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Parish patronage, as the prerogative of the weal thy and influential, 
caused eighteenth-century evangelical clergymen to experience continued difficulty in obtaining parochial spheres of ministry. John Thornton 
(1720-90) provided a model of a contemporary solution for evangelicals by 
purchasing several next-presentations, and by gathering nine advowsons into a reversionary testamentary trust. 

Charles Simeon's assumptions and patronage efforts, though linked by 
some to Thornton, represented a profound change in motive, scope, and ultimate intent, and were unprecedented in the historical record of 
patronage practice. Simeon developed a high regard for the parish as a 
'sphere of influence', serving first as one of John Thornton's trustees, and 
then purchasing advowsons himself. Following his death, Simeon's trustees 
extended the concept through new church-building within existing parishes 
and thr~rngh related efforts at parochial decentralization and incumbent nominations. Quantitative implications of evangelical control of spheres 
of influence were discernible in the returns of the 1851 Census of 
Religious Worship. Evangelical Simeon trust parishes exhibited marked differences in several areas and indicated that religious features could 
supersede social and cultural factors in describing Anglican activity at 
the parish level. In the same era, a volatile situation arose with indictments of party factionalism directed at Simeon's trust, and this 
subsequently introduced the churchmanship issue. Simeon trust incumbents 
illustrated the phenomenon of evangelical civil religion as they 
responded . to these ecclesiastical issues with arguments which were 
largely of a cultural and political nature, though specific charges of 
divisive low-churchman ship by opponents were gen er ally unfounded or misdirected. Through an examination of publications and by investigating 
degrees of identification with moderate and extreme religious 
organisations~ movements , a preliminary churchmanship taxonomy was created as a research tool. Simeon trust incumbents and trustees, when assessed with thfs instrument , provide a contrast to modern stereotypes of 
Victorian evangelicalism. The consequences of evangelical patronage can be found in quantifiable religious impact within parishes , and in the 
emergence of a functional ( and perhaps expedient) style of moderate 
churchmanship. 
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PREFACE 

This study was initially stimulated by research carried out 
under the supervision and with the encouragement of Professor 
Geoffrey Bromiley and Dr James Bradley of Fuller Theological 
Seminary in Pasadena, California. MSS available at the Henry 
Huntington Library in San Marino, California, and at the William 
Perkins Library at Duke University in North Carolina were 
useful in supplementing sources available in England. 

Several individuals in the United Kingdom provided initial 
guidance which shaped the research task. Canon H.E. Hopkins, 
Simeon's modern-day biographer, offered his wide knowledge of 
resources for the period, and shared his own contagious delight 
in this subject. Rev. Michael Rees, vicar of Holy Trinity Church, 
Cambridge (and Secretary of Simeon's trustees), Canon M.M. 
Rennell of the University of Manchester, and Canon C.E.H. Smyth 
each furnished valuable advice and volunteered useful avenues 
of enquiry. Michael Rees is particularly appreciated for having 
arrangeo the contribution of the Simeon trust MSS to the 
Cambridge University Library at the completion of this project. 
Simeon's trustees, and their chairman, Ven. J.W. Roxburgh, very 
kindly allowed full access to a body of MSS little-used in 
previous studies and certainly central to the thrust of this 
project. The trustees' solicitor, Mr. Charles Romney of Messrs. 
Markbys, has also been very helpful in making the trust MSS 
available. 

Other MSS collections have provided materials illuminating 
the use of evangelical patronage. The Church Missionary Society 

· Archives (and Assistant Archivist Christopher Jeens), the United 



Society for the Propagation of the Gospel Archives (Archivist 
Ian Pearson), and the Church Commissioners Archives (supervised 
by Archivist D.A. Armstrong), · each provided useful documents 
which aided in this research. Mr. R.J. Melling of the Church 
Commissioners particularly deserves thanks for his arduous 
efforts in bringing cartloads of benefice files from the depths 
of One Millbank. Though not quite human, the computers at the 
Public Records Off ice in Kew Gardens also yielded valuable 
information about individual parishes in the 1851 census. Mr. 
Andrew Brown of the Trinitarian Bible Society very efficiently 
produced records from his organisation's archives, and Rev. Robin 
Wilson, vicar of St Peter's, Colchester, graciously mailed copies 
of MSS in the parish collection to decrease my travelling costs. 
Rev. Hugo de Waal and Dr Michael Sansom of Ridley Hall provided 
access to the Simeon MSS there and offered many other 
kindnesses as well. Dr J.P.T. Bury of Corpus Christi College, 
Cambridge, also permitted the use of a Simeon MS in his personal 
collection. 

Professor C.N.L. Brooke offered valuable insights and much 
appreciated encouragement throughout the course of this study. 
Sound legal interpretation was provided by Stephen Tromans, 
usually under the guise of private dinner parties, and further 
legal assistance was always available from my personal attorney 
and wife, Janis. My gratitude goes . also to Tom Albin, 
indefatigablB fellow researcher and computing advocate, who 
furnished critical insights and friendly support. Special thanks 
goes to David Thompson, my supervisor, for his patience and 
good-humoured guidance throughout this project. Finally, this 
task could never have been attempted, much less completed, 
without the gifts of support and love given by my wife, Janis. 
Her loyalty and the daily delights of Daniel, who forms the 
smallest and remaining part of my family, have made this a 



special time. 

Specific sources are listed in the bibliography and in notes 

in the body of the thesis. This dissertation is the result of my 

own work and includes nothing which is the outcome of work done 
in collaboration. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Access to stations of usefulness in the parishes of England 
proved an elusive quarry to the generations of evangelicals who 
sought preferment from the mid-eighteenth century onwards. 
Indeed, the availability of ecclesiastical preferment persisted 
as the missing element in efforts to ensure that this 
particular school of thought survived within the Church of 
England. By the early nineteenth century each of the other 
factors necessary for the self-renewal of evangelical 
ecclesiastical machinery was identified and securely under 
control. Every professional need in a minister's career could be 
fulfilled and the cycle of evangelical continuity prospered: 
clerical education societies recrui tea, screened, and, financed 
promising young men for the Universities. Sympathetic bishops 
ordained the graduates. Clerical conferences flourished 
throughout the country and purveyed fellowship and offered the 
means of mutual encouragement. The cycle lacked only the 
capacity to fix these ministers in 'spheres of influence'. 

The means appeared with the advent of the evangelical 
patronage trust, and was best exemplified in Charles Simeon's 
trust, the first and most noticed. In 1968, over 150 years after 
the inception of Simeon's trust, M.H. McQueen still claimed that 
without the trusts ' the continuity of evangelical ministry in a 
parish might well die out as completely as it has in some other 
parts of the Anglican Communion.•1 

1. McQueen, Parson, parish, and patron, p. 36. 
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The continuity of evangelical ministry has not died out, 
perhaps substantially due to the activity of the trusts, nor has 
the continuity of conflict. over these trusts waned. The 
evangelical use of patronage first came under fire in 1801, in 
the initial issue of the Churchman's Magazine. 'We know that they 
do take uncommon pains,' a writer complained, 'and spare no 
expence. . .in purchasing presentations and advowsons, for the 
accommodation of what they call Gospel Ministers.• 2 Attacks 
continued in the periodical literature, and in 1865, William 
Downes Willis published a book-length criticism.3 In 1932, 
Bishop Herbert Hensley Henson (1863-1947) of Durham wrote 
Sibbes and Simeon: an essay on patronage trusts; heated 
discussions continue today as the Church of England votes soon 
on the most recent Benefices Measure. Willis and Henson provide 
both contemporary and relatively more modern appraisals which 
primarily describe the persistent nature of the issues involved. 
(Willis, as an active participant in mid-nineteenth century 

patronage disputes, will be mentioned again in the main body of 
this study. Henson 's viewpoints are discussed only to introduce 
the continuity of opposition to evangelical patronage, and will 
not figure in later chapters.) 

In Simony, Willis affirmed that ' ••. so long as the buying and 
selling of ecclesiastical preferment shall be permitted and 
practised, the Church must expect to witness within herself a 
struggle of party against party; of one set of erroneous 
opinions against another; and of all, united, against those who 

2. Anonymous ['J.W.'], 'Bishop of Rochester evangelical criticism', Churchman's Magazine. , pp. 240f. 3. Willis published Simony in 1865, but had published attacks on patronage earlier. At this time, he was Prebendary of Wells and Rector of Elsted, in Sussex. 
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would maintain her purity, her truth, and liberties inviolate. •4 
Henson later held that if 'Protestantism is to prevail in the 
Church of England, it must do so on its merits, not •• • least of 
all by purchasing advowsons · in order to impose Protestant 
incumbents on Anglo-catholic congregations.• 5 The patronage 
trusts, he maintained, 'even when unconnected with party, and 
al together dissociated from simony, are inconsistent with the 
Church's well-being.16 Both contended that control of patronage 
posed a party threat to the welfare of the church, yet claimed 
their own detachment from party interests. Both misread 
connections with the Puritan Feoffees of the seventeenth 
century and attempted to draw conclusions from a comparison 
with Simeon's trustees. Both specifically addressed Simeon's 
trust, condemning party machinations, when the substance of 
their arguments clearly indicated they actually opposed the 

t f . 1 7 sys em o patronage 1n genera. 
Behind the party rhetoric and general confusion over the 

nature of Simeon's enterprise, other more veiled, yet fundamental 
issues in understanding evangelical patronage emerged. These 
were the character of evangelical churchmanship and the 
consequent dichotomy between theology and churchmanship. 

Entrenched power exercised by any body within the church 
nearly always calls forth resistance from competing 

4. Willis, Simony, pp. 43f. 
5. Henson, Sibbes and Simeon, 53. 
6. Henson, Sibbes and Simeon, 56. 
7. Though HensoQ's title indicates that SimeoQ's trust was his target, he repeatedly compliments SimeoQ'S trustees throughout the discussion and condemns other trusts . . 'SimeoQ'S trust', he noted, 'is the oldest, best administered, and least partisan of the Protestant patronage trusts .•• it had no polemical design. This cannot be said for its recent successors. • .they are professedly directed against the Anglo-catholic movement.' Henson, Sibbes and Simeon, 52. 
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ecclesiastical interests, and generally produces varieties of 
conflict. Systematic evangelical patronage, initiated by Simeon 
and his trustees, manifested a potential for evangelical 
permanence not previously observed by other churchmen. Whatever 
the other agencies of evangelical strength portended, the long
term threat to the balance of power posed by access to patronage 
exceeded the limits of sound churchmanship as understood by 
critics. Controversialists among evangelicals further 
discredited the movement and added to the grounds for 
allegations of low-churchmanship. 

Critics of the evangelicals in the nineteenth century 
further misapprehended the contemporary distinctions between 
theological inclinations and churchmanship. This confusion 
originated in Puritan times and produced the mistaken efforts, 
exemplified by Willis and Henson, to compare the Puritan 
'Feoffees for Impropriations' with Simeon's trustees. For 
example, 

The Puritan Feoffees: 

1) of definite Calvinistic 
leanings, 

2) purchased valuable 

impropriations, 

3) in order to use the 

temporalities, rather than 
the spiritualities 

Simeon's trustees: 

1) clearly moderate Calvinists, 
tif truly Calvinists at all) 
2) purchased financial incon
sequential advowsons, 

3) in order to control the 
spiritualities, and not 

the temporalities, 
4) to achieve political ends, 4) to achieve pastoral ends, 
5) which were placed in en- 5) which were placed in 
dewed, charitable trusts. voluntary, non-charitable 

trust. 

(The non-charitable status of Simeon's trust . provided later 

4 



complications.) 8 In the popular opinion of many, Puritan (or 
Calvinistic) theology was married categorically and hopelessly 
to ecclesiastical disorder and low-churchmanship. Logically, 
then, evangelical (generally mildly Calvinistic) theology 
recalled that troublesome affinity. 

Throughout the period of this study, writers still associated 
the Calvinism of the Puritans with highly questionable 
churchmanship and suspicious polities. These er i ties of the 
evangelical revival did not distinguish between theological 
inclination and churchmanship. Thus any theology which smacked 
of Calvinism carried the stigma of low-churchmanship; at the 
worst, this low-churchmanship threatened the social order. A 
short summary of the activity of the Puritan feoffees - is 
included in appendix B. Simeon and his trustees yoked a moderate 
theology with sound churchmanship and confounded contemporary 

8. Charitable trusts enjoyed special privileges under law, 
including_'the privilege of exemption from the rule against 
perpetuities; the privilege of being a valid or "good" 
trust even if the testamentary disposition to charity was 
in imprecise terms ( in which case precise terms would be 
laid down by the court); and the privilege of obtaining 
fresh objects if those laid down by the founder were at the 
outset, or became, incapable of execution_/ Owen, English 
philanthropy, 70. The criteria for determination of 

_ 'char i tabl~' loosely encompassed a_ 'somewhat random list of 
objects deemed charitabl~' during Elizabethan times. Ibid., 
71. The Mortmain Act of 1736 (9 Geo. II, c. 36), perhaps 
issuing from Puritan abuses as well as serving as a means 
of checking Queen Ann~'s Bounty, prevented the large- scale 
accumulation of lands by ecclesiastical corporations. 
Ibid., pp. 87f. Simeo1}'s trustees could not amass land 
because of the Mortmain Act. Simeon intended that his trust 
would be charitable, but his death within twelve months of 
the reconstitution of the trust for these purposes 
cancelled this option. The trust subsequently functioned as 
a non-charitable bequest and provided extra har dships for 
the t r ustees. Some financial relief was finally obtained in 
1961, with the incorporation of the trustees. 
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9 as well as modern observers. 

* * * 

The ensuing discussion will describe the origin in the late 
eighteenth century, and the operation between 1814 and 1865, of 
the evangelical exercise of parish patronage, primarily through 
its principal organ, SimeoQ'S trust. 

The term_ 'spheres of influenc~' is a contemporary phrase, and 
both describes the evangelical perception of the parish during 
the period and encompasses the larger implications of the 
effects of evangelical patronage as seen from a modern 
perspective. For an evangelical, 'sphere' very loosely and 
somewhat vaguely named the scene of a minister's pastoral 
labours and stressed the spiritualities; conversely, his 
worldly-minded brethren might speak of a 'living' with a nod to 
the temporalities, consonant with the spirit of the age. For 

9. The Victorian stereotype probably described one stream 
within evangelicalism, but should not be applied to all varieties. Among the useful studies, mostly recent, Brown 
'Evangelical ideas of perfectioQ', Orchard, _ 'English 
evangelical eschatology', and to a certain extent, Ervine, 'Doctrine and diplomacy', tend to sustain the image of the 
narrow-minded, combative evangelical of Victorian times, 
made popular by the Brontes and 'I'rollope. Ian Bradley, in his -Call to seriousness, maintains this general 
perspective; Ford K. Brown attributed a scheming, narrowly strategic intentionality to evangelicals, especially to 
Wilberforce and Simeon, in his Fathers of the Victorians. 
Ian Rennie, _ 'English public lif~', clarifies Conybear~'s I 'Church partie~', Edinburgh Review] distinctions between 
Recordite evangelicals and the more moderate older school 
of Simeon, but claims the separate streams died out in the 
1840s, based on a comparative study of editorials in the 
Record and the Christian Observer. This issue is discussed more completely in chapter six of this study. 
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Simeon, a 'sphere of influence' particularly defined a living in 
terms of its potential usefulness; this factor might include the 
population size, the spiritual needs, and the physical 
facilities, but not the income~ 'Spheres of influence' take on an 
amplified meaning when the effects of SimeoQ's plan are seen 
retrospectively. Thus 'spheres' or 'spheres of influence', when 
used in this study, will generally suggest an evangelical 
perception of parish incumbencies to emphasise changing 
motivations in the understanding of patronage. 

Simeon's trust will be examined as a sample of continuing 
moderate evangelicalism in the Church of England, and perhaps as 
an agency for perpetuating the conciliating churchmanship of 
Simeon's generation. The trustees' use of evangelical patronage 
in the stormy world of popular mid-Victorian evangelicalism 
underscored pastoral care in the parishes rather than 
controversialism, and perhaps bridged the gap between Simeon's 
moderate churchmanship in the early nineteenth century and that 
of Handley Moule at the century's end. 

The initial sections of this study will stage the setting of 
parish patronage in the latter half of the eighteenth century 
and in the early years of the nineteenth century, emphasising 
evangelical problems with preferment and the first attempts of 
sympathisers to find ecclesiastical stability for ministers. The 
central portion narrates Charles Simeon's growing awareness of 
evangelical patronage difficulties, his unprecedented efforts to 
remedy the -situation through his advowson purchases and t r ust 
establishment, and the nature of his involvement in the 
administration of his trust. The remaining section examines the 
effects of the patronage of the trust through 1865, both 
internally (within the trust}, and externally, as the work of 
the trust touched other segments of the evangelical movement 
and the Church of England as a whole. Simeon's trust takes no 
maj or role i n t he overall histor ical development of t he 
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Angl ican Church in the nineteenth century, yet played a part 
which, though clearly contributing to the complexion of 
evange l icalism during this per iod , has r eceived no serious histor i cal treatment to date . 

The primary focus of this study deals with the period from 1817 to 1865. In 1817, Charles Simeon purchased his first 
advowsons and established his trust .10 By 1865, popular 
evangelical influence had peaked and the movement entered a new 
phase of ritualist litigation and rationalist traumas. W.H.B. 
Proby, in his Annals of the low- church party published in 1888, 
designated 1865 as the end of the 'polemical perioq' and the 
beginning of the 'immoral period' of evangelicalism. Finally, 
1865 marked the publication of Willi~'s Simony, the first full
scale denunciation of Simeon's trust. This period rather 
concisely provides a previously unexplored opportunity to 
examine evangelicals and churchmanship in the context of the 
exercise of parish patronage. 

10. It should be clarified at the outset that Simeon pursued many interests and his patronage work provided one of several spiritual legacies after his death. He formed his own trust after nearly thirty-five years in the parish and his work as a patron was never a full-time occupation. Yet his innovative approach to parish patronage contrasted sharply with the spirit of his age and presaged rising ecclesiastical standards throughout the country. 
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CHAPI'ER ONE 

THE PROBLEMS OF PREFERMENT 

A bustling trade in advowsons in the eighteenth century 
caused patronage to become 'the indispensable currency' of 
contemporary politics. 'He who had much of it could be great: he 
who had little could still be important: and he who needed it 
would surely make himself useful,' observed G.F.A. Best in his 
comprehensive Temporal pillars.1 The variety of attempts by 
evangelicals to enter the advowson market grew out of the 
confused state of the eighteenth-century understanding of 
parish patronage. Cases resulting from the poorly-motivated or 
irresponsible exercise of patronage, plainly informed 
evangelical efforts, and especially provided the backdrop for 
Simeon's evolving solution. Moreover, churchmanship, and a 
concept of the church's authority, remained a dead and forgotten 
issue because of the nearly complete exclusion of 
ecclesiastical considerations and functions from the process of 
patronage. Only as the evangelicals reclaimed patronage as a 
spiritual mission did the question of churchmanship regain any 
kind of standing in discussions of the practice of parish 
patronage. 

Three factors characterised the eighteenth-century patronage 
scene: 

1. Best, Temporal pillars, 79. 

9 



1) the original intent had long been fading. The gap between spiritual and temporal components widened and the emphasis on the latter and its financial aspects outstripped the pastoral aspect, 

2) commercial and legal complications secularised what remained of spiritual notions about patronage, producing a relatively sophisticated system of worldly enterprise. 

3) direct clerical involvement bewildered the artless parson and sometimes proved tragic. 

1.1 Temporalities and spiritualities 

The advowson traffic throughout the kingdom hastened the 
deterioration of the parish ministry. 2 With the growth of this 
concept of the advowson as a commercial commodity the 
spiritualities (pastoral functions-the cure of souls, preaching, 
marrying, burying, etc.), and the temporalities ( inc.ome, 
parsonage, glebe, tithe, fees), of a rectory or vicarage or other 
preferment grew distinct and separate. The temporalities chiefly 
attracted those seeking preferment; the spiritualities could be 
accommodated in other ways, perhaps through the retention of an 
inexpensive curate. 

The vagaries of the evangelical quest for preferment in a 
setting ruled by an emphasis on temporalities provided a common 
source of frustration. Richard Hill promised Thomas Jones (an 
evangelical) ·, the living of Loppington around 1782, but after 
receiving the presentation from the Lord Chancellor, decided to 

2. Willis noted no less than seven regular agents maintained off ices in London to 'arrange' the sale of patronage as late as 1865. The Ecclesiastical Gazette carried up-to-date listings each month to each of the bishops and to the resident incumbent or curate of every parish in England. Willis, Simony, 119f. 
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nominate his brother instead. Jones, asked by Hill to be patient and wait, lost his chance at the 1 iving after Hill's brother grew tired of it and the Lord Chancellor refused a second presentation to Hill.3 

Moreover, meritorious preferment appears to have been the exception. The biographer of Griffith Jones (1683-1761) marvels that his presentation to Llandowror in 1709 'was given him ... . entirely on account of his learning and piety, without solicitations from Mr. Jones himself, or from any of his fr iends. 14 Toplady (1740-78) 'did not seek preferments; because he could not solicit them in the common way.• 5 

1.2 Current practice 

Significant adversities attended a number of evangelical attempts to procure positions in parishes. Through the following cases the evangelical experience of preferment fuelled the initial efforts of Charles Simeon and his trustees. In the increasingly close-knit network of evangelical clergymen throughout England and Wales, these predicaments filled letters, pamphlets, and conversations. Three of the main problem areas were simony, resignation bonds, and parish elections. 

1.2.1 Simony and resignation bonds 

The editor of Halsbury's Ecclesiastical law characterises an inherent difficulty in simony disputes: 'the exact limits of the offence. .are perhaps not settled,' he writes with mild understatement. Furthermore, 'any trafficking for money in spiritual things has at times been called simony.16 Actual 

3. Owen, Memoir of Jones, 59. 4. Middleton, Biographia, iv-334. 5. Middleton, Biographia, iv-478. 6. Edgerley, Ecclesiastical law, 286. 
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litigation appears to have been rare, but allegations and rumour 
proved just as effective and less costly. Simony cases involving 
John Crosse (1739-1816) and Thomas Biddulph (1763-1838) 
achieved notoriety, though they were never heard in court.7 

The conflict in these cases appears to be largely polemical, 
and may have resulted because both were evangelicals rather 
than because of any moral outrage over simony. The general 
vagueness of the term and the popular disapproval it generated 
elevated its usefulness as a weapon in the hands of the 
unscrupulous opponent. For the discreet evangelical, the nearly 
unprovable charge of simony could produce destructive setbacks. 

Useful among the devices available to the patron was the 
resignation bond. An agreement between patron and presentee 
stipulated a condition under which the presentee would resign 
the benefice. Generally, the patron desired eventually to 
present someone else to the living, often a relative of minor 
years, but was required to maintain a minister in the living 
until the minor was of age. A consenting cleric then promised to 
hold the living temporarily until the patron was again ready to 
present. This allowed the patron to fill the living within the 
required six-month period after purchasing the advowson and to 
avoid losing the current presentation to the bishop, while 
reserving the option to place his own man in the benefice when 
the time came. Not until 1898 did the Benefices Act conclusively 
invalidate · the use of resignation bonds.8 Bonds used in 
presentations involving the minister's promise to resign at a 

7. Fox, 'Biddulph', 89-99; Walsh, 'Yorkshire evangelicals', 309f. 8. Edgerley, Ecclesiastical law, 324. 
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specified point were declared simonaical only in 1827.9 For most 
of the eighteenth century, resignation bonds filled an accepted 
and commonplace role. Among evangelicals, Thomas Haweis (1734-
1820) suffered through the most well-publicised case involving 
a resignation bond in the late eighteenth century.10 

1.2.2 Parish elections 

While dissenters lauded the congregational selection of a 
minister, a churchman of the eighteenth century quite likely 
shuddered at the idea. For the contemporary Anglican observer 
the sad history of parish elections confirmed the 
inadvisability of inhabitant-vested patronage. While charges of 
simony and the complexities of resignation bonds helped frame 
the evangelical preferment dilemma, the disapprobation generated 
by parish elections probably aided the shaping of the 
nineteenth century response to parish patronage more than 
anything else. For this reason, the consequences of parish 
elections are described extensively. 

William Jones complained in his diary that 'wretched disorder 
takes place, wherever preachers are appointed by popular 
elections!111 Most churchmen disapproved of any parish 
involvement in the selection of a minister; the 'independent 
congregational scheme' of Puritan times buttressed distasteful 

9. Edgerley, Ecclesiastical law, 324. Cf. Fletcher v. Lord 
Sondes (1827), 3 Bing. 501, H.L. Another variation of the 
bond entailed the promise of an annuity equal to the 
income of the benefice as an inducement to resign. This was 
forbidden in 1782, al though John Thornton probably 
attempted it at least once. Young v. Jones,' 3 Doug. K.B. 97; 
Thornton MSS, E.M. Forster Papers, Cambridge University 
Library, Add 7674/1/X/2. 

10. Skevington Wood, Haweis, 106, 126f; Kimpton, Faithful 
narrative, 2-4. 

11. Jones, Diary, 270. 19 September 1817. 
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memories. There were other objections to congregational 
elections. William Hey ( the Leeds' surgeon) observed that in 
dissenting congregations, 'the minister is normally elected by 
the people, and they are unlikely to choose anyone whose 
standard in divinity is different from their own.•12 Frederick 
von Raumer, a German visitor to England in 1835, wrote: 

doubtless, patronage is frequently abused; but election is equally liable to objections; and if there is no church property, no endowment, the clergy fall into a very pernicious dependence on the opinions and 
the wishes of their flocks.13 

Best added: 

the 'stipendiary' minister ... would incline to tell his 
flock rather what they wanted to hear ... but his established brother need fear no such penalty , for free-speech, for the established ministry, securely 
based on its endowments, had an impregna~ae redoubt to which to retire in days of unpopularity. 

Most parishes with patronage vested in the inhabitants 
either directly or indirectly derived their right to present 
from Puritan times. In the seventeenth century, fourteen 
parishes in London possessed the right to nominate their 
minister, though few parishes outside London exercised 
patronage.15 

This An~lican congregationalism repeatedly led to disaster. 
Between 1741 and 1849, the courts heard twelve separate parish 

12. Smyth, Simeon and church order, 240. 
13. von Raumer, England in 1835, i-189. 
14. Best, Temporal pillars, 174. 
15. Hill, Economic problems, 58. Two of the Puritan feoffees served as elected ministers of St Stephen's, Coleman Street, and St Anne's, Blackfr iars. 
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election actions.16 These landmark cases established the shape of the related law; undoubtedly, at least as many more election difficulties arose in the lower courts. Inexcusably, every attempt to fill an incumbency at St James's, Clerkenwell, during the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, ended in expensive and lengthy litigation.17 At Painswick the indictment illustrated a common malady - it was claimed that the 'election [was] conducted in a manner riotous and disorderly, and by undue influence.' (In this sense, little could distinguish the parish election from parliamentary hustings.) 18 

Three parish election controversies involving prominent evangelical figures are of note. All three eventually resulted in litigation and received extensive publicity. The experiences of William Romaine at St Anne's, Blackfriars, Josiah Pratt at St Stephen's, Coleman Street, and Henry Foster [or Forster] at St James's, Clerkenwell, surely instructed the early evangelical response and Charles Simeon himself . 
William Romaine (1714-95) ministered without preferment for eighteen years as a lecturer in London.19 At the age of fifty, 'every door seemed shut against him. Opposition and persecution 

16. Edgerley, Ecclesiastical law, 265. 17. See A-G v. Parker, 3 Atk. 576:26 1132; A-G v. Rutter, 2 Russ. 101, n.:38 277; A-G v. Forster [Foster], 10 Ves. Jun. 335:32 874; A-G v. Forster, 2 Ves. Jun. Supp. 227:34 1069; A-G v. Newcombe, 14 Ves. Jun. 1:33 422; A-G v. Newcombe, 2 Ves. Jun. Supp. 227, 356:34 1069, 1130. 
18. Fearon v. Webb, 14 Ves. 13:33 429. 19. Romaine held lectureships at St George's, Botolph Lane, and St Botolph's, Billingsgate (both were established by the Puritan feoffees). Romaine, Life, walk, and triumph, xii. 
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followed him wherever he went.• 20 The Earl of Dartmouth offered 
a position in the country and Whitefield even urged him to move 
to America. When the parishioners of St Anne's, Blackfr iars, 
approached him, he refused to canvass for votes.21 On 30 
Sptember 1764, in his probationary sermon before the parish 
prior to the election, he justified his refusal to canvass - 'I 
could not see how this could promote the glory of God.' He 
continued: 

How can it be for the honour of Jesus that his 
ministers, who have renounced fame, riches, and ease, 
should be most anxious and earnest in the pursuit of 
those very things which they have renounced? Surely 
this would be getting into a worldly spirit, as much 
as the spirit of parliamenteering. And as this method 
of canvassing cannot be for Jesus' sake, no neither is 
it for our honour; it ft far beneath our function: nor is it for your profit. 

Despite his refusal to campaign (or perhaps because of it), the 
parish selected Romaine. The Evangelical Magazine prudishly 
noted that his election was 'principally owing to the influence 
of a publican.•23 

Opposition in the parish suspended the results of the 
election and caused the matter to be brought into Chancery. 
After an eighteen-month delay, Lord Henley, the Lord Chancellor, 

20. Ryle, Christian leaders, 163. In 1749, he became lecturer at St Dunstan's-in-the-West and 'was greatly harrassed [sic] by his parishioners, who engaged him in a lawsuit ••• some time after he preached at Westminster-Chapel; but was driven out by the Dean and Chapter.' Evangelical Magazine, iii (November, 1795), 446. 
21. Balleine, Evangelical party, 43. 
22. Ryle, Christian leaders, 165. 
23. Evangelical Magazine, iii-449. Lady Huntingdon, John Thornton, and Martin Madan also 'warmly supported' him, (presumably working to influence the election). Ryle, Christian leaders, 164f. 
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ruled in favour of Romaine; he was finally instituted in 
February, 1766. 

St Stephen's, Coleman Street, the scene of the second 
controversy, received the right to select the incumbent in 
1591. 24 The parish augmented the meagre stipend with an 
endowment in the early seventeenth century and retained control 
of this disbursement. Not only could parishioners then select 
the minister, but they could also later withhold the major 
portion of his salary if displeased with his performance. In 
1622, parishioners refused Samuel German's salary because of 
their 'dislike of the conversation and negligence in his 
ministry, charging his parishioners with continual calumnies in 
pulpit and out.• 25 This accountability might have functioned 
constructively, had not division and disruption attended its 
exercise so consistently. 

Josiah Pratt (1768-1844) offered himself as a candidate for 
the vicarage of St Stephen's in 1823, after several individuals 
in the parish had urged him to stand. On 27 August 1823 the 
electors gave Pratt ninety-seven votes and his opponent, Fayle, 

· d · f · 26 s f h h 
receive ninety- ive. upporters o t e ot er contestants 
quickly brought the case into Chancery, where it languished for 
three years. 27 

When the Lord Chancellor eventually handed down a 
decision, he ruled that an open poll, rather than balloting, 
should have been held. On 24 June 1826 the electo rs again voted, 
this time in open election.28 Again the voters selected Pratt; 
institution finally took place in the autumn of 1826. 29 The 

24. Freshfield, St Stephen's records, 2. 
25. Hill, Economic problems, 296. 
26. Edenborough v. Canterbury, 2 Russ. 93:38 273. 27. Pratt, Memoir, 263. 
28. Edenborough v. Canterbury, 2 Russ. 93:38 276. 29. Pratt, Memoir, 263. 
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parish waited nearly forty months for a vicar as a consequence 
of the election. After the second election, Pratt sent a 
conciliatory letter to his new flock which he hoped would 
'remove the apprehension, entertained by some, of unpleasant 

30 recollections on [his] part.' 

The third major dispute over patronage vested in 
parishioners occurred at St James's, Clerkenwell. A Mr Drake 
originally purchased the advowson, probably during the reign of 
Elizabeth, for the use of the 'parishioners and inhabitants 
forever .•31 The grant which the parishioners used as a basis for 
their election practices was recorded in 1656, during the time 
of the 'independent congregational scheme' (that is, while the 
church operated under Puritan control). 

Eldon, the Lord Chancellor, complained that 'suits after suits 
have arisen in every period of the last century' in St James's 

. h 32 H . d par1s. e continue: 

It is much to be lamented that such scenes should 
take place upon the nomination of a min i ster : preaching candidates for popular favour , elected under 
all these circumstances of contention and litig~3ion, that have exis t ed i n this par ish above a c en tury. 

Henry Foste r (1 745- 1 84 4 ) resided in the parish for forty 
years before offering himself as vicar of Clerkenwe11.34 He 
stood in elections i n 1790 and in 1804. In 1790, his f rie nd Mr 

30. Pratt, Memo ir, 264. 
31. A-G v. Parker, 3 At k. 576:26 1132. 
32. A-G v. Forste r, 10 Ve s. Jun. 335:32 875. Fos t e r' s pr edecessor at Cl e rke nwell, Will_iam Sellen, s ucceed ed to St James's in 1768. In an interesting decision, the court ruled that Jews could vote in the parish election, but Roman Catholics should be excluded. A-G v. Rutter, 2 Russ. 101, n.:38 277f. 33. A-G v. Forster, 10 Ves. Jun. 335:32 878. 
34. Foster, Bible preacher, xiv. 
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Watkins commented on the proceedings: 

Popular elections are generally attended with great commotion, and with the agitation of the violent passions; which is often no less in a parochial contest than in that for a member of parliament. This has been particularly the case in Clerkenwell, where the friends of the candidates have worn favours, and other badges of party; and some of them have had recourse to all the tricks of electioneering.35 

William Jones, a contemporary diarist, wrote: 'I remember an uproarious canvassing for Mr. Foster, in the parish of Clerkenwell. .. where the hackney coaches which were engaged to carry electors to poll for their favorite F----, were impiously inscribed, in large characters, -Foster & Jesus Chr ist!136 To the consternation of his supporters, Foster withdrew after seeing some friends roughly treated and subsequently lost the' election. In 1804, while Foster was away visiting, the parish became vacant a second time. 37 His friends nominated Foster again; he accepted the candidacy but refused to canvass. The earlier disruptions reappeared. 'No hustings could have exhibited a more disgraceful scene,' remarked Johnson Grant. 'It is but justice to Henry Foster to add,' he continued, 'that he remonstrated against such outrages on decency.• 38 On this occasion Foster carried the election, but a motion by the opposition immediately restrained the churchwardens from nominating to the bishop. 39 As usual, the case plunged into litigation. 
The action divided into two cases and the Lord Chancellor 

35. Foster, Bible preacher, xv. 36. Jones, Diary, 270. 
37. Foster, Bible preacher, xvi. 38. Grant, History of the English church, iv- 44. 39. A-G v. Forster, 10 Ves. Jun. 335:32 874. 
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eventually ruled on the dispute in June, 1807. 
40 

At issue was the definition of 'parishioner' and the determination of legal electors. Exasperated by the overall implications of the case, the Lord Chancellor nevertheless could limit his response only to the specific issues. His annoyance is evident in this opinion, given on 24 December 1804: 

[I]nconvenient as it must be, perhaps destructive of the very end and purpose, for which this right of presentation was given, harassing and vexatious as experience has proved it, the right must vest in the · h · · f h d 41 par1s 1oners, 1n some sense o tat wor. 

The parish waited for over thirty months to witness the institution of their new vicar. Lord Eldon suggested that the parish should find some way to regulate their proceedings in future elections, perhaps by an act of Parliament if necessary. He concluded, 'it is much to be lamented, that these elections should be carried on in a way, that sows dissension and hatred, where harmony ought to subsist.•42 

With admirable restraint, C.N. Wodehouse warned that 'the occasional advantage [of parish elections] is much overbalanced by evident objections.•43 These three episodes involving evangelicals with parish elections indicated that ·congregational schemes and the parish system did not seem to mix. Congregational selection of ministers could work very well in chapels . or in other settings which depended on voluntaryism for support. The peculiar geographic, religious, and social sphere of the Anglican parish demanded a different approach. 

40. Spencer Perceval, the future evangelical prime minister, prosecuted both cases as attorney general; Samuel Romilly, the eminent jurist, defended Foster. 41. A-G v. Forster, 10 Ves. Jun. 335:32 875. 42. A-G v. Forster, 10 Ves. Jun. 335:32 876. 43. Wodehouse, Petition for ecclesiastical improvements, 83. 
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More important for evangelical churchmen, these examples showed 
the inadvisability of s9me dissenting solutions to 
ecclesiastical problems and perhaps provided an additional 
argument for remaining within the accepted bounds of Anglican 
ecclesiastical orthodoxy. 

The exercise of patronage, whether vested in individual 
. patron or in parishioners, entailed lesser and greater evils. 
The pressing priority for evangelical clergymen involved simply 
finding a sphere in which to work, while avoiding the numerous 
pitfalls posed by a system overrun by commercialisation and 
political favouritism which lacked an effective means of 
ecclesiastical accountability. (Even if ecclesiastical 
accountability had existed, the hapless evangelical would 
probably have been an object of its hostile operation.) The 
initial respondents to this difficulty used footholds wherever 
they could be found and contented themselves with short-term 
solutions to current problems. The long-range solution waited 
for Simeon's evolving strategies and his full realisation of the 
spiritual implications of patronage. It is of interest that 
questions of churchmanship in the context of patronage could 
not legitimately be raised until the control of patronage began 
to shift back into the hands of those with religious motives for 
its exercise. The deplorable state of the patronage system 
became less deplorable only when Simeon's systematic efforts to 
change patronage practice emerged on a widening scale; 
ironically, with that improvement, its possibility as an issue 
of churchmanship emerged . . In the interim, earlier evangelicals 
began the search for this missing component in the spread of 
evangelical influence which eventually culminated in Simeon's 
far - reaching answer. 
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1.3 The early evangelical re-sponse ( c. 1750-1816) 

The weal thy and influential supporters best equipped to aid 
struggling evangelical clergymen were not unaware of the need for evangelical patronage. Wilberforce wrote in his Practical 
view of the prevailing religious system, 'the duty of encouraging vital religion in the Church particularly devolves 

44 on all who have the disposal of ecclesiastical preferment.' 
The vicissitudes of obtaining preferment pervaded the life of 
the church. In particular, the hardships of evangelical 
ministers were exhibited in the press, the courts, and discussed 
in drawing rooms around the kingdom. 'rhe naive entanglements of 
clergymen in the secularised maze of parish patronage proved 
embarrassing and tragic. 

In March, 1768, Lady Huntingdon complimented the Earl of Dartmouth for his 'tender, friendly, and charitable' perspective 
on the Haweis affair at Aldwinkle, but noted that 'this medium is not that through which all can see it.' She complained that 
'the power and purity of the Gospel' became obscured 'through mistaken conduct.•45 Both perceived that the clergy required 
wise and influential friends to obtain preferment and to 
protect them from the potential misadventures of· patronage. In 
short, evangelicals needed patrons, in the best sense of that 
word, if they were ever to gain a foothold in the Church of England. 

Attempts to gain the means of preferment spanned the country largely in the random efforts of well-wishers. The weal thy and influential sometimes collaborated in small cooperative 
endeavours, but these undertakings assuredly were not 
systematic. These early evangelical exertions laid the 

44. Wilberforce, Practical view, 313. 45. Bickley, Guide to reports, report 15, append ix 1, 180. 

22 



foundation for the shape of the matured nineteenth-century 
understanding of 'spheres of influence'. 

Roughly, three phases describe the evangelical response. At 
first, supporters passively duplicated the small-scale means 
used by contemporaries. Next, they searched for avenues of 
political influence. Finally, the intentional purchases of 
advowsons and next presentations gained momentum and became 
established as a practice. These distinctions are functional and 
not temporal. 

1.3.1 Pre! iminary solutions 

The first phase contemporary, small-scale means 
encompassed several approaches. Briefly, they were: 

Family assistance - weal thy fathers purchased advowsons or 
next presentations to place a son in a secure profession. Some 
examples include: Thomas Biddulph, Henry Budd, William Cadogan, 
Thomas Dykes, and Daniel Wilson.46 

Chaplaincies - Lady Huntingdon 'exercised her right as a 
peeress to appoint as many chaplains as she pleased, and thus 
protected many clergymen suspected of Method ism. •4 7 The 
consistory court in London disallowed the practice in 1779, the 
countess seceded from the Church of England, and the solution 
disappeared.48 

Lectureships - usually endowed during the Puritan era, these 
provided some income, no cure of souls, and a narrow, limited 
sort of usefulness. William Romaine and Henry Foster are 

46. Biddulph-Fox, Work of Biddulph, 34, 47; Budd-Young, 'Evangelical clergy', 34; Cadogan-Cadogan, Sermons, xix; Dykes-King, Memoir of Dykes, 13; Wilson-Young, 'Evangelical clergy', 32. 
4 7. DNB, XXV-133. 
48. ODCC, 678. 
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·11 . 49 1 ustrat1ons. 

Proprietary chapels/daughter chapels the former were 
managed by trustees, usually as business ventures, and 'often 
appointed evangelicals because they drew larger, more 
remunerative audiences.•50 

Daughter chapels provided the same narrow scope of ministry, 
but fared slightly better if an evangelical incumbent held the 
mother church. John Coates placed eight evangelical ministers 
( including his son) in Huddersfield chapels over a thirty-two . d 51 year per10. 

Parishioner-built churches - some popular preachers served 
in churches built by appreciative and weal thy hearers. David 
Simpson of Macclesfield and James Haldane Stewart of Liverpool 
enjoyed this type of support.52 

Incumbent-built churches wealthy clergymen sometimes 
simply built their own churches. Cornelius Bayley (1754-1812), 
'finding a great lack of churches in Manchester,' built St 
James's, retained the advowson, and nominated himself to the 
incumbency in 1788. 53 Thomas Dykes (1761-1847) invested a large 
inheritance in St John's, Hull. Its location within the parish of 
Hull . gave control of the advowson to the vicar and Dykes's 
lif etime of effor t coul d have been undone by the appointment of 
an uncoope r ative incumbent to the vicarage.54 

49. Romaine , Lif e, walk, and triumph, x11. 50. El l iott-Binns , Early evangelical s, 421. 51. Maddock, Loss of ministe r s , 32. Coates died in 1823 and the practice could not be carried on. 52. Simpson-Thornton MSS, E.M. Forster Papers, Cambridge Unive rsity Library, Add 7674 / 1/X/17; Stewart-Young , 'Evangelical clergy', 198. 
53. Hole, History of C.M.S., 343. 
54. King, Memoir of Dykes, 22, 117. 
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Few evangelicals realised that effective preferment should 
encompass more than the initial procurement of spheres by 
extending to the continuing control of their patronage. 

1.3.2 Political influence 

These unstructured solutions produced inconsistent and 
impermanent results. The second phase of evangelical response, 
though marginally successful and barely cohesive, tackled the 
problem on a slightly larger scale. John Thornton, through 
widening circles of correspondence, gained knowledge of the 
network of aspiring ministers and of potential spheres, and 
depended on influential friends for assistance. William 
Wilberforce, though heavily involved in other projects, could be 
counted on in some endeavours. And useful in most attempts were 
the efforts of William Legge, Earl of Dartmouth. 

Thornton's friendships with John Newton, William Richardson, 
and others, provided a clearinghouse for religious intelligence 
of the growing evangelical network. Thornton's well-intentioned, 
though impulsive, work dealt mainly with curacies and 
incumbencies for those he knew personally. In correspondence 
during the period 1771-82, Thornton maintained a steady 
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55 placement programme. 

In the exploitation of political influence, Thornton fared 
poorly. Perhaps the alternative use of wealth to obtain 
preferment devolved through his lack of success using political 
means. In a letter of 24 June 1776 to William Richardson, he 
admits, 'I am such a speckled bird that the sight of an 
application from me has no favorable effect.•56 In 1787, he 
complained that his name would be a 'bar' if included in a 
recommendation to Lord Galway. Thornton suspected that the Lord 
Chancellor 'would smell what he calls Methodism was I to 57 recommend anyone.' In 1790, several months before his death, 
Thornton bungled a recommendation to Pitt by suggesting a 
candidate for Halifax using Wilberforce's name, unaware that 
Wilberforce had already proposed another candidate. Pitt passed 
Thornton's request on to Wilberforce 'in order to prevent any 
confusion•.58 Wilberforce boasted more success than Tho,rnton in 
this particular matter. When he approached Pitt, the latter 

55. In a sampling of correspondence written between 1771 and 1782, Thornton attempted to obtain Leathby, a title for a 'valuable young minister', a rectory near Helmsley, a position for Mr Morse, curacies for two young men at Cambridge, and a position for Mr Garwood. Thornton MSS, E.M. Forster Papers, Cambridge University Library, Add 7674/1/C/l, 10; Add 7674/X/5, 7, 31, 61, 82. Forster collected the Th_ornton family papers to write a biography of his great-aunt, Marianne Thornton, who was John Thornton's granddaughter. Papers of both John and Henry Thornton are included. Apparently, John Thornton's letters have been used by few, if any, researchers, al though Standish Meacham consulted Henry Thornton's in his biography, Henry Thornton of Clapham. 
56. Thornton MSS, E.M. Forster Papers, Cambridge University Library, Add 76 74/1/C/6. 
57. Thornton MSS, E.M. Forster Papers, Cambridge University Library, Add 7674/1/C/l 7. 
58. William Wilberforce MSS, Duke University, letter of Pitt to Wilberforce, 26 August 1790. 
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promised 'it shall certainly be given as you wish.' The appointment of Thomas Clark to Hull in 1783 probably arose out of Wilberforce's influence among his constituency. 59 William Bagshaw Stevens mentioned that Wilberforce and Gisborne supported an opposing candidate in the race for St Werburgh's, Derby, in 1793. 60 Wilberforce petitioned Perceval for the appointment to Ouseburn and the latter promised his assistance.61 In addition to the efforts of Wilberforce, Lord Dartmouth also provided assistance to those seeking an advocate. William Legge (1731-1801), succeeded as the second Earl of Dartmouth in 1750. He was an 'amiable, pious man' but 'entirely without any administrative capacity.•62 John Thornton knew him well and served as a co-trustee for the fund which supplied Dr Wheelock's Indian schools in America (eventually to become Dartmouth College).63 Thornton, aware of his own , relative inability to influence preferment, made Dartmouth a special object of his efforts. Dartmouth helped to send Venn to Huddersfield , Robinson to Leicester , Stilling fleet to Hotham, 

59. Walsh , 'Yorkshire evangelicals', 296. 60. Galbraith, Journal of Stevens, 108. It is worth noting tha t Wilberforce, after his eldest son squandered the family fortune, was overwhelmed when Brougham offered preferment to his sons, and actually presented Wilberforce's son-inlaw, Mr James, to Rawmarsh, near Rotherham. William Wilberforce MSS, Duke University, Wilberforce to John Harford, 6 September 1831. 61. William Wilberforce MSS, Duke University, Wilberforce to Spencer Perceval, 4 November 1807. 62. DNB, XXX ii-418. 
63. Thornton MSS, E.M. Forster Papers, Cambridge University Library, John Thornton to John Newton, 17 January 1775; Bickley, Guide to reports, report 14, append ix 10, 132. 
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- - - ----------
Powley to Dewsbury, and John Newton t o 64 Olney. I n all probability, Thornton mediated t hese appo in t ments . Thornton f a iled i n using Dartmouth's influence to claim the prestigious living of Halifax for Newton because 'of an alarm .. . that Methodism should be too highly exalted,' in an early effort. For an evangelical to r eceive Halifax , 'would be enough to startle 

65 
the Bishops & raise a cry that the church was in danger. ' John Thornton appears at the hub of the limited activity associated with evangelical preferment in the late eighteenth century. Through his well- meaning , though sometimes ineffectual, effo r ts to address preferment problems through the use of influence, Thornton began to discern the fundamental solution which was required. All previous attempts to fix min i sters in sphe r es either lacked scope or permanence. To first-generation evangel i cals of t his e r a , t he prohib i tive costs of , advowson control probably r end ered i t a distan t solution, but perhaps v i able . Some ge rm i na l efforts by other evangelicals and Tho r n t on ' s wider - r ang ing work i n i t ial l y clear ed t he way fo r r esol ut i on of the prefe rment problem. 

64. Balleine , History of evangelical party, 42. Ian Bradley misappr ehended the nature of Dartmouth's task, noting that Dartmouth 'purchased the advowsons of nearly a dozen livings,' and gave the s e to Henry Venn and John Newton, among othe rs. Dartmouth used his influence to solicit presentations for evangelicals, but apparently did not buy livings. Venn was nominated to Huddersfie ld by Sir John Ramsden, not Dartmouth, and Newton served as curate, not incumbent, at Olney. Both received these · posts through Dartmouth's efforts, but the latter did not possess the presentations. Bradley, Call, 60; Ryle, Christian leader s, 267 . 
65. Newton MSS, Ridley Hall, Cambridge, Newt on to John Thorn t on, 7 Februa r y 1776. 
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------------·-
1.3.3 Other evangelical patrons 

Several patrons nominated evangelical ministers because of their reputations as faithful pastors only; the inclinations of these patrons toward evangelicalism is unclear and consequently h d 1 · 1 66 Of th f . d 
t ey are not treate as evange 1ca s. e con 1rme evangelical patrons who remained, two provide illustrations for the exercise of patronage. 

Sir Sidney Stafford Smyth, Chief Baron of the Exchequer, presented Henry Venn to Yelling in 1770. 67 Smyth and his wife 

66. Of Richard Conyers, Thornton's brother-in-law, it was said that 'the undeviating propriety of his conduct so conciliated the esteem of Mr Duncan [squire of Helmsley in the North Riding] that he promised him the next presenti=ltion to the living, if he would forbear to seek other preferment.' Evangelical Magazine, ii-398. Sir John Evelyn, patron of Wotton, 'was a gentleman very anxious to keep up the due knowledge and worship of God in his ·parish.' Venn, Life of Henry Venn, 18. Richard Richardson, botanist and physician, built Bierley chapel in Bradford in 1760. Outhwaite, Bradford Church, 112. He and his family maintained a succession of evangelicals, including G.S. Bull of 'ten-hours parson' fame, but there is little evidence to suggest that the Richardson family were necessarily evangelicals themselves. DNB, xlviii-240; Morgan, Crosse, 192f; Walsh, 'Yorkshire . evangelicals', 249. Richardson also presented to a chapel-of-ease at Whitechapel, near Cleckheaton. 
The spotted fortunes of Huddersfield revolved around the patronage of Sir John and Lady Ramsden. Sir John heard a good account of Henry Venn from Dartmouth and presented him in 1759. Ryle, Christian leaders, 267. Upon Venn's departure in broken health for Yelling, Lady Ramsden refused to present an evangelical, despite Venn's protests. Walsh, 'Yorkshire evangelicals', 221. Venn's successor lived only a year. Venn, Annals, 96. Thornton exulted at the news that this unfortunate gentleman 'was given over' and suggested a replacement 'if he drops'. Bickley, Guide to reports, report 14, appendix 10, 132. 67. Venn, Life of Henry Venn, 40 . 
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were known evangelicals and when Lady Smyth died, she bequeathed 
the advowson of Bidborough, in Kent, to John Venn , and sums of 
money to Venn's sisters.68 

Edward Parry, a director of the East India Company, presented 
John Venn to Little Dunham, near Swaffham, in 1783. 69 Venn 
understood that the Parrys had intentionally searched for an 
estate in the country with a living annexed, 'where they might 
have the p~easure of instructing the poor & raising them up in 
the love and knowledge of God.' When Parry wrote to Venn 
offering the living, he expressed his desire to 'introduce the 
Gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ into this dark corner of the 
Kingdom.• 70 Henry Venn, John's father, replied on hearing of the 
appointment: 'we shall not cease to pray that Mr Parry's hopes 
may be fully answered - that the poor may have the Gospel 
preached to them.• 71 Parry bought the manor in 1782; he disliked 
the rector at once, and purchased the rectory as well. 72 The 
living, refused by Henry Foster, became Venn's after Parry heard 
him preach at Camberwe11.73 Parry knew the Thorntons, and his 
daughter married into the family. The scarc ity of evidence 
suggests that this may have been the scope of Parry's patronage. 
By contrast, John Thornton' s dozen or so advowsons mark a change 
in the scale and motives of evangelical preferment. 

68. Venn, Life of Henry Venn, 483. John Venn never presented to Bidborough, and the advowson passed to his brother-in-law, Charles Elliott, at Venn's death. Venn, Annals, 126f. 69. Venn, Life of Henry Venn, 357f. 
70. Venn MSS, Church Missionary Society Archives, C21, note by Venn on death of Mrs Parry [ c. October, 1791]; letter of Parry to Venn, 14 January 1783. 
71. Venn, Life of Henry Venn, 357f . 
72. Venn, Annals, 125. 
73 . Foster, Bible preacher, xii f; Venn, Annals, 125. 
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1.3.4 John Thornton (1720-90) 

According to James Stephen, John Thornton pursued his aims: 

after his own fearless fashion - yielding to every honest impulse, relishing a frolic when it fell in his way, choosing his associates in scorn of mere worldly precepts, and worshipping with any fellow-Christian whose heart beat in unison with his own, however inharmonious might be some of the articles of their respective creeds.74 

Thornton entered the world inheriting £100,000 and departed, leaving £600,000. 75 In the intervening seventy years he 'employed the extensive commerce in which he was engaged as a powerful instrument for conveying immense quantities of Bibles, PrayerBooks, and the most useful publications to every place visited by our trade.' 76 In the various memorial references which remain, commendations of his advowson purchases also figure prominently and apparently, his reputation gained by a relatively innovative approach to the prob~em of evangelical preferment ( though his patronage should not be seen as a systematic, inclusive answer to evangelical preferment problems). Thornton used only a small portion of his wealth for parish patronage purposes and his programme involved no strategic evangelical planning; rather, he was a slightly naive, good-hearted philanthropist, 'yielding to every honest impulse.' He 'bought numerous livings and filled many of them with truly pious characters,' wrote his son Henry, 'tho' in some and perhaps in not a very few of the persons whom he patronized he was deceived.177 Thornton bought Chobham and mistakenly thought he had obtained the more prestigious living 

74. Stephen, Essays, 525. 
75. Gentlemen's Magazine, lx-1056. 76. Balleine, History of evangelical party, 47,8. 77. Meacham, Henry Thornton, 5. 
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of Cobham. 'When information was given that the incumbent was 
dead,' related Charles Jerram, 'a person was sent to Cobham to 
inquire into the particulars; and when he arrived there, found 
that he [the incumbent] was in good health.178 Neither did 

I I Thornton apparently settle whether Eldon (Elveden) was situated 
in Norfolk or Suffolk before his death and it is remarkable that 
the location of the elusive Elveden remained shrouded in 
secrecy as long as it reputedly did. 79 

It is probable that Thornton realised from his questionable 
success with political influence that his wealth could be a 
more useful tool. Patronage, though expensive, freed him from the 
unpredictable task of courting the patrons of other livings. 

As early as 1765, he offered a living to Thomas Haweis during 
Haweis's resignation difficulties at Aldwinkle.80 Roger Bentley 
received the nomination to St Giles, Camberwell, in 1769 from 
Thornton. 81 In February 1772, Thornton owned the 1 ife estate of 
the holder of the advowson of 'Scarbro' and had the right to 
present throughout the lifetime of the owner, though no record 

. f . ' 82 H 1 11 d h 
remains o any nom1nat1on. e apparent y contro e t e 
valuable presentation to Clapham in 1774 (presumably as a major 
subset iber to the rebuilding of the church), and served as 

78. Jerram, Memoirs, 249. 
79. The mystery of Elveden persisted for some time. In 1834, Samuel Thornton fumed in the marketplace of the wrong town when trying to find the living his father had purchased over forty years before. Simeon Trust MSS, Thornton to Simeon, 2 August 1834. 
80. Skevington Wood, Haweis, 131. 
81. Hennell, Venn, 80. Canon Hennell, noting the lack of evangelical succession at Camberwell, posits that Thornton either did not buy the advowson or that his trustees were mistaken. A likely explanation is that Thornton owned the next presentation to Camberwell, and not the advowson. 82. Thornton MSS, E.M. Forster Papers, Cambridge University Library, Add 7674/1/X/2, Thornton to Newton, February 1772. 
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treasurer for the building fund. He noted , 'I expect when it is finished to put in a Rector and. • . then those that go to Stockwell now will go to Clapham.• 83 Newton wrote Thornton that 'an honest dissenter he ard that you buy up all the vacant livings which come to your knowledge' - the rumours appeared to be spreading. 84 

Thornton discouraged a request to supply a living for an unnamed clergyman in 1774. The minister might have received preferment had he not 'been so much of a rambler'; apparently Thornton frowned on 'long absence s•.85 Three years before his death in 1790, the practice was in full ope ration. Thornton wrote to William Richardson: 

If you hear of any Advowsons or Presentations to be sold in useful spots with Incumbents above fifty or sickly I should be glad to lay out a few Thousands that way. I don ' t care how small if there a r e many Hearers as one may provide against necessity. Should wish for 80 p.Anm. at least but would take 10 p. Anm. & provide myself further .86 

Thornton wrote to John Venn afte r pur chas ing Mel lor i n Der byshi r e and reported t hat 500 families lived i n the parish but the i ncome was only £60 and the church small. Thornton asked Ve nn to survey the poten tial of anothe r town and especial ly to . 

83. Thornton MSS, E.M. Forste r Papers , Cambridge Unive r s ity Lib r a r y , Add 76 74/1/X/8. He also r emarked , ' I r eally belie ve I am l i ke l y to have t he open i ng [of] the new Church a s Dr Ford is quitting Stockwe ll and Dr Por t eus s eems not disposed to l e t a Gospel Minis t e r succeed him.' 84. Thornton MSS, E.M. Forster Pape r s , Cambr i dge Unive rsity Library, Add 7674 / 1/X/64, Ne wton to Thornton, 27 July 1773. 85. Thornton MSS, E.M. Forster Papers, Cambridge University Library, Add 7674/1/X/ 9, Thornton to Newton, 19 April 1774. 86 . Thornton MSS, E.M. Forster Papers, Cambridge University Library, Add 7674/1/C/18, Thornton to Richardson, 17 October 1787. 
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determine the size of the church, the distance from two nearby 
market towns and then to predict the 'prospect of usefulness•.87 
Thornton shrewdly waited for a ·glut in the marke t in 1790 - 'at 
the eve of a general Election not a few livings are like to 
overstock the market,' he wrote to Venn, assigning the cause to 
the needs of parliamentary candidates for campaign funds. 'What 
can Candidates part with that is of so little value in their 
esteem to step into power as Church preferment?' he asked Venn. 
Thornton further explained his scruples: 'my determination of 
Simony would be getting a Church for gain without regard to the 
people,' and perhaps rightly justified his actions by claiming 
that 'the Spirit of the Law is regarded if not the Letter of it' 

1 h . I 1 . . I 88 J St h 
as ong as t e intent was to promote re 1910n . ames ep en 
described Thornton's developing method: '[he] was constantly 
seeking, by purchase or otherwise, to get presentations to 
livings, into which the gospel might thus be introduced; and 
when, as often was the case, the income was inadequate, 
supplementing it from his own resources.189 Thornton's definition 
of a 'sphere' could fit a living with many inhabitants, 
previously unexposed to evangelical ministry, with low income, 
and selling for a low price. 

Thornton is known from extant records to have carried out at 
least the following nominations during his lifetime: 

Roger Bentley 

[Unknown] 

1769 

1774 

St Giles, Camberwell 
Clapham 

87. Venn MSS, Church Missionary Society Archives, C 68, Thornton to Venn, 11 June 1789. 
88. Venn MSS, Church Missionary Society Archives, C 68, Thornton to Venn, 6 February 1790. 
89. Bull, William Bull, 220. Venn MSS, Church Missionary Society Archives, C 68, Thornton to John Venn , 6 Februar y 1790. 
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John Newton 1778/9 St Mary, Woolnoth 
Robert Storry 1781 St Peter, Colchester 
Thomas Pentycross 1783 St Mary, Wallingford 
Thomas Bull 1789/90 Elveden, Suffolk 
John Barker 1782 St Mary, Hull 
Richard Conyers 1775 St Paul, Deptford 

Next-presentations accounted for all except Storry and the 
Clapham nomination. When John Thornton died in 1790 he left nine 
advowsons and one next presentation in trust to three 
trustees .90 This group of livings remained intact until Simeon 
joined the trust in 1813. 91 This list includes (with 1814 
incumbents): 

Parish 

Clapham 

Darlaston 

St Roche 

Brailes 

County 

Surrey 

Staffordshire 

Cornwall 

Warwickshire 

Value 

£1200 

£240 

£400 

£140 

Incumbent 

w. Deal try 

w. Waltham 

R.Postlethwai te 

C. Smally 

90. Newton, Storry, Pentycross, and Conyers- [Anonymous], 'Incidents in the life of John Thornton', 825. Richard Conyers married Thornton's widowed siste r. He published one sermon, only because Thornton slipped it from his pocket while dining at an inn and printed it without his brotherin-law's permission. Evangelical Magazine, ii-404. BullBull, William Bull, 170. Barker-Walsh, 'Yorkshire evangelicals', 296. St Mary's had been offered to Joseph Milner and refused. Earlier, in 1777, Thornton intended that Newton should receive the presentation. A delay in the letter to Newton caused John King to be appointed. (The six-month statutory period may have elapsed and caused the right to revert to the diocesan). Cecil-Cecil, Works, i-37£. 91. Pollard and Hennell, Simeon, 171. This count may have been obtained from notes of a letter from Simeon to William Richardson in 1814, copied in a Simeon trust minute-boo k (1879-89). 
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St Dunstan 's 

Chobham 

St Peter, 

Colchester 

Mellor 

Elveden 

Bisley 

Middlesex 

Surrey 

Essex 

Derby 

Suffolk 

Surrey 

£211 

£170 

£300 

£60 

£250 

£150 

R. Lloyd 

C. Jerram 

w. Marsh 

M. Ollerenshaw 

T. Bull 

J. King 

Roger Bentley of Camberwell (d. 1795), Henry Foster (1745-
1844), and John Venn (1759-1813) assumed oversight of the trust. 
Thornton had named Henry Venn as a trustee in an earlier will, 
but exchanged father for son as 'a younger life', according to 
Samuel Thornton.92 The patronage would revert to the Thornton 
heirs after twelve successor-trustees had served in turn.93 

Henry Foster occupied the chief role as 'first-named trustee' 
and subsequently could take the initial choice on vacant 
1 · · 94 F · 1 . . f h 1 h t ivings. ai ing to appoint one o t emse ves, t e trus ees 

t ' t I h f ' 'l ' ,95 were o nomina e some ot er person o simi ar views. 
Only five presentations took place between the inception of 

the trust iq 1790 and 1813. 96 In this twenty-three year period 
Richard Cecil accepted Chobham . and Bisley; Clapham and St 
Dunstan's, both first offered to Henry Foster and declined by 
him, acquired John Venn and Richard Lloyd respectively, as 
incumbents. Bisley and Chobham became vacant again on Cecil's 
death. Charles Jerram, the curate of the combined livings, had 
been led to expect by Cecil that the nomination would be his. He 

92. Venn, Life of Henry Venn, 490. Letter of 28 November 1790. 
93. Venn MSS, Church Missionary Society Archives, C 68, copy of 

will of John Thornton, 1790; Pollard & Hennell, Simon, 171; 
Venn, Life of Henry Venn, 491. 

94. Foster, Bible preacher, xiii. 
95. Venn, Annals, 127. 
96. Foster, Bible preacher, xv f. 
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accordingly accepted the offer of a curacy and purchased a 
house. Jerram explained, 'though these livings were but of small 
pecuniary value, yet as they presented a sphere of usefulness ••. 
I thought myself justified [in accepting the curacy and buying 

the house]. When Thornton's trustees met, Foster insisted that 
King should take his turn as a trustee and promote himself to 
the livings, ignoring Jerram's work and overlooking the needs or 
requirements of the parishes. King compromised by agreeing to 
split the livings and both Jerram and King accepted single 
nominations in 1810. 97 Foster's questionable motives betray a 
continuing misapprehension of 'spheres of influence', though his 
approach revealed a generally improving level of patronage 
integrity. 

* * * 

A shift in perspective began to appear in the advent of 
evangelical parish patronage. Out of the murk and confusion of 
eighteenth-century preferment emerged an incipient premise for 
patronage, exemplified in an understanding of the parish as a 
'sphere' by 

controversy, 

contemporary evangelicals. 
and gradually-restored standards 

Commercialism, 

of pastoral 
theology all contributed to this developing precedent. Defined 
from a modern perspective, a pre-Simeon ideal 'sphere' might 
incorporate: 

1) an established, geographically-defined area of ministry, 
legitimately and unconditionally bestowed on the clergyman - a 
rectory or vicarage with . all the rights and safeguards of 

97. Simeon trust MSS, minute-book (1879-89); Jerram, Memoirs , 268- 70. 
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97. Simeon trust MSS, minute- book (1879-89); J erram, Memoir s, 
268- 70. 
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incumbency. 

2) a spiritual motivation for acquisition, rather than a 
temporal (commercial) motive. As noted earlier, Thornton viewed 
simony as 'getting a church for gain without regard to the 
people, and if the view is to promote religion, I think the 
spirit of the law is regarded if not the letter of it.' 

3) benefices of low value. Newton doubted that Thornton would 
be interested in an available living, 'the value of which would 
maintain at least half a dozen Ministers in places where there 
might be an equal prospect of usefulness.•98 Low-income 
benefices marketed poorly and thus were more easily affordable 
by evangelicals; moreover, Thornton frequently augmented incomes 

f . 1 · . 99 a ter procuring a 1v1ng. 

4) relatively large parish populations. In 1759, Henry Venn 
accepted the vicarage of Huddersfield 'not from any desire of 
increasing his income' ( in fact, the move diminished his income 
materially), but because 'he conceived that he should be far 
more extensively useful in a parish, the population of which 
consisted of many thousand souls.•100 John Thornton wrote to 
William Richardson on 22 April 1777 that 'fourteen years ago 
there was not a single Gospel Minister of the Establishment in 
any large Town in the Kingdom, except London & only two there ..• 
since that time their number is greatly increased & several 
large & very considerable places enjoy the blessings of their 
ministrations.•101 He identified another potential living as 'a 

98. Thornton MSS, E.M. Forster Papers, Cambridge University 
Library, Add 7674/1/X/64. 

99. Thornton MSS, E.M. Forster Papers, Cambridge University 
Library, Add 7674/1/C/18; Bull, Memorials of Bull, 220. 

100. Venn, Life of Henry Venn, 26. 
101. Thornton MSS, E.M. Forster Papers, Cambridge Unversi ty 

Library, Add 7674/C/7a. 
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noble Sphere being a considerable Market Town.•102 Conversely, 
the temporally-motivated patron sought what might be understood 
as large 'income:population ratios' in undemanding parishes. 

5) locations with no previous evangelical presence. When 
Thomas Scott preached Thornton's funeral sermon, he praised 
Thornton for 'planting useful ministers of the Gospel in those 
parts, where he supposed the people to be perishing for lack of 
knowledge.' Haweis reputedly accepted Aldwinkle 'in order to gain 
a pied-a-terre for evangelicalism in what was virtually v,irgin 
terr i tory.•103 

The evangelicals diverged at one important point from 
similar revivalistic movements: they chose to sustain the 
established ministry and parish system in the Church of England. 
Other groups (for example, the Methodists or Lady Huntingdon's 
Connexion), seceded rather than accommodate the capricious 
national church. It was this evangelical inconsistency which 
baffled observers. Popular experience suggested that movements 
exhibiting 'enthusiastic' tendencies often gravitated toward 
dissent and failed the test of churchmanship. The Methodists and 
Lady Huntingdon, however convincing their reasons for secession, 
acted predictably within this rough maxim. On the other hand, 
the evangelical quest for spheres and legitimacy implicitly 
included a practical requirement for moderate churchmanship. 

Canon Smyth provides a thorough background discussion on 
church order and its implications for churchmanship in his 
Simeon and church order. Walsh's thesis further amplifies this 
and specifically establishes the extensive acceptance of 
moderate churchmanship among evangelicals in Yorkshire in the 

102. Thornton MSS, E.M. Forster Papers, Cambridge University 
Library, Add 76 74/1/X/14. 

103. Thornton MSS, E.M. Forster Papers, Cambridge University 
Library, Add 7674/1/Q; Skevington Wood, Haweis, 132. 
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latter half of the eighteenth century. Perhaps moderate 
churchmanship went hand-in-hand with a pastoral emphasis in the 
parish; the challenges of a bustling sphere surely left little 
time for party disputes. 

Ian Bradley characterised the nineteenth century for 
Victorian evangelicals as an age of 'seriousness'. Pre-Victorian 
evangelicalism might well have thrived in an age of aspiring 
'usefulness'. The legacy of first-generation evangelicals and of 
their foremost patron, John Thornton, prefigured the work of 
Charles Simeon's patronage trust and illuminated Simeon's mature 
understanding of 'spheres of influence'. 
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CHAPI'ER 'IWO 

PRELUDE (1782-1814) 

Charles Simeon experienced a dramatic conversion at King's 
College Chapel on 4 April 1779, just over two months after 
matriculating. His vocational plans materialised quickly - he 
was made deacon on 26 May 1782 and ordained priest on 28 
September 1783. Simeon met John Venn on 1 June 1782, and wrote to 
him four months later: 'I had been thinking this morning of the 
Degeneracy of the Clergy and whether the Lord would put it in my 
power to bear Testimony against it.11 On the day before his 
twenty-third birthday he had glimpsed the scope of a life-long 
passion, the establishment of 'pious' and dedicated pastors 
within the Church of England. The bulk of his ecclesiastical 
activity embodied this passion, whether carried out in the 
homiletical training of ordinands, in the appointment of curates 
and chaplains, or in the matching of 'spheres of influence' with 
prospective incumbents as he administered his patronage trust. 

2.1 Ecclesiastical worldview 

Two characteristics informed his approach: first and always, 
Charles Simeon operated as a pragmatist. To every question 
involving the authority of the established church and the 
erratic fortunes of the evangelical movement, Simeon brought a 
functional sense of expediency. Second, he formed a broad vision 

1. Venn MSS, Church Missionary Society Archives, Simeon to 
John Venn, 23 September 1782. 
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of his mission in the Church of England at the outset. In 
determining the depth of the problem of a 'degenerate' clergy 
and the effects on the parish, he set the boundaries of this 
mission and received an initial impetus. He pursued this 
objective with singlemindedness until his death. 

2.1.1 Functional churchmanship 

Several authors identify a strong stand on church order as 
an integral factor in Simeon's ecclesiastical accomplishments 
and legacy. Canon Smyth presented the most imposing argument in 
favour of this thesis in his Birkbeck lectures for 1937-38, 
published in Simeon and church order . . Although a concise and 
useful theory, Simeon's understanding of church order requires a 
complicated interpretation when viewed in the light of his 
trust. His use of patronage suggests that the real genius of his 
approach rested in a mature and finely-tuned combination of 
churchmanship and practical evangelicalism. 

Simeon itinerated as a young man. Even before his ordination 
as priest, he conducted prayer meetings with dissenters at 
Shipston and distributed his own printed tracts.2 

Though Smyth 
pinpoints a barn-preaching incident at Bluntisham as a 
watershed, and credits Henry Venn's interposition with setting 
Simeon on the right path, later actions would indicate Simeon 
was apt to ignore Venn•s·counsel on issues of churchmanship when 
they did not coincide with his own. Simeon found encouragement 
in other rela~ionships with dissenters. He knew Robert Robinson 
(1735-90), and was 'quite friendly' with his successor, Robert 
Hall (1764-1831), both baptists in Cambr idge.3 

Simeon helped 

2. Venn MSS, Church Missionary Society Archives, C 22, Simeon to John Venn, 20 September 1783. 
3. Gregory, Memoir of Hall, i-277. 
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support the meeting-house of a local dissenter named Johnny 
Sti ttle in order to assist the latter in 'shepherding [his] 
stray sheep,' after several parishioners from Holy Trinity had 
joined the meeting, and he also visited the Presbyterian 
meeting.4 He participated in a network of relationships with 
others who persistently itinerated and joined with dissenters 
in several projects. Simeon himself itinerated throughout 
Scotland, and when confronted ultimately by the General Assembly 
of the Church of Scotland, he rather lamely appealed to vague 
political considerations. For years he maintained meetings among 
his parishioners outside his parish and in technical violation 
of the Conventicle Act, despite the opposition of friends and 
the availability of legally acceptable facilities. He 
persistently qualified strong statements on church order by 
transparent acts of apparent disorder.5 

A high view of Simeon's attitudes to church order is 
inconsistent with the actual use of the church patronage ' system 

. suggested by Simeon and his trustees. The nature of evangelical 
patronage and the subsequent entrenchment of evangelicals in 
the parishes resulted more from the principled, yet adroit use 
of the tactical tools at hand. 

2.1.2 Simeon's sense of mission 

Though notable examples of Simeon's concern for the 
townspeople of his parish exist, he carried on a ministry which 
extended far beyond the boundaries of his strategic post in 
Cambridge. When a lucrative college living was offered to Simeon 

4. Gray, Cambridge revisited, 97-9; Thodey, Sermon at Downing Street, 37. 
5. This section is adapted from an article by the present author entitled 'Charles Simeon, dissent, and disorder', _S_t_u_d_i_a_B_ib_l_ia_e_t_T_h--'e'-o_l_o_g,_i-'c~a, VIII (1978), 56-74. 
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in 1804, he passed it by, 'to the astonishment of all that weight 
things only in the scale of interest.' In his narrative to 
Wilberforce of the incident he emphasised that his 'retaining of 
Trinity and residing at Cambridge during the terms was a sine 

f h b · . •6 h h . f qua non rom t e eg1nn1ng. T oug meagre 1n terms o 
compensation, the location of Holy Trinity provided a calculated 
and useful platform for his wide-ranging involvements. In later 
years, Simeon pursued these trans-local interests extensively. 
Professor James Scholefield, a Simeon curate circa 1820, wrote: 
'Mr Simeon's curacy was an arduous one, as he was frequently 
absent from Cambridge for months together, and then his large 
parish was left entirely to his curate to manage, with three 
full services on Sunday, and one on Thursday evening.•7 The early 
controversies surrounding his incumbency left him unmoved in 
his determination to hold his own useful 'sphere' and to 
continue his work. Simeon contributed his own funds and procured 
an additional grant from Queen Anne's Bounty to establish the 
living as a benefice (it was a sequestration when he was first 
appointed), in order to foil early attempts by parishioners to 
dislodge him. He clung to his fellowship, despite moves at 
deprivation, and withstood the entreaties of friends who offered 
other preferment. Thomas Webster, in a funeral sermon, asserted 
that 'none of these things moved him; he clearly saw the 
importance of his station.18 Simeon's wider mission addressed 
needs which ranged across the nation and throughout the empire. 
A significant part of his single-minded efforts dealt with 
solutions to the pastoral problems in English parishes. 

6. Wilberforce MSS, Duke University, Simeon to William 
Wilberforce, 14 November 1804. 

7. Scholefield, Memoirs of Scholefield, 22. 
8. Webster, Sermon at St Botolph's, 17. 
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Simeon's pragmatic churchmanship and unswerving commitment to 
challenging difficulties associated with the preparation, 
supply, and establishment of pious clergy in useful spheres met 
a hostile and unreceptive public. The unreformed church and 
parliament, the persistent threat of cross-channel invasion, 
continuing high-church hostility, confusion generated by 
dissenters and seceding method ists, an unfriendly episcopate, 
and the secularisation, commercialism, and common 
misunderstanding (even among evangelicals) of church patronage, 
presented a most difficult situation. 

2.2 Informal effor ts: curacies, chaplains & Clapham 

A previous chapter dealing with the early evangelical 
response to problems of preferment described the search for 
curacies as a partial solution to placing evangelicals in 
spheres of influence. Charles Simeon, before his accession as a 
Thornton trustee, saw few possibilities for his own exercise of 
church patronage. His lack of wealth, or of access to wealth, 
prevented even faltering attempts to emulate John Thornton at 
this point. But curacies could be found, and to this end he 
directed his efforts. 

2.2.1 Curacies 

Simeon's first known effort to place an evangelical curate is 
conn~cted with the barn-preaching episode at Bluntisham. When 
Simeon ceaseq his irregular preaching at Bluntisham, the local 
hearers were dismayed and a little angry. Simeon proposed that 
an evangelical curate could fill the gap and raised a 
subscription among the villagers. The attempt failed when the 
rector of the parish, Mr Oakes, balked at the plan. Simeon's 
refusal to return and the impossibility of the curate scheme 
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caused the Villagers to form a dissenting meeting.9 About a year 
later, Simeon attended a clerical meeting in Birmingham. The 
brash young veteran of two years in the ministry, in forthright 
fashion, confronted Thomas Jones (1752-1833) with the question: . 10 . 'will you go to Creaton Mr Jones?' Simeon then explained the 
situation, and Jones commenced a forty-eight year ministry as 
curate in the parish of Creaton on 10 September 1785.11 

Simeon's strategic station in Cambridge became a well
subscribed source for curates. On 21 July 1804, Henry Martyn 
wrote to William Mandell, insisting that 'Mr S' wanted a decisive 
answer from Mandell concerning an offer. (Apparently, Martyn's 
departure for his missionary endeavours depended upon Mandell's 

12 acceptance.) 'Our demand for pious curates is so great,' 
exlaimed Simeon in 1814, 'that the [clerical education] 
Societies of Elland and Bristol can not furnish a tenth of the 
number wanted. I am therefore engaged in establishing a society 
in London on a similar plan, for the education of young men at 
the University.•13 Thirty years after Bluntisham, Simeon wrote to 
Henry Thornton, 'the suiting of Curates to Curacies I have long 
been · employed in to a great extent,' and Thomas Webster 
reiterated that 'for very many years Mr Simeon was incessantly 
applied to, in order to recommend suitable curates.•14 

Though in primitive form, tenets of later patronage 
administration began to take shape in Simeon's initial efforts 

9. Audley, Memoirs of Feary, 22. 
10. Owen, Memoir of Jones, 76f. 
11. Hart, Curate's lot, 124. 
12. Simeon MSS, Holy Trinity Church, Cambridge, Martyn to 

William Mandell, 21 July 1804. 
13. Carus, Simeon, 218, Simeon to Thomason, 29 December 1814. 
14. Venn MSS, Cambridge University Library, Add 7674/I/39, 

Simeon to Henry Thornton, undated, but probably written in 
August/September, 1814. Webster, Sermon at St Botolph's, 18. 
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• to place curates. Three parts of a patter~ may be seen: 
First, Simeon responded to ecclesiastical shortcomings, as he 

understood them, with ecclesiastical solutions. Smyth's use of 
the Bluntisham incident may . not be so important in 
demonstrating Simeon's repudiation of irregularity, (for he 
continued in other forms of irregularity), but in illustrating 
his sense of propriety by proposing an evangelical curate, to be 
supported by the people and sanctioned by the incumbent, in 
order to fill an obvious need. The important church order issue 
revealed by Bluntisham may be found in the ecclesiastical 
propriety of Simeon's proposed resolution, rather than in his 
thwarted itinerancy. 

Secondly, the evangelical infrastructure was expanding. 
Thomas Jones's appointment to Creaton came about through an 
evangelical clerical meeting; other evidence of the widening 
network which sustained 
forthcoming. 

evangelical influence would be 

Thirdly, the matching of the particular needs of a parish 
with the specific gifts of a prospective minister began with 
'the suiting of Curates to Curacies'. It would be in this 
unequivocating concept of 'fitness' that Simeon's divergence from 
the practice of most patrons of his age would be best seen. 

Two further conclusions are here tentatively stated. First, 
embryonic evangelical churchmanship did not seek to set aside 
church authority, but to fill the vacuum created by its 
contemporary i~adequacies. Evangelical tactics took the place of 
non-existent ecclesiastical solutions. Secondly, there was no 
real threat to the hierarchy at this point; evangelical 
influence produced muted hostility, but excited few alarmed 
comparisons with Puritan subversion. Curates possessed only a 
tenuous legal status and could be easily removed; thus, the 
impermanence of cur ac ies intimidated few vested interests. 
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2.2.2 Chaplains 

In 1786, the first chaplain to India recruited by Simeon, 
David Brown, landed in Calcutta. The supply of East India 
Company chaplains began with this appointment and formed an 
international parallel to domestic efforts involving curacies. 
It was largely possible because notable evangelicals occupied 
key positions within the East India Company. Edward Parry, John 
Venn's patron at Little Dunham, served as a Director, and Charles 
Grant had been a senior merchant since 1784 and Chairman of 
Court of the directors from 1805.15 Grant especially, often with 
the aid of Wilberforce, opened the way to India for many young . . . 16 m1ss1onar1es. 

Though Simeon selected Brown only a short time after 
starting his own ministry at Holy Trinity, fruitless years 
passed before young men began offering themselves for the 
uncertainties of the long sea voyage and the risks of disease 
and death awaiting them at journey's end. Simeon wrote in 
frustration to Wilberforce in 1804: 

It is full twenty years since I have been occupied in 
beating up for some Volunteers for the East Indies, 
without any success.~ have also for these last two or 
three years been looking in vain for some one to go 
under the Bp of London's patronage to St Kitts: And 
behold you ask for I kn~w not how many to go to 
Jamaica. Alas! I am very doubtful whether any one can 
be found to accept the Mission Church at Calcutta: how 
much less can we hope to find any proper persons for 

15. DNB, xxii-378. 
16. The Simeon MSS collection at Ridley Hall, Cambridge, 

contains an interesting correspondence between Simeon and 
Charles Grant detailing the difficult process of 
recruiting and supplying chaplains to India. This selection 
appears to be untouched by modern researchers. 
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J . ,17 ama1ca. 

But his record ,improved; he recounted with satisfaction in 1835 
that: 'for nearly fifty years ... I have had the happiness of 
recommending nearly all the rr\ost eminent & most efficient 
Chaplains; such as Browne, Corrie, Buchanan, Martyn, Thomason, 
Robinson, &c.•18 

According to Webster, Simeon 'thus very 
powerfully contributed to the formation of that branch of our 
establ ishment.•19 

It is likely that Simeon perceived that the years of contact 
with young men at the University, his growing usefulness as a 
source for curates and chaplains, and his persistent sense of 
mission to · the clergy of the established church equipped him 
quite naturally to assist others in the exercise of church 
patronage. Through the progression of these experiences his 
concern turned to the possibilities of a more complete 
preferment solution. Thomas Webster claimed that the sermon 
classes originating in 1792, and the subsequent sermon outlines 
prepared by young students, provided the tool for finding good 
pastoral material and eventually placed Simeon in his position 

20 of influence in the task of clergy supply. In patronage 
matters, Simeon freely dispensed his opinions, whether requested 
or not; he wrote to Charles Grant: 

Whether Miss Massey •.• judges properly respecting the 
Living may well be doubted. I think both the reasons 
for giving it to Mr Bromehead are bad. Usefulness to 
the people should be the first consideration. Charity 
should be quite a subordinate matter. And she should 

17. Wilberforce MSS, Duke University, Simeon to Wilberforce, 14 
November 1804. 

18. Simeon MSS, Ridley Hall, Cambridge, Simeon to Cotter ill, 6 March 1835. 
19. Webster, Sermon at St Botolph's, 18. 
20. Webster, Sermon at St Botolph's, 18. 
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rather recommend a person who would live a century, 
than one, who by dying soon will increase the 
patr onage, and open ~other opportunity for the 
disposing of the living. 

Even among evangelicals, secular motives in the practice of 
church patronage pervaded preferment decisions. 'Miss Massey' 
desired a man ready for the grave, since the actual presentation 
provided the real value; simple ownership of an advowson carried 
few commercial benefits when liquidating the asset. The value 
increased dramatically when aged incumbents contracted 
illnesses, for then the opportunity to present a new man became 
an imminent possibility. Spiritual obligations could be met by 
placing an evangelical, albeit an old one, but then commercial 
considerations resumed their importance. Prevailing notions of 
patronage proved to be difficult to root out. 

2.2.3 Clapham - 1792 

, 
Simeon's most significant involvement in evangelical 

patronage before his accession as a Thornton trustee came 
shortly after John Thornton's death wi t h the vacancy at Clapham. 
Simeon knew tha t Thornton had selected him as an eventual 
successor-trustee , but he recognised also t hat he could perfo r m 
in no official capacity when Clapham became vacant in 1792. 
Thornton appointed thr ee trustees, and pr ovided a l ist of nine 
successors to fill openings on the trust as deaths and 
r es i gnations took thei r toll.22 Each of the active tr ustees 
r eceived , by the t e rms of the will, an option to accep t a v ac ant 
l i ving when his t urn came . Respec t i ng Cl apham, John Thornton 's 

21. Simeon MSS, Ridley Hall, Cambridge, Simeon to Cotter ill, 6 
March 1835. 

22. Simeon trust MSS, Henry Thornton to Charles Simeon, 3 
December 1790. 
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will stated: 

I do desire that upon the death of the present incumbent of the Church of Clapham in the county of Surrey the Revd Henry Foster may succeed to the sa1ct living & my mind & will further is & I do desire that upon the death of the said Henry Foster the said Jo9~ Venn may succeed him to the said church of Clapham. 

The incumbent died 

Edward Parry wrote: 'I 
24 

on 14 April 1792. Almost immediately, 
think [Foster] is inclined to take 

Clapham.' On 25 April, Samuel Thornton informed Venn that 
Foster had declined and the living was his. In the intervening 
ten days, Simeon had convinced Foster that Venn should have the 
living, and Foster r etreated, probably overwhelmed by Simeon's 
energetic onslaught. It may be providential that Simeon 
interfered. Foster died in 1844, at the age of ninety-nine, 
thirty- one years after Venn's death in 1813, at the age of 
fifty-four. Venn could not have succeeded on Foster's death and 
the Clapham sect would not have known Venn's ministry. William 
Deal try, eulogising Simeon, related that the latter conceived 
'that [Venn] who was to have the second offer was pre-eminently 
qualifi ed for the situation, whilst [Foster] was bette r fitted 
for a different spher e.' Simeon wrote to Foster , 'stating h i s 
opinion; and solemnly putting it to his conscience, whether the 
cause of Christ would not be best promoted by his dec l i n i ng the 
L . . 125 Y H V l 1v1ng . oung enry enn, ater hono r ary secretary of t he 
Chur ch Miss i onary Society, na rr ated : 

23. Ve nn MSS, Church Missionary Society Archives, Will of John Thornton, C 68, dated 1790. 
24. Venn MSS, Church Missionary Society Archives, C 21, Parry to Venn, 15 April 1792. 
25. Carus, Simeon, footnote on 834. 
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Mr Simeon of Cambridge told me that as soon as he 
heard of the vacancy of Clapham, knowing the tenor of 
Mr Thornton's will, he immediately stated to Mr Foster 
his conviction that it would be much for the benefit 
of the gospel if Mr John Venn ~ere removed from his 
obscurity to the vacant living.2 

Simeon offered to 'make over to him the whole of the private 
fortune he then possessed that it might be an equivalent as far 
as it would go for his temporal sacrifice.•27 

Simeon may have known the 'tenor of Mr Thornton's will', but 
he plainly ignored the testator's specific wish that Foster be 
appointed to Clapham. Thornton's general guidelines required 
that the trustees could either appoint one of themselves, or 
someone else that 'they thought proper'. Simeon's wish to assess 
the needs of the parish and then to appoint the fittest man for 
the particular sphere was entirely an expression of his own 
er i ter ia. John Thornton neither mentioned this approach in his 
will nor does it appear in his other correspondence. , Simeon 
repeatedly credited Thornton with sophisticated ideas about the 

26. Venn MSS, Church Missionary Society Archives, Venn 
Memorandum, C 21. John Venn never knew that Simeon brought 
about Foster's change of mind. 

27. Venn MSS, Church Missionary Society Archives, Venn 
memorandum, C 21. For the previous twelve years (since 
1780) Simeon's income had not exceeded £300 annually, 
except for the two years preceding the Clapham vacancy. Of 
this income he regularly contributed between one-quarter 
and one-half each year to charitable ends. Simeon's father, 
knowing his impulsive son's predisposition to Christian 
generosity, placed his inheritance in trust, to prevent the 
young man from giving it away to the poor, and provided an 
annual allowance of £120. If Simeon's 'private fortune' 
included a fellowship of £100, a family allowance of £120, 
a pittance from Holy Trinity, and miscellaneous other small 
sources of income, his generous offer to Foster might have 
left him rather indisposed . Simeon MSS, Ridley Hall, 
Cambridge, pocket note-book; Car us, Simeon, 354, 604. 
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exercise of patronage which were wholly inconsistent with 
Thornton's ecclesiastical artlessness and sporadic practice. 

William Dealtry considered Simeon's action a 'remarkable 
instance of his disinterestedness.• 28 Venn was a close friend of 
Simeon's, one of the first to make his acquaintance after his 
conversion at King's. Simeon knew that Venn's small charge at 
Little Dunham provided few challenges. Moreover, Simeon showed 
no recorded interest in four later presentations which followed 
this incident at Clapham and preceded his actual appointment as 
a trustee. Venn proved to be a good choice for Clapham, and quite 
possibly was superior to Foster; nonetheless, Simeon's 
involvement reveals some inconsistencies. 

Simeon relaxed on holiday with John Venn at Little Dunham 
when the , news of Foster's refusal of Clapham came on 25 April. In 
less than a day Simeon energetically began counselling Parry on 
a proper replacement for Venn's barely-vacated benefice.29 Venn's 
appointment to Clapham illustrates primarily Simeon's 
recognition of the importance of patronage but also reveals 
some of the latent frustration resulting from his limited 
access to its exercise. As his reputation spread and his 
interest in evangelical patronage became known, patrons 
increasingly drew on Simeon's knowledge of available ministers 
and his appraisals of their particular gifts. In a sermon 
preached after Simeon's death, Webster asserted that 'many 
private patrons confered [sic] with him, as to the most suitable 

t h th . ht 1 · . ,30 B t h persons o w om ey m1g present vacant 1v1ngs. u t e 
direct, personal prerogative exercised by the legal owner of an 
advowson eluded Simeon. His desire, articulated in 1782, to 'bear 

28. Carus, Simeon, footnote on 834. 
29. Venn MSS, Church Missionary Society Archives, C 21, John Venn to Edward Parry, 26 April 1792. 
30. Webster, Sermon at St Botolph's, 18. 
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testimony against the degeneracy of the clergy', began to be 
realised only with his full accession to the Thornton trust, 
thirty-one years later. Sadly, the death of his friend John Venn, 
after twenty-one years as the minister at Clapham, provided the 
opportunity. 

2.3 Thornton trustee 

Charles Simeon apparently steered clear of Thornton trust 
operations after his somewhat dramatic intervention in the 
Clapham appointment in 1792. On the death of Richard Cecil in 
1810, John King had assumed the vacated trusteeship, and Henry 
Foster remained a trustee as before. After John Venn's death in 
1813, Foster, King, and Simeon acted as trustees. 

The Thornton trust presented a confusing · picture, both to 
contemporary observers and to modern historians. Smyth asserts 
that 'Henry Thornton, when he died, designated three Trustees, of 

h S . d . ' h. 1 · . 131 C ' MM w om 1meon was one, to a m1n1ster 1s 1v1ngs. anon •. 
Hennell, in an informative work on John Venn, states: 'the 
Thornton trust amounted to eleven livings; these had been bought 
by John Thornton to ensure continuity of an evangelical 
ministry in these parishes. Henry Thornton continued and 
extended his father's policy.•32 

John Thornton actually owned ten livings and one next 
presentation at his death. [See appendix c] Our ing his lifetime 
he purchased at least five other next presentations and 
appointed men to fill them. The assumption that Thornton 
intended to ensure evangelical continuity by his philanthropy 
is. open to question. Had this been true he would not have 
purchased next presentations (a practice Simeon attempted to 

31. Smyth, Simeon and church order, 246. 
32. Hennell, Venn, 79. 
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avoid), and he would not have placed his livings in a 
reversionary trust. These actions indicate he proposed only to 
place contemporary evangelical acquaintances 
d . l . 33 Wh h' 1sprove any ong-term intent. en is 

in spheres and 

list of twelve 
successor-trustees dropped to less than three through deaths or 
resignations, the trust reverted to his heirs for their own 
disposition. His son Henry never participated in the trust , 
since Samuel Thornton purchased his brother's interest shortly 
after their father's death.34 Samuel Thornton's involvement in 
the trust took on a largely commercial nature; several of his 
activities appeared questionable and not a little unscrupulous. 

St Mary's, Hull, formed part of the trust, but passed 
mysteriously into Samuel Thornton's hands after his father's 

35 death, apparently without the knowledge of the trustees. John 
Thornton had negotiated for the living of All Saints and St 
Julian's, Norwich; Samuel Thornton completed the transaction and 
claimed the living for himself rather than for his father's 
trust.36 The phrasing of the will implies that the elder 

33. Thornton expended a total of £6,000 on his purchases, just one per cent of his estate at his death. Thornton's livings were 'spheres' but only as perceived in a tentative exercise of the concept. Bean, Zeal, 150; Gentlemen's Magazine, LX (1790), 1056. 
34. Venn MSS, Church Missionary Society Archives, Samuel Thornton to John Venn, 14 August 1795, C 68. 35. The rectory of Nevesden in Essex also appeared in the will in 1790, but was exchanged for Darlaston later; John Venn apparently knew of this but other trustees are not mentioned. Simeon Trust MSS, Samuel Thornton to Simeon, 6 January 1814. 

Later, when Thornton liquidated part of the trust, he received full market value for St Peter's, Colchester, though the living had been contributed to his father by Robert Storry. 
36. Simeon trust MSS, Samuel Thornton to Simeon, 20 January 1814. 
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Thornton expected the living the be a part of the trust. Samuel 
Thornton suffered serious business lossess in 1810.37 His later 
willingness to sell his reversionary interest to Simeon 
suggest s that he needed these .assets. Thornton's unprincipled 
conduct during negotiations for the livings with Simeon is 
consistent with his previous history of dubious dealings. By 
1813, when Simeon joined Foster and King as a trustee, the 
Thornton trust faced a precarious future. Whenever, the number 
of trustees dropped to two, the livings automatically reverted 
to Samuel Thornton's artful hands. Nine livings remained of the 
original eleven, of which only four were of any consequence as 
spheres. The previous practice of Thornton trust patronage 
differed from the spirit of the age only in that incumbents were 
to have unspecified but vaguely evangelical characteristics. 
Family ties and personal influence still operated freely even 
inside the evangelical fold and mention of the parish figured 
rarely in the few nominations undertaken by the Thornton 

37. His brother Robert's financial situation 'dissipated' at 
about the same time and he moved to America. Telford, Sect, 
175. 
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. 38 
trustees. 

Henry Thornton informed Simeon of his future trusteeship 
shortly after his father's death. The elder Thornton willed a £100 
legacy to each of his successor-trustees.39 Simeon responded 
quickly with his thanks: 'I feel myself greatly indebted to the 
Deceased for the opinion He has expressed concerning me in 
investing me with a Reversionary Trust of such importance.•40 At 
the outset Simeon attached great significance to the trust (an 
understanding not apparent among his fellow trustees), but also 
recognised its technical nature as a reversionary trust. Simeon 
wrote to John King on 21 January 1814, excited at the 
opportunity 'to fulfil to the Uttermost the wishes of the 
Legatee in the execution of our Trust, regarding neither 
interest nor affection, but solely the benefit of the souls for 
h 'd •41 Th. ' 1 . f h 1 w om we are to prov1 e. 1s art1cu at1on o t e goa, 

embellished by Simeon, appears neither in the 'Legatee's' 
previous words or actions. It marks Simeon's first official 

38. John King wrote to Simeon shortly after Simeon's 
trusteeship began and revealed his own thinking. 'It appears clear to me from the will of the Testator that we 
are not only Trustees but true and genuine patrons also; & 
that those who constitute the Trust and this time, & in the 
future have a prior right to any vacant living.' Simeon 
trust MSS, King to Simeon, 3 February 1814. He hastened to 
add, 'you will perceive that I can have no eye to my own interest in this case,' referring to the Darlaston vacancy 
in 1814. - King had used his prerogative as a trustee four 
years before and nominated himself to Eisley, thus 
depriving Charles Jerram of half the preferment that 
Richard Cecil had assured him would be his. Jerram acted on 
Cecil's assertion and purchased a house in the neighbourhood. King wanted both livings (Chobham and 
Eisley), but conceded Chobham to Jerram. Jerram, Memoirs, 
237. 

39. Simeon trust MSS, Henry Thornton to Simeon, 3 December 1790. 40. Simeon trust MSS, Simeon to Henry Thornton, December 1790. 
41 . Simeon trust MSS, Simeon to John King, 21 January 1814. 
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pronouncement of his understanding of patronage as a Thornton 
trustee, though he had expressed similar sentiments on at least 
two previous occasions. Several weeks later he re-emphasised 
this philosophy to King: 

And now, whilst writing on this subject, let me point 
out what I conceive to be the precise situation in 
which we stand as Trustees to Mr Thornton's Livings. 

I conceive it was never intended to invest us with 
Patronage, but simply to appoint us as God's 
instruments for good to the people of the Parishes 
committed to us. The Testator conceived of us as men 
of high principle & of strict integrity, incapable of 
being influenced by any consideration but the welfare 
of immortal souls, & the glory of our God. Hence, in 
the discharge of our high Trust, I think that no 
partiality to friends, no Gratitude to Benefactors, no 
Respect to Individuals, in whatever relation they may 
stand either to the Testator himself, or to the Parish 
that may be vacant, no deference to petitioners; in a 
word, no consideration under heaven except that of 
conferring the greatest possible good on the Souls of 
our fellow creatures, is to influence us in our 
choice. The moment we suffer inferior considerations 
to operate on our minds, we descend from our high 
station to the poor pitiful level of private Patrons. 
And it is of great importance for us to r eflect on the 
difference which will be introduced thereby on our 
consultations. When we meet together each would have 
some friend to serve: & thus we should be drawing 
different ways: but if we have no thought or wish but 
that of promoting God's honour, we meet , as men of God 
should meet; and as t he Apostles of our Lord & Saviour 
would have met in our circumstances. We know that the 
Apostles gave themselves to fasting & prayer for 
divine direction; &, in a case that could not be 
determined otherwise, they had recourse to a lot •.. 
And there is one thing in particular against which it 
should guard us; I mean, unnecessary delay. the evil of 
this in our case is obvious; for it gives opportunity 
to persons to set every engine at work to influence 
our minds. But the less our minds are influenced, 
except by the one high principle of glorifying God, 
the better will it be for the people for whom we 
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'd d h · f · d 42 prov1 e, an t e most sat1s actory to our own m1n s. 

By this point, King and Foster must have staggered under the 
impact of Simeon's entry into the trust. Simeon had accomplished 
much by the sheer force of ' his personality in previous 
situations, and appears to have influenced trust deliberations 
from the first. His quoted statement to John King provides an 
articulate summary of the desires which had filled the 
pamphlets of ecclesiastical reformers for decades. In 1814, the 
complete structural reform of church patronage presented a far
fetched ideal indeed. Simeon's pragmatic vision for enhanced 
pastoral care in parochial cures and sense of functional 
churchmanship dictated that reform could at least beg in in a 
small corner of the church, using the limited means at hand. 
When his access to direct control of church patronage came in 
1813, he plunged into the process with a reformer's zeal. 

2.3.1 Clapham - 1813 

John Venn's death (besides providing Simeon with his opening 
on the Thornton trust), produced a vacancy in the living o:t 
Clapham and furnished Simeon with his first legitimate 
opportunity to exercise patronage. On hearing of Venn's death, 
Simeon recorded fervently: 

I instantly wrote to my co-trustees to fix their eyes 
on God, to whom alone we should look in such an 
important matter. My mind was at once made up to act 
for the glory of God, and for that alone; I instantly 
called on Mr [probably Foster], secured his 
cooperation, and appointed Mr Deal try, who was desired 
by all the parish, and who is the fittest person that 
can be found for the situation •.• I felt that I might, 
if I pleased, decline to act; but, if I acted, I had no 
option; I must do simply and solely what I believed 

42. Simeon trust MSS, Simeon to John King, 2 February 1814. 
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would be most acceptable to God.43 

Simeon urged his fellow trustees 'to fix their eyes on God', but 
then notes 'I. .. appointed Mr Deal try'. Trustees rather nominally 
staffed both the Thornton trust and Simeon's; in his lifetime, 
most appointments bear the strong stamp of his personal 
judgment. In the case of Clapham, two factors are unusual: first, 
Deal try, as curate, received the nomination. On principle, Simeon 
generally held that curates should not succeed to livings. 
Second, the fact that a man 'was desired by all the parish' 
rarely influenced Simeon, as will be seen in later examples. 

2.3.2 St Roche, Cornwall 

Only a few months after Dealtry assumed his duties at 
Clapham, Simeon and his co-trustees received a rambling and 
unintelligible request from Richard Postlethwaite, rector of St 
Roche, who wished to exchange his living for another. 
Postlethwaite attributed his lack of success to his cold, damp 
church, and because the 'methodists agreeably to what Mr 
Richardson of York once foretold unto me, have, upon the whole, 
quite deserted my ministry.144 Postlethwaite found a man willing 
to exchange livings by advertising in the Christian Guardian 
and Christian Observer. Postlethwaite reported that this 
individual had been forbidden by his patron to exchange with 
anyone younger than himself (thereby protecting the value of 
the patron's investment). Samuel Thornton thought that 
Postlethwa1te 'betrayed a restless spirit and that there was 
reason to fear other causes than those assigned prevented his 

43. Car us, Simeon, 368f. 
44. Simeon trust MSS, Richard Postlethwaite to Simeon, 8 November 1813. 
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· 45 usefulness.' John King wrote to Simeon on 18 January 1814, 
doubting 'that the clergyman with whom he wishes to exchange is 
an evangelical character,' and included a reminder that the 'late 
eminently pious & great character who in his Will appointed us 
Trustees never meant that any of the Livings which he purchased 
should be filled up by characters, who were not decidedly 
evangelical.146 Simeon avoided active participation in the 
decision, perhaps because of the limited usefulness of the 
sphere, and Postlethwaite eventually exchanged his living. 

2.3.3 Colchester 

A major appointment loomed with the death of Robert Storry 
in late 1813 at Colchester. Unlike St Roche, Colchester more 
clearly approached the evangelical ideal of a 'sphere of 
influence'. The parish population (2,000) provided a substantial 
field of employment, and Church Missionary and Bible Societies 
h d fl ' h d d s I ' ' f h ' t h 4 7 a our 1s e un er torry s m1n1stry o t. 1r y-t ree years. 
Simeon informed Thomason on 6 January 1814: 'another Living has 
fallen, to which my two colleagues and myself shall have to 
present: or, in other words, to which I shall have to present; 
for they will, I have no doubt, move ;ntirely with me.•48 With 
his accustomed self-assurance, Simeon planned his trip to London 
'the instant that the road, now stopped by snow, is passable; 
that I may insure my wishes, and prevent my colleagues from 
yielding to any solicitations.' 

45. Simeon trust MSS, Samuel Thornton to Simeon, 6 January 1814. 
46. Simeon trust MSS, John King to Simeon, 18 January 1814. John 

Thornton did not use the term 'evangelical' in his will, nor 
did Simeon nearly half a century later. 

47. Hole, History of C.M.S., 475. 
48. Carus, Simeon, 379. 
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Dissension arose in the parish almost immediately. 
Quarrelling factions, reminiscent of parish elections, proposed 
their favourites for the empty vicarage. Bull, the curate, and 
Storry's son both sought the position. According to Mrs Storry, 
Bull had been stirring up the congregation against her son. Bull 
'said in my presence that he thought the little flock at Clapham 
should have been consulted in the choice of their pastor,' 
claimed Mrs Storry. This, in her opinion, was 'too much of the 
dissenting principle & only calculated to promote disunion.•49 

(Bull's assessment of Clapham tends to contradict Simeon's 
opinion that Deal try was 'desired by all the parish'.) The 
electioneering by the factions grew. On 19 January, a petition 
with nineteen signatures arrived, encouraging the trustees to 
nominate Storry's son and Robert Thornton wrote a day later in 
support of this proposai.50 A relative of Bull's rather rudely 
confronted Simeon with the case for his namesake, but Simeon 
brusquely rejected the attempt.51 

William Marsh stood high in Simeon's estimation as the 
fittest man for the job. However, to Simeon's dismay, King and 
Foster .did not 'move entirely with him'. Both backed young Storry 
and King considered that Simeon's sentiments 'perhaps may have 
been rather ' too hastily formed.152 Moreover, he doubted Marsh's 
'decidedly evangelical character•.53 Confounded by King's and 
Foster's opposition, Simeon appealed to John Thornton's supposed 

49. Simeon trust MSS, Colchester file, Mrs Storry to Simeon, 18 
January 1814. 

50. Simeon trust MSS, Colchester file, petition of 19 January 
1814; Robert Thornton to Simeon, 20 January 1814. 

51. Simeon trust MSS, Colchester file, Mr Bull to Simeon, 21 
February 1814; Simeon to Mr Bull, 23 February 1814. 

52 . Simeon trust MSS, Colchester file, John King to Henry 
Foster, 25 January 1814. 

53 . Simeon trust MSS , Colchester file, John King to Simeon 26 
January 1814. 
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intent in designing the trust. Simeon recalled that Thornton, 
had 'in fact, said "I will not leave it in the power of my own 
sons to show partiality. I will therefore fix on men of God, who 
will act entirely to God, without a view to any thing but the 
glory of God, and the welfare of the souls for whom they 
provide.•54 Thornton may have said this, but it does not appear 
in his will, nor does the general tenor of his will or 
correspondence frame this intent at all in the way Simeon 
relates it. Furthermore, Thornton would not have left his 
livings in reversionary trust had he wanted to prevent his sons 
from exercising their partiality. Thornton's will instructed his 
trustees only to 'present either one or other of themselves, or 
such other person or persons as they shall think proper .•55 

Simeon emphasised the responsibility of the trustee to the 
testator in a further defence: 'if we ourselves had purchased 
the living, we might perhaps have been justified in presenting 
any person, provided we had reason to hope he was pious in his 
mind and evangelical in his views .•56 This obligation to the 
testator figured prominently in Simeon's expectations for his 
own trustees at a later time. His letter compares the actions of 
the trustees with those of the Apostle Paul. In a previous 
statement, Simeon recalled the motives of the Apostles in a 
discussion of patronage. Fowell Buxton's styling of Simeon as 
the 'old apostle' may well reflect an accurate appreciation for 
S ' I 'd ff ' 57 1meon s w1 e e ect1veness. 

54. Simeon trust MSS, Colchester file, Simeon to John King, 27 
January 1814. 

55. Simeon trust MSS, copy of John Thornton's will, transmitted 
by Henry Thornton, 3 December 1790. 

56. Simeon trust MSS, Colchester file, Simeon to King and 
Foster, 27 January 1814. 

57. Buxton, Memoir of Buxton, 263. 
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Despite Simeon's rather significant re-interpretation of 
Thornton's actual bequest, his choice for Colchester .reflected 
good sense. Foster and King not only accepted the solicitations 
of Storry's friends and rel 9tives, but also charitably 
overlooked young Storry's total deafness. Simeon renewed his 
arguments as deliberations entered the second month. On 2 
February, he wrote to King that 'it must be an Established 
minister, & not a novice, that we must send to so large a sphere 
as Colchester •.. This is the principle on which the Dissenters 
act; & through the want of it the interests of the Church are 
universally sacrificed.158 Simeon refused young Sterry in 
writing on 5 February 1814. Because of the providential 
availability of a nearby living, Simeon could assure Storry's 
mother that his rejection originated in the 'intentions of the 
Testator', who forbade the trustees to 'accumulate preferment on 
any individual however amiable & respected,' (again, Simeon's 
interpretation rather than Thornton's words) .59 This opened the 
way for Marsh (currently clearing his own record of pluralism 
to avoid the same reason for rejection and to forestall an 
embarrassing situation for Simeon). Marsh was instituted on 27 
May 1814. 

2.3.4 Darlaston 

Several months later William Waltham died and Darlaston 
stood empty. With a large poI:)ulation, close proximity to the 
expanding industrial districts of Birmingham, and low income, 
the living proved to be another genuine 'sphere of influence'. 
Simeon immediately proposed Samuel Lowe (his alternate for 

58. Simeon trust MSS, Colchester file, Charles Simeon to John 
King, 2 February 1814. 

59. Simeon trust MSS, Colchester file, Simeon to Mrs Sterry, 5 
February 1814. 
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Colchester had Marsh not divested himself of his other 
living).60 Lowe held a curacy at Long Sutton in Lincolnshire and 
Simeon longed 'exceedingly to see him fixed in a populous place' 
where he could have a 'prospect of labouring through the 
remainder of his life.•61 Predictably, requests from friends and 
relatives of candidates poured in. Lord Calthorpe, Thomas 
Gisborne, Henry Thornton, and the Wilberforces all had 
suggestions; soon, seven supplicants awaited the trustees' 
decision. Simeon narrowed the list to three and expansively 
indicated his desire to cooperate with King's choice, 'on account 
f h · h · · 1d d h 1 · ,62 o 1s av1ng y1e e to me on t e two ast occasions. 

Despite this wish to appear tractable, Lowe remained Simeon's 
first pick. Barbara Wilberforce received a rejection letter for 
her candidate with Simeon's by-now standard response: 'to obtain 
a fit person will not satisfy my conscience. I must, in order to 
approve myself to God, have the fittest person I can possibly 
find. The Cry of 5000 souls must drown all other voices, as a 
Clap of thunder does a whisper .163 He favoured the practice of 
nominating new incumbents within the least possible time, 
largely to avoid these awkward requests. On another occasion, 
Simeon timed one minist:er's resignation to coincide with the 
nomination of his replacement to 'guard against the multiplying 

f 1 . . ,64 o app 1cat1ons. 

60. Simeon trust MSS, Simeon to Barbara Wilberforce, 20 July 
1814. 

61. Thornton MSS, E.M. Forster Papers, Cambridge University 
Library, Add 7674/I/39, Simeon to Henry Thornton, undated, 
though probably c. August/September 1814. 

62. Simeon trust MSS, Simeon to Barbara Wilberforce, 20 July 
1814. 

63 . Simeon trust MSS , Simeon to Barbara Wilberforce, 20 July 
1814. 

64. Venn MSS, Church Missionar y Society Archives, Simeon to 
Henry Venn, 18 July 1834, C 36/ 3. 
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In the same letter Simeon revealed some thoughts on previous 
nominations. 'I am not certain that you. . .are aware, what 
violence I have been constrained to do to my feelings both in 
the disposal of Clapham & of Colchester. On both these occasions 
unless a person will consider me as standing at the Judgment 
Seat of Christ, & as viewing my Judge alone, he will find much 
ground for censure in my conduct.•65 Clearly, Simeon realised 
some of his actions could be seen as questionable. Despite 
praiseworthy ends, 'viewing my Judge alone' also provided a basis 
of independent authority for decisions which effectively 
detached him from a position of accountability, even toward the 
other trustees. 

King yielded to Simeon for the third time as Samuel Lowe 
assumed his duties at Darlaston on 16 September 1814.66 

* * * 

In Charles Simeon's preliminary assault on the 'degeneracy of 
the clergy', his attempts at corrective measures started with 
curate and chaplain supply, but the framework for his patronage 
trust became solidified in his experience as a Thornton trustee. 
Four premises emerged from this prelude to Simeon's later 
patronage enterprises. 

1) Simeon recognised his useful and strategic position in 
the evangelical infrastructure and he referred several times to 
his 'apostolic' ministry. This self-perception of his mission 

65. Simeon trust MSS, Simeon to Barbara Wilberforce, 20 July 
1814. 

66. Foster, Index, 113. 
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furnished the impetus and momentum for more imaginative 
ventures. 

2) Simeon developed a high view of patronage in contrast 
with other contemporary efforts, which operated effectively in 
practical situations. This philosophy: 

-perceived 
untenable 

patronage as a sober spiritual trust, 
in the context of commercial gain and 

secularisation; 

-implicitly accepted the patronage system, but 
recognised its proper basis had been controverted and 
misunderstood in current practice; 

-elevated the needs of the parishioners above all 
other obligations, but, 

-rejected any claim by parishioners in the final 
determination of a nominee; 

-prescribed total impartiality in nominations; and 

-specified that institutions to livings must occur 
quickly, to avoid the swelling solicitations of 
candidates' supporters. 

3) party theologies exerted little influence on the 
churchmanship evinced in appointments during this period and 
the language of cant is noticeably absent. Calvinistic or 
Puritan factionalism is unrelated to evangelical churchmanship 
and the questionable search of the Puritan feoffees for 
impropriations is not reflected in the early evangelical 
concept of 'spheres of influence'. In Simeon's approach, spiritual 
factors, not property, mattered; partisan control of key parishes 
was not at issue. 

4) Evangelical churchmanship, always wary of institutional 
'hostilities, grew in an ability to skirt sensitive issues, and 
extended evangelical influence through an implicit policy of 
quiet functionalism. This style of churchmanship sought not to 
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displace ex is ting structures and loyal ties, but to fill 
ecclesiastical vacuums where they existed. In the established 
church , patronage practice proved to be one of the largest 
vacuums. 

The major distinctions between Thornton's trust and Simeon's 
came in the issue of continuity. The former offered his livings 
primarily to his twelve successor-trustees, made no provision 
for successive evangelicals in the parishes, and did not attempt 
to bind his heirs in the next generation to continue any of his 
own activities. Simeon fixed men in spheres in perpetuity. The 
Thornton trust embodied no evangelical strateg ising or long
range conspiracies to usher in evangelical control of parishes. 
Smyth's characterisation of the trust as the 'Thornton policy' 
may even be too strong.67 Thornton did not place the livings in 
charitable trust and no similarities exist between his efforts 
and those of the Puritan feoffees. Thornton's purchases simply 
provided solutions to the immediate and pressing patronage 
problems of evangelical clergymen who came to him. On his death 
asked his friends to be stewards of his property an placed that 
property in a temporary trust, as any responsible businessman 

67. Smyth, Simeon and church order, 246. 
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might have done 68 in his place. In fact, the only real links 
between Simeon's and Thornton's efforts arose in their common 
evangelicalism. Their motives, types of trust, structure of 
succession, and long-term expectations were dissimilar and 
Thornton showed no intentions of providing either continuity or 
permanence through patronage. This discussion purports to 
emphasise the uniqueness of Simeon's later response and not to 
diminish or criticise Thornton's. Thornton's patronage trust is 
the culmination of attempts by evangelicals to retain access to 
parishes in the period before Simeon's trust, and for this 
reason carries significance. 

Armed with a maturing under standing of the nature and role 
of evangelical patronage, an unquestioned sense of mission, and 
an expanding pool of financial resources, Charles Simeon 
launched his personal efforts to control and direct patronage 
in 1814. Over the following twenty years the development of 
Simeon's trust provided an instructive example of evangelical 
churchmanship. 

68. Philanthropic endeavours commonly functioned as trusts, and the spread of charitable trusts after favour able changes in legislation during the reign of Elizabeth was significant. John Thornton served on the Dartmouth trust, established in 1767, with Lord Dartmouth and Robert Keen. Thornton· MSS, E.M. Forster Papers, Cambridge University Library, Add 7674/3/M. In 1778, he consented to assist in a trust for a lecture fund at Leicester. Ibid., Add 7674/1/X/49. Thornton recommended that Newton advise a 'Mrs Akins' on a philanthropic effort involving a trust, in a letter written in 1775. He urged financial integrity and a devolving successor-trustee system similar to his own, still fifteen years in the future. Ibid. Add 7674/1/X/22. James Ireland of Bristol instituted a local patronage trust at about the same time as Thornton's. Hole, History of C.M.S., 258. 
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CHAPI'ER THREE 

SPHERES OF INFLUENCE (1814-36) 

The components which provided structural strength for the 
evangelical movement in the early nineteenth century all 
functioned smoothly with one exception: the final and er i tic al 
link for assuring an evangelical presence in the parish 
required an ability to fix men permanently in 'spheres of 
influence'. 

This chapter will examine Simeon's full-blown effort in two 
parts: first, the process of accumulating livings, from his 
initial purchases until the final collection of the corporation 
livings just before his death, will be discussed. The , second 
portion of the chapter assesses Simeon's motives and traits as a 
patron, and describes his contrasting views largely in the type 
6f care he brought to his practice of patronage. 

3.1 Accessions (1814-36) 

For the first thirty-two years of Charles Simeon's ministry, 
no mention appears in his correspondence or publications of his 
personal intention to purchase advowsons. Although his interest 
in patronage, and actual involvement in its exercise, grew with 
the years and accelerated when he joined the Thornton trust, the 
final step into the advowson marketplace required significant 
sums of money; Simeon's limited wealth had not been equal to 
that task. Suddenly, in 1814, references in correspondence to 
advowson purchases multiply and Simeon's programme of patronage 
beg an in earnest. The simplest explanation for his new-found 
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means is a legacy of £15,000 left by his brother Richard, at his 
death that year. Carus first credited the origin of the trust to 
this windfall, and the precedent became established for later 
wr iters.1 In an undated memorandum filed in the Ridley Hall MSS 
collection, Carus later recanted, claiming that the legacy was 
'carefully preserved intact', and would 'be given back eventually 
to the family, using only the interest to carry on [Simeon's] 
brother's charities.12 In 1823, Simeon disclosed: 'I have for 
these many years determined to devote a great part of the 
principal, and all the interest. •• for the express purpose of 
doing that good which was in a measure lost to the world by my 
late Brother's death.13 According to Carus's revised theory, 
Simeon's intent to accumulate church patronage surfaced when he 
'acquired very considerable sums by the sale of his various 
publications - these together with large Donations from many 
friends enabled him to purchase many of the chief Livings now in 

1. Carus, Simeon, 590; Smyth, Simeon, 246. 
2. Simeon MSS, Ridley Hall, Cambridge, Memorandum of William Car us. 
3. Car us, Simeon, 589f. 
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his Trust..4 Simeon accepted his brother's legacy to continue its 
use for 'the service of the poor' and not necessarily to procure 
livings.5 Though the legacy may have provided the security (and 
stimulus) to beg in advowson purchases, it probably did not 
furnish the capital. 

3.1.1 First advowsons and internal expansion 

The initial livings obtained by Simeon set a good precedent 
as 'spheres' for the growth of his patronage trust. Though no 
obvious strategic planning accompanied this start, Simeon's 
first three advowsons proved to be good platforms for planting 
evangelical influence. Within two of the three livings, Simeon 
also quickly set about arranging additional parochial provision 
by building or buying daughter churches or chapels. Despite the 
recording of his first purchases in 1817, Simeon's available 
means and inclination to gather the access to parishes predate 
this and properly establish the beginning of his p~tronage 
venture in 1814. 

4. Simeon MSS, Ridley Hall, Cambridge, Memorandum of William 
Carus, undated. Simeon first published 100 sermon 
'skeletons' in 1796. In 1801, Cambridge University Press 
published 500 skeletons, and various smaller issues of his 
University Sermons appeared several times between 1803 and 
1814. Simeon also mentioned a large sum received for 
publications in 1817. Car us, Simeon, 446. Among his friends, 
an off~r of help came from John Nottidge in 1816 and Simeon 
had explained to Isaac Milner that friends had assisted 
with the purchase of Cheltenham in 1817. Bridges, Nottidge, 
208. On another occasion, he replied to a potential donor 
that 'my plan is first to leap into the mire, and then to 
say to my friends, 11 if you choose to give me a helping hand, 
I will take a few more leaps."' He framed his policy: 'I do 
not first ask, and then act; but first act, and then ask; 
and leave it to the Lord to send friends to my assistance, 
or not, as it shall please him.' Car us, Simeon, 589f. 

5. Winstanley, Unreformed Cambridge , 23 3. 
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In J·uly, 1814, Simeon discussed his role as a potential 
patron with John Crosse, the blind vicar of Bradford. Crosse had 
accepted the living of St James's, Manchester in 1812, on the 
death of Cornelius Bayley (its . builder and first incumbent), so 
that Bayley's wife and daughter could continue to receive the 
income. 6 Crosse could not reside in the parish, placed Henry Heap 
in the living as curate for the time being, and then desired to 
involve Simeon in the patronage. Simeon responded to the offer 
on 23 July 1814: 'so far from offering £).,000 I agree with you 
that the living is worth nothing. But if you resign it to me, I 
have some expectation that I shall make it well worth the 
acceptance of the very able and pious man that I shall present 
to it.•7 As a practical business proposition, the benefice was of 
little value; at the least, Simeon offered to exercise the 
patronage without personal cost to himself. (St James's may be 
the 'small living' referred to in the next quotation.) 

In a letter probably writ ten in August/September 1814 to 
Henry Thornton, Simeon indicated his sense of purpose: 

6. Hole, History of C.M.S., 343. 
7. This letter is in the private collection of Dr J.P.T. Bury of Corpus Christi College, Cambridge, who graciously permitted its quotation. In this example, Simeon offered to take the living himself, as a non-resident pluralist, and place a 'very able and pious' curate in residence. A fair number of other evangelicals were pluralists but avoided scandaL An example was Richard Lloyd of St Dunstan's, who resided elsewhere half of each year during Henry Venn's curacy there, circa 1821. Knight, Memoir of Venn, 34. Apparently, the priority involved placing good ministers in parishes; if the means entailed the living being placed in the name of a man who held several others, this technical pluralism surely could be justified by the exemplary end achieved, or so the thinking probably went. The successful pluralist, by his ability to procure additional livings, channelled his less well-connected brothers into useful spheres; both the parish and the jobless parson benefited. 
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Never till the late occurrence [perhaps referring to the receipt of the large sum for his publications or to Richard Simeon's bequest], having entert~ ed a thought of having anything to do with the disposal of Livings, except a small Living, the disposal of which was committed to me a few months ago, I have not turned my attention so fully to the subject as I shall now do. The suiting of Curates to Curacies I have long been employed in to a great extent: I shall now think somewhat more of suiting Incumbents to Livings; and of purchasing Livings for them, if I can procure them at a reasonable rate: for though my means are not great, I have no children or family that call for my aid; and consequently I gm more at liberty to serve the Lord with what I have. 

Later in the same letter he referred to another living, where he 
'might be able to insure (humanly speaking) a continuance of the 
gospel.' This is the first instance where 'fixing gospel 
ministers in perpetuity' is mentioned. If any far-reaching 
strategy · could be credited to Simeon, it would be in this 
concept . He is the first clearly to espouse the permanent 
establishment of an evangelical ministry in parishes, which at 
best, had proved to be only a subordinate consideration to John 
Thornton, if any real concern at all. He explained to Henry 
Thornton: 'I think the purchase of Livings is one of the most 
useful modes of serving our blessed Lord. 19 

Simeon also mentioned his interest in purchasing livings in 
Ipswich to Henry Thornton. After negotiations with Charles 
Fonnereau (1764-1840), he hoped to purchase St Pe ter's, Ipswich, 
(and finally did purchase it in 1833, nineteen years later). 
Henry Thornton planned to sell his own living in Ips wich 

8. Thornton MSS, E.M. Forster Papers, Cambridge University Library, Add 7674/1/39. 
9. Thornton MSS, E.M. Forster Papers, Cambridge University Library, Add 7674/1/39, Simeon to Henry Thornton, probably August/September 1814. 
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(probably the rectory of St Helen and St Clement), but Simeon 
was not interested. 'I would offer to purchase it myself,' he 
wrote, 'but that no good end would be attained by it, our views . 1 t. h b . 1 . · 1 ,lO P f 
1n re a 10n to t ese matters . e1ng exact y s1m1 ar. art o 
Simeon's motive involved removing ad vows ons from the 
marketplace. Since Henry Thornton perhaps shared this intention, 
passing the advowson between sympathetic evangelical hands 
defeated this purpose. 

By the autumn of 1814, Simeon negotiated for at least one 
advowson, while friends searched out other prospects. He 
appended a note to D.L. Hughes to a letter to Charles Grant; 
Hughes was 'looking out for a Living or two' for Simeon to 11 purchase. In 1816, John Nottidge (only about twenty-two years 
of age at the time), waited with funds available while Simeon 
parlayed. By 17 October, the attempt proved unsuccessful and 
Simeon looked elsewhere.12 

Before the year ended, he wrote exultantly to Isaac Milner 
that 'Cheltenham, where there are ten thousand souls, besides ten 
thousand visitors, or nearly so is mine. It was to be sold for 
three thousand pounds, and I instantly secured it: and the Lord 
has raised up friends to concur with me; so that the bur then 
[ sic] is light.113 The Cheltenham deed, enrolled in Chancery on 
17 January 1817, inaugar ated Simeon's trust; moreover, with 'ten 
thousand souls', Cheltenham provided a formidable sphere. 

Simeon entered his new role as a patron with his usual zeal. 
Charles Jervis held the living when Simeon assumed the 

10. Thornton MSS, E.M. Forster Papers, Cambridge University Library, Add 7674/I/39. 
11. Simeon MSS, Ridley Hall, Cambridge, Simeon to Charles Grant, 2 October 1814. 
12. Bridges, Nottidge, 207f. 
13. Milner, Life of Milner, 63 5. 
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patronage, and the two worked amicably 14 together. Almost 
irnrned iately plans for expanding the sphere emerged. Within six 
months of the purchase, Simeon's architect acquired a £3,500 
grant from Queen Anne's Bounty and drawings for a new church 15 were completed. A matching grant, contributed by John 
Thornton's grandson, provided full financing until the 
architect's bid was discovered to be deceptive.

16 
Jervis wrote 

despondently to Simeon, 'our dear Bp [Ryder] is much vexed; & I 
lf . f . . ,17 myse quite out o sp1r1ts. 

Simeon pressed on nonetheless and insisted that a chapel in 
London be used as a model, explaining: 'the Methodists who have 
built so many hundred places of worship are best informed as to 
every point desirable. to be either avoided or obtained 
structure of that kind.118 His functional concern for the 

in a 

new 
building became clearer: 'we seem to forget that the old 
Churches were never built to preach in; and after the experience 

14. Canon Henne!! notes that Jervis 'though not himself an evangelical, realised who his successor would be' when he learned of the identity of the new patron. Henne!!, Sons of prophets, 105. Jervis supported the Church Missionary Soceity in Luddenham in 1813, and became president of the Cheltentham branch in 1818. Hole, History of C.M.S., 282f. He claimed evangelical bishop Henry Ryder as a friend, and called Thomas Biddulph 'his father'. Ibid., 584. Simeon's correspondence with Jervis is warm and sympathetic. Simeon trust MSS, Cheltenham file. This would indicate that Jervis was probably an evangelical and therefore provided an evangelical ministry for four years before Simeon purchased the advowson. 
15. Simeon trust MSS, Che! tenham file, Simeon to George Allen Underwood, 16 July 1817. 
16. Simeon trust MSS, Cheltenham file, Simeon to John Thornton, July/August 1817. 
17. Simeon trust MSS, Che! tenham file, Jervis · to Simeon, 4 September 181 7. 
18. Simeon trust MSS, Cheltenham file, Simeon · to George Allen Underwood, 2 October 1817. 
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we have had of them it is folly & madness to raise for preaching 
any further edifices after their model.' With characteristic 
evangelical single-mindedness, the role of preaching dominated 
the plan for the new chapel . and the two er i ter ia for design, 
max imurn utility and minimum cost, further: exemplified 
evangelical pragmatism. Simeon went so far as to draw sketches 
to demonstrate the uselessness of pillars and the visual and 
acoustical obstacles they created (and lamented the drawbacks 
of his own church in Cambridge for preaching). 

The architect's bid proved to be only the first funding 
problem. Soon a workman's invoice called out Simeon's best 
rhetoric: 

Need I say to you, that I live only to do good to my fellow creatures? and that, whilst I pay with cheerfulness all that reason & propriety require, it will be an occasion of deep grief to me to have means of doing good curtailed by a losr
9 

rendered far more heavy & severe than it need to be? 

The unfortunate church encountered difficulties decades after 
consecration when Simeon's trustees attempted to create a 
district for it. In 1857, they discovered that 'the Church was 
built and consecrated without reference to any church building 
Act - it [was] feared there has been great irregularity and that 

19. Simeon trust MSS, Cheltenham file, Simeon to Joseph Patience, 25 February 1819. On repeated occasions Simeon criticised hapless vendors with great energy. He sometimes att~mpted to shame them irlto lowering bills, claiming the money was better spent by him for charitable purposes. The recipient of this note reduced his charges and Simeon rallied with a second request for yet lower liability. He then asked to be released completely from his obligation because Queen Anne's Bounty withdrew the grant, even though the maligned surveyor had honourably carried out his portion of the agreement without complaint. The architect for the project eventually declared bankruptcy. 
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20 · even the consecration was contrary to law.' 
Simeon held clear opinions concerning the most effective 

means of using additional provision in expanding spheres; the 
viability of this tactic will be seen in the assessment of the 
1851 Census of Religious Worship in chapter five. Simeon assured 
Jervis that outsiders should not built the chapel, for: 

-The person building the Church will have an interest 
opposite to yours 

-the person employed to fill that Church will be a 
rival of yours, & not one moving in concert with you 

-Two parties will be generated & perpetuated in 
Cheltenham, the Vicar's, & the Builder's of that Chapel 

-the Vicar will never be able to suppoff himself 
there without a private fortune of his own. 

To extend the sphere of influence properly, Simeon conceded that 
the builder should have his principal and interest secured, but 
that the Vicar's rights should be 'kept inviolate; he appoints 
the Minister to the Chapel under him.• 22 Furthermore, 'the 
benefits ultimately arising from the Chapel should be 
appropriated, (after a liberal salary, say £200 to the Minister), 
to the Vicar, reserving only a proper sum for repairs &c.' In 
short, an expanding ministry within a large parish required 
decisive control, shared purposes among clergy, and 
ecclesiastical and financial independence. 

20. Church Commissioners Archives, file 12,465, Undated 
memorandum, probably written c. 1857. 

21. Simeon trust MSS, Cheltenham file, Simeon to Charles Jervis, 
28 July 1818. 

22. Simeon trust MSS, Cheltenham file, Simeon to Charles Jervis, 
28 July 1818. 
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Jervis understood the problem from first-hand experience. 
Several months before, Thomas Snow, an evangelical seceder from 
the Church of England, preached an inflammatory sermon in his 
independent chapel in Cheltenham. Jervis complained to Simeon 
that 'his sermon has raised a great outcry; & I very much 
question whether he will ever be eminently useful here ... The 
parish generally looks up to me to dismiss him. But I can't.•

23 

Snow left Cheltenham and Simeon finally bought the chapel in 
1822, though he had hoped to acquire it earlier, ostensibly to 
establish the chapel as an appropriately functioning arm of the 
local parish ministry.24 

Once Simeon gained the title to Snow's chapel, his hopes for 
its usefulness deteriorated quickly. The correspondence lacks a 
specific explanation, al though difficulties with the Mortmain 
Act could have interfered.25 Simeon decided to auction the 
chapel in 1824 and his solicitor eventually executed the final 

26 papers in 1827, after three years of delays. 

23. Simeon trust MSS, Cheltenham file, Jervis to Simeon, 1 
November 1817. Snow had been a 'Sim' while at Cambridge, but 
seceded from the Church of England over objections to 
infant baptism. He publicly acknowledged his 'error' to the 
Bishop of Bristol in early 1826, and Simeon later arranged 
his appointment as Rector of St Dunstan's. Kaye, Two 
letters, 3, 18. 

24. Simeon trust MSS, Cardale invoice of 12 May 1822; pocket 
note-pook, 10 February 1823. 

25. Since Magna Carta, English law prohibited ecclesiastical 
corporations from holding land, since possession removed 
property from the marketplace. As a consequence, property 
could not be alienated, which effectively placed its 
potential for future use in 'dead hand' or mortmain. 
Additional legislation in 1736 confined corporations even 
further. Simeon could .therefore possess advowsons and place 
them in perpetual trust, but the ownership of real property 
entailed legal difficulties. ODCC, 943. 

26. Simeon trust MSS , Cardale i nvoice , 27 March 182 7. 
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Simeon purchased St Giles, Newcastle-under-Lyme, and enrolled 
the deed in Chancery the same day Cheltenham was registered. 
Clement Leigh, known to Simeon as an undergraduate, and curate 
to Robinson at Leicester, had held the living since 10 October 
1803. Within a short time Leigh and Simeon commenced the 
building of a chapel within the parish of Newcastle and 
duplicated the practice started in Cheltenham. The memorial 
requesting funding from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, though 
signed by both men, plainly came from Simeon's pen, and argued 
for a new church 'on account of the insufficient dimensions of 
the present church, the increased and increasing populations, & 
the number of dissenting meeting-houses.127 Al though Simeon 
happily participated in .several joint-ventures with individual 
dissenters, his general distrust of them as a body in matters of 
civil religion surfaced in his plans for the chapel. The 
particular legislative and funding statutes under which he 
originally sought money specified that the patronage would 
revert to the Mayor and Corporation of Newcastle after Leigh's 
death; for Simeon, the threat of dissenting control of this 
patronage through the corporation was untenable. Simeon's 
subsequent decision to seek non-public support from the 
Commissioners arose from his desire to keep the patronage in 
establishment hands, and he entreated the Commissioners, 'by 
every patriotic & civil, as well as by every moral & religious, 
consideration to assist [him] in the accomplishment of that 
most necessary object.' 'Your honourable board should further be 
informed,' he explained, that: 

27. Church Commissioners Archives, file 21,799, Memorial from Simeon and Leigh, 28 June 1820. 
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Dissent has not yet gained in this place that 
strength and ascendancy which it has done in some 
adjoining towns: that the temper of the Inhabitants of 
Newcastle is, on the whole favourable to the 
Constitution in Church & State: but, if no effort be 
made, & made speedily & effectually, to encourage, 
cherish, and maintain this spirit of Church-membership 
and loyalty, the most dangerous consequences are to be 
apprehended, and an awful deterioration in politics 
and in religion will be the sure & speedy result. It 
is no slight confirmation of this statement that 
within la short space Two new Meeting Houses have been 
opened. 

No better illustration of old 'church and king' high-church 
sympathies could be found to connect the political conservatism 
of contemporary evangelicalism with the evangelical civil 
religion of the 1850s. Though Simeon, for political and 
religious reasons, avoided the patronage of the corporation, he 
ultimately desired to keep it in evangelical hands for 
ecclesiastical and strategic reasons. 

Clement Leigh, pursuing other private funding, reported that 
Simeon would contribute £1,000 personally and could obtain an 
additional £1,000 from wealthy friends. 29 Less than a year 
later, Simeon conceded that 'owing to the pressure of the times 
& to the many calls that are now made on private beneficence' he 
had been unable to raise the funds among his friends. The new 
church eventually opened with John Wright ·as its minister. Leigh 
named the church St George, 'in commemoration of the gracious 

. . h h f . d ,30 sovereign 1n w ose name t e grant o money 1s ma e. 

28. Church Commissioners Archives, file 21,799, Memorial of 
Leigh and Simeon, 28 June 1820. 

29. Church Commissioners Archives, file 21,799, Leigh to 
Ecclesiastical Commissioners, 18 June 1825. 

30. Church Commissioners Archives, file 21,799, Leigh to 
Ecclesiastical Commissioners, 23 February 1826. 
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Cheltenham, Newcastle-under-Lyme, and Colchester comprised 
the original trust; seven trustees were appointed. They included 
Lord Cal thorpe (George Gough), John Thornton, John Sargent, 
Daniel Wilson, William Carus Wilson, William Marsh, and Simeon.31 

John 'I'hornton could only have been included because of his 
strongly-stated interest in his grandfather's livings. Knowing 
Thornton's personal views on patronage, this is a somewhat 
surprising concession by Simeon. Simeon's perception of these 
trustees and the others who followed them during his lifetime, 
implies they served largely formal purposes. His own involvement 
and control precluded active participation by the trustees, 
though in awkward situations the existence of the trustees 
could camouflage potentially embarrassing decisions made by 
Simeon. He repeatedly confessed his own distress in making 
appointments which called for the rejection of the applications 
of friends and the trustees could provide an escape when Simeon 
was confronted by the petitions of other evangelicals. 

3.1.2 The Thornton purchases 

The first effort to reclaim the Thornton livings from Samuel 
Thornton came several months after the purchases of Cheltenham 
and Newcastle in 1817. Simeon's differing perceptions of the 
Thornton heirs are informative. He chose not to purchase Henry 
Thornton's living in Ipswich because they agreed on the purposes 
served and it made no sense for Simeon to take possession when 
Thornton already accomplished the same purpose. Yet, his 
repeated attempts to bring the Thornton trust livings into his 
own trust reflect an obvious suspicion of Samuel Thornton's 
motives. Simeon proposed the purchase during the summer and John 
Thornton replied for his father on 19 August 1817. The younger 

31. Simeon trust MSS, summary pamphlet prepared in 1914. 
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Thornton spiced the letter liberally with his own opinions on the proposal, and his statements indicate his unenlightened 
desire to perpetuate the abuses of lay-patronage. His motives 
are in marked contrast to Simeon's: 

It may yet please God to enable me to keep them all, & nothing would give me greater pleasure than to find myself capable of perpetuating my Grandfathers Trust without acting unjustly toward my own children. Should any child of mine devote himself to the ministry Colchester & Chobham are the two livings of which I should wish him to hold one... Of course you will understand that I am not looking merely to the means of providing for my family, but in making the selection of those livings which I should be least averse to alienate at present, the possibility that a son of mine may hereafter be ~~ the Ministry naturally presents itself to my mind. 

'Comfortable provision' for descendants rather than parish need 
informs Thornton's understanding of family-owned preferment. He 
betrays indignation that his father could consider selling the livings, thereby ignoring the future needs of his own 
grandchildren. John Thornton's displeasure must have helped 
change his father's mind; the elder Thornton requested that 
Simeon bid only for Colchester.33 

Five years later, Simeon attempted a second time to procure 
the remaining Thornton livings. Arthur Pollard described the 
confusion and suspicion which attended the transaction in an 
essay collected with others for the bicentenary of Simeon's 

32. Simeon trust MSS, John Thornton to Simeon, 19 August 1817. 33. Simeon trust MSS, John Thornton to Simeon, 19 August 1817. John Nottidge wrote to Simeon again on 7 September 181 7 with an offer to help Simeon 'purchase ten livings for £5,000 . ' Bridges, Nottidge, 209. Simeon obtained Colchester alone on 28 October 1817. Simeon trust MSS, Advowson summary sheet, 1833. 
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birth in 1959. 34 According to Pollard's summary, Simeon 
approached Samuel Thornton and expressed his interest in 
purchasing some or all of the livings. Thornton quoted a price 
of £5,915, but due to ambiguities in the annual income of the 
combined livings, Simeon requested a revised estimate. (Given 
Simeon's shrewd business habits, he may have expected a lower 
quotation.) The revision set the value of the livings at £9,707. 
Indications of collusion between the valuer and Thornton's 
nephew emerged, yet Thornton defiantly claimed Simeon was bound 
to purchase, based on a questionable oral agreement which 
allegedly was reached at some point during previous 
negotiations. Thornton breathed threats of litigation and Simeon 
finally escaped after Wilberforce, James Stephen, and Lord 
Teignmouth [John Shore] agreed to arbitrate. 

A more extended examination of the manuscript record yields 
an intriguing picture of Simeon's activities and motives. Simeon 
apparently hoped that Samuel Thornton would act the part of a 
true patron and exercise his patronage as a spiritual trust, in 
sympathy with Simeon's own motivations. The distrust which 
attended the negotiations in 1817 reappeared when Simeon 
learned of Thornton's plans to sell the livings on the open 
market.35 

Having just closed the transaction for Ruddington, Simeon 
approached Samuel Thornton. Simeon confessed that he would 
rather spend his money on livings not in evangelical hands but 
also expressed his disapproval of Thornton's intent to return 

34. Pollard and Hennell, Simeon, 174-96. Pollard's short, but well-distilled article furnishes the only example of any previous use of Simeon trust MSS. 
35. Simeon trust MSS , Simeon to Samuel Thornton, 6 February 1822. Though not actually mailed to Thornton, according t o Simeon's notation, a letter like this one presumably started t he bidd ing . 
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the advowsons to the marketplace. 'As I apprehend,' he wrote, 
'they will now be sold, & probably to purchasers, whose first 
object will be to provide for an individual of their family, I 
feel greatly interested in relation to them.136 Only a few years 
before, Thornton's son John had declared to Simeon that his own 
'first object' was essentially identical to any commercial 
purchaser. As heir to the Thornton livings, he would quite 
likely pursue the very same objective that Simeon deplored in 
other worldly purchasers • Either in Thornton hands or out, the 
same grim prospect faced the parishes a resumption of 
patronage abuse which ignored the needs of the people and the 
potential of the sphere. 

Simeon advanced the first of many appeals to the memory of 
the testator, reinterpreting in grand fashion words which John 
Thornton probably would never have uttered: 

I hear your honoured Father, as it were, say to me, "you have known my views; you have approved of them; You have by means of them been made an instrument of great good; you have no family to provide for: Follow my steps." This call I desire to obey: and, To carry on · that blessed work which he so nobly began, is an object very near my heart.37 

Samuel Thornton ignored Simeon's repeated references to his 
father's motives. For Thornton, the transaction took on a purely 
commercial cast, and, at times, he became desperate. (His 
financial losses in 1810 perhaps remained a pressing 
difficulty._) 

Simeon offered to speed the estimate by determining the age 
and income of each incumbent. This aroused suspicion among some; 

--------------------
36. Simeon trust MSS , Simeon to Samuel Thornton, 6 February 1822. 
37. Simeon trust MSS, Simeon to Samuel Thornton, 6 February 182 2. 
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Richard Lloyd of St Dunstan's remonstrated that 'Mrs Lloyd 
seriously protests against the communication of my age, lest you 
h la . h . •38 'A I . 

s ou arraign er taste as an antiquary. s receive 
"circulars" annually from t .he Bishops of London & Chichester,' 
Lloyd continued sardonically, 'to which I send regular replies, -
I must decline answering your ecclesiastical enquiry, - till you 
are invested with similar, Episcopal authority, & I have the 

39 felicity of being one of your Clergy.' When Lloyd discovered 
Simeon was the potential patron, his tone changed abruptly and 
he conspiratorially disclosed difficulties in his parish. After 
accusing Samuel Thornton of behaving 'with a folly almost beyond 
credibility' among parishioners, Lloyd further alleged that 
Thornton had inflated the value of the living by throwing 'into 
the value of the Rectory what does not necessarily belong to 
it.140 Lloyd extended his criticism four days later in another 
letter: 'the parish is governed very much by a few Infidels & 
Fanatics, who unite in their opposition to Church & State; & 
Thornton has sadly irritated them by a conduct that has excited 
... indignation, contempt, & ridicule, & his retrospect of it is, 
probably, one reason for parting with the advowson.•41 

Charles Jerram, the incumbent at Chobham, supposed 'something 
was in agitation' and asked Samuel Thornton for the opportunity 
to purchase both Chobham and Bisley to provide for his sons.42 
Simeon characteristically retorted to Thornton: 

to prevent the very thing which Mr Jerram wishes, is my one object in purchasing the Livings. A Parent will present his Son to a Living, whether in the sight of 

38. Simeon trust MSS, Richard Lloyd to Simeon, 10 February 1822. 39. Simeon trust MSS, Richard Lloyd to Simeon, 10 February 1822. 40. Simeon trust MSS, Lloyd to Simeon, 11 February 1822. 41. Simeon trust MSS, Lloyd to Simeon, 15 February 1822. 42. Simeon trust MSS, Samuel Thornton to Simeon, 19 February 1822. 

86 



I 

God that Son be fit or not: and if he should not act such an ungodly part, he has no pledge that his son will not. I say, it is to prevent all such dealings with Livings purchased by your honoured Father •.. yes, I say, to prevent this thing I purchase them. No other object have I under heaven than to prevent this very h . 43 t 1ng. 

He further declared, 'my care is undivided and interminable; not 
for sons, & sons' sons, but for souls, souls, souls alone, and for 
the interests of my Lord and Saviour Jesus Chr ist..4 4 

More than 
any other argument for the lack of continuity between Thornton's 
and Simeon's efforts, the fact that Simeon was compelled to 
acquire Thornton's livings to prevent the very practice he most 
vehemently opposed in his own enterprise is a telling point. 

When Simeon pressed Thornton for the final advowson, the 
latter admitted that he had purchased All Saints and St 
Julian's, Norwich, after his father's death, but offered no 
explanation why the advowson did not appear in the trust. 
Somewhat red-faced, Thornton then conceded that this living 
should figure in the negotiations as well. 45 Thornton evaded 
mention of his ownership of St Mary's, Hull, another living which 
his Father had planned to include in the trust. 

Thornton insisted that the trust ceased whenever 'the number 
of the Trustees is reduced below the stipulated number•.46 Four 
successor-trustees still lived: Simeon [age 62], John King [age 
56], Edward Garwood [age 60], and Thomas Bull [age 60 'and 

--------------------
43. Simeon trust MSS, Simeon to Samuel Thornton, 21 February 1822. 
44. Simeon trust MSS, Simeon to Samuel Thornton, 21 February 1822. 
45. Simeon trust MSS, Samuel Thornton to Simeon, 13 February 1822. 
46. Simeon trust MSS, Samuel Thornton to Simeon, 12 February 1822. 
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declining']. This factor restricted Simeon's activity. Al though 
he could purchase the livings, he could not technically exercise 
sole patronage until the list of successor-trustees was 
exhausted and the trust ended.47 As it turned out, the remaining 
trustees effectively conceded to Simeon the prerogative in 
appointments to the livings he eventually purchased, though 
Thornton continued to contest the point. The number of trustees 
dropped below three and the trust finally reverted only with 
the death of Simeon himself in 1836. 

The valuation of the livings remained a complicated business. 
When Simeon doubted the precision of the revised estimate, he 
asked another appraiser to value the advowsons. William Morgan, 
his own estimator, cautioned that 'it is necessary to observe 
that in a case involving so many lives it is impossible to 
determine with accuracy the value of any Reversion depending 
upon them.148 This is an understatement: the formula took into 
account the ages and probable life-spans of the eight current 
incumbents, the ages and probable life-spans of the four 
remaining trustees ( three of whom had to be living to present), 
the age and probable life-span of the one Thornton heir who 
would receive the reversion, the extent of parochial duty 
involved, the state of the parsonage, the value of the annual 
income in the King's Books, whether rectories or vicarages, the 
value of the actual annual income, and finally, the cost of 
curates. Bailey, Thornton's estimator, 
valuation of a curate at £80 per year. 

contested Simeon's 
(An expensive curate 

lowered the estimate using contemporary methods for 

47. Thornton apparently also attempted to have the remaining trustees release their interest to raise the value of the package. Simeon trust MSS, Simeon to Edward Garwood, February 1824. 
48. Simeon trust MSS, William Morgan to Simeon, 9 March 1822. 

88 



approximating value.) Simeon countered: 

In truth, at this time there are few lower than £80 except in the country places near to large populous Towns, where the Clergy herd together to amuse themselves & utterly neglect their flocks. It is to secure them from falling into such hands that I am ready to purchase them: & they shall all be committed in the first instance into the hands of the very Trustees, to whom all my other Livings are committed.49 

Even in this purely commercial dispute, Simeon could not avoid 
proclaiming his rationale in seeking advowsons . On 4 March 1822 
he received the new estimate of £9,707, nearly twice the value 
of 'rhornton's first guess. Despite the costly rev is ion, offers of 
assistance accumulated, especially when other bidders entered 
the negotiations. 

C.R. Pritchett, minister at Charterhouse, contributed when he 
heard that Exeter College had designs on the livings.50 He 
exclaimed, 'I quite shudder at the idea of the Thornton Livings 
being in other hands than those of pious men.' Two days later 
Pritchett convinced a friend to assist, but slipped from grace 
by proposing that a third friend be allowed to purchase one of 
the livings for his son.51 John Nottidge heard from William 
Marsh of the impending purchase, and also answered Simeon's 
request for funds. 52 

In the final days before the deal collapsed, Simeon rallied 
all his rhetorical resources and sharpened every argument to 
convince .Thornton of the seriousness of the matter. He asked, 
'would you or your son sell the Livings to an ungodly man in the 

--------------------
49. Simeon trust MSS, 
50. Simeon trust MSS, 
51. Simeon trust MSS, 
52. Simeon trust MSS, 

Simeon to Bailey, 18 February 1822. 
C.R. Pritchett to Simeon, 9 March 1822. 
Pritchett to Simeon, 11 March 1822. 
John Nottidge to Simeon, 23 March 1822. 
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first instance? You would rather die than barter away the souls 
that have been committed to you by your honoured Father & God, 
for any sums that might be obtained for them.• 53 

Clearly, 
Thornton would gladly have bartered the livings for a profit, 
and Simeon's pleas left his conscience untouched. Even if 
Thornton exercised his patronage from purer motives, yet he 
'would not be able to select such, as my Trustees, I hope, will 
select,' pleaded Simeon. He complained: 'you seem to view me as a 
common Purchaser, who has an interest in the thing that he buys. 
But I have no more interest in these Livings, than every good 
man upon the face of the Earth has.•54 Simeon assured Thornton, 
that while the latter retained the livings, Simeon 'had in 
possession all that [his] heart could desire, a pledge that they 
would be disposed of to pious incumbents,' though the distrust 
plainly grew. When Thornton finally decided to sell, Simeon 
rejoiced in the opportunity to prevent John Thornton's 'Livings 
from falling into other hands than he ever contemplated.' In 
this manuscript letter, Simeon pencilled in 'contra Mr T's 
letters' over the word 'falling', in his own copy. In Simeon's 
private opinion Thornton intended that no spiritual good should 
come out of the transaction, but in his formal correspondence he 
continued to attribute only the highest motives to Samuel and 
John Thornton. Simeon suspected that the Thorntons would place 
their relatives in the livings without concern for the place as 
a sphere of influence or as a parish with particular needs. 
Continued Thornton possession could bring neither improved 
patronage nor would it produce the results he planned for his 
own trust. Simeon envisioned that 'it is only after the first 

53. Simeon trust MSS, Simeon to Samuel Thornton, 21 February 
1822. 

54. Simeon trust MSS, Simeon to Samuel Thornton, 13 March 1822. 
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generation are passed away, that my wishes will begin to be 
realized to their full extent.•55 He wearily argued for a plan 
'that should secure, as far as Man can secure, the welfare of so 
many parishes to the end of time,' but finally, to no avail. 

The negotiations reached a dead-lock in mid-March, 1822, when 
Simeon refused to accept the revised estimate and Thornton 
claimed Simeon was bound to purchase by oral agreement. Both 
conceded that the matter should be submitted to arbitration, but 
disagreement over the designation of the arbitrators 
immediately arose. When accord was finally reached, Wilberforce, 
James Stephen, and Lord Teignmouth formed the impartial panel 
charged with adjudicating the issue. In a parting insult, 
Thornton submitted his brief two days before the fixed date and 
time, thus allowing Lord Teignmouth extra time to consider 
Thornton's side of the argument. To this clear and obvious 
breach of a gentleman's agreement, Simeon responded in a note on 
Thornton's letter, 'this is of a piece with the whole of Mr 
Thornton's Conduct.•56 

In the two months or so of correspondence relating to the 
purchase of the Thornton livings, Simeon's motivation in 
advowson accumulation and long-range · intent in the 
administration of his church patronage were well-illustrated. An 
understanding of spheres of influence which incorporated a 
sound pastoral theology, an urgency to remove patronage from the 
vagaries of secular hands and place livings permanently under 
the control of self-perpetuating, spir i tually-min.ded trustees, 
and finally, a desire that only the fittest man be appointed, 
now informed his patronage in decisive ways. His contemporaries 

55. Simeon trust MSS, Simeon to Samuel Thornton, 21 February 1822. 
56. Simeon trust MSS, Samuel Thornton to Simeon, 27 March 1822. 
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still partially or wholly misunderstood this concept. In the 
Thornton negotiations, Simeon attempted to wrest control of 
several advowsons from a respected evangelical businessman, 
precisely because even these supposedly 'sound' colleagues 
resisted the practical and spiritual reorientation of parish 
patronage. Only two Thornton advowsons out of the eight 
originally offered for sale (Darlaston and St Dunstan's) 
eventually came into Simeon's possession. 

3.1.3 Further accessions (1822-36) 

The trust expanded steadily. St Peter's, Ruddington, became 
the fourth acquisition on 16 March 1822 and William Wilberforce 
donated the advowson of Drypool to Simeon on 19 February 1823. 57 
During the same period, Simeon negotiated for the imposing 
parish of Clifton and continued to seek Darlaston from Samuel 
Thornton. On 10 February, he wrote in his pocket notebook: 'I 
have lately been treating for several places, & ,have just 
purchased Clifton for £6,000 & have been waiting only to see 
what measure of aid I may get towards that, in order to proceed 
to the purchase of St Dunstan's in London and Burton in 
Lancashire.•58 Frequent mention of his expectations for help 
from donors reinforces the theory that his accumulation of 
patronage was derived primarily from contributions and that 
Simeon's legacy from his brother did remain intact. Two large 
contributions arrived in February, 1823. 'Behold!' Simeon wrote on 
the tenth, 'but four days ago my friend Lord Powerscourt offers 

57. Simeon trust MSS, Solicitor's [Cardale] itemised invoice. Wilberforce, as member for Bramber, somehow acquired Drypool in Hull and first placed the advowson in the hands of several trustees, including Simeon. Wilberforce MSS, Bodleian Library, Oxford, Charles Simeon to Wilberforce, 6 December 1821. 
58. Simeon trust MSS, Pocket note-book, 10 February 1823. 

92 



to aid me with £4,000 & Dr Kilvington this day has offered to 
put at my disposal £10,000 stock, worth £7,500. 159 Simeon had 
written to Dr Kilvington, a complete stranger, on the advice of 
a friend. 

Darlaston was procured on 9 March 1823, and Samuel Thornton 
typically called on Simeon's solicitor on 16 March, 'to express 
his disappointment at not having received the purchase money.• 60 

Clifton cleared negotiations on 26 March 1823 and l e ss than a 
month later Simeon began bargaining for Burton-in-Kendal, 
located near William Carus Wilson's ancestral home.61 

In the midst of negotiations and purchases, Ollerenshaw of 
Mellor died, and Simeon, with the other Thornton trustees, moved 
to nominate a successor. Edward Garwood, incumbent of St Mary's, 
Hull, and now a Thornton trustee, peevishly refused to 
participate in the nomination. The bishop nearly gained the 
nomination because of the delay; Simeon feared lawsuits from 
Samuel Thornton and the forfeiture of future presentations. 
Garwood could not recall 'that I pledged myself to act in it' and 
Simeon shamed him to force his participation.62 On the whole, 
Thornton trust appointments receded in importance, since Simeon 
now possessed de facto oversight of the major livings and 
waited only for legal control. 

William Marsh contributed an alternate presentation to 
Basildon on 17 March 1824, the solicitor enrolled Faringdon in 
Chancery on 25 March 1824, and St Dunstan's finally emerged from 

59. Simeon trust MSS, Pocket note-book, 10 February 1823. 60. Simeon trust MSS, Cardale invoice, 16 March 1823. 61. Simeon trust MSS, Cardale invoice, 17 April 1823. Wilson served as a trustee for some time after Simeon's death; he became the object of Charlotte Bronte's literary wrath in Jane Eyre. Patrick Bronte was incumbent at Haworth, in the gift of the trust-nominated Vicar of Bradford. 
62. Simeon trust MSS, Edward Garwood to Simeon, February 1824. 
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· a morass of negotiations on 29 March 1826. 63 

The 'eminent sphere' of Bradford came into Simeon's possession 
on 5 April 1826. John Crosse had purchased the Bradford advowson 
but later sold it to Henry Thornton. Thornton's executors in 
turn sold it to Richard Fawcett, who intended that his son would 

d t h · 64 U t' l J h F tt ( t t b 
succee o t e vicarage. n 1 young o n awce no o e 
confused with Simeon's friend by the same name in Carlisle), 
came of age, Henry Heap, one of Crosse's former curates, took the 
living. Heap married a Fawcett daughter and settled comfortably 
into the vicarage in 1816. Simeon purchased the advowson from 
Fawcett with the understanding that Fawcett retained one 
presentation, in order to place his son in the living. After 
sixteen years of waiting, Heap refused to vacate the living and 
J h F tt d . dl k . L. 1 65 E 
on awce eJecte y too a curacy 1n 1verpoo. ven among 

evangelicals family patronage entailed risks. 
Simeon's solicitor, George Booth Tyndale, transferred 

Bradford into trust on 12 May 1826. He wrote to Simeon on 23 
January 1827 about his 'firstly favourite living': 'you are 
therefore now more especially under the direction of a merciful 
Providence to prolong your days until May next ... [the enrollment 
in Chancery] was the last thing I should have forgotten, well 

66 knowing its importance to thousands.' The one-year waiting 
period suggests Simeon placed the advowsons in inter vivos 
rather than testamentary trust. This would devolve into a 

63. Simeon trust MSS, Cardale invoice, March 1827. 64. Outhwai te, Bradford, 3. 
65. Simeon trust MSS, Richard Fawcett to Simeon, 13 September 1832. 
66. Simeon trust MSS, Tyndale invoice, 23 January 1827. 
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charitable trust and provided legal and financial benefits.67 

Henry Gipps donated St Peter's, Hereford, in 1827. Gipps 

purchased the living from Dr Kilvington in 1815 and vested it in 

five trustees in 1817.68 Gipps's trust deed predated Simeon's and 

its significance should be noted. In fact, if any continuity can 

be claimed between Simeon's trust and earlier efforts, it would 

be linked with Gipps's trust and not Thornton's, though Gipps 

placed only one living in trust. Simeon reproduced the document 

to the word and used this as a basis for his trust. He added the 

requirement that the nominee could have no other ecclesiastical 

income exceeding £150 per year. By this emendation Simeon 

allowed a pluralist to hold the living; Gipps had permitted no 

pluralities other than sinecures. Simeon's solicitor urged that 

the limit be raised to £300, to give his trustees greater 

freedom after his death, but Simeon held firm at £150. 

The trust expanded by ten more advowsons between 1827 and 

1835. Among these, two in three presentations to Stretton-on

Dunsmore were acquired and the trust received the advowson of 

67. As discussed in the introduction, charitable trusts 
enjoyed: 'the privilege of exemption from the rule against 
perpetuities; the privilege of being a valid or "good" 
trust even if the testamentary disposition to charity was 
in imprecise terms; and the privilege of obtaining fresh 
objects if those laid down by the founder were at the 
outset, or became, incapable of execution.' Owen, English 
philanthropy, 70. Moreover, trustee replacement did not 
require the reconveyance of deeds. The latter difficulty 
plagued Simeon's trust for over a century. Each occasion 
upon which one or more of the five trustees were replaced 
by another required that all deeds to advowsons be 
conveyed to the new set of trustees, even if the new body 
differed from the old by only one name. Solicitors' fees 
proved to be a significant drain on trust funds until the 
incorporation of the trust in the early 1960s. 

68. Simeon trust MSS, Henry Gipps to George Booth Tyndale, 18 
January 1827. 
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'Trinity Church in Ripon' from Edward Kilvington. Kilvington 

built Trinity and contributed large sums to Simeon's efforts 

from the first.
69 

Burton-in-Kendal came into possession on 15 

February 1828, four years after negotiations started. The 

parishioners of Clareborough, near R tf d b e or , ought their own 

advowson and presented a popular y t oung cura e to the living. In 

1830 they donated the advowson to Simeon at no cost. 70 The 

livings of St Margaret and St Peter, Ipswich, finally purchased 

by Simeon on 15 March 1833, joined his trust nineteen years 

after he first sought them from Charles Fonnereau.71 

St Pancras, Chichester, bid for at an auction by George Bliss, 

was given because the owner had 'gladly purchased it with the 

view of perpetuating in the City a succession of faithful men to 

advocate the purity of the gospel in the Church.172 John Sargent 

mentioned Simeon's scheme to Bliss, who then offered the 

advowson. Bliss wrote, 'the rectory is of little value ... but it is 

highly important in a spiritual point of view, as in all human 

probability it will be the only place in the Establishment, in 

the course of a few years, where our Church Missionary & other 

--------------------
69. 

70. 

71. 

72. 

Simeon trust MSS, Tyndale invoices, 6 September 1828, 3 
Januar~ 1~29. Kilvington vigorously insisted to the 
Ecclesiastical Commissioners that he had personally built 

~nd nam~d. t~e church 'Tri~it! Church in Ripon', and not 
H_oly_ Trinity• Church Commissioners Archives, file 30/162, 
Kilvi_ngton to Ecclesiastical Commissioners 9 November 
1832. ' 

Noted on questionnaire mailed during the course of this 
study; current incumbents of Simeon trust livings received 
one. 

T~ornton MSS, E.M. Forster Papers, Cambridge University 
Library, Add 7674/1/39, Henry Thornton to Simeon, 
August/September 1814; Simeon trust MSS, Pocket note-book, 2 
April 1833. 
Simeon trust MSS St P f · 1 G , ancras i e, eorge Bliss to Simeon, 
17 June 1833. 
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kindred Societies will meet with countenance and support in 
Chichester.' St Pancras provided all seats without cost, a rarity 
in these days of financial dependence on pew rents. The trust 
grew with the further additions of All Saints, Sudbury, St Giles, 
Northampton, and Ashampstead. In 1836, less than a year before 
his death, Charles Simeon directed his last efforts to 
capitalise on the flood of livings released to the market by the 
passing of the Municipal Corporations Act. 

3.1.4 The Corporation livings 

An attempt to resolve ecclesiastical confusion within the 
municipal corporations (among other things), crystallised in the 
passing of the Municipal Reform Act of 1835. Nearly hidden in 
the legislation was a requirement for the divestiture of church 
patronage by the corporations. When this stipulation surfaced, 
the rush for the hundred or so churches and chapels released by 
the legislation started.73 

For Charles Simeon, . access to the corporation livings 
provided an unsurpassed opportunity to aid his vision of 
spheres of influence. The immensity of this opportunity also 
posed its greatest hindrance. His previous advowson purchases 
had occurred at an average rate of one each year. But the 
overstocked market situation created by the Act presented a 
difficulty, in that Simeon required relatively vast sums within 
a short period of time. Without substantial financial 
assistance, this unique opening would be lost. He plunged into 
the project in February, 1836. 'Livings in Provincial Towns are 
of extreme importance,' he wrote Elizabeth Evans in Darley, 'I 
already possess twenty-two. But I am not yet · satisfied. I wish 
still to add them as far as my reduced Means will enable me: for, 

73. Parliamentary Papers, 1836, XL, 27. 
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the establishing of the pure gospel in perpetuity in such Towns 
is beyond all pr ice.•74 With only £2,500 of his own money 
available for the purchases, Simeon selected All Saints, Derby, 
as a suitable sphere, and disclosed his plan to Thomas Cox: 

If in the different Towns the Religious people will give one half, I will give the other half-Or 

If three persons in any Town will subscribe 3/4trs I will give l/4th & concede them the first . 75 presentation. 

'But let all be done in silence,' he cautioned. Screened by the 
mediating agency of Simeon's solicitor, 'it will be done without 
bustle, & without suspicion.' After a wait of several weeks, the 
discouraging lack of response brought growing frustration. 
Simeon complained to Philip Gell: 'only think! Mr Cox tells me He 
will give £100, & that he knows of no other except Mr Evans to 
apply to.•76 He wrote with resignation: 

But I have done my Duty: & if the Persons more immediately interested will not subscribe that for the purpose of securing the gospel in perpetuity, I shall sigh & mourn for them & for their posterity -One would think that the example which I set them, should meet wi79 somewhat of a Reciprocity in such a place as Derby. 

The next day, a letter arrived from a kindred spirit. J.H. Gurney 
of Lutterworth, a clergyman and the son of the Baron of. the 
Exchequer, examined the pub! ished list of advowsons and wrote: 'I 
have been · much struck with the large proportion of very small 

--------------------
74. Simeon trust MSS, Simeon to Elizabeth Evans, 22 February 1836. 
75. Simeon trust MSS, Simeon to Philip Gell, 27 February 1836. 76. Simeon trust MSS, Simeon to Philip Gell, 7 March 1836. 77. Simeon trust MSS, Simeon to Philip Gell, 7 March 1836. 
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benefices in point of VALUE, compared with their importance in 
point of SITUATION.178 Gurney assessed the potential still 
further: 

Here are · eight livings· averaging £85/10 each, and 
which would be purchased in all probability for an 
outlay of £10,000. The united population of the 
parishes is Twenty-two Thousand; and the whole 
population of the towns in which they are situated, 
amounts to above One Hundred Thousand Souls. The 
opportunity of providing scriptural instruction in 
perpetuity for such a vast number at so low a rate, is 
one which does not often present itself; and one which 
the men of pie\¥ in our land should, I think, seize 
with eagerness.7 

Here the strategy of evangelical expansion and entrenchment is 
again illustrated as an understanding of spheres of influence. 
Gurney's analysis of the way ahead ascertained that evangelicals 
required financial resources and that greatest effectiveness 
came through the recognition and use of the 'cost:population' 
ratio Simeon had first used years before. Gurney optimistically 
posited: 'if therefore a proper appeal were addressed to 
[potential contributors], and an attempt made to raise the 
necessary sum FOR THIS SPECIFIC OBJECT, I cannot but hope it 
would be promptly and liberally answered.' Simeon replied with 
little hope: 

I feel the immense importance of the Corporation 
Livings; and if I had not lately given £3,000 to three 
societies, I could have gone into the market boldly 
and -single-handed. I had stopped, where common 
Prudence told me I must stop. But having broken my 
tether for Bridling ton, I cast away all tethers, and 
consecrate to the utmost extent of my power £2,500 
more to this good work. .But I meet with poor 

78. Simeon trust MSS, J.H. Gurney to Simeon, 8 March 1836. 
79. Simeon trust MSS, J.H. Gurney to Simeon, 8 March 1836. 
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enc our agemen t. 80 

With twenty-two churches, sixteen chapels, and '200,000 souls to 
provide for', Simeon might have been content to consolidate his 
patronage gains and retreat with honour. Instead, the 
possibilities of this opportunity prevailed and he submitted 
proposals to several corporations. Overextended by his penchant 
for financial risk-taking, Simeon noted parenthetically ••• 'and I 
must take care that I do not go to gaol.' 

Had Simeon known the immediate result of this routine reply 
to Gurney, he might never have penned it. Gurney quickly 
published the letter and circulated it discreetly among 
possible collaborators in the evangelical network. Simeon's 
receipts suddenly rose by £500 in three weeks, and he discovered 
the cause only when Sir Thomas Baring wrote on 31 March, 
requesting additional copies for his fr iends.81 Simeon scolded 
Gurney, with mock severity: 

your unauthorized expose of my plans has called forth 
the liberality of so many, and the good will of so 
many, that I shall have no fear of the religious 
public suffering me to go to jail in such a cause as 
this.82 

Encouraged, Simeon exhorted Gurney to continue: 'I feel that I 
could not well circulate them Myself,' he wrote, ' ••• but facts must 
be sometimes declared, as grounds for the procedure of others.' 
He noted, 'I am glad you did not ask my leave to print my letter: 
for I could not have consented to it.' A month later, the fund 

80. Simeon trust MSS, Simeon to Gurney, 10 March 1836. 
81. Simeon MSS, Ridley Hall, Cambridge, Simeon. to J.H. Gurney, 31 

March 1836. 
82. Simeon MSS, Ridley Hall, Cambridge, Simeon to Gurney, 31 

March 1836. 
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reached £10,000. 83 Simeon confidently wrote to another friend 
that 'many other important places I trust I shall have before 
the expiration of six months; for, on my plan, I can go higher 
than any other individual purchaser. Others buy income,' he re
emphasised, 'I buy immortal souls.' 

Gurney's discreet dissemination of the plan collapsed when a 
copy of the privately-printed letter found its way into the 
hands of the editor of the British Magazine. In the 16 May issue, 
an edited version of the letter exposed the plan to the public. 
A notation at the end read, 'copy of a letter from the Rev. 
Charles Simeon of Cambridge, on the subject of purchasing 
livings, with a view to secure a gospel ministry in the 
respective churches.•84 William Downes Willis claimed twenty
nine years later that this published letter was 'the first 
public intimation of Mr Simeon's intentions and mode of action 
as to the purchase of Advowsons.•85 The British public 
apparently knew little of the venture. Dismayed, Simeon became 
more careful. To Henry Irwin of Dublin on 8 August 1836, he wrote 
explaining his hesitation in returning correspondence: 

another motive was to guard against any recurrence of what had recently taken place in England. To persons who had kindly and liberally aided me with their contributions, I had written letters of a confidential nature relative to my hopes and prospects; and behold, the editor of some paper or periodical publication got access to some of my letters (how I know not; but it was a grievous act of treachery in those who delivered them up to him); and then put together a number of extracts from them, and published them as one continuous letter from me -- to the grief of all my friends, who knew not how to account for such a medley of injudicious matter being sent forth into 

83. Simeon trust MSS, Simeon to C. Borleau Elliott, 2 May 1836. 84. [Anonymous], 'Letter of Simeon', 549-50. 
85. Willis, Simony, 148. 
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the world under my name.86 

He persisted in the scheme, convinced of its necessity. 'The 
object is of incalculable impo rtance ,' he main tained . 'The 
secur ing of a faithful ministry in influential places would 
justify any outlay of money that could be expended on it.' 
Simeon explained in another letter: 'I have already above forty 
Churches and Chapels -- Now supposing one souls pr. Ann. mor e 
converted in every one of them that would be under a common and 
careless Ministry, how rich shall I be in the short space of ten 

87 or twenty years! Is not this worth a few pounds?' On 20 August 
1836 he reported receipts of nearly £12,000; by 3 October, the 
sum surpassed £24,000. 88 He wrote to Irwin: 'I consider my 
present purchases of Bath, Derby, Macclesfield & Beverley only 
as a Commencement of what I hope, & God helping me, am determined 
to do.•89 Simeon's hope that these acquisitions served 'only as a 
Commencement' of his vision would have to be carried on by his 
trustees without him. Having obtained Macclesfield on 9 
September , Bever ley Minste r on 28 September, and Bath Abbey on 3 
October, he contracted a chill while visiting the new bishop at 
Ely. He died on 13 November and did not see All Sain ts, Derby, 

86. Carus, Simeon, 779. 
87. Simeon MSS, Rid ley Hal l, Cambr i dge , Simeon to Dr Ring, 13 

Augus t 1836. 
88. Simeon trust MSS, Simeon to Henry Irwin, 20 August 1836; 

Rece ipts notebook through September. 
89. Simeon trust MSS, Simeon to Irwin, 20 August 1836. 
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join his trust nearly a year later.90 

3.2 Administration of the trust 

Simeon incorporated new motives and purposes as he expanded 
his patronage holdings and also supplied a model for the 
contemporary patron. His activity in administering his patronage 
can be assessed in four areas: the specific appointments in 
which he participated, his dealings with clergymen, pastoral 
tours of trust livings, and in his final guidance to his 
trustees. 

3.2.l Appointments 

Although Simeon directly or indirectly completed eleven 
nominations during his twenty years of patronage, remaining 
correspondence describes only three of these appointments. 
Coincidentally, the three include St Peter's, Colchester, St 
Dunstan's-in-the-West, London, and Darlaston; these were the only 
livings Simeon procured from the Thornton trust. Perhaps the 
correspondence exists because Simeon intended to leave a record 
which absolved him of any suspected misdealings, especially 
after the difficult negotiations with Samuel Thornton. Although 

90. Simeon trust MSS, John Coles Symes to Philip Gell, 7 August 1837. Besides the remaining Thornton livings, Simeon had negotiated for several advowsons since 1814, but without success. These included: 
Baydon [Wiltshire] 
Mary-le-bone 
Harrowgate 
Preston 
St James, Cler ken well 
Blackburn 
Swindon 
Rottingdean 
Hutton 
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he had purchased the three advowsons, the Thornton trustees 
technically remained patrons until deaths and resignations left 
only two and the trust officially dissolved. Therefore, Simeon 
should have acted in concert with his fellow trustees in these 
three nominations. 

In 1829, William Marsh gave notice of vacating St Peter's, 
Colchester, upon receiving the offer of St Thomas's, Birmingham. 
Simeon considered Samuel Carr the best replacement and 
immediately informed his two co-trustees of his choice. He wrote 
to Carr on 17 February 1830: 'I heard yesterday from my 
colleague, who, after the explanations I have given him, moves, 
with me: so that I am able ... to offer it to you. I have another 
colleague, who will, of course, go with us two.•91 Carr studied 
under Simeon at Cambridge c. 1809, and as a child, had been in 
Marsh's church. A minor controversy erupted over a replacement 
at Carr's former post in Eversden after Simeon became involved, 
but apparently nothing serious came of it and Carr assumed 
duties at Colchester on 23 April 1830.92 

St Dunstan 's, a significant sphere in London, required an 
incumbent when Richard Lloyd died in May 1834. Simeon had 
purchased the living in 1826 because of its 'preemi nent 
importance as a sphere of usefulness , on account of its 
proximity to the Inns of Court.•93 Once again he met the 
determined animosity of Samue l Thornton , th i s time regar ding t he 
nomi nation. Tho r nton wrote to John King on 6 May 1834, warning 
that Simeon actually owned the advows on onl y a f t e r the trust 

91. Ca rr MSS, St Pe t e r's, Colche ste r, Simeon to Samuel Carr, 17 Fe bruary 183 O. 
92. Foster, Index, 31. Carr MSS, Simeon to Carr, undated. 93. Simeon trust MSS, St Duns tan's file, Simeon to Henry Hoare, 9 July 1834. 
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reverted.94 Thornton rebuked Simeon: 

it appears to me that your expression ... implies that St Dunstan's was not now one of the Trust Livings. I beg leave to say tho' with no intention or desire to controvert your choice that it will be found to be so during the lives of Mr King and Mr Bull after which the reversion is yours.95 

Simeon avoided an acknowledgment, and merely proceeded more 
discreetly in his negotiations rather than concede the 
nomination. He first chose Samuel Wilberforce, the future Bishop 
of Oxford, and apparently had selected him well before the 
vacancy occurred. Lloyd died on 1 May 1834. Simeon wrote to 
Wilberforce immediately.96 Young Wilberforce posed a number of 
obstacles, including the expense of life in London, the 
canonical strictures requiring residency within this unpleasant 
city parish, and the lack of a parsonage.97 Ashwell claims 
Wilberforce rejected Simeon's offer for these reasons. In fact, 
before Wilberforce's final refusal, Simeon had doggedly removed 
each objection. He first investigated the income and found 
Wilberforce could receive £800 instead of the expected £700 per 
year. He next convinced Blomfield, the bishop of London, to allow 
Wilberforce to reside outside the parish; Blomfield found an act 
of Parliament which justified this exception.98 Fina·11y Simeon 

94. Simeon trust MSS, St Dunstan's file, Samuel Thornton to John King, _6 May 1834. 
95. Simeon trust MSS, St Dunstan's file, Samuel Thornton to Simeon, 18 May 1834. 
96. Simeon trust Mss, St Dunstan's file, Simeon to Samuel Wilberforce, 5 May 1834. Ashwell sets 23 May as the date Simeon approached Wilberforce. 5 May 1834 is the latest day the offer could have been received. 
97. Simeon trust MSS, St Dunstan's file, Simeon to Carus, 4 July 1834. 
98. Simeon trust MSS, St Dunstan's file, Simeon to Carus, 4 July 1834. 
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approached the parishioners at St Dunstan's with a request that 
they provide housing; Simeon himself volunteered to absorb rent 
payments until Wilberforce and his family could be permanently 
settled.99 With accustomed foresight, he even asked Bishop 
Sumner of Winchester to appoint Henry Wilberforce to his 
brother's potential vacancy at Brighstone, on the Isle of 
Wight.100 As a safeguard, he determined 'also to hear Mr Snow at 
Richmond, in case Mr Wilberforce's difficulties could not be 
overcome.•101 For unexplained reasons Wilberforce eventually 
refused the offer and Simeon continued the search. 

William Marsh wrote to Simeon: 'my informer says "Mr S. will 
be upon his guard & will appoint no Preacher of new truths or 
old heresies." •102 The interested par ties soon made their 
opinions known. Mr Seeley, a parishioner, wrote to Simeon that 
'the gospel has been preached in a dry, dull, guarded, unapplied 
way, and the . people have listened & approved, and gone the next 
day to the Theatre or the Race-course. The bones are indeed 
"very dry" .•103 What Richard Lloyd's sermons needed 'was unction. 
For want of this, they were of no real use.•104 J. Fewell Buxton 
and Cunningham of Harrow both recommended candidates. Routinely, 
a group of parishioners petitioned for the curate, William 

99. Simeon trust MSS, St Di.mstan's file, Simeon to Henry Hoare, 9 July 1834. 
100. Simeon trust MSS, St Dunstan's file, Simeon to C.R. Sumner, 12 May 1834. 
101. Simeon trust MSS, St Dunstan 's file, Simeon to Car us, 4 July 1834. 
102. Simeon trust MSS, St Dunstan's file, William Marsh to Simeon, 8 May 1834. 
103. Simeon trust MSS, St Dunstan 's file, Mr Seeley to Simeon, 13 July 1834. 
104. Simeon trust MSS, St Dunstan 's file, Mr Seeley to Simeon, 1 May 1834. 
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Deey.105 Another letter from Seeley warned: 'to send us ••• such a 
man as [Lloyd's] curates have been, would do little good.1106 

Henry Venn (who had been one of these curates), received 
William Deal try's recommendation. Venn himself hoped to escape 
Drypool by arguing that his 'soft southern dialect and manners 
will never do for the north.1107 Simeon· concurred that Venn 
should be moved, but ignored his request for St Dunstan's. As one 
of three trustees (with Daniel Wilson and George Hodson), for St 
John's, Holloway, Simeon alternatively nominated Venn to this 
vacant living.108 Simeon, always perplexed when confronted with 
the claims of friends for his patronage, explained: 'to place you 
in St Dunstan's would have been a delight to me: but my dying 
Charge to my own Trustees prescribed a Rule for me from which it 
was not possible to deviate.•109 By this rather melodramatic 
appeal to his 'dying charge', which instructed his trustees not 
to appoint a curate who had laboured within a particular parish, 
Simeon somewhat clumsily avoided a painful situation.110 'I 
almost repent of having any thing to do as a pat!'.on,' he 
lamented, 'because it reduces me to the necessity of declining 
to comply with numerous solicitations from those whom I love & 
honour .•111 Venn, unaware that Simeon acted as a Thornton trustee 

105. Simeon trust MSS, St Dunstan 's file, parishioners' petition, 
7 May 1834. 

106. Simeon trust MSS, St Dunstan's file, Mr Seeley to Simeon, 1 
May 1_834. 

107. Simeon trust MSS, St Dunstan's file, Henry Venn to Simeon, 
30 May 1834. 

108. Knight, Memoir of Venn, 74; Venn MSS, Church Missionary 
Society Archives, C36/3, Simeon to Henry Venn, 18 July 1834. 

109. Venn MSS, Church Missionary Society Archives, C36/3, Simeon 
to Henry Venn, 18 July 1834. 

110. See appendix A. Simeon trust MSS, 'Simeon's charge', 18 March 
1833. 

111. Venn MSS, Church Missionary Society Archives, C 36/3, Simeon 
to Henry Venn , 18 July 1834. 
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in the appointment, and that he also unconscionably cited his 
own charge, was spared the embarrassment of a direct rebuff. 
Simeon, as patron, concluded that Venn was not the fittest man 
for St Dunstan's and chose the kindest way to reject him without 
hurting their friendship. 

Thomas Snow, the former seceder from the Establishment, 
received the nomination and assumed his duties on 3 October 
1834. Samuel Thornton could not restrain a parting jab: 'I hope 
you have the best grounds for the selection of Mr Snow for St 
Dunstan's,' he wrote Simeon, '& that you are satisfied he is 
permanently fixed to our excellent Church which of late has 
been much attacked.1112 Snow 'filled it to the brim' and proved 

b d h . . ' · 1 1841 113 to e a goo c 01ce, rema1n1ng unt1 . 
Several months later, with Darlaston vacated by Samuel Lowe 's 

death, Thornton finally lost interest and effectively conceded 
the nomination to Simeon. Lowe's widow suggested: 'to the bulk of 
that population, the animal fervour of a boisterous Methodist 
preacher is far more attractive than all the Eloquence of an 
educated man.•114 Experience proved that Simeon's detachment as 
patron provided a better perspective for the nomination. An 
anonymous writer soon informed Simeon: 

I have not mentioned the perversion of the last 
Sabbath (the day on which our late beloved Rector 
closed his mortal career) by parties canvassing the 
town for signatures to petitions &c nor the bustle 
occasioned by sending off a deputation &c; conceiving 
these to matters of such notoriety as to have reached 

112. Simeon trust MSS, St Dunstan's file, Samuel Thornton to 
Simeon, 2 August 1834. 

113. Simeon trust MSS, St Dunstan's file, Simeon to E. Borleau 
Elliott, 2 May 1836. 

114. Simeon trust MSS, Dar laston file, Mrs Lowe to Simeon, 15 
December 1834. 
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Cambridge long ago.115 

G.W. White, the curate for several years, had produced 
unacceptable results and lost Simeon's confidence. 'With 7000 
people in the Parish, ' Simeon remarked to George Hodson, 'one 
would have looked for much more than has been done - 60 or 70 at 
the Communion is a proof, that there has been no considerable 
work there. There may have been labour, but little results.•116 
Another candidate, Howells of Tipton, fared no better; 'it would 
be a grievous, as well as an afflicting thing, to the people of 
Darlaston to have him for their pastor,' commented Hodson.117 
Howells's behaviour at a nearby parish election had 'been a 
source of grief to many,' reported another correspondent.118 To 
the consternation of the parish, an unknown outsider named 
George Fisk accepted the appointment from the trustees on 27 
February 1835. Simeon admonished two Darlaston petitioners after 
the appointment became known: 

But to you in private I may say, that if any, through their attachment to Mr White are offended, you will do well to say, that their application for him was perfectly right & proper; but that to be offended with me, is, in fact, to take the patronage into their own hands .•. if they be angry and dissatisfied, they not only put themselves in the place of God, saying, "we, & not God, will direct," but they refuse to the Patron the liberty which God gives, viz the exercise of judgment, & thereby usurp an authority beyond God 

115. Simeon trust MSS, Darlaston file, Anonymous correspondent to Simeon, 30 November 1834. 
116. Simeon trust MSS, Darlaston file, Simeon to George Hodson, 10 De cembe r 1834. 
117. Simeon trust MSS, Darlaston file, George Hodson to Simeon, 21 November 1834. 
118. Simeon trust MSS, Darlaston file, Anonymous [ 'C.G. '] to Hodson, 3 December 1834. 
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himself •119 

This exemplifies Simeon's high view of the patron's authority 
(and depicts his clear, albeit implicit, sanction of the 
practice). He not only viewed patronage as a workable, though 
frequently abused system, but also attached significant 
spiritual implications to the role and prerogative of the 
patron. Simeon complained about the low calibre of the men 
patrons appointed, but apparently never directly criticised the 
patronage system. This perception exceeded that of many of his 
staunchest old 'church and king' contemporaries. 

3.2.2 Oversight 

Consistently, nominations to vacant livings issued from the 
personal jurisdiction of Simeon, whether technically assigned as 
the duty of either his own or of the Thornton trustees. He 
controlled most deliberations, and even when directly censured 
or deterred (as in the attempted intervention of Samuel 
Thornton during the St Dunstan's nomination), his discreet 
personal influence could attain nearly the same ends. A measure 
of Simeon's self-appointed commission to select incumbents 
originated in his extensive knowledge of available men, derived 
from a lifetime of training and evaluating ordinands. Moreover, 
once Simeon placed a man in a living, his commitment to the 
welfare of the sphere caused him to exercise ongoing care and 
oversight. 

Simeon _did acknowledge the contributions of his trustees, 
especially toward the end of his life. He wrote to Carus in 1834: 
'I expect another Living to be vacant soon, & have a person in my 
eye for it. But I hope to see you ere long & to talk over the 

119. Simeon trust MSS, Darlaston file, Simeon to Samuel Adams · and David Rooker, January 1835. 
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matter with you.•120 In the Darlaston appointment, George Hodson 
participated extensively (though his involvement may have 
derived from his position as archdeacon in the diocese). 

Simeon watched men perform but maintained his anonymity. 
Francis Close wrote of his experience in Che! tenham: 'when I was 
led by God's providence to accept the curacy of Trinity Church, 
Cheltenham, I was ignorant that Mr Simeon was the Patron of the 
Living. In two years when the incumbent died, unasked & 
unexpected, he presented me to the Living of Cheltenham.•121 When 
Simeon saw weakness, he criticised forthrightly, but 
constructively. 'Mr Wright wants softness & its attendant 
graces,' he wrote of John Wright at Newcastle-under-Lyme, 'but he 
is a very energetic and useful man.•122 He advised Samuel Carr 
that 'there is a Mr Gowring who is both strong & animated: but he 
leans too much to Calvinism,' when Carr searched for a curate.123 
Of his old friend and trustee William Marsh he grumbled that 
'love with him swallows up all considerations.•124 

Once in the parish, incumbents continued to receive the 
attention of their patron. Simeon coached John Venn of Hereford 
to improve his preaching, from 'a sense of duty to God & to the 
people of Hereford, to whom I myself am speaking through him.•125 
He prescribed another remedy for Venn on a different occasion: 
'in a: little time you will have 70 elders to aid you in your 
work. Make use of them both male & female. Dear Emelia [Venn's 

120. Simeon trust MSS, Simeon to Carus, 4 July 1834. 121. Simeon MSS, Ridley Hall, Cambridge, Memorandum of Francis Close, 16 October 1882. 
122. Simeon trust MSS, Pocket note-book, 26 July 1836. 123. Carr MSS, St Peter's, Colchester, Simeon to Samuel Carr, 30 December 1834. 
124. Carr MSS, St Peter's, Colchester, Simeon to Samuel Carr, 30 December 1834. 
125. Venn MSS, Church Missionary Society Archives, C 35/71, Simeon to Henry Venn, 3 September 1834. 
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aunt] will conduct the female department, when 20 or 30 are 
ready to work under her. The males will work under you.•126 

Not 
all succumbed to his persuasive powers: 'poor Mr Leigh of 
Newcastle under Lyme notwithstanding all my large donations & 
liberal offers, will not consent to make the new Church there a 
District Church.' Simeon noted: 'I have laboured to the uttermost 
to save my Trustees trouble of this: but in vain. At Mr Le igh's 
death I beg that this may be done.1127 This abiding concern for 
the parish also manifested itself in his 'visitation' tours. 

3.2.3 Pastor al tours 

Simeon rarely journeyed to investigate specific 
characteristics of a parish before he purchased the advowson, 
perhaps partially out of a desire to maintain a discreet 
distance and to disguise his intentions. He purchased St Giles, 
Northampton, with little knowledge of the parish and ignorant of 
an evangelical presence.128 He desired the right sort of sphere 
in which to establish the gospel - his concept of continuity 
possessed a wholly future orientation. Smyth's theory of 
continuity should be clarified here. Simeon did not necessarily 
buy livings with an evangelical presence in order to perpetuate 
that presence; he bought spheres of potential usefulness in 
order to establish an evangelical presence from that time forth, 
or in the next generation, and then in perpetuity. Though he may 
have known little of a parish before acquiring the advowson, but 
once in possession, and with a known evangelical in the 

126. Venn MSS, Church Missionary Society Archives, C 22, Simeon to John Venn, 3 November 1835. 
127. Simeon trust MSS, Pocket note-book, c. 1836. 128. Simeon trust MSS, Simeon [probably] to Carus, 22 August 1833. 
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vicarage, Simeon quickly became involved.129 

This interest started with the building of Jervis's chapel at 
Cheltenham in 1817 and continued until Simeon, weakened by old 
age and illness, retired to Cambridge a few months before his 
death. On his final tour through his livings, he wrote 
frequently, describing changes and his activities within the 
parishes. Prior to an arrival, he predicted: 'as for Darlaston, I 
expect but little there, where I shall be choked with smoke.' 
After the visit Simeon exclaimed in vindication: 'what gratitude 
they now express towards 
solicitations,' referring to 

me 

the 

for withstanding their 

apparently unsettling 
appointment of George Fisk two years earlier. Birmingham 
suffered when matched against Cheltenham or Hereford 'in respect 
of comfort or usefulness.' At Cheltenham, 'I have almost had a 
heaven upon earth,' Simeon rejoiced. 'The Churches so capacious, 
and so filled; the Schools so large, so numerous, so beneficial; 
the people so full of love; the Ministers such laborious and 
energetic men.' He wrote to fellow-trustee George Hodson on his 
return that 'the prosperity of Zion, especially in all the 
different places, far exceeded my most sanguine expectation: and 
the thought of my having been the rod in the hand of God, by 

129. Apparently, Simeon avoided a parish until he had placed his 
own man in the living, or at least until he determined that 
the incumbent was an evangelical. Though he purchased two
thirds of the Stretton-on-Dunsmore advowson in 1827, the 
incumbent knew nothing of his patron in 1843, after 
thirteen years in the living. This clergyman (Harry 
Townsend Powell) wrote a highly critical letter, charging 
Simeon's trustees with episcopal pretensions. Powell 
inherited the remaining one-third of the advowson from his 
uncle, after being presented to the living in 1830, and 
supposed the bishop held the other two-thirds. Willis , 
Simony, 198-201. 
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whom all these wonders have been wrought, completed my joy.•130 
These parishes, and several others, felt the immediate impact 

of evangelical patronage. To secure others not yet under his 
influence, Simeon left extensive instructions for his trustees. 

3.2.4 Parting words 

Clearly, the success of the venture rested both in an 
extension of Simeon's influence during his lifetime, and in the 
fixing of his innovative patronage policies 'to the remotest 
ages'. Central to the second principle was his dying charge, 
actually written by Simeon in 1833, over three years before his 
death. [See append ix A]. 

This charge embodied precepts which had defined his own 
exercise of patronage for twenty years and which developed over 
the full fifty-four year period of his ordained ministry. 

More informally, Simeon left a notebook of specific 
instructions for his first generation of trustees. The charge, 
and these directions, coupled with the trustees' personal 
knowledge of Simeon's habits and intentions, formed the basis 
for the execution of the trust.131 Simeon left orders that 
£1,000 be contributed to Viscount St Vincent and Francis Kitchen 
to endow a new church at Stone, in exchange for the patronage. A 
further endowment went to Charles Perry, then building a new 
church in Cambridge; no promise of patronage was requested in 
return for this contribution. John Coles Symes, who transacted 
trust business 'with twice the Expedition ... at half the cost', 
was to continue as official solicitor. Simeon emphasised his 
claim on the Thornton livings, perhaps as a precautionary 

130. The quotations in these section are all found in Carus, Simeon, 783-7. 
131. Simeon trust MSS, Simeon's notebook: 'My Trustees for my Livings'. 
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measure to thwart suspected Thornton attempts to recover them. 
He clarified the status of the next presentation to Bradford; 
after the drawn-out affair with Henry Heap, Richard Fawcett's 
son John was 'on no account to be presented to it.' 

With these · instructions, Simeon's colleagues continued his 
work after his death. His final collection of livings into an 
inter vivos charitable trust in January, 1836, failed because he 
died before the one-year period following the establishment of 
his trust had elapsed. The charitable trust automatically 
defaulted and became a testamentary trust at his death, passing 
to his nephew and heir, Sir Richard Simeon. Young Simeon 
transferred the livings back into the specific possession of 
his uncle's named trustees, though the advantages of the 
charitable trust has been lost forever. Subsequently, at every 
change of a trustee, all deeds required new conveyances which 
legally reflected ownership by all five current trustees.
Richard Simeon, in a dubious gesture his uncle would not have 
appreciated, withheld the funds Simeon had intended to 
contribute to the purchase of he corporation livings. Simeon's 

- death, unhappily just short of one year after his attempted 
consolidation of his livings into one trust, produced a 
restricted instrument for the future use of his trustees, and 
allowed his avaricious nephew the opportunity to withdraw funds 
needed for future expansion. Both results hampered the work of 
his trustees in the near and in the distant future. 
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CHAPI'ER FOUR 

ENTRENCHMENT 

When Charles Simeon died in 1836, thirty advowsons (three of 
which were partial presentations), passed to his five trustees. 
Simeon had amassed the right to select incumbents who would 
possess the pastoral superintendance of well over 165,000 

l 'precious souls', though he himself presented only six men to 
livings he actually owned during his lifetime. Nine men served 
at different times as Simeon's five trustees over the next 
thirty years. Between them they nominated sixty-one incumbents 
to cures located throughout England. By 1851 more than a half 
million people lived in parishes directly or indirectly under 
the patronage of the trustees. These five trustees, and certain 
of their nominees who acquired patronage as incumbents of a 
mother church, controlled the clergy appointments for 3.1 per 
cent of England's population. For under £50,000 (the price of a 
few seats in Parliament before 1832), Simeon and his friends had 
garnered a sizeable share of church patronage; the Puritan 
feoffees would have appreciated the implications for 
ecclesiastical control. Had the opponents of Simeon and his 
small band of trustees realised the extent of these 'spheres of 
influence', the evangelical push for ecclesiastical permanence 
would have posed a sinister threat indeed to those with good 
memories. 

l. Parliamentar y Papers, 183 5, xxii , Returns of the 
Eccles iastical Commissioners for the period 1829-3 2. 
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Yet it is as well that the trustees maintained their quiet 
discretion in the decades following Simeon's death, for these 
impressive statistics would have created a false picture of the 
trying task they inherited, and the imagined scope of their 
influence would have exceeded the real limit by several times. 

Far from the low-church stereotype of the rabid Church 
Association supporter in the sixties, the trustees consistently 
appear to be men of relatively moderate views with a pressing 
concern for the parish and the parochial system. During the 
period between Simeon's death in 1836 and 1865, Simeon's trustees 
methodically nominated men to difficult and unwieldy parishes, 
ofte n with impoverished incomes, to struggle with the demands of 
populations which multiplied exponentially. The trustees 
faithfully upheld the requirements of Simeon's charge as they 
matched potential incumbents with vacant parishes. They acted 
repeatedly to enhance the parochial integrity threatened by 
ancient and outmoded parish boundaries and to establish new 
districts whenever endowments could be found . The fruit of their 
efforts eventually became apparent in the parishes. 
'Evangelicalism' is used as a term primarily describing 
churchmanship in the remainder of this study. 

4.1 The Trustees 

The nine men who served as Simeon's trustees from 1836 to 
1865 were Edward Aur iol (1851-80), William Cadman (1864-91), 
William Car us (1836-90), William Car us Wilson (1836-50), John 
Harding (1850-1), George Hodson (1836-50), Edmund Hollond (1850-
84), William Marsh (1836-64), and John Venn (1836-78). Auriol, 
Cadman, and Harding probably did not know Simeon; the remaining 
trustees certainly did. The Cambridge cartel functioned less 
pervasively than critics suspected - three trustees were Oxford 
men, and an impressive array of Oxford graduates eventually 
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served in the trust parishes. All except Hollond held 
incumbencies and worked in the parish throughout their lives. 
(Though ordained, Hollond primarily resided as the squire of 
Middle t on Austin) •2 

Five ministered either as incumbents or 
curates in Simeon parishes before becoming trustees. Though 
Simeon encouraged his trustees to nominate themselves to his 
livings after his death, all nine steadfastly resisted self
promotion. Ecclesiastical distinctions were held by six of the 
nine trustees, and included canonr ies, prebendar ies, and a 
bishopric for Harding. 

In the pastorate the trustees excelled in their own right. 
John Venn retired from the curacy of St-Mary-le-Strand in 
London in 1829 and his vestry noted that 'he had founded a 
visiting society, infant school, and had performed temporal and 

3 spiritual works for the poor and needy.' William Marsh's 
ministry at St Peter 's, Colchester, produced twenty-two 
missionaries and clergymen from among his congregation, while 
encouraging the founding of local associations for the Bible 
Society, Church Missionary Society, and Jews Society. 

4 
William 

Cadman stood out, however, as the acknowledged expert in the 
pastoral min istr y. While at Trin i ty Church, Marylebone, a parish 
of 14,000, he empl oyed 6 curates and 120 l ay- helpe r s . I n its 
heyday, twenty- eight services took place each week; by 1882, a 
se r vice occur red every even i ng.5 Cadman typically fir s t buil t a 

2. Venn , Alumni , Section 2, volume 3, 419. Hol l ond al so he ld t he 
advowsons of eight l i ving s in his own right . 

3. Church Missionary Society Archives , Ve nn MSS, Q7, l e tter of 
6 August 1829. 

4. Mar s h, Life of Marsh, 62. John Henry Newman wondered at one 
point whe ther Marsh could be persuaded to join the 
Tractar ians, though in vain. Ibid. 129. 

5. Bentley, 'Transformation of evangelical party', 289; 
Shelford, Memorial of Cadman, 63. 
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school, which attracted the population, then licensed it for 
worship, and finally built a church around the established 
congregation.6 He instructed an early Church Congress in 1862: 

Make the parish or mother church the centre of 
operations, so that a body of volunteers may be raised 
up there to cooperate with the clergyman in all parts 
of the field of labour. In a large population, 
subdivide the parish into manageable districts. 
Subdivide, but do not separate; let them still be 
connected, until in each ~ congregation be collected 
and a living church formed . 

. Conybeare's suggestion, in 1853, that there yet remained a 
moderate tradition within evangelicalism could be observed in 
the actions of Simeon's nine trustees.8 The primary commitment 
of the trustees to maintaining and improving the parochial 
system suggests a relative indifference to contemporary 
disputings, and perhaps provides an instructive paradigm for 
evangelical churchmanship. 

While Simeon consulted his trustees at times, his personal 
influence left little room for deliberation in nominations. This 
was appropriate, for Simeon knew the field of potential 
incumbents well and also usually understood the particulars of 

' 
each parish situation from his tours. 

Simeon died on 13 November 1836. On Monday, 21 November, 
George Hodson, William Carus, John Venn, and John Coles Symes, 
Simeon's solicitor, met in Cambridge to chart the future course 
of Simeon's trust.9 

The most pressing concern involved the 
actual transfer of the deeds of the advowsons and the 
contributions which had been sent to Simeon during his campaign 

6. Huntington, Church's work, 348. 
7. Huntington, Church ' s work, 347. 
8. Conybeare, 'Church parties', 139-73. 
9. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book (1836-79) , 21 Novembe r 1836. 

119 



to purchase the corporation livings. Sir Richard Godin Simeon, 
the heir, caused a stir when he temporarily retained both deeds 
and funds while he enigmatically 'expressed his readiness to 
give effect as far as he himself was personally concerned to all 
the objects of the trust.•

10 
The uneasiness of the trustees 

diminished somewhat four months later when Sir Richard 
f . d th G 1 D d f A f h L · · 11 Th con 1rme e enera ee o rrangement o t e 1v1ngs. e 

actual amount received from donors during Simeon's final months 
also survived probate, but Sir Richard withheld Simeon's 
personal funds, which had been intended to match the 
contributions of his friends. Slightly disconcerted, the 
trustees nevertheless 'resolved that [they] were not called upon 
to interfere with the intentions of Sir Richard Godin Simeon.•12 

In a letter, they civilly expressed 'their sense of his 
honorable conduct in confirming the General Deed', but showed 
some disapproval: 

We are fully aware of the delicate position in which 
you were placed by the legal avoidance of that part 
of the Will, which related to his own personal 
property; ••• in looking to the Solemn Trust reposed in 
us we cannot but regret the loss of so large a portion 
of that fund, which he had consecrat;i~ by his last act 
and Deed to the purchase of Livings.' 

Sir Richard did release £1,500 of the legacy to two projects his 
uncle had specifically earmarked, though he reclaimed £500 of 
the total two years later when Simeon's memorial church proj ect 
failed in Camqridge.14 

--------------------
10. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 29 March 1837. 
11. Simeon trust MSS, Minute Book 1836-79, 29 March 1837. 
12. Simeon trust MSS, Minute Book 1836-79, 29 March 1837. 
13. Simeon trust MSS, Minute Book 1836-79, 29 March 1837. 
14. Simeon trust MSS, Solicitor's invoice of May, 1839. 
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Hodson, Carus, and Venn, with Wilson and Marsh absent, moved 
quickly to establish a basis of integrity for the future 
activities of the trust. In a 'solemn declaration', later also 
approved without reservation by those absent, they recorded 'the 
deep sense of the responsibility vested in us by the 
Appointment of our deceased Friend!15 The five trustees pledged: 

to adhere, to the utmost of our power, to the known intentions and expressed wishes of our beloved Father in Christ. We desire, and in the strength of our God, determine to 'know no man after the flesh', to renounce all private and personal regards and attachments, and in the execution of our whole trust to act with a single eye to J.%e Glory of God, and the salvation of immortal Souls. 

Three of the five could nominate, but contrary to Simeon's 
specific request, all determined to refuse self-promotion to any 
trust livings. The explanation, 'to give no just cause of offence 
or suspicion to man', evinced both the rising standard of 
patronage and discreet churchmanship.17 

The subdivision of the trust into five geographic areas, 
'with reference to the place of abode of the several trustees' , 
eased the administrative requirements and especially the 

18 demands of cross-country travel. At the 11 April 1839 meet ing, 
a list of rules clarified Simeon's charge of 1833 in concrete 
terms.19 Each trustee assumed 'special super intendance [ sic] of 
the Livings in the department nearest him', and then acted as 
'Secretary for that department'. The needs of vacant parishes 

15. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 23 November 1836. 16. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 23 November 1836. 17. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 30 January 1838. 18. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79,30 November 1837 and 11 April 1839. 
19. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 11 April 1839-. 
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were ascertained by that area's secretary, but all were to 'make 
diligent enquiry after a Clergymen duly qualified to fill the 
vacant situation.' They emphasised Simeon's priori ties: the 
'peculiar circumstances of the. Living' and the 'particular 
character of the place and people for whom provision has to be 
made' received conscientious attention. And always, the trustees 
were 'to set aside every other consideration but the 
suitableness of each, in regard to spiritual, moral, mental and 
physical qualities, to the precise nature and exigencies of the 
situation to which they have to appoint.' 

The balance of funds available to the trustees required 
their remaining attentions. Sir Richard Godin Simeon had 

20 transferred just over £4,700 to the trustees. They opened an 
account and further agreed to charge their travel expenses to 
this fund. The purchase of All Saints, Derby, left £3,200 for the 
further expansion of the trust. The trustees clearly hoped for 
more 'spheres', 

'b t' 21 contr1 u ions. 

and opened a special 

[T]here are yet 

account for 

some most 

expected 

important 
acquisitions to be made which the trustees cannot touch,' wrote 
the trust's solicitor to a donor, 'unless they receive Help for 22 the purpose.' 

With declared good intentions, a penchant for efficient 
organisation, and a small growth fund, Simeon's five trustees 
commenced the work of his trust. The ensuing thirty years 
brought a heightened understanding, both qualitatively and 
quantitatively, . of 'spheres of influence'. 

20. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 29 March 1837. 21. Simeon trust MSS, Miscellaneous correspondence, John Coles Symes to· Philip Gell, 7 August 1837. 
22. Simeon trust MSS, Miscellaneous correspondence, John Coles Symes to Philip Gell, 7 August 1837. 
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4.2 Administration 

Coordinating the activities of Simeon's trust required a 
significant commitment of time, and the trustees undoubtedly 
laboured more extensively than many other patrons of their time. 
Involvement in the expansion of the trust and in facilitating 
the increasing number of cases of parochial decentralization 
sometimes crowded out the task of actually nominating men to 
vacant livings. Moreover, a multitude of smaller 
responsibilities also required time. This trusteeship could be, 
at best, only a part-time demand on the talents of the five 
trustees, yet the size and diversity of the task must have 
encroached on their other responsibilities. 

Patronage sometimes involved the arbitration of petty 
disputes. The vicar of Burton-in-Kendal attempted to recover 
'certain property belonging to the Church' in 1840, and William 
Carus Wilson paid £30 of trust funds for expenses.23 Simeon's 
prediction that John Fawcett (the son of the former owner of the 
Bradford advowson), would attempt to claim the nomination for 
himself materialised as expected. The trustees dismissed his try 
as having no basis either in law or equity.24 Dealings with 
valuable parish property also required the participation of the 
patrons. At Darlaston, the trustees approved the sale of glebe 
to augment the endowment of the benefice as 'most conducive to 
the spiritual interests of the . h 125 Th par 1s . e existence of 
mineral deposits on church property subsequently enriched the 
rector's income, and only then did it beg in to approach the 
national average. In 184 7, £1,574 was invested and another 
transaction in 1859 produced an additional £1,459 for 

23. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 11 March 1840. 
24. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 16 December 1842. 25. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836- 79, 20 February 1839. 
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· 26 endowments. Valuable natural resources caused a different sort 
of problem in Stretton-on-Dunsmore. When the trustees fin ally 
exercised a presentation in 1855, they found that the previous 
two vicars (not trustee appointments) had been illegally 
raiding lime deposits on church property and had pocketed over 
£4,000 in personal profits. The two had assured parishioners 
that the income augmented the living, but this clearly had not 
been the case.27 

With the passing of legislation dealing with the commutation 
of tithes in 1836, the patrons were required to process the 
necessary administrative details. Clareborough, Lyncombe and 
Widcombe, and Darlaston all received the consent of the patrons 
for tithe commutation in 1839; this stabilisation of income 
usually contributed to the well-being of the incumbent.28 

Parsonage building frequently provided another claim on the 
attention of the patrons. Patrons of an earlier era valued the 
advowson itself and often ignored the parish after selling a 
lucrative next presentation. The changing motivation inherent in 
the concept of 'spheres of influence' placed a higher priority 
on enhancing every aspect of the sphere, including housing the 
incumbent. J.A. Wanton of Drypool received permission to sell the 
dilapidated parsonage in order to build another in 1839. 29 The 
trustees · contributed £25 for Chichester·, £20 for Stone, and 
matched a £200 grant from Queen Anne's Bounty for Ruddington's 
parsonage; this money usually came from personal funds and not 

26. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 6 April 1847 and 30 September 1859. 
27. Church Commissioners Archives, Bene£ ice file 9911, Henry Wybrow to Ecclesiastical Commissioners, 20 February 1856. 28. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 20 February 1839 and 13 June 1839. 
29. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 20 February 1839. 
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30 from the depleted accounts of the trust. 
Occasionally, the controversies broke out on a somewhat 

larger scale. In 1844, the Derby Town Council independently 
concluded that the nomination to .a lectureship, exercised by the 
trustees as part of the advowson of All Saints, rightfully 
belonged to the Council. The town clerk wrote 'complaining of 
[ the trustees'] conduct in reference to the lectureship, and 
expressing their [ the Council's] determination to resist the 
nomination.'

31 
After withholding the emolument from the trustees' 

nominee for some months, the Council eventually became convinced 
of their own questionable legal status and conceded. James 
Taylor held the Vicarage of Clifton before Simeon purchased the 
advowson in 1824. Twenty years later, when the trustees 
encouraged the building of another church to serve the 
expanding population, Taylor and his friends contested the 
trustees' right to nominate with a 'succession of difficulties 
and multifarious correspondence.' The trustees took 'every step 
with the utmost care and attention to legal niceties' and 
received the advowson to the new church on 8 October 1844.

32 

The · trustees apparently resisted accessions which involved 
oubious compromises. In one case, Mr Atkinson of Beverley 
offered an advowson if the trustees would add to the endowment. 
The possibility of conflict with the minister of the parish 

30. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 23 November 1841 and 30 January 1844. Simeon trust MSS, Solicitor's accounts, March 1839. 
31. Simeon trust MSS, Rough minute book 1836-49, 1 May 1844. 32. Simeon trust MSS, Rough minute book 1836-49, 8 October 1844. 

Taylor served as a non"""resident for nearly thirty-five years and took up residency only when legally forced in 1830. Hole, Life of Phelps, i-3 77. His father and grandfather had held the living before him. Gentlemen's Magazine (1847), i-670. 
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church induced them to refuse the offer.33 In this example of 
the tactical expansion of evangelicalism the trustees avoided 
potential damage to the parochial system. 

Despite the pressure of admin.istrative details, the trustees 
sought to remain faithful to Simeon's own primary purposes. The 
three significant areas of endeavour during the period 1836-65 
were the expansion of the number of advowsons held by the trust, 
the monumental problem of the subdivision and decentralization 
of large urban parishes, and the actual selection and nomination 
of incumbents. 

4.2.1 Further accessions (183 7-65) 

In 1873, Albert H. Prichard, a high-church opponent, alleged: 
'the Simeonite trustees must be allowed to have sanctioned, to a 
certain extent, the lawfulness of the sale of the right of 
presentation to benefices, by becoming large purchasers.•34 Such 
statements not only did little to allay the church party 
tensions of this later period , but also unfairly characterised 
the work of the trust. The trustees purchased a total of three 
advowsons with the remaining contributions from the corporation 
livings fund, and had not participated in the advowson 
marketplace for thirty-four years prior to Prichard's criticism. 
From 1839, trust expansion resulted from new church-building 
within ex is ting parishes and from the contributions of 
advowsons held by others. Since the trust provided a functioning 
body of reputable patrons which was established in perpetuity, 
other evangelical patrons donated advowsons to this existing 
organisation and prevented their own holdings from devolving to 
potentially untrustworthy heirs. 

33. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 29 March 1837. 34. Prichard, 'Church Patronage', 323. 
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Between Simeon's death in 1836 and the final depletion of the 
corporation livings fund in 1839, the trustees investigated 
several options. On 29 March 1837, William Carus agreed to make 

35 enquiries about the advowsons of . Bury and Boston. At the same 
meeting, t he five trustees r esolved to offer 'half the . purchase 
money, not to exceed £2,000, to purchase All Saints, 
Dorchester .•36 In offering half the amount, they hoped to 
continue Simeon's policy of stimulating local matching 
contribut ions. In this case, the trustees greatl y overestimated 
the current market value of the advowson. The city council of 
Dorchester, owners of the advowson, informed the Ecclesiastical 
Commissioners (who acted as brokers for the sale) , that they 
could accept no less than £600 for the advowson.37 

In the second 
round of bidding, Symes (acting as purchaser for the trust), 
offered £650 to top all other offers and obtained the advowson. 

In April , 1839, Symes evaluated the Rectory of Liverpool and 
t he adv owsons of St Ma r tin- i n- the- Field s and St Thomas 
eventually joined t he trus t wi th a t otal investment o f only 
£2,120 by the trustees . With a combined population of over 
70 ,000 , the two parishes c learly fit S imeon' s concep t ion of 
'$phe res'. With these three acqu i sitions, the t r ustees ceased 
purchas ing advowsons. 

The t r ust expand ed t h r ough othe r me ans. The building of a new 
church could be financed by private individuals or subscribers, 
and the patronage late r conveyed to the trustees in orde r to 

35. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 29 March 1837. 36. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 29 March 1837. 37. Church Commissioners Archives, Benefice file 2108. A number 
of bids competed for the advowson during the first round of the process. Edmund Hollond (later a Simeon trustee), offered the high bid of £520 as a private purchaser, but the city council set the £600 minimum after these low proposals were initially received. 
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Between Simeon's death in 1836 and the final depletion of the 
corporation livings fund in 1839, the trustees investigated 
several options. On 29 March 1837, William Carus agreed to make 

35 enquiries about the advowsons of Bury and Boston. At the same 
meeting, the five trustees resolved to offer 'half the purchase 
money, not to exceed £2,000, to purchase All Saints, 
Dorchester .•36 In offering half the amount, they hoped to 
continue Simeon's policy of stimulating local matching 
contributions. In this case, the trustees greatly overestimated 
the current market value of the advowson. The city council of 
Dorchester, owners of the advowson, informed the Ecclesiastical 
Commissioners (who acted as brokers for the sale), that they 
could accept no less than £600 for the advowson.37 In the second 
round of bidding, Symes (acting as purchaser for the trust), 
offered £650 to top all other offers and obtained the advowson. 

In April, 1839, Symes evaluated the Rectory of Liverpool and 
the advowsons of St Martin-in-the-Fields and St Thomas 
eventually joined the trust with a total investment of only 
£2,120 by the trustees. With a combined population of over 
70,000, · the two parishes clearly fit Simeon's conception of 
'spheres'. With these three acquisitions, the trustees ceased 
purchasing advowsons. 

The trust expanded through other means. The building of a new 
church could be financed by private individuals or subscribers, 
and the patronage later conveyed to the trustees in order to 

35. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 29 March 1837. 
36. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 29 March 1837. 
37. Church Commissioners Archives, Benefice file 2108. A number 

of bids competed for the ad vows on during the first round 
of the process. Edmund Hollond (later a Simeon trustee), 
offered the high bid of £520 as a private purchaser, but 
the city council set the £600 minimum after these low 
proposals were initially received. 
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perpetuate an evangelical succession. This occurred when Simeon 
contributed to the erection of a new church at Stone; Christ 

38 Church, Cl if ton, provided a similar example. Christ Church, 
Winchester, built i::>y Car us in 1859, passed to the trustees after 
the first nomination. In this case the bishop, C.R. Sumner, used 
this first nomination to present Carus himself to the 
incumbency, then conveyed the advowson to Simeon's trustees to 
maintain ev.angelicals in the benefice.39 This action could be 
compared with Samuel Wilberforce's campaign to accumulate 
diocesan patronage in the bishop's gift, and the approaches of 
the two bishops provide a contrast in views on continuity. Both 
were united in their desire for ongoing pastoral care of a high 
quality; Sumner saw the answer in party control but Wilberforce 
[understandably] maintained a high view of ecclesiastical 
control in his treatment of patronage. The implications of both 
strategies produce further distinctions. Sumner's, though 
perpetuating party control, incorporated -checks which prevented 
the recurrence of the abuses of unreformed patronage, yet 
depended on trustees as enlightened as the current group. 
Wilberforce's tactic, though ecclesiastically respectable, re
introduced the instability of control by one man and depended 
on the selection of future prelates as enlightened as himself. 
At best, the trust might have been preferable because of the 
enforced corporate aspect of the decision-making process. 

In the case of St Aldate's, Oxford, private subscribers 
purchased the advowson and deeded it to the trust after the . 40 first presentation. Desmond Bowen unfortunately clouds the 
issue regarding St Aldate's by implying that evangelicals were 

38. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 13 June 1839; Marshall, Memoir of Bensman, 168. 
39. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, '1861 '. 
40. Bowen, Idea of the Victorian Church, 32. 
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'buying up advowsons' to block Samuel Wilberforce's efforts and 
that this enterprise began when Wilberforce became Bishop of 
Oxford; St Aldate's came into evangelical hands fourteen years 
after Wilberforce's elevation to Oxford. Simeon himself had 
married Wilberforce in 1828,41 

and offered him the living of St 
Dunstan 's in 1834; the trustees considered him for another post 
only six years before his consecration in 1845. Most of Simeon's 
trustees knew Wilberforce personally and took great pains to 
cooperate with any bishop, whatever his ecclesiastical 
incl inations.42 

While Wilberforce did experience difficulties 
with some evangelicals it is inaccurate to attribute party 
conflict as a primary motive in the purchase of St Aldate's. 

Edward Hathaway acted for a group, which included Carus, 
Hollond, and Aur iol, to acquire the advowson.43 Hollond 
subscribed half the £1,000 purchase price and specified that the 
patronage should be vested in Simeon's trustees.44 It is 
difficult to avoid some suspicion of an evangelical conspiracy. 
Pembroke College, the owner of the advowson, needed cash, and 
Francis Jeune, the evangelical Master of Pembroke, apparently 
suggested the sale. Three of the group of four purchasers were 
Simeon trustees, and - the group plainly sought to maintain 
anonymity. While opponents might have discerned party intrigues, 

41. Ashwell, Wilberforce, i-40. 
42. George Hodson even tutored Wilberforce in 1819. Ashwell, Wilberforce, i-5. Wilberforce was taken aback in 183 7 when the trustees considered him for Bath Abbey. He wrote to his brother Robert: 'Charles Pear son, from Bath, writes me word that the good people there tell him one of us is to be the new (Simeonite) Rector .... Doubtless it is a lie. The Simeonites are not likely to invite us.' Ibid., i-112. Wilberforce underestimated either the trustees' ingenuousness o r their desire for sound pastors , even those of non-evangel i cal churchmanship. 
43. Reynolds, Evangelicals at Oxford, 134- 5. 
44. Reynolds, Canon Christophe r , 89. 

129 

I 
i 



well-intentioned discretion provides a more likely explanation. 
St Aldate's is a unique example of a trust acquisition because 
the trustees are not known to have used this method in any other 
situation. A.M.W. Christopher acce}?ted the incumbency in August, 
1859, before the deed passed to the trust.45 

No crusade to build a patronage empire is discernible in the 
widening influence of Simeon's trustees. A previous example 
involving the rejection of an advowson in Beverley recurred in 
other situations. W. Lewis of Cheltenham hoped to contribute 
advowsons in Trowbridge to the trust in 1862. Lewis's reluctance 
to adhere to the form of conveyance suggested by the trust's 
solicitor caused the careful trustees to 'advise him to form 
another Trust and give these advowsons to this new Trust.•46 

With the ongoing requirements of simply administering 
existing patronage, little time remained for actively 
accumulating more. By 1865, the trust administered forty-four 
advowsons, shown below: 

TABLE 4.1 
Simeon trust parishes 1817-65 

Parish Date Source 

l Basildon [l in 2] 17 Mar 1824 C 
2 Ashampstead [l in 2] c. 1833 
3 Bath Abbey 3 Oct 1836 p 
4 St Michael, Bath 3 Oct 1836 p 
5 Magdalen Chapel, Bath 3 Oct 1836 p 
6 St Mark w/_St Thomas, Lyncombe, Bath 3 Oct 1836 p 
7 Beverley Minster 28 Sep 1836 p 
8 Bradford 5 Apr 1826 p 
9 St Philip, Girlington, Bradford 1860 B 

10 St Mary, Laisterdyke, Bradford 1861 B 
11 St Paul, Shipley, Bradford 5 Apr 1826 p 

45. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, '1859'. 
46. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, '1862'. 
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12 Bridling ton 
13 Christ Church, Bridlington Quay 
14 St James, Burton-in-Kendal 
15 St Mary, Cheltenham 
16 St Pancras, Chichester 
17 Clareborough w/St Saviour 
18 Clifton 
19 Christ Church, Clifton 
20 St Paul, Clifton 
21 St Peter, Clifton 
22 St Peter, Colchester 
23 St Laurence, Darlaston 
24 All Saints, Derby 
25 All Saints, Dorchester 
26 St Andrew, Drypool 
27 Faringdon w/Little Coxwell 
28 St Peter w/ St Owen, Hereford 
29 Christ Church, Ince-in-Makerfield 
30 St Margaret, Ipswich 
31 St Peter, Ipswich 
32 St Martin, Liverpool 
33 St Thomas, Liverpool 
34 St Dunstan-in-the-West, London 
35 St Michael, Macclesfield 
36 St Giles, Newcastle-u-Lyme 
37 St Giles, Northampton 
38 St Aldate, Oxford 
39 Holy Trinity in Ripon 
40 St Peter, Ruddington 
41 Christ Church, Stone 
42 Stretton-on-Dunsmore [2 in 3] 
43 All Saints, Sudbury 
44 Walcot 
45 Christ Church, Winchester 

P - Purchased 
C - Contributed 
B - Built 

24 Sept 1835 p 

1841 B 
15 Feb 1828 p 

17 Jan 1817 p 
6 Jul 1833 C 

21 Dec 1830 p 

26 Mar 1824 p 

8 Oct 1844 B 
1853 B 

10 Aug 1855 B 
28 Oct 1817 p 

25 Mar 1824 p 

15 Aug 1837 p 

c.183 7 p 
19 Feb 1823 C 
25 Mar 1824 p 

3 'Feb 1827 C 
1864 C 

15 Mar 1833 p 

15 Mar 1833 p 

1 May 1839 p 
25 Apr 1839 p 

29 Mar 1826 p 

9 Sep 1836 p 

17 Jan 1817 
30 Sep 1833 p 

1859 C 
24 Sep 1828 C 
16 Mar 1822 p 

1839 B 
28 Apr 1827 p 

3 May 1827 p 

1859 C 
1861 C 

Twenty-eight additional nominations fell to incumbents of trust 
parishes and expanded the potential scope of influence, though 
actual control of these secondary nominations by the trustees 
remained largely a suspicion in the fertile imaginations of 
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opponents and not a matter of fact. Simeon bought twenty-five 
advowsons himself; three more were acquired when the trustees 
employed the balance of Simeon's fund after his death. Six 
newly-built churches passed advows.ons to the trustees in their 
role as patrons of a mother church and the remaining eight 
advowsons came as contributions from other evangelicals. The 
primary objective in the exercise of the patronage pointed to 
future evangelical continuity, though twenty-seven parishes 
recorded an evangelical presence prior to acquisition by the 
trust. Of these twenty-seven, the average length of a previous 
evangelical presence was twenty-four years. Once these 'spheres 
of influence' joined the trust, the next formidable undertaking 
involved the challenge of transforming the sprawling, 
unmanageable urban spheres into governable parishes. 

4.2.2 Parochial decentralization 

Whatever the later implications of the decision simply to 
build new churches as a solution for populous parishes, 

initially, this tactic appeared to be the most logical step. It 
was not long before observers recognised that the parochial 
system al so had to be effectively established where the new 
buildings went up. Bishops such as Blomfield of London clearly 
saw the parish system as a basic tool in dealing with social 

47 problems. Even with episcopal approval, extending the benefits 
of the parish system presented a complicated task. Legislative 
barriers effectively quashed most private efforts before the 
1830s. When private acts of Parliament were used, only 
determined parishes succeeded.48 Even with private acts of 

47. Coleman, 'Anglican church extension', 60. Cf. Thomas Dale, 
Pastoral superintendance. 

48. Sykes, Church and State, 405-6. 
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Parliament or with the more useable district church legislation 
of later decades, ecclesiastical patronage remained a major 

49 obstacle to the building of new churches. 
Patrons generally wished to retain control of new 

incumbencies within their parishes, often because questions 
would later arise over the division of tithe, surplice fees, or 
endowed income among the new churches. The collective control 
exercised over a number of new daughter churches by the patron 
of the mother church, through the nomination of ministers, 
appeared disproportionate to many. The most serious objections 
arose when the rector or vicar of the parish church himself 
(quite legally) claimed the patronage of new district churches 
within his parish. 

Walter Chamberlain, incumbent of St John's, Little Bolton, 
wrote an uncompromising er itique of the centralized parish in 
1850. He identified large urban parishes (including some of 
Simeon's), where twenty-three ministers super intended the 

50 spiritual instruction of 1,705,960 people. The evils of local 
patronage ( i.e., the control of district church patronage by the 
incumbent of the mother church), provided a fundamental barrier 
to the proper functioning of the parochial system for 
Chamberlain: 

no Church patronage ought to be exercised within so confined a sphere •.• the patron has his own local interests, or individual · influence, to study and preserve: _ Or under such circumstances that, after his best judgment once exercised, the patron should be liable to the illusion of personal responsib3s1lity; and the free action of the patronized be checked. 

49. Port, Six hundred new churches, 25. 
50. Chamberlain, Parochial centralization, 6. 51. Chamberlain, Parochial centralization, 25f. 
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'The patrons expect to think alone,' he complained, 'and [expect] 
that their clergy should act their parts.' Once instituted, the 
clergyman should be able to operate as the independent shepherd 
of his particular flock. But, the district clergy are: 

entangled and oppressed by a system injurious to the 
Church, because destructive of their efforts. They 
learn from the first to look unto the Vicar; and feel 
no occasion to draw upon their own resources. He is in 
some sense their religious banker; but too ready to 
honor [sic] their drafts. Hand joins in hand, and they 
seem to think that it must be improper in them, 
because disrespectful to their patron, that 51hey 
should think of or propose measures of their own. 

He thought that the solution might rest with a clearer 
definition of roles; either the clergyman should be independent 
or else he should plainly serve as a curate under the parish 
incumbent. Chamberlain recommended a group of patrons (either 
clergy or laity), who were 'at a sufficient distance from the 
several spheres of labor of the clergymen they are called upon 
to select,' and not 'objectionably concentrated into one parish 
with the densest population.•53 

The problem of local patronage had implications for 
churchmanship. Newman wrote to Pusey on 10 January 1832, 
complaining that 'Mr Wilson is a regular don - a conceited, 
self-sufficient man with eighteen clergymen dependent on him 
and looked up to as a bishop.•54 Coleman also identified the 
potential for party conflict when the mother church attempted 

52. Chamberlain, Parochial centralization, 25. 
53. Chamberlain, Parochial centralization, 28 and 11. 
54. Newman to Pusey, MSS letters i (1832-40) in Pusey House, 

quoted in Toon, 'Evangelical Anglican response', 25. Mr 
Wilson is Daniel Wilson, later the Bishop of Calcutta, but 
serving as the patron and incumbent of Islington at the 
time of this letter. 
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t t 1 h h 1 . f . h 1 . h 55 S . · 1 1 o con ro c urc 1 e 1n t e arge par 1s . 1m1 ar y, a 
contemporary ritualist writer criticised Simeon's trust and 'the 
unfortunate state of the law, which for many years gave a 
nominal incumbent power to prevent the erection or use of a 
church which was not managed according to his fancy, in any part 
of a parish which might be large enough for a diocese.• 56 

This 
writer · rejoiced in 1873 (when a change in the law limiting the 
power of exclusion of incumbents took effect), that the trustees 
'will no longer be able to lay their grasp on whole cities, and 
prohibit the reverent administration of the sacraments, by a 
kind of legal interdict, within the limits of a nominal parish 
containing fifty thousand souls.• 57 Again, the suspicions of high 
church critics (though properly directed at some evangelicals), 
greatly overrated the trustees' powers, misread their intentions, 
and simply overlooked their actual activities. 

Simeon himself acted with some ambivalence toward local 
patronage. In the case of Cheltenham, he granted the patronage 
of Holy Trinity to Francis Close, probably to allow Close 
greate·r freedom in managing his parish. Close asked that the 
patronage of this church be transferred back to the trustees 
when he left the parish several decades later.58 Simeon 
requested that the patronage of the new church at Stone remain 

55. Coleman, 'Anglican church extension'. 
56. Prichard, 'Church patronage', 323. 
57. Prichard·, 'Church patronage', 324. The reference to prohibiting the 'reverent administration of the sacraments' is a spurious allegation. Cecil Wray, incumbent of St Martin's, Liverpool, and a widely-known ritualist, served in this Simeon trust parish for forty-two years without interference from the trustees. His reputation as a good 

pastor may have diminished the patrons' reservations about his ritualism, if in fact they had any. Cf. Proby, Annals, i-505. 
58. Church Commissioners Archives, Benefice file 12465, letter of Edward Walker to Ecclesiastical Commissioners, c. 1857. 
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with his trustees, since he had no claim on the parish church.59 

Rather than leave the patronage of the new church (St George's) 
at Newcastle-under-Lyme in the hands of his friend Clement 
Leigh, he insisted that it pass to his trust at Leigh's death and 
that St George's be made a district church. This apparent 
inconsistency suggests that Simeon's higher priority rested with 
the parochial establishment of new churches. For him, the 
minister's independence during his incumbency assumed greater 
importance than whether the mother parish incumbent, a group of 
subscribers, or the trust itself made the initial nomination. 
Similarly, Simeon's trustees emphasised the extension of the 
parochial system in their own efforts to establish independent 
district churches, rather than in directly confronting the 
problem of local patronage. Critics routinely overestimated the 
actual control the trustees exercised once the bishop 
instituted an incumbent. Several writers have implied that 
conflict existed between the trustees and incumbents from time 
to time, notably over differences in churchmanship. Most 
r~cently, M.J.D. Roberts alluded to 'periodical outbursts from the 
sheep' and suggested that parishioners r esented the 
paternalistic actions of Simeon's trustees. Unfortunately, both 
references Roberts cites to substantiate this claim mention 
nothing of conflicts between trustees and incumbents or 

. h . 60 Th f t h d ' t f h t t th 
par 1s 1oners. ere ore, o t e ere 1 o t e rus ees, ere 
remains no recorded instance of direct trustee intervention or 
confrontation with a trust incumbent. 

The push to establish district churches touched most of the 
trust parishes. To build a new district church at Holme, in the 

59. Simeon trust MSS, notebook. 
60. Roberts, 'Patronage', 210; Hollond, 'Patronage', 469; Times, 21 August 1869. 
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parish of Burton-in-Kendal, Wilson helped sponsor a circular 
soliciting the 'aid of a benevolent public ... on behalf of a 
population at present neglected and uncultivated, but prepared, 
it is believed, to appreciate duly the blessings of an 
established ministry amongst them.•61 He requested money from 
the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, explaining that there was 
'scarcely a single person in the township to contribute, the 
principal families being Quakers.•62 In another try, Robert W. 
Kyle, incumbent of Darlaston, attempted to obtain a church at 
Gravesend in 1840.63 At St Dunstan's in London, the trustees 
consented to the building of a district church in the parish, 
b 11 d h b . ld . h 64 F · ut a owe t e ui ers to retain t e patronage. rancis 
Close planned the separation of Cheltenham into districts in 
1842. 65 John Broad, incumbent of St George's, Newcastle-unde r
Lyme, wrote to the Ecclesiastical Commissioners at Hodson's 
behest in 184 3, at tempting to assign a dis tr ic t. 66 

Simeon's desire to make St George's a district church, noted 
earlier, began in 1820 when he contributed the major portion of 
th t f · · 6 7 H . 11 b k e cos o its construction. e wrote in a sma note oo , 
intended for his trustees, that 'poor Mr Leigh of Newcastle
under-Lyme, notwithstanding all my large donations and liberal 
offers, will not consent to make the new church there a District 

61. Church Commissioners Archives, Benefice file 15774, 1839. 
62. Church Commissioners Archives, Benefice file 15774, William 

Carus Wilson to Ecclesiastical Commissioners, 29 October 
1839. 

63. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 11 March 1840. 
64. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 1 April 1841. 
65. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 16 December 1842. 
66. Church Commissioners Archives, Benefice file 21798, John 

Broad to Ecclesiastical Commissioners, 20 June 1843. 
67. Church Commissioners Archives, Benefice file 21799, 

Memorial of .Simeon and Leigh to Ecclesiastical 
Commissioners, 28 June 1820. 



Church. I have laboured to the uttermost to save my Trustees the 
trouble of this: but in vain. At Mr Leigh's death I beg that this 
may be done.168 Leigh's unpredictable behaviour is probably 
explained in a confidential letter the confused rector wrote to 
the Ecclesiastical Commissioners describing conflicts with John 
Wright, then curate of St George's: 

I had understood that the division of my parish was 
suspended during my incumbency; and that the 
Gentleman, whom I appointed to be Curate of St 
George's, would stand upon the footing of a 
Stipendiary Curate during my incumbency, that until my 
avoidance of the Mother Church, I should continue to 
hold it with St George's as one church. A house has 
been lately purchased, with a grant from Queen Anne's 
Bounty off ice, for the residence of the Curate of St 
George's, and the Curate, tho' appointed by me, claims 
the right of making alterations without any 
interferen.ce or control on my part; and has intimated 
to me, that he considers himself as 'Incumbent of St 
George's perfectly independent of me.' I am naturally 
anxious to retain such superintendance [sic]

69
and 

control as remains in me as Rector of the Parish. 

This friction, also observed by Chamberlain between other 
incumbents and their local appointees, prevented the separation 
of benefices on more than one occasion. A similar conflict 
simmered under the surface in the attempt to subdivide Bath, and 
forms the subject of a later discussion. The Ecclesiastical 
Commissioners list 28 July 1837 as the date of the 
establishment of St George's as a separate district. 

St Peter 's Chapel, in Macclesfield, became a district church 
on 27 July 1844. 70 By 1845, three additional district churches 

68. Simeon trust MSS, notebook, c. 1836. 
69. Church Commissioners Archives, Benefice file 21798, Clement 

Leigh to Ecclesiastical Commissioners, 12 September 1836. 
70. Simeon trust MSS, miscellaneous correspondence, 27 July 

1844. 
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existed . B . d 1 . 7l T . . Ch h . 1n r 1 1ng ton. r 1n1 ty urc 1n Ripon, originally 
built simply to serve all of Ripon, received a legal district in 
1852.72 The trustees conferred with the shareholders of Christ 
Church, Cheltenham in 1857, and agreed to request a district.73 

(Though they could have pressed for the vesting of the 
patronage, they did not). Beverley Minister received five 
districts (Tickton, Woodmansey, the Minster, St John's, and St 
John's Chapel), in 1858. 74 Francis Close, when he vacated St 
Mary's, Cheltenham, recommended that the churches and chapels in 
his patronage should be separated from the Rectory, 'to be held 
by clergymen al together independent of the incumbent.' 75 John 
Venn, after thirty years invested in administering the 
assignment of districts to parishes as a Simeon trustee, 
appeared startled at the possibility, suggested by the 
Ecclesiastical Commissioners, that he himself should form one 
out of his own parish of St Peter, Hereford.76 

The priority of establishing the parochial ministry in needy 
areas overstepped the boundaries of party conflicts. When C.P. 
Eden, tractar ian and Fellow of Oriel College, desired to build 
and endow a church in Faringdon, the trustees agreed and further 
approved the separation from the parish two years later.77 

Samuel Wilberforce requested that Far ingdon be split in 1851, 

71. Simeon trust MSS, miscellaneous correspondence, Yarburgh 
Graeme to the Archbishop of York, 8 December 1845. 

72. Church- Commissioners Archives, Benefice file 30/162. The 
assignment of this indeterminate parish remains a somewhat 
puzzling gesture by Edward Kilvington, the builder. 

73. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 15 October 1857. 
74. Simeon trust MSS, miscellaneous correspondence, 'Beverley 

Minster in 1936 '. 
75. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836- 79, 21 November 1856. 
76 . Church Commissioners Archives, Benefice file 27444, John 

Venn to Ecclesiastic al Commissioners , 11 November 1865. 
77. Simeon trust MSS, Minute boo k 1836-79, 29 March 1837 and 13 

June 1839. 
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but the trustees refused, presumably because the request 
included the requirement that £70 be transferred from the 
annual income of the incumbent of Faringdon.78 

Three major projects attempted before 1865 affected Clifton, 
Bradford, and Bath. These three livings provide the b~st 
examples of the vagaries and complexities of parochial 
decentralization. 

4.2.3 Three decentralization case studies 

At Clifton, one of the few incidents involving the trustees 
in ecclesiastical conflict over decentralization occurred. John 
Bensman, then perpetual curate of Holy Trinity, Hotwells (in 
Clifton), had assisted Simeon in Cambridge and had served in 
Clifton since 1809. In the Spring of 1842, Bensman warned the 
trustees 'that an attempt was being made by parties adverse to 

. . . , ,79 I • I ' our views, to build a second District Church. These parties 
were probably a remnant of unsubsided [old] high church 
opposition to local evangelicals, still active despite the 
growing influence of Bensman and his colleagues. In a rare show 
of force, the trustees promised that if Bensman and others in 
Clifton 'would raise and pay over to us a sum of money 
sufficient to build and endow a Church, we would without 
hesitation claim our legal rights.' Though a defensive response 
rather than an active attack, this reaction reflected the 
movement toward entrenchment. The trustees' actions remained 
perfectly legal and took advantage of a clause in the new church 
building legislation (1 & 2 William 4, c. 38), constructed to 
protect the parochial system. They entered 'into the objections 
of the Bishop required by the Act' and their properly prepared 

78. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 8 May 1851. 
79. Simeon trust MSS, Rough notebook 1836-49, April/June 1842. 
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'Form of Objections' stopped h . . 80 B f t e oppos1 t1on. e ore the 
documents accomplished their purpose, negotiations had already 
effected the transfer of the site from the 'adverse parties' to 
the trustees. Hodson excitedly reported at the trustee meeting 
in June that some of the subscribers had even switched 
11 ' d d' d f d ' h ' 81 S ' I 

a eg 1ances an 1verte un 1ng to t e new proJ ect. 1meon s 
trust fund contributed £100 and the trustees authorised Hodson 
'to draw up an appeal to Mr Simeon's friends for assistance.•82 

As the plans took shape, the trustees assessed the requirements 
of the parish and recommended to the building committee that 
galleries in each transept should be included 'with such an 
approach as shall render them available for the use of the 
higher classes.•83 Last minute construction difficulties and the 
usual problems with estimates forced each trustee to find an 
additional £100 to cover a £500 deficit before consecration of 
the church. 84 Christ Church, Cl if ton, opened to parishioners late
in 1844 with 1,000 sittings for a parish population of 14,177; 
John Hensman moved from Hotwells to assume the incumbency. 85 

Three additional churches, St Paul's, St Peter's (Clifton Wood), 
and St James's Chapel, shared the parochial responsibilities by 
1865. (The building of St Peter's efficiently reclaimed the site 
of the former Wesleyan chapel in 1853.) 86 

Bradford presented a more complex situation than Clifton. The 
population of Bradford climbed from 29,756 in 1801 to 105,259 in 

87 1841, an average growth rate of 38 per cent each decade. Other 

80. Simeon trust MSS, Rough notebook 1836-49, 9 June 1842. 
81. Simeon trust MSS, Rough notebook 1836-49, 9 June 1842. 
82. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 6 October 1842. 
83. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 16 December 1842. 
84. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 30 January 1844. 
85. Simeon trust MSS, Clifton file. 
86. Church Commissioners Archives, Benefice file 11593. 
87. Parliamentary Papers, General Census of 1851, 1852-3, lxxxv. 
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areas in England grew more rapidly, but few encountered the 
sheer volume of population expansion experienced in Bradford. 
Despite a long evangelical presence, the parish system had made 
little progress. John Crosse had carried on an exemplary 
ministry from 1784 to 1816, but his successor apparently 
tolerated lower standards of pastoral superintendence. Henry 
Heap assumed responsibility for the parish at Crosse's death in 
order to hold it for his brother-in-law's eventual institution. 
But when the brother-in-law came of age, Heap refused to vacate 
(though his father-in-law, Richard Fawcett, was the patron). 
Heap's benign negligence undid much of Crosse's work. He allowed 
his curates 'great latitude in ministry', when the parish more 
properly required decisive supervision and new building to meet 
its unprecedented expansion.88 Efficient curates like George 
Stringer Bull ( the 'ten hours parson'), laboured on usefully, 
despite Heap's ineptness. The Church Pastoral Aid Society had 
expended the largest percentage of all its per capita 
benefactions in Bradford and when the initiative arose to deal 
with the lack of churches, it finally came from private groups 
of individuals within the parish.89 Since Heap had not been a 
Simeon appointee, the trust's founder apparently had avoided 
involvement. In 1839, Simeon's trustees exercised their patronage 
and placed William Scoresby in Bradford Vicarage. They nominated 
Scoresby 'with an understanding between the Trustees and 
himself, that, though left to the unfettered exercise of his own 
judgment ~ith respect to the division of the Parish, he will, in 
d f . h. b . h . ,90 ue course o time, turn is est attention tot at question. 
Conflicts over parochial decentralization soon began between 

88. Gill, Parson Bull, 53. 
89. Speck, Church Pastoral Aid Society, 126. 
90. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 9 July 1839. 
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Scoresby and the inhabitants. 
Scoresby started with good intentions, commencing the 

building of four schools and occupying a deserted Primitive 
Methodist chapel within months.91 The trustees had consented to 
four new districts (Haworth, Thornton, Horton, and Wibsey), just 
before Scoresby's nomination, and construction of a new church 

92 at Wibsey was underway. The rumours of disputes reached the 
trustees in early 1840 and Hodson encouraged Scoresby, 
expressing their 'cordial goodwill and Christian sympathy.' The 
trustees also urged Scoresby 'to adjust the matters at issue' 
between himself and John Wood and Charles Hardy (Wood and Hardy 
were the builders of the new church).93 The fundamental problem 
'at issue' occurred repeatedly in parishes around the country in 
the process of decentralization and Bradford was not spared. 
Typically, subscribers supposed they could legitimately claim a 
portion of the mother church's endowment for the income of the 
minister of the new church. This strategy failing, attempts 
could then be made to license the church for marriages and 
baptisms, thus appropriating surplice fees originally payable to 
the vicar. The apathy of his predecessor placed Scoresby in a 
vulnerable position when his objections to this loss of revenue 

94 to the parish church became known. John Wood charged Scoresby 
with keeping the advantages of the parochial system from those 
in Wibsey. The Leeds Intelligencer carried letters on the 
controversy following Scoresby's closure of the church in 
protest in October, 1840. Over a year later, Scoresby remained 
embroiled in the dispute with Hardy and Wood, and the trustees 
reluctantly entered the fray, agreeing to use 'whatever 

91. Pedley, Brief sketch of Girlington Parish Church, 10. 92. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 20 February 1839. 93. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 9 June 1840. 
94 . Gill , Parson Bull, 129. 
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influence they can properly and legitimately employ for 
adjusting the differences still unhappily subsisting between 
Him and the several parties concerned.195 They loyally referred 
to the problem as the 'difficulties encountered in the 
prosecution of these efforts .•• for the spiritual good of the 
parish,' and still resisted direct intervention. When the 
proceedings deteriorated to the point where an imminent lawsuit 
loomed, Carus and Hodson finally stepped in. On 9 March 1842, 
they visited Bradford, and with the aid of Charles Musgrave, the 
Archdeacon of Craven, settled the dispute. Scoresby received 
some reimbursement for fees lost, but Hardy, his opponent, 
impressed Hodson more with his 'Christian deportment and 
feeling.• 96 In Scoresby's defence, it should be noted that he 
identified the problems at the outset. When first instituted, 
Scoresby discerned the 

unusual prostration of Church influence, --in the want 
of discipline, arrangement, and regard to ecclesiastical order--and in the smallness of the 
means at the command of the vicar for enabling him, by 
personal pecuniary aid, or sacrifices, to do what was at once desirable and feedful towards the removal of existing deficiencies.9 

He added curates and paid them out of the endowment of the 
parish, receiving only surplice fees as his own salary. Scoresby 
contributed three times this amount from his private means. He 
calculated that had he given up the fees to be shared among the 
incumbents- of the new churches, 'there would have remained a 
clear income for the vicar of a parish of 120,000 souls, in the 
most productive year that over occurred, of £30 3s. Sd.198 

95. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 23 November 1841. 96 . Simeon trust MSS, Rough notebook 1836-49, 9 March 1842. 97. Scoresby-Jackson, Scoresby, 288. 
98. Scoresby-Jackson, Scoresby, 294. 
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By October, 1843, five churches and chapels had been built 
and the trustees established districts in Allerton, Heaton, 
Eccleshill, and Manning ham. 99 In these districts, the minister's 
income could be endowed by the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, but 
patronage would then devolve to the Crown or to the Bishop. For 
the trustees, the priority rested in the establishment of 
parishes in these districts, and they made no attempt to claim 
the patronage for the trust. They agreed that their initiative 
in 'parochialising' these remote districts and their cooperation 
with the Bishop might allow some influence to be exercised to 
'secure good appointments in the outset, at least, of the 

d k
. ,100 un erta 1ng. 

Scoresby presented his own plan for decentralization in 
January, 1844.101 However, the trustees' anticipation of 
improvements in Bradford was short-lived; Scoresby announced his 
plans for a six-month voyage to America a month later because of 
ill-health.102 Whatever gains had accrued during previous years 
deteriorated in the following months. The curates of the parish 
church took this opportunity to quit the parish, and Car us 
received an anonymous letter 'complaining of the sadly 
disordered state into which the affairs of the Parish were 
fallen' in July.103 Archdeacon Musgrave 'confirmed the painful 

99. Simeon trust MSS, Rough notebook 1836-49, October 1843. 
100. Simeon trust MSS, Rough notebook 1836-49, October 1843. 

Scoresby had produced some creditable results, especially 
in new school-building. The trustees generally approved of 
his work and characterised him as 'a valuable pioneer [ in 
smoothing] the rugged path for the future in this long and 
grievously neglected Parish.' 

101. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 30 January 1844. 
102. Simeon trust MSS, Rough notebook 1836-49, 16 April 1844; 

Scoresby-Jackson, Scoresby, 299. 
103. Simeon trust MSS, Rough notebook 1836- 49, 1 July 1844. 
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· b d 1 · d · f · •104 representation, ut ec ine inter er ing. Scoresby 
eventually returned but resigned in 1847.105 

The trustees next selected John Burnet, the experienced 
incumbent of a large urban parish in Macclesfield, and pressed 
on with the plans for decentralization. During Burnet's tenure, 
the simmering disputes subsided and sound pastoral care took 
precedence. Neither the trustees nor the vicar attempted to 
control the patronage of the new church-building, but sought 
only the basic provision of churches for the districts. Hardy 
planned to build and endow another church (St Matthew's, 
Bankfoot) in 1848, and the trustees and Burnet quickly granted 

106 the patronage. St Andrew's, Listerhills, opened in 1853, and 
with the foundation of the Bradford Church Building Society, 
eight more churche s appeared between 1860 and 1864.107 During 
Burnet's incumbency, accommodation increased by nearly 600 per 
cent; with the influx of more clergy and the expanded and 
dispersed facilities for pastoral care the situation became 
more manageable .108 Burnet's planning made possible the creation 
of twenty-eight ecclesiastical districts at his death in 
1870.109 In 1871, a critic observed that the church in Bradford, 
until a few years before, had been 'at the lowest possible ebb' 

d h ' 1 · . ' llO It h h t 1. 1 
an t e c ergy inactive • was not enoug t a evange ica s 
occupied the livings - unless allied with a sound understanding 
of pastoral care and creative parish management, their efforts 
were inadequate. In this example and in the final case of Bath 

104. Simeon trust MSS, Rough Notebook 1836-49, 1 July 1844. 105. Simeon trust MSS, Solicitor's accounts, January, 1847. 106. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book, 1836-79, 4 August 1848. 
107. Anonymous, [ 'S.T'.], Short history of St Mary's, Laisterdyke, 11,13. 
108. Huntington, Church's work, 219. 
109. Hunting ton, Church's work, 220. 
110. Huntington, Church's work, 206. 
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Abbey, the trustees carefully refrained from interfering when 
not invited and avoided appropriating the incumbent's 
prerogative. A significant aspect of evangelical churchmanship 
appeared in their reluctance to use the role of patron to 
control affairs legitimately under the cognizance of the 
incumbent. This faith in the parish system underwent severe 
testing in the attempted decentralization of the Rectory of 
Bath. 

Simeon paid £6,330 for the Bath advowson on 3 October 1836. 
As a general policy he favoured the ecclesiastical integrity 
which the establishment of district churches brought to large 
parishes, and Bath presented a natural situation for 
subdivision. However, the difficulties Clement Leigh experienced 
with his 'perfectly independent' curate at Newcastle-under-Ly~e 
were compounded in the relationship between W.J. Brodrick, the 
Rector of Bath, and a curate, John East; the process of 
subdivision plodded on for several years as a consequence. 

East received the curacy of St Michael's through the rector, 
Charles Crook, sometime in the early 1830s. East apparently 
possessed personal wealth and not only rebuilt the church in 
1835, but attempted to buy the advowson of the entire rectory 
when it came on the market in 1836.111 His bid of £2,675 fell far 
below Simeon's successful offer, and by August, East realised 
that his tactics must be altered. He diverted £2,000 to Simeon's 
Corporation livings fund on 22 August 1836, and donated an 
additional £800 a month later.112 He allegedly discussed the 
separation of his parish from the rectory with a sympathetic 
Simeon before his death, but Simeon left no explicit 

111. Church Commissioners Archives, Benefice file 16318, 27 May 1836. 
112. Simeon trust MSS, Simeon's account book for Corporation livings fund. 
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instructions to his trustees. East first requested separation of 
his parish from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners on 5 September 
1836, two months before Simeon's death.113 

East renewed his request to the trustees within three days 
of Simeon's bur iai.114 Four months later he produced another 
£2,000 to endow his district incumbency. The trustees rejected 
this not-so-subtle gesture because they believed that the 

115 endowment trust would interfere with their duties as patrons. 
East's efforts were further confounded when Crook 'entertained a 
decided objection to the measure' in a letter to the 

116 trustees. Crook died a year later and Henry Law, the 
evangelical son of the Bishop of Chester, succeeded him on 22 
May 1838. 

Law's selection as Rector clearly envisaged the disunion of 
the benefice and the trustees immediately set about the process 
of decentralization.117 Unexpectedly, Law resigned due to ill
health after holding the living for only a few months. The 
trustees again attempted to separate the livings and several 
correspondents in Bath reaffirmed the plan that all five 
parishes were to be 'constituted distinct and separate parishes 
f 11 1 . . 1 d . 'l 1118 Th or a purposes, ecc es1ast1ca an c1v1. e trustees 
selected a rector who would consent to the proposed disunion, 
and William John Brodrick was instituted on 21 October 1839.119 

Law, while recovering from his own debilitating tenure as 

113. Church Commissioners Archives, Bene£ ice file 16318, John 
East to Ecclesiastical Commissioners, 5 September 1836. 

114. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 22 November 1836. 
115. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 29 March 1837. 
116. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 29 March 1837. 
117. Simeon trust MSS, Miscellaneous correspondence, William 

Marsh to George Hodson, 18 March 1840. 
118. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 12,13 June 1839. 
119. Simeon trust MSS, Miscellaneous correspondence, William 

Marsh to George Hodson, 18 March 1840. 
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Rector, warned Hodson: 'I cannot conceal my apprehension that the 
work of such extensive and troublesome parishes is beyond the 
strength of any one Rector.•120 Suddenly and inexplicably, the 
trustees issued a pronouncement indicating second thoughts: 

a complete division of the Rectory is desirable on 
general grounds, as tending in our judgments to promote a more efficient discharge of the pastoral 
care in the several parishes, yet, viewing the 
question as one encumbered with many and serious difficulties, we are not prepared at once to act upon 
that opinion, but deem it more consistent with our 
deep sense of responsibility to postpone further proceedings, till opportunity shall have been 
afforded, both to ourselves and others, of forming a 
satis~actrfr and conclusive judgment on the whole question. 

Evidently, Brodrick had withheld his permission though he had 
been nominated with the understanding that he would consent to 
the project. William Marsh apprehended the thwarted hopes of 
East and the other curates:~ fear also 2 or 3 of the present 
good men will leave, who have a right almost to plead a breach 
of promise, at least as far as good Archdeacon Law is 
concerned.1122 Law himself reluctantly defended the new 
incumbent to Gabriel Valpy, one of the 'present good men', 
explaining that Brodrick 'became Rector under promise to 
acquiesce in the division; but he has felt it his duty to 
express to the trustees the doubt which has arisen in his mind 
from close acquaintance with the concerns of the Rectory.•123 

120. Simeon trust MSS, Miscellaneous correspondence, Henry Law to George Hodson, 6 March 1840. 
121. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 11 March 1840. 122. Simeon trust MSS, Miscellaneous correspondence, William Marsh to George Hodson, 18 March 1840. 
123. Simeon trust MSS, Miscellaneous correspondence, Henry Law to Gabriel Valpy, 16 April 1840. 
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Brodrick's turnabout surprisingly met little resistance from 
the trustees. As baffling as his decision appeared, their 
evident policy of deference to trust incumbents took precedence 
in this situation. 

At this point, John East renewed his attempts. For nearly 
five years East's efforts to establish his own independent 
incumbency had been frustrated. Some rivalries within the parish 
may also be suspected. East found himself still a mere curate 
serving a man six years his junior; had Simeon's trustees not 
been the patrons, East might have received the nomination. 

With the trustees' approval, a local committee was formed to 
investigate the expeditious disunion of the benefice. East's 
lobbying lies behind the first recommendation of the committee 
that: 

St Michael's be separated as a preliminary measure, justified by the following circumstances - First, the existence of a considerable fund for endowment, which will be lost if a division be not effected . Secondly, because a distinct parochial feeling exists in the parish which does not prevai\ \o the same extent in other portions of the Rectory. 2 

In a seeming contradiction, the committee also considered that 
Brodr ick's positive qualities (he generously disposed of his 
income for parish needs and sported an impressive title as the 
7th Viscount Midleton), coupled with 'the existing state of 
parties in our city' deemed it 'inexpedient at the present 
moment to risk the loss of strength, by dissolving the bond 
which at present unites the officiating clergy of the rectory 
of Bath under a single head.1125 William Sutcliffe, the 

124. Simeon trust MSS, Miscellaneous correspondence, William Sutcliffe to George Hodson, 5 November 1840. 125. Simeon trust MSS, Miscellaneous correspondence, William Sutcliffe to George Hodson, 5 November 1840. 
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committee's secretary, privately described the organised 
hostility which had been generated in a local meeting of the 
Bath Schools Committee, 'by the introduction of a large number 
of curates supposed to act under the control of a single 
leader.' A more moderate response might have resulted from 'the 
appearance of four or five incumbents, visibly free to act as 
th · 1 · d · h d · •126 Th · tt d eir severa JU gments mig t ictate. e commi ee agree 
with the Rector that disunion should wait unless it applied 
equally to all churches within the rectory, yet because of 
East's pressure tactics, conceded that St Michael's could be 
separated on its own. To complicate the impasse still further, 
the committee believed that 'a prosecution of the undertaking to 
its full extent will place [the rector] in a position so painful 

d 1 . t . h. . . ,127 an perp exing as o occasion is resignation. 
East, with some animosity, attributed Brodrick's resistance to 

vanity. '[T]he yearly resort of a vast mass of visitors 
especially of the higher ranks makes the position of a Rector of 
Bath one of great relative importance to them,' he wrote 
petulantly to Hodson, 'and the Rector's influence and usefulness 
with that class would be diminished by the lopping off of the 

. t d . h ,128 uni e paris es. 

By June, the trustees confirmed their intentions to seek 
disunion of all the churches in the Rectory, in sympathy with 
Brodr ick's wishes, through a private act of Parliament.129 A year 
later, Brodrick still withheld his consent for partial disunion, 
arguing that sufficient endowments for each new parish should 

126. Simeon trust MSS, Miscellaneous correspondence, William 
Sutcliffe to George Hodson, 5 November 1840. 

127. Simeon trust MSS, Miscellaneous correspondence, William 
Sutcliffe to George Hodson, 5 November 1840. 

128. Simeon trust MSS , Miscellaneous correspondence, John East 
to George Hodson, 5 May 1840. 

129 . Simeon trus t MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 9 June 1840. 
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be on hand before their separation (echoing Scoresby's appeal in 
Bradford) •130 John East then turned to more devious means to 
accomplish his end. 

Hodson received a letter on 15 September 1841 from Henry 
Brookes, secretary to the Bishop of Bath and Wells, bluntly 
informing the trustees that St Michael's should be disunited, at 
the wish of the Bishop.131 Sutcliffe, secretary to the Bath 
committee, quickly informed Hodson with (some chagrin) that 'the 
mo~ent at Wells is entirely independent of us, but that in my 
j udgment we cannot either directly or 
h . t ,132 Th . t 1 t wart 1. e commit ee, power ess 

indirectly attempt to 

and with a dubious 
future, changed positions and backed East's move to separate 
(against the expressed wishes of both the trustees and the 
rector), despite their fear of Brodrick's resignation.133 

East's intrigues eventually came to light. 'It is of course 
now perfectly obvious whose movement it is,' Hodson angrily 
informed the others, 'simply Mr East's, thro' his relative the 

134 Bishop's secretary.' The news of East's family connexions with 
Henry Brookes at least explained the mystery of the 'movement at 
Wells'. Hodson repudiated East's subtle attempt to buy his 

130. Simeon trust MSS, Miscellaneous correspondence, W.J. Brodrick probably to William Carus, 19 May 1841. 
131. Simeon trust MSS, Miscellaneous correspondence, Henry 

Brookes to George Hodson, 15 September 1841. 
132. Simeon -trust MSS, Miscellaneous correspondence, William 

Sutcliffe to George Ho_dson, 23 September 1841. Attempts to endow the other parishes encountered another large 
obstacle when Bath's most respectable bank, Hobhouse and 
Company, failed. '[A] 11 our charities and perhaps nearly 
half our gentry will be losers,' Sutcliffe lamented, 'a 
worse time for raising even £500 could scarcely be found.' 133. Simeon trust MSS, Miscellaneous correspondence, John Coles 
Symes to William Carus , 9 October 1841. 

134. Simeon trust MSS, Miscellaneous correspondence, Geo rge Hodson in circular, 11 Oc tober 1841. 
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independence through his early contributions to Simeon's 
corporation livings fund, disavowing 'that the purchasing of the 
Living depended upon his [East's] efforts for that was 
determined upon by Mr Simeon quite independently of Mr E. 1135 A 
day later, Hodson complained, 'it is this kind of maneuver [sic] 
which brings religious people into discredit.•136 

The appeals for contributions, negotiations with the Bishop 
(and finally even with the Archbishop), and confrontations with 
East continued for another year. On 16 December 1842, the 
trustees finally admitted defeat and consented to the 
separation of St Michael's only, assuring Brodrick 'that they 
would not further pursue separation during his incumbency 
unless requested by him.•137 Ten years later Brodrick 
recommended disunion, shortly before his resignation from the 
rectory. It became known at this point that Brodrick had 
personally contributed £18,000 of his private fortune to 
· . h ' h 138 E . f h. l improvements in t e par is . ven a portion o t is tota 
could have provided the necessary endowment for the complete 
disunion. Though Brodr ick's contributions generously aided the 
schools in the expanding parish they indicate his lesser 
priority for restructuring the parish. The role of Simeon's 
trustees is remarkable for the restraint shown throughout the 
attempts at subdivision. In each of the relatively demanding 
situations in Clifton, Bradford, and Bath, as well as in the 
other decentralization projects . in smaller trust parishes, the 
trustees affirmed the strengths of the parochial system both in 

135. Simeon trust MSS, Miscellaneous correspondence, George Hodson in circular, 11 October 1841. 
136. Simeon trust MSS, Miscellaneous correspondence, Hodson to others, 12 October 1841. 
137. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 16 December 1842. 138. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 4 November 1853. 
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reordering unmanageable 'spheres' and in allowing incumbents 
unfettered action, even when the two came into conflict. 

4.2.4 Actual patronage 

The trustees did search out and nominate men for vacant 
parishes in the midst of the administrative demands of 
patronage. In this enterprise, Simeon's long-standing efforts in 
Cambridge of training young men for orders caused less of an 
impact on his trust than might have been expected. Of the eleven 
nominations to livings Simeon made or actively influenced 
during his lifetime, nine were Cambridge men he had known and 
prepared personally. Yet, his trustees presented his proteges to 
only 27 per cent of their vacancies, compared with his selection 
rate of 82 per cent. During the period 1836-45, Oxford graduates 
accounted for 39 per cent of all Anglican ordinations and 
Cambridge graduates for 45 per cent.139 Trustee selections over 
a somewhat longer period show no significant trend which 
favoured Cambridge men.140 

Simeon's generation of evangelicals may have reinforced the 
popular conception that Cambridge thrived as an evangelical 

139. [Anonymous], 'Church statistics', 289. 
140. Simeon's trustees chose twenty-six of fifty-nine total 

presentations from the pool of Cambridge graduates, and nineteen from Oxford graduates. Thus, Cambridge accounted for 45 per cent of total Anglican ordinations during this 
period and Simeon trust incumbents from Cambridge accounted for 44 per cent of trustee selections. Similarly, 
32 per cent of trust appointments were Oxford graduates, 
while Oxford produced 39 per cent of the total Anglican ordinations. Trust selections roughly paralleled Oxbridge 
clergy production and indicate a natural tendency of supply and demand as well as suggest a lack of preference for Cambridge men. Remaining trust selections involved nominees of generally untraceable educational origins (other than several from Trinity College, Dublin). 



stronghold. Obelkevich, in his study of South Lindsey, notes that 
137 of the 153 (90 per cent) incumbents in 1825 were University
educated; 64 per cent were from Cambridge and 33 per cent were 
from Oxford. During the later . period of the discussion, the 
trustees selec·ted only 44 per cent from Cambridge and 32 per 
cent from Oxford, and nominated a higher proportion from Trinity 
College, Dublin, than the South Lindsey example. Obelkevich 
observes that 'Cambridge men •.• may have given an evangelical cast 
to the clergy,' a judgment probably more valid in 1825 than in 
this later period.141 The present sample suggests that following 
Simeon's death, neither of the two Universities could claim 
significant religious distinctions among graduates (assuming 
that evangelical or non-evangelical inclinations had surfaced 
during undergraduate days). 

Of the known evangelicals drawn from this sample of trust 
parishes, the ordinations of fifty-five could be traced to 
particular bishops. Bathurst of Norwich accounted for seven and 
Harcourt of York for four. Evangelical bishops in this group 
(the two Sumners, Ryder, and Bickersteth), ordained only nine men 
of the total. Twenty-three other bishops ordained the remaining 
thirty-two men. These twenty-three prelates include such 
unlikely bishops as Tomline, Kaye, Samuel Wilberforce , and even 
Philpotts of Exeter. 

TABLE 4.2 
Simeon trust incumbents until 1865 

No Incumbent 

1 Allen, Thomas Kingdon 
2 Anderson, David 

Ord. 
Univ Date Bishop 

Ox 
1858 Bickersteth 
1837 

141. Obelkevich, Religion and rural society, 121. 



3 Aµr iol, Edward Ox 
4 Barne, Henry Ox 1837 5 Barnes, Henry Frederick Ca 1842 Allen 6 Bell, Henry Ca 1832 Ryder 7 Bernard, Thomas Dehany Ox 1841 Blomfield 8 Birtwhistle, John Burton Ox 1827 Harcourt 9 Blomfield, George John Ca 1848 Musgrave 10 Brock, Mourant Ox 

11 Brodrick, William John Ox 
12 Burnet, John 
13 Burnett, John Castle Ca 1831 Law 14 Caddell, Henry Ca 1835 Philpotts 16 Campe, Charles 1847 17 Carr, Samuel Ca 1816 Bathurst 18 Carr, Thomas Ca 
20 Close, Francis Ca 1821 Cornwallis 21 Collins, George Ca 1858 Sumner 22 Crickmer, William Burton Ox 1856 Blomfield 23 Day, John Josiah Ca 1842 Denison 24 Disney, James William King Tr 1838 Dublin 25 East, John Ox 
26 Ellam, John Ca 1859 27 Ferg ie, Thomas Francis Ca 1860 Graham 28 Fisk, George Ca 1833 Sparke 29 Foley, Edward Welwyn Ox 
30 Ford, John Ca 1849 Lonsdale 31 Gibson, William Graeme Ox 1846 32 Gould, Alexander Baring Ca 1844 Pepys 34 Bensman, John Ca 1803 35 Hewgill, Joseph Ca 
36 Hodge, Charles V. 
39 Kelly, William 
40 Kemble, Charles Ox 
41 Kitchen, Francis Tr 
42 Kyle, Robert Wood Tr 
43 Law, Henry Ca 1821 Law 44 Lewis, Walter Sunderland Ca 1844 Monk 45 Lilling·ston, Edward Ca 1837 Stanley 46 Lowe, Samuel Ca 47 Lumsden, Henry Thomas Ca 1834 Bathurst 48 Marsh, William Ox 
49 Marshall, James 
50 Mather, Frederick Vaughan Ca 1848 Monk 51 Moore, Lorenzo Ca 1852 Davies 52 Morewood, Robert Ca 1842 Howley 53 Morton, Thomas Ca 1839 Sumner 54 Murray, George 
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55 Newberry, Thomas 
56 Owen, John 
57 Phinn, Charles Percival 
58 Ram, Abel John 
59 Ranking, George 
60 Robson, William Henry Fairfax 
61 Scoresby, William 
62 Selwyn, Edward 
63 Smith, Charles Adam John 
64 Snow, Thomas 
65 Sproule, James William 
66 Synge, Alexander Hamil ton 
67 Tate, George Edward 
68 Thompson, James 
69 Thurlow, Charles Augustus 
70 Tracey, Frederick Francis 
71 Veale, Henry 
72 Venn, John 
73 Walker, Edward 
74 Wanton, Joseph Atherton 
75 White, George William 
76 Whitehead, Robert 
77 Whiteside, John William 
79 Wilson, William Davis 
80 Wybrow, Henry 
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Ryder 

overlooked evangelical 
inclinations or actual church party distinctions might have 
diminished in importance as the more responsible bishops of 
this era looked primarily for promising pastors. Most party 
strife and divisions appear to be stimulated by particular 
controversies and given the long-term needs of the parish, the 
latter explanation seems more likely. 

Of the Cambridge men who worked in trust parishes, one- fourth 
each came from Queens' or St John's Colleges. Trinity, holding 
one-third of the University population, supplied only one-eighth 
of the nominees, despite William Carus's long association there 
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as Dean and Fellow.142 John Walsh's description of decreasing 
evangelical focus at Magdalene in the early nineteenth century 

143 may be reflected in Trinity and in other Cambridge colleges. 
From the sample, no apparent pockets of evangelical 
undergraduates at particular Cambridge colleges emerge. Oxford 
reflects a similar situation. Known evangelicals who eventually 
served in trust parishes are spread evenly throughout the 
Oxford colleges during the same period. 

Of the forty-six incumbents for whom some indicators of 
social origins exist, all but six (or 87 per cent) came from the 
families of gentry or professional men. This is not surprising, 
given the relative restrictions on social mobility still 
operating and the high proportion of University graduates among 
the incumbents. Only five of the forty-six came from families of 
clergymen, however. 

Half of the Cambridge appointees had received academic 
honours while at University. No record of scholarly distinctions 
was available for the Oxford men. The number of publications 
eventually produced by incumbents of the trust livings is 
sizeable. 

When appointed at the mean age of thirty-eight, the average 
incumbent had previously served over twelve years in other 
parishes before taking a trust parish. Many incumbents laboured 
through two (or more) curacies before receiving the charge of a 
parish. One-third gained ecclesiastical distinctions, ranging 
from canonries and deaneries to bishoprics. Edward Bartrum 
confirmed the high academic quality of Simeon trust selections 
in 1866.144 

142. Bentley, Ritualism and politics, footnote 1 on 27. 143. Walsh, 'Magdalene evangelicals' , 499. 
144. Bartrum, Promotion by merit, 20f. 
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During this period the trustees picked able, well-educated, 
and mature men with substantial parish experience to fill 
vacancies. Most nominees appeared to view the parish as a sphere 
in which they could be useful; their commitment is apparent in 
the average of eighteen years which each spent in a trust 
living. 

The exercise of patronage by Simeon's trustees furnishes an 
evangelical perspective on the changing response to preferment 
and the growing appreciation of parochial 'spheres of influence'. 
The process of selection and nomination formed the chief 
business of the trust and an examination of this process can 
portray some of the actual alterations which had taken place. 

During the thirty-year period from 1836-65, the trustees 
carried out over sixty nominations to vacant livings. These 
appointments are shown below: 

---------------------------------------------------------------
TABLE 4.3 

Simeon trust incumbents: parish longevity 

Parish 
No Incumbent Apptd Longevity Code* 

1 Allen, Thomas Kingdon 1860 19 9 
2 Anderson, David 1864 17 18 
3 Aur iol, Edward 1842 38 34 
4 Barne, Henry 1851 29 27 
5 Barnes, Henry Frederick 1849 25 12 
6 Bell, Henry 1839 39 40 
7 Bernard, Thomas Dehany 1863 23 44 
8 Birtwhistle, John Burton 1844 35 7 
9 Blomfield, George John 1856 1 26 

10 Brock, Mourant 1855 17 19 
11 Brodrick, William John 1839 15 3 
12 Burnet, John 1847 23 8 
13 Burnett, John Castle 1857 35 4 
14 Caddell, Henry 1854 39 22 
16 Campe, Charles · 1860 3 26 
17 Carr, Samuel 1830 24 22 
18 Carr, Thomas 1854 5 3 
20 Close, Francis 1826 30 15 

159 



21 Collins, George 1861 7 10 22 Crickmer, William Burton 1864 7 
23 Day, John Josiah 1855 7 
24 Disney, James William King 1860 16 17 
25 East, John 1843 14 4 
26 Ellam, John 1863 13 26 
27 Ferg ie, Thomas Francis 1862 29 
28 Fisk, George 1835 2 23 
29 Foley, Edward Welwyn 1849 23 24 
30 Ford, John 1853 29 41 
31 Gibson, William Graeme 1851 5 26 
32 Gould, Alexander Baring 1845 1 26 
34 Hensman, John 1844 3&17 19,18 
35 Hewgill, Joseph 1840 2 23 
36 Hodge, Charles V. 1844 15 17 
39 Kelly, William 1845 39 11 
40 Kemble, Charles 1859 15 3 41 Kitchen, Francis 1840 12 41 
42 Kyle, Robert Wood 1837 23 
43 Law, Henry 1838 1 3 44 Lewis, Walter Sunderland 1848 19 39 45 Lil 1 ing ston, Edward 1841 8 24 46 Lowe, Samuel 1814 20 23 47 Lumsden, Henry Thomas 1837 20 31 48 Marsh, William 1814 24 22 49 Marshall, James 1847 8 19 50 Mather, Frederick Vaughan 1853 48 20 
51 Moore, Lorenzo 1857 3 26 52 Morewood, Robert 1842 24 14 
53 Morton, Thomas 1846 5 26 54 Murray, George 1840 14 30 55 Newberry, Thomas 1828 17 11 56 Owen, John 1854 13 30 57 Phinn, Charles Percival 1857 8 16 58 Ram, Abel John 1840 4 7 59 Ranking, George 1840 17 16 60 Robson, William Henry Fairfax 1864 37 61 Scoresby,~illiam 1839 8 8 62 Selwyn, Edward 1823 16 40 63 Smith, Charles Adam John 1847 31 35 64 Snow, Thomas 1834 7 34 65 Sproule, James William 1856 25 6 66 Synge, Alexander Hamil ton 1857 31 67 Tate, George Edward 1856 18 6 68 Thompson, James 1841 13 69 Thurlow, Charles Augustus 1837 3 7 70 Tracey, Frederick Francis 1865 7 16 
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71 Veale, Henry 1853 28 36 72 Venn, John 1833 37 28 
73 Walker, Edward 1857 15 15 74 Wanton, Joseph Atherton 1835 10 26 75 White, George William 1843 24 23 76 Whitehead, :Robert 1833 4 31 77 Whiteside, John William 1835 13 39 79 Wilson, William Davis 1849 2 27 80 Wybrow, Henry 1855 24 42 

* Taken from parish codes listed in table 4.1 ---------------------------------------------------------------
At times, the deliberations started even before the actual 
vacancy occurred. On 11 March 1840, the trustees thought 'the 
aged incumbent of All Saints, Derby, would die soon' and two 
candidates were put forward. 145 A similar problem precipitated 
early arrangements at Beverley in 1852.146 The evangelical 
penchant for preaching skills is evident in other searches for 
the 'fittest man'. In 1853, the trustees went to hear Henry Veale; -
'if his voice should then be thought sufficient for Newcastle,' 
the living was t~ be his.147 Thomas Dehany Bernard, 'having given 
great satisfaction to all by his preaching and speaking' at the 
May missionary meetings, received the prestigious nomination to 
Clifton, having also apparently 'given great satisfaction' to the 
trustees.148 On the other hand, a candidate for Beverley in 1837 

from consideration 

appearance, manner, 

because of 'alleged defects in 
and elocution•.149 The trustees 

slipped 

personal 

rejected Robert Frost because he lacked 'those peculiar 
qualifications of weight of character and meekness of wisdom 
which the circumstances of Bradford especially require,' a sign 

--------------------
145. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 11 March 1840. 146. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 20 April 1852. 14 7. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, April, 1853. 
148. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 1862. 
149. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 15 August 1837. 
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145. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 11 March 1840. 
146. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 20 April 1852. 
14 7. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, April, 1853. 
148. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 1862. 
149. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 15 August 183 7. 
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that preaching could be a secondary .d . 150 consi eration. John 
Burnet, an eventual choice for Bradford during a later vacancy, 
came well-recommended as 'a man of great experience in the 
charge of populous towns', having served in Macclesfield 

· l 151 C ' . h d l . 1 . h. f . t. previous y. ritics c arge evange ica s wit a ascina ion 
for preaching which ignored a commitment to pastoral care. In 
the sample drawn from the Simeon trust parishes, though the 
selection process often emphasised homiletical skills, actual 
choices indicated that the trustees assumed a high level of 
parochial abilities in their candidates at the outset, and on 
the whole, looked for pastors who could also preach. 

When the trustees found the right man for a parish, they 
sometimes went to great lengths to secure his acceptance. They 
applied to the Ecclesiastical Commissioners for an augmentation 
to convince J.H. Gurney to accept Derby in 1841. Gurney had 
hesitated because of the low income; the trustees hoped to 

h . . . h . d d 152 B. h secure is appointment wit an increase en owment. is op 
David Anderson, recently returned from Rupert's Land, declined 
Clifton 'on account of the want of parsonage, the services, and 
reduced income'. After 'much correspondence' the trustees finally 
induced him to accept.153 Pluralism, normally frowned upon, 
became an acceptable compromise to persuade Charles Augustus 
Thurlow to take on Beverley; Thurlow held Scaleby and had 
resisted resigning there.154 

The trustees became so desperate in 
an attempt to fill Cheltenham in 1856 that they broke precedent 
and actually considered themselves. Marsh explained to his 
fellow trustees that 'Mr Simeon in his Trust deed rendered his 

150. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 11 April 1839. 
151. Huntington, Church's work, 218. 
152. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, l April 1841. 
153. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, July, 1864. 
154. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 29 November 1837. 
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own Trustees eligible to any of the Livings; they have never 
entertained the thought, they stand high in the opinion of the 
public, but circumstances arise which render it necessary to 
sacrifice etiquette, to the cause of the truth.1155 They 
eventually found a suitable candidate in a non-trustee, and the 
reputation of the trust remained intact. 

Occasionally, incumbents wished to exchange livings. Edward 
Aur iol received St Dunstan's in London (and indirectly, his 
eventual appointment as a trustee), through an exchange with 
Thomas Snow, who suffered from ill-health in 1841. Auriol's solid 
qualifications and the correspondence suggest that the trustees 
believed that they had gained the better half of the 
transaction.156 The trustees agreed to an exchange later between 
the incumbents of St Mark's, Bath, and Newcastle-under-Lyme, both 
trust livings, but one clergyman backed out.157 Charles Hodge at 
Clareborough requested an exchange with a non-trust incumbent 
in 1851, but received a rejection. Edmund Hollond replied: 

The effects of sanctioning an exchange would of course be to place the Trustees in the invidious position of having to accept or reject a Clergyman 
not chosen by themselves; and this position they cannot consent to occupy; which they feel also that it would hardly be in keeping with the expressed charge of the Founder of their Trust, who evidently 
contemplated the exercise of a free 1fs~ettered choice in every appointment which they made. 

The trustees, despite contemporary rumours of pervasive control 
over livings - in their gift, did not always have a 'free 

155. Simeon trust MSS, Miscellaneous correspondence, William Marsh in circular, 1856. 
156. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 23 November 1841. 157. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 24 January 1857. 158. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 26 September 1851. 
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unfettered choice' in their decisions. In Stretton-on-Dunsmore, 
they conceded the first presentation available to the trust 
since obtaining the advowson twenty-seven years before because 
the parish opposed their patronage. A faction in the village 
called a meeting of ratepayers and a majority favoured Henry 
Wybrow as vicar. The bishop offered to take the presentation to 
allay disruption in the parish, and the trustees cooperatively 
parted with the nomination to avoid further controversy. 159 

(Wybrow, the brother of a C.M.S. missionary to India, was also an 
evangelical.) 160 

Other examples of trustee reluctance to allow 
controversy in presentations can indicate a general tendency 
toward moderation. At St Giles, Northampton, they nominated 
Robson, the curate, because 'of the strong desire expressed by 
some of the Chief Parishioners for his appointment to the 
Living.•161 James Marshall succeeded to the incumbency of Christ 

' Church, Clifton, after the former subscribers to the building 
fund petitioned the trustees.162 These selections bypassed 
Simeon's forceful injunctions against the promotion of curates 
within their own parishes. Hodson wrote to consult Charles 
Musgrave, Archdeacon of Craven, on an appointment to Bradford in 
1837, illustrating a respect for ecclesiastical machinery not 
always attributed to evangelicals. 

The t ask of patronage required, more than anything else, a 
wide familiarity with potential nominees and the energy to cull 
through long lists of possibilities to determine the right 
choices for a particular parish. For the vacant livings of 
Bridlington and Faringdon alone, Simeon's trustees considered 

159. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 1854. 
160. Boswell, Memoir of Frederick Wybrow, 14. 
161. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 9 June 1864. 
162. Marshall, Memoir of Marshall, 168. 
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applications from over fifty candidates.163 In 1844, the 
exasperated trustees asked that candidates simply provide names 
of referees, rather 

testimonials.164 In 

than 

every 

flooding the 

case, sever al 

trust meetings with 
potential incumbents 

formed the invitation list and the trustees placed their names 
in order of priority ( i.e., the most suitable man headed the 1 ist 
and therefore received the first invitation). Refusals commonly 
came back, and the longer list of approved candidates permitted 
the invitation process to continue without scheduling 
additional trustee meetings. Lists of candidates could fill 
reference volumes of eminent Victorian churchmen: Handley Moule, 
Henry and Edward Elliott, A.R.C. Dallas, W.R. Fremantle, Hugh 
M'Neile, J.C. Ryle, Samuel Wilberforce ( in 1839 as well as in 1834 
and 1838), and Edward Hoare all figured in trustee 
deliberations. 

Through the years of plodding administrative detail, the 
difficult controversies, and the patient consideration of scores 
of potential incumbents, the trustees methodically implanted a 
diverse body of evangelicals in spheres of relatively 
significant influence. In 1883, after nearly fifty years of 
trusteeship, William Carus thankfully recorded: 

in all our meetings He has graciously enabled us to 
be of one mind in making our appointments, and 
uninterruptedly to enjoy the most entire confidence 
in each other with true brotherly love. And though 
conscious of many shortcomings, which I would humbly acknowledge, we have earnestly sought to discharge our 
sacred Trust with all fide/lsY according to the Solemn Charge delivered to us. 

163. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 21 March 1849. 164. Simeon trust MSS, Minute book 1836-79, 10 September 1844. 165. Simeon Trust MSS, Miscellaneous correspondence, 17 May 1883. 

165 



These 'spheres of influence' affected their immediate 
environment in a variety of ways. In the parishes it is possible 
that consistency in the type of clergy appointed produced 
observable distinctions when trust parishes were compared with 
non-trust parishes. The following section describes aspects of 
the mid-nineteenth century ecclesiastical situation and 
assesses the particular impact the trust parishes (as a known 
evangelical sample), may have had. 
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CHAPI'ER FIVE 

SIMEON TRUST PARISHES AT MID-CENTURY 

The work of the trustees formed the direct extension of 
Simeon's purposes and intentions, and the men they chose to 
serve in the parishes provided the means of actively 
establishing evangelical practice and continuity; this bridged 
the gap between the intentions of the trust and the life in the 
parish. To examine the role of evangelical patronage during this 
period properly requires a deeper assessment of the resulting 
impact in the parish. Simeon ( and other evangelicals), 
presumably envisaged the final effects of the exercise of 
patronage as predominantly spiritual but also would probably 
claim that the care of parishes improved as a result of the 
establishment of his particular schqol of thought. 

- Attempting to assess the evangelical impact on parishes 
proves difficult for at least two reasons: first, religious 
explanations alone, when accounting for religious outcomes, do 
not always provide satisfactory solutions. For example, links 
between attendance at worship and pastoral effectiveness may or 
may not be explained by an evangelical presence (or any other 
kind of presence). Secondly, any kind of assessment at the 
parish levei is enhanced by the supplementary use of 
quantification, yet quantifiable in formation available for the 
mid-nineteenth century is limited and sometimes of questionable 
accuracy. To begin to deal with these complications, the ensuing 
discussion will investigate the known group of evangelical 
parishes listed below ( i.e., those administered by Simeon's 
trustees). These parishes are noted in order of census code 
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designation, as used in both the general census and the census 
of religious worship. The column labelled IA designates the 
'index of attendance' for each parish, and is Church of England 
attendances calculated as a percentage of parish population.1 

TABLE 5.1 
Evangelical Simeon trust parishes in 1851 census 

Census 
No Code Parish 

1 18-02-04 St Dunstan, London 
2 92-02-10 St Pancras, Chichester 
3 122-01-14 St Mary, Little Coxwell 
4 122-02-09 Faringdon parish church 
5 126-01-03 Ashampstead 
6 126-01-04 Basildon 
7 204-02-03 St Peter, Colchester 
8 222-01-02 St Peter, Ipswich 
9 222-03-05 St Margaret, Ipswich 

10 326-03-02 Bath Abbey 
11 326-03-03 St Michael, Bath 
12 326-04-01 St Mark, Lyncombe, Bath 
13 330-01-lB Clifton parish church 
14 330-01-10 Christ Church, Clifton 
15 344-02-18 St Mary, Cheltenham 
16 348-04-02 St Peter, Hereford 
17 348-04-04 St Owen, Hereford 
18 368-01-03 Christ Church, Stone 
19 369-02-lB St Giles, Newcastle-u-Lyme 
20 380-01-01 St Laurence, Darlaston 
21 435-02-07 Clareborough parish church 
22 438-07-01 St Peter, Ruddington 
23 445-01-04 All Saints, Derby 
24 453-04-05_ St Michael, Macclesfield 
25 491-02-03 Trinity Church in Ripon 
26 499-00-0A Bradford parish church 
27 499-10-01 St Paul, Shipley, Bradford 
28 518-02-00 Beverley Minster 

Population IA 

2,887 
1,159 

286 
3,390 

439 
798 

2,093 
2,868 
5,892 
2,764 
3,022 
9,974 

17,634 
3,464 

35,051 
2,620 
1,743 
7,775 

10,290 
10,590 

2,504 
2,181 
4,396 

29,648 
15,103 

149,54.3 
3,272 
1,248 

.27 

.62 
1.12 

.23 

.48 

.50 
1.10 

• 74 
.18 

1.02 
.53 
.17 
.21 
• 73 

.15 

.18 

.38 

.24 

.42 

.04 

.07 

.21 
1.06 

1. In the tables shown in the chapter, information has been primarily taken from Parliamentary Papers, 1852-3, volumes lxxxv, lxxxvi, lxxxv ii, lxxxviii , and lxxx i x. 
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29 519-06-00 St Peter, Drypool 
30 524-02-0A Bridlington parish church 
31 575-03-00 St James, Burton-in-Kendal 

4,421 .30 
6,846 .14 
2,559 .29 ---------------------------------------------------------------

A wider sample of parishes of · unknown orientation, broadly 
selected from census districts which included or were adjacent 
to the Simeon trust parishes will provide a type of cross
sectional control group. These parishes should provide social, 
geographical, and economic continuity, but either will not have 
the religious features which characterised Simeon trust 
parishes or will have unknown religious features. Since 
statistical means obtained at the district level combine Simeon 
trust parishes with other parishes, this deeper level of 
investigation within districts can illustrate the degree to 
which religious features affected parishes. This 'undesignated 
parish sample' is shown below: 

TABLE 5.2 
Undesignated parish sample 

-census 
No Code Parish Population IA 

1 10-01-01 St Bartholomew, London 3,499 .11 2 18-02-07 St Bride, London 6,039 .35 
3 92-02-01 St Bartholomew, Chichester 312 .47 4 92-02-08 St Andrew, Chichester 670 .16 
5 122-02-08 St Michael, Faringdon 140 
6 126-01-05 Bradfield 1,216 
7 168-01-08 St Andrew, Northampton 8,156 .13 8 204-02-01 St Leonard 's, Lexden 1,603 .56 9 222-01-03 St Nicholas, Ipswich 1,941 .32 10 275-01-04 St Peter, Dorchester 1,150 .43 11 326-01-07 Twer ton, Bath 2,958 ' .21 12 326-02-04 St Mary, Bathwick 5,162 .24 13 326-07-03 St John, Batheaston 1,795 .30 14 330-03-01 St George, Cl if ton 8,905 .05 15 368-02-00 Holy Trinity, Stone 4,696 .25 16 401-03-06 Dunchurch, Leamington Hastings 487 .66 17 445-01-01 St Alkmund, Derby 13,040 .13 
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Parish 

St Bartholomew, London 
St Bride, London 
St Bartholomew, Chichester 
St Andrew, Chichester 
St Michael, Faringdon 
Bradfield 

7 168-01-08 St Andrew, Northampton 
8 204-02-01 -st Leonard's, Lexden 
9 222-01-03 St Nicholas, Ipswich 

10 275-01-04 St Peter, Dorchester 
11 326-01-07 Twerton, Bath 
12 326-02-04 St Mary, Bathwick 
13 326-07-03 St John, Batheaston 
14 330-03-01 St George, Clifton 
15 368-02-00 Holy Trinity, Stone 
16 401-03-06 Dunchurch, Leamington Hastings 
17 445-01-01 St Alkmund, Derby 
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3,499 .11 
6,039 .35 

312 .4 7 
670 .16 
140 

1,216 
8,156 .13 
1,603 .56 
1,941 .32 
1,150 .43 
2,958 ' .21 
5,162 .24 
1,795 .30 
8,905 .05 
4,696 .25 

487 .66 
13,040 .13 



18 445-02-03 St Werburgh, Derby 
19 461-04-01 St George, Liverpool 
20 491-03-00 St Andrew, Ripon 
21 494-02-04 Keighley 
22 519-00-00 Sculcoates 
23 519-05-02 Preston 
24 575-01-07 St Martin, Windermere 

10,482 .13 
19,823 .03 

4,956 .10 
18,259 
22,325 .02 
1,038 .46 
3,280 .19 

The districts which contained both samples are listed below, 
with corresponding IA and PS indices. (PS is the percentage 
share of Anglican attendances compared with attendances of 
other denominations). 

TABLE 5.3 
1851 Census District Sample 

Census 
No Code District Name 

1 18 
2 92 
3 122 
4 126 
5 168 
6 204 
7 212 
8 222 
9 275 

10 326 
11 330 
12 344 
13 348 
14 368 
15 369 
16 380 
17 381 
18 401 
19 435 
20 · 438 
21 445 
22 453 
23 461 
24 491 

West London 
Chichester 
Faringdon 
Bradfield 
Northampton 
Colchester 
Sudbury 
Ipswich 
Dorchester 
Bath 
Clifton 
Cheltenham 
Hereford 
Stone 
Newcastle 
Walsall 
West Bromwich 
Rugby 
East Retford 
Basford 
Derby 
Macclesfield 
Liverpool 
Ripon 

170 

Population 

28,790 
15,037 
15,732 
16,380 
33,857 
19,443 
30,814 
32,914 
25,002 
69,847 
77,950 
44,184 
35,154 
19,344 
20,814 
43,044 
69,729 
23,477 
22,758 
64,923 
43,684 
63,327 

258,236 
18,648 

IA PS 

.29 .84 

.43 . 79 

.45 .66 

.40 .69 

.30 .43 

.43 .49 

.56 • 72 

.39 .56 

.60 .81 

.23 .61 

.25 .53 

.42 .64 

.34 .65 

.43 . 78 

.19 .36 

.19 .42 

.19 .37 

.57 .68 

.27 .50 

.19 .34 

.24 .42 

.23 .49 

.15 .36 

.33 .49 

I 

I 

I 

I 



25 498 Halifax 120,958 .17 .33 26 499 Bradford 181,964 .11 .22 27 518 Beverley 20,040 .36 .48 28 519 Sculcoates 44,719 .18 .32 29 524 Bridling ton 14,322 .29 .35 30 575 Kendal 36,572 .30 .64 ---------------------------------------------------------------
This type of sampling can provide social, economic, and 
geographic constants which may aid in removing incongruities 
which might result from the use of a strictly random sample. 
This internal comparison (comprising only Church of England 
parishes), which uses data from the 1851 general and religious 
censuses, may also avoid pitfalls arising in studies which 
attempt to compare largely incongruent populations. Relative 
changes and patterns seen in a body of parishes with known 
religious distinctions will be compared with a larger sample of 
parishes which matches national averages and patterns; this 
could suggest variables more dependent on the religious 
character of the parishes. 

This portion of the present study seeks to identify 
quantifiable features and to describe patterns of parochial 
activity common to evangelical parishes in the patronage of 
Simeon's trustees. The resulting collective biography of 
parishes can identify some of the characteristics of Simeon's 
'spheres of influence' which set them apart within the 
ecclesiastical structure. Throughout this chapter, the term 
'religious features' is used to describe the particular nature 
of pastoral - care as a function of evangelical churchmanship. 
Therefore, it is suggested that the most pertinent attribute 
which distinguished Simeon trust parishes from neighbouring 
parishes was a distinctive involvement in parochial needs; this 
orientation as pastors tended to be linked with incumbents who 
were characterised as 'evangelical' by their patrons, Simeon's 
trustees. 
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5.1 The sample 

The 1851 Census of Religious Worship is discussed in a 
number of studies of nineteenth-century church history •. Besides 
contemporary discussions, modern researchers such as K.S. Inglis 
and D.M. Thompson have charted the shortcomings and limitations 
which can inhibit the census user.2 

The most recent work has 
3 appeared as an Historical Association pamphlet by B.I. Coleman. 

The groundwork established by these investigations sets out the 
inconsistencies in methods of the different · ministers who 
recorded information, describes the alleged tactics of some 
groups having a special stake in impressive attendances, and 
even includes the seasonal and metereological factors which 
skewed results. A casual user of the original enumerators' books 
in the Public Record Office can readily see the differences 
between those returns providing actual counts and those roughly 
estimating attendance. The complications of the census led 
Thompson to characterise its main value as a 'picture of 
religious practice' rather than as an indicator of religious 
vi_tality.4 Addressing the use of proportions of attendances to 
population, Inglis describes the 'index of attendance [as a] 

5 crude indicator, useful only for general tendency,' yet Coleman 
has adopted the index of attendance (IA) as a measure and used 
the published census results to discern social and geographic 
factors in Anglican religious practice. 

2. Inglis, 'Patterns of Worship', 74-86. Thompson, '1851 
Religious Census', 87-97; Thompson, 'Religious census', 241-
68. 

3. Coleman, Church in mid-nineteenth century. 
4. Thompson, '1851 Religious Census', 97; Thompson, 'Religious 

census', 263. 
5. Inglis , 'Patterns of worship', 79. 
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The 1851 Census of Religious Worship is discussed in a 
number of studies of nineteenth-century church history .. Besides 
contemporary discussions, modern researchers such as K.S. Inglis 
and D.M. Thompson have charted the shortcomings and limitations 
which can inhibit the census user.2 The most recent work has 

3 appeared as an Historical Association pamphlet by B.I. Coleman. 
The groundwork established by these investigations sets out the 
inconsistencies in methods of the different ministers who 
recorded information, describes the alleged tactics of some 
groups having a special stake in impressive attendances, and 
even includes the seasonal and metereolog ical factors which 
skewed results. A casual user of the original enumerators' books 
in the Public Record Office can readily see the differences 
between those returns providing actual counts and those roughly 
estimating attendance. The complications of the census led 
Thompson to characterise its main value as a 'picture of 
religious practice' rather than as an indicator of religious 
vitality.4 

Addressing the use of proportions of attendances to 
population, Inglis describes the 'index of attendance [as a] 

5 crude indicator, useful only for general tendency,' yet Coleman 
has adopted the index of attendance (IA) as a measure and used 
the published census results to discern social and geographic 
factors in Anglican religious practice. 

2. Inglis, 'Patterns of Worship', 74-86. Thompson, '1851 
Religious Census', 87-97; Thompson, 'Religious census', 241-
68. 

3. Coleman, Church in mid-nineteenth century. 
4. Thompson, '1851 Religious Census', 97; Thompson, 'Religious 

census', 263. 
5. Inglis, 'Patterns of worship', 79. 
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This study starts with Coleman's pamphlet, but then departs 
from the pamphlet in several ways. It focusses on the Church of 
England, but attempts to discern religious differences at work. 
Furthermore, MSS data at the more specific level of the 
individual evangelical parish is assessed and this information 
is then related to the undesignated and district samples, 
avoiding conclusions based only on published census results. The 
frame of reference also originates in a differ ent perspective: 
parishes are identified with a known school of thought within 
the Anglican tradition (evangelicalism) and an attempt is made 
to discern possible relationships attributable to this 
distinction. Some drawbacks inherent in the use of the index of 
attendance may be diminished by working within Church of 
England returns only and by noting relative tendencies in 
internal comparisons. Finally, the base of the religious census 
is broadened by including data from the general census, cross
referenced between sample districts. Some of Coleman's 
conclusions about urban or regional variations, when examined at 
the local parish level and considered in the light of religious 
differences within Anglicanism, can be questioned. 

To contemporary churchmen, the religious census showed that 
despite the urgency of church-building movements arising 
earlier in the century, accommodation within the Church of 
England had not kept pace with population growth, especially in 
many rapidly growing urban areas. An awareness of the need for 
the development and extension of the parochial system, as well 
as a recognition of the basic scarcity of seating, grew slowly; 
in chapter four, section 4.2.2 on parochial decentralization 
movements has illustrated this inertia among some evangelicals. 
Within a vanguard of reformers, interest in expanding the 
seating available in parishes did remain active, however, and 
Horace Mann, the designer of the religious census, used its 
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results to argue for additional sittings.6 Mann divided the 
overall Anglican attendance by the entire population of England 
and Wales and determined that, on the whole, the churches could 
seat 58 per cent of the population. He set this guideline as a 
norm for a desirable situation throughout the church, urging the 
urban areas especially, to increase their seating to the 58 per 
cent point. In 1851, towns over 10,000 could seat only 21.6 per 
cent of their populations.7 

In the parish samples, this study considers not only 
available accommodation, but also the relative effectiveness of 
the actual use of accommodation by parishes of differing 
religious attributes. All Anglican parishes in the census 
districts which comprise the sample contained 8.4 per cent of 
the population of England and Wales (1,511,663 persons). Seven 
per cent of all Anglican sittings fell within these districts 

6. 

7. 

Parliamentary Papers, 1852-3, lxxxix. The push for seating 
provided some amusing situations. St Luke's, Cheltenham, 
drew the ire of the Ecclesiastical Commission by using a 
19...:inch seat width for measuring sittings, rather than the 
20-inch standard insisted upon by the Commissioners. The 
parish was forgiven when they explained that pew end
pieces had not been included. Some well-fed parishioners 
may have experienced difficulties fitting into these pews, 
however. Church Commissioners Archives, Benefice file 
16087. 
Parliamentary Papers, 1852-3, lxxxix-cxxxix. On the other 
hand, Coleman's study uses population per church as a 
measure, _and does not compare the number of available 
sittings with a given population. His study consequently 
confuses the accommodation issue. Coleman, Church in mid
nineteenth century, 29, 36. For example, two actual parishes 
provided one facility each for populations of 1,159 and 
1,154 respectively, equivalent situations for Coleman. Yet 
one could accommodate only 19 per cent of its population 
with 220 seats; the second provided for twice . that number 
(43 per cent) with 493 seats. Coleman's indicator furnishes 
potentially misleading accommodation information, for 
these two parishes are hardly comparable . 
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and 895 incumbents served in the parishes. On census day, the 
total Church of England attendances in the sample totaled 
381,705 or 25 per cent of the population. (Thus, the sample 'IA' 
was 25 per cent). The IA for all Anglican parishes in England 
and Wales was 29.5 per cent. In the district sample these lower 
attendances matched the national tendency consistently.8 

Horace Mann believed that adequate seating encouraged 
Anglican attendances.9 A parish used available accommodation 
with greater effectiveness generally by offering more services 
during the day; thus, the provision of more worship could 
stimulate attendances in distr icts.10 However, this observation 
becomes more complicated when considered in the light of those 

8. Throughout this study, 'correlation coefficient' refers to the 'Pearson product moment correlation coefficient', described mathematically as: 
r = E Zx Zy 

N 
Roscoe, Fundamental research, 97; Dollar and Jensen, Historian's guide, 61-87. 

9. Always, in using the Census of Religious Worship, the difference between attendances and actual persons attending must be distinguished . In the . hypothetically worst case, a parish might record 600 attendances, accounted for by the same 200 attenders participating in three different services. Therefore, if the population of the parish were 1,200 persons, the IA would be 50 per cent, but only 17 per cent of the population would actually receive the benefits of divine worship. The example is unlikely, but a number of repeat attenders obviously modified returns in varying degrees. Attendances cannot therefore be compared with corresponding individuals in a population, but must be treated as a relative indicator. 10. When district !As were compared with available seating multiplied by the number of services specifically held in sample parishes, a strong relationship emerged (signified by a coefficient of correlation of • 76). Predictably, a parish using sittings more efficiently by offering more services, garnered a higher IA than neighbouring parishes which did not. 
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who attended more than once. In extreme examples, 'twicers' and 
'thr icers' could provide the primary impetus for this 
relationship between high attendances and extra services. Mann 
and his contemporaries, as well as modern researchers, share the 
problem of devising a useful formula for correcting for the 
problem of repeat attendances. One conclusion can help allay 
this difficulty: those parishes which offered extra sittings in 
proportion to populations also attracted greater attendances, 
whether they added services or not. Removing the factor of 
numbers of services, and examining the simpler relationship 
between accommodation, population and attendance, suggests that 
the positive correlation between sittings and attendances can 
stand alone, and may not necessarily be a variable, dependent on 
services and repeat attenders. This diminishes somewhat the 
statistical menace of repeat attenders, though the problem can 
still substantially affect the potential meaning of the index 
of attendance in churches which provided more than one service. 
Thus, an overall conclusion could be that the size of the 
Anglican presence ( in sittings) in an area, whether consisting 
of a large parish church or several smaller district churches, 
could stimulate attendances by a greater ability to serve a 
population (.78 coefficient of correlation). 

Relationships existed between large populations and the 
Church of England's ability or inability to attract attendances 
(-.57 correlation), and large populations could act as a 
handicap to Anglican efforts. However, an examination of certain 
Anglican attendances at the parish level showed less 
significant connections between large parish populations and 
decreasing !As in the churches, and suggest a more complicated 
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. . 11 s1tuat1on. 

TABLE 5.4 
Evangelical Simeon trust parishes and population 

Ranked by population 

Accomm. & Parish Popul. IA Services 

Bradford, St Peter & St Paul 149,543 2,000 
Che! tenham, St Mary 35,051 1,600 3 Macclesfield, St Michael 29,648 .04 1,672 3 Clifton 17,634 .21 2,000 2 Ripon, Trinity Church 15,103 .07 900 2 Darlaston, St Laurence 10,590 .18 1,100 3 Newcastle-u-Lyme, St Giles 10,290 818 
Bath, St Mark, Lyncombe 9,974 .17 1,200 3 Stone, Christ Church 7,775 .15 850 2 Br id 1 ing ton 6,846 .14 1,250 3 Ipswich, St Margaret 5,892 .18 855 2 Drypool, St Peter 4,421 .30 722 2 Derby, All Saints 4,396 .42 1,208 3 Clifton, Christ Church 3,464 • 73 1,030 3 Faringdon 3,390 .23 760 3 

--------------------
11. The district size and the percentage share of Church of England attendances compared to aggregate attendances (Coleman's PS or percentage share factor of all attendances, including dissenters), produced a -.02 correlation. In other words, large districts did not directly inhibit attendances at non-Anglican places of worship, and the Anglican share of overall attendances relative to the non-Anglican share demonstrated no simple relati?nship between district size and attendances. This suggests that population size, by itself, was not a factor in Anglican and dissenting attendance comparisons at the district level. Checking enumeration forms for specific parishes within the sample altered the conclusions at district level, and reinforced the notion that blocks of data arranged by distr.icts may lack statistical· validity. Distinctive features which changed when examined in the smaller parish components should caution users against accepting conclusions gained using only the published results. 
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. . . 11 s1tuat1on. 

TABLE 5.4 
Evangelical Simeon trust parishes and population 

Ranked by population 

Accomm. & 
Parish Popul. IA Services 

Bradford, St Peter & St Paul 149,543 2,000 
Cheltenham, St Mary 35,051 1,600 3 
Macclesfield, St Michael 29,648 .04 1,672 3 
Clifton 17,634 .21 2,000 2 
Ripon, Trinity Church 15,103 .07 900 2 
Darlaston, St Laurence 10,590 .18 1,100 3 
Newcastle-u-Lyme, St Giles 10,290 818 
Bath, St Mark, Lyncombe 9,974 .17 1,200 3 
Stone, Christ Church 7,775 .15 850 2 
Bridling ton 6,846 .14 1,250 3 
Ipswich, St Margaret 5,892 .18 855 2 
Drypool, St Peter 4,421 .30 722 2 
Derby, All Saints 4,396 .42 1,208 3 
Cl if ton, Christ Church 3,464 • 73 1,030 3 
Faringdon 3,390 .23 760 3 

- ------------------
11. The district size and the percentage share of Church of 

England attendances compared to aggregate attendances 
(Coleman's PS or percentage share factor of all 
attendances, including dissenters), produced a -.02 
correlation. In other words, large districts did not 
directly inhibit attendances at non-Anglican places of 
worship, and the Anglican share of overall attendances 
relative to the non-Anglican share demonstrated no simple 
relatior:iship between district size and attendances. This 
suggests that population size, by itself, was not a factor 
in Anglican and dissenting attendance comparisons at the 
district level. Checking enumeration forms for specific 
parishes within the sample altered the conclusions at 
district level, and reinforced the notion that blocks of 
data arranged by districts may lack statistical validity. 
Distinctive features which changed when examined in the 
smaller parish components should caution users against 
accepting conclusions gained using only the published 
results. 
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Bradford, St Paul, Shipley 
Bath, St Michael 
London, St Dunstan 
Ipswich, St Peter 
Bath Abbey 
Hereford, St Peter 
Burton-in-Kendal, St James 
Clareborough 
Ruddington, St Peter 
Colchester, St Peter 
Hereford, St Owen 
Beverley Minster 
Chichester, St Pancras 
Basildon 
Ashampstead 
Far ingdon, St Mary, Little Coxwell 

3,272 
3,022 
2,887 
2,868 
2,764 
2,620 
2,559 
2,504 
2,181 
2,093 
1,743 
1,248 
1,159 

798 
439 
286 

.21 

.53 

.27 
• 74 

1.02 

.29 

.38 

.24 
1.10 

1.06 
.62 
.50 
.48 

1.12 

1,540 
1,200 

800 
575 

1,275 
1,650 

560 
1,565 

667 
1,300 

1,000 
220 
360 
200 
200 

2 
3 
2 
3 
3 

2 
3 
2 
3 

2 
3 
2 
2 
2 

Within the district sample, some information about social 
class could be used, but cross-referencing between the census of 

religious worship and the general census confirmed difficulties 
noted by W.A. Armstrong in attempting to extract class 

information 

occupational 

from data originally gathered for 

l . 12 M th d ana ys1s. oreover, e angers 

purposes of 

of simply 

classifying an entire city as a wealthy area or another as a 

poor industrial town also became apparent. For example, Coleman 

classes Bath and Cheltenham as wealthy, fashionable areas 
housing greater proportions of the gentry, and 

l . f 'l . t An 1 · . ' 13 H f h ocat1ons o uxur 1an g 1can1sm. e urt er 

therefore 

tends to 

attribute attendance primarily to social and geographic factors 
and to diminish the value of religious factors. Though both 
towns were _ clearly fashionable resort areas, clergy reported 

14 very poor sections and ag ing tenements. Coleman is 

12. Armstrong, 'Use of information about occupation', 191-310. 
13. Coleman, Church in mid-nineteenth century, 34. 
14. Even the Bath Schools committee noted that the Abbey had 

'four of the poorest parishes in the city'. Phil lot, Case 
stated, 44. 



particularly vulnerable in assigning Anglican success to Bath 
and Cheltenham on the basis of class information alone; both 
were well-established Simeon trust parishes, long known as 
evangelical strongholds. Correspondingly, Coleman notes that 
'prosperous residential Clifton recorded higher attendance than 
older parts of Br istol.115 In 184 7 James Bensman ( incumbent of 
Clifton parish church), narrated that '6 or 7,000 very poor live 
in the old parish' but described neighbouring Christ Church 
parish (also in the gift of the trustees) as the most valuable 
and influential part of the city.16 Not only did Coleman choose 
three examples which embodied significant religious features, 
but he also applied a simplistic economic characterisation of 
the parishes. Despite his assertion which connects the upper 
social classes with higher IAs, the larger district sample 
portrayed minimal links between the presence of gentry and 
professional classes and the potential for larger attendances. 
This sample, which covered nearly 10 per cent of the population 
of England and Wales, produced a correlation of only .17 between 
selected upper class individuals per 1,000 total population and 
indices of attendance. Furthermore, if IAs were compared with 
simple quantities of gentlemen of independent means and 
professional men ( rather than proportionally with population 
size), · a relatively significant negative correlation results. 
The presence of gentry could perhaps affect Anglican 
attendances, though class as a central factor of attendance at 
worship must be qualified and conditioned by religious features. 
Poor or working class segments of the population were also 

15. Coleman, 'Religion in a Victorian city', 28. Coleman unfortunately picked this third Simeon parish as an example, thus further obscuring his point. 
16. Church Commissioners Archives, Benefice file 1721, James Bensman to Ecclesiastical Commissioners, 12 June 184 7. 
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difficult to characterise. Using 'labourer' and 'supported by the 
community' categories from the general census provided some 
indication of attributes of this group within the districts as 
well. An overall view of sample census districts, ranked in 
order of IA, portrays this phenomenon: 

District 

Dorchester 
Rugby 
Sudbury 
Faringdon 
Colchester 
Stone 
Chichester 
Cheltenham 
Bradfield 
Ipswich 
Beverley 
Hereford 
Ripon 
Kendal 
Northampton 
West London 
Br id 1 ing ton 
East Retford 
Clifton 
Derby 
Bath 
Macclesfield 
West Bromwich 
Basford 
Walsall 
Newcastle 
Sculcoates 
Halifax 
Liverpool 

TABLE 5.5 
Census-determined class information 

Ranked by IA 

1 2 
Gentry Labor 

per per 
Popul. 

25,002 
23,477 
30,814 
15,732 
19,443 
19,344 
15,037 
44,184 
16,380 
32,914 
20,040 
35,154 
18,648 
36,572 
33,857 
28,790 
14,322 
22,758 
77,950 
43,684 
69,847 
63,327 
69,729 
64,923 
43,044 
20,814 
44,719 

IA Accomm 1,000 1,000 

120,958 
258,236 

180 

.60 

.57 

.56 

.45 

.43 

.43 

.43 

.42 

.40 

.39 

.36 

.33 

.30 

.30 

.29 

.29 

.27 

.25 

.24 

.23 

.23 

.19 

.19 

.19 

.19 

.18 

.17 

.15 

12,224 
11,972 
13,962 

7,225 
6,460 
8,990 
4,800 

14,520 
4,651 
8,167 
7,475 

15,088 
7,691 

14,694 
10,047 

7,331 
4,790 

10,496 
19,185 

9,064 
26,282 
15,026 
13,020 
14,585 

8,455 
5,631 

10,194 · 
20,176 
36,890 

52.84 
40.29 
35.80 
35.20 
62.71 
35. 71 
77.27 
96.31 
29.94 
63.80 
48.65 
47.04 
42.22 
38.03 
45.21 
82.67 
36.82 
34.11 
81.47 
48.61 

102.48 
22.95 
20.73 
17. 70 
16.97 
30.31 
93.82 
22.08 
45.27 

41.74 
57.81 
49.06 
33.97 
63.14 
27.73 
62.45 
68.58 
62. 75 
73.67 
37.86 
40.81 
43.23 
45.89 
52.62 
71.89 
23.96 
47.30 

132.24 
107.21 

80.89 
62.36 

101.50 
38.57 
77.21 
14.63 
86.00 
37.20 

120.01 



Bradford 181,964 .11 23,426 19.45 37.45 

1 From categories I,II,III, and XVI of General Census 
2 From 'labourer' and 'supported by community' 

categories of General Census 

The difficulties of using occupational information to 
determine attributes of social class cannot be underestimated. 
The 'selected upper class individuals' above were deduced from 
categories I,II,III, and XVI of districts in the occupational 
section of the general census. Other categories were distinctly 
occupational in nature; consequently, the crude class 
information which was available could be used only as a rough 
indicator of proportional distributions. Census occupational 
information is difficult to use and contemporary accounts were 
intended to show types of occupations, and not class information . 
- consequently, only general conclusions can be reached which 
relate class and attendances.17 Again, investigation at the 
local parish level, rather than at the district, city, or 
regional levels, is necessary for a discussion of this kind of 
assumption. 

A final factor which shaped the environment for ministry 
involved the actual numbers of clergy available to work in the 
parishes. From an early date, friends of the Church of England 
had recognised the need for further provision of church room, 
but the need for increased quantities of ordained men to keep 
pace with population expansion presented a more complicated 
challenge. In 1851, no relationship existed between either the 

17. A slightly more significant negative correlation (-.26) 
existed between !As and the presence of labourers or 
individuals supported by the community (a broad indicator 
of lower class populations). See table 5.4. 
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size of districts or their growth rate and the numbers of clergy 
supplied to these areas. In other words, no visibly effective 
programme operated to decrease ratios between populations and 
clergymen. 

---------------------------------------------------------------
TABLE 5.6 

District cler9y sueely 
Ranked by eoeulation size 

Clergy 
per No. of 

District Poeulation Clergy 1,000 Parishes 

Liverpool 258,236 51 
36 

• 70 32 
Bradford 181,964 41 .87 31 
Halifax 120,958 40 1.29 28 
Clifton 77,950 123 6.89 50 
Bath 69,847 150 9.49 18 
West Bromwich 69,729 29 1.62 43 
Basford 64,923 54 3.17 36 
Macclesfield 63,327 34 2.03 15 
Sculcoates 44,719 29 2.57 19 
Cheltenham 44,184 97 9.64 12 
Derby 43,684 19 1.71 12 
Walsall 43,044 16 1.32 42 
Kendal 36,572 53 5.55 83 
Hereford 35,154 72 7.24 23 
Northampton 33,857 33 3.49 15 
Ipswich 32,914 32 3.80 44 
Sudbury 30,814 46 5. 70 7 
West London 28,790 11 1.22 58 
Dorchester 25,002 52 7.81 35 
Rugby 23,477 50 7.96 43 
East Retford 22,758 33 5.31 13 
Newcastle 20,814 15 2.64 29 
Beverley 20,040 28 5.12 16 
Colchester 19,443 22 4.73 25 
Stone 19,344 23 4.37 29 
Ripon 18,648 35 7.00 27 
Bradfield 16,380 39 8.65 27 
Faringdon 15,732 28 6.89 23 
Chichester 15,037 37 9. 79 24 
Bridling ton 14,322 15 3. 78 t READ 

D()\•IN 
ONE --------------------------------------------------------------- Lit IE. 
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Certainly churchmen believed more clergy would help; yet those 
who erected new churches could usually procure only an 
endowment for the incumbent, and a staff of assisting curates 
posed insurmountable financial barriers. (The Church Pastoral 
Aid Society and the Additional Curates Society did help 
alleviate the situation in some areas). In the district sample, 
a correlation of .66 resulted when IAs and resident clergy per 
1,000 population were compared. Anglican practice (and perhaps 
the parochial system), was stimulated when additional ministers 
matched population growth as well as when further church room 
became available. 

The previous few pages sketched some of the difficulties of 
handling the 1851 Census of Religious Worship and briefly 
outlined several implications of relating data to the general 
census of the same year. In the foregoing discussion the 
validity of conclusions reached without regard to religious 
features was questioned. The next section examines Simeon trust 
parishes as a control group within the larger district sample 
area, and attempts to assess some aspects of religious features 
in the parishes. 

5.2 A profile of Simeon's spheres 

The Simeon trust parishes serve as a useful control group 
primarily because a specific religious orientation (in this 
case, evangelical churchmanship), is constant over time and 
well-established. Not all Simeon trust parishes could be 
decisively labelled evangelical at this point, so only those of 
a convincing evangelical complexion are used in the control 
group. This group varied between twenty-five and thirty 
parishes, depending on the specific data available for the 
different measures employed, and are listed in table 5.1. 
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Coleman's study suggests that 'what shaped the religious 
culture of a locality was more the irreducible facts of 
geography, economics and social structure than those features 
one sees as specifically II religious" .•18 The Simeon trust 
parishes cut across geographical, economic and social 
boundaries; yet they exhibited differences from the sample area 
surrounding them and reflect an internal continuity which 
strongly indicates that at the parish level 'specifically 
religious features' could be substantially at work. 

In England and Wales in 1851, Horace Mann calculated that one 
19 church existed for every 1,296 people. The district sample 

used in this study provided one church for every 1,974 people, 
an indicator of the generally more urban nature of these 
selected parishes (and perhaps of less provision for 
populations). This 'population per church' measure is not put 
forward here as a valid statistical instrument, but only to 
provide a comparison with Mann's calculations. Table 5.7, shown 
below, illustrates the phenomenon. 

TABLE 5. 7 
1851 District Census-population pe r church 

Ranked by population 

Simeon 
Trust 

Popul. Popul. 
per per 

District Population Church Church 

Liverpool 258,236 7,173 
Bradford 181,964 5,686 
Halifax 120,958 3,902 
Clifton 77,950 2,784 17,634 

18. Coleman, Church in the mid-nineteenth century, 25. 
19. Parliamentary Papers, 1852-3, lxxxix-xxxix. 
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Bath 
West Bromwich 
Basford 
Macclesfield 
Sculcoates 
Cheltenham 
Derby 
Walsall 
Kendal 
Hereford 
Northampton 
Ipswich 
Sudbury 
West London 
Dorchester 
Rugby 
East Retford 
Newcastle 
Beverley 
Colchester 
Stone 
Ripon 
Bradfield 
Faringdon 
Chichester 
Bridling ton 

69,847 
69,729 
64,923 
63,327 
44,719 
44,184 
43,684 
43,044 
36,572 
35,154 
33,857 
32,914 
30,814 
28,790 
25,002 
23,477 
22,758 
20,814 
20,040 
19,443 
19,344 
18,648 
16,380 
15,732 
15,037 
14,322 

1,397 
3,874 
1,510 
1,759 
2,981 
2,325 
3,460 
3,587 

871 
424 

1,472 
2,194 

700 
4,113 

431 
671 
529 

1,601 
691 

1,215 
774 
643 
607 
583 
654 
597 

2,764 

2,181 
29,648 

4,421 

4,396 
10,590 

2,559 
2,620 

5,892 

2,887 

2,504 
10,290 

1,248 
2,093 
7,775 

15,103 
798 

3,390 
1,159 
6,846 

Simeon trust parishes averaged a relatively staggering 6,514 
persons per church, over 500 per cent above the national mean. 

In accommodation, the overall mean showed that Church of 
England sittings formed 52.1 per cent of all sittings available 
( including dissenting congregations, Jewish synagogues, Catholic 
churches, etc.). 20 The district sample consistently matched this 
with a 52.0 per cent average. Horace Mann also computed that the 
Church of England could seat 29.7 per cent of its population in 
urban areas. In the district sample 24.8 per cent could be 
seated; Simeon trust parishes had available seating for only 9.9 

20. Parliamentary Papers, 1852-3, lxxxix-cxxxiv. 
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per cent of their parish populations, a clear indicator of the 
strains on facilities being experienced. Plainly, the formidable 
difficulties associated with populous parishes were compounded 
among trust incumbencies. 

The large differential in parish sizes notwithstanding, 
Simeon trust parishes attracted attendances at nearly twice the 
rate of neighbouring parishes in the sample. 

TABLE 5.8 
Evangelical Simeon trust parishes compared within districts 

Parish 

St Dunstan, London 
St Pancras, Chichester 
St Mary, Little Coxwell 
Faringdon parish church 
Ashampstead 
Basildon 
St Peter, Colchester 
St Peter, Ipswich 
St Margaret, Ipswich 
Bath Abbey 
St Michael, Bath 
St Mark, Lyncombe, Bath 
Clifton parish church 
Christ Church, Cl if ton 
St Mary, Che! tenham 
St Peter, Hereford 
St Owen, Hereford 
Christ Church, Stone 
St Giles, Newcastle-u-Lyme 
St Laurence; Darlaston 
Clareborough parish church 
St Peter, Ruddington 
All Saints, Derby 
St Michael, Macclesfield 
Trinity Church in Ripon 
Bradford parish church 
St Paul, Shipley, Bradford 
Beverley Minster 
St Peter, Drypool 

Population 

2,887 
1,159 

286 
3,390 

439 
798 

2,093 
2,868 
5,892 
2,764 
3,022 
9,974 

17,634 
3,464 

35,051 
2,620 
1,743 
7,775 

10,290 
10,590 

2,504 
2,181 
4,396 

29,648 
15,103 

149,543 
3,272 
1,248 
4,421 
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Parish 
IA 

.27 

.62 
1.12 

.23 

.48 

.50 
1.10 

• 74 
.18 

1.02 
.53 
.17 
.21 
• 73 

.15 

.18 

.38 

.24 

.42 

.04 

.07 

.21 
1.06 

.30 

District 
IA 

.29 

.43 

.45 

.45 

.40 

.40 

.43 

.39 

.39 

.23 

.23 

.23 

.25 

.25 

.42 

.34 

.34 

.43 

.19 

.19 

.27 

.19 

.24 

.23 

.33 

.11 

.11 

.36 

.18 



Bridlington parish church 
St James, Burton-in-Kendal 

6,846 
2,559 

.14 

.29 
.29 
.30 

Trust parish IAs averaged 44 per cent, compared to an average of 
. 21 25 per cent in undesignated par 1shes. It is perhaps possible 

that district sample IAs were saved only by the presence of 
evangelical parishes. Without this influence, the relatively 
lower IAs produced in undesignated parishes would have skewed 
district means to lower levels. (Coleman's large town IA 
averaged 23 per cent by comparison. Coleman, Church in the mid
nineteenth century, 41.)Each trust parish recorded an average of 
1,437 attendances on census day, compared with 426 attendances 
in related parishes in the sample. It may be that evangelical 
parishes attracted attenders from nearby parishes, thereby 
altering IAs in all the parishes involved. In some Simeon trust 
parishes, this was clearly the case. (E.g., Bath Abbey's IA was 
102 per cent of the parish population.) This must reinforce the 
impact of religious features on attendance. Moreover, it might 
be suspected that though evangelical parishes attracted 
evangelical attenders from other non-evangelical parishes, non
evangelical parishes would probably not reciprocally attract 
non-evangelical attenders from evangelical parishes to the same 
extent. This is another way of saying that the emotive 
attraction inherent in evangelicalism differed in nature as 
well as in degree from those influences which would lead a non
evangelical attender to venture outside his evangelical parish. 
Thirty trust- parishes in the formulation offered a total of 
31,077 sittings to a combined population of 311,409 people. Each 

21. The undesignated parishes could not be shown in table 5.8 
because they are not directly comparable on a line-for
line basis. However, this mean can be reproduced from table 5.2. 
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trust parish averaged 1,036 sittings and each sample parish 
comparatively possessed only 419 sittings. For the sample area 
as a whole, church size presented an interesting phenomenon when 
compared to attendances. Churches seemed to attract attendances 
as a function of their accommodation, rather than as a function 
of their parish population in the district sample ( .85 
correlation). 

---------------------------------------------------------------
TABLE 5.9 

District church sizes and attendance 
Ranked by population 

Avg.ch. average 
size in attend. District Population IA sittings per eh. 

Liverpool 258,236 .15 1,025 1,074 
Bradford 181,964 .11 732 624 
Halifax 120,958 .17 651 673 Clifton 77,950 .25 685 704 Bath 69,847 .23 526 643 West Bromwich 69,729 .19 723 733 Basford 64,923 .19 339 285 
Macclesfield 63,327 .23 417 409 
Sculcoates 44,719 .18 680 540 
Cheltenham 44,184 .42 764 979 Derby 43,684 .24 755 859 
Walsall 43,044 .19 705 699 Kendal 36,572 .30 350 263 Hereford 35,154 .34 182 146 Northampton 33,857 .30 437 436 Ipswich 32,914 .39 544 855 Sudbury 30,814 .56 317 394 
West London 28,790 .29 1,047 1,207 
Dorchester 25,002 .60 211 260 Rugby 23,477 .57 342 384 East Retford 22,758 .27 244 143 Newcastle 20,814 .19 433 299 Beverley 20,040 .36 258 251 Colchester 19,443 .43 404 528 
Stone 19,344 .43 360 331 Ripon 18,648 . 33 265 214 Bradfield 16,380 .40 172 241 
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Faringdon 
Chichester 
Bridling ton 

15,732 .45 
15,037 .43 
14,322 .29 

268 
209 
200 

262 
279 
175 

In Simeon trust churches, no meaningful relationship existed 
between individual church sizes, population, and parallel 
increases or drops in attendance; this may provide another 
indication of the impact of religious features. 

Broadly speaking, Simeon trust incumbents, comprising only 3 
per cent of the clergymen in the sample, drew 10 per cent of the 
attendances and supervised 21 per cent of the population in the 
sample. More than anything, this observation describes the 
nature of the trust parishes as 'spheres', and illustrates the 
trust's continuing intent to reach large populations with an 
established evangelical ministry. The contradictory combination 
of large populations, comparatively high IAs, generally spacious 
accommodation, and urban settings marked out a confusing pattern 
when trust parishes were matched with other parishes in the 
larger sample. Religious factors provide a reasonable 
explanation for these distinctions. 

Population did affect practice, but mainly as a function of 
growth. 75 per cent of trust parishes were in or near towns of 
5,000 or more; 50 per cent were located in areas of greater than 
30,000 population. Coleman notes that 'it was unusual to find 
high Anglican attendance in parishes of large area or 
population', a tendency which Simeon trust parishes confounded. 22 

Yet, he also confirms that 'the faster the demographic increase, 
the lower Anglican attendances' became, and trust parishes did 
suffer in this respect.23 Coleman's conclusion concerning the 
rate of demographic change is consistent with the consequences 

22. Coleman, Church in mid-nineteenth century, 24. 
23. Coleman, Church in mid-nineteenth century, 14. 
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experienced in trust parishes. 

TABLE 5.10 
Evangelical Simeon trust parishes and population change 

Ranked by population change rate 

Parish 

Che! tenham, St Mary 
Drypool, St Peter 
Chichester, St Pancras 
Bradford 
Clifton 
Bath, St Mark, Lyncombe 
Macclesfield, St Michael 
Bradford, St Paul, Shipley 
Ipswich, St Margaret 
Ipswich, St Peter 
Darlaston, St Laurence 
Ruddington, St Peter 
Newcastle-u-Lyme, St Giles 
Burton-in-Kendal, St James 
Clareborough 
Hereford, St Owen 
Beverley Minster 
Bridling ton 
Faringdon 
Stone, Christ Church 
Hereford, St Peter 
Derby, All Saints 
Colchester, St Peter 
Ripon, Trinity Church 
Ashampstead 
Basildon 
Far ingdon, St Mary, Little Coxwell 
Bath Abbey 
London, St Dunstan 
Bath, St Michael 

*Percent change per decade, 1801-51 
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Population 

35,051 
4,421 
1,159 

149,543 
17,634 

9,974 
29,648 

3,272 
5,892 
2,868 

10,590 
2,181 

10,290 
2,559 
2,504 
1,743 
1,248 
6,846 
3,390 
7,775 
2,620 
4,396 
2,093 

15,103 
439 
798 
286 

2,764 
2,887 
3,022 

Popul. 
Change 

IA Rate* 

70.3 
.30 49.5 
.62 42.3 

38.4 
.21 32.3 
.17 30.8 
.04 28.5 
.21 26.7 
.18 25. 7 
• 74 24.8 
.18 22.8 
.24 20.4 

17.8 
.29 17.2 
.38 16.2 

15.8 
1.06 15.0 

.14 12.8 

.23 12.1 

.15 11.3 
10. 7 

.42 9.3 
1.10 9.1 

.07 7.7 

.48 7.2 

.50 5.3 
1.12 5.2 
1.02 2.7 

.27 .o 

.53 -3.1 



Between 1811 and 1851, population in England and Wales 
increased at a rate of 15 per cent per decade. In large towns, 
the rate climbed to 20. 7 per cent per decade. 24 Trust parishes 
exceeding populations of 1,000 (which included nearly all), grew 
at 21 per cent per decade during this period. When correlations 
between trust parish !As and growth rates were calculated, a 
moderate relationship (-.30 correlation) resulted.25 Trust 
parishes did not escape the traumas of sudden, dramatic growth, 
but did not suffer to the same extent as neighbouring parishes. 

One explanation suggests a tactic which, though not 
necessarily of a religious nature, did seem to be used more 
widely in trust parishes. A use index (UI) can be obtained by 
dividing attendances in each parish or district by available 
sittings. This factor is somewhat related to the number of 
services provided, though not decisively. Use indices for 
parishes in the sample are shown below: 

TABLE 5.11 
Evangelical Simeon trust parishes - use index 

Parish Popul. IA Serves UI 

St Dunstan, London 2,887 .27 2 .63 
St Pancras, Chichester 1,159 .62 3 3.15 
St Mary, Little Coxwell 286 1.12 2 1.60 
Faringdon parish church 3,390 .23 3 1.03 · 
Ashampstead 439 .48 2 1.05 

24. Parliamentary Papers, 1852-3, lxxxix-cxl. 
25. A more serious picture emerged when a 'raw growth gradient' 

replaced simple growth rates. Growth rate, used in this study, portrays an averaged rate over four decades and 
tends to level outcomes. A growth gradient expresses the 
actual slope, plotted mathematically, and emphasises severe 
increases and dec~eases. When translated into logarithms, the comparison between gradients and !As resulted in a -.54 correlation. 
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Basildon 
St Peter, Colchester 
St Peter, Ipswich 
St Margaret, Ipswich 
Bath Abbey 
St Michael, Bath 
St Mark, Lyncombe, Bath 
Clifton parish church 
Christ Church, Clifton 
St Mary, Cheltenham 
St Peter, Hereford 
St Owen, Hereford 
Christ Church, Stone 
St Giles, Newcastle-u-Lyme 
St Laurence, Darlaston 
Clareborough parish church 
St Peter, Ruddington 
All Saints, Derby 
St Michael, Macclesfield 
Trinity Church in Ripon 
Bradford parish church 
St Paul, Shipley, Bradford 
Beverley Minster 
St Peter, Drypool 
Bridlington parish church 
St James , Bur ton- in-Kendal 

798 
2,093 
2,868 
5,892 
2,764 
3,022 
9,974 

17,634 
3,464 

35,051 
2,620 
1,743 
7,775 

10,290 
10,590 

2,504 
2,181 
4,396 

29,648 
15,103 

149,543 
3,272 
1,248 
4,421 
6,846 
2,559 

.so 
1.10 

.74 

.18 
1.02 

.53 

.17 

.21 

.73 

.15 

.18 

.38 

.24 

.42 

.04 

.07 

.21 
1.06 

.30 

.14 

.29 

2 

3 
3 
2 
3 
3 
3 
2 
3 
3 

2 

3 
3 
2 
3 
3 
2 

2 
2 
2 

3 
2 

1.11 
1. 77 
3.67 
1.23 
2.21 
1.33 
1.43 
1.47 
2.47 
2.95 

1.41 

1. 74 
.60 
• 79 

1.52 
• 75 

1.15 

.46 
1.33 
1.81 

• 79 
1.30 

In trust parishes a significantly high UI (.46 correlation) 
resulted in areas of rapid growth. Apparently trust incumbents 
exploited available sittings in localities where population 
surged. This conclusion also affects the problem of repeat 
attendances. The use of additional services in areas of rapid 
growth suggests that incumbents intended to serve expanding 
populations ~ather than repeat attenders. 

Comparisons within trust parishes using class structure also 
present an inconclusive picture. Coleman's assertion that 
'throughout the Victorian period Anglicanism was becoming a 
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matter of class•26 is difficult to substantiate in evangelical 
trust parishes, using either broadly-based census data or local 
parish correspondence. Clergy in supposedly genteel areas like 
Bath or Clifton, repeatedly attempted to expand free seating to 
move the poor out of the aisles and to provide for demand from 
the lower classes. As suggested by the table below, in districts 
having greater proportions of gentry and unskilled 
labourers/indigents (one seemed to coincide with the other), 
trust parishes attracted relatively more attendances than other 
Anglican churches. 

District 

West London 
Chichester 
Faringdon 
Bradfield 
Northampton 
Colchester 
Sudbury 
Ipswich 
Dorchester 
Bath 
Clifton 
Cheltenham 
Hereford 
Stone 
Newcastle· 
Walsall 
w. Bromwich 
Rugby 
East Retford 
Basford 

TABLE 5.12 
Parish impact within districts 

IA Aecom 

.29 7,331 

.43 4,800 

.45 7,225 

.40 4,651 

.30 10,047 

.43 6,460 

.56 13,962 

.39 8,167 

.60 12,224 

.23 26,282 

.25 19,185 

.42 14.520 

.34 15,088 

.43 8,990 

.19 5,631 

.19 8,455 

.19 13,020 

.57 11,972 

.27 10,496 

.19 14,585 

Gentry Labor 1 
per 

1,000 

82.67 
77.27 
35.20 
29.94 
45.21 
62. 71 
35.80 
63.80 
52.84 

102.48 
81.47 
96.31 
47.04 
35. 71 
30.31 
16.97 
20. 73 
40.29 
34.11 
17.70 

per S.T.% 
1,000 Aecom 

71.89 
62.45 
33.97 
62.75 
52.62 
63.14 
49.06 
73.67 
41. 74 
80.89 

132.24 
68.58 
40.81 
27. 73 
14.63 
77.21 

101.50 
57.81 
47.30 
38.57 

.11 

.05 

.13 

.12 

.20 

.18 

.14 

.16 

.17 

.11 

.09 

.15 

.13 

.15 

.05 

26. Coleman, 'Religion in Victorian city', 30. 
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S.T.% 

CE att 

.09 

.11 

.16 

.09 

.31 

.25 

.20 

.26 

.25 

.14 

.23 

.15 

.04 



Derby .24 9,064 48.61 107.21 .13 .18 
Macclesfield .23 15,026 22.95 62.36 .10 .09 
Liverpool .15 36,890 45.27 120.01 
Ripon .33 7,691 42.22 43.23 .12 .17 
Halifax .17 20,176 22.08 37.20 
Bradford .11 23,.426 19.45 37.45 .07 .04 
Beverley .36 7,475 48.65 37.86 .13 .18 
Sculcoates .18 10,194 93.82 86.00 .07 .16 
Bridling ton .29 4,790 36.82 23.96 .26 .23 
Kendal .30 14,694 38.03 45.89 .04 .07 

l Simeon trust parish percentage of district accommodation 
2 Simeon trust parish percentage of district attendances 

---------------------------------------------------------------
Perhaps Coleman's theory could be re-examined on a basis of 
specific Anglican inability to draw the middle classes to 
worship, rather than possibly over-generalising about the 
relationship between practice and class structure. 

Another aspect of investigations into social class produced 
indeterminate results. Both high population density (persons per 
acre) and high housing density (persons per house) might 
suggest the presence of lower class inhabitants in an area. In 
comparisons involving trust parishes and other parishes of 
unknown orientation no correlation appeared between these 
factors and IAs. Clearly a substantial amount of research 
remains to be done to assess the relationship of class to 
Anglican practice accurately. 

Turning to those attributes which are specifically religious, 
several can _ contribute to a further understanding of Simeon's 
spheres at mid-century. Since one of Simeon's basic intentions 
involved the fixing of an evangelical ministry in the parish 
over time, an extended evangelical presence in a parish might be 
expected to encourage attendances. In places such as 
Macclesfield, where J.C. Ryle's grandfather and father both had 
served as mayors, and where the influential evangelical David 
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Simpson began working in 1773, evangelical longevity should have 
provided implications for Anglican practice.27 Bradford and 
Clifton illustrate other locations of lengthy evangelical 
presence. Yet, no significant relationship resulted between the 
state of Anglican practice in trust parishes in 1851 and the 
timespan of continuing evangelical ministry. Even Henry Heap's 
dubious tenure at Bradford illustrates that simply maintaining 
evangelical presence proved only part of the answer and this 
lack of relationship demonstrated the importance of pastoral 
practice. 

TABLE 5.13 
Evangelical Simeon trust Earishes and continuity 

Ranked by longevity 

Date 1st 
Parish Population IA Evang. 

Colchester, St Peter 2,093 1.10 1781 
Darlaston, St Laurence 10,590 .18 1800 
Ipswich, St Peter 2,868 • 74 1801 
Ashampstead 439 .48 1803 
Ipswich, St Margaret 5,892 .18 1805 
London, St Dunstan 2,887 .27 1805 
Clifton 17,634 .21 1809 
Br id 1 ing ton 6,846 .14 1809 
Cl if ton, Christ Church 3,464 . 73 1809 
Basildon 798 .so 1814 
Drypool, St Peter 4,421 .30 1819 
Clareborough 2,504 .38 1821 
Ripon, Trinity Church 15,103 .07 1827 
Macclesfield, St Michael 29,648 .04 1828 
Bradford, St ·Paul, Shipley 3,272 .21 1828 
Chichester, St Pancras 1,159 .62 1830 
Stone, Christ Church 7,775 .15 1832 
Bath, St Michael 3,022 .53 1836 
Beverley Minster 1,248 1.06 1837 
Bath Abbey 2,764 1.02 1838 

27. Toon, Ryle, 9-11. See also Hole, History of C.M.S., 57f. 
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Bath, St Mark, Lyncombe 
Derby, All Saints 
Burton-in-Kendal, St James 
Faringdon 

9,974 .17 
4,396 .42 
2,559 .29 
3,390 .23 

1839 
1841 
1842 
1849 

In Macclesfield, though evangelical continuity persisted, a 
strong methodist movement had 'proselytized every serious young 
person and left few "religious characters" who were not 
methodists.• 28 At Bradford, the evangelical vicar {Heap) serving 
from 1816 to 1839 exercised cursory supervision over his large 

. h d 1 ft 1 h f · · · · · 29 par1s an e a arge sp ere to noncon orm1st 1n1t1at1ve. 
Michael Hennell examined the tactical response of 

evangelicals · in the nineteenth century and described a number 
of parochial strategies; they included small groups, district 
visiting societies, the use of tracts, clerical societies, and 
evening services.30 Other measures involved coal clubs, clothing 
exchanges, 

k . h 31 1 tc ens. 

almoners, maternity funds, 
In Bradford, Scoresby 

dispensaries, 

founded an 

and soup 

employers 
association, residences visiting committee, evening schools, 
sick club, and savings banks, among other endeavours.32 Most 
pertinent to the use of census data, however, is the provision 
of extra services, especially evening worship. The related use 
of existing facilities {manifested in the use index), indicated 
the impact of this tactic. 

In the religious census, all 
Wales averaged 1.83 services on 
the Church . of Eng land provided 

denominations in England and 
33 30 March 1851. In the towns, 

2.06 services. 34 However, the 

28. Walker, 'Religious changes in Cheshire', 82. 
29. Inglis, 'Patterns of worship', 84. 
30. Pollard and Hennell, Charles Simeon, 139. 
31. Kemble, Parochial machinery, 31; Allen, Sermon, 15. 
32. Scoresby-Jackson, Scoresby, 303f. 
33. Parliamentary Papers, 1852-3, lxxxix-cxxxiv. 
34. Parliamentary Papers , 1852-3 , l xxxix-cxli. 
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trust parishes produced an average of 2.52 services, 
significantly above the other figures. Of these extra services, 
trust parishes provided more than twice as many evening 
services as the average of other Anglican parishes in the 
country.35 

Surprisingly, across the spectrum of district sample 
parishes, the availability of free seats did not necessarily 
encourage attendances (-.17 correlation), and may have tended to 
discourage them. Ian Bradley writes: 

Wherever evangelical clergymen became incumbents they transformed the life of the parishes under their care. First and foremost, they literally opened the church to the people by abolishing the system of pew rents whereby wealthy parishioners rented seats which they often did not use, leaving poorer worshippers to stand . h . 1 3b 1n t e a1s es. 

In trust parishes, the correlation between free seating and IAs -
confirmed that free sittings could be an inducement to 
attendance (.50 correlation, though a small sample). The use of 
free sittings, or even their existence, presents a complicated 
problem in the census. The practice is poorly defined and 
sketchily reported. This conclusion, though speculative, could 
corroborate both Coleman's insight into class influences and the 
preserit study's incorporation of religious factors. In parishes 
without distinctive religious features operating, class could 
become a controlling variable, and the presence of 

35. Parliamentary Papers, 1852-3, lxxxix-cli. Of all services held in the Church of England on census Sunday, 48 per cent occurred in the morning, 36 per cent in the afternoon, and 16 per cent took place in the evening. Simeon trust parishes provided 44 per cent in the morning, 22 per cent in the afternoon, and 34 per cent in the evening (closely approximating nonconformist practice). 
36. Bradley, Call to seriousness, 64. 
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trust parishes produced an average of 2.52 services, 
significantly above the other figures. Of these extra services, 
trust parishes provided more than twice as many evening 
services as the average of other Anglican parishes in the 
country.35 

Surprisingly, across the spectrum of district sample 
parishes, the availability of free seats did not necessarily 
encourage attendances (-.17 correlation), and may have tended to 
discourage them. Ian Bradley writes: 

Wherever evangelical clergymen became incumbents they 
transformed the life of the parishes under their care. 
First and foremost, they literally opened the church 
to the people by abolishing the system of pew rents 
whereby wealthy parishioners rented seats which they 
often did not use, leaving poorer worshippers to stand . h . 1 3b 1n t e a1s es. 

In trust parishes, the correlation between free seating and IAs 
confirmed that free sittings could be an inducement to 
attendance (.50 correlation, though a small sample). The use of 
free sittings, or even their existence, presents a complicated 
problem in the census. The practice is poorly defined and 
sketchily reported. This conclusion, though speculative, could 
corroborate both Coleman's insight into class influences and the 
present study's incorporation of religious factors. In parishes 
without distinctive religious features operating, class could 
become a controlling variable, and the presence of 

35. Parliamentary Papers, 1852-3, lxxxix-cli. Of all services 
held in the Church of England on census Sunday, 48 per cent occurred in the morning, 36 per cent in the afternoon, and 16 per cent took place in the evening. Simeon trust 
parishes provided 44 per cent in the morning, 22 per cent 
in the afternoon, and 34 per cent in the evening (closely approximating nonconformist practice). 

36. Bradley, Call to seriousness, 64. 
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proportionately greater free sittings might discourage 
wealthier attendances. Conversely, in parishes with distinctive 
religious features, as in Simeon trust parishes, class 
influences could be diminished by the more extensive provision 
of free sittings and by a definitive evangelical orientation to 
pastoral practice. 

The primary impact of evangelical-style worship, and a 
secondary implication of other parochial schemes could be seen 
in trust parish indices of use. In the Church of England the 
ratio of attendances to available seating (UI) produced a 
factor of 1.00. Parishes in the district sample yielded a 1.03 
UI, while trust parishes indicated a 1.49 UI. Simeon trust 
parishes therefore showed a use index which exceeded that of 
neighbouring parishes by 45 per cent. Use indices, when compared 
on a local basis within the thirty sample districts, identified 
trust parishes as using accommodation at a significantly higher 
level than neighbouring parishes. 

* * * 

Gladstone, describing Simeon's advowson purchases, noted that 
'the possession of these seats of power immensely extended [his 
followers'] parochial influence.•37 Elizabeth Jay, in a modern 
study of Victorian literature, claims that 'Simeon and his 
colleagues so successfully pursued a policy of buying the 
patronage of available livings that writers were gradually able 
to indicate the complexion of a church by mere reference to the 

37. Gladstone, 'Evangelical movement', Gleanings, vii-212. 

198 



patron.•38 With their founder's conclusive definition of the 
patron's task, and after thirty years of patronage and trust 
administration, his trustees could reflect on a significant 
expansion of Simeon's 'spheres'. 'The Low Church party are a 
minority in the Church of England', wrote John Marsden in 1854. 
'Of its wealthier benefices and posts of honour they _ fill but 
few; but their influence is great. The manufacturing towns are 
almost entirely in their· hands.•39 Besides noting mere expansion, 
onlookers could also recognise that evangelical incumbents 
worked faithfully in those parishes with desparate needs. 
Criticisms that evangelical ministers flocked only to the 
'watering holes' and the comfortable benefices failed when the 
actual nature of evangelical parish practice became known. A 
typical lament appeared in a letter to the Ecclesiastical 
Commissioners. 'I am the fourth minister in nine years,' wrote 
Samuel Moon plaintively in 1849, 'as my predecessors became 
heartily tired of so difficult a position.•40 'I'he party is 
redeemed by the working of its parishes,' reported Macmillan's 
Magazine in 1860. 'That which saves it from wreck is the fact 
that the evangelical clergy as a body are indefatigable in 
ministerial duties, and devoted heart and soul to the manifold 
labours of Christian love.•41 

It was in the parish, rather than in distinctive theological 
contributions or in masterful ecclesiastical statesmanship, that 
evangelicalism made its mark in the mid-nineteenth century. 

38. Jay, Religion of the heart, 41. This overestimates the patron's influence, but aptly describes growing evangelical Visibility. 
39. Marsden, Dictionary of Christian churches, 325. 
40. Church Commissioners Archives, Benefice file 3312, Samuel Moon to Ecclesiastical Commissioners, 25 June 1849. (Moon served at Holme, in Bur ton-in-Kendal). 
41. Anonymous, 'English evangelical clergy', 119f. 
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Various investigations using census data reveal significant 
distinctions in religious practice (though narrowly defined), 
which can be explained by parish impact of a religious nature. 
Other measures could be added to those used in this study to 
supplement further these themes of perceptible change within 
parishes. Coleman's examination of mid-nineteenth century 
Anglicanism provides several broadly-based and informative 
hypotheses, but is lacking in some areas. Among these is the 
attempt to treat Anglicanism as a distinctive and consistent 
phenomenon to avoid profound differences attributable to 
religious features, and the failure to sample at the individual 
parish level. In fact, Coleman's conclusions that Anglican 
attendances in 1851 derived primarily from social, economic, and 
geographical factors is inescapable if religious distinctions 
and parish case studies do not inform initial assumptions. In 
other words, simply removing religious attributes as a variable, 
before assessing attendances, may inherently lead to hopelessly 
biassed findings, and obscure potentially significant 
conclusions. The significant levels of correlation produced by 
comparisons between the collective Simeon trust parishes, census 
returns, and a broad sampling background, carried out at the 
local level and using individual returns, suggest that 
demonstrable differences in religious practice are attributable 
to religious factors, and quite overstep the control of social, 
economic, and geographic variables. Moreover, these conclusions 
provide an informative, if limited, glimpse into evangelical 
parish operation. 
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CHAPI'ER SIX 

IN THE CRUCIBLE 

The trust's internal growth and operation were examined in 
the previous chapter from the period following Simeon's death in 
1836, and continuing until 1865. In this final section, the frame 
of reference is broadened to place the evangelical push for 
ecclesiastical permanence in the larger context of the age and 
to discern those factors beyond the evangelical pale which 
provided consequences for patronage and perhaps informed 
churchmanship. 

W.H.B. Proby, a nineteenth-century high churchman, penned a 
somewhat bitter denunciation of evangelicalism in 1888, and 
labelled the interval from 1836 to 1865 the 'polemical period'; 
this characterisation emphasised the controversial side of 
nineteenth-century evangelicalism and pushed the issue of 
churchmanship to the fore.

1 
A more sympathetic writer recognised 

evangelical contributions in the parish, yet echoed this popular 
sen tirrien t: 

1. 
2. 

When the history of the Evangelical Party is written, 
it will be told of them that with narrow-mindedness 
and mistaken traditions, with little intellectual 
acquirements and ill-directed zeal against their 
brothers in the Church, they yet worked manfully in 
the pestilent and heathen bywa2s of our cities, and 
preached the Gospel to the poor. 

Proby, Annals. 
Anonymous, 'English evangelical clergy' , 119f. 
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This indictment of low churchmanship remains a popular 
conception. The foregoing quotation refers to the corrective 
qualities of faithfulness in the parish, which balanced some of 
the more questionable attributes suspected of evangelicals. 
Furthermore, the writer accurately perceives the inadequacies of 
using only theological definitions to describe evangelical ism; 
more correctly, the evangelical school should be seen as 
primarily a movement of churchmanship. In the context of the 
practical response of evangelicals to ecclesiastical structure 
and to other parties in the church, their quiet transformation 
of life in the parish must be balanced against the noisome 
actions of their rabid controversialists. 'Evangelical' 
churchmanship persevered among moderates and is best discerned 
in the parish; 'low-churchmanship', a separate phenomenon for W.J. 
Conybeare (and others), thrived in ecclesiastical infighting and 
was distinct. 

This chapter begins with a discussion of the general climate 
of patronage practice. A factor which especially affected 
Simeon's trustees as clerical patrons is next seen in the shift 
to a polemical situation in the Bath schools dispute and the 
subsequent growing opposition to evangelical patronage which 
resulted. 

movements 

'No-popery' attitudes and 

provide the second factor 

links to anti-ritualist 

which shaped a party 
reaction within the trust. Finally, Simeon trust parishes and 
incumbents, in the 'crucible' of controversy, will be assessed to 
describe the complexion of low-church controversialism within 
evangelical ism. 

6.1 Pre-Victorian patronage and reform 

Resistance to and criticism of contemporary patronage 
erupted sporadically and indecisively as the eighteenth century 
closed; observers became more vocal in their distaste for 
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patronage abuse only as the nineteenth century began. Though 
unsystematic in their reflections and . providing few comments 
from an established evangelical standpoint, the critics 
generally were responsible men and not always ranting jacobins 
threatening social disorder. Moreover, these relatively mild 
attacks on patronage abuse did not suggest abolishing the 
system entirely. Critic ism addressed excesses but accepted the 
basic structure. 

6.1.1 An early nineteenth-century appraisal 

Before the reform agitation of the third and fourth decades 
of the nineteenth century, disapproval of patronage practices 
appeared in print relatively infrequently. Those who possesed 
little or no preferment understandably criticised. practices 
which worked against them and some evangelical voices mixed 
with the others. James Bean recognised the power of the status 
quo and resigned himself to a philosophical defence of the 
prevailing system. 'As for preferment,' he wrote in 1808, 'those 
who have it to give are so beset with applications by persons 
whom they cannot refuse, as to have very little opportunity of 
serving their own intimate friends, much less of rewarding 
those, with whom they have no immediate connection.3 

For some, reform of the existing system posed only a remote 
threat and any evangelical access to preferment appeared to be 
an odious sortie against class prerogative. 'The orthodox and 
regularly-bred clergy of the Universities,' sputtered Johnson 
Grant, 'justly complained of a system which introduced a body of 
competitors, to take from them preferments to which they were 
entitled.14 Grant especially disliked the Elland Society for 

3. Bean, Zeal, 356. 
4. Grant,Ilistory of the English Church, iv- 87. 
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their support of penniless evangelical ordinands at Oxford and · 
Cambridge. He shuddered at candid ates 1 ike William Richardson, 
'another of those youths from the North, who, with a cheap and 
scanty education, push themselves into curacies, the very 
birthright of the sons of Alma Mater, after a fortune has been 
laid out in their instruction.•5 

Significant discussions of patronage abuses grew in the late 
1820s, when general demands for reform confronted the 
ecclesiastical hierarchy. Both the spirit of reform and the 
growing scale of advowson marketing contributed to the clamour. 
An anonymous 'Son of the Church' wrote to Robert Peel, 
complaining that even the finest clergyman was without hope, 
'except he possesses parliamentary influence, or borough 
interest - except himself or his family can influence his vote 
in the House, or his parliamentary friend consent to barter his 
voice for his friend's promotion.'6 

Edward Berens disliked the 
'painful and revolting. .idea of a clergyman anticipating 
pecuniary benefit to himself from the death of a fellow 
creature, or talking .•. of running his own life against the life 
of his tenant. •

7 
He concluded that the 'system bears the 

uncertain character of a gambling transaction.' Peel 's anonymous 
correspondent linked the problem with disestablishment; he 
suspected that the exercise of patronage by bishops would be 
predictable because of connexions with the state and that 
benefices remained the rewards of political partisanship.8 

The tone of the rhetoric increased in fervour in the 1830s. 
Another anonymous writer characterised private patronage as 'a 

5. Grant, History of the English Church, iv-72. 
6. Anonymous ['Son of the Church'], Church patronage, 55. 
7. Berens, Church reform, 65. 
8. Anonymous ['Son of the Church'], Church patronage, 13. 
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mass of open, unvarnished, palpable abuse' in 1833. 
9 

Naming 
himself 'one of the priesthood', he complained, 'this "unheard-of 
covetousness" as old Latimer called it in his day, that patrons 
should sell their benefices, is now, and long has been, a regular 
and established practice, so openly and notoriously carried on, 
that none blush to acknowledge it, or to be partakers in the 
deed.110 Another writer declared that 'lay-patronage is an evil; 

11 and private patronage a far greater one than crown-patronage.' 
The Quarterly Review maintained that 'to bestow [preferment] on 
family connexions, or on political adherents, though they may be 
men of doubtful piety, or of doubtful orthodoxy, is not only 
folly, but sin.•

12 
Hugh McNeile of Liverpool accurately charged 

that patrons selected men 'because of their unfitness, from 
either disease or old age, in order that the advertisement for 
the sale of the next presentation, may hold out the valuable 
. d f 1 . •13 1 . . d . 1n ucement o ear y possession. R.M. Bever ey J01ne rn the 
criticism, but affirmed evangelical ministries: 

The Church, in reality, is recruited by speculators 
who have purchased the next presentation, by idle 
persons who want a nominal profession, by reprobate 
younger sons designed for a family benefice, by the 
sons, nephews, and cousins of the Prelates, and by 
doubtful characters who wish to be considered 
gentlemen. I do not reckon in this class the true 
Pastors of the English Church, the evangelical 
curates: they are generally silenced, slighted, 
persecuted, and despised by their more powerful 
clerical coadjutors, who have received the government 

9. Anonymous ['One of the priesthood'], Outline, 11. 
10. Anonymous ['One of the priesthood'], Outline, 13. 
11. Anonymous, Church reform: the question, 23. Cler ica.l patrons 

came under some criticism, but generally escaped the 
attacks levelled at lay patrons. Wodehouse, Ecclesiastical 
improvements, 83f. 

12. Anonymous, 'Church reform', 571. 
13. McNeile, Letters to a friend, 105. 
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14 benefices for no good purpose. 

Others had constructive suggestions. Scottish Presbyterian 
Thomas Chalmers, nodding to growing evangelical influence, 
preferred that 'even for the cause of public tranquillity and 
good order, that there were a more respectful accommodation to 

h l t t . Ch . . . 115 S d . t e popu ar as e 1n r 1st1an1ty. ome recornrnen at1ons 
addressed the confusion generated by the association of , property rights with patronage. 'One of the priesthood' claimed 
that private patrons stood 'clearly in the capacity of trustees 
and nothing more ••• in equity they ought to be restrained from 

16 making a gain of a privilege so sacred.' He suggested that, 
despite the problems with property, all should be given to the 
bishops and to a 'body of tried men, veteran labourers in the 
Lord's Vineyard. . .who now are allowed to retire. . .for the 
purpose of assisting by their advice and experience in the 
effective management of the affairs of the diocese.•17 

Walsh 
clarified the growing early nineteenth-century perception held 
by some: 'the parish was a cure of souls in trust, not a freehold 

b • d ,18 • I pr_operty to e enJoye • The Quarterly Review saw a more pure 
and holy administration' of patronage as a complete solution for 
all that ailed the church.

19 
To Edward Berens, assured and fixed 

20 clerical incomes provided the answer. The more cynical C.N. 

14. Beverley, Letter to Archbishop of York, 29. Since this 
agitation dealt with problems of patronage in general, 
evangelicals may have escaped notice. Their critics 
challenged evangelical patrons on the basis of their 
churchmanship, and not because they suspected abuses of 
patronage. 

15. Chalmers, Economy, 176. 
16. Anonymous ['One of the priesthood'], Outline, llf. 
17. Anonymous, ['One of the priesthood'], Outline, 16. 
18. Walsh, 'Yorkshire evangelicals', footnote on 149. 
19. Anonymous, 'Church reform', Quarterly Review, 569. 
20. Berens, Church reform, 66. 
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Wodehouse doubted the effectiveness of these recommendations 
and dismissed the 'sanguine but ill-founded hope, that feelings 
inherent in the very nature of man can be eradicated or 

21 suppressed.' One of the anonymous writers surnrnar ised the 
situation aptly for most of his contemporaries: 'there can be no 
question that this abuse has operated most perniciously on the 
character of the clergy, and has well high proved fatal to the f\ 

Established Church.122 

6.1.2 The limits of reform 

That the ironclad privileges of property rights served to 
set the boundaries of patronage reform proved to be no surprise; 
an appreciation of the establishment also worked to 
circumscribe the nature of reform attempts. Exiled French clergy 
arriving in England reminded the Englishman that his religious 
establishment was valuable 'as a bulwark against enthusiasm and 
levelling tendencies.•

23 
Peel 's anonymous correspondent claimed 

that the 'answer to the welfare of the nation is the security of 
the church.124 Another widely quoted reformer, Richard Yates, 
wrote that patronage was a 'sacred trust, constituted by the 
highest authority of the State, to diffuse in the best possible 
manner an knowledge of the sublime hopes and benevolent duties 
of the Gospel; and to promote the best and most important 

25 purposes of good government.' Those who quailed most at social 
unrest inherently believed in the basic soundness of the 
established church and accepted the framework of its patronage 
system. Among the critics of the evangelicals, some, though not 

21. Wodehouse, Ecclesiastical improvements, 83. 
22. Anonymous [ 'One of the priesthood'], Outline, 15. 
23. Sykes, Church and state, 407. 
24. Anonymous ['Son of the Church'], Church patronage, 82. 
25. Yates, Patronage, 49. 
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many, feared an evangelical assault on the establishment through 
the use of parish patronage, as in the days of the Puritan 
feoffees. It may be safely asserted that a sizeable portion of 
the evangelical constituency tended to Toryism and consequently 
practised a form of civil religion; intrinsically, most 
reforming inclinations of evangelicals accepted the basic 
integrity of the existing system. In response to earlier 
er itic isms, Bean asked, 'Can there be produced any formal 
attempt, or even any intimated wishes on [the evangelicals'] 
part, to have the hierarchy altered; the present state of 
patronage disturbed; or any change made in the constitution of 
our Church? 126 The centuries-old conception of property and an 
unwillingness to reject the established church, whether held by 
evangelicals or others, both prevented rapid changes in 
patronage practice and conservatively shaped the changes which 
would ultimately occur in future decades. 

A positive scheme for patronage reform was suggested by 
Thomas Chalmers in his Christian and civic economy of large 
towns, published in 1821. Chalmers understood the profit motive 
clearly and attempted to demonstrate the feasibility of several 
reforms, among them enlightened church patronage. [It should be 
noted that Chalmers wrote from the viewpoint of the Church of 
Scotland, where there had been controversy regarding the use of 
patronage for over a century, involving two secessions from the 
ChurchJ Not only did he advocate 'wisely exercised patronage', 
but meant by this that evangelical patronage would best · 
accomplish the end in view because it would re-populate the 
churches. Chalmers especially recommended proprietary churches 
where income accrued to the proprietor from seat rents; popular 
evangelical preachers drew hearers and their continued 

26. Bean, Zeal, 124. 
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retention raised profits. Chalmers illustrated his proposal by 
noting the success of 'Mr Gladstone of Liverpool', the father of 
the future prime minister and a contemporary church-builder. 27 

Chalmers pursued his theme and insisted that evangelical 
patronage, as a political good, could potentially stabilise the 
nation. 28 

His primary criticism emphasised that the 'main force 
of [politicians'] patronage may be directed to one kind of 
theology; and that may be the very theology which unpeoples the 

29 Establishment of its hearers.' Chalmers hoped to sway powerful 
patrons by the objectivity of his argument. His scheme is 
significant because it demonstrates a generally more acceptable 
alternative to advocates of disestablishment. This example of 
patronage reform, ~nlightened by spiritual considerations and 
yet sensitive to the realities of commerce and popular 
under standings 

expediency. 

of property, 

6.1.3 Attempts at structural change 

characterised ev angelical 

The rising tide of criticism encouraged some in actual 
attempts to alter the use of patronage. These efforts reflected 
basic acceptance of the system evidenced in previous 
discussions of non-radical reformers, but no significant changes 
in the adm in istr at ion of existing patronage resulted. 
Interestingly, the main legislative attempts to amend patronage 
practice, substantially encouraged by the church-building 
movements, dwelt on gaining control of the patronage of new 

27. Chalmers, Economy, 221. Gladstone consulted Charles Simeon when appointing the first ministers. The churches were actually at Seaforth, near Liverpool. Balleine, History of evangelical party, 159. 
28. Chalmers, Economy, 212-19. 
29. Chalmers, Economy, 179. 
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churches; reformers carefully skirted the sensitive property 
issues entombed in the exercise of existing patronage. 

In 1803, legislation curbed evangelical chapel-building by 
requiring the consent of the diqcesan, patron, and incumbent for 

erectl. ons.30 
J h G t 1 · 1 th · 

new o nson ran , no evange 1ca sympa 1ser, 
rejoiced that 'some check was imposed, though a feeble one, to 
this system of internal disunion.• 31 

In a bid for legitimacy, 
proponents of reform introduced legislation in 1818, included in 
the Church Building Act, designed to allot patronage to the 
subscribers who contributed to the building of new churches.

32 

In discussions on 30 April 1818, Parliament determined that the 
pending act required limits when allocating patronage. Sir 
William Scott criticised the clause granting twelve wealthy 
subscribers to a given church project the right of patronage, as 
'tending to disturb the tranquillity of the church by the 
introduction of dogmatic sectaries, and by infringing on the 

33 rights of patrons.' The Chancellor of the Exchequer noted that 
this solved nothing - dissenting parties could build and preach 
'doctrines the most opposite to those of the church' anywhere 

d , , 1 34 I f 1 f I 
un er ex1st1ng aw. I there was a rea want o churches, I 

remonstrated Dr Phillimore (the Regius Professor of Civil Law 
at Oxford), '[I] had rather that churches were erected by 
sec tar ists, than not built at all.135 Scott's sympathisers 
triumphed and al though the new act passed, patronage remained 
with the patron of the mother church. Chalmers reported in 1821 
that the measure, 'though supported by the whole evangelical 

30. 43 Geo. III, c. 108. 
31. Grant, History of the English Church, iv-87. 
32. Parliamentary Papers, 1818, i-42lf. 
33. Parliamentary Debates, xxxviii, 1818, 428. 
34. Parliamentary Debates, xxxviii, 1818, 428. 
35. Parliamentary Debates, xxxviii, 1818, 431. 
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interest in Parliament, and advocated by the chiefs of 
Administration, called forth a prompt and overbearing majority, 
who instantly put it down.136 The act was amended nearly every 
year for the next decade. In Best's opinion, the bishops and the 
high church party 'feared [ the passing of the legislation] as 
1 ikely to loose a flood of Evangelicals on the church.13 7 

Some improvements in the exercise of patronage were recorded, 
especially in the distribution of crown preferment. Perceval and 
Liverpool stood out as exemplary patrons.38 

Liverpool confessed 
that 'no minister has ever made so little use of the Patronage 

39 of the Church for political purposes as myself.' Other 
plodding efforts continued, but patronage practice was altered 
eventually only in the newly-built churches. 

Within the narrow limits of these attempts, a victory was 
gained in 1831. Following the failure of a move by twenty-four 
Bristol clergymen to vest new church patronage in subscribers 
in perpetuity, followers of Hugh Stowell in Manchester succeeded 
in obtaining the Trustees' Church-Building Act.40 

Under this act, 
subscribers of £50 or more elected self-perpetuating trustees; 
the patronage remained vested in this permanently-constituted 
body of trustees forever. The result vindicated the proposals of 
Chalmers. In 1854, J.B. Marsden re~alled that, due to this act, 'in 
almost every instance which has come under our knowledge, the 

36. Chalmers., Economy, 220. 
37. Best writes that 'Rose and Pusey seem at times almost to 

have thought that to have no church would be better than to 
have an evangelical one.' Best, Temporal pillars, 400. 

38. Best, Temporal pillars, 261. 
39. Great Britain Papers, Duke University, Liverpool to William 

Wilberforce, 26 September 1820 [see append ix D]. 
40. Actually an amendment to 7 & 8 Geo. IV; see Parliamentary 

Debates, 25 August 1831, vi-640. Bristol Mirror, 12-26 
February . 1831, quoted in Fox, 'Biddulph', 289; Marsden, 
Stowell, 39f. 
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minister thus chosen by trustees is acceptable to the people. It 
is extremely difficult at present to obtain subscriptions from 
the public towards the erection of any church where the 
patronage is not thus vested in . trustees.•41 

Despite the substantial reform agitation which produced a 
reconstituted parliament and the Ecclesiastical Commissioners 
among other achievments, patronage abuse remained a thorny 
problem. George Hodson, a Simeon trustee, criticised lay
patronage because of 'that grievous injury [which] arises to the 
best - that is the spiritual - interests of the church, from the 
unfaithful execution of this most sacred and responsible trust.' 
For Hodson, 'the indispensable necessity of respecting the 
rights of property' proved the sticking-point.

42 
Two years later, 

William Downes Will is produced similar objections and added 
several quite reasonable suggestions for improving the quality 
of incumbents through enlightened practices. 43 

In this calm 
before the storm of the 1840s, Hodson and Willis sound 
remarkably like old high-church comrades ~n the similarity of 
their views on patronage. In fact, it is difficult to determine 
significant differences between patronage opinions of 
enlightened old high-churchmanship and related evangelical 
pronouncements. In numerous ways, Simeon's generation appear to 
have seen themselves as high churchmen with distinctions only 
in theological terms. Wil l is became one of the most vocal and 
convinced enemies of Simeon's trust shortly after this, and the 
divergence between old and new high churchmen is reflected in 
microcosm in the party patronage controversies which followed. 

41. Marsden, Dictionary, 335. 
42. Hodson, Two charges, 38, 45. 
43. Willis, Suggestions, 7-11. 
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Indeed, in the final period of this study (1836-65), 
ecclesiastical party conflict characterised patronage 
discussions, and more general opposition to lay-patronage faded 
temporarily. Baron Bunsen reminded Lord Ashley in 1850 that reform could come only when the laity received a 'positive right 
in the appointment of the parochial incumbents. A reform of the 
parochial system for this purpose is the condition sine qua non 
for all other church reforms and secures them all.144 J.B. Marsden, another disinterested voice, lauded the trustees' 
efforts but lamented the lack of congregational participation; 
'the party most interested looks on with indifference, or hope, or silent resignation,' he complained in 1854. 45 In 1873, Albert 
H. Prichard renewed the charge of rampant simony which resulted 

46 from private lay-patronage. He conceded that advertisements 
which formerly referred to 'good livings' now listed 'spheres of duty' - rather a feeble glimmer of hope.47 

Frederick Martin 
theoretically computed that the then current (1877) benefice 
sales of 500 per year meant that 'the whole of the livings in 
private patronage may be calculated to "change hands" about 
every ten years.• 48 

His sad reflection mirrored the poor record 
of patronage reformers for nearly a century. Echoing his 
predecessors, he lamented the 'monstrous sentiment which looks 
upon a right of presentation as a species of property 
benefiting the patron, instead of simply and solely a trust, to 
be exercised exclusively for the good of the Church , and for 
nothing else, and without any reference to the patron's own 

44. Venn MSS, Church Missionary Society Archives, C 36. 45. Marsden, Dictionary, 333. 
46. Prichard, 'Church patronage', 322. 4 7. Prichard, 'Church patronage', 335. 48. Martin, Property and revenues, 85. 
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interest.149 The frontal attack on the patronage system, using 
legislative and political tools, stagnated in futility and 
frustration. 'But what could be done about it?' recounted Best, 

50 'beyond urging patrons to be better men?' 
This unimpressive record, bolstered by the accumulating store 

of evangelical experience with the largely secular and 
commercially-motivated exercise of parish patronage, suggested 
that direct attempts at change met with little success. 
Alter at ions in the practice of patronage which spread during 
the first half of the ninete enth century were helped through 
the administration of advowsons informed by an entrenching 
evangelical churchmanship. 

6.1.4 Initial reactions 

Patronage activity among evangelicals remained a 
surprisingly little-known phenomenon in the period before 
Simeon purchased his first advowson. Between 1790, the date of 
John Thornton's death, and 1817, the date Charles Simeon acquired 
Cheltenham, only rumours and faint suspicions aroused the 
interest of detractors like Sydney Smith. Smith generally 
labelled all evangelicals as 'method ists', not troubling himself 
to 'point out the finer shades and nicer discriminations of 
lunacy, but treating them all as in one general conspiracy 

. d . 1 h d Ch . . . 151 A 
against common sense, an rat1ona ort o ox r 1st1an1ty. t 
Clapham, he knew of 'a regular fund to purchase livings for 
these groaning and garrulous gentlemen, whom they denominate (by 
a standing sarcasm against the regular Church) Gospel preachers 

52 and vital clergymen.' In 1808, reports of 'an establishment 

49. Martin, Property and revenues, 82. 
50. Best, Temporal pillars, 236. 
51. Smith Works, i-96. 
52. Baring-Gould, Evangelical revival, 104. 
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interest.•49 
The frontal attack on the patronage system, using 

legislative and political tools, stagnated in futility and 
frustration. 'But what could be done about it?' recounted Best, 

50 'beyond urging patrons to be better men?' 
This unimpressive record, bolstered by the accumulating store 

of evangelical experience with the largely secular and 
commercially-motivated exercise of parish patronage, suggested 
that direct attempts at change met with little success. 
Alterations in the practice of patronage which spread during 
the first half of the nineteenth century were helped through 
the administration of advowsons informed by an entrenching 
evangelical churchrnanship. 

6.1.4 Initial reactions 

Patronage activity among evangelicals remained a 
surprisingly little-known phenomenon in the period before 
Simeon purchased his first advowson. Between 1790, the date of 
John Thornton's death, and 1817, the date Charles Simeon acquired 
Cheltenham, only rumours and faint suspicions aroused the 
interest of detractors like Sydney Smith. Smith generally 
labelled all evangelicals as 'method ists', not troubling himself 
to 'point out the finer shades and nicer discriminations of 
lunacy, but treating them all as in one general conspiracy 

· d · 1 h d ch · · · ' 51 against common sense, an rat1ona ort o ox r1st1an1ty. At 
Clapham, he knew of 'a regular fund to purchase livings for 
these groaning and garrulous gentlemen, whom they denominate (by 
a standing sarcasm against the regular Church) Gospel preachers 52 and vital clergymen.' In 1808, reports of 'an establishment 

49. Mar tin, Property and revenues, 82. 
50. Best, Temporal pillars, 236. 
51. Smith Works, i-96. 
52. Baring-Gould, Evangelical revival, 104. 
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formed among evangelicals for the purpose of getting possession 
of the churches' circulated.53 

Observers feared a 'fund raised 
among their favourers for the purchase of livings, to which, 
when vacant, they are to be presented.' James Bean, the author of 
Zeal without innovation, dismissed the rumour: 

A well-known fact here presents itself, as a presumptive proof that there is no such establishment in being; which is this, that almost the whole of the clergy called evangelical, are in the dependant [sic] and precarious condition of curates. A few advowsons indeed, purchased in the life-time of a late opulent merchant, out of his own purse, are devised to clergymen of this description. These of which the number is only six constitute the whole of that provisi~n whic~ ~ exclusively intended for the clergy 1n question. 

William Downes Willis mistakenly suspected that: 

there were in the patronage of a Society called the sac IETY FOR THE PURCHASE OF LIVINGS [ c.1815] upward of eighty benefices. The chief promoter of the Society was supposed to be Mr. Thorn ton, the East India Director [Henry Thornton], ~~sisted by Mr. Wilberforce, Mr. Simeon, and others. 

A contemporary historian credited the Thornton trust with 
providing the initial means to encourage an evangelical 
'phalanx, acting in concert, and knit together by a common bond 
of union.•

56 
'The first step towards giving them this additional strength,' he claimed, 'was the plan, originating with several 

opulent individuals, for purchasing a number of small livings, to be presented to young ministers of the evangelical caste.' 

53. Bean, Zeal, 149. 
54. Bean, Zeal, 149f. 
55. Will is, Simony, 148. 
56. Grant, English church, iv-86. 
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Thomas Lee, Blackstone's editor, recalled the mediaeval attempt 
by the monasteries to control advowsons and appropriate 
benefices. In a vaguely sympathetic footnote he comments: 
'something of this sort is said to be now doing by several 
members of that portion of the Church of England which at the 
present day is distinguished by the term "evangelical", for the 
purpose · of presentation to known professors and preachers of 
high cal v inistical doctr ines.• 5 7 The clear imputation of 
calvinism continued to stick to hapless evangelicals, whether 
deserved or not. 

Among contemporary evangelicals, even less knowledge of the 
work of Thornton and Simeon seemed to exist. William Marsh did 
recognise the practice and ingenuously noted in 1816: 

it has occurred to me that among the various methods of doing extensive good, that of purchasing advowsons in populous and important stations stands very high .••. The late Mr. Thornton perpetuated the gospel . in this manner. Witness the ~s°d effect for fifty years in this town [Colchester].' 

R.M. Beverley (no evangelical himself), defended Simeon's 
conscientious attempts to use patronage in 1833: 'who, for 
instance, can estimate the spiritual advantages that have arisen 
from one such appointment, the Rev. Mr. Close, to Cheltenham.' To 
quash current rumours, he added: 'we are also assured from all 
quarters that Mr. Close is no bigot.•59 

Some imitation followed, though usually as a result of 
Simeon's direct or indirect influence. He described his method 
to Thomas Dikes in 1836 with the final warning, 'make sure you do 

57. Blackstone, Commentaries, i-384. 
58. Marsh, Life of Marsh, 112f. 
59. Beverley, Letter to Gloucester, 28. 
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not lose Hull.160 Simeon advised him to appoint clerical 
trustees without local influence and to 'make [his] tender high 
and keep to it'; Dikes acted and his own trustees acquired the 
living.61 Several years after William Marsh's arrival in 
Birmingham in 1829, a small group of evangelicals formed St 
Martin's trust. Francis Close served as one of the original 
trustees and Marsh occupied a trust living. The trustees' charge 
f 11 d S ' I b ' d b , l ' d 62 o owe 1meon s ver at1m an was o v 1ous y cop1e • 

Many contemporaries first heard details of Simeon's project 
in funeral sermons by his friends. Thomas Webster at St 
Botolph's, Cambridge, noted that Simeon had 'devoted very 
consider able sums, and eventually the whole of his remaining 
property' to the purchase of advowsons.63 Churchrnanship provided 
an obvious ingredient in Simeon's use of patronage for Daniel 
Wilson, Bishop of Calcutta. 'As a churchman,' Wilson wrote, 'he 
devoted all his property to perpetuate in numerous populous 
parishes the selection of devoted and able Ministers.•

64 
The 

Record reported (exaggerating the size of the project somewhat), 
that Simeon had 'purchased, during the last twenty years, as many 
as forty-two livings and perpetual curacies, for the sole 

60. Simeon trust MSS, Miscellaneous correspondence, Simeon to 
Thomas Dikes [or Dykes], 29 August 1836. 

61. King, Memoir of Dykes, 153. 
62. Mole, 'Church of England in Birmingham', 69f. Thomas Mosely, 

a central figure in the venture, nearly left before the 
project began, due to frustrations brought on by urban 
problems in his ministry. Henry Ryder, Bishop of Lichfield 
and Coventry, wrote to Simeon on 25 November 1834: 'do you 
know yet Mr Moseley [sic], Rector of St Martin's, 
Birmingham, wishes to exchange it for a country living -
value - say - 6 or 700 per annum and good house?' Simeon 
trust MSS, Miscellaneous correspondence, Ryder to Simeon, 25 
November 1834. 

63. Webster, Sermon at St Botolph's, 18. 
64. Carus, Simeon, 848. 
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purpose of providing zealous and faithful pastors for the 
inhabitants of the parishes in which they may happen to be 

. d ,65 situate. Before his death, Simeon's move to purchase 
corporation livings, publicised privately by J.H. Gurney and 
publically in the British Magazine, provided the first 
indication of his scheme for many. 

A variety of critics responded, most possessing little 
concrete evidence but much emotional fervour. Convinced that 
Simeon's exploits were wrong, they based reactions either on 
questionable theology or unsound churchmanship. Underlying many 
objections were the old suspicions of connexions between 
calvinism and subversive churchmanship. Best contends that 
'calvinism could not have seemed so dangerous had it stood as a 
form of heresy, and intellectual aberration alone, without 

· 1 d 1 · · •66 · h d momentous consequences 1n aw an po 1t1cs. R1c ar Warner, a 
minister in Bath, mounted a direct attack in 1818: 

I consider the [evangelical clergy] as gradually 
(though I am most fully persuaded unconsciously) 
exciting and diffusing through the country, a tone of 
opinion, religious and political, similar to that by 
which it was shaken to its centre in the seventeenth 
century; and thus preparing the way for another 
subversion of the BRITISH

67
cONSTITUTI0N, as it is 

settled in CHURCH and STATE. 

Simeon, in his dispute with Professor Marsh in 1812, saw the 
root of Marsh's contentions: 'for it is on the supposed Calvinism 
of those advocates of the British and Foreign Bible Society, 
that you found your accusation of them as unfriendly to the 
Liturgy: it is on that you found your parallel between them and 

65. Hod son Descending mantle, 216; Record, 21 Nov. 1836, 3. 66. Best, 'Evangelicals and established church' , 74 . 
67. Warner , Letter to Ryder , 4f. 
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68 the Puritans, who subverted the government.' 
Simeon, Wilberforce, and others endeavoured to confront the 

hierarchy in late 1820 with the need for evangelicals in higher 
stations, but were rebuffed .because their er itics 1 inked 
calvinism with evangelical churchmanship. Simeon wrote to Lord 
Liverpool, then prime minister, complaining that evangelicals 

69 were kept down by 'the highest authorities in the Church.' For 
unknown reasons, he showed the letter to Bishop Kaye, who 
quickly informed Liverpool that he 'was fully persuaded that it 
is dangerous to admit [evangelicals] into the higher offices of 
the Church: they are in general most unfit to be trusted with 
power.' 

Liverpool responded to Wilberforce on 26 September 1820, 
confessing, 'I will own to you that I have a great horror of the 

68. Car us, Simeon, 296. In the Christian Remembrancer, September 1819, 'calvinist' applied to those who boasted of the 'superior spirituality of their religion', whether they held personal election and reprobation or not. ( i-536f) James Bean attempted to refute the charges of calvinism in 1808, and def.ined evangelicals as those who held both evangelical doctrine and true churchmanship. Bean, Zeal, 46f, 44. William Marsh, attempting to bypass party language derived from the imputation of historical calvinism, 'recognized only the distinction of a sound and unsound churchmanship.' Marsh, Life of Marsh, 129. Despite the passing of two hundred · years, the more doubtful links between Puritan churchmanship and calvinism remained fresh in Anglican memories. 
69. Best, 'Evangelicals and established church', 67. Best quotes from British Library ADD MSS 38289, fols. 104-6, 117-19. 
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doctrines of Calvin ism.' 
70 

He compared the efforts of apologists 
'to explain away the most obnoxious parts' with 'the explanations 
of the Papists of the idolatrous practices of their Church.' He concluded: 'if I have not been instrumental in promoting one particular class of Clergy, it has been from a since re 
conviction that their opinions are erroneous.' Liverpool then 
answered Kaye, claiming 'I c annot approve of those who seem 
d · f k' h 1 f · d' · ,71 
es1rous o -mar 1ng t emse ves as orm1ng a 1st1nct sect. 

Though ostensibly addressing doctrinal deviation, Liverpool and 
Kaye implicitly use language descriptive of aberrations in 
churchman ship. 

Johnson Grant, writing in 1820, discovered that a drive to 
purchase advowsons, similar to John Thornton's plan, was underway 
in Cheltenham and other locations. He charged: 

'I'he drift of the donors, however, was soon discovered: being a design to establish everywhere an imperium in imper io, a parish within a parish, and to deprive the parochial incumbents of all voice in those congregations these new subdivisions of their flocks -- for the doctrines taught in which they were responsible; nay to open a secret 7~ak in the vessel; to divide the house against itself. L 

70. Great Britain MSS (miscellaneous), Duke University, Lord Liverpool to William Wilberforce, 26 September 1820. This letter is not catalogued under Liverpool's name and he is not ident-ified as the author in the Duke University documentation. The identification was made during the course of the present study and the letter is included in its entirety in appendix D because of sections of general interest not quoted elsewhere. Liverpool's copy of the letter can be found in British Museum ADD MSS 38287, fols. 272-8. 
71. Liverpool to Bishop Kaye, 19 Mar. 1821, British · Museum ADD MSS 38289, fol. 117, cited in Aspinall and Smith, Documents, xi-641. 
72. Grant, History of English Church, iv-86£. 
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'Yet ,' pleaded Arthur Tait, 'it was not a matter of keeping out 
earnest men of a different type of churchmanship, but of 

. . . l f . . l k ,73 securing sp1 r 1tua men or sp1r1tua wor. 

In the same year the Christian Remembrancer warned that 'the 
number of livings now possessed by [evangelicals] would, if 
mentioned , astonish any Churchman, ignorant of their principles 

d d • • 74 ( h • ld l • h I h I 
an procee 1ng s. T e pr act1ce wou on y aston1s churc men 
if it were a question of church order and not of theology). 
Three years later the Christian Guardian estimated that 
evangel i cals held between two and three thousand l i vings. 75 

Richard Warner rallied with another attack in 1828: 'in these 
great masses of population,' he advised, ' [evangelical ism's] 
adoption is considerable, and its patronage powerful and 
undisguisea.• 76 

Archdeacon Goddard of Lincoln complained: 'that 
party think nothing of the Cure of Souls if they can but preach 
in Towns.177 Goddard understood spheres of influence but 
misapp rehend ed t he evangelical pastor al emphasis . By 183 6, t he 
British Critic contended that evangelica l ac tivities were a 

h h . h 78 trea t tote par 1s. 

Nor d i d Simeon avoid the d isapp r obation of evangel ical s . 
Webster noted the 'te nd ency to adv ance the inte r es t s o f a pa r ty, 
and t h us to promo t e schi sm and its atte ndant evils,' but 

73. Tait, Simeon and trust, 38. 
74. Christian Remembrance r, 1820, 73. 
75. Christian Guardian, 1823, 500. 
76. Warner, Evangelical preaching, 7. 'Patronag e' is probably 

used here to mean powerful support, rather than as a 
r e ference to ecclesiastical patronage. 

77. Goddard to Bishop Kaye, 11 Aug. 1833, Lincoln Archives, Kaye 
correspondence, 4/148/3, cited in Best, 'Evangelicals and 
established church', 75. 

78. British Critic, XX(July, 1836) , 208; Coleman, 'Church 
exten sion ' , 63 . 
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disavowed the actual existence of partisanship.79 
Edward Irving 

( before his fall from evangelical respectability), charged that 
'this is the age of expediency, both in the Church and out of the 
Church; and all institutions are modelled .•. and carried into 

80 effect by the rules of prudence.' Even Simeon's close friend, 
Quaker leader Joseph John Gurney, 'was especially vehement in 
his condemnation of the buying and selling of par ishes.•81 

A 
modern biographer argues that Gurney's failure personally to 
take Simeon to task for his use of patronage was undoubtedly 
charged to Gurney's discredit by conservative Quakers.

82 

Despite the objections of friends, as well as of foes, Simeon 
continued his programme with motives and goals intact. M.J.D. 
Roberts characterised trust patronage (both Simeon's and that of 
subscribers to new church-building efforts), as a 'traditional 

f f d ' 1 ' ' ' I 
83 b ' k 1 re uge or eme_rgent octr1na mrnor1t1es. Ro erts m1sta en y 

perpetuates the misunderstanding that evangelical continuity in 
the use of patronage preceded Simeon's effort and further 
misapprehends the place of churchmanship, wrongly linking 
patronage with doctrinal issues. The first responses of Simeon's 
contemporaries to his patronage practice suggest similar 
confusion over precedents, but decisively mark out the ul t imate 
issue as one of churchmanship, and not of doctrine. By the end of 
Simeon's life his efforts crystallised into a discernible and 
innovative patronage policy. 

79. Webster, Sermon at St Botolph's, 18. 
80. Irving, For missionaries', xiv. 
81. Swift, Gurney, 138. 
82. Swift, Gurney, 139. 
83. Roberts, 'Patronage' , 212. 
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6.2 Victorian patronage and parties (1838-65) 

The watershed which marked the growth in par.ty opposition to 
evangelical patronage occurred in the schools dispute in the 
Simeon trust living of Bath Abbey. In 1838, the appointment of 
Henry Law to the Rectory coincided with agitation over national 
education throughout the country. The polemical resistance to 
evangelical patronage probably originated in the unfortunate 
connexion of Simeon's trust with a national education 
controversy in Bath. 

6.2.1 Bath schools dispute 

The opposition to secular involvement in and control of 
education grew under Lord John Russell's Whig government in the 
late 1830s. Resistance to state inspectors and the implications 
for the establishment among tories became magnified among 
evangelicals. Inherent evangelical conservatism, aggravated by a 
compulsion to establish particular religious principles, 
generated some inflammatory responses. Had other party confusion 
not been present, these attitudes might have been 
indistinguishable from opinions held by both old and new high 
churchmen. For this reason evangelical patronage in Bath quickly 
became a party issue, when logically it should have aroused the 
sympathies of most varieties of establishment supporters. The 
trust appointees and their curates ran foul of other churchmen 
only because of perceived attempts to flex their corporate 
muscles as an evangelical cartel; the more significant 
educational issues took a befuddled back seat in the strife. 

Evangelical attempts to maintain parish control over 
education had precedents. In 1834, Hugh McNeile confronted the 
Liverpool town council in an identical situation and raised 
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84 £10;000 in a few days to start parochial schools. Hugh Stowell 
in Manchester held similar opinions. 85 

The difficulties in Bath 
started when Archdeacon Henry Law, nominated by Simeon's 
trustees, took over the Rectory on 22 May 1838. 

Within seven months Law accused the Bath schools committee 
of interfering with the parochial rights and authority of his 
curate, Edward Gilson. School officials both forbade Gilson to 
pray extemporaneously and to introduce confirmation materials 

86 not on the S.P.C.K. list of approved documents. The published 
response of the committee inpugned Law's churchmanship through 
an indirect charge that he disobeyed his bishop (neglecting to 
mention that the bishop was actually Law's father, George Henry 
Law, Bishop of Bath and Wells!) •

87 
Law attempted to take his 

customary position (as rector of Bath Abbey), on the committee, 
allegedly with a bevy of eight curates to reinforce his claims -
perhaps good tactics, but damaging in the long run. The 
committee joined battle by suddenly co-opting six additional 
laymen, and unfavourable publicity threatened relationships 
between Law and the committee. The next month, a memorial signed 
by ten clergymen protested against the lack of pastoral control 
over the schools and claimed doctrinal inconsistencies among 
books on the S.P.C.K. list. Of the ten memorial ists, only four 
were curates under Law's oversight. Law was the fifth, and the 
remaining five clergymen had no formal connexion with Law or 
with Simeon's trustees.

88 
The published charges produced by the 

84. Balleine, History of evangelical party, 159. 85. Ward, 'Church and society', ii-74. Balleine, History of evangelical party, 161. 
86. Phillot, The case stated, 7. 
87. Phillot, The case stated, v. 
88. Phillot, The case stated, 38, [Note of 15 February 1839]. John East (one of Law's four curates), signed the document, but his allegiance to this cause or to Law is unclear. 
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committee later claimed Law had sacked all eight curates under 
his supervision and replaced them with evangelicals. It is 
impossible that all were replaced and it is furthermore highly 

89 unlikely that eight curates ever served under Law. Law's 
health deteriorated and by autumn he resigned the living from 
exhaustion, but not before a parochial school-building programme 
was under way. 

William John Brodrick succeeded Law on 21 October 1839 on 
the nomination of Simeon's trustees. The trustees did not refer 
to the schools controversy when discussing the nomination and 
seemed a great deal more involved in increasing the 
effectiveness of the Abbey through parochial decentralization. 
It is possible that they were not aware of the dispute. Law's 
mantle passed to a sympathetic successor and though Brodrick 
complained that the 'circumstances [were] not of my own 
creating', he quickly insisted that unless the clergyman served 
as 'the ex-officio and inalienable visitor and controuler [ sic] 
of the discipline as well as of the religious teaching of the 
schools' not to be 'superseded or interfered with by a layman', 
he could not join with the committee's educational efforts.

90 

Brodrick threw down the gauntlet and apealed to the public for 
funds to build parochial schools not under the cognisance (or 
receiving grants) from the National Society. Moreover, he 
refused Bath committee fund-raisers access to any pulpits under 
his authority. 

Rather than become embroiled in some of the larger 
implications of national education (disestablishment, paying of 
church rates, and rights of non-conformists), the Bath committee 
apparently elected to divert public attention by claiming the 

89. Phillot, The case stated, iv. 
90. Phillot, The case stated, 40-2. 
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uproar was simply a question of party politics and implicitly 
suggested that the devious evangelicals plotted to flaunt 
proper authority. The committee published an account of the 
dispute and fixed the blame on the deceased Simeon and his 
baffled trustees. The · report explained: 

The Municipal Corporation Act threw into the hands of the Rev. C. Simeon the advowson of the city of Bath, containing four parishes and five churches, in addition to the number already in his possession. The Committee refer to this fact to account for the orig in of those distressing circumstances in which they now find themselves; and mention it with less reluctance, as they would willingly attribute the unfortunate differences which have arisen to the fault of the system which was thereby intro9H_ced, rather than of the individuals connected with it. 

The committee further noted that the troubles started at a 
'particular juncture', i.e., when the trustees first appointed a 
man to the rectory. For additional effect, the members of the 
committee inserted Simeon's embarrassingly abridged letter which 
had appeared in the British Magazine four years earlier in 
their own defence.

92 
Brodrick responded and argued on the basis 

of 'Church principles' and the 'inalienable right of the Clergy' 
to use their 'exclusive authority' to supervise the management · . 93 
of the schools. He also asserted his 'sole indefeasible right' 
to exercise oversight. 

The committee, already unsettled by Law's 'very high ..• and 
somewhat exaggerated idea of the exclusive power of the 
parochial clergy in the management of schools', protested at the 
new school-building effort, carried out by the evangelical 

91. Phillot, The case stated, iv. 
92. Phillot, The case stated, 9,21. See also section 3.1.4, page 101. 
93. Phillot, The case stated, 15. 
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clergy 'without the least consultation with, or notice to, their 
94 colleagues.' Completely distorting the issue, the committee 

charged Brodrick and his curates with an attempt 'to exert 
plenary authority over an Institution founded and maintained by 
the public, for the common benefit of the whole city of Bath.195 

The exclusion of Brodrick's curates from the committee, followed 
by the committee's withdrawal of Brodrick's membership, signalled 
the formal close of the controversy. Brodrick had appealed for 
funds to build ten new schoolrooms and contributed £18,000 from 
his personal funds toward the venture. The committee attempted 
sporadically in later months to seek union, probably with a 
jealous eye on the new church schools and successful funding 
enterprise, but were thwarted by Brodrick's unyielding 
insistence on church control. 

The correspondence reflects the usual noxious rhetoric of 
party controversy, but Brodrick's responses provide a contrast 
in their courteous tone. His statements are uncompromising, but 
not inflammatory. The doubtful sincerity of John East (noted in 
discussions of Bath in chapter four), is reinforced by his 
support of a motion critical of Brodrick's 'unjustifiable 
exercise of power' and by his refusal to join the others who 
resigned in protest with Brodrick on 19 March 1840. 96 The most 
significant consequence of the Bath schools controversy for the 
later party conflicts over evangelical patronage emerged when 
the name of the Bath National Schools committee member and new 
committee chairman became known - one William Downes Willis, 
erstwhile critic of evangelicals and author of most of the 
major assaults on Simeon's trustees during the twenty-five years 

94. Phillot, The case stated, v. 
95. Phillot, The case stated, vii. 
96. Phillot, The case stated, vii, 54. 
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which followed. At this point in 1840, evangelical patronage 
materialised decisively as a party issue. Broader problems of 
patronage reform submerged for several decades as the focus 
narrowed on party factionalism within the Church of England. 

6.2.2 The polemical shift 

The insistence by the two rectors of Bath Abbey, Law and 
Brodrick, that education properly belonged under the purview of 
the established church, originated in traditional tory 
assumptions. In the 'murky atmosphere of Russell's erastian age' 
the flavour of party controversy was oddly attributed to an 
incident which should have attained notoriety for politic al, 
rather than for ecclesiastical reasons, had other than an 
evangelical incumbent been involved. 

Whatever the other implications of the Bath schools dispute, 
its importance in the eyes of the Bath committee rested in the 
visible reality of evangelical permanence and ecclesiastical 
security - 'in perpetuity' - now a spectre in their midst. Old 
'church and king' and newer tractarian disapprobation of 
evangelicals had waxed and waned in the changing ecclesiastical 
climate of the times until this point. Patronage control, and 
its latent threat to both the old established order and to the 
newly emerging one, firmly presented evangelicals as a force to 
be reckoned with. 

Willis fired an initial salvo in a sermon preached in 1841, 
just as the Bath schools controversy quietened. A short time 
later, he expanded the sermon and published it as a pamphlet 
entitled Simony. Though aspects of Willis's situation in Bath 
would probably place him as an old high churchman, his animosity 
toward Simeon's trustees may have propelled him into 
tr actar ianism. His 1841 sermon dwells on the catholicity of the 
church and decries secular meddling in things spiritual. Willis 
quotes Newman and Manning but repeatedly fails to link his 
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criticisms of secular patronage with the trustees' clergy
controlled patronage. By this point, Willis must be classed at 
least as a tractar ian sympathiser , and his pamphlet clearly 
appeared with the intent to fan . the fires of party controversy 
rather than to generally address patronage reform. 

Willis immediately connected theology and churchmanship, 
claiming that 'if Rome has as yet founded no such conspiracy 
against the purity of doctrine and energy of discipline 
presumed to exist in the Anglican Church, Geneva h ,97 as. He 
typically added, 'it is scarcely possible to imagine one plan · 
more completely parallel to another, than this is to the case of 
the FEOFFEES associated for the buying in of Impropr iations, 
about the year 1626.' Though Willis did not specifically mention 
the Bath controversy, he concluded, 'Mr Simeon himself has 
furnished sufficient evidence that his object in this 
proceeding was to alter, amend, improve, or al together change, as 
the case might appear to him, the doctrine and discipline of the 

98 parishes he should purchase.' Will is's credibility was 
stretched in the proving of his al leg at ions. The episcopal 
pretensions of the trustees supposedly became apparent in a 
circular mailed to incumbents which simply requested details of 
each living. Harry Townsend Powell, the clergyman who implicated 
the trustees, is best remembered as the would-be entrepreneur 
who systematically raided lime deposits on church property in 
Stretton-on-Dunsmore, pirated over £4,000 in personal profits, 
and deceive<:l the parishioners by claiming the proceeds 

d h 1 . · 99 Th . d f · 11 . ' augmente t e 1v1ng. e remain er o W1 1s s argument 
rested in a total misapprehension of the previous attempts at 

97. Willis, Simony, 64. 
98. Will is, Simony, 69. 
99. Church Commissioners Archives, Benefice file 9911, Letter 

of Henry Wybrow to Commissioners, 20 February 1856. 
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evangelical patronage and in a stunning miscalculation of the 
influence of Simeon's trustees. He mistakenly claimed that Henry 
Thornton ( rather than his father, John), had devised a 'Society 
for the Purchase of Livings' which numbered Simeon and William 
Wilberforce among its members, and that 'about thirty years ago 
[c. 1810] the livings and presentations in the patronage of this 
society were said to amount to upwards of EIGHTY.'lOO Willis 
continued to overestimate Simeon's own efforts by taking an 
exaggerated claim in the Record that Simeon left forty-two 
livings in trust and, somehow extrapolating that the livings 
provided 42 incumbents, 42 curates, 21 assistant curates, 266 
C.P.A.S. curates, and 29 C.P.A.S. lay-agents, concluded that the 
trustees controlled 400 individuals in trust par ishes.

101 
In a 

final, staggering, leap of logic Willis summarised: 

Here, then, is vested in two self-constituted, and, to 
the Church, irresponsible bodies, acting in concert, a 
patronage exceeding, as two and a half to one, the 
parochial patronage of the Primate; and in the case of 
the Simeon Trust, having the perpetual disposal of 
more incumbencies than any one of fifteen of tne 
Bishopa,

2 
in the two provinces of Canterbury and 

York. 

This polemical attack gathered momentum. William Gresley, 
Prebendary of Lichfield and a tr actar ian, published a similar 
pamphlet in 1845 and a second edition in 1847. In this further 
discussion, Gresley complained: 

When the· living of Bath fell into their hands, every 
curate in the dependant [sic] chapels, whose doctrines 
were not those of the Evangelical party, was at once 
removed; and Bath has since been a hotbed of 

100. Will is, Simony, 70. 
101. Willis, Simony, 72f. 
102. Willis, Simony, 73. 
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Puritanism. Cl if ton is 1 ikely soon to suffer the same 
fate. The greater part of Bristol is similarly 
circumstanced. The case of Cheltenham is notorious. 
Derby, Beverley, and many other places might be named, 
which, unless Divine Providence open some means of 
escape, are likely to remain for generations under the 
same influence, and to be the centres, in their 
respective districts, of a system of doctrine which we 
have shewn to be roJentially distinct from that of the English Church. 

So the myth grew. No more than three curates could have been 
replaced at Bath, Bristol itself contained no Simeon trust 
livings whatever (though nearby Clifton did), and 'Puritanism' 
continued to be linked with the trust. The early part of this 
decade saw the definitions of parties grow firm. Dr Hook of 
Leeds claimed in 1841 that 'it is a fact ... tha t there are two 
parties in the Church of England; the High Church Party, and the 
Low Church Party.•104 

F.D. Maurice perceived the ambiguities and 
thought 'High Churchman' could designate 'persons with whom Dr 
Hook has no sympathy, and who have no sympathy with him.•105 

Maurice suggested that tr actar ians be called 'Anglo-cathol ics' 
and that low churchmen be denoted 'those who hold the peculiar 
doctrines of the Reformation.' Evangelical patronage clearly did 
not provide a primary impetus for the definition of church 
par ties, but the tr actar ian overreaction to the phenomenon of 
evangelical ecclesiastical permanence following the Bath 
incident certainly surpassed the opposition of old high 
churchmen in nar rawness, intensity, and simple fabrication. 
Though outside Simeon's intentions, and probably largely 
unperceived by his trustees, Simeon's 'spheres of influence' 
acted as a distinct threat to controversialists among the 

103. Gresley, Real danger, 3lf. 
104. Maurice, Reasons for not joining, 6. 
105. Maurice, Reasons for not joining, 12. 
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tr actar ians. The trustees apparently never responded to these 
attacks in print and no mention is found in their notes or 
minutes. The response of a wider sample of the populace could be 
echoed in the conclusions of the Alcester Clerical Society in 
1853: 

The system of founding trusts for the support of 
advowsons to be used in advancing particular opinions 
and parties was noticed with strong censure, and 
Archbishop Laud's resistance to it commended. Mr 
Simeon's motives, however, might be excused in 
consider at ion of the general apathy about 1i1t~g ion, 
from which he desired to rescue his benefices. 

6.3 Civil religion and the low-church party 

The polemical reaction to the practice of evangelical 
patronage came through tractar ian initiative arising from the 
Bath schools dispute. When the evangelicals returned fire, no 
specific defence was put forward for the exercise of patronage. 
Every response to tractar ian polemics, whether from Simeon's 
trustees or trust incumbents, nearly always linked the new high
churchmen with popery, and later, with papal aggression, but did 
hot directly mention patronage. The indissoluble links between 
the established church and political stability simply bypassed 
notions of a doctrine of the church and addressed tr actar ian 
and angle-catholic incursions in phraseology defending national 
honour and the state. Even Francis Close, when replying to 
Gresley's fai-rly direct attack on patronage, lauded evangelical 
patriotism and civic loyalty and ignored the ecclesiastical 

107 implications of the work of his patrons. If this generation 

106. Seymour and Mackarness, Eighteen years of a clerical 
meeting, 178. 

107. Close, 'Apology for the evangelical party'. 
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of evangelicals can be accused of low-churchmanship, the charge 
must be derived from their rather naive tory traditionalism and 
not from party attempts to split the church or challenge its 
spiritual authority. 

6.3.1 The seedbed of no-popery 

The uncritical erastianism of third-generation evangelicals 
was, to re-interpret E.R. Norman, 'almost the last expressions of 
a long tradition. .stimulated by men who clung to dying 
theories of the Constitution and to social mores which were 
changing faster than they imag ined.1108 Though Norman described 
a larger segment of the population, evangelicals differed but 
little from others in this largely political response, and in 
their confusion between so-called Catholic aggression and 
tractarian or ritualist movements. No-popery battle cries 
'expressed feelings as easily aroused by imitations of 
Catholicism as by the real thing' and the conception of 
Catholicism 'as inimical to the proper conduct of civil affairs 
and national prosperity alike' neatly linked tractarian renewal 
with Catholic resurgence and portended the potential 
. b 'l . f h . l09 A . 1 . . fl d . insta i ity o t e nation. ritua ist writer re ecte in 
1874 that: 

What the evangelicals as a school entirely fail to understand is, that there is no sort of analogy between their warfare against ritualism and the 
a~tack of the Ref'J.i1Bers on the Church of Rome in the sixteenth century. 

Robert Vaughan, a nonconformist, wrote in 1839 that the 
evangelicals 'persuade themselves that the ascendancy of their 

108. Norman, Anti-catholic ism, 21. 
109. Norman, Anti-catholic ism, 105, 18. 
110. Littledale, Church parties, 313. 
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of evangelicals can be accused of low-churchmanship, the charge 
must be derived from their rather naive tory traditionalism and 
not from party attempts to split the church or challenge its 
spiritual authority. 

6.3.1 The seedbed of no-papery 

The uncritical erastianism of third-generation evangelicals 
was, to re-interpret E.R. Norman, 'almost the last expressions of 
a long tradition. .stimulated by men who clung to dying 
theories of the Constitution and to social mores which were 
changing faster than they imagined.1108 Though Norman described 
a larger segment of the population, evangelicals differed but 
little from others in this largely political response, and in 
their confusion between so-called Catholic aggression and 
tractarian or ritualist movements. No-papery battle cries 
'expressed feelings as easily aroused by imitations of 
Catholicism as by the real thing' and the conception of 
Catholicism 'as inimical to the proper conduct of civil affairs 
and national prosperity alike' neatly linked tractarian renewal 
with Catholic resurgence and portended the potential 
instability of the nation.

109 
A ritualist writer reflected in 

1874 that: 

What the evangelicals as a school entirely fail to 
understand is, that there is no sort of analogy 
between their warfare against ritualism and the 
a~tack of the Ref~1~ers on the Church of Rome in the 
sixteenth century. 

Robert Vaughan, a nonconformist, wrote in 1839 that the 
evangelicals 'persuade themselves that the ascendancy of their 

108. Norman, Anti-catholicism, 21. 
109. Norman, Anti-catholicism, 105, 18. 
110. Littledale, Church parties, 313. 
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party is inseparable from the safety and happiness of the 
community and that they are attached to the former purely for 
the sake of the latter .111 

The firm conviction that tr actar ian 
thinking led irrevocably to thr.eatened national security is an 
expression of evangelical civil religion which informed nearly 
every reaction. George Ayl iffe Poole, attempting a tr actar ian 
defence in 1842, proposed 'that many of the doctrines · and 
practices which Low Churchmen had forgotten, and which the 
moderate churchmen of the present day [tractarians] are 
recalling to their recollection, had become connected in the 

112 popular mind with Popery.' Poole attributed this predilection 
to intrinsic Puritanism among evangelicals. 

Tractar ians erred as completely in assigning evangelical 
resistance to party machinations as evangelicals were mistaken 
in their charges of popery. No-popery agitation erupted across 
the spectrum of English religious and political life and 
evangelicals added little more than millenialist prophetic 
interpretations and additional noise to the outcry. Lord John 
Russell, in his letter to the Bishop of Durham, reflected 
general suspicions of tractarian/Catholic conspiracies when he 
asked, 'what then is the danger to be apprehended from a foreign 
prince of no great power compared to the danger within the gates 

113 from the unworthy sons of the Church of England herself?' A 
month later the Queen became convinced of the usefulness of the 
frenzy over papal aggression because it drew 'serious attention 
to the very alarming tendency of the Tractarians, which is doing 
immense harm.;114 Even as late as 1868, amid the mocking laughter 
of the House of Commons, Disraeli insisted that the 'High Church 

111. Vaughan, Religious parties, 112. 
112. Poole, Present state of parties, 10. 
113. Times, 7 November 1850. 
114. Letters of Queen Victoria, ii-334, dated 10 Dec 1850. 
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Ritualists and the Irish followers of the Pope have long been in 
115 secret combination and are now in open confederacy.' 

Not surprisingly, Shaftesbury lamented in his diary: 'we now 
see why Protestantism has so declined in England; and why so 
little progress is made by those who endeavour to restore it. It 
. l. . 1 P . . . P P . •116 Th 1s po 1t1ca rotestant1sm; 1t 1s arty- rotestant1sm. e 
evangelicals mistakenly responded politically to an issue with 
predominantly ecclesiastical implications; the tr actar ians 
doggedly concentrated on ecclesiastical issues and largely 
ignored evangelical civil religion, or attacked it 
insensitively. The entrenchment of evangelicalism, assisted by 
the widening control of the patronage of important spheres, and 
the evangelical reaction to an ecclesiastical issue from the 
context of civil religion, caused a perceptive Anglo-catholic 
critic to charge that 'simony and Erastianism are the twin 
soldiers between which the Church, closely chained to both, 

l . h . ,117 seeps 1n er prison. 

In this period of growing party factionalism, the nature of 
evangelical churchmanship became more sharply defined, mainly by 
no-popery reactions. In controversies between tr actar ians and 
evangelicals both sincerely believed that their particular 
cause stood for ,sound churchmanship. Evangelicals, clinging to a 
steadily eroding concept of an established church, 
inconsistently avoided recourse to sola scriptura and reacted 
more as loyal citizens defending a cultural status quo. 
Generated by this penultimate resort to civil religion came a 
derisive label of low-churchmanship by opponents. The particular 
responses of Simeon's trustees and trust incumbents to these 

115. Parliamentary Debates, cxci-924, 3 April 1868. 
116. Bentley, 'Transformation of evangelical party' , 109. 

Recorded on 12 November 1869. 
117. Prichard , 'Chur c h patronag e ' , 335. 
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issues provide a contemporary sample which can specifically 
illuminate evangelical churchmanship. 

6.3.2 Churchmanship in the parishes 

If the prevailing literature and pamphlet scene were any 
indicator, an observer might suspect Simeon's trustees and their 
appointees of serious offences against the church. F.E. Paget ( a 
priest in George Hodson's archdeaconry), caricatured a 
nomination, in the Warden of Ber kinghol t, when 'the Society for 
Purchasing Livings and Encouraging Simony, fixed upon Mr Swamp, 
as being in all respects, a person of identical opinions with 
themselves, (as indeed he was), and presented him to one of 
h ' f ' h •118 S I h' h h h t eir most un ortunate par 1s es. wamp s 19 c urc 

counterpart took another parish and predictably 'has been the 
means of bringing back a great portion of his flock to the bosom 
of the Church.' Of a different parish, another novelist noted 
that 'the patronage was in the hands of the Simeonite trustees, 
and had been bought by them in the first fervour of the 
movement,' and intended to convey the now-stereotyped image of 
disreputable protestantism (further perpetrating the 
misunderstanding that the trustees 

h . 1 · . ) 119 F 1 pure as1ng 1v1ngs. ar ess 

were in the practice of 

subtly, William Gresley 
lambasted the trust incumbents as 'inscrupulous partisans' and 
characterised the trust as 'an affair of pounds, shillings, and 
pence', by which 'no one [had] dreamed that the character of the 

· 120 Church of England could be so seriously affected.' Later high 
churchmen believed Simeon trust patronage to be 'as mischievous 
as the most ardent Protestant could desire' and the agency of 

118. Paget, Warden of Ber kinghol t, 293. 
119. White, Catherine Furze, i-101. 
120. Gresley, Real danger, 31. 
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'successfully preventing the growth of Catholic teaching.•
121 

Another writer framed the full-blown myth: 'everyone has heard 
of Charles Simeon and his Trust - which was a large Fund 
designed to buy up all purchasable Advowsons, and to fill them 
with men of their own persuasion - Low Church in extremis.•122 

Standing uneasily between incensed anglo-catholics and 
ranting fellow evangelicals, some of the trustees and most of 
the trust incumbents maintained a safe distance from the 
disputes. When they did join in, their response . betrayed the 
same befuddlement over distinctions between tractarian renewal 
and papal aggression and emerged from the same milieu of 
political conservatism and old high-churchmanship as their non
evangelical contemporaries. 

The trustees did have contact with the controversies of 
their day. They stolidly challenged the inroads of Roman 
Catholicism with other evangelicals (and with many other non
evangelicals in the Church). Aur iol denounced Cardinal Wiseman's 
activities in his preface to the Bloomsbury lectures for 
1851.

123 
Cadman also argued that 'popery is increasing its 

superstitions, and making still more marked the line of its 
apostasy from the truth,' in the series of lectures. 

124 same 
Opposition to ritualism was indissolubly linked to the 
perceived threat of Roman popery. 'There is reason to fear,' 
cautioned Cadman, 'that where such a disposition prevails, there 
is furnished but too favourable a soil for the reception and 

. . f h . h d . ,125 C germ1nat1ng o t e worst Rom1s errors an practices. arus, 

121. Prichard, 'Church patronage', 323. 
122. Tucker, 'Life in the Old Court', 514. 
123. Aur iol, Popish darkness, . iii-viii. Four years later the rationalists came under fire in the Bloomsbury lectures 

for 1856. Aur iol, Prophecy. 
124. Auriol, Popish darkness, 7. 
125. Cadman, Word of prophecy, 9. 

237 



Simeon's former curate and close friend, mildly recommended that 
'it would be well to abstain from the use of the term altar with 
respect to the communion table,1126 and also resisted describing 
a minister as a priest. His biographer noted that 'the progress 
f S d t 1 . .d 1 . d h . '12 7 o acer o a ism eep y pa1ne 1m. 

William Carus Wilson, George Hodson, and Venn each became 
embroiled in separate publicised disputes with Catholics. Carus 
Wilson's took the form of an exchange of letters with a Jesuit 
and featured a relatively mod er ate discussion of mar iology.128 
Hodson attacked indulgences in 1838 and a pamphlet war 129 ensued. A Catholic priest, T.L. Green, responded, and 
particularly criticised Hodson for pluralism and non-

. d 130 H d , k · 11 h · 1 
res1 ence. o sons wea arguments 1 ustrate 1s persona 
confusion and distaste for the controversy he inadvertently 
started. John Venn engaged another priest in an exchange of 
pamphlets which lasted a year; for half the time, the Hereford 

126. Car us, Christian ministry, 11. 
127. Bullock, Speaking years, 20f. 
128. Carus Wilson, Correspondence with a Jesuit. His views on ritual ism consistently matched his fellow trustees. Car us Wilson dismissed Miss Dymond, the superintendent of his Casterton Schools; his 'chief cause of complaint was [her] extreme sacramentar ian doctrines.' Ewbank, Life and works of Carus Wilson, 14. He later fired Miss Beale for the same reasons she went on to found the Cheltenham Ladies College. Carus Wilson's calvinism took on a more pronounced flavour than that of his contemporaries. His father, one of Simeon's first followers, supposedly 'derived his doctrine directly from sixteenth-century calvinism.' Ewbank, 2. George Henry Law, bishop of Chester, bal ked at ordaining Carus Wilson in 1815 'for inclining toward calvinism'. Carus, Memoirs, p. 417f. (A moderate, well-intentioned prelate, Law later became friendly with Simeon; his evangelical son accepted the rectory of Bath from Simeon's trustees in 1838.) 

129. Hodson, Church of Rome's traffic. 
130. Green, Catholic Church vindicated. 
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newspapers covered 131 the correspondence. It culminated in a 
live debate which an enterprising onlooker transcribed nearly 
verbatim for readers.132 

Even when William Marsh preached the 
funeral sermon of James Haldane Stewart, he injected distinctly . C h 1 · . . 133 anti- at o ic opinions. 

The evangelical understanding of prophecy in the mid
nineteenth century provides some explanation for this 'no-

' · · 134 
f h · · · d 

papery orientation. Most o t e nine trustees participate 
in the prophetical movement. Venn wrote a book emphasising the 
role of the Jews in prophecy. Edmund Holland was known to be a 

135 proponent of prophecy. Cadman and Aur iol participated 
extensively in Villier's Bloomsbury lectures, which were devoted 

h · 1 · 136 · 11 · h · d h 
to prop etica topics. Wi iam Mars even gaine t e name 
'Millennial Marsh' because of his enthusiasms. For many 
evangelicals, the 'beast' of St John's Revelation was embodied in 
the Roman Catholic Church; the true church, therefore, was to 
oppose its enemy and confound the papists. Moreover, the 
evangelical advocates of prophetical investigation invariably 
sided with traditional tory conservatism. In assessing 
evangelical motivations, the prophetical movement provides a 
good example of the difficulty of distinguishing between 
religious and political factors in attempting to understand 
evangelical anti-Catholicism. Few tories could resist sympathies 
with the rising tide of anti-Catholic feeling and the extensive 

of many evangelicals reinforces 
identification 

conservative socio-politic al inclinations. However, 

131. Venn, Assertions. 
132. [Anonymous], Authenticated report. 
133. Marsh, Christ glorified. 
134. See Orchard, 'English evangelical eschatology'. · 135. Holland, Israel's pre-millenial future. 

their 

the 

136. Aur iol, Prophecy; Aur iol, Popish darkness; Cadman, Word of prophecy. 

239 



individuals who served as Simeon's trustees during this period 
exercised a degree of moderation which did exemplify a more 
tolerant sort of churchmanship. A non-evangelical critic 
characterised Cadman as 'progressive .•. kindly, and broad in his 
sympathies. There is no cant, so sickly sentiment, about him,' he 
concluded .13 7 

This moderation surfaced in other trustee actions. Carus 
criticised the Church Pastoral Aid Society when lay assistants 
were introduced. Fearing the implications for evangelical 
churchrnanship, he lobbied to change the regulation; 'the good you 
will then do', he exhorted, 'will be incomparably greater than on 
the present system, the bishops beginning in every diocese to 

· ,138 
1 1 d f d d h 1 · 1 patronize you. Car us a so stout y e en e t e geo og 1ca 

research of his friend Sedgwick against evangelical critics.139 

'We need not therefore allow any supposed contrariety between 
the geological interpretation of God's works, and the 
theological interpretation of God's words, to disturb our belief 
in the perfect truth and authority of that word,' he 
remonstrated.140 

When William Carus Wilson's Clergy Daughters 
School came under the attack of Mrs Gaskell (Charlotte Bronte's 
biographer), he refused to respond, though his family felt a 

141 defence was necessary. 

Charles Kemble, a trust incumbent, claimed that papal 
aggression had 'a political, an ecclesiastical, and a religious 

137. Cadman also suported the Society for the Propagation of 
the Gospel, an affiliation which a more rigid evangelical 
would generally discountenance. Shelford, Memorial of 
Cadman, 67. 

138. Speck, Church Pastoral Aid Society, 12. 
139. Carus, Reminiscences of Sedgwick. 
140. Car us, Christian ministry, 20. 
141. Ewbank, Life of Carus Wilson, 20. The printed prospectus fo r 

the school listed instruction in dancing for the pupils .•. 
a most un-evangelical innovation! 
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aspect' and linked Rome's gain in ecclesiastical power with a 
142 corresponding 'civil ascendancy'. In nearly the same breath, 

Kemble credited Roman Catholic inroads to the fact that 'in 
England's own Protestant Church Rome's doctrines and Rome's 
practices have been tolerated and praised.' 'The fostering of 
Popery by the State,' claimed Mourant Brock, 'and its toleration 
in the audacious form it has assumed in the Universities and in 
h eh h . f fl . 1 . ,143 t e urc • • .1s one o our most agrant nat1ona sins. 

Francis Close saw 'Popish and Trac tar ian systems' as one and the 
same and attributed 'peculiar sophistry and Jesui tism' to his 
anglo-catholic brethren.144 Close even went so far as to blame 
the growth of rationalism on the modern doubt produced by 
collaborationist Roman Cathol ic/tractar ian movements. 'Our cause 
is the cause of Protestantism, of the right of private judgment, 
of liberty of conscience, of an open Bible, of the pure 
Evangelical doctrines of the Gospel,' he sputtered, and 
expansively included Europe and America as additional targets 

145 of the imminent dangers of popery. George Fisk insisted that 
'the spiritual intruder has become a political invader' and 
attempted to form a national Christian institute to meet the 
grave political and spiritual threats to the Reformation.146 

F isk's evangelical ism took on a more pronounced flavour when he 
intoned, 'viewed apart from the light of prophetic scripture, the 
whole affair would be inexplicable.' Close echoed the same 
preoccupation with prophecy in a criticism 9f Newman's 

142. Kemble, Protestant's principles, 13. 
143. Brock, The fast, 11. At a later date, Brock patriotically 

expostulated, 'The Lord deliver our Country from the 
dangers of early Communion !' Brock, Short chapters on the 
sacraments, 47. 

144. Close, 'Popery destructive', vi. 
145. Close, Domestic ritualism, iv. 
146. Fisk, Seven-fold aspect of popery, vi. 
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encouragement of converts to 'the Roman Antichrist•.147 

The reaction among trust incumbents also tested their uneasy 
alliances with dissent. Robert Morewood cautioned his 
'dissenting brethren' to 'see that ye live in - friendly union and 
concord with the Church of England, for nothing can be more 
directly framed in opposition to Popery than the whole 
constitution of that church; and should this be broken to 
pieces, who can tell the fearful consequences to the Protestant 
faith? 1148 Agitation for disestablishment elicited a defence of 
episcopacy and the Church of England from J.W. Whiteside and 
caused him to return a muted attack on dissent in an ordination 
sermon before the Bishop of Ripon in 1844.

149 
By 1878, a 

ritualist clergyman claimed that less moderate evangelicals 
were: 

so afraid of being taunted with being bad Churchmen, that they are often even less disposed to a friendly policy towards nonconformists than their High Church rivals, who feel that they at least, can afford to
1
g0 civil without any fear of compromising themselves. 

On the whole, the reaction of trust incumbents ranged across 
a representative spectrum of ecclesiastical opinion and did not 
exclusively fit the narrow stereotype of the rigid low 
churchman. However, there were a few hints of discord among this 
generally moderate body of clergymen. An anonymous evangelical 
charged Charles Hodge, vicar of Christ Church, Clareborough, with 
'many recent controversies' among the members of his own 
congregation in 1848, and some years later Mourant Brock of 

151 Clifton penned several rather vivid anti-ritualist pamphlets. 

147. Close, Footsteps of error, 12. 
148. Morewood, Lecture on supremacy, 19. 
149. Whiteside, Christian minister's call, Ripon, 1844. 
150. Anonymous, ['R.E.B.'], 'Position of evangelical party', 29. 
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Francis Close, for all his innovative work in education, 
unfortunately gave greatest cause for indictments of alleged 
low-churchmanship among trust incumbents. Close proudly 
acknowledged in 1853 that he had 'delivered [his] annual protest 
against Popery for . many years', and apparently continued his 
annual diatribes for a good many more. In 1862, he typically 
blustered: 

the Church of England is a sect - her founders were 
sectarians; and if they could rise from the dead who 
testified with their blood TO THE TRUTH OF TRUTH, and 
TO THE FALSEHOOD OF FALSEHOfr1 they would glory in the 
title of such sectarianism! 

Apart from the singular explosions of Close, and a few minor 
eruptions from lesser men, trust incumbents worked quietly in 
the parishes. Robert Morewood claimed to 'have always disliked 
dispute and controversy' but did feel compelled to take some 

d · 153 Ch 1 K bl d f. stan against popery. ar es em e attempte to re ine 
evangelical eucharistic teaching, and produced a positive 
statement avoiding any mention of supposed tractarian errors in 
1842 d h . 1 h d . 1' 154 H - , an t irty years ater even preac e in a surp ice. e 
opposed auricular confession in 1859 with a moderate argument 
b d · 155 1 d bd d 11 . ase on scripture. Henry Barnes aunche a su ue sa y in 
a sermon at the visitation of Archdeacon R.I. Wilberforce (two 
years before Wilberforce's decision to become a Roman Catholic), 
and defended the priesthood of all believers by implicitly 

. h . f . h d 156 E · opposing t e tractarian concept o priest oo • ven Francis 

151. Anonymous [a subscriber to the Church Missionar y Society], 
A few words, 1. 

152. Close, Footsteps of error, viii. 
153. Morewood, Lecture on supremacy, 16f. 
154. Kemble, The Holy Eucharist, 8; Edification, 4f. 
155. Kemble, Auricular confession, 1. 
156 . Barnes , Faithful steward, 6. 
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Close claimed credit for dissuading Phillpotts of Exeter from 
his support of the Cambridge Camden Society in 1844, surely a 

. h f f f Cl ' l · 157 triump o tact or someone o ose s persona ity. 
Tractarian and ritualist influences touched a number of 

Simeon trust parishes but produced no discoverable resistance 
by the trustees - either published, or in private memoranda. 
Cecil Wray performed as a recognised ritualist for decades in 
Liverpool without trustee interference. Dr Burnet, trust 
appointee to Bradford, 'improved the ritual arrangements' by 
moving the communion table and vesting it in the parish church, 

d · · 1 · . 158 I 1860 h . 
accor ing to a ritua ist writer. n , anot er writer 
claimed Burnet 'had risen consider ably above the theological 
standard of the patrons, the Simeonite trustees [ through his 
ritualistic actions], incurring thereby their marked 
displeasure,' another allegation of trustee opposition 

l . h b . . f 159 I l . bl B t 1 t 
apparent y wit out asis in act. nexp ica y, urne a er 
dissolved the parish 'Union for Church Work' because of its 
ritualistic tendencies, yet appointed a known ritualist to 
Haworth on the death of Patrick Bronte.160 

Bronte himself had 
'three curates, equally uncouth and enthusiastic, but of a 

' h h 1' l 1 ' •161 S J d I 
Puseyi te rat er t an an evange ica comp ex ion. t u e s, 
Bradford, in Burnet's gift, was considered a ritualist parish in 
1864 under John Eddowes.

162 
C.A.J. Smith contended that 

evangelicals were as guilty as anyone in questions of 
eucharistic sacrifice, and asserted that the issue was not a 

157. Close, Restoration of churches, 121. 
158. Huntington, Church's work, 220. 
159. Baring-Gould, Evangelical revival, 290. 
160. Baring-Gould, Evangelical revival, 291; Pedley, Brief sketch of Girlington, 15. 
161. Hart, Curate's lot, 133. 
162. Baring-Gould, Evangelical revival, 292. 
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· 163 
I party one. Even William Gresley admitted that several of Mr 

Simeon's nominees have joined more or less in the recent revival 
of Church principles,' but negJ.ected to name the particular 
. d. 'd 1 164 1n 1v1 ua s. 

The incumbents who served in Simeon trust parishes between 
1836 and 1865 produced nearly two hundred published works, 
ranging from volumes of sermons to treatises on polar 
navigation. Few of these publications are of a truly 
disputatious tone, and of those which are, most were written by 
Francis Close, or by one or two others during a later period. No 
united front of controversial low-churchmanship can be adduced 
from the published opinions of trust incumbents in the parishes, 
nor can any thoroughgoing imputation of the trust as an agency 
of pa,_rty conflict be sustained during this period. A writer, 
speaking of William Cadman, claimed that 'the hardest workers 
[were] not generally the fiercest partisans.•165 Thomas Dehany 
Bernard, claimed a ritualist, was not like other 'uncritical 
evangelicals' and opposed their 'cliquishness and 

t · • 166 w1· th 11 d 1 ( d f 
exaggera 10n. genera y mo erate c ergy an some o a 
ritualist disposition), operating in the parishes, the trust 
reflected the ongoing tradition of Simeon's moderate generation 
which Handley Moule claimed had persevered throughout the 
nineteenth century. Though many trust incumbents were 
participants in the outcry against popery during this period, 
most reacted from the same muddled conception of civil religion 
and unquestioning conservatism as their non-evangelical 
brethren in the old 'church and king' party. There was no 
distinctly evangelical flavour in no-popery agitation (other 

163. Smith, The one offering, 19. 
'164. Gresley, Real danger, 32. 
165. Anonymous, 'English ev. clergy', 119f. 
166. Li ttledale, Church parties, 312. 
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163. Smith, The one offering, 19. 
' 164. Gresley, Real danger, 32. 
165. Anonymous, 'English ev. clergy', 119f. 
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than a mild infusion of pre-millenarian prophetical elements); 
if trust incumbents form any kind of a valid sample, evangelical 
party conflict before 1865 seems to have a great deal to do with 
the creative imaginations of the more disreputable tractar ian 
apologists which were then fuelled by a few lone firebrands 
like Francis Close. A more accurate assessment of this alleged 
moderate tendency within mid-nineteenth century evangelicalism 
may be gained by an examination of movements and opinions 
within the evangelical school, in the internal 'crucible' of the 
ecclesiastical experience of Simeon's trust. 

6.3.3 Low-churchmen and evangelicals 

William John Conybeare·, vicar of Axminster in Devon, 
contributed an article to the Edinburgh Review in 1853 which 
distinguished between the contemporary varieties of 
evangelicalism. Conybeare claimed ' ••. if we keep in mind that 
distinction to be drawn between genuine "Evangelicalism" and 
its two degradations (the exaggerated and the stagnant), we 
shall find that the original type still contributes largely and 
healthily to the religious element of our national life.•167 The 
Record reviewed the article, and significantly did not deny the 
factionalism within the evangelical movement.168 Conybeare 
designated the 'the eccentric offspring of the sober - minded 
parent' as 'recordite' based on the generally polemical tone 

169 taken by the Record. Other contemporary sources reinforced 
this distinction and consequently complicate the claims of 
party spirit by opponents. Previously, in 1808, James Bean had 
insisted 'that among those who are called Evangelical ministers, 

167. Conybeare, 'Church parties', 143. 
168. Record, 14 November 1853, 4. 
169. Conybeare , 'Church parties' , 144. 
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there are sober thinkers, as well as enthusiasts; orderly 
clergymen, as well as irregular ones; sound scholars, as well as 
superficial declaimers; lovers of peace and union, as well as 
1 . · · · •170 1843 . d. f 1t1g1ous controvert1sts. In . , Henry Christmas, e 1tor o 
the Churchman magazine, delineated a middle road between tractarians and calvinistic evangelicals and coined the term 

171 'evangelical high-churchman' to describe the phenomenon. The 
Record again implicitly recognised the division by renaming 
this school 'Protestant papists•.172 'Moderate evangelicals' and 
'moderate tractar ians' in fact existed, claimed Gresley, and 

d h · 173 d d G b d . . . h d agree on many t 1ngs. Later, E war ar ett 1st1ngu1s e 
between the evangelical party and the evangelical school and 
explained that the latter maintained continuity with the early 
revivai.174 

Another writer, in 1874, divided low-churchmen into 
'ultra-evangelicals' and 'moderate evangelicals'. He claimed that 
the 'more moderate and scriptural evangelicals, and indeed the 
great body of the evangelicals of the present day, are a most 
devoted and valuable body,' but that they were being gradually 
absorbed into what he called the 'middle church 1

•
175 Even Abner 

William Brown, a 'Sim' and author of Conversation parties of the 
Reverend Charles Simeon, maintained: 

It . is far from improbable that were Mr. Simeon now alive, he would have become, without wish or effort on 
his own part, the l eader of a very large middle party, 
not based upon what are called broad Church 
principles, but on a simply scriptural avoiding alike 
of the extreme Church party and the extreme 

170. Bean, Zeal, ix. 
171. Toon, 'Evangelical Anglican response ', 36. 
172. Record, 27 February 1843, 4. 
173. Gresley, Second word, l. 
174 . Bentley, 'Transformation of evangelical party', 167. 175. Anonymous, ['Queen's Counsel'], Church parties , 16. 

24 7 



176 evangelical party.' 

Friend and foe alike agreed that during a substantial period of 
the nineteenth century a discernible body within the 
evangelical movement avoided disruptive ecclesiastical 
partisanship and the subsequent party factionalism it produced. 

Yet, a number of more modern writers (whether sympathetic or 
not), continue to attribute a united front to the evangelical 
movement, expressed both in common opposition to certain issues 
and in the accuracy of popular Victorian stereotypes as 
probably descriptive of evangelicalism as a whole. Raymond Brown 
credited the movement in general with a 'negative, defensive 

. . , 177 I m1ss1on. n Ian Bradley's recent work, evangelicalism is 
characterised as having 'endemic narrowness and oppressiveness' 
and assuming 'a new obscurantism and fanaticism' in the 1840s 

178 and 50s. Conybeare is challenged by Ian Rennie, who suggests 
that diminished conflict between the Record and Christian 
Observer alone is sufficient to indicate the disappearance of a 
rift within the movement by 1844.179 Ervine recognises that 
division within evangelical ranks, proven by ideological clashes 
between the two periodicals, is too simplistic but also 
concludes that division did not substantially exist.180 

The 
unfortunate consequence of this viewpoint is the necessity that 
this kind of single-minded evangelicalism must accept charges 
of low-churchmanship derived from the actions of a minority as 
a general characteristic, despite the great diversity which 
actually existed within the movement. 

176. Brown, Conversation parties, 65. 
177. Brown, 'Evangelical ideas of perfection', 177. 
178. Bradley, Call to seriousness, 194. 
179. Rennie, 'Evangelicalism and public life', 90. 
180. Ervine, 'Doctrine and diplomacy', 308. 
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'rhese discussions of the nature of mid-nineteenth century 
evangelicalism could continue irresolutely unless a more 
systematic approach to de£ ining distinctions within the 
movement is introduced. Moreover, to be useful, the scope of such 
an approach should delve beneath popular conceptions and 
misapprehensions in order to sample the phenomenon at the 
parish level. In this final section a basic taxonomy will be 
proposed as a starting-point for an attempt to discern the 
shape of the evangelical movement during this period. Conclusive 
results cannot be expected from an initial examination but 
additional information describing the outcomes of Simeon's use 
of patronage within the contemporary ecclesiastical environment 
can complement previous discussions and frame a direction for 
further research. 

6.3.4 A churchmanship taxonomy 

An assessment of the opinions and involvements of different 
incumbents in Simeon trust parishes reinforced the notion that 
they perceived distinct moderate and controversialist streams 
wi-thin evangelicalism, and that they generally placed themselves 
in the more moderate group. Even arch-polemicist Francis Close 
presumed that evangelicals were not responsible for all that 
the Record published, and claimed that Gresley quoted 'a few 
extravagant expressions from indiscreet writers ... from which 
the more respectable of the Evangelicals would dissent.•181 

C.A.J. 
Smith was delighted in 1856 that the term evangelical had 'come 

1 h -f . . 'd. d h . 1. 1182 E 1 ' 
to ose muc o its 1nv1 1ousness an tee n1ca 1ty. ar 1er, 
William Scoresby pleaded for unanimity and credited 'absorbing 
or excessive attention to Prophecy' with divisive 

181. Close, 'Apology for evangelical party', 170, 168£. 182. Smith, Ministerial duty, 8£ . 
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implications.183 
The incumbent of Trinity Church in Ripon, W.S. 

Lewis, published The practicabilities of union in 1864 and 
advocated union between church parties; the Record immediately 

d h
. . 184 proteste at 1s suggestion. 

Reflection on some of the issues mentioned ( the Record and 
the Christian Observer, prophecy, ritual ist practices, use of 
party terminology), suggested that if certain types of 
activities attracted or repelled trust incumbents, these 
activities might indicate a pattern which could more broadly 
describe the nature of evangelical churchmanship. Further 
indicators surfaced, e.g., locations of Protestant Reformation 
Society auxiliaries. Members of the Society were reputed to 
favour anti-tractarian disputes and supposedly inclined to low
churchmanship. Yet despite the strategic locations of Simeon's 
spheres, only one of thirty-seven auxiliaries appeared in a 
trust parish in 1846 (not surprisingly, in Close's 
Cheltenham) .185 

A more decisive indicator appeared in reactions to and 
Convocation and Church Congresses. A ritualist writer noted in 
1873 that 'one of the most curious features of the Protestant 
party in the Church is the almost unanimous aversion from 
regularly constituted Synods, and especially Convocation.1186 

Handley Moule admitted large abstentions of evangelicals and 
confirmed their lack of interest in mixing with other elements 
in the church, though William Carus and William Cadman, both 

d 'd · · f f h h h · 187 trustees, 1 part1c1pate out o a concern or c urc mans 1p. 
Church Congresses provided another indicator of a demarcation 

183. Scoresby-Jackson, Life of Scoresby, 286. 
184. Hardman, 'Evangelical party', 146. 
185. Gilley, 'Evangelical and Roman Catholic missions', 381. 
186. Blenkinsopp, 'Convocation', 65. 
187. Bentley, 'Transformation of evangelical party', 203, 6. 
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within evangelical ism. Both the Record and the Christian 
Observer opposed the Congresses because they believed that 
i nvolvement identified evangelicals with ritual ist er r o r s.188 

Yet, not only did a good - number of t r us t i ncumben ts attend, 
including trustee William Carus, but William Cadman gave major 
addresses on several occasions .189 Clerical and lay conferences 
provided another opportunity for evangelicals to broaden 
eccles i astical relationships, and apparently attracted those 
tending to oppose the Church Association and ritualist 
litigation. Derby and Ipswich, both homes of Simeon trust 
parishes, held conferences in 1866, and William Cadman and 
Edward Aur iol negotiated to unite other widely-scattered 
conferences.190 

Other sources suggest that a fairly lengthy list of 
indicators could be compiled which would further clarify 
distinctions in churchmanship, ranging from opinions on Lambeth 
conferences, the Jerusalem bi shopric, and Islington conferences, 
to support of theatre preaching, choral services in cathedrals, 
and high chur ch evangelism methods . A list of these taxonomy 
items i s described on the nex t page . 

188. Record, November 1863, 880; August 1864, 63 7; Novembe r 1864, 873ff. Cf. Bentley, 'Tr ans formti on of evangelical party', 220. 
189. Church Congress Reports, 301-28; Hardman, 'Evangelical party', 43 6. 
190. Bentley, 'Transformation of evangelical party' , 178,9. 
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V, 

N 

Organisation 
or issue 

Dorset Clerical Meeting 
Church Congress 
Convocation 
Protestant Reformation Society 
Salisbury Conference 
Lambeth Conference 
C.M.S. 
B. & F .B.S. 
Maitland attack on prophetic interpretation 
calvinistic doctrine 
Mildmay conferences 
Cambridge University Prayer Union 
Cambridge churches 
choral services in cathedral s 
Evangelical Alliance 
Jews Society 
Church Association 
Islington Conferences 
Prophetical Society 
Bloomsbury Lectures 

Jerusalem bishopric 

verbal inspiration 
church parties 
Church Protestant Defence Society 
united theological colleges 

Table 6. 1 
Possible taxonomy i terns 

Evang elical 

member s 
in f avour 
i n f avour 
some suppor t 
i n f avour 
i n fa vour 
s t rong support 
suppor t 
suppor ted 
ambivalence 
suppor ted 
member s 
Hol y Tr i nity 
suppor ted 
suppor ted 
suppor ted 
some support 
some par ticipation 
participated 
participated 
suppor ted on 
pastor al grounds 
shouldn ' t interfere 
with missions 
pr essed for unity 
unknown 
i n f avour 

Low church 

non-member s 
opposed 
opposed 
strong support 
opposed 
opposed 
often critical 
cr iticised ( formed T.B.S.) 
opposed 
rigidly held 
criticised 
did no t participate 
Round Church 
criticised 
opposed 
strongly supported 
strong support 
strongly supported 
strongly promoted 
strongly promoted 
supported on 
ideological ground s 

strongly promoted 
pr essed for separation 
strongly supported 
opposed 



confessional protest at Brighton Central Protestant Institute C.P.A.S. 
theatre preaching 
prayer .for revival with dissenters ritualist litigation 
High-church evangelism methods Periodicals 

did not attend 
unknown 
supported 
supported 
supported 
opposed 
adopted 
Christian Observer 

supported 
strongly supported 
attacked 
opposed 
opposed 
supported 
opposed 
Prophetic Herald 
Christian Ladies Magazine 
Journal of Prophecy 
Record 



Each of the items listed are taken from modern studies by other 
researchers and from contemporary sources, and confirm the 
cont i nu i ng rift within evangelical ism noted by . 191 contemporar 1es. 

A number of these organisations or societies, when compared 
with a list of Simeon's trustees and trust incumbents, provide 
further information about the churchmanship of this particular 
category of evangelicals. The more innocuous and largely non
polemical Church Pastoral Aid Society drew 89 per cen t of 
trustees and incumbents as subscribers. Despite some murmurs of 
dissent from more high-principled evangelicals, only eight men 
out of seventy did not back the efforts of C.P.A.S. In 
substantiating the generally moderate responses of trustees and 
incumbents to controversy, it is significant to note that over 
half did not subscribe to the anti-ritualist Church Association, 
even during its early, less disruptive days. Only 44 per cent 
appeared on the subscription lists of 1867 and 1872 combined , 
and several had wi thdrawn support i n 1872 after appearing on 
the 1867 l i st . Support dropped stil l further for the anti-
Catholic and an ti-tractar ian efforts of the Pro testant 
Association and Pro te s tant Refo rma t ion Soc i e ty. 17 pe r cent 
subsc ribed to t he Re formation Soc i ety and only 8 pe r cent we r e 
member s of t he mor e poli t ically-oriented Pr otestant Associati on. 
Surpris ingly, despite Francis Close 's dec ades of no- papery 
activity, he apparently supported neither soc i e ty; hi s name doe s 
not appe ar on selec t ed lists ranging from 1841 to 1866. The 
Trinitarian B'ible Society, founded earlier in the century to 

191. Moule, Evange lical school; Bentley, 'Transformation of evangelical party'; Brown, 'Evangelical ideas of perfection'; Rennie, 'Evangelical ism'; Hardman, 'Evangelical party'; Stanley, 'Home support'; Conybeare, 'Church parties'; Orchard, 'English evangelical eschatology'; Smith, Sketches . 
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offer a more strict doctrinal basis for scripture distribution, 
attracted only three of seventy-eight trustees and incumbents 
as supporters (4 per cent). (It should be noted that the T.B.S. 
was founded in opposition to the inclusion of the Apocrypha in 
bibles distributed by the British and Foreign Bible Society; in 
the controversy, Simeon supported the B.F.B.S.). 

On the other hand, some distinctly non-evangelical 
organisations attracted surprising trustee and incumbent 
support. The Society for the Propagation of the Gospel, clearly 
a direct competitor with the Church Missionary Society, drew 42 
per cent backing from Simeon's trustees and parish clergy. The 
Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge, which refused to list 
evangelical publications earlier in the century and which had 
'blackballed' Simeon's application for membership, boasted a 
substantial support base of 60 per cent of trustees and 
incumbents. The pastoral or mission-oriented nature of these 
groups probably account for this level of support. 

A type of 'index of churchmanship' may furnish an alternative 
method of assessing the nature of the trustees' and incumbents' 
response to ecclesiastical issues and organisations. To examine 
this alternative approach, a simple scale or continuum 
expressing a range of churchmanship behaviour was devised. The 
extreme poles of this scale were assigned values of +3 and -3 
and represent the limits of ultra high-churchmanship and ultra 
low-churchmanship, respectively. It was intended that 
individuals, based on a sampling of their subscriptions, 
memberships, ·and other forms of documented support, could be 
placed at some point on this continuum. Perhaps this attempt 
could produce an initial means of appraising churchmanship. 
Next, some means of calibrating this simple measure was 
requited. A standardised format of organisational definitions or 
attributes could lend some consistency for the assignment of 
values to the groups and activities in the sample. The table 
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listed below resulted when these groups and activities involved 
in high and low-church interactions were examined. 
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Table 6.2 

Churchmanship: possible attributes 

Weighted Primary Relationship to 
Eccles. Authority Score Objectives Conflict 

+/- 1 

+/- 2 

.+/- 3 

Posi ti ve,constructi ve 
pastoral-dominated; 
church-orientated, 
emphasises selected 
mission group. 

Generally positive, 
but seeks to correct 
a perceived error. 
mixed motives, not 
al ways clearly eccles 
principle-dominated. 

Seeks accountability 
to preserve credibil
ity & legitimacy; 
courts eccl .favour, 
though may see exped
ient nature of this 
attribute . 

Responds out of 
necessity, or when 
seeking certain ends. 
generally attempts to 
maintain independence 

Indirect,results only 
when objectives are 
in competition with 
other organisations 
or groups i n church; 
usually attempts to 
avoid, however. 

Indirect,reactionar y, 
will use when pri
mary objectives are 
threatened; attempts 
to be non-polemical 

Cl.early remains aloof Direct,initiatory. 
derive~ authority _ _ polemic_al & ac ti vel y 

Negative; attempts to 
block activities of 
other groups in- _ 
church. Emphasises 
spec_i-fic threat. 

- often by opposition -disruptive; use-s con
to eccles.authori ty. flict as tool; gene r
Tend s toward sec tar- :ated as a direct out
iani sm,but perceives come of objectives. 
this as necessary and 
temporarily useful. 
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Receptivity 
to compromise 

Pastoral; controlled 
by positive object
ives; will compromise 
for good of mission; 
politically sensitive 
pragmatic ,expedient. 

Origin 

Pastoral-began with 
unfilled need in mind 
identified mission 
intended to fill 
vacuum through con
structive solution. 

Will compromise with- Tactical-to counter 
in limits set by perceived error or 
organisations princi- problem; reactionary. 
ples.Constituency-
orientated; mixed 
principle/pastoral, 
depending on situa-
tion. 

Strictly uncompro
mising ,unwi 11 ingnes~ 
to negotiate is an -
expectation of con
stituency. Dogmaf 
principle-dominated. 
Will concede pastoral 
aspect for principle 
consistently. 

Emotive-born out of 
~n~er or u~scoP.te!")t; 
reactionary; requires 
specific threat for 
succ-essful beiinning. 

Constituency 

Long-term: entire church, 
some partisan orientation 
may exist at first. 

Long-term: attitude or 
opinion-centred group 
within church. 

Short-term: derived 
fr9m level i_ group but 
issue-centred. Insists 
Ofi principle/dogma basis 
for -directed action . 



Using this table of attributes, the basic churchrnanship taxonomy (shown in Table 6.1), was evaluated to generate a weighted churchmanship taxonomy, and several non-evangelical organisations were considered to aid in defining the highchurch pole on the continuum. This weighted taxonomy emphasises the negative low-church pole (positive and negative values were selected merely for mathematical comparison and not for emotive purposes), since this study is concerned primarily with churchmanship among evangelicals. 

Table 6.3 
Weighted taxonomy 

Weighted Organisation 
Score or issue 

-Protestant Reformation Society -Church Association 
-3 -confessional protest at Brighton -ritualist litigation 

-Protestant Association 

-calvinistic doctrine 
-Islington conferences 
-Prophetical society 

-2 -Bloomsbury lectures 
-verbal inspiration 
-church parties 
-Central Protestant Institute -Trinitarian Bible Society 

-Dorset Clerical Meeting 
-C.M.S. 
-B. & F.B.S. 
-Mildmay conferences 
-Cambridge University Prayer Union -1 -choral services in cathedrals -Evangelical Alliance 
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Using this table of attributes, the basic churchmanship taxonomy (shown in Table 6.1), was evaluated to generate a weighted churchmanship taxonomy, and several non-evangelical . organisations were considered to aid in defining the highchurch pole on the continuum. This weighted taxonomy emphasises the negative low-church pole (positive and negative values were selected merely for mathematical comparison and not for emotive purposes), since this study is concerned primarily with churchmanship among evangelicals. 

Table 6.3 
Weighted taxonomy 

Weighted Organisation 
Score or issue 

-Protestant Reformation Society 
-Church Association -J -confessional protest at Brighton -ritualist litigation 
-Protestant Association 

-calvinistic doctrine 
-Islington conferences 
-Prophetical society 

-2 -Bloomsbury lectures 
-verbal inspiration 
-church parties 
-Centr.al Protestant Institute 
- Trinitarian Bible Society 

-Dorset Clerical Meeting 
-C.M.S. 
-B. & F.B.S. 
-Mildmay conferences 
-Cambridge University Prayer Union - 1 -choral services in cathedrals 
-Evangelical Alliance 

257 



-Jews Society 
-Jerusalem bishopric 
-C.P.A.S. 
-theatre preaching 
-prayer for revival with dissenters 

-Additional Curates Society 
-Church Congress 
-Convocation 

1 -Lambeth conference 
-united theological college 
-High Church evangelism methods 
-S.P.G. 
-S.P.C.K. 

2 -Maitland attack on prophetical interpretation 
-church parties 

3 -English Church Union 
-anti-Church Association litigation 

Finally, a limited number of societies were selected and 
their membership and subscription lists were compared with 
trustees and incumbents serving between 1817 and 1865.192 A mean 
score was generated for each individual and serves as a rough 
'churchrnanship index.'. In an initial examination of the scale of 
the weighted taxonomy (Table 6.3) it might be suspected that 
most evangelicals would register scores of at least -1, because 
most would have supported C.P.A.S. and C.M.S. Furthermore, averaged 
scores would probably slightly exceed -1, perhaps in the -1.2 to 
-1.5 range, because of participation in more extreme low-church 
organisations. · The most fanatical low-churchmen, i.e., those who 

192. They were: Church Association, Tr initar ian Bible Society, Protestant Association, Protestant Reformation Society, 
Church Pastoral Aid Society, Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge, and the Society for the Propagation of the Gospel. 
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spurned even C.P.A.S. and C.M.S. because of suspected 'tr irnrning' 
(and some did), would then register scores approaching -3. On 
the other end of the scale, the most dedicated high-churchmen 
(generally extreme ritualists in this approximation), would 
support organisations like the English Church Union, and their 
scores would approach +3. Somewhere in between, more moderate 
churchmen, characterised either by membership in groups spanning 
the continuum or by straightforward non-participation in any 
groups, would emerge. 

When Simeon's trustees and trust incumbents were assessed, 
the overall mean of the churchmanship indices of the list 
equalled -.67. This score fell under the -1 point, clearly within 
the moderate range, and can be attributed to more broadly-based 
support for a variety of church organisations, rather than to 
consistent avoidance of extreme organisations. Moreover, the 
standard deviation of this score was 1.09. This means that in a 
normal distribution, 80 per cent of all scores fell within the 
range of -.42 to -1.76. Though obviously tending toward the low
church side of the continuum, the diminished strength of this 
tendency places the bulk of trustees and incumbents well within 
the moderate range of churchmanship, and the relatively small 
standard deviation indicates consistency within the sample. 

In a further analysis, only the trustees and those incumbents 
who occupied the largest and most influential parishes were 
examined. The mean score was -.45 and the standard deviation .75, 
generated by a sample of twenty-two clergymen. Thus, those who 
held positions -of relative importance (including Francis Close), 
tended toward even greater moderation with proportionally more 
consistency. It may be likely that increased ecclesiastical 
responsibilities required more moderate churchmanship, if only 
to carry on the business of the church more expeditiously. 

By themselves, these scores and observations may provide only 
an interesting experiment in the handling of historical 
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information. Yet, when combined with the comments of 
contemporaries noted previously, and with other factors like 
publications lists, this attempt at devising a churchmanship 
taxonomy and index helps substantiate the conclusion that this 
particular group fits neither contemporary nor modern 
stereotypes of evangelicalism. The expressed opinions and 
involvements of Simeon's trustees and trust incumbents disclose 
a fairly persistent identification with the more moderate 
habits and inclinations of the founder of their trust. Despite 
the offensive churchmanship attributed to evangelicals during 
Proby's 'polemical period', clear distinctions did exist within 
the movement, and, on the whole, the trustees and incumbents of 
Simeon's trust characterised this moderate trend between 1817 
and 1865. 
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CONCLUSION 

The exercise of evangelical parish patronage in the late 
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, evolving uniquely through 
the phenomenon of Simeon's trust, was a conclusive element in . 
the struggle among evangelicals for ecclesiastical security. The 
phenomenon · of decisive control over a functioning segment of 
church machinery by an allegedly independent body using 
legitimate ecclesiastical means, provides a sizeable body of 
information about certain aspects of evangelicalism, and 
especially about evangelical churchmanship. 

The use of patronage as it was singularly manifested in the 
Church of England posed questions of ecclesiastical authority 
without comparison in Christendom. The further complications 
generated by the power of a small group of clergy effectively to 
select key parish incumbents, ostensibly within a framework of 
episcopal church government, and to influence these parochial 
situations on an ongoing basis, furnished an historical 
situation which could be best assessed from the perspective of 
chuichmanship. Of all the other continuing activities of 
evangelicalism throughout this period, none so persistently 
raised the question of ecclesiastical authority and 
churchmanship as the increasing control of parish patronage. 

Few would contest the sorry state which generally existed as 
a consequence of irresponsible and commercially-motivated 
patronage. A system which affected both the duty of pastoral 
care and the emoluments accruing to the pastor, largely outside 
the oversight of the bench, exposed a vulnerable ecclesiastical 
flank. Eighteenth-century evangelicals, whether from 
ecclesiastical hostility or because of empathy with like-minded 
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contemporaries, 

inaccessibility 

formed a 

of parish 

closely-knit group, 

posts combined with 

and the 

attendant 
patronage evils (simony, resignation bonds, parish elections), 
were known and formed a source of common despair. No systematic 
solutions emerged, and for decades only temporary changes 
resulted from growing evangelical wealth and influence. John 
Thornton (1720-90) attempted a small-scale effort in his later 
years, though to be accurate, it clearly did not provide the 
innovative or precedent-setting solution some have supposed. 
Thornton obtained primarily next presentations and also 
purchased some advowsons to furnish parishes for evangelicals 
he knew. He placed them in trust (a common device) at his death, 
as many did with valuable property, perhaps more to protect the 
patronage from at least one heir with questionable motives than 
to diminish evangelical preferment woes. Thornton's own motives, 
though laudable, differed from those of his contemporaries 
mainly because his nominees were evangelicals. 

The divergence of Simeon's approach from other patrons 
( including John Thornton) of the late eighteenth and early 
nineteenth centuries is notable both in practice and in intent. 
Simeon, more than anyone, elevated parish needs as a er i ter ion 
for selecting incumbents. In this sense, his pragmatic attempt 
at change, though small when matched against the scale of needed 
reform in the church, accomplished for decades the kind of 
constructive change which legislation had failed to produce. 

Simeon wrote to Thomas Burgess, Bishop of Salisbury, and 
encouraged the placing of ministers, 'without reference to 
anything but their peculiar fitness for the place they are sent 
to occupy. This is the great reform wanted in our Church,' he 
affirmed, 'and if generally carried into effect by all who have 
patronage in the Church, it would supersede all occasion fo r any 

262 



further reform.•1 The quest which had started in 1782 with a vow 
to deal with the degeneracy of the clergy developed as a 
widening vision for informal parish reform. Speaking in an era 
of political upheaval, Simeon claimed: 'if it did not stop the 
mouths of Dissenters, it would diminish their numbers, and 
effectually prevent their increase.' (In this view, patronage 
served broad political and ecclesiastical, as well as spiritual 
ends, though its exercise could never be a matter of party 
polities.) 

Simeon's knowledge of parochial needs and clergy coalesced in 
his adopted and expanded eighteenth-century idea of 'spheres of 
influence'. In the earlier evangelical response to preferment 
problems, the eighteenth-century understanding of 'spheres' 
approached fairly clear definition. Around the time of John 
Thornton's death (1790), a contemporary (albeit sophisticated) 
view of a 'sphere of influence' or a 'sphere of usefulness' might 
include: 

1) a defined area of ministry (a parish); 
2) acquired with spiritual motives; 
3) having an advowson (and income) of low value; 
4) possessing a relatively large population; and, 
5) probably demonstrating no previous 

evangelical presence. 

Charles Simeon · incorporated a high view of the potential of the 
parish ministry in the concept and further shaped it; he then 
initiated the practice of fixing the usefulness of the sphere 
over time. He reported: 

1. Carus, Simeon, 752, 19 March 1835. 
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And there is this difference between myself and others: they purchase income -- I purchase spheres , wherein the prosperity of the Established Church, and t he kingdom of our blessed Lord, may be advanced; and no t for a season only, but if it please God, in . 1 2 perpetuity a so. 

Placing advowsons in perpetual trust signified a major 
3 departure from John Thornton's example. 

He sought to find not only preferment, but permanently 
accessible preferment in strategic places. Simeon described his 
task as : 

the Work in which I am as exclusively engaged as if I had a Patent for it, the blessed work of purchasing Livings, & committing them instantly to Trustees, in order to perpetuate to the latest posterity the preaching of Christ crucified in large & populous places. 4 

While Simeon's understanding of ecclesiastical realities 
imposed certain constraints on his activity within the spheres of influence, his guileless sense of expediency decreed a search 
for the means of widest effectiveness. As a result , he attempted to ensure t he independence of both pa rson and parish to maximum 
legal extent. Simeon caut i oned Samuel Carr at Colchester that 'the school-room s hould certainly not be l eft to the Church
warden , but. •. to the Trustee s & t o the Vicar. Then no Vicar can convert it in to a mere personal accommodation. Nor can it be 
made r e sponsible fo r hi s de bts .• 5 His bes t opportun ity resulted 

2. Carus , Simeon, 780 . 
3. S i meon probably f irs t dis cuss ed this with his solicitor in 1825. Simeon Trust MSS, Simeon to George Booth Tyndale, 2 May 1825. 
4. Simeon Trust MSS, Simeon to Elizabeth Evans, 30 March 1827. 5. Carr MSS, St Peter 's, Colchester, Simeon to Samuel Carr, 5 January 1831. 
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from legislation which eased restrictions on district church 
expansion. In his trustee notebook, Simeon wrote, 'when 
Cheltenham shall become vacant I beg that my Trustees convert 
all the chapels into District Churches. 16 In another entry he 
related, 'Mr Wright informs me that, upon the demise of Mr Leigh, 
his Chapel, which is now only a District Chapel, partially 
separated from the Mother Church, becomes ipso facto a District 
Church altogether separate & independent, & that the nomination 
to it is vested · in my trustees.• 7 This not only released the 
district church minister from dependence on the parish 
incumbent, but it allowed the trustees to nominate directly to 
the district church, and avoided the problems of centralized 
parishes. 

While some patrons of the eighteenth and nineteenth 
centuries may have exercised their rights conscientiously and 
from pure motives, none combined as many innovative practices, 
so systematically, and on the increasing scale which 
characterised Charles Simeon's patronage. At the end of his life, 
Simeon's matured approach to church patronage comprised four 
general elements: 

First, he accepted the essential system as it was, but 
rejected current practice. Simeon decided that disinterested 
senior clergy, rather than parishioners or other laymen, could 
best determine 'fitness' in nominations, thereby avoiding the 
scenes occasioned by parish elections and the questionable 
motives of other patrons. He restored the advowson to the 
position of a trust by removing it from the marketplace. He 
placed the process on a more spiritual footing by taking the 
right to present from extra-ecclesiastical hands (lay patrons) 

6. Simeon trust MSS, trustee notebook, probably c. 1833. 7. Simeon trust MSS, trustee notebook, 4 April 1833. 
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and by allowing clergy alone to make clerical nominations. 
Secondly, he placed his advowsons in perpetual trust to 

prevent future alienations and to extend accountability. Removal 
from the world of commerce served only temporary ends unless 
that removal worked in perpetuity. Moreover, five trustees 
provided the breadth, impartiality, and accountability which 
best suited Simeon's intents. He wrote to Thomas Dikes (who 
contemplated procuring the advowson to his own living): 'I 
recommend the same plain mode of dealing about Hull - Have five 
Trustees - All Clergy - not one a man of personal interest or 
local influence.18 Supporters posed the possibility of 
unfaithful trustees; Simeon recognised the potential pitfalls 
but believed that the 'greatness of their trust, whilst it 
augments their responsibility, will, I hope, augment also their 
vigilance, that their conscientious fidelity may approve itself 
to all. •9 

Thirdly, Simeon established the priority of parish need and 
welfare as the overiding principle in preferment deliberations. 
The nominee had to be not only the fittest man available, but 
the fittest man for the particular sphere. He once explained to 
a candidate for a chaplaincy: 'the question ought to be, not Whom 
the Place will suit? but, Who will suit the Place?110 His policy 
compelled his trustees to take immediate action, to avoid 
factionalism and disputes between parties within the parish. 

Fourthly, for Simeon, the patron occupied a unique position. 
He possessed spiritual authority, as well as civil influence, 
and required total independence in the exercise of his rights, 
with God alone as judge. This factor, more than any other, 

8. Simeon trust MSS, Simeon to Thomas Dikes, 31 August 1836. 9. Carus, Simeon, 781. Letter to Henry Irwin, 8 August 1836. 10. Simeon MSS, Ridley Hall, Cambridge, Simeon to Cotter ill, 6 March 1835. 
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demonstrated the attraction of patronage for evangelicals. The 
Reformation had sought to remove the fallible church as 
mediator between God and man, and to allow each man the freedom 
to come before God directly. Evangelical patronage sidestepped 
the effective power of the church to control parish 
incumbencies and placed the patron in a position of 
responsibility only before God. Simeon's churchmanship, 
expressed most pragmatically in his use of patronage, functioned 
clearly within certain limits set by his reformed idea of the 
place and authority of the church. The term 'expediency', when 
referring to this central aspect of Simeon's churchmanship, 
describes the pliable and functional shape of his churchmanship, 
operating within the boundaries of his reformed concept of the 
church. 

These four facets of Simeon's use of patronage established 
the foundation for his personal response to the combined 
problem of parish neglect and unused evangelical pastors. From 
this legacy his trustees clarified, by extensive practice and 
consistent parish involvement, the well-organised and purposeful 
operation of his trust, and contributed a permanence to the 
evangelical parish ministry probably unattainable by other 
means. 

* * * 

The consequences of Simeon's trust patronage were felt in the 
parishes, as he intended, and also touched the life of the 
larger church. In the parochial setting, incumbents often 
introduced a new standard of pastoral care, to the ultimate good 
of the parishioners. In the parish of Bradford, Scoresby and 
Burnet, though clearly overwhelmed at times, brought decisive 
management to an urban sphere staggering under the weight of 

267 



population growth and threatened by a deteriorating Anglican 
presence . Simeon trust appointees Law and Brodrick broke a long 
success i on of non-residence and family-motivated patronage at 
Bath Abbey. In Cheltenham, the pontifical presence of Francis 
Close established a tradition of sound pastoral care and 
educational innovation in another rapidly expanding sphere. In 
each illustration, controversy attended the work of the 
incumbents and some actions may seem unwise to the modern 
observer. Whatever questions may be raised concerning the 
efficacy of means and ends, the sense of expediency and clear 
understanding of mission played an important part in the 
evangelical entrenchment in the parish life of the Church of 
England. Moreover, those reasonably objective methods of 
assessing parish impact which are available (whatever their 
shortcomings), corroborate the claims of contemporary observers. 
Even the indicators provided by the Religious Worship Census of 
1851 point to significant differences between parishes in the 
gift of Simeon's trustees and other parishes. Attendance at 
worship, however primitive as a measure of relig i ous vitality, 
does produce provocative data when assessed within the 
denomina tional bounda ries of the Church of England and when 
examined at the parish, rather than at the district, c ity, or 
regional levels of sampling . Standard evangelical stereotypes 
notwithstanding, a disintere sted analysis of this particular 
aspect of parish life shows d istinguishable phe nomena active in 
Si meon trust par ishes and no t ope rating to t he same deg r ee i n 
c ompa rable pa rishes , wh i c h generally suggests positive pastoral 
f actor s a t wor k. 

The wide n i ng e f fec t s of S i meon ' s pa t r onage influenced other 
evangelicals, and produced a number of e f fo rts at im i tation. 
Within a year of Simeon ' s death, a small group of advowsons in 
Birmingham wer e collected unde r the patronage of St Martin's 
trust. · The trus t deed is a verbatim copy of Simeon's, with one 
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significant exception - the final paragraph requires nominees' sentiments to be 'in accordance with the great principles of the Reformation, and especially with the doctrine of Justification by Faith only.•11 The importance of this exception lies in its clear exclusion of all but evangelicals (and calvinistic evangelicals at that) from trust livings, a party distinction which Simeon avoided in his own trust deed. St Martin's trust, though small, took on a 'protestant' flavour at tne outset. The 'Church Extension Fund for New Churches', though not a formal 
patronage trust, directed funds to new church-building and insisted on evangelical trustees.12 Alfred Peache formed an 
evangelical trust later in the century (contributing the large Walcot advowson to Simeon's trust, and also obtaining Holy 
Trinity, Cambridge, for his own trust), and Edmund Hollond, himself a Simeon trustee, collected a small number of livings.13 
The Martyrs Memorial Trust and Church Pastoral Aid Society accumulated some livings and several anglo-catholic trusts came into existence later in the century . 

. The first of two significant consequences of Simeon's patronage effort was the immediate physical impact in 
particular parishes. Improvements in the parishes provided the most direct vindication for Simeon's plan and for the activities of his trustees. The second consequence of Simeon's patronage, and an implication at least as relevant for the contemporary 
period, unfolded in the evolution of evangelical churchmanship. 

Unavoidably, the systematic exercise of relatively large blocks of church patronage revealed underlying tensions over ecclesiastical authority. Any actions which intimated control by 

11. Mole, 'Church of England in Birmingham', pp 69-70. 12. Toon, 'Evangelical Anglican response', pp 58-9. 13. McQueen, Parson, parish, patron, 34. 
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specific groups bred distrust and produced charges of party 
spirit. Charles Simeon acquired advowsons because he saw 
indol ence and ineptness among fellow clergy, realised the 
pressing · needs of populous, unpastored parishes, and knew 
capable, pious men existed to fill these spheres. But the 
charges of resurrected Puritan factionalism, and specifically 
the recollections of the dubious patronage intrigues of the 
Feoffees for Impropr iations, could not be sustained. Puritans 
linked themselves indissolubly with calvinistic theology; 
evangelicals, at best a confounding theological mixture, derived 
identity as a party primarily by the . test of churchmanship. 
Critics (usually self-styled high churchmen), often defined 
evangelicals by what they were not, since what they actually 
were escaped easy description. 

This inability to define 'evangelical' is well-illustrated in 
vigorous discussions attempting to set the boundaries of an 
'evangelical' theology to this day. Simeon stood carefully 
between Calvin ism and Arminianism and refused decisive 
identification with either theological camp. If any consensus 
can be reached in attempts to define contemporary 
understandings of evangelical ism, it must pr oceed from 
discussions of authority, and specifically the authority of 
scr iptur e any question of authority eventually became a 
question of churchmanship i n this mil i eu.14 Thus , the discussion 
of evangelicalism t hroughout this s t udy has attempted t o treat 
the movement - pr i mar i ly in its response to ecclesias tical 
author i ty, and uses the te rm 'evangelical' as appropriate l y 
descr ibing chur chmanship . 

14. Here the 'authority of scripture' does not encompass the 
reliability of scr i p tu re in and of itself but emphasises sola scriptura or its relative authority in relation to the church. 
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In the 

discussed 

crucible of the ecclesiastical controversies 
in this study, critics ultimately attacked 

evangelicals because they distrusted their understanding of 
authority, though evangelicals responded primarily from a 
distrust of their opponents' 

evangelicals saw tractarians 

patriotism. 

as papists 

Quite 

and 

simply, 

responded 
politically. Evangelical civil religion faded as a vestige of a 
passing epoch, and in the new age of an established church 
slowly diminishing in stature and influence, the tractarians 
raised the more pertinent questions dealing with church 
authority. 

Ecclesiastical authority and evangelical churchmanship 
formed a central issue. On this topic of authority, J.B. Marsden 
wrote more perceptively than most of his evangelical 
contemporaries: 'with regard to church government, the subject is 
scarcely treated of dogmatically in the New Testament. Hints 
there are, and precedents and illustrations. . .but broad and 
general principles, affirming universal truths upon these points 
we seldom meet with.115 Most missed his point - 'in these painful 
[ tractar ian] controversies, the supremacy of Ser ipture is the 
ultimate point at stake.•16 Marsden further claimed that 'between 
the claims of Scripture and those of fathers, councils, and of 
the church itself, the difference is immeasurable; it is a 
fundamental difference; a difference in kind as well as in 

17 degree.' Conybeare suggested that for the evangelical, 'the 
sole authority of Scripture' may have been the 'mere negation of 
ecclesiastical author ity•.18 Marsden insisted that 'the church 
may become an unfaithful witness, and a negligent keeper of the 

15. Marsden, Churchmanship, 228f. 
16. Marsden, Churchmanship, 221. 
17. Marsden, Churchmanship, 222. 
18. Conybeare, 'Church parties', Edinburgh Review, 141. 



truth. 1
•
19 A tractarian critic provided another perspective - 'by 

habit [the evangelical] is a churchman; in heart and opinions a 
dissenter.' On the question of churchmanship, 'next to the 
authority of his first successful teacher, or perhaps before it, 
his own sense of what is true, (that is, his own feeling), is his 
test of doctrine; and hence the strength of individual opinion, 
and the pertinacious stickling 
j udgment.• 20 Trac tar ians were 

for the 

sometimes 

right of private 
hard-pressed to 

distinguish between the guidance of sola scriptura and old-
fashioned protestant independence in the actions of 
evangelicals. Evangelical churchmanship steered a perilous 
course between the conviction of the ultimate rule of scripture and the temporal necessities of existence within 
ecclesiastical hierarchy. In political attitudes, 

an 

the 
evangelical differed little from old tory high-churchmen. In 
churchmanship, he reflected more the independent, yet careful, 
functionalism of the reformers. 

Charles Simeon has often been applauded by observers for his 
exemplary churchmanship. This study suggests that his own 
attitudes, and especially his practice and legacy of evangelical 
par i sh patronage , indicate a high sense of the pastoral mission 
and the changing shape of his churchmanship resulted from this 
comm itment, and not necessarily from a regard for the 

19. Marsden, Churchmanship, 222. Throughout Marsden's discussion, Ser ipture beg ins with an uppe r-case 'S ', and church with a lower-case 'c'. 
20. Poole, 'Present s tate of part i es ', 8. 
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traditional authority of the church. 21 Had Simeon been a true high-churchman, either of the old tory or of the new tractarian variety, he would simply have placed his advowsons under the control of various bishops. He did not, but intentionally placed them out of the reach of both the commercialism of the marketplace and of the unpredictable inclinations of the ecclesiastical hierarchy. This gesture removed virtually all 
'middle-men' from the operation of patronage and placed the matter effectively outside the church's authority. Of course, the bishop could always refuse to institute - but quare impedit was rarely and unsuccessfully used during this period, and the Gorham case reiterated the tentative role of the bishop in the exercise of patronage. In practice, evangelical patronage 

accurately illustrated evangelical churchmanship and carefully 

21. This is a point which several writers might dispute on the basis of Simeon's published claims to be a strong supporter of the establishment. Simeon (understandably) worried over what others thought of him and especially what others would think of him after his death. He recorded several memoranda (explaining his use of his brother's money and justifying his refusal to vacate his fellowship were some of the subjects), and made copies of thousands of letters he had written to satisfy posthumous critics. Moule, Simeon, 175; Car us, Simeon, 434. He wrote to his solicitor that 'by means of these when I am dead, & unable to speak for myself, my Executor will know the precise state of anything & everythi!"}g that may be spoken to my disadvantage. I do not want to appear better than I am: but there is no need that I should appear worse.' Simeon trust MSS, Simeon to Cardale, 7 March 1822. Simeon's preoccupation with justifying his actions for posterity, though warrantable, does necessitate careful historical handling of his documents and require that a greater weight be assigned to sources of information less self-conscious or self-protective in their intent. This study could not judge or criticise Simeon's character or vast accomplishments, but rather seeks to assess his patronage efforts in their proper context, balancing words and historical actions . 
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skirted issues of church authority when pressed. To his credit, 
Simeon sought to meet ecclesiastical 

ecclesiastical solutions, and attempted to 

problems 

balance 

with 

the 
implications of the problem again·st its long-term consequences 
for the church at-large. When the rector of Bluntisham rejected 
an evangelical curate, Simeon retreated because his 
ecclesiastical resources had been exhausted; yet, when his 
friends cautioned against his evening meetings outside his 
parish, he resolutely held them, risking the disapprobation of 
his bishop in order to meet a pastoral necessity. 

Simeon's artless functionalism proved to be the cornerstone 
of his churchmanship. This primary ingredient furnished the 
buffer between the opposing claims of scriptural and 
ecclesiastical authority. When the biblical mandate to proclaim 
the gospel to all nations conflicted with the ecclesiastical 
prohibition against preaching outside parish boundaries, the 
evangelical fell back on his understanding of expediency. 'rhe 
compromise depended on the individual's choices. G.F.A. Best 
accurately discerned that the evangelical 'membership of the 
[great invisible Church of Christ] was by faith and conviction 
of its truth; but for an established church [evangelicals] 
produced no arguments except those drawn from high-minded 

d
. ,22 expe 1ency. 

'!'he quality of evangelical churchmanship roughly 'varied from 
district to district, according to the size of the stake in it 
they had been allowed to secure by the character of the diocesan 

23 administration and the local patronage arrangements.' Simeon's 
· perception of the importance of patronage control reflected 
this necessity. Without the prospect of usefulness, and the 

22. Best, 'Evangelicals and the established church', 65. 
23. Best, 'Evangelicals and the established church', 71. 
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means to retain it, an evangelical slide into dissent could well 
have been imminent. Critics in the church observed evangelicals 
engaged in joint ventures with dissenters, identified pockets of 
gathered evangelical clergy ~nd laity, heard and verified 
rumours of a plot to purchase livings, witnessed seemingly high
handed actions within parishes, and suspected a growing 
evangelical exclusivism. Consequently, they charged evangelicals 
with low-churchmanship. In fact, evangelicals reacted to their 
rejection by the ecclesiastical establishment in a possibly 
desperate attempt to retain a foothold in the Church of England. 

Evangelicals might have preferred distinctions between sound 
and unsound churchmanship, rather than between high and low 
churchmanship. Sound churchmanship could describe obedience on 
visible (or potentially visible) key issues, selective use of 
ex is ting structures, a strong pastoral emphasis, and avoidance 
of unnecessary controversy, all while pursuing a somewhat 
systematic 

trustees, 

ideal 

and 

of 

their 

'biblical' Christianity. Simeon, his 
incumbents practised this 'sound' 

churchmanship and transformed the parishes they managed through 
a strong commitment to a pastoral ideal. When the controversies 
surfaced, their responses, though sometimes misguided, were 
essentially mild and relatively innocuous. The chronicle of 
Simeon's plan to use patronage, and the maintenance and 
expansion of this plan by his trustees, reveals a non-
controversialist evangelicalism, defined primarily by 
churchmanship, and portrays the implications of the spiritually
motivated use of temporal ecclesiastical machinery to ensure 
the survival of a religious movement within the Church of 
England. 
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Appendix A 

Simeon's charge to his trustees 
18 March 1833 

IN THE NAME AND IN THE PRESENCE OF ALMIGHTY GOD I give the 
following Charge to all my Trustees and to all who shall succeed 
them in the Trust to the remotest ages. I implore them for the 
Lord Jesus Christ's sake, and I charge them also before that 
adorable Saviour who will call them into Judgment for their 
execution of the Trust: 

First, that they be very careful, whenever they shall be 
called upon to fill up a vacancy in this Trust, which they must 
invariably do within three months of a vacancy occurring, that 
they elect no one who is not a truly pious and devoted man, a 
man_ of God in deed and in truth, who with his piety combines a 
solid judgment and a perfectly independent mind. I place this 
first, because a failure in this one particular would utterly 
defeat, and that in perpetuity too, all that I have sought to do 
for God and for immortal souls. 

Secondly, that, when they shall be called upon to appoint to 
a living, they consult nothing but the welfare of the people for 
whom they are to provide, and whose eternal interests have been 
confided in them. They must on no account be influenced by any 
solicitation of the great and powerful, or by any partiality 
towards any one on account of the largeness of his family or the 
smallness of his income. They must be particularly on their 
guard against petitions from the parishes to be provided for, 
whether in behalf of a Curate that has laboured among them, or 
of any other individual. They must examine carefully, and judge 
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as before God, how far any person possesses the qualification 
suited to the particular Parish, and by that consideration alone 
mus t t hey be determined in their appointment of him. 

Signed by me this 18th day of March in the year of our Lord 
one thousand eight hundred and thirty-three 

CHARLES SIMEON 
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Appendix B 

The Puritan feoffees 

In 1601 the Elizabethan Statute of Charitable Uses codified 
'a body of law badly wanting classical statement'; the law dealt 
mainly with the charitable trust and encouraged charitable 
giving.1 Prospective donors, attracted by statutory protection, 
responded munificently. By the restoration over £2,500,000 had 
been vested in ten counties outside of London, yielding about 2 £127,600 annually. This seemingly innocent and benevolent 
legislative gesture contributed to an effort which some 
believed could have destroyed the episcopate and the monarchy. 

As early as 1571 isolated Puritans began to establish funds 
to endow lectureships in the churches.3 Some wealthy merchants 
sought lar:ger prizes in impropr iate rectories and vicarages; these provided permanence for ministers and furnished access to 
other endowments. The motives were innocuous at first. Dame Mary Weld, widow of a former Lord Mayor of London, gave £2,000 in 1623 
to appoint 'godly, learned, and preaching ministers of the Chur ch 
of England.' Trustees were to appoint these men to vacant 
incumbencies and the income was to be re-invested in more 

1. Owen, English philanthropy, 70. 
2. Jordan, Philanthropy (1480-1660), 118. 3. By 1660, nearly £50,000 had been given for lectureships alone. The majority of donors were Puritan merchants, 'seeking to inculcate the religion of Geneva. ' Jordan, Charities of London, 284. 
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livings 'until the world's end 1
•
4 

In 1625, Richard Fishborne 
entrusted £2,800 to the Mercers to purchase livings in northern 
counties. His trustees were to 'find most want of preaching of 
the Word of God to be' and to place learned and godly ministers 
there.5 This fund established two ministers and endowed two 
lectureships. 

A more systematic strategy commenced circa 1612. According to 
Peter Heylyn, the 'Feoffees for Impropr iations' were appointed 
'by a secret combination of the brotherhood, to advance their 
projects.16 Numbered among them 'was not one man that wished well 
to the present government.' Laud (admittedly not an objective 
observer), charged that 'they were the main instruments for the 
Puritan faction to undo the church.17 They 'were taking upon 
themselves the political and economic reconstruction of the 
church,' notes Christopher Hill, 'not only without authorization 
from the government, but in a way which conflicted with its 
policy.18 This stern fusillade of criticism fixed on a group of 
men attempting strategically to obtain impropriations in order 
to maintain lecturers of their choosing in selected locations. 
These 'feoffees' claimed that they had not sought advowsons; that 
is, they desired the temporalities or income from tithes, but 
did not .pursue the right to present the minister to the 
benefice.9 Their tactics proved to be objectionable. 'They rarely 
if every restored tithes to the parish, but used them to augment 

4. Parliamentary Papers, 1824, xiii-212f. These trustees held 
only six livings in 1824, when surveyed by the Charities 
Commission. 

5. Parliamentary Papers, 1822, ix, 307f. 
6. Heylyn, Examen His tor icum, quoted in Hill, Economic 

problems, 255. 
7. Laud, Works, iii-216,17; quoted in Hill, Economic problems, 

262. 
8. Hill, Economic problems, 262. 
9. Calder, '17th century attempt', 767. 



a minister who was acceptable, after forcing out the 
unacceptable incumbent,' observed Hill.10 There is evidence that 
the feoffees compelled nominees to pos t bond s equal to double 
the value of their income. If a nominee displeased the feoffees 
or preached elsewhere without consent, the bond could be 
forfeited. 11 

Despite the political uproar, litigation, and 
ensuing measures, the feoffees held only thirty-one church 
properties when they suspended activities in 1633. They are 
notable for several reasons: 

1) The similarities with uses of patronage by nineteenth
century evangelicals provided a basis of comparison for later 
critics - both Willis and Henson implied a connection existed. 
The feoffees combined cal v in ism with structural tactics and 
threatened church order with their attempt at systematic 
control of church resources. The memory of this confrontation 
remained for centuries. 

2) By contrast, the dissimilarities between the feoffees and 
Simeon's trustees disclose that charges of historical continuity 
could not be maintained. The feoffees failed both in motives and 
in tactics. They intended to exploit impropr iations and 
indir ectly to control spiritua lities; they abused church order 
and ministers in their operations. 

3 ) The act i v i ty of feoffees informed later wr i te r s , 
especially as they linked theology and chur chmans h ip. The 
supposed calvinism of the evangelicals mean t l ow or d is r up t ive 
churc hmanship because of the Puritan preced e n t . Evangel ical 

10. Hil l , Econom ic probl ems , 254. Some we re bribed; othe r s we re 'we aried out '. Adam Eyre, apparently a Puritan collector, rendered a contemporary account of current practices in his diary,~ dyurnall or catalogue of all my accions and expences from the 1st of January, 1646 '. 11. Calder, '17th c entury attempt', 768. 
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theology and conservative churchmanship did not fit this 
preconception. 
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Appendix C 

John Thornton's trust 

Trustees appointed in will of 1790 [ in order of designated 
succession]: 

l Roger Bentley 7 Thomas Robinson 
2 Henry Foster 8 Charles Simeon 
3 John Venn 9 William Richardson 
4 Richard Cecil 10 Edward Garwood 
5 Joseph Milner 11 Thomas Bull 
6 John King 12 Thomas Scott 

Advowsons and next-presentations owned: 

Type* Parish 

ADV St Mary, Hull 

LA Clapham 

ADV Roach [Roche] 

ADV Nevesden 

ADV Braile 

ADV St Dunstan, London 

ADV Chobham & Eisley 

ADV St Peter, Colchester 

ADV Mellor 

NP Eldon 

NP St Giles, Camberwell 

LA Scarbro' [Scarborough] 
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Date 

1790 

1766 

1766 

1787 

1788 

1788 

1788 

1789 

1790 

1790 . 

1769 

1772 



NP 

NP 

NP 

*Key 

ADV 

NP 

LA 

St Paul, Deptford 

St Mary, Woolnoth 

St Mary, Wallingford 

Advowson 

Next-presentation 

Life annuity or life 
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estate 

1775 

c.1778 

1774 



Appendix D 

Letter of Lord Liverpool 

[N.B. This letter is found in the Wilberforce MSS at the Perkins 
Library of Duke University. Liverpool's copy of the letter is in 
British Library ADD MSS 38287, fols. 272-8.] 

private 

My dear Sir 

Walmar Castle 

Sept. 26, 1820 

I must apologize to you for not having returned an answer 
sooner to your former letter on the subject of Church Patronage, 
but the importance of the questions connected with it made me 
wish to defer writing upon this matter until I should have more 
leisure, and indeed I am now hardly equal to the task from the 
variety of other anxious business which presses upon me. 

It is never pleasant to speak of oneself, but I must begin by 
setting myself so far right, that I believe I can safely say 
that no minister has ever made so little use of the Patronage of 
the Church for political purposes, as myself, nor ever given 
more, or I may say so much preferment solely on the score of 
merit without any connection with, or personal knowledge of many 
of the individuals to whom it has been given. 

Before however, I enter into any further particulars I feel 
it necessary to observe that I stand in some respects between 
two fires, for I have long letters by me charging me with want 
of Orthodoxy, first, because I am a member of the Bible Society, 
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and president of it within my own Jurisdiction, secondly, 
because within the parish of Kingston I have agreed to some 
modifications to the plan of national education which appeared 
to me under the circumstances to be advisable, and by which 
(leaving the Government of the School in the hands of persons of 
the Church of England) the Dissenters are nevertheless enabled 
to take advantage of it, thirdly, because I have promoted some 
Clergymen and favoured others who are considered rather 
evangelically disposed, fourthly, because it is well known that 
in all companies where the subject is mentioned I have always 
been an earnest defender of the Wesleyan Methodists, not only as 
loyal .men and excellent subjects but from a firm persuasion 
that in the present state of this country some such body is 
indispensably necessary in and of the Establishment; The grounds 
of this last opinion would lead me further than I have time to 
go at present. 

Having said this much I will own to you that I have a great 
horror of the doctrines of Calvinism, or as it is sometimes 
called Predestinarianism, and by no one have I been more 
confirmed in these sentiments than by John Wesley. 

I am perfectly ready to admit that some of the most learned 
and some of the best men have in former times as well as now, 
entertained these opinions and preached these doctrines, I know 
that they endeavour to explain away the most obnoxious parts of 
them, but I have always considered these explanations much in 
the same light - as the explanations of the Papists of the 
idolatrous practices of their Church. They are at best, 
refinements, which the great body of the people cannot be 
expected to, and in fact do not understand. The extraordinary 
advantage of the Gospel has always appeared to me to be that it 
may really be preached to babes, and sucklings, and that there 
is scarcely a passage calculated to have any influence upon the 
lives of men, their conduct, or even their thoughts, which the 
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most ignorant may not comprehend, as well as the most learned. 
To overcharge Christianity therefore by superadding what is not 
to be found in the New Testament, or to confound mens faculties 
by endeavouring to make them understand what with their limited 
powers and in their total ignorance of the essence of the 
Divinity it is impossible they should understand, seems to me, 
not only a work of supererogation, but one, however well meant, 
full of infinite mischief. I must moreover add, that I cannot 
regard the Doctrine of Calvin ism, or Predestinar ianism, as many 
other erroneous opinions, which, however mistaken, may have 
little influence on the conduct and characters of men. I have 
always held them peculiarly objectionable from their tendency 
to give a cast to the character the most unamiable, and, if I may 
say so, unchristian. I am far from saying that_ there have not 
been, and are not, many amiable, and most virtuous Calvinists, 
but I suspect these to have been men of Strong minds, and I 
think experience and history would warrant the conclusion which 
I draw as to the effect of these opinions upon the ignorant, the 
d.isappointed, and those who are not blessed by Providence with 
kind and affectionate tempers. 

It must be a great satisfaction to us all to have observed 
the great improvement which has taken place in the Clergy of the 
established Church in the course of the last twenty, and ·even 
ten years. The Duties of Religion are performed both in the 
metropolis and in those parts of the country with which I am 
acquainted in quite a different manner to what they were when I 
first came into the world. I doubt whether you are correct in 
supposing that the Calvinist Clergy are upon the increase, 
particularly at the two Universities. This is not the case at 
Oxford, and I have recently learnt from good authority that it 
is not the case at Cambridge. Wherever the Clergy are zealous, 
and in earnest, and correct in their moral conduct the Churches 
will be frequented. In this neighbourhood there is not a Church 
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which is not full on a Sunday. In London, what good has not been 
done by such men as the Dean of Canterbury, the present Dean of 
Carl isle, your own clergyman, Mr. Rennell, Mr. Stevens, and others. 
The Bane some years past was the worldly habits of the Clergy. 
They seemed ashamed of their calling, but it is now found that 
the best educated are amongst the most correct. I may in this 
letter haye said too much or too little, but I was willing at 
least to shew you that I am alive to the whole subject, that if 
I have not been instrumental in promoting one particular class 
of Clergy, it has been from a sincere conviction that their 
opinions are erroneous. 

One word upon the subject of the Bible Society. I certainly 
regret the line which many of the dignified Clergy and those 
under their authority have taken on this question. My own 
conduct shews that I disapprove of it, more upon political, than 
upon religious grounds. The Church have their own society and it 
is impossible to praise too much the exertions which they have 
made and are daily making in the publication of the Scriptures, 
of the .old English Divines, and of religious tracts for the Poor 
of all descriptions. I certainly prefer the circulation of the 
Bible with the Prayer Book of the Church of England to the 
circulation of the Bible without it. I prefer likewise the 
Bible, including the Old Testament, with proper explanatory 
notes, to the Bible without them, but considering the numerous 
religious sects into which this Empire is divided, it was an 
object in my -opinion to unite them into one focus, if I may say 
so, for the circulation of the Scriptures. This could be only 
done by the circulation of the Ser iptures without note or 
comment and I think it would have been much wiser for the 
Bishops to have placed themselves at the head of these 
institutions, than to have run the risk of their falling 
entirely into the hands of the Dissenters. The difference is a 
diffe r ence no t upon the propriety of the circulation of the 
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Scriptures, but in point of fact, upon the expedience and 
propriety of the Clergy of the Establishment uni ting in a 
Society with Sectaries. I always thought this difficulty might 
have been got over by the Society having been instituted for the 
circulation of the Scriptures in foreign countries as well as 
in England ... [small portion remaining is torn] 

Liverpool 
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