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Foreword


This first book-length study of Benjamin Hoadly provides a welcome and much-needed scholarly counterweight to the contemporary interest in Tory, Jacobite, and Nonjuror history. Through a deep, sympathetic, and sustained analysis of Hoadly’s thought, we find here a convincing account of the Whig side of the leading debates of late Stuart and early Hanoverian England. Indeed, a measure of William Gibson’s achievement is that he not only revives Hoadly’s reputation, rendering a compelling portrait of a faithful churchman and a gifted controversialist, he also illumines the political and religious thought of Hoadly’s opponents as well; the polemics of Charles Leslie, Francis Atterbury, and Henry Sacheverell are rendered freshly intelligible through Hoadly’s mind. Based on the author’s extensive reading in manuscript and printed sources - Gibson has examined the relevant manuscripts in some thirty archives - this biography convincingly reintroduces readers to the Whig understanding of the Revolution of 1689, and in keeping with recent scholarship, it demonstrates Hoadly’s dependence on John Locke.


As a populariser of Locke, Hoadly disseminated Locke’s ides on religions toleration and civil government, and he thereby contributed to the more widespread acceptance of the right of private judgement and contract theory. But Hoadly grounded liberty of conscience more in the Reformation principle of the unfettered interpretation of Scripture than in natural rights. His was a reasonable Christianity, neither rationalist nor Deist (though he counted Thomas Chubb among his friends), and yet remarkably, he insisted on the value of an established church and the obligation of all Christians to seek unity. In addition to this unusual breadth of vision, Hoadly also made a distinctive contribution to the campaigns of the mid-1730s to repeal the Test and Corporation Acts and his writings later inspired Francis Blackburne in the movement to obtain relief from subscription to the Thirty-Nine Articles. Through a nuanced portrayal of shifting political contexts, Gibson convincingly accounts for how Hoadly could change his mind on the necessity of religious tests and at the same time remain consistent with his political and ecclesiastical principles.


The book also provides new and interesting details about Hoadly’s collaborative efforts with such notables figures as Joseph Addison and Sir Richard Steele. The author puts poetry and portraiture to good use as well: Gibson seems to have found all the allusions to Hoadly in the prose of Jonathan Swift and the verse of Alexander Pope, as well as those in the popular broadsides and the less memorable doggerel of the daily press. Hoadly’s friendships with William Hogarth and Sarah, Duchess of Marlborough, enliven the text, and Gibson is especially deft in his handling of court connections, as for example, in his account of Hoadly’s reception at Blenheim. The author has an excellent ear for the pithy, salient quote that nicely captures the flavour of the era. This is intellectual history at its finest in that Gibson places religious and political ideas in the context of the practice of politics and patronage, family history, social thought - Hoadly understood “the people” as a much broader category than the propertied elites - literature, and international diplomacy.


Now for the first time we have a connected account of Hoadly’s own views on the controversies that made him famous (and sent shock waves through the remaining century), from the debate over Convocation, to the Sacheverell affair, to the Bangorian controversy. This study provides a fine treatment of Hoadly’s impact on American political and religious thought and the impact which his publications had in Ireland and Switzerland. The book handily sustains the dual thesis that Hoadly was an Enlightenment thinker of considerable distinction and that the central objective in his life was the reuniting of Protestants in England. Hoadly’s effort to bring the Dissenters back into the Anglican Church is creatively illustrated by the strategic use to which he put the diocese of Winchester, in Gibson’s phrase, a ‘latitudinarian miniature’. In brief, Benjamin Hoadly emerges from this important study as a more faithful churchman, a more loyal friend, and a better politician than even the best scholars had previously thought. Hoadly’s understanding of the invisible character of the church as a free association of people and the importance of the sincerity of faith imaginatively foreshadowed modern denominationalism and the eventual acceptance of religious pluralism. This book demonstrates that through a distinguished, if controversial career of some sixty years duration, Hoadly was, in Gibson’s words, ‘the most powerful, popular and prolific Whig writer of the early eighteenth century’.


James E. Bradley


Geoffrey W. Bromiley Professor of Church History


Fuller Seminary, Pasadena, California





Preface to the Updated Edition


The publication of Enlightenment Prelate: Benjamin Hoadly 1676-1761 in 2004 was marked by largely positive responses in reviews. Nigel Yates, writing in the Journal of Religious History (2006), captured the sense of both the book and the prevailing opinion in his review:




William Gibson’s study of Hoadly is to be greatly welcomed. It is a major piece of reassessment. Simply getting people to think differently about someone who has been almost consistently painted as one of the blackguards of ecclesiastical history means that an alternative picture has little option but to be painted in equally strong colours. Gibson’s book presents us with detailed evidence for a more balanced view of Hoadly both as a controversialist and as a diocesan bishop. Gibson’s powerful reassessment of Hoadly relates to his work as a diocesan bishop. Gibson has shown that such views cannot be so easily or so unfairly dismissed as they have been in the past and that men like Hoadly, and those who agreed with him, had something positive to offer to their contemporaries and were as loyal to the interests of the Church of England as the high churchmen who so greatly disparaged them.1





Hoadly’s central place in theological controversies, as well as his reputation as a Latitudinarian, meant that reviewers recognised that the previous neglect of his life and work was remarkable. The focus of Victorian scholars on personal attacks had largely obscured his role as a theologian and bishop. Only the absence of a cache of papers prevented previous generations of scholars from attempting a biographical study. A number of reviewers expressed surprise that this book is the first full-length study of Hoadly.


The book quickly found its way into the mainstream of scholarly understanding of the controversies in which Hoadly participated, and has been widely cited by scholars.2 In 2020, Dafydd Mills Daniel, extensively citing Enlightenment Prelate, Benjamin Hoadly 1676-1761, wrote:




Recent scholarship highlights a tension in the way Hoadly has been represented. Modern commentators help give us an image of Hoadly as a serious political and theological figure. John Gascoigne, Andrew Starkie, and William Gibson have drawn attention to how Hoadly’s Bangorian writings spread, like a ‘fever’, throughout Great Britain, Ireland, and America, as he became a seminal figure for dissenters and political reformers into the nineteenth-century.3





Moreover, that Hoadly’s reputation has been wrested from the hands of Victorian attacks can be seen in the 2020 publication in Student Publication of an essay entitled ‘Bangor Revisited: Bishop Benjamin Hoadly and Enlightenment Ecclesiology’ by C.T. Lough, which commented:




An effort undertaken over the past two decades to rescue Hoadly from his associations with liberalism and from more outrageous accusations of deism has sought to call these judgments into question. Susan L. Rutherford, Guglielmo Sanna, and especially William Gibson, Hoadly’s first modern biographer, have laid most of the groundwork in this project.4





Since 2004, leading scholars have made important contributions to our understanding of Hoadly. Foremost among these is Guglielmo Sanna, Professor of History at the University of Sassari, Sardinia. In 2005, Sanna wrote an article entitled ‘How Heterodox was Hoadly?’ that sought to challenge the idea that Hoadly’s principles placed him beyond the boundaries of Anglican orthodoxy.5 Sanna pointed out that Hoadly’s detractors often focused just on his Bangorian publications and ignored his wider theological works: his defence of episcopal ordination, four extensive treatises on conformity, eighteen discourses concerning the terms of acceptance with God and numerous other sermons, three charges to his diocesan clergy, two early works relating to prophecies and miracles, and his attack on freethinkers. From a close reading of these wider theological works, Sanna concluded that Hoadly’s political controversies have tended to obscure the degree to which he was an orthodox Trinitarian Anglican who was far from heresy and heterodoxy.6


Sanna followed this in 2012 with a major book-length study, Religione e vita publica nell ‘Inghilterra del ‘700.7 In it, Sanna argued that Hoadly’s Trinitarian outlook was influenced by a personal dislike of theological speculation and by a strong inclination to ‘practical divinity’ (which he defined as ‘doing rightly’, which he regarded as more important than ‘thinking rightly’). Sanna claimed that Hoadly believed any endeavour to settle the Trinitarian question in absolute terms was an offence both to God and humanity: an offence to God in that it exceeded what he had made knowable to human reason or directly told by revelation; and an offence to humanity because it troubled human consciences to no purpose. What God had thought fit not to reveal – or to render intelligible – to human understanding, people were better to leave undetermined, as the more the theologian entered the territory of darkness, the more the faithful was confused, particularly people whose intellectual capacities were limited. Sanna argued that Hoadly distinguished between the liberties of the laity and the responsibilities of the clergy. In the former, Hoadly regretted that Christians made salvation depend on such tests of loyalty, much more restrictive than Christ and the apostles had done. If eternal life was accessible to all, how then could the unlearned escape the damnatory clause of the Athanasian Creed, since they could not assent because they did not understand it, and if they assented without understanding, they would not acquire any merit either. As to the clergy, while admiring the Early Church, Hoadly pointed out that ministers could not avoid subscribing to the Athanasian Creed since they had the intellectual capability to know it was agreeable to the word of God. Sanna therefore argued that Hoadly’s subscription to the Athanasian Creed did not rest on mental equivocation (he said this to John Jackson in private conversation), let alone cynical careerism. Hoadly was not a supporter of the anti-subscription movement – as some scholars have implied – although many of his supporters in the Bangorian controversy (such as Thomas Herne, John Jackson, and Arthur Ashley Sykes) clearly were.


Sanna was impressed by the way Hoadly’s varied his approach to Dissent according to the context (rather than the period). When addressing High Churchmen he put the emphasis on levelling the barriers between Anglicans and Dissenters; when addressing Dissenters, he put the emphasis on renouncing some of their claims. In discussing conformity with Dissenters, Hoadly again distinguished between the liberties of the laity and the responsibilities of the ministers. The laity were not scholars of the Bible, and therefore should be the object of charity rather than reproach; the clergy were responsible for the spiritual welfare of the unlearned, and should not encourage divisions (he advised Calamy to leave the ministry rather than sow seed of discord among the followers of Christ). Of course, these different approaches do not imply inconsistency or insincerity: in a time of political turmoil Hoadly’s priority was the unity of English Protestants, which – he thought – could not be achieved at the expense of just one party.


Sanna took the view that Hoadly’s political philosophy was shaped to a remarkable extent by a set of constitutional beliefs that were pre-Lockean in their attitude towards contract between ruler and ruled. In fact, notwithstanding impressive similarities, Hoadly was at variance with Locke’s Treatises of Government on two key points. Firstly, Hoadly believed in the veracity and historicity of the state of nature: he thought the first five books of the Old Testament (and especially the story of Cain), if rightly understood, was evidence that men were born free, not under government, which must therefore be a human creation. In contrast, Locke accepted Filmer’s argument of the uninterrupted continuity of government from Adam through the kings of Israel down to modern monarchies. That this could be countered fully only by advancing that the state of nature was a rational construct needing no empirical demonstration. Secondly, Sanna argued that Hoadly conceived the transition from a state of nature to a political society as irreversible, so that, when government was ended by tyranny, the right of resistance, was vested in the parliament. Consequently for Hoadly, the ‘executive power of the law of nature’ belonged to the community as a whole (whereas Locke conceived the transition from state of nature to political society as reversible, so that, when political society was ended by tyranny, the right of punishment is recovered by the individual – for Locke the ‘executive power of the law of nature’ belonged to anybody). Hoadly understood Locke sufficiently to be able to retain the principles reconcilable with the Christian teachings, while rejecting its rationalist underpinning and individualistic implications.


In 2016, Sanna published an article on ‘Latitudinarian Politics and the Shadow of Locke’, which argued for caution in assuming that Locke’s influence on Hoadly was as strong as some writers have claimed. In doing so, Sanna argued that Hoadly was not Lockean in the sense that it drew him away from doctrinal adherence to the Church. Sanna argued that ‘in theology, Hoadly stood less apart from the Christian canon and was less alien to the Anglican tradition than is normally conceded.’8 Sanna concluded his article by claiming that Hoadly’s writings suggest:




that he was neither a Socinian, nor a republican, let alone a liberal. Hoadly walked a fine path between different political traditions. To depict him as a traitor, is to represent the Hanoverian church as a monolith rather than a mosaic: an isolated fortress that remained impervious to the dramatic changes brought about elsewhere in English society by the turmoil of the early modern world.





In 2018, Sanna published, an important essay entitled ‘“Uprightness of Heart”: The Doctrine of Religious Sincerity in Eighteenth Century Anglican Thought.’9 In it, he challenged the view that Hoadly held that mere ‘moral rectitude’ might be a substitute for strict adherence to doctrinal norms and liturgical practices as prescribed by the Church of England. Sanna asked whether Hoadly meant that all religions were equally valid so that everybody could choose among many without fear of incurring the least of God’s displeasure. He also explored Hoadly’s doctrine of religious sincerity, outlined in his Preservative upon the Principles and Practices of the Nonjurors (1716), to suggest that both Hoadly and his supporters expressed more conventional Protestant beliefs than it is normally understood. Sanna dismissed Starkie’s contention that Hoadly denied any limits to rational enquiry, and banished mystery from religion, or repudiated the notion of the divine origin of the Church. He also rejected the idea that Hoadly’s position was the same as the deists such as Anthony Collins, John Toland or Matthew Tindal.


Taken together, Sanna’s body of work on Hoadly represents the most significant and impressive engagement with Latitudinarian ideas and it is a pity that, as his book has not been translated into English, it has had limited impact on the debates in the Anglophone world. More recently, scholars’ work on themes such as prayer in the period have acknowledged the way in which Hoadly’s recommendation of ‘rational’ prayer could ‘awaken the affections’ and deepen religious experience.10


Hoadly’s influence on the literary scene in the first decades of the eighteenth century has also been examined, by Ashley Marshall in 2019. Marshall, making extensive use of this book, argued that Richard Steele should not be read in isolation from authors such as Hoadly.11 Marshall argued that radical Whig influences, including those of Tindal and Toland, but most powerfully Hoadly, established the religious context in which Steele’s Whig principles developed. Steele and Hoadly were friends and correspondents and in the Tatler, Steele defended Hoadly during his controversy over the nature of the power of the state in 1705–9. The central issue was, of course, the legitimacy of resistance to tyrants and the limited nature of passive obedience to the civil magistrate. It was the principle of resistance that brought Hoadly and Steele together in viewing ecclesiastical and political tyranny as equally to be defied. Both regarded the duty to resist ‘Protestant Popery’ and the weapons lay in the form of the right of private judgement. In this way, Hoadly exercised a powerful influence on Steele and the literary culture of the early eighteenth century.


The role of Hoadly in inspiring the American Revolution has also been taken up by scholars. Paul Babie and Neville Rochow’s study Freedom of Religion Under the Bill of Rights, demonstrates the way in which this book has influenced awareness of the debt owed to the American Revolution to Locke and Hoadly. Even Hoadly’s involvement in political activities in the 1720s has been subject to some revision.13


An unexpected field in which Hoadly made a mark is that of British foreign policy. Jeremy Black’s superb trilogy of books on British foreign policy under George I and George II include evidence that Hoadly contributed to this issue in the 1720s.14 Moreover there seems to have been evidence of popular awareness that he was associated with government policy. In 1721-2 Hoadly was one of those figures whose health was drunk at Dover on the declaration of war, which was recorded in the pro-government Whitehall Evening Post. It was claimed that there has been similar toasts elsewhere in the kingdom.15 This coincided with Hoadly’s involvement with Walpole’s government outlined in Chapter Six.


Black also noted that in 1727 Hoadly’s An Enquiry into the Reasons of the Conduct of Great Britain, with relation to the Present State of Affairs in Europe, which defended ministerial policy, was distributed free to MPs for which over 4,000 copies were printed. Sinzendorf, the Austrian Chancellor, even read the work in translation.16 Hoadly continued to write in defence of Walpole’s foreign policy into the late 1720s. Robert Wodrow, a Scottish Presbyterian minister, noted for January 1727 in his miscellaneous commonplace collection:




the King’s Speech, which is a compend [summary] of the book published by Mr Walpole’s direction, as is believed, and written by the Bishop of Bangor [Benjamin Hoadly], now of Salisbury, a Vindication of the Conduct of the Ministry. And indeed it is a very alarming speech, though our Jacobites pretend all is Mr Walpole’s doing to lay on new taxes, and they pretend a tax is to be laid upon meal, and other vile stories, to sour the country more and more against the King.17





Hoadly’s Vindication of the Conduct of the Ministry was sent to British envoys in Europe to pass on to foreign ministers.18


After the publication of Enlightenment Prelate, I published some further work on Hoadly that was either not appropriate to include in the book, or was based on research that I undertook subsequently. The most significant of these was a new edition of Benjamin Hoadly’s The Original and Institution of Civil Government, Discuss’d, published by AMS Press in New York in 2007, with an introduction discussing the work. The Original and Institution of Civil Government, Discuss’d was the book that in many ways set the scene for the Bangorian controversy. The work was a Lockean project, suggesting that in the first societies people joined together for purposes of safety and economic advantage and granted authority to the civil magistrate; consequently they could take back that authority. It followed that it advanced a strong defence of the principles that underpinned the Revolution of 1688. It was published in 1710 when the Whigs were under increasing pressure and when resurgent Toryism and Non-Jury seemed to threaten the Revolution settlement. It laid the intellectual groundwork for Hoadly to publish his Preservative against the Principle and Practice of the Non-jurors both in Church and State in 1716, which was the prelude to his Bangorian sermon.




[image: images]

Image 1 (left), George Vertue’s engraving of Hoadly as Bishop of Bangor c. 1717, a repurposed version of Image 2 (right) Vertue’s original engraving of Hoadly as Rector of St Peter Poor, c. 1710-15. Both from the author’s collection.





Some of my subsequent work was more biographical, such as ‘The Tomb of Bishop Benjamin Hoadly’ in Ecclesiology Today, The Journal of the Ecclesiological Society, (Issue 34, January 2005) and ‘The Significance of the Iconography of Bishop Benjamin Hoadly (1676-1761) in British Art Journal (vol VII, no 2, 2006). The purpose of the latter article was to suggest that popular interest in Hoadly’s portraits and images were inextricably linked to his involvement in important political and theological controversies. Since the publication of that article, two portraits have been discovered that show the ways in which eighteenth century engravers ‘repurposed’ portraits.19 They demonstrate that the engraver, in this case George Vertue, reused an original portrait of Hoadly as rector of St Peter Poor, a post that Hoadly held from 1704 onwards, and reissued it when he was made Bishop of Bangor in 1716. The interest of the public and the desire of the engraver to exploit Hoadly’s controversial ‘celebrity’ meant that a portrait could be revised and republished for sale.


More theological in content, was ‘Brother of the more famous Benjamin: the Theology of John Hoadly’, published in Anglican and Episcopal History, (vol LXXV, no 3, 2006). This argued that, based on his work as chaplain to Bishop Burnet and as a canon of Salisbury, John Hoadly was as ecclesiologically radical, if not more so, than his brother Benjamin. As is made clear in chapter four, John Hoadly’s sermon at Benjamin’s consecration in 1716 was a clarion cry for Whig Low Churchmanship.


In 2016, I ventured into book history with an article in the journal Quærendo on the early owners of Hoadly’s son’s three volume Life and Works of Benjamin Hoadly, published in 1773.20 The Life and Works was an elite and luxurious item, published by W. Bowyer and J. Nichols; in 2016 values it cost the equivalent of £500. Three hundred standard paper copies were printed and twelve large paper copies – the latter printed on thicker paper from a leading Dutch paper maker. The article traces about twenty percent of the first owners of the copies and argues that most purchases were a distinctive ‘bibliophilic act’ by collectors who recognised the place that Hoadly occupied in religious and political controversies.


The measure of the reorientation of the historiography of the Church, and religion more generally, in the eighteenth century is that scholars now treat Hoadly as an important part of the eighteenth century intellectual and religious scene, and do not lather their assessments in the sort of invective that used to accompany mention of him in works published in the century before the 1960s. In the second volume of the new Oxford History of Anglicanism: Establishment and Empire, 1662-1829, the contributors, including Grant Tapsell, Robert Ingram, Jonathan Clark, Tony Claydon and Brian Young, recognize that Hoadly occupies a significant place in the Church that cannot be dismissed lightly or contemptuously.21 In addition, scholars like Brent Sirota, Pasi Ihalainen, Grayson Ditchfield, Nigel Aston and Howard Weinbrot have explored Hoadly’s thought in a way that would not have occurred before this book.22


Finally, the quest for Hoadly manuscripts and archives, discussed in the Acknowledgements, goes on. There have been a few discoveries. Hoadly’s accounts while Bishop of Salisbury have been found in the Swindon and Wiltshire Record Office, and I used them for an article on the finances of the eighteenth century episcopate in 2020.23 A letter from Edmund Gibson to Robert Walpole in 1734 declining the offer of translation to Winchester has been found in the Gibson manuscripts at St Andrews University.24 Gibson’s reasons for doing so were that he feared Hoadly would replace him in London diocese. So Hoadly went to Winchester instead. Daniel Reed has found passing references to Hoadly’s appointment to Winchester and his hopes of receiving Durham in the Borthwick Institute and the Cornwall Record Office.25 A letter, discovered in the Bridwell Library at Southern Methodist University, Dallas, Texas, from Hoadly dated 16 January 1743, discussed a legal case in which Hoadly was embroiled. However the matter is opaque and all that can be deduced from it is that Hoadly was clearly active in his diocese in legal as well as ecclesiastical affairs. A letter has also been found, dated 30 June 1722 from Hereford, in which Hoadly wrote: ‘I find here a very pleasant country & a great deal of civility.’26 This nails the claim that he did not visit Hereford during his tenure of the diocese. The search for a substantial cache of Hoadly manuscripts goes on. This book makes a small contribution to the revision of historical understanding of the Church of England in the ‘long eighteenth century’, which, it seems, still needs to be restated.27


William Gibson, September 2021.
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Introduction


I first encountered Bishop Hoadly whilst I was an undergraduate, and was astonished by the usual accounts of him. A bishop who shamelessly wrote partisan tracts for the government of the day, who didn’t even visit his first diocese, who was typical of craven and corrupt bishops in holding four dioceses during his episcopate, and whose theology was sufficiently low to attract the suggestion that he was an agnostic must indeed have been a phenomenon. My attraction to such a reprobate diminished initially as I discovered that, in each case, these claims were untrue or anachronistic. In time, I came to see Hoadly as far from the outrageously colourful knave whose low reputation lit up seminars. The more I encountered Hoadly, the more he seemed to be a conscientious churchman with a consistent and coherent message; a bishop who had been swamped by two centuries and more of invective from High Church sympathisers with the Tory Tractarian cause. The latter had formed the establishment in Church History from the nineteenth century, and had successfully obscured Hoadly as a man and as a churchman. Indeed even such excellent works as G. V. Bennett’s Tory Crisis in Church and State sustained the position of Hoadly’s opponents. All that was left was a view of Hoadly through the lens of his opponents. It was as if I was seeing Charles I through Cromwell’s account of him.


Hoadly did himself no favours, of course. Evidence for revising his reputation and work was not easily found. A search of the diocesan record offices at Bangor, Hereford, Salisbury, Winchester and in London turned up hardly any personal papers. It is our misfortune that Hoadly possessed a prodigious memory; he had no need to keep correspondence, and routinely burnt it. Such was Hoadly’s memory that during the Bangorian controversy he could repeatedly contradict those opponents who mis-quoted him. And 40 years later, when Fournier attempted to extort £8,000 from him, the elderly Hoadly could recall each meeting and communication he had had with him. This extraordinary memory created a problem for historians: surviving Hoadly letters are very rare. His son’s massive three volume Life and Works of Benjamin Hoadly, published in 1773, suggests that the elderly Bishop Hoadly was surprised that his early letters to Lady Sundon had survived, and was ‘uneasy’ given the fulsome expressions of affection to her they contained. Perhaps therefore Hoadly had also been determined to leave no personal papers behind. The Archive of St Cross College, Winchester, where John Hoadly was the Master, has only recently been saved from the mouldering muniment room and transferred to the Hampshire Record Office. This was the last hope that some of the Bishop’s papers might have survived in his son’s papers. But it contained none of Bishop Hoadly’s correspondence. So, with the exception of the 40 letters to Lady Sundon at the Beinecke Library at Yale University, no significant collection of Hoadly’s papers appears to have survived. This has encouraged me, wherever possible, to allow Hoadly to speak for himself and opens me to the charge of over-long quotation. However, let me assure the reader that it was only too painful to have already excised over 20,000 words of Hoadly’s from an earlier draft. Hoadly was a prolific writer and, though prone to prolixity, it seems only fair to Hoadly and to the reader that the opportunity to see the man through his writing should be grasped. An anonymous reader for a publisher commented that some material was included ‘primarily because sources exist’ and this is a fair comment. Original material on and by Hoadly is so rare that I have included much that illuminates his life where it has been possible to track it down.


I have perhaps laid myself open to the common biographer’s affliction of having become captivated by my subject. There is no doubt that Hoadly was an extraordinary individual: determined, tenacious, intelligent, ambitious and thoroughly human. The process of writing this book made him more of a hero to me than he had been previously. His emphasis on liberty of conscience, sincerity of belief and the need for harmony between people of differing beliefs are views that are enormously powerful and attractive to the twenty-first century mind. It is difficult therefore not to be anachronistic in bringing these views to bear in writing about Hoadly. This is one of the reasons why I have sought to allow Hoadly’s opponents considerable space in this work. They too have a voice that needs to be heard if we are to reach a balanced view of Hoadly.


The other consequence of the absence of Hoadly’s papers is that this book is not a biography of Hoadly. Nor is it a detailed theological analysis of his thought, this has been attempted elsewhere and such a study would need to be three or four times the length of this book.1 It would also necessitate long trails down the more arcane pathways of early eighteenth century theology. Such a prospect has defeated more than one historian. Henry Hallam, writing his Constitutional History of England in the late nineteenth century, felt overwhelmed by the weight of words. He confessed after ploughing through ‘forty or fifty tracts and consuming a good many hours on the Bangorian controversy, I should find some difficulty in stating with precision the propositions in the debate.’2 There have been times when I have shared Hallam’s bewilderment. Consequently I have sought to make this book a fresh appreciation of Hoadly’s life and work in eighteenth century religion. Hoadly wrote, and stimulated responses in, hundreds of sermons, tracts and poems. It is inconceivable that most English people during his lifetime did not know of him. Sacheverell reputedly sold 40,000 copies of his inflammatory 1709 sermon, and if half a dozen people read each one, his work directly reached over five percent of the population of the country. If this is so, how many more read Hoadly’s works, which poured in torrents from the press in the half century after 1703? During the Bangorian debate individual tracts were for the first time routinely printed in their thousands and clearly reached a mass readership. It was not just through a widespread Anglican readership that Hoadly’s views reached such a large audience. Dissenting preachers also used his sermons in their own congregations. John Abernethy, at the Wood Street Congregation in Dublin, often read Hoadly’s sermon on The Nature of the Kingdom of Christ.3 Henry Grove of Taunton, the leading Dissenter, expounded the work of ‘the incomparable Mr Locke, the excellent Bishop of Hereford [Hoadly] and other good hands.’4


While I have largely followed a chronological approach in this study of Hoadly, the narrative of his life has been restricted. Chapter One seeks to present the ways in which subsequent writers have treated Hoadly. It is largely the history of the demonising of Hoadly, at least in English history; though in America his radical Whig views have tended to chime in accord with the USA’s founding republican ideology. In this respect, Hoadly is one of the yardsticks by which republican America and monarchical Britain can be compared and delineated. Chapter Two traces Hoadly’s early life and Puritan influences, including his education. Chapter Three covers the years in which, as a young London parson, Hoadly entered pulpit debates with Atterbury, Calamy and Blackall on comprehension, occasional conformity and the nature of political authority. Chapter Four traces Hoadly’s responses to the Sacheverell sermon and to the writing of the Non-juror Charles Leslie. This was a lean period for Hoadly, in which the Protestant succession seemed most gravely imperilled. Ironically, given the frequency with which Hoadly’s sincerity has been impugned, these were the years in which he had the strongest motivation to abandon Latitudinarian Whiggery, but in which he made the most powerful expressions of it. Chapter Five considers the Bangorian sermon and its aftermath. This is a controversy that has overshadowed much of Hoadly’s life and thought, and has left us with an unbalanced view of him. For Hoadly the Bangorian debate was only obliquely connected to his primary objective of the comprehension of Dissent in the Church of England. It may be that the sermon for which Hoadly is best known is one that only tangentially-informs us of his thought. Chapter Six traces Hoadly’s career from Bangor to Winchester, and considers his Britannicus letters. It also gives a flavour of Hoadly the patron and a growing figure at Court. Finally Chapter Seven covers Hoadly at Winchester, where he took the opportunity to give effect to his liberal Anglican aspirations. He also engaged with the issue of the sacrament of Holy Communion, and, as so often before, he pulled down the exaggerated sacerdotal claims of the High Churchmen.


There are two principal themes in this book. First, Hoadly was an Anglican reformer, who stood in the tradition that stretched back through Tenison and Chillingworth to Hooker and Cranmer and forward to Blackburne and Watson. Moreover Hoadly was not the destructive theological and ecclesiastical nihilist that he has been portrayed as. Hoadly the reformer sought to recast the Church of England as a truly national Church that would embrace all Protestants, rather than excluding those who could not conform to restrictive articles, liturgy or priestly dogma. He sought to re-orient the Eucharist to its original Cranmerite commemoration, free from excluding sacramentalist claims. His plans for the Church would have focused faith onto scripture rather than Church teaching and dogma and thereby handed authority to the readers of the Bible. Such a broad Church would have restored Anglicanism to its original conception and stripped away the encrustations of High Church traditions and dogma. The implications of this were that Hoadly sought to reverse the decisions of the Hampton Court and Savoy Conferences, and the unsuccessful attempt at Comprehension in 1689. Perhaps this was too ambitious an objective, and had but a slim chance of success. But Hoadly was nothing if not ambitious for the Church, as he was for his parishioners and himself. But his ambition bore some fruit in the Diocese of Winchester, which became a Latitudinarian enclave during his episcopate.5 Perhaps the resistance of the Church of England to the broadening of its boundaries, as Hoadly sought, was a cause of its gradual erosion as the national Church in the eighteenth century. Certainly, unlike Charles Leslie or Francis Atterbury, Hoadly sought to ensure that the Church of England remained erastian, established by law, engaged in religio-politics and wholly identified with the British State at home and abroad.


The second theme of this book is Enlightenment. Hoadly presaged the English Enlightenment. He did so in two ways. He promoted those features of religion that were intrinsically ‘enlightened’, such as rationalism in matters of faith, sincerity as a cornerstone of belief and the promotion of a society in which the end of religion and politics was the happiness of its people. By its nature, Hoadly’s emphasis on the right of the individual to reach a judgement on scripture and on the validity of sincerely held beliefs tended towards equality between men of all classes. And sincerity of belief was predicated on rational judgement rather than wholesale conformity to articles of faith. These were all foundations of the Enlightenment in England. He also added immeasurably to the discourse on the nature and origins of government and authority in Church and State, one of the central intellectual planks of the European and English Enlightenment. Thus Hoadly contributed as much to the foundations of the Enlightenment in England as Locke and Newton. Secondly, Hoadly formed a conduit through which the ideas of Locke and thinkers like Hooker and Descartes entered the mainstream of English religion and politics. While historians have avidly sought evidence of the emergence of Locke’s ideas, they have tended to overlook Hoadly.6 But through Hoadly’s enormous readership, eighteenth century English society had contact with the ideas that inspired the Enlightenment.


A claim can be made for Hoadly that draws on the current fashion for historical counter-factualism. It can best be derived from the question, what would have happened without Hoadly? Without Hoadly’s consistent and unremitting defence of the Glorious Revolution, the attacks on it by Atterbury, Blackall and Sacheverell would have gained greater purchase. If Hoadly had not challenged the Non-jurors’ view of the nature of authority and the legitimacy of resistance, their voices would have added to High Church sacerdotalism. Without the emphasis that Hoadly placed on sincerity and the right of individual judgement religion, and perhaps politics also, would have been constrained and fettered by the weight of institutional authority. Without the Bangorian debate, the High Church accrual of claims to tradition and authority on behalf of the Church and the priesthood would have gone unchecked. Without Hoadly’s Plain Account of the Lord’s Supper, the eighteenth century Anglican view of the Eucharist would have set an even greater distance between the Church and Dissent. And without Hoadly’s example at Winchester, there would have been no illustration of the success the Church could achieve when it converged with Dissent. Perhaps as a consequence Dissent would have grown rather than declined in the years after 1710. There would have been little encouragement for Dissenters like Thomas Seeker and Joseph Butler and a host of others to conform to the Church of England.7 As the Church of England, unrestrained by Hoadly, narrowed its appeal the support it attracted would have diminished, and the intellectual breadth and vitality of the Church would have declined. Deism, Dissent, Methodism and Unitarianism would have faced a weaker, marginalized opponent. In short, Hoadly’s achievement within the Church of England was to withstand the narrowing and excluding instincts of High Churchmen and to deny them a trajectory that sharply diverged from moderate Trinitarian Dissent. By Hoadly’s death the Church of England was becoming a wide river, embracing many different streams and with the strength to move forward undiminished by the religious weirs and rapids that it faced. Hoadly’s great achievement was to ensure that the banks of this river were wide apart. Francis Blackburne, one of Hoadly’s successors in the Latitudinarian tradition anticipated this claim. During the debate on the Feather’s Tavern Petition in 1771–3, Blackburne wrote that,




There is a certain sort of men appearing among us at particular intervals, who, when they get a New Testament into their hands, will be telling the world what they find in it, though it is ever so contrary to the bon ton. Among others of this disposition may be reckoned . . . Benjamin Hoadly [who] is supposed to have greatly contributed, in his day, to keep the hierarchical maxims of the four last years [of Queen Anne’s reign], much in the shade by confronting them with the genuine documents of the sacred writings.





Blackburne pointed out that the Latitudinarian clergy of his own day had built on Hoadly’s views.8 Where would they have been without the challenge that Hoadly made to Sacheverell, Atterbury and others?


Perhaps historians should also consider what might have happened if Hoadly had been even more successful, and had drawn more clergy and bishops to his point of view. There are occasional flashes of evidence of what a full-blooded Hoadleian Church of England could have become. In the diocese of Bath and Wells, a stronghold of Dissent and nonconformity, from the middle of the eighteenth century heterodox and evangelical clergy were welcomed and found a refuge similar to that offered by Hoadly in the diocese of Winchester.9 Similarly in the Church in Wales, Methodism remained within the Anglican Church until well after the secession in England; Anglican clergy complemented prayerbook services with Methodist meetings, and it was only when bishops forced their clergy to surrender their involvement with Methodism that the breach occurred in Wales. A Hoadleian Church of England would have embraced these features and would have welcomed them. It would have rejected the exclusivity of bishops like George Lavington of Exeter and provided places of worship for those who in industrial England turned away from the Church.





1: Hero and Villain




’His useful labours in the cause of religious and civil liberties will be gratefully remembered as long as Great Briton shall be a nation.’1






The Old Whigs and New Whigs


’I suppose tonight I shall dream of Bishop Hoadly for you see, Madam, I am an old Whig even in my sleep’ wrote the diarist Horace Walpole to Lady Ossory on 22 June 1782.2 Walpole had known Benjamin Hoadly, and regarded him with considerable awe and veneration. Indeed for those radical ‘old Whigs’, like Horace Walpole, who looked back to the Glorious Revolution, Benjamin Hoadly was literally an iconic figure. For years a wax bust of Hoadly was kept in the Green Room at Strawberry Hill;3 and in 1781 Walpole confessed to the poet and scholar William Mason that he would rather not read fashionable books only to ‘unlearn’ all his ideas and find that his heroes, King William III, the Duke of Marlborough, John Locke and Benjamin Hoadly were not heroes at all.4 For Horace Walpole, and many ‘old Whigs’, Hoadly was a point of reference for their received ideas of English society. Hoadly’s sermons and books were found in many libraries. In 1785 Walpole wrote to the Scottish antiquary John Pinkerton:




I have a real affection for Bishop Hoadly, he stands with me in lieu of what are called The Fathers; and I am much obliged to you for offering to lend me a book of his; but, as my faith in him and his doctrines has long been settled, I shall not return to such grave studies.…5





Walpole’s thoughts turned so often to Hoadly because the controversies in which the Bishop had taken part were those that dominated political and religious thought throughout the eighteenth century. Even debates at the end of the eighteenth century referred back to Hoadly. In March 1781, when Bishop Lewis Bagot attacked Dr Bell’s rationalist work on the Eucharist, he did so by likening Bell’s views to Hoadly’s alleged Socinianism. Walpole sardonically enjoyed Bagot’s attack: ‘I am glad the monk Bagot and the atheist Hume meet cordially in abuse on the excellent Bishop.’6 A year later, when William Cole described the feud of Bryant and Chatterton to Walpole, he claimed it was ‘as voluminous as the Bangorian controversy’, the fierce controversy for which Hoadly is still best known.7 In 1775 the politician George Hardinge wrote to Walpole




That I am a boy enough to relish talents when they belong to an amiable mind, I cannot deny; but accuse me at your peril of mistaking the shadow for the substance! Of loving Warburton because I love Hoadly.…8





Edward Gibbon spoke truly when he said that Hoadly was the object of ‘Whig Idolatry and Tory abhorrence.’9 And John Nichols went to the extraordinary step of including in the index of his collected works of Jonathan Swift, under Hoadly, the comment ‘the nation lived to become his converts; and sons have blushed to think their fathers were his foes.’10


All these writers, young as well as old, remembered Hoadly because he represented the pinnacle of ‘old Whig’ religious thinking in the early eighteenth century. The controversies that Walpole, Bagot, Hardinge, Cole and Gibbon referred to had taken place over half a century beforehand and Hoadly himself had died twenty one years before Walpole went to bed thinking of him. Yet Hoadly lived on in their minds as a vivid embodiment of the triumphant nature of the radical Whig achievements of the first three decades of the eighteenth century: a peaceable kingdom in which religious disputes did not split the nation asunder as they had in the seventeenth century, and in which two dynastic failures had been overcome in spite of the existence of a Catholic pretender to the throne ready to return. He also represented liberty of conscience, anti-sectarianism and constitutional rule. The reverence in which ‘old Whigs’ held him was profound; Horace Walpole called him ‘good Hoadly.’11


While Hoadly was able to inspire such affection from lay friends, he did not always attract such feelings from fellow churchmen, even those who broadly shared his point of view. Hoadly did not get on with the philosopher Bishop George Berkeley, and claimed that reading the works of Bishop Joseph Butler gave him a headache.12 Nor, predictably, did he provoke friendly feelings from many Tory High Churchmen. Hoadly was also the inspiration for a generation of younger Whigs in the mid-eighteenth century, including the radical Anglican clergyman Francis Blackburne. Blackburne felt his theological difficulty was that questions of religious liberty had already passed through the capable hands of authors like Locke and Hoadly and other ‘masters of reasoning of the first reputation’ that inevitably raised some prejudice against Blackburne when he proposed to enter the debate.13 But not all later eighteenth century Whigs accurately identified Hoadly’s views. Thomas Birch, editor of the General Dictionary and biographer of Tillotson, listed Hoadly as a Deist, alongside Collins, Tindall, Middleton, Sykes and Hume.14 Equally Theophilus Lindsey, in Vindiciae Priestleianae, sought to suggest that Unitarianism emerged from a theological declension from Whichcote, Tillotson, Burnet, Patrick, Locke, through Clarke, Hoadly, Blackburne, Law and Paley. He also, and more reasonably, held that seventeenth century reformers would have revised the Thirty-Nine Articles and the liturgy, had they ‘enjoyed those lights concerning the equal rights of man and the incompetency of human authority in the things of religion, with which the world hath been blessed… by the labours of Locke, Hoadly, Blackburne and Law’.15


Support for Hoadly came from unexpected directions during the eighteenth century. John Wesley, for example, wrote of




Another class of episcopalians… [who] suppose that the government of the Church by bishops, as a superior order to presbyters, was sanctioned by apostolic example, and that it is the duty of all Churches to imitate this example. But while they consider episcopacy as necessary to the perfection of the Church, they grant that it is by no means necessary to her existence; and accordingly, without hesitation, acknowledged as true Churches of Christ many in which the episcopal doctrine is rejected, and presbyterian principles made the basis of ecclesiastical government.… In this list appear the venerable names of, the learned Chillingworth, Archbishop Wake, Bishop Hoadly and many more.…16





Between Blackburne and Wesley there was a kaleidoscope of contemporary opinion about Hoadly. Some felt horror at the standing and advancement of his followers. In 1710 the poet and Jacobite John Byrom, though later ‘on visiting terms’ with the Bishop, commented that he would sooner witness a drawn battle or lost one in Flanders than hear of the preferment of a man of Hoadly’s opinions.17 J.L. Mosheim took an opposing view, claiming Hoadly was ‘a prelate eminently distinguished by the accuracy of his judgement and the purity of his flowing and manly eloquence.’18 In Henry Fielding’s Joseph Andrews the fictional High Church Parson Adams thought Hoadly ‘an exemplary divine’ and that Hoadly’s Plain Account. . . of the Lord’s Supper was written with ‘the pen of an Angel.’19 Lord Shaftesbury commended Hoadly to his protege, Michael Ainsworth, during his preparation for ordination.20 But Lord Chesterfield, scourging Queen Caroline on her death in 1737, wrote:


Here lies unpitied both by Church and State,


The subject of their flattery and hate,


Flattered by those on whom her favours flow’d


Hated for favours impiously bestow’d


Who aimed the Church by Churchmen to betray


And hoped to share in Arbitrary sway


In Tindall’s and in Hoadly’s path she trod


An hypocrite in all but disbelief in God


Alexander Pope, like some later writers, found Hoadly’s style of writing too prolix, and criticised him for over-long sentences. In Satires of Dr Donne he wrote:


But sir of writers? ‘Swift for closer style


But H**y for a period of a mile.…’21


But Hoadly’s view of his own writing was that he struggled to write the unvarnished truth. In 1715 he wrote ‘I have always thought it the concern of posterity to know the truth of facts not the affections and passions of writers.’22 Some made Hoadly the standard-bearer of all ills of the era. Lord Hervey, who had been a friend and ally of Hoadly but who was also notoriously disloyal, commented clearly with an eye on Hoadly: ‘religion was scarcely more than a form: its preachers were partisans; its controversies were Court feuds, its principles were politics, and its objects were stoles and mitres.’23 And others, like Henry Stebbing, would scourge Hoadly as strongly as he did the Methodists and any others who did not plough the narrow furrow of High Church Anglicanism.24


Dissenters held Hoadly in some veneration. The Nonconformist minister Richard Price held that a ‘great revolution’ had taken place in the opinions of Dissenters which had originated in the Church itself with Sir Isaac Newton, Samuel Clarke, Benjamin Hoadly, William Whiston and Arthur Ashley Sykes. Hoadly had certainly fed rationalist Arminianism and injected an emphasis on individual judgement and sincerity into the bloodstream of Dissent through the writings of, among others, Henry Grove. Consequently Price argued that if the faith of the established Church was in danger from Dissenters, it must also be in danger from many of its own members.25 Price also asserted that ‘happy is the scholar or philosopher who at the close of his life can reflect that he has made use of his learning and abilities,’ but, Price argued, happier still was he who had reason to believe he had been successful, and contributed to the dissemination of the rights of religion, and the nature and end of civil government. Among such men, claimed Price, were Milton, Locke, Sidney and Hoadly.26 Price gave a set of Hoadly’s works to Dickinson College, Pennsylvania, and when Benjamin Franklin asked him for a list of books for a parochial library, for the edification of yeoman farmers, Price recommended Hoadly’s works together with those of Locke and Clarke.27 In contradiction to Price, Robert Robinson’s A Plan of Lectures on the Principles of Nonconformity denounced Hoadly, claiming that he had preached ‘rightly but in vain’ and that he had done damage to religion by thinking and publishing his views.28 Even after Rational Dissent had shifted toward Unitarianism Joseph Priestley, among others, acknowledged his debt to Hoadly. Priestley followed Hoadly in believing that Christ’s authority lay in conscience rather than in the Church.29



Hoadly the Lightening Rod


Time and again, people of all views quoted Hoadly. The American parson Simeon Howard, in arguing that liberty and licentiousness were two different things, quoted Hoadly: ‘Liberty is something as really different from that licentiousness which supposeth no government, as from that slavery which supposeth tyranny: it is freedom restrained by beneficial laws, and living and dying with public happiness.’30 Late in the century, as Britain faced a republican terror across the channel, some were careful to distinguish Hoadly’s Lockean principles, which were ‘the premises of conclusions favourable to our constitutional establishment’, from Locke’s principles which were ‘inferences favourable to republicanism.’31 Hoadly undoubtedly saw himself as an inheritor of the Revolution of 1688, indeed his whole life aimed to complete that revolution in Church and State. There is equally no doubt that his championing of liberty could be put to other uses, such as the revolutionaries of America and France.


In the nineteenth century, Blackwood’s Magazine cited Hoadly, among others, as evidence of the low condition of eighteenth-century religion:




In an age when Sacheverell, with his rampant nonsense, had been a popular apostle, and Swift, with his pungent abominations, had been a Church adviser of the cabinet, and when Hoadly was regarded alternatively as a pillar and as a subverter of faith, we may easily conjecture the national estimate of Christianity.32





There were those whose views of Hoadly were similarly bleak, like William Warburton, who built on Hoadly’s ideas of the relationship of Church and State but also denigrated him. Warburton referred to one churchman as ‘licking up the drivel of the Hoadleians.’33 Grudges were given voice even after Hoadly’s death: his biographical notice written by Philip Nichols, a fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge, caused such offence to the Bishop’s family that John Hoadly compiled another version of it.34


Within a further quarter-century, the tide had turned further, and Hoadly was far from the touchstone of virtuous Whiggery that he had been to Horace Walpole. Hoadly became the subject of sustained attack, perhaps more so than any Churchman since the Reformation. In 1799, the High Churchman Jonathan Boucher claimed that ‘Hoadlyite’ views were ‘sunk into very general dis-esteem.’35 He was wrong, for there were those who still defended Hoadly: the rationalist Archdeacon of Carlisle, William Paley, wrote of ‘the excellent Hoadly.’36 Richard Watson, Bishop of Llandaff, admitted his satisfaction in finding that his views on many points both religious and civil coincided with Hoadly’s. He wrote, ‘I glory in this, notwithstanding the abuse the eminent prelate experienced in his own time, and notwithstanding he has been in our own time sarcastically called, and what is worse, injuriously called by Bishop Horsley, a republican bishop.’37


But the clamour of anti-Hoadly voices grew loud. One of the most mordant opponents of Hoadly at the turn of the century was John Milner, titular Roman Catholic Bishop of Castabala and the founder of a Benedictine community in Winchester in 1790.38 Milner made some harsh criticisms of Hoadly in his History of Winchester, to which John Sturges, Canon of Winchester and a Hoadly appointee, replied in his Reflections on Popery.39 Sturges’s defence of Hoadly led Milner to claim that Sturges spread his ‘shield over every person or cause, whether public or private with which you are in any way connected.’


Milner also claimed that Sturges had written that he would not ‘expose the ruinous consequences of Bishop Hoadly’s theology because he was my friend and patron.’40 Milner’s Letters to a Prebendary…, his response to Sturges, which ran to numerous editions indicated that as an individual Milner had no private antagonism for Hoadly. As a writer, Milner respected Hoadly for supporting the Church by his publications; and he admired the patronage which he gave ‘to men of genius and application.’ Milner admitted that, as a Catholic, it was curious that he should oppose an author who gave such ‘evident advantages to the religion which I defend.’ Indeed Milner held, erroneously, that Hoadly carried his principles of toleration so far as to declare that even Catholics should not be excluded from the civil offices on any pretext, except that of open disaffection to the government. Milner also granted that ‘it follows that a mere principle of self-interest would lead me to raise Hoadly’s authority to the highest point possible.’41 However, Milner sought to show that Hoadly’s position was not consistent with the teachings of the Church of England. Milner claimed that Hoadly’s position was characterised by ‘ambiguities, disguises and contradictions.’42


Milner made two significant claims about Hoadly: that he denied the existence of baptism and that he had denied the validity of episcopal orders. Milner quoted Hoadly’s comment in A Brief Defence of Episcopal Ordination in 1706 that ‘I cannot argue that episcopacy is essential to a Christian Church because it is of apostolical institution.’43 Indeed Milner accused Hoadly of implying that a justice of the peace or a town crier could as validly ordain a clergyman as a bishop. Milner believed that he had discovered Hoadly’s motivation, but advanced a teleology to explain it. It was, claimed Milner, necessary for Hoadly to overturn the system of ecclesiastical authority partly because it was impossible to reconcile it with the power of the people, and partly to escape the censure of Convocation, ‘which hung over the Bishop’s head.’44 Worse still, argued Milner, Hoadly’s views had not rendered the doctrine of the sacraments more simple and intelligible, but had encumbered it with a great number of perplexing points in contradiction to the doctrine of the Church. Hoadly had taught that the Eucharist was a commorative rite, containing no mystery at all. With this, argued Milner, Hoadly had infected followers like Lowth, Balguy and Cleaver.45 Milner also accused Hoadly of hypocrisy: it was reasonable to suppose, claimed Milner, that Hoadly satisfied his own conscience in subscribing to the doctrine of the Church, though he ‘disbelieved in so many instances of [it], by the same arguments which he made use of to persuade the Dissenting ministers’ in The Reasonableness of Conformity. In it, suggested Milner, Hoadly maintained that nothing more was required of the clergy than to declare their consent to the use of the Book of Common Prayer whatever their opinion of the contents of it might be.46 It was this element in Hoadly’s thought that had led Sturges to claim in Considerations on the Church Establishment, that ‘our Articles… are too numerous… some of them are of a most obscure kind… on both these accounts the assent required from our clergy may appear to be too strict.’ In short, claimed Milner, Hoadly was an Arian who shared the views of Locke and Wilkes, he ‘denies the divine constitution of the Church by Christ, and reduces [excommunication] to the arbitrary choice or accidental association of different bodies of Christians.’47


While Milner attacked Hoadly from outside the Church, many of his critics also did so from within the Church. In 1814, 81 years after it was published, the Anglican parson Henry Card attacked Hoadly’s Plain Account of the Lord’s Supper as Socinian.48 Fifteen years later, writing of the evils of episcopal translation from one diocese to another, of which Hoadly achieved three, Stephen Hyde Cassan wrote that it was a system which might eventually damage episcopacy itself by holding out a temptation to the incumbents of minor sees ‘to barter the interests, connive at the diminution of the privileges, and tacitly, if not openly, to comply with the overthrow of the safeguards of the Church’ for the sake of elevation to a higher see. This was how ‘the Dissenter-bishop Hoadly’ accomplished his ends, claimed Cassan.49 Cassan also unjustifiably accused Hoadly of ‘unpardonable ignorance’ of the Church’s teaching and doctrine and concluded ‘the family of Bishop Hoadly is… extinct. Would that his principles were also.’50


In Cassan’s wake a number of attacks on Hoadly was published. Edmund Calamy’s Autobiography, written in 1727 but published in two volumes in 1827 and 1830, contained one of the principal attacks on Hoadly that was subsequently widely quoted. The attack was not made by Calamy himself, who was largely sympathetic to Hoadly, but by Hoadly’s contemporary and fellow Latitudinarian, William Whiston. Hoadly had offended Whiston by pointedly refusing to attend meetings of his eccentric Society for Promoting Primitive Christianity between 1715 and 1717. Though Hoadly and Whiston shared many views in common, Hoadly had refused to appoint Whiston to livings in his dioceses unless he subscribed to the Thirty-Nine Articles to attest his basic doctrinal orthodoxy. In response to Hoadly’s publication of Dr Samuel Clarke’s Life and Works in 1730, Whiston had written that until the bishops ended their non-residence, left the Court and parliament, abandoned politics, and spent more time in their dioceses, their work would be valueless. Whiston went on:




I cannot but wonder how Bishop Hoadly can himself so distinctly take notice, to the honour of Dr Clarke, that he was almost constantly resident upon his cure, without the bitterest reflections upon his own different conduct. Since every body acquainted with him knows, that since he has been Bishop of Hereford and Salisbury, he has not only, like some other bishops, been much the greatest part of his time at London; but that during the six years time he was Bishop of Bangor, and passed through the entire Bangorian controversy, he went beyond the example of other Bishops, and never once went within the diocese of Bangor.’51





Whiston erroneously accused Hoadly of raising a large estate farmed from Church livings, and of being a political bishop, who directed his diocese from the House of Lords. This attack was included in Calamy’s Autobiography. Calamy mentioned, in explanation of Whiston’s bitterness, that a year before he wrote it Whiston had been sentenced to a fine of £100, a year’s imprisonment and a lifetime surety of £1,000 for scurrilous reflections on Christianity.


For many High Churchmen, a point of contention was the length of time for which Hoadly held his sees. In the Tracts for the Times, which impugned the recent history of the Church of England, Keble wrote of Hoadly: ‘that man, whom a high authority of our present day does not hesitate to call as Socinian, was for near fifty years a bishop in our Church.’52 And in a later tract, which repudiated Anglican historical figures: ‘King Henry VIIIth, the first promoter of the Reformation, is surely no representative of our faith or feelings; nor Hoadly, in a later age, who was suffered to enjoy his episcopate for 46 years.’53



Vitriol and Venom


Of the later Victorian writers who have considered Hoadly, Sir Leslie Stephen, the editor of the Dictionary of National Biography, is representative of those who gave him some much begrudged credit. Stephen held that Hoadly was probably ‘the best-hated clergyman of the century among his own order.’ Stephen believed that a clergyman who opposed clerical privileges was naturally as popular as ‘a trades unionist who should defend his masters, or a country squire who should protect poachers.’ Stephen felt that in Hoadly’s day religious feeling was especially intense because Dissenters had obtained toleration without obtaining equality, and the old Anglican persecuting sentiment survived from the seventeenth century. The self-proclaimed Tory High Church defenders of the Church still brooded over the memories of the Great Rebellion, and regarded the Dissenters as trampling them under foot. Stephen argued that Hoadly not only supported the political pretentions of the Dissenters, but he occupied a heterodox theological position, attacked the exclusive privileges of the Church and was also suspected of ‘extreme laxity in theology.’ Hoadly was a friend and admirer of Clarke, who was probably further from orthodoxy than Hoadly himself. ‘Add to this that Hoadly was not merely a traitor, but a successful traitor; that Convocation, for attempting to silence him, was itself doomed to silence; and that, according to the system of the day, he rose by several minor preferments to the great bishopric of Winchester.’54


Others consigned Hoadly to the past. Henry Sidgwick commented of Stephen’s view ‘it would be almost ostentation, in polite society at the present day, to claim familiarity with Bolingbroke; it would be even pedantry to draw attention to Hoadly.’55 The historian John Hunt took a more sympathetic view. Hunt argued that if Hoadly was to be judged by the hatred which High Churchmen had always shown towards him, he would be regarded as the greatest heretic of his age. Hoadly’s memory, claimed Hunt, had been pursued with the same malice as the reputations of Archbishop John Tillotson and Bishop Gilbert Burnet. But, for Hunt, Hoadly was ‘a very important person,’ he followed a course of his own, and showed great independence of thought. Hoadly might lack the fervour of deep religious feeling, ‘but he is always genuine. His intellect may have been cold, but it had health and vigour.… He lived to a great age, and saw the complete triumph of the doctrines in the advocacy of which his life had been spent.…’56 Cardinal Newman held that Hoadly was an example of a scandal because he was a Socinian, and yet was acknowledged as an authority in Church matters and was allowed to remain a bishop for nearly 50 years; and that when in the early part of his career the Convocation attempted to censure some of his errors, they were prevented by the government, which suspended the Convocation, and had never allowed it to resume its functions.57 The Anglican W.J. Conybeare referred to Hoadly in equally scathing terms concluding that ‘the comprehensive Christianity of Tillotson and Burnet degenerated into the worldliness of the Sadducean Hoadly’ and mistakenly alleged that two members of Hoadly’s family were elevated to mitres in his wake.58


The Church historians Charles Abbey and John Overton claimed that Hoadly had had an unquestionable influence upon his contemporaries, but they considered that Hoadly promoted ‘a negligent belief and indifference to the specific doctrines of the Christian faith, making men careless of truth, so long as they thought themselves sincere; also that it loosened the hold of the Church on the people by impairing respect for authority.’ Worse still, Hoadly had reduced all denominations of Christian faith to one equal level. It is a charge which has some foundation. For Abbey and Overton, Hoadly was too much of a controversialist, and his tone was too political. Hoadly ‘caught the ear of the public, and engrossed an attention which was certainly very remarkable.’ If Hoadly was to be judged on his reason, sincerity, or justice, ‘he deserved much praise, and did much good.’ But in all the qualities which produced spiritual ‘fire, energy, enthusiasm, he was wanting.’ Other properties not so easily found in Hoadly’s writings were ‘tenderness, imagination, sympathy, practical activity, spiritual intensity.’59 A few years later Overton collaborated with Relton to claim that Hoadly had employed his talents ‘against the Church in which he held high office.’60 Attacks on Hoadly reached deep into myth, including claims that Hoadly had written an epitaph for a sailor in 1764 (three years after he died) and that he had left a huge fortune.61


Historians of the twentieth century have also reviled Hoadly. Henry Broxap, historian of the Non-jurors, predictably regarded Hoadly’s influence as ‘highly pernicious.’62 S.C. Carpenter claimed that Hoadly accepted a bishopric ‘as calmly as a Civil Servant today would accept a routine promotion to a higher grade’ and made an insinuating comment about Hoadly keeping ‘a very good table.’ He also told a tale of Hoadly visiting the essayist Sir Richard Steele, to whose children Hoadly acted as guardian after their father’s death. Steele, seeing some of the company drunk, nudged Hoadly and encouraged him not to frown with the words ‘do laugh; it is humanity to laugh.’ The next morning, Steele wrote the couplet of Hoadly:


Virtue with so much ease on Bangor sits


All faults he pardons, though he none commits.


As the peroration of the discussion, Carpenter asked ‘are we to say that there is a visible Church of Christ, with a Creed, Ministry, Sacraments and a moral discipline or that there is not?’63


Perhaps the fiercest, and most idiosyncratic, attack on Hoadly came in 1931, when Herbert Vaughan included a chapter on him in his collection of biographical essays, From Anne to Victoria. Vaughan was a Welsh Tory squire who could not contain his contempt for Hoadly, and for the eighteenth century Church. His view of the Hanoverian era was that it was a sad and discreditable episode in Anglican Church history, for it resulted in a shocking state of affairs within the Church, sufficient to blight her reputation, perhaps especially in Wales. Hoadly, argued Vaughan, was responsible for pluralism, nepotism and absenteeism. Vaughan piled high his criticisms: had Hoadly been honest and honourable he would have withdrawn from the Church. Hoadly was an Arian, the ‘prime originator’ of a new episcopal attitude that recognised neither pastoral duties nor necessity of residence but drew every penny of revenue for doing nothing. Hoadly’s Bangorian responses to Law and Sherlock were ‘feeble and evasive.’ In silencing Convocation, Vaughan asserted, ‘thanks to Hoadly, were crushed, so far as was humanly possible, all life, all resistance, all spirituality out of the Church.’ And further, ‘it is an ill bird that fouls its own nest, and this old saying can be applied with absolute fairness to Hoadly… who sought to injure and reduce the historic Church to which [he] belonged and whose lifeblood [he] continued to suck.’ Of Hoadly’s nepotism, Vaughan claimed, he was the moral ancestor of those later ‘episcopal robbers’ such as Moore of Canterbury, North of Winchester and Luxmoore of St Asaph. Nothing of Hoadly’s escaped Vaughan’s venom, Hoadly’s sermons, pamphlets and letters were worthy only of ‘the theological rubbish-basket.’ Hoadly’s ability was of a destructive, not a constructive, type because he owned a real capacity for mischief. Above all, Hoadly triumphed, and for Vaughan, the evil he accomplished lasted too long, it took nearly a century after the bishop’s death in 1761 ‘to eradicate the Hoadlian poison from the body-corporate of the Church of England.…’ In summary, Vaughan dismissed Hoadly as ‘a hypocrit in fancy dress… a mean cringing, pompous, unpleasant personage, who during his public career was despised by the Whig politicians whose dirty work he performed, and detested by his brother clergy whom he injured and betrayed.’64


More recent historians have followed in these footsteps. John Owen dismissed Hoadly as a ‘sycophant’ and Derek Jarrett described him as ‘the originator of Latitudinarianism.’65 On and on the criticisms flowed, with little thought of its origins or validity. Even Norman Sykes, normally more balanced in his judgements, wrote of Hoadly’s preferment:




The aptest illustration of the fulsome reward accorded to party services was seen in the rapid progress of Hoadly through a series of episcopal promotions from Bangor to Hereford in 1721, thence to Sarum in 1723, and finally to Winchester in 1734; but though few prelates passed through four sees during their public career, the bestowal of lucrative translations bore a marked correspondence with political action.66





His appointment, claimed Sykes, was ‘the gravest offence against ecclesiastical propriety of the century.’67 In fact, as one historian has pointed out, Hoadly was unique rather than representative in holding four sees in succession, and his preferment from Bangor to Winchester took eighteen years rather than the rapidity that Sykes implied.68 G.R. Cragg, writing of Hogarth’s portrait of Hoadly, claimed Hoadly’s advancement was ‘perhaps the most savage indictment of the eighteenth century Church…’ and that his face betrayed ‘lust of the flesh, the lust of the eyes, and the pride of life’ and seldom had it been ‘depicted with such merciless candour.’69 Ironically, R. Paulson contradicted Cragg, claiming the portrait showed Hoadly’s ‘unnerving’ humanity and captures his physical pain.70 One recent evaluation of Hoadly quoted Bishop Milner’s comment on Hoadly that ‘both living and dying he had undermined the Church of which he was a prelate.’71 And Hoadly has been condemned as ‘the worst bishop of Winchester.’72 H.D. Rack, who lambasted Hoadly for his Bangorian sermon, which was ‘so low a view of the Church as to reduce it to a creature of the State,’ also conceded of Hoadly that ‘there is much more to be said for him than is usually allowed.’73



Recent Revision


A more recent evaluation has recognised the intellectual power of Hoadly’s views and concluded that ‘in the Hoadly Bangorian controversy radical Whiggery won.’74 D.O. Thomas has suggested that if historians have been reluctant to study Hoadly, philosophers have been even less enthusiastic. Thomas suggested a reason for this: firstly because philosophers and historians prefer to study those who subscribed in one form or another to ‘the doctrine of the autonomy of ethics’, and have therefore failed to study issues relating to theology, Christology and eschatology.75 Thomas further asserted that the strength of Hoadly’s philosophy was that it established all that could be reasonably expected of mankind and that he should strive to do his fallible best to do God’s will. ‘To punish a person for failing to do the objectively right act, even though he was doing his best to discharge his duty, would seem to be cruelty that could have no place in the divine mind.’ But Thomas recognised some difficulties in Hoadly’s position. His elevation of conscientiousness created the problem of believing that all conscientious actions were morally good. Hoadly’s emphasis on conscience was made plausible because he assumed that all men were moral. Hoadly also held that obedience to God’s will and doing good works were compatible. Thomas argued that Hoadly also held that moral law could be understood by both revelation and through the exercise of reason. Finally, Thomas objected, Hoadly held that the requirements of moral laws were simple, and able to be understood by the average individual. Unlike today, argued Thomas, in the first half of the eighteenth century there were many who were similarly optimistic in outlook. But that optimism has now faded. ‘We may yet have cause to regret the passing of the optimism of Benjamin Hoadly.’76


A defence of Hoadly, though a somewhat half-hearted one, has also come from R.K. Pugh.77 Pugh challenged a number of charges often thrown at Hoadly. Pugh argued that Hoadly was indeed a political bishop, but in an age in which to be a Dissenter, or an Anglican or a Roman Catholic was in itself a political act, and therefore it is anachronistic to attack Hoadly on these grounds. To the charge that Hoadly was an absentee, Pugh went far in conceding ground, though he could perhaps have advanced some of the evidence given later in this book. To the charge that Hoadly was to blame for the suppression of Convocation in 1717, Pugh responded that ‘to say that Hoadly was entirely to blame would be untrue – his sermon was the occasion, not the real cause. Neither is it true to say that Convocation remained suppressed until the nineteenth century.…’ Pugh might also have argued that Hoadly did not himself produce the highly coloured report from a committee of Convocation that added to the debate. It was Atterbury and the High Churchmen who sought to make the Convocation the instrument of censure and, by doing so, brought down the institution. To the charge that Hoadly was a negligent bishop, Pugh conceded erroneously that ‘Hoadly was worse than most.’ Hoadly’s career at Winchester seemed to Pugh to bear out this conclusion. In the case of ordinations, visitations and nepotism, Hoadly attracted Pugh’s censure. However Pugh argued that Hoadly took his role as visitor to five Oxford colleges seriously. In 1734 Hoadly granted a Mr Hughes a dispensation from the requirement that he had to graduate in divinity in order to qualify for a fellowship ‘the same indulgence and dispensation which my predecessor did: and this to continue till I shall be convinc’d I have done wrong, & that we all have gone upon mistaken principles: that is, as I believe, through my whole life.’78 Later, in 1751, Hoadly changed his mind. In a twenty-five page judgement, Hoadly pondered the validity of the dispensing power of the visitor (which he had exercised in 1734); he also considered the founder’s intention that all fellows should proceed to graduate as M.A. and D.D.; he expressed a desire that the founder had not made such a requirement. He considered precedents, and finally decided that intending fellows must graduate in divinity. Hoadly acknowledged his own responsibility for the litigation:




I am very sorry for the sake of the Worthy Gentleman concerned that I ever gave any opinion before, which might justly encourage him to hope for the Indulgence he asked.… There may soon come another who may think and judge in a different way from me. All that I can pretend to, is, to judge for myself, and because you have already my former Opinion in your keeping, I the rather intreat that you and the Society will suffer these papers to be lodged in your Registry, as containing the reasons of my having entirely altered that Opinion. To which I shall only add that, with regard to these reasons, my only desire is Valeant quantum valere possunt. . .’79





From which Pugh concluded that Hoadly was a man of honour and some integrity who followed the standards of his day too readily, but would not refuse to apply what he believed to be right. ‘Winchester might have had a physically more active bishop and it was not impossible to find sound Whigs of greater learning, diligence and piety. But perhaps at least we may conclude that Hoadly was by no means the most scandalous bishop conceivable in the circumstances of his time.’


Jonathan Clark’s groundbreaking work on the eighteenth century has also re-evaluated Hoadly’s role. In contrast to his usually incisive views, Clark’s comments on Hoadly are inconsistent. Clark understated the importance of Hoadly: he held that the Church-Whig alliance was cemented not by Hoadly but by High Churchmen, and regarded the prominence of Low Church Whigs after 1714 as brief. After Hoadly had stirred up Latitudinarian heterodoxy in the Bangorian controversy, his influence was checked. Clark claims that it was not Hoadly but High Churchmen, like Edmund Gibson, who shaped what became mainstream Anglicanism in the early Hanoverian era. Indeed, by 1727, Clark asserts, ‘Hoadly’s day was over.’80 While Clark thus minimizes Hoadly’s role, he nevertheless shows Hoadly’s powerful intellectual influence. Indeed Clark claims that Furneaux’s Letters to the Hon. Mr Justice Blackstone Concerning his Exposition of the Act of Toleration of 1770 drew on Hoadly, and he indicates that Hoadly also influenced the thinking of William Warburton, Christopher Wyvill and Charles Daubeny. Less directly, Clark claims that Law’s attack on Hoadly inspired William Jones and George Horne’s views on the divine institution of the Church.81 Later, Clark noted, during the campaign for Catholic Emancipation in 1810, Lord John Russell cited Hoadly and Samuel Clarke as precursors of the campaign.82 Lord Eldon also cited Hoadly as ‘an unexpected ally’ in his opposition to the 1823 Bill for Catholic Relief: ‘it had been well observed by Bishop Hoadly, that the Reformation would have been no blessing without the Revolution [of 1688], which, by giving a supreme head to the Church had established a union between Church and State.’83 Clark also observed that Bishop Charles Lloyd, writing to his pupil, Peel, in 1828 recommended he read the 1787 reprint of Hoadly’s debate with Sherlock on the validity of the Test Act.84 For Clark, as for Kenyon, Hoadly did not sufficiently acknowledge his debt to Locke, Toland and others, and Clark claims the Bangorian sermon was a profoundly subversive doctrine suggesting that the claims of the Church of England to authority were fraudulent; but it was not Lockean contract theory but Hoadly’s ecclesiology which provoked the bitterest conflict of the century.85


The most recent evaluation of Hoadly’s work has emphasised his intellectual continuity with the past. Susan Rutherford has argued that Hoadly’s sincerity as a Protestant and an Anglican have been questioned erroneously. She also argues that Hoadly owed a theological debt to early reformers, such as Luther, Zwingli, Hales, Chillingworth and Hooker; and identifies Hoadly as standing within the reforming tradition and seeking to continue the reform of the Church.86



The American Hoadly


Hoadly’s reputation in England has a counterpart in America, where his standing as one of the intellectual fathers of the American Revolution has been untarnished. Hoadly has benefited from the careful tracing of the roots of the American republic to radical English thought in the seventeenth and early eighteenth century. Hoadly’s theological work was unquestionably popular and influential in eighteenth century America. The Berkeley Philosophical Society and Redwood Library was given a copy of Hoadly’s Original and Institution of Civil Government by Thomas Wood,87 and Thomas Hollis sent a set of Arthur Ashley Sykes’s works to Harvard College to preserve his memory and that of Hoadly.88 Copies of Hoadly’s works were found in the inventories of the Reverend Arthur Hamilton of Charles County, Maryland in 1781 and of Matthew Eversfield of Prince George County, Maryland in 1800.89 Many of the ‘Bangorian’ tracts relating to Hoadly’s controversial sermon of 1717 on the nature of Church authority were reprinted in New York in 1717. His Discourse on Christian Baptism reached a fifth edition in Boston in 1811. Boston was also the location of the American publication of his critique of British foreign policy in 1727. Hoadly’s works were regularly re-printed from their English editions in locations such as Philadelphia, Balleson (NY), Portsmouth (NH), Northampton (Mass) and Rutland (VT) well into the nineteenth century. In 1784, as he crossed the Atlantic to ordain Methodist clergy in America, Thomas Coke, one of John Wesley’s irregularly ordained presbyters, read Hoadly’s works and found that his arguments justified the right to ordain presbyters.90 In 1864, Hoadly was linked to Abraham Lincoln’s claim that ‘the Constitution is my First Love’ by tracing the President’s views back to Hoadly’s assertion in 1711 that ‘there cannot be a right to government, properly so called, without the consent and agreement of the community and society which is to be governed.’91 In 1853, in his treatise on civil government, James Willson analysed St Paul’s letter to the Romans, chapter 13 vv. 1–7, and argued that the text teaches the nature, functions, and claims of a good government. In the language of Bishop Hoadly, Willson claimed: ‘as the apostle’s words stand at present, and have ever stood, it is impossible to prove that he had in view any particular magistrate acting against the ends of his institution. . .,’92


Historians have traced seminal elements in the Revolutionary cause to Hoadly’s works, particularly the Original and Institution of Civil Government. Charles Mullett argued that Hoadly’s view was that if a legislature enacted a law contrary to humanity, people could appeal to the laws of nature and of God. These, argued Hoadly, granted the right of self-defence and self-preservation to all people. This critical element in the British constitution after 1688, by extension, also applied to the colonialists in 1776. For Mullett, ‘of the eighteenth century writers, Hoadly, Blackstone and Robertson had the greatest weight’ with the American Revolutionary movement.93 More recently, Bernard Bailyn identified Hoadly’s contribution to the American Revolution as providing the link between English Whig radicalism and that of American republicanism. Bailyn claimed that Hoadly came to embody the continuity of the tradition of English radical thought, for Hoadly had been active at the end of the seventeenth century and lived on until 1761, associating with the English radicals of Jefferson’s generation and establishing contact with such radical Americans as Jonathan Mayhew.94 And Robert M. Calhoon has seen Hoadly as an intellectual forerunner of the Revolution, attacking the power of kings and the Church and advocating liberty of conscience.95 Moreover historians have identified a broader view of Hoadly’s influence on American political thought.96 The American historian Stephen Lucas rediscovered John Adams’s claim that Hoadly was a ‘preceptor of civil liberty’ along with Cicero, Sidney and Locke, and that Hoadly’s writing influenced the form of the Declaration of Independence.97 Adams went further, he argued that a reader needed to be indifferent to the attitudes of Englishmen to mention that he had read Locke, Burnet and Hoadly. Adams argued that the ‘wretched condition of this country, however, for ten or fifteen years past, has frequently reminded me of [Hoadly’s] principles and reasonings.’ They convinced Adams that ‘there is no good government but what is republican,’ that the only valuable part of the British constitution is that it is ‘an empire of laws, and not of men. As a republic is the best of governments, so that particular arrangement of powers of society, or, in other words, that form of government which is best contrived to secure an impartial and exact execution of the laws, is the best of republics.’98 Stephen Lucas argued that by defining the Americans as a separate people in their introduction the authors of the Declaration of Independence eased their task by invoking the right of revolution inspired by Hoadly in the preamble.99 In addition, republicanism is a form of government that is founded on the right of individual judgement and on political sincerity -both principles that Hoadly advocated. Hoadly, as much as Locke, legitimised a system of government that derived authority from the people and pooled sovereignty. This was the intellectual cornerstone on which American independence was built.


Political science has also reclaimed Hoadly. In 1995 Governor James of Alabama warned of the danger of an unrestrained judiciary with the words:




The framers [of the Constitution] would have been familiar with the words of Bishop Hoadly, who in a sermon preached before the King of England in 1717 said ‘whoever hath an absolute authority to interpret any written or spoken laws, it is he who is truly the lawgiver, to all intents and purposes, and not the person who first spoke or wrote them.’100
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