicateda willingness to canvasson

King's behalf'for that purpose'. Although this appointmentdid not materialise,

the fact that he was even consideredfor it and could count on the supportof

suchdistinguishedpatrons,was indicativeof the impacthe had madein the few

shortyearssincehis emergenceinto thepublic domain.40

39 Toilet to King, 14/2/92,Lyons 207; Southwellto King, 29/3/92,Lyons 218; B[onnell]
to Strype, 13/2/92, StrypeCorr.,TCD Ms. 2929.p.lSQ-l.

40 Toilet to King, 4/4/93, Lyons 267.
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Buoyed by such endorsements,King departed for his diocese as soon as

parliamentwas prorogued. It marked the beginning of a protractedperiod

devotedalmostexclusivelyto pastoralduties. Indeed,with the exceptionof a

few short trips to Dublin, King would remainin his diocesefor the greaterpart

of thenext two years.

Having succeededin repairingand renovatingseveralexistingchurches,

he now embarkedon a building programmewhich would ultimately result in five

new churchesbeing constructedand a numberof others repaired.41 He also

continuedto harassthoseof his clergy who still held pluralities or refusedto

provide curatesfor their cures,using his rights of visitation to ensurethat his

authority was gradually imPOsed.42 His successwas soon being officially

acknowledged: PrimateBoyle and the new Lord Deputy, Henry Capel, both

wrote to commendhis achievements.It was a measureof his disillusionment

with officialdom, however, that King was distinctly unimpressed,dismissing

their congratulationsas 'but words'. He would wait to see how both men

translatedtheir 'good intention' into tangible support at the next parliament.

But, he was delightedto hearfrom Southwell that QueenMary had remarked

41 At one stageKing even mooted the possibility of a University being sited in Derry,
principally to actas a Churchof Irelandseminary: Toilet to King, 18/9/94, Lyons379.

42 Foley to King, 10/10/93, Lyons 302. Foy to King, 20/9/94, Lyons 381; Tennisonto
King, 5/10/94, Lyons 382; King to Sir JohnCoghill, 14/4/96, TeD Ms. 750/112; Sameto

Same, 1215/96, TeD Ms. 750/1/10-11.
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favourablyon his 'rigorousperformance'andhad let it be known that he stood

high in heresteem.43

Isolatedinstancesof improvementwere, however,more than offset by

the continuedmalaiseof the church in many parts of the country. This was

particularlythecasewherebishopswerethemselvesguilty of someof the worst

offences. Thomas Hackett, Bishop of Down and Connor, was one such

offender. Appointed to the see in 1672, he had attractedthe sobriquet 'the

Bishopof Hammersmith'by virtue of his refusalto leavehis London residence.

Even governmentministerswere sufficiently disturbedto be amenableto calls

for his removal. In 1693, under pressurefrom the queen,they appointeda

commissionto investigatecomplaintsagainstHackett,his archdeacon,Lemuel

Matthewsanda numberof minor clerics. King, Dopping and BishopWiseman

of Dromore were named as the Royal Commissionersof Visitation. They

immediately 'proceededwith all care and diligence..... againstthe bishop and

obnoxious clergy.,44 Their speedyand unanimousrecommendationwas that

Hackettbe deprivedof his diocese,Matthewsof his livings and severalothers

suspended. Despitean appealto Englandby Hackett, the governmentstood

fmn andendorsedthis decision.45 Evenmoreagreeablewasthe appointmentof

43 King to Dopping, 12/9/93, Dopping Correspondence,[hereafter:DoppingCorr.], TeD
Ms. 2254a/17; Southwellto King, 15/5/94, Lyons 355. In addition to tendingto problems
in his own diocese,King also found time during this period to write to the authorities in
Salem,Massachusettsadvisingthemthat theoutbreakof witchcraft wasdue,in his opinion, to
their having abandonedthe practiceof renouncingthe devil at baptism:King to __, n.d.,
Lyons300; Connolly,Religion,p.196,fn. 207.

44 PatentofAppointment,1693,PRO.S.P.63/355/1200;Sir RobertKing to King, 11/9/94,
Lyons 378; Beckett, 'The Governmentand the Church of Ireland under William III and
Anne', pp.94-5; Bishopsof Meath and Derry to Lords Justicesof Ireland, 28/3/94, CSP
Dom. 1694-95andAddenda,p.74.

4S Lords Justicesof Irelandto Archbishopof Canterbury,3/4/94,CSPDom., 1694-5,p.86;
Southwell to King, 15/5/94, Lyons 355; Toilet to King, 11/8/94, Lyons 371; King to
Foley, 22/2/95, Lyons408. A decadelater Matthewswasstill disputingthe authority of the
RoyalCommission,publishinga bookof over200pagesentitledTheArgumentofArchdeacon
Matthewsfor a CommissionofDelegatesupon his Appealsand Querelof Nullities, London,
1704. Despitea seriesof appealsto Lord ChancellorsCox, FreemanandPhipps,however,he
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Samuel Foley, whom King had recommendedto the queen, to succeed

Hackett.46

For the reformersthis episoderepresenteda signal-victoryin providing a

warning to other offendersof the fate that awaitedthemif they did not mend

their ways. It alsoconfirmedthebenefitsto thechurchof activeofficial support.

Interestingly,however,King was loath to celebratethe fact that the churchonly

appearedcapableof securingreform when it enjoyedthe supportof the state.

Although pleasedat seeingMatthewsremoved,he was also movedto bemoan

the 'greatmisfortuneof our churchto be so dependenton the statethat it is in

the powerof the king almostat any time to ruin her'. In a tone reminiscentof

that displayedin his Principlesof Church Governmentmanuscriptsomeyears

previously, he even speculatedon the advantagesthat would accrue to the

churchif it wereeverpossible'to settleour constitutionso that the churchmay

standon herown legsandbeableto supportherself.47

King's misgivings about official involvement arose, in part, from his

appreciationof the inherenttensionsin a systemwhich causedthe church to

seekgovernmentassistanceto achievereformintendedto makeit lessdependent

upon the state. He remainedconvincedthat only a 'free, nationalchurch'could

fostergenuinereform. But this boutof anti-Erastianismcould alsobe tracedto

other factors, in particular, the belief, shared by most bishops, that the

governmentstill intendedsome form of toleration for Dissenters. With the

programmefor the next sessionof parliamentbeingframed, thesefearswere all

wasunsuccessful.

46 Southwellto King. 15/5/94.Lyons 355. In this letterSouthwellacknowledgedreceipteX
threelettersfrom King recommendingFoleywhich hehadsubsequentlyreadto the Queenand
the Archbishopof Canterbury.

47 King to Foley. 18/4/94. Lyons 349; King to Dopping. 2919/94, DoppingCorr. TeD
Ms. 2254ap.197; King to BishopLloyd, 15/12/96.TeD Ms. 750/1/48.
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the moreeasilyexcitedwith the result that eachregardedthe otherwith barely

concealedhostility.

King's oppositionto any form of toleration had beenreinforcedby his

experiencesin Derry since the previoussessionof parliament. There he had

been confronted by an increasingly vibrant and economically powerful

Presbyterianfaction which he found to be 'mighty insolent',an insolencewhich,

he believed,could be traced to the fact that they presumedthey enjoyed the

supportof the ministry in London. Oneconsequenceof this was that many of

their number, including, embarrassingly for King, his own father, were

steadfastlyrefusing to pay their tithes to the Churchof Ireland. Furthermore,

the local sheriffs and magistratesappearedto be making no effort to prosecute

them. Striking at its alreadyweakenedeconomicbase,this situationthreatened

the securityof thechurchat a very fundamentallevel.48

But there were other, more personal reasons for King's antipathy.

During the previoustwo yearsPresbyterianleadersin Derry had, he believed,

'studiedby all meansto impedeme in doing my business'.SPecifically,they had

levelledtwo very serious,(if ratherincredible),accusationsat him: the first was

thathewassomehowimplicatedin the murderof oneof their numberin the city;

the secondwas that he had misappropriatedsomecharitablefunds. Although

bothof theseallegationshadbeendismissedby thegovernment,King, aswashis

wont, hadchosento neitherforgive nor forget.49

The singlemost importantfactor in confJllIling King in his oppositionto

any form of toleration, however,had beenthe conductof thosePresbyterians

48 King to Lloyd, 15/12/96,TeD Ms. 75011/48. The curateat Portadown,Rev. William
Brooke, had written to King pleadingwith him to encouragehis father to pay his tithe of 28
shillings: Brooketo King, 2/12/91, Lyons 189.

49 Vitae, p.36; Toilet to King, 14/2191,Lyons 207; King to Foley, 7/11/91, Lyons 183;
Rev. GeorgeStoreyto King, 611/93, Lyons 322; Dr. JohnLeslie to King, 30/1/93, Lyons
326; Murray to Trenchard,CSPDom. 1693,pp.374-5.

125



who weremembersof the LondonderryCorporation. Eversincehe hadarrived

in Derry he had 'found the whole city undertheir authority and power',and his

experienceof their useof this jurisdiction had done little to persuadehim that

theycould be trusted. Indeed,he viewedPresbyterianattemptsto dominatethe

Corporationas not only menacing,but a direct challengeto the establishment:

'Whilst theDissenterswereonly hypocrites theydeceivedmanygoodpeople,'he

declared,

,..... but now their maskis off andthey appearthe greatestcheats
and wickedestmen in the kingdom, I cannot imagine any real
good man should favour them and thereforewhoeverhe is that
doesso (to be sure)he is eithervery weak in his heador wicked
in his heart.Thereare3 placesin theNorth oughtby all meansto
be kept out of their hands:Derry and Carrickfergusas being the
keys andstrongholdsof this part of the kingdom and Belfast the
treasuryof it. .... But, if they be sufferedto go on assureyourself
that sometime or other'twill costa war. But Englandhasalways
beenshortsighted.,50

This sensitivity to non-conformistattemptsto dominateCorporationshad been

excited by the role which Presbyterianson the LondonderryCorporationhad

playedin a disputehe had hadover landsandfishery rights with the Honourable

Irish Society of London. Not only, he believed,had the Corporation entered

into an alliancewith the Society,but, severalPresbyterianaldermenhad 'made

many complaintsagainst me to the Society' and had 'perfidiously betrayed'

certainconfidential information to its agentas a result of which 'lawsuits and

accessandrefugeto thecourtswereneedfulfor �m�e�.�'�~�1

King's responseto this 'impertinence'on the part of Dissenterswas

twofold. On a political level he lobbied persistentlyto havethe full rigours of

the law andtheecclesiasticalcourtsappliedagainstthem,sothatby 1693he had

50 Vitae, p.36; King to__, 10/5195, Lyons426.

51 Vitae, p.36.
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,

obtainedan unenviablereputationin governmentcircles in both London and

Dublin as the most virulently anti-dissenterof all Irish churchmen. Yet on a

pastorallevel his responsewas more considered. A convert himself, he was

convincedthatmanyDissenterscouldbebroughtwithin the fold of the Anglican

Church. Consequentlyhe went to considerablelengthsto evangelisethem and

took advantageof his regular visitations throughoutthe dioceseto preachto

them on the error of their ways. During 1693 alone he distributedover 1000

small catechismsin an attemptto convincethem of the biblical foundationsof

Anglicanism. He alsoprovideda Gaelicspeakingcleric to ministerto the large

numbersmigrating from the Scottishhighlands. His pragmaticattitude to the

paymentof the RegiumDonumwasconsistentwith this approach:'it is good to

havetheir tonguesunderthe King's girdle,' he told Bonnellcolourfully, sincethis

would, 'losethemin time someof their interestwith theirpeople.,S2

Indeed, his success in attracting Dissenters to Anglican services

convincedhim that a moresystematicexpositionof the veracityof Anglicanism

would be helpful in his evangelisticoutreaches. Soon after returning from

parliament,therefore,and motivatedby an understandingof his role as a man

'appointedby the providenceof god and the careof a Christianmagistracyto

watchover [the] souls'of all, whetherconformistor non-conformist,hebeganto

formulate a text which would comparethe biblical foundations of the two

denominations.The resultwasA DiscourseConcerningthe InventionsofMen

in the WorshipofGod, ananti-Presbyteriantract in which King discreditedtheir

forms of worship,organisationandauthority. It wasoriginally intendedonly for

circulationamongsthis own clergy to helpthemin dealingwith Dissenters.But

52 King to Bonnell,4/12191,Lyons 190; Sameto Same,2616191,Lyons 144; Southwellto
King, 8/6/91, Lyons 131; Bonnell to King, 13/5193, Lyons 275; Sameto Same, 811/95,
Lyons 397; King to Lord Massarene,612194, Lyons 330; King to __, 8/6194, Lyons
358a; Vitae, p.37; King to [Foleyl, 9/5193, Lyons274.
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when a copy which he sentto JamesBonnell fell into the wrong handsprinted

copies were soon circulating.53 Within a few months several rejoinders had

appeared.Presbyterianministerswereamongstthe first into print. Of thesethe

mostaccomplishedwasJosephBoyse,whoseRemarksrepliedin detail to King's

criticisms.54 In EnglandandScotland,whereKing's tracthadbeenreprintedand

widely circulated,the non-conformistreactionwas equally hostile: 'I have not

only met with two answersmore to your Lordship'sbook,' one correspondent

informedhim,

'viz. one in manuscriptwrit by oneCampbellandanotherin print
by Mr. Craghead,but wascredibly informedof about200 copies
of anotheranswerwrit by a ministerof Scotland,which weresent
over to Donoghadeto bedispersedhere..... I doubtnot but others
are at the samework on pUfPQseto keep your Lordship in hot
water.'

Consciousof the fury with which some of his opponentshad replied, and

mindful of the conclusionto his controversywith Manby, the samewriter hoped

that King would now be persuadedto 'stand to your frrst resolution of not

answeringBoys[e]'s mostscurrilous,nonsensicalbook'. The refutationof such

menshould,he advised,be left 'to somewhose pensaremoresteepedin vinegar

thanyour Lordship'sandwho may lashthebuffooninto bettermanners.....'ss

53 W. King, A DiscourseConcerningthe InventionsofMen in the WorshipofGod, Dublin,
1694; Brooke,op.cit., p.64; King to Foley, 10/1/94.. Lyons 323a. During 1694therewere
five editionsof the book, including two publishedin London. By 1749 it had beenpublished
thirteentimes, including oneWelsh translation. Thereis anothermanuscriptin King's hand
dating from this periodcoveringvery much the sametopics which is a little moreconciliatory
in tone: A Treatisein defenceoftheChurchagainstProtestantDissenters,TCD Ms. 1042.

54 J. Boyse,Remarkson a late DiscourseofWilliam, Lord BishopofDerry, concerningthe
InventionsofMen in the WorshipofGod,Dublin, 1694; Rev.GideonScottto King, 11/6/94,
Lyons359; Bonnell to King, 1216194, Lyons361.

55 King to Bonnell, 21/3/94, Lyons 341; Toilet to King, 10/2/92, Lyons 332; William
Montgomeryto King, 1694, Lyons 2366; JohnWinder to King, 28n194, Lyons 369; R.
Craghead,An Answer to a late book, Intitled, 'A Discourse, etc.', wherein the Author's
argumentsagainst the Manner of Public Worship performedby ProtestantDissentersare
examinedetc., 1694.

128



But King had no intention of allowing himself to be excludedfrom a

controversywhich he hadinitiated. In fact he had alreadypreparedreplies. In

May 1694 he publishedAn Admonitionwhich counteredmany of the points

which Boysehad made.S6 When Boyserespondedwith a A Vindication, King

replied again with A SecondAdmonition.S7 This in turn led to further

contributions from Presbyterianapologists.sa As the controversy intensified

King was relieved to fmd that there would be no repetition of the episcopal

censurewhich had greetedhis previousforay into pamphleteering.No longer

constrainedby the needto placatetheir former allies, both prelatesand clergy

werequick to showtheir solidarity. Foy, to whom King hadsentan early draft,

wrote to commendhim for exposingthe fallacy of non-eonformistteaching.

Henry Compton,Bishopof London,while uneasyaboutsomepoints,also let it

be known that he and others in England consideredhis tracts a valuable

contribution.S9

Those more alert to government sensibilities were, however, less

appreciative. ToIlet wrote to warn King that, though he stood 'fairest of the

Irish clergy'with thequeen,thisepisodehadenabledhis opponentsin Londonto

ensure that he would not succeedto the vacant Archbishopric of Dublin.

56 W. King, An Admonition to the Dissenting Inhabitants of the Diocese of Derry
Concerninga Book lately publishedby Mr. JosephBoyse. Intitled Remarks,etc., Dublin,
1694.

57 1. Boyse,A Vindicationofthe Remarkson the BishopofDerry's DiscourseaboutHuman
Inventions,from what is objectedagainst them in the Admonition annexedto the Second
Edition of that Discourse,Dublin, 1695; W. King, A SecondAdmonitionto the Dissenting
Inhabitantsof the DioceseofDerry, Dublin, 1695. Seealso King to Lloyd, 15112195,TeD
Ms. 75011/48, in which he mentions someof those such as Thorndyke, whose work had
influencedhim in the writing of this book.

58 William Montgomeryto King, 1694, Lyons 2366; R. Craghead,A ModestApology
occasionedby the importunityofthe BishopofDerry, 1696. Responsesalsocamefrom a Rev.
RobertCampbellof Ray in Donegalanda Rev.JohnMcBride of Belfast.

59 Foy to King, 10/10/93, Lyons 301; Comptonto King, 1216/94, Lyons 360; Rev.
EdwardWalkingtonto Ashe, 18/5/94, Lyons356; Toilet to King, 10/2192, Lyons 332.
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Furthermore,his activities might, ironically, result in a more strenuouspush

from Englandto have a toleration introducedsince a Presbyteriandelegation

recentlyarrivedin LondonwasarguingthatWhig principlesdemandedrelief for

Irish Dissentersin the face of such hostility.60 The reaction of the Dublin

administrationmirrored that of their superiorsin London. With parliamentdue

to reconvene,they werehorrified at the divisive consequencesof this unseemly

tussle.61

But King wasunrepentant.Any tracesof moderationtowardsDissenters

hadbeenerasedby his experiencesin Derry at the handsof the Corporationand

the London Society. Theseconfrontationshad, he believed,exposedthe true

natureof non-conformism.He wasnow moreconvincedthaneverthat it posed

a fundamentalthreatto the stability of both churchandstate. This, he believed,

was confirmed by the fact that the doctrinal differencesbetweenAnglicanism

andPresbyterianismwere insufficient to justify a schism. From this he deduced

that Dissentersmaintainedtheir position for largely political reasons,making

their subordinationall themoreimperative.62

As such, it was the debilitation of Dissenters,rather than the already

60 Bonnell to King, 1216194, Lyons 361; Toilet to King, 10/2192, Lyons 332; Sameto
Same, 6/11/94, Lyons 388; Sameto Same, 3/10/96, Lyons 510; Secretary10hnstounto
Shrewsbury, 19n/95, HMC Report on the Manuscriptsof the Duke of Buccleuch and
Queensbury,[hereafter:HMC Buccleuchl, London, 1903, ii, part I, p.193.

61 Toilet to King, 6111194, Lyons 388; Bonnel to King, 2112193, Lyons 317; Sameto
Same, 811/95, Lyons 397; King to Foley, 12112193, Lyons 320; Wycheand Duncometo
[Trenchard], 18111193, CSP Dom. 1693, pAOO; Capel to [Trenchard], 21/11/93, CSP
Dom. 1693,pA05. This vacancyhadarisenon the deathof FrancisMarsh on November16,
1693. It wasfilled by the translationof NarcissusMarshfrom Cashel. King wasnot a serious
candidatefor soseniora post,althoughthe fact that his Scottishancestry,still betrayedby his
pronouncedand 'drawling'accent,wasbeingusedto discredithim suggeststhat his namewas
beingcanvassedby some.

62 Memorandumof meeting with Mr. Boyd, 17/4195, Lyons 421a; King to Lloyd,
15/12196, TeD Ms. 750/1/48; King to Matthews, 12112196,TeD Ms. 75011/46-7; King to
Marsden, 8/11197, TeD Ms. 750/1/123; King to Bonnell, 4/1195, Lyons 396; Sameto
Same,5/4/95, Lyons4100.
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defeatedCatholicswhich onceagainpreoccupiedhim in the monthsprior to the

reconveningof parliament. Determinedto ensurethat a Toleration was not

offered,he evenignoredToIlet's pleathat he refrain from further overt criticism

of Dissenterspending the appointmentof a successorto the ailing primate.

Warming to his theme, he warned of the republicansympathiesof both the

Whigs andtheir non-conformistallies. As evidenceof the ministry's 'interestfor

Dissenters'he cited the government'spolicy of appointing Presbyteriansas

sheriffs in various parts of the country, as well as its refusal to censurethe

membersof the Corporationof Londonderry. This, he protested,was at odds

with an official promisenot to attempta tolerationon their behalf, a pledgeof

which he wasbecomingincreasinglysceptical. It was,however,consistentwith

what he believedto be the real goal of Whigs and their non-conformistallies:

they intended, he told one correspondent,to 'push for' a commonwealth,

although,headdedsarcastically,

'theremust be a quantity of honestmen to supportsuch a government
andwe cannotpretendto any suchaswould be sufficient; the generality
are Hobbists, debauchedDissentersor corruptedenthusiastswho are
mostviciousof any'.

Nor did King considerthis to be scare-mongering:he remainedconvincedthat

EnglishWhigs were intent upon overthrowingthe monarchy,a prospectmade

all the more possible,he believed,by the recentdemiseof QueenMary, who

had so championedthe causeof the establishedchurch: 'The great dangeris

thatof tyranny',hecontended,

'for if it should pleaseGod anything should befall the King the
factions might pretendfor a commonwealth,but in good earnest
it would be to make themselvestyrants as the long parliament
did..... the greatvice amongstus is want of a public spirit..... We
in Irelandoughtalwaysto bezealousagainsta commonwealthfor
'tis intolerableto be [a] provinceundersucha governmentasyou
will find by all histories. But it is our great misery that our
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governorsseldomseek,and rarely understand,what is good for
US.'63

Ironically, however,not only were Kings fears of impendingtoleration

misplaced,but, chastenedby theeventsof the 1692parliament,the Londonand

Dublin administrationshad actually becomenoticeablymore responsiveto the

wishes of the Anglican population. The chief influence in persuadingthe

government to adopt this course was Lord Henry Capel who had been

appointed,alongwith Sir Cyril WycheandWilliam Duncombe,as Lord Justice

in 1693, and subsequentlyas Lord Deputy in 1695. He was, Shrewsbury

observed,'liked [and] belovedby all parties'.64 His tactful approachwas in

almostdirect contrastto that which hadbeenSidney'sdownfall. He set out to

appeasethosewho had the potential to orchestratea repeatof the controversy

over 'soleright': by the nominationof Alan Brodrick asSolicitor-Generalandof

Robert Rochfort as Attorney-Generalhe brought two leadersof the causeof

Irish parliamentaryprivilege into the governmentparty. Specifically to mollify

the churchinteresthe then indicatedthat a Tolerationbill would not be pressed

by the government.6' He had also intimateda willingness to securefunds to

improve church buildings and to restrict further the property rights of

Catholics.66

63 Toilet to King, 6111194, Lyons 388; King to Lloyd, 15/12196, TeD Ms. 750/1/48;
King to Bonnell, 1416195, Lyons442; King to__, 10/5/95, Lyons426.

64 Shrewsburyto Portland, 27n 194, Private and Original Correspondenceof Charles
Talbot. Duke of Shrewsbury,[hereafter: ShrewsburyCorrespondence],ed. William Coxe,
1821, p.62; Alan Brodrick to S1. John Brodrick, 2119/95, Midleton Mss. 11274-5; William
Ball to Wyche, 18/3195, WycheMs. 1111I20A; Doyle, Parliamentand Politics. pp.93-5. The
Governmenthad been in the processof preparing bills for this parliament since 1693:
Nottinghamto LordsJusticesof Ireland, 2517193, WycheMs. 1/1/88.

65 King to Capel,19n195, Lyons451b; King to Bonnell, 14/6195, Lyons442; Shrewsbury
to Johnstoun,1/8/95, HMC Buccleuch,ii. 1. pp.209-20.

66 UI, i, p.483; Alan Brodrick to S1. John Brodrick, 13111195,Midleton Mss. 1/276-7;
Bishopsof Ossoryand Cloyne to Wyche, 13/4/95, Wyche Ms. 1111124; King to Bonnell,
5/4/95, Lyons416a; King to Mr. Clenahan,30nl95, Lyons455; King to Sir RobertKing,
517195, Lyons 446; C.1. McGrath, 'Securingthe ProtestantInterest:the origins and purpose
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Apart from the ongoing tensionsover the land settlement,the most

pressingproblemconfronting Capel remainedthe questionof 'sole right'. In

spiteof his preparationsit wasquite possiblethat somein the Commonsmight

try to revive their campaignon this point once they reconvened. But, having

cultivated the main political interests,he was hopeful that he could arrangea

compromiseon this issue.67 King was not so sanguine: 'If my Lord Capel

dependson the parliament'sgiving up sole right, I am afraid there will be no

goodconclusionof the meeting',he predicted. However,he was equally afraid

that,by pressingthecasefor 'soleright' in thewrong manner,thekingdommight

'loseboth' the right to initiate bills andhis Majesty'sgoodwill. If this happened

then,at best,the Irish parliamentmight henceforthbeallowed'to give money.....

but little else.' 'Englanddoes not intend we should do ourselvesgood,' he

warned, 'and will look to it lest we should.' As far as he was concerned,it

would prove more profitable if the energiesof the memberswere spent

cultivating 'the king's favour' sincethis 'would havedoneus more good' in the

long term. His preferencewould have been to secure legislation, with his

Majesty'sassistance,which would further 'establishthe English interest' in the

country. This would havethe effect of consolidatingcrown, churchand Irish

parliamentas the chief instrumentsof civility in Ireland. However, since this

'would makeus considerable'in the eyesof English Whigs, he doubtedthat it

wouldeverbeallowedto happen.68

of the penallawsof 1695',IHS, 30,1996,pp.25-46.

67 [Capel] to [SecretaryTrenchard], I4nl94, HMC Buccleuch,ii, I, pp.99-IOI; Wyche
and Duncombeto Trenchard, I4n/94, B.L. Add. Ms. 21,136,fo.25; Capel to Shrewsbury,
15/11/94, HMC Buccleuch,ii, I, p.161; Alan Brodrick to St. John Brodrick, 21/9/95.
Midleton Mss. 1/274-5; Bishop of Kildare to Wyche, 20n/95, Wyche Ms. 1/1/134;
Shrewsburyto Capel, 14/6/94, HMC Buccleuch,ii, I, pp.81-2.

68 King to Bonnell. 213/95,Lyons 416; Sameto Same, 5/4/95, Lyons 416a; Sameto

Same,28/6/95, Lyons445.
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King's disillusionmentat what he was coming to characteriseas the

subordinationof theAnglo-Irish to theEnglishpolitical agendawould eventually

find expressionin a moreconsideredespousalof the historic rights of the Irish

parliament. For the time being it amountedto little more than an instinctive

mistrust of English politicians. His priorities remained opposition to any

Tolerationbill aswell assecuringlegislationof benefitto thechurch. He would,

he promised Bonnell, use the opportunity afforded by the forthcoming

parliament'to preachandpressreligion asfar asit will go'.f:fJ

The secondIrish parliamentof William's reign commencedon August 27, 1695

and lastedthroughthreemajor sessionsuntil January1699. In total the House

of Lords saton 199occasionsandKing waspresentfor 168 of these. This first

session,which lastedfrom August27 to December14, 1695,wasthe shortestof

the three. Of the 59 sittings King attended54.10 With the potentialfor conflict

to a large extentemasculatedby Capel'sskilful preparations,both Housesco­

operatedin satisfyingthe government'slegislativeprogramme. A compromise

over the Money Bill, wherebythe governmentwas seento retain the right to

initiate the bill, while the Commonswas given the right to determinethe 'ways

andmeans'by which an additionalSupplywasto be collected,ensuredthat the

'sole right' issuewas defused.7. King was a memberof the Lords' committee

69 King to Bonnell, 5/4/95, Lyons4100; King to Foley, 8/2195, Lyons403.

70 UI, i, 27/8/95to 14/1199,passim; Marsh'sDiary, 27/8/95, p.69; McGuire, Politics,
pp.103-113; Toilet to King, 17/9/95, Lyons463; Porterto Coningsby, 1519/95, De RosMs.
18/49.

71 Alan Brodrick to St. JohnBrodrick, 21/9/95, Midleton Mss. 1/274-5; Sameto Same,
17/12195, Midleton Mss. 1/278-9; Bishop of Kildare to Wyche, 20n/95, Wyche Ms.
1/1/134.
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which examinedthe government'sMoney bill and ensuredits swift passage

through the House. That this bill authorisedthe collection of only a nominal

amountwas irrelevant. Its significancelay in the fact that the governmentwas

seento haveinitiated the process.Thecompromisethenallowedthe Commons

to raiseHeadsof a bill for the collection of a more substantialamount. King

wasagainon thecommitteewhich steeredthis 'additionalExcisebill' throughthe

Lords. An indicationof his growing staturewas that it was he who introduced

themeasureto theHousefor final approval.n

AlthoughCapel'sdiligenceensuredthat manyof the issueslikely to give

rise to constitutionalconflict were circumvented,somemattersdid arise in the

Lords which impinged upon the statusand privileges of the Irish parliament.

The first of theseinvolved an attempt�~�y the membersto obtaina Bill of Rights

similar to that enjoyedby their Englishcounterparts.Headsof sucha bill were

introducedinto the Houseon October 1 after discussionby a committeeof

which King wasa member. Oneclause,which merelyassertedthat 'parliaments

oughtto be held frequently,'gaverise to considerabledebate. King wasoneof

thosemostvociferousin opposingthe inclusionof sucha phrase,arguingthat it

was'theundoubtedright of the peopleof Irelandthatparliamentsshouldbe held

frequently',while the inclusion of sucha clauseimplied that it dependedupon

statute. Sensing a repetition of the constitutional controversieswhich had

plaguedtheCommonsin theprevioussession,thegovernmentmovedquickly to

72 UI, i, 6/9/95, 12/12/95; King to Coghill, 12/5196, TeD Ms. 750/1/10; Bishop of
Kildare to Wyche, 28/9/95, WycheMs. 111/136; Toilet to King, 17/9/95, Lyons463; Alan
Brodrick to St. JohnBrodrick, 17/12/95, Midleton Mss. 1/278-9; Alan Brodrick to Thomas
Brodrick, 5/5/94, Midleton Mss. 1/268-9.
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endthedebate.73

This wasKing's first foray into the nicetiesof constitutionalpolitics, and,

despitethe fact that thebill itself wasignoredby thegovernment,his stancewas

noteworthy, particularly since it presagedthe position he would adopt in

subsequentconstitutionaldebates. In opting to defendthe integrity of the Irish

parliament as 'an undoubted right of the people of Ireland', it certainly

, demonstratedthat he hadcometo the view that Irish liberties,parliamentaryor

otherwise,derived not from legislativeconcessionson the part of the English

parliamentor even initiatives of the Irish membersthemselves,but from both

CommonLaw and the original contractbetweenHenry II and his loyal Irish

subjects. It wasthis axiomwhich would henceforthpervadehis thinking on this

point.74

While Capelhad attemptedto orchestratethe businessof parliamentas

far as possible,he remaineduncertain as to whether or not the Articles of

Limerick shouldbebroughtbeforethemembersfor their approval.7S Quite apart

from the fact that thecontentof the Articles waslikely to excitecontention,and

that the ForfeituresCommissionset up by the governmenthad already made

somecontroversialjudgements,the situation had been worsenedby factional

politics. Ever since 1692 membersof the Irish Commons,indignant at terms

which theyconsideredtoo lenientto thedefeatedCatholics,hadbeenattempting

73 UI, i, 21/9/95,27/9/95,1/10/95,3/10/95,7/11195;cn, iii, 22/10/95,18/11/95; Doyle,
Parliamentand Politics, pp.161-2; Porterto Coningsby, 22/9/95, De Ros Ms. 638/18/50;
Sameto Same, 9/11/95, De Ros Ms., 638/18/57. The decisionof the Commonsto become
involved in this matter led to a heatedconfrontationbetweenLords and Commonsover the
relativeprivilegesof both houses:UI, i, 24/10/95.

74 This point is morefully developedin Chapter4.

75 Porterto Vernon, 618/95, CSPDom. 1695,p.36; Sameto Coningsby, 15/9/95, De Ros
Ms. 18/49; Hely to Coningsby, 2/8/95, De RosMs. 1/10; ThomasBrodrick to Shrewsbury,
21/11/95, HMC Buccleuch,ii, I, pp.259-61; Nottinghamto Wyche, 6/5/93, Wyche Ms.
1/1/73.
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to have the two signatoriesof the Articles, Lord ChancellorPorterand Lord

Coningsby,impeached.Theyhadbeenencouragedin thiscourseby both Sidney

and Capel,but an impeachmentattemptagainstthe two men had failed in the

Englishparliamentin 1693. Immediatelyplanshadbeenmadeto resurrectthe

matteroncetheIrish parliamentreconvened.76

However, in the interim a sizeablegroup sympatheticto Porter and

Coningsby had emergedin both the Commonsand the Lords. Made up

primarily of those who owed their positions to the patronageof the Lord

Chancellor,it also includedseveralbishopswho acknowledgedPorter to be a

loyal churchmanand to havebeenconsistentlysupportiveof their schemesfor

reform.n King, who consideredPorter'a very good friend to our church',was

oneof their number. This suggestedat leasta tacit acceptanceof the Articles

which Porter had signedand a correspondingunwillingnessto see Catholics

deprivedbeyondthe termsof theoriginal clauses.That this wasindeedthe case

would only become apparent in 1697, however, since, once again, the

governmentsucceededin frustratingthe members'attemptsto havethe Articles

broughtbeforeparliamentfor ratification.78

With the governmentunwilling to risk seekinga TolerationAct for the

Dissenters,King found himselffree to pursuemeasureswhich he hopedwould

promotechurchreform. He hadparticularlyhigh hopesfor a 'Bill for the Real

76 Capel to Shrewsbury,6110195,HMC Buccleuch,ii, 1, p.235; Sameto Same, 1/11/94,
HMC Buccleuch,ii, 1, p.154; Porter to Coningsby, 20/6/93, De Ros Ms., 638118/10;
Nottinghamto Coningsby,24/6193,De Ros Ms., 638118/11; Doyle, Parliamentand Politics,
pp.lOS-II0, 121-130; Connolly,Religion,pp.77, 264-8.

77 ThomasBrodrick to Shrewsbury,28/10195, HMC Buccleuch, ii, 1, p.250; Doyle,
Parliament and Politics, pp.138-155; McGuire, Politics, p.115-119; Victory, Colonial
Nationalismin Ireland, p.18-20.

78 King to Lloyd, 15/12196, TeD Ms. 750/1/48; Capel to Shrewsbury, 4/12195, HMC
Buccieuch.ii, 1, 272; ThomasBrodrick to Shrewsbury,4/12195,HMC Buccleuch,ii, I, p.273;
Lord Clifford to King. 23/11197.Lyons557.
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Union and Division of Parishes'which the reformersbelievedto be of 'great

moment and absolutely necessaryfor the reformation of the church'. By

redrawingparishboundariesto createmoreviable livings, its effect would have

beento limit the numberof non-residentsand to dissuadeclerics from holding

pluralities. Whenthebill camebeforetheLordsfor its secondreading,however,

it wasthrown out.79 This wasa majorsetbackfor the reformersand,suspecting

governmentinvolvement, King launcheda furious attack on those who had

voted it down. He was joined in this by Foy. But in making their point they

denouncedseveralof the membersfor their apparentindifferenceto the spiritual

welfareof the church. This washighly resentedby the House,and in particular

by thosebishopswho hadvotedagainstit. It wasimmediatelymovedthat both

men be severely reprimanded,the fervour of their protest being deemed'so

distasteful'as to 'reflect upon the Honourof the Houseof Peers'and to be 'an

infringementof their privileges'. The two bishopswere orderedto leave the

Housewhile their punishmentwasdecided. 'Yielding to importunity ratherthan

consentingto argument',King withdrew his protestwhen recalled,explaining

that he 'never intended to give any offence and was sorry the House was

displeasedat it.' Foy refusedto apologise,however,and was promptly taken

into custodyby theGentlemanUsheranddespatchedto prisonin theCastle.ll)

King's outburstwas the result of his frustration at the loss of several

other bills which would have assistedhim in his reforms in Derry. The

Commons,where those who benefitedmost from impropriate tithes opposed

anythingwhich threatenedtheir rights, had provenparticularly hostile, rejecting

79 Uf, i, 5/12195; Foy to King, December1695,Lyons 2327; Gilmore, Dopping, pp.149­
52; 'A Bill for reviving a statutefor thereal Union andDivision of parishes'.

80 UI, i, 5/12/95,7/12195; Marsh'sDiary, 12/12/95,p.70; Porterto Coningsby, 7/12/95,
De Ros Ms. 18/63; Foy to King, December1695, Lyons 2327; Capel to Shrewsbury,
10/12/95, HMC Buccleuch,ii, 1, p.276; Barnard,'TheReligiousSocieties',pp.812-3.
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severalchurchbills, includingoneto providefunds for the building andrepairof

churchproPerty. Likewise Headsto enablebishopsto enterinto leasesfor life

hadbeenforwardedto Englandfor approvalbut not returned. Nor was the loss

of suchmeasurescomPensatedfor in King's opinion by the further disablingof

Catholics. Although he did not dissentfrom any of the penalmeasurespassed,

he remainedunconvincedof the merits of this approach. Indeed, the only

satisfactionhe could take from the whole sessionwas that the governmenthad

beendissuadedfrom attemptingto force a TolerationAct on the country,while

the Earl of Drogheda'sbid to initiate a privatebill to that effect hadbeeneasily

obstructedby the bishopsin the Lords. Yet this seemedonly to emphasisethe

fact that thwarting suchmeasuresowedmore to the obduracyof the episcopal

benchthan to the goodwill of the government. Despondent,King was already

makingplansto returnto Derry long beforethesessionhadended.Within a few

days of the prorogationhe was back in his diocesedeterminedto immerse

himselfonceagainin theaffairsof his see.81

81 UI, i, 24/9/95,27/9/95,19/10195and 14/12/95; Marsh'sDiary, 12/12/95,p.70; King
to BishopBurnet,5/10/96,TeD Ms. 750/1/26. King's attitudeto the PenalLaws is discussed
in SectionIII of this chapter. The 'PoperyBills' passedin this sessionwere: 'An Act for
restrainingforeign education,by prohibiting, undera severepenalty,the sendingof any child
or otherpersoninto any partsbeyondthe seasout of his majesty'sobedience';'An Act for the
bettersecuringthegovernment,by disarmingPapists';and'An Act declaringall attaindersand
all otheractsof the latepretendedparliament,void'.
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King had found during the course of his diocesanvisitation some months

previouslythat, despitesomeprogress,'muchmore' remainedto be done 'both

as to reformation of the clergy and laity and the uniting Dissentersto the

church'. But his plans to devote himself fully to these tasks were soon

frustrated. A violent recurrenceof his gout in early 1696 was the preludeto

almosta yearof relative inactivity.82 Proceedingwith his diocesanvisitation did

not help. Nor did his insistenceon dealingpersonallywith muchof the pastoral

and administrativework, at times from his sick bed.83 While a short spell in

Wexford during the summerto take the watersdid bring somerelief, it was

short lived. Within a monthhis healthhadtakena dramaticturn for the worse.

By winter he haddeterioratedto the point that rumoursof his deathcirculated

widely in Dublin. Although probably the most acuteattackof his life, by the

springof 1697hehadrecoveredsufficiently to beginto makearrangementsfor a

return to Dublin for the next sessionof parliamentwhich wasdueto convenein

July 1697.84

82 King to Dopping, 27/5/95,DoppingCorr. TeD Ms. 2254a,pp.44-5; Rev. A. Lucasto
King, 30/4/96, Lyons 495; King to Bonnell, 4/8196, Lyons 507; Rev. FrancisLe Jau to
King, 1211/97, Lyons517.

83 King to Coghill, 14/4/96, TeD Ms. 750/1/2; King to Rev. 1. Humble, 1/5/96, TeD
Ms. 750/1/4; King to Rev. A. Cairncross, 3/10/96, TCD Ms. 750/1/25; King to Rev. R.
Rowan, 3/12196, TeD Ms. 750/1143; King to Rev. A. Henderson, 3/12196, TCD Ms.
750/1/44.

84 King to Bonnell, 4/8196, Lyons 507; Palmerto Vernon, 111197, PRO. S.P.63/359/20.
Theperiodbetweenthe adjournmentof parliamentin December1695andthe commencement
of a prolongedsessionin July 1697 was interspersedwith 11 one-daysittingsof both Houses
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King's political agendahadalteredlittle sincethe previoussession. But

therewas one interestingchangein his approach. Disabusedof the notion that

the governmentmight championreform, he had begunto focus his attentions

insteadon obtainingthe supportof English church leaders,politicians and, by

meansof thesecontacts,the king. He took the opportunity while writing to

Bishop Burnetof Salisburyto solicit his assistanceto this end: the church had

been'promisedfair all along' on the matterof impropriatetithes, he informed

him,

'but insteadof giving themto the churchthereareseveralparcels
alreadygrantedto laymen. We have madeseveralattemptsto
preventthis and the late Lord Capelundertookour petition, but
his death preventedour knowing the success.....'Tis hoped, if
thesethingswere laid beforehis Majesty,he would not refuseso
small a requestwhich is not onefarthing out of his pocketor any
courtier. If, therefore,yourLordshipcouldput your helpinghand
to further our petition it would be a very greatobligationon the
clergyhereandarealserviceto his Majesty.'

In a similar vein, he wrote a seriesof letters to Bishop Lloyd of Lichfield and

Coventry,who was, Southwellhad advised,very supportiveof the reforms he

andhis associateswereattempting. Nothing but 'my zeal for the churchandhis

Majesty'sservicecould prevail with me to give your Lordshipsuchtrouble',he

duly informedLloyd, proceedingto requesthis assistancein alerting the king to

the unsuitabilityfor promotionof the manyclericswho regularlymadetheir way

from Ireland to court at London. He alsosoughthis help in ensuringthat the

vacanciescausedby the recentdeathsof Capel and Porter were not filled by

politicians sympatheticto Dissenters:it had been'the businessof most of our

governorssincetheRevolutionto makean interestfor Dissenters,'he told him,

'My Lord Capeldid it aboveboardandprofessedthat he had the
king's commandsso to do it; which intimation did them more

called merely to prolong the adjournment. King attendedon only threeof thesedays, viz.,
September22, 1696,October1, 1696andJune15, 1697.
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servicethan all the other ways he could have invented.....if we
havesuchgovernorsstill put on us 'twill be impossible,whatever
reason or scripture be against schismatics, to hinder their
multiplying; for most people value their interest above their

I
, , ,85re Iglon .

He hadalsobeguna correspondencewith the ThomasTenison,Archbishopof

Canterbury,whosesupporthe knew would be critical in any dealingswith the

government.Meanwhile,ToIlet wasensuringthat his letterswerebeingpassed

on to bothNottinghamandWeymouth.86

Aware of this lobbying by King and others,and fearful lest thosewho

supportedthe church proved disruptive in the forthcoming parliament, the

Dublin administrationdecidedto act. Singling out King along with Bishops

Lloyd of Killala and Lindsayof Killaloe as 'the greatsticklers'and 'the leading

men that govern the rest', Lord Winchester,one of the new Lord Deputies,

advisedthat somebills favourableto thechurchbe sentover from England. He

was supported in this conciliatory approach by Methuen, the new Lord

Chancellor. The initial reaction from England, however, was less than

favourable. Incensedthat King andLindsay,in particular,had'setthemselvesto

thwart the easy progressof affairs there', SecretaryVernon was tempted to

recommendthat theybe reprimanded.But, constrainedby the needto ensurea

quiet session,he limited himselfto promisingWinchesterandMethuenthat their

advicewould begivendueconsideration.87

The decisionto lobby English politicians and churchmenwas not the

85 King to Burnet, 5110/96, TeD Ms. 750/1126; King to BishopLloyd, 8110/96, TeD
Ms. 75011/27; Sameto Same,15112/96, TeD Ms, 750/1148; Southwellto King, 30/1/96,
Lyons484; King to Toilet, 4/5/97, TeD Ms. 75011nO.

86 King to Tenison, 29/4/97, TeD Ms. 750/1/68; Foy to King, 24/4/97, Lyons 524;
Southwellto King, 30/1/96, Lyons484; King to Toilet, 22/9/96,TeD Ms. 750/1/22; Same
to Same, 1/12/96. TeOMs. 750/1141; Sameto Same,4/5/97, TeOMs. 750/lnO.

87 Winchesterto Vernon. 31/8/97,espDom. 1697,p.341; Methuento [Vernon), 3/8/97.
PRO.S.P.63/359/94; Vernonto Lord Williamson. 14/9/97. espDom. 1697.p.365.
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only changein King's preparations. Prior to previous sessionshe had been

concernedmerelywith mattersof direct relevanceto the churchand its reform.

But on this occasionhe found himselfpreoccupiedby a matterof quite different

magnitude. Over the previoustwo yearshis litigation with the London Society

hadacquiredan importancefar greaterthan he hadeveranticipated. A hearing

early in 1697 in the Court of Chanceryhad not goneas well as he hadhOPed.

Determinednot to let the matter drop, he had lodged an appealagainst this

court'sdecisionwith the Irish Houseof Lords. Sucha coursewas fraught with

ominous constitutional possibilities, however. In particular, it raised the

prospectof the Societyrefusingto recognisethe jurisdiction of the Irish Lords

andappealingto the EnglishHouseof Lords. This threateneda resurrectionof

the disputeover the relative authoritiesof the English and Irish �p�a�r�l�i�a�m�e�n�~�s�, a

controversy which successive governments hadsuccessfully suppressed.

Alarmedlesta definitive assertionof thejudicial supremacyof the EnglishLords

resulted in that body taking a keener interest in the governmentof Ireland,

Dublin officials attemptedto dissuadeKing. In the face of considerable

pressure,however,he refusedto be deflected. He arrived for the parliament,

therefore,alreadyat oddswith theadministration.88

The governmenthad high hopesfor the parliamentwhich reconvenedon July

27, 1697. The death of Capel in May 1696 had removed the principal

conciliatory influence in Irish politics, but the ministry in London, headedby

Sunderland,Montagu and Somers, had decided to continue the policy of

88 Sir RobertHamilton to King, 24nI97, Lyons534; King to Lloyd, 15/12196, TeD Ms.
750/1/48.
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appeasement.The appointmentof the moderateEarls of Galway and Jerseyas

well as Lord Winchesteras Lords Justicestogetherwith the transferof John

Methuen from Portugal as Lord Chancellorwas viewed as evidenceof this.

Following the procedureestablishedby Capel, therefore, when the members

reassembledprovision had beenmadeto allow the Commonsto bring in the

Headsof a supplybill to supplementthe government'sown bill. In their opening

speechGalway and Winchester,confident that sufficient accommodationhad

beenmade,simply suggestedto parliamentthat it 'considerhow far it is fit to

providefor the debt..... [as] we cannotdoubtyourcompliancein giving unto his

MajestysuchSuppliesasarewanting.....' The memberseagerresponseaugured

well. With no dissensionsthey passedboth the government'sMoney Bill and an

Excise Bill for such 'additional duties as should be allowed' which they

themselveshadframed.89

King's reactionto theseearlyexchangessuggestedthat he no longersaw

parliamentas merely a distractionfrom his pastoralduties: 'The true way', he

hadinsistedsomemonthspreviously,

'had been to let the parliamentsit and passsuch Bills as were
readywith suchMoney Bills as I am confident they would have
readily given..... but I perceivewe andour affairs areso despised
by those in the helm in England that they cannot afford us a
reflection.'

While redolentof his Anglophobia, such sentimentsdid confrrm his growing

appreciationof the opportunitiesoffered by parliament. Indeed, this session

would serve to show the extent of that awareness. His parliamentary

performanceover the succeedingeighteenmonths would be remarkable: he

would dissenton severalvotesof major consequenceto the government,cause

89 Rev. Anthony Lucasto King, 9/2197, Lyons519; Alan Brodrick to St. JohnBrodrick,
20/5/95, Midleton Mss. 1/284; Lucasto Wyche, 22/4/97, WycheMs. 1/11143; Methuento
[Vemonl, 15/6/97,PRO.S.P.63/359/58; UI, i, 27n197; Victory, Colonial Nationalismin
Ireland, pp.129-130.
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considerableannoyanceto many of his more staid colleagueson the bishops'

benchandemergeasa catalystof Anglo-Irish angerat the encroachmentof the

English parliament on the rights and privileges of the Irish Lords and

Commons.90

His first meaningful altercation with the government came on the

question of the ratification of the Articles of Limerick. Since 1692 the

authorities had attemptedto keep the Irish parliament from debating these

Articles. This was partly becausethe English parliamentclaimed to have the

power to ratify any settlementfor Ireland. Yet it also reflectedthe belief that

their ratification by an Irish parliamentwould be unlikely if, when presented,

they includedthe "missing" clause.91 Partly becauseof pressurefrom William,

however,but principally becauseit wasimpracticalto deny Irish Protestantsthe

right to addressthem any longer, it was now decidedthat the Irish parliament

shouldbe askedto ratify them. In deferenceto Anglo-Irish opinion, however,

and in a move calculatedto securetheir endorsement,thoseclausesgranting

what many Anglicans saw as unwarrantedconcessionsto Catholics were

omitted.92

In this form the Articles duly passedthe Houseof Commonswith little

difficulty andon September14 they werepresentedto the Houseof Lords. On

the following Saturdaythe bill was assignedto a committeefor review. Here,

quite unexpectedly,it encounteredstiff opposition, with several members,

especiallylords spiritual, speakingagainstit.93 As usual,King was forthright in

90 King to Toilet, 1112196,TeD Ms. 750/1141; King to Foy, 28/9/97, TeD Ms. 750/1191.

91 Simms,Williamite Confiscation,pp.55,62-5.

92 Lords Justicesof Ireland to Shrewsbury,31/8/97,PRO. S.P. 63/359/206; Vernon to
Lord Williamson, 1419/97, CSPDom. 1697,p.365; Winchesterto Vernon, 3118/97, PRO.
S.P. 63/3591208; Minutes of the Proceedingsof the Lords Justices,8/10/97, CSP Dom.
1697,p.420.

93 UI, i, 14/9197,1819/97. Methuento [Vernon], 1619/97, PRO.S.P.63/359/264; Lords
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his comments:sucha bill would, he argued,not only 'establishiniquity [but].....

break the public faith of the kingdom' simply in order to 'make a few more

forfeitures to gratify courtiers'. Taken abackby the intensity of the protest,

particularly from the bishops,the governmentarrangedfor the committeeto be

adjournedand for the matter to be referredback to the full House. On the

following Tuesdaymorning, therefore,the Lords assembledto deal with the

matter. After somediscussionit wasdecidedto requestthat the Lords Justices

lay beforethe Housedetailsof thecorrespondencebetweenDublin andLondon

on the bill. In particular, the memberswanted information 'assigningtheir

reasonswhich the words in the secondarticle of the Articles of Limerick were

left out'. This was a highly unusual requestand the frrst indication for the

governmentthat the Houseas a whole might prove difficult in the matter. A

deputationof four, which includedKing, conveyedthe requestto the Castleand

wasorderedto wait on theLordsJusticesfor their reply.94 Reluctantto comply,

Winchester,JerseyandGalway attemptedto stall until they receiveddirections

from London. For the moment,they retortednervously,thoughthey had 'great

trustandconfidence'in themembers,'thematterof their Messagebeingnew and

of greatimportance'theycouldonly undertaketo comply 'with whatconvenient

SPeedthey could.' Once the deputationhad departed,however, the Lords

Justicesregainedtheir composure. Ratherthanawait instructionsthey decided

to bring mattersto a head. It was 'his Majesty'spleasure'that the bill pass,they

announcedafter making their way to the Houseof Lords, demandingthat the

Justicesof Ireland to Shrewsbury,1819/97, PRO.S.P.63/359/270; Sameto Same, 22/9/97,
PRO.S.P.63/359/281; HumphreyMay to Vernon, 2219/97.PRO.S.P.63/359/283; Simms.
Williamite Confiscation,pp.62-3.

94 UI. i. 21/9197; King to Foy. 2819197. TCD Ms. 750/1191; Sameto Same, 5/10/97,
TeD Ms. 750/1/96-8; Vernon to Lord Williamson. 2619/97, CSPDom. 1697.p.398; Lords
Justicesof Irelandto Shrewsbury.2219/97, PRO.S.P.63/359/281. The other threemembers
werethe Earl of Longford.Lord ViscountLanesboroughandtheLord Baronof Kerry.
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membersproceedwith its passageimmediately.�~ Someof the membersreacted

by attemptingto havetheLordscommitteerecalled. But theadministrationwas

determinednot to allow this. Undaunted,thosewho opposedthe Articles in the

form presentedPersisted,with King to the fore in the debateswhich followed.

Indeed,accordingto Foy, such was the bitternessof his contributionsthat he

was fortunatenot to havehad his remarks'judgeda violation of the honourof

that House'. Realisingthat to allow further debatewould be detrimental,and

exertingconsiderablepressureon the members,Methuenforced the issueto a

vote. With the intentionsof theexecutivenow clear,manyof the memberswere

Persuadedto drop their objections. When the vote was eventually taken the

Articles wereratified, althoughwith a substantialdissentingminority of 14 who,

after further debate,wereallowedto registertheir dissentin the journalsof the

House.96

Havingbeentakenabackby theextentof theopposition,thegovernment

was pleasedat this victory, howevernarrow. The Articles had been passed

'againstthe strongestformed party in the House of Lords', a relieved Lord

Chancellorreportedto London. Theentireepisodehad,nevertheless,Perplexed

the administration. Following so quickly on oppositionto an OutlawriesBill by

the Lords, it suggestedan unexPeCted'interestin favour of the papists'on the

partof many. In London,ministerscouldonly marvelat this 'suddentenderness'

towardsRomanCatholicson thepartof the Irish Peers. Havingdecidedto omit

the disputedclause,the last thing they hadeXPeCtedwas an objectionfrom the

95 UI, i, 21/9/97; HumphreyMay to Vernon, 2219/97,CSPDom. 1697, p.390; Lords
Justicesof Irelandto Shrewsbury,2219/97, PRO.S.P.63/359/281.

96 Foy to King, 27/9/97,Lyons 540; Methuento [Vernon], 23/9/97,PRO.S.P.63/359/301;
UI, i, 23/9/97; King to Foy, 28/9/97, TCD Ms. 750/1197; ThomasSouthwellto Coningsby,
2619197, De RosMs. 30/5; May to Yard, 2319/97, PRO.S.P.63/359/303; List ofprotesting
Lords, memorandumdated 25/9/97, CSPDom. 1697,p.398. King wasnamedfirst in the list
of thosewho dissented.
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Lords. In particular, the sight of severalbishopsopposingsuch a measure

requiredsomeexplanation:'Nothing is moresurprising,'a bemusedSecretaryof

Stateremarked,

'than to seea Houseof parliamentin Ireland making difficulties
on a bill becauseit is not favourableenoughto papistsand that
bishopsshouldappearin the headof the oppositionis wonderful
to the lastdegree.'

Indeed,accordingto Winchester,the 'reverendprelates'werethe soleauthorsof

this dispute. In his opiniontheir insolence warrantedaseverereprimand.97

King was acutely consciousof the fact that such disapprovalcould

undermineefforts to securelegislationbeneficialto the church,eSPeCiallya bill

againstBlasphemywhich many reformershad long sought. In an attempt to

defusethesituationhemovedto justify thebishops'stance.The impetusfor this

seemingdisloyalty was, he protested,a conviction that 'his Majesty'shonour'

was at stake over the questionof whetheror not SPeCific clauseshad been

deliberatelyomitted. The bishopssimply 'could not reconcile it to the king's

honouror the public faith, if, underpretenceof confmningarticlesgrantedon

valuableconsideration,we shouldhaveconsentedto an act that broke them.,98

Protestationsof moral obligationsuchasthesemadelittle impression. But, the

Lords Justices'scopefor retributionwas limited sincethey wereconstrainedby

the needto ensurea peacefulsession.Ominouslyfor King, however,they were

at pains to point out that they were fully aware that his appealagainst the

97 Methuento [Vernon], 23/9/97, PRO.S.P.63/359/301; Sameto Same, 27/9/97, CSP
Dom 1697, p.400; Vernon to Lord Williamson, 7/9/97, CSPDom. 1697, p.353; Lords
Justicesof Ireland to Shrewsbury, 23/9/97, PRO. S.P. 63/359/293; Sameto Same, CSP
Dom. 1697, p.331; King to Clifford, 9110/97, TeD Ms. 750/11106-7; Doyle, Parliament
and Politics, pp.230-1; Shrewsburyto Methuen, 20/10/97, HMC Buccleuch,ii, I, p.566-7;
Winchesterto Vernon, 23/9/97, PRO.S.P.63/359/299.

98 King to Lord Clifford, 9/10197,TeD Ms. 750/1/106-8; King to Bishop Moreton of
Kildare, 9110197, TeD Ms. 750111103; Clifford to King, 30/10/97, Lyons547; JohnHely
to Coningsby, 10/6/98, De Ros Ms., 638/1/23; Winchesterto Shrewsbury, 15/8/97, HMC
Buccleuch,ii, I, p.534; Foy to King, 2719/97, Lyons,540.
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Societywas aboutto beginandpromisedthat he could expectno favours from

them.99

Undaunted,King was, in fact, about to launch straight into another

altercationwith the authorities. This time theobjectof his displeasurewasa bill

for Securingthe King's Person. Sucha bill of Association,(or Recognition),

which correspondedto a bill passedrecentlyin England,had beenmootedfor

sometime, but had acquireda certain urgency in the wake of an attempt to

assassinateWilliam. Indeed,King hadlong beenanxiousto seesucha bill come

before the Irish parliament since it would provide an opportunity for the

membersto give a public declarationof their loyalty to William. Ostensiblythe

bill offered parliamentthe opportunity to do just this, and if this had beenthe

sole intent of the bill King would havewholeheartedlysupportedit. However,

on closerexaminationhe found that, appendedto the bill, wasa clausedesigned

to penaliseCatholics who refused to subscribeto an oath 'renouncing the

superiority of any Foreign Power in spiritual or temporal matters'.IOO Such a

provision,which 'requiresall to takethe oathsundera penaltyof a praemunire',

left him, he protested,with no option but to demur: 'in as much as the Pope's

supremacyis anarticleof the R[oman]Catholics'faith,' it seemedto him 'adirect

persecutionto imposeon them an oath to renouncean article of their faith.'

'Had the bill answeredthe title,' he explainedto BishopBurnet, then there was

'not oneof us but would havebeenzealousfor it'. But, asit was,he considered

it intolerable'to subjectabout800,000persons,without distinctionof age,sex

or quality to thediscretionarypowerof two justicesof the peacein a matterthat

99 Lords Justicesof Ireland to Shrewsbury,23/9/97,PRO.S.P.63/359/293; Foy to King,
27/9/97, Lyons540.

100 King to Bonnell, 14/4/96, Lyons 493. Underthe termsof the bill two justicesof the
peacecould imprison any personwho refusedto takean oath which both swore loyalty to the
king and deniedthe doctrineof transubstantiation:McGuire, Politics, pp.136-7; Connolly,
Religion, pp.271-3.
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reached, not only to their liberty and property but to their very lives'.

Furthermore,he had once more persuadedhimself that he was acting in

accordancewith the true wishesof the king, since the injustice of what was

beingproposed'wasagainstthehonouraswell asthe life of his Majesty'. It was

his 'misfortune' to have to take such a stand, but he felt he could not do

otherwise.101

When,on November20, the bill arrived from the Commons,it became

obviousthat thereweremanyothersof a similarmind, the recentlyarrivedDuke

of Ormonde canvassing particularly strenuously against it. In Private

deliberationswith individual peersKing wasencouragedto find that 'thegreater

part of the temporalLords, reckoningtheir proxies,were againstthe bill, and

abouteightbishops'. It wasnot until the bill camefor its third readingfive days

later,however,thatthe full extentof theoppositionbecameapparent.IOO

ArchbishopMarshof Dublin, who hadbeenchargedwith steeringthe bill

throughthe House,openedthedebateunawareof the trueextentof the disquiet

amongstmembers. Proclaimingthat a bill with such a title could not but be

approvedby the members,he proposedthat it be passedimmediately. He was

taken abackby the reaction,particularly that of many of his fellow prelates,

several of whom echoedKing's sentiments. At the end of a long day of

101 King to Lord Clifford, 20/11197,TeD Ms. 75011/132-4; King to Burnet, 29/1/98,
TeD Ms. 75011/165-8; King to ArchbishopTenisonof Canterbury, 30/11/97, TeD Ms.
750/11136. For King oneother 'unanswerableargument'againstthe bill was 'its reposinga
great trust in the Chief Governorof this kingdom..... which no man that wished well to its
liberty can ever allow.' This objection to a further concentrationof power in the handsof a
nomineeof the English ministry was the only hint of his being influencedby constitutional
considerationsin this matter. It was also consistentwith fears on the part of many of the
Anglo-Irish that the executivein Dublin would exploit any additional powers it might be
grantedunder the Act to ensurepersonalgain in the distribution of forfeited land: King to
Burnet, 29/1/98, TeD Ms. 750/1/165-8. A Praemunire was a writ summoninga person
accused of asserting papal jurisdiction. Conviction under this charge could lead to
imprisonmentandconfiscationof property.

102 UI, i, 25/11/97; King to Tenison, 30/11/97,TeD Ms. 750/11136; Methuen to
Vernon, 17/11/97. CSPDom. 1697. p.475.
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argumentandcounter-argumenthecouldonly report that, while they had 'made

someprogresstherein', a considerableimpasseremained. Indeed,opposition

appearedto haveintensified.103

A bemusedadministrationdecidedthat it was necessaryto intervene.

Thememberswerequietly informedthatif theywould allow the bill to passthen

the ministry would ensurethat the clauserequiring Catholicsto take the oath

would not be enforced. However, such duplicity merely had the effect of

confirming an increasingnumberof peersin their opposition. King was now

even more convincedthat the 'abominablething' had little to recommendit,

having'neverheardoneargument'in its favour 'but the title'. He wassupported

in this view by most of those who spoke. When the House reconvened,

therefore,Marsh was forced to defer to the majority view and to advise the

authoritiesthat the measurewould not passif the offendingclausewasretained.

Refusingto relent, the Lords Justicesinsistedthat the matterbe brought to a

vote. To their surprise,in spiteof intensivelobbyingby officials, it wasrejected

by a smallmargin.104

This defeat was highly resentedby the Lords Justices. They were

especiallycritical of the bishopswhom they onceagainportrayedas the chief

architectsof theirembarrassment.As a resultreportsof angerandbewilderment

at this display of episcopaldisaffectionsoonbeganto arrive from England: 'it

turnedall men'sheads',onecorrespondentnoted,'to seeeight bishopsmadeby

103 UI, i, 25/11/97; King to Tenison.31/11/97,TeD Ms. 750/1/136; King to Burnet,
29/1/98, TCD Ms. 75011/165-8.

104 UI, i, 27/11/97; King to Burnet, 29/1/98, TeD Ms. 750/1/165-8; Vernon to
WilJiamson,30/11197, CSPDom. 1697.pp.492-3. 14 members,including 3 bishops.voted
with the governmenton thegroundsthat '..... thereis nothing in the saidBill inconsistentwith
Justiceor equity..... and the penaltiesin this bill containedcan never be inflicted..... [and]
becausewe think it our duty by enteringour dissentto the rejecting of this Bill to acquit
ourselvesbeforeGod and Man from beingchangedby our posterityasauthorsof the miseries
which we fear may bethe consequenceof the lossof this Bill.'
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King William to be againstthe bill ..... and three Archbishopsmade by King

Charlesto be for it.' Furthermore,thegeneralconsensusappearedto be that this

was just one further exampleof Anglo-Irish rebelliousnessand evidenceof a

designfor independenceon the partof theAnglo-Irish.lOS

Consciousof suchviews, King wasconcernedto ensurethat the 'odium'

for what hadhappenedwasnot 'laid on our benchby suchas may not wish well

to our order.' He decided, therefore, to attempt to addresssome of this

criticism. It was a measureof his growing senseof confidencein his own

political abilities, however,that he would do so in anything but an apologetic

tone. It was 'easy', he objected, 'for people that know nothing of our

circumstancesor constitution to frame designsfor us'. Aggrieved 'that we

shouldbe censuredfor rejectingit in the fmt place',he was quick to point out

that even 'if there had been no bishops at all in the house, it would have

miscarried [since] the greaterpart of [the] temporal Lords were against it'.

Given the closenessof the vote, King's arithmetic may have been somewhat

suspect,but he wantedto show that it was thosetemporalLords who feared

that their estateswould be 'left waste'if Catholic tenantswere forced to give up

leaseswho had spearheadedthe opposition. Furthermore,he resentedEnglish

politicians protesting at churchmen 'voting according to their conscience,'

because

'lilt did concernthe bishopsmore particularly to be tenderin the
case: all severe laws in matters of conscienceand arbitrary
proceedingsbeing laid at their door, though they have had the

lOS King to Lord Clifford, 4/12/97, TeD Ms. 75011/138-140; Vernon to Williamson,
23/11/97, CSP Dom. 1697, p.483; Yard to Williamson, 7/12/97,CSP Dom. 1697, p.502;
King to Southwell, 21/12197, TeD Ms. 75011/147-150. See F.G. James,'The Church of
Ireland in the early eighteenthcentury' pp.446-8for an analysisof the political, national and
family backgroundof those prelateswho opposedthis bill. See F.R. Bolton, The Caroline
Tradition of the Church of Ireland, pp.54-61, for a discussionof the mannerin which their
Carolinetheologicalformationmay haveinfluencedtheir stance.
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leasthandin them.'106

The Lords as a whole were lessconcernedwith vindicating themselves

than with reassuringthe authoritiesof their loyalty. Consciousthat their stance

had humiliatedthe administrationin Dublin, they decidedthat it would be wise

to indicateto bothking andministry thatno disloyalty hadbeenintended. It was

agreedthat an Addressto this effect would be sentimmediatelyto his Majesty.

King was one of thoseappointedto the committeechargedwith this task. By

December2 a draft hadbeenpreparedandpresentedto the House. Tactfully, it

made no mention of what had just transpired, concentratinginstead on a

declarationof the continuedfealty of the members: We, of all your subjects',it

proclaimed,

'have most reason to rejoice for your Majesty's great
Deliverances..... We shall neverceaseto offer up..... our thanksto
your Majesty for the many good laws passedby your Majesty's
graceandfavour.....'

This Address,which was passedto the Lords Justices,was accompaniedby a

DeclarationofAssociation- a further demonstrationof allegiance- which was

signedby all of the memberspresent,includingKing. 107

But suchunctuousprotestationsof loyalty did little to quell suspicions

that the root of these endeavourswas to be found in a desire for greater

autonomyon the part of manyof the Anglo-Irish. King would previouslyhave

denouncedsuchinsinuations.But on this occasionhewaslessinclined to do so.

In a seriesof lettersto friendsandsupportersin Englandhe wasforthright in his

defenceof Irish parliamentaryrights: if the governmentin London 'resentedour

rejectingsomebills', he infonnedone, then this was in tum resentedby an Irish

106 King to Burnet. 29/1/98, TeD Ms. 75011/165-8; King to Tenison, 30/11/97. TeD
Ms. 75011/136; King to Southwell, 21/12/97, TeD Ms. 750/1/147-9; Lord Droghedato
Coningsby, 2112197, De RosMs., 638/167/13.

107 UI, i, 29/11/97, 2112197; On November29 a proposalto passan additionalSupply
wasalsoaccepted.
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parliamentwhich consideredsuch intrusions'most contrary to the freedomof

voting, which is a fundamentalof our constitution.' The right to rejectbills was

one of the few remaining safeguardsavailable to the Irish parliament and

somethinghe wasdeterminedto protect; 'I think that MagnaChartaestablishes

the liberty of thesubject',he insisted,

'and that it fundamentally consists in the choosing our own
representativesand to be governed by laws of our own
choosing.....all that we desireis a negativeto such laws as the
Council hereandin Englandoffers [sic] us and if our making use
of that negative sometimes be looked on as design of
independenceit is the samethat hasalwaysbeenusedandI hope
everwill be.'

In any case,it was the constraintsplacedon the parliamentby Poyning'sLaw

which inducedsuchsituationsin the first place,sinceIrish parliamentarianshad

to be 'cautioushow we suffer ill thingsto passus for the sakeof what is good in

any bill'. 'If we could menda bill, we had beento blamefor rejectingthis', he

explained,but sincethe Irish parliamentcould not, 'we must let themknow that

would ensnareus, that the besttitle will not passill things'. It was one of the

clearestindicationsyet thathehadmovedfrom a positionof relative indifference

on the question of Irish parliamentary privilege to one of determined

advocacy.108

King had decidedto opposethesetwo piecesof legislationin spite of the fact

that it was 'not in the way of my temporal interest'. This representeda

fundamentalbreakfrom his practiceof quietly nurturingofficial supportfor his

108 King to Lord Clifford, 4/12197,TeD Ms. 750/1/138-40; King to Southwell, 21112197,
TeD Ms. 750/1/147-9; King to Burnet, 29/1/98, TeD Ms. 750/1/165-8.
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variouscauses.What wasmost interestingabouthis stance,however,was that

he had chosento opposethe governmenton two measureswhich had as their

commonpurposethe penalisationof Catholics- a fact which has consistently

misled somehistoriansinto attributing to King a tolerancetowardsCatholics

which is somewhatundeserved.109

King's attitude to the various 'PoperyLaws' being framed around this

time was far morecomplexthan is nonnallyallowed. He wascertainly not the

'relative liberal in a vehementlyvindictive church' suggestedby one recent

commentator.IIO He hadarguedin The Stateof the Protestantsof Ireland, for

example,that in the aftermathof the war Catholicswould haveto be debilitated

if the Protestantinterestwas to be madesecure. In 1691 he had beento the

forefront in damningas'odious'and'mischievous'a proposalto institutea court

of claims in which Catholics might challengeland forfeitures. His backing,

however tacit, for the anti-Catholic legislation of 1695 had confirmed this.

Furthermore,at the sametime as the two measureshe had just opposedhad

been going through the House, he had supporteda bill banishing from the

kingdomall Catholicsexercisinganyecclesiasticalauthority. He hadalso made

it clear that his oppositionto the bill approvingthe Articles of Limerick was

basedmoreon the notion thatProtestantsshouldbe true to their word than that

Catholicrebelsshouldretaintheir lands. This wasevidentfrom his supportfor a

bill of Attainderwhich passedsomeweekslater: We havegainedone thing by

thebill of Attainderin relationto thePapists,'he observed,

109 King to Southwell.4/121197.TeD Ms. 750/11141-2; Sameto Same.21/12197.TeD
Ms. 750/11147-150.King had alsoopposedan Outlawriesbill intendedto confirm existing
sentenceson outlaws.giving ashis reasonthat it bore'too hardon several'.meaningCatholics
in the main: King to Clifford. 9/10/97. TeD Ms. 750/1/106-8; Sameto Same. 20111/97.
TeD Ms. 750/1/132. Luebbenis the mostconspicuousexampleof thosewho haveattempted
to portrayKing asa tolerantindividual. OthersincludeStokes.Lawlor and.to a lesserextent.
Mant.

110 LuebbeR.op. cit., p.62.
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'theygive out that thereweresecretarticlesin favourof themand
that by virtue of thosethey must be restoredto their estates.....
But the passingof this act is a Demonstrationthat they were
mistakenand'twill beagreatmortificationto them.'111

King also had reasonsfor opposing the code which owed less to a

concernfor Catholicsandmoreto a fear that sucha codemight portenda more

sinister designon the part of English Whigs. He hinted at these in a letter

written in the immediateaftermathof the rejection of the 'bill for the king's

security'. He explainedthat he believedthat oneof the provisionsof the bill, by

which any group could be penalisedon the groundsof their refusal to take an

oath,representeda fundamentalbreachof the constitution,beingreminiscentof

much that had accompaniedJames''arbitrary rule': 'I hope you will be so

charitableto a manin my circumstances',hebegan,

'as to think that what I did was designedfor the serviceof my
king andcountryand that I would not consentto anythingthat I
thoughtwould betrayeither liberty or religion I cannothelp
this character,nor my being of sour and moroseprinciples or
being tied up to them. But I must profess to you that my
principles for governmentare no other than MagnaCharta,nor
for religion other than the Bible as interpretedby the Catholic
consentof Christians. To theseI am likely to be boundup whilst
I live; andshall,with all the skill I can,opposesuchasendeavour
to alter themandintroduceslaveryandirreligion [and] settingup
arbitrary power over four-fifths of a nation and altering Magna
Charta'.

To a man suchas King, who prided himself on having opposedthe 'arbitrary

rule' of James,andwhosesensitivityto encroachmentby the Englishparliament

III UI i, 319/97; King to Southwell, 3/2191, Lyons 113; J.G. Simms, 'The Bishops'
BanishmentAct of 1697(9 Will. III, c.I), IHS, 17, 1970-1,pp.185-99;P. Kelly, 'Lord Galway
and the PenalLaws', in Caldicottet al., eds,The Huguenotsand Ireland, pp.239-254; King
to Foy, 28/9/97,TCD Ms. 75011191; Sameto Same,5110/97,TCD Ms. 75011/96-8; Clifford
to King, 23111197,Lyons 557. King hadseveralobjectionsto this bill. but chosenot to press
them. By failing to providefor sufficientProtestantsettlers,he wasof the opinion that it 'laid
the foundationof anotherrebellion'. His intentionhadbeento force adelay in passingthis bill
in order to securemoreEnglish planters. He confidedin Lord Clifford that he had been'for
keepingthe bill of Attainderon the tableasa pawn for the other,for they ought to havegone
together':King to Clifford, 20/11/97,TeD Ms. 750/21132-4.
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was acute, the method by which Catholics were being enslavedmight well

portent,indeedfacilitate, the eventual'settingup [of] arbitrary power' over the

Angjo-Irish by theEngjishparliament.112

Notwithstanding these concerns,however, King did have profound

difficulties with what cameto be known as the 'PoperyLaws' both as to their

contentand the motivation behindthem,particularlywherethe provisionswere

aimed at penalisingthe laity ratherthanthe clergy towardswhom he retainedan

abidingantipathy. Oneof the thingsto which he objectedmoststrenuouslywas

what he believed to be the disingenuousnessof those who framed this

legislation. It appearedto him that it was mainly 'menof no religion, nay that

scoffedat all religion' who appeared'mosteager'for it, and he 'thoughtit was

hard that suchshouldimposeon menthat [have] some,thoughan ill one'. He

wasgenuinelyaffrontedby suchblatantopportunism. Nor did the fact that the

code'sproponentspromisedthat thesestatuteswould never be implemented

causehim to desist. Indeed, it seemedyet anotherreasonfor opposingthis

legislationsinceit would thenservemerelyasa further 'objectionagainstus and

anargumentof ourcruelty.'

Furthennore,he was genuinelytroubledby legislation which exploited

the religious beliefsof Catholicsin order to deprive them. He was by 'nature,

principles and educationagainst persecutingany upon mere conscience',he

insisted,andmuchof the penalcodeseemedto him an unwarrantedandcynical

abuseof power. Thus, while be acceptedthat it was 'reasonablethat papists

should be debarredall public trust, profit or power and kept from all such

advantagesas would put them in a capacityof disturbingthe public peace',he

thought it 'hard to take away a man'sestates,liberties or lives merely because

theydiffer in sentimentsof religion.'

112 King to Southwell. 21112197.TeD Ms. 75011/147.
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King's preferred approach would have been more considered. He

recognisedthat restrictionsandpenaltieswere appropriate,but he believedthat

theseshouldbe basedupon considerationsof military threat rather than creed.

Thus, while he could supportstrictly enforcedlegislation which restrictedthe

right of Catholicsto beararms,he could not acceptmeasureswhich deprived

them of the ability to retain land simply becausethey could not take an oath

which conflictedwith their faith: what 'wisdomand interestwould recommend',

he advised,were 'soft laws and strict execution'. As it was, if one were to

'measureour temper by our laws', then things seemed'little short of the

inquisition',hepointedout.I 13

In fact, to properlyunderstandKing's attitudeto ordinaryCatholicsit is

necessaryto appreciatethat he approachedthe problem posed by the huge

Catholicpopulationon the islandfrom a setof presuppositionsfundamentallyat

odds with those who championedthe penal approach. To him, as to many

others within the Churchof Ireland, defeatedCatholicsrepresented,first and

foremost,potentialconverts. Indeed,the military and economicsuperiorityof

the Anglican populationmade it incumbentupon Anglicans, he believed, not

only to refrain from the imposition of arbitrary punishment,but to actively

engagein their thoroughevangelisation.114 This, he insisted,was especiallythe

casegiven that a largepartof the anti-poperylegislationwasaimedat depriving

Catholicsof their priestsand bishops. 'I fmnly believe',he would write some

yearslater, that if only they had beentreatedwith 'moderation,with due care

113 King to Tenison, 30/11/97, TeD Ms. 750/1/136; King to Clifford, 20/11/97. TeD
Ms. 750/1/132-4; King to Burnet, 29/1/98, TeD Ms. 750/2/165-8; Lord ChiefJusticeJohn
Hely to Coningsby. 10/6/98. De RosMs. 638/1/23.

114 In spite of the fact that by the end of his life his commitment to evangelismhad
dissipated,andcalls for official assistancehadby thenbecomelittle morethanopportunitiesto
beratesuccessiveministries for lack of support,King's commitmentto the evangelisationof
Catholicsduring this periodwasquite genuine. On this point seealsoChapter7, SectionII,
especiallyfootnote71.
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andpropermeans,a greatpart of the RomanCatholicswould havenow joined

the ReformedChurch'.··'

It wasa measureof the contemptwith which he viewedthe 'PoperyLaws' that,

despitethe passageof severalsuchbills, King wasadamantthat no measuresof

value to the church had been securedbefore this sitting of parliament was

adjourned. 'One would think that the world was somewhatconcernedabout

religion', he wrote to Foy,

'for of three bills that passedlast, one was to prohibit marrying
with papistsand another tobanish regulars and the third for
damningthe Articles of Limerick was on pretenceof weakening
the Popish interest. But after all there is not the least
considerationof religion at the bottom and we must learn from
this not to judgeaccordingto appearance.'

A bill for Reformof Clergy for which he hadlobbiedhadnevermaterialised. In

addition,the few churchbills attemptedhad'miscarried'. One,intendedto assist

in the constructionof churcheshad beenwithdrawn becausefunds were not

forthcoming: 'more care seemsto be employed towards settling a Jewish

synagoguethan a ChristianChurch,' he protested. He laid the blame for the

paucityof legislationsquarelyat the feet of the administration:'I am ill with this

governmentaswith Lord Capel'sandfor thesamereasons',hedeclared,alluding

to the ministry's presumedprejudiceagainstthe Anglican church. Nor was he

slow in ascribingmoresinistermotivesto thegovernment'santagonism:

'I ammostsensibleof the ill aspectthat the generalityof mencast
uponthechurchandchurchmen:the faith of religion is very weak

115 King to Southwell,21112197, TCD Ms. 750/11149; King to Tenison,30/11/97,TeD
Ms. 750/1/136; Vitae, (quoted in Luebben,op. cit., p.63); Barnard, 'Reforming Irish
Manners',pp.824-6.
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amongstall and the senseof it almostlost; and the matteris laid
deeperthan most men are aware of. Tis come to a formed
conspiracyand agentsand emissariesareemployedto cry down
the credit of religion in generaland instil profane maxims and
principlesinto youth..... 'Tis hard for us to know what we are to
do in thesecircumstances;if we apPearoPenlyandresolutelyfor
the faith we are twitted with the storyof the Ephesiancraftsmen;
if we are silent and retire then good men; if they get their
bishopricsand beneficesand their ease,they are as indifferent to
their religion as to their neighbours;if we vote with the court in
parliamentwe areflatterers;if againstit, ungrateful.....116

This outburstcouldonly beattributedin part to eventsin parliament. In

fact, it owedjust asmuchto a genuineconvictionon the partof King andmany

churchmenthat both governmentand society were becomingincreasinglyand

openly irreligious. This pessimisticoutlook had beenexcited by the reception

accordedthe publicationof a deistic tract, Christianity not Mysterious,by an

Irishman,JohnToland. The enthusiasmwith which Toland was receivedwhen

he arrived in Dublin, togetherwith the fact that he was susPectedof having

supportersin the governmentandtheEnglishandIrish parliaments,hadalarmed

King and manyotherswho fearedthe inroadswhich Deismand other heresies

might make. In fact, the whole episodewas one which encapsulatedKing's

worst fears: herewasan Irish 'heretic'who, with the backingof EnglishWhigs,

was succeedingin disseminatingviews which he was convincedhad as their

pUfPOsethe underminingof godly society. Despitethe fact that Toland was

effectively counteredby ArchbishopMarsh and Dr. PeterBrowne, Provostof

Trinity, and his book publicly burnt on the orderof the Houseof Lords, King

was sure that 'a formed conspiracy',fomentedby English politicians, with the

intentionof underminingorthodoxChristianpractice,remained.I 17

116 King to Foy, 2819/91, TCD Ms. 75011191; Sameto Same,5110/97, TCD Ms. 750/1/96;
Foy to King, 10111197,Lyons 553; Sameto Same, 2719197, Lyons540; King to Tenison,
13/9/97, TCD Ms. 750/1/85; King to Lindsay, 7/4198, TCD Ms. 750/1/208; King to
BishopWalkington, 3115198, TCD Ms. 75011/238-9; Vernon to Williamson, 19111/97, CSP
Dom. 1697,p.478; Winchesterto Shrewsbury,2319/97, HMC Bucc1euch,ii, I, p.557.

117 King to Foy, 5110/97, TCD Ms. 750/1196-8; Barnard,'Reforming Irish Manners',
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In the midst of this melancholyhe found a sympatheticconfidant in

Nathaniel Foy, whose early departure for Waterford due to illness while

parliamentwas in progresshad compoundedhis senseof isolation: '0, my

Lord!', hewroteto him not long afterFoy hadleft,

'we havefallen on evil timesin which it is a stepto prefermentto
the personthat will give assurancethat as soonas he is in it he
will disgraceor betrayit. .... it is not possibleour Churchshould
subsistlong in this languishingandcrazedcondition'.

It was the first in a seriesof lettersbetweenthe two men which betrayedthe

depth of their frustration at the failure to securemeaningful reform. It also

revealedanasPectof King's personalityto which herarelyconfessed:'I needthe

encouragementandassistanceof othersto give me assurance,'he admittedin a

momentof uncharacteristiccandour,

'andI speakit with sorrow, I havenot one friend nearme that I
canwith relianceandnecessaryfreedomconsultin thesematters.
I discourse severally, but 'tis with reserve..... As to my
brethren..... they arejealousof me and by no meansapprovemy
maxims. They have generallyother thoughtsand views than I
have. This is a thing I cannothelpanddare not blame. Not that I
fear to offend them, but becauseI shall lose the little interest I
haveamongstthemby unseasonablypressingthem.'

'Nothing but a persecutioncan preserve [our] sinking church', an equally

disheartenedFoy replied in a momentof despondencywith which King would

readilyhaveconcurred.liS

pp.826-9; K. Craven,op. cit., pp.97-II0.

118 King to Foy, 28/9/97,TeD Ms. 75011/91; Sameto Same,5/10/97,TeD Ms. 750/1/96­
8; Foy to King, 1/9/97, Lyons538; Sameto Same,10/11197,Lyons553.
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CHAPTER 4

1698-1699: '••... no lessthanour liberty dependson it.'1

Thataspectof King's careerwhich hasattractedmostattentionis his persistent

advocacyof the rights andprivilegesof the Irish parliamentand, in particular,

the appellatesupremacyof the Houseof Lords in casesarisingin Ireland. It is

for this reasonthat he is bestremembered,not as a refonningchurchman,but

as one of the most 'impeccablypatriotic' men of his generation.2 Contrary to

this generalperception,however, King was not originally comntitted to the

causeof theIrish parliamentpersee Indeed,hadit not beenfor a circumstance

which impingeddirectly upon the church,it is quite likely that he would have

playeda far lessconspicuousrole in constitutionalpolitics than was the case.

It was only indirectly, through his involvement in his dispute with the

Honourable,the Irish Societyof London3 concerningtitle to somelandsand

fishery rights within his diocesethat he cameto wholeheartedlyespousethe

Irish parliamentarycause. He initiated proceedingsin this matter merely to

establishthe church'sright to possessionof the landsin question. It wasonly

the decisionof the Societyto appealto the EnglishHouseof Lords againsta

verdict in King's favour handeddown by the Irish Houseof Lords that led to

I King to BishopWalkingtonof Down and Connor,2119198, TeD Ms. 75011/27.

2 Smyth, Ope cit., p.789. Seealso, for example,Carpenter,ArchbishopKing and
DeanSwift. passim; Victory, Colonial Nationalismin Ireland. passim; idem., 'The Making
of the 1720DeclaratoryAct. pp.9-29; P. Kelly, 'ArchbishopWilliam King, (1650-1729),and
colonial nationalism',pp.85-94.

3 Hereafter:TheIrish Societyor TheSociety.



his involvement in what was a long running constitutional dispute - the

questionof the relativejurisdictionalpowersof the EnglishandIrish Housesof

Lords.

That this was an issuein the fIrSt placederivedfrom the fact that the

relationshipbetweenthe two islandshad neverbeenconclusivelydelineated,

confusionreigning in both Londonand Dublin as to the true statusof Ireland

vis-a-vis England,some viewing Ireland as a colony, others seeingit as a

separatekingdom with its own independentinstitutions. For each point of

view a historicaljustification,explanationor theorycould be provided. Those

who arguedthe colonial model for Irelandpointedto the defacto dependence

of the islanduponEnglishassistancein timesof trouble,to England'shistorical

claims as the 'mothercountry' as well as to the more tangibleexpressionof

Irish legislative subordinationevidencedby Poyning'sLaw. This view had

beenstrengthenedby theeventsof theGloriousRevolutionwhich hadseenthe

powersof the Englishparliamentincreaseat a time when,by virtue of the war,

it was legislatingdirectly for Ireland. Thosewho arguedfor the integrity and

independenceof the Irish kingdom,on the otherhand,basedtheir caseon the

'original compact'betweenKing Henry II and Ireland'srulers in 1172 which

implied that the English monarch'sright to rule Ireland derived from consent

not conquest.The king hadthengrantedIrelandits own parliament,extended

to it the rule of common law and subsequentlyconf11lIled its status as a

separatekingdom by transmitting it as a distinct lordship to his son, Prince

John,during his own lifetime. In this schemeof thingsIrelandwasa kingdom

answerable,not to the English parliamentbut to the king who, by virtue of

beingking of Englandwasalsoking of Ireland.

During thecourseof the seventeenth-eenturythe notion of Irelandasa

separatekingdomhadbeenarticulatedby a numberof individualson behalfof

a body politic which was at onceconsciousof its dependenceupon English
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military power,yet determinedto influencethe distributionof land,powerand

the fruits of economicgrowth in Ireland. In 1660, the Attorney-General,Sir

William Domville, had argued forcefully for the quick re-assertionof the

authority of . Ireland's parliament in the wake of the anarchy of the

interregnum. Drawing heavily upon �t�h�~ writings of PatrickDarcy, a Catholic

lawyer who had championedIreland's parliamentaryheritage some twenty

years previously, he set forth a vindication of the judicial and legislative

indePendenceof the Irish parliamentbasedlargely uponnotionsof precedence

andcommonlaw. In his ModusTenendiParliamentain Hibernia, published

in 1692, Bishop Dopping had succeededin disseminatingtheseviews more

widely, articulating a coherentcasefor the judicial supremacyof the Irish

Lords in the process. The book'saggressivechampioningof a court of last

resortin Dublin seemedto manyto offer someform of protectionfrom adverse

landsettlementsimposedby a Londonestablishmentlikely to be prejudicedby

considerationsof political eXPediency.4

While theargumentsin favourof Irish parliamentaryprivilegemay have

beenframedin termsof historical precedentsand legal rights, the reasonthat

this matter inspiredsuch intensedebatewas well appreciated:implicit in the

strugglebetweenthe English and Irish parliamentswas the questionof who

would control the spoilsof war aswell asan emergingIrish economy. This is

not to imply that 'patriotism'wasnot a real andvibrant force of itself, but it is

to identify the sourceof muchof the supportit enjoyed- thereweremore

landownersand merchantsin Ireland than there were constitutionaltheorists

4 William Domville. Disquisition touching that great Question Whetheran Act of
Parliamentmadein Englandshall bind the Kingdom and Peopleof Ireland without their
AllowanceandAcceptanceofsuchAct in the Kingdomof Ireland. 1660; Patrick Darcy. A
Declaration seningforth how and by what meansthe Lawsand Statutesof Englandfrom
time to timecameto beofforcein Ireland. 164I; Dopping.ModusTenendiParliamentain
Hibernia. Dublin, 1692; Victory, Colonial Nationalismin Ireland. pp.43-49,64.
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and lawyers. The argumentsby which the latter expressedthemselvesshould

not be allowedto obscurethe fact that it wasthe formerwho suppliedmuchof

themomentumfor Anglo-Irish political aspirations.
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I

The catalyst for King's involvement in constitutional politics was a long­

running legal disputebetweenthe bishopricof Derry and the Honourable,the

Irish Societyof London relating to somelands in Termonderry,just outside

Londonderry,as well as fishery rights at Clonleighon the River Foyle. Such

disputeswerenot uncommon,but thegeneraluncertaintiesover the distinction

betweentemporalandchurchpropertyin Irelandhadbeencomplicatedin this

caseby a complexhistory of grantsandcharters.5 In 1610both the landsin

Termonderryand'all tidal fisherieson the BannandFoyle' hadbeengrantedto

the newly formed Society. However, aroundthe sametime the fisheriesat

Clonleighhadbeengrantedto the bishopof Derry, GeorgeMontgomery. This

conflicted with the claims of the Society which believedthat the fisheries at

Clonleighcamewithin the ambit of 'tidal', somethingvigorously contestedby

successivebishops. By the time JohnBramhall hadbeenappointedbishopin

1634it wasobviousthat the Societywasnot in a position to exploit the lands

granted to them, having fallen foul of King Charles in his battle with

parliament. In 1635the Court of StarChamberhaddeclaredits patentforfeit.

In 1637 the landsat Termonderryhad thenbeengrantedby the crown to the

bishop,subjectto the latter agreeingto leasethe propertyto the Corporation

of Londonderry. As a result a leaseof these lands for 60 years had been

5 The accountof the legal and historical backgroundto the casegiven here draws
heavily on the Introduction to T.W. Moody and 1. G. Simms, The Caseof the Bishop of
Derry, Irish ManuscriptCommission,2 vols., Dublin, 1968, 1983,(pp.l-IO). SeealsoT. W.
Moody, The LondonderryPlantation, 1609-41: the City of Londonand the Plantation in
Ulster, 1939.
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enteredinto by the two parties. By 1641,however,the political situationhad

been transformed. In the contestbetweenking and parliamentthe City of

London had emergedas one of parliament'smost committed supporters.

Anxious to seesuchloyalty rewarded,the Houseof Commonshadoverturned

the earlierforfeiture, therebyreturningthe disputedlandsto the Society. Still

unable to afford to plant the lands, however, the Society had allowed the

Corporationto remainon the landson thesametermsasthoseof its leasefrom

the bishopric. TheCromwellianconquestled to yet anothersettlementand in

1657a newcharterwasissuedto theSociety. This, in tum, becameineffective

with the restorationof CharlesII in 1660,althougha largely unalteredCharter

wasgrantedto theSocietyby theEnglishparliamentin 1662.

Up to this point confusionrelatedonly to the questionof title. But the

decisionof the membersof the Irish Houseof Lords to involve themselves

introducedanelementof constitutionalpolitics to thewholeaffair. In 1661 the

Peersmadean orderon Termonderryin favour of the new Bishop of Derry,

GeorgeWilde. This was eagerlyexploited by Wilde who arrangedfor the

disputedfisheries to be included in the order. Unwilling to allow the Irish

Lords any role in this matter, the Society, abetted by the Corporation,

continuedto insiston the supremacyof its own title, representingthe grantof

the English parliament as definitive. The matter apPearedto be settled

amicablyin 1677when,in the wakeof Wilde'sdeathandsuccessionby Robert

Masson,it was agreedthat the bishop would leasethe fishing rights to the

Society for £200 Per annum. But this arrangementbroke down under

Masson'ssuccessorEzekiel Hopkins, whose protracted litigation with the

Societywasonly interruptedby the outbreakof the war in 1689. The result

wasthat aftermorethanseventyyearsof claim andcounter-claim,title to both

Termonderry,(by now commonlycalled 'The Quarterlands'),and the fisheries

wasstill disputedby thebishopandtheSociety.
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King, arriving in Derry in the aftermath of the war, was quickly

embroiledin the ongoinglitigation. His primaryconcernwassimply to ensure

that 'the inheritancesthatbelongto the church'wereupheld. He regardedthis

as an early test of the security of the church's title and authority in the

aftermathof the war, the fact that the disputedleasewas due for renewalin

1696 giving the matter a particular urgency. Within a few months he had

begun to take a keen interest in the affair and by November 1691 he was

correspondingwith the Society. His main problem in attemptingto prove

ownership,however,was that he could not actually locatehis Deedof Title.

Undaunted,he hopedto substantiatehis claim by virtue of the fact that the

Corporationwas not disputingthat it hadenteredinto a leasewith the bishop

almost60 yearspreviously:'If,' heprotested,

'60 yearspossessionwithout interruptionshouldnot be looked
upon as a ground to restore to and quiet the church in the
possession,(as this caseis), 'till evictedby due courseof law,
then most of the inheritancesthat belongto the church in this
Kingdommayby thesamereason..... bestrippedfrom them.,6

By early 1692 it seemedthat the Corporationwas on the point of

acceptingthe church's,ratherthan the Society's,title when they enteredinto

discussionswith King for the renewalof the leaseof the Quarterlands.These
..

negotiationscontinued for several months until King quarrelled with John

Magridge, town clerk of Derry, who had also actedas solicitor for the see.

Aggrieved, Magridgebrought the fact that King and the Corporationwere

having some difficulty agreeing terms to the attention of the Society.

Surprisedto hearthat theCorporationhadentereddiscussionswith King in the

first place,theSocietyimmediatelyengagedMagridgeasits local agent. At his

instigation, when talks with King collapsed,the Corporationturned to the

6 King to Walkington, 919/97, TeD Ms. 75011/84; Irish Societyto King, 25/11191,
Lyons 186; King to Tenison, �1�3�1�9�1�9�7�~ TeD Ms. 75011/85-6.
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Society. By June1694the two had agreedto act togetherin the matter, the

Society advising the Corporation that they could 'keep possession'of the

disputedlandsby sub-leaseif its title wasestablished.

It was the Corporation'srefusal to accept the church's title which

prompted King to refer the matter to the Court of Chancery in 1694.

However, becauseof what he consideredto be 'frivolous demurrers'and

'severalaffecteddelays'on the part of a governmentanxiousto deflecta case

with the potential to causeconstitutionalconflict, it did not reach the court

until June 1697. When the mattereventuallycamebefore Lord Chancellor

Methuenandtwo ChiefJusticesfor judicial review they gaveas their opinion

that King 'oughtto be restoredto the possession'.But, they pointedout, they

could not issuea judgementto this effect until 'it weretried by a jury whether

thebishopor his predecessorswereeverin actualpossession'.7

'Much displeased'at this interlocutorydecree,andannoyedat the Lord

Chancellorfor refusingto admit certainevidence,King wasdetenninednot to

succumbto what he believedwasan attemptat procrastinationon the part of

the authorities. He was confident that he would succeedif he pursuedthe

matterin Chancery,but he was alsoconsciousof the fact that every delay in

establishingthe church'stitle allowed theSociety to consolidatea de facto

possession,since the Corporationwas continuing to install more of its own

tenantson the disputedlands. '..... conceivinghimself greatly aggrievedand

the churchdisinherited',therefore,he lodgedan appealto the Irish Houseof

Lords in time for the sessiondue to begin in August 1697.8 The Society

7 King to Walkington, 9/9197, TeD Ms. 750/1/84; King to Southwell, [July 1697],
TeD Ms. 75011/80-1; Irish SocietyCourt Minute, 13/8/95, Irish SocietyCourt Minute
Book [hereafter:ISCMB], 1690-99,p.I44, reproducedin Moody andSimms,eds.,The Case
ofthe BishopofDerry, ii, p.I64; Doyle, ParliamentandPolitics, pp.244-50.

8 King to Southwell, [July 1697],TeD Ms. 750/1180-1; King to Toilet, 2819/97,
TeD Ms. 750/1194; Foy to King, 2719/97, Lyons 540; Vernon to Lord Williamson,
14/9/97, CSPDom. 1697,p.365; BishopofDerry'sAppealto Irish HouseofLords, August
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respondedby indicating that any decisionmadeby the Irish Lords would not

be acceptable,sincethe proPercoursewas for King to bring his casebeforea

jury in Chancery. King reactedwith the opinions of jurists in Ireland and

Englandsupportingthe coursehe hadadopted.9 Whenthe Lords decidedthat

they were the appropriatecourt to hearthe appealand instructedthe Society

to reply to the bishop'ssuit by August 27, King expressedconfidencethat he

would be successful.10 Rather than comply, however, the Society indicated

that they would now be seekingadviceas to whetherthe Irish Lords had any

jurisdiction in thiscaseat all. Thus,in spiteof severalextensionsanda request

for a deferral by their counsel, William Conolly, no responsehad been

forwardedby the Societywhen the Irish Lords eventuallyassembledto hear

the apPealon September22.II

In spite of the fact that King was at that moment embroiled in his

opposition to the bill ratifying the Articles of Limerick, thereby losing him

valuable government support, the majority of those in the House were

sympatheticto his cause.His argumentwasexactlythe sameashe hadusedin

Chancery: the fact that the church had been able to grant a 60 year lease

provedthat it hadbeneficialtitle to the land. This waseagerlyacceptedby a

House determinedto assert its authority in such cases. With the Society

1697, Ellis Ms., 250, reproducedin Moody and Simms, eds., The Caseof the Bishopof
Derry, ii, p.183.

9 Sir R. Hamilton to King, 24n/97, Lyons534; Clifford to King, 30/10/97, Lyons
547; JohnWalkerto GeorgeToilet, 30/12197,Lyons561.

10 UI, i, 16/8/97. ThreeLords registeredtheir dissent,amongthemLord Massarene
whoselandsborderedthosedisputedin the case. Since 1694he had sidedwith the Society
againstKing andat onepoint Toilet had hadto inform King of the 'badimpressions'of him
which Massarenewas circulating in London on behalf of the Society: Toilet to King,
11/10/94, Lyons385.

II UI, i, 13/9/97; Irish SocietyCourt Minute, 2219/97, ISCMB 1690-99,pp.205-6,
reproducedin Moody andSimms,eds.,TheCaseoftheBishopofDerry, ii, p.191.
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having refusedto respond,Conolly could offer little in the way of a defence.

The resultwas that the Court of Chancery'sorderof June1697was 'reverted,

repealedandmadenull andvoid,' and it wasdirectedthat King be restoredto

possessionof the lands. The only stipulationwas that leavebe allowed to the

Societyto test the matterof title at law. Thejudgementwas accompaniedby

an order to the sheriff of Londonderryto 'forthwith deliver the possession'to

thebishop.12

King wasdelightedat the outcome:'Everybodyherelookedon my case

astheir own,' he informedBurnet,

'..... The hearingwasvery solemn,lastedeightor nine hoursand
most of the House of Commons were present and they
concerned themselves in it as a common cause of all
landlords..... and were resolved if it had gone against me to
remedy the inconsistencythat must needs have befallen the
Kingdom uponit, by providingheadsof a bill to thatpurpose.'

But his friend, Bishop Foy, was a little more soberin his assessment:'assure

yourself,hecautionedhim,

'had not your casebeen as plain as the sun at noondayand
withall had not the case of every Lord in that House and
everymanin the Kingdom beenthe samewith yours, it had not
passedsoglibly with yourLordship.113

The decisionof the Societyto appealto the English Houseof Lords did not

comeas a surpriseto King. Indeed,prior to the casecoming beforethe Irish

12 King to Walkington, 9/9/97, TeD Ms. 750/1/84; Ln, i, 24/9/97; OrderofIrish
HouseofLords, 24/9/97, Ellis Ms. 251, reproducedin Moody andSimms,eds.,The Case
oftheBishopofDerry, ii, p.192.

13 King to Burnet, 9110197, TeD Ms. 75011/102; King to Moreton, 9/10/97, TeD
Ms. 75011/103. Foy to King. 27/9197, Lyons540.
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Lords he hadbeen'threatened'by somemembersof the Societythat, if it went

againstthem, they would 'removeit to the parliamentin Englandwhere they

think to preventit by the poisonandinterestof my adversaries.'But the effect

was to tum the caseinto a causecelebre. It was now 'the causeof all the

landlordsin Ireland',King declared,

'andso it is understoodhere,besidesin thesecircumstances'tis
thecommoncauseof the Kingdom,for if this appealbereceived
ourparliamentscansignify little.'

Nor did he seemreluctantto assumethe mantleof 'patriot'. The matterwasof

suchimportance,he protested,that he was 'very well satisfiedto suffer for my

country'. In anycasehewas'confidentof thejusticeof my cause',his only fear

being that the disputemight be exploited by those 'of a republicanspirit' in

England who hoped for the subordinationof the Irish parliament on the

groundsthat 'therewould belessleft for themto destroy'whenthey madetheir

moveto seizepower.I"

The dispute'sconstitutionalpotentiallay in the fact that it broughtto a

headthe long-standingdisputebetweenthe EnglishandIrish parliamentsover

primacyof appellatejurisdiction. Of all the prerogativesof the Irish Houseof

Lords nonewas morejealouslyguardedthan its statusas the kingdom'spre­

eminentcourt. It wasacceptedthatby Poyning'sLaw theEnglishgovernment,

the Privy Council andthe king regulatedIrish legislation. In contrast,the Irish

judiciary enjoyed greater freedom. While appealshad frequently gone to

London earlier in the century, once the Irish parliamenthad begun to meet

more regularly since 1692 the precedentfor appealsgoing to the Irish Lords

14 King to Burnet, 9/10197, TeD Ms. 750/1/102; King to JamesSloane, 4/11197,
TeD Ms. 750111121; King to Moreton, 9/10/97, TeD Ms. 750/1/103; King to Tenison,
13/8/97, TeD Ms. 750/1/85-6; King to Annesley, 28110/97, TeD Ms. 75011/115; Same
to Same, 16111/97, TeD Ms. 75011/128; Sameto Same,1011198, TeD Ms. 75011/154;
King to Southwell, 4/12197, TeD Ms. 750/1/141.
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had beenstrengthened. The matter of appellatesupremacywas, therefore,

somethingwhich theIrish Lordswereintentuponasserting.

As far as King wasconcerned,the 'right' of the Irish parliamentto act

in this capacitywassomethingwhich hadexistedfor 'about500 years'andany

attemptto subvertit hadto beopposed. 'I takeall powerthat is not with [the]

consentof the subjectto be arbitrary',he wrote to Southwell,in an endeavour

to highlight what he believedwas the short-sightednessinherentin any policy

which deprivedIrelandof its parliament,

'andif Irelandshouldfind themselves[sic] in this conditionthey
would certainly do what all subordinateprovinceshave done,
ratherchooseto be underan absoluteprince than an absolute
state,and will soonerchooseto makethe king absolutethan a
parliamentin which they have no representatives..... this will
everbe the choiceof thoseto whom the parliamentof England
deniesa sharein their liberty, for such will ever endeavourto
makethemsharersin their slavery.'

Ratherthan underminingthe right of the Anglo-Irish to their own parliament,

King waspreparedto arguethat its retentionwasoneof the few guarantorsof

the kingdom'scontinuedquiet,which wasitself in England'sinterest: 'The way

then to prevent arbitrary power in Ireland and engageit effectually to be

subservientto andassistEnglandis to secureit in a dueshareof the Common

Liberty andprofit, so it will be a true servantandheartyfriend to England',he

continued,

'but otherwise 'twill be forced to be an Enemy..... And,
therefore, methinks the true policy were to encourage a
sufficient numberof Englishto cometo Irelandandallow them
their English Liberty there. By this the English may assure
themselvesof thekingdom.�,�I�~

Refusingsuch logic, and intent upon having the English parliament's

prerogativeextended,the Societysubmittedan appealwhich focusedon the

15 King to Southwell, 611/98, EgertonMs. 917,pp.151-4.
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constitutionalissue,the petition beingpursued,not on the questionof title to

the disputedlands,but on whetherthe Irish Lords had any jurisdiction in the

case. It wasdeliberatelyframedin termswhich would allow the EnglishLords

to pronounceon the issue,theSocietycontendingthat,

'I. no appealor writ of error, as is conceived,lies to the [Irish]
Houseof Lords in any case,but the errors in the courtsof law
andequity thereareto bereformedin Englandandthe appealto
the Houseof Lords thereis of dangerousconsequenceandmay
tendto the hazardof the Englishconstitutionandgovernmentif
the sameshouldbe allowedand approvedby your Lordships,it
will equal the jurisdiction of the Lords in parliamentin Ireland
to that of the English peerage,which was never the designof
PoyningsAct.

2. In case the House of Lords there have the power and
examining such appeals,yet their orders are not final, but
subject to re-examinationby your Lordships, who are the
supremecourtof judicatureaswell for thatasthis Kingdom.....'

The membersof the EnglishHouseof Lords, determinedto establishappellate

as well as legislativesupremacyover the Irish parliament,acceptedthe appeal

immediately.16

King quickly madearrangementsto travel to London but, struck by a

particularlydebilitatingfit of gout, it wassoonapparentthat this would not be

possible. Instead, he had to instruct his agent, Francis Annesley, and his

16 King to Rochester,4/12197, TeD Ms. 750/11142; Irish Society'sAppealto the
English Houseofwrds, 7/1/98, reproducedin Moody and Simms, eds.,The Caseof the
BishopofDerry. ii. pp.197-8; Irish Societyto William Conolly, 8/1/98, Irish SocietyLetter
Book, [hereafter:ISLB], 1688-1700,reproducedin Moody andSimms,eds.,The Caseofthe
BishopofDerry, ii, p.198.
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lawyer,JamesSloane,by letter.17 Theessenceof his argumentwasthat Ireland

was a separatekingdomanswerableonly to the crown in judicial mattersand

not to the Englishparliament,a view consistentwith that developedby others

over thecourseof recentdecades.18 It wasfor this reasonthat he was 'glad' to

hearreportsthat the EnglishLords intendedto basetheir caseon precedent,

since

'if the matterdependon precedents,as I think it will, we have
precedents..... asfar aswe havejournalsanda constantclaim of
the like jurisdictionof the parliamenthereand the parliamentin
Englandchallenges,andhow canit be otherwisesincethe same
King of Englandthatgrantedthebenefitof theCommonLaw of
Englandto the Subjectsof Ireland,grantedlikewise the benefit
of parliamentsandamodustenendiparliamentum.'

AnnesleyandSloanwereinstructedto point out that the Irish Houseof Lords

had alwaysbeenthe [mal arbiter in Irish cases,exceptduring periodssuchas

the prolongedprorogationof parliamentthat had occurredunderCharlesII.

To assistthem he was arrangingto forward a list of precedentswhich would

confirm this.19

That precedent would be an important consideration was soon

17 King to Sloan, 18/1/98, TCD Ms. 750/1/160; King to JamesMoore, 4/11/97,
TeD Ms. 75011/121. Annesleywas King's principal agentin London. BetweenJanuary
and March 1698 King sent him a total of eight letters in eachof which he gave detailed
instructionsas to how his casewasto be conducted: King to Annesley, 18/1198, TeD Ms.
750/11158; Sameto Same, 29/1/98, TeD Ms. 750/1/163; Sameto Same, 512/98. TCD
Ms. 750/11168; Sameto Same, 812/98, TeD Ms. 750/1/178; Sameto Same, 15/2198,
TeD Ms. 750/11182; Same to Same, 10/3/98, TeD Ms. 750/1/189; Same to Same,
10/3/98, TCD Ms. 750/1/192; Sameto Same, 24/3/98, TeD Ms. 750/1/194-200.

18 Memorandumin King's hand urging the authority of the Irish Parliament in
seventeenpoints,circaJanuary1698, Lyons 2331; Memorandumofeightqueriesin King's
handregardingthe litigation, circa.January1698,Lyons 2332.

19 King to Lindsay, 18/1/98, TCD Ms. 750/11161; King to Annesley, 18/1/98,
TeD Ms. 75011/158; Sameto Same, 29/1/98, TCD Ms. 750/1/163; Sameto Same,
512/98, TeD Ms. 750/1/168; Sameto Same, 15/2198, TeD Ms. 750/11182; Sameto
Same, 10/3/98, TeD Ms. 750/1/189; Sameto Same, 24/3/98, TCD Ms. 750/1/194-200;
King to Sloan, 18/1198, TeD Ms. 750/1/129; King to JamesMoore, 4/11/97, TCD Ms.
750/1/121.
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confmnedby the English Houseof Lords. On January7 a committeeof the

Housewasappointedto investigatethecase. The following day, the members

instructed the Lord Chancellor to write to the Lords Justicesof Ireland

requestingthat they returndetails'of the methodswhich havebeenpractisedin

appealingfrom decreesmadein theCourtof Chanceryin �I�r�e�l�a�n�d�'�.�~ The Lords

Justices set up a committee of the Privy Council to compile the list

immediately. Within six weeks the membershad returneda list containing

thirty-nine examplesof appealsagainstdecreesmade in Chancery. These

correspondedin themainto thosewhich King hadjust sentto his own lawyers.

To a largedegree,therefore,King's casedependeduponthe admissionof these

precedentsby thecommittee.21

It was for this reasonthat the decisionof the Lords to reject a large

numberof themasnot pertinentweakenedhis caseconsiderably. In addition,

their ruling that reference to Dopping's Modus Tenendi Parliamenta in

Hibernia, which was an espousalof the Irish parliament'shistoric lineageand

rights, would not be allowed, was especiallydisconcerting,since King had

intendedto usethis as an importantelementin his defence. For the frrst time

he beganto admit to seriousdoubtsabouthis prospects,bemoaningthe fact

that the point at issuewasnot simply the meritsof the case. In the processhe

hinted that he might be willing to compromise:if he could 'agreeon fair and

equitableterms'with the Society,he informedAnnesley,thenhewould 'beglad

20 Mr. Strickland to the late King James'Queen,1111/98,CSP Dam. 1698, p.24;
Lord Chancellorof Englandto Lords Justicesof Ireland,8/1/98, Ellis Ms. 253, reproduced
in Moody andSimms,oos.,TheCaseoftheBishopofDerry, ii, p.198.

21 King to Annesley, 10/1198, TeD Ms. 750/1/154; Reportofthe Committeeofthe
Privy Council, Marsh'sLibrary Ms. Z3, 2.5, no.75, pp.277-287; Memorandumin King's
handurging the authority of the Irish Parliamentin seventeenpoints, circa. January1698,
Lyons 2331; Memorandumofeightqueriesin King's hand regarding the litigation, circa.
January1698, Lyons 2332; Memorandumfor the DukeofOrmonderegarding the appeal
ofBishopofDerry againstthe transferofhis caseto theEnglishHouseofLords, therebeing
no precedent,circa. January,1698. Lyons2333.
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to havethemmadeas fum as they canbe.' But by this stagehe was not in a

positionto bargain. Both the EnglishLords andthe Societywere,Southwell,

informedhim, determinedto pursuethe matter: 'A new stormis brokeout', he

told him,

'for my Lord Weymouthrelatedyesterdayto me how ineffectual
his endeavourswith that of somefew otherswereto opposethe
torrent upon the Society'spetition againstthe proceedingsof
thePeerson thatside..... by what I gather,the Peerson this side
areresolvedto overthrowall jurisdictionin thePeerageof that.'

In addition to this, it appearedthat they intendedto summonKing, in spite of

his illness, to attendthe hearing. Their intention was plain: they proposedto

declarethejudicial supremacyof the EnglishLords onceandfor all, Southwell

surmised,andKing wasto be 'themartyr,.22

King's prospectswere further compromisedby the appearancein April

of The Caseof Ireland Stated. Written by his friend, William Molyneux, and

influenced,in part,by thepolitical treatisesof JohnLocke,this wasa forthright

declaration of the rights of the Irish parliament on the grounds of both

precedentand natural right.23 King was extremelyunhappyat its appearance,

Molyneux's method of boldly setting forth the case of the Anglo-Irish

appealingto him in neitherstyle nor timing. A far more pragmaticpolitician

than Molyneux, King generallydisclaimedconfrontationaltactics such as his

friend was now employing. His experienceduring previous parliamentary

22 King to Annesley,1811/98,TeD Ms. 750/11158-9; Sameto Same,24/3/98,TeD
Ms. 750/21194-200; Kingto Moreton, 25/10/97, TeD Ms. 750/11113; King to Lindsay,
3/5/98, TeD Ms. 750/11221; Southwell to King, 28/3/98, Lyons 567. Throughout this
periodSouthwellandAnnesleywerethemselvesin regularcontact.

23 W. Molyneux,TheCaseofIreland'sbeingboundbyActsofParliamentin England
Stated,Dublin, 1698,[hereafter:TheCaseofIreland Stated); P. Kelly, 'William Molyneux
and the Spirit of Liberty in EighteenthCentury Ireland', EighteenthCentury Ireland, 3,
1988,pp.134-5; Simms, 'TheCaseof IrelandStated',in War andPolitics in Ireland, /649­
1730, pp.251-261. See also Victory, Colonial Nationalism in Ireland, pp.39-78, and
McGuire,Politics, pp.205-24.
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sessionshad taughthim the value of lobbying individuals, tirelessly prodding

othersinto action,not affrontingvolatile political sensibilitiessobluntly. In the

circumstancesit waslikely to incite, not only the EnglishLords, but the entire

political nation. Especially disconcertingwas the fact that Molyneux had

alludedin his introductionto King's caseasoneof the principal factorswhich

hadpromptedthe writing of the book. This explicitly joined King's disputeto

the book andits aspirations. In vain he attemptedto distancehimselffrom it,

criticising it, albeit on tactical rather than substantivegrounds,as an over-

zealous espousalof the legislative and judicial sovereignty of the Irish

parliament:'I did not seeit till it wasprintedoff, I heinformedAnnesley,

'andwasvery muchconcernedat somethings in it, particularly
his mentioningmy casebeforetheLords, which I amafraid may
haveanill influence.'

It shouldnot, in his opinion,havebeenpublished'till we hadtheopinionof our

friends from England.' It's effect would be to 'exasperateratherthan prevent

the mischiefthatis comingon us.,24

King's worst fears were soon realised, the book inflaming English

political opinion within days of its appearancein England and prompting

severalpamphletsdenouncingits thesis.25 The reactionof the membersof

24 Molyneux, TheCaseofIreland Stated,p.3; King to Annesley, 1614198,TeD Ms.
750/1/211�~ Simms, 'TheCaseof IrelandStated', �p�.�2�5�7�~ King to ThomasLindsay,Bishop
of Killaloe, 7/6/98, TCD Ms. 750/11241-2; Sir RichardCox to__, 28/10/99, HMC
Portland, iii, p.609. An additional complicating factor was the fact that Molyneux had
soughtKing's assistancein having a copy presentedto the king. King 'could not refuseto
gratify' his friend, but when he wrote to Annesleyasking him to comply with Molyneux's
request,he advisedhim to usehis own 'discretion'in the matter:King to Annesley, 16/4/98,
TeD Ms. 750/11211.

2SMcGuire,Politics, pp.218-221; J. Cary, Vindicationofthe ParliamentofEngland
in answerto a book written by William Molyneux, London, 1698; An Answerto Mr.
Molyneux..... and his dangerousnotion of Ireland's being underno subordinationto the
parliamentaryauthority of England refuted; by reasoningfrom his own argumentsand
authorities, London, 1698; W. Atwood, The History and Reasonsof the Dependencyof
Ireland upon the Imperial Crown of the Kingdomof England, RectifyingMr M/olyneux]'s
'State......." London, 1698,pp.129-31.
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parliamentwas especiallyhostile. The protestationsof King and othersthat

the book, 'being written by a private gentlemanwithout consultinganybody',

should not be used to 1ustify a public resolution to the detriment of the

Kingdom',wereto no avail. EvenMethuen,who, whenlaying the bookbefore

both Houses,attemptedto persuademembersthat it was 'the private opinion

only of the author'andthat 'the gentlemenof Ireland..... werescandalisedat it

and had complainedof it to the king: was rebukedby English politicians. In

their opinionsupportfor it wasmorewidespreadthanthe Lord Chancellorwas

allowing. Ominouslyfor King, the resolutionof the membersof the Commons

after debatingthe book'scontentwas that they could 'not enoughassertthe

rights of the [English] parliament'over that of Ireland.2ft This was followed

almost immediatelyby the Lords' rejectionof more of the precedentshe had

hopedto use. 'The adversariesof this Kingdom arevery busyand industrious

to carry their point,' King protested,aware now that an outcome 'fatal to

Ireland' was intended. The English Lords would 'sparehim [Molyneux]', he

predicted, 'but revengethemselveson the Kingdom', using his case as the

meansby which theymightproclaimtheirsupremacy.Z7

By the time the Housemet to dealwith the caseon May 21, King had

resignedhimselfto defeat. Nevertheless,he instructedhis lawyersto proceed.

SergeantWright, King's first witness,beganby affmning thejurisdictionof the

Lords in Irelandover the Lords in Englandin appealsfrom Chanceryon the

basisof precedentasenunciatedin Dopping'sModusTenendiParliamentain

26 Reportof proceedingsin the House of Commons, 21/5/98, CSP Dom, 1698,
p.261-2; King to Lindsay, 7/6/98. TeD Ms. 750/1/241; Cox to__, 28/10/99. HMC
14thReport.Appendixii, p.609.

27 King to Annesley,25/6/98. TeD Ms. 750/1/243-4; King to Lindsay. 13/5/98,
TeD Ms. 750/1/229-30. For Molyneux'sreactionto the outcomeof the appealseeMarsh's
Library Ms. Z3. 2.5. in which hegivesfourteen'reasons'why. in his opinion. the verdict was
defective.
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Hibernia. He was immediately interrupted by Lord Peterboroughwho

objectedboth to his useof the Modus and to 'his sayinganythingagainstthe

jurisdictionof their [English] House.' This,'Annesleyexplained,

'cut off a great part of the argumentof your counsel who
proceededto make the bestof what they had.....without one
word spokenfor thejudicatureof theLordsof Ireland.'

Some of the Irish peerswho sat in the English Lords attemptedto speak

againstthis ruling but wereimmediatelysilenced. Indeed,'soviolent' werethe

English Lords, that someIrish peers,including the Duke of Ormonde,were

obligedto leavethe House'for it wasto no purposeexceptto hearthemselves

ill-treated'.28

Counselfor King now faced a perplexingchallenge.The preliminaries

hadseenthe EnglishLords declarethemselves'very well satisfiedof their own

jurisdiction'while simultaneouslyrefusingto countenanceany contradictionof

this by thedefendants.Theywererequired,therefore,to provethe right of the

Irish Houseof Lords to hearappeals,without at the sametime denying the

authorityof theEnglishHouseof Lords to concernitself in suchcases.For his

part,counselfor theSociety,theEnglishAttorney-GeneralSir ThomasTrevor,

merelypointedout that sincethe lawsof the EnglishparliamentboundIreland,

thejudicial supremacyof thatparliamentmustfollow. Any otherinterpretation

would equatethe English Lords with the Irish Lords and make them 'co­

ordinate', something which could not be countenanced. This attitude

correspondedexactly to the mood of the membersand King's lawyerscould

offer little by way of response.On May 24 the matterwaseventuallydecided.

As requiredby the termsof the order,the Lords addressedthe questionof the

28 King to Lindsay, 3/5/98, TeD Ms. 750/1/221; Annesley to King, 21/5/98,
reproducedin Moody andSimms,eds., The Caseof the BishopofDerry. ii. p.201-3. This
letter is not signedandtheinitials areobliterated. Thestyle,however,is thatof Annesley.
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relative jurisdictional authoritiesof the Irish and English Housesof Lords.

They were unequivocal in their assertionof the appellate superiority of

Westminster;it was,

'ordered adjudged and declared by the Lords Spiritual and
Temporal in parliamentassembled,that the said appealof the
Bishop of Derry to the HouseLords in Ireland..... was 'coram
non judice' [Null and Void], and that all the proceedings
thereuponare null and void and that the Court of Chanceryin
Irelandought to proceedin the saidcauseas if no suchappeal
hadbeenmadeto the Houseof Lords there.,29

In denyingthe Irish Lords any role in appealsfrom the Court of Chancery,this

decisionhadprofoundconstitutionalimplications. It wasnow obviousthat the

English body politic was intent upon exploiting all opportunitiesto impinge

upon what many of the Anglo-Irish believedwas the monarch'sprerogative

power to determineIreland'sgovernance.30 King's initial reactionwas one of

resignation,characterisingthe verdict as a declaration'againstthe jurisdiction

of our Housein Ireland'. Despondent,he saw little point in prolonging the

affair, (althoughhedid taketheprecautionof lodging an appealto the Court of

Chancery on foot of that court's order of June 1697).31 In a long and

29 Order ofEnglish HouseofLords, 24/5/98, Ellis Ms. 256, reproducedin Moody
and Simms,eds.,The Caseof the Bishopof Derry, ii, p.203; Proceedingsin Parliament
May /8, CSPDom. 1698,p.259; N. Luttrell, A Brief Historical RelationofStateAffairs,
/678-/7/4,6vols., Oxford, /857, 21/5/98, iv, p.382.

30 [Annesley] to King, 21/5198, reproducedin Moody andSimms,eds.,The Caseof
the Bishopof Derry, ii, pp.201-3; Proceedingsin Parliament May /8, CSP Dom. 1698,
p.259; M.S. Flaherty,'The EmpireStrikesBack: Annesleyv Sherlockand the Triumph of
Imperial ParliamentarySupremacy',ColumbiaU:lW Review,87, 1987,pp 607-8.

31 King to Walkington, 31/5198, TeD Ms. 750/1/238-9; Bishop of Derry's
Application to Court of Chancery,7/6198, Ellis Ms. 233, reproducedin Moody and Simms,
eds.,TheCaseoftheBishopofDerry, ii, p.205.
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thoughtful reply to an earlier letter from FrancisAnnesley,he showeda clear

graspof the new political reality. Annesleyhadjust written to him informing

him of the Lords' decisionandindicatingvariouscoursesof action. Conscious

of what had just transpired,King beganby enumeratingthosecircumstances

andconditions'thatmakesoneplaceor peoplesubjectto another.' 'In resPeCt

of the swordor military power,'heconceded,Irelandwasirrefutably subjectto

England. Likewise, in the matterof appointmentsto civil governmentand the

executionof laws, Irelandwas subordinate.The effect of recentdecisionsby

the Englishparliamenthadsimply beento extendthis subjectionto include the

legislativeandjudicial functions,sinceEnglandcould now 'imposewhat laws

they please'on Ireland. In the light of this hesawlittle alternativebut to accept

the de jure and to a large extentde facto subordinationof the kingdom of

Irelandto England. But he wasdeterminedto seethat this did not result in the

Anglo-Irish being further disadvantaged: the issue was no longer 'whether

Ireland be subject to England, for it is sufficiently subject on the former

respects,'hecontinued,

'but the questionis truly whetherthe peopleof Irelandbe slaves
or freemen. Whetherthey be morethe subjectsof Englandthan
the people of England are the King's subjects. I hope the
parliamentof Englandwill not require such a subjectionfrom
us..... we do not desire to be exemptedfrom the power of
Englandin anYthing that may consistwith the being of a free
people.'

He repeatedthesesentimentssomeweekslater in a letter to RobertSouthwell

written while at Bath where he was convalescing. Acknowledging that the

English House of Lords had now extendedits remit, at least in theory, he

hopedthat his Majesty might be willing to clarify the new circumstancesand

statusof the Irish parliament. He madeno pleafor a royal reassertionof Irish

parliamentaryprerogative. Instead,he simply requestedthat the king be asked

to grant'abill to settleanddeclaretheir [Irish CommonsandLords) powerthat
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they may know the limits of it'. As things stoodIrish politiciansdid not even

know 'whether[they] canenquireinto grievances'.32

But while this may have beenKing's consideredview, he could not,

evenif he had wishedto, ignore the fact that for manyof his compatriotshis

dispute had come to embody many of the aspirationsof the Anglo-Irish

community. To a largeextenthe hadbeenovertakenby events- the casehad

now assumeda significancefar beyondany purely local proPertydispute. Nor

did heseemtoo disturbedby this. Indeed,hewassoonbetrayingeverysignof

eagerlyawaiting the opportunity to re-enterthe fray: '[t]his is not the frrst

stormI haveweathered',he declareddefiantly, and he would 'rathersink with

honesty' than betray his country. What his 'adversary'was attempting,he

protested,was both 'the disinheriting [of] the seeof Derry of near£800 per

annum.anddestroyingtheconstitutionof our parliament',but he would never

commit 'sacrilegeor treacheryby barteringtheinterestsof the seeof Derry and

Ireland.t33 For this reasonhe found it necessaryto refusethe attemptsof the

Lord Chancellorto arrangea compromiseon the groundsthat it was 'a design

to separateme from my friendsandrenderusjealousof oneanother.' His case

was now of national importance, and he would not, he promised his

supporters,'takeany stepin so ticklish a matterwithout the Lords' direction'.

'If I refusedall proposalsI should beblamed,'he explainedto Lord Abercom,

in an attempt to apPearconciliatory, yet 'if I acceptedany that should be

hurtful to the public I shouldneitherbe able to look my friends in the face or

32 King to Southwell, 16n/98, TCD Ms. 750/11249; King to Lindsay, 7/6/98,
TeD Ms. 750/1/241-2; King to Annesley,19/5/98, TCD Ms. 750/11232-3; Annesleyto
King, 21/5/98,reproducedin Moody andSimms,eds.,The Caseof the BishopofDerry, ii,
p.201-3.

33 King to Moreton, 1318/98, TeD Ms. 7501211124; King to Tenison, 25/8/98,
TeD Ms. 750/2121-2; King to Annesley, 25n198, TCD Ms. 750/211/8; Sameto Same,
29/8/98, TeD Ms. 750/211123; Irish Court Society Minute, 619198, ISCMB 1690-99,
p.241,reproducedin Moody andSimms,eds.,TheCaseoftheBishopofDerry, ii, p.222.
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enjoymyself.'34

With a view to raisingthematterwhenthe Irish parliamentreconvened,

therefore,he beganto canvasssupport: '[t]will be necessarywe shouldbe all

at the next sessionto do ourselveswhat justice we can,' he exhortedone

prelate. He wrote in the samevein to another: 'I think as many Lords and

Bishopsasare in the kingdomoughtto bepresentthat the hardshipor infamy

may not fallon a few andthereststandby.....' They 'musteitherdo themselves

and me justice', he insisted, 'or entirely submit their jurisdiction and be a

cypher.....' Less than a week before the Lords and Commonsassembled,

hOPefulthat 'arupturebetweenthetwo kingdomsandour slavery'might yet be

avoided, he was still impressing on various Peers the urgency of their

attendance:'I supposeyour Lordship is no strangerto the unhappydifference

[that] is like to fall betweenthetwo kingdoms,'heenquiredof one,

'this sessionof parliamentis like to bring that matterbeforeus
and no lessthan our liberty dependson it. 'Tis our affair that
requiresboth greatprudenceand temper,and all the skill and
managementwe can apply will be little enoughto preventour
miscarriage.'

All to whomhewrotewere'entreated'to attend'in socritical a time,' especially

since'the want of one vote..... may ruin a kingdom.' For this reasonhe was

encouragedto find that manywereof the opinion that they should 'reflect on

nothing that Englandhasdone,bury it in oblivion and do whateverthe king

34 King to Annesley, 31/5/98, TeD Ms. 750/1/237-8; King to Lindsay, 2317/98,
TeD Ms. 7501211/3; King to Lord Abercom, 2317/98, TeD Ms. 750/2/17(a); Ashe to
King, 6/8/98, Lyons 579; Irish Society to Conolly, 8/9/98, Irish Society Letter Book
1688-1700,[hereafter:ISLB, 1688-1700],reproducedin Moody and Simms,eds.,The Case
of the Bishopof Derry, ii, p.222; Irish Society to Methuen, 1/10/98, ISLB 1688-1700,
reproducedin Moody andSimms,eds.,TheCaseoftheBishopofDerry, ii, p.223.
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shalldesireof them.,35

Aware of this, the governmentwas forced to preparefor a session

scheduledto convenein September1698,in which the matterof the rights and

privileges of the parliamentwas likely to dominatebusiness.36 His'greatest

apprehension:Winchesterconfided in Shrewsbury,remainedthe probability

that King would 'bring into the House of Lords of his not being put into

possessionaccordingto their order'. To preventthis he had 'done and will

continue to do all I can' to persuadehim to drop the matter, including

arranginga private meetingwith him at the Castle. 'But', he conceded,he

thoughtit 'hardlypossible'thathewouldbesuccessful.37

This wasnot theonly mattercausingthegovernmentconcern. Anotherissue-

oneevencloserto theheartsof mostAnglo-Irishmen,andonewhich explained

why so manyin Irelandwereanxiousto seeKing proceedwith his case- was

occupyingthe attentionsof manyin the country. This wasthe attemptby the

Englishparliamentto imposelegislationwhich restrictedcertainexportsfrom

Ireland. Indeed,it was this, rather than King's case,which attractedpublic

comment,since it raisednot only the constitutionalissueof which parliament

35 King to Walkington, 31/5/98. TeD Ms. 750/1/238-9; Sameto Same,22/9/98,
TeD Ms. 750/2/1/27; King to Moreton. 13/8/98, TeD Ms. 750/2/1/24; King to Simon
Digby. Bishopof Elphin, 22/8/98, TeD Ms. 750/2/29; King to Southwell, 1617/98, TCD
Ms. 750/1/249.

36 The King to the Lords Justicesof Ireland (aboutthe Dependenceof Ireland upon
England), 717/98. CSPDom. 1698,p.339.

37 Winchesterto Shrewsbury. 27/10//98. HMC Buccleuch,ii. 2. p.617; Galway to
Shrewsbury,28/10/98. HMC Buccleuch,ii, 2, p.617-8; Irish Societyto Lord Chancellorof
Ireland. 1/10/98. ISLB 1688-1700,reproducedin Moody andSimms,eds.• The Caseofthe
BishopofDerry, ii, p.223.
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could act in this capacity, but also the questionof who would control a

growingIrish economy.

Although Irish exports to England had periodically arousedanger

amongstmanyof theWestcountrywool merchants,it wasonly in 1697,in the

wake of a revaluationof English coin. that a serious effort was made to

legislate against the Woollen industry in Ireland. The prorogation of the

Englishparliamentin April 1697 had meantthat the proposalswere not fully

explored,however,althoughthe Boardof Tradewas askedto review Anglo­

Irish tradebeforeboth Housesreconvened.The implication was,nevertheless,

quite clear: unless the Irish parliamentdevisedsome strategy to pre-empt

Englishlegislationin this areathentheEnglishparliamentwould do so whenit

reconvened.Irish politicianswere,therefore,well awareof what wasrequired

of themastheypreparedfor parliament.38

In their openingspeechto the Irish parliamenton July 27, 1697 the

LordsJusticeshadaddressedthe matter. Referring,not to the needto passan

Act imposinga duty of Woollen exports,but to its corollary, one to 'develop

the Linen Manufacturing,' they had advised the membersthat the 'present

occasion[was] so favourableto inviting andencouragingProtestantstrangers

to settlehere,'that theycouldnot 'omit',

'to put you in mind of it, esPeciallysincethat maycontributeto
the increaseof the Linen Manufacturing which is the most
beneficialtradethatcanbeencouragedin Ireland.,39

Theurgencywaswell appreciatedby the members.Within a few weeksHeads

38 McGuire. Politics, pp.127-133; John Cary, Essayon the State0/ England in
relation to its Trade.London, 1695; idem.,A Discourseconcerningthe tradeofIreland and
Scotland,astheystandin competitionwith the tradeofEngland.beingtakenoutofan Essay
on Trade, London, 1696 P. Kelly, 'The Irish Woollen Export Prohibition Act of 1699:
Kearney re-visisted', in Irish Economicand Social History, 7, 1980, p.25, [hereafter:
'Kearneyre-visited'].

39UI, i, 27n1l697.
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of a 'Bill for theencouragementof the Linen Manufacture'hadbeendrawn up

anddiscussedby theCommons.This bill wasapprovedandthenforwardedto

Englandfor sanction,althoughit was not discussedin the Houseof Lords,

allowing King to maintain that he 'neithersaw the headsof that bill nor the

instructionsfrom Englandfor it, so cannotsay whetherthey cameup to the

endsproposed.' It was dismissedas 'inadequate'when it was studiedby the

Privy Council in England, however, and in mid-Novemberit was rejected.

King, awareof theneedto circumventlegislationfrom England,wasnot happy

with the 'frivolous' reasonsgiven for this: 'it proceededfrom the ignoranceof

our circumstancesand the stateof the country', he protested,although, he

addedsarcastically,'everybodywill understandour businessbetter than they

will allow usto do.'40

Whateverthe reasons,the fact was that the Irish parliamenthad failed

to producelegislationwhich satisfiedEnglish requirements. Thus, when the

English parliament reconvenedin December1697 they had resumedtheir

discussionson the restrictionof Irish exports. But underthe legislationnow

being contemplatedraw wool and yam would be added to the products

affected. This reflectednot only the determinationof sectional interestsin

Englandto succeed,but the fact that opponentsof the Whigs hadseizedon it

asa meansof embarrassingthe ministry andthe king with whom they were in

disputeover the StandingArmy. It was also a consequenceof the tensions

inducedby Molyneux's book and King's case. The result was that the bill

passedquickly throughtheEnglishCommons.41

40 cn, ii, 26/8/97; Shrewsburyto Galway, 30/8/97, HMC Buccleuch,ii, 2, p.543;
King to Lindsay, 7/6/98, TeD Ms. 75011/241-2; Kelly, 'Kearneyre-visited',pp.22-4.

41 H.F. Kearney,'The Political Backgroundto English Mercantilism 1655-1700',in
EconomicHistory Review,2nd Series,xi, 1959,p.489; KeUy, 'Kearneyre-visited',pp.22-4,
34-5; King to Lindsay, 7/6/98, TeD Ms. 75011/241-2; Victory, Colonial Nationalismin
Ireland, pp.29-31.
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King was indignant at what was being proposed,believing it to be

'destructive to us' in both its economic ramifications and constitutional

implications: 'if the parliamentof Englandmakelaws for us at this rate they

may likewise tax us andso beggarus whenthey please',he protested.To him

this was the very essenceof 'slavery'and had to be challenged. All the more

alarming was the fact that the group which would benefit most from any

increasein linen productionwould be thoseUlster Presbyterianswho already

concentratedon the productionof linen andflax. In the endthe bill stalledin

theEnglishLordsandcouldnotbepassedbeforeparliamentwasprorogued.42

In the interval betweenthis andthe reconveningof the Irish parliament

the debatemoved to the streetsand coffee-houses. In December1697, a

pamphletcalling for the abolition of the Irish parliamentand the impositionof

heavy duties on Irish exports apPeared. Written, most probably, by John

Toland, and intendedas revengefor his treatmentby the Irish parliament

earlier in the session,A Letter from a Gentleman drew a number of

rejoinders.43 Oneof these,possiblyencouragedby King, and owing much to

his analysisof the situation, came from his friend and confidant, Francis

Annesley, with whom he was in weekly communication. Entitled Some

Thoughts,this tract arguedthat, quite apartfrom the fact that 'asEnglishmen'

the Anglo-Irish wereentitledto be 'governedby laws to which they havegiven

their consent',it wasactuallyin England'scommercialandsecurityintereststo

foster a vibrant economyand independentparliamentin Ireland. Anything

42 King to Lindsay,7/4/98, TeD Ms. 750/21208; Kearney,op.cit., pp.492-3; Sir
Miles Cooketo Sir JosephWilliamson, 1/4/98, CSPDom. 1698,p.173; Victory, Colonial
Nationalismin Ireland, p.139.

43 King to Southwell, 6/1/98, EgertonMs. 917, pp.151-4; [JohnToland],A Letter
from a Gentlemanin the Country to a Memberof the Houseof Commons;in Referenceto
the Votesof the 14th instant,London,December,1697; [Sir FrancisBrewster),An Answer
to a Letterfrom a Gentlemanin the Countryto a Memberofthe HouseofCommons:on the
votesofthe 14th instantrelating to the TradeofIreland, London,1698.
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which underminedthis symbiosis,it contended,shouldbe rejectedas hannful

to both of his Majesty'skingdomsand of advantageonly to 'a corrupt court'

suchasthatestablishedby theJacobitesin France.44

When parliamentre-assembledin Dublin in September1698, therefore,in the

wakeof the judgementin King's caseandtheseattemptsat export restriction,

the Irish governmentwasdeterminedto ensurethat the legislationnecessaryto

appeaseEnglish opinion would pass. This would require a Woollen Bill to

impose additional duties on Woollen exports as well as a Linen Bill to

encouragetheir replacement. To this end, in their oPening speech to

parliamenttheLordsJusticespointedlyrecommendeda bill 'for encouragement

of theLinen andHemPenmanufacture', since,

'..... the settlementof this manufacturewill contributemuch to
the People of the country and will be found much more
advantageousto this Kingdom than the Woollen manufacture;
which beingthesettledstapleTradeof Englandfrom whenceaU
foreign marketsaresuppliedcanneverbe encouragedhere,for
that purpose:Whereasthe Linen andHemPenmanufactureswill
not only beencouragedasconsistentwith the Tradeof England
but will render the Trade of this Kingdom both useful and
necessaryto England.,4S

44 King to Annesley, 10/3/98, TeD Ms. 750/1/192-3; King to Southwell, 6/1/98,
EgertonMs. 917, pp.151-4; Victory, Colonial Nationalism,pp.31-5; Doyle, Parliament
and Politics, pp.273-6; [FrancisAnnesleyl,SomeThoughtson the Bill, Dependingbefore
the Right Honourable the Houseof Lords for Prohibiting the exportationof the Woollen
Manufactures of Ireland to Foreign Parts, London, 1698. The question of King's
involvementin the writing of SomeThoughtsis discussedby Kelly in 'Kearneyre-visited',
pp.34-5,especiallyfootnote47. Seealso idem., 'A Pamphletattributedto JohnToland and
an UnpublishedReply by ArchbishopWilliam King', Topoi, 4, 1985, pp.81-90, in which
Kelly demonstratesthat a letter by King to Southwell in January(see King to Southwell,
6/1/98, EgertonMs. 917, pp.151-4),which adoptsmanyof the pointsarguedby the author
of SomeThoughts,mayalsohavebeenintendedfor publication.

4S The King to Lords Justicesof Ireland, 7n198, esp. Dom. 1698,p.339; UI, i,
2719/98.
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King was neither impressedwith the logic, nor convinced that the

promisedlong tennbenefitsof suchachangewould everactuallyaccrueto the

country. Havingjust returnedfrom a summerin Bath, from whencemuchof

the west-countryagitationfor control of Irish woollen exportswasemanating,

hewasacutelyawareof thepotentialfor similarcampaignson the partof other

sectionaland regional interestsin England: 'the Linen Manufacturingwill be

complainedof by EnglandastheWoollen,'hepredicted,

'for 3/4 of all the yarn of Ireland is sent into England.....and
quere will England permit it? Shall we not have as many
petitionson that accountfrom the Linen weaversas now from
the clothiersor herringfishers. Thereis a Lancasterin England
aswell asa Yarmouthor Worcester.'

Coupledwith the English Lords recentdeclarationof judicial supremacy,he

wasunhappythat thegovernment'spolicy seemeddesignedmerelyto facilitate

Englishdesignsto subsumeIrish intereststotally to its own: 'I seeno remedyin

this case',hewrotegloomily,

'but to allow us to transportnothing and so I was told near6
yearsago by a great man in the Houseof Commons,that we
should be allowed to eat our potatoes,but should not look at
the sea, though in time perhapswe may be forbid the use of
them as hindering our taking off some commodities from
England. For my part, I value nothing can be taken from me

. h ,46WIt out my consent.....

Tensionin the Lords over appellatejurisdiction was complementedin

theCommonsby thesensitivitiesof thememberson thequestionof 'soleright'.

A WoollenBill would involve raisinganadditionalduty, andtheopinionof the

Housewas that this equatedto grantingsupply. Only when the government

allowed them to prepareHeadsof such a bill did the membersagree to

proceed. By mid-Octoberthe CommonshadapprovedHeadsof a Bill for an

46 King to Lindsay, 13/5/98, TeD Ms. 75011/229-30; King to Annesley, 1617/98,
TCD Ms. 750/1/248; Sameto Same,3/9/98, TCD Ms. 750/211/26.
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additionalduty on Woollen Manufacturewhich had beensentto Englandfor

approval. Although the duties imposedwere substantiallyless than the 43%

sought by the Board of Trade, it was quickly endorsedby a London

governmentanxiousto seethematterresolvedwith a minimumof rancour.47

The fate of the Linen Bill, which the governmenthadintroducedat the

commencementof the session,was quite different. Having been passedto

committeein the Commonsit had suddenlylapsed.48 King suggestedseveral

possiblereasonsfor this, with all of which he wasbroadlysympathetic:'It was',

he noted,

'very voluminous, the transcript containing some 14 skins of
parchment.[Secondly]themultitudeof officeserectedby it and
[thirdly] greattaxesto be raisedon the country were suchthat
the parliament does not venture to pass it into a law.....
[fourthly] thebill seemedimpracticaland[fifthly] it doesnot yet
appear whether Ireland be capable of much greater
improvementin theLinen tradethanit alreadyhas.....'

These,however,wereonly peripheralconsiderations.In fact the bill had also

beenplaguedthroughoutby the 'sole right' issue. It was this, King believed,

which was'at thebottomof therejection.'49

Theprogressof theWoollen bill wasmuchlesscontentioussinceit had

originatedin the Commonsandbeenapprovedby the English Privy Council.

47 Winchesterto Shrewsbury,27/10/98, HMC Buccleuchii, 2, p.617; Privy Council
to Lords Justicesof Ireland, 13/10/98, HMC Buccleuch ii, 2, p.616; Same to Same,
18/10/98, HMC Buccleuchii, 2, p.617; Galway to Vernon, 1211/99, CSPDom. 1699­
1700,p.17; Kearney,op.cit., p.493-4.

48 Lords Justicesof Ireland to Shrewsbury, 10/10/98, HMC Buccleuchii, 2, p.615;
Lords Justicesof Ireland to Somers, 10/10/98, HMC Buccleuchii, 2, p.615-6; Winchester
to Shrewsbury, 27/10/98, HMC Buccleuch ii, 2, p.617; Lord Chancellor Somers to
Shrewsbury,25/10/98,ShrewsburyCorrespondence.p.557; Doyle, ParliamentandPolitics,
pp.286-296.

49 King to Southwell, '112199, TeD Ms. 750/'1144-47; W. Palmerto JamesVernon,
3/1/99, CSP Dom. 1699-1700,p.3; Galway to Vernon, 3/1199, CSP Dom., 1699-1700,
pp.2-3.
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But officials were leaving nothing to chance. King was indignant at

governmenttactics:

'the Lords Justices..... intimated the misfortune that our
proceedingsin theWoollenManufacturebill wasnot so forward
as to be likely to passthis session.....thereforetheir lordships
thoughtthey could not betterexpresstheir greatconcernfor us
than by sendingus a Bill in form which was transmittedfor the
purpose from England, whereby the parliament of England
would seethatwe werein earnestin thataffair.'

This reflectedthe more punitive measureswhich Sir Edward Seymour,Tory

leaderin the EnglishCommons,was proposingto introduceoncethe English

parliament reconvened. With this threat concentrating members minds,

therefore, the Woollen bill duly passedthe Commonson its return from

England,andwashandedto the Lords on January17 whereit wasassignedto

a committeeof 9 members,of which King was chairman. Two days later,

althoughdeeplyunhappyat what wasbeingenacted,yet consciousthat 'we.....

could not throw out the tax on woollen manufactures',he reported to the

House that the bill was in accordancewith the draft that had beenreturned

from Englandandassuchcouldbeapproved. It waspassedthat sameday and

given the royal assentoneweeklater.so

Thedebateson theWoollenandLinen bills hadenabledthemembersof

the Commonsto give full vent to their angeron the various constitutional

issueswhich concernedthem, particularly 'sole right'. In the Lords, where

King actedas a catalyst,the members'grievancesfocusedon the questionof

judicial supremacy,King havingdecidedto seekboth a review of the English

Lords decisionin his caseandan investigationinto why the Irish Lord's order

of September1697in his favour hadnot beenenforcedby the authorities. He

50 UI, i, 19/1/99, 26/1/99; King to Annesley,3/2199,TeD Ms. 750/211/68-9; King
to Southwell, 2/2/99, TeD Ms. 750/2/44-47; Palmerto Vernon, 3/1/99, CSPDom. 1699­
1700,p.3; Somersto Shrewsbury,25/10/98. ShrewsburyCorrespondence,p.557.
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was careful not to pressmatters himself: 'I agreedto everything that was

proposedby the ChancellorandGovernment,'he informed the Archbishopof

Canterburyinnocently,'for thoughI believednothingwas intendedbut gaining

of time to defeatme, yet that blamemight not beon me I agreedto the terms.'

As a result the government'did not bring my complaint into the House of

Lords till nearfull five weeksafter the beginningof the session.' In fact, King

reckoned,it would not havebeenbroughtin at all if the governmenthad not

made a serious miscalculation in indicating to the House that an early

prorogationwasintended:'This madetheLords fierce,'heexplained,

'and the Chancellorusedall possiblearts to put themoff, which
provokedthemthe more andat last they threatenedto pull him
off the wool-sack if he did not immediately put the

• 1151questIon.....

Those who had promisedKing that they would attempt to 'bury in

oblivion' the judgementof the English Lords were true to their word. In the

face of increasinglydesperateattemptsby the governmentto see the matter

'accommodated',they demandedadequatetime to addressthe various issues

involved. This led fust to a review of why the orderthey hadgrantedto King

over a year previously restoringhim to the lands in questionhad not been

executed.On November2 they decidedthat the sheriffsof Londonderrywere

in contempt by not enforcing their writ. The offending officials were

immediatelyorderedto be takeninto custody.S2 But despitethis, King found

that he still 'could not get an order for possession'. 'Severaldebatesarose

51 King to Tenison, 7/12198, TeD Ms. 750/2/34; King to Annesley, 7/12/98, TeD
Ms. 750/2/35-36; Irish Societyto Lord Chancellorof Ireland, 17/11/98, ISLB 1688-1700,
reproducedin Moody andSimms,eds.,TheCaseoftheBishopofDerry, ii, p.228.

S2UI, i, 2/11198; King to Annesley,6/6198,TeD Ms. 750/1/240; Cox to Ormonde,
13/5197,HMC OrmondeMs. viii, pp.35-6; Yard to Williamson, 7/12198, CSPDom, 1698,
p.419; Luttrell,op. cit., 1/12198,iv, p.457; Col. JohnLivesey to King, 8/11/98, Lyons
582.
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aboutit', he recalled,'[and] all [that] could be donewasdoneagainstme', the

Lords Justices,he suspected,canvassingseveralpeersand 'influencing them

the otherway'. In an incidentwhich exacerbatedthe situation,King, ashe left

the Houseof Lords, was servedwith a copy of the English Lords order by

David Cairnes,the Society'sagentin Ireland,anda memberof the Commons.

The Lords 'resented'this action 'very much,'King notedwhen he reportedthe

matterto the Housethe following day, with the result that they 'orderedme

possessionimmediately,being fully satisfied that both they and I had been

abused.' Although they madeno outright declarationof their own authority,

this wasa cleardemonstrationby the Irish Lords that they would not succumb

to Englishpressure,the implication of their refusalto acquiescein the English

LordsorderbeingthatEnglishclaimswerenot recognised.S3

With both Houses of Lords claiming de-jure supremacy, it was

becoming increasingly obvious that much would dependon which House

managedto haveits orderenforced. Implementationof the respectiveorders

was complicated,however,by the fact that supportersof both factions were

now tenantson variouspartsof the disputedlands. In King's favour was the

fact that Lord Massarene,heretoforea supporterof the Society,had indicated

his willingnessto enterinto aleaseof partof thelandsat Termonderrywith the

see.54 But against this, the predominantly PresbyterianCorporation was

ensuringthat the bulk of thosewho remainedin possessionwere loyal to the

53 King to Tenison, 7/12198, TeD Ms. 750/2134; Yard to Williamson, 22/11/98,
CSP Dom. 1698, p.419; Sameto Same, 29/11198, CSP Dom. 1698, p.241-2; UI, i,
18/11198, 19/11198; Secretary,Irish Societyto David Cairnes, 13/10/98, ISLB 1688-1700,
reproducedin Moody andSimms,eds.,TheCaseoftheBishopofDerry, ii, p.214.

54 Irish SocietyCourtMinute, 19/1/99, ISCMB 1690-99,p.250,reproducedin Moody
and Simms,eds.,The Caseof the Bishopof Derry, ii, p240; Irish Societyto Londonderry
Corporation, 19/1/99, ISLB, 1688-1700,reproducedin Moody andSimms,eds.,The Case
oftheBishopofDerry, ii, p.240.
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Society.ss Thus, when officers instructedby the Irish Lords attemptedto

restoreKing to possessionthe majority of the tenants refusedto budge: they

'kept possessionby order of the House of Lords in England and for the

Society,'they declareddefiantly. CharlesNorman,King's agent,reportedthat

he hadbeen'met with all imaginablescornandcontempt'and that the tenants

had threatenedthat 'the frrst man that enteredshould die'. The Irish Lords

reactedwith a warrantfor the arrestof thoseinvolved. Theyalsodirectedthat

anotherattemptbe madeto gain possessionfor the bishop. But whenNorman

and several soldiers returned to enforce this they met again with Igreat

opposition' and only managedto recover one small area of the disputed

proPerty.56

These events confirmed that while the Irish Lords might claim

authority,their writ did not run sincetheycouldnot enforceit effectively. But,

likewise, the English Lords were dependentmore upon the support of the

Corporation and a recalcitrant tenantry thanupon the sway of their own

proclamations.S7 Sensinga stalematethe Irish administration renewed its

efforts to arrangea settlement,the fact that the Societyhad indicatedthat the

insubordinationof the Irish Lords would be raisedat the forthcoming session

of the Englishparliamentmaking it all the more urgent. Lord JusticeGalway

S5 Henry Ashe, Aldermanof Derry Corporation,to King, 2/11/97, Lyons 548; C.
R[__l to King, 5/11/97, LyoRs 550; Irish Society to Londonderry Corporation,
19/1/99, ISLB 1688-1700,reproducedin Moody andSimms,eds.,The Caseofthe Bishopof
Derry, ii, p.240; Sameto Same,21/2/99, ISLB 1688-1700,reproducedin Moody and
Simms,eds.,TheCaseoftheBishopofDerry, ii, p.243.

56 Normanto King, 29/11198,Lyons584; Sameto Same,9/12/98, Lyons586; R.
Yard to Williamson, 9/12/98, CSPDom. 1698,p.425; Irish Societyto Lord Chancellorof
Ireland, 17/11/98, ISLB 1688-1700, reproducedin Moody and Simms,eds.,The Caseof
the BishopofDerry, ii, p.228; Col. JohnLivisey to King, 6112/98, Lyons 585; Robert
Hamilton to King, 13/12/98,Lyons587.

57 Irish Societyto William Dowoson,PatrickMcKie, andJohnAllan, 21/2/99, ISLB
1688-90, reproducedin Moody andSimms,eds.,TheCaseoftheBishopofDerry, ii, p.243.
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wrote to SecretaryVernonin January1699,wonderingif the Societymight be

persuadedto compromise: 'If we could inducethe Societyto be moderate,'he

proposed,

'I believewe might cometo somearrangementand perhapsthis
unhappy businessmight be laid to rest if the English Lords
receivedno petitionagainsttheproceedingsof ourLords.'ss

But by this stagethe prospectsof arrangingan accommodationwere

remote indeed. King, in particular, was little inclined to deal with a

governmentwhich he blamedfor his inability to obtainpossessionof the lands

in the fIrst place. The English Lords had only beenable to push their claim

thusfar, he believed,becauseof the 'timorousness'of both the Irish judgesand

the executive. He wasencouragedin this stanceby Annesley: 'the affair here

makesa very greatnoiseandthe Societythreatenmighty mattersagainstyour

lordship, against your jurisdiction and every one concerned therein,' he

informedhim from London. But, headded,

'I amof opinion that your Houseshoulddo somethingto assert
their rights againstall pretenceswhatsoever. I cannotseehow
the Lords herecanenforcetheir powerwith ye there..... unless
they prevail upon the king to get the governmentto put their
ordersin execution,which I believetheycanhardlydo.,59

The EnglishLords hadno intentionof appealingto the king to enforce

a prerogativewhich they believedto be theirs as of right. IndeedWilliam,

acutelyconsciousof the needto protecthis own prerogative,had, in a stepto

which King would attachgreat significance,alreadyshown himself less than

supportivewhenpetitionedby the Lords for his assistancein havingthosewho

S8 Lord Galway to Vernon, 1211199, CSP Dom 1699-1700,p.17; Memorandum
headed'Proposals..... for putting a final end to all differencebetweenthe Societyand the
Bishopof Derry'. ISCMB 1690-99,pp.272-3,reproducedin Moody and Simms,eds.,The
CaseoftheBishopofDerry, ii, p.221.

S9 King to Bishopof Worcester, 3/2199, TeD Ms. 750/2147-8; Annesleyto King,
20/12/98,Lyons588; Somersto Shrewsbury,25110198,ShrewsburyCorrespondence.p.557.
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opposedtheir orderarrested. As a result, when they reconvened,the English

Lords and Commonsimmediatelyreturnedto the matterof the restriction of

Irish exports. Seymour'sbill wasre-introduced,this time with the full support

of the Board of Trade and many others indignant at William's disposal of

severalforfeited estatesin Ireland. With little opposition,the bill, which King

denouncedasanattempt'to beggarus',passedbothhouses.flO

The membersthen turned their attentionsto the refusal of the Irish

Lords to concedeon the questionof appellatesupremacy. King was singled

out as the undoubtedfomenterof Anglo-Irish defiance. On March 29 he and

someof the officers who had attemptedto enforcethe Irish Lords' writ were

orderedto be arrestedand'broughtover in custodyto appearat the barof this

House.,61 Southwell,writing from Londonto conveythis to King, advisedhim

not to be too concerned:the 'rigour of the custody'would not be carriedout,

he told him, and, indeed, once parliament was adjourned, might well be

dropped. He wasevenhopeful that, if the Houseeverconsideredthe meritsof

the actualcase,King would be grantedpossession.However,on the question

of judicial supremacyhe wasnot so optimistic: 'Nothing seemsmore popular

herethanto run downeverythingthatconcernsthatpoorcountry',he informed

him,

'..... Now as to the jurisdiction of the PeersthereI find few so
moderateasto allow thema first appeal,but still that a Demier

60 Aaherty, op. cit., p.610; King to Annesley, 319198, TCD Ms. 7501211/26-7;
Annesleyto King, 20112198, Lyons 588; King to Bishopof Worcester,3/2199, TCD Ms.
750/2147-8; Doyle, Parliamentand Politics, pp.404-6; Kelly, 'Kearneyre-visited', pp.40­
1.

61 Southwell to King, 29/3199,Lyons 600; Sameto Same, 28/3199, Lyons 567;
OrderofEnglishHouseofLords, 29/3/99, Ellis Ms. 266, reproducedin Moody andSimms,
eds.,TheCaseofthe BishopofDerry, ii, pp.263-4; The Duke of Ormondeandsevenother
peersdissentedfrom this Order:Luttrell, op. cit., iv, p.500; Sloanto King, 27/4/99. Ellis
Ms., 258, reproducedin Moody and Simms. eds.. The Caseof the Bishop of Derry, ii,
pp.245-7.
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Resortoughthereto be centredasby inherentright..... Neither
the Church or [sic] your Lordship will be able to attain your
quiet from any poweron that sidebut that it mustdependfrom
the powers on this. And that whatever struggles or
remonstrancesthe Peersof Ireland may make,yet the weakest
will at last go to the wall. I well know that your Lordship
cannot in honour make any voluntary step to weaken the
authority of your Fellow Peersand that it must turn to your
honourthatyou sufferfor them.'

To Derry, whereKing hadretreated,anothercorrespondentsentdetailsof an

orchestratedcampaignof disinformation by various 'backbiters': 'Every one

that comesfrom London are full of the angerthat is againstyour Lordship

there',hewrote,

'..... your free, plain temperhas madeyou someenemiesand
thoughtheyareto bedespisedandto a personat liberty of no ill
consequence,yet to your Lordship, attackedby the City of
London and misrepresentedto the Houseof Lords in England,
they will strengthenyouraccusers.....'62

With parliamentadjournedsoon afterwards,the ministry decided to

intervene. Southwell,writing for the third time in as many weeks,informed

King that thegovernment'would begladof a goodexpedientto extinguishthis

matter',andadvisedhim to co-operate: 'I cannotyet learnof any stepsmade

towardsa final resolution',he told him,

'andthecloudystateof thingswould persuademethat nonewill
be taken 'till the next sessiondraws near and that the interim
[will] help our Ministers to better views For though that
country be run down upon every occasionwhether as to its
prosperityor jurisdiction and is going to be controlledby laws
framedon this side,yet sincea parliamentwill be therethought
needful while such an Army is to be supported,surely your
Lordship's ill treatmentcannot be thought the way either to
openpursesor to unite their minds.'

62 Southwellto King, 1/4/99,Lyons601; Sameto Same,26/4/99,Lyons606; Same
to Same, 4/5/99, Lyons607; King to Galway, 24/3/99, TeD Ms. 750/2/1/74-5; Captain
Corkerto King, 13/4/99, Lyons602; Sameto Same, 2017/99, Lyons 603; Southwelldid
inform King, however,that if he did travel to Bath to recuperatehe would not be arrested:
Southwellto King, 6/7/99, Lyons616.
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He himselfwassympatheticto the predicamentin which manyin Irelandfound

themselves:he took exceptionto thosewho portrayedmatters'asif the people

of Irelandhada mind to shakeoff all dependence'.'But alas!',heconcluded,

'how hasthis dependencebeenhithertopreservedor caneverbe
in future but by cherishing and not crushing those English
Protestantswho have nothing on this side [of] paradiseto
adhereto but old England. And while thesedesireonly to be
governedby the Ancient Forms it has been to my admiration
that the ministers have not more struggledto confine all the
preparation of laws for that kingdom to his Majesty's
approbation in Council where everything can be shapedor
alteredbut thevery title of thebill sentover; whereasif the laws
shall be framed here nothing will be left to his Majesty but a
final negative.'63

In a senseSouthwell hadhighlightedmanyof the weaknessin the Irish

claim. King might well fulminate aboutthe Englishparliamentbeing no more

capableof legislatingeffectively for Ireland than he was 'to fly to the moon',

but the truth was that the Revolution settlementin Englandhad so modified

the relative powersof crown and parliamentthat appealsto 'Ancient Forms'

countedfor little in the faceof a resurgentlegislature. Ironically, however,and

Southwell may well have been aware of it, King, encouragedby William's

stancethus far, had beencontemplatingpetitioning the king directly for some

time, havingheardthat the Societyhadmadetheir own Representationto him.

This was despitefrantic efforts on the part of Methuen,ArchbishopTenison,

BishopAshe,Lord BerkeleyandWilliam Conolly to arrangeone fmal attempt

at mediation. One acquaintance,Henry Langford, was particularly forceful in

his warningsabout the potentially disastrousconsequencesof any attemptby

King to embroilWilliam in thedispute:

'I am afraid that the king will not screenyou if the Lords of

63 Southwell to King, 26/4199, Lyons 606; King to Tenison, 16/4199, TeD Ms.
750/211/85.
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Englandshouldcontinuetheir displeasurefor 'tis observedthat
he neveropposesevenhis favourites'interestwhenattackedby
parliamentand your petition, being a kind of appealfrom the
Lords of Englandto the king, may incensethem more. And I
amlikewise afraid it mayoffend the Lords of Irelandwhenthey
sit in parliament,if donewithout their consent,especiallyif the
leastthing beomitted.,64

King, who followed his friends' advice on this occasion,had been

driven to consideringsucha courseby the increasingsuccessof the Societyin

enforcingits orderfor possession.65 He hadbeenunableto obtainan injunction

againsttheir evicting severaltenantsloyal to him and this hadenabledthemto

securepossessionof more of the disputedlands. Nor had the English Lords

relented. When they reconvenedin late 1699 they immediately moved to

enforcetheir orderto haveKing arrestedandbroughtto London. His friend,

BishopAshewasdespatchedby Methuento seeif anythingcould be arranged,

but to no avail.66 He would havecompliedearlierbut for the 'circumstancesof

my health',King informedhim. 'It haspleasedGod' he wrote, impudently,to

theEarl of Jersey,

'to afflict me for a long time with a painful distemperin so much
that it is beyondmy own expectationand my friends that I am
alive..... and for me in my presentcase to undertakea journey

64 King to Burridge, 1317199, TeD Ms. 1489/1125-6; Sloaneto King, 27/4199,
Ellis Ms. 258, reproducedin Moody andSimms,eds.,The Caseof the Bishopof Derry, ii,
p.244; Methuento Vernon, 10/6/99, CSP Dom. 1699-1700,p.223; Tennisonto King,
5/10/99, Lyons 626; Capt.William Burgh to King, 10/10/99, Lyons627; Asheto King,
4/12/99, Lyons647; HenryLangfordto King, 16/11/99, Lyons641.

6S Order of the lbrd Chancellorof Ireland for possession,1517199,EHis Ms. 259,
reproducedin Moody and Simms,eds.,The Caseof the Bishopof Derry, ii, p.248; Capt.
SamuelLovell to King, 21/10/99, Lyons 628; Depositionof Henry Green, 1/7199, Ellis
Ms. 261, reproducedin Moody and Simms,eds.,TheCaseoftheBishopofDerry, ii, p.250.

66 King to NarcissusMarsh, 14111199,TeD Ms. 1489/1/85-6; Jerseyto Lord Justice
of Ireland, 5/12199, CSPDom. 1699-1700,p.310; Ashe to King, 4112199, Lyons 647;
Sameto Same, 22/12/99, Lyons 653; Methuento Vernon, 10/6199, CSPDom. 1699­
1700,p.223.
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werein effectto throwawaymy life.167

His excusewasacceptedby a governmentanxiousto seean endto the affair.

In fact, the adjournment of the English parliament and the subsequent

prorogationof both parliamentsreducedtensionsnoticeably. It also placed

responsibility for resolutionof the affair into the handsof an administration

determinedto seeit broughtto a sPeedyconclusion.68

In spiteof this, King steadfastlyrefusedto compromise.Early in 1700

his chancesreceivedan unexpectedboostwhentheSocietyfailed in an attempt

to obtainan injunction to force the removalof the few remainingtenantsstill

loyal to him.(IJ In the wake of this decisionit was apparentthat neitherside

would everbe able to enforceabsolutepossession.For two yearsthe matter

remainedunresolved,in spite of a variety of initiatives by both governments

andthe two parties.70 King evenmadearrangementsto haveit broughtbefore

the Irish Lordswheneverparliamentreconvened.But then,in early 1703,with

King's elevation to the Archbishopric of Dublin, the impasse wasfmally

67 King to Jersey,15/12199, Ellis Ms. 270, reproducedin Moody and Simms,eds.,
TheCaseoftheBishopofDerry, ii, p.266; HenryMay to King, 14112199,Lyons652.

68 Lord Jerseyto Lords Justicesof Ireland, 16/1100,CSP Dom, 1699-1700,p.358;
Sameto Same,CSPDom. 1699-1700,p.326; Luttrell,op. cit., iv, p.602; Order ofEnglish
HouseofLords, 1111/1700,Ellis Ms. 270, reproducedin Moody andSimms,eds.,TheCase
of the Bishopof Derry. ii. p.267. The Society'sinformation was that King was actually in
robusthealthand they pressedfor him to be broughtto London: Irish Societyto Mogridge,
10/2100, ISLB 1688-1700, reproducedin Moody andSimms,eels.,The Caseofthe Bishop
ofDerry, ii, p.269.

69 Asheto King, 10/2/00, Lyons 548; Dominic Heylandto King, 23/5/00, Lyons
689; Irish Society to Mogridge, 213/00, ISLB 1688-1700, reproducedin Moody and
Simms,eds.,The Caseof the Bishopof Derry, ii, p. 271; Sameto Same, 614/00, ISLB
1688-1700,reproducedin Moody and Simms,eels.,The Caseof the BishopofDerry, ii. p.
271.

70 JamesSomerville,Attorney-at-Law,to King, 20/5/01, Lyons 803; Annesleyto
King, 1219102, Lyons939; DeanBolton to King, 4/10/02, Lyons946; King to Rochester,
511/03, TeD Ms. 1489/21132-5; Irish Society to Cairnes,1519/02,ISLB 1700-08,p.183,
reproducedin Moody and Simms,eds.,The Caseof the Bishopof Derry. ii, p.428; Draft
stateofthecasebetweentheBishopofDerry and the Irish Society, January1703, Ellis Ms.
272,reproducedin Moody and Simms,eels.,TheCaseoftheBishopofDerry, ii, p.431.
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broken. In King's successor,Charles Hickman, the Society found a less

litigious prelate and a man willing to seek an accommodation.71 With

compromiseon bothsidesthe questionof title wasfinally resolvedby a private

Act of theEnglishparliamentin December1704.n

While the question of title may eventually have been resolved, the

constitutional issueswhich the case had generatedwere far from settled.

King's original intentionin undertakingthe litigation hadsimply beento secure

the property rights of the church. It would prove an added bonus if, by

denyingthemcontrol of part of the borough,the circumstancesalso allowed

him to frustrate repeatedPresbyterianefforts to control the Corporationof

Londonderry. But oncethe Societyhad lodged an appealto London it had

assumeda significancefar beyondanYthingKing could haveenvisaged.Along

with Molyneux'sbook, it hadprovideda catalystfor theexpressionof both the

resentmentsandthepolitical aspirationsof the Anglicanpolitical nation.

In the attemptsby the Anglo-Irish to asserttheir claims to be the

inheritorsof an independentparliamentarytraditiona numberof themescanbe

discerned.The fmt wasthe beliefthat 'asEnglishmen'they wereentitledto be

71 ArchbishopKing's petition to Irish HouseofLords, [Draft], 1703, Ellis Ms. 274,
reproducedin Moody andSimms,eds.,TheCaseofthe BishopofDerry, ii, p.473; Conolly
to King, 6/3/03, Lyons 1001; Bishop Hickman to King, 4/5103, Lyons 1015; Francis
Neville to Hickman, 8/4/03, Ellis Ms. 275, reproducedin Moody and Simms, eds., The
CaseoftheBishopofDerry, ii, p.475.

72 3 & 4 Anne c.I, 1704; Luttrell,op. cit., v, p.483; Irish Society'sdeedin favourof
BishopofDerry, 11/5/05, reproducedin Moody andSimms,eds.,TheCaseofthe Bishopof
Derry, ii, p.502. King was unhappyat the arrangemententeredinto by Hickman, believing
it to be prejudicial to the propertyrights of the church. For a time he consideredraising the
matterin parliament:RobertKing to King, 24/3/05, Lyons 1145. Under the termsof the
Act the Societywas grantedall of the Bishop'sfishings and tithes of fish while the Bishop
receivedtheQuarterlandsplus£200perannum.from theSociety.
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governedby a parliamentin which they were represented.This was a notion

employedby Molyneux, Dopping and others. King would also use it, albeit

lessfrequently. In a letter to Southwell,for example,he expressedthe hoPe

that 'theEnglishwho cameinto IrelandandextendedEnglishdominiondid not

therebyforfeit the liberty of Englishmen,Le., beinggovernedby laws to which

they have given their consent.' If it were otherwise,he insisted, it would

amountto slavery. It was,nevertheless,a conceptwith which he wasfar from

comfortable,not only becausehe saw that it could be satisfiedby a union

betweenEnglandandIreland,wherebytheIrish parliamentwould besubsumed

into a parliamentbasedat Westminster,but alsobecauseappealsto notionsof

'Englishness'held little appealfor him. The son of a Scottish Presbyterian

emigrant,hehadneithertheemotionalnor familial bondsto Englandthat were

soreal for manyIrish Anglicans.73

The secondthemeto emergewas that of Irish institutions,particularly

parliament,as repositoriesof various rights and privileges,derived not from

concessionson the part of the English parliament, but the gracious

endowmentsof the crown. This wasa notion with which King was far more

comfortable. Indeed,on everyoccasionthat he arguedthe integrity of an Irish

'kingdom, he would pursueit on this point. To him, precedentand common

law, the twin pillars upon which claims of Irish parliamentaryindependence

were constructed,seemedfar more dependableand tangible referencepoints

that theconceptof naturalright with which otherssuchasMolyneux,andlater

Swift, appearedmorecomfortable.

Theextentof King's patriotismat this early stagein its developmentis

lesseasilydiscerned. Hewasa 'patriot' in the sensethat he believedIrelandto

73 King to Southwell, 611198, Egerton Ms. 917, fo.l53; Victory, Colonial
Nationalismin Ireland, pp.33-7.
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be a separatekingdom, subordinate,not to the English parliament,but to the

crown from which it traced its autonomy and privileges. As his later

considerationof the advantagesof union would confrrm, however,he was not

committeddogmaticallyto an independentIrish parliamentper see In fact, his

principal reasonfor supportingthe causeof the Irish parliament,at leastat the

outset,was that he believedit offered the most effective meansby which the

Church of Ireland, indeedAnglo-Irish society as a whole, might be shielded

from an avaricious,republicanand religiously suspectEnglish parliament. He

was unhappythat the eventsof the previous few years had diminished the

appellate authority of the Irish parliament since this amounted to an

'unravelling[of the] foundations'upon which Anglo-Irish societyhadcometo

depend. But he was relievedthat the English parliamenthad beenunableto

enforceits writ. This left the possibility of the kingdom,with the assistanceof

theking, re-assertingits privilegesat sometime in the future.74

But, unlike Molyneux, whose enduring legacy was that part of The

CaseofIrelandStatedwhich attempteda vindicationof Ireland'sparliamentary

rights on the basisof Locke'sideaof naturalright, King would pursuethe re­

assertionof the judicial authority of the Irish Lords on the basisof precedent

andthe interestof the monarchin protectingthe original compactbetweenthe

kingdomand Henry II. And becausehis was to be the commandingpresence

in the various constitutionalstrugglesof the next twenty years, it was these

notions which come to underpin Irish claims to legislative and judicial

sovereignty. In 1720,however,precedentandthe monarch'sprotectionwould

both be shownto be inadequatein the faceof an increasinglydominantBritish

parliament. It wasonly at this point thatthedeficienciesin King's ideologyand

strategywould be exposed. By clinging to notions of precedentand dual-

74 King to Burnet, 211199, TeD Ms. 7501211138.
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monarchyhe would be shown to have retardedthe developmentof a more

matureframeworkfor Anglo-Irish political aspirations. It was Swift, and not

King, who would prove the true inheritor of Molyneux's ideasand form the

link betweenthe latterandthe patriotsof the latereighteenthcentury.7S

75 SeeVictory, Colonial Nationalismin Ireland, pp.222-6.
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CHAPTERS

1700-1707:'•••thepromotionof God'sglory andthe restoringof

discipline•••'I

In the wakeof the reactionto Molyneux'sbook, the EnglishLords decisionin

King's case, and the English parliament's mercantilist legislation, the

determinationof the Anglo-Irish not to be disadvantagedby virtue of Ireland's

constitutionalpositioncameto beexpressedin calls for unionwith England.

King wasoneof thosewho exploredthe possibility. Although neverfully

convincedof its merits,on at leastfour occasionshe felt compelledby political

and economiccircumstancesto considerit as a solution to the increasing

subjugationof the Irish economy and parliament. However, in spite of

attemptsto appearenthusiastic,nothingcoulddisguisethe fact that union was

alwaysa coursewhich was lessattractiveto him than the re-assertionof an

Irish kingdomandparliamentsubordinateto themonarchalone.

While the regularcanvassingof union with Englandmeantthat King did

have the opportunity to air his opinion on constitutionalissuesduring these

years, this period was more remarkable for his various ecclesiastical

involvements. These ranged from holding ecclesiasticalcourts in remote

comersof his diocese,to attendingConvocation,to sponsoringlegislation in

the English parliament. It was a display which was to culminate in his

I King to DeanSynge, 26/1105, TeD Ms. 750/3/1/67.



elevationto the Archbishopricof Dublin in 1703, a position which was to

allow him to becomeeven more involved than before in the affairs of both

churchandstate.
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I

King hadspentthe bestpart of the previoustwo yearsaway from his diocese

and he was determinedto compensatefor this prolonged absence. The

prorogationof parliamentin January1699 allowed him to turn his attentions

once again to the affairs of his see. He was, however,unableto depart for

Derry immediately. For onething he wasrequiredto remainin Dublin to deal

with mattersrelatingto his case. But he hadalsobeenstruckby a recurrence

of his gout. Nevertheless,in March, unwilling to remainawayany longer,and

againsthis doctor'sadvice,he madea brief visit north. The rigoursof this trip

and a twelve day return journey to Dublin in May, coupled with a cold

contractedon the way, forced him to spendmost of the month recuperating.

In June,frustratedat his inability to spendany concertedperiodof time in his

diocesehe decidedto forego a plannedtrip to Bath and setout insteadon an

arduous and painful trip north. He arrived in Derry late in the month,

determinedto devotehimselfto theaffairsof his diocese.2

Overthecourseof the previousdecadehe hadmadeconsiderablestridesin

resolvingthe problemsof non-residenceand pluralities. Nevertheless,abuses

2 Southwell to King, 617/99, Lyons 616; King to Southwell, In/99, TeD Ms.
1489/1/22-4; This prolongedabsencefrom Dublin, coupledwith a recurrenceof his illness,
led to anotherspateof reportsthat he had died while in Derry: Luttrell, op. cit., v, p.73;
Anne Parnellto King, 11/6/00, Lyons694. It alsoled to rumours,discountedby thosewho
knew him better,thathewasaboutto marry: JaneBonnell to King, 24/9/00, Lyons 724.
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persistedas becameapparentto him as soon as he resumedhis practiceof

regular visitations: 'you may go today from the bottom of Inishowen to

Donoughmore..... and not passthroughone parishthat hasa residentrector',

hecomplainedto his Dean,seekinganexplanationasto how this situationhad

been allowed to developduring his absence. He was well aware that the

povertyof somerectorsmadeit impossiblefor themto paycuratesto residein

their cures. He alsoacceptedthat impropriationsand impoverishedbenefices

perpetuatedthe practiceof holding pluralities. But he was scathingin his

censureof thosewho could afford to employcuratesyet neglectedto do so,

likening the practiceto 'robbingon the highway'.3 It was 'incumbenton them'

to provide competentministers to reside where they could not themselves

attend,he insisted. Where ministersdid make satisfactoryarrangementshe

waswholeheartedin his support: '[I] ammightily pleasedwith your resolution

to undertakethecureof Dungannon',hetold theReverendRichardCrump,

'your three cureswill then be mightily conveniently[sic] and you
may personallyhavean eyeover them. Kilman, the leastof them,
will pay two goodcuratesandthe other two will be a pretty good
competency.....I heartily congratulatethis thoughtto you and am
glad of your resolutionthat a very little advantageof revenueshall
not hinderthegoodof thechurch.,4

3 King to Bolton, 26/3/99, TeD Ms. 1489/1/158-160; Sameto Same, 8/3/00, TeD
Ms. 1489/1/157; Sameto Same,13/4/01, TeD Ms. 750/2/2/105; King to Lindsay,
13/5/98, TCD Ms. 750/1/229-230; Sameto Same, 24/10/99, TeD Ms. 1489/1/76; Same
to Same, 10/8/02, TeD Ms. 1489/2170-1; King to Rev. R. Griffith, 8/1/01, TeD Ms.
750/2/2/45; Sameto Same, 12/2/01, TCD Ms. 750/2/2/69-70; King to Burridge, 28/3/01,
TeD Ms. 750/2/2193.

4 King to RobertMorgan, 7/4/02, TeD Ms. 1489/2/8; King to GeorgeBiris, 7/1/99,
TeD Ms. 750/2/1/50; King to Bolton, 20/2/00, TeD Ms. 1489/1/132-3; King to Ashe,
2/3/01, TeD Ms. 750/2/2/81; King to Crow, 2/3/01, TeD Ms. 750/2/2/80; King to
Griffith, 31/1/01, TeD Ms. 750/2/2/51-2; King to ArchdeaconRoger Ford, 21/3/02,
TeD Ms. 1489/2/37; King to Rev. Ralph Sherdley, 13/6/98, TeD Ms. 750/1/243; King
to Rev. RichardCrump, 27/2/00, TeD Ms. 1489/1/144; King to Mr. Brett, 19/11/00,
TeD Ms. 750/2/2/15.
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Particularlygalling for King was the fact that, in confrontingtheseabuses,

he encounteredsomeof the most trenchantoppositionfrom successiveDeans

of the diocese. His relationshipwith DeanThomasWallis, incumbentat the

time of his arrival in Derry, was so fraught that by 1695 he had to publicly

rebukehim on a numberof counts,not leastthat he 'declaredDissentersto be

no schismatics','declaredagainstthe necessityof episcopacy',and 'denied[me]

to be his bishop'. In Wallis' successor,CooteOrmsby,King was appalledto

discoverthat he would have to deal with a man whosecharacterhe found

equallyreprehensible.It was,hecomplained,'ageneralmisfortune',to haveso

'ill principledandso ignorant'man in sucha positionof authority. The Dean

'behavedhimself most like a madman',he informed an acquaintanceon one

occasion,'utterly deniesme to be his bishop, rails at me 3 hours at a time,

resolvesto paymenorespect,muchlesssubmission,andsaysto my facethat I

haveno moreto do with him thanany lay lord.....' In 1699,King evenhad to

defend himself againstallegationsof violence by the Dean, having learned

throughSouthwellthat Ormsbywas at that momentbusy in London accusing

him of having attackedhim with a verge while 'using very strange and

passionateexpressions'.What madeit especiallyannoyingwas the fact that

this was being widely circulatedby the Societyto his detriment. Although a

letter to the Archbishop of Canterburyput the matter straight, King was

angeredat having beenso 'ill used',and threatenedOrmsbywith prosecution

for libel. When Ormsbydied somemonthslater King madeno secretof his

relief, prayingthat themanappointedto replacehim would bemoresupportive

of his attemptsat reform.�~

�~ Articles of Complaint against Dean Wallis, [1695], Ellis Ms. 225, reproducedin
Moody and Simms,oos., The Caseof the Bishopof Derry, p.165-6; King to Sir John
Coghill, 1215/96, TeD Ms. 750/1110-11; King to Tennison, 20/5/99, TeD Ms. 1489/1/4­
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Themanchosen,JohnBolton, camehighly recommendedandKing looked

forward to a period of fruitful co-operation. But relationsbetweenthe two

mensoondeteriorated. In requestingthat he be allowed to retain his existing

living at Rathoath,Co. Meath, the new Dean madea seriousmiscalculation.

The prospectof one of his senior ministers perpetuatingthis practice was

anathemato King. His aversionin this instancewasheightenedby the fact that

thedeanerywasworth over£700perannum. But, in spiteof numerousletters

from King, Bolton was not easily persuaded,citing the supportof Primate

Marshandseveralseniorbishopsas well as somegovernmentofficials for his

stance:'..... thoughI cannotbut applaudyourZealousendeavours',he beganin

reply to King's fourth letteron the matterin asmanyweeks,'..... yet I am not

convincedthat pluralitiesareso destructiveto the Church..... [being] in some

casesnecessary'. But King was not to be thwarted, and after a lengthy

correspondencein which he set out plainly his antipathyto what was being

proposedBolton eventually relented. It would, King opined, offer a good

exampleto juniorclergy.6

The consequenceof this andsimilar stanceson King's part, combinedwith

his attention to the smallestdetail in the running of his diocese,was that

considerablestrideswere madein improving the pastoralcareoffered by the

5; Southwell to King. 4/5199. Lyons 607; King to Southwell. Inl99. TeD Ms.
1489/1/22-4; King to Bolton. 20/2100. TeD Ms. 1489/1/132-3; King to Ashe. 11/8/99.
TeD Ms. 1489/1/30-2; Sameto Same. 13/2100. TeD Ms. 1489/1/126-7; Ashe to King.
13/3/00. Lyons672.

6 King to Bolton. 20/2/00. TeD Ms. 1489/1/132-3; Sameto Same.1/3/00.TeD Ms.
1489/1/147; Sameto Same. 8/3/00. TeD Ms. 1489/1/157; Sameto Same.26/3/00.TeD
Ms. 1489/1/158-60; King to Ashe. 27/2100. TeD Ms. 1489/1/144; Bolton to King.
17/1/00. Lyons 661; Sameto Same. 1213/00. Lyons 671; King to Marsh. 2/1/00. TeD
Ms. 1489/1/114; King to Annesley. 18/2100. TeD Ms. 1489/1/129; King to Richard
Synnot, 23/2/00. TeD Ms. 1489/1/137; Asheto King. 6/3/00. Lyons669.
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church in Derry. In fact, in spite of occasionalbouts of despondencyand

continueddifficulties with individual churchmen,King was generallysatisfied

that in the decadesince his arrival progresshad been made towards re­

establishingthe authority and security of the church throughouthis see. In

particular,he felt that the problemof pluralism had beenredressedto a large

extent. This not only meant that the pastoral integrity of the church was

enhanced,but it also silencedthosePresbyteriancritics for whom this practice

provided 'a continual argument in their mouth[s] against the established

church'.7 In addition to this he had managedto secure funds for the

constructionof severalchurchesand glebe houses. He had also initiated a

more rigoroustraining andexaminationof potentialcurates. Furthermore,he

hadarrangedfor severalGaelicspeakingministersto servethe largenumberof

Scotswho hadarrivedin his diocese. This not only ensuredthat thosefrom a

conformist backgroundremainedwithin the episcopalchurch, but also that

someGaelic speakingCatholicsandnon-eonformistswerebroughtwithin the

fold.8

On his regularvisitationsthroughthe diocese,which he viewed as one of

the most potentmechanismsfor imposingorder, King had an opportunity to

witness the extent of any improvementsat frrst hand. His accountof one

7 King to RichardMartin, 27/1100, TeD Ms. 1489/1/147; Sameto Same,8/3100, TeD
Ms. 1489/11157; King to Thomas Smith, Bishop of Limerick, 1611/02, TeD Ms.
75012/3/89; King to Bolton, 113/00, TeD Ms. 1489/11147; King to Annesley, 2117102,
TeD Ms. 1489/1158; King to Ashe, 3/11102, TeD Ms. 1489/11113.

8 King to Annesley, 31/1100, TeD Ms. 7501111152; King to Ashe, 2111101, TeD Ms.
7501'112/50; JohnCampbell,Earl of Breadalbane,to King, 2517/00, Lyons 707; King to
Mossom, 119/02, TeD Ms. 148911180; King to Parnell, 11/5101, TeD Ms. 750/1111131;
King to Marsh, 2515101, TeD Ms. 75011111155; Rev. Daniel McLachlineto King, 9/9/01,
Lyons831; Rev. David Bethuneto King, -/10199, Lyons634a; Rev.PatrickMc Lachline
to King, 25/11/03, Lyons 1051.
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circuit testifiedto the rangeof activities in which he involved himself: 'I came

home Friday last from a parochialvisitation through part of the diocese',he

informedthe Archbishopof Dublin in the summerof 1701,

'I visited twenty one churchesand confirmed in nine; it held me
employedtwenty threedays. I carriedthe consistorywith me and
prescribedpenanceto near an hundredpeople for one thing and
another and ended several causes. I have yet another circuit
containingabout thirteenchurchesand had one before. I find this
way of greatuseandwould recommendit to all my brethren. I had
greatcrowdsof Dissenterseverywhereandentertainedthemwith a
discourse,generally showing the no-necessityof a separationon
their own principles..... truly since the first of June I have been
every day more or less on horseback, exceptingtwo or three
da ,9ys.....

References to his having 'entertained' Dissenters were becoming

increasinglycommon.In his experiencevisitationshad cometo representthe

ideal opportunity to evangelisein someof the more remote comersof his

diocese, where isolated Anglican communities were in danger of being

subsumedinto the larger Presbyterianpopulation. 'I have taken more than

ordinary pains this circuit', he wrote to Bishop Ashe after one particularly

arduousprogressthroughthecounty,

'[I] madeall my own tenantsattendme and manycamewith them
so that the churcheswere generally full. I madesomevery long
discoursesto them insomuchthat I hadbetterhavepreachedevery
day. The subjectwas the sin of making sectsand the no-necessity
of it. I examinedall their pretencesand showedthem, if all true,
they would not, accordingto scripture,justify a separation. They
heardwith greatattention. I find whatI saidhada very goodeffect
on many.'

At worst, he was of the opinion that such contact with churchmenwould

9 King to NarcissusMarsh, 20n/01, TeD Ms. 750/213119-20; King to Synnot,
18nlOI, TeD Ms. 750/213/16; Sameto Same, 10n/01, TeD Ms. 750/213/17-18; King
to Ashe, 25n/01, TeD Ms. 750/213/32; Rev. Patrick McLachline to King, 3017/00,
Lyons7f1J.
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'shamethem [Dissenters]into civility andsomesort of morality'. More often

thannot, however,he felt that theeffectwasto draw into the AnglicanChurch

manywho inclined towardsPresbyterianismsimply becausethe alternativehad

neverbeenclearlypresentedto them.10

But King hadother,lessspiritual, reasonsfor makingsuchextensiveuseof

visitations. One wasthe opportunitywhich they offeredto hold ecclesiastical

courts, the remit of which included not only mattersrelating to tithes and

ecclesiasticalfees, but the punishmentof blasphemy,immorality and heresy.

For King themainsignificanceof thesecourtswasnot thespecificmatterswith

which they dealt,but the fact that they offeredoneof the few mechanismsby

which the authority claimedby both churchand statemight be seento reach

into life at a local level. In particular,they providedthe meansby which the

various inconvenienceswhich the law imposed might be inflicted upon

Dissentersin remoterpartsof thecountry.11

This mechanismwas particularly attractive to those such as King who

soughtmeansby which Anglicanclaimsof supremacymight be translatedinto

tangibleeffect upon the lives of thosewho would otherwiseremain largely

immuneto theprovisionsof theAct of Uniformity andtheTestclause. This as

far as King wasconcernedwas more thanjust a matterof local significance:

'[t]he question [was] not betweenthe ministers and their parishioners',he

explainedto NarcissusMarsh, 'but betweenthe churchand Dissenters'as to

which would ultimately 'prosecutethe rulesestablishedby God, thechurchand

10 King to Ashe, 25n/Ol, TeD Ms. 750/213/32-3; Bishop William Uoyd to King.
16111/99, Lyons512; King to Annesley. 614/03. TCD Ms. 1489/21187.

II King to Wetenhall,215102,TeD Ms. 1489/2125; King to Ashe, 25n/Ol. TeD Ms.
750/213/32-3; Connolly.Religion,pp.176-8.
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thekingdom'. To countenanceany otherarrangementwould, he insisted,be to

derogatelocal authorityto schismatics.12

Of all of the intrusionswhich this practicefacilitatednoneprovokedgreater

resentmentamongstDissentersthan that which allowed bishopsoperatingin

thesecourtsto challengethe legality of marriagescarriedout by Presbyterian

ministers. This powerhad as its basisthe insistenceby the Churchof Ireland

that, asboth a religiousanda civil contract,mattersrelatingto marriagewere

its concern. Consequentlyany disputesover marriageor inheritancewere

properly the prerogativeof ecclesiasticalcourts. The result was that such

courtswereoften usedto raisequestionsaboutthe legitimacyof Presbyterian

marriages.ThepatternwasthatanAnglicanwishingto penalisea dissenterfor

any reasonwould questionthe validity of that dissenter'smarriage. The case

would thencomebeforethe bishopon his circuit and, invariably, Presbyterian

ministers who performed such marriages would be deemed to have

contravenedcanonlaw, with the result that couplesso wed were commonly

indictedas'fornicators'.13

In spiteof growing oppositionon the part of Whig ministersand with the

wholeheartedassistanceof Ashe and Synge and others who viewed these

courts as a crucial instrument of ecclesiasticaland social authority, King

12 King to Marsh, 14111199,TeD Ms. 1489/1/85.

13 P. Kilroy, ProtestantDissentand Controversyin Ireland, Cork, 1994, pp.193-198;
Beckett, Dissent, pp.II6-123; King to Ashe, 25/8199, TeD Ms. 1489/1/44; King to
Marsh, 31110/99, TeD Ms. 1489/ln8. Although such prosecutionsusually proceeded
with ease,ThomasLawson, writing to King in November1700, gave an accountof one
Presbyterianminister whose activities the church found very difficult to curtail mainly
becauseof official connivance:Lawsonto King, 30/11/00,Lyons 739. Marriagesperformed
by catholicpriestswererecognisedasvalid by thecivil law.
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exploited the opportunitiesoffered by this mechanismto the full. He rarely

missedan opportunity to subjectDissentersto suchhearings,denouncingthe

fact that 'the evil of clandestinemarriage grows worse every day', while

insinuating that over twenty thousand individuals were 'fornicators' as a

result.14 At onepoint Lord DeputyGalway felt compelledto publicly rebuke

him for his over-zealousness,singling him out as the one who, more than any

other in the kingdom, 'tormentsthemaboutmarriages'. It wasa preludeto a

concertedeffort on the part of the governmentto have the remit of these

ecclesiaticalcourts curtailed. Indeed, by 1702, this official pressurehad

becomesuchthat severalof the bishopswerepersuadedto relentandto allow

Dissentersto be 'underapprehensionsfrom the civil magistrateratherthan the

clergy' in suchmatters. It wasa lossof influencewhich they deeplyregretted,

however,andSyngeandseveralothersmadetheirdissatisfactionpublic.IS

When he was not travelling through his diocese,pursuing title to various

14 King to Marsh, 20n/01, TeD Ms. 7501213119; Sameto Same, 31/10199, TeD Ms.
1489/1/37-8; Sameto Same, 14/11/99, TeD Ms. 1489/1/85; Ashe to King, 28/10/99,
Lyons, 632; King to Ashe, 12/1/00, TeD Ms. 148911/1I I; Sameto Same,25/8/99,TeD
Ms. 1489/1/44-5; King to FrancisGwin, Secretaryto Lord LieutenantRochester, 20/6/02,
TeD Ms. 1489/2/45-6.

IS Galwayto Vernon, 24nl99, CSPDom. 1699-1700,p.241; King to Gwin, 20/6/02,
TeD Ms. 1489/2/45-6; Syngeto Wake, 20/8/03, Gilbert Collection28; Reid, TheHistory
of the Presbyterian Church in Ireland, ii, Belfast 1867, pp.484-498; J. McBride, A
Vindication of Marriage as Solemnisedby Presbyteriansin the north, 1702; Beckett,
Dissent,p.116. Many churchmenwere deeply unhappyat being forced to forgo such a
power and severalpamphletson its importanceto the authority of both church and state
resulted. See,for example,[E. Syngel,An Answerto a vindication of Marriage, Dublin,
1704,and [R. Lambertl,An Answerto a late pamphletentitled 'A Vindication ofMarriage
asSolemnisedby Presbyteriansin thenorth ofIreland', Dublin, 1704.
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church properties,or pestering local gentlemeninto releasing impropriate

tithes, King took advantageof this prolongedperiod in Derry to dabble in

theology. In spiteof the fact that his primary literary impulsewasin this area,

this wasa new venturefor him, all of his previouslypublishedworks, with the

exceptionof his sermons,havinghadtheir roots in the political concernsof the

day. His chosentopic was the problemof evil. In formulating his ideashe

readextensively,consultingnot only theologicalworks,but alsothewritings of

Hobbes,Stillingfleet, Herbert,Bayle and Locke. Nor was his interestin the

matter purely speculative. Convinced that Epicureans,Deists and other

'deniersof revealedreligion' weremakinginroadsinto bothchurchandsociety,

he wanted to emphasisea basic Christian belief.16 He also felt sufficiently

confidentof his own intellectualabilities to undertakesucha challenge. The

result was a large and notable philosophical tome, written in King's

idiosyncraticLatin, entitledDe Origine Mali. 17 He hadcommencedwork on it

in 1697aftersomediscussionshehad hadwith RobertSouthwell,to whom the

book was subsequentlydedicated. By early 1700 he had completed a

preliminarydraft. Thefollowing few monthshe spentcorrectingandamending

the text in the light of comments and criticisms offered by several

16 King to Browne, 212101, TeD Ms. 750/212166-8; Sameto Same, 18/2101, TeD
Ms. 750/212171-4; King to Cloyne, 1917/01,TeDMs. 750/2121164.

17 William King, De Origine Mali, Dublin, 1702. On the adviceof Southwell it was
publishedby Benjamin Crooke, not Robert Clavell, King's regular publisher. A London
edition wasissuedsimultaneouslywhile aGermanedition,publishedin Bremen,appearedin
1704. An English languageedition,An Essayon the Origin ofEvil, ed., EdmundLaw, was
publishedin London in 1731. Furthereditionsof this translationfollowed in 1732, 1739,
1758 and 1781. It was still being usedas a textbookby studentsat Trinity College in the
latter part of the nineteenthcentury. (Quotationsare from the English languageedition of
1731.)
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correspondents.18

King's thesiswas that evil, which he defmedas anythinglessthan perfect

good, was an inherentattributeof humannature. Only God, who was pre­

existent,could be perfect. Man, being neitherpre-existentnor independent,

was,asaconsequenceof his imperfection,intrinsically proneto doingevil:

'God, though he be omnipotent,cannotmake any createdBeing
absolutely perfect, for whatever is absolutely perfect must be
necessarily Self-existent..... An absolutely perfect Creature
thereforeimplies a contradiction..... The Evil of Imperfectionmust
therefore be tolerated in Creatures,notwithstandingthe Divine
Omnipotenceand Goodness:for Contradictionsare objectsof no
Power. God might indeed have refrained from creating and
continuedalone,Self-sufficientand Perfectto all Eternity, but his
Infinite Goodnesswould by no meansallow it; this obliged him to
produceexternalthings,which things,sincetheycould not possibly
beperfect,the Divine Goodnesspreferredimperfectonesto noneat
all. Imperfectionthenarosefrom theInfinity of Divine Goodness.'19

One of those who was particularly critical of this analysis was Peter

Browne,Provostof Trinity College. Throughout1701 the two mencarriedon

a lengthy correspondencewhich highlighted their conflicting analysesof the

issuesraisedby the existenceof evil. The main differencebetweenKing and

Brownecentredon the role of free-will. King, while allowing for the role of

human choice, traced the sourceof evil to the imperfection which was a

characteristicof humanity. Browne,on the otherhand,attributedevil to free

choicesmadeby manwhich were not dictatedby any predisposition. Despite

Browne'sefforts King refusedto amendhis thesis.20

18 King to Ashe, 24/12100,TCD Ms. 750/212136.

19 King, An Essayon theOrigin ofEvil, pp.81-3.

20 King to Browne,18/2101, TCD Ms. 750/2I2f11-4; Sameto Same, 11/3/01, TCD Ms.
750/212184; Browneto King, 28/1101, Lyons 753; Sameto Same, 1112101, Lyons 759;
Sameto Same, 221210I, Lyons 763; Sameto Same, 613/0I, Lyons 770; Pooleyto King,
4/4/02, Lyons 902; Sameto Same, 4/11/02, Lyons 902; A.R. Winnett, PeterBrowne:
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Although this was King's frrst incursion into the realmsof metaphysical

sPeCulation,whenit apPearedit excitedconsiderableinterestandcontroversy,

beingregardedfor manyyearsasa work of someimportance. Oneenthusiast

wassufficiently impressedto compareit to PoPe'sEssayon Man: This treatise

hasimmortalisedhis [King's] memory',heopined,

'PoPehassolvedtheorigin of evil, per saltum,by saying,'whatever
is, is right'. The prelatehasdone it with a Penborrowedfrom an
angel.'

In philosophical circles,however,the reactionwas more critical. Both Bayle

andWolfius dismissedits analysisof humannatureasoversimplistic. It even

attractedthe attention of Leibnitz who devoted an entire apPendixof his

Theodiceeto refuting it's main contentions. But King feigned indifference:

'Soon riPe, soon rotten', he retorted, dismissing such criticism as both

reactionaryandpredictable.21

Nevertheless,the fact that sucheminentphilosophershadfelt comPelledto

refute King's thesis testified to the fact that his contribution was at least

consideredworthy of their attention. This did not go unnoticedin London

with Bolingbrokeandseveralseniorbishopsindicatingtheir satisfactionat this

refutationof Deist teaching. At a time when the Archbishopricof Dublin had

becomevacantby theelevationof NarcissusMarshto the primacy,thesewere

importantendorsements.It meant that his namewas alreadyon the lips of

prominentgovernmentandchurchfigureswhendeliberationsasto a successor

Provost,Bishop,Metaphysician,London. 1974.

21 King to Browne, 11/2/02. TeD Ms. 1489/2186; Southwellto King, 5/5/02, Lyons
909; Rev. Mark Noble,Granger'sBiographicalHistory ofEngland,ii, p.103; e.s. King,
op. cit., p.4l, footnote4. For an assessmentof King's powersas a philosopherseeDavid
Berman'sIntroductionto ArchbishopKing's Sermonon Predestination,in Writingsfrom the
ageofSwift.ed.,AndrewCarpenter,iv, Dublin, 1976,pp.7-27.
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began. And, despitepublic protestationsto the contrary,King was more than

anxiousto obtainthis promotion. Indeed,he hadalreadycomplainedto ToIlet

that his knowledgeof the province meantthat he, rather than Marsh, should

havebeenmadeprimate. Nor was it a coincidencethat he sPentmuchof the

latterpartof 1702in Dublin, determinednot to be overlookedby virtue of his

remotenessin Derry. He was encouragedby the supportwhich he received

from the Dublin clergy, taking it asa 'goodomen'whenhe waselectedby the

Chaptersof St. Patrick's and Christ Church as Administrator of the Dublin

diocesePendingan announcementof Marsh'ssuccessor.22 To ensurethat he

remainedin the mindsof thosewho would decidethe matterhe madea point

of oPeninga correspondencewith the Lord Lieutenant,the Earl of Rochester,

the mostsignificantasPectof which was a hint of a willingnesson his part to

be lesscontentiousin his dealingswith the Irish Society. It was calculatedto

assure thegovernmentthat his removal from Derry might oPenthe wayfor a

satisfactorysettlementwith theSociety.23

His appointmentas Archbishop of Dublin in February 1703, therefore,

came as no great surprise. Those who supportedendeavoursto promote

reform within the church were particularly encouraged. King himself,

delightedto havesecuredsuch a prestigiouspost, looked forward to a long

Periodof eminenceand influenceduring which he could rePeatthe patternof

visitation, church building, evangelismand reform which had servedhim so

22 Southwellto King. 5/5/02. Lyons909; Sameto Same. 10/5/01. Lyons 797; King
to Weymouth. 1212103. TeD Ms. 1489/21149; Bolton to King. 18/12102. Lyons 968;
Robert Dent to King. 20/12102. Lyons 969; King to Toilet. 19/12102. TeD Ms.
1489/21125; Rev.DavidJenkinsto King. 22112102. Lyons970.

23 King to Rochester.5/1103.TeD Ms. 148912J95-6; Sameto Same.9/2103.TeD Ms.
1489/21148-9; Sameto Same. 213/03. TeD Ms. 1489/21166.

220



well in Derry. He wasconfidentthatheenjoyedthesupportof the majority of

clericsin this regard. His only worry wasthat this goodwill might not survive

thetighteningof disciplinewhich hepromisedwould accompanyhis rule.24

The attitudewithin governmentcircles to his appointmentwas somewhat

ambivalent. Edward Southwell, who had succeededhis recently deceased

fatherasSecretaryof Statefor Ireland,wasof theopinionthat theclergywere

'all afraid of him', somethingof which he did not necessarilydisapprove:'if he

extendshis poweronly to bring them into a little order', he opined,'..... then

therewill beno greatharmin it.' His main concern,however,wasnot internal

churchdiscipline, but the implications for church-staterelationsof having a

manlike King in suchan influential position. A far morebelligerentindividual

thanhis predecessor,King, heknew,couldbedependeduponto be aggressive

in assertingthe rights of the church both locally and nationally: he was 'a

mighty positive man', he advisedNottingham,'and when in the right [ot] an

admirabledispositionto push a thing to the utmost.' But, he warned, in a

particularlyperceptiveinsight, "tis at the sametime his misfortuneto havethe

samezeal to drive mattersif he happensto be in the wrong.' It would not be

long, he predicted, before the government would be the target of his

considerable�i�r�e�.�~

24 LettersofAppointmentto the ArchbishopricofDublin, 1612103, CSPDom. 1703-4,
p.282; King to Ashe, 2212103, TeD Ms. 1489121162; Foy to King, 612103, Lyons 986;
Rev. David Jenkinsto King, 18/2103, Lyons991; King to Weymouth, 1212/03, TeD Ms.
1489121149; King to Rochester,912103, TeD Ms. 1489/2/148-9; Sameto Same, 2/3103,
TeD Ms. 1489121166.

�~ Southwell to Nottingham,217103,CSP Dom. 1703-4, pp.37-38. Robert Southwell,
with whom King hadmaintaineda regular,andunusuallyforthright correspondence,diedon
September11, 1702 after a long illness. He had beensucceededas Secretaryof Statefor
Irelandby his son,EdwardSouthwellSr., the previousJuly. All referenceshenceforthareto
EdwardSouthwellunlessotherwiseindicated.
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Within days of his appointment King had begun to substantiatethe

Secretaryof State's foreboding, when, even before his enthronement,he

becameembroiled in a 'great brangle' with the Chapterof Christ Church

Cathedral. For centuriesthe practicehad beenthat the Archbishophad been

enthronedin St. Patrick'sCathedralonly. But King wasdeterminedto impose

his authorityfrom theoutsetby beinginstalledin ChristChurchaswell. When

theChapterandits Dean,BishopEllis of Kildare, refusedto accommodatehim

he took mattersinto his own hands. Forcing his way into the Cathedral,he

called a visitation on the spot and proceededto pronouncethe Dean and

Chapter�'�c�o�~�t�u�m�a�c�i�o�u�s�' for not attending. TheChapterreactedby locking the

CathedraldoorsonceKing hadleft, refusingto re-admithim until he relented.

It wasthepreludeto a disputewhich would not beresolveduntil 1724. It was

alsoa foretasteof themannerin which King would rule his diocese.26

26 ibid. The disputequickly gave rise to a numberof pamphletsby the Dean and
Chapter,viz., An Accountof the InnovationsMade by the Archbishopof Dublin both in
respectof his entranceon the Archbishopricand in regard of the Dean and Chapterof
Christ Church,London, 1704; A ShortStateofthe Caseofthe Deanand ChapterofChrist­
Church, London, 1704; A Continuationof the Caseof the Dean and Chapterof Christ­
Church,London, 1705.
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n

King's new seniority, togetherwith his appointmentto the Privy Council,

meantthat he wasnow more involved thanheretoforein the political process.

Not that he hadbeenunawareof political developmentsthat had takenplace,

particularly in England,since1699. The deteriorationin William's healthand

the uncertaintywhich had accompaniedhis fmal yearshad certainly alarmed

him. He wasespeciallyunhappythatthetermsof theAct of Successionplaced

limitations on the powersof the monarch. Nor was he overly impressedwith

the claims of the Houseof Hanoverto the throne: 'thereis sucha crowd of

dePendent beggarly noblemen to come over with the successor', he

complained,'that all the placesand revenuesof England would not satisfy

them'. The only point in their favour was that they securedthe throne in the

Protestantline.n

King's senseof uneaseaboutthe securityof the Protestantsuccessionwas

heightenedby otherdevelopments.William's decline,uncertaintyasto the line

of successionafter QueenSophie, rumoursof a Jacobiteinvasion, and the

seemingly endlessmutations in the governmentcausedby four elections

v OrderofAppointmentto Privy Council, 10/6103, CSPDom. 1703-4,p.286; King to
RobertSouthwell, 4/2101,TCD Ms. 750/2/2/00-5; Sameto Same, 25/12/01, TCD Ms.
750/2/3/76-8; King to Southwell, 2812/02, TCD Ms. 750/2/3/116-7; Sameto Same,
2/3/03, TeD Ms. 1489/2/168-9; GeorgeHometo King, 29/6/03, Lyons 1030; King to
Ashe, 21/3/01, TeD Ms. 750/212187; Bolton to King, 22/3/01, Lyons 777; Home to
King, 719/03, Lyons 1040.
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between1698and 1702hadall combinedto reawakenhis misgivingsasto the

true intentionsof the Whigs: 'I cannotbut with concernthink to what a pass

the king hasbroughtthe monarchyby a republicanministry', he told the Tory

Bishop Lindsay. The 'next step',he predicted,would be 'that the parliament

can name the council.' It was becauseof his fears for the future of the

monarchy that King had been so critical of William's failure to asserthis

authority over theseWhigs, the lOng's prerogativebeing, he believed,one of

'the greatestobstacles'to their designs. Nor did a temporaryresurgencein

Tory fortunescalmhim:

'I Perceivethe Whigs go down but its by the Toriesoutdoingthem
in whiggery..... I did not imagineEnglandcouldbesoeasilymadea
Commonwealthas it is, or that a Hero king would lay down his
sceptreand take up a state-holder'sstaff without some struggle.
But this is the effect of a Republicanministry, and now its never
like to be otherwisesincethe greatestprerogativemen havebeen
forcedto tum Whigs to obtaintheking'scountenance.....'

By June1701 he hadconvincedhimselfthat 'a republic [was] at the heartwith

most in England'. Thereneededonly the 'laying asidethe king and Houseof

Lords to introduceit in thestate.,28

Nevertheless,in spiteof his pessimismandhis criticism of William, he was

genuinelysaddenedby thedeathin March 1702of the manwho he considered

Ireland's 'deliverer'. He would never forget the debt which he and the Irish

Protestantcommunity owed him. Despite his shortcomings,King would

28 J.R. Jones,Countryand Court, England/658-/7/4,London, 1978,p.302; King to
Ashe, 2113/01, TeD Ms. 750/212187-8; King to GeorgeVaughan, 5/3102, TeD Ms.
750/2/3/122; King to Lindsay, 21/3/01,TeD Ms. 750/212188-9; Sameto Same,25/4/01,
TeD Ms. 750/2121119; King to Pooley,1/6101, TeD Ms. 750/2121158.
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alwaysretaina 'greatveneration'for William.29

William's deathdid, however,bring to a head King's worries about the

succession. Deploring the 'republicanprinciples' which he claimed to see

operating at all levels of state, he was not at all confident of a smooth

accessionby Anne. He was somewhatre-assured,therefore,to hear from

London that people had been 'quieted' by the prompt and unanimous

acclamationof Anne by both Housesof parliament. But he was still not

convinced. He interpretedaccountsof 'base reflections made on his late

Majesty'smemoryby the Whigs' as the preliminaryto an attemptby the more

extremeof their numberto seizepowerandintroducea commonwealth.This

was reinforced by reports of widespread'discontents..... on accountof the

Whigs being out' of Anne's flfSt ministry. But the efforts of Marlborough,

Godolphinand,especially,Harley to construct'moderate'ministriesgradually

calmedhim. Indeed,by the summerhe hadmovedto the point wherehe was

evencontemplatingthe possibilitiesofferedby the presenceon the throneof a

devoutlyAnglicanmonarch.30

Preoccupiedby the War of the SpanishSuccessionand by the need to

consolidatetheir respectivepositions,the attitudeof both the monarchandthe

new ministry to Ireland was simple - parliamenthad to be called in order to

approvean increasedsupply,but every precautionwas to be takento ensure

29 King to Annesley, 1'2J'2J02, TeD Ms. 750/'2J189; King to RobertSouthwell, 28/3/02,
TeD Ms. 75012/3/134; Sameto Same, 28/'2J02, TeD Ms. 750/'2J3/76-8; King to Ashe,
24/3/02, TCD Ms. 7501'2J3/130; Asheto King, 1'2J3/02, Lyons888.

30 Ashe to King, 1'2J3/02, Lyons 888; Sameto Same, 20/1/02, Lyons 866; Robert
Southwell to King, 1'2J'2J02, Lyons 876; Sameto Same, 28/3/02,TeD Ms. 750/'2J3/134;
King to RobertSouthwell, 28/3/02, TCD Ms. 750/213/134; Sameto Same, 24/5/02, TeD
Ms. 1489/2/33-5; King to Annesley, 31/3/02, TeD Ms. 750/'2J3/14O; King to Ashe,
23/5/02, TCD Ms. 1489/'2J30; Jones,op.cit., pp.313-322.
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that nothingwould happentherethat might underminethe delicatebalanceof

power in England. The appointmentof the Duke of Ormonde as Lord

Lieutenantwasconsistentwith this policy. Theownerof considerabletractsof

landin Ireland,Ormondewasnotonly a staunchAnglican,but alsothe headof

the Houseof Butler, oneof Ireland'sstrongestAnglo-Irish families. He could

be expectedto employ his considerableinfluence in Ireland to orchestratea

quiet session.With a view to the parliament,summonedto meetin September

1703, he undertook to 'improve every opportunity the most I can to the

advantageand prosperityof my native country.' For his part, King looked

forward to a sessionin which the loyalty of the kingdomto the new monarch

mightbeclearlysetforth.31

In spite of the efforts of Ormonde,however, it was soon apparentthat

therewasstill widespread angeramongstthe Anglo-Irish at their treatmentby

the Englishparliament. To someextentthis could be tracedto annoyanceat

thesubordinationof theIrish Houseof Lordsappellatejurisdiction. But it was

the variousActs which hadbeenpassedin WestminsterrestrictingIrish trade,

togetherwith the revaluationof Irish coin, which excited most resentment.

This senseof grievancehadbeenaggravatedby the Act of Resumption,passed

at Westminsterin April 1700,which hadvoidedmanyof the land settlements

concludedoverthepreviousdecade.32 Apart altogetherfrom the constitutional

31 Southwell to Dawson, 1312103, Cat. Dept. Corr., 52/142/93; Nottinghamto Lords
Justicesof Ireland, 30/3/03, Cal. Dept. Corr., 52/142/109; Jones,op.cit., pp.313-322;
King to Weymouth,16/3/03, TeD Ms. 1489/2/198; Moretonto Wyche, 30110/03, Wyche
Ms. 111/274; cn, 24/9/03.

32 King to Southwell, 28/3/02, TeD Ms. 750/2/3/134; Victory, Colonial Nationalism
in Ireland, pp.82-6; D. Hayton,'A Debatein theIrish Houseof Commonsin 1703:A Whiff
of Tory Grapeshot',ParliamentaryHistory, 10, 1991,pp.151-63,[hereafter:'A Debatein the
Irish Commons'].
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implications of such a statute, the mannerin which the Commissionersof

Forfeiture had proceededabout their businesshad inspired accusationsof

corruptionandfavouritism. And the fact that individualssuchasBrodrick and

Conolly, the princiPal parliamentary managersin the country, had been

deprivedof someof their landsmeantthat this angerwasboundto be reflected

in themembers'attitudeto thegovernment'sparliamentaryprogramme.33

King's attitudeto thesedevelopmentsreflectedthe cynicismwith which he

now viewed all initiatives of the English parliament in relation to Ireland.

Reckoningthemmerelyanotherattemptto 'beggarus' to England'sadvantage,

he wasscathingin his denunciationof the laws in relation to exports. In spite

of the fact that it had includedprovision for the return of someimpropriate

lands to the church, he was equally hostile in his assessmentof the Act of

Resumption.It hadbeenfoisteduponthekingdomby ahostileparliament,and

its provisions,he argued,seemeddesignedto 'encourageIrish papists'at the

expenseof Protestants.Thosewho would normallybeexpectedto supportthe

government'havesufferedgreat,very greathardshipsby the Act,' he informed

Southwell,warninghim that they could beexpectedto vent their angerat the

next parliament.34 Nor was he mollified by a proposal to vest the actual

allocationof landssoresumedin the Irish parliament:

I shouldbe glad that we could retrieveour jurisdiction. But quere
will leaving the disposalof thoseforfeitures to an Irish parliament
do that? I amafraid it will not. On the contraryit will, I doubt,be

33 Simms, Wil/iamite Confiscation,pp.119-125; Alan Brodrick to ThomasBrodrick,
13/5/01, Midleton Mss. 2120; [St. John Brodrick], Short Remarksupon the Late Act of
Resumptionof the Irish Forfeituresand upon the mannerofputting that Act in execution,
p.l1; Cox to Nottingham, 13/2104, CSPDom., 1703-4,ii, p.53.

34 King to Bishopof Worcester,3/2199,TeD Ms. 750/2147-8; King to Annesley, 3/1/01,
TeD Ms. 1489/1/155; Sameto Same,31/1/01,TeD Ms. 750/212152; King to Ashe,
1112102,TeD Ms. 750121187; King to RobertSouthwell, 28/3/02, TCD Ms. 750/213/134.

227



a shift to savethe honourof the House [English Commons]that
resumedthem'.35

For the government,the sight of King involving himself in theseprotests

was especiallyominous. Southwellwas particularly concerned:he 'threatens

hard the ripping up his old Londonderryaffair', he warnedNottingham,and

had already drawn up a petition on the matter which he intendedto bring

beforethe Irish Lords at the earliestopportunity. While he would endeavour

to do everythingin his powerto mollify him, it would, he believed,provevery

difficult to makehim 'quiet'onceparliamentconvened.36

Indeed, anticipating more widespreaddiscontent, the administration in

Dublin hadalreadyinformedtheir superiorsin Londonthat a pliant parliament

shouldby no meansbepresumed.It wasindicatedthat unlesssomelegislation

acceptable tothe memberswereofferedtherewould be considerabledifficulty

in securing the passageof the Money bill. 37 One measurewhich it was

suggestedmight indicategoodwill on the part of the governmentwould be a

bill disabling Catholics further in the matter of inheriting land. This was

35 King to Ashe, 1112102,TCD Ms. 750/21187; Asheto King, 3111102, Lyons 873. In
spiteof his antipathy,King declinedto be party to an Addressproposedby severalof those
more directly affected by the Act. He also attemptedto exploit the fact that his friend,
Francis Annesley, had been appointed as one of the commissionersof inquiry which
compiledthe reportwhich had led to the Act of Resumption.He wroteseverallettersto him
dealingwith both the landsinvolved in his disputewith the Society,as well as the matterof
impropriatelands: King to Annesley, 17/11/99, TCD Ms. 148911/93-4; Sameto Same.
18/2100, TCD Ms. 1489/1/127; Sameto Same,1212102, TCD Ms. 750/213/106. Annesley's
suspensionfrom the Irish Houseof Commonsin 1703would be oneof the waysin which the
Irish Houseof Commonswould indicatetheir displeasureat the wholeoperationof the Act:
seeMcGuire,Politics, p.116.

36 Southwell to Nottingham. m103, CSP Dom. 1703-4. p.38; ArchbishopKing's
petition to the Irish HouseoflLJrds {draftJ. 1703,Ellis Ms., 274, reproducedin Moody and
Simms.etc.

37 Lords Justicesof Ireland to Rochester, 3011103. BL Add. Ms 9715. fo.4Iv;
Southwell to Nottingham, 2J7/03. CSP Dom. 1703-4,p.38; Alan Brodrick to St. John
Brodrick, 29/11102, Midleton Mss. 1248/2/73-5.
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especiallyso in the light of the many claims submittedby Catholics to the

Commissionersof Forfeiture. To assist the London government in its

deliberationsa bill intendedto satisfy this purposehad been framed by the

Privy Council and forwardedto England. A secondbill, designedto impose

severePenaltieson Catholic priestswho cameinto Ireland from abroad,had

alsobeenenclosed.38

King's attitudeto theseproposalsis difficult to gauge,principally because

his correspondencebook for the Periodfrom April 1703 to August 1704does

not survive. Nevertheless,indirect evidence would suggest that, while

supportiveof the proposalsintendedto restrict priestsfrom coming into the

kingdom,hewasunhappyaboutthe methodby which ordinaryCatholicswere

to be disabled further in relation to inheritance. This would certainly be

consistentwith his stancein 1697 and the attitude he would adopt again in

1709. The few piecesof his correspondencefrom this Periodthat do survive

confmnthis analysis. Writing somemonthsbeforetheconveningof parliament

he complainedabout plans to impose the Oath of Abjuration on Catholics.

They were sufficiently excludedfrom offices of trust already,he insisted,and

their conductdid not warrantany furtherdisabilities. Indeed,suchimpositions

merelyhadtheeffectof breedingdiscontentanddriving theminto the Jacobite

camp. He arguedstrenuouslyto this effect when the oath was debatedin the

Lords, denouncingany attempt to penaliseCatholicssimply on the basisof

creedasdistinct from treasonor inadequatetitle. Indeed,so stridentwashe in

38 Southwellto Nottingham, 22f7/03, CSPDom., 1703-4,p.58; King to Ashe,24/1102,
TeD Ms. 750/213/130; Lord Lieutenantand Privy Councillorsof Ireland to Nottingham,
26/6/03,CSPDom. 1703-4,pp.24-5; Southwellto Coningsby, 2216/03, De Ros Ms. 46/2;
For adetailedaccountof thepassingof theseactsseeSimms,'TheMakingof a PenalLaw (2
Anne,c. 6), 1703-4,/HS, 12, 1960,pp.l05-108.
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opposingits imposition that one 'poor' Catholic wrote thanking him for his

efforts, informing him in the processof his 'fame and honour' amongstthe

Catholicpopulation.39

In Englandtherewasconsiderableresistanceto the measuresproposedto

the extent that when parliamentconvenedin Ireland neitherof the two bills

forwardedby the Irish Privy Council hadbeenreturned. Only after repeated

calls from the Dublin administrationwas the bill 'to preventpriestscoming in'

sentback. The morecontentiousbill to preventthe further growth of popery,

which was intendedto disableCatholicsfrom retaining or inheriting certain

lands,was withheld pendingfurther consideration. As a result an evenmore

vindictive bill was framed by an impatientCommonsin which the Brodrick

faction was proving very difficult and forwardedto Englandwith the explicit

threatthatanyamendmentsto its contentswouldjeopardisethemoneybill. 40

Constrainedby both the sensitivitiesof the new monarchand the needto

appeasetheir continentalCatholic allies, the governmentstalled. By January

1704the bill hadstill not beenreturnedin spiteof Southwell'sentreaties.But

political developmentssooncomplicatedmattersfurther. The defeatof the

secondOccasionalConformity bill in December1703hadenabledGodolphin,

MarlboroughandHarley to securetheir positionat theexpenseof Toriessuch

39 King to Weymouth,16/4/03,TeD Ms. 1489/2/198/201; King to Annesley, 20/4/03,
TeD Ms. 1489/21206-7; DenisBrennanto King, n.d. [1703], Lyons2360.

40 Nottingham to Ormonde, 8n103, CSP Dom. 1703-4, p.43; [Southwell] to
[Nottingham], 23/11/03, CSP Dom. 1703-4,p.211; Minutesof Debateson Money bill,
[December]1703, Midleton Mss.9nS-7; Connolly, Religion,pp.272-3.
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as Nottingham and Rochester.41 However, Tory cries of 'the Church in

Danger', particularly on the part of membersof the Commonsand Lower

Houseof Convocation,coupledwith the moderatinginfluenceof Harley,made

it advisableto placateTory sentiments.Thuswhenthe bill againstthe further

growth of poperywasdiscussedit wasdecidedto appendto it a clause,soon

to be called the Testclause,which had the intention of specifically disabling

Dissenters.42

Whateverthe reasonfor the addition of this clause,it complicatesany

assessmentof King's attitude to a bill which now proposedto penaliseboth

Catholics and Dissenters. There is no doubt but that he inclined towards

penalising Dissentersin this manner. Indeed, he had already indicated his

supportfor Tory attemptsto passthe OccasionalConformity bill. In addition,

he was generally acknowledgedto be the most hostile of all Irish bishops

towardsDissenters.He hadalsobeena key figure in the Irish church'ssuccess

to date in frustrating the introduction of a Toleration Act. Moreover, as

recentlyas 1702hehadindicatedthatonly the inclusionof a Testclausewould

everpersuadehim to considera tolerationfor Irish Dissenters.43

41 Nottingham to Southwell, 12110/03,CSP Dom 1703-4, p.151-2; Southwell to
[Nottingham], 10/1/04, CSPDom. 1703-4,pp.491-2; Woganto Southwell, 13/1/04, B.L.
Add Ms. 37763/41; Hometo King, 14/2104, Lyons 1061; EdwardGregg,QueenAnne,
London, 1980,p.177-9.

42 SouthweHto Blathwayt, 26/1/04, B.L. Add. Ms. 34774/26; Wogan to Southwell,
20/1/04,B.L. Add. Ms. 37673/47; Weymouthto King, 15/5/03, Lyons 1019; Southwell
to Nottingham, 17n/03, CSPDom. 1703-4,pp.47-8; Sameto Same, 17n/03, CSPDom.
1703-4,p.49; Connolly, Religion. pp.162-3; Hayton, 'A Debatein the Irish Commons',
pp.156-8; SeeSimms,'The Making of a PenalLaw, (2 Anne, c.6), 1703-4',pp.115-6,and
McGuire, 'GovernmentAttitudes to religious non-conformity in Ireland 1660-1719'for a
discussionof the variousexplanationsofferedfor the additionof the clause.

43 King to EdwardSouthwell,31/12102,TeD Ms. 1489/21127-9; King to Annesley,
1613103, TCD Ms. 1489/21172-3; King to Lindsay, 21n/02, TCD Ms. 1489/2159.
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With this record,it was not surprisingthat he was soondefendinghimself

againstchargesthat he not only supportedthe insertionof the clause,but had

actually beeninstrumentalin persuadingthe governmentto adopt this policy.

Indeed,BishopBurnetwasquiteexplicit in namingKing asthe architectof the

entirestrategy.Daniel Defoe,a prominentnon-eonformist,while beratingIrish

Anglicansin generalfor turningsoquickly on theirerstwhileallies,alsosingled

him out asinstrumentalin thewholedesign. Making greatplay of the ideathat

King had proposedthe insertion of this clause,he contrastedthis with his

stancelittle overa decadepreviouslyin his 'unexceptionalhistory' [The Stateof

the Protestantsof Ireland], in which he had called for the loyalty of the

Dissentersto 'berememberedto their honour'.44

In spiteof theseallegations,however,it is unlikely that King took any part

in the eventswhich led to the inclusionof the Test clause. Indeed,over ten

yearslater he was still resolutelyrefuting suchaccusations.Quite apart from

the fact that official correspondencemadeno mention of King or any other

bishopsmaking representationson a Test clause,the mannerin which the

governmentchoseto implementthis measureplacedhim in a dilemma. Likely

to havebeenopposedto its anti-Catholicprovisions,he found that rejecting

this bill would also lose the church a much coveted buttress against

Presbyterianism.45

44 Gilbert Burnet,History ofHis Own Time,Oxford 1833,v, pp.103-4; Bolton to King,
17/1/04, Lyons 980; D. Defoe,The Parallel, or Persecutionof Protestants,the Shortest
Wayto Preventthe GrowthofPoperyin Ireland, London, 1704,pp. 11-16. SeealsoCox to
Southwell,24/10/06,B.L. Add. Ms. 38154/86,whereCox defendedhimselfagainstcharges
similar to thosedirectedat King.

45 King to Ashe, 812116, TeD Ms. 2533/132-6d. One other argumentagainst King
playingany role is the fact that thetermsof theclausesubsequentlygaverise to queriesas to
whetherChurch of Ireland ministerswere requiredto take the oath prescribed. This was
something which King would never have allowed to happen had he been involved in
advisingthegovernment:BishopComptonof Londonto King, 27/5/04,Lyons 1084; Vesey
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In fact, the evidencewould seemto suggestthat, determinedto see the

Test clause implemented,but unwilling to be associatedwith a bill which

PenalisedCatholicsin a mannerto which he wasfundamentallyopposed,King

simply withdrew while the bill was beingdebated. With no indication that he

wassufferingfrom a recurrenceof his gout,andhavingmissedonly 2 of the 60

sittings to date,King absentedhimselffor the final six daysof the parliament

during which time the bill was given its secondand fmal readingsamidst

widespreadlobbying by both Catholics and Dissenters. He took no part,

therefore,in eitherthedebatesor thevoting on thebill, which duly passedboth

Houses. Strengtheningthis view that he simply absentedhimself is the fact

that it was the only occasionon which King would act in this manner. In

future parliamentswherethe two issueswereseparatelyaddressedhis attitude

wasquite clear: he wasconsistentlyhostile to attemptsto disableCatholicsin

sucha mannerandequallyadamantthattheTestclauseshouldnot be rePealed.

Indeed,it was to the retentionof the Testclause,and not the Penalisationof

Catholics,that he would subsequentlydevotean inordinateamountof his time

andenergies.46

While King had not actively soughtthe introduction of the Test, he and his

fellow bishopsweremorethanhappyto seeit implemented,the fact that it was

not accompaniedby a Tolerationmaking it all the moreattractive. To many it

to King, 29/5/04,Lyons 1085.

46 Southwellto Nottingham, 1912104, CSPDom. 1703-4,ii, p.537; Cox to Southwell,
24110/06,B.L. Add Ms. 38154/86; King to Lindsay, 30110106,TeD Ms. 750/3/2162.
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seemedto presagean erawhenthe church,underthe patronageof a monarch

known to be a committedAnglican,might increaseits influenceat all levelsof

society. It was a preludeto a decadeduring which King and many others

would attemptto extract favours for the church from both her Majesty and

variousTory ministries.

A Persistentcomplaintof clerics at all levels had beenthe refusal of the

governmentto convenea sitting of Convocation. Convincedthat the church

shouldbe legislatedfor by 'God andthechurch'only, andviewing Convocation

as 'theking'scouncil for ecclesiasticalaffairs',King hadlong beenoneof those

mostvocal in pressingfor sucha forum, believing it to be a fundamentalright

of the churchand a mechanismby which the church'sindePendentcOrPOrate

statusmight be demonstrated:'The fmt article in Magna Charta is that the

Churchof Englandshall be free', he hadwritten to RobertSouthwellin 1697,

intending that the sameprivilege be understoodto apply to the Church of

Ireland,

'and that freedom can consist in nothing but in choosing the
ecclesiastical constitutions by which she is governed in
Convocations..... If the churchoncecometo haveherconstitutions
alteredwithout Convocations,which are her legal representatives,
sheis no more free but an absoluteslave,andour religion would in
earnestbe what the papistscall it, a parliamentaryreligion, and
changeablewith every king's humour..... Convocation was the
king's council for ecclesiasticalaffairs, but such a council as the
parliamentwas for civil, and consequentlypart of the legislative
power.'

As well as allowing the churchto legislatefor itself on variousmattershe also

hOPedto seeboth bishopsandclergyavail of the opportunityto addressissues

suchasthegrowing 'irreligion' of society.tf1

tf1 King to RobertSouthwell,21/12197, TeD Ms. 75011/149-50; King to Foy, 5/10/97,
TeD Ms. 750/1191; King to Stillingfleet, 3/2/99, TeD Ms. 750/2/1/66-7; King to
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Calls for Convocation became more persistent after 1702 with the

emergencein Irelandof a High Churchparty. Similar in manyrespectsto the

'Highfliers' in England,thesechurchmenhopedto avail of Convocationto re­

assertthe legal rights and authority of the church, reinforce orthodoxy and

imposeadegreeof socialandmoraldiscipline.48 OnceAnne hadsuccumbedto

pressurein Englandto summona meetingof Convocationthere,pressurefrom

the churchparty in Irelandincreased.In June1703,promising'an unitedzeal

for the glory of God and her Majesty'sservice', the entire episcopalbench

signeda petition requestingthat a sessionbe summonedto meetat the same

time as parliament. However, reluctant to seea repeatof the situation in

EnglandwhereFrancisAtterburyhadembroiledConvocationandparliamentin

controversy,the governmentattemptedto stall by querying the terms under

which an Irish Convocationmight be convened. King wrote personallyto

explainthecorrectprocedure.He alsoenlistedthe assistanceof the Bishopof

Londonin thematter. Thebishopsasawholemaintainedthepressurewith yet

anotherMemorialrequestingthatwrits enablingelectionsbeapproved.49

BishopEdwardSmith, 28/3/0I, TeD Ms. 750/21'lJ94-5.

48 On the emergenceof an Irish High ChurchParty seeHayton, 'A Debatein the Irish
Commons',pp.151-63; Connolly, 'Reformersand Highfliers: the post-RevolutionChurch',
pp.I54-165; Beckett,'The Governmentand the Churchof Ireland underWilliam III and
Anne', pp.98-102; D. Hayton, Ireland and the English Ministers, 1707-/6: A Studyof the
formulationandWorkingofGovernmentpolicy in the Early EighteenthCentury, [hereafter:
Irelandand the EnglishMinisters], unpublishedD. Phil., Oxford, 1975, pp.125,134-7. For
an accountof the activities of Atterbury and the Highfliers in EnglandseeG.V. Bennett,
The Tory Crisis in Churchand State:the careerofFrancis Atterbury, BishopofRochester,
Oxford, 1975.

49 Comptonto King, 10/8/03, Lyons 1036; Southwellto Ormonde, 6/6/03, NLI Ms.
991, p.62; Ormondeto Nottingham, 217/03, CSPDom. 1703-4,p.37; Sameto Same,
10/8/03, CSPDom. 1703-4,p.86; Sir EdwardNortley to [Nottingham],24n/03,CSPDom.
1703-4,p.61; Southwellto Nottingham, I7n/03, NLI Ms. 991/95; Sameto Same, 217/03,
CSPDom. 1703-4,p.37; Sameto Same, 10/8103, NU Ms. 991/102.
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In the faceof this concertedpressurethegovernmentfinally relented. As a

result, when the bishops received their writs to attend parliament, a

praemunientesclausewas includedauthorisingthem to convenetheir deans,

archdeaconsand proctorsin Convocation. When precedentswere consulted,

however, it was discovered that the terms under which they had been

summoneddid not give them authority to act as an ecclesiasticalsynod.

Consequentlythey would not be able to legislate directly on matters of

relevanceto the church,but only adviseparliament. This wasunacceptableto

both bishopsandclergy. Togetherthey beganto campaignfor separatewrits

enabling the four provincials to initiate electionsamongstthe lower clergy.

This would allow Convocationto act in a synodalcapacity. Aware of the

agendaof the Highfliers in England, the Dublin administrationcounselled

againstallowing Convocationto conveneon suchterms. An attemptby King

to securea full Convocationon his own initiative merelycomplicatedmatters,

being Perceivedby the other bishopsas a bid to usurp the authority of the

primate,andenablingthe governmentto exploit it asevidenceof 'greatfeuds

amongst ..... both bishops and clergy' and an excuse for further

procrastination.�~

Urged on from Whitehall, Ormonde was initially hOPeful of deferring

Convocation altogether until a more 'convenient opportunity.' This, as

Southwellobserved,only madethebishopsmoredetermined:

'His Grace[Ormonde]hasthis day hada fresh attackfrom the four
Archbishops,they all seemextremelybent on this affair. At the
sametime they all solemnlyengagethat thereshall be no heator

�~ Comptonto King, 1619/03, Lyons 1042; Sameto Same, 5/J1/03, Lyons 1046;
Beckett,'The GovernmentandChurchof IrelandunderWilliam In and Anne', pp.IOO-IOI;
Marsh to Tennison, 5/10/03, LambethMs. 929128, (quotedin EdwardCarpenter,Thomas
Tennison,London, 1948,p.381).
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divisions amongstthem, that they desire only just to meet and
addressher Majesty. They hope under her happy reign to be
restoredto this ancientright and..... they somuch thinkit their right
that if denied they will addressthe House of Lords and will
endeavourto oblige theChancellorto grantthatwrit. ....'

The lowerclergy, for whomConvocationofferedtheonly forum in which they

might air their collectiveviews,supportedthe bishopswith their own petition.

In the face of this united front Onnondefelt it wiser to relent. In late

Novembera Convocationwith full legislativepowerswassummonedto gather

in St. Patrick'sCathedralon January11, 1704.Sl

But, while the bishopsandclergy may havebeenunited in their advocacy

of Convocation,onceit hadconvenedit quickly becameapparentthat they had

radically different agendas. The bishops wanted to see issuesof church

discipline and organisationaddressed. However, the membersof the Lower

House,while willing to deal with thesematters,were more concernedwith

establishingtheir privilegesvis-a-visboth the UpperHouseand the Housesof

parliament,resenting,in particular, the fact that the Houseof Commonshad

assumedauthority in areas which they believed to be the prerogativeof

Convocation. In a movecalculatedto bring this·to a head,and in a manner

similar to that which had embroiledConvocationand Commonsin England,

the membersof the Lower Housebeganto debatethe questionof tithes and

clerical taxation which the House of Commonsconsideredtheir preserve.

Urged on by William Perceval, Archdeacon of Cashel and a friend of

Atterbury, with, King noted indignantly, the tacit supportof BishopsLindsay

andPooley,they became'pretty violent in their tempers'to the point that they

SI Southwell to Nottingham, 6111103, CSP Dom. 1703-4, p.I90; Beckett. '1be
GovernmentandChurchof IrelandunderWilliam III andAnne',p.l0I.
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refusedto desistunlessthegovernmentclarified their respectiveroles.S2

Both the timing andthe natureof this encroachmentwas, in tum, resented

by the membersof the Commonsand led to a protracteddisputebetweenthe

two Houses.53 It was alsoobjectedto by the majority of bishops,who, hoping

to persuadethe Commonsandgovernmentto supporttheir campaignto have

Anneremit the First FruitsandTwentiethPartsto thechurch,asshehaddone

in England, found this intrusion anything but helpful.54 They attemptedto

redirectthe energiesof the Lower Houseto questionsof churchdisciplineand

reform. But King only exacerbatedmattersby summoningPeterBrowne,

Provostof Trinity CollegeandChairmanof thecommitteeof the Lower House

investigatingits prerogatives,to a meetingwith him in St. Sepulchre's. This

wasperceivedby the membersof the Lower Houseto be an attemptto exert

pressureon their chairman and they initiated a move which would have

censurednot only King but thosein the UpperHousewho hadsupportedhim.

The resultwasthat the two Housesbecameembroiledin suchan acrimonious

disputeover privilege that by the time Convocationand parliamenthad been

proroguedlittle in theway of reformhadbeenachieved.ss

S2 King to Wake. 1219/17.TeD Ms. 750/11/21302; Winnett.op.cit.• p.39.

53 King to Abercom,28/4/05, TeD Ms. 750/3/11155; Foy to King, 613104, Lyons 1067;
Clayton to ThomasBrodrick. 1213/05, Midleton Mss. 21178; Alan Brodrick to St. John
Brodrick, enclosingMemorandumAccount0/ 'misunderstandings'betweenthe House 0/
Commonsand theLowerHouseo/Convocation.1413/05. Midleton Mss. 21180-2.

54 Bolton to King, 17/1/04, Lyons980. The 'First Fruits' wasa sumequalto the annual
valueof a beneficepayableby an incumbentashe assumedoffice. The TwentiethPart' was
a 5 per. cent. levy on the annual incomeof all beneficedchurchmen. On her birthday in
1704Anne had announceda remissionof thesetwo levies to the Churchof England. The
remissionhadnot. however.beenextendedto theChurchof Ireland.

55__to__, 25/6/04, B.L. Add. Ms. 21137/69-70; EdwardSyngeto Wake.
25n/04, Gilbert Coli. 28; Memorandumregarding Conflict betweenConvocationand
Bishops.February1704.B.L. Add. Ms. 9715p.89.
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King's disappointmentat Convocation'sfailure to concentrateon measures

of benefit to the churchwasall the morepronouncedgiven the high hoPeShe

had always held out for such a body. He had come to eXPeCt little from

parliament,but the fact that an assemblyof the church'sown shouldprove so

'fruitless' was especiallygalling. Only in their call to have Gaelic sPeaking

preacherssentto evangelisethe nativeIrish andtheir lobbying againstSunday

trading did he considerthat the membershad addressedappropriatebusiness.

Worsestill, by antagonisingthe Commons,the Lower Househadjeopardised

severalmeasurescoming beforeparliament. If this frrst sessionprovided an

indication of how the lower clergy might behavein future then he would be

forcedto reconsidersupportingConvocation'srecall.56

56 King to SamuelSynge,2611105,TeD Ms. 750/3/1166-72;Foy to King, 613/04, Lyons
1067; Foy to King, 20/5/04, Lyons 1083; ConvocationMinuteBook,TeD Ms. 668/1.
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ill

With both parliamentandConvocationproroguedin the springof 1704, King

was able to attendonceagain to his ecclesiasticalresponsibilities. In July he

embarkedon his first visitationof his new diocese. It's effect wasto highlight

the extent of the problemsfacing him: non-residence,pluralities, unlearned

clergy anddilapidated churchesabounded. The only differencefrom what he

hadconfrontedin Derry, it seemedto him, was that oppositionto reform was

far moreentrenched.Undaunted,he launchedstraightinto an outright assault

on these practices. Clerics were left in no doubt that, while he would

encourageandrewardpastoralintegrity, hewould brookno dissent. While the

processwould prove far more arduous and time-consumingthan he had

anticipated,he never wavered in the belief that he would be successfulin

replicatinghis successesin Derry.�~

To this end he had already embarked on an ambitious and costly

programmeof churchbuilding andrepair. He hadalsomadea determinedbid

to establishthe title of the church to various disputedprOPerties. One such

attemptinvolved someland at Seatonin County Dublin. This had previously

57 King to Ashe, 1/8/04, TeD Ms. 750/3/1/1-2; Sameto Same,1718104, TeD Ms.
75013/1115; King to Compton,218104, TeD Ms. 750/3/114; King to ViscountBlessington,
1219104, TeD Ms. 750/3/1/29; King to Marsh, 1712105, TeD Ms. 750/3/1194; King's
administrationof his dioceseis dealtwith in R. Kennedy,TheAdministrationofthe Diocese
of Dublin and Glendaloughin the EighteenthCentury, unpublishedM.Lin. thesis,TeD,
1968.
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beenheldasa feefarm by the see. In 1702,however,it hadbeenseizedby the

Commissionersfor Forfeitures. Convinced that, if left unchallenged,this

would form a precedentfor the seizureof otherlandwhich thechurchheld by

endowmentfrom the crown, King challengedthe Commissioners.However,

since the legislationunderwhich the land had beenforfeited and distributed

hadpassedin Westminster, appealsagainstgrantsmadeby this body hadto be

made to the English parliament. Quite apart from his feelings on the

constitutionalimplicationsof sucha step,King wasawarethat this was likely

to be anexpensiveandtimeconsumingexercise.Nor did theprospectof being

absentfrom his new dioceseat sucha critical time appealto him. It was for

this reasonthathewasanxious,initially, to arrangeaprivatesettlement.58

By an unusualconvergenceof circumstances,however, it soon became

more feasible for him to considergoing to Englandfor a protractedperiod.

For onething a bill intendedto resolvethe disputebetweenthe new Bishopof

Derry and the London Societyhadbeenbroughtinto the English parliament.

Unhappy with some of the conditions concededby his successor,he was

anxiousto contributeto the debate. He hadalso beeninformed that Lemuel

Matthews, former Archdeaconof Down and Connor, whom King, as a

memberof theRoyalCommission,haddeprivedof his postin 1694,wasabout

to submit an appealto the English Lords. Again, he judged it prudent to

attend and vindicate the stanceof the commissioners. One other factor in

favour of his travelling to Englandwas the fact that the Irish bishopshad

decidedto pursuethe remit of the First Fruits andTwentiethPartsand it was

felt that this required the presencein London of King, who along with

58 King to Annesley, 1613/03, TeD Ms. 1489121172-3; Sameto Same, 23/3/03. TeD
Ms. 1489/21177; King to Trusteesof Forfeitures.1613/03, TeD Ms. 1489/21175.
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JonathanSwift, hadbeendelegatedthe taskof lobbying on this issue. Swift,

who hadinvolved himselfin this campaignby virtue of his political contactsin

England,hadbeenusingthe opportunityto bothextendhis own influenceand

to ingratiatehimselfwith King. With a vestedinterestin seeingthe campaign

reacha successfulconclusion,he hadinformedKing in Decemberthat he was

'confident,with somereason,that it would be easily granted'. All that was

required,he felt, was for the church to senda seniorbishop to canvassthe

ministry, in whicheventit waslikely Annewould bepersuadedto accede.S9

While all of thesefactorsinclined him to the view that a prolongedstay in

England might prove beneficial to the church, it was the worseningof his

disputewith theChapterof ChristChurchwhich finally persuadedKing that he

should go. Over the course of the previous few months this feud had

degeneratedinto an undignified public squabblewith both King and the

Chapterpublishing conflicting accountsof what had occurred.M With the

Chaptercontinuingto denyhim entry to theCathedralto hold his visitation for

fear that he would declarethemexcommunicate,King haddecidedto seekthe

opinionof the courts. TheBishopandChapterhadcounteredby appealingto

59 King to Cox, 5112104,TCD Ms. 750/3/1/54-5; Marsh to King, 8/3/06,Lyons 1200;
Luttrell,op. cit., v, p.483; Swift to King, 13/12104,H. Williams, ed., The Correspondence
of Jonathan Swift, [hereafter: Swift Corr.], 3 vols., Oxford, 1948, i, p.49; Marsh to
Tennison, 16/1/05, LambethMs., 929/56, (quotedin E. Carpenter,op. cit., 1948, p.381.)
Swift's role in this and the possibility that he was using it to advancehis own position, is
discussedin Carpenter,ArchbishopKing andDeanSwift,pp.301-332.

M Moretonto Ormonde,29/8/04, HMC Ormonde,viii, p.11O. King's printedstatement
of thecaseis no longerextant:Luebben,op. cit., p.149. The DeanandChaptercountered
with a number of pamphletsoutlining their grievances:[Dean and Chapter of Christ
Church],An Accountofthe InnovationsMadeby the ArchbishopofDublin both in respect
of his entranceon the Archbishopricand in regard of the Dean and Chapterof Christ
Church, London, 1704; idem., A Short Stateof the Caseof the Dean and Chapterof
Christ-Church,London, 1704; idem. A Continuationofthe Caseofthe Deanand Chapter
ofChrist-Church,London, 1705. See alsothe papersof the Archbishopof Dublin relevant
to this casein theRepresentativeChurchBody archives,Ms. 61, folios 1-33.
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the Queento recogniseChrist Church as a Chapel Royal. This had been

referredto the Lords Justicesby her Majesty. An offer by RichardCox, the

Lord Chancellor,to mediatehadbeenrejectedby both parties,thusforcing the

authoritiesto act. Deciding in King's favour, the Lords Justicesorderedthat

he be allowed accessto Christ Church. Refusing to comply, the Chapter

respondedwith anappealto theEnglishparliament.61

Convincedthatsuccessfor his adversarieswould represent'a greatblow to

the episcopalpower', King decidedthat he would have to travel to England.

The fact that the Chapterhad sent one of their number,a Mr. Clayton, to

Londonto publicisetheircause providedanaddedincentive. Clayton,with the

full backingof his colleagues,was busy in the city's coffee housesslandering

King to thebestof his ability andhadpublisheda shortpamphletwhich he was

hawking about from one politician to another. In early January, 1705,

therefore,King left for Englandexpectingto spendat most four monthsthere

dealingwith this andvariousothermatters.62

Despitehis eagernessto confront both the Chapterof Christ Churchand

Clayton, King's fIrSt taskon arrival was to petition parliamentwith regardto

the fee farm at Seaton. Commendinghis 'thoroughcareof the see',Edward

Southwell had written to SecretaryHedgeson his behalf encouragingthe

61 King to Enoch Reader,Archdeaconof Dublin, 1419/04, TeD Ms. 750/3/1/32-3;
Annesley to King, 1219/04, Lyons 1113a; King to Southwell, 29/8/04, TeD Ms.
750/3/1/24; King to JohnSharp,Archbishopof York, 21/10/04, TeD Ms. 750/3/1/44-5;
King to Ashe,26/12104, TCD Ms. 750/3/1/63; King to ThomasJohnston, 29/8/04, TCD
Ms. 750/3/1/28-9.

62 King to Compton,12/8/04,TeD Ms. 750/3/1/6; King to Tenison,24/8/04.TeD Ms.
750/3/1/21-2; King to Ashe, 26/12104,TeD Ms. 750/3/1/63; King to Smith, 23/12/04,
TeD Ms. 750/3/1/62-3; A Short Stateof the Caseof the Dean and Chapterof Christ­
Church.London. 1704; King to Southwell, 29/8/04, TeD Ms. 750/3/1/24; Sameto Same,
1419/04, TeD Ms. 750/3/1/31-2; King to Sharp, 21/10/04, TCD Ms. 750/3/1/44-5; King
to Johnston,29/8/04, TCD Ms. 75013/1/28-9.
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governmentto lendtheir support. King had,however,arrivedon the very day

that the membershaddecidednot to receiveany more private appealsfor the

remainderof the session. All that he could do was to lodge his suit with

Queen'sCounselandwait for parliamentto reconvene. This he �d�i�~ but even

then managedto causeproblems- 'so voluminous'washis submissionthat the

lawyersassignedto the casecomplainedthatit wasunlikely they would be able

to preparea reportin time for thenextsession.61

TIle only advantagein this delaywasthat it freed King to counterClayton's

endeavourson behalfof ChristChurch. DenouncingBishopEllis, Claytonand

the Chapterfor acting in a mannercontraryto the bestinterestsof the church,

he securedthe supportof the Archbishopof Canterburyand various senior

prelates. John Evelyn, who madehis acquaintanceover dinner at Lambeth

Palace,was particularly impressedby him, describinghim as 'a sharp, ready

man in politics as well as very learned' King also madea point of accepting

visits from 'the bestpeople'at his residencein Pall Mall in the hope that his

accountof the feud would becomeso widely known that Clayton would be

unable to 'hurt him'. That his reputationhad been unaffectedby Clayton's

activities was soon clear. A seriesof invitations from the Queento preach

beforeher in St. James'Chapel,andthe fact that he wasseated'just by' her at

the proroguing of parliament were widely interpreted as indicating royal

endorsement.Even Alan �B�r�o�d�r�i�c�~ oneof the mostpowerful managersin the

Irish parliament,was impressed.Describinghim as 'a manof very good sense

andspirit andreally a valuableman',he urgedhis political associatesto consult

63 King to Southwell, 25/1105, TeD Ms. 75013/1131; Henry Green to Robert King,
23/1105, Lyons 1131; Southwellto Hedges, 3/1105, PRO.S.P.63/365/1; Sameto Same,
15/2105, PRO.S.P.63/365n3.
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King regardingthe political situationin Ireland.64

In this whirl of socialandpolitical activity King soonover-exertedhimself.

Within a few weeksof his arrival he hadsuccumbedyet againto the gout. His

secretary,Henry Green,had little sympathyfor him. In his opinion, King had

brought this attackon himself, and, having seenhim rePeatthis pattern time

and time again,he had lost patiencewith his master. One of the few people

capableof doing so, he orderedhim to rest. This King did, although,muchto

Green'sannoyance,it did not stophim 'beingfrequentlyvisited by Ministersof

Stateandothersthat love theChurch'. Nor did King help mattersby spending

mostof his limited resourceson books: 'we live as frugally as we can',Green

wrote to a friend in Dublin, and that only becauseof his own 'endeavourto

hinderthatexpenseasmuchasI canwith goodmanners'. It wasan indulgence

whichevenGreencouldneverpersuadethebibliophile King to curb.M

Despitehis steward'sapparentlack of compassion,this attack was quite

seriousand the frustration induced by the failure to make headway in his

various causesmerely exacerbatedKing's condition. As anticiPated, his

petition regardingthe disputedtitle to the landsat Seatonhad not beenready

when parliamentreconvened,andhad beendeferreduntil the autumnsession.

Likewise, there had beenlittle progressin resolving the dispute with Christ

64 HenryGreento RobertKing, 23/1105, Lyons 1131; Sameto Same, 2813/05, Lyons
1147; Sameto Same, 28/4/05,Lyons 1078,(this is incorrectly indicatedin the catalogueas
written in 1704); Diary and Correspondenceof John Evelyn, ed., E.S. de Beer, Oxford,
1955, 4/1105; Alan Brodrick to S1. John Brodrick, 16/5/05, Midleton Mss. 21203; w.
King, Christian Humility: A Sermonpreachedbeforethe Queenat St James'sChapelon
PalmSunday,London, 1705.

M HenryGreento RobertKing, 23/1105, Lyons 1131; Sameto Same, 1513105, Lyons
1143; King to Cox, 2114/05, TeD Ms. 750/3/1/107-8; King's regardfor his servantwas
quite genuine. Green'snephewsucceededhim as his servantand in his will, datedMay 6,
1726, King left him a substantialsumof money. For a copy of the will seeC.S. King, op.
cit., pp.43-48.
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Church. A proposalby the LordsJusticesof Irelandthat Ellis be translatedto

the vacantbishopric of Meath, therebyremoving him from the deanshipof

Christ Church,hadbeenignored. It had alsobeenreported,unofficially, that

the Solicitor-Generalwasof the opinion that King did not havethe authority

he claimedoverChristChurch. He had,furthermore,beenunsuccessfulin his

attemptto frustratethe enactmentof a bill resolvingthe disputebetweenthe

Bishopof Deny and the Society. To makemattersworse, the Societywere

now refusingto acceptthat theyowedanyarrearsof rent to King. In addition

to all of this, it had becomeapparentthat the governmentwere not keen to

remit the First Fruits and Twentieth Parts to the church without extracting

somethingin return.This, King hoped,might only amountto the remissionof

tithes allocated to the church in a Linen bill then under discussion. But

privately he suspectedthat the churchmight be forced to 'pay dear for it' by

agreeingto the rePealof theTestclause.66

Setbacksin Englandwerenot theonly mattersconcerningKing throughout

1705, however, since the news from both Convocationand parliament in

Irelandwasequally disconcerting. He was particularlydisturbedto hearthat

the membersof the Lower Houseof Convocationhad resumedtheir dispute

overprivilegewith the Houseof Commons. He wrote to Dean SamuelSynge,

who had kept him fully infonnedof developments,exhortinghim to encourage

the lower clergy to take 'all reasonablemeasuresfor reformationand ..... the

promotion of God's glory and the restoringof discipline'. 'Spiritual matters

66 King to Ashe, 9/6105, TeD Ms. 75013/1/180; Veseyto King, 11/1105, Lyons 1128;
Burridge to King, 7/3105, Lyons 1199; Green to Robert King, 15/3/05, Lyons 1143;
King to Cox, 21/07105, TeD Ms. 75013/11190; Sameto Same. 31n105, TeD Ms.
750/3/11208-9; Sameto Same, 419105, TeD Ms. 750/3/1/222-3; King to Ashe, 8/8/05,
TeD Ms. 75013/11214; Lords Justicesof Ireland to Ormonde. 31n/05, B.L. Add Ms.
9716,i, 187.
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seemso little at heartwith the Convocation,'he complained,'the careof their

temporalities seemto betheirprincipalstudy.,61

It was for his fellow prelates,however,that he reservedhis mostscathing

criticism. Beratingthemfor their failure to give a goodexampleto the clergy,

he denouncedwhat he believedwas lethargyand indifferenceon their part:

'somemen are very dextrousat doing nothing,' he complained,wishing that

'thoseof that temperwould keepout of placesthat requiresomethingto be

done.' They seemedwilling 'to bite their nails with concern,'he observed

sarcastically,but do little else. 'For God'ssakeendeavourto procurea few

canonsfor the regulationof thingsamissin our discipline,'he imploredBishop

Ashe,

'if we do so all other things will comein duecourse.We haveour
Saviour'spromise, 'Seekfirst the Kingdom of God and all these
thingsshall be addedto you.' But if the Convocationonly mind the
secularprofit of the church,or suchthings as the parliamentmust
do for them,theworld will look on all this aspriest-craftandcarnal
interestand we shall get nothing. I perceivethe lower housedo
their part pretty well; and if the bishopsfail of theirs they will fall
underthesamecensurethatsomebishopsdo here.'

'If the truth were known', he told the samebishopin anotherletter somedays

later, 'our acting so muchas men of the world is the causethat we havenot

one clausefor the benefit of the church' in the parliament. 'The world', he

observed,

'beginsto look on us asa parcelof menthat haveinventeda trade
for our easyandconvenientliving and 'till we show the world that
we seektheir good more than our advantage,we are not like to
wipe off the aspersion.'68

67 King to Dean Synge, 2611/05, TeD Ms. 750/3/1167; Syngeto King, 1512105,
Lyons 1140; King to Synge. 2212105. TeD Ms. 750/3/11101; Syngeto King, 2212105,
Lyons 1141.

68 King to Ashe. 15/3/05. TeD Ms. 75013111117; Sameto Same.5/4/05. TeD Ms.
247



He wrote in a similar vein to the Archbishop of Tuam exhorting him to

encouragehis fellows to take 'the goodof the churchinto their consideration.'

'The present opportunity,' he insisted, '[was] the most favourable and

reasonablethat we evercan expectto do somethingin Convocationfor the

church..... we mustdo somethingnow or nevereXPeCthumanprobability to

do anything.' But suchapPealshad little effect. By the time Convocationwas

proroguedthe Lower Housewasonceagainembroiledin controversywith the

UpPerHouse,the Irish Commonsand the Englishparliamenton the question

of their respectiveprerogatives.-

While King hadbeenprimarily concernedto keepaneyeon the conductof

Convocation,he had also attemptedto keep abreastof developmentsin the

Irish parliamentwhich sat from February10 to June16, 1705. Rumoursthat

the governmentintendedto introduce a Toleration Bill or even attempt a

rePea1of the Testclausehad causedhim somealarm: 1 can'tthink Irelandcan

moveanythingmorecontraryto its interest,'he informedthe Lord Chancellor,

Sir RichardCox,

'for we are generallylookedon hereas a body of desperateWhigs
and a greatpart of our ill usageis foundedon that belief, and the
moving for a Toleration will confmn all here in that belief, nay,
perhapswill be interpreted[as] a leaning to the Scots interest,a
surmisethat will unspeakablyprejudice�u�s�.�~

75013/1/131; Sameto Same, 28/4105, TCD Ms. 75013/11151; Sameto Same, 7/4/05,
TCD Ms. 750/3/11136; Sameto Same,26/5105,TCD Ms. 75013/1/174; King to Vesey,
17/4/05, TCD Ms. 750/3/1/144-5; King to Synge, 26/1105, TCD Ms. 75013/1/66; Same
to Same, 6/2105, TCD Ms. 75013/1/83.

(II King to �V�~�, 17/4105, TCD Ms. 75013/11144-5; Vigors to King, �1�6�/�5�~�5�, Lyons
1163; King to Synge, 26/1105, TCD Ms. 75013/1166; King to Abercorn, 28/4105, TCD
Ms. 75013/11155; Syngeto King, 2212J05,Lyons 1141.

�~ King to Sir Richard Cox, 612105, TeD Ms. 75013/1180-2; Syngeto King, 2212105,
Lyons 1141;
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He was delighted to hear, therefore, that after a hostile reaction by the

Commons,the governmenthad decidednot to pressthe issue. He had also

beenalertedto the fact that at Privy Council a clausewasaboutto be inserted

in a proposedLinen bill which would havethe effect of reducingthe tithes of

severalof the clergy. Along with severalotherprelatesin Londonat the time

he lobbiedvariousEnglishPrivy Councillorsaboutthe hanDthis would do to

alreadyimpoverishedcures. Eventually,with the help of a Memorial on the

issue from the Lower House of Convocation, several influential peers,

including Lord Pembroke,were Persuadedto opposethe insertionof such a

clause,with theresultthat it wasomittedfrom thedraft returnedto Ireland.71

But frustrating individual clausesin bills did not comPensatefor the

continuedrefusalof the governmentto sponsorstatuteswhich would address

issuessuchasnon-residence,improPriationsandclerical education. He wrote

to Onnonde'ssecretary,to protestat theabsenceof anysuchmeasures:

1 observethat thereis not oneclausefor the benefitof the church
in all your bills and many invasionsof our liberties and properties
andamheartilysorry it shouldso happen. But sinceit is so nobody
will blame usto be astenaciousaswell of what the law hasalready
givenus.'

Despairing of the governmentever actively supporting the church and its

reform, he wrote in a similar vein to Cox: 'the inheritanceof God and the

church [has] lesssecurityand fewer friends than the salariesof publicans',he

complained,but to no avail - the Parliamentof 1705 passed with little heed

71 Greento RobertKing, 28/4105, Lyons 1078; Southwell to Hedges. 1413105. PR
63/365/122-3; King to Hartstonge. 18/4/05. TeD Ms. 750/3/1/145; King to Synge,
28/4/05. TeD Ms. 75013/1/152; Coningsbyto Ormonde. 28/4/05. HMC OrmondeMs.
viii, p.151; MemorialofDeans,Archdeacons.ProctorsofClergyof the Churchof Ireland
assembledin Convocation.2313/05. PRO.S.P.63/365/143; King to Cox, 10/5/05, TCD
Ms. 75013/1/162-5; Vigors to King, 1615/05,Lyons 1163.
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paidto thosebills soughtby thechurch.72

Resignedto the fact that the variousitemsof unfmishedbusinessmeantthat he

would haveto remainon in Englanduntil Christmasat least,King departedfor

TunbridgeWells in July andfrom thereto Bath.73 WhentheEnglishparliament

resumedin October1705he returnedto London in orderto be presentat the

OPening. In the interval sincethe membershad last gatheredthere had been

one importantdevelopmentin relation to his claim to the title of the landsat

Seaton. It hadbecomeobviousto manyof the Englishbishopsthat if King's

title wasdeniedthentheirown proPertyrightsmight well beundermined.As a

result several of them had PersuadedKing to allow his Petition to be

incofPQratedinto an Endowmentbill which they were framing. Bishop

Nicolson of Carlisle, despite the fact that he thought King 'strangely

paradoxicalanda little crazed',wasoneof thosewho took a prominentrole in

canvassingfor the bill. Consequentlywhen the bill camebeforeparliamentit

had the supportof many English Tories and bishops,and, in spite of some

opposition,passedbothHouses.74

72 King to Dawson, 9/4/05, TeD Ms. 750/3/11133-4; King to Cox, 10/5/05, TeD
Ms. 750/3/1/162.

73 King to Dawson, 2419/05, TeD Ms. 750/3/11225. During July, August, September
and October King moved betweenTunbridge Wells, Bath and London: King to Crow,
30110/05,TeD Ms. 75013/1/229.

74 King to Cox, 31/10/05, TeD Ms. 750/3111232; The London Diaries of bishop
William Nicolson. Bishopof Carlisle /702-/7/8. ed., C. Jonesand G. Holmes, Oxford,
1985, 10/11105,p.300, 1212106,p.376, 18/2106,p.380and 24/2106,p.385; King to Crow,
29/1/06. TCD Ms. 750/3/1/10; Sameto Same, 30/10/05, TeD Ms. 750/3/11229. For
detailsof King's involvementin the oppositionto a relatedImpropriationsbill someyears
later seeAnnesleyto King, 11/2107, Lyons 1241; Sameto Same, 18/2107, Lyons 1244;
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This led to a markedrise in King's own political reputation. So too did the

long delayeddecisionof the courtsand parliamentin his favour in his dispute

with the Chapterof Christ Church. Furthermore,he had reachedagreement

with the Society with regardto the disputedrents. His only disappointment

remainedthe unwillingnessof the ministry to advisethe Queento allow the

remit of the First Fruits andTwentiethParts. But evenon this issuehe was

happythat both he andSwift seemedto havecauseda rethink on the question

of seekinga rePealof the Testclauseasa quidpro quo.7S The resultof all of

thesedevelopmentswas that King was able to return to Ireland in April 1706

fully satisfiedthat he hadassertednot only his own diocesanauthority,but the

proPertyrightsof the church,aswell aspreparingthe groundfor the eventual

remit of the First Fruits.76

Sameto Same.26/4/07. Lyons 1255; King to Annesley. 112107. TeD Ms. 750/3/2/85.

7S King to RobertKing. 19/3/06. Lyons 1201a; Lady Mary Dun to King. 10/1/06.
Lyons 1188; Sameto Same. 9/2/06. Lyons 1195; King to Crow. 30110/05. TeD Ms.
750/3/1/229; King to Cox. 4/9/05. TeDMs. 750/3/1/322-3.

76 King to RobertKing. 19/3106.Lyons 1201a; Greento RobertKing. 10/1/06. Lyons
1189. King suffereda seriousattackof gout shortly after returningalthoughthis did not
deter him from holding his diocesanvisitation: King to Crow. 6/7/06. TeD Ms.
750/3/2/35; Sameto Same.[22/06]/06. TeD Ms. 750/3/2/37.

251



IV

Churchrelatedmatterssuchas theseoccupiedmostof King's energiesduring

the years 1700 to 1707, but this did not deflect his attentionsentirely from

constitutional politics. Besides the perpetual struggle in the House of

Commonsoversupply,the topic which mostexcitedthe interestof the Anglo­

Irish during the periodwas the prospectof union with England,which, in the

wakeof the lossof appellatejurisdictionby the Irish Lords and the imposition

of variousrestrictionson Irish tradeby the Englishparliament,had becomean

increasinglyattractiveoption.T1

The ideaof union was not new. Throughoutthe seventeenthcentury the

possibility had beencanvassedin Ireland but had met with little enthusiasm

from Englandsinceit offeredlittle advantageto the Englisheconomy. But in

the political uncertaintywhich had followed the defeatof James,union was

soonbeing presentedas a solution to both Ireland'sambiguousconstitutional

statusand England'sneedto secureits interest in Ireland. In 1691, King's

friend, JamesBonnell, then Accountant-Generalfor Ireland, had tried to

persuadeRobertHarley of its merits: 'this alonewould take the Kingdom out

T1 Victory, Colonial Nationalismin Ireland, pp.93-4. P. Kelly, 'Theoriginsof the act of
union: an examinationof unionist opinion in Britain and Ireland, 1650-1800',in IHS, 25,
1987, pp.236-247,[hereafter:'The origins of the act of union']; 1. Smyth, op. cit., pp.785­
797; McGuire, Politics, pp.I64-176; D. Hayton, 'Constitutionalexperimentsand political
expediency,1689-1725',in S. Ellis and S. Barber,eds.,Conquestand Union: Fashioninga
British State,1485-1725,London, 1995,pp.276-305.
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of the handsof the Irish', he told him, 'andwould take away all jealousyof it

from the English, sinceit would seemthen but to be a part of themselvesas

muchasWales'. Aroundthe sametime King hadalsotoyedwith the notion as

'anexpedientto makethis a happykingdom',but had not given it any serious

consideration. Promptedby the attemptsof the Englishparliamentto restrict

Irish Woollenexports,hehadreturnedto the possibilityonceagainin 1697: he

was'glad',he told Southwell,

'thatsomeof the greatmenin Englandareinclinableto promotethe
Union of Irelandwith England. 'Tis assuredlytheonly way to make
both flourish effectually. Nor will the terms be hard in my
opinion.....'

Preoccupiedwith his caseagainstthe Society, however,he had been in no

position to give the prospect his full attention, although he did tie the

constitutional issuesraised by his case and union in yet another letter to

Southwell:'As to theexpedientthatno parliamentbeheldin Ireland',he wrote,

alludingto union,

'but that it begovernedby the p[arliament]law of England,we shall
like it very well, providedwe be allowedour representativesin the
English parliamentas I find it hasbeenformerly. But I hope the
English that came into Ireland and by conquest enlarged the
dominion of England did not thereby forfeit the liberty of
Englishmenwhich I think consistsin being governedby laws to
which theyhavegiventheirconsent'.78

In fact, it was 1699beforeKing was in a position to give the ideaserious

consideration. He was promptedto do so, not only by Molyneux's oblique

endorsementof it in The CaseofIreland Statedas'anhappinesswe canhardly

78 King to RobertSouthwell, t9n197, TeD Ms. 750/2fT9; Sameto Same, 6/1/98,
EgertonMs. 917, fo.IS3; Kelly, 'The Origins of the act of union', pp.237-241; King,
Memorandumon Irish Parliament, [1692], Lyons 264a; [Bonnell] to Harley. 3/11191.
HMC Portland.iii. p.480; Victory. Colonial Nationalismin Ireland. p.92.
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hope for', but by the various legislative and judicial initiatives taken by the

English parliament over the previous twelve months and the dawning

realisationthat if the Anglo-Irish were to retain any say in legislationaffecting

them then union might well be the only viable option: 'Consideringhow our

laws andprivilegesarecramped,andhow unablewe are to obtainor passour

laws that are really for our good,' he explainedto Southwell, most people

'would readily hearkento such a proposal'. As to the probability of Irish

interestsbeingconsistentlyoutvotedin suchan event,King pointedout that in

the wake of the Woollen Acts and the Irish Lords subordinationin judicial

matters,the existing political arrangementamountedto nothing less. In any

case,it was'not somuchfor their votes'that Irish representativesshouldattend

Westminster,he insisted,'as for their being necessaryto giving an accountof

affairs relating to Ireland.' But, it was obvious that such a scenarioheld no

greatattractionsfor him. Both Irelandandhis Majesty would be 'greatlosers'

in suchan event,he opined: Ireland would lose its parliamentand the king a

loyal kingdom.79

When,in 1702,he againcameto give the ideaseriousconsideration,it was

promptedby his havinga 'hint that there[was] somedesignto unite Irelandto

England'alreadyunderway. By this time he hadpersuadedhimselfthat union

might well offer Ireland someimportant advantages:'Consideringthe breach

madeon ourjurisdiction,'heremindedAnnesley,

'andthe little ability or dexterity wehaveto helpourselves,how our
parliamentsare clogged and hamperedby our own laws, and
overturnedby the invasion of our privilege, I do not see but it

79 King to Robert Southwell, 14/11199,TeD Ms. 1489/1/89; Southwell to King,
4/11199, Lyons635; Cox to [Harley], 28/10/99, HMC Portland,iii, p.610; Molyneux,The
CaseofIrelandStated,pp.97-8.
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[union] maybebetterfor usthanasit is at present.'

However,hewasacutelyconsciousof the fact that the depressedpolitical and

economiccondition of the country placed Ireland at a disadvantage: the

proposal 'comeson us at an ill time,' he complained,'when we are under

disadvantagesandin no conditionto standon terms.,Il)

In spiteof theseinstinctivefears,however,it is obviousthat King believed

that union wasquite a real prosPeCtat the time. He wrote a long, considered

letterto his friend, BishopAsheinforming him that he had'thoughtmuchof it'

andsettingout the basesupon which negotiationson the Irish side might be

pursued. It would, he predicted,'prove more difficult than many imagine'.

But if, asseemedprobable,discussionswereto begin,thenhe thoughtthat the

Irish bodypolitic shouldat leastbewell preparedandmoreproactive.81

In his deliberationshe had identified four areasof potentialdifficulty. For

each of these he proposedsolutions which might be put forward in any

bargaining: fIrStly, 'the proportion of taxes' which the two kingdoms should

contribute 'ought to be an unalterablefundamental',basedon the custom

records; secondly, the remaining rights of the Irish parliament shouldbe

securedand 'nothing can or ought to be binding till assentedto by both

parliamentsby way of bargain'; thirdly, to ensuregenuinerepresentationof

Ireland's interests, 'none [should] serve for Ireland that doesn't live in it';

finally, thedistributionof seatsbetweenLordsandCommonswould haveto be

specified. But hecould not hide his lack of enthusiasm:'all this is our loss' he

complained,'..... our rights aresotrampledon that I know not whenthey rise.'

tK) King to Annesley,1212102,TCD Ms. 750121189; Southwell to King, 9/4/02. Lyons
904.

81 King to Ashe,11/2102,TeOMs. 750/21187-8.
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Furthermore,believinghis Majestyto have'lost his prerogativealreadybeyond

retrieve' to the Englishparliament,he was of the opinion that the Anglo-Irish

could not rely on him to supporttheir cause. In such circumstancesit was

unlikely that they could negotiate terms which would be to Ireland's

advantage.82

Although nothingfurtherwas heardof union for sometime, this episodeis

interestingin sheddinglight on King's political outlook at a time when there

was no parliamentaryforum in which he might openly voice his opinions.

Certainly, in confirming that he hadgiven detailedconsiderationto the issue,

even down to isolating the key elementsof any possiblesettlement,it does

highlight how his pragmatismandpolitical astutenessconsistentlyoverrodeany

principledobjectionsor personalantipathyhe might harbour. King the idealist

longedfor an independentIrish parliamentsubjectonly to thecrown. King the

realistconsistentlysoughtwaysto accommodatethekingdomof Irelandwithin

a volatile political andconstitutionalenvironment.

But, while he hadgiven the ideaconsiderablethought,it wasapparentthat

he remainedto be persuadedof the benefits of such a development,his

instinctive reaction being that it would not be to the kingdom's advantage.

This waspartly a hankeringfor a returnto the Irish parliamentof its autonomy

andauthority. It alsoreflectedhis convictionthatthepooreconomiccondition

of thecountrywould placeIrelandat adisadvantagein anyseriousdiscussions,

since 'we must just taste what is given us, for we can't struggle.' But

increasingly it stemmed from a genuine mistrust of successiveEnglish

ministries which he was sure were republican in outlook and bent on

82 King to Ashe, 11/2102, TeD Ms. 750/21187-8; King to Annesley,1212102,TeD Ms.
750121189; Southwellto King, 9/4/02, Lyons904.
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destroyingboth the crown and the House of Lords. The elimination of a

separate Irish parliament would, he believed, simply facilitate such an

ambition.83

He was soon given the opportunity to air his views more publicly. By

1703,aspreparationsfor a new parliamentproceeded,the campaignfor union

had gained momentum. The publication by Henry Maxwell of his Essay

Towardsa Union, in which he arguedforcefully in favour of a union, both

reflectedand encourageda growing appetitefor such a courseamongstthe

Anglo-Irish. Maxwell's argumentwas that sucha 'happymarriage'would, by

creating 'one interest', not only put an end to the ongoing economic and

constitutionalsquabbling,but provebeneficialto both kingdoms. To this end

hedevotedthebulk of his pamphlet,attemptingto persuadehis Englishreaders

of the benefitsthey could expectfrom improvedtrade,cheaperraw materials

and reducedsecuritycosts.84 That Maxwell wasexpressingthe sentimentsof

many in Ireland became obvious when parliament convened in 1703.

Southwell reportedearly in the sessionthat both Houseshad 'talked of an

union and how advantageousit might be to both kingdoms.' 'All the speakers

concludedthat they did in the most earnestmannerdesire a Union with

England,'he advised,andthey now intended,'to considerthat matterand how

to representit to theLord Lieutenantto lay it beforeherMajesty.�~

83 King to Annesley, 1212102, TeD Ms. 750121189; King to Ashe, 11/2102, TeD Ms.
750/21187-8.

84 Henry Maxwell, An EssayTowardsa Union of Ireland with England, mosthumbly
offered to the considerationof the queen'smost excellentmajestyand both housesof
parliament, London, 1703, pp.12, 21; King to Southwell, 611/98, Egerton Ms. 917,
fo.157v.

�~ Southwell to Nottingham, 2110/03, CSP Dom. 1703-4, p.141; Sameto Same,
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King did not sharetheir enthusiasm.WhenanAddresswasconsideredby

the membersrequesting'to be restoredto their ancientprivilegesor elseto be

unitedto England,' sincethis 'would tendto our furthersecurityandhappiness

to havea morecomprehensiveandentire Union,' he was reluctantto sign his

name. He confidedin Southwellthat hedoubtedwhetherEnglandwould ever

bemagnanimousenoughto offer union to eitherIrelandor Scotland,in spiteof

the fact that England'might satisfyboth ..... without hurting their interestand

with increaseof power'. Indeed,he wasconvincedthat 'the merepleasureof

hurting others'would keep the English from ever consideringthe welfare of

either. Although a reflection of the bitternesswith which he still viewed his

own and the kingdom'streatmentby the English Houseof Lords, his analysis

provedcorrect, at leastas far as Ireland was concerned. The parliamentary

Addresselicited nothing more than an acknowledgementfrom the Queenand

the matterwassoonlost sightof in the circumstancessurroundingthe addition

of theTestclauseto theanti-poperybill. 86

The realisationthat negotiationsbetweenEnglandandScotlandon a union

hadreachedan advancedstage,however,broughtthe issueto a headagainin

1705. �D�u�r�i�n�~ his time in London and Bath King had becomeconvincedthat

sucha union wasdefinitely intendedandhedreadedtheeconomicandpolitical

consequencesfor Ireland: 'Nobody herecansay for or againstit, becausewe

areentirelystrangersto thenatureof it', hetold Annesley,

4/10/03, CSPDom. 1703-4,p.I44; Sameto Same,9/10/03,CSPDom. 1703-4,p.149; Cox
to Nottingham, 13/2104, CSPDom. 1703-4,p.531; Bishopof Kildare to Wyche, 30/10/03.
WycheMs. 1/1/274.

86 UI, ii. 1/10/03and25/10/03; Southwellto Nottingham,15/10/03,CSPDom. 1703,
p.156; Cox to Nottingham13/2104.CSPDom. 1703-4,p.531; King to RobertSouthwell.
29/8/04. TeD Ms. 750/3/1/24-27; GeorgeHometo King, 10/6104. Lyons 1088.
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'but if Scotlandhaveanyconcernby it in the legislationof England
we sure have reasonto apprehendthe consequences.You know
how the parliamentof Englandhave assumeda legislative power
over us, andif the Scotsbe allowedrepresentativesthere,they will
havea vote in makinglaws for us andwe shall be obligednot only
to such laws as Englandthinks advantageousto them, though to
our detriment, but likewise the interest of Scotland will be
considered..... [T]he Woollen Manufactory was taken from us
becauseEngland resolved to have it to themselvesand sure
Scotlandrivals us muchmore in our Linen andquerewhetherthey
may not eXPeCtto begratifiedin it.'

This apprehensionwas echoedin a letter to Southwell: Will not the Scots

interestbe consideredbefore ours',he askedhim, 'and may not the power of

Scotlandin the parliamentcrushour yet weakefforts for Linen Manufacturing

asEnglanddid theWoollen?'.87

Of even greaterconcern to King, however, were the implications for

Irelandof a unionwhich recognisednon-confonnismastheestablishedreligion

in Scotland. The impact which this might haveon Ireland'sDissentersfilled

him with apprehension;'you know how steadywe have beento preventany

legal footing for Presbyterians',he told Annesley,'but how their power in the

parliamentof Englandmay influenceonly God knows.' They were 'insolent

alreadyand [I] dreadto think [of] the effectsa little encouragementto them

from Englandmay have.' He wrote in similar vein to Southwell, remarking

upon what 'an ill influenceon this kingdom both as to our civil and religious

rights' sucha union would have. Wonderingwhy 'no onestepis takenby the

peopleof Ireland to be admittedto the union', Annesley, in tum, urged the

political leadersto act immediately. 'Where are all the mighty patriots?',he

87 King to Annesley. 17/09/06. TeD Ms. 750/3/2151; King to Southwell. 16/10/06.
TeD Ms. 750/3/2161; Ellis to Dawson. 3/2105. Cal. Dept. Corr. 5211421277; Jones.Ope
cit.. pp.329-333; Kelly. 'The originsof the act of union'. pp.243-4; Cox to Southwell.
16/11/06,B.L. Add. Ms. 38154/106;Alan Brodrick to S1.JohnBrodrick, 13/2105, Midleton
Mss.21167.
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enquired.88

The 'patriots'Annesleysoughtwere not forthcoming. Individuals suchas

the Lord Chancellor, Richard Cox, did respond. But the fact that no

parliamentsat betweenJune 1705 and June 1707 meant that the forum in

which Ireland'scasemight bebestarticulatedwasnot available.89 As a resulta

Representationagainstthe union betweenEnglandand Scotlandwhich had

been mooted failed to materialise. '[I] believe you apprehendvery well the

consequencesof the intendedunion,' an increasinglydisheartenedKing replied

to Annesley,

'.....this step will preventany union with Ireland for ever, a thing
desiredby many, thoughto me the advantagesare not so clear. It
seemsthat suchan union is well representedby Aesop in his fable
of the lion joining with the other beaststo hunt the stag.....but let
that be as it may, nobody would have the possibility of it taken
away ..... Englandwill neitherneedus nor think it safeto admit us
after this is settledwhereasif the presentdesign should miscarry
perhapseithera union with Irelandor a good treatmentof it might
be thoughtnecessary.'

In fact, the only consolationto be gainedfrom the inclusion of Scotlandin a

union was 'the settling the successionin the Protestantline, for which the

Protestantsherearezealous.,90

88 King to Southwell, 16110/06, TeD Ms. 750/312161; Southwell to Nottingham,
26/2104, CSPDom. 1703-4,p.542-3; Annesleyto King, October1706, Lyons 1230; Same
to Same, 8/3/07, Lyons 1246; Sameto Same,1707, Lyons 1249.

89 Cox to Nottingham,13/2/04,CSPDom. 1703-4,p.531; Cox to Southwell,9/11/06,
B.L. Add. Ms. 381541100. Severalpamphletsespousingunion with Englanddid appear,
however:TheQueenan Empressandher threekingdomsoneempire;or Brief remarksupon
thepresentanda prospectofthefuture ofEngland,Scotlandand Ireland in a happyUnion,
Dublin, 1706; A Union betweenEnglandand Scotland..... prejudicial to Englandexcept
alsothat Ireland is included,1706; Kelly, 'Theoriginsof theactof union',p.244.

90 King to Annesley, 17/4/07, TeD Ms. 750/3/21104; Sameto Same, 15/10/06, TeD
Ms. 750/3/2160-1; Annesleyto King, 26/4/07, Lyons 1256; Newsletter, 29/10/06, HMC
Portland,viii, p.255; Ormondeto Lords Justicesof Ireland, 31110/06, Cal. Dept. Corr.,
52/142/522; Alan Brodrick to St. JohnBrodrick, 13/2/05, Midleton Mss. 2/167.
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When the union betweenEnglandand Scotlandwas eventuallyratified in

1707King could not hidehis disappointment.He interpreted'the hasteof the

parliamentin passingthe union' asevidencethatEnglandwasmoreanxiousto

obtaina union thanScotland. As a result,he assumedthat 'thosepeoplehave

madethebestbargain'. He wasdeeplydisturbedby the fact that the union had

'settledPresbyteryin Scotland..... much fmner than the Church in England.'

Instructionsfrom Englandthat the union shouldbe celebratedin Ireland met

with a cool response:We are to celebrate1st Mayasa thanksgivingfor the

union, but I fmd very few that are satisfiedhow it will be a benefit to this

kingdom,' he protested. He could not promise, he respondedwith barely

concealedindignation, that the serviceswould be 'performedwith all the

cordialnessthat becomesall good Christians in their addressesto God'.

Consciousnow of Ireland'sisolation,theparliamentwhich re-assembledin July

1707coulddo little morethanmakeanxiouspleasfor closerties with the new

GreatBritain. But, asKing hadexpected,therewas little enthusiasmfor such

a step in England. A requestthat QueenAnne herselfmight 'extendyour

favour [of a Union] to all your subjects,till noneareexcludedfrom so greata

blessing',elicitedno morethana 'graciousanswer'from London.91

Nothing illustratedmoreconclusivelythe political impotenceof the Anglo­

Irish thanthe failure to achieveat leastsomeinitial stepstowardsa Union. To

a largeextentthe reasonfor this lay in the fact that union with Irelandoffered

few advantagesto England. This wasparticularlyso sincethe eventsof 1698

and 1699hadreinforcedthe claimsof the Englishparliamentto legislativeand

91 King to Annesley,18/2107, TeD Ms. 750/3/2191-3; R. Powysto Dawson, 23/1107,
Cal. Dept.Corr., 52/142/562; Southwellto Dawson,Cal. Dept.Corr., 52/142/581; King to
Crow, 5/4/07, TeD Ms. 7501212199; King to Annesley, 17/4/07, TeD Ms. 75013/21104;
UI, ii, 15n107; Cox to Southwell, 31nl07, B.L. Add Ms. 38155/87.
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judicial supremacy. Union with Scotland,by contrast,offered at least the

agreementof that nationto the HanoveriansuccessionafterAnne'sdeath. The

Irish requestfor Union, on the other hand, had its origins in the weakened

position of both the Irish parliamentand the establishedchurch. As such it

offeredlittle potentialbenefitto theEnglishbodypolitic.92

To a manlike King, awareof the inherentfrailty of the Irish establishment,

and simultaneouslydistrustful of Whigs, High Tories, Presbyteriansand

Jacobites,union conjuredup variouspossibilities. He did not haveany overall

philosophicalcommitmentto, or antipathytowards,the ideaof union per see

He could not deny that, under the right circumstances,it presentedobvious

benefitsto Ireland. For the mostpart, however,particularlywhenhe pondered

the natureof political developmentsin England,he contemplatedthe prospect

with barely disguisedhorror. He was still bitter at the 'slavery' imposedby

England, increasingly consciousof the economic and religious vitality of

Dissentersin the north and apprehensivelest the establishedchurchin Ireland

be subduedby English Whigs, atheists, Deists and Socinians. Thus, ever

hopeful that Ireland's legislative autonomymight be restoredby a resurgent

monarchy,he neverwholeheartedlysupportedcalls for union. It wasalways'a

thing earnestlydesiredby many,thoughto methe advantagesarenot so clear.'

He preferredto cultivatean improvementin the attitudeof English ministries

towardsIreland,ratherthanrisk enteringa union in which the influenceof the

Churchof Ireland might be diluted and the possibility of an independentIrish

parliamentlost forever.93

92 Smyth,op. cit., p.796.

93 King to Annesley,15/10/06,TeD Ms. 750/3/2160-1; Victory, Colonial Nationalism
in Ireland, p.95-6.
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Yet, in keepingwith his generallycautiousnature, he never completely

discountedunionasa possiblesolutionto Ireland'seconomicandconstitutional

subordination.Instead,hemerelycautionedpatience:'thougha lady like a man

very well,' hesuggestedcryptically, 'yet to be too forward may marherdesign.'

Ireland would be bestservedby strengtheningher economicposition, biding

her time and,if appropriate,seekingunion at somemorefavourablemoment.94

94 King to Annesley, 215/07, TeD Ms. 750/3/21111-2.
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