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Abstract 

 

Anne, Lady Halkett (née Murray; 1623-1699), has long been familiar as a Civil War 

autobiographer, but she also wrote more than 5,000 pages of select and occasional 

meditations.  The salient feature of these devotional compositions is an intensely 

biblical diction, making Halkett’s use of scripture their interpretive key.  The 

meditations also offer a half-century’s worth of reflection on political matters, thanks to 

Halkett’s commitment to daily prayer for the king and nation.  My study reconstructs 

and analyzes this remarkable sample of everyday political thought by an English-born, 

royalist gentlewoman settled in Restoration Scotland.  It assembles and compares 

passages from across the collection on such themes as the duty of honouring one’s 

natural, civil, and spiritual fathers, the importance and efficacy of prayer for the king, 

the national guilt for the regicide, and the corresponding national obligation for the 

Restoration of 1660.  Although Halkett’s position on these subjects is broadly 

congruent with Anglican royalism between the 1650s and the 1680s, there is little 

about her arguments that resembles the classic tenets of Tory political thought.  

Instead, she deliberately accommodated her reasoning to her Scottish context.  Her 

initial relations with Presbyterian royalism, in the 1650s, were cordial.  By the 1670s, 

however, she was bitterly opposed to Presbyterian dissenters for what she perceived as 

their political insubordination and breach of Christian charity on pretense of piety.  

This antagonism took a new form in Halkett’s Jacobitism after the Revolution of 1688-

89.  The violent turn of events in Scotland only served to confirm her commitment to 

the church-and-king loyalism associated with James VII, despite the actual policies of his 

reign.  In the 1690s as much as in the 1650s, she persisted in considering the king’s 

restoration, both spiritual and political, as the only genuine solution to the problems of 

the period.
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Chapter 1:  Introduction 

 

Politically engaged preachers are a seventeenth-century commonplace.  But if the 

preacher is a gentlewoman, with no immediate audience besides the four walls of her 

private closet, the commonplace suddenly becomes an anomaly.  Seventeenth-century 

women who preached or prophesied were, and are, deemed transgressive figures.1  

Private devotional writing was an acceptable occupation, but not as a vehicle of political 

critique, and women who did use the form in this fashion are generally classified as 

either radical protestants, religious mystics, or early feminists.2  Anne, Lady Halkett 

(1623-1699) eludes all of these categories.  She was no sectarian radical, visionary 

mystic, or social reformer; she neither sought to act outside her socially accepted role, 

nor was she generally perceived as doing so.  And yet political change was a central 

aspiration of her daily devotional routine, which included unremitting intercession for 

others, and constant efforts to maintain an evangelistic lifestyle herself.  Over five 

thousand pages of private meditations that she wrote between 1651 and 1699 witness 

to these commitments – to what was ultimately a life-long quest for ‘peace in this our 

 
1 Elaine Hobby, Virtue of Necessity: English Women’s Writing, 1646-1688 (London, 1988), ch. 1; Phyllis 
Mack, Visionary Women: Ecstatic Prophecy in Seventeenth-Century England (Berkeley, 1992); Diane Purkiss, 
‘Producing the Voice, Consuming the Body: Women Prophets of the Seventeenth Century’, in Isobel 
Grundy and Susan Wiseman, eds., Women, Writing, History, 1640-1740 (London, 1992), pp. 139–158; 
Diane Watt, Secretaries of God: Women Prophets in Late Medieval and Early Modern England (Woodbridge, 
1997); Hilary Hinds, ‘Prophecy and Religious Polemic’, in Laura Lunger Knoppers, ed., The Cambridge 
Companion to Early Modern Women’s Writing (Cambridge, 2009), pp. 235–46; Sarah Apetrei, ‘Prophecy 
and Mysticism in Seventeenth-Century England’, in Louise Nelstrop and Simon D. Podmore, eds., 
Exploring Lost Dimensions in Christian Mysticism: Opening to the Mystical (Farnham, 2013), pp. 197–216. 
2 Suzanne Trill, ‘Religion and the Construction of Femininity’, in Helen Wilcox, ed., Women and 
Literature in Britain, 1500-1700 (Cambridge, 1996), pp. 30–55; Diane Willen, ‘Religion and the 
Construction of the Feminine’, in Anita Pacheco, ed., A Companion to Early Modern Women’s Writing 
(Oxford, 2002), pp. 22–39; David Loewenstein, ‘Scriptural Exegesis, Female Prophecy, and Radical 
Politics in Mary Cary’, Studies in English Literature, 46 (2006), pp. 133–153; Warren Johnston, ‘Prophecy, 
Patriarchy, and Violence in the Early Modern Household: The Revelations of Anne Wentworth’, Journal 
of Family History, 34 (2009), pp. 344–369; Sarah Apetrei, Women, Feminism and Religion in Early 
Enlightenment England (Cambridge, 2010); Melinda S. Zook, Protestantism, Politics, and Women in Britain, 
1660-1714 (Houndmills, 2013).  
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Israell’.3  Halkett’s meditations are like daily sermons, preached to herself, but 

addressing the challenges and needs of the world outside her closet.4  They offer a 

laywoman’s ground-level view of what was happening in Restoration-era Scotland, 

England, and beyond, and they can tell us much about Halkett’s political thought.  My 

study seeks to reconstruct, from these quotidian reflections, Halkett’s political views 

and the principles and rationale giving shape to them. 

Halkett’s extant meditations, a mixture of manuscript and print, form a large, 

well-organized, and relatively accessible collection.5  That the political content has been 

so little studied to date reflects the collection’s critical mis-framing as Anglican 

autobiography, a label that derives from Halkett’s more familiar Civil War memoir but 

misrepresents both the genre and the historical context of her meditations.  Recent 

interest in expanding the repertoire of women’s writing to include formerly ‘marginal’ 

genres such as meditations, while it has helped to restore these materials to scholarly 

awareness, has also tended to type-cast them as life-writing, a self-reflexive record of 

‘changing and developing subjectivity’.6  The life-writing approach is ill-suited to 

 
3 Anne Halkett, MS 6489 (National Library of Scotland, Edinburgh, 1653-1656), p. 30; MS 6491 
(National Library of Scotland, Edinburgh, 1660-1663), p. 51; MS 6492 (National Library of Scotland, 
Edinburgh, 1667-1671), p. 87.  ‘[P]eace in this our Israell’ was a quasi-biblical phrase that Halkett often 
used; the closest biblical matches are Psalms 125.5 and 128.6, and Galatians 6.16. 
4 The integrated analysis of text and occasion developed in sermon studies can be usefully applied to 
Halkett’s meditations:  Mary Morrissey, ‘Interdisciplinarity and the Study of Early Modern Sermons’, 
Historical Journal, 42 (1999), pp. 1111–1123; Lori Anne Ferrell and Peter E. McCullough, ‘Revising the 
Study of the English Sermon’, in Lori Anne Ferrell and Peter E. McCullough, eds., The English Sermon 
Revised: Religion, Literature and History 1600-1750 (Manchester, 2000), pp. 2–21. 
5 Size is difficult to generalize, but Halkett was ‘the most prolific individual woman writer’ to emerge 
from a 2001-02 survey of early modern women’s writings in Edinburgh archives, and she was also the 
author with the third highest number of manuscripts in the Perdita Project’s tabulation of early modern 
women’s manuscripts, completed in 2005.  Suzanne Trill, ‘Early Modern Women’s Writing in the 
Edinburgh Archives, c. 1550-1740: A Preliminary Checklist’, in Sarah M. Dunnigan, C. Marie Harker, 
and Evelyn S. Newlyn, eds., Woman and the Feminine in Medieval and Early Modern Scottish Writing (New 
York, 2004), p. 202; Rosalind Smith, ‘Perdita Project’, Early Modern Women, 11 (2017), pp. 145–151; 
Elizabeth Clarke and Lynn Robson, ‘Why Are We “Still Kissing the Rod”?: The Future for the Study of 
Early Modern Women’s Writing’, Women’s Writing, 14 (2007), pp. 177–193. 
6 The general shift in scholarly approaches to devotional writing is well documented in Micheline White, 
‘Introduction: Women, Religious Communities, Prose Genres, and Textual Production’, in Micheline 
White, ed., English Women, Religion, and Textual Production, 1500-1625 (Burlington, 2011), pp. 1–14; 
Elspeth Graham, ‘Women’s Writing and the Self’, in Helen Wilcox, ed., Women and Literature in Britain, 
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Halkett’s collection as a whole, given that three-quarters of it is explicitly devoted to 

reflection on scripture, with very little overt biographical content.  That portion must 

be read, first of all, as an exercise in biblical interpretation.  Indeed, given the intensive 

use of scripture that characterizes all Halkett’s meditations, biblical hermeneutics needs 

to be the primary ground of analysis for the entire collection.7  Observing Halkett’s use 

of scripture exposes, in turn, the reasoning process within her meditations, bringing to 

light an argumentative, polemical, and not merely descriptive engagement with her 

immediate context – particularly with contemporary political and religious affairs, 

viewed from her home in Scotland.  This engagement deserves to be considered as 

political thought.8 

Halkett’s political thought may not prove conceptually elaborate or innovative, 

but it is practical and nuanced.  She subscribed to a common set of assumptions about 

the maintenance of social order, yet she was not simply regurgitating the catechism.  

 
1500-1700 (Cambridge, 1996), pp. 209–233; Margaret J. M. Ezell, Writing Women’s Literary History 
(Baltimore, 1993).  The on-going tendency to view Halkett autobiographically, even in light of the 
meditations, is evident in these recent titles:  Suzanne Trill, ed., Lady Anne Halkett: Selected Self-Writings 
(Aldershot, 2007) (quote at p. xviii); Suzanne Trill, ‘Beyond Romance? Re-Reading the “Lives” of Anne, 
Lady Halkett (1621/2?–1699)’, Literature Compass, 6 (2009), pp. 446–459; Mary Ellen Lamb, ‘Merging 
the Secular and the Spiritual in Lady Anne Halkett’s Memoirs’, in Michelle M. Dowd and Julie A. 
Eckerle, eds., Genre and Women’s Life Writing in Early Modern England (Aldershot, 2007), pp. 81–96; Susan 
Wiseman, ‘“The most considerable of my troubles”:  Anne Halkett and the Writing of Civil War 
Conspiracy’, in Jo Wallwork and Paul Salzman, eds., Women Writing, 1550-1750 (Bundoora, 2001), pp. 
25–45; Kim Walker, ‘“Divine Chymistry” and Dramatic Character: The Lives of Lady Anne Halkett’, in 
Wallwork and Salzman, eds., Women Writing, pp. 133–149; Marian Faith Lanum Eales, ‘Anne Halkett: 
Life and Manuscript’ (PhD, University of Cambridge, 2005). 
7 Recent efforts to develop ways of reading intensely biblical, often ‘highly citational’ material include 
Susan M. Felch, ‘English Women’s Devotional Writing: Surveying the Scene’, ANQ, 24 (2011), pp. 118–
130 (quote at p. 125); Kate Narveson, Bible Readers and Lay Writers in Early Modern England: Gender and 
Self-Definition in an Emergent Writing Culture (Aldershot, 2012); Janel Mueller, ‘Prospecting for Common 
Ground in Devotion: Queen Katherine Parr’s Personal Prayerbook’, in Micheline White, ed., English 
Women, Religion, and Textual Production, 1500-1625 (Burlington, 2011), pp. 127–146.  For the most part, 
these studies depend on finding identifiable borrowings and intellectual relationships within women’s 
texts; Halkett’s writings, as I will go on to discuss in Chapter 3, stymie that approach by refusing to repeat 
the work of others. 
8 I have taken courage (perhaps unwarranted) from J. P. Sommerville’s remark that ‘Famous philosophers 
are rarely typical of the more humble mortals who shape political events’, and that seventeenth-century 
political thought therefore includes more than the great thinkers such as Hobbes and Locke.  
Sommerville makes this argument in both editions of his Politics and Ideology in England, but I believe the 
line I have quoted only appears in the second, Royalists and Patriots (1999), pp. 2-3. 
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Years ago, Gordon Schochet assumed that the majority of the populace who accepted 

and thereby secured seventeenth-century Stuart government did so largely from habit 

and precept, not ‘thought-out action’.9  The perception has been strangely persistent, 

on the assumption that political thought must be exercised actively, in some kind of 

dialogue with the ‘public sphere’.10  Halkett, a ‘retired’ gentlewoman writing in private, 

disrupts this picture – but not, ultimately, as an anomaly.  Reflection on political 

matters was simply part of her daily routine.  She used a biblical diction that was 

ubiquitous, particularly in her Scottish context.11  The didactic roles that she filled as a 

mother, mistress and local benefactress offered many culturally appropriate 

opportunities to put her reflections to use beyond her closet.12  Her frame of political 

reference was surprisingly broad, considering her location and resources; her English 

background blended with her Scottish setting to create a distinctive confluence of 

‘three kingdoms’ perspective, international awareness, and local concern.13  The value 

 
9 Gordon J. Schochet, ‘Patriarchalism, Politics and Mass Attitudes in Stuart England’, The Historical 
Journal, 12 (1969), pp. 413–414.  See also Macaulay’s nineteenth-century caricature of the Tory gentry, 
discussed in Chapter 5. 
10 Tim Harris, ‘Problematising Popular Culture’, in Tim Harris, ed., Popular Culture in England, c. 1500-
1850 (Basingstoke, 1995), p. 7; ‘Introduction’, in Tim Harris, ed., The Politics of the Excluded, c. 1500-1850 
(Basingstoke, 2001), p. 6; Kevin Killeen, The Political Bible in Early Modern England (Cambridge, 2017), pp. 
1–21, esp. p. 17 where he sidelines ‘manuscript material, diaries or private writings’ as not having a 
bearing ‘on the public, political discourse of biblical kingship’.  
11 On the cultural resonance of biblical diction, see Naomi Tadmor, The Social Universe of the English Bible: 
Scripture, Society and Culture in Early Modern England (Cambridge, 2010); Alasdair Raffe, The Culture of 
Controversy: Religious Arguments in Scotland, 1660-1714 (Woodbridge, 2012), pp. 12–14, remarks on the 
wide accessibility of religious polemic in Scotland. 
12 On the household as a space where public and private merged, see Erica Longfellow, ‘Public, Private, 
and the Household in Early Seventeenth-Century England’, Journal of British Studies, 45 (2006), pp. 313–
334; the expectation that women would manage household piety is discussed in Diane Willen, ‘Women 
and Religion in Early Modern England’, in Sherrin Marshall, ed., Women in Reformation and Counter-
Reformation Europe: Public and Private Worlds (Bloomington, 1989), pp. 140–141, 147–150; Patricia 
Crawford, Women and Religion in England, 1500-1720 (London, 1993), pp. 86–91; Femke Molekamp, 
Women and the Bible in Early Modern England: Religious Reading and Writing (Oxford, 2013), pp. 7, 99; 
Suzanne Trill, ‘Lay Households’, in Andrew Hiscock and Helen Wilcox, eds., The Oxford Handbook of 
Early Modern English Literature and Religion (Oxford, 2017), pp. 397–413. 
13 Halkett augments much that has been urged in recent decades about taking a fresh perspective on the 
Restoration period, especially by paying more attention to how the three Stuart kingdoms impinged on 
each other:  Tim Harris, ‘Introduction: Revising the Restoration’, in Tim Harris, Paul Seaward, and 
Mark Goldie, eds., The Politics of Religion in Restoration England (Oxford, 1990), pp. 1–28; Tim Harris, 
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of tracing her thought process lies not in its novelty but in its demonstration of robust, 

everyday political reasoning, by a type of political thinker that is seldom taken seriously, 

in a hybrid political context that remains poorly understood. 

 

Closet politics 

Not all of Halkett’s meditations contain political analysis, by any means, but the subject 

is never far from the surface because of a core feature of her devotional routine, daily 

prayer for the king.  Halkett made this standard element of the Church of England 

liturgy thoroughly her own.14  One January morning in 1674, for instance, began like 

this: 

In my morning devotion upon this day I was more particular then ordinary in 
beging pardon nott only for my owne Sins butt for the Sins of the King & for 
Grace and Wisdome to derect him in his presentt troubles. I allso was earnest 
in begging pardons for the Sins of My Son & his brother & others[.]15 

 
The social range of her concerns is striking, extending from the king, Charles II, and 

the local elite, represented by Halkett’s stepsons Sir Charles and Sir James Halkett – 

both career soldiers engaged at the time in the Third Dutch War – all the way to the 

lowest level, ‘a very Scandalous Sinner’ among the tenants on the Halkett estate, ‘who 

had fallen againe upon the Same day on which shee was accepted in the Church as a 

penitent’.  On one level, Halkett knew that these prayers were simply ‘my duty’, and 

that they meant little enough to their beneficiaries.  But she still believed her prayers 

 
‘The British Dimension, Religion and the Shaping of Political Identities during the Reign of Charles II’, 
in Tony Claydon and Ian McBride, eds., Protestantism and National Identity: Britain and Ireland, c. 1650-c. 
1850 (Cambridge, 1998), pp. 131–156; Tim Harris, ‘In Search of a British History of Political Thought’, 
in David Armitage, ed., British Political Thought in History, Literature and Theory, 1500-1800 (Cambridge, 
2006), pp. 89–108; George Southcombe and Grant Tapsell, Restoration Politics, Religion and Culture: 
Britain and Ireland, 1660-1714 (Basingstoke, 2010), pp. 100–123. 
14 Brian Cummings, ed., The Book of Common Prayer: The Texts of 1549, 1559, and 1662 (Oxford, 2011), p. 
759, helpfully explains how prayers for the king in Morning & Evening Prayer developed between the 
1559 and 1662 versions.  Halkett was doubtless familiar with both, but would have grown up with the 
1559 version, where morning and evening prayer included the simple phrase, ‘O Lord, save the King’, 
while the more extended prayers for the king occurred in the Litany. 
15 Anne Halkett, MS 6493 (National Library of Scotland, Edinburgh, 1673-1675), pp. 265–266, ‘Upon 
January 13 1673/4’.  The remaining quotations in this paragraph come from the same meditation. 
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would have an effect.  This particular morning, as her meditation goes on to explain, 

she happened upon a striking endorsement in Jeremy Taylor’s popular devotional 

manual, The Great Exemplar (1649): 

after I read my usuall portion in the bible, I tooke Tailors life & death of the 
holy Jesus which I had Never read before & these Words I mett with.  [‘]A 
Devout Woman in her Closett praying with much zeale & affections for the 
Conversion of Soules is in the Same order to a shining like the starres in Glory 
as hee who by excellent discourses putts itt into a More forward disposition to 
bee more actually performed[’].16 

 
This excerpt captures precisely what Halkett was attempting to be:  a devout woman 

praying in her closet for the conversion of souls – like the Virgin Mary, Taylor’s 

example, or like the prophetess Anna in the Temple, the model that Halkett chose for 

her widowhood.17  What Taylor went on to say, just after Halkett’s excerpt, explains the 

effect Halkett hoped for and the role she claimed, with Taylor’s support, alongside the 

more conventional preaching of an ordained minister:  ‘[P]ossibly her Prayers obtained 

energy and force to my Sermon, and made the ground fruitful, and the seed spring up 

to life eternal’.  If prayers like Halkett’s, heard only by God, made public preaching 

effective, then the intercessor’s eternal reward would not fall short of the preacher’s.  

Readily catching Taylor’s allusion to Daniel 12.3, ‘shining like the starres in Glory’, 

Halkett concluded ‘that if I can (thus by prayer) turne many to righteousnese I may 

then shine as the starres for ever & ever’.18 

 
16 This is a direct quotation, except for an extra ‘more’ three words before the end, of Jeremy Taylor, The 
Great Exemplar of Sanctity and Holy Life according to the Christian Institution; Described in the History of the Life 
and Death of the Ever-Blessed Jesus Christ, the Saviour of the World. (London, 1667), p. 6.  Halkett marked the 
page number in her margin, which identifies her copy as the fourth edition of 1667.  The Great Exemplar 
was part of Taylor’s famed devotional sequence for Anglicans-in-exile, along with Holy Living (1650) and 
Holy Dying (1651):  see John Spurr, ‘Taylor, Jeremy (bap. 1613, d. 1667)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004).  Halkett 
made no other direct reference to Taylor’s works that I have found. 
17 Taylor cites ‘Bernard’ [of Clairvaux] for the tradition that when the angel Gabriel appeared to Mary to 
announce the conception of Jesus, Mary was at that moment ‘praying for the Salvation of all the World, 
and the Revelation of the Messias’.  Halkett’s use of the Prophetess Anna in the gospel of Luke has a 
firmer biblical basis:  Anna ‘departed not from the temple, but served God with fastings and prayers 
night and day’ and spread the news of Jesus’s birth ‘to all them that looked for redemption in Jerusalem’ 
(Luke 2.37-38; AV).   
18 Daniel 12.3 (AV):  ‘And they that be wise shall shine as the brightness of the firmament; and they that 
turn many to righteousness as the stars for ever and ever’.  



7 

 

Such thinking – strangely kin to the more radical prophetic behaviour of the 

time, which Halkett resolutely opposed – was the engine of her closet prayer.19  These 

devotional exercises, for all their transient routine, were saturated with contemporary 

concerns and their desired resolution, which had a temporal as well as a spiritual 

dimension.  Praying for the king, in the example above, involved reflection on ‘the Sins 

of the King’ and ‘his presentt troubles’.  Halkett gave no further details, but since the 

reference is precisely dated to January 1674, Charles’s ‘presentt troubles’ are no 

mystery:  he was facing a hostile parliament, the collapse of the ‘Cabal’ government, 

and the embarrassing war with the Dutch.20  Though always chary of recording what 

would be better forgotten, Halkett could also be more detailed about her concerns.  In 

June-July 1673, shortly after the Duke of York’s Catholicism was forced into the open 

by the Test Act, which required all office-holders to deny the Catholic doctrine of 

transubstantiation and take communion in the Church of England at least once a year, 

she had written a thirty-one-page meditation titled ‘The Widows Mite’, an eloquent and 

elaborate response to her apprehension that the Restoration was slipping backwards, so 

that ‘[t]he times now begin to bee very darke & cloudy againe’.21  Setting Charles’s 

former deliverances – culminating in his restoration to the throne in 1660, which she 

had prayed for and even predicted before it happened – against his current situation, 

she argued that God would not abandon the work he had already begun, but would 

bring it to perfection by restoring the king spiritually as well as politically.  Part of her 

case involved a mini-sermon on great sinners of the Bible, many of them kings, who 

nevertheless repented and were restored – as fine a piece of Tory propaganda as any 

 
19 Halkett condemned unauthorized preaching in no uncertain terms:  Halkett, NLS 6489, pp. 29–30; 
MS 6490 (National Library of Scotland, Edinburgh, 1659-1660), pp. 345–349; MS 6496 (National 
Library of Scotland, Edinburgh, 1684-1685), p. 359; MS 6498 (National Library of Scotland, Edinburgh, 
1688-1690), pp. 216–217. 
20 Ronald Hutton, Charles the Second: King of England, Scotland, and Ireland (Oxford, 1989), pp. 314–318. 
21 Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 1-31; quote at p. 6.  For the historical setting, see John Spurr, England in the 
1670s: ‘This Masquerading Age’ (Oxford, 2000), ch. 2. 
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published sermon of the 1670s and 80s.22  She also reminisced at length about the 

king’s two-day coronation in 1661, parts of which she had witnessed.  Throughout the 

meditation she emphasized the success of her past predictions, essentially claiming a 

prophetic authority for her present intercession; she concluded with a startling 

quotation from Ezekiel 33.33, ‘And when this Cometh to pase (Loe itt will come) then 

shall they know that a prophett hath beene amongst them’.23 

‘The Widows Mite’ is exceptional among Halkett’s meditations for the intensity 

with which it engages the particular history of Charles II and remains focused on a 

single political issue.  She tended to think of the king more figuratively, as part of a 

larger corporate entity that included the church and the nation.  Given the nature of 

the meditative genre, there are few extended political discussions in the meditations; 

instead, Halkett’s thinking emerges piecemeal, in short and scattered passages.  Some of 

the most important elements of her thought – her understanding of the civic and 

spiritual obedience required by the fifth commandment, her interpretations of the 

regicide and the Restoration, her disagreements with Presbyterian peculiarities, and her 

defenses of Church of England practices and episcopal structures – are recurring, 

fragmentary topics, which must be gathered for collective analysis.  At the same time, 

she expressed her ideas relative to specific contexts, and her perceptions changed over 

time.  In order to grasp the full scope of her thought, my study has mingled close 

readings of individual meditations with broader thematic discussions, always 

attempting as much as possible to reconstruct the immediate context of Halkett’s 

allusive remarks. 

Broadly speaking, Halkett’s political thought overlaps with the seventeenth-

 
22 For a discussion of Tory homiletics, see Mark Goldie, ‘The Damning of King Monmouth: Pulpit 
Toryism in the Reign of James II’, in Tim Harris and Stephen Taylor, eds., The Final Crisis of the Stuart 
Monarchy: The Revolutions of 1688-91 in Their British, Atlantic and European Contexts (Woodbridge, 2013), 
pp. 33–55.  The broader flavour of court preaching is surveyed in Matthew Jenkinson, Culture and Politics 
at the Court of Charles II, 1660-1685 (Woodbridge, 2010), pp. 75–105. 
23 Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 31. 
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century ‘Anglican’ or ‘Tory’ position.24  The medium in which it was expressed, 

however, creates comparative challenges.  These stem not only from the geographical 

mismatch between her Scottish context and terms like Anglican and Tory (more 

accurate labels would be ‘Episcopalian’ and ‘royalist’, though even these prove 

problematic in Halkett’s case), but also from her devotional focus on future ideals 

rather than present analysis, and her intensely biblical idiom.25  She dealt in prayer and 

other socially conventional actions, and based her arguments on commonplaces and 

shared priorities.  She was no Pepys or Morrice, keeping a diary of news and notable 

happenings.  Unlike a political treatise, her meditations seldom refer to the issues and 

thinkers now regarded as definitive to seventeenth century political thought.26  But 

 
24 See especially Mark Goldie, ‘Restoration Political Thought’, in Lionel K. J. Glassey, ed., The Reigns of 
Charles II and James VII & II (Basingstoke, 1997), pp. 12–35; Mark Goldie, ‘John Locke and Anglican 
Royalism’, Political Studies, 31 (1983), pp. 61–85; Mark Goldie, ‘The Political Thought of the Anglican 
Revolution’, in Robert Beddard, ed., The Revolutions of 1688 (Oxford, 1991), pp. 102–136.  Like most 
historical labels, both ‘Anglican’ and ‘Tory’ entail a degree of anachronism.  For the use of ‘Anglican’ in 
a seventeenth-century context, see John Spurr, The Restoration Church of England, 1646-1689 (New Haven, 
1991), p. xiii, defending its use for the period from the 1640s to the 1690s.  For the contemporary usage 
of ‘Whig’ and ‘Tory’ as political labels, see Mark Goldie, ‘Danby, the Bishops and the Whigs’, in Tim 
Harris, Paul Seaward, and Mark Goldie, eds., The Politics of Religion in Restoration England (Oxford, 1990), 
pp. 78–79; Goldie, ‘Restoration Political Thought’, p. 17.  Tim Harris, Restoration: Charles II and His 
Kingdoms, 1660-1685 (London, 2005), pp. 213–214, argues that the terms are broadly applicable as labels 
for thought, even if there is an element of anachronism.  On the challenge of Restoration era labels in 
general, see Scott Sowerby, ‘Group Hunting: Religion, Politics, and Ideology in Later Stuart Britain’, The 
Historical Journal, 58 (2015), pp. 1191–1204. 
25 On ‘royalist’ and ‘Episcopalian’ as Scottish analogues to the English ‘Tory’ and ‘Anglican’, see Clare 
Jackson, ‘Compassing Allegiance: Sir George Mackenzie and Restoration Scottish Royalism’, in Justin 
Champion, John Coffey, Tim Harris, and John Marshall, eds., Politics, Religion and Ideas in Seventeenth- and 
Eighteenth-Century Britain (Woodbridge, 2019), pp. 121–139; Clare Jackson, Restoration Scotland, 1660-
1690: Royalist Politics, Religion and Ideas (Woodbridge, 2003); Alasdair Raffe, ‘Scotland Restored and 
Reshaped: Politics and Religion, c.1660–1712’, in T. M. Devine and Jenny Wormald, eds., The Oxford 
Handbook of Modern Scottish History (Oxford, 2012), pp. 251–267; Alasdair Raffe, ‘The Restoration, the 
Revolution and the Failure of Episcopacy in Scotland’, in Tim Harris and Stephen Taylor, eds., The Final 
Crisis of the Stuart Monarchy: The Revolutions of 1688-91 in Their British, Atlantic and European Contexts 
(Woodbridge, 2013), pp. 87–108. 
26 Two illuminating counter examples are Mary Astell, who directly engaged contemporary thinkers and 
issues in her polemical writings (see for example Mark Goldie, ‘Mary Astell and John Locke’, in William 
Kolbrener and Michal Michelson, eds., Mary Astell: Reason, Gender, Faith (Aldershot, 2007), pp. 65–85); 
and Lucy Hutchinson, whose writings lodge in a distinctive ‘reformed Protestant’ framework (see the 
introduction to The Works of Lucy Hutchinson Volume II: Theological Writings and Translations, eds. Elizabeth 
Clarke, David Norbrook, and Jane Stevenson (Oxford, 2018), and Elizabeth Scott-Baumann, ‘Lucy 
Hutchinson, the Bible, and Order and Disorder’, in Johanna I. Harris and Elizabeth Scott-Baumann, eds., 
The Intellectual Culture of Puritan Women, 1558-1680 (Houndmills, 2011), pp. 176–189). 
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neither do they exhibit the oppositional behaviour of the politically-potent crowd 

practicing politics ‘out-of-doors’, or the ‘back-door’ political agency practiced by some 

women caught on the wrong side of the current regime.27  Agency, already a deeply 

problematic term, is particularly ill-suited to Halkett’s case, where so little qualifies as 

transgressive; attempts to read her politics through that lens are forced to 

overemphasize her brief Civil War experiences, which were the atypical portion of a 

more settled life.28  Halkett’s political reasoning runs in a different track than either 

theoretical debate or active protest. 

Something of the necessary mental reorientation can be grasped from her one 

known reference to Thomas Hobbes.  As the passage only survives in the posthumous 

biography written by her Episcopalian parish minister, Simon Couper, it also serves to 

introduce his many roles in her history – not just as biographer and mediator of lost 

fragments of her meditations, but also as literary executor, long-time pastor, and victim 

of Presbyterian spite after the Revolution in Scotland.29  The occasion was a deathbed 

scene in Edinburgh in 1676, involving an unnamed nephew-in-law.  Halkett, who 

frequently attended the dying as a neighbour, medical expert, and spiritual advisor, 

took ‘great satisfaction’ in hearing the dying man ‘bewail his mispent life’, particularly 

‘his too frequent converse with a Jesuite’ and ‘his too much complying with Atheistical 

Principles’.30  The latter he attributed to Hobbes – ‘O wicked Hobbs!  O woeful 

 
27 Southcombe and Tapsell, Restoration Politics, pp. 124–141; Harris, Restoration, pp. 16–20; Zook, 
Protestantism, Politics, and Women, pp. 12, 24. 
28 Issues with the term ‘agency’ are discussed in Lynn M. Thomas, ‘Historicising Agency’, Gender & 
History, 28 (2016), pp. 324–339; Phyllis Mack, ‘Religion, Feminism, and the Problem of Agency: 
Reflections on Eighteenth-Century Quakerism’, in Sarah Knott and Barbara Taylor, eds., Women, Gender, 
and Enlightenment (Houndmills, 2005), pp. 434–459.  Recent attempts to filter Halkett through an 
oppositional lens, derived from an overly narrow focus on her Civil War activities, include Susan 
Wiseman, Conspiracy and Virtue: Women, Writing, and Politics in Seventeenth Century England (Oxford, 
2006), pp. 319–333; Nadine Akkerman, Invisible Agents: Women and Espionage in Seventeenth-Century 
Britain (2018), ch. 6.  Neither engage in any depth with the meditations. 
29 Simon Couper, The Life of the Lady Halket (Edinburgh, 1701), pp. 40–41. 
30 Other ‘deathbed’ visits around this time that are described in the extant meditations include Halkett, 
NLS 6491, pp. 37–42, ‘upon my Nephew H[enry] N[ewton] Having the small poxe’ (1661); NLS 6492, 
pp. 23–29, ‘upon Seeing one Neere death yett nott sencible of itt’ (c. 1668); NLS 6493, pp. 225–228, 
‘upon the Death of the Laird Belbougey [Balbougie]’ (1673), and pp. 283-288 ‘upon the Death of Mrs 
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Hobbs!’ – who had led him to question ‘the Blessed Trinity’ and ‘make Sport’ of ‘the 

Holy Scriptures’.  These ‘Popish’ and ‘Atheistical’ influences had resulted in the 

opposite of ‘an Holy Life’, and he was now distressed about his eternal state.  Halkett 

urged him not to despair of God’s forgiveness, but also encouraged him to tell his story 

as widely as he could, to warn others. 

This passage in Couper’s biography is layered in stereotypes – well beyond the 

obvious parallels with Gilbert Burnet’s famous account of the earl of Rochester’s 

deathbed conversion in 1680, and the notorious case of Thomas Aikenhead, executed 

for blasphemy in Edinburgh in 1697.31  The importance of dying well, the concern of 

the scene’s actors, is mirrored by Couper’s interest in exemplary biography.32  The 

account presupposes a clerical definition of heresy, and the popular association of 

Hobbes with atheistic irreligion, the counterpoint of ‘popery’ on a spectrum where true 

Christianity occupied the middle zone.33  Couper, publishing this biography in 1701, 

 
Monro’ (1674).  In addition to these (and the deaths of her own children and husband), there are many 
more accounts of deaths Halkett only heard about second-hand. 
31 Halkett’s encounter, and thus presumably her account of it, predates either of these events; but 
Couper’s summary could very well have been influenced by them.  On Rochester, see Kevin Sharpe, 
‘“Thy Longing Country’s Darling and Desire”: Aesthetics, Sex, and Politics in the England of Charles II’, 
in Julia Marciari Alexander and Catharine MacLeod, eds., Politics, Transgression, and Representation at the 
Court of Charles II (New Haven, 2007), p. 25; Hannah Smith, ‘Court Culture and Godly Monarchy: 
Henry Purcell and Sir Charles Sedley’s 1692 Birthday Ode for Mary II’, in Justin Champion, John 
Coffey, Tim Harris, and John Marshall, eds., Politics, Religion and Ideas in Seventeenth- and Eighteenth-
Century Britain (Woodbridge, 2019), p. 230; Spurr, England in the 1670s, p. 300.  On Aikenhead, see 
Michael Hunter, ‘“Aikenhead the Atheist”: The Context and Consequences of Articulate Irreligion in 
the Late Seventeenth Century’, in Michael Hunter and David Wootton, eds., Atheism from the Reformation 
to the Enlightenment (Oxford, 1992), pp. 221–254.  Another notorious case of ‘atheism’ attributed to 
Hobbes’s influence was that of Daniel Scargill, a Cambridge fellow in the 1660s:  see Jon Parkin, 
‘Hobbism in the Later 1660s: Daniel Scargill and Samuel Parker’, The Historical Journal, 42 (1999), pp. 
85–108.  Halkett did write a meditation on Aikenhead’s execution in 1697, and she referred to 
Rochester’s conversion in a select meditation written about a year later:  Anne Halkett, MS 6501 
(National Library of Scotland, Edinburgh, 1696-1697), pp. 370–373 ‘Monday 11th of January 1696/7 
upon the Sadd instance of Atheisme’; MS 6502 (National Library of Scotland, Edinburgh, 1697-1699), 
pp. 23–24. 
32 On the overlap between these two highly scripted discourses, see Jessica Martin, Walton’s Lives: 
Conformist Commemorations and the Rise of Biography (Oxford, 2001). 
33 Jon Parkin, Taming the Leviathan: The Reception of the Political and Religious Ideas of Thomas Hobbes in 
England, 1640-1700 (Cambridge, 2007), ch. 5; Hunter, ‘“Aikenhead the Atheist”’; John Spurr, ‘Religion 
in Restoration England’, in Lionel K. J. Glassey, ed., The Reigns of Charles II and James VII & II 
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also had a partisan agenda, since he had been ejected from his ministerial charge in 

1696 by a handful of Presbyterian malcontents after faithfully serving the Dunfermline 

parish for fifteen years.34  This was precisely the type of religious schism that, in the 

minds of parish conformists like Halkett and Couper, facilitated ‘popery and atheism’.  

Such stereotypes are key to interpreting Halkett’s thinking, but they have little to do 

with Hobbes himself.  Likely Halkett never read him, given her policy of not reading 

condemned books like the Covenanter Presbyterian manifesto Naphtali or the teachings 

of the continental mystic Antonia Bourignon.35  It was common to rely instead on 

trusted clerical refutations of such material.  Hobbes’s reputation and influence rested 

in large degree on such second-hand material, which, as Michael Hunter has suggested, 

actually helped to spread the condemned ideas.36 

Even if there is no direct line of influence to trace, however, the gulf between 

 
(Basingstoke, 1997), pp. 115–124; Justin Champion, ‘“Directions for the Profitable Reading of the Holy 
Scriptures”: Biblical Criticism, Clerical Learning and Lay Readers, c. 1650-1720’, in Ariel Hessayon and 
Nicholas Keene, eds., Scripture and Scholarship in Early Modern England (Aldershot, 2006), pp. 213–221. 
34 See Chapter 7 for further details. 
35 These are two intriguing ‘dead ends’ in Halkett’s meditations, where only a passing reference is made 
to something that was a major issue at the time.  Naphtali appears in 1679, as ‘that booke which a Late 
Auther hath intituled Naphtali which though I have never Seene, yett by what I have heard of itt. Itt hath 
only the Wildnese of that beast that Naptali is Compared to butt noe other of itts propertys’ (Anne 
Halkett, MS 6495 (National Library of Scotland, Edinburgh, 1679-1681), p. 479).  On Naphtali’s 
authorship, content, and official proscription, see Raffe, Culture of Controversy, pp. 71, 73; Evan Adair, 
‘The Covenants in Scottish Political Thought, 1660-1669’ (MPhil, University of Cambridge, 2019), pp. 
54–70 (my thanks to Evan for sharing his thesis); [James Steuart and James Stirling], Naphtali, or, the 
Wrestlings of the Church of Scotland for the Kingdom of Christ (1667).  On Antonia Bourignon, Halkett wrote, 
‘I had heard before of many of the high things shee pretended to which was such as made mee tremble 
when I heard of them and so much abhorre them, that I would nott either read any of her bookes my 
selfe nor aprove of any reading them that I was concerned in’ (Halkett, NLS 6502, p. 311 ‘Wednesday 12 
of October 1698’).  She had just read John Cockburn, Bourignianism Detected, or, The delusions and errors of 
Antonia Bourignon, and her growing sect which may also serve for a discovery of all other enthusiastical impostures 
(London, 1698).  On Bourignon’s influence in Scotland, see G. D. Henderson, ed., Mystics of the North-
East (Aberdeen, 1934), pp. 32–39; G. D. Henderson, Religious Life in Seventeenth-Century Scotland 
(Cambridge, 1937), pp. 220–231; Bruce Lenman, ‘The Scottish Episcopal Clergy and the Ideology of 
Jacobitism’, in Eveline Cruickshanks, ed., Ideology and Conspiracy: Aspects of Jacobitism, 1689-1759 
(Edinburgh, 1982), pp. 44–46; Michael Riordan, ‘Mysticism and Prophecy in Scotland in the Long 
Eighteenth Century’ (PhD, University of Cambridge, 2015), pp. 104–109.  Unlike some of her fellow 
Episcopalians, Halkett was not drawn to mysticism. 
36 Hunter, ‘“Aikenhead the Atheist”’, especially p. 247; Mark Goldie, ‘The Reception of Hobbes’, in J. H. 
Burns and Mark Goldie, eds., The Cambridge History of Political Thought, 1450-1700 (Cambridge, 1991), 
pp. 589–615. 
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Halkett’s perceptions of Hobbes, and Hobbes’s actual thought, is not impassible.  

Halkett reflected on many of the same issues, galvanized by the same Civil War context 

– especially the catastrophes surrounding the Second Civil War – and their positions 

can be fruitfully compared.37  Despite her intense piety, she too was critical of clerical 

intransigence, while at the same time repudiating religious pretexts for rebellion.38  She 

willingly delegated to the king the authority to decide religious matters not clearly 

dictated in Scripture, a position associated with the royal supremacy over the church in 

England, which Hobbes also advocated.39  Unlike Hobbes, however, she opposed 

religious toleration, even when it was offered by the king; she regarded it as a source of 

division that undermined the church.40  One searches her meditations in vain for 

explicit discussion of royal absolutism, that defining element of Stuart kingship.41  She 

seems to have taken the idea for granted, but intermittently.  She appears to have held 

the duty of obedience to God-ordained authority to such an extreme that she would not 

even support the Anglican reaction against James II in 1688.  Yet she had also used it to 

defend de facto submission to Cromwell, though she categorically refused, under 

seemingly similar circumstances, to acknowledge William III.42  In short, though 

 
37 See Jeffrey R. Collins, The Allegiance of Thomas Hobbes (Oxford, 2007), on the transformative effect of 
the late 1640s on Hobbes’s political orientation. 
38 For Hobbes on these and the following points, see Goldie, ‘The Reception of Hobbes’, pp. 610–615. 
39 Halkett, NLS 6492, pp. 83–88, ‘upon the Act of Supreamecy decem 1669’.  Supporting the supremacy 
was not necessarily a Hobbesian position; it had a wide variety of adherents.  See especially Jacqueline 
Rose, ‘The Ecclesiastical Polity of Samuel Parker’, The Seventeenth Century, 25 (2010), pp. 350–375; 
Jacqueline Rose, Godly Kingship in Restoration England: The Politics of the Royal Supremacy, 1660-1688 
(Cambridge, 2011). 
40 Halkett’s opposition to religious toleration, while it is clear from her surviving meditations, is only 
expressed piecemeal:  Halkett, NLS 6490, pp. 174–184, ‘upon the report of two ministers beeing 
murdered’ (c. 1659); MS 6497 (National Library of Scotland, Edinburgh, 1687-1688), pp. 310–314, 
‘Thursday 11th of August 1687 the day of the meeting of the Prisbiterian ministers’; NLS 6501, pp. 219–
225, ‘Monday 3d of May 1697 upon the Sin of Curiosity the relation of a Lady being turned Quaker’.  
Understandably, the meditations are more voluble against Cromwellian toleration than against the 
Stuart indulgences of the Restoration period (those offered by Charles II are never mentioned – but that 
may be an accident of survival). 
41 Mark Goldie, ‘Absolutism’, in George Klosko, ed., The Oxford Handbook of the History of Political 
Philosophy (Oxford, 2011), pp. 282–295; Jackson, Restoration Scotland, pp. 73–103. 
42 The ramifications of this debate are discussed, relative to a political thinker who accepted William and 
Mary, in Mark Goldie, ‘Edmund Bohun and Jus Gentium in the Revolution Debate, 1689-1693’, The 
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Halkett evades the labels and thwarts the angles of inquiry conventional to Restoration 

political thought, it is clear that she was reflecting on similar problems.  She reached 

conclusions of her own – complex not in theory but in the everyday mingling of 

principle and pragmatism – which she expressed in devotional rather than classic 

political terminology. 

 

Anne, Lady Halkett 

While life-writing is not a sufficient interpretive framework for Halkett’s meditations, 

her biography – all seventy-six years of it, and not just the portion pertaining to the 

Civil Wars –is nevertheless crucial to interpreting her political views.  Chapter 2 will 

cover this ground in more detail, but it will be useful to have a sense, from the outset, 

of the political and religious variety she was constantly negotiating.  She was born near 

London on 4 January 1622/3, the youngest of seven children in a Scottish family 

attached to the royal households of James VI/I (r. 1567-1625 in Scotland; 1603-1625 in 

England).43  Her father, Thomas Murray, was provost of Eton at the time of her birth, 

and had formerly been tutor and then private secretary to the future Charles I (r. 1625-

1649).  Because her father died shortly after her birth, Halkett was raised by her 

mother, Jane Drummond Murray, who successfully maintained her husband's legacy of 

courtiership under James into the era of Charles.  Halkett never held any formal 

position in the royal household, but three of her brothers were gentlemen of the 

bedchamber, while her mother served as governess to two of the younger royal children 

 
Historical Journal, 20 (1977), pp. 569–586.  Technically, William of Orange was known as William II in 
Scotland; but as Halkett never acknowledged his right to the throne, and only referred to him as ‘prince’, 
I have used William III throughout this study.  On William’s titles, see Esther Mijers and David 
Onnekink, eds., Redefining William III: The Impact of the King-Stadholder in International Context 
(Burlington, 2007), p. xxi; Allan I. Macinnes, ‘William of Orange: “Disaster for Scotland”?’, in Mijers 
and Onnekink, eds., Redefining William III, p. 207. 
43 Halkett’s birth year is variously given as 1622 or 1623.  Though she reckoned her age from 1622 in her 
birthday meditations, her baptismal record in the Westminster parish of St Mary le Strand is dated 
1622/3, which fits her assertion that, three months after her birth, her father died (an event firmly dated 
to April 1623 by parish and monumental evidence). 
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in Parliamentary custody in the 1640s.44  Halkett would later explain her loyalty to the 

king in terms of this family ‘Obligation’: 

Obligation Gratitude & Education hath bene tyes upon mee ever Since I was 
Capable of any thing to make mee have humble Loyall & Sinceare affection 
honor & obedience for the King as one whose parents & neerest relations had 
... there cheefest Subsistance from his princely favor.45 
 

But in fact, her royalism developed over time. 

She was in her upper teens when civil war broke out, first in Scotland (1639) 

and then in England (1642).  In 1696 she would recall it as a ‘smoothered fire’ that 

‘burst out’ in Scotland and then ‘helped to kindle what was apt to inflame before in the 

Neibour Nation’.46  ‘[B]oth conspired to deprive us of the best King in Christendome’, 

she concluded, demonstrating the characteristically condensed perspective of post-1649 

royalism, in which rebellion on religious pretexts led directly to regicide, the ultimate 

state of national disorder and punishment.  Chapter 6 will explore this theme of 

regicide and restoration across Halkett’s meditations, but her retrospective assessment 

should not be allowed to obscure the uncertainties and shocks of actually living 

through the wars.  The nearest thing to a youthful conversion experience that she 

described in her later writings was a decision in 1644, at age twenty-one, to set aside 

part of each day to pray for ‘the establishment & preservation of the king in peace & 

safety’.47  Despite her upbringing, this was evidently a new commitment triggered by 

 
44 There is a note in much later handwriting on the first leaf of her autobiography, claiming that ‘she was 
Lady of the Bedchamber to Queen Henrietta Maria’ – probably a confusion with her mother and 
brothers, as when Douglas M. Ferguson, Dunfermline Golf Club, 1887-1987 (Dunfermline, 1987), pp. 44–
45, identifies her as ‘governess to the children of the King’ (and ‘a pioneer of women surgeons’!). 
45 Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 4. 
46 Halkett, NLS 6501, p. 31. 
47 Halkett, NLS 6491, pp. 86–87.  For a set of very differently situated conversion narratives by Scottish 
women writing around the same time as Halkett, see David George Mullan, ‘Scottish Women’s Religious 
Narrative, 1660-1720: Constructing the Evangelical Self’, in Sarah M. Dunnigan, C. Marie Harker, and 
Evelyn S. Newlyn, eds., Woman and the Feminine in Medieval and Early Modern Scottish Writing (New York, 
2004), pp. 178–191; and the collection of primary sources in David George Mullan, ed., Women’s Life 
Writing in Early Modern Scotland: Writing the Evangelical Self, c. 1670-c. 1730 (Burlington, 2003). 
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momentary hopes of the war’s resolution that year.48  It was only after her mother's 

death in 1647 – the point ‘from which I may date all my misfortunes’, as Halkett would 

later say – that she became more politically involved.49  No longer constrained by her 

mother’s careful balancing of loyalty and interest, Halkett took considerable personal 

and political risks to support the royalist effort in the Second Civil War (1648), passing 

messages and helping to arrange the Duke of York’s escape from parliamentary custody 

under the supervision of a royalist agent, Colonel Joseph Bampfield, to whom she later 

became engaged.  These activities ultimately necessitated her departure from London in 

September 1649, eight months after the execution of Charles I. 

Once away from London, Halkett’s interests, political and financial as well as 

personal, drew her to Scotland, in time to meet Charles II on his arrival in the summer 

of 1650.  Although both the royalist alliance and her engagement to Bampfield soon 

disintegrated, Halkett found a refuge among the Scots who continued to support the 

king.  Eventually, in 1656, she married one of them, Sir James Halkett, laird of 

Pitfirrane, a small estate outside Dunfermline in Fife.  The rest of her life would be 

spent in Scotland, aside from two brief visits to England in 1654-56 and 1660-62.  

These forty-five years form the immediate context for most of her extant writing, yet 

they are the most neglected segment of her biography.  Far from being the 

‘anticlimactic’ conclusion to her earlier adventures that twentieth-century scholars 

assumed, Halkett’s marriage is what enabled her political thought to develop its unique 

edge.50  It settled her in a Scottish context fundamentally different from her English 

 
48 Halkett’s references to 1644 as a significant turning point include not just the quoted excerpt but also 
NLS 6493, pp. 64–65, on making Wednesdays a fast day ‘for Seeking mercy to reconcile the Sad 
differences that was betwixt the King & his people and to mourne for the Sins that occationed itt’, and 
pp. 147-149, where Halkett mentions attending a ‘dinner att my Sisters Howse att Charleton where the 
Prince Elector was intertained and Many Great Ladys’ on 18 October 1644.  This would have been 
Charles Louis, the Elector Palatine, who was visiting London in hopes of influencing a settlement, as 
argued by Thomas Pert, ‘Divided Loyalties: the Elector Palatine and Charles I, 1638–1649’, paper 
presented at the Cambridge Early Modern British and Irish History Seminar, 18 November 2020.   
49 Halkett, NLS 6497, p. 335. 
50 John Loftis, ed., The Memoirs of Anne, Lady Halkett and Ann, Lady Fanshawe (Oxford, 1979), p. ix, 
supplies the adjective ‘anticlimactic’, but the attitude was widespread; see also Mary Beth Rose, Gender 
and Heroism in Early Modern English Literature (Chicago, 2002), p. 82. 
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upbringing, which she embraced for her husband’s sake, but which also forced her to 

articulate and defend her royalist, conformist principles in a manner that would 

accommodate the breadth among which she actually lived.  Sir James was a former 

Covenanter, loyal to the king but Presbyterian by persuasion.  He conformed to 

episcopacy in the 1660s when the Restoration required it, but many of his associates 

did not.  Halkett therefore experienced first-hand the strains that the Scottish 

Restoration settlement placed on Presbyterian conformists, and she remained 

sympathetic to their concerns for many years.  It was not until well after Sir James's 

death in 1670 that she began to view Presbyterianism, as a whole, as irremediably 

disaffected to the king. 

Even then, financial necessity kept Halkett’s social network relatively broad.  Sir 

James’s death left her with only a small stipend from his encumbered estate, which 

passed to his eldest son by his first marriage, Sir Charles Halkett.  Halkett and her one 

surviving child, Robert, moved to a large house at the center of nearby Dunfermline, 

where she intended to live in an economical style.51  Robert soon left home, attending 

university at St Andrews in the mid-1670s, making a brief attempt at studying law in 

Leiden, and ultimately choosing to pursue a military career abroad.52  Halkett saw little 

of him during those years, and he eventually died in Holland in 1693.53  Without 

immediate family or estate to act as a social buffer, Halkett relied in very tangible ways 

 
51 Besides Robert (1660-1693), Halkett had three other children who died young:  Elizabeth (1656-1660), 
Henry (1658-1661), and Jane (1661-1666), plus a miscarriage in 1659.  Dunfermline, after a brief 
efflorescence in the 1590s as the primary residence of James VI’s queen, declined in the seventeenth 
century and did not recover significantly until the rise of linen manufacturing in the eighteenth century.  
See Ebenezer Henderson, The Annals of Dunfermline and Vicinity from the Earliest Authentic Period to the 
Present Time, A.D. 1069-1878 (Glasgow, 1879); William F. Hendrie, Old Dunfermline (Catrine, Ayrshire, 
2002), p. 3; E. Patricia Dennison and Simon Stronach, Historic Dunfermline: Archaeology and Development 
(Dunfermline, 2007), p. 5; Bob Harris, ‘Cultural Change in Provincial Scottish Towns, c. 1700-1820’, 
The Historical Journal, 54 (2011), pp. 105–141. 
52 Robert’s career is summarized in Couper, Life, pp. 39, 42, 49; corroborating entries in Halkett’s 
meditations include Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 271–272; MS 6494 (National Library of Scotland, 
Edinburgh, 1676-1678), pp. 123–125, 247; and various entries referring to his absence abroad as a 
soldier. 
53 Halkett’s meditation on his death, referenced in Couper’s biography, is lost; the earliest extant 
references to his death are in MS 6500 (National Library of Scotland, Edinburgh, 1694-1695), pp. 327–
328, 351–352. 
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on the people around her, drawing on both local and long distance relationships.  She 

endeavored to be ‘a widow indeed’ on the model of 1 Timothy 5, ‘alone & retired’ and 

yet useful to others.54  Generous to a fault, she was widely sought after for her charitable 

interventions, medical expertise, and spiritual advice.  She was perpetually short of 

money, and one of the primary purposes of her meditations was to calm the chronic 

disquiet caused by financial matters; but in the end, she proved remarkably successful 

in maintaining the delicate balance between generosity and insolvency.55 

To ease her financial situation, for fourteen years (1683-1697) Halkett boarded 

gentry and noble children who came to Dunfermline to attend school, or for her 

medical care.  Their family origins neatly illustrate the limited role that political 

congruity played in her wider interactions.  Most of the children were related to her in 

some way, whether through Murray, Drummond, or Halkett lines.  Their parentage 

also reveals that Halkett by the 1680s was interacting with a group of Scottish elites 

who supported James, Duke of York, the future James VII/II (r. 1685-1688).  Most, 

though not all, would continue loyal to him even beyond the Revolution of 1688-89, 

but their support took diverse forms.  Some, like Halkett’s maternal kinsman James 

Drummond, earl of Perth, converted to Catholicism and went into exile with the king; 

others, like Sir George Mackenzie and Sir William Bruce, resisted James’s catholicizing 

efforts and fell from favour as a result, but still declined to side with William of 

 
54 She wrote a sequential set of meditations developing this role in 1670/71:  Halkett, NLS 6492, pp. 
129–140, xiii–xvi, and 351-352 (quote at p. 139).  On the early modern context, see Barbara J. Todd, 
‘The Virtuous Widow in Protestant England’, in Sandra Cavallo and Lyndan Warner, eds., Widowhood in 
Medieval and Early Modern Europe (Harlow, 1999), pp. 66–83; Sara Heller Mendelson and Patricia 
Crawford, Women in Early Modern England, 1550-1720 (Oxford, 1998), pp. 174–183. 
55 Debt is probably the most frequent topic of the meditations, so it is difficult to point to one summary 
passage.  Couper’s biography presents a useful overview (Life, pp. 14, 20, 27, 30–31, 42–45, 51–52); see 
also the letter and statement of her inheritance which Halkett wrote for her stepson in 1673, Pitfirrane 
Papers, MS 6409 (National Library of Scotland, Edinburgh, 1649-1726), fols 52r-53v; MS 6481 (National 
Library of Scotland, Edinburgh, 1582-1837), fols 170r-171r.  For Halkett, the bottom line was that she 
herself was suffering from the injustice of others (Halkett, NLS 6494, pp. 146–149, written c. 1676).  
Cathryn Spence, Women, Credit, and Debt in Early Modern Scotland (Manchester, 2016), unfortunately only 
covers the period 1560-1640, but she stresses the ubiquity of credit and the importance of 
‘creditworthiness’ (p. 3); see also Gordon DesBrisay and Karen Sander Thompson, ‘Crediting Wives: 
Married Women and Debt Litigation in the Seventeenth Century’, in Elizabeth Ewan and Janay Nugent, 
eds., Finding the Family in Medieval and Early Modern Scotland (Aldershot, 2008), pp. 85–98. 
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Orange.  Halkett herself was a staunch Jacobite at home in the 1690s, yet she also 

remained connected to key local figures who made peace with the Williamite regime, 

including her stepson Sir Charles and his family, and Dunfermline’s Episcopalian 

ministers.  When she died on 22 April 1699, her literary legacy was left in their hands. 

 

Reading Halkett’s meditations 

Halkett’s extant meditations consist of fourteen bound manuscripts, now held at the 

National Library of Scotland, and four posthumous publications, accompanied by a 

biography that also contains excerpts of lost material.56  There is no duplication 

between the printed material and the manuscripts, except in Couper’s biography; all 

the manuscript originals of the published material are lost, presumably having never 

been reunited with the original collection.  Altogether, the meditations amount to 

nearly a million words, and are the remnants of a collection once twice as large, 

described in some detail in a catalogue of ‘Books by the Lady Halket’ appended to the 

posthumous biography.57  Because this catalogue was subsequently reproduced in 

George Ballard’s influential Memoirs of Several Ladies of Great Britain (1752), Halkett 

 
56 Anne Halkett, ‘Meditations’, MS 6489-6502 (National Library of Scotland, Edinburgh, 1651-1699).  
The manuscripts were acquired in 1951, along with the rest of the Pitfirrane Papers, from the liquidation 
of the Pitfirrane estate on the death of the last daughter of the last baronet (who had died in 1904): see 
National Library of Scotland, Catalogue of Manuscripts Acquired Since 1925, vol. 5: Manuscripts 6406-7529 
(Edinburgh, 1986):  ‘Pitfirrane Papers, NLS 6406-6511’, pp. 1-9.  Halkett’s meditations are available 
electronically, by subscription, in the Adam Matthew Digital edition of the Perdita Project.  The 
published meditations, available electronically through Eighteenth Century Collections Online, include 
Anne Halkett, Meditations on the Twentieth and Fifth Psalm (Edinburgh, 1701); Anne Halkett, Meditations 
and Prayers, upon the First Week; with Observations on Each Day’s Creation: and Considerations on the Seven 
Capital Vices, to be Oppos’d: and Their Opposit Vertues to be Studied and Practiced (Edinburgh, 1701); Anne 
Halkett, Instructions for Youth. Written by the Lady Halket, for the Use of those young Noblemen and Gentlemen, 
whose Education was committed to her Care (Edinburgh, 1701); Anne Halkett, Meditations upon the Seven 
Gifts of the Holy Spirit, Mentioned Isaiah 11. 2,3.  As Also Meditations upon Jabez his Request, I Chron. 4.10.  
Together with Sacramental Meditations on the Lord’s Supper; and Prayers, Pious Reflections and Observations 
(Edinburgh, 1702).  All the 1701 material was reprinted as a unit in 1778:  Meditations on the Twenty-fifth 
Psalm. Also Meditations and Prayers upon the First Week: with Observations on Each Day’s Creation. Likewise 
Instructions for Youth. By Lady Halket. To which is prefixed, an account of her life (Edinburgh, 1778). 
57 Couper, Life, following p. 58; see Chapter 3 for further details of the collection’s original scope. 
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early secured a reputation as a prolific devotional writer.58  But few seem actually to 

have read the printed meditations, and even fewer had access to the manuscripts.59  So 

the neglect of the meditations really begins with the basic issue of accessibility, which 

has only changed in the last twenty years thanks to electronic resources. 

But the meditations are also sidelined because of their status as devotional 

writing.  The sense that such material is tedious, repetitive, and uninformative – that 

both its production and its consumption must be a ‘sedative occupation’, to quote one 

witty complaint – is deep-seated and still plagues the recovery of these sources, despite 

efforts to put the material back in circulation.60  In this regard, Halkett’s writings 

illustrate the fluctuations in evaluative criteria analyzed in Margaret Ezell’s Writing 

 
58 George Ballard, Memoirs of Several Ladies of Great Britain, Who Have Been Celebrated for Their Writings or 
Skill in the Learned Languages, Arts and Sciences (Oxford, 1752), pp. 372–378.  The catalogue fills six of 
these pages, dwarfing the short biography drawn from Couper’s Life.  See Ezell, Writing Women’s Literary 
History, pp. 78–88, for an enlightening evaluation of Ballard’s Memoirs and its influence. 
59 Suzanne Trill, ‘Critical Categories: Toward an Archaeology of Anne, Lady Halkett’s Archive’, in Sarah 
C. E. Ross and Paul Salzman, eds., Editing Early Modern Women (Cambridge, 2016), p. 98 nt. 5, helpfully 
points to the English Short Title Catalogue, which gives some sense (imperfect, as she notes) for the 
current quantity and location of print editions.  The manuscripts were borrowed from Pitfirrane by at 
least three individuals in the nineteenth century:  David Constable, John Gough Nichols, and Dunbar 
Halkett.  Nichols is discussed below.  Constable, an Advocate, left a note, dated January 1828, in his 
copy of Halkett’s printed meditations, now at the National Library of Scotland, shelfmark H.1.d.1(3).  
Rev. Dunbar Halkett is mentioned, posthumously it would appear, on a note bound into Halkett, NLS 
6489, p. i; he died in 1887, and lived in the same area as Nichols, so I hypothesize that he may have 
acquired both the manuscripts and the unfinished project of publishing an edition of the meditations on 
Nichols’s premature death in 1873. 
60 Myra Reynolds, The Learned Lady in England (Boston, 1920), p. 93; see also the description of Mary 
Rich’s devotional discipline as a ‘straitjacket’ in Sara Heller Mendelson, The Mental World of Stuart 
Women: Three Studies (Amherst, 1987), pp. 80–110.  The quips are entertaining, but they have a worrying 
tendency to shape scholarly methodology.  Susan Felch refers to ‘the issue of how best to teach 
devotional material, which by its very nature can seem either eccentric or boring, or more likely both, to 
undergraduate and graduate students alike’ (Felch, ‘English Women’s Devotional Writing’, pp. 122–
123).  Kate Narveson labels the scripture-collage prayers of several gentlewomen ‘ultimately inelegant and 
repetitive, with no clear development’, ‘a meditative gallimaufry’, and a ‘trainwreck of metaphors’ 
(Narveson, Bible Readers and Lay Writers, pp. 59–61).  Material perceived in that light is inevitably 
downplayed, if not cut altogether.  David Booy’s selection of passages from Nehemiah Wallington’s 
notebooks, for instance, was guided by his sense that the whole collection was ‘tiresome reading: the 
notebooks contain a good deal of repetition, not just of themes but of actual material, and further, even 
for someone with a deep interest in spiritual matters and the history of religion, Wallington's prolonged 
and often repetitive meditations, prayers and reflections become wearisome.’  (David Booy, ed., The 
Notebooks of Nehemiah Wallington, 1618–1654 (Aldershot, 2007), p. ix.)  The resulting edition is full of 
ellipses – yet it serves as the general authority on Wallington’s thought. 
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Women’s Literary History (1993).  Scholars went from emphasizing piety and exemplary 

character in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, to prioritizing biographical or 

social-historical interest in the twentieth; Ezell argued that both of these phases clung to 

narrow expectations which excluded a great deal of what early modern women had 

actually written, especially the devotional material.  Her challenge helped to inspire 

collections like the Perdita Project, which includes Halkett’s manuscripts, and her 

articles on Halkett were the first in more than a century to reference her manuscript 

meditations.61  Subsequently, Suzanne Trill’s more detailed work on Halkett’s life and 

writings, including an edition of some of the manuscript meditations, has initiated 

deeper analysis of the collection.62  Little work has been done, however, on Halkett as a 

thinker or as an interpreter of scripture. 

In Halkett’s case, the shift in scholarly perspective from piety, to biography, to a 

broader interest in women’s writing on its own terms has been more complex because 

the discovery of her autobiography in the late nineteenth century for a time completely 

eclipsed the meditations.  Halkett wrote ‘a True accountt of my life’ in 1677-78, and it 

became a key source for Couper’s biography in 1701, but it afterwards disappeared.63  

Around 1868, the manuscript (now damaged and incomplete) was brought to the 

attention of the Camden Society, which published it in 1875.64  The British Museum 

 
61 Clarke and Robson, ‘Why Are We “Still Kissing the Rod”?’, p. 178; Margaret J. M. Ezell, ‘Ann 
Halkett’s Morning Devotions: Posthumous Publication and the Culture of Writing in Late Seventeenth-
Century Britain’, in Arthur F. Marotti and Michael D. Bristol, eds., Print, Manuscript, and Performance: The 
Changing Relations of the Media in Early Modern England (Columbus, 2000), pp. 215–231; Margaret J. M. 
Ezell, ‘The Posthumous Publication of Women’s Manuscripts and the History of Authorship’, in George 
L. Justice and Nathan Tinker, eds., Women’s Writing and the Circulation of Ideas: Manuscript Publication in 
England, 1550-1880 (Cambridge, 2002), pp. 121–136. 
62 Suzanne Trill, ‘Lady Anne Halkett’, The Literary Encyclopedia (November 2004); Suzanne Trill, 
‘Meditations’, The Literary Encyclopedia (September 2007); Trill, ed., Halkett: Selected Self-Writings; Trill, 
‘Beyond Romance?’; Trill, ‘Critical Categories’; Trill, ‘Lay Households’, pp. 408–411. 
63 Anne Halkett, Add. MS 32376 (British Library, London, 1677-1678); see also the preface of her 
‘Meditations upon the 4th & 5t verses of the 106 Psalme’ (NLS 6494, p. 294), where she refers to writing 
the ‘True accountt’. 
64 John Gough Nichols, writing to Sir Peter Halkett in September 1868 to inquire about Lady Halkett’s 
other manuscripts, explained that the manuscript ‘memoirs’ had been ‘offered’ for publication by ‘Mr 
Thoms the Editor [and founder] of “Notes & Queries”’:  Pitfirrane Papers, MS 6412 (National Library of 
Scotland, Edinburgh, 1831-1897), fol. 206r; Arthur Sherbo, ‘Thoms, William John (1803–1885)’, ODNB 
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acquired the manuscript in 1884, and it has been republished twice, edited by John 

Loftis in 1979 and by Trill in 2007.65  For a time the autobiographical and the 

devotional Halkett coexisted.  But starting around the 1920s, as interest grew in the 

development of autobiography as a genre, Halkett’s devotional writing was firmly set 

aside as ‘voluminous piety’, ‘on devotional subjects’, ‘worthy but little more’, with ‘no 

claim to originality’.66  By contrast, twentieth-century readers praised Halkett’s 

autobiography for what they perceived as a comparative absence of ‘moralizing and 

weighty ornament’, taking a lively interest in its spirited but disjointed narrative of her 

Civil War experiences between 1644 and 1656.67  The missing pages and the engrossing 

story of adventure, romance, and misfortune provided infinite scope for scholarly 

reconstructions, especially of the tantalizing scandal resulting from Halkett’s 

engagement to Bampfield, who proved in the end to be an already married man.68  

 
(Oxford, 2004).  Images of the manuscript can currently be viewed on the British Library’s website: 
https://www.bl.uk/collection-items/autobiography-of-lady-anne-halkett.  The damages are complex:  they 
include the loss of the beginning and end, probably the result of careless storage, but also two pages 
intentionally removed from within the surviving portion, which present more of a mystery (see Chapter 2 
for further details). 
65 The printed editions are John Gough Nichols, ed., The Autobiography of Anne Lady Halkett (London, 
1875); Loftis, ed., Memoirs; Trill, ed., Halkett: Selected Self-Writings.  The British Museum obtained the 
manuscript from a little-known individual named William Johnston Stuart (note on flyleaf; Trill, ‘Critical 
Categories’, p. 112 and nt. 34).  Internet sources (thepeerage.com) suggest that Stuart was descended 
from the Mary Bruce of Blairhall who boarded with Lady Halkett in 1690 (Anne Halkett, MS 6499 
(National Library of Scotland, Edinburgh, 1690-1692), pp. 11–12). 
66 L. M. Cumming, ‘Anne, Lady Halkett’, Blackwood’s Magazine, 216 (November 1924), p. 655; Loftis, ed., 
Memoirs, p. x nt. 1; David Stevenson, King or Covenant?: Voices from Civil War (East Linton, 1996), p. 202; 
David Stevenson, ‘Halkett [née Murray], Anne [Anna], Lady Halkett (1623–1699)’, ODNB (Oxford, 
2004).  One of the last references to the meditations, in 1920, was Reynolds, Learned Lady, pp. 93–95, 
where Halkett is a prime exhibit of ‘the persistent and prodigious industry’ of pious Restoration ‘ladies’ 
(p. 93).  An early example of Halkett’s absorption into autobiography studies is Donald A. Stauffer, 
English Biography before 1700 (Cambridge, Mass., 1930), pp. 212–214, 227–228. 
67 Quotation from Cumming, ‘Anne, Lady Halkett’, p. 655.  Other appreciative readers include Margaret 
Smith Bottrall, Every Man a Phoenix: Studies in Seventeenth-Century Autobiography (London, 1958), pp. 149–
160; Wayne Shumaker, English Autobiography: Its Emergence, Materials, and Form (Berkeley and Los 
Angeles, 1954), p. 20; Paul Delany, British Autobiography in the Seventeenth Century (London, 1969), pp. 
162–164; Estelle C. Jelinek, The Tradition of Women’s Autobiography from Antiquity to the Present (Boston, 
1986), pp. 29–31.  
68 More recent examples of this approach, which Suzanne Trill has very effectively critiqued (see ‘Beyond 
Romance?’), include Donna Landry, ‘Eroticizing the Subject, or Royals in Drag: Reading the Memoirs of 
Anne, Lady Halkett’, Prose Studies, 18 (1995), pp. 134–149; Gabriele Rippl, ‘“The Conflict Betwixt Love 

 



23 

 

Such biographical myopia generated a corresponding political oversimplification of 

Halkett as an uncomplicated Anglican royalist of the Civil War era. 

The historiographical tale was very nearly different, for Halkett’s first modern 

editor, John Gough Nichols, fully intended to publish selections from the meditations 

alongside the autobiography in the 1870s.  Searching for the material listed in the 

catalogue attached to Couper’s biography, Nichols wrote an inquiry in 1868 to the 

current representative of the Halkett family, and obtained the loan of the extant 

manuscripts.69  His notes, which remained with the collection when they were returned 

to Pitfirrane, show that he read through much of the collection, noting ‘passages of 

historical and biographical interest’.70  Halkett’s Jacobite expressions particularly 

intrigued him; he even waded through her 376-page select meditation on ‘Moses and 

Samuel’ to chronicle her reactions to the Revolution of 1688-89 as it happened.71  

Unfortunately, Nichols’s death in 1873 left the work to be hastily concluded by S. R. 

Gardiner, and ultimately only a few decontextualized excerpts from two of the earlier 

volumes of meditations were tacked on in an appendix.72  Still, Nichols’s notes 

demonstrate that Halkett’s extensive engagement with political issues in her 

meditations was readily evident to a patient reader. 

 
and Honor”: The Autobiography of Anne, Lady Halkett’, in Susanne Fendler, ed., Feminist Contributions 
to the Literary Canon: Setting Standards of Taste (Lewiston, 1997), pp. 7–29; Sheila Ottway, ‘They Only 
Lived Twice: Public and Private Selfhood in the Autobiographies of Anne, Lady Halkett and Colonel 
Joseph Bampfield’, in Henk Dragstra, Sheila Ottway, and Helen Wilcox, eds., Betraying Our Selves: Forms 
of Self-Representation in Early Modern English Texts (New York, 2000), pp. 136–147; Rose, Gender and 
Heroism, pp. 77–83; Judith Kearns, ‘Fashioning Innocence: Rhetorical Construction of Character in the 
Memoirs of Anne, Lady Halkett’, Texas Studies in Literature and Language, 46 (2004), pp. 340–362; Sharon 
Cadman Seelig, Autobiography and Gender in Early Modern Literature (Cambridge, 2006), pp. 110–130. 
69 Nichols was a noted antiquarian and one of the founders of the Camden Society:  Julian Pooley and 
Robin Myers, ‘Nichols family (per. c. 1760–1939)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004); F. J. Levy, ‘The Founding of 
the Camden Society’, Victorian Studies, 7 (1964), p. 295.  The letters Nichols exchanged with Sir Peter 
Arthur Halkett between 1868 and 1872 are in NLS 6412, fols 206-219; his notes and transcriptions from 
NLS 6497-6500 are in MS 6503 (National Library of Scotland, Edinburgh, 1558-1885), fols 98-139. 
70 Pitfirrane Papers, NLS 6412, fol. 209r. 
71 Halkett, NLS 6498. 
72 Nichols, ed., The Autobiography of Anne Lady Halkett, pp. 109–116; p. i.  The excerpts come from 
meditations 2, 3, 7, 8 and 12 in Halkett, NLS 6491 (all written in 1661); and from ‘The Widows Mite’ 
and ‘Meditations & Resolution Concerning the devoutt Widow Anna Luke 2d verse 36 37 38’ in 
Halkett, NLS 6493 (written in 1673-74). 
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Nichols’s terse jottings on ‘striking pasages [sic]’ are also an effective display of 

the inescapable mixture of political, personal, and devotional reflection in Halkett’s 

meditations.73  The political content, embedded in the wider fabric of her text, presents 

a hermeneutical challenge.  At its core is the challenge of her own biblical 

hermeneutics, the tissue from which the meditations are constructed.  Her intensive, 

adept use of scripture falls into a little-discussed region between the learner-readers of 

Tudor and early Stuart studies, who used biblical quotation as a kind of ‘training 

wheels’, and the critical lay readers of the late seventeenth century to whom questions 

of veracity, antiquity, and clerical authority were central.74  Halkett deliberately 

excluded the work of others from her meditations, making only a few dozen references 

to books other than the Bible, and drawing so infrequently on interpretive aids such as 

marginal notes, concordances, and commentaries that their identifiable impact is 

minimal.75  Her meditations are resolutely self-defining, lacking the outward marks of 

community influence so central to the reconstruction of early modern intellectual 

cultures, particularly those of women.76  In consequence, reading the meditations 

 
73 Nichols wrote to Sir Peter Halkett in 1870 that ‘I have looked over for the purpose nearly the whole of 
the volumes, and have had the most striking pasages [sic] transcribed: perhaps more than the Camden 
Soc. Council may approve of my adopting’ (Pitfirrane Papers, NLS 6412, fol. 209v). 
74 Susan M. Felch, ‘“Halff a scrypture woman”: Heteroglossia and Female Authorial Agency in Prayers by 
Lady Elizabeth Tyrwhit, Anne Lock, and Anne Wheathill’, in Micheline White, ed., English Women, 
Religion, and Textual Production, 1500-1625 (Burlington, 2011), pp. 147–166; Narveson, Bible Readers and 
Lay Writers, pp. 56–65 (quote at p. 61); Champion, ‘Biblical Criticism, Clerical Learning and Lay 
Readers’; Crawford Gribben, ‘The Commodification of Scripture, 1640–1660: Politics, Ecclesiology, and 
the Cultures of Print’, in Kevin Killeen, Helen Smith, and Rachel Willie, eds., The Oxford Handbook of the 
Bible in Early Modern England, c. 1530-1700 (Oxford, 2015), pp. 224–236. 
75 These references will be surveyed in Chapter 3, and several will be discussed in more detail in later 
chapters.  See Bibliography for a listing of firmly identified non-biblical works cited in the meditations. 
76 See, for instance, Johanna I. Harris and Elizabeth Scott-Baumann, eds., The Intellectual Culture of 
Puritan Women, 1558-1680 (Houndmills, 2011); Andrew Cambers, ‘Readers’ Marks and Religious 
Practice: Margaret Hoby’s Marginalia’, in John N. King, ed., Tudor Books and Readers: Materiality and the 
Construction of Meaning (Cambridge, 2012), pp. 211–231; Julie Crawford, ‘Reconsidering Early Modern 
Women’s Reading, or, How Margaret Hoby Read Her de Mornay’, Huntington Library Quarterly, 73 
(2010), pp. 193–223; Daniel Woolf, ‘A Late Seventeenth-Century Englishwoman and Her History 
Books: Sarah Cowper (1644-1720) as Reader and Commentator’, in James M. W. Willoughby and J. I. 
Catto, eds., Books and Bookmen in Early Modern Britain (Toronto, 2018), pp. 362–385; David McKitterick, 
‘Women and their Books in Seventeenth-Century England: The Case of Elizabeth Puckering’, The 
Library, 1 (2000), pp. 359–380. 
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properly, even for their political engagement, requires close attention to the purpose 

and scope of the collection as Halkett intended it (the subject of Chapter 3).  Her 

meditations are always arguments about something; this was the nature of the 

meditative genre, which was meant to reflect on an experience or a biblical text and 

apply it to one’s self.  The arguments were shaped by her presuppositions, priorities, 

devotional framework, and immediate situation; all of these must have a part in the 

reconstruction of her political thought. 

 

Reconstructing Halkett’s political thought 

Halkett’s political thinking responded to the ‘unheard of changes’ that she lived 

through, ‘Such changes as those that hath lived hundreds of yeares hath nott Seene the 

like’.77  Not surprisingly, her church-and-king loyalism stressed continuity rather than 

change.  In its basic outlines, her thinking fits the pre-1640s Anglican royalism 

discussed by Gordon Schochet and J. P. Sommerville, rooted in sixteenth-century 

presuppositions about order, stability, and godly society.78  Halkett, however, was 

exercising these ideas in a later context, one that was Scottish rather than English, and 

her thinking did adapt to circumstances.  The meditations cover the years of the 

Cromwellian occupation of Scotland (1651-60), the reigns of Charles II (1660-85) and 

James VII/II (1685-88), and the first decade following the Revolution (1689-99).79  

Royalism in these periods is typically associated with vengeful Cavaliers, fulsome Tories, 

and sentimental Jacobites, but Halkett’s Scottish context problematizes each of these in 

 
77 Halkett, NLS 6491, p. 20; NLS 6490, p. 56.  These passages were written in early 1659, as the 
Cromwellian Protectorate was crumbling. 
78 Schochet, ‘Patriarchalism, Politics and Mass Attitudes’; Gordon J. Schochet, Patriarchalism in Political 
Thought: The Authoritarian Family and Political Speculation and Attitudes Especially in Seventeenth-Century 
England (Oxford, 1975); J. P. Sommerville, Politics and Ideology in England, 1603-1640 (London, 1986).  
The emphasis on order in Tudor political thought is discussed in E. M. W. Tillyard, The Elizabethan 
World Picture (New York), ch. 2; Christopher Morris, Political Thought in England: Tyndale to Hooker 
(London, 1953), pp. 15–17; ‘Introduction’ in Anthony Fletcher and John Stevenson, eds., Order and 
Disorder in Early Modern England (Cambridge, 1985). 
79 Accidents of survival have further weighted the extant collection towards the end of Halkett’s life:  
three-quarters of the collection dates to her widowhood, post-1670; one-third of that portion is entirely 
post-Revolution (1688). 
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turn.  The political transitions were more extreme in Scotland than in England; the 

rigours of the Scottish Restoration settlement, in particular, guaranteed long-term 

unrest, not just in religious affairs but also financially and politically.80 

Halkett’s varied acquaintance in Scotland, particularly her marriage to a 

Presbyterian who conformed to episcopacy, meant that she initially favoured a more 

inclusive settlement that would support a broadly-defined parish conformity.  Her 

gradual transition toward a more exclusive Episcopalianism reflected the trajectory of 

Presbyterian dissent in Scotland.  There, the crisis of the late 1670s was a major 

Presbyterian rebellion, rather than a parliamentary attempt to prevent a Catholic 

succession as in England.81  The ‘Exclusion Crisis’ had little traction in Scotland, which 

functioned instead as a bastion of support for the Duke of York, who was sent north to 

deal with the aftermath of the Bothwell Brig rebellion.82  This support, though ‘Tory’ in 

effect, rested on traditional Scottish loyalty to the Stuart line, and particularly James’s 

patronage of the conformist, Episcopalian interest in Scotland, which was heavily 

dependent on royal support – unlike the English church, which could oppose as well as 

support the king.83  Halkett’s experience of Presbyterian dissent in the 1670s and 80s 

 
80 For a recent summary of the period, combined with historiographical critique, see Raffe, ‘Scotland 
Restored and Reshaped’.  Also useful are Derek J. Patrick, ‘Restoration to Revolution: 1660-1690’, in 
Bob Harris and Alan R. MacDonald, eds., Scotland: The Making and Unmaking of the Nation c.1100-1707. 
Vol. 2, Early Modern Scotland: c.1500-1707 (Dundee, 2007), pp. 56–73; Christopher A. Whatley, ‘The 
Crisis of the Regal Union: 1690-1707’, in Harris and MacDonald, eds., Scotland: Making and Unmaking, 
pp. 74–89. 
81 Recent attempts to decipher the circumstances in which Halkett wrote her ‘True accountt’ in light of 
the Exclusion Crisis in England illustrate the pitfalls of overlooking the very different Scottish context in 
which she was writing:  Wiseman, Conspiracy and Virtue, pp. 319–333; Akkerman, Invisible Agents, ch. 6.  I 
will argue in Chapter 2 that the circumstances prompting Halkett’s autobiography were primarily 
personal and financial rather than political. 
82 Hugh Ouston, ‘“From Thames to Tweed Departed”: The Court of James, Duke of York in Scotland, 
1679-82’, in Eveline Cruickshanks, ed., The Stuart Courts (Stroud, 2000), pp. 266–279; John Miller, James 
II (New Haven, 2000), ch. 7; W. A. Speck, James II (London, 2002), pp. 28–31; Jackson, Restoration 
Scotland, pp. 49–51; Harris, Restoration, pp. 329–359. 
83 Hugh Ouston, ‘York in Edinburgh:  James VII and the Patronage of Learning in Scotland 1673-1688’, 
in John Dwyer, Roger A. Mason, and Alexander Murdoch, eds., New Perspectives on the Politics and Culture 
of Early Modern Scotland (Edinburgh, 1982), pp. 133–155; Clare Jackson, ‘The Later Stuart Church as 
“National Church” in Scotland and Ireland’, in Grant Tapsell, ed., The Later Stuart Church, 1660-1714 
(Manchester, 2012), pp. 127–149; Jackson, ‘Compassing Allegiance’; Jacqueline Rose, ‘By Law 
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became a crucial element of her Jacobite position in the 1690s.  Her ultimate 

repudiation of Presbyterianism enabled her to blend otherwise disparate elements in 

her opposition to the Revolution of 1688-89.  Her Jacobitism merged a Catholic king 

with Williamite Episcopalian ministers, and what she hoped for was another essentially 

‘Anglican’ restoration.  In this sense she regarded 1690 as another 1651; but not 

because her royalism was static.  It had been hard-pressed to navigate the forty years 

between. 

Each of the succeeding chapters deals with a different aspect of Halkett’s 

political thought, across the half-century span of her writing (1651-1699, though in 

some cases earlier evidence survives in Couper’s Life).  Chapter 2 begins with her 

biography, filling in the neglected elements to create a fuller backdrop for her political 

views.  It addresses, in particular, her early years and family background in London, the 

Scottish context that she entered in 1650, and the four decades that she spent in or 

near Dunfermline as Lady Halkett.  Chapter 3 turns to her meditations, considering 

them as the unified collection Halkett bequeathed to her ministers, and scrutinizing 

her routines and resources in order to understand more precisely what, how, and why 

she wrote.  This not only helps to clarify the context of her political remarks, but also 

sets necessary limits on what the meditations – an exclusively devotional activity – can 

tell us of her larger ‘mental world’.  The first part of Chapter 4 then discusses several 

contemporary examples of royalist devotional writing, showing that this was a well-

recognized medium for political expression.  These examples introduce a core royalist 

theme, the king’s role as the protective head of the nation and church – a 

commonplace capable of many different uses, even including opposition to the king if 

his policies conflicted with the well-being of the national church. 

The second part of Chapter 4 begins to explore individual themes in Halkett’s 

political thought, starting with her discussions of the fifth commandment, ‘Honour thy 

 
Established: The Church of England and the Royal Supremacy’, in Grant Tapsell, ed., The Later Stuart 
Church, 1660-1714 (Manchester, 2012), pp. 21–45; Goldie, ‘John Locke and Anglican Royalism’; Goldie, 
‘Danby, the Bishops and the Whigs’. 
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father and thy mother’, which founded her perspective on the subject’s duty to the 

king.  This was a standard catechetical basis for enjoining obedience to the king and to 

the episcopal church hierarchy ranged beneath him.  But Halkett’s discussions also 

prove to be targeted at specific scenarios in Scotland, which modulated her arguments 

over time.  Chapter 5 explores the similar dynamic in Halkett’s prayers for the king, 

another routine obligation which she articulated in distinctive ways.  Her expressions 

and the argumentative logic of her prayers challenge the notion that Stuart loyalists of 

the Restoration era were docile creatures of sentiment and sermon precepts.  Halkett’s 

prayers were no paeans to royal absolutism, but neither were they the hortatory 

addresses of a clerical counselor.  Instead, they sought by prophetic prayer to reform the 

king into Halkett’s ideal paternal figure, a ‘nursing father’ to church and nation alike. 

Chapters 6 and 7 track the gradual shift in Halkett’s thinking over the course of 

the Restoration period, from the early flexibility evident upon her entry into the 

Scottish context of the 1650s, through the disappointments of the 1660s, to the surge 

in Presbyterian separatism and militant conventicling in the 1670s.  This was the pivot-

point in her thinking, which played a long-term role in setting up her Jacobitism in the 

1690s.  Chapter 6 uses Halkett’s portrayals of the regicide and the Restoration, both of 

which were unresolved events in her thinking, to monitor her developing willingness to 

turn a narrow sector of the nation into a scapegoat.  Rather than absorbing the 

language of the martyr cult, which eased the national conscience by turning Charles 

into a saint, Halkett stressed the ongoing guilt of the ‘unparaleld Murder’, exacerbated 

by the nation’s failure to live suitably to the mercy of the Restoration.  Over time, 

however, she also singled out a doubly guilty segment of the nation, which eventually 

crystalized in the 1690s as the Williamite regime and its Presbyterian supporters.  

Chapter 7, on Halkett’s ecclesiological views, looks more closely at the development of 

her attitude toward Presbyterianism, and the corresponding implications for her 

purported Anglicanism.  Rather than a static resentment of one and advocacy of the 

other, Halkett hoped for some kind of accommodation into the 1670s, and only began 

to form a more exclusive position in the 1680s.  This, too, solidified amidst the pastoral 
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privations of the 1690s, as the Presbyterians took repeated action against Dunfermline’s 

two Episcopalian ministers, despite the ministers’ compliance with the requirements of 

the Williamite regime. 

Chapter 8 concludes with Halkett’s Jacobitism in its 1690s context.  Her 

specific political and ecclesiastical grievances were augmented by the truly dire situation 

in Scotland, where war, famine, and a severe economic downturn followed on the heels 

of a violent and one-sided Revolution.  She expressed her views both in action, by 

refusing to attend the official fasts and thanksgivings of the new regime, and in words 

by challenging Williamite propaganda and protesting government oppressions in her 

meditations.  Rather than the sentimental or lost-cause ideology that Jacobitism is often 

taken to be, her polemic is an intriguing, down-to-earth mixture of simple inversion, 

rhetorical inflation, and steady persistence in goals she had always advocated.  The 

similarities between Williamite propaganda and her own rhetoric of restoration pushed 

her habitual expressions toward an increasingly apocalyptic tone, but the intensification 

also reflected her struggle to make ends meet, materially as well as ideologically, in the 

midst of an unfinished historical transition.  To hope that James’s return, as the 

‘nursing father’ he had never been, would heal the nation’s woes, was, on one level, no 

more of a stretch than her prayers for the restoration of Charles II in the 1650s.  Still, 

having experienced both the miracle and the failure of the Restoration of 1660, we may 

well wonder at the durability of her idealism. 
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Chapter 2:  Political diversity in Halkett’s biography, 1623-1699 

 

Reconstructing Halkett’s political thought must begin with a more accurate sense of 

what she was doing both inside and outside her private closet.  Before embarking on 

the inner dimension, Halkett’s devotional routine (the topic of Chapter 3), this chapter 

reconstructs the world outside Halkett’s closet, taking a wide-angle view on her 

biography in its broader historical context and drawing out the complexities of her 

personal relationships.  Although parts of her story are familiar, there are still 

significant gaps and neglected elements to address.  In particular, three key areas need 

revision:  first, her original Murray family context, which was less straightforwardly 

Anglican royalist than has been assumed; second, her six-year liaison with Colonel 

Bampfield, which has been thoroughly investigated in its personal aspect, but not 

relative to his political agenda; and third, the Scottish contexts she inhabited after 

1650, particularly that into which she settled on her marriage to Sir James Halkett.  

Because she decided not to remarry after his death in 1670, staying in the nearby royal 

burgh of Dunfermline and maintaining relationships with her stepchildren, being ‘Lady 

Halkett’ continued even in widowhood to be shaped by the Halkett family’s position 

and concerns. 

Noting the political allegiances of Halkett’s nearest associates – her parents, her 

fiancé, her husband, her support network in widowhood – draws her self-presentation 

as an Anglican royalist out of her closet into a complex everyday world.  The contexts 

she inhabited were highly diverse; personal and political loyalties could evidently 

diverge without necessarily entailing animosity.    Despite her own principles, she 

worked comfortably throughout her life with a range of people who differed from her 

in their ecclesiastical and political views.  Such flexibility was partly about survival, but 

it was also deliberate.  At a time when religious and political differences were tearing 

communities apart, being able to find and maintain common ground was an estimable 
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virtue.1  Attempting to build on shared commitments was a prominent element of 

Halkett’s political thinking from the beginning.  Only as hard experiences accumulated 

did her position become more rigidly exclusive.  Even then, she could join with 

Williamite neighbours, though herself a committed Jacobite, to advocate for their 

parish ministers. 

This chapter divides Halkett’s seventy-six-year lifespan into three chronological 

periods, based on her geographical location.  The first twenty-five years of her life (1623-

1647) were spent within her natal family, in the London area.  These years are thinly 

narrated in her extant writings, but other archives supply useful details about her 

parents, childhood homes, and early environment.  Her mother’s death in 1647 

precipitated a nine-year peripatetic period (1648-1656), narrated at length in her 

autobiography and largely shaped by her involvement with Bampfield.  Halkett learned 

by hard experience that ‘to Serve the King’ required more than good intentions.2  

Bampfield’s descent into duplicity over the course of these years was one salutary 

warning.  Though his later infamy as a double agent for Cromwell ought not to be read 

back onto his entire relationship with Halkett, the misfortunes that forced him to that 

point – his having irretrievably offended Charles II, and his being falsely informed of 

his estranged first wife’s death – cast a long shadow over Halkett’s life, even after her 

marriage.3  The other salutary experience was the mortifying compromise she witnessed 

between Charles II and the Scots in 1650-51, which neither restored the king nor 

prevented Cromwell’s subjugation of Scotland.  By 1652, Halkett mistrusted any 

 
1 Couper’s encomium at the close of his biography is well expressed:  ‘She was very moderat in her 
Sentiments about disputable points … she complyed with the customes and forms of the Country, where 
God had cast her Lot; finding the essentials of religion the same in both … in all Offices of Charity, and 
Mercy, she never made any difference, but as she had opportunity, did good unto all, especially to them 
of the Household of Faith’ (Life, p. 55; the final phrases are quoting Galatians 6.10).  The irony, of 
course, is that this description of non-partisan piety was being used as Episcopalian polemic in 1701. 
2 Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fol. 15r. 
3 Bampfield is traditionally viewed as the reason Halkett wrote her autobiography in 1677-78, but her 
expressions of concern about his influence actually date to the early Restoration, 1659-61, when his 
former involvement in her financial affairs worked to her disadvantage:  Halkett, NLS 6490, pp. 265–
273, ‘upon a new expectation of discontent from an old Cause’; NLS 6491, pp. 63–65, ‘upon Sir James 
his returne home & leaving mee behind beeing upon the 19 of July 1661’.  How much her later 
calumniators knew of Bampfield or his reputation is uncertain. 
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further efforts to restore the king by force; instead, she turned to a rhetoric of national 

punishment and repentance – a style of expression that put her right at home with her 

Presbyterian neighbours. 

Couper was hardly exaggerating when he described her eventual marriage to Sir 

James in 1656 as ‘a safe and comfortable Harbour’ from ‘many tossings and 

concussions’.4  The forty-three years Halkett spent in her husband’s neighbourhood, 

Dunfermline (1656-1699), were once dismissed as uneventful simply because her 

damaged autobiography breaks off shortly after her marriage.  The rediscovery of her 

meditations has established her as a close observer of these intensely volatile years in 

Restoration Scotland, but scholarly reliance on a predominantly English interpretive 

framework has given rise to two influential misconceptions about her perspective.  One 

is that Halkett was culturally estranged from her surroundings.  Scholars have assumed 

that her Anglican royalism, coupled with insurmountable debt from her unrequited 

financial losses during the Interregnum, made her experience in Presbyterian Scotland 

‘one of increasing alienation over time’.5  The other misconception is to read Halkett’s 

ultimate Episcopalian Jacobitism, after the Revolution of 1688-89, as a direct 

continuation of her Civil War royalism, thereby assuming that her political views were 

static across the period.6  Both of these perspectives seriously underestimate the 

relationships Halkett developed during a half-century’s residence in Scotland; they also 

overlook the neighbourly dialectic of obligation and need that structured local 

interactions, quite apart from expectations of political or religious congruity.  Halkett’s 

marriage to Sir James, and later her position as his widow and one of Dunfermline’s 

elites, placed her in an influential social role to which she was well suited, both by her 

 
4 Couper, Life, epistle dedicatory (n.p.). 
5 Sara A. Murphy, ‘Revised Lives: Lineage and Dislocation in Seventeenth-Century English 
Autobiography’ (PhD, Columbia University, 2014), p. 77; see also Sara Ann Murphy, ‘“A Stranger in a 
Strange Land”: Cultural Alienation in Lady Anne Halkett’s Meditations’ (MPhil, University of 
Edinburgh, 2005); Suzanne Trill, ‘Introduction’, in Suzanne Trill, ed., Lady Anne Halkett: Selected Self-
Writings (Aldershot, 2007), pp. xvii–xlii (but note that she has also challenged the ‘Anglocentric’ 
perspective, p. xxxviii); Wiseman, Conspiracy and Virtue, p. 328. 
6 Trill, ‘Introduction’, pp. xxv–xxxiii; Jennifer Louise Heller, The Mother’s Legacy in Early Modern England 
(Farnham, 2011), p. 150; Wiseman, Conspiracy and Virtue, pp. 327–328. 
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interest in charitable actions and by her wider connections.  There were always 

community tensions to negotiate, but it was only with the burgeoning of militant 

Presbyterian nonconformity in the mid-1670s – twenty years after her marriage – that 

she began to identify a distinct oppositional faction among her neighbours.  Even after 

the Revolution, this group was never more than a fraction of her local community.  To 

the end of her life, Halkett continued to operate within an extensive and diverse 

network of connections, shaped by many other factors besides politics or ecclesiastical 

views. 

 

I. London roots, 1623-1647 

Reconstructing Halkett’s youth 

Few seventeenth-century life-writers, it seems, could resist beginning their accounts with 

remarkable incidents from their childhood.  Sir Walter Caverley (1670-1749), a 

Yorkshire baronet whose memorandum book was published in the nineteenth century, 

carefully listed his early deliverances from a tub of water, a pan of milk, and a ten-day 

fever.7  Alice Thornton (1626-1707), another Yorkshire resident, compiled such an 

extensive collection of childhood accidents, fires, shipwrecks and illnesses in her ‘first 

Booke of my life’ that it practically overwhelms the underlying family history she meant 

to tell.8  No such stories appear in Halkett’s writings.  Her autobiography is particularly 

terse, giving only a brief description of her parents’ roles in the courts of James I and 

Charles I and a conventional epitome of her education in writing, French, music and 

dancing, needlework, and piety.  She avoided further detail with the excuse, ‘What my 

Childish actions were I thinke I need nott give accountt of here, for I hope none will 

thinke they Could bee either vicious or Scandalous’.9  Scottish historian David 

Stevenson has quipped in response, ‘Perhaps we are lucky to be spared an account of 

 
7 Charles Jackson and Samuel Margerison, eds., Yorkshire Diaries and Autobiographies in the Seventeenth and 
Eighteenth Centuries (Durham, 1886), p. 43. 
8 Alice Thornton, The Autobiography of Mrs. Alice Thornton, ed. Charles Jackson (Durham, 1875), pp. 1–
15; Raymond A. Anselment, ed., My First Booke of My Life (Lincoln, 2014), pp. 3–17. 
9 Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fol. 2r. 
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this tediously righteous childhood!’10 

There are, however, scattered recollections of childhood scenes in the 

meditations.  Couper collected an assortment for his Life of the Lady Halket, wanting to 

highlight her early piety and her ‘more than ordinary Sagacity and seriousness of 

temper’.11  His selections prove that he read the meditations thoroughly, but, in those 

cases where the original passages survive in Halkett’s meditations, they also expose his 

editorial proclivities.  He tended to mute Halkett’s self-criticism by only extracting her 

more positive statements, or by substituting hagiographic paraphrases.12  In general, 

Halkett recalled her childhood as a less disciplined, immature phase of her life.  Far 

from being ‘tediously righteous’, she divulged tales of youthful misdeeds, such as 

stealing sweetmeats out of her mother’s closet, biting her sister’s hand in a quarrel over 

a doll, and whispering irreverently to a friend during church service.13  She also 

reminisced about the gaieties of London life, such as attending court masques, and 

watching May Day celebrations in Hyde Park.14  Such memories, along with the 

autobiography’s passing references to play-going and walking in the Spring Garden near 

St James Palace, pinpoint Halkett’s residence in Westminster, just outside London 

proper.15  Westminster was a fashionable and hugely diverse neighbourhood near the 

royal courts and Parliament; living there would have exposed Halkett to a variety of 

elite cultures, while giving her a front-row seat, so to speak, on the events of the 1630s 

and 1640s.16 

 
10 Stevenson, King or Covenant?, p. 192. 
11 Couper, Life, pp. 4–5.  The introduction to Nichols, ed., The Autobiography of Anne Lady Halkett, p. iv 
nt. b, describes these vignettes as ‘of trifling importance and no historical interest’! 
12 Halkett, NLS 6492, p. 61; NLS 6501, pp. 216, 231. 
13 Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 105, 141, 223. 
14 Halkett, NLS 6497, p. 385; NLS 6501, p. 231. 
15 Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fol. 2r; J. F. Merritt, The Social World of Early Modern Westminster: Abbey, Court 
and Community, 1525-1640 (Manchester, 2005), pp. 164–166, 170–171; J. F. Merritt, Westminster 1640-
60: A Royal City in a Time of Revolution (Manchester, 2013), pp. 191, 211–214. 
16 Besides Merritt’s studies, see also ‘The Court and London as a Cultural Environment’ in R. Malcolm 
Smuts, Court Culture and the Origins of a Royalist Tradition in Early Stuart England (Philadelphia, 1987), pp. 
53–72.  Halkett’s mother’s house in St Martin’s Lane was only a half-mile from the Banqueting House at 
Whitehall, where Charles I would be executed in January 1649.  The geographical setting is vividly 
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Why Halkett chose to say so little about her childhood remains a mystery; the 

absence of self-definition in terms of natal family is noteworthy.17  Fortunately, her 

minimal outline of her family background can be filled in from other sources.  She was 

a youngest child in a large family; the death of her father, Thomas Murray (1564-1623), 

left her mother, Jane Drummond Murray (c. 1580-1647), with five children under the 

age of nine at home, and two sons, aged fourteen and twelve, enrolled at Eton.18  

Halkett’s baptism is recorded in the parish register of St Mary le Strand, Westminster, 

London, on 18 January 1622/3, thus confirming John Loftis’s amendment of her year 

of birth; her father’s burial is recorded on 10 April 1623 in the same parish.19  Five of 

 
communicated in C. V. Wedgwood, The Trial of Charles I (London, 1964).  Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fol. 
12r, refers to ‘my mothers Neibours in St Martin’s Lane’.  After her mother’s death in 1647, Halkett 
stayed with her eldest brother, apparently in the same area.  Both Jane Murray and her eldest son Henry 
Murray appear in the rate books for St Martin-in-the-Fields parish:  Jane from 1639 to 1646 at St Martins 
Lane; Jane and Henry together at Jane’s address in 1645; Henry at New Street from 1654 to 1663 
(Westminster Rate Books, 1634-1900, accessed via findmypast.co.uk on 26 June 2019). 
17 The following women autobiographers, near contemporaries of Halkett, all give considerably more 
weight to their childhood and youth:  Lucy Hutchinson; Margaret Cavendish; Ann, Lady Fanshawe; 
Mary Rich, Countess of Warwick; and Alice Thornton.  See the comparative discussions in Seelig, 
Autobiography and Gender; Rose, Gender and Heroism; N. H. Keeble, ‘Obedient Subjects? The Loyal Self in 
Some Later Seventeenth-Century Royalist Women’s Memoirs’, in Gerald M. MacLean, ed., Culture and 
Society in the Stuart Restoration: Literature, Drama, History (Cambridge, 1995), pp. 201–218; Helen Wilcox, 
‘Private Writing and Public Function: Autobiographical Texts by Renaissance Englishwomen’, in S. P. 
Cerasano and Marion Wynne-Davies, eds., Gloriana’s Face: Women, Public and Private, in the English 
Renaissance (Detroit, 1992), pp. 47–62. 
18 The Murray children’s dates of baptism and death (where known) are as follows:  Henry b. 1609? (d. 
before 24 Sep 1672, the date on which his will was proved); Charles 30 Dec 1611 (d. after Aug 1647, 
since he is mentioned in his mother’s will); John 10 Sep 1614 (d. 1634?); James 21 Jan 1616 (d. 1627?); 
William 17 Jul 1617 (d. 1649); Thomas 5 Mar 1620 (d. 6 Mar 1620); Elizabeth 29 May 1621 (d. 1689); 
Anne 18 Jan 1623 (d. 22 Apr 1699).  No previous list of the Murray children, to my knowledge, has 
consulted the London parish evidence.  The most complete listing is James Balfour Paul, ed., The Scots 
Peerage: Founded on Wood’s Edition of Sir Robert Douglas’s Peerage of Scotland: Containing an Historical and 
Genealogical Account of the Nobility of that Kingdom (9 vols, Edinburgh, 1904-1914), vol. 3, pp. 399-400.  
The Eton College Register is also useful for information about the five boys:  Wasey Sterry, The Eton 
College Register 1441-1698 (Eton, 1943), p. 241.  Henry’s birthdate and John’s and James’s dates of death 
have not yet been traced to documentary evidence. 
19 Loftis pointed out in 1979 that Halkett’s father’s death on 9 April 1623 (given on his monument in 
Eton Chapel) and her own statement that ‘my father died when I was butt three Months old’ 
contradicted her 1701 biographer’s assertion that she was born in 1622 (Loftis, ed., Memoirs, p. 7; 
Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fol. 2r, and Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 136; Couper, Life, p. 3).  Subsequent 
biographers followed Loftis’s suggestion of a split date, 1622/3.  But in the early 2000s, Suzanne Trill 
demonstrated from the meditations that Halkett counted her age from 1622, not 1623 (Trill, ed., 
‘Introduction’, p. xix nt. 8; Trill, ‘Lady Anne Halkett’; see also Halkett’s birthday meditations and 
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her older siblings’ baptisms are also to be found in these parish records, between 1611 

and 1621, indicating the family’s long-term residence in the area.  Another brother, 

with a summer birthdate, was baptized at St Peters Berkhamsted in Hertfordshire, 

where, starting in 1616, the Murray family leased a manor called Berkhamsted Place 

from the crown.20  Two of Halkett’s other brothers were later buried in that church, 

one in 1627 and another in 1634.21  Halkett’s mother and two adult brothers were 

buried, in 1647, 1649, and 1672 respectively, with her father in London, in what 

Halkett referred to as ‘the Savoy Church’.  This was, presumably, her parish church as 

well, since the parish of St Mary le Strand met in the Savoy during the seventeenth 

century.22   

The parish records for the Murray family thus reveal four decades, at minimum, 

of settled residence in two locations in or near London.  Berkhamsted Place appears to 

have functioned as a summer home and a source of income for the family, while the 

London residence facilitated the family’s ongoing roles in the royal households.  

Westminster was a volatile living environment, as J. F. Merritt’s study of the area pre-

1640 vividly demonstrates:  it was crowded, houses were expensive, and quality lodgings 

 
statements of her age:  NLS 6497, p. 342; NLS 6499, p. 60; NLS 6500, p. 365; NLS 6501, pp. 142, 368; 
NLS 6502, pp. 121, 213).  It was not unusual to be mistaken about one’s birthdate; Mary Rich, for 
instance, had both the day and the year wrong:  The Occasional Meditations of Mary Rich, Countess of 
Warwick (Tempe, 2009), p. 6 nt. 20.  The parish registers that confirm Loftis’s hypothesis are located in 
the City of Westminster Archives Centre, under ‘Westminster Baptisms’ and ‘Westminster Burials’, in 
the parish of St Mary le Strand; digital images accessed via findmypast.co.uk on 26 June 2019.  Many 
thanks to Bonnie West of Hertfordshire Archives, who made a preliminary search for Murray children in 
the Berkhamsted parish records and suggested I try London instead; and to David Miller, who spent a 
day extracting Murray family information from the web interface. 
20 John Wolstenholme Cobb, Two Lectures on the History and Antiquities of Berkhamsted (London, 1883), 
pp. 34–36; John Edwin Cussans, History of Hertfordshire, vol. 3 (Hertfordshire, 1881), p. 54; Scott Hastie, 
Berkhamsted: An Illustrated History (Kings Langley, 1999), pp. 55–56. 
21 The monument is described in Cussans, History of Hertfordshire, vol. 3, p. 58, and also on the church 
website, which gives these dates of death:  https://www.stpetersberkhamsted.org.uk/heritage/memorials/ 
and https://www.stpetersberkhamsted.org.uk/heritage/guide/ [accessed 17 June 2019]. 
22 Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fol. 9v; London Parishes: Containing the Situation, Antiquity, and Re-building of the 
Churches within the Bills of Mortality (1824), p. 52; see also Walter Thornbury, 'The Savoy', in Old and New 
London: Volume 3 (London, 1878), pp. 95-100 [http://www.british-history.ac.uk/old-new-
london/vol3/pp95-100, accessed 5 September 2019].  The parish’s original church had been demolished 
in the construction of Somerset House, a large palace along the Thames, and the church was not rebuilt 
until the eighteenth century.   
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for the transient nobility and gentry attending court were in short supply.23  The fact 

that Halkett’s mother was able to maintain, even in widowhood, the establishment her 

husband had built up over the course of his lifetime indicates her capable management 

of both his financial resources and his political reputation.24  This is all the more 

striking when it becomes clear that Thomas and Jane Murray functioned in two 

different political worlds.  Jane was likely a good twenty years younger than her 

husband, given that she was still bearing children when he died at age fifty-nine.  As the 

following section will show, she succeeded in a religious and political atmosphere that 

her husband would probably not have weathered, had he outlived James VI/I. 

 

The Murrays at court 

Both of Halkett’s parents were Scottish courtiers who had followed James to London 

when he became king of England in 1603.25  Thomas Murray had already established 

himself in the king’s service in Scotland; he was made tutor to Prince Charles in 1605, 

and remained in his household in various roles thereafter, ending as private secretary 

from 1617 to 1621.26  Murray’s role as a mediator of information and influence to and 

from Prince Charles, heir to the throne after Prince Henry’s death in 1612, is well 

 
23 Merritt, Social World of Early Modern Westminster, pp. 146–147, 154, 215. 
24 Jane Murray secured a 500-pound pension from the crown after her husband’s death:  'James 1 - 
volume 145: May 15-31 1623', in Calendar of State Papers Domestic: James I, 1619-23, ed. Mary Anne 
Everett Green (London, 1858), pp. 583-595 [http://www.british-history.ac.uk/cal-state-
papers/domestic/jas1/1619-23/pp583-595, accessed 10 June 2019].  Another measure of her financial 
resources are the two monuments erected in her name, one at Eton for her husband, and one at the 
Church of St Peter, Berkhamsted for her two adolescent sons (my thanks to Arthur Keefer, chaplain at 
Eton, for photographs of Thomas Murray’s monument confirming the inscription).  Jane Murray’s 
intentional education of her sons to hold places in the royal bedchambers, including sending the eldest 
to travel abroad, is further indicative of her political and material resources:  Couper, Life, p. 4; Halkett, 
NLS 6502, p. 190. 
25 On the Scottish courtiers who followed James to London, see Neal Cuddy, ‘The Revival of the 
Entourage: the Bedchamber of James I, 1603-1625’, in David Starkey, ed., The English Court: From the 
Wars of the Roses to the Civil War (London, 1987), pp. 173–225. 
26 R. Malcolm Smuts, ‘Murray, Thomas (1564–1623)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004); Jamie Reid-Baxter, 
‘“Scotland will be the Ending of all Empires”: Mr Thomas Murray and King James VI and I’, in Stephen 
I. Boardman and Julian Goodare, eds., Kings, Lords and Men in Scotland and Britain, 1300-1625 
(Edinburgh, 2014), pp. 320–340. 
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documented the multi-volume, multi-lingual Murray Papers at Lambeth Palace.27  The 

evidence awaits further study, but it correlates to an early period of Charles’s political 

life when he held a position more like his elder brother’s had been, vigorously 

supportive of continental Protestant causes in opposition to their father’s conciliatory 

approach to Catholic powers.28  Murray eventually lost his post amidst the furor over 

the prince’s projected marriage to a Spanish Catholic princess.  Though he was still 

made provost of Eton in 1622, Murray’s premature death from kidney stones a year 

later removed him from a scene in which his commitment to European Protestantism 

was likely to have become increasingly inconvenient.29   

Contemporary references to Murray’s role in forming Charles I’s early 

grounding in Protestantism are curiously mixed, suggesting that Murray held distinct 

views that were not universally pleasing.  Lewis Bayly, a court chaplain with Puritan 

leanings, praised the prince’s ‘godly and vertuous Governours and Tutors’ in his 

devotional best-seller The Practice of Piety (c. 1612).30  But years later, in 1658, 

Archbishop Laud’s former chaplain Peter Heylyn would sound the opposite note, 

castigating the king’s former tutor for being ‘ill Principled in the Rites and Ceremonies 

in which the Church of England differed from the Kirke of Scotland’.31  In 

consequence, some modern scholars regard Murray as an advocate of ‘Scots 

Presbyterianism’, an active opponent of James I’s efforts to bring the Scottish Church 

more closely under royal control.32  The truth is probably less extreme.  Heylyn was 

writing after the regicide, when it was convenient to blame the Scottish Presbyterians 

 
27 ‘Correspondence and papers of Thomas Murray (1564-1623)’ MSS 663-669, Lambeth Palace Library: 
https://archives.lambethpalacelibrary.org.uk/ gives a detailed listing of the contents. 
28Richard Cust, Charles I: A Political Life (Harlow, 2005), p. 10; Peter E. McCullough, Sermons at Court: 
Politics and Religion in Elizabethan and Jacobean Preaching (Cambridge, 1998), pp. 183–209. 
29 Reid-Baxter, ‘Thomas Murray and King James’, argues that Murray ‘addressed direct appeals to James 
as a champion of universal Protestantism’ (p. 322). 
30 Lewis Bayly, The Practice of Pietie directing a Christian how to walke that he may please God (London, bef 
1612), epistle dedicatory to Prince Charles; referenced in Lanum Eales, ‘Anne Halkett’, p. 39. 
31 Peter Heylyn, A Short View of the Life and Reign of King Charles (the Second Monarch of Great Britain) from 
His Birth to His Burial (London, 1658), p. 9; partially quoted in McCullough, Sermons at Court, p. 199. 
32 McCullough, Sermons at Court, p. 199; Reid-Baxter, ‘Thomas Murray and King James’.  Smuts, ‘Murray, 
Thomas’, presents a less partisan figure. 
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for beginning the war and then abandoning the king to the anti-monarchical Army.33  

Nevertheless, it seems clear that Murray, had he lived, would have been unsympathetic 

to the Laudian church reforms of the 1630s, whether in Scotland or England.34   

Halkett seems to have been genuinely unfamiliar with her father’s era, as a 

period ‘before my time’.35  It was her mother’s court context, destroyed by the Civil 

Wars, which Halkett would later idealize – what Malcolm Smuts dubs ‘[t]he Halcyon 

Reign’ of Charles I, the 1630s viewed through the prism of the 1650s.36  Yet Jane 

Murray was no simple Anglican royalist, either.37  We do not know what, if any, courtly 

roles she held during her husband’s lifetime.  All that can be determined with certainty 

is her connection, both in James I’s reign and in Charles I’s, to crypto-Catholic Scottish 

courtiers associated with James’s queen, Anne of Denmark.  Anne, who died in 1617, 

was a ‘church papist’, conforming to the Church of England in public but a Catholic in 

 
33 On Heylyn’s polemic, see Andrew Foster, ‘Church Policies of the 1630s’, in Richard Cust and Ann 
Hughes, eds., Conflict in Early Stuart England: Studies in Religion and Politics 1603-1642 (London, 1989), p. 
194; Anthony Milton, ‘“Vailing his Crown”: Royalist Criticism of Charles I’s Kingship in the 1650s’, in 
Jason McElligott and David L. Smith, eds., Royalists and Royalism during the Interregnum (Manchester, 
2010), pp. 88–105; Anthony Milton, Laudian and Royalist Polemic in Seventeenth-century England: the Career 
and Writings of Peter Heylyn (Manchester, 2013). 
34 One question that remains to be answered about Thomas Murray is his position regarding the Articles 
of Perth (1618), imposed by James VI in Scotland.  His daughter’s preference for episcopal government, 
kneeling at communion, and celebrating Christmas and Easter definitely aligns with the Articles.  But 
their impact in Scotland is hugely debated:  see Jenny Wormald, ‘The Reign of James VI: 1573-1625’, in 
Bob Harris and Alan R. MacDonald, eds., Scotland: The Making and Unmaking of the Nation c.1100-1707. 
Vol. 2, Early Modern Scotland: c.1500-1707 (Dundee, 2007), p. 32; Margo Todd, The Culture of Protestantism 
in Early Modern Scotland (New Haven, 2002), pp. 87–89; David Stevenson, ‘Charles I, the Covenants and 
Cromwell: 1625-1660’, in Harris and MacDonald, eds., Scotland: Making and Unmaking, p. 45; Laura A. 
M. Stewart, ‘The Political Repercussions of the Five Articles of Perth: A Reassessment of James VI and I’s 
Religious Policies in Scotland’, The Sixteenth Century Journal, 38 (2007), pp. 1013–1036; Alexander D. 
Campbell, The Life and Works of Robert Baillie (1602-1662): Politics, Religion and Record-keeping in the British 
Civil Wars (Woodbridge, 2017), ch. 5. 
35 Halkett, NLS 6501, pp. 30–31.  Halkett used this excuse in 1696, remarking that she did not know 
whether the Scottish church had been Episcopal or Presbyterian ‘in the beginning of reformation when 
King James the sixt was in his Minority’.  Of course, her father would also have been quite young at the 
time (he only two years older than James VI); but the expression still indicates her sense of the past. 
36 Smuts, Court Culture and the Origins of a Royalist Tradition, pp. 245, 288. 
37 Jane Murray fits well into the larger scene sketched in Malcolm Smuts, ‘The Court and the Emergence 
of a Royalist Party’, in Jason McElligott and David L. Smith, eds., Royalists and Royalism during the English 
Civil Wars (Cambridge, 2007), pp. 43–65. 
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private; her diplomatic relations reflected both worlds.38  Jane Drummond Murray had 

been raised in the household of Alexander Seton, an influential Scottish noble who 

later became Lord Chancellor of Scotland and first earl of Dunfermline.39  Seton was 

continentally-educated and, like the Queen, a private Catholic.  His first wife was a 

Drummond, sister to another Jane Drummond (not Halkett’s mother) who became 

Countess of Roxburghe, Queen Anne’s chief lady-in-waiting, and a convert to 

Catholicism like her mistress and brother-in-law.40  According to Halkett, the countess 

of Roxburghe ‘owned my mother for her cousin’, helping Jane Murray to obtain in the 

early 1640s the position of governess to two of Charles I’s younger children, Elizabeth 

and Henry.41  There is no reason to think that Jane Murray was crypto-Catholic herself.  

Still, these long-standing, quasi-family relationships with Catholic patrons make an 

interesting contrast with Thomas Murray’s European Protestant connections and 

perhaps account for Halkett’s apparent immunity to the virulent anti-Catholic polemic 

of her own era. 

 

Murray family royalism 

A similar balancing of interests seems to have characterized the Murray family’s 

position during the First Civil War.  Their royalism did not necessarily entail support 

of Laudianism in the church or rule without parliament; instead, it appears to have 

been a shrewd mixture of physical royalism (literally being ‘with the king’) and 

 
38 McCullough, Sermons at Court, pp. 169–181; Maureen Meikle, ‘Once a Dane, Always a Dane: Queen 
Anna of Denmark’s Foreign Relations and Intercessions as a Queen Consort of Scotland and England, 
1588–1619’, unpublished paper presented at the Early Modern British and Irish History Seminar in 
Cambridge, 6 March 2019. 
39 Couper, Life, pp. 22–23; see also Maurice Lee, Jr., ‘Seton, Alexander, first earl of Dunfermline (1556–
1622)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004); Maurice Lee, Jr., ‘King James’s Popish Chancellor’, in Ian B. Cowan and 
Duncan Shaw, eds., The Renaissance and Reformation in Scotland (Edinburgh, 1983), pp. 170–182; Peter 
Davidson, ‘Alexander Seton, First Earl of Dunfermline: His Library, His House, His World’, British 
Catholic History, 32 (2015), pp. 315–342. 
40 Helen Payne, ‘Ker [Kerr; née Drummond], Jane [Jean], countess of Roxburghe (b. in or before 1585, d. 
1643)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004). 
41 Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fol. 1v.  The two Jane/Jean Drummonds are easily confused:  Cobb, Two 
Lectures on the History and Antiquities of Berkhamsted, p. 35; Akkerman, Invisible Agents, pp. 182, 188, 188 
nt. 27. 
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temporizing behind the scenes, which culminated – as it did for many of the king’s 

early supporters – in a cautious retirement once the king was defeated in 1646.42  At 

least two of Halkett’s brothers, as well as her mother, held positions in the royal 

households during the 1640s, but not past the regicide.43  Her sister Elizabeth’s 

husband, Sir Henry Newton, raised a troop for the king and had his estate sequestered 

by Parliament in consequence; at the end of the First Civil War, he paid a fine and 

retired from action.44  Halkett’s own royalist undertakings came later, during the lead-

up to the Second Civil War in 1648, well after other family members had opted for 

retirement. 

To mitigate Elizabeth Murray Newton’s financial situation in the early years of 

the war, Jane Murray turned to a long-time neighbour and family friend on the 

opposite side, Lord Howard of Escrick, for assistance in securing her daughter’s spousal 

maintenance from the Newton estate.  Howard managed the parliamentary committee 

to whom these appeals were made; he became notorious for accepting bribes, and 

eventually disgraced himself.45  But Halkett’s retelling of this episode in her 

autobiography paints him as a respected friend of the family, and a frequent visitor to 

Charlton House, the Murray women’s summer residence.46  The families had been 

neighbours in St Martin’s Lane; Howard’s daughter (another Anne) was Halkett’s close 

 
42 The complexity of ‘royalism’ has been highlighted in recent work on the varied political trajectories of 
the king’s former servants:  see especially P. R. Newman, ‘The King’s Servants: Conscience, Principle, 
and Sacrifice in Armed Royalism’, in John Morrill, Paul Slack, and Daniel Woolf, eds., Public Duty and 
Private Conscience in Seventeenth-Century England (Oxford, 1993), pp. 225–241; Smuts, ‘Emergence of a 
Royalist Party’; Jason McElligott and David L. Smith, ‘Introduction: Rethinking Royalists and Royalism’, 
in Jason McElligott and David L. Smith, eds., Royalists and Royalism during the English Civil Wars 
(Cambridge, 2007), pp. 1–15. 
43 Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 7–8; Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fols 1v, 34v, 35v. 
44 Jan Broadway, ‘Puckering [Newton], Sir Henry, third baronet (bap. 1618, d. 1701)’, ODNB (Oxford, 
2004).  Halkett always referred to him as ‘my brother Newton’, but in other contexts he is better known 
by his adopted surname, Puckering (for example, on his portrait hanging in the Wren Library at Trinity 
College, Cambridge).  The name change happened in the 1650s as part of an inheritance from his 
mother’s family. 
45 Merritt, Westminster 1640-60, pp. 190–191, nt. 22; Victor Stater, ‘Howard, Edward, first Baron Howard 
of Escrick (d. 1675)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004). 
46 Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fols 2r-10r.  Charlton House in Greenwich, built by Sir Henry Newton’s 
father, still exhibits a number of seventeenth-century features:  
https://www.greenwichheritage.org/visit/charlton-house. 
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friend, and Howard’s son, Thomas, staged an impetuous suit for Halkett’s hand in 

1644, which deeply offended her mother.  Jane Murray’s objection to the match, 

significantly, was not the Howards’ Parliamentary politics, but rather the financial 

encumbrances it would entail.  The family connection survived the courtship debacle, 

for it was with Lord Howard’s daughter and her husband (and cousin) Sir Charles 

Howard that Halkett would eventually depart London in 1649.  Sir Charles was a 

royalist at the time, but he too proved a skilful temporizer; he would spend most of the 

1650s in Cromwell’s employ, but regain sufficient royal favour to become earl of 

Carlisle in 1661.47  Halkett never directly commented on the political implications of 

these friendships, but their existence shows that she had early experience of benefiting 

from relational ties across political divides.  The Murray family’s Scottish connections, 

fighting on Parliament’s side in the First Civil War, must have functioned in a similar 

way. 

Likewise, the Murray family’s ecclesiastical position may have been ‘Anglican’ in 

retrospect, but it was multi-faceted at the time.  Halkett would later emphasize Jane 

Murray’s care to train her children to maintain the basic duties of private and public 

piety, essentially as ‘prayerbook Protestants’ – although the label ‘parish’ might be more 

useful than ‘prayerbook’ in Halkett’s case, given the Scottish polemical context in 

which her claims were made.48  In contrast to the Laudian sympathies Suzanne Trill 

detects in Halkett’s later meditations, her ecclesiastical experience in London, so far as 

it can be reconstructed, was characterized by overlapping variety.49  Laudianism and 

Catholicism were equally visible influences at court in the 1630s, centering respectively 

 
47 Gordon Goodwin and Sean Kelsey, ‘Howard, Charles, first earl of Carlisle (1628–1685)’, ODNB 
(Oxford, 2004). 
48 The classic presentation of ‘prayerbook Protestantism’ is Judith D. Maltby, Prayer Book and People in 
Elizabethan and Early Stuart England (Cambridge, 1998); cf. Isaac Stephens, ‘Confessional Identity in Early 
Stuart England: The “Prayer Book Puritanism” of Elizabeth Isham’, Journal of British Studies, 50 (2011), 
pp. 24–47.  Chapter 7 will discuss Halkett’s polemical use of her upbringing in the Church of England. 
49 Trill, ‘Introduction’, p. xxvi, drawing on Peter Lake, ‘The Laudian Style: Order, Uniformity and the 
Pursuit of the Beauty of Holiness in the 1630s’, in Kenneth Fincham, ed., The Early Stuart Church, 1603-
1642 (Basingstoke, 1993), pp. 161–185. 
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around Charles I and his queen, Henrietta Maria.50  Westminster also had significant 

enclaves representing other confessional identities, such as the traditionally ‘Puritan’ 

pulpit of St Martin-in-the-Fields, and a splinter congregation from the ‘French Church’ 

of the Huguenots.51  Halkett certainly attended the latter, and probably the former as 

well, which was near her mother’s house.52  In the 1640s, Parliamentary attempts to 

reverse Laudian reforms were carried out with varying enthusiasm in the Westminster 

area; Halkett would have seen, for instance, the National Covenant pinned up in local 

churches, including the Savoy Chapel.53  As a young adult, therefore, Halkett was faced 

with a variety of choices, both political and ecclesiastical, alongside the family tradition 

of royal service.  What she ultimately chose was a royalism that was both riskier and 

more risqué. 

 

II.  Move to Scotland, 1648-1656 

The sequence of events that necessitated Halkett’s departure from London in 1649, 

resulting in her move to Scotland in 1650 and ultimately her Scottish marriage in 1656, 

comprise the best-known portion of her life, thanks to the detailed narrative in her 

 
50 Caroline M. Hibbard, Charles I and the Popish Plot (Chapel Hill, 1984); Erica Veevers, Images of Love and 
Religion: Queen Henrietta Maria and Court Entertainments (Cambridge, 1989); Alison Shell, Catholicism, 
Controversy, and the English Literary Imagination, 1558-1660 (Cambridge, 1999), pp. 146–163; Merritt, 
Social World of Early Modern Westminster, pp. 344–348; Smuts, Court Culture and the Origins of a Royalist 
Tradition, pp. 26, 45 nt. 35. 
51 Merritt, Westminster 1640-60, pp. 219–258; Robin Gwynn, The Huguenots in Later Stuart Britain: Volume 
I - Crisis, Renewal, and the Ministers’ Dilemma (Brighton, 2015), pp. 3, 5, 13–50.  I am grateful to Robin 
Gwynn for reminding me, in conversation, that the ‘French Church’ meeting in the Savoy was not 
formally recognized until 1661; however, his references, cited above, prove that it must have been the 
Westminster congregation that Halkett attended in the 1640s. 
52 There are at least two references to ‘the French Church’ in Halkett’s meditations:  Halkett, NLS 6489, 
p. 230; NLS 6493, p. 105.  Her reference to the Huguenot physician Sir Theodore de Mayerne also 
connects to the Westminster congregation, since Mayerne was a noted member:  Halkett, NLS 6502, p. 
307; Gwynn, Huguenots in Later Stuart Britain, p. 41; Vivienne Larminie, ‘The Herbert Connection, the 
French Church and Westminster Politics, 1643-1661’, in V. M. Larminie, ed., Huguenot Networks, 1560-
1780: The Interactions and Impact of a Protestant Minority in Europe (New York, 2018), p. 81; Hugh Trevor-
Roper, ‘Mayerne, Sir Theodore Turquet de (1573–1655)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004).  Mayerne was a witness 
to Thomas Murray’s will (National Archives, PROB 11/141/746). 
53 Merritt, Westminster 1640-60, pp. 221, 225 (and ch. 5-6 more generally), clarifies that Westminster 
remained politically mixed in the 1640s, rather than succumbing to ‘an irresistible tide of Presbyterian 
puritanism’. 
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autobiography.  But the political transition taking place during these years has been 

overlooked by readers fixated on the drama of Halkett’s relationship with Bampfield.  

Actually, it makes more sense to read the autobiography relative to the man Halkett did 

marry, Sir James Halkett, a Scottish Presbyterian royalist who had been politically and 

personally aligned with the Covenanter or ‘Kirk’ party in Scotland throughout the 

1640s.  This marriage bridged a political gulf between Anglican and Presbyterian 

royalism, one which neither Charles I nor Charles II succeeded in mediating.  In many 

ways, what made Halkett’s marriage possible was its timing, coinciding with the nadir of 

the royalist cause.  The regicide, followed by Cromwell’s conquests of Ireland and 

Scotland – utter defeat, in other words – temporarily gave the supporters of monarchy a 

common ground greater than their ecclesiological differences. 

 

Royalist compromises 

Reading Joseph Bampfield (1622-1685) as the antithesis of Sir James, ‘the true royalist’, 

misinterprets both men, whose politics in the aftermath of the regicide were essentially 

congruent.54  Bampfield remains important, however, because he was probably 

Halkett’s introduction to Presbyterian royalism as a means of preserving the king; 

certainly, he was the catalyst for her initial visit to Presbyterian Scotland in 1650.  

Though himself no Presbyterian, as his posthumously-published Apology (1685) makes 

clear, Bampfield’s entire career as a royalist agent revolved around the attempt to bring 

about a pro-monarchy alliance with the Presbyterian interest, first in England, and 

when that failed, in Scotland.55  Commissioned by Charles I to sound out his 

opponents in 1645-46, Bampfield had concluded that the Presbyterians were the only 

 
54 Most readers of the autobiography see Bampfield and Sir James as opposing characters (e.g. Seelig, 
Autobiography and Gender, p. 124); Wiseman, Conspiracy and Virtue, pp. 319-333 (quote at p. 325), casts 
them as political anti-types; see also Akkerman, Invisible Agents, p. 183. 
55 Joseph Bampfield, Colonel Joseph Bamfield’s Apologie, Written by Himselfe and Printed at His Desire ([The 
Hague?], 1685); also printed in Dutch that same year.  I quote from the modern edition, Colonel Joseph 
Bampfield’s Apology ‘Written by Himself and Printed at His Desire’ 1685; And Bampfield’s Later Career: A 
Biographical Supplement (Lewisburg, 1993), which takes account of variations between the English and 
Dutch editions. 
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reliable ‘party’ in Parliament, for though they were ‘very severe in their principles, as 

well to the civil as ecclesiastical government’ they were not, like Cromwell’s party, 

‘resolved (and labouring) to change and destroy both’.  As Bampfield explained in his 

Apology, 

I clearly saw by joining with the first [the Presbyterians] the root of monarchy 
was to be preserved and did believe the branches would again grow out.  To 
trust the latter [the Independents steered by Cromwell], I saw no reasonable 
ground, whatever the specious pretenses of some … in their secret 
correspondency with persons of great quality and no less credit about the king.56 
 

Considering this state of affairs ‘as clear as … a mathematical demonstration’, 

Bampfield persisted in his efforts to effect a Presbyterian restoration from as early as 

1645 to as late as 1652, despite the active hostility of other royalists, warnings of clerical 

disapprobation, and push-back from Charles I himself, who found Bampfield’s 

‘apprehensions’ about the Independent party ‘now and then too hypochondriacal’.57 

Bampfield’s single-minded commitment was not always tactfully expressed, and 

this cost him many enemies, including the future Charles II.  Modern historians have 

likewise dismissed him as a political turncoat and would-be bigamist, on the basis of his 

resort to Cromwell after Charles finally cast him off in 1654; they assume that he 

intentionally deceived Halkett, who misjudged his character.58  But this blames the man 

for his own misfortunes.  Neither romanticizing him as ‘[t]he love of her life’, nor 

 
56 Loftis and Hardacre, eds., Bampfield’s Apology, p. 45; pp. 46-79 details Bampfield’s arguments at various 
stages of the negotiations, 1646-49, to convince Charles I and other key leaders of the royalist cause that 
a Presbyterian alliance was their only hope. 
57 Loftis and Hardacre, eds., Bampfield’s Apology, p. 59.  Given that a Presbyterian restoration never 
happened, its seeming feasibility in 1647-51 is challenging to reimagine; but the exercise is essential to 
grasping why royalists like Bampfield and Halkett acted as they did.  Useful discussions of the logic at the 
time, from opposite perspectives, include Mark Goldie, Roger Morrice and the Puritan Whigs: The Entring 
Book, 1677-1691 (Woodbridge, 2016), pp. 151–161; and Hutton, Charles the Second, pp. 34–73. 
58 Alan Marshall, ‘Bampfield, Joseph (1622–1685)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004); Alan Marshall, Intelligence and 
Espionage in the Reign of Charles II, 1660-1685 (Cambridge, 1994), pp. 168–175; both are entirely hostile 
to Bampfield, based on his later activities as a spy-for-hire.  I have relied on the corrective offered by the 
1993 Loftis and Hardacre edition of Bampfield’s Apology, which was undertaken as a revision of Loftis’s 
influential discussion of Bampfield in 1979 (Memoirs, pp. 194–195, 203–204).  The Loftis and Hardacre 
edition is perhaps overly disposed to defend Bampfield; but it has the virtue of allowing him to speak for 
himself, with a very thorough editorial apparatus that is frank about lacunae and conflicting evidence. 
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vilifying him as ‘the type of man who would betray nearly everyone he ever came into 

contact with’, does justice to the knife-edged atmosphere in which he operated, ‘a secret 

underworld’ peopled by disposable men for whom information was a malleable 

commodity.59  Women were also involved in the espionage underworld, useful as less 

suspicious go-betweens and legally non-existent agents.60  Halkett’s brothers’ 

bedchamber positions meant that she was already floating near its margins, but it was 

Bampfield who pulled her into the current.61  She met Bampfield in 1647 or 1648 via 

her brother Will, who used his position in the royal household to pass messages for 

Charles I.62  Bampfield first employed her in April 1648 to arrange the disguise, a 

waiting-woman’s dress, for the Duke of York’s escape from St James Palace in 

London.63  Afterwards, Halkett assisted Bampfield on a regular basis, originally out of 

an ‘earnest desire … to Serve the King’, but eventually for more personal reasons as 

well:  they agreed to marry once ‘the King’s affairs’ would permit.64 

 
59 Bottrall, Every Man a Phoenix, p. 154; Marshall, Intelligence and Espionage, p. 170; Geoffrey Smith, 
Royalist Agents, Conspirators and Spies: Their Role in the British Civil Wars, 1640-1660 (Farnham, 2011), p. 3; 
cf. p. 7 for his negative assessment of Bampfield’s ‘treachery and duplicity’. 
60 Akkerman, Invisible Agents; Alison Plowden, Women All on Fire: The Women of the English Civil War 
(Stroud, 1998); see also Zook, Protestantism, Politics, and Women. 
61 This aspect of Halkett’s early royalism, though potentially significant, is difficult to reconstruct in any 
detail, as David Scott points out (cited below, p. 121).  Halkett refers to two of her brothers in the royal 
bedchamber network during the Civil Wars, Charles and William (BL Add. 32376, fols 34v, 35v; NLS 
6493, p. 7).  She was able to use Charles’s friends ‘Mr Seamor’ and ‘Mr Harding’ (identified by Loftis as 
Henry Seymour and Richard Hardin[g], Memoirs, pp. 200, 248, 265) to approach Charles II in Scotland 
in 1650.  Hutton, Charles the Second, p. 50, uses this incident to demonstrate how ‘the members of the 
King's court and Household controlled, by their position, the flow of advice to him and favour from him 
for all except the most powerful’, a dynamic that has also been noted in Charles I’s counsels:  see David 
Scott, ‘Counsel and Cabal in the King’s Party, 1642-1646’, in Jason McElligott and David L. Smith, eds., 
Royalists and Royalism during the English Civil Wars (Cambridge, 2007), pp. 118–122; and Smith, Royalist 
Agents.  Halkett’s later meditations refer to at least two other royal bedchamber connections, Thomas 
Blagge (father of Margaret Godolphin, John Evelyn’s spiritual protégé) and Sir William Fleming, a 
Scottish agent:  Halkett, NLS 6491, pp. 11–12; NLS 6492, pp. 91–93 ‘upon the Misfortune of SWF who 
was brained with a fall feb 1669/70’. 
62 Bampfield describes Will as ‘then of the Bed Chamber to his royal highness’, which would indicate not 
the king but one of the younger princes (Loftis and Hardacre, eds., Bampfield’s Apology, pp. 76, 79). 
63 Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fols 12v-14v.  Halkett’s account of the escape remains a key source alongside 
James’s own recollections (J. S. Clarke, The Life of James the Second, King of England (London, 1816), pp. 
33–39); Bampfield’s account is brief (Loftis and Hardacre, eds., Bampfield’s Apology, pp. 69–71; see also 
the notes, pp. 125–127).  See also the detailed reconstruction in F. C. Turner, James II (London, 1948), 
pp. 17–18, and Loftis, ed., Memoirs, p. 195. 
64 Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fols 15r-16r. 
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Neither the king’s affairs nor their own prospered, however.  The Duke’s rescue 

had been one of many pieces in an attempted royalist resurgence in 1648, which also 

involved the ‘Engagement’ by a royalist section of the Scottish army to reinvade 

England on the king’s behalf.65  The disorganized effort was crushed in the Second 

Civil War, and although Presbyterian negotiations with the king dragged on, producing 

the Treaty of Newport late in the year, the Army intervened decisively in December and 

Charles I’s trial and execution followed in January 1649.66  Bampfield’s odium with 

Charles II by that point was such that both he and those associated with him were 

immediately banished from the royal courts in exile.67  Halkett’s brother Will 

conveniently died of a fever shortly afterwards, an event Halkett later painted in 

‘royalist martyr’ mode in her autobiography.68  Bampfield, a wanted man under the 

Commonwealth, was forced into hiding, and Halkett found it wise to accept the 

invitation of her friend Anne Howard to travel with her family to Naworth Castle, in 

the extreme northwest of England, in September 1649.69  Rumours that Bampfield’s 

first wife was not in fact deceased surfaced shortly afterward, further complicating 

Halkett’s position, even though she did not finally break with Bampfield until 1653.  

Working with Bampfield did far more than tarnish Halkett’s virtuous 

reputation.  It drew her away from the more cautious royalism of the Murray family, 

toward a murkier royalism that sought to salvage monarchy by compromise amidst 

contingencies.  Her move to Edinburgh in June 1650, further away from her London 

roots into a distinctly Presbyterian royalist enclave where Bampfield was still in favour, 

was a natural sequel to the political and personal engagements she had already 

undertaken.  It also suggests that to some extent she shared Bampfield’s conviction that 

 
65 David Stevenson, Revolution and Counter-Revolution in Scotland, 1644-1651 (Edinburgh, 2003), pp. 68–
102. 
66 Wedgwood, Trial of Charles I. 
67 The situation is detailed in Loftis and Hardacre, eds., Bampfield’s Apology, pp. 132–134, 136.  See also 
Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fol. 17r. 
68 Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fols 17v-18r.  The publication of scaffold speeches and devotional 
memorabilia in the immediate aftermath of the execution of the king and several of his noble supporters 
no doubt facilitated imitations. 
69 Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fols 18v-19v. 



48 

 

a Presbyterian royalist alliance was expedient.70  Later, she would regret the ‘unsuitable 

things proposed for accommodation’ between the Scottish Presbyterians and Charles II 

in 1650, wishing that they might be ‘buried in perpetuall silence’.71  But at the time, she 

was glad to accept the invitation of the earl of Dunfermline, Bampfield’s primary 

Scottish contact and a friend of her mother’s, to join the royalists gathering to meet 

Charles II in Scotland, and try her fortunes there.72 

   

Scottish royalism 

The political environment in Scotland in 1650 was deeply fragmented beneath its 

veneer of anti-Cromwellian royalism.73  Nominally, the earl of Argyll and the ‘Kirk’ 

party were in control, while the leading royalists, the ‘Engager’ nobles, were excluded 

from government for their defection to Charles I in 1647-48.  Charles II’s grudging 

acquiescence to the Kirk party’s terms, as mediated by the royalist nobles, was solely to 

secure a Scottish coronation and an army to invade England; it produced, as Ronald 

Hutton termed it, ‘an agreement based upon false expectations and mutual bad faith’.74  

The alliance soon collapsed in the face of Cromwell’s invasion, splitting the Kirk party 

in the process and leaving those who continued to support Charles II to walk the 

tightrope of loyalty versus survival. 

 
70 Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fol. 33v.  Sir Robert Moray, a royalist who fared better than Bampfield, also 
believed that the king’s best option following his defeat in the First Civil War was the Scots, despite the 
compromises they required:  Letters of Sir Robert Moray to the Earl of Kincardine, 1657-73 (Aldershot, 2007), 
pp. 8–9. 
71 Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fol. 36r. 
72 Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fol. 32r.  I have passed over Halkett’s experiences at Naworth Castle, between 
September 1649 and June 1650, though they occupy a full quarter of the surviving autobiography 
(Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fols 19r-33r).  The political implications of this period have yet to be 
unraveled, particularly as the identity of the Howards’ Anglican chaplain, ‘Mr Nichols’, is as yet 
unknown.  In Halkett’s retelling, he is a charlatan who preys on the women of the household under the 
guise of a trusted confessor. 
73 Stevenson, Revolution and Counter-Revolution, pp. 99–149; for a shorter summary, see Stevenson, 
‘Charles I, the Covenants and Cromwell: 1625-1660’, pp. 49–52. 
74 Hutton, Charles the Second, p. 45.  Hutton’s summary of royalist intrigues during 1647-50, as centred 
around the future Charles II, is a helpful counterpart to Stevenson’s work on the Scottish dimension 
cited above.  Halkett’s main connections had a foot in both camps, one in Scotland and one jockeying 
for position among the courts-in-exile. 
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Halkett witnessed all this from within a cluster of former Engagers, the group 

closest to her London context.  As a protégé of the earl of Dunfermline, all of her 

initial contacts were related in some way either to the earl himself, to his wife, or to his 

mother – one the earl of Morton’s daughter, the other the earl of Tweeddale’s sister.75  

Halkett spent two years, from September 1650 to June 1652, with Dunfermline’s wife 

at Fyvie Castle near Aberdeen; afterwards, she was hosted by the earl and countess of 

Balcarres, and then lived for some months during the winter of 1652-53 in Tweeddale’s 

vacant house in Edinburgh, along with Sir Robert Moray and his wife Sophia, sister of 

the earl of Balcarres.76  The royalism of this highly interrelated group of Scottish 

Presbyterians was of a different vintage than Halkett’s.77  Strictly speaking, they were 

among ‘the Scots’ on whom the Civil War was blamed:  they had subscribed to the 

National Covenant of 1638, fought against the king in the Bishops’ Wars (1639-1640), 

 
75 T. F. Henderson and Edward M. Furgol, ‘Seton, Charles, second earl of Dunfermline (1615–1672)’, 
ODNB (Oxford, 2004); his wife was Mary Douglas and his mother was Margaret Hay.  Dunfermline’s 
double-sided political allegiance up until the regicide is discussed in a three-part article by Paul 
Christensen, ‘Charles Seton, 2nd earl of Dunfermline: The Reluctant Rebel’, History Scotland, 17 (2017), 
pp. 42–47.  Keith M. Brown, ‘Courtiers and Cavaliers: Service, Anglicization and Loyalty among the 
Royalist Nobility’, in J. S. Morrill, ed., The Scottish National Covenant in its British Context (Edinburgh, 
1990), p. 158, reckons him among the Covenanters; Stevenson, Revolution and Counter-Revolution, pp. 59, 
74, identifies him as part of a ‘neutral’ party in Scottish politics, which tried to work with both sides.  His 
financial difficulties are mentioned in Maurice Lee, Jr., ‘Dearest Brother’: Lauderdale, Tweeddale and Scottish 
Politics, 1660-1674 (Edinburgh, 2010), pp. 50–51.  Dunfermline is hardly mentioned in modern studies 
dealing with the 1650s:  Hutton, Charles the Second, and F. D. Dow, Cromwellian Scotland, 1651-1660 
(Edinburgh, 1979), reference Balcarres instead (and Bampfield). 
76 Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fols 36v-51v.  The earl and countess of Balcarres (Alexander Lindsay and his 
wife Anna Mackenzie) were both related to the Setons of Dunfermline.  David Stevenson, ‘Lindsay, 
Alexander, first earl of Balcarres (1618–1659)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004); Rosalind K. Marshall, 
‘Mackenzie, Anna, countess of Balcarres and countess of Argyll (c. 1621-1707)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004); 
David Allan, ‘Moray, Sir Robert (1608/9?–1673)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004).  Recent work on Moray that 
cites Halkett’s autobiography or meditations includes Frances Harris, ‘“Alchemy and Monstrous Love”: 
Sir Robert Moray and the Representation of Early Modern Lives’, in Kevin Sharpe and Steven N. 
Zwicker, eds., Writing Lives: Biography and Textuality, Identity and Representation in Early Modern England 
(Oxford, 2008), pp. 275–292; Frances Harris, ‘Lady Sophia’s Visions: Sir Robert Moray, the Earl of 
Lauderdale, and the Restoration Government of Scotland’, Seventeenth Century, 24 (2009), pp. 129–155; 
Stevenson, ed., Letters of Sir Robert Moray. 
77 Murphy, ‘Revised Lives’, pp. 74–120, argues that these Scottish connections functioned as Halkett’s 
substitute family, and that they enabled her ‘royalist political agency’ (p. 105) amidst an alien Scottish 
Presbyterian context.  They were themselves Presbyterians, however, and there is no reason to impose the 
familial reading on relationships that already had political royalism and shared piety as a common 
ground. 
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and been part of the Scottish army that entered the First English Civil War (1642-1646) 

on Parliament’s side, ostensibly to enforce the Solemn League and Covenant to 

establish Presbyterianism throughout the three kingdoms.78  It was only as the war 

turned against Charles I, diminishing Parliament’s need of Scottish military aid and 

thus reducing the prospect of a Presbyterian settlement by that avenue, that the Scots 

were gradually pushed into negotiating with the king.79  In contrast with the Engagers, 

the more hardline Covenanter leaders had insisted on humiliating concessions from 

the king, which contributed to the ensuing stalemates in both 1648 and 1650.  Even in 

the face of Cromwell’s army, they advocated drastic purges to remove all ‘covenant-

breakers’ from the government and army.  When a catastrophic defeat of the Scottish 

army ensued, at Dunbar in September 1650, the Kirk party imploded.  Royalist 

Presbyterians who continued to support the king became ‘Resolutioners’, while radical 

Presbyterians who considered Charles’s breach of the Covenant a chief cause of their 

defeat became ‘Protestors’.80  A few of the latter went so far as to join Cromwell.81 

Sir James Halkett of Pitfirrane (c. 1610-1670), Halkett’s future husband, had 

been associated with the hardline Covenanters, not the Engagers.82  His political 

 
78 Stevenson, ‘Charles I, the Covenants and Cromwell: 1625-1660’; Stevenson, Revolution and Counter-
Revolution.  For different perspectives, oriented around controversial figures, see Allan I. Macinnes, The 
British Confederate: Archibald Campbell, Marquess of Argyll, 1607-1661 (Edinburgh, 2011); C. V. 
Wedgwood, Montrose (London, 1952). 
79 As summarized by Stevenson, Revolution and Counter-Revolution, pp. xv–xvi. 
80 Julia Buckroyd, Church and State in Scotland, 1660-1681 (Edinburgh, 1980), pp. 7–21; Stevenson, 
Revolution and Counter-Revolution, pp. 150–176. 
81 Stevenson, Revolution and Counter-Revolution, p. 164.  In reality, both groups had to temporize with 
Cromwell in various ways:  see Julia Buckroyd, ‘Lord Broghill and the Scottish Church, 1655–1656’, The 
Journal of Ecclesiastical History, 27 (1976), pp. 359–368; Patrick Little, Lord Broghill and the Cromwellian 
Union with Ireland and Scotland (Woodbridge, 2004), pp. 91–123; K. D. Holfelder, ‘Factionalism in the 
Kirk during the Cromwellian Invasion and Occupation of Scotland, 1650 to 1660:  The Protestor-
Resolutioner Controversy’ (PhD, University of Edinburgh, 1998). 
82 Sir James’s political career is murky because sources often confuse him with his brother, Robert 
Halkett; both can be referred to as ‘Colonel Halkett’ during the Civil Wars.  Robert fought against 
Montrose at Kilsyth, Balnevie, and Carbisdale, and has been dubbed one of ‘the three military heroes of 
the kirk party’ (Stevenson, Revolution and Counter-Revolution, p. 150); he joined the Protestors in 1650.  Sir 
James was only active in the campaign against Montrose in 1644-1645:  Pitfirrane Papers, MS 6408 
(National Library of Scotland, Edinburgh, 1582-1656) item 81; Balfour, Historical Works, vol. iii, p. 295; 
Stevenson, Revolution and Counter-Revolution, pp. 16–21.  Robert Halkett’s military career is documented 
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position can be best deduced from his connection to the earl of Argyll, who was his 

uncle by marriage.83  This was a distinctive mark, for Argyll’s aggressive promotion of 

Campbell clan interests during the early troubles with Charles I had alienated him 

from most of his peers; he was powerful, but resented and isolated.84  Letters from 

Argyll to Sir James that survive in the Halkett family papers, dating from the 1640s and 

1650s, show that Sir James functioned as a middleman for Argyll, chiefly in financial 

matters but also in the minutiae of kinship – passing messages, providing horses, 

exchanging news and complaints.85  Along with Argyll, Sir James had not joined the 

Engagers in 1648.  Instead, he was sufficiently in line with the Kirk party to be an MP 

in the 1649 Scottish Parliament and to continue as a colonel of horse in the Scottish 

army till just before the Battle of Dunbar.86  A military encounter in August 1650, in 

which Sir James was soundly beaten, suggests that military ineptitude rather than 

 
in Stevenson, Revolution and Counter-Revolution, pp. 123–124; James Balfour, The Historical Works of Sir 
James Balfour: of Denmylne and Kinnaird, knight and baronet; Lord Lyon King at Arms to Charles the First, and 
Charles the Second., ed. James Haig (Edinburgh, 1824), vol. iii p. 406 (see also p. 386); iv pp. 8-9, 70, 310; 
C. H. Firth, ed., Scotland and the Commonwealth: Letters and Papers Relating to the Military Government of 
Scotland, from August 1651 to December 1653 (Edinburgh, 1895), pp. 32–33, 109.  Helpful context for 
both the Halkett brothers’ military involvements can be found in Edward M. Furgol, ‘Scotland Turned 
Sweden: The Scottish Covenanters and the Military Revolution, 1638-1651’, in J. S. Morrill, ed., The 
Scottish National Covenant in its British Context (Edinburgh, 1990), pp. 134–154. 
83 Sir James Halkett’s first wife was Margaret Montgomerie (sometimes spelled with a ‘y’), daughter of Sir 
Robert Montgomerie of Skelmorlie (d. 1654) and his wife Mary Campbell, sister of Archibald Campbell, 
eighth earl of Argyll.  As Argyll’s niece, Margaret was also related to the Douglas family, the earls of 
Morton:  both her aunt and her grandmother were daughters of two successive earls of Morton, married 
to earls of Argyll.  See Couper, Life, pp. 29–30; John Willcock, The Great Marquess: Life and Times of 
Archibald, 8th Earl and 1st (and only) Marquess of Argyll, 1607-1661 (Edinburgh, 1903), p. 342; Balfour 
Paul, ed., Scots Peerage, vol. 1, pp. 349-350.  Margaret must have died shortly after October 1650, the last 
recorded baptism of one of her children in the Dunfermline parish register.  The online index to old 
parish registers at scotlandspeople.gov.uk lists the following children of James Halkett and Margaret 
Montgomerie:  Robert, 7 Nov 1640; James, 13 Jul 1642; Margaret, 18 July 1643; Thomas, 10 Feb 1646; 
Anna, 29 Jul 1647; John, 25 Feb 1649; Jeane, 10 Oct 1650.  The two oldest children, Mary and Charles, 
are missing from this index, but were probably born in 1638 and 1639.  Presumably, only the four of 
these children named in Couper’s Life (Mary, Charles, James and Anna) survived to adulthood. 
84 Macinnes, British Confederate, p. 201.  In her autobiography, Halkett noted that there had been hostility 
toward Sir James because of his association with Argyll; someone later told him, ‘You were so great with 
my Lord Argile that I thought itt imposible you Could bee honest’ (Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fol. 49v). 
85 Pitfirrane Papers, NLS 6408, fols 22-23; 81-90; 92-100, 102-108; 110-112. 
86 Balfour, Historical Works, vol. iii, pp. 379, 398-99; vol. iv, pp. 164, 338, 342.  Sir James was also tasked 
with inspecting the fortifications of the island fortress-prison of Inchgarvie, in the Firth of Forth (Balfour, 
Historical Works, vol. iv, p. 59). 
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religious purging removed him from subsequent combat.87 

Halkett first met Sir James after the Kirk party split, in the latter half of 1652, in 

English-occupied Edinburgh.  The encounter neatly captures the Scottish royalist 

community at its most absorbent point, in the wake of defeat.  Sir James was in 

company with the earl of Dunfermline; both men were waiting on the dowager 

countess of Morton, in order to attend the burial of another royalist’s wife.  While 

waiting for the countess’s carriage, the two men called on Halkett in her new lodging at 

the earl of Tweeddale’s vacant townhouse.  Soon they were joined by Mr David 

Dickson, a prominent Presbyterian minister associated with the Resolutioners, who 

paid Halkett weekly visits.88  Three different vintages of royalist were mixing freely by 

this point:  old royalists who had been on the king’s side from the beginning, such as 

Halkett and Morton; Engager nobles who had originally fought against the king but 

switched sides after his defeat in 1646, such as Dunfermline and Tweeddale; and men 

like Mr Dickson and Sir James, associates of the Kirk party that had insisted on the 

Covenants to the bitter end.  Halkett had come to know them all, from the countess of 

Morton, an Englishwoman named Anne Villiers who had been one of Queen 

Henrietta Maria’s waiting women, to Mr Dickson, a prominent Covenanter.89  

Significantly, it was Dickson who eventually persuaded Halkett to accept Sir James’s 

 
87 The story survives in two diametrically opposed versions.  Balfour, Historical Works, vol. iii, pp. 86-89, 
reports that ‘at a skirmishe with the enemy’ at Leith outside Edinburgh, Sir James ‘receavid a grate fryte’ 
and ‘turnid and never lowsid [loosed] a pistoll against the enimey, bot tooke him to the speed of his 
horsse heiles’.  Halkett’s version of this story has the king himself praising Sir James’s ‘gallant action’ of 
taking a stand ‘while the rest retreated’:  Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fol. 49r. 
88 Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fols 44r-v; 52v.  The royalist widower was Sir John Gilmour; Halkett provides 
no name for his deceased wife, a detail that is also lacking in J. A. Hamilton and Gillian H. MacIntosh, 
‘Gilmour, Sir John, of Craigmillar (bap. 1605, d. 1671)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004).  Dickson had been a 
strong supporter of the covenants, but became a prominent Resolutioner in the 1650s; he was offered a 
bishopric at the Restoration, but refused.  K. D. Holfelder, ‘Dickson [Dick], David (c. 1583–1662)’, 
ODNB (Oxford, 2004); John Coffey, Politics, Religion and the British Revolutions: The Mind of Samuel 
Rutherford (Cambridge, 1997), p. 37; Stevenson, Revolution and Counter-Revolution, pp. 145, 171. 
89 The countess of Morton (Lady Dalkeith at the time) had, like Halkett, assisted in the escape of one of 
the royal children to France, the baby princess Henrietta:  Plowden, Women All on Fire, pp. 135–137; see 
also Richard Ollard, Clarendon and His Friends (London, 1987), pp. 27, 92, 110, 127–130.  Sir James, who 
was connected to Morton as well as Argyll by his first wife, assisted the widowed countess with her 
finances in the early 1650s, a detail that is mentioned in Halkett’s autobiography and corroborated by 
the Pitfirrane Papers. 
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marriage proposal.   

 

Royalists under Cromwellian occupation 

Bampfield was still in the picture in 1652, however, involved in the early stages of 

plotting further royalist resistance in Scotland that would eventually result in the 

ineffectual Glencairn Rising of 1653-54, staged in the Highlands.90  The few months 

that Halkett spent in Tweeddale’s house have associated her more closely with this 

rising than the facts merit.91  The clandestine gatherings held there in late 1652 

revolved around Sir Robert Moray, and terminated abruptly when his wife died in 

childbirth in early January 1653.92  Halkett was a trusted but passive observer, and a 

means of communicating with Bampfield, whom Dunfermline and the earl of Balcarres 

still trusted despite the king’s proscription.  Her most energetic contribution to the 

conspirators’ intrigues was an early morning dash across the Firth of Forth, at 

Dunfermline’s behest in May 1653, to warn Balcarres of English troops dispatched to 

arrest him.93  By this time, her meditations were expressing her personal opposition to 

restoring the king by force.94  Instead, she urged obedience to the power appointed by 

God.  A striking passage promoting passive obedience, written c. 1654, starts with 

rebellious regicides but ultimately warns restless royalists too:  

there is no power butt of god and where ever hee setts up a Lawfull power hee 
will shew miraculous workes for the preservation of itt against all 

 
90 The rising is discussed in detail in Dow, Cromwellian Scotland; see especially pp. 68-81 on the 
diffuseness of royalist efforts in the preliminary stages of the revolt.  See also Hutton, Charles the Second, 
pp. 79–81, 88; Macinnes, British Confederate, p. 277. 
91 See especially Akkerman, Invisible Agents, pp. 195–196, which presents the gatherings at Tweeddale’s 
house as ‘the heart of the Scottish underground movement’ (p. 195), and Bampfield’s treachery a major 
reason for the Glencairn Rising’s failure (p. 202).  A more factually-balanced description of Bampfield’s 
involvement with Scottish royalist conspirators in the early 1650s is provided in John Loftis’s supplement 
to Loftis and Hardacre, eds., Bampfield’s Apology, pp. 155–168.  The account of the Glencairn rising in 
Dow, Cromwellian Scotland, makes no mention of Halkett, and little of Bampfield. 
92 Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fols 45r-48r.  She named Moray, Dunfermline, and Balcarres among the first 
organizers, joined eventually by Bampfield, Sir James Halkett and Sir George Mackenzie of Tarbat.  Of 
these half-dozen men, only Balcarres and Moray ultimately figured in the Glencairn Rising itself (see 
Dow, Cromwellian Scotland). 
93 Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fols 50r-v. 
94 Halkett, NLS 6490, pp. 56–75, 355–380; NLS 6493, pp. 5–6; Twentieth and Fifth Psalm, p. 46. 
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adversarys[.]  lett them beware then who set themselves to overthrow, that to 
which god through many ages & mercys hath manifestly shewed his aprobation, 
for hee that is highest regardeth the matter & there is higher then they[.]  there 
may bee faults in kings & rulers for which god may Justly bee offended with 
them so as to Send them such punishments as may make them examples of his 
wrath[;] butt yett wee See the Lord is many times angry with those that helpe 
forward the affliction of the afflicted.  therfore the Saffest Course is in all things 
Looke on our owne particular duty, what god Commands us & then Leave the 
Succese of all things to his determination[.]95 
 

Although most of this passage is directed at those who had rebelled against Charles I, 

Halkett’s final advice pertains to fellow royalists, who must obey God in their particular 

places ‘& then leave the Succese of all things’ to divine providence. 

Halkett’s promotion of passive obedience in this passage must be understood in 

light of the difficult situation the Scots faced in the 1650s.  They were not merely 

defeated monarchists; Scotland was under military occupation by an alien government 

that was also promoting religious diversity in the fractured Presbyterian context.  

Opposition to the Cromwellian invaders and their policy of religious toleration created 

a common ground wider even than royalism.  Everyone, sooner or later, had to 

negotiate with the English.  The ruinous choices people faced are well illustrated in 

Argyll’s letters to Sir James around the time that Sir James was attending the meetings 

at Tweeddale’s house.96  Argyll, badly in debt and struggling to make peace terms that 

would minimize the English troops quartered on his estates, wrote frank personal 

letters to Sir James about his situation, also enclosing more diplomatic communications 

 
95 Halkett, NLS 6489, p. 176, in a long select meditation titled ‘Elishas request & the evidence of itts 
beeing granted, by a Comparison with the example’ (pp. 127-196).  The immediate context is a 
discussion of 2 Kings 6.8-12, where the prophet Elisha miraculously reveals to the king of Israel all the 
secret counsels of his enemy the king of Syria.  What prompts the passage defending passive obedience is 
Halkett’s observation that this king of Israel was wicked, yet God protected him because of his role.  
Halkett melds several verses into this paragraph; only Ecclesiastes 5.8 is marked in the margin (‘hee that 
is highest regardeth the matter…’), but Romans 13.1 (‘there is no power butt of god’) and Zechariah 1.15 
(‘the Lord is many times angry with those that helpe forward the affliction of the afflicted’) are clearly in 
use; Romans 9.22 (‘examples of his wrath’) may also be in view. 
96 Pitfirrane Papers, NLS 6408, items 85-86, 90-95, 103, 107; Macinnes, British Confederate, pp. 268–283.  
Sir James was connected to the Tweeddale House plotters not only via the earl of Dunfermline but also 
via Sir Robert Moray, whose mother was a Halkett (Sir James’s aunt). 
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for Sir James to deliver to the English governors, reassuring them of Argyll’s 

cooperation.  Sir James was thus having to play a double role, while Argyll was caught 

in a still more impossible situation.  As he bitterly remarked in one letter, his own 

subordinates were taking advantage of him: 

I know they think so long as I am unsatled they will not be taken notice of so 
they desyr to Make me a shelter to them tho to my ruin, but I trust the Lord 
shall direct me to goe the lenth I may without sin[.]97 
 

Among the insubordinate clansmen was Argyll’s own son, Lord Lorne, who eventually 

joined the Glencairn Rising in mid-1653.  Anxious to prove that his son had acted 

independently, Argyll sent information about the rising to the English governor.  Seven 

years later, when Argyll was tried for treason after the Restoration, this evidence sealed 

his fate – even though, as observers of his trial pointed out, he had done no more than 

others struggling to survive the 1650s.98 

Cromwellian collaboration was not always fatal, as many other men proved.99  

But Halkett’s autobiography shows a distinct concern with demonstrating that neither 

she nor Sir James crossed the delicate line between retirement and collaboration during 

the 1650s.  After their marriage, for instance, Sir James was threatened with 

imprisonment for refusing to serve as a justice of the peace; Halkett used her 

connections to negotiate with the current English governor, Roger Boyle, then Lord 

Broghill.100  After Sir James died in 1670, she could affirm that ‘(setting aside that time 

 
97 Pitfirrane Papers, NLS 6408, item 92; Dow, Cromwellian Scotland, p. 66, confirms that, from the 
English perspective, Argyll was the key to subjugating the Highlands. 
98 The full story can be found in Stevenson, ‘Campbell, Archibald, marquess of Argyll’, and also in 
Willcock, Great Marquess, where the six incriminating letters from Argyll to General Monck are printed 
in Appendix VI, pp. 378-386.  Sir James is even named in one of the letters, as someone collecting the 
‘cess’ (tax) money that Argyll is due to pay the English.  See Little, Broghill and the Cromwellian Union, pp. 
115–120, for an outside perspective on Argyll’s double-dealing as it related to the attempts of the English 
governors to manage or manipulate the religious divisions in Scotland. 
99 Halkett’s erstwhile friend Sir Charles Howard is one case in point, and the earl of Tweeddale happens 
to be another.  Goodwin and Kelsey, ‘Howard, Charles’; John R. Young, ‘Hay, John, first marquess of 
Tweeddale (1626–1697)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004). 
100 Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fols 61r-v; Little, Broghill and the Cromwellian Union, p. 94; Toby Barnard, 
‘Boyle, Roger, first earl of Orrery (1621–1679)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004).  This is another instance of 
Halkett’s using her Howard connection:  Broghill’s wife was a Howard, and Sir Charles Howard was on 
his governing committee. 
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when the whole Kingdome was bemisted with a Mistaken Zeale) there was nott any had 

more Loyall principles, or more wary to doe any thing that might seeme in the Least to 

disrespect Authority’.101  Halkett’s sensitivity to Covenanter convictions is also 

demonstrated by her long hesitation before consenting to Sir James’s proposals of 

marriage.  The delay originated not in any sense of political incompatibility, but rather 

in her sense of the binding nature of her original engagement, which she believed 

prevented her from marrying anyone else.  At Sir James’s urging, she sought David 

Dickson’s advice, and Dickson, to her surprise, assured her that since the original 

premise of the contract, Bampfield’s marital status, was false, she was not in any way 

bound by her part of the contract.102  The problem and verdict bears an intriguing 

resemblance to the debate over the Scottish National Covenant that would erupt after 

the Restoration.103  Curiously, in Halkett’s retelling, Dickson – who ultimately refused a 

place in the Restoration regime – argued what would become the official government 

position, that false premises invalidated an oath.  Writing in 1677-78, when the 

National Covenant was the rallying cry of rebel Presbyterians, Halkett doubtless 

intended this juxtaposition of her concern about covenant-breaking with the dismissive 

attitude of a reputable (deceased) Covenanter. 

 
101 Halkett, NLS 6492, p. 119. 
102 Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fols 52v-53r; Halkett was not perfectly convinced, even after Dickson’s 
verdict (fol. 58v).  This passage is sometimes misread as indicating a secret marriage or at least a sexual 
relationship.  Ever since Loftis suggested a marriage may actually have taken place, possibly in Holland 
(Memoirs, p. xiv), scholars have speculated about it, even going to the length of searching for a marriage 
record (Akkerman, Invisible Agents, p. 183 nt. 4; see also Lamb, ‘Merging the Secular and the Spiritual’, 
pp. 90–92; Rose, Gender and Heroism, p. 82 nt.).  Akkerman (pp. 183, 199) provides the most extreme 
example, arguing that Halkett and Bampfield were indeed married, on the basis of Dickson’s casuistical 
reasoning – which she appears to have misread.  The relevant passage of the autobiography is as follows:  
‘Butt withall hee added that Since what I did was suposing CB a free person, hee nott proving So though 
I had beene publickely Maried to him & avowedly Lived with him as his wife yett the ground of itt failing 
I was as free as if I had never Seene him’ (Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fol. 53r).  Akkerman attributes these 
lines to Halkett rather than Dickson, and by removing the initial ‘Though’ treats it as a statement of fact, 
rather than an exaggeration to make a point.  The context makes the latter clear. 
103 See especially Adair, ‘The Covenants in Scottish Political Thought’; also Margaret Steele, ‘The 
“Politick Christian”: The Theological Background to the National Covenant’, in J. S. Morrill, ed., The 
Scottish National Covenant in its British Context (Edinburgh, 1990), pp. 31–67; Raffe, Culture of Controversy, 
pp. 65–92; Alasdair Raffe, ‘Presbyterian Politics and the Restoration of Scottish Episcopacy, 1660-2’, in 
N. H. Keeble, ed., ‘Settling the Peace of the Church’: 1662 Revisited (Oxford, 2014), pp. 144–167. 
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III.  Marriage and Widowhood in Dunfermline, 1656-1699 

Scholars once treated Halkett’s marriage as the end of her story, variously dismissing 

the rest of her life as happy, sad, or just boring.104  As recently as 2004, David Stevenson 

suggested, ‘Perhaps the memoirs end at the point they do because Anne decided that 

the security that marriage brought also provided the climax, or the anticlimax, that 

ended the drama of her life, the part she felt worth recording’.105  These are untenable 

conclusions, not only in light of all the evidence in her meditations, but also 

considering the complexity of Halkett’s position as this chapter has outlined it so far.  

Far from being a dull ending, her marriage capped a decade-long transition from king’s-

household royalism into a context dominated by Presbyterian royalism.  It marked the 

beginning of an eventful, productive, and highly integrated forty-year residence in 

Scotland – a residence begun as ‘Lady Halkett’, the wife of a moderate Presbyterian.106 

 

Relocating Lady Halkett 

Understanding how Halkett arrived at a firmly Episcopalian, Jacobite position by the 

Revolution of 1688-89 involves looking more closely at her experience between 1660 

and 1687 as a member of the Halkett family.  Only three sets of her occasional 

meditations survive from those years, making other sources essential.  Couper’s Life of 

the Lady Halket is chief among these.  Drawn from her writings at their fullest extent 

just after her death, it supplies valuable information not in the surviving meditations 

about her children and stepchildren, her attempts at the Restoration to regain her 

inheritance, the notable events of her widowhood, her one surviving son’s career, and 

 
104 S. R. Gardiner (1875):  ‘Her married life was a happy one … her husband died … and she outlived 
him, a sorrowing widow, till 1699’ (Nichols, ed., The Autobiography of Anne Lady Halkett, p. xxi); Lawrence 
Stone:  ‘[S]he made a practical, prosaic match of the most traditional kind, and settled down once more 
in the subordinate role of dutiful wife and mother’ (The Family, Sex and Marriage in England 1500-1800 
(New York, 1977), p. 307).   
105 Stevenson, ‘Halkett, Anne (1623-1699)’; see also Stevenson, King or Covenant?, p. 202, where he 
describes Halkett's married life as ‘fairly quiet’ and her widowhood as ‘living quietly in Dunfermline’. 
106 On the moderate Presbyterian profile that Sir James fits, as one willing to accept royal control over the 
church for the sake of peace, see Jackson, Restoration Scotland, pp. 74–75, 123–124. 
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the circumstances under which she began boarding children around age sixty.107  It also 

contains many passages summarizing meditations now lost, such as the reference to 

Hobbes discussed in Chapter 1.  Couper’s editorial performance has been sharply 

criticized for having an agenda that suppressed Halkett’s own self-presentation by 

eliding both her autobiography and her Jacobitism, but the case rests on mistaken 

evidence.108  The first manuscript Halkett committed into Couper’s care was not her 

autobiography, as has been widely assumed, but her second volume of select 

meditations, written in 1649-50.109  And Couper’s sentence, ‘Reading the P. of O's 

Declaration, She was fully satisfied of the Legitimacy of the Young Prince’, has been 

misread as claiming she favoured William, when in fact ‘the Young Prince’ is the Prince 

of Wales, James VII’s newborn son, whose legitimacy the ‘P. of O’s Declaration’ 

attacked.110  Couper’s selections actually provide a remarkably thorough panorama of 

Halkett’s political views, clarifying her position at numerous points no longer covered 

in the extant meditations.111  His greatest editorial fault was the unavoidable sin of 

 
107 Couper, Life, pp. 29–54.  Couper’s identity was long unknown, as the biography merely contained his 
initials, ‘S.C.’.  Nichols had Couper’s name from David Laing (Pitfirrane Papers, NLS 6412, fol. 210v), 
but that detail did not make it into the 1875 Camden edition of the autobiography, nor did Loftis track 
it down for the 1979 edition.  Halkett’s readers were content with the initials for a surprisingly long time:  
Ezell, ‘Ann Halkett’s Morning Devotions’; Ottway, ‘They Only Lived Twice’;  Walker, ‘Lives of Lady 
Anne Halkett’; Wiseman, ‘Halkett and the Writing of Conspiracy’.  Trill, ‘Lady Anne Halkett’, was the 
first to offer a detailed sketch of Couper himself; see also Lanum Eales, ‘Anne Halkett’, ch. 7. 
108 See primarily Wiseman, ‘Halkett and the Writing of Conspiracy’; Wiseman, Conspiracy and Virtue, pp. 
319–333, a later version of the essay; Trill, ‘Critical Categories’ (which marks a shift from her earlier 
presentations of Couper, e.g. Trill, ‘Beyond Romance?’, p. 452). 
109 The first manuscript Halkett gave to Couper in 1698, as detailed in Halkett, NLS 6502, pp. 225–229, 
was ‘The Parchment booke with Pincke & Ashe riban where the most considerable of my troubles are 
registered’.  This is not the autobiography, as Trill and Wiseman assume, but rather ‘Book II’ of 
Couper’s catalogue, as clarified in Halkett, NLS 6498, p. 315, where the same ‘booke with a parchment 
cover (with Pincke & ashe couler riban)’ contains a meditation titled ‘the humble submission' on 1 
Samuel 3.18.  This correlates precisely to #26 on the second page of the catalogue, and clarifies that in 
1698 Halkett was seeking a readership for her select meditations rather than her autobiography. 
110 Couper, Life, p. 47; Chapter 6 presents corroborating evidence from Halkett’s meditations.  Compare 
Trill, ‘Lady Anne Halkett’:  ‘the suggestion in The Life… (1701) that she was “fully satisfied” of the 
legitimacy of the “Glorious Revolution”’; and Wiseman, Conspiracy and Virtue, p. 332 nt. 47:  ‘Couper 
remakes Halkett, as “fully satisfied of the Legitimacy” of Prince William’.   
111 Particularly key are the excerpts in the biography addressing 1649 and 1688.  In addition, Twentieth 
and Fifth Psalm, pp. 10–11, 44–46, contains important passages reacting to the Battle of Worcester in 
1651 and the general failure of the royalist effort at that time; while Seven Gifts, Jabez his Request, etc. 
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omitting and rearranging material.  Lesser deficiencies of style and tone, for which he 

frankly apologized, reflect genre and audience constraints.112  Ultimately, his 

presentation of Halkett as a pious ‘widow indeed’ not only respected her wishes, but 

accurately reflected his acquaintance with her during the last twenty years of her life.113   

Remnants in the family archives of Halkett’s step-children, Sir Charles Halkett 

of Pitfirrane and his brother-in-law Sir William Bruce of Balcaskie (later Kinross), are 

the next most important cluster of primary evidence about the latter phase of her life, 

especially for her transition to widowhood in the early 1670s, before Couper knew 

her.114  In order to interpret these archives properly, it is important first to reconsider 

the essential but shadowy figure of Sir James.  The habit of shelving him as ‘elderly’ and 

‘a zealous royalist’ has been a drastic oversight.115  We know relatively little about him 

as a person, aside from Halkett’s eulogistic portrayals, but the complexities of both his 

political and his financial position during the early years of the Restoration are plain 

enough.  The stringent anti-Presbyterianism of the Restoration settlement in Scotland, 

 
includes a variety of excerpts dated between 1679 and 1686 that are invaluable for placing Halkett during 
a long silent period in her occasional meditations.  The excerpts pertain to the Exclusion Crisis in 1679; 
her visit to Edinburgh in 1680, during the Duke of York’s residence there; the Revocation of the Edict of 
Nantes in 1685; and James VII’s catholicizing policies in 1686.  It is difficult not to conclude that these 
selections were intentionally political. 
112 Couper expressed his ‘sense of my own Insufficiency for such an Undertaking’ in his prefatory 
material.  On the conventions of funerary biography, see especially Martin, Walton’s Lives; Ralph A. 
Houlbrooke, Death, Religion, and the Family in England, 1480-1750 (Oxford, 1998), ch. 10. 
113 Couper arrived in Dunfermline in 1681, having transferred from the parish of Kirkudbright in the 
troubled southwest:  Hew Scott, Fasti Ecclesiæ Scoticanæ: The Succession of Ministers in the Church of Scotland 
from the Reformation (7 vols, Edinburgh, 1915-1928), II.416; V.29, 34. 
114 Sir James Halkett’s eldest daughter Mary married the noted architect Sir William Bruce:  John Lowrey, 
‘Bruce, Sir William, first baronet (c. 1625–1710)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004); Charles Wemyss, ‘Merchant 
and Citizen of Rotterdam: The Early Career of Sir William Bruce’, Architectural Heritage, 16 (2005), pp. 
14–30; Aonghus MacKechnie, ‘Introduction: Sir William Bruce and Architecture in Early Modern 
Scotland’, Architectural Heritage, 23 (2012), pp. 1–14. 
115 Stone, Family, Sex and Marriage, p. 370, represents a general tendency to assume Sir James was 
substantially older than his second wife.  Actually, he was probably only ten or twelve years older (his 
birthdate is variously given as 1610 or 1611); his first wife was likely only a few years older than his 
second.  Loftis dubbed him a ‘zealous royalist’ but also gathered the most extensive information on his 
career to date (Memoirs, pp. xiv, ix, 202).  For the prompt to re-evaluate this portrait of Sir James, I am 
indebted to Sheila Pitcairn, ed., ‘The History of the Halkett Family of Pitfirrane, Fife’ (n.d.), a haphazard 
amalgam of older print sources and Pitcairn’s own private research made available online at 
royaldunfermline.com.  Pitcairn provocatively assumes that Sir James was as much a Presbyterian radical 
as his brother, Col. Robert Halkett (with whom her document intermittently confuses him). 
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with its unilateral reimposition of episcopacy, was an unwelcome surprise to moderates 

after Charles II’s assurances of leniency.116  The mishandling of religious dissent created 

a charged atmosphere that impacted everyone, even conformists like Sir James.  Since 

he served both as a financial commissioner for the shire, and as a leader of the local 

militia against the Pentland Rising in 1666, he must have complied with the formal 

renunciation of the National Covenant required of secular officeholders from late 

1662.117  Some of his friends chose otherwise, however, including two of the men with 

whom he had been involved as Argyll’s creditors in the 1650s, Lord Balfour of Burleigh 

and Sir Hugh Campbell of Cessnock.118  Cessnock was charged for damages during the 

civil wars, and imprisoned as a security threat during the Second Anglo-Dutch War 

(1665-67); the same thing happened to Sir James’s brother Robert, and their family 

members had to bear the brunt of the financial penalties.119  Sir James’s first wife’s 

family, the Montgomerys of Skelmorlie, also became noted dissenters.120  Political 

conformity thus put intense strain on Sir James’s most basic social obligations. 

Financially, the Restoration was a disappointment as well.  As Couper explains, 

Sir James initiated the suits in London in 1660-61 for recompense of Halkett’s lost 

 
116 Raffe, ‘Presbyterian Politics’; Harris, Restoration, pp. 104–132; Buckroyd, Church and State, pp. 1–67; 
Ian B. Cowan, The Scottish Covenanters, 1660-1688 (London, 1976), pp. 35–54; Jackson, Restoration 
Scotland, pp. 104–130. 
117 J. H. Burton, David Masson, and P. H. Brown, eds., The Register of the Privy Council of Scotland 
(Edinburgh, 1877-1933), third series:  vol. 2, pp. 225, 227; vol. 3, pp. 249-250; vol. 4, pp. 589.  An 
instructive parallel to Sir James is his cousin Sir Robert Moray, who remained a Presbyterian but also a 
friend of Charles II and an advocate of leniency toward peaceable dissenters in Scotland.  See the 
biographical sketch in Stevenson, ed., Letters of Sir Robert Moray, pp. 1–59. 
118 Edward M. Furgol, ‘Balfour [formerly Arnot], Robert, second Lord Balfour of Burleigh (d. 1663)’, 
ODNB (Oxford, 2004); Richard L. Greaves, ‘Campbell, Sir Hugh, of Cessnock (d. 1686)’, ODNB 
(Oxford, 2004).  The men are named together on a ‘security’ given by Argyll in 1653, and again on the 
1664 statement of money owing by Argyll:  Pitfirrane Papers, NLS 6408, item 23; Pitfirrane Papers, MS 
6422 (National Library of Scotland, Edinburgh, 1643-1682), item 26. 
119 For Sir James’s brother Robert’s entanglements, see Burton, Masson, and Brown, eds., Register of the 
Privy Council, third series:  vol. 1, pp. 105, 107, 111; vol. 2, pp. 384-85, 670; vol. 4, p. 229. 
120 Margaret Montgomerie’s nephew would become notorious as a ‘Whig Jacobite’ in the 1690s (see 
Chapter 8); his radical Presbyterian background is discussed in Paul Hopkins, ‘Montgomery, Sir James, of 
Skelmorlie, fourth baronet (c. 1654–1694)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004); Paul Hopkins, ‘Sir James 
Montgomerie of Skelmorlie’, in Eveline Cruickshanks and Edward T. Corp, eds., The Stuart Court in Exile 
and the Jacobites (London, 1995), pp. 39–59. 
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inheritance; these gained nothing but the royal ‘promise of something here in 

Scottland’ and a token 550 pounds sterling, which could not even defray the trip’s 

expenses.121  The Halkett estate in Scotland was also encumbered with wartime debts 

and loss of income.  Pitfirrane derived its income from coal, which was dependent on 

shipping and therefore hard-hit during wartime; the Dutch Wars also put the primary 

market out of reach.122  One of Halkett’s encomiums for her husband after his death 

was that he refused to be involved in ‘the caping trade’ – piracy – despite widespread 

practice in the area.123  The Halketts were an extensive family as well, with numerous 

dependents drawing from the family coffers.124  A long list of debts Halkett compiled 

for her stepson and stepdaughter after Sir James’s death shows that the estate was 

carrying a significant debt load.125  ‘Till your fathers death’, she wrote at the bottom of 

the list, ‘I never knew what the debts were & only drew this out by the dickery I found 

of anuell rents’.  The top two names on the list are Halketts, probably Sir James’s 

brothers. 

Sir James and his son, Sir Charles, represent successive stages in the pragmatic 

 
121 Couper, Life, pp. 30–31; Pitfirrane Papers, NLS 6409, fol. 52v; Halkett, NLS 6491, pp. 43–48, ‘upon 
the many disapointments I have mett with in my busynese att Courtt’; Anne Halkett, Letter to the earl of 
Lauderdale, Acc. 6112 (National Library of Scotland, Edinburgh, c 1662), a letter she wrote to 
Lauderdale sometime after the birth of her last child on 11 October 1661.  Halkett was deeply grateful 
that Sir James never reproached her for this financial encumbrance (Halkett, NLS 6491, p. 64; Couper 
comments on it as well). 
122 On Pitfirrane’s coal:  Couper, Life, p. 33; National Library of Scotland, Catalogue of Manuscripts, vol. 5, 
p. 2; Pitfirrane Papers, MS 6407 (National Library of Scotland, Edinburgh, 1578-1759), items 11-12; 
Kinross House Papers, GD29/1963 (National Records of Scotland, Edinburgh, 1673-1692), items 9-13, 
15-16; Halkett, NLS 6490, pp. 21–29, ‘upon beeing in a Coale pitt’; Halkett, NLS 6502, pp. 244–246, 
‘upon severall sad aspects relating to that family’.  On the Scottish coal industry generally, see Gordon 
Donaldson, Scotland: James V to James VII (Edinburgh, 1965), pp. 387–388; T. C. Smout, A History of the 
Scottish People, 1560-1830 (London, 1969), pp. 180–183; Keith M. Brown, Noble Society in Scotland:  
Wealth, Family, and Culture from Reformation to the Revolution (Edinburgh, 2000), pp. 59–60.  Coal was 
particularly rich in Fife along the Firth of Forth:  Paula Martin, ‘Industries in Fife’, in Donald Omand, 
ed., The Fife Book (Edinburgh, 2000), pp. 182–185; Peter Chalmers, Historical and Statistical Account of 
Dunfermline (Edinburgh, 1844), pp. 19–52; Dennison and Stronach, Historic Dunfermline, p. 39; Bruce 
Durie, Dunfermline (Stroud, 2010), p. 85. 
123 Halkett, NLS 6492, p. 119; see also pp. 30-34, 'Meditations upon the peace Concluded betwixt the 
King & the hollanders sept 1667'. 
124 There are many receipts and statements in the financial papers of the Pitfirrane collection 
documenting disbursements to family members; see especially, for Halkett’s period, NLS MS 6422-6424. 
125 Kinross House Papers, NRS GD29/1963, item 19. 
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conformity of local elites to government demands in post-Restoration Scotland.  

Though culturally Presbyterian themselves, they were responsible as local office-holders 

to prevent or suppress the rebellions staged by radicals in southwestern and western 

Scotland.126  Sir James’s role during the Pentland Rising of 1666 was mirrored by that 

of Sir Charles against the Argyll rebellion in 1685; Halkett’s son Robert saw action at 

the same time in England, against Monmouth’s rebellion.127  Ironically, what began as 

political conformity despite ecclesiastical preference ended, thirty years later, as 

confessional cohesion despite political divergence.  In 1688, Halkett, her son Robert, 

and Sir William Bruce took a different course than Sir Charles on the question of the 

royal succession.  They remained united, however, in their defense of the Episcopalian 

parish church against Presbyterian troublemakers. 

 

Transition to widowhood 

Sir James’s death in 1670, traumatic as it was for Halkett, was not the relational 

catastrophe that recent biographical sketches have assumed.128  Though Halkett 

apprehended that there would be conflict with Sir Charles, based on past friction, their 

initial relations when he returned from his military duties in France were quite 

positive.129  The rapprochement has been overlooked because it is documented, not in 

 
126 The Halketts were one of the oldest gentry families in the area, and often held public office in 
Dunfermline.  See Pitcairn, ed., ‘History of the Halkett Family’, supported by various references in 
Henderson, Annals of Dunfermline; Burton, Masson, and Brown, eds., Register of the Privy Council, and by 
the material about military roles preserved in the Pitfirrane Papers. 
127 Sir Charles’s command of the Fife & Kinross militia in 1685 is documented in Pitfirrane Papers, MS 
6406 (National Library of Scotland, Edinburgh, 1575-1699), items 139-152; Couper, Life, p. 45, 
mentions Robert’s involvement at Sedgemoor, from Halkett’s lost meditations.   
128 Halkett, NLS 6492, pp. v–xii, 115–140; Trill, ‘Introduction’, p. xxiii; Murphy, ‘Revised Lives’, pp. 81–
83. 
129 Couper, Life, p. 32 supplies the information that Sir James’s sons were abroad at the time of his death.  
Halkett’s general relationship with them can be gauged by her unremitting prayers for their repentance 
from unspecified ‘sins’ – primarily, as far as I can tell, not taking spiritual duties seriously.  Besides the 
instance quoted in Chapter 1, notable passages include Halkett, NLS 6491, pp. 66–70, ‘upon a Violent 
distemper of his Son James beeing on Monday night August 12 [1661]’; NLS 6492, pp. 16–22, ‘upon 
James Halketts Shipwracke att Scarsbery Novem: 10 1667 beeing Sunday’; NLS 6501, pp. 350–351, 
’Monday 16 of November 1696, and many subsequent passages expressing her concern that Sir Charles 
'repent' before his death. 
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the meditations, but in a letter Halkett wrote to her ‘cousin’, a ‘Mr Thomas Moray at 

Cambers Land’ who was acting as her legal representative.130  She explained that rather 

than needing to threaten or cajole, she had ‘found my Son extreamely civill & willing 

to doe anything in relation to mee & my child that was intended by his father’.  She 

had therefore reciprocated by offering to relinquish everything but her jointure from 

Pitfirrane, saying that ‘by this I hope I have purchased all there freindship & kindnese 

both to mee & mine which I value more then what I have parted with’.131  She still 

moved to Dunfermline, however, and rented Abbot House from the earl of Tweeddale, 

where she could overlook the churchyard and Sir James’s grave.132 

Relations with Sir Charles were extremely cordial for at least three years; he 

endeavoured to assist her in pressing for some resolution of her financial claims at 

court, and he placed Pitfirrane under her care when he left to serve in the Third Dutch 

War (1672-74).  ‘Deare Son’, Halkett wrote effusively in February 1673, ‘your letter was 

so obleiging that I wantt words to exprese my sence of itt butt … I hope my actions will 

Confirme that itt is one of the things in the world I desire most to doe you some 

effectuall Service’.133  Halkett was not managing Pitfirrane alone during Sir Charles’s 

absence.  A collection of letters and receipts mostly in her hand, addressed to James 

 
130 Pitfirrane Papers, NLS 6407, fols 26r-27v.  The letter is dated 27 December [1670].  It was not 
originally part of the Pitfirrane Papers, but was discovered in the later nineteenth century by David Laing, 
during John Gough Nichols’s researches into Halkett’s manuscripts.  Nichols mentioned the discovery in 
an 1870 letter to Sir Peter Halkett, Pitfirrane Papers, NLS 6412, fol. 211r.  The letter must have been 
given to the family shortly thereafter. 
131 Pitfirrane Papers, NLS 6407, fol. 26v. 
132 The earl of Dunfermline has been incorrectly identified as her landlord.  Tweeddale acquired the 
Dunfermline properties in the 1650s, due to Dunfermline’s debts.  Abbot House is still standing, one of 
the oldest houses in Dunfermline: Dennison and Stronach, Historic Dunfermline, p. 98; Hendrie, Old 
Dunfermline, p. 15; Durie, Dunfermline, p. 22; James Moir Webster, The Abbot House, Dunfermline, ed. 
Sheila Pitcairn (Dunfermline, n.d.).  A medieval building, it was originally part of the Dunfermline 
Abbey complex, and is one of the few structures that survived the fire that destroyed much of 
Dunfermline in 1624 – on which see Henderson, Annals of Dunfermline, pp. 283–288.  In Halkett’s 
lifetime, Abbot House was known as ‘the great lodging in the Maygate’:  Yester Papers, GD28/2257 
(National Records of Scotland, Edinburgh, 1699). 
133 Pitfirrane Papers, NLS 6409, fols 52r-53v (item 40); Pitfirrane Papers, NLS 6481, fols 170r-171r.  The 
letter and its enclosure were separated by a later cataloguer, but need to be read together.  The letter is 
dated 3 Feb [1673]; I deduce the year from Halkett’s references to the Countess of Dysart as Duchess of 
Lauderdale (married later 1672), and Sir Robert Moray (who died mid-1673). 
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Kennewie, a financial agent of Sir William Bruce’s located in Edinburgh, show that 

they worked together on maintaining the coal business and dealing with the estate’s 

creditors.134  The papers Kennewie saved extend beyond the 1670s, all the way to the 

1690s, and cover everything from coal exports to lemons; Halkett sent to Kennewie 

when she needed a hat and sword for Robert, a saddle for herself, or new carving 

utensils for her table.  They also exchanged news.  The collection shows a side of 

Halkett as a financial manager that is seldom glimpsed in the meditations, and also 

provides a salutary demonstration of how much the meditations omit, such as Halkett’s 

regular interactions with the Bruce family.  Overall, the cumulative evidence of the 

family archives challenges the prevailing perspective on Halkett’s early widowhood.135  

Far from being ‘ejected … from the family seat’, or cut off from her social and financial 

dues as Sir James’s widow, she continued to be an integral part of the family.  Her 

supervisory role in Pitfirrane’s affairs continued at least until Sir Charles married in 

1675 – at which time he again entrusted the preparations at Pitfirrane to Halkett’s 

care.136 

 

Crises in the 1670s 

All this indicates, in turn, that what provoked Halkett to write her ‘True accountt of my 

life’ in 1677-78 – a long-standing puzzle usually traced back to her engagement to 

 
134 Kinross House Papers, NRS GD29/1963, items 1-19.  These are a mixture of letters and receipts, 
mostly from 1672-74 when Kennewie was assisting Halkett with Pitfirrane’s affairs; the rest date to 1680 
and 1692.  Halkett spelled Kennewie’s name three or four ways, so I have used the spelling in his own 
signature. 
135 A number of items still in the Pitfirrane collection are docketed in Halkett’s handwriting; there are 
also some business letters in her hand, showing that she assisted Sir James during his lifetime as well – 
but most of the evidence dates to the early years of her widowhood.  See especially Pitfirrane Papers, NLS 
6407, fols 12r-13r (a 1663 letter relating to coal trade copied by Halkett); fols 22r-25r, 28r-29v, 147r-148v 
(a packet of letters about a disputed account of Sir James’s, sent by Halkett to James Kennewie for 
mediation in 1673); fols 145r-146v (other letters about Pitfirrane business in early 1670s).  Halkett also 
sorted Sir James’s correspondence, e.g. the Argyll letters in NLS 6408. 
136 Trill, ‘Introduction’, pp. xxiii–xxiv; Murphy, ‘Revised Lives’, pp. 81–90; contrast Couper, Life, pp. 39–
40, (clearly summarizing lost material from Halkett’s writings, perhaps from Book XI in Couper’s list). 
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Bampfield – was a sudden development.137  Halkett’s meditation on finishing the 

project only expresses her hope that ‘if the Lord Sees fitt to give a Seasonable 

opertunity to devulge itt’, the narrative of her ‘unparaleld misfortunes & the 

wonderfull power & mercy of God in Suporting mee under them’ would convince 

‘others’ to retract their ‘Seveare Censare’.138  Who the ‘others’ were, what they censured 

Halkett for, and when, has to be deduced from dozens of tangential passages in the 

meditations.  Chief among the contributing factors are the ‘unjust Scandalls of Lying 

and Malicious Toungs’ that were causing Halkett intense ‘disquiett both att home & 

abroad’ in mid-1676, and a vicious verbal attack a year later by a close associate.139  The 

1676 situation resulted from Halkett’s regular ‘converse’ with an unnamed ‘Good’ and 

‘Pious’ man, with whom some thought she was too intimate.  The adjectives suggest a 

household chaplain, or a minister in the parish.140  The altercation on 13 July 1677 was 

only a conversation (again with an unnamed individual), but much more traumatic:  ‘I 

heard my Selfe accused with all that Could bee of infamy or reproach’, Halkett wrote at 

 
137 The manuscript, in its damaged state, contains no explanation of why it was written, which has 
occasioned endless, inconclusive speculation.  Couper may be a useful gauge of what the manuscript 
originally contained, and what Halkett said about it, because she had ‘formerly aquainted them [Couper 
and Graeme] with the Account of my life & the occation that made mee putt itt in writing’, and Couper 
had used the complete manuscript to write his own biography.  His only reference to Halkett’s troubles 
in the mid-1670s points to the 1676 scandal:  he mentions ‘some troubles, occasioned by persons, of 
whom she expected better things’, a paraphrase of Halkett’s introduction to ‘The Art of Devine 
Chimistry’ (NLS 6494, pp. 1–56), to which he immediately refers.  However, if Couper had a vested 
interest in suppressing anything in Halkett’s writings, it was her conflict with the family at Pitfirrane, who 
were prominent among Couper’s patrons in the 1690s; he would not, in any case, have emphasized Sir 
Charles’s attack on Halkett in a work dedicated to Sir Charles’s widow.  Halkett, NLS 6502, p. 226; 
Couper, Life, p. 41, and dedicatory epistle (n.p.). 
138 Halkett, NLS 6494, p. 294 ‘Monday the 22 of Aprill 1678’ (preface to a new select meditation on 
Psalm 106.4-5). 
139 Lanum Eales, ‘Anne Halkett’, pp. 96–105, was one of the first to consider these other options. 
140 Trill, ‘Critical Categories’, pp. 113–115, suggests one of the parish ministers, Alexander Monro, and 
takes this incident as the cause for the ‘True accountt’ (contrast Trill, ‘Introduction’, pp. xvii–xviii, which 
still suggests Bampfield).  Halkett would of course have known Monro, and she wrote a hagiographic 
eyewitness account of his first wife’s death in 1674:  Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 283–288, ‘upon the Death 
of Mrs Monro who dyed in childbed the 27 of March 1674 aboutt 2 a clocke in the Morning beeing 
entred on the tenth day after her delivery’.  But, besides being more than twenty years younger, Monro 
had left Dunfermline in March 1676 and remarried that April; Halkett was writing about the situation in 
later June, as if it was fresh.  See Henderson, Annals of Dunfermline, p. 346; Tristram Clarke, ‘Monro, 
Alexander (d. 1698)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004).   
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the time, and years later she would still recall ‘the day on which one who I loved well 

expresed to mee the greatest evidence of hatred and dispite imaginable’.141  Two 

months later, she began her ‘True accountt’. 

To decode what was happening in 1676 and 1677, two earlier episodes are 

necessary.  Presbyterian conventicling had surged in the Dunfermline area in mid-1674, 

and an important contingent of Halkett’s fellow parishioners left the parish church.142  

They began ostracizing her, despite former ties, because she ‘abhored & greeved for & 

oposed’ such ‘schismaticall & rebellious Courses’.143  More troubling was Sir Charles’s 

reaction, at the end of 1674, to Halkett’s management of his affairs during his absence.  

It appears that he threatened to hold her financially responsible for some shortfall or 

objectionable negotiation.  She admitted that ‘neglecting offt times to Sett downe small 

litle disburcementts’ had accumulated ‘a great Sum’; but she also protested that after 

her considerable ‘paines expence & trouble’ for Sir Charles’s benefit, ‘all the thankes I 

expected … is like to bee turned to every ones questioning and Censuring my 

actions’.144  It was nearly two months before her accounts were finally approved.  Both 

these earlier crises likely exacerbated the scandal a year and a half later over Halkett’s 

relationship with ‘a Pious Man’.  The parish schism created a group of townsfolk eager 

to besmirch a prominent opponent, while the financial tensions with Sir Charles were 

part of what had led Halkett to develop the relationship in the first place.  She had 

understood the man to be already engaged, and hoped the couple would look after her 

teenaged son and her private affairs if she died.  Halkett also mentioned ‘a faithfull 

Sarvantt’ among those who spread the scandal, suggesting that indiscretion contributed 

 
141 Halkett, NLS 6494, p. 282; NLS 6497, p. 379. 
142 The situation is referred to at various points in ‘Meditations & Resolutions upon 1 Cor 1.12-13 verses 
occationed by the Late rent in this Church’, NLS 6493, pp. 156–212, written in the latter half of 1674; 
see also the earlier occasional meditation, pp. 291-294, dated 5 June 1674 (both meditations are 
discussed at more length in Chapter 7). 
143 Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 163-164. 
144 Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 188-189 (with a marginal date: 25 Nov 1674); pp. 208-211. 
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as much as malice.145  The situation might have been short-lived, if Halkett’s neighbours 

had not hoped to make something of it. 

Sir Charles was evidently one of those manipulating the situation to his own 

ends.  Halkett never names him, but her references are collectively obvious.  He is 

implicated in her earliest complaints of ‘the unkindnese of many’.146  The ‘untruths’ 

spread ‘even by those who I indeavered to obliege (with prejudice to my Selfe)’ is still 

clearer.  Conclusive evidence comes from a dream Halkett recorded shortly before 

Easter 1677, of receiving an earnest apology from 

the person (whose kindnese I have indeavered to obtaine with all the 
performances of Love & respect that I was Capable to exprese) who of Late hath 
by some Mistakes beene very unkind & to Justify there unkindnese hath 
indeavered to Cast an odium upon mee to Severalls where itt might doe mee 
prejudice[.]147 
 

This is transparently Sir Charles.  Halkett’s response in the dream, that ‘though itt was 

a very great trouble to mee to find his unkindnese & the effects of itt yett itt had noe 

way lessened my affection which should bee ever to him as my owne’, is a powerful hint 

that what happened in July 1677 was the inverse of this dream-apology:  a bitter attack 

from Sir Charles, ‘one who I loved well’.148 

 
145 The entire situation strongly resembles the crisis experienced by Halkett’s near contemporary, Alice 
Thornton, in the late 1660s – a scenario for which more details have survived (see Thornton, 
Autobiography, and Raymond Anselment’s many essays on Thornton’s writings).  Thornton’s patronage of 
Thomas Comber, future Dean of Durham, who began his ecclesiastical career as the Thorntons’ 
chaplain, included entrusting him with her financial affairs, which led to accusations that she intended 
to marry him when her husband died.  (What was really afoot was a match with the family’s eldest 
daughter, then a child of twelve.)  Much of Thornton’s early widowhood was taken up with refuting the 
accusations, which originated from a complex assortment of personal enemies, mostly social inferiors, 
ranging from her niece and servants to townsfolk who had a financial or religious grudge against her (she 
was Anglican in a non-conformist neighbourhood).  Thornton wrote an account of her life and 
circulated it to friends who could defend her good name. 
146 A reference dated 11 July 1676 in ‘The Art of Devine Chimistry’ is already without doubt Sir Charles:  
‘Ought I not to bee truly humbled att the discourse I heard yesterday & to find that place made Sad to 
mee wherin I had beene so Joyfull by the respect & affection I had from one that had owned itt & now 
the unkindnese & Contempt of another. butt upon what Ground I know nott’ (Halkett, NLS 6494, p. 
20; see also pp. 60-61). 
147 Halkett, NLS 6494, pp. 233-235. 
148 The verb ‘love’ seems odd in this setting, but fits with Halkett’s understanding of what ‘respect’ and 
‘duty’ included.  Sir Charles was in a unique position as Halkett’s ‘Son’, and she took very seriously what 
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The cause and content of Sir Charles’s outburst are not hard to guess; he and 

his stepmother operated on incompatible financial agendas.  Halkett, who had less than 

nothing, practiced risky generosity as an act of faith.149  Sir Charles, trying to improve 

an encumbered estate, understandably regarded her as financial liability, past, present, 

and future.150  Her repeated refusals to remarry must have particularly frustrated him, as 

it left him to pay her jointure indefinitely.151  Vexation mounted till he finally resorted 

to insult and perhaps even financial revenge.  Judging from Halkett’s reaction, and the 

financial difficulties that she was in by the early 1680s, he may have acted on a threat 

he had been making for some time, to withhold or modify her jointure payments until 

some debt he felt she owed the estate was made up. 

 

Children boarders, 1683-1697 

Difficult as this situation was, it eventually resolved.  Ten years later, they were 

sufficiently reconciled for Sir Charles to send two of his daughters to board with her, 

‘for the conveniency of beeing neere the Skooles’ in Dunfermline.152  While Halkett 

appreciated ‘his returne of kindnese’ after their long estrangement, it was not a 

 
she owed him as Sir James’s successor.  Otherwise, ‘love’ appears more commonly in Halkett’s writing in 
unequal relationships – a child or a servant; it might be used of a female friend, but not a man or a 
superior. 
149 Halkett’s thoughts on the necessary tension between ‘justice’ and ‘charity’ are expressed at some 
length in a late meditation:  ‘For my God knows none Living desires more then I to bee just to every one, 
Nor hath a greater desire to extend my Charity in all kinds to the whole world if itt were possible’ 
(Halkett, NLS 6501, pp. 360–362 ‘Satturday 19th of December 1696’).  Earlier, when her ministers tried 
to urge justice before charity, she replied, logically enough, that justice required sums she never had, 
while charity, besides being more urgent, only asked small amounts (Halkett, NLS 6499, p. 73, ‘Friday 6t 
of March 1690/91’).   
150 Halkett knew that she could be accused of having nothing but debt for her dowry, a concern she 
addressed at length in her ‘True account’ (Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fols 53r-58v), as well as in multiple 
meditations.  See especially Halkett, NLS 6491, pp. 63–65, where she marvels at Sir James’s having never 
shown ‘disatisfaction’ with her despite the disappointment of their lawsuits in London. 
151 See Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 309–316, ‘upon a proposall 1674’ and ‘upon the 24 of September 1674’, 
the fourth anniversary of Sir James’s death, where she admits that the marriage proposal tempts her 
because it would enable her ‘to live with outt exacting that from my Son which hee Cannot well Spare’. 
152 Halkett, NLS 6497, p. 293: ‘Friday 24 of June 1687’.  It was likely the two oldest girls, Janet and 
Elizabeth, who were eleven and ten at the time.  Their youngest sister was born a month later (p. 304) – 
another possible reason for sending the girls to stay with Halkett.  In 1653-54, before she accepted Sir 
James’s marriage proposal, Halkett had hosted his two daughters in Edinburgh for a similar purpose, ‘to 
Learne what was to bee Taught there’ (Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fols 51v-52r). 
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dramatic alteration; she had been boarding children from families ‘of Quality’, as 

Couper put it, since about 1683.  A long blank in the occasional meditations leaves 

only Couper’s highly condensed account of how this arrangement came about.  In his 

retelling, Halkett was considering a move to England at that time, where she could live 

privately on her medical expertise.153  Instead, some friends – her Drummond family 

connections, it appears – offered to board their children with her, in order to attend 

Dunfermline’s grammar school.154  Within less than two years, Couper says, she had 

eight children under her care.  From references in Halkett’s meditations after they 

resume in 1687, fourteen of the children can be identified.  Aside from a contingent of 

Mackenzies (3), they came from Halkett’s primary family networks:  Drummonds (3), 

Murrays (2), and Halketts (2) or Bruces (4).155  The meditations also expose the mixture 

of considerations and motives involved in accepting each child; Couper’s emphasis on 

financial relief may have been an oversimplification.  The blend is well illustrated with 

the last boarder Halkett agreed to take, Lord Cumberland, the grandson of her old 

 
153 Couper, Life, pp. 44–45.  In a later meditation, Halkett recalled her attempted move but dated it to 
1684 and made no mention of children boarders being an alternative plan:  Halkett, NLS 6501, pp. 
226–227: ‘Friday 7th of May 1697’. 
154 The earl of Perth’s eldest son, James Drummond (1674-1720), styled ‘Lord Drummond’ during his 
father’s life, was one of these early boarders; so was his relative William Drummond, Lord Strathallan 
(1670-1701).  On their respective fathers, see Edward Corp, ‘Drummond, James, fourth earl of Perth and 
Jacobite first duke of Perth (1648–1716)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004); David Stevenson, ‘Drummond, 
William, first viscount of Strathallan (c. 1617–1688)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004).  The younger Strathallan 
visited Halkett after his father’s death in 1688, Halkett, NLS 6497, pp. 372–373, ‘Saturday 7th of Aprill 
1688’, where he is identified as a former boarder.  Lord Drummond is named as a boarder in Anne 
Halkett, Letter to Francis Turner, Rawlinson Letters 94, fol. 36 (Bodleian Library, Oxford, August 1685); 
his attendance at the Dunfermline grammar school in 1685 is also documented in Henderson, Annals of 
Dunfermline, p. 353.  Halkett had tended him as a sickly infant in 1674 (NLS 6493, pp. 300–301, ‘Sunday 
26 of July 74 upon going to Drummond with my Lord & Lady’), and was distraught when, in 1686, he 
was removed from her care for a Catholic education in France (NLS 6498, pp. 5–6; see also Seven Gifts, 
Jabez his Request, etc., p. 42). 
155 The children not identified in other notes are as follows:  John and Elizabeth Murray, the children of 
John Murray, Lord Drumcairn (Halkett, NLS 6497, pp. 309, 357–358; NLS 6500, pp. 159, 333, 338, 
368; NLS 6501, p. 256; NLS 6502, pp. 279, 309; Balfour Paul, ed., Scots Peerage, VIII, p. 202); the three 
Hope grandsons of Sir William Bruce, William, Thomas, and John, and their cousin Mary Bruce of 
Blairhall (Halkett, NLS 6499, pp. 11–12, 17, 28, 35; NLS 6500, p. 358; NLS 6501, pp. 285–286, 342, 
241); and young George Mackenzie’s cousin Marguerite Haliburton [Halyburton] (NLS 6497, pp. 359–
360, 374–375; NLS 6499, p. 65). 
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friend Anna Mackenzie, dowager countess of Balcarres.156  Though Halkett had been 

‘in a manner fully determined nott to take any more charge of this kind upon mee’, she 

welcomed the ‘opertunity to serve the heire of Balcarese where many yeares since I 

receaved great Civilitys’.  She hoped that the arrangement might benefit both herself 

and the local community, while at the same time regretting ‘the trouble & care itt 

brings mee’.157  One of the unexpected advantages that ensued was having an Episcopal 

minister, Cumberland’s ‘governor’, in the house to officiate at Christmas 1694, when 

the Presbyterians were preventing any observance of the holiday in church.158 

Couper’s description has been misread to imply that Halkett was running ‘a 

school to board and educate orphans of local gentry’, which provided a regular income 

and had a distinct Jacobite profile.159  None of the children were full orphans, and 

Halkett did not provide the education, aside from the routines of household piety.160  

The boys were attending the grammar school and came with their own tutors and 

governors; even the girls had tutors or attended ‘the Skooles’, like Sir Charles’s 

daughters.161  Halkett was also probably not charging a boarding fee, as all of the 

children were relatives or close friends.  Instead, Halkett’s undertaking fit within the 

long-standing tradition among Scottish elites of sending children away from home for 

their education at a certain age; her own son, for instance, had gone away to school just 

after his ninth birthday.162  The political congruity of the sending families was only a 

side-effect of this customary system.  While many of the families did prove Jacobite after 

 
156 Marshall, ‘Mackenzie, Anna, countess of Balcarres and countess of Argyll (c. 1621-1707)’; Paul 
Hopkins, ‘Lindsay, Colin, third earl of Balcarres (1652-1721)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004). 
157 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 325-327 ‘Saturday 23d of June 1694’. 
158 Halkett, NLS 6500, pp. 360–361 ‘Christmas day beeing Tuesday 25 Dec 94’. 
159 Loftis, ed., Memoirs, p. xiv: ‘after her husband’s death she found it necessary to supplement her 
income by teaching’; Stevenson, King or Covenant?, p. 203: she started ‘a school to board and educate 
orphans of local gentry’; Trill, ‘Lady Anne Halkett’: ‘She therefore had to resort to maintaining herself by 
taking in the children of aristocrats with Jacobite sympathies as boarders’; Trill, ‘Introduction’, p. xxv. 
160 See Halkett, Instructions for Youth. 
161 See also the arrangements for an unnamed female boarder which fell through in 1688:  Halkett, NLS 
6497, pp. 367, 370–371. 
162 Brown, Noble Society in Scotland, pp. 181-187; Halkett, NLS 6492, pp. 68–70 ‘upon putting outt my 
Son to Skoole March 4th 1668/9’. 
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1688, it would be more accurate to emphasize their shared Episcopalianism – though 

this did not prevent one Catholic mother from sending her daughter in 1687.163 

Education was not the only reason the children came to Halkett.  Another 

significant draw was her reputation for skill in treating children’s ailments.164  The 

young son of the former Lord Advocate, Sir George Mackenzie, arrived in 1687 

because, as an ‘only Child’, his parents were 

very Solicitous if itt bee the will of God to have him spared to them having 
buried many.  And some distempers of this Child having given them ground to 
bee aprehencive for him hath beene the reason of there bringing him here for 
the good aire in this place & hearing that the Lord hath blest such as formerly 
hath beene here[.]165  
 

In return, the elder Mackenzie was among those who assisted Halkett financially, 

particularly by aiding her son Robert during his imprisonment in London in 1690-

91.166  Two of Halkett’s Drummond relatives also reciprocated with financial aid:  the 

earl of Perth, whose only son was boarding with Halkett in 1685, secured her a pension 

from the new king, James VII, while his associate George Drummond of Blair 

Drummond, Halkett’s ‘neere Kinsman butt neerer friend’, disbursed it for her – chiefly 

toward her debts, but also when necessary for household expenses, as when his son was 

under her care recovering from a ‘squinsy’.167 

The wider implications of Halkett’s fourteen years boarding children in 

 
163 Halkett, NLS 6499, pp. 11–12 ‘Wednesday 13 of August 1690’.  The boarder was Mary Bruce of 
Blairhall, and Halkett identifies the mother, who had remarried, as ‘Lady Inerkity’ (internet sources 
identify her as Jean Leslie). 
164 Some of her successful cures include Halkett, NLS 6490, pp. 90–95 ‘upon the recovery of a very 
extenuated child’ belonging to a tenant of the earl of Kincardine; Halkett, NLS 6501, pp. 266-267, ‘upon 
an extraordinary cure of a Child att Carnocke’; pp. 245-250 (treating ‘Dirletons Daughter’ in Edinburgh, 
at the behest of a ‘Dr Eysatt’). 
165 Halkett, NLS 6497, pp. 327–328: ‘Thursday 6 of October 1687’; see also Couper, Life, p. 49. 
166 Halkett, NLS 6499, pp. 15–16, 74–76. 
167 The Oxford English Dictionary defines (s)quinsy as ‘inflammation or swelling of the throat’.  Halkett’s 
mother was a Drummond of Blair Drummond, so George Drummond was a cousin of some kind; he 
held significant government positions when Perth was chancellor, and was targeted as a result during the 
Revolution:  Alasdair Raffe, Scotland in Revolution, 1685-1690 (Edinburgh, 2018), pp. 87, 102-103, 121.  
On Halkett’s interactions with him, and her pension, see Couper, Life, p. 45; Halkett, NLS 6497, pp. 
318–319, 353–354; NLS 6500, p. 319.     
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Dunfermline await further study.  The same can be said of her medical practice, which 

can only be dealt with briefly here.168  She dispensed her expertise on a charitable basis, 

insisting that her medicines were available to anyone.  All levels of society resorted to 

her, and she treated distant as well as local patients.  Her specialties were the cases a 

professional doctor would refuse:  the poor, servants, children and young people, 

childbearing women, and peculiar cases like one that was eventually reported to the 

College of Physicians in Edinburgh, of a four-year-old girl whose ‘urine & excrements 

came out of her Navell’ rather than ‘the right way’.  The child’s mother came ‘often’ to 

Halkett ‘& gott that which did her good’; when Halkett was writing, the girl had 

become a ‘Lusty healthfull woman’, as the local minister could testify.169  Far too little is 

known, at present, of this concourse of visitors and its larger economic, social, and 

political implications.  The meditations take for granted a familiarity with the everyday 

world outside Halkett’s closet that is no longer to hand – an elusive expertise in late 

seventeenth-century Scottish burgh and lowland gentry society, particularly as it 

pertained to Restoration conformists.170  Presupposing a hegemonic Presbyterianism, 

however justifiable as a historical generalization, is a serious handicap in Halkett’s 

 
168 On gentlewomen’s medical practice, and household medicine more generally, see Lynette Hunter and 
Sarah Hutton, eds., Women, Science and Medicine, 1500-1700: Mothers and Sisters of the Royal Society 
(Stroud, 1997); Rebecca Laroche, Medical Authority and Englishwomen’s Herbal Texts, 1550-1650 (Farnham, 
2009); Anne Stobart, Household Medicine in Seventeenth-Century England (London, 2016); Helen Cox, ‘“A 
Most Precious and Excellent Balm”: The Theory and Practice of Medicine in the Papers of Lady Grace 
Mildmay 1552-1620’, Midland History, 43 (2018), pp. 22–42; on the space for this practice in Scotland 
specifically, see Helen M. Dingwall, A History of Scottish Medicine: Themes and Influences (Edinburgh, 2003), 
pp. 5, 72–74, 93–102.  Halkett’s many accounts of the cases she treated would form a useful counterpart 
to the topic of women’s household medicine, which is usually studied on the basis of recipe books 
without much evidence of actual practice.  In Halkett’s case, the recipe books and still room accounts are 
lost, but her descriptions of individual cases survive. 
169 Halkett, NLS 6501, pp. 266–267, ‘Monday 25t of May 1696’.  On medical practice in Scotland, see 
Helen M. Dingwall, Physicians, Surgeons and Apothecaries: Medical Practice in Seventeenth-Century Edinburgh 
(East Linton, 1995); Dingwall, History of Scottish Medicine, ch. 4-5. 
170 Useful surveys of the wider social and cultural history include Bob Harris and Alan R. MacDonald, 
eds., Scotland: The Making and Unmaking of the Nation c.1100-1707. Vol. 2, Early Modern Scotland: c.1500-
1707 (Dundee, 2007); Elizabeth Foyster and Christopher A. Whatley, eds., A History of Everyday Life in 
Scotland, 1600 to 1800 (Edinburgh, 2010); Brown, Noble Society in Scotland; and of course T. C. Smout’s 
classic History of the Scottish People. 
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case.171  At the very least, it is clear that her position in Dunfermline was anything but 

isolated or withdrawn, and that her day-to-day contacts were fundamentally 

heterogenous.  Despite her aspirations to live ‘retired’, the reality was that even the 

hours she spent in her private closet were liable to urgent interruptions, like the 

‘knocking … under my Window as was usuall Sometime when weemen in Labour or 

weake Chilldren were in any extremity’ that woke her one night in 1673.172  This, in 

turn, was the backdrop for the political references that she made in her meditations.  

Though carefully filtered and often invisible to us, a steady flow of people, news, and 

commodities informed her writing.    

 
171 Some useful reflections on the historiographical challenges, though not particularly geared toward the 
neglected story of conformity, can be found in Raffe, ‘Scotland Restored and Reshaped’. 
172 Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 238. 
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Chapter 3:  Form and practice in Halkett’s meditations 

 

The presenting features of Halkett’s meditations are their volume and their prose 

bristling with biblical quotation.  Closer examination reveals disciplined adherence to a 

single genre of writing, and a striking absence of other forms of collaboration or 

compilation.  Despite their scriptural construction, the manuscripts are not verse 

collages or miscellanies; this scholarly approach to manuscript as a composite of diverse 

pieces, though highly productive in some cases, is entirely unsuited to Halkett’s tightly-

organized volumes.1  The individual meditations are Halkett’s own compositions, and – 

adjectives aside – Couper’s description of the collection as ‘a rich Treasure of holy 

Meditations, choise Experiences, wise Observations, useful Instructions, and the most 

elevated exercises of Devotion’ is quite serviceable.2  Halkett’s ‘persistent and 

prodigious industry’ in writing these meditations has always daunted her editors, 

however, who have struggled from the beginning to find excerpts that effectively 

 
1 For examples of material that is suited to analysis as miscellanies, see Victoria E. Burke, ‘Women and 
Early Seventeenth-Century Manuscript Culture: Four Miscellanies’, The Seventeenth Century, 12 (1997), 
pp. 135–150; Adam Smyth, ‘“Rend and teare in peeces”: Textual Fragmentation in Seventeenth-Century 
England’, Seventeenth Century, 19 (2004), pp. 36–52; Gillian Wright, ‘Mary Evelyn and Devotional 
Practice’, in Frances Harris and Michael Hunter, eds., John Evelyn and His Milieu (London, 2003), pp. 
221–232); Sarah Cowper, another prime example, will feature later in this chapter.  That Halkett was 
writing miscellanies has been suggested by at least one reader, and the element of ‘compilation’ was one 
criteria for inclusion in the Perdita Project:  Victoria E. Burke, ‘“My Poor Returns”: Devotional 
Manuscripts by Seventeenth-Century Women’, Parergon, 29 (2012), pp. 47–68; Elizabeth Clarke, 
‘Introducing Hester Pulter and the Perdita Project’, Literature Compass, 2 (2005), pp. 1–3.  The concept of 
verse collages comes from early samples of laywomen’s devotional writing, before Halkett’s generation; 
the underlying question of whether biblical quotation constitutes ‘a ventriloquism that occludes agency’ 
has long troubled scholars with feminist concerns.  See especially Felch, ‘Heteroglossia and Female 
Authorial Agency’ (quote at p. 148); Kate Narveson, ‘Authority, Scripture, and Typography in Lady 
Grace Mildmay’s Manuscript Meditations’, in Micheline White, ed., English Women, Religion, and Textual 
Production, 1500-1625 (Burlington, 2011), pp. 167–184; Margaret P. Hannay, ‘“So May I with the Psalmist 
Truly Say”: Early Modern Englishwomen’s Psalm Discourse’, in Barbara Smith and Ursula Appelt, eds., 
Write or be Written: Early Modern Women Poets and Cultural Constraints (Aldershot, 2001), pp. 105–134; 
Suzanne Trill, ‘“Speaking to God in his Phrase and Word”: Women’s Use of the Psalms in Early Modern 
England’, in Stanley E. Porter, ed., The Nature of Religious Language: A Colloquium (London, 1996), pp. 
269–283. 
2 Couper, Life, epistle dedicatory 'To the truly Honourable, The Lady Dowager of Pitfirren', n.p. 
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represent the whole.3  Couper and his associates only managed to publish five of more 

than eighty ‘select’ meditations on passages of scripture, along with a number of shorter 

excerpts they termed ‘pious reflections’, trimmed to fit the classic ‘extemporal’ style 

modeled most famously by Bishop Hall.4  Halkett herself did not closely follow this 

model; indeed, her idiosyncratic adaptation of her literary genre may have contributed 

as much as the quantity of her output to shelving the collection at Pitfirrane, to be 

largely forgotten for three centuries. 

The twenty-first-century recovery of her meditations has continued to be 

hampered by confusion about its genre, demonstrated especially in the tendency to 

mine the autobiographical content while evading the devotional biblical exegesis.  

Halkett’s own statements of what she was doing, and the way she organized her 

collection for a posthumous readership, strongly indicate that the emphasis needs to be 

reversed:  analysis ought to begin with the activity at the core of her practice, quotidian 

reflection on scripture.  This chapter therefore presents Halkett’s meditations as a 

coherent, self-defining corpus, oriented around a single author’s devotional routine 

rooted in prayer and Bible reading.  It examines the unitary collection from several 

angles, beginning with its dimensions, contents, and literary genre, then turning to the 

routines and resources structuring Halkett’s practice, and concluding with her sense of 

authorship and authority.  Throughout, the chapter also deals with Halkett’s use of the 

Bible, an essential feature of her devotional diction and thus also of her political 

arguments, laying a groundwork for the case-by-case analyses of her hermeneutics that 

will figure in subsequent chapters. 

 

 

 

 
3 The phrase is Myra Reynold’s, Learned Lady, p. 93, applied to a contemporary of Halkett’s; Halkett is 
the succeeding example:  ‘To write so much with no urgency of fame or money shows some very strong 
inner demand for expression and a very facile pen’ (p. 95). 
4 Halkett, Seven Gifts, Jabez his Request, etc., pp. 76–86.  Hall’s influence on Halkett is discussed later in 
this chapter. 
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I.  Scope 

Dimensions 

Halkett’s extant meditations are the remnants of a meticulously arranged manuscript 

collection once double the size, containing more than fifty bound, unbound, and 

‘stitched’ books, which she entrusted to her Episcopalian ministers in 1698, just before 

her death.5  The catalogue published with her biography in 1701 preserves a detailed 

record of the collection as they received it.6  To date this catalogue has been 

underutilized in orienting the extant material, either treated solely as a measure of 

quantity, or regarded with suspicion as Couper’s creation.7  More likely, however, it 

originated from Halkett’s own master list.8  Though she had kept the manuscripts 

private during her lifetime, she was preparing for a future readership from the 

beginning, and their careful organization reflects this.9  Out of the twenty-one books 

itemized in the catalogue, fourteen are extant.  These surviving books confirm that the 

 
5 To my knowledge, only Susan Felch has reckoned Halkett’s output at fifty books (‘English Women’s 
Devotional Writing’, p. 122); this number puts Halkett on a par, of sorts, with Nehemiah Wallington, 
who also left a catalogue of his fifty notebooks (Paul S. Seaver, Wallington’s World: A Puritan Artisan in 
Seventeenth-Century London (Stanford, 1985), pp. 199–208).  Halkett, NLS 6502, pp. 225–229: ‘Satturday 
19th of February 1697/8 The Reason that made mee breake the Resolution I made Long since’, explains 
how she finally decided to loan one of her books to Couper and his colleagues, with an eye toward 
posthumous publication.  As explained in an earlier footnote in Chapter 2, this was Book II in Couper’s 
catalogue, written during 1649-50, and now lost. 
6 The catalogue can be found in Couper, Life, following p. 58, and was reprinted in Ballard, Memoirs of 
Several Ladies, pp. 373–378. 
7 Trill, ‘Critical Categories’, argues that the catalogue represents Couper’s reworking of Halkett’s 
collection to suit his own ends. 
8 The meditation cited above explains that she had first entrusted the ministers with a list of her books 
(sealed, to be opened in the event of her death) sometime after Mr Graeme’s arrival in Dunfermline in 
1687.     
9 Halkett, NLS 6502, p. 226, refers to her ‘never intending they should bee seene to any as Long as I 
Lived’; yet her earliest surviving composition, from 1651, already anticipates an audience, ‘if this thy 
exercise should happen to come to Vieu’ (Twentieth and Fifth Psalm, ‘Preface’, n.p.); there are many other 
passages of this sort in the intervening meditations.  It is sometimes suggested that Halkett circulated her 
‘True accountt’, but I consider the evidence inconclusive – at most, she was open to the possibility in 
1678.  In 1698, she mentioned that her ministers knew of its existence, but this does not mean that they 
had read it.  She says, ‘I had formerly aquainted them with the Account of my life & the occation that 
made mee putt itt in writting’ (NLS 6502, p. 226); but she uses the same verb, ‘aquaint’, for their 
awareness of her meditations up till that point.  Halkett, NLS 6500, pp. 146–147, describes her making 
tables of contents for the individual books and putting ‘papers upon every one of them to know the date 
when every one of them was written’.  These papers can still be seen on the spines of some of the books.   
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catalogue relies on Halkett’s tables of contents, and that its statistics about each book’s 

size and dates are mostly accurate.10  Overall, the catalogue indicates that the original 

collection, as Halkett bequeathed it, was uniform in content and organization, 

produced sequentially over a fifty-five year period (1644-1699), and oriented around her 

longer select or biblical meditations, rather than the occasional meditations that have 

monopolized recent interest.11  The catalogue also reveals how much has been lost – 

rather more than has generally been recognized.  Calculating from the itemized books 

only, about a quarter of the collection is missing; but a nebulous addendum to the 

catalogue mentions ‘about thirty stitched Books, some in Folio, some in 4to. most of 

them of 10 or 12 sheets’.  If, as Joad Raymond explains, a stitched book in quarto 

containing twelve sheets amounted to ninety-six pages (each sheet yielding eight quarto 

pages), then thirty of these would be a substantial amount.12  On this reckoning, the 

original collection tallied over 10,000 pages, and half of it is gone.13 

The four pamphlets printed in 1701-02 by Halkett’s ministers mitigate this loss 

by a small percentage, though they were doubtless edited in the process of publication.14  

 
10 Accurate, with the following caveats:  the dates are often only approximate, and one page count is 
actually the folio count of a manuscript that was not continuously paginated by Halkett; there are also 
typographical errors, such as ‘1561’ for ‘1651’ or ‘452’ for ‘352’. 
11 Halkett was careful to mark her rare additions of later material (Halkett, NLS 6492, pp. xiv-xv), or 
when she copied something in from a ‘loose paper’ written earlier (e.g. NLS 6489, pp. 196-197; Halkett, 
NLS 6492, pp. 30-34; Halkett, NLS 6494, pp. 292-293; NLS 6501, pp. 1-2); at least one loose sheet that 
she identified in this manner went missing later (NLS 6493, p. 124). 
12 Joad Raymond, Pamphlets and Pamphleteering in Early Modern Britain (2006), pp. 81–83.  This estimate 
fits with the one ‘stitched Book in 4to.’ listed in the main catalogue (as a continuation of Book XV, now 
NLS 6496):  it contained 136 pages, the equivalent of seventeen sheets. 
13 The fourteen surviving books contain 5145 pages of text (I count based on text rather than binding).  
According to Couper’s catalogue, the eight lost books, including the continuation of NLS 6496, 
contained 2038 pages.  Another 2880 pages of stitched books (30 x 96) would bring the total page count 
to 10,063.  These figures do not include the autobiography (not listed in the catalogue) or the material 
printed from the lost manuscripts, which would add slightly to the extant side of the equation. 
14 I calculate six percent of the missing portion, given that 196 printed pages (about 330 words per full 
page of text) are roughly the equivalent of 300 quarto manuscript pages at Halkett’s average rate of 180 
words per page.  It is impossible to know how much the printed material was edited.  The punctuation 
and spelling are altered, there are stylistic discrepancies, and the usual personal details are absent.  But 
there is an overall congruity between the printed material and the surviving manuscripts, so this is not 
like the case of the regicide Edmund Ludlow’s memoir, long accepted as genuine, only to be exposed in 
the last fifty years as ‘a semi-forgery’ and ‘a feat of deception without parallel in English historical 
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They give some sense of what Halkett’s first readers preferred.  Two pamphlets 

reproduce long biblical meditations named in the catalogue, one on Psalm 25 and the 

other on ‘the First Week’ (the seven days of creation).15  A third pamphlet draws from 

the stitched books, combining two shorter biblical meditations with excerpts from 

Halkett’s sacramental and occasional meditations, and her household prayers.16  The 

fourth pamphlet is a short set of Instructions for Youth, putatively written by Halkett for 

her children boarders, but in its present form probably an editor’s digest of her longer 

composition; it has no match in the catalogue, but was possibly among the stitched 

books.17  More publications were likely intended, to be drawn from the other missing 

‘Books’ in the catalogue.  Such a project, indefinitely postponed, could easily explain 

their loss.  Halkett’s ministers only outlived her by a decade; indeed, she was fortunate 

that anything survived at Pitfirrane, for her step-grandson died unmarried in 1705, and 

the Halkett name was assumed by a step-granddaughter’s husband – someone, 

presumably, with minimal interest in his wife’s grandfather’s second wife’s religious 

meditations.18  The posthumous publications may have been what secured the 

 
literature’:  Blair Worden, ‘Whig History and Puritan Politics: the Memoirs of Edmund Ludlow 
Revisited’, Historical Research, 75 (2002), pp. 209–237; Edmund Ludlow, A Voyce from the Watch Tower, 
ed. A. B. Worden (London, 1978). 
15 Halkett, Twentieth and Fifth Psalm, originally written in late 1651 (Book III in the catalogue); Halkett, 
Upon the First Week, part of Book VIII in the catalogue, dated to 1663-65.  Both were classic meditative 
topoi:  see Barbara Kiefer Lewalski, Protestant Poetics and the Seventeenth-Century Religious Lyric (Princeton, 
1979), pp. 39–53, 162–165; Frank Livingstone Huntley, ed., Bishop Joseph Hall and Protestant Meditation in 
Seventeenth-Century England: A Study with the Texts of The Art of Divine Meditation (1606) and Occasional 
Meditations (1633) (Binghamton, 1981), pp. 3–13. 
16 Halkett, Seven Gifts, Jabez his Request, etc..  The select meditations were on Isaiah 11.2-3 and 1 
Chronicles 4.10.  This collection qualifies the catalogue’s assertion that the stitched books ‘all’ contained 
occasional meditations. 
17 Halkett, Instructions for Youth.  The heavy-handed editing in this piece is evident in the short sentences, 
the sermon-head organization, and the overall brevity (barely sixteen printed pages), quite unlike 
Halkett’s usual style. 
18 Couper and Graeme died in 1710; so did Sir William Bruce, her stepson-in-law, leaving only Sir 
Charles’s wife Janet Murray from that generation of the family (Scott, FES, V.29, 34; Lowrey, ‘Bruce, Sir 
William’).  The new ‘Halkett of Pitfirrane’ was Peter Wedderburn of Gosford.  Pitcairn, ed., ‘History of 
the Halkett Family’, p. 43, gives an incoherent summary of the transition, which can be corroborated 
from G. E. Cokayne, Complete Baronetage (5 vols, Exeter, 1900-1906), vol. III, pp. 334-335 (demise of the 
direct Halkett line in 1705), and Alexander Wedderburn, The Wedderburn Book, vol. 1 (1898), pp. 374–
376 (Wedderburn assumption of the Halkett surname and estate). 
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manuscripts deposited at Pitfirrane, as the legacy of a noted pious ancestor. 

Two other loss scenarios were also at play in shaping what survived.  One was 

damage over time; none of the stitched or unbound books are extant, except perhaps 

the autobiography, and its condition illustrates the fragility of such material.  

Censorship, another loss scenario, was probably the least influential factor, despite its 

explanatory appeal.  Someone did deliberately remove two sensitive leaves referring to 

Bampfield from the autobiography, and another leaf referring to Sir Charles from the 

meditations.  The identity of the censor(s) is an unsolved mystery, but it was someone 

who did not know the collection well enough to purge it thoroughly, which eliminates 

Halkett or Couper as possibilities.19  In the main, Halkett’s surviving manuscripts 

largely escaped the revisions of later readers.20  The tidiness of her books is unusual, 

compared to the heavy posthumous editing obscuring other seventeenth-century 

women’s devotional writing.21  Overall, the tendency to criticize Couper and his fellow 

 
19 The missing pages in BL Add. 32376 are discussed in Loftis’s notes to Memoirs, pp. 194-195 (nt. 23:9), 
204 (nt. 72:32).  At that time, he suggested that the pages were ‘removed, by Lady Halkett herself or some 
other person concerned to protect her reputation’ (see also p. 3), and this notion still circulates (e.g. 
Kearns, ‘Fashioning Innocence’, p. 343).  Loftis later revised his opinion that Halkett was involved, 
noting that Couper’s Life of the Lady Halket had access to details no longer extant, possibly from the 
missing pages (Bampfield’s Apology, pp. 245, 248, 280 nt. 11).  Seelig, Autobiography and Gender, pp. 130, 
185 nt. 9, notes Loftis’s revision and suggests Halkett was unlikely to have edited her own writing in this 
manner.  The leaf removed from Halkett’s meditations was an entire meditation ‘Concerning my Son 
Thursday 1st of July 97’, NLS 6501, pp. 256–257 (Halkett’s pagination).  Trill suggests that Couper was 
responsible for removing all the pages (Halkett: Selected Self-Writings, p. 52); but if he was really concerned 
to hide the friction between Halkett and her stepson, he should have torn out many other pages as well.  
It must have been someone still later, though I see no reason to resort to nineteenth-century 
‘prudishness’ (Akkerman, Invisible Agents, p. 187).  Why not eighteenth-century family prestige?  Perhaps 
one of Sir Charles Halkett’s seven daughters cut the pages out.  A later reader also excised the blank 
pages from Halkett’s last volume, unfinished at her death: NLS 6502, pp. 214–249. 
20 The reading marks in the text (underlining, brackets) seem to correspond to darker-ink corrections in 
Halkett’s handwriting, while occasional pencil brackets in the margins correspond to later readers (for 
example, the pencil marks in NLS 6493, pp. 5-6, 25-30 may be from Nichols’s perusal c. 1870, since the 
latter passage is printed in the 1875 Camden edition of Halkett’s autobiography, pp. 113-115; other 
marks on those pages appear to be Halkett’s own).  Notes in other hands are rare (e.g. Halkett, NLS 
6493, p. 289; NLS 6499, p. 37 – likely Nichols as well).   
21 For example, Mary Rich’s and Elizabeth Egerton’s manuscripts, described in Anselment’s introduction 
to Anselment, ed., Occasional Meditations of Mary Rich, pp. 35–39, and Erica Longfellow’s headnote to 
Egerton’s manuscript at the Huntington Library (MS EL 8374) in the Perdita Manuscripts database 
under ‘Egerton, Elizabeth Cavendish’ (https://web.warwick.ac.uk/english/perdita/html/).  Another 
complication Halkett avoided was the expansive re-writing undertaken by Alice Thornton, Elizabeth 
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editors is unwarranted.  Undeniably, they used Halkett’s writings to advance their own 

cause, as beleaguered Episcopalian ministers seeking official redress against the specious 

pretexts the Presbyterians were using to drive them out of their parishes.  But did this 

contradict her wishes?  Her bestowal of the manuscripts on her embattled Episcopalian 

community seems quite intentional, and what the published selections highlight were 

indeed her stated priorities. 

 

Missing contexts 

Even with half the collection lost, it still extends to approximately 5500 pages and near 

a million words, a sizeable collection to absorb.22  Fortunately the contents of Halkett’s 

manuscripts are more straightforward than many comparable collections.  The 

autobiography aside, they are single-genre, chronological, heavily biblical but relatively 

independent of other sources, and written with sufficient self-reflection to give a solid 

sense of authorial intent.  These features enable the collection to be self-interpreting, 

but they also present limitations by preventing certain avenues of inquiry.  The way the 

collection has survived, completely detached from its original archival context – which 

has disappeared entirely23 – means that Halkett’s readers are largely without the messy 

 
Freke, and Elizabeth Isham, each of whom left multiple version of their autobiographical accounts:  
Anselment, ed., Thornton’s ‘First Booke’; The Remembrances of Elizabeth Freke, 1671-1714, ed. Raymond A. 
Anselment (Cambridge, 2001); Elizabeth Clarke and Erika Longfellow, ‘‘[E]xamine my life’: writing the 
self in the early seventeenth century’, https://warwick.ac.uk/fac/arts/ren/researchcurrent/isham/texts/. 
22 Here I am including the autobiography (calculated by Trill at 44,000 words) and the printed 
meditations.  My estimate is based on my own transcription of individual meditations.  I find, on 
average, that the manuscripts contain 180 words per quarto page, while a full page of printed text 
contains about 330 words.  Trill first estimated Halkett’s entire literary output at a million words 
(‘Meditations’), but has since suggested that ‘[t]he extant volumes alone contain over a million words’ 
(Halkett: Selected Self-Writings, p. xxxiv; see also pp. 1, 15, 26, 43, 51, 145, 155, 165, 175, 187).  Most of 
her estimates for individual manuscripts are significantly too high, however.  For detailed physical 
descriptions of each manuscript, see the Perdita Manuscripts database under ‘Halkett, Anne’. 
23 Aside from her meditations, whatever other papers were part of Halkett’s estate at her death are 
completely lost.  What survives in her hand in the Pitfirrane and Kinross House collections belongs there 
– it has to do with those families’ finances.  There is a strange note by Sheila Pitcairn in Webster, The 
Abbot House, Dunfermline, p. 49, asserting that ‘LADY HALKET’S PAPERS - at the time of her death were 
deposited in the Yester Writs GD28/2257 as Abbot House belonged to THE MARQUIS OF 
TWEEDDALE, EARL OF DUNFERMLINE’.  I pursued this (many thanks to the patient archivist at the 
National Record Office who tracked down ‘GD28/2257’ for me), and found that Pitcairn had 
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but vital evidence of cross-references, borrowings, and collaborations that have proved 

so useful in the reconstruction of other authors’ intellectual worlds.24  Halkett’s library, 

for instance, has vanished; we do not even know, in most cases, whether the books she 

cited were her own, or borrowed.  In contrast with many other early modern women 

devotional writers, Halkett did not write collaboratively, either with earlier devotional 

sources or with mentor-figures.25  Instead, as I will go on to show, she kept her non-

biblical reading at arm’s-length, only quoting from a few dozen identifiable works in her 

extant meditations, usually only once per title.  The independence of her writing was 

quite intentional; as she put it, ‘In what I have written, I have not (to my knowledge) 

borrowed any thing from any, but the Holy Scripture’.26 

Yet this does not mean that her intellectual milieu was a blank slate, only that it 

is more challenging to approximate.  Comparing her collection to those of a similar size 

with a larger archival context offers some hints as to what might be missing.  In word 

 
misinterpreted the paper catalogue entry for GD28/2257:  ‘No. 2257. 1699. Inventar of the writts and 
evidents of the great lodging in the Maygate of Dunfermline lately possessed by the Lady Halket and now 
sold by the rycht honourable my Lord Yester, heritable proprietor thereof, to John Chalmer, bailly of 
Dunfermlyne, consisting of 10 items dating from 1550-1619. (paper)’.  GD28/2257 itself is a single sheet 
of paper, listing documents associated with former owners of Abbot House.  It has nothing to do with 
Lady Halkett or her papers.  At her death, what she had not disposed of otherwise probably went to her 
financial executor, Sir Robert Murray, who had helped her pay off her final debts in exchange for the sale 
value of her furnishings and plate after her death (Couper, Life, p. 52; Halkett, NLS 6502, pp. 293, 297–
300). 
24 Besides other references made throughout this chapter, see, for example, the essays in Harris and Scott-
Baumann, eds., The Intellectual Culture of Puritan Women, 1558-1680; Harold Love, ‘How Personal is a 
Personal Miscellany? Sarah Cowper, Martin Clifford and the “Buckingham Commonplace Book”’, in R. 
C. Alston, ed., Order and Connexion: Studies in Bibliography and Book History (Cambridge, 1997), pp. 111–
126; William H. Sherman, Used Books: Marking Readers in Renaissance England (Philadelphia, 2008); 
William H. Sherman, John Dee: The Politics of Reading and Writing in the English Renaissance (Amherst, 
1995); Kevin Sharpe, Reading Revolution: The Politics of Reading in Early Modern England (New Haven, 
2000). 
25 Two instructive contrasts in this respect are Margaret Blagge Godolphin, who wrote under the tutelage 
of John Evelyn and whose manuscripts only survive among his papers; and Susanna Hopton, who 
produced devotional compilations from other sources, some of which were published in her lifetime and 
others posthumously, all under the aegis of clergymen (George Hickes, and possibly Thomas Traherne).  
Evelyn papers, Add. MS 78392 (British Library, London, 1664-1687); W. Calvin Dickinson, ‘Godolphin 
[née Blagge], Margaret (1652–1678)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004); Julia J. Smith, ‘Hopton [née Harvey], 
Susanna (1627–1709)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004); see also Frances Harris, Transformations of Love: The 
Friendship of John Evelyn and Margaret Godolphin (Oxford, 2002); Susanna Hopton, ed. Julia J. Smith 
(Farnham, 2010). 
26 Halkett, Upon the First Week, p. 49. 
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count, her meditations are comparable to two noted historical sources of the later 

seventeenth century, Samuel Pepys’s personal diary of the 1660s, and Roger Morrice’s 

news-filled Entring Book (1677-1691).27  Both of these multi-volume manuscripts sit 

within much larger archives displaying the resources and preoccupations of their 

respective authors; in Pepys’s case, his elaborate personal library still resides in the very 

bookcases he designed for it.28  Halkett’s locale and station in life were of course quite 

different from these men’s, but she too would have had a library and associated 

materials reflecting other pursuits than devotional exercise.  Doubtless there were 

accounts, inventories, family records, and correspondence among her papers.  We can 

also be certain there were books and manuscripts related to her medical practice, 

though she only cited one book in her meditations, Wirsung’s General Practice of Physic, 

a sixteenth-century German work translated into English, and only described writing 

one manuscript, a ‘Book which I have designed, for making known, Experiments for 

the Health of the Body’ (now lost).29  Couper, however, uses some enlightening phrases 

in his defense of her medical expertise:  he indicates that she was self-taught, ‘a Lady of 

a Comprehensive Judgement’, with opportunities ‘to converse with the most eminent 

Physicians in Britain’ and ‘to furnish herself with the choicest Books, Published on that 

subject, in English or French’.  He also describes her daily industry in her ‘Still-House’, 

 
27 The Diary of Samuel Pepys, eds. Robert Latham and William Matthews (11 vols, London, 1970-1983), p. 
xli, has a word count of 1,250,000.  The Entring Book of Roger Morrice 1677-1691, ed. Mark Goldie (7 vols, 
Woodbridge, 2007); Goldie, Morrice and the Puritan Whigs, pp. 87–88, gives the total as 925,000 words.  
Pepys is the obligatory comparison for any seventeenth-century chronicler, and has been used both for 
Morrice and for Halkett:  Mark Goldie, ‘Roger Morrice and his Entring Book’, History Today (2001), pp. 
38–44, and Goldie, Morrice and the Puritan Whigs, pp. xviii–xix; Trill, ‘Lady Anne Halkett’. 
28 Pepys’s library is housed at Magdalene College, Cambridge, according to the stipulations in his will; its 
significance as a personal display (and less as a record of reading) is discussed in Kate Loveman, Samuel 
Pepys and His Books: Reading, Newsgathering, and Sociability, 1660-1703 (Oxford, 2015).  Morrice’s extensive 
manuscript collection, intended for a history of Puritanism, is now part of Dr William’s Library, London.  
Goldie, Morrice and the Puritan Whigs, pp. xviii, 269–307, discusses its contents, and also reconstructs 
Morrice’s personal library from his book catalogues (pp. 79-86).  If Halkett had a catalogue of her books, 
it has not survived. 
29 Christof Wirsung, The General Practise of Physicke, tran. Jacob Mosan Germane (London, 1605); Halkett 
cited this work twice, in the 1650s and in 1697, which suggests she owned the book:  Halkett, NLS 6489, 
p. 164; NLS 6501, p. 142.  Her own medical treatise is mentioned in a select meditation written in late 
1686, printed in Seven Gifts, Jabez his Request, etc., p. 25. 
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preparing the medicines for which she was widely known.  His praise of her ‘great 

knowledge’ need not be written off as sycophancy; she was evidently both industrious 

and intellectually astute.30 

Aside from medical occupations, there must have been other intellectual 

pursuits besides devotional reading and writing that occupied Halkett’s time.  The non-

biblical illustrations in her meditations indicate wide reading, a healthy curiosity, and a 

knack for story-telling.  There are a number of clues that, as an adult, she had curbed 

an early predilection for lighter literature.  Her meditations express regret for her past 

enjoyment of plays and romances, possibly even hinting that some of her early writing 

was in this vein.31  Further hints of what she might have read as a young woman might 

be drawn from the remnants of her elder sister Elizabeth’s library, recently identified 

within the Puckering bequest to the Wren Library at Trinity College, Cambridge.32  

David McKitterick, former head librarian, found approximately one hundred books 

and manuscripts marked with Elizabeth Newton-Puckering’s initials, ‘E. P.’, among 

which he noted a higher proportion of plays, poetry, romances, and books about 

gardening, than works of ‘theology and devotion’.  As McKitterick warns, however, 

ownership marks do not equal reading, and this fragmentary collection may not fully 

indicate Elizabeth’s habits.  It also post-dates Halkett’s residence at Charlton House in 

the mid-1640s, reducing the likelihood that Halkett ever saw these particular books.33  

 
30 Couper, Life, pp. 11–12, 56, 54 (quoted in that order). 
31 Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 98; see also pp. 52-53.  Halkett’s literary influences are discussed in Lanum 
Eales, ‘Anne Halkett’, pp. 124–135; Seelig, Autobiography and Gender, ch. 5, also gives considerable 
attention to Halkett’s use of literary devices.  Conversely, Trill, ‘Beyond Romance?’, pp. 448, 455 nt. 12–
14, summarizes the various eighteenth- and nineteenth-century literary parallels that Halkett’s twentieth-
century readers have suggested, including Samuel Richardson, Jane Austen, and Sir Walter Scott. 
32 McKitterick, ‘Case of Elizabeth Puckering’; David McKitterick, ‘Books and Other Collections’, in 
David McKitterick, ed., The Making of the Wren Library, Trinity College, Cambridge (Cambridge, 1995), pp. 
56–58.  The collection originated with Henry Newton Puckering’s father, Adam Newton, Scottish tutor 
to James VI’s eldest son Prince Henry (d. 1612). 
33 The fact that Elizabeth was using her new surname, ‘Puckering’, rather than her husband’s original 
surname ‘Newton’ – the result of an inheritance in 1654 – indicates that Halkett would only have been 
exposed to this library on her rare visits to London, after she moved to Scotland.  According to 
McKitterick, the books contain no other reading marks; nor do any of Elizabeth Murray Newton-
Puckering’s personal papers survive, aside from a few letters to John Evelyn in the Evelyn papers. 
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At most, her sister’s taste may reflect interests the sisters once shared.  Incidentally, the 

larger Newton-Puckering collection is one of several notable libraries Halkett would 

have encountered as a house guest during the 1640s and 50s.  Naworth Castle in 

Cumbria, where she spent nearly a year in 1649-50, also had an exceptional library, as 

did Pinkie House near Edinburgh, where Halkett visited the dowager countess of 

Dunfermline in 1654.34  The only library Halkett mentioned, however, was the 

Balcarres House library, which she hastily catalogued and sent away in trunks when 

English troops were on their way to arrest the earl in 1653.35 

Nothing is known of the Pitfirrane library during Halkett’s lifetime.36  In any 

case, as McKitterick cautions, book lists ultimately prove a limited measure of reading.37  

But neither did Halkett detail her routine reading in the manner of Margaret Hoby’s 

 
34 Richard Ovenden, ‘The Manuscript Library of Lord William Howard of Naworth (1563-1640)’, in 
James M. W. Willoughby and J. I. Catto, eds., Books and Bookmen in Early Modern Britain (Toronto, 2018), 
pp. 278–318; Davidson, ‘Alexander Seton, First Earl of Dunfermline’. 
35 Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fol. 50r-v. 
36 The only library catalogue in the Pitfirrane Papers probably had no connection to the family during 
Halkett’s lifetime.  It originally belonged to Sir John Wedderburn of Gosford, whose nephew married Sir 
Charles Halkett’s eldest daughter in 1694 – fifteen years after Wedderburn’s death, at which point [all?] 
his library had been bequeathed to the University of St Andrews.  See Pitfirrane Papers, MS 6505 
(National Library of Scotland, Edinburgh, 17th century); A. H. Millar, ‘Wedderburn, Sir John (1599–
1679)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004); https://libguides.st-
andrews.ac.uk/specialcollections/rarebooks/wedderburn only identifies 136 books, a tiny fraction of 
those listed in the manuscript catalogue. 
37 Paul Morgan, ‘Frances Wolfreston and “Hor Bouks”: A Seventeenth-Century Woman Book-Collector’, 
The Library, 11 (1989), pp. 197–219, is similarly cautious about what can be concluded from the 
collection he studied.  Two other cautionary examples are the respective book lists of Lady Ann 
Coventry, and Dame Sarah Cowper.  The list of Ann Coventry’s books printed in an appendix to Ruth 
Perry, The Celebrated Mary Astell: An Early English Feminist (Chicago, 1986), pp. 339–354 'Book 
Collections of the Countess of Coventry', simply transcribes several lists and is therefore of little use for 
either quantitative or comparative purposes.  Much more work would need to be done to identify the 
precise books and eliminate duplicate entries, as Anne Kugler does in her listing of Cowper’s books 
(Errant Plagiary: The Life and Writing of Lady Sarah Cowper, 1644-1720 (Stanford, CA, 2002), pp. 195–205).  
But even then, as Kugler points out, Cowper’s library inventory only partially corresponds to the actual 
evidence of reading in the miscellanies, which is much more extensive than the book list and has yet to 
be fully explored.  Woolf, ‘Cowper as Reader and Commentator’, illustrates the pitfalls of drawing 
conclusions simply on reading references in the diaries, rather than analysis of the miscellanies 
themselves; the essay makes no mention of one of the history books Cowper quoted most intensively, 
Raleigh’s History of the World – which was not in her book lists.  
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and Mary Rich’s diaries.38  There is no evidence that she kept commonplace books or 

reading miscellanies, though she sometimes wrote notes or passages of interest on 

scraps of paper that were later bound into her books.39  Couper’s reference to her ‘solid 

quick and penetrating Judgment’ is born out in her ability to keep her reading and her 

writing from converging.40  The nine volumes of reading miscellanies kept by Sarah 

Cowper, a somewhat younger contemporary, illustrate the opposite tendency.41  

Cowper, an avid and penetrating reader, frankly admitted that she was ‘Like an errant 

plagiary’:  she excerpted extensively from her reading, reorganizing and condensing 

passages and then reusing some of them in her diary entries.42  Cowper’s manuscripts 

leave an amazingly detailed record of how she read.  By contrast, Halkett’s studious 

avoidance of such techniques forces us to examine the shape and structure of her 

writing routine for comparable evidence of her thought processes. 

 

II.  Genre 

The contents of Halkett’s ‘books’ are well described in Couper’s biography as ‘Holy 

meditations’ that ‘relieved, refreshed and recruited her Spirits’.43  She was fluent in the 

Protestant meditative discipline, a flexible yet definite form which she adapted to suit 

 
38 Andrew Cambers, Godly Reading: Print, Manuscript and Puritanism in England, 1580-1720 (Cambridge, 
2011), pp. 49–53; Cambers, ‘Margaret Hoby’s Marginalia’; Crawford, ‘Reconsidering Early Modern 
Women’s Reading’. 
39 Only four such notes have survived, and not always in the correct volume.  Halkett, NLS 6492, pp. 
xiv–xv ‘in the london Gazette feb 6 87/8’, an addendum to her earlier meditation ‘upon the dreadfull 
Eruption & Inundation of the fire Aprill 1669 related by the Earle of Winchelsea’, pp. 80-81, which she 
had left unfinished because she had forgotten the location of the volcano; NLS 6493, p. iv, a quotation 
from Eusebius on the authorship of Hebrews, possibly related to a meditation in NLS 6492, p. 141 ; NLS 
6497, p. v, quotes from R[ichard] Allen (Alleine), The Godly Mans Portion and Sanctuary Opened, in Two 
Sermons, Preached August 17, 1662 (London, 1662); NLS 6501, p. vi, quotes from a sermon in Joseph Hall, 
The Shaking of the Olive-tree: The Remaining Works of that Incomparable Prelate Joseph Hall, D.D. Late Lord 
Bishop of Norwich (London, 1660), ‘The Mischiefe of Faction’, related to her meditation in that volume 
on the errors of Roman Catholicism. 
40 Couper, Life, p. 6. 
41 Sarah Cowper, D/EP F36-F44 (Hertfordshire Archives, 1670-1720). 
42 Kugler, Errant Plagiary, p. 3; Love, ‘How Personal is a Personal Miscellany?’, p. 125, argues that this was 
different from modern concepts of ‘plagiarism’. 
43 Couper, Life, p. 58. 
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her own goals and resources.44  The hesitation among modern scholars to interpret her 

writings in terms of this discipline – subdividing her meditations, rather, into a mixture 

of indeterminate genres and approaching the collection as amorphous self-writing – 

reflects a general sense of the indeterminate nature of private devotion and the 

‘marginal’ or ‘intratextual’ genres associated with it, such as translations and collages of 

other works.45  Halkett’s collection is unusually free from these ambiguities, but 

‘meditation’ does have a broad range of meaning.  Ian Green’s study of commercially 

popular religious works, Print and Protestantism (2000), emphasizes ‘the looseness with 

which the term “meditation” was used in the early modern period’.46  Flexibility was 

integral to the genre.  Much of the perceived ambiguity stems from trying to deduce a 

 
44 The best discussion of Protestant meditation is Lewalski, Protestant Poetics, ch. 5 ‘Protestant Meditation: 
Kinds, Structures, and Strategies of Development for the Meditative Lyric’, pp. 147-178.  It is strangely 
little referenced in more recent discussions of meditation and the use of scripture in seventeenth-century 
writing.  Lewalski was engaged in a debate over whether the meditative element in such poets as John 
Donne and George Herbert derived from Catholic or Protestant sources; the chief advocate of Catholic 
influences (e.g. Loyola and de Sales) was Louis L. Martz, The Poetry of Meditation: A Study in English 
Religious Literature of the Seventeenth Century (New Haven, 1954).  This debate suddenly became obsolete, 
upon the arrival of ‘new historicism’ in literary studies, which perhaps accounts for the limited use made 
of Lewalski’s otherwise excellent study.  The historiographical sea-change is discussed in ‘Remapping 
Early Modern England: From Revisionism to the Culture of Politics’, in Kevin M. Sharpe, Remapping 
Early Modern England: The Culture of Seventeenth-Century Politics (Cambridge, 2000), pp. 3–37. 
45 Lanum Eales, ‘Anne Halkett’, distinguishes five genres in Halkett’s writings:  mother’s advice writings, 
occasional meditations, autobiography, select meditations, and journal entries.  But apart from the 
autobiography, which is clearly distinct from the meditations, there is no reason to introduce genres such 
as ‘mother’s advice’ and ‘journal entries’ that Halkett did not use; these were select and occasional 
meditations, respectively, as her own tables of contents make clear.  ‘Self-writing’ has done good service as 
a broad and flexible category displacing earlier criteria that excluded women’s writing; it has helped to 
establish the identity, quantity, and creativity of women’s writings amidst the ‘wider unfixity of genres in 
the period’ (Graham, ‘Women’s Writing’, pp. 210, 213), but it tends to become trapped in biographical 
expectations, especially in the case of women writers (Ezell, Writing Women’s Literary History, pp. 42, 69).  
Thus Trill, ‘Lady Anne Halkett’, sees the meditations as delineating ‘the development of an 
autobiographical consciousness’; see also Trill, ‘Introduction’, p. xviii.  On the ambiguities of devotional 
genres, see White, ‘Women, Religious Communities, Prose Genres, and Textual Production’. 
46 Ian Green, Print and Protestantism in Early Modern England (Oxford, 2000), p. 279.  His larger discussion 
(ch. 5 ‘Best-Sellers and Steady Sellers II: Prayer, Meditation, and Preparing for Communion’, pp. 239-
304) provides helpful context on the variety of devotional aids available in these categories.  Other broad 
discussions I have found useful, especially for giving the flavour (and not just the numerical statistics) of 
seventeenth-century devotional material include Charles James Stranks, Anglican Devotion: Studies in the 
Spiritual Life of the Church of England between the Reformation and the Oxford Movement (London, 1961); 
Charles E. Hambrick-Stowe, The Practice of Piety: Puritan Devotional Disciplines in Seventeenth-Century New 
England (Chapel Hill, 1982); and Lewalski, Protestant Poetics. 
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fixed literary pattern from instructions for a mental exercise.  The written form was 

secondary to the real goal, to raise the soul and lift the affections beyond earthly 

concerns to greater spiritual realities.  Devotional manuals proliferated methods to that 

end, and early modern practitioners – Halkett among them – freely adapted their 

advice. 

Halkett had a steady method of dividing her manuscript books into separate 

sections of ‘occasional’ and ‘select’ meditations.  These were the two basic forms of 

Protestant devotional meditation in the seventeenth century, though the labels varied 

from author to author.  The most commonly cited model is Bishop Joseph Hall’s Art of 

Divine Meditation (1606), itself an adaptation of earlier models.47  ‘Occasional’ 

meditations (what Hall termed ‘extemporal’) focused on immediate experiences, and 

‘select’ meditations (‘deliberate’, for Hall, ‘set and solemn’ for Richard Baxter, ‘formal’ 

for others) dealt more intensively with a designated theme.  One could say that 

deliberate meditation chose a topic and worked through it, rather like a sermon, while 

occasional meditation elaborated on an experience or encounter, analogous to a 

sermon illustration.  Hall explained the distinction thus: 

Our divine meditation is nothing else but a bending of the mind upon some 
spiritual object, through diverse forms of discourse, until our thoughts come to 
an issue; and this must needs be either extemporal and occasioned by outward 
occurrences offered to the mind; or deliberate and wrought out of our own 
heart … either in matter of knowledge … or in matter of affection[.]48 
 

Baxter, whose Saints Everlasting Rest (1650) concludes with an exposition of ‘the great 

Duty of Heavenly Contemplation’, described the latter category of meditation as ‘the 

set and solemn acting of all the powers of the soul’.49 

 
47 On Hall’s sources, see Huntley’s introduction to Hall and Protestant Meditation, pp. 20–30.  Huntley 
argues that Hall was influenced by the late medieval Devotio Moderna tradition, rather than the more 
recent, and more ostensibly Catholic, Ignatian or Salesian forms of meditation. 
48 Joseph Hall, The Arte of Divine Meditation (London, 1606), pp. 6–8; quoted from Hall and Protestant 
Meditation, p. 72. 
49 Richard Baxter, The Saints Everlasting Rest, or, A Treatise of the Blessed State of the Saints in Their Enjoyment 
of God in Glory (London, 1651); quotation from the abridged version edited by John T. Wilkinson 
(London, 1962), pp. 140-145 (the phrase is used repeatedly in this section). 
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Such were unmistakeably the goals of Halkett’s meditation as well, though her 

expressions of purpose tend to be more pragmatic and personal.  ‘Frequent Meditation 

on the Works of God’, she explained, is 

a proper Exercise, for those who have no fixed Imployment, to prevent the 
misspending of time, in Idleness or worse:  And also an excellent Mean to 
suppress Vain, wandring and Sinful Thoughts, by imploying and excercising our 
thoughts, with serious and Divine Subjects[.]50 
 

Employing her thoughts well by ‘fixing’ them on scripture is a constant theme 

throughout Halkett’s meditations.51  One of her most vivid images for the urgency of 

the exercise is that of an empty mill destroying itself: 

I have heard itt observed that when a Mill hath nothing to grind, itt grinds itt 
selfe, & so wasts what would bee most usefull if well imployed.  Just thus itt is 
with mee; when my thoughts and Meditations are imployed upon devine 
subjects then they are as they should bee, Butt take them off that; And then 
they spend themselves in fruitlese Labour And becomes nott only my Sin butt 
punishment for an idle & impertinent thought is now to mee a greater trouble; 
then acting what was worse, in former times.52 

 
But Halkett also enjoyed what she was doing, often sensing a divine influence on her 

efforts: 

I have found itt so beneficiall a divertisement to imploy my thoughts sometimes 
(after my most Solemne devotion in the Morning of praying and reading the 
holy scripture) upon some particular pasages observable. that I cannott neglect 
itt long together withoutt having some checke for withdrawing from that which 
I have beene inabled in some Measure to performe with joy to my selfe because 
I found in itt some rays of the devine assistance & therfore I hope acceptable to 
him from whom comes every Good & perfect donation.53 
 

 
50 Halkett, Upon the First Week, p. 1.  I use this passage with some reservations, as it smacks of editorial 
condensation; however, the prefaces of Halkett’s other meditations corroborate the basic points, at more 
length. 
51 Couper’s description of Halkett’s devotions during the months leading up to the regicide uses the verb 
‘to fix’:  ‘Dureing these publick disorders … fixing on the Psalms of David for the subject of her 
Meditation, as affoording most sutable directions for regulating her thoughts and Prayers, in that 
juncture of publick affairs, and her own privat circumstances: Her method was, to fix her thoughts more 
particularly, upon one Verse of each Psalm; upon which making some proper reflections, she concludes 
with a short Prayer’ (Couper, Life, p. 17). 
52 Halkett, NLS 6496, p. 227. 
53 Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 156. 
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These quotations, while they demonstrate the general congruity of her goals with those 

of the printed manuals, also display her independent attitude.  She saw what she was 

doing as her own enterprise, spiritually assisted, not tied to a rigid model, and this is 

borne out by the distinct styles of occasional and select meditation that she developed. 

 

Occasional meditations 

Occasional meditation is the more widely discussed of the two forms, both in studies of 

meditation generally and in Halkett’s collection specifically.54  Her four hundred and 

twenty-seven surviving occasional meditations, dated between 1659 and 1698, only 

account for a quarter of the surviving manuscripts, but they are more easily digested, 

being shorter and concerned with daily affairs rather than abstract discussions.  They 

range over a period of forty years, but in twelve- to eighteen-month chunks which only 

sum to twelve years.  They can be roughly grouped into four smaller time periods:  

1659-61, 1667-71, 1673-75, and 1687-98.55  Most of these meditations fill several pages, 

but some are as short as half a page, while others extend to fifteen or eighteen pages, 

the length of a short select meditation.  Common topics include illnesses and accidents, 

notable deaths, financial concerns, household disruptions, political events, church and 

community frictions, medical cases, travel and bad weather.  The occasional 

meditations have been the chief impetus toward classifying the entire collection as life-

writing, and it has even been suggested that they morph into a kind of journal in her 

 
54 Marie-Louise Coolahan, ‘Redeeming Parcels of Time: Aesthetics and Practice of Occasional 
Meditation’, The Seventeenth Century, 22 (2007), pp. 124–43; Occasional Meditations of Mary Rich; 
Raymond A. Anselment, ‘Robert Boyle and the Art of Occasional Meditation’, Renaissance and 
Reformation, 32 (2009), pp. 73–92; Raymond A. Anselment, ‘Feminine Self-reflection and the 
Seventeenth-Century Occasional Meditation’, The Seventeenth Century, 26 (2011), pp. 69–93.  Trill’s 2007 
edition, Halkett: Selected Self-Writings, only draws from the occasional meditations, intentionally selecting 
‘those examples from Halkett’s Occasional Meditations that provide the most detailed information about 
her daily life and activities’; she noted the need for ‘further study’ to address the ‘meticulous biblical 
exegesis’ of the select meditations (p. xxxiv). 
55 The gaps are probably due to manuscript loss rather than interruptions in Halkett’s writing activity, 
given the repeated evidence of lost occasional meditations or memoranda in what survives. 
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later years.56  But this flattens their genuinely ‘occasional’ nature too much.  The 

increasing regularity with which Halkett dated them proves that she only wrote as 

occasion offered; one week might have four entries, and another none.  Since these 

compositions only address exceptional moments, whole dimensions of Halkett’s life 

and surroundings are left invisible.  Rather than trying to approach them as a sort of 

diary or spiritual autobiography, it is more helpful to hear what Halkett said about their 

purpose and then to compare her practice with other examples of the genre. 

If Halkett ever explained how she came to write meditations, it was in the lost 

manuscripts; the earliest surviving pieces already show a confident, established author.  

But in 1669, she did reflect back on her practice of occasional meditation, having just 

read Robert Boyle’s Occasional Reflections upon Several Subjects (1665).57  There she 

thanked God ‘who hath inclin’d mee even from my youth to make most of the 

accidents of my life occations for to Contemplate of them and from that have found 

great advantages’.  These ‘advantages’ included ‘Consolement’ in present ‘trouble or 

discontent’, and the reminder of past deliverances as a spur to ‘praise’, ‘faith’, and 

‘obedience’ under future ‘trialls’.  Halkett denied that she learned from any particular 

model – but then went back and added ‘Bishop Halls example’ in darker ink above the 

line: 

I owe not this way to any butt <first to Bishop Halls example &> the imediate 
Goodnese of my God who by his owne most holy Spiritt did vouchsafe to 
dictate some pious thoughts into my Soule which I have writt to bee a suport to 
mee when I meet with further trialls[.]58 
 

Decades later, rereading her occasional meditations in 1695, she reflected on how they 

 
56 I am not convinced by the argument, put forward by Trill (‘Introduction’, p. xxxvi) and Lanum Eales 
(‘Anne Halkett’, p. 19), that there is a major shift in style in Halkett’s occasional meditations after she 
wrote her ‘True accountt of my life’ (1677-78), signaled by dated headings rather than ‘Upon …’ titles.  In 
fact, the ‘Upon …’ titles continue to appear in the later tables of contents, and although Halkett did 
became more careful about supplying dates, the contents and style of the meditations are unchanged. 
57 Halkett, NLS 6492, pp. 58–63, ‘Upon reading Mr Boiles occationall reflections January 25 1668/9’; 
Robert Boyle, Occasional Reflections upon Several Subjects, whereto is premis’d a discourse about such kind of 
thoughts (London, 1665). 
58 Halkett, NLS 6492, pp. 59–60.  The angle brackets indicate an insertion above the line. 
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inscribed a geography or chronology of God’s providence.  Though signposted with 

‘misfortunes’, they still reminded her of ‘Places and times where thou hast most 

wonderfully manifested thy power goodnese & compassion to mee’; they reassured her 

of future ‘hope’.59  Writing meditations made her like ‘Manoah’s wife’, a biblical figure 

who modeled receptiveness to God’s word.  Halkett borrowed this unnamed woman’s 

words to argue future provision from past mercies:  ‘If the Lord were pleased to kill mee 

Hee would nott have receaved a Sacrifice of Praise att my hands Nor att any time told 

mee (by his word) such things as these’.60  Occasional meditation, as Halkett practiced 

it, was thus both an aid to memory and the basis for an intercessory position, modeled 

throughout the Old Testament, to which she was deeply attracted, where the righteous 

intercessor – Abraham, Moses, the Psalmist, Daniel, or Halkett herself – having 

repented and claimed forgiveness on a personal level, then undertook a corporate 

petition, reminding God of his past mercies to his people and urging their future 

deliverance. 

Halkett’s style is more focused on marking significant events and situations than 

on making skillful impromptu reflections on mundane ephemera.  The latter is more 

the style of Bishop Hall, and is further developed in the occasional meditations of 

Robert Boyle and his sister Mary Rich.  Hall’s influential compositions built on 

everyday experiences of the natural world, community life, or domestic economy and 

assumed a multi-personal ‘I’, a sort of ‘everyman’; they verged toward the epigrammatic 

 
59 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 188; see also pp. 171-173. 
60 Halkett has modified Judges 13.23 to fit herself.  Manoah’s wife, mother of the Israelite judge Samson, 
is one of the nameless characters of the Bible; on the significance of such figures, see Adele Reinhartz, 
‘Why Ask My Name?’: Anonymity and Identity in Biblical Narrative (Oxford, 1998).  She was well known to 
early modern Bible readers.  Nehemiah Wallington used both Manoah and his wife as role models in his 
meditations:  Nehemiah Wallington, Historical Notices of Events Occurring Chiefly in the Reign of Charles I, 
ed. R. Webb (London, 1869), vol. 1, pp. xl-xli; Booy, ed., Notebooks of Nehemiah Wallington, p. 189.  Sarah 
Cowper also noted the pair, highlighting the superior character of Manoah’s wife compared to her 
husband:  Sarah Cowper, D/EP F44 (Hertfordshire Archives, begun 1700), p. 115; Kugler, Errant 
Plagiary, p. 58. 
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Baconian essay.61  Boyle’s Occasional Reflections and Rich’s ‘Occasional Meditations’ 

(1663-1677) pursue subject matter similar to Hall’s – birds and insects, stained dresses, 

and children in puddles for Rich, or travel, fishing, and ‘an Ague’ for Boyle, who was 

imitating not just Hall, but John Donne and Isaak Walton as well.62  Still, studies of the 

Boyle siblings’ works detect significant development away from Hall’s model even 

within what are clearly imitations.  Raymond Anselment argues that Rich’s meditations 

are distinguished from Hall’s by their ‘homely quality’ and their ‘deceptive simplicity’.63  

Marie-Louise Coolahan shrewdly points out, in a discussion centred around Boyle’s 

influential secular adaptation of the form, how the crafted element of occasional 

meditation ultimately undercut the purportedly impromptu devotional exercise.64  The 

mere act of writing pushed the extemporal mode much closer to the deliberate. 

That Halkett’s occasional meditations gravitated toward crisis points and 

pressing concerns, and only rarely reflected on the classic topoi of birds, weather, and 

walks, appears less of an idiosyncrasy when her work is compared to other unpublished 

collections.  A number of her contemporaries also used the label ‘meditations’ for 

descriptions of providential deliverances, including Alice Thornton in her ‘First Booke 

of my Life’, Nehemiah Wallington in some of his compositions, and Katherine Austen, 

Lady Elizabeth Delaval, and Elizabeth Egerton, Countess of Bridgewater in their 

respective miscellanies.65  In each of these cases, practical concerns about self-defence, 

 
61 Hall published multiple collections of occasional meditations in the 1630s, but others of his published 
works also fit the meditative mode.  See the useful discussions in Huntley, ed., Hall and Protestant 
Meditation; Anselment, ‘Robert Boyle’; Anselment, ed., Occasional Meditations of Mary Rich, p. 2.  For the 
relationship with Bacon’s essays, see Lewalski, Protestant Poetics, pp. 151–152; Francis Bacon, The Essays, 
ed. John Pitcher (London, 1985).  ‘Essay’ and ‘meditation’ could be interchangeable (along with 
‘contemplation’ or ‘observation’); Bacon specifically labeled his essays on religious topics ‘meditations’. 
62 John Donne, Devotions upon Emergent Occasions, and Severall Steps in my Sicknes (London, 1624); Izaak 
Walton and Charles Cotton, The Compleat Angler, ed. John Buxton (Oxford, 1982), originally published 
in 1653 but revised repeatedly in the author’s lifetime (pp. xiii-xv). 
63 Anselment, ed., Occasional Meditations of Mary Rich, pp. 3–4. 
64 Coolahan, ‘Redeeming Parcels of Time’. 
65 Raymond A. Anselment, ‘The Deliverances of Alice Thornton: The Re-creation of a Seventeenth-
Century Life’, Prose Studies, 19 (1996), pp. 19–36; Sharon Howard, ‘Imagining the Pain and Peril of 
Seventeenth-Century Childbirth: Travail and Deliverance in the Making of an Early Modern World’, 
Social History of Medicine, 16 (2003), pp. 367–382; Seaver, Wallington’s World, especially ch. 1; Sarah Ross, 
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testimony, and memorial were a key motivating element.  The example of Charles I’s 

meditations, printed after his death as Eikon Basilike, perhaps best reflects the wider 

cultural acceptance of crisis-based meditation as a vehicle for self-defence.66  The fact 

that Halkett’s meditations, which collected over a much longer time period than any of 

the examples listed above, did not ultimately function as a public defence is due more 

to her longevity than to absence of intent. 

Perhaps most importantly, Halkett’s occasional meditations are distinctive by 

their proximity to her select meditations.  They function within an overall scheme of 

applying both scripture and experience to herself.  Indeed, the two types of meditation, 

as she practiced them, converged on each other:  the occasional meditations often 

drifted into biblical exegesis, while many of the select meditations have prefaces 

explaining their origins in a distinct occasion.  The select meditations therefore have an 

important role to play in the interpretation of the collection as a whole by making 

clearer how and why Halkett wrote. 

 

Select meditations 

Halkett’s select meditations are much longer, more deliberate compositions, focused on 

the study of scripture.  She wrote them more consistently, though probably also more 

slowly than her occasional meditations, and they constitute the majority of her extant 

collection – more than 4000 pages, written between 1651 and 1699.  There are sixty-

 
‘“And Trophes of his praises make”: Providence and Poetry in Katherine Austen’s Book M, 1664-1668’, 
in Victoria E. Burke and Jonathan Gibson, eds., Early Modern Women’s Manuscript Writing: Selected Papers 
from the Trinity/Trent Colloquium (Aldershot, 2004), pp. 181–204; Margaret J. M. Ezell, ‘Delaval [née 
Livingston], Lady Elizabeth (1648?–1717)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004); Susan Wiseman, ‘Elizabeth Delaval’s 
Memoirs and Meditations: Textual Transmission and Jacobite Context’, Early Modern Women, 10 (2015), 
pp. 68–92; Elizabeth Cavendish Egerton, Subordination and Authorship in Early Modern England: The Case of 
Elizabeth Cavendish Egerton and Her ‘loose Papers’, ed. Betty S. Travitsky (Tempe, 1999); Betty S. Travitsky, 
‘“His wife’s prayers and meditations”: MS Egerton 607’, in Anne M. Haselkorn and Betty S. Travitsky, 
eds., The Renaissance Englishwoman in Print: Counterbalancing the Canon (Amherst, 1990), pp. 241–260.  
See also Anselment, ‘Feminine Self-reflection’. 
66 Eikon Basilike will be discussed in more detail in the following chapter.  For an example of this practice 
a hundred years earlier, see Mueller, ‘Katherine Parr’s Personal Prayerbook’, pp. 132, 134, discussing 
Parr’s adaptation of material from the ‘Tower Meditations’ of Thomas More and John Fisher, two 
Catholics executed for refusing the ecclesiastical supremacy of Henry VIII.  
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four distinct compositions, of widely varying lengths:  about two-thirds are fifty pages or 

less, with the rest being longer.67  The longest are two book-length meditations, one on 

‘Josephs Trialls & Triumph’ (508 pages), and the other on ‘Moses & Samuel’ (376 

pages).68  These compositions took many months to complete (thirty-one and twenty-

two months, respectively), but none of the other meditations with dates took longer 

than a year.69  In most cases, Halkett based her study on a single verse, a short passage, 

or a group of multiple short passages, from which she developed her own thematic 

structure.  The complexity of this method needs to be appreciated; Halkett was adept at 

letting her argument develop as she wrote, and yet emerging in the end with something 

coherent.  Only five meditations take the simpler approach of working through a set 

chapter of the Bible, verse-by-verse.  Three are early compositions on Psalms or Psalm-

like passages (Psalm 25, in 1651; Psalm 143, c. 1653; Isaiah 12, c. 1661); two are late 

compositions on noteworthy biblical characters whose stories happen to occupy full 

chapters in the Hebrew Bible:  the prophetic figure sent to King Jeroboam in 1 Kings 

13 (1695) and the Syrian general Naaman in 2 Kings 5 (1698).70  These latter two 

examples are actually more like Halkett’s book-length studies of Joseph, Moses and 

Samuel, and her shorter studies on Paul (1685), Peter (1687), ‘the Passion of our Lord’ 

(1687), and ‘severall good women mentioned in Scripture’ (1691-92), where she worked 

through a sequence of relevant passages on a verse-by-verse basis.  The same structure 

plays out in her studies of entire books of the Bible, on Jonah (1684), Nehemiah (1690-

 
67 More precisely:  five are under ten pages; thirty-four (more than half the total of sixty-four) are between 
ten to fifty pages long; the other twenty-five are evenly split between under and over one hundred pages. 
68 The meditation on Paul’s life (begun in  NLS 6496) would have been 288 pages if its continuation in a 
‘stitched book’ had survived. 
69 Two meditations without clear start and end dates which might have taken a year or more to write are 
the meditation in 6493 on the ‘devoutt Widow Anna’, and that on church holidays in 6491.  The two 
select meditations in 6499 each took eleven months:  one on the book of Nehemiah, and the other on 
‘severall good women mentioned in Scripture’.   
70 The chapter meditations cover Psalms 25 and 143; Isaiah 12; 1 Kings 13 and 2 Kings 5:  Twentieth and 
Fifth Psalm; NLS 6489, pp. 40–126; NLS 6491, pp. 258–298; NLS 6500, pp. 189–218; NLS 6502, pp. 
123–177.  The meditations covering an entire book are on Nehemiah, Esther, and Jonah (all of Ruth is 
also covered in Halkett’s meditation on ‘severall good women’):  NLS 6496, pp. ii, 1–147; NLS 6499, pp. 
80–253, 278–294; NLS 6501, pp. 186–200.  To these examples could be added several of Halkett’s other 
biblical character meditations, which cover large (but scattered) portions of the Bible. 
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91), and Esther (1697).   

Header texts hardly begin to illuminate the contents of Halkett’s select 

meditations, however; indeed, aside from providing a title they are often stubbornly 

obscure.  Though it is standard to classify sermons by their opening text, Halkett 

exposes the drastic limitations of that approach by ‘the hopscotch of biblical reference’ 

she plays within each meditation, quoting from an average of three to five verses per 

page on a regular basis and sometimes cramming as many as seven or eight references 

into a single page, most of them marked in her margin.71  At this rate, even her shorter 

select meditations contain hundreds of references, ranging all over the Bible.  Use of 

scripture is the interpretive key to these compositions – intensive, highly accurate use, 

which must have taken considerable time and mental effort.  Vocabulary correlation 

confirms that she worked from an open Bible beside her, seldom relying on unaided 

memory.72  As few as two words can yield a precise reference.  In ‘The Widows Mite’, 

for instance, Halkett’s phrase ‘Came with a willing hart to offer’, though it has no 

attendant marginal reference, is an indisputable allusion to Exodus 35.5 and the 

surrounding story of the Israelites’ donations to build the tabernacle in the wilderness, 

because ‘willing heart’ only appears in the Bible in that verse.  When she went on to 

describe herself in terms of the poor widow in the Gospels who put all her money into 

the Temple treasury (hence the meditation’s title) and was praised by Jesus above all the 

richer donors, is clear that she was following Luke rather than the parallel passage in 

Matthew.73 

Halkett’s rafts of biblical quotation may initially appear intimidating, and those 

points at which her contemporary political commentary withdraws into opaque biblical 

quotation are indeed vexing.74  Her technique, however, is both precise and surprisingly 

 
71 The phrase is Kevin Killeen’s:  Political Bible, p. 4. 
72 Halkett consistently used the Authorized, or ‘King James’ version. 
73 Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 1, 4. 
74 One particularly frustrating example is a passage in the middle of ‘Meditations & Resolutions upon 1 
Cor 1.12-13 verses occationed by the Late rent in this Church’ (NLS 6493, pp. 182–184), where Halkett 
is describing an emerging crisis in November 1674 involving ‘Scandalous & detracting Libells against all 
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subtle, and while there is no literary alchemy that will turn the biblical into the 

particular, her artistry still communicates a distinct perspective.  Far from churning out 

proof-texts in the tiring manner for which Puritan authors and their modern imitators 

are infamous, she often significantly condensed longer passages and altered the 

grammatical structure of phrases as she incorporated them into her compositions.  

These adaptations, coupled with her rapid association of widely separated passages, 

provide an intriguing map of her thought process in any given meditation; the pivotal 

word or idea is often right there in her quotation, amplified in the immediate biblical 

context.  The verse-to-verse transitions chart her argument, and each nexus is a little 

window onto the larger meditation taking place in her head, of which the written page 

is only a limited trace. 

Halkett’s practice of select meditation is intrinsically different from the models 

for ‘deliberate’ or ‘solemn’ meditation presented in the manuals of Hall, Baxter, and 

other clergymen, which resemble sermons or treatises on doctrinal or theological 

points.75  Her meditations are less ambitious in scope, but also more varied in content.  

The very label, ‘select’, she used in her own way.  The clergyman William Gearing 

published a collection entitled The Sacred Diary: or Select Meditations for Every part of the 

Day (1679), where ‘select’ meant ‘hourly’.76  The poet Thomas Traherne, another 

clergyman, compiled a manuscript of four hundred ‘Select Meditations’, a mixture of 

 
either in Authority or Community’ that threaten to turn ‘pens’ into ‘swords’.  She lapses into a quotation 
of Isaiah 59.12-16 just when it seems she might be coming to particulars about this situation at the 
epicenter of her concerns in the 1670s. 
75 Lewalski, Protestant Poetics, pp. 156–157, 165–168.  Reflection on heaven was a shared feature, linking 
the meditative tradition with the ars moriendi tradition (preparation for death).  Huntley provides a more 
expansive summary of Hall’s typical themes in Hall and Protestant Meditation, pp. 31–43. 
76 William Gearing, The Sacred Diary: or Select Meditations for Every part of the Day ... with Directions to 
Persons of all Ranks, for the holy spending every ordinary Day of the Week. Propounded as a Means to Facilitate a 
Pious Life, and for the Spiritual Improvement of every Christian (London, 1679).  Gearing had earlier 
published a treatise on the art of meditation, where he used ‘set and solemn’ to designate what Halkett 
termed ‘select’, and ‘rapt’ to designate occasional meditation:  William Gearing, The Mount of Holy 
Meditation: or a Treatise Shewing the nature and kinds of Meditation; the subject matter and ends of it; the necessity 
of Meditation; together with the excellency and usefulnesse thereof (London, 1662), pp. 30, 39. 



97 

 

short essays, poems and prayers.77  Halkett’s meditations do have affinities with 

sermons – the primary text, the core theme, and the hortative, homiletic urge.  Another 

possible parallel would be biblical commentary, working through a passage verse-by-

verse.  But Halkett had neither a preacher’s auditory constraints nor a commentator’s 

obligation to cover every detail.  Her select meditations were her own design, developed 

to serve her own purpose within her regular devotional routines, with minimal direct 

use of interpretive aids. 

 

III.  Practice 

Devotional routines 

To all appearances, Halkett composed her select meditations in single drafts.  The 

corrections and emendations in the manuscripts are those of a thinking writer rather 

than a copyist, and the variations in handwriting indicate regular interruptions.  Using 

the dates she often wrote at the start and end of individual meditations, a straight 

mathematical calculation suggests that she wrote about half a page per day.  More likely, 

she wrote several pages at a time, but not every day; intermittent marginal dates within 

the text support this hypothesis.  The thought process of the select meditations 

therefore took place piecemeal, within a daily routine, which it is possible to 

reconstruct in some detail. 

Halkett had an elaborate private devotional routine that adapted but also 

 
77 Thomas Traherne, ‘Select Meditations’, Osborn MS b. 308 (Beinecke Rare Book and Manuscript 
Library, Yale University Library, ca. 1660-1665); available online at 
https://collections.library.yale.edu/catalog/2056424 (many thanks to Johanna Harris for pointing me to 
this resource).  See also Thomas Traherne, Select Meditations, ed. Julia Smith (Manchester, 1997), p. xiv; 
The Works of Thomas Traherne V, ed. Jan Ross (Cambridge, 2013), pp. xvii–xx, xxvii–xxxiii.  Traherne 
offers an intriguing comparison with Halkett, because, although his distinctive style is nothing like 
Halkett’s, they both used a devotional format to grapple with the heavy national concerns of the 1670s, 
and both claimed an evangelistic personal calling in the midst of the crisis.  See especially N. I. Matar, 
‘Prophetic Traherne: “A Thanksgiving and Prayer for the Nation”’, The Journal of English and Germanic 
Philology, 81 (1982), pp. 16–29, where much that Matar says of Traherne could also be applied to Halkett.  
Incidentally, Halkett actually read Traherne:  she quoted from his Christian Ethicks, or, Divine Morality 
Opening the Way to Blessedness, by the Rules of Vertue and Reason (London, 1675), p. 125, in her meditation 
on the book of Jonah in 1684 (NLS 6496, pp. 119–120).  But there is no indication of personal contact. 
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moved beyond prescribed forms.  The frequent assumption that the Book of Common 

Prayer was her liturgical template overlooks the half-dozen other devotional manuals she 

referenced, including Catholic, Puritan, and Laudian exemplars.78  Her familiarity with 

the BCP is indisputable, but it is not a structural element of her meditations.79  As I will 

argue in Chapter 7, only her later meditations suggest that Halkett used it regularly, 

when Scottish Episcopalians were resorting to it more generally.80  By that point she was 

also referring repeatedly to two other devotional guides, John Cosin’s Private Devotions 

(first referenced in 1687) and Frances de Sales’s Introduction to a Devout Life (first 

referenced in 1676).81  These two classics, one Laudian and the other Catholic, had 

 
78 The disproportionate emphasis on Halkett’s references to elements of the Book of Common Prayer is 
evident in Trill, ‘Lady Anne Halkett’; Trill, ‘Introduction’, p. xxviii; Trill, ‘Lay Households’, pp. 408–
411; Seelig, Autobiography and Gender, pp. 112, 185 nt. 3.  Besides the BCP, Halkett also referred to 
Francis de Sales, An Introduction to a Devout Life By Francis Sales Bishop and Prince of Geneva. (Paris, 1662); 
John Cosin, A Collection of Private Devotions in the practice of the Ancient Church called the Hours of Prayer: 
taken out of the Holy Scriptures, the Ancient Fathers, and the Divine Service of our own Church (London, 1676); 
Bayly, Practice of Pietie; Henry Scudder, The Christians Daily Walke in Holy Securitie and Peace (London, 
1627); Lancelot Andrewes, A Manual of the Private Devotions and Meditations of The Right Reverend Father in 
God Lancelot Andrews, Late Lord Bishop of Winchester (London, 1648); Thomas Comber, A Companion to the 
Altar, or, An help to the worthy receiving of the Lords Supper by discourses and meditations upon the whole 
communion office to which is added an essay upon the offices of baptism and confirmation (London, 1675). 
79 In particular, Halkett’s biblical meditations rarely derive from the BCP lectionary (a few instances are 
discussed in Chapter 7).  The earliest reference to reading the daily portion from the Psalms occurs in 
1674:  Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 162; see also Halkett, Seven Gifts, Jabez his Request, etc., p. 80 (undated).  
Early evidence that Halkett was familiar with the Coverdale Psalms (the version associated with the BCP, 
though not printed in the same volume till after 1662 – see Cummings, ed., Book of Common Prayer, pp. 
783–784), appears in Couper, Life, pp. 17–18, where Couper quotes from a lost meditation built around 
the Coverdale version of Psalm 7.9, ‘O let the wickedness of the ungodly come to an end, but guide thou 
the just’. 
80 There are early references to the Litany:  ‘Prisoners and Captives’ in Halkett, Twentieth and Fifth Psalm, 
p. 10 (1651), and the ‘deprecation from Sodaine death’ in ‘the Letany in the Church of England’, 
Halkett, NLS 6492, p. 43 (1668); see also Cummings, ed., Book of Common Prayer, pp. 760–761 on 
changes to the Litany in 1662.  The first quotations of entire BCP collects and prayers (that I have 
noticed) are in NLS 6494, composed between 1676 and 1678:  p. 113 (a passage from Morning Prayer); 
p. 370 (collect for St Michaell & all Angels, and prayer from Communion). 
81 Cosin’s Private Devotions is referenced at least five times:  Halkett, NLS 6497, pp. 207–208, 376; NLS 
6500, pp. 47–48; NLS 6501, p. 18; NLS 6502, p. 204.  In each case, Halkett’s page numbers match the 
1676 or 1681 edition; the work was first published in 1627.  I have found five references to Francis de 
Sales’s Introduction to a Devout Life, and there are probably more because at first Halkett referred to him as 
‘A devoutt Man’ rather than by name:  Halkett, NLS 6494, pp. 21, 184, 288; NLS 6500, pp. 181–182; 
NLS 6501, p. 326.  The French original developed in a series of versions (1609-1619); Halkett definitely 
quotes from the English translation made in Paris in the 1640s, but her page numbers do not match any 
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represented the factional piety of Charles I’s court in the 1630s, where the king’s 

Laudianism competed with the queen’s Catholicism, while both excited fears of 

‘popish’ influence.82  Halkett must have been aware of the works even at that time, but 

her citations occur at least forty years later, in a Scottish Presbyterian context where 

both manuals would have been freshly objectionable.  The immediate context upsets 

any notion that Halkett’s devotional practice was definitively ‘Anglican’, highlighting 

instead the remarkably protean nature of devotional material.  Her use of de Sales, for 

instance, while it coincides with wider evidence of his extensive female readership in 

England, simultaneously reflects her increasingly partisan position amidst the 

developing cultural bifurcation between Presbyterians and Episcopalians in Scotland.83   

Halkett crafted her own devotional routine, only selectively incorporating these 

external guides.  Her daily practice began with the conventional morning and evening 

 
of the editions available on EEBO (her copy was clearly a smaller, thicker book than any of the EEBO 
exemplars).  Previous discussions of Halkett’s use of de Sales offer no further clarification:  Trill, 
‘Introduction’, p. xxvii nt. 56; Lanum Eales, ‘Anne Halkett’, pp. 155, 177, 185–186. 
82 Halkett was definitely not using a Protestant-ized version of de Sales, though these were available.  On 
the pre-Civil War influence of de Sales, see Veevers, Images of Love and Religion; Richard Strier, 
‘Sanctifying the Aristocracy: “Devout Humanism” in François de Sales, John Donne, and George 
Herbert’, The Journal of Religion, 69 (1989), pp. 36–58; N. W. Bawcutt, ‘A Crisis of Laudian Censorship: 
Nicholas and John Okes and the Publication of Sales’s An Introduction to a Devout Life in 1637’, The 
Library, 1 (2000), pp. 403–438.  The counter-position occupied by Cosin’s Private Devotions is discussed in 
A Collection of Private Devotions, ed. P. G. Stanwood (Oxford, 1967), ‘Introduction’; Stranks, Anglican 
Devotion, pp. 64–88.  Both de Sales and Cosin were targets for anti-Catholic fears at the time (see 
Hibbard, Charles I and the Popish Plot). 
83 de Sales appears, for instance, in the reading miscellanies of Mary Evelyn and Sarah Cowper, and was 
in Anne Clifford’s and Anne Coventry’s libraries; James II’s queen, Mary Beatrice, was also a disciple (as 
was James himself).  Evelyn papers, Mary Evelyn’s ‘Miscelania’, Add. MS 78441 (British Library, London, 
1683), p. 23; Sarah Cowper, D/EP F43 (Hertfordshire Archives, begun 1690), pp. 571–575; Kugler, 
Errant Plagiary, p. 201; Wright, ‘Mary Evelyn and Devotional Practice’, pp. 224–225; Leah Knight, 
‘Reading Across Borders: The Case of Anne Clifford’s “Popish” Books’, Journal of the Canadian Historical 
Association / Revue de la Société historique du Canada, 25 (2014), pp. 27–56; Perry, The Celebrated Mary 
Astell, p. 342 (appendix of the Countess of Coventry’s books); Andrew Barclay, ‘Mary Beatrice of 
Modena: The “Second Bless’d of Woman-kind”?’, in Clarissa Campbell Orr, ed., Queenship in Britain, 
1660-1837: Royal Patronage, Court Culture and Dynastic Politics (Cambridge, 2002), pp. 81–82; Mary Hardy, 
‘The Seventeenth-century English and Scottish Reception of Francis de Sales’ An Introduction to a Devout 
Life’, British Catholic History, 33 (Cambridge, 2016), p. 245.  On the emergence of a distinctive 
Episcopalian confessional culture, see Raffe, Culture of Controversy; Alasdair Raffe, ‘Presbyterians and 
Episcopalians: the Formation of Confessional Cultures in Scotland, 1660–1715’, English Historical 
Review, 125 (2010), pp. 570–598. 
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prayer of her childhood, and gradually accrued new elements of a more personal 

nature.  In 1662, she explained that she ‘spent 4 halfe howres in the day, (att least) one 

time with another in prayer & reading either the bible or some other pious booke’.84  

Besides morning and evening prayer, at midday she prayed for the king, as directed by a 

sermon she heard at St James Palace in 1644, and at five o’clock she meditated on 

death, commemorating a near-death experience on her birthday in 1650.  This four-part 

schedule was still operating at the end of her life, though each segment was 

considerably lengthened:  Couper reported that ‘her hours of devotion were from 5 to 

7 in the morning, from one in the afternoon to two, from 6 to 7, and from 9 to 10’.85  

Halkett had increased her daily devotional quota to five hours in early widowhood, 

arguing on the basis of Genesis 41.34, where Joseph advised Pharaoh to set aside one 

fifth of Egypt’s produce against the coming famine, that one fifth of each day was 

‘nesesary for preserving the Life of our Soules’.86 

Halkett’s routine had weekly, monthly, and annual patterns as well.  Her 

momentous recovery on her birthday in 1650, at Naworth Castle in the midst of the 

first crisis over her engagement to Colonel Bampfield, was commemorated not just 

daily but also weekly on Fridays and annually on her birthday.87  A similarly layered set 

of observances developed after Sir James’s death, on Saturday 24 September 1670.  

Thereafter, each Saturday was a fast-day to prepare for death, with confession, 

abstinence, and retirement from business, while the twenty-fourth day of the month, 

especially 24 September, was an occasion to commemorate her widowhood – 

 
84 Halkett, NLS 6491, pp. 85–92, ‘upon a dispute with my Selfe New yeares day 1661/2’; Halkett, BL 
Add. 32376, fols 1v-2r. 
85 Couper, Life, pp. 55–56.  Couper would have known Halkett’s schedule, since she did not like to be 
interrupted; he was also drawing on the passage in the next note. 
86 Halkett, NLS 6495, p. 111 (late 1679). 
87 The episode itself is narrated in Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fols 19v-20r; Halkett regarded her recovery as 
vindication of her integrity.  Meditations that refer back to the event include Halkett, NLS 6491, pp. 87–
88, discussed above; NLS 6494, p. 167; NLS 6499, p. 32; NLS 6501, pp. 153–155, 203, 231; NLS 6502, 
pp. 213–214, 291.   
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sometimes along with 29 September (Michaelmas), the day of Sir James’s burial.88  

Other weekly observances included thanksgiving for mercies on Monday, after ‘two very 

great mercys under two very great tryalls’ on that day of the week; thanksgiving for the 

restoration of Charles II on Tuesday, the day of his coronation in 1661; and 

Wednesday ‘fasts’, following a practice begun in London during the Civil War.89  Near 

the end of her life, when Episcopalian communions became infrequent due to 

Presbyterian incursions, Halkett made the first Sunday of each month a day of 

observing the sacrament ‘in spirit’, following the advice offered in de Sales’s Devout 

Life.90  For annual holidays, besides the anniversary of her widowhood (24 September), 

Halkett regularly marked Christmas, New Year’s, her birthday (4 January), the regicide 

(30 January), her son’s birthday (1 February), Good Friday to Easter, and the 

Restoration (29 May).  Only occasionally did she note other dates, such as additional 

 
88 The original dedication of the day is recorded in October 1670 (Halkett, NLS 6492, p. xvi).  Halkett’s 
recurring references to it are far too numerous to itemize; it was probably the most consistent of her 
observances.  Meditations illustrating monthly commemoration on the 24th, and anniversaries on 
September 24th and 29th (with the associated Saturday, if it was a separate day), include Halkett, NLS 
6493, pp. 219–224, 267–268, 313–316; NLS 6497, pp. 373–326; NLS 6499, pp. 24–27.  Halkett’s final 
extant occasional meditation is a Saturday meditation, though it does not refer specifically to her 
widowhood (NLS 6502, p. 314), and Couper’s biography records that her wish to die on a Saturday was 
fulfilled (Life, p. 54). 
89 Monday:  Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 245–246, explains ‘that having many years since receaved two very 
great mercys under two very great tryalls & both upon a Munday Night I had injoyned my Selfe every 
monday to make a particular accknowledgment of the mercys & to praise the Lord for his gracious 
Goodnese to mee’; NLS 6498, pp. i–ii; NLS 6501, p. 291; NLS 6502, pp. 266–267; NLS 6491, p. 109 
may be referring to the same incident, though it does not mark the date.  Tuesday:  Halkett, NLS 6490, 
pp. 369–370, promises to keep the future coronation day of Charles II as a holiday:  ‘all the days of my 
life I will Continually praise the Lord for his goodnese. & dedicate what ever day the Crowne is Sett 
upon his [Charles II’s] head to a weekely Commemoration of the mercys of that day’; NLS 6491, pp. 49–
51 ‘upon his Majesty’s Coronation Aprill 23 1661’; NLS 6493, p. 29 says Halkett had kept the day 
regularly to that point (1673), but NLS 6501, pp. 270–271 says that she had let the practice lapse, though 
she was resuming it (in 1696!).  Wednesday began as a fast day, when Halkett was ‘young’ (NLS 6499, p. 
297) and morphed in 1644 into a fast for 'the sad differences that was betwixt the King & his people' 
(NLS 6493, pp. 64–65); Halkett was forced to give up fasting when she was older, because it caused her 
to faint, but she still kept Wednesday as a spiritual fast (much like Saturday, connected with 
widowhood):  ‘This beeing the day that I weekely make confesions of all the sins of my life (as farre as I 
can remember) As they have beene Committed either in thought word or deed against every particular of 
the ten Commandement’ (NLS 6502, p. 2). 
90 Halkett, NLS 6500, pp. 181–183 (1 April 1695); her continued practice is marked in later meditations 
(NLS 6501, pp. 272, 297, 309–310, 330–331; NLS 6502, pp. 220, 283).  Halkett’s communion practice 
is discussed at more length in Chapter 7. 
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days in the Anglican church calendar, Scottish holidays, James VII’s birthday, and her 

wedding anniversary.91 

 

Patterns of composition 

This panoply of devotional observances was disciplined, but designed for use and 

therefore flexible.  Within this structure, Halkett was also writing her select 

meditations, carrying her intensive Bible reading into in a slower, deeper channel, 

where she could work by phrases through a few verses over the course of many days.  

She appears to have been deliberately relaxed about choosing texts and topics, 

sometimes planning in advance but at other times seeking inspiration in the moment, 

even opening her Bible at random.  A near-death experience in 1673, for example, left 

her searching in vain for a topic ‘Suitable to So great an Exaltation as My Soule aimed 

att’.92  Having ‘humbly beg'd leave that the holy word of God might derect Mee’, she 

‘resolved to take that for my leson where the Leaves first opened and where my finger 

first fell’.  This presented her with Hebrews 10.3:  ‘In these Sacrifices there is a 

remembrance againe made of Sins every yeare’.  Though ‘att first troubled to know how 

to aply this to my presentt Condittion’, the wider context of Hebrews came to her aid:  

she could ‘offer up a Sacrifice of praise [Hebrews 13.15] that might bring both Sins & 

mercys to remembrance’.  Contemplation and coincidence worked together more 

deliberately in 1698, when a medical interruption supplied the desired inspiration for 

‘where to fixe my Morning Meditations’: 

One brought a very hopefull youth to mee to seeke my advice seeming to bee 
under a decay.  … hee beeing the Son of a very honest Man in this Towne Who 
hath owned himselfe to bee one of the howsehold of faith, when others that 

 
91 English New Year’s (25 March): NLS 6497, p. 361; May Day (Saints Philip & James):  NLS 6497, pp. 
385–387; Handsel Monday (Scotland, first in January):  NLS 6500, pp. 368–369; James II’s birthday (14 
October):  NLS 6497, pp. 329–330; NLS 6501, pp. 338–339; her marriage:  NLS 6502, pp. 232–233.  
Notable by its absence is the fifth of November, the anniversary of the Gunpowder Plot of 1605; 
Halkett’s one reference to it is in an anniversary meditation on 29 May 1697 (Restoration Day):  ‘Three 
Plotts the Popish Phanaticke & Pharisaicall Plott’ (NLS 6501, pp. 235–237). 
92 Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 241.  Technically, this was an occasional meditation ‘upon the Sudaine 
distemper I was in November 10th 1673 beeing Monday night att 11 a clocke att Night’, but it illustrates 
one extreme in how she selected texts for reflection. 
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seemed to bee pillars have made shipwracke of itt.  Therfore I did with the more 
readinese give what I hope the Lord will blese with good Succese. 93 
 

Sobering reflections on her own inability to effect any cure, overshadowed in her mind 

by Dunfermline’s rancorous church split, directed her to Hosea 14.1-4, a passage about 

repentance and spiritual healing where she hoped ‘to find a ground of hope on which I 

might build strong consolations both for my selfe and others. under either Speristtuall 

[sic] or temporall deseases how to bee healed’.94  This was a favourite text, used in 

earlier meditations not only for herself but also for the exiled James VII.95 

Halkett’s methods of topic selection highlight her skill in impromptu, free-hand 

biblical exegesis.  Her familiarity with the Bible is everywhere apparent in her 

meditations, in her ability to flip back and forth between chapters and books and 

interpret one passage with another.  This technique was almost second nature, yet it did 

not preclude use of interpretive resources:  the marginal notes and cross references in 

her Bible, other translations, concordances or commonplace collections, and 

commentaries.  Also, she must have learned her homiletic diction from other models, 

especially sermons and their various printed repackagings.  Her meditations only give 

glimpses of these influences, however, and show that she kept them carefully segregated 

from her own writing. 

Aside from prayerful reflection, there is little evidence of any preliminary study 

before embarking on a meditation.  If Halkett had ever followed the recommended 

practice of collecting biblical texts under themes in a commonplace format, her 

surviving writing is well beyond such ‘training wheels’.96  She would turn to a 

concordance or the cross-references in her Bible margin to help her locate a passage if 

 
93 Halkett, NLS 6502, p. 85: ‘Meditations upon Hosea 14 Chapter & the 4 first verses’, begun Monday 
23 May 1698. 
94 Halkett, NLS 6502, p. 86. 
95 Halkett, NLS 6500, pp. 234–235 (applied to James VII); NLS 6501, p. 151 (applied to herself). 
96 See Narveson, Bible Readers and Lay Writers, pp. 34–42; Molekamp, Women and the Bible, pp. 51–83.  
The one exception is a forty-page collection of verses on six sub-themes appended to her ‘Instructions to 
my Son’ in 1670 (Halkett, NLS 6492, pp. 309–348; the subthemes are ‘Confesions’, ‘Prayers & 
Suplications’, ‘Promises & Dutys’, ‘Caracter of a Righteous man’, and ‘Thanksgivings & Praise’).  This 
atypical instance only confirms how rapid and expansive her normal rate of citation actually was. 
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memory did not serve.97  Often these tools fell short of her expectations.  In August 

1696, intending to begin a meditation ‘upon such places of holy Scripture Where our 

Blesed Lord says I am (comparing himselfe to severall things)’, she turned to a 

concordance for assistance, but found only Exodus 3.14, Moses’s encounter with God 

at the burning bush where God said ‘I am’.98  More helpful was the marginal cross-

reference for Hosea 14.3, where the peculiar phrase ‘so will we render the calves of our 

lips’ needed explication.  Her ‘margent’ pointed her to Hebrews 13.15, which ‘calls itt 

the sacrifice of praise to God continually that is the fruits of our lips’ – the reading in 

the Septuagint, though of course Halkett attributed it to Paul.99  She did not always 

resort to her margins or commentary, however.  A scrap of paper, smaller than an index 

card, incorrectly bound into one manuscript but actually pertaining to a page in 

another, gives a rare glimpse of how she might sketch out, as she wrote, the texts for her 

next point.100  On the top half of the scrap, she was gathering her thoughts about the 

role of angels:  one text is represented by two words without a reference, another by two 

words with a reference, while a third has already taken the shape of her own argument; 

all these passages, with others, appear in the meditation itself.  On the bottom half of 

 
97 References to using a concordance:  Halkett, NLS 6497, pp. 355–356; NLS 6499, pp. 10–11; NLS 
6502, p. 295.  References to using marginal references to locate passages are relatively few (NLS 6499, p. 
287; NLS 6502, p. 4); she was more likely to cite her bible margins for clarification on the meanings of 
words. 
98 Halkett, NLS 6501, p. 35.  She began her meditation with Exodus 3.14 but then continued with 
Jesus’s ‘I am’ statements in the gospel of John – the so-called ‘sevenfold Metaphors’ of bread, light, door, 
good shepherd, resurrection, way, vine.  The idea of looking in a concordance for ‘I am’ was not as 
unreasonable as it might seem; there is an extensive listing under ‘I’ in Samuel Newman and Clement 
Cotton, A Large and Complete Concordance to the Bible in English according to the Last Translation: first 
collected by Clement Cotton, and now much enlarged and amended for the good both of schollars and others, far 
exceeding the most perfect that ever was extant in our language, both in ground-work and building (London, 1643).  
Curiously, it does not list Exodus 3.14 – so we can be certain it was not the concordance Halkett was 
using. 
99 Halkett, NLS 6501, p. 151; repeated in NLS 6502, pp. 93–94, the meditation on Hosea 4.1-4 
mentioned above.  Modern translations of the phrase in Hosea either expand the simile (‘we will pay 
with bulls the vows of our lips’ ESV) or amend the Hebrew (Masoretic) text with the Greek and Syriac 
reading (‘we will offer the fruit of our lips’ NRSV).  The Hebrew words for ‘calves’ and ‘fruits’ are quite 
similar; Hebrews 13.15 followed the Greek reading (the Septuagint). 
100 The scrap is in Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. vi–vii; NLS 6497, pp. 146–147 is the relevant passage in her 
meditations.  She was discussing Jesus’ rebuke to Peter’s militancy in Matthew 26.53-54: ‘Thinkest thou 
that I cannot now pray to my Father, and he shall presently give me more than twelve legions of 
angels?  But how then shall the scriptures be fulfilled, that thus it must be?’ (AV). 
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the scrap, Halkett has sketched a rough table listing thirteen places where the Gospel of 

Matthew says ‘That itt might bee fullfilled’, correlated to their Old Testament source 

passage.  Halkett must have been using her Bible margins for these Old Testament 

cross-references, because several of them are not obvious from the text of Matthew.  

Even so, her list draws blanks in two instances, where apparently she could not find 

Matthew’s Old Testament source.  One of them was cross referenced in her Bible, but 

must have escaped her notice, while the other is explained in Giovanni Diodati’s Pious 

Annotations, the one commentary Halkett owned.101  The scrap of paper shows that 

Halkett had the tools and used them, but not always, and not compulsively. 

Besides interpretive aids, there were larger models of exegesis that must have 

influenced Halkett’s writing.  Sermons are especially important, a ubiquitous and 

accessible medium integrally related to meditation, both in preparation and in 

response.102  Halkett quoted from half-a-dozen sermons in her meditations, and 

obviously read or attended many more.103  Studies of clergymen’s meditative 

compositions, such as Hall’s and Traherne’s, point out the sermon-meditation parallel 

 
101 Diodati was an Italian commentator first published in English in 1643: Giovanni Diodati, Pious 
Annotations upon the Holy Bible Expounding the Difficult Places thereof Learnedly, and Plainly (London, 1643); 
Halkett, NLS 6499, p. 338, says ‘Diodati … is the only Comentater I have upon the Bible’.  For 
background on Diodati, see Ole Peter Grell, Brethren in Christ: A Calvinist Network in Reformation Europe 
(Cambridge, 2011), pp. 250–253; Green, Print and Protestantism, p. 120, gives some details about the 
publication of his commentary in England.  
102 See especially the discussion in Lewalski, Protestant Poetics, ch. 5. 
103 General references to reading sermons:  Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fol. 21r; NLS 6502, p. 218.  The 
sermons Halkett quoted from in her meditations include Thomas Adams, The White Devil, or The 
Hypocrite Uncased in a Sermon Preached at Pauls Crosse, March 7, 1612 (London, 1613); John Tillotson, ‘A 
Sermon Preached Before the King at White-Hall, in April 1672’, in John Tillotson, Sermons Preach’d upon 
Several Occasions, Vol. 2 (London, 1678), pp. 1–36; Thomas Sprat, A Sermon Preached before the King at 
White-Hall, December the 22. 1678 (London, 1678); Allen (Alleine), The Godly Mans Portion and Sanctuary 
Opened, in Two Sermons, Preached August 17, 1662; Richard Meggott, A Sermon Preached to Those who had 
been Scholars of St. Paul’s School, in St. Michael’s Cornhil, London, At their Anniversary-Meeting on St. Paul’s Day, 
1675/6 (London, 1676); and two sermons printed in Hall, Shaking of the Olive-tree:  ‘The Mischiefe of 
Faction, and the Remedie of it, a Sermon at White-Hall on the second Sunday in Lent, 1641, on Psalm 
60.1’, pp. 65-83; and ‘A Sermon Preach't on Whitsunday, June 9, 1644 in Norwich, on Ephesians 4.30’, 
pp. 101-126. 
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without hesitation, yet this model was equally accessible to women.104  They did not 

need to be trained in the rhetorical arts of preaching to absorb its biblical hermeneutic, 

nor did the prohibition against their preaching in public deprive them of opportunities 

to practice a homiletic style of address.105  A woman who managed servants and 

instructed children would regularly find herself in this position, as Halkett well knew.  

‘Though the Apostle will not allow Women to teach’, she wrote, ‘yet they are allowed 

and commanded’ to supervise their children’s and servants’ education, ‘taking care … 

especialy for their Souls, that they want not the means of knowledge; but be brought up 

in the nurture and admonition of the Lord, by precept and example’.106  This was a 

cooperative endeavour rather than a competition with clerical authority.  Halkett 

consistently watched for ‘an opertunity … of making a seasonable aplication’ within her 

own sphere.107  Visiting the sick, the mentally distressed, or the socially estranged could 

 
104 Huntley, ed., Hall and Protestant Meditation; Matar, ‘Prophetic Traherne’; Julia J. Smith, ‘Foreword: 
Traherne and Historical Contingency’, in Elizabeth S. Dodd and Cassandra Gorman, eds., Thomas 
Traherne and Seventeenth-Century Thought (Cambridge, 2016), pp. xiii–xx.  The connection is strangely little 
developed in scholarship on early modern women’s writing.  It does not feature, for example, in Jeanne 
Shami, ‘Women and Sermons’, in Peter McCullough, Hugh Adlington, and Emma Rhatigan, eds., The 
Oxford Handbook of the Early Modern Sermon (Oxford, 2011), pp. 155–177.  Felch, ‘Heteroglossia and 
Female Authorial Agency’, and Narveson, Bible Readers and Lay Writers, p. 3, simply take the sermon-
meditation connection for granted.  Elizabeth Clarke, ‘Women in Church and in Devotional Spaces’, in 
Laura Lunger Knoppers, ed., The Cambridge Companion to Early Modern Women’s Writing (Cambridge, 
2009), pp. 110–123, on the other hand, assumes that formal church space – the setting in which sermons 
were delivered – inhibited women’s self-expression. 
105 Greg Kneidel, ‘Ars Praedicandi: Theories and Practice’, in Peter McCullough, Hugh Adlington, and 
Emma Rhatigan, eds., The Oxford Handbook of the Early Modern Sermon (Oxford, 2011), pp. 3–20, presents 
the exclusivity of trained preaching.  Contrast Arnold Hunt, The Art of Hearing: English Preachers and Their 
Audiences, 1590-1640 (Cambridge, 2010), especially ch. 2, for the role of the audience in preaching. 
106 Halkett, Upon the First Week, pp. 48–49.  Halkett gave her servants time for private devotions, teaching 
them to read if necessary; but how they used these opportunities seems to have been a constant source of 
friction.  See especially the sequence in Halkett, NLS 6502, pp. 220, 230–231, 255–257. 
107 See for instance Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 269, ‘Sunday Morning October 27 95’ (title, p. ii: ‘upon 1 Cor 
3.9 Ye are Gods Husbandry’), which began with ‘Reflecting upon my neglect of an opertunity that I had 
some days since of making a seasonable aplication upon a discourse one had of the husbandmans toyle 
who was ever busy aboutt his imployment’.  In retrospect, she realized ‘how pertinently & usefully I 
might have aplyed to them (& the rest of the young company) what St Paul said to the Corinthians Ye 
are Gods Husbandry’; doubtless many of her written meditations provided the basis for household 
addresses. 
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even lead to pastoral performances in a semi-public setting.108  An occasional 

meditation in February 1691 describes Halkett’s visit to a neighbouring village, ‘to 

indeaver to reconcile an old woman to her Daughter where I used many convincing 

arguments though unefectuall’.109  When the woman refused ‘my words (which cheifely 

I used from scripture)’, Halkett told her, ‘I will pray to God to make them have such 

impresion on you as may convince you of your sin in this’.  Halkett felt that ‘I was 

much assisted by the Lord who brought words in season to my thoughts  And what 

some (that over heard mee att the doore) thought I had said as much as was posible to 

that purpose’.110 

Another useful parallel to Halkett’s select meditations, though a different 

literary form in itself, is biblical commentary or annotations.  Halkett’s meditations can 

be productively considered as her independent commentaries on the passages she was 

studying; this offers the most useful method of drawing her meditations into 

conversation with other interpreters of scripture.111  Given that Diodati’s Annotations 

was her only commentary, and probably a late acquisition (c. 1687), commentaries 

themselves were less likely to have shaped her writing.  Halkett used Diodati much as 

she used her Bible margins and contrasting translations such as the Geneva Bible and 

the Coverdale Psalms in the Book of Common Prayer, merely to clarify minor details such 

 
108 Visiting sickbeds, which were potentially deathbeds, was especially likely to include a kind of public 
speaking:  a few early examples include Halkett, NLS 6490, pp. 17–20; NLS 6491, pp. 37–42, 66–70; 
NLS 6492, pp. 23–29; NLS 6493, pp. 296–299.  The instance of Sir James’s nephew who bitterly repents 
reading Hobbes and hearing Jesuits has already been mentioned (Couper, Life, pp. 40–41). 
109 Halkett, NLS 6499, pp. 69–72:  ‘Saturday 28th of February 1690/91’. 
110 Halkett’s references to these essentially pastoral interventions go back to her early life in London, 
indicating that they were not solely the privilege of a widowed gentlewoman.  Her story of praying under 
‘the power of God’ for a suicidal female friend is particularly striking, especially for the strong caution 
Halkett then articulates against women ‘praying puplickely in others famillys and expounding of 
scripture’:  Halkett, NLS 6490, pp. 343–349. 
111 See for example such collections as Marion Ann Taylor and Agnes Choi, eds., Handbook of Women 
Biblical Interpreters: A Historical and Biographical Guide (Grand Rapids, 2012); John Lee Thompson, Reading 
the Bible with the Dead: What You Can Learn from the History of Exegesis That You Can’t Learn from Exegesis 
Alone (Grand Rapids, 2007); Christiana de Groot and Marion Ann Taylor, eds., Recovering Nineteenth-
century Women Interpreters of the Bible (Atlanta, 2007). 
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as textual variants and meanings of names.112  Her meditations differ markedly from 

private commentary collections as well, in that she always maintained a flow of 

argument; her writing was a ‘contemplation’ or an ‘essay’, not mere notes.  

Commentary manuscripts by other seventeenth-century writers help to illustrate the 

difference.  Two of Sarah Cowper’s reading miscellanies contain commentary 

collections.  The first selected pieces from published commentaries and from Cowper’s 

other reading, creating a custom collection of annotations, filtered by Cowper’s 

interests.113  The second presented her own reflections on widely scattered verses, 

‘entirely from my own Memory and Meditation, without looking into the 

interpretation of others, or any Commentator whatsoever’.114  Neither collection 

attempted to weave the annotations into a continuous composition; to be coherent, 

they must be read alongside the relevant biblical text.115  Cowper’s preference for 

interesting excerpts is paralleled in John Evelyn’s manuscript collection, ‘Analecta and 

Notes upon Several Places & Difficulties of the New Testament’.116  Though bristling 

 
112 See Lanum Eales, ‘Anne Halkett’, pp. 154–155.  I agree that the reference to Diodati in Halkett’s first 
surviving manuscript appears to have been added much later:  the ink is darker, and the substance of the 
note repeats what is found in Halkett’s last book ((NLS 6489, p. 177; NLS 6502, p. 176).  I have located 
eight other references to Diodati’s Annotations in Halkett’s meditations (there are likely more):  NLS 
6497, pp. 174, 190, 247; NLS 6498, p. 199; NLS 6499, pp. 181, 338; NLS 6501, p. 186; NLS 6502, p. 
22.  Besides Diodati, I know of two references to the Geneva notes (NLS 6495, p. 118; Seven Gifts, Jabez 
his Request, etc., p. 27), and three to the Psalms in the BCP (NLS 6491, p. 259; NLS 6499, p. 12; NLS 
6500, p. 43).  There are over a dozen references to the marginal notes of the Authorized Version, which I 
will not enumerate here.  At least one reference to notes ‘in some Bibles’ matches neither AV nor 
Geneva:  NLS 6499, pp. 87–88. 
113 Sarah Cowper, D/EP F39 (Hertfordshire Archives, 1680-1685).  Cowper’s main sources were John 
Downame’s Annotations upon All the Books of the Old and New Testament (1645) for the Old Testament, 
and Henry Hammond’s A paraphrase, and annotations upon all the books of the New Testament (1653).  But 
she also included excerpts from a wide variety of reading, including Raleigh’s History of the World (1617), 
William Howell’s Institution of General History (1661), Erasmus’s Enchiridion (16th century), Thomas 
Burnet’s Sacred Theory of the Earth (1684, 1689), Jeremy Taylor’s Worthy Communicant (1671), and a 1681 
sermon by John Tillotson.  These are only the works quoted on the first six pages of a 499-folio 
manuscript! 
114 Cowper, D/EP F44, pp. 87-192; quotation from p. 87. 
115 Some published commentaries, particularly those presented like Diodati’s as ‘annotations’, were also 
just a list of notes; but these attempted to be exhaustive.  Besides Diodati, see for example Arthur 
Jackson, Annotations upon the remaining historicall part of the Old Testament (Cambridge, 1646); Matthew 
Poole, Annotations upon the Holy Bible (London, 1683). 
116 Evelyn papers, ‘Analecta and Notes upon Several Places & Difficulties of the New Testament’, Add. 
MS 78362 (British Library, London, 17th century). 
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with learned languages, its layout is very similar to Cowper’s commentary collections, 

and it too is a series of notes rather than extended reflections. 

 

Authorship and authority 

Halkett’s sense of authorship was consciously constructed in distinction from published 

models and interpretive aids, and, despite the resolute privacy of her closet, remarkably 

self-assured.  Like many of her contemporaries, she claimed a spiritual responsibility to 

show God’s work in her life to a future audience, in language similar to other closet 

scribblers like Nehemiah Wallington.  Her ‘fervent desire to advance the glory of God 

the good of my owne soule and bee an example to others to follow, if ever the Lord 

thought fitt to have them [her meditations] made knowne’ echoes Wallington’s ‘I am 

contented to shame myself to the world, so that I may bring glory to God’.117  But 

Halkett claimed authorial independence and even divine inspiration in ways that went 

beyond this conventional fusion of spiritual duty and testimony, ways illustrated in her 

careful use of non-biblical reading and her insistence that her thoughts, her words, and 

ultimately her prayers could be transformative. 

Her younger contemporary Sarah Cowper once again offers a helpful contrast.  

Cowper’s extensive reading as a younger woman made her adept, later in life, at 

constructing her diary entries from ‘other Men’s sentences’.118  Even in her reading 

miscellanies, she was not particularly careful to mark the sources of her quotations, 

which she also skillfully reworked; hunting down her citations is a bracing exercise in 

guesswork that takes the reader deep into how Cowper read.  By contrast, Halkett’s 

refusal to ‘borrow any thing from any’ other than the Bible keeps this door firmly shut.  

It is not that she avoided reading anything but the Bible; she even read some of the 

same books as were in Cowper’s library, including Jeremy Taylor’s Life of Christ 

(originally printed as The Great Exemplar) and William Cave’s subjoined Antiquitates 

 
117 Halkett, NLS 6502, p. 202; Wallington, Historical Notices, vol. 1, pp. xxvii-xxviii. 
118 Quotations by Cowper in this paragraph taken from Cowper, D/EP F44, p. 87; Kugler, Errant Plagiary, 
pp. 3, 7. 
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Christianae, de Sales’s Introduction to the Devout Life, Pascal’s Pensées, and Charles 

Wolseley’s Reasonableness of Scripture-belief, as well as material by shared authors, such as 

Joseph Hall, Robert Boyle, Richard Allestree, and John Tillotson.119  The difference lay 

in how they used their reading in their writing.  Cowper felt that because her own 

composition style was ‘flat and low’ and ‘unskilfull’, she might better use others’ words; 

it was not ‘Stealing’, she argued, because ‘to borrow and alter is what most do.  Since 

Nothing is new under the Sun’.  Halkett, on the other hand, was unwilling ‘either to 

insist upon what I have formerly writt. Or to build upon another Mans foundation’, 

preferring to study parts of the Bible ‘which I have never read any upon’.  She trusted 

that ‘the Lord outt of his Long Suffering patience will beare with my infirmitys & 

weakenese to performe; what those of greatest abilitys may fall short in, if nott asisted 

by his blesed Spiritt’.120  She was confident that even if her ‘thoughts’ did sometimes 

resemble those of others, this was the effect of ‘Grace’, which can ‘make a multitude to 

be of one Soul’; the same grace would also mitigate her ‘incapacity of performing what 

those of greater parts thought worthy there imployment’.  God expected a return from 

all his servants, whether he had given them ‘ten talents’ or only one.121 

On the rare occasions that Halkett cited her reading in her meditations, she 

almost always gave enough information to locate the citation, often down to the page 

number and edition.122  Her excerpts are relevant and keen-witted, but free-standing; 

 
119 Cowper’s inventory of her London library is reproduced in Kugler, Errant Plagiary, pp. 195–205; I 
have added Pascal, who appears in Cowper’s miscellanies but not her book list (Cowper read an English 
translation, but Halkett evidently read the French; see Lanum Eales, ‘Anne Halkett’, p. 222 nt. 14). 
120 Halkett, NLS 6501, p. 139; Halkett, NLS 6496, p. ii. 
121 Halkett, Upon the First Week, pp. 49–50; Halkett, NLS 6491, p. 326. 
122 This does not mean that locating Halkett’s citations does not entail massive effort.  Her references can 
be illegible at first.  In a few cases, references are only flagged by ‘one says’, or ‘a devout man says’, which 
means that unless the quotation has some distinctive vocabulary it is impossible to source; I have several 
as yet unidentified citations in this category.  Another set of difficulties results from the one or two places 
where Halkett cited an older source that she had gotten from a contemporary publication.  I spent a long 
time hunting for her quotation from ‘Agathias in his second book of the Persian Warres’ (Halkett, NLS 
6494, p. 174), eventually finding the original passage in Sir Charles Wolseley, The Reasonablenes of 
Scripture-Beleif. A Discourse giving some account of those Rational Grounds upon which the Bible is received as the 
Word of God (London, 1672), pp. 161–163.  The search was further complicated by the fact that Wolseley 
himself had silently copied this passage from Philip Sidney’s translation of a better-known work, Philippe 
de Mornay’s Of the Trueness of the Christian Religion (1587). 
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they seldom or never engage the source as a whole.  The few meditations that actually 

originate from reading a non-biblical book are equally tangential, generally presenting it 

as a chance encounter.  Boyle’s Occasional Reflections and Taylor’s Great Exemplar, both 

of which sparked occasional meditations which have already been discussed, were new 

to her.  Two select meditations engaged other books in a similarly incidental fashion.  

One was Thomas Comber’s A Companion to the Altar (1675), which Halkett first 

encountered on a visit to Edinburgh in January 1680, likely to pay court to the Duke of 

York.  A passage in Comber’s book gave Halkett the idea of meditating on ‘the seven 

gifts of the Holy Spirit’ in Isaiah 11.2-3.123  The other was a French anti-Catholic work 

titled Traite des anciennes ceremonies (1662), from which Halkett translated several 

passages while constructing her own case against papal supremacy in 1696.  She says 

nothing of how she came to read it; the whole meditation is an unusual project, also 

citing material from Hall’s and Tillotson’s sermons disputing Catholic tenets, and from 

Pierre Jurieu’s Accomplishment of the Scripture Prophecies.124  These abrupt glimpses of 

Halkett’s reading, so obviously incomplete, nevertheless clearly demonstrate her ability 

to appropriate ideas and excerpts from it for her own use, and bear out her claims to 

independent authorship.125   

Halkett makes, in most respects, a difficult subject for proto-feminist analysis.  

Yet her belief in divine inspiration led her to make some remarkably assertive 

 
123 Halkett, Seven Gifts, Jabez his Request, etc., pp. 2–22; Comber, Companion to the Altar. 
124 Halkett, NLS 6501, pp. vii, 1–34, ‘Serious Reflections concerning them that are seduced’ (21 May – c. 
mid-August 1696), citing Jonas Porrée, ed., Traite des anciennes ceremonies: ou, histoire contenant leur 
naissance & accroissement, leur entreé en l’Eglise, & par quels degrez elles ont passe ́iusques à la superstition. (S.n., 
1662), pp. 43, 91, 93–94; as well as Tillotson, ‘A Sermon...April 1672’; Pierre Jurieu, The Accomplishment 
of the Scripture Prophecies, or, The Approaching Deliverance of the Church Proving that the Papacy is the 
Antichristian Kingdom ... faithfully Englished from the new French edition, corrected and enlarged by almost a third 
part, with the explication of the visions of Daniel and the Revelation (London, 1687), pp. 219, 221, 225, 274; 
the excerpt from Hall, ‘The Mischiefe of Faction’, inserted on a scrap of paper, is probably also part of 
this meditation.  I have found no modern scholarly discussion of the French book; it was purportedly a 
revision of an earlier anonymous publication dedicated to Charles I.  Interestingly, the title is listed in 
Wedderburn’s library catalogue (Pitfirrane Papers, NLS 6505, p. 239); but that library was certainly not 
at Pitfirrane in Halkett’s lifetime. 
125 This was entirely normal practice among more learned reader-writers:  see the preface to Robert 
Burton, The Anatomy of Melancholy (Oxford, 1621), ‘Democritus to the Reader’. 
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statements about the prophetic, evangelistic role a godly woman could have.  In late 

1673, writing on the ‘devoutt Widow Anna’, labeled ‘a Prophetes’ in Luke’s gospel, she 

wrote, ‘the Same God who indued this Woman with the Spiritt of prophesy may 

affoord some ray of itt when hee please & to whom hee please for hee giveth nott the 

Spiritt by Measure’.126  In the context, Halkett was referring to herself and the 

meditation she had just written, her ‘Widows Mite …relating to the King’, where she 

had predicted Charles II’s imminent spiritual restoration, as the final phase of his 

restoration to his three kingdoms.127  She went on, in a subsequent meditation, to 

address the political and religious crises in 1674, in which ‘sad & desperate devissions’ 

among the ‘Nobility’, ‘Lawiers’ and ‘Church’ threatened disaster:  ‘this kingdome is so 

neere ruine that nothing butt omnipotency can uphold itt’.128  Her closet interventions 

in these public affairs derived their authority from her personal dedication to her 

private devotional exercises.  ‘Itt is naturall’, she wrote, ‘for all persons to please 

themselves in pursuing what is most Suitable to there inclination. & to aime att an 

eminency in what ever profession there Genius Leads them to’.129  Thus, 

even weemen may bee honered with Succese in there humble indeavors & 
made Capable in some measure of partaking of the great promises. for Male & 
female are all one on Christ Jesus & by him may have there names in the book 
of life[.]130 
 

Halkett had no intention of challenging accepted feminine roles, which she 

elsewhere fully supported; she would have repudiated the suggestion that she herself 

was actually engaged in preaching.131  But she still craved the prophetic role of 

‘Speaking … righteousnese’, setting biblical text against text to defend the potency of 

 
126 Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 32. 
127 Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 1–31; Halkett gives this title in her table of contents, p. viii. 
128 Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 156–158.  The Scottish context of this meditation is clear from Halkett’s 
reference to ‘Lawiers’ (see Clare Jackson and Patricia Glennie, ‘Restoration Politics and the Advocates’ 
Secession, 1674-1676’, Scottish Historical Review, 91 (2012), pp. 76–105), as well as from details given 
about a church split in Dunfermline; but I would argue that she had England in view as well, given her 
earlier meditations in this volume. 
129 Halkett, NLS 6494, p. 1. 
130 Halkett, NLS 6494, p. 59. 
131 See especially Halkett, NLS 6490, pp. 345–349. 
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her ‘silent’ closet devotions.  The following excerpt, though long – its length is 

necessary to see Halkett’s practice of building from biblical quotation at work – offers a 

fitting conclusion to this chapter: 

Oh that in the Volume of the booke itt might bee written of mee that I delight 
to doe thy Will O my God yea thy Law is within my hart therfore my lips shall 
nott bee refrained from Speaking (though I cannot preach) righteousnese … 
even in the Great Congregation [Psalm 40.7-10] And by these Words I hope to 
bee justified 
 
‘St Paul Suffered nott a Woman to teach nor to usurpe authority butt to bee in 
Silence [1 Timothy 2.12].  but there is a Speech in Silence which day unto day 
uttereth & night Sheweth knowledge and a voice may be heard where there is 
neither Speech nor Language [Psalm 19.2-3].  Moses spake nothing to 
God  And yett the Lord said unto Moses Wherfore cryest thou unto mee 
[Exodus 14.15].  May nott I from this hope that my frequent aproaches to the 
howse of God will teach others to bee humble for there neglect and may 
obtaine for mee [(]who have offten wept for the Contempt that some had for 
the Solemne assembly [Zephaniah 3.18]) that which was Spoken to 
others.  Thus Saith the Lord refraine thy voice from weeping and thy eyes from 
teares for thy worke shall bee rewarded Saith the Lord and they shall Come 
again from the Land of the enemy [Jeremiah 31.16].132 

 
Halkett frankly admitted the New Testament prohibition of women’s public speaking, 

yet she responded with no fewer than five passages endorsing the efficacy of private 

prayer from across the Old Testament.  This echoes her argument a few years earlier, 

backed by Taylor’s Great Exemplar: ‘I will … aply what Daniell says, that if I can (thus by 

prayer) turne many to righteousnese I may then shine as the starres for ever & ever’.133 

Halkett’s daily discipline of prayer, reading, and written reflection on scripture 

thus grounded both her self-confidence as a writer and her sense of mission in her 

community.  She approached both of these commitments as a prophetic calling – but 

in a pastoral rather than a radical sense.134  When she wrote that she wanted ‘a full Gale 

 
132 Halkett, NLS 6494, pp. 272–273.  The biblical references in square brackets indicate the passages she 
has just quoted. 
133 Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 266. 
134 The similarity between Halkett’s motives for writing so much, and Richard Baxter’s, is striking – at 
least as the latter is presented in N. H. Keeble, Richard Baxter: Puritan Man of Letters (Oxford, 1982). 
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of thy Spiritt (which bloweth where itt listeth) to fill my Sailes & Cary mee Swiftly & 

Ardently to my desired haven’, she was not pursuing the sort of transgressive exhibition 

commonly associated with early modern women prophets, but an inner reassurance 

about her socially prescribed concerns.135  As she remarked again and again, her sphere 

of obligation included ‘puplick’ as well as ‘private’, extending outward from her own 

spiritual well-being, to household affairs, all the way to prayer for king, church, and 

nation.136  Her meditations address these concerns in a variety of modes – didactic, 

declamatory, intercessory, accusatory – derived from biblical models and constructed in 

biblical phrases.  The following chapters will explore how such material translates into 

political thought. 

 

 
135 Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 261. 
136 Halkett constantly uses this distinction of public and private concerns; Couper’s catalogue adopts it 
wholesale to designate the subject matter of her occasional meditations.  See for instance Halkett, NLS 
6490, p. 375; NLS 6491, p. 93; NLS 6492, pp. 47, 87; NLS 6494, pp. 295, 377. 
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Chapter 4:  Devotional writing as a source for political thought 

 

Devotional exercises, focused on the study and application of scripture, do not initially 

appear a likely venue for political thought.1  The emphasis on prayer, reflection, and 

resolve yields an altogether different thought structure and content from a political 

pamphlet or treatise.  The passing political remarks, expressed in the bounded context 

of a specific biblical passage, are underdeveloped in isolation, and the biblical inflection 

means that, without dates, it would often be impossible to identify the precise political 

context.  But none of this demonstrates the absence of political thinking, only the 

challenges of navigating a certain type of source material.  Indeed, devotional writing is 

a strangely underrated alternative to more prescriptive sources, such as sermons or 

conduct manuals, for evidence of everyday political thinking.  Fifty years ago, Gordon 

Schochet declared that such evidence was non-existent, and that ‘the political attitudes 

and unconscious prejudices of the rank and file’, ‘the ordinary member of Stuart 

society’, could only be deduced ‘from our knowledge of his regular experiences and the 

doctrines he was taught’.2  More recently, Kevin Killeen has identified the opposite 

problem, the ‘[v]ast troves of tangential material’ to hand in ‘diaries or private writings’; 

his study excluded these, however, since he intended to pursue ‘the public, political 

discourse of biblical kingship’ and ‘reconstitute how biblical exemplarity operated in 

the public sphere’.3  But why exclude the ‘private’ sphere from the study of political 

thought?  The fact is, whether the excuse is non-existence or excess, we lack models for 

 
1 See for example Hilda L. Smith, ‘Introduction: Women, Intellect, and Politics: Their Intersection in 
Seventeenth-century England’, in Hilda L. Smith, ed., Women Writers and the Early Modern British Political 
Tradition (Cambridge, 1998), pp. 1–14; Lois G. Schwoerer, ‘Women’s Public Political Voice in England: 
1640-1740’, in Hilda L. Smith, ed., Women Writers and the Early Modern British Political Tradition 
(Cambridge, 1998), pp. 56–74; Lois G. Schwoerer, ‘Women and the Glorious Revolution’, Albion, 18 
(1986), pp. 204–209.  To date, this perspective has been challenged chiefly relative to the nexus of piety, 
politics, and proto-feminism:  for example, Hannah Smith, ‘English “Feminist” Writings and Judith 
Drake’s An Essay in Defense of the Female Sex (1696)’, The Historical Journal, 44 (2001), pp. 727–47; 
William Kolbrener and Michal Michelson, eds., Mary Astell: Reason, Gender, Faith (Aldershot, 2007); 
Apetrei, Women, Feminism and Religion in Early Enlightenment England. 
2 Schochet, ‘Patriarchalism, Politics and Mass Attitudes’, p. 414. 
3 Killeen, Political Bible, p. 17. 
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reading the politics in devotional writing, and for translating biblical ‘hopscotch’, 

Killeen’s clever image, into political thought. 

Seeking to demonstrate the political relevance of this source material, the first 

part of this chapter presents a cluster of devotional commemorations of the regicide – 

not Eikon Basilike, but less familiar samples with comparable trajectories of use.  These 

productions, by a variety of Halkett’s contemporaries, illustrate both the existence of 

political commentary and reflection in devotional writing, and also the ability of 

contemporaries to recognize and repurpose it.  The second part of this chapter then 

returns to Halkett’s meditations, taking up the subject of patriarchal political thought, a 

foundational supposition shared with the examples just surveyed.  As I will show, 

Halkett’s discussions of the fifth commandment (‘Honour thy father and thy mother’) 

skillfully adapt this catechetical foundation for obedience to the king and to the civil 

and spiritual authorities ranged beneath him to the intricacies of Scottish political 

experience between the 1650s and the 1690s. 

 

I.  Politics in personal devotions 

It is not only modern readers that perceive a disjuncture between private devotional 

writing and public politics; it was partly a projection of the time.  Seventeenth-century 

devotional publications did pose as a neutral medium.  Bishop Hall’s Arte of Divine 

Meditation (1606) offered ‘the practice of true piety’ as an escape from the empty 

wrangling of ‘Polemicall bookes’ and the fruitless pressure of ‘doctrinall’ disputes.4  The 

anonymous Whole Duty of Man (1658) likewise asserted that ‘consideration and care of 

their own souls’ was everyone’s duty, a sentiment echoed by Henry Hammond’s 

endorsement of the book, which hoped that the ‘work’ would ‘benefit … the hearts of 

the whole nation’.5  But the partisan agenda beneath such claims was easily detected.  

 
4 Hall, Divine Meditation, ‘The Epistle Dedicatory’, n.p. 
5 The Practice of Christian Graces, or the Whole Duty of Man ... with Private Devotions for Several Occasions 
(London, 1658), (attrib. Richard Allestree), author’s ‘Preface’, and Henry Hammond’s preface (both 
n.p.). 
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Interregnum readers of the Whole Duty would have recognized Hammond’s name, as 

well as the frontispiece depicting a mourning ‘Ecclesia Anglicana’, as promoting the 

proscribed Church of England.6  Eikon Basilike (1649), the purported prayers and 

meditations of Charles I, is another familiar example of devotional writing doing 

political work.  On the one hand, acceptable familiarity, not originality, was key in 

these widely used and imitated works; on the other, early modern readers were well able 

to discern the particular arguments beneath the routine expressions. 

This facility at finding the particular within the routine is not easily imitated by 

modern readers.  Attempts to tidy the murky meanings of shared religious language 

have inevitably over-simplified complex sources.  Nineteenth-century editorial practices 

are perhaps the worst culprit, having bequeathed a legacy of incomplete editions of 

primary sources that hide the extent to which public politics were interpreted 

devotionally, by women as well as men.  The writings of Nehemiah Wallington and 

Alice Thornton, discussed below, are a case in point; though often cited, they are 

known solely on the basis of excerpted editions which cannot effectively communicate 

the thought process of their writing.7  Even modern editions excise their lengthy 

devotional content in favour of historical and biographical details, making it impossible 

to evaluate the relationship between devotional exercise and political agenda.8 

Even where the fusion of politics and piety has been preserved, it was once 

thought necessary to extract the political thought from its surrounding religious 

language, as if these represented contradictory mental states.  Thus C. V. Wedgwood 

could attribute Oliver Cromwell’s ‘enigmatic and uncertain’ thought during the winter 

of 1648-49, as he orchestrated the trial and execution of Charles I, to a tension between 

 
6 Hammond was a key figure in the preservation of Anglican continuity during the Interregnum.  Hugh 
de Quehen, ‘Hammond, Henry (1605–1660)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004); Kenneth Fincham and Stephen 
Taylor, ‘Episcopalian Conformity and Nonconformity 1646-60’, in Jason McElligott and David L. Smith, 
eds., Royalists and Royalism during the Interregnum (Manchester, 2010), pp. 18–43; Spurr, Restoration Church, 
ch. 1. 
7 Wallington, Historical Notices, 2 vols; Thornton, Autobiography. 
8 Booy, ed., Notebooks of Nehemiah Wallington, pp. x–xi; see also pp. 158-160, 172; Anselment, ed., 
Thornton’s ‘First Booke’, p. lx, 159, 228. 
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‘the practical side of his genius’ and his reliance on ‘spiritual guidance’.  Because 

Cromwell ‘compelled his intellect to work through the medium of prayer’, Wedgwood 

suggested, ‘he disguised the complex cerebral mechanism of memory, association and 

deduction in the cloudy language of vision and prophecy’.9  The mid-twentieth-century 

notion that ‘religion was the seventeenth century's way of talking about something else’ 

has since been challenged.10  But although biblical language has been reincorporated 

into the study of political argument, the ‘cloudy language’ of shared Bible reading and 

devotional exercise remains opaque.  To return to Killeen, while he argues that ‘the 

Bible provided … a major political language of the seventeenth century’, he also calls it 

‘an intricate, wide-ranging and rapidly shifting idiom of political reference’, and 

highlights the difficulties of ‘recovering the presuppositions that are, intrinsically, 

unspoken’.11  Ultimately, what Killeen calls the ‘fleet-footed interpretation of a 

malleable text’ in early modern biblical discourse means that modern readers can be 

hard-pressed to approximate the biblical and political expertise of their early modern 

counterparts.12 

 

Shared words, contested meanings 

One way of acquiring an ear for the partisan nuances in shared language is to observe 

seventeenth-century self-interpretation at work.  A conversation Halkett recorded in her 

autobiography is particularly revealing of how easily individuals could filter and deflect 

the religious rhetoric of political debate.  While she was staying with the Countess of 

Dunfermline at Fyvie Castle near Aberdeen in 1652, Halkett met Colonel Robert 

 
9 Wedgwood, Trial of Charles I, pp. 16–17; see also p. 34 (page numbers refer to the 2001 Common 
Reader Edition titled A Coffin for King Charles).  Wedgwood did recognize the interpretive problem:  ‘The 
most real thing in their [Cromwell’s and Charles I’s] situation – the guidance of God – was to become 
the least real to ensuing generations’ (p. 262). 
10 ‘Introduction’, in Blair Worden, God’s Instruments: Political Conduct in the England of Oliver Cromwell 
(Oxford, 2012), p. 2; see also his analysis of Cromwell’s political thought in ‘Providence and Politics’, in 
Worden, God’s Instruments, pp. 31–62. 
11 Killeen, Political Bible, pp. 2–4. 
12 Killeen, Political Bible, p. 11. 
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Overton, an English army officer overseeing the English subjugation of the area.13  

Overton held unusual political views, as Halkett likely knew; he had kept aloof both 

from the regicide and from the army’s more radical political proposals at that time, but 

he was an opponent of absolute monarchy on principle.14  In Halkett’s retelling, 

Overton initiated conversation with the remark ‘that God had wonderfully evidenced 

his power in the Great things hee had done’.  Halkett parried the thrust by responding, 

‘[N]oe doupt[;] butt God would evidence his power still in the great things hee designed 

to doe’.  Overton immediately recognized the challenge:  ‘[Y]ou speake my words butt 

nott I thinke to my Sence’.  Halkett forced him to clarify his interpretation of ‘Great 

things’, and then disputed his claim that the Cromwellian army’s successes indicated 

divine sanction.  The exchange is just one example of how, though all sides used a 

common biblical language to claim God’s favour, each could detect their opponents’ 

partisan bias. 

The contest over political claims advanced in an ostensibly shared devotional 

medium is well illustrated in the debate over the authenticity of Eikon Basilike.  This 

royalist bestseller was tremendously effective, at least in retrospect, in broadcasting the 

image of Charles I as a martyr for a cause that would one day recover.15  But the Eikon’s 

 
13 Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fols 41r-v.  Halkett also referred to this conversation in her earlier meditation, 
‘The Widows Mite’ (1673), NLS 6493, p. 6.  The cultural moment framing Overton’s and Halkett’s 
conversation – the attempt by the ‘Cromwellian’ godly to convert the erstwhile ‘Covenanter’ godly to 
their policy of religious toleration in Scotland – is discussed in R. Scott Spurlock, Cromwell and Scotland: 
Conquest and Religion, 1650-1660 (Edinburgh, 2007). 
14 Overton published political pamphlets in 1649, 1653 and 1659; he would eventually fall afoul of 
Cromwell over the latter’s role as Lord Protector, triggering the first of a series of lengthy imprisonments 
(1655-1659 and 1660-1671).  See Barbara Taft, ‘“They that pursew perfaction on earth …”: the Political 
Progress of Robert Overton’, in I. J. Gentles, John Morrill, and Blair Worden, eds., Soldiers, Writers and 
Statesmen of the English Revolution (Cambridge, 1998), pp. 286–303; Barbara Taft, ‘Overton, Robert 
(1608/9-1678/9)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004).  It should be noted that the manuscript evidence Taft 
attributes to Overton is actually a series of condensed excerpts from Francis Osborne’s Advice to a Son 
(1656-58), and thus her portrayal of Overton’s political thought needs to be revised. 
15 According to Isabel Rivers, sixty editions appeared in its first year alone: ‘Prayer-book Devotion: The 
Literature of the Proscribed Episcopal Church’, in N. H. Keeble, ed., The Cambridge Companion to Writing 
of the English Revolution (Cambridge, 2001), pp. 205–206.  A different reckoning of the editions is given 
in Jason McElligott, ‘Roger Morrice and the Reputation of the Eikon Basilike in the 1680s’, The Library, 6 
(2005), p. 121.  On the success of the martyr-king image, see Andrew Lacey, The Cult of King Charles the 
Martyr (Woodbridge, 2003). 
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overall success should not obscure the fact that it was not universally convincing.  As 

Elizabeth Skerpan Wheeler points out, the book was only effective if the reader was 

already disposed to trust the king.  Among the converted, its ‘lack of originality’ and its 

‘collective, collaborative and participatory’ elements were strengths; but a number of 

critics, including John Milton, could discredit the book on the same grounds by 

showing that it was partly cribbed from other sources, possibly even ghost-written by the 

king’s chaplains.16  The authenticity question had enduring political bite, especially 

when it was resurrected in the 1690s, after the Revolution of 1688-89 revitalized the 

issue of regicide.17 

Eikon Basilike may be the quintessential instance of private devotional exercise 

being used to defend a political position, but it was merely one instance of a dynamic 

and not exclusively royalist phenomenon.  Other devotional responses to the regicide 

help to illuminate the wider mentality in which these productions functioned.  I shall 

discuss here four examples, all of which can be loosely categorized with Eikon Basilike as 

personal meditations and prayers.  In each case, considering unpublished manuscript 

evidence allows the printed material to be interpreted in a new light.  Two examples are 

drawn from the manuscript collections of Nehemiah Wallington (1598-1658) and Alice 

Thornton (1626-1707), compiled in the 1640s and 1660s respectively, but unpublished 

until the nineteenth century.18  The third example is a pair of annotated copies of the 

1683 reprint of meditations and letters by Arthur, Lord Capel (1604-1649), a royalist 

nobleman executed a few weeks after the king.19  A fourth example comes from a 

 
16 Elizabeth Skerpan Wheeler, ‘Eikon Basilike and the Rhetoric of Self-Representation’, in Thomas N. 
Corns, ed., The Royal Image: Representations of Charles I (Cambridge, 1999), pp. 124, 127–128, 135; 
Sharon Achinstein, ‘Milton and King Charles’, in Thomas N. Corns, ed., The Royal Image: Representations 
of Charles I (Cambridge, 1999), pp. 141–161.  
17 On the debate, see McElligott, ‘Morrice and the Reputation of Eikon Basilike’; Skerpan Wheeler, 
‘Rhetoric of Self-Representation’; Lois Potter, ‘The Royal Martyr in the Restoration: National Grief and 
National Sin’, in Thomas N. Corns, ed., The Royal Image: Representations of Charles I (Cambridge, 1999), 
pp. 254, 256; Goldie, ‘Mary Astell and John Locke’, pp. 75–79. 
18 Paul S. Seaver, ‘Wallington, Nehemiah (1598–1658)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004); Ann Hughes, ‘Thornton 
, Alice (1626–1707)’, ODNB (2004). 
19 Ronald Hutton, ‘Capel, Arthur, first Baron Capel of Hadham (1604–1649)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004). 
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manuscript of ‘Private Prayers’ attributed to Dorothy, Lady Pakington (1623-1679), who 

was being promoted by her family and friends as the author of the anonymous Whole 

Duty of Man (1658) in the late seventeenth century.20 

 

Nehemiah Wallington, Alice Thornton, and providential politics 

Wallington functions in this group of examples as a control, demonstrating the extent 

to which devotional practice transcended political differences.  Though he regarded the 

Laudian ecclesiastical innovations of the 1630s as a ‘hellish plot to undermine and 

overturn the gospel’, his rigorous devotional practice, painstakingly documented in his 

extant manuscripts, was not unique to his ‘Puritan’ politics.21  Anglican royalists also 

retired to their closets to pray, read, and write, in the belief that their prayers and 

obedience impacted political outcomes.22  Alice Thornton, for instance, who was about 

the age of Wallington’s surviving daughter, exhibited the same providential perspective 

in her writings.  Like Wallington, she portrayed the mid-century conflicts in black-and-

white terms:  her family was mercifully delivered, while their enemies suffered 

catastrophic judgments.  An unpublished excerpt from her fourth manuscript describes 

the gruesome deaths, one by suicide and the other by severe gastric illness, of the men 

she blamed for the sequestration of her brother’s estate during the 1640s.  Among their 

other vices, she labeled them ‘regicides’, though neither was literally involved in the 

king’s trial and execution.23  Wallington’s manuscripts contain many stories in the same 

crude vein, but rather than regicides his villains are ‘impious prelates’ and ‘malicious 

 
20 Sara H. Mendelson, ‘Pakington [née Coventry], Dorothy, Lady Pakington (bap. 1623, d. 1679)’, ODNB 
(Oxford, 2004); William Dunn Macray, ‘Pakington, Dorothy, Lady (d. 1679)’, Dictionary of National 
Biography, 43 (London, 1885-1900), pp. 86–88.  The older DNB entry is actually more informative. 
21 Quoted in Seaver, Wallington’s World, p. 156; see also pp. 158-159.  On Wallington’s devotional 
practice see Seaver, Wallington’s World; Booy, ed., Notebooks of Nehemiah Wallington, pp. 1–28; 143-181. 
22 This tends to be noted more for later ‘holy living’ Anglicans, for instance this essay on Susannah 
Hopton and Elizabeth Burnet:  Charles Wallace, Jr., ‘The Prayer Closet as a “Room of One’s Own”: Two 
Anglican Women Devotional Writers at the Turn of the Eighteenth Century’, Journal of Women’s History, 
9 (1997), pp. 108–121. 
23 Alice Thornton, Add. MS 88897/1-2 (British Library, London, 1668-1707), vol. 2, p. 26-27; she names 
them ‘Mr Nesbitt and his uncle Hoyle’. 
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Enemies of God and his children’.24 

The mirror relationship between Thornton’s and Wallington’s providentialism 

is neatly captured in their contrasting portrayals of Thomas Wentworth, earl of 

Strafford, Charles I’s chief political minister who was executed in 1641.  Their 

respective views on the regicide simultaneously come into play, because both linked the 

king’s execution in 1649 to the catastrophic events of 1641, when Strafford’s execution, 

extorted from the king as the price of peace, was followed by the Irish Rebellion, which 

in turn precipitated the outbreak of civil war in England.  Charles himself, in Eikon 

Basilike, hinted that his fate was the result of Strafford’s.  But Thornton and 

Wallington each had a personal logic for their position.  For Wallington, Strafford’s 

execution was long-delayed justice on the evil agent of royal policies, including the Irish 

Rebellion, in which Wallington’s brother-in-law was murdered.  For Thornton, whose 

father had been Strafford’s client and successor as Lord Deputy of Ireland, Strafford 

was first in a succession of royalist martyrs, including her father and brother as well as 

the king.25   

Wallington’s spiritual journals from early 1641 show that he expended 

considerable devotional energy on Strafford’s demise, praying earnestly for the death of 

‘that grat enemie to Gods church’, a ‘great Goeliah [Goliath]’, and a ‘so grate cruell 

crafty, oppressing and Bloody enemie’.26  In his anxiety to see justice done, Wallington 

castigated himself for coldness in spiritual duties:  ‘not caring for to heere Gods word, 

praying very couldly and deadly and performing dutyes in a formarly maner through 

costome or some by respeckes or cinester ends’.  His failings, he feared, obstructed the 

great work God was doing in 1641: 

 
24 Wallington filled whole books with these stories (e.g. ‘A Memoriall of Gods Judgments upon Sabbath 
breakers, Drunkerds and other vile livers’, BL Sloane MS 1457, Notebooks of Nehemiah Wallington, pp. 97–
114).  His account of the death of Attorney General William Noy is an especially convenient comparison 
with Thornton, given the nature of Noy’s final illness:  Booy, ed., Notebooks of Nehemiah Wallington, pp. 
122–125 (quotes from p. 125), excerpted from ‘A Bundell of Marcys’, Add. MS 21935 (British Library, 
London, 1640-1646), fols 45r-47r. 
25 Strafford is first in Thornton’s narrative sequence, though technically he died after her father.  Fiona 
Pogson, ‘Wandesford, Christopher (1592–1640)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004). 
26 Booy, ed., Notebooks of Nehemiah Wallington, pp. 131, 167. 
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I thinke the whole church of God faires the worse for mee but not more 
especially in this time of parliament when that wicked wretch the Debety of 
Ireland [Strafford] cause to be a fortnights time in tryall and yet Justis not to 
take place and proceed against him. Shurely my deadnes and backwardnes in 
duty is some cause[.]27 
 

Wallington’s sentiments doubtless reflected the rhetoric of the many fast-day sermons 

he heard.28  These were not an exclusively Puritan device.  Halkett’s description of the 

1644 sermon of ‘Mr Gaile (Chaplain to the Countess of Devonshire a good man & an 

excellent preacher)’, which prompted her routine of midday prayer for the king, reveals 

the same logic on the opposite side of the political and ecclesiastical spectrum: 

hee taxed the Sins of the whole kingdome to bee the occasion of the breach & 
distance betwixt the King & his people & that all should bee sencible of itt butt 
particularly his owne familly & Sarvants who ought most to bee Sencible of itt 
butt hee feared there was none that poured forth a prayer more then ordinary 
though the Judgment was extreordinary that wee Lay under.29 

 
When Strafford was finally executed, Wallington was elated:  ‘at last God did 

heere us … the Debetie was beheaded to the joy of the church of God[.] For when the 

wicked perisheth the righteous rejoyce[.]’30  Years later, he would also place the king’s 

execution alongside Strafford’s, among the deaths that avenged his brother-in-law’s 

murder; he headed the list with Genesis 9.6, ‘Who so sheddeth mans blood, by man 

shall his blood be shed’.31  As Paul Seaver argues, though Wallington was not 

 
27 Booy, ed., Notebooks of Nehemiah Wallington, p. 150.  This excerpt comes from ‘The Growth of a 
Christian’, Add. MS 40883 (British Library, London, 1641-1643), his ‘second booke consarning the fruit 
and Bennifeet that … I gaine by the sacrament’ – essentially, that is, Wallington’s version of sacramental 
meditations, a type of devotional writing more commonly associated with pious Anglicans of the 
Interregnum and later:  e.g. Jeremy Taylor’s Holy Living (1650), Richard Allestree’s Whole Duty of Man 
(1658), Simon Patrick’s The Christian Sacrifice (1671), etc. 
28 Christopher Durston, ‘“For the Better Humiliation of the People”: Public Days of Fasting and 
Thanksgiving During the English Revolution’, The Seventeenth Century, 7 (1992), pp. 129–149. 
29 Halkett, NLS 6491, pp. 86–87.  Mr Gaile assisted the Countess in her secret correspondence with 
royalists during the Civil Wars, according to Thomas Pomfret, The Life of the Right Honourable and 
Religious Lady Christian, Late Countess Dowager of Devonshire (London, 1685), p. 73; Victor Stater, 
‘Cavendish [née Bruce], Christian [Christiana], countess of Devonshire (1595-1675)’, ODNB (Oxford, 
2004).   
30 Notebooks of Nehemiah Wallington, pp. 150–151.  The final sentence adapts Proverbs 11.10:  ‘In the 
prosperitie of the righteous the citie reioyceth, and when the wicked perish, there is ioye’ (Geneva). 
31 Notebooks of Nehemiah Wallington, p. 145, citing ‘Bundell of Marcys’, BL Add. 21935, fols 229r-v. 
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republican in principle, by 1649 he regarded Charles’s life as just forfeit for the 

bloodshed of the Civil Wars and especially the Irish Rebellion, which he believed 

Charles had instigated.32  Wallington’s note on 30 January 1649 is terse, but the 

surrounding comments and quotations communicate his grim perspective:  ‘Whatever 

may be unjust with men, God is righteous and just in whatever He doth’, followed by a 

reference to the fate of the cruel Canaanite king Adoni-bezek:  ‘as I have done, God 

hath rewarded me’ (Judges 1.7).33 

Wallington demonstrates the limits of royal martyr ideology; plainly, he was no 

dupe of ‘the King’s book’.  But neither was Alice Thornton, though she splashed 

Anglican royal-martyr rhetoric indiscriminately across accounts of her father’s death in 

1640, Strafford’s execution in 1641, the regicide in 1649, and her brother’s death in 

1651.  The family deaths were not war-related – her father merely died of a fever in 

Ireland, while her brother was drowned fording a river – but Thornton’s retrospective 

meditations presented each figure as a paternal head, whose removal placed the 

monarchy, church, nation and family in jeopardy, signalling ‘the grand displeasure of 

God towards those Kingdomes & places for Sinns not repented of’.34  On Strafford’s 

execution, in contrast to Wallington’s biblical paraphrase ‘when the wicked perisheth 

the righteous rejoyce’, Thornton wrote her own dark prophecy:  ‘When the Iust & wise 

men faile, & are taken away, the Cittye will be left in darkenesse & distruction’.35  Her 

 
32 Wallington did pray, earlier in the 1640s, ‘that the Lord would change the hart of the King’ (Booy, ed. 
Notebooks of Nehemiah Wallington, p. 196).  Seaver suggests that Wallington’s opposition to Charles I came 
about gradually through his extensive news-gathering, which convinced him that the king was a ‘man of 
blood’ justly condemned by his suffering people (Seaver, Wallington’s World, pp. 167–169; see also pp. 
161, 245 nt. 67).  On Charles I’s bloodguilt, see Patricia Crawford, ‘Charles Stuart, That Man of Blood’, 
Journal of British Studies, 16 (1977), pp. 41–61; Christopher Hill, The English Bible and the Seventeenth-
Century Revolution (London, 1993), pp. 324–331. 
33 The quotation of Judges 1.7 is only mentioned in Webb’s edition, Wallington, Historical Notices, vol. 2, 
p. 279. 
34 Anselment, ed., Thornton’s ‘First Booke’, p. 27.  This and all subsequent quotations from Anselment’s 
edition follow his editorial practice. 
35 Anselment, ed., Thornton’s ‘First Booke’, p. 21.  I cannot find any biblical match for this sentence, other 
than Isaiah 57.1, ‘The righteous perisheth, and no man layeth it to heart: and merciful men are taken 
away, none considering that the righteous is taken away from the evil to come’.  Thornton wrote a 
meditation on this passage in connection with her father’s death, a few pages after her ‘Obseruations 
vppon seuerall accidents happening in Ireland vppon the Earle of Strafford, &c.’ 
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familiarity with Eikon Basilike is evident in her meditation ‘Vppon the beheading of 

King Charles the Martyr Ian 30th 1648’:  ‘[L]ett his admirable booke speake his 

Etternall Glory & praise’.36  Her own meditation puts herself into the larger rhetoric.  

‘[W]hat shall become of me, a vilde vnprofitable creature’, she asked, ‘when thy 

displeasure has thus risen against the Head of thy Church heere’? 

The baffling element in Thornton’s manuscripts is that, as far as we can tell, she 

wrote all these meditations after her husband’s death – in 1668, after the Restoration.  

The manuscript evidence shows that she expanded a short listing of events into these 

extended devotional passages, presumably to circulate in self-defence against a social 

and financial crisis connected with her widowhood.37  This accounts for how her 

‘Meditations & Praier vppon the Death of my Honoured Father the Lord Deputie 

Wandesforde’, which occurred in December 1640, could use language redolent of the 

post-Restoration cult of the martyr-king, conflating her father with the king: 

Great are the benifitts which are inioyed in the Life & Examples, Praiers & 
supplications, Gournment & instructions of a holy, Righteous King, Father, 
Master, or Ruler ouer any <Kingdome>, Place, or Familie; & then the losse is 
more eminent and generall to that societye. The death of <the> least of Gods 
Seruants are heauy afflictions, But when the tall Ceadars falls, greater is the 
blow to the shrubs, vnder whose branches was theire shelter. The head being 
off, how can the other members subsist; too frequently followes confusion.38 
 

Similar language pervades Thornton’s other lamentations on the deaths of Strafford, 

Charles, and her brother.  Histrionics aside, the causal sequence Thornton repeatedly 

 
36 Anselment, ed., Thornton’s ‘First Booke’, p. 59; Thornton, Autobiography, p. 56.  The 1875 edition 
printed less than half of this meditation, omitting most of Thornton’s personal application of the event. 
37 The earlier, shorter manuscript (which also appears to have been written, or at least finished, c.1668) 
survives only on a microfilm held at Yale University.  Portions were printed in Elspeth Graham, Hilary 
Hinds, Elaine Hobby, and Helen Wilcox, eds., Her Own Life: Autobiographical Writings by Seventeenth 
Century Englishwomen (London, 1989), pp. 147–164.  The differences between the shorter, microfilm 
manuscript and the expanded version now held in the British Library (Thornton, BL Add. 88897/1-2) 
are extensively discussed in a series of articles by Raymond Anselment:  Raymond A. Anselment, ‘“My 
first Booke of my Life”: The Apology of a Seventeenth-Century Gentry Woman’, Prose Studies, 24 (2001), 
pp. 1–14; Raymond A. Anselment, ‘Seventeenth-Century Manuscript Sources of Alice Thornton’s Life’, 
Studies in English Literature, 45 (2005), pp. 135–155; see also his ‘Introduction’ to Anselment, ed., 
Thornton’s ‘First Booke’, pp. xlix–li. 
38 Anselment, ed., Thornton’s ‘First Booke’, p. 28; the original passage is Thornton, BL Add. 88897/1-2, 
vol. 1, pp. 40-41. 
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employs, of a loyal, peaceful Anglican gentry set upon, from 1639, by Scottish 

Presbyterians, Irish Papists, and other ‘factious Spirritts weary of a lawfull & Peaceable 

gouernment’, who ultimately behead the king and all other beneficent forms of 

government, is distinctly tied to post-Restoration Anglican retrenchment.  Yet that 

dimension of Thornton’s complaints has been completely ignored by modern scholars, 

in favour of gender and family emphases.39 

 

Afterlives of Lord Capel’s Excellent Contemplations (1683) 

Thornton’s use of martyr-cult rhetoric in 1668 was probably influenced by her clerical 

son-in-law, Thomas Comber, whose liturgical and polemical publications in support of 

the Anglican establishment in the 1670s and 80s were well received, and who 

eventually supported the Revolution of 1688-89.40  For someone in Comber’s position, 

the near-equation of church and king in royalist writing on the 1640s and 1650s, when 

both were ‘in exile’, became useful later in the Restoration period when church 

interests needed defense against the king.  This dynamic dominates the two examples of 

Anglican royalist devotional writing discussed next, involving the later use of texts 

written at the time of the regicide.  In both cases, the cause of the church eventually 

came to dominate an increasingly idealized king-figure. 

The multiple reiterations of Arthur, Lord Capel’s posthumous letters and 

devotions illustrate this transition with particular clarity.  Capel had been beheaded 

with two other royalist noblemen in March 1649, just after the king’s execution.  Their 

collective scaffold speeches were immediately published, alongside accounts of the 

 
39 Anselment, ed., Thornton’s ‘First Booke’, p. 17.  Howard, ‘Imagining Pain’, notes the martyr language but 
connects it to Foxe’s Book of Martyrs rather than Eikon Basilike.  Anselment likewise discusses the 
intrusion of the national into the family death scenes in this part of Thornton’s manuscript, but without 
any recognition of the influence of Eikon Basilike and royalist martyrology, or of Thornton’s post-
Restoration context:  ‘Introduction’ to Anselment, ed., Thornton’s ‘First Booke’, pp. xxxi-xxxiv.   
40 Andrew M. Coleby, ‘Comber, Thomas (1645-1699)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004); Thomas Comber, The 
Autobiographies and Letters of Thomas Comber, Sometime Precentor of York and Dean of Durham, ed. C. E. 
Whiting (2 vols, Durham, 1946-1947). 
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king’s.41  Other papers of Capel’s were published anonymously in 1654, including a 

collection of some two hundred and seventy-nine Daily Observations or Meditations, 

Divine, Moral, and Certain Letters Written to Several Persons in protest against the 

treatment of the king in 1648-49.42  The whole collection – meditations, letters, and 

scaffold speeches – was then republished in 1683 after the startling suicide (or possibly 

murder) of Capel’s son, the earl of Essex, in the Tower under suspicion of involvement 

in the Rye House Plot against Charles II.43  The vindicatory intent of this reissue was 

made explicit by the extended title, which now identified the author and ended ‘With 

his Pious Advice to his Son the late Earl of Essex’.44 

This 1683 edition of Capel’s writings was repurposed yet again, in the early 

eighteenth century, by his eldest daughter, Mary Somerset, when she was in her 

eighties.45  Two similarly annotated copies gifted by her are extant, one to Francis 

Lowthorp in 1710 (now in the British Library) and another to Mary Astell in 1712 

 
41 The several speeches of Duke Hamilton Earl of Cambridg, Henry Earl of Holland, and Arthur Lord Capel, upon 
the scaffold immediately before their execution, on Friday the 9. of March. Also the several exhortations, and 
conferences with them, upon the scaffold, by Dr Sibbald, Mr Bolton, & Mr Hodges.; also published as King Charls 
His Tryal at the High Court of Justice sitting in Westminster Hall ... also, His Majesties speech on the scaffold 
immediately before his execution, on Tuesday, Jan. 30. Together with the several speeches of Duke Hamilton, the 
Earl of Holland, and the Lord Capel, immediately before their execution on Friday, March 9. 1649, (London, 
1649). 
42 Arthur Capel, Daily Observations or Meditations, Divine, Moral (London, 1654); Arthur Capel, Certain 
Letters Written to Several Persons (London, 1654). 
43 Arthur Capel, Excellent Contemplations, Divine and Moral. Written by the Magnanimous and Truly Loyal 
Arthur Lord Capel, Baron of Hadham. Together with some account of his Life, and his Letters to several Persons, 
whilst he was Prisoner in the Tower, vigorously asserting the Royal Cause against all the Enemies thereof. Likewise 
his Affectionate Letters to his Lady, the Day before his Death, and his Couragious Behaviour, and last Speech at his 
Suffering, March 9. 1648. With his Pious Advice to his Son the late Earl of Essex (London, 1683).  The Rye 
House Plot and its context are discussed in Harris, Restoration, pp. 309–323. 
44 All that was added to the collection was a biographical preface; the purported advice to his son was 
only a few lines enjoining him not to seek revenge and to ‘hate Dissimulation’ (p. 141). 
45 P. E. Kell, ‘Somerset [née Capel], Mary, duchess of Beaufort (bap. 1630, d. 1715)’, ODNB (Oxford, 
2004).  Somerset’s daughter, the Countess of Coventry, was one of Mary Astell’s patrons and published 
her own meditations, in 1707 and 1727 (only the latter edition survives) in a format resembling her 
grandfather’s.  Emma Major, ‘Coventry [née Somerset], Anne, countess of Coventry (1673–1763)’, 
ODNB (Oxford, 2004); Anne Coventry, The Right Honourable Anne Countess of Coventry’s meditations, and 
reflections moral and divine (London, 1727). 
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(now in the Old Library, Magdalene College, Cambridge).46  An identical sequence of 

alterations has been made to both copies.  Both contain, in the front flyleaves, a lengthy 

hand-written note about the fate of Lord Capel’s heart, which had been put in a silver 

casket to be buried with Charles I at the Restoration.47  The scaffold speeches have 

been cut out, and the books re-bound, so that they include only the ‘Excellent 

Contemplations’ and the ‘Letters to Several Persons’.  Annotations have been added to 

each of the letters, identifying their unnamed recipients:  Ralph Brownrigg, bishop of 

Exeter; Edward Montagu, earl of Manchester; and Oliver Cromwell.48  The devotional 

material is unmarked in both copies, presumably merely a supporting element to the 

letters. 

No scholarly discussion of Capel’s letters or meditations exists, to my 

knowledge, making it difficult to evaluate their intrinsic merit.49  The meditations 

consist of brief apothegms and are not particularly noteworthy on a literary level.  The 

 
46 Arthur Capel, Excellent Contemplations, Add. MS 60389 (British Library, London, 1683-1880); Arthur 
Capel, Excellent Contemplations, Divine and Moral, shelfmark F.10.38 (Old Library, Magdalene College, 
Cambridge, 1683-1715).  I am grateful to Catherine Sutherland for her assistance in consulting and 
orienting the material at Magdalen College, which first came to my attention thanks to the exhibit of 
Mary Astell’s books in Magdalene’s Old Library that she curated in the spring of 2019.  See 
https://www.cam.ac.uk/stories/mary-astell-collection-magdalene-college, and Sutherland, C., ‘Books 
owned by Mary Astell in the Old Library of Magdalene College Cambridge’, The Library (forthcoming, 
2022).  An internet reference to W. Basil Worsfold, Twenty Centuries of England: Being the Annals of 
Bishop’s Stortford (London, 1935), pp. 88, 94–97, alerted me to the copy at the British Library. 
47 This gesture of faith in the future restoration of the monarchy was somewhat diminished by the fact 
that Charles I never received the anticipated state funeral. 
48 The letters are annotated as follows:  p. 90 ‘To Doctor Brownrick Bishop of Exeter’; p. 103 ‘To Edward 
Earl of Manchester’; p. 109 ‘To Oliver Cromwell’; p. 137 ‘Morley Bishop of Winchester, To Mr Edward 
Symons, who was for several Years Chaplain to my Lord Capel’.  The wording of the note about Lord 
Capel’s heart and the identifications of the letters are identical in the two extant copies, but the 
handwriting in each copy is different.  Presumably Mary Somerset used an amanuensis, and distributed 
more than two copies of her father’s book. 
49 Newman, ‘Conscience, Principle, and Sacrifice’, p. 229, quotes Capel’s injunctions to his son from a 
nineteenth-century edition.  Melanie Louise Harrington, ‘Disappointed Royalists in Restoration England 
and Wales’ (Ph.D., University of Cambridge, 2014), p. 171, names Capel in connection with early 
Restoration collections such as Royall and Loyall Blood Shed by Cromwel and his Party (1662) – but this only 
includes scaffold speeches.  Harrington discusses at more length another ‘royalist martyr’, the earl of 
Derby, who also left devotional material which circulated in manuscript; it was not published until the 
nineteenth century.  James Stanley, Private Devotions and Miscellanies of James, Seventh Earl of Derby, K.G., 
ed. F. R. Raines (1867); see also Barry Coward, ‘Stanley, James, seventh earl of Derby (1607–1651)’, 
ODNB (Oxford, 2004). 
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letters, however, are notable for urging the king’s supporters to embrace martyrdom 

rather than allowing regicide – an early instance of a type of argument associated with 

the Nonjurors after the Revolution of 1688-89.  One particularly effective passage joins 

passive obedience, martyrdom, and Protestantism itself into a single fabric of ‘Christian 

Verity’: 

Will not the whole Frame of Christian Verity be shaken (if not subverted) in 
this Nation, when this so great a Truth in it shall not be vigorously averred; 
That an Established Magistracy is God’s immediate Minister; and ought not, 
cannot, with Christian Profession, be deposed by those that owe Obedience and 
Allegiance to it?  I am fully perswaded, that it is so necessary a Truth, that were 
it tyed to the Stake, and the Flames about it, even there ought we to offer our 
selves to vindicate it, and contend for it; or else adieu Christian-Protestant 
Profession.50 
 

Capel’s articulation of the implications of regicide, though considerably more complex 

than Thornton’s, nevertheless concurs with her simpler imagery of headless chaos.  His 

concatenation of royalism and martyrdom, while anticipating the kingly cult, also looks 

further forward to the high-Tory position to which the letters doubtless appealed in 

1683.  Likely this was their attraction in the eighteenth century as well:  Mary 

Somerset’s interest in distributing her father’s writings, near the end of Queen Anne’s 

reign, during a period of sharp agitation over the shape and direction of the established 

church, surely involved more than family piety.51 

Additional layers of annotation by the subsequent owners of these gift volumes 

offer some suggestions of how the material was received.  Overall, the books may have 

had more totemic than textual significance.  Mary Astell evidently read her copy, 

however; there are notes in her handwriting referring to ‘the Revolution in 1688’ and 

to the fact that Mary Somerset was pregnant with her first child when her father was 

 
50 Capel, Certain Letters Written to Several Persons, p. 6; Capel, Excellent Contemplations ... With his Pious 
Advice to his Son the late Earl of Essex, p. 93. 
51 Somerset’s politics are not discussed in her ODNB entry.  On the context, see Geoffrey S. Holmes, The 
Trial of Doctor Sacheverell (London, 1973); G. V. Bennett, The Tory Crisis in Church and State 1688-1730: 
The Career of Francis Atterbury Bishop of Rochester (Oxford, 1975); Mark Goldie, ‘The Nonjurors, 
Episcopacy, and the Origins of the Convocation Controversy’, in Eveline Cruickshanks, ed., Ideology and 
Conspiracy: Aspects of Jacobitism, 1689-1759 (Edinburgh, 1982), pp. 15–35. 
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executed in 1649.52  Lowthorp’s copy contains only external markings by its various 

owners.  It eventually travelled, via Trinity College, Cambridge, back to the descendants 

of Lord Capel.  These nineteenth-century earls of Essex added more notes attempting 

to trace the whereabouts of their ancestor’s heart in its silver box, but it seems they were 

no longer interested in his political arguments. 

 

Bodleian MS Add B 58 ‘Private Prayers’ and Lady Pakington’s piety 

The eighteenth-century political context in which Capel’s letters were being re-read 

emerges more fully in one final example, which revolves around the purported 

devotional writings of Dorothy, Lady Pakington (1623-1679).  Though I will argue that 

the manuscript in question is falsely attributed to Pakington, this did not hinder her 

family from making full use of the later vogue for mid-century Anglican royalism.  

Starting in the late 1680s, when James II’s catholicizing efforts were fracturing Tory 

allegiance to church and king, the family legend that Lady Pakington had written the 

Interregnum classic of Anglican piety, The Whole Duty of Man (1658), was assiduously 

promoted as a symbol of the family’s Tory Anglican credentials.  Her reputation for 

piety, coupled with the family history of service to the royal cause, provided useful 

ballast to the political careers of her son and grandson.  Not everyone was convinced, 

even at the time, and despite the elaborate defense assembled by George Ballard in his 

Memoirs of Several Ladies of Great Britain (1752), The Whole Duty has been firmly 

attributed to Richard Allestree since the late nineteenth century.53  Yet Pakington’s 

claims to devotional authorship have persisted to the present day, thanks to their 

 
52 These notes are on p. 100 and p. 135; Catherine Sutherland, librarian at Magdalene College, confirms 
that the writing is Astell’s.  The note about Mary Somerset’s pregnancy also records her death in 1715, 
and so was written several years after the book was given to Astell.  Astell’s advocacy of martyrdom in her 
discussion of passive obedience to the king in The Christian Religion, As Profess’d by a Daughter of the Church 
of England (London, 1705), discussed in Goldie, ‘Mary Astell and John Locke’, pp. 79–80, suggests that 
her reading was motivated by intellectual appreciation for Capel’s arguments as well as by respect for a 
benefactress. 
53 Ballard, Memoirs of Several Ladies, pp. 316–336; Paul Elmen, ‘Richard Allestree and The Whole Duty of 
Man’, The Library, s5-VI (1951), pp. 19–27.   
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appeal to feminist sensibilities.54 

The chief prop for Pakington’s case is a manuscript of ‘Private Prayers’ in the 

Bodleian Library, which may have once belonged to Pakington’s daughters and which 

Ballard believed to be her own composition.55  It is catalogued under her name, and 

regularly listed among early modern women’s devotional manuscripts, but the contents 

belie the attribution.56  The manuscript is at least partially a copy of earlier work, 

contains multiple hands, and lacks any hint of a female perspective.57  It consists chiefly 

of prayers of the ‘holy living’ type; while the prose style varies, the ideas and themes are 

coherent, suggesting multiple authors working in a communal context.58  A few 

 
54 George Ballard, Memoirs of Several Ladies of Great Britain: Who Have Been Celebrated for Their Writings or 
Skill in the Learned Languages, Arts and Sciences, ed. Ruth Perry (Detroit, 1985), pp. 32-33:  Perry suggests 
that Pakington is the ‘cause célèbre’ of Ballard’s book, and that her case has more merit than Allestree’s 
supporters have allowed. 
55 Dorothy Pakington?, ‘Private Prayers’, MS Add. B 58 (Bodleian Library, Oxford, 17th century).  The 
Bodleian’s information on the manuscript, which it acquired from a bookseller in 1880, can be found in 
Falconer Madan, ed., A Summary Catalogue of Western Manuscripts in the Bodleian Library at Oxford ... vol.5: 
Collections received during the second half of the 19th century and miscellaneous mss. acquired between 1695 and 
1890 (Oxford, 1905), p. 578.  The identification with Lady Pakington rests on a scribbled note on an 
interior leaf (fol. 135v):  ‘The following Prayers, were the Lady Pakingtons, found, after her death'.  The 
handwriting of this note, which does not match either of the two primary hands in the rest of the book, 
appears to be eighteenth century or later.  The names in the flyleaves (fol. i ‘Dorothy Godfrey’ and fol. 1v 
‘E Eyre’) do correspond to Pakington’s daughters.  Ballard quoted material from this manuscript, via a 
copy from ‘a lady who does not give me leave to mention her name’ (Ballard, Memoirs of Several Ladies, p. 
332).  
56 Mendelson, ‘Pakington, Dorothy’; Perdita Manuscripts database under ‘Pakington, Dorothy’ 
(https://web.warwick.ac.uk/english/perdita/html/); Narveson, Bible Readers and Lay Writers, pp. 70, 199 
(Narveson mis-identifies the author as ‘Elizabeth Packington’, failing to connect the manuscript with 
Dorothy Pakington and the debate over the authorship of The Whole Duty, which she mentions separately 
on p. 132).  These assume that the Bodleian manuscript is a later copy, probably by Pakington’s daughter 
Elizabeth Eyre, of prayers originally composed by Lady Pakington.  For a salutary case study of mistaken 
authorship based on the mere presence of a female name in an unattributed manuscript, see Victoria E. 
Burke and Sarah C. E. Ross, ‘Elizabeth Middleton, John Bourchier, and the Compilation of 
Seventeenth-Century Religious Manuscripts’, The Library, 2 (2001), pp. 131–160. 
57 Evidence of copying appears on fol. 131v ‘(this was imperfect & the beginning of this that follows is 
Lost)’ and on fol. 130v where words are repeated and then crossed out.  There are childbirth prayers, 
within a larger unit of family prayers (fols 26r-37r), but they use the third person to refer to the woman in 
labour – clearly the perspective of a household chaplain. 
58 Indeed, the literary quality of some of the prayers is so striking that it might be used to identify the 
author, as has been done with works by Thomas Traherne and Richard Allestree.  Some of the prayers 
are titled (‘For Humility’, ‘For Love’, ‘For devotion in Prayer’, etc.) in a manner resembling The Whole 
Duty, but the prayers themselves are unique.  By contrast, another manuscript catalogued under Lady 
Pakington’s name, ‘Private Devotions’,  Add. MS 39825 (British Library, London, late 17th century), was 
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historically specific, royalist prayers composed between c. 1647 and 1651 suggest a fairly 

precise timeframe.  One describes the plight of Charles II after the royalist defeat at 

Worcester, another the trial and impending execution of Charles I, and a third 

Parliament’s take-over of Oxford University starting in 1647.59  Throughout the 

manuscript, a male perspective is evident in the emphasis on public appearances and 

external affairs.60  Acting on principle rather than expedient in a difficult situation is a 

repeated anxiety, illustrated in petitions to let ‘no interest … ever disguise or palliate a 

Crime to me’ and to ‘neither venture upon any reall perjury, nor amaze & distract my 

self with phantastick ones’.61  The prayer for ‘the University & City of Oxford’ puts this 

anxiety into a tangible context: 

thou hast honoured us with a glorious cause of suffering, given us opportunity 
to testify our obedience to thee, & our fidelity to our Sovereign, and our 
conscience of those oaths wherewith we have bound our soules.62 

 
This is surely no woman’s voice, but that of a university member facing Parliament’s 

demand to recognize its authority rather than the King’s after the fall of Oxford in the 

late 1640s.63  The manuscript is best regarded as a later copy of a compilation of prayers 

originally produced by one or more of the Oxford-connected clergymen harboured at 

the Pakington estate of Westwood during the Interregnum.64 

 
easily traced to print sources:  the contents, communion prayers, are entirely copied from Jeremy Taylor’s 
Holy Living and Richard Allestree’s Whole Duty, and there no real connection to Pakington aside from a 
modern note on the flyleaf.  The BL manuscript vividly illustrates both the ongoing appeal of Lady 
Pakington’s literary claims, and their dependence on persistent misattribution. 
59 The prayers are not in chronological order:  fols 2r-3v untitled prayer for Charles II (c.1651); fols 4r-6r 
untitled prayer to avert the execution of Charles I (c. January 1649); fols 49v-52v ‘A Prayer for the 
preservation of the University & City of Oxford’ (c.1647). 
60 Phrases such as ‘my prides & ambitions, designing & projecting the praise of men’, ‘hankering after 
the treacherous emty [sic] praise of men’, and ‘how Long & successeless a Warre I have maintained with 
my pride’ recur (‘Private Prayers’, MS Add. B 58, fols 9v, 13r). 
61 ‘Private Prayers’, MS Add. B 58, fols 126r-127r. 
62 ‘Private Prayers’, MS Add. B 58, fol. 52r. 
63 See ‘Politics, Piety, and Learning: Cromwellian Oxford’, in Blair Worden, God’s Instruments: Political 
Conduct in the England of Oliver Cromwell (Oxford, 2012), pp. 92–98. 
64 Westwood was Henry Hammond’s retreat in the 1650s and the meeting point of a whole network of 
Church of England clergymen.  See Stephen Porter, ‘Pakington, Sir John, second baronet (1621–1680)’, 
ODNB (Oxford, 2004); de Quehen, ‘Hammond, Henry (1605–1660)’; John Spurr, ‘Allestree, Richard 
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Yet Pakington’s descendants were convinced that manuscripts found in her 

handwriting after her death in 1679 were her own compositions, including a purported 

draft copy of The Whole Duty of Man.65  Obliging associates of the family repeated their 

assertions, naturally without examining the evidence too closely; the authorship of The 

Whole Duty was, after all, a popular unsolved mystery, and Lady Pakington, hostess and 

companion of deprived Anglican clergymen, was an ancestress worth advertising.66  The 

earliest evidence that Pakington’s work was being shown or circulated dates to the 

critical summer of 1688, when a copy of one of Pakington’s purported prayers was 

obtained from her nephew Thomas Thynne, Viscount Weymouth.67  Shortly 

afterwards, Pakington’s daughter, Elizabeth Eyre, was exhibiting the supposed 

manuscript of The Whole Duty to a guest – on 5 November 1689, the first anniversary of 

William of Orange’s arrival in England.68  Weymouth’s politics, and the fact that Eyre’s 

 
(1621/2–1681)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004); Vivienne Larminie, ‘Fell, John (1625–1686)’, ODNB (Oxford, 
2004).  See also the old DNB entry by Macray, ‘Pakington, Dorothy’. 
65 This is the root of the mistaken attribution.  Pakington seems to have died quite suddenly (and she was 
only fifty-six); there was a medical investigation, which determined it was a stroke (Mendelson, 
‘Pakington, Dorothy’).  This circumstance might well have prevented any arrangements she might 
otherwise have made for her manuscripts. 
66 See for instance the variety of claimants surveyed by Ballard (pp. 290–293), and by Elmen.  Mary 
Astell’s references, in 1705, to ‘the excellent Author of The whole Duty of Man’ and ‘many probable 
Arguments to back a current Report that it was writ by a Lady’ are an early instance of the speculation 
regarding Lady Pakington (The Christian Religion, p. 212).  An early collection of possible authors, in a 
mixture of hand-written and printed items dated between 1742 and 1781, is preserved in the Savile 
family papers, Add. MS 28569 (British Library, 1626-1720), fols 23-26.  The portrait of Lady Pakington 
on fol. 26 originates from T. R. Nash, The History and Antiquities of Worcestershire (London, 1781), which 
also discuses her claims as a devotional author (p. 352).   
67 Savile family papers, BL Add. 28569, fols 21r-22v.  This paper does not figure in Ballard’s evidence; it 
is titled ‘A Prayer before the Sacrament, composed by the Lady Pakington’ and has been docketed on the 
cover ‘The Lady Packingtons Prayer / recd from Lrd Weymouth / 7th Augt 1688’.  The recipient is not 
named.  For the politics and family connection of Viscount Weymouth, see Henry Lancaster, ‘Thynne, 
Thomas, first Viscount Weymouth (bap. 1640, d. 1714)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004); Stuart Handley, 
‘Pakington, Sir John, fourth baronet (1671–1727)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004). 
68 Quoted in Ballard, Memoirs of Several Ladies, pp. 298–299.  The ‘certificate’ is still extant:  Henry 
Richards Luard, ed., A Catalogue of the Manuscripts Preserved in the Library of the University of Cambridge 
(Cambridge, 1856), vol. 1, p. 157:  ‘29. Certificate that Lady Packington was the author of the “Whole 
Duty of Man.”’  Later references to George Hickes having seen the manuscript may be a conflation of 
this evidence with the note in his Thesaurus (1705).  His statement ‘that she deserved to be called and 
reputed the author’, which counts as conclusive evidence for Ballard, should be taken as a 
complimentary gesture; it is uncertain whether Hickes even met Lady Pakington, since he came to the 
neighbourhood after her death (Nash, History of Worcestershire, p. 352). 
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name is associated with an anonymous pamphlet of 1689 challenging the notion that 

‘passive obedience’ was ‘the distinguishing character of the Church of England’, hint 

that Pakington’s piety was being repurposed to bolster the Tory case for accepting 

William’s intervention.69 

The political careers of Pakington’s son (the third Sir John Pakington, c.1649-

1688) and grandson (the fourth Sir John Pakington, 1671-1727) corroborate and 

extend this profile of Tory opposition to an extreme interpretation of passive 

obedience.  The son, who died early in 1688, had started as an MP in James II’s 1685 

parliament, but afterwards publicly opposed James’s encroachments on the hegemony 

of the Church of England.70  The grandson’s much longer parliamentary career began 

in 1690, after the Revolution, and lasted well into the eighteenth century; it was under 

his aegis that the strongest claims for his grandmother’s authorial prowess were being 

made.71  He began by siding with the Country interest against William III, and under 

Anne campaigned ‘For the Queen and Church’ against such dissenting inroads as 

occasional conformity, winked at by ‘Whig’ bishops.  He was sympathetic to nonjuring 

clergymen, offering support to George Hickes (among others), who eulogized the family 

in one of the dedicatory prefaces to his monumental Thesaurus (1705) of Anglo-Saxon 

and its related languages.72  But Pakington stopped short of Jacobitism, though he was 

briefly arrested during the 1715 rising; church had trumped hereditary succession by 

this point in the family’s politics.  The family monument erected at Pakington’s death 

 
69 The pamphlet attributed to Elizabeth Eyre was first published anonymously as A Letter from a Person of 
Quality in the North to a Friend in London, concerning Bishop Lake’s late declaration of his dying in the belief of 
the doctrine of passive obedience as the distinguishing character of the Church of England (London, 1689); it was 
reprinted with her name twenty years later (possibly by her nephew, Pakington’s grandson), as The 
Opinion of the Pious and Learned Mrs. Eyre, ... concerning the doctrine of passive-obedience, as the distinguishing 
character of the Church of England (London, 1710). 
70 Edward Rowlands, John P. Ferris, and Geoffrey Jaggar, ‘Pakington, Sir John, 3rd Bt. (c.1649-88), of 
Westwood Park, Worcs.’, The History of Parliament: the House of Commons 1660-1690 (Woodbridge, 1983). 
71 Handley, ‘Pakington, Sir John, fourth baronet (1671–1727)’; see also Grant Tapsell, ‘Pastors, 
Preachers, and Politicians: the Clergy of the Later Stuart Church’, in Grant Tapsell, ed., The Later Stuart 
Church, 1660-1714 (Manchester, 2012), pp. 87–88. 
72 George Hickes, Linguarum veterum septentrionalium thesaurus grammatico-criticus et archaeologicus (London, 
1705); Richard L. Harris, ed., A Chorus of Grammars: The Correspondence of George Hickes and His 
Collaborators on the Thesaurus Linguarum Septentrionalium (Toronto, 1992), p. 276 nt. 8. 
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in 1727 set the family claims, quite literally, in stone, beginning with his own political 

career and concluding with his grandparents’ royalism, including Lady Pakington’s 

being ‘justly reputed, the Authoress of The whole duty of Man’.73 

 

II.  Political argument in Halkett’s meditations 

All of the examples given so far demonstrate the existence, ingenuity, and relevance of 

political expression in personal devotional exercises, even when (mis)attributed to a 

woman.  Furthermore, in those cases where wider circulation came into play, it is clear 

that readers as well as writers were well-attuned to the usefulness of political content in 

pious packaging.  Such tales of creation and reuse indicate considerable political acuity 

on the part of average individuals, challenging the assumption that most people simply 

absorbed homiletic prescriptions.  Halkett’s meditations belong to the same mental 

constellation of political arguments expressed devotionally, but her case is exceptional 

for its duration.  Most of the examples discussed above involve reuse of material from 

one point in time by a family member in later, different political circumstances.  

Halkett’s collection contains those shifts within itself, still under the control of her own 

pen.74 

Halkett was part of the 1620s generation like Lady Pakington, Alice Thornton, 

and Mary Somerset.75  Whatever the practical necessities and real variety of her 

experiences during the Civil War, her post-Restoration aspirations were shaped by a 

similar perspective on what had been lost at the regicide.  Like them, she persisted 

throughout the second half of the seventeenth century in regarding the king’s divinely-

appointed authority as the foundation of a well-ordered and godly polity; more 

 
73 The memorial is located in Hampton Lovett church, Worcestershire; Ballard, Memoirs of Several Ladies, 
p. 303, only quotes the last part of the inscription, but Nash, History of Worcestershire, p. 539, gives a full 
transcription. 
74 Couper’s presentation of Halkett’s life and meditations in the early eighteenth century, however, 
corresponds to the reuse of Capel’s volume and Pakington’s purported manuscripts by their respective 
descendants. 
75 The four women were born between 1623 and 1630, and thus between the ages of twelve and nineteen 
when the Civil War broke out in 1642. 
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importantly, she shared the distinctly Anglican commitment to the king’s role as head 

and chief support of the church.76  But living in Scotland meant that her experience of 

the Restoration period was fundamentally different.  While Anglican royalism moved 

from regicide and martyrdom, to nominal hegemony, then Tory vigilance, and finally to 

post-Revolution ‘high church’ competition with tolerated nonconformity, Scottish-

based royalism, with its Presbyterian roots, diverged almost immediately from this track.  

Halkett’s reflections on the fifth commandment, one of the foundations of royalist 

logic, neatly capture the dynamic of shared ideas applied to divergent circumstances.  

Like most of her contemporaries, she interpreted the duty of honouring parents in the 

broadest sense of honouring ‘any Lawfull Superior’.77  Each of her discussions, 

however, tailored this standard catechetical fare to a specific setting between 1656 and 

1695, culminating in the seeming paradox of her refusal to honour William and Mary, 

whom she condemned as fifth-commandment breakers for their roles in the Revolution 

of 1688-89. 

 

Fifth-commandment thinking 

One might reasonably expect Halkett’s meditations to focus on the domestic 

implications of the fifth commandment, those most relevant to her experiences as 

daughter, wife, mother, and mistress of a household.  But in fact, her discussions always 

front the broader civic implications of the commandment, obedience to the king and to 

the civil and ecclesiastical authorities ranged beneath him.78  As she explained 

 
76 Rose, Godly Kingship in Restoration England; Rose, ‘By Law Established’; Sommerville, Politics and 
Ideology, ch. 6.  It should be noted that many nonconformists in England also supported the royal 
supremacy, when it was exercised to their advantage.  But, as James VII found in 1688, the situation in 
Scotland was less amenable to this ploy:  Scottish Presbyterianism was intrinsically opposed to royal 
supremacy, which it labeled ‘Erastianism’.  See Alasdair Raffe, ‘Presbyterianism, Secularization, and 
Scottish Politics After the Revolution of 1688-1690’, Historical Journal, 53 (2010), pp. 317–337. 
77 Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 134. 
78 Halkett’s readiness to twin obedience to parents with obedience to the king may be unusual.  Examples 
of parental advice literature that do not make this interpretive leap when discussing the fifth 
commandment include Elizabeth Joscelin’s manuscript ‘mother’s legacy’, Sylvia Brown, ed., Women’s 
Writing in Stuart England: The Mothers’ Legacies of Dorothy Leigh, Elizabeth Joscelin, and Elizabeth Richardson 
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repeatedly, ‘All interpreters concurre that the fifth Command is to teach us our duty to 

our Prince as well as to our parentts’; it imposed a ‘threefold obligation’ or ‘duty’ to 

‘Naturall’, ‘Civill and spiritull [sic] parents’.79  Such thinking was not limited to royalist 

Anglicans.  Gordon Schochet’s study of seventeenth-century patriarchalism shows that 

using the fifth commandment to defend a hierarchical social order was ubiquitous, 

despite the modern tendency to associate patriarchal arguments more narrowly with 

Robert Filmer’s absolutist views and their later Tory manifestations.80  The 

Westminster Shorter Catechism of 1648, for instance, although it was the product of 

collusion against Charles I, is actually more expansive on the subject of fifth-

commandment duties than the Church of England’s prayerbook catechism.81  Stranger 

still, Halkett’s only reference to a source other than the Bible in her discussions of the 

fifth commandment is to Calvin’s Institutes, even though Calvinism was strongly 

associated with defenses of political resistance to ungodly rulers.82 

Halkett’s discussions of the fifth commandment express the broadly accepted 

notions of her time, but evade its salient debates.  There is little to connect her writing 

either with the ‘philosophic’ patriarchalism of Filmer, which owes its prominence to his 

opponent, John Locke, or with the proto-feminist social critique that was beginning to 

 
(Stroud, 1999), pp. 126–128; Alice Thornton’s father’s advice to his heir, Christopher Wandesforde, A 
Book of Instructions, Written by the Right Honourable Sir Christr. Wandesforde ... to His Son and Heir, George 
Wandesforde, Esq., in Order to the Regulating the Conduct of His Whole Life (Cambridge, 1777), pp. 3–7; John 
Evelyn, Memoires for My Grand-son, ed. Geoffrey Keynes (London, 1926).  Halkett’s Instructions for Youth, 
pp. 12–13, also addresses respect to ministers without mentioning the fifth commandment. 
79 Halkett, NLS 6492, p. 269; NLS 6493, pp. 133–134; Schochet, Patriarchalism, pp. 6, 64–68.  Various 
subdivisions of the extended meaning of the fifth commandment were used at the time.  Halkett has no 
category for teachers, and some would sub-divide her ‘natural’ category into biological (parents) and 
household (master and mistress). 
80 Schochet, Patriarchalism, pp. 64–68; Johann P. Sommerville, ed., Patriarcha and Other Writings: Sir Robert 
Filmer (Cambridge, 1991), p. ix; Sommerville, Politics and Ideology, p. 29. 
81 Schochet, Patriarchalism, pp. 6, 14–15, 73–81; Schochet, ‘Patriarchalism, Politics and Mass Attitudes’, 
pp. 424–429. 
82 Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 134–135, translates from the French edition of Calvin’s Institutes, Book 2, 
Chapter 8, parts of sections 35-36, on the fifth commandment.  The quotation will be discussed below.  
Schochet, ‘Patriarchalism, Politics and Mass Attitudes’, p. 428, also notes that this passage in Calvin 
presents a ‘doctrine of non-resistance’. 
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appear around the same time.83  Filmer, wanting to defend absolute monarchy against 

those who argued that kings were accountable to their subjects, had merged kingly and 

fatherly authority based on Adam’s role in the book of Genesis.84  After the 

Restoration, his arguments were repurposed in Tory defenses of royal absolutism.  

Halkett simply took the God-given origins of hierarchical authority for granted in her 

meditations, emphasizing practical outcomes instead.85  Obedience to lawful authority 

was necessary for godly, orderly lives; ‘none that is undutyfull to there father or 

Mother’, she warned, ‘can easily bee perswaded to the remotter duttys belonging to the 

Authority in church or state’.86  Pragmatically, she placed mothers on a par with fathers 

in the household hierarchy; this had, after all, been her own experience as both 

daughter and mother, though elsewhere she also promoted fatherly pre-eminence and 

proper roles for women.  Her mixed stance fits the recent realization that many early 

modern women, far from experiencing patriarchalism as a poisonous ‘smog’, defended 

and even exercised patriarchal authority themselves within certain accepted spheres.87 

 
83 As Schochet explains, Locke’s rebuttal of Filmer’s writings in his Two Treatises of Government brought 
Filmer into a greater prominence than he would otherwise have had:  Schochet, Patriarchalism, pp. 1–2; 
Sommerville, ed., Patriarcha, pp. xiv–xv.  Schochet also seeks to establish where, if at all, women fit into 
Filmer’s and Locke’s theories:  ‘The Significant Sounds of Silence: The Absence of Women from the 
Political Thought of Sir Robert Filmer and John Locke (or, “Why can’t a woman be more like a man?”)’, 
in Hilda L. Smith, ed., Women Writers and the Early Modern British Political Tradition (Cambridge, 1998), 
pp. 220–242.  On feminist expressions in Halkett’s lifetime, see especially Apetrei, Women, Feminism and 
Religion in Early Enlightenment England; Smith, ‘English “Feminist” Writings’; Hannah Smith, ‘Mary Astell, 
A Serious Proposal to the Ladies (1694), and the Anglican Reformation of Manners in Late-Seventeenth-
Century England’, in William Kolbrener and Michal Michelson, eds., Mary Astell: Reason, Gender, Faith 
(Aldershot, 2007), pp. 31–48. 
84 Schochet, Patriarchalism, pp. 5–16; Sommerville, ed., Patriarcha, ‘Introduction’. 
85 Schochet, Patriarchalism, pp. 14–15, labels this position ‘Ideological Patriarchalism’, ‘not necessarily 
concerned with the origins of the state and political authority beyond their having been instituted and 
sanctioned by God’. 
86 Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 134. 
87 Margaret J. M. Ezell, The Patriarch’s Wife: Literary Evidence and the History of the Family (Chapel Hill, 
1987), p. 4, describes the modern feminist perception of seventeenth-century patriarchalism as ‘the 
physical and emotional restriction and spiritual degradation of one sex by the other … a blanket of smog, 
settling poisonously on the past, a universally shared set of attitudes that affected every facet of a woman's 
life … a closed system, utterly inescapable.’  Her study was one of the first to challenge this drastic 
assessment:  Ezell, Patriarch’s Wife, p. 163; see also Danielle Clarke, The Politics of Early Modern Women’s 
Writing (Harlow, 2001), p. 2; Heller, Mother’s Legacy, p. 6.  Lois G. Schwoerer, Lady Rachel Russell, 1637-
1723: One of the Best of Women (Baltimore, 1988), is an important early study of a patriarchally-adept 
woman (also featured in Ezell, Patriarch’s Wife, pp. 24–28). 
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But neither are Halkett’s discussions mere reiterations of Schochet’s 

‘unconscious prejudices’.88  Her ability to modulate a basic set of principles according 

to the shifting political context illustrates Rachel Weil’s point that late Stuart political 

argument found shared conceptions of the family and social order a useful vehicle for 

expressing contested points, working indirectly by means of tailored nuances.89  There 

are three extended passages on the fifth commandment in Halkett’s select meditations, 

two originally addressed to her children in 1656 and 1670, and the third part of a 

program for her widowhood written in 1673-74.  Each passage, while contributing to a 

uniform overall position on the commandment’s meaning and application, reflects a 

distinct setting by the selection and arrangement of its arguments.  Halkett had endless 

ways of saying the same thing; the array of biblical, and even non-biblical, injunctions at 

her fingertips is remarkable.  Her sense of audience was also keen, addressing a 

potentially posthumous audience in 1656 quite differently from her ten-year-old son in 

1670, and taking a more confessional and hortatory tone in relation to herself in 1674.  

The most notable element, however, is the changing political shading, which readily 

connects to specific Scottish scenes:  the Cromwellian occupation of Scotland in 1656, 

rising Presbyterian dissent in 1670, and the increasingly unstable situation in 1673-74, 

when the entire Restoration seemed threatened, from the highest tiers of government 

down to local parish level. 

 

Guides for godly living (1656, 1670, 1674) 

Halkett’s two select meditations addressed specifically to her children have been singled 

out in previous discussions as a separate genre, mother’s advice literature; but such 

subdivisions hamstring the interpretation of her political thought, which needs to draw 

 
88 Schochet, ‘Patriarchalism, Politics and Mass Attitudes’, p. 414. 
89 Rachel Weil, Political Passions: Gender, the Family and Political Argument in England, 1680-1714 
(Manchester, 1999), pp. 5–6, 11–13, 231–237; Weil also notes how ‘the apparent obviousness of the 
familial order was used to resolve a less than obvious political problem’. 
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on the meditations as a whole.90  The three meditations discussed here all share a 

common programmatic structure, in which the duties of the fifth commandment figure 

within a set of guidelines for godly living.  Considering them sequentially, with an eye 

to their differences, brings out more clearly the common kernel, Halkett’s application 

of the commandment.  Her most developed discussion appears in an early meditation, 

‘The Mothers Will to her unborne Child’, written in mid-1656 during her first 

pregnancy.91  The date, and her chronic fear of death in childbirth, combine to explain 

why this meditation contains her clearest articulation of non-resistance, well before that 

concept’s Tory heyday.92  In the ambiguous position of an Anglican royalist settled 

among Scottish Presbyterians under the Cromwellian regime, she intended her 

maternal instructions to double, if needed, as a posthumous defense of her loyalty to 

the king.   

The meditation discusses obedience to the king in two separate passages, first 

under duties to God, and again under duties to fellow humans.  The reciprocal 

relationship between these categories is already evident in her opening injunction, a 

strategic blend of three verses from Proverbs: 

My Son, if thou wilt receave my words and hide my Commandements with thee 
then shalt thou understand the feare of the Lord & find the knowledge of god. 
and this I shall Lay as the first foundation feare god & the king & medle nott 
with them that are given to change[.]93 
 

This quotes Proverbs 2.1, 5 exactly, but misquotes Proverbs 24.21 in such a way as to 

 
90 Lanum Eales, ‘Anne Halkett’, pp. 23–54, and Heller, Mother’s Legacy, pp. 141–151, both discuss the 
mother’s advice pieces and note the political content, but not in tandem with similar passages 
throughout Halkett’s meditations.  Heller, in particular, misjudges the Scottish context as a result, 
arguing that Halkett advocated religious toleration, when in fact she was arguing against Presbyterian 
separatism. 
91 Halkett, NLS 6489, pp. 198–256: ‘The Mothers Will to her unborne Child: beeing writt att Pitfirane 
when I was with Child of my deare Betty 1656’.  The passages on the fifth commandment are pp. 199-
200 and pp. 208-210. 
92 During her fourth pregnancy, she wrote that ‘as if nothing could end my life butt childbirth I never 
have feare of death butt when I am drawing neere to that Condittion’ (Halkett, NLS 6490, p. 246 ‘upon 
the feare of death’).  That whole volume of meditations is coloured by Halkett’s anxiety about death in 
childbirth, which is often indistinguishable from her other ‘fears’ during the tumult of the months 
leading up to the Restoration (March 1659-May 1660). 
93 Halkett, NLS 6489, p. 199. 
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allude to the more succinct wording of 1 Peter 2.17:  ‘Fear God. Honour the king.’94  

Though Halkett never cites 1 Peter 2 in this meditation, that chapter would support the 

argument she goes on to make, that obedience to civil authorities, regardless of their 

faults, shows submission to God’s authority.95  But first, Halkett constructed a 

sequential argument from Proverbs to the Mosaic Decalogue and Gospels, via ‘the 

Common Law of nature’.96  Gratitude to a beneficent Creator, she insisted, should lead 

to a proper attitude toward all his rules, including the fifth commandment:  ‘[A]ll his 

Commandements & precepts will bee pleasing to thee, & the Lord hath Commanded 

thee to Honor thy father & thy Mother’.97  Even in formulating the commandment 

itself, she blended phrasing from both the Pentateuch and the Gospels: 

the Lord hath Commanded thee to Honor thy father & thy Mother that thy 
days may bee prolonged, as if that which is in another place pronounced as a 
Curse should Come upon thee which is to bee Cutt off in the midest of thy 
days if thou didst itt nott.98 
 

Halkett next observed that ‘by father & Mother is nott only ment thy parents 

which nature teaches even bruits to love & obay butt allso all Lawfull Magistrates 

particularly the king & those that are in authority under him’; a later reiteration adds 

‘such ministers as god hath apointed to bee dispencers of his word & sacraments’.99  

 
94 Proverbs 24.21 reads: ‘My son, fear thou the Lord and the king: and meddle not with them that are 
given to change’; Halkett has condensed ‘fear thou the Lord’ (Proverbs) to ‘fear God’ (1 Peter). 
95 See especially 1 Peter 2.13-15 (AV): ‘13Submit yourselves to every ordinance of man for the Lord's sake: 
whether it be to the king, as supreme; 14Or unto governors, as unto them that are sent by him for the 
punishment of evildoers, and for the praise of them that do well. 15For so is the will of God, that with 
well doing ye may put to silence the ignorance of foolish men’. 
96 J. P. Sommerville, Royalists and Patriots: Politics and Ideology in England 1603-1640 (London, 1999), pp. 
13–17, explains ‘the natural law tradition’ in early Stuart political thought as ‘a set of instructions which 
God had imprinted in human nature at the creation’. 
97 Halkett, NLS 6489, pp. 199-200. 
98 Halkett, NLS 6489, p. 200.  Halkett’s margin only lists Exodus 20.12 (the version of the Ten 
Commandments recited in the Communion Service in the 1662 Book of Common Prayer:  Cummings, 
ed., Book of Common Prayer, p. 427).  What she has written, however, is actually closer to the longer 
version of the fifth commandment in Deuteronomy 5.16; she has kept the order of phrases from Exodus, 
but used Deuteronomy’s wording.  Her negative version of the commandment is drawn from Matthew 
15.4 or Mark 7.10, which link to Leviticus 20.9a, ‘For every one that curseth his father or his mother 
shall be surely put to death’. 
99 Halkett, NLS 6489, pp. 200, 208. 
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Natural law appears to play the greatest role in her logic, which repeatedly stresses 

obligation and gratitude as motives for obedience:  ‘in all thy actions shew both duty 

Love & respect … for as there Care & charge over thee are great so they ought to bee 

greatly esteemed’.100  But Halkett also quoted Isaiah 49.23:  ‘And kings shall be thy 

nursing fathers, and their queens thy nursing mothers’.  To early modern ears, this 

passage figured the paternal care exercised by a godly monarchy, and it was a favourite 

of Halkett’s throughout her meditations.101  In 1656, it allowed her to express her 

anticipation of a restoration years before it happened:   

for my child I hope thou shalt Live to See that promise made good of having 
our rulers restored & our kings and queenes made nursing fathers & Mothers 
to preserve the puritty of the church which is now rent & devided by Scisme 
[sic] heresy & error.102 
 

The Interregnum situation in Scotland, living without a king and subjected to a 

usurping power, would be short-lived, Halkett insisted:  ‘[T]ill this bee fullfilled pray 

fervently for itt & live humbly under any other government that god only Suffers for a 

scourge to punish us for our transgresions’.  Open rebellion, even against the 

Cromwellian usurpers, would be an infraction of the fifth commandment, an impatient 

prevention of divine justice: 

therfore what ever thou seest that is unjust or Sinfull though they may prosper 
for a time that practise itt, yett follow thou nott there example for the Lord 
who is on high sees, & with holds his wrath only till there iniquittys bee att 
there full hight & then hee will Cutt them off in his displeasure.103 
 

Thus we have Halkett, in 1656, defending non-resistance to a usurping 

government.  The second passage in this meditation lays out the other scenario calling 

 
100 Halkett, NLS 6489, p. 208.  Halkett could, of course, have cited biblical passages (such as Hebrews 
13.17) to support this argument. 
101 Incidentally, this enormously popular use of Isaiah 49.23 (it is even in Handel’s eighteenth-century 
coronation anthems) is a misreading of the original passage:  Isaiah 49 describes Gentile kings aiding the 
Jewish return from exile, not the people’s treatment by their own kings. 
102 Halkett, NLS 6489, p. 201; other passages will be discussed in ch. 5. 
103 Halkett, NLS 6489, p. 201.  Her advice was to ‘medle not with them that are given to change’ 
(Proverbs 24.21), and ‘[R]un nott with a Multitude to do evill’ (Exodus 23.2); she also drew support from 
Ecclesiastes 5.8: ‘if thou seest the opresion of the poore & violent perverting of Judgment & Justice in a 
province marvell nott att the matter for hee that is higher then the highest regardeth’. 
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for passive obedience, when lawful superiors ‘faile of that dutty god requires from 

them’.  Halkett there made the classic argument that one must respect the office, rather 

than the person, whether parent, magistrate, or minister.  She allowed one exception, 

‘except they injoyne what is imediatly Contrary to the word of god’; but otherwise one’s 

‘owne Sence’ or ‘Judgmentt’ was not an excuse.  This situation was also to be treated as 

a divine test of one’s obedience, circling back to patient waiting for God’s justice: 

that will bee a fault they must bee accountable for nott thee who art only to 
answeare for thy owne transgresions and great peace will that bring to thy owne 
hart when itt Cannott charge thee with a guilt of disobedience toward thy 
Superiors.104 
 

In practical terms, Halkett’s advice in both these scenarios supports the prohibition 

against conscience-based disobedience to the ruler that goes back to the Tudor homilies 

on obedience and against rebellion.105  Yet her willingness to extend some element of de 

facto legitimacy to the Cromwellian regime is striking.  It makes her expectations of 

Presbyterian dissidents in the 1670s less one-sided – and it also raises the question of 

what was different about William and Mary after the Revolution, when Halkett made a 

point of not submitting to their authority. 

Both of Halkett’s later fifth commandment discussions revolve around her 

concerns about the conscience-based disobedience of the Presbyterian separatists in the 

1670s.  Her ‘Instructions to my Son’, written for Robert in 1670 just after Sir James’s 

death, has a more tangible audience than her ‘Mothers Will’.106  Since Robert had 

already become familiar, under her tutelage, with her arguments, Halkett deliberately 

composed her ‘Instructions’ as a companion piece to ‘The Mothers Will’, 

 
104 Halkett, NLS 6489, pp. 208-209. 
105 On the Tudor homilies, see Ashley Null, ‘Official Tudor Homilies’, in Peter McCullough, Hugh 
Adlington, and Emma Rhatigan, eds., The Oxford Handbook of the Early Modern Sermon (Oxford, 2011), 
pp. 348–365; Ronald B. Bond, ed., Certain Sermons or Homilies (1547) and a Homily against Disobedience 
and Wilful Rebellion (1570) (Toronto, 1987).  They were originally framed against potential Catholic 
disloyalty, or the defenses of religious resistance offered by sixteenth-century French ‘Calvinists’ 
(Sommerville, Royalists and Patriots, p. 10).  
106 Halkett, NLS 6492, pp. 244–308:  ‘To My Son Robert Halkett Oct 20 1670’.  Halkett’s running title 
in the page headers is ‘Instructions to my Son’.  Robert’s only surviving sibling, Jane, had died in 1666; 
he had left home to begin school eighteen months before his father’s death. 
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acknowledging that Robert needed to think and decide for himself.107  To show that 

‘Loyalty to the King’ was second only to ‘thy Duty towards God’, she supplied him with 

a list of ‘instances both from the old & new testamentt’ demonstrating ‘our duty to our 

Prince’ as entailed by ‘the fifth Command’.108  Not one of the dozen prooftexts 

duplicates ‘The Mothers Will’.  Rather, in light of the contemporary situation, they 

focus on condemning opposition to the king and conclude by warning Robert against 

false professors: 

I hope my Deare Child you are so well inclined to Loyalty & obedience to the 
King that I need noe further argument … the Lord pardon them who hath 
beene rebellious & yett pretended to have his warrantt for what they did. butt 
the holy Spiritt in his word tells us that rebellion is as the Sin of witchcraft & 
there was an exprese command nott to Suffer a Witch to Live therfore come 
nott thou into there Secrett, into there asembly bee nott thou united for the 
way of truth they have nott knowne & there is noe feare of God before there 
eyes[.]109 
 

The comparison of rebellion to witchcraft was no mere rhetoric, given the Scottish 

witch hunts of the 1660s.110 

Halkett’s precise referent for ‘them who hath beene rebellious’ could be many 

things:  the Pentland Rising of 1666, the assassination attempt against Archbishop 

Sharp in 1669, or perhaps the targets of the ‘Clanking Act’ of 1670 against 

conventicles, which had already become an issue in the Dunfermline area.  These 

incidents were simply more dramatic demonstrations of the resistance to episcopacy 

(and thus to royal authority over the church) among stricter Scottish Presbyterians after 

 
107 Halkett, NLS 6492, pp. 306, 269. 
108 Halkett, NLS 6492, pp. 269–272.  The main prooftexts are Exodus 22.28; Deuteronomy 33.5; 
Numbers 12.8; Job 34.18; Proverbs 20.2; Ecclesiastes 8.2; Hosea 10.3; Matthew 22.21; Romans 13.4-5; 1 
Peter 2.17 (and 13-15); followed by 1 Samuel 15.23 and Genesis 49.6. 
109 Halkett, NLS 6492, pp. 271–272.  The second half of this opaque paragraph amalgamates four 
references:  1 Samuel 15.23, Exodus 22.18, Genesis 49.6, and Romans 3.17-18; Romans 3.18 is itself a 
quotation of Psalm 35.2 (Septuagint; Psalm 36.1 in the AV).  
110 Brian P. Levack, ‘The Great Scottish Witch Hunt of 1661-1662’, Journal of British Studies, 20 (1980), 
pp. 90–108; Halkett, NLS 6497, p. 377, ‘Aprill 14 beeing Easter Eve 88’, mentions another local witch 
hunt in 1666:  ‘Upon Michallmas day 7 were burnt for Witches att Toriburne and by what hath since 
hapned it may bee concluded they died inocent as to that guilt for none that condemned them hath 
(likely) to leave anything behind them to preserve there memory.’  
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1662.111  Increasingly impervious to conciliatory measures, this resistance was obstinate 

in the face of legal prohibitions, militant in the face of persecution, and repeatedly 

fanned into violence by the excessive cruelty of the authorities.  Halkett’s willingness at 

other points, in both ‘The Mothers Will’ and ‘Instructions to my Son’, to grant 

elements of Presbyterian practice a place within an Episcopalian church, did not extend 

to this rebellious segment, which increasingly coloured her entire view of 

Presbyterianism.  Her core objection to these ‘great proffesors’ is articulated most 

clearly in her description to Robert of Sir James’s laudable ‘obedience to Authority’.112  

By continuing to attend church and receive the sacrament from his local parish 

ministers, Sir James had refused to make either his own Presbyterian preferences, or the 

ministers’ ‘Complying with the presentt Governmentt’, into a pretense for ‘neglecting 

holy dutys’ by withdrawing from the established church.  Halkett, who had herself 

conformed to Presbyterian worship in the 1650s, expected that kind of cooperation to 

continue after the Restoration. 

Halkett’s politically pointed injunctions remain packaged within the household 

dimensions of the fifth commandment.  She began her ‘Instructions’ to Robert by 

invoking Sir James’s dying injunctions:  ‘Since itt was the Last Command your father 

Gave you to Serve God & Obay mee I hope itt will make such an impression as the 

Last words of so excellent a father should doe on a Well inclined Son’.113  The 

emphasis here on paternal authority contrasts with ‘The Mothers Will’, where, 

although Halkett was anticipating her own death, she spoke in terms of ‘parents’, ‘thy 

father & mee’.114  Writing as a widowed mother, however, each time she reminded 

Robert of his duty to obey her she was quick to stress her own duty to raise him 

‘faithfully’ and in such a manner as to ‘incite’ his ‘Gratitude’.115  This idea of reciprocal 

 
111 Useful background discussions include Harris, Restoration, pp. 104–132; Buckroyd, Church and State; 
Cowan, Scottish Covenanters; see also the summaries provided by Raffe, ‘Presbyterian Politics’; Patrick, 
‘Restoration to Revolution’. 
112 Halkett, NLS 6492, pp. 261-262. 
113 Halkett, NLS 6492, p. 244. 
114 Halkett, NLS 6492, pp. 200, 208. 
115 Halkett, NLS 6492, pp. 244, 304. 
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obligation, which also appeared in ‘The Mothers Will’, associated with ‘the Common 

Law of nature’, is particularly prominent in the final example to be discussed here, 

Halkett’s ‘Meditations and Resolutions Concerning the devoutt Widow Anna’, written 

during 1673-74 in a sequence of meditations on her widowhood.116  The overall 

purpose of the meditation was to outline an evangelistic model of godly living, by which 

Halkett could imitate her namesake, the ‘prophetess’ Anna of Luke’s gospel.117  Halkett 

structured the lengthy composition around the Lord’s Prayer, the Creed, and the 

Decalogue, arriving in due course at the fifth commandment.  Following the 

confessional motif established at the outset of the meditation, she emphasized her own 

failure to observe the commandment, despite the ‘obligation I had to my Mother 

…which agravates all acts that had a tendency to disobedience to her’.118  Her admission 

was intended to strengthen her subsequent point, that no one could claim to fear God 

and not honour the human authorities God ordained. 

Personal repentance was thus a gesture towards national repentance, much-

needed, Halkett felt, in light of the escalating political and ecclesiastical dissent in 1674, 

both in Scotland and in England.  Her politically-charged remarks, ranging from ‘the 

Authority in church and state’, to more specific figures, ‘a Concientious Minister’ and 

‘the King’, address the collective problems of a particular moment, around May 1674.119  

The unpopular Third Dutch War had just ended, unsuccessful policies toward religious 

 
116 Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 32–154: ‘Meditations & Resolution Concerning the devoutt Widow Anna 
Luke 2d verse 36 37 38 (in which is observations on the Lords prayer the Creed & the ten Command.)’; 
the section discussed below is pp. 133-138. 
117 Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 32–41, explains Halkett’s intentions at length; she says, ‘itt is some 
Sattisfaction to mee to find one of my owne Sexe my owne Name & my owne Condittion recorded in 
the word of God I blese the Lord for what hee blest her with that was extraordinary and indeaver to 
make her example my practise as farre as I can in serving God with fasting & prayers night & day & of 
speaking of the Lord to all that are aboutt mee’ (p. 33; referring to Luke 2.36-38). 
118 Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 136; see also p. 133. 
119 There is no start or end date in this meditation – Halkett’s dating practice was not yet as steady as it 
would later become – but two internal dates, 9 Dec 1673 (p. 63) and 30 May 1674 (p. 146), indicate that 
the passage on the fifth commandment (pp. 133-138) must have been written shortly before 30 May 
1674.  The context is discussed in Harris, Restoration, pp. 83–84, 122–123; Spurr, England in the 1670s, 
pp. 33–57; G. M. Yould, ‘The Duke of Lauderdale’s Religious Policy in Scotland, 1668-79’, Journal of 
Religious History, 11 (1980), pp. 248–268. 
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nonconformity were fueling a general discontent, and the attempts of the king and his 

ministers to circumvent parliamentary protests were drawing sharp criticism.  Scotland’s 

administration was convulsed in its own set of troubles, and Halkett herself was caught 

in the crossfire between dissenters and conformists in Dunfermline.  In early June 

1674, a friend reported to her ‘what some was pleased to say of mee of my Violence 

against those who now Separate themselves from the Church & my uncharitablenese to 

such as differred from mee in Judgement’; these accusers were claiming that Halkett 

refused medical and financial charity to dissenters.120 

Given such tensions, Halkett’s use in this meditation of a translated quotation 

from Calvin’s Institution de la Religion Chrétienne on the God-ordained status of human 

‘Superiors’ was probably a strategic use of an authority her opponents accepted.121  The 

layout of the manuscript page shows, however, that Calvin merely played a supporting 

role to her own argument about the intrinsic connection between honouring ‘any 

Lawfull Superior’ designated by God, and honouring God himself.122  It is obvious that 

she wrote out her own views first, because her translation overflows the half-page she 

left for it in the middle of her composition, eventually trickling down the side margin 

in ever-tinier handwriting.123  What originally caught her eye in Calvin, given where she 

 
120 Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 291 ‘June 5 1674 upon some that traduced mee for ill Speaking’.  Halkett flatly 
denied the charge that she exercised favouritism in dispensing medical or financial aid, but admitted her 
strong aversion to the separatists.  This situation is discussed further in Chapter 7. 
121 A 1692 manuscript pamphlet against Presbyterian errors, attributed to one of Dunfermline’s 
Episcopalian ministers, also quotes Calvin in this way:  James Graeme, ‘Mr Graham of Dunfermline his 
account of presbyterian principles & Doctrine’, CH12/12/210 (National Records of Scotland, 
Edinburgh, 1692).  I have not found any other references to Calvin in Halkett’s meditations. 
122 Halkett’s main biblical citations are John 5.44 (and 1 John 5.3), Hebrews 13.7, 11, and Acts 20.29 – 
most of them passages referring to spiritual ministers.  This suggests that she has the Dunfermline 
situation primarily in view – the separatists’ disrespect of the parish ministers. 
123 Halkett wrote ‘Calvin in his institutions upon this 5 Command observes’ in her text, and then left 
half a page blank before continuing with her own composition.  The quotation parallels but does not 
match the only unabridged English translation, Thomas Norton’s 1561 translation from the Latin 
version of the Institutes.  Calvin had originally written the Institutes in Latin in 1536, and published a 
French edition in 1541; the final editions of each, in his lifetime, were 1559 for the Latin and 1560 for 
the French.  Halkett knew French, but not Latin, and several noticeable verbal differences from Norton 
in her translation confirm her use of a French edition of the Institutes.  Twice she uses ‘harts’ where 
Norton has ‘minde’/‘mindes’; the French has ‘coeurs/coeur’, and the Latin ‘animos’/‘animus’.  Halkett 
also has ‘this Comand which subjects owes to our Superiours’, where Norton simply has ‘this 
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left a space for it, was likely his initial pronouncement that 

‘Superiors … should be reverenced honored & obayed with accknowledging the 
advantages wee receave from them[;] from this follows that wee are forbid to 
derogate from there dignity by Contempt obstinacy or ingratitude’. 
 

Perhaps what drew her to extend the quotation was the related prohibition near the 

end of her excerpt:  ‘[W]ee are nott to regard if our superiour are worthy of that honor 

or noe’.  These were both arguments she had made in her own voice in 1656; citing 

Calvin in 1674 was clearly a buttress rather than a source for her own views. 

In 1674, rather than addressing difficult cases of obedience or Presbyterian 

rebels, she stressed the value and the burden of the care provided by ‘the Ministers 

either of Church or State who are our Spirittuall & Civill parents’ – their ‘many a 

watching night & disturbed hower’, their ‘time & paines & care’, their ‘industry’ – 

concluding, 

These are the Pilotts who take Care to Steere the Ship through many a 
dangerous storme and hazard where many a pasenger sleepes Secure & knows 
nott the danger they are in. and when they give accountt … Sad will there 
reckoning bee who by factions in the State Shisme [sic] in the Church or 
disobedience to the neerest relations have in all these threefold ways brake this 
Law of honoring those to whom honor was due.124 
 

This idealized portrait of civil and spiritual care seems, in retrospect, a terribly ironic 

description of how Scottish civil and ecclesiastical affairs were managed in the 

Restoration period.125  It raises questions about the interplay of ideal and reality in 

Halkett’s political vision; the following chapter, on her prayers for the king, will explore 

her rationale for this idealism at more length. 

 

Reflections on the death of Mary II, 1695 

First, however, there is an important coda to Halkett’s political discourses on the fifth 

 
commaundement of subjection’.  The Latin is ‘hoc de subjectione praeceptum’; the French, ‘ce 
commandement lequel nous assujetit à nos supérieurs’. 
124 Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 137.  Note the fusion of the fifth commandment with Romans 13.7. 
125 See Raffe, ‘Failure of Episcopacy’; also Raffe, Culture of Controversy. 
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commandment in her vehement condemnations of the Revolution of 1688-89.  That 

event was readily taken as an ‘evident breach of the fift and tenth Command’.126  Yet 

Halkett’s refusal to recognize the post-Revolution regime appeared to contradict her 

earlier insistence on obedience even to a faulty or usurping government.  There is an 

additional layer of argument in her condemnations of William that helps to explain 

this seeming paradox.  Her occasional meditations on Mary II’s death from smallpox on 

28 December 1694 make a clear case against both William and Mary on fifth 

commandment grounds.127  But Halkett also charged William with subverting true 

religion; she regarded him as complicit in the Presbyterian takeover of the church in 

Scotland, and its attendant purge of ‘disaffected’ ministers.  A select meditation on ‘the 

Man of God who came to Jeroboam’, written in 1695 some months after Mary’s death, 

provides a particularly intriguing sample of the fusion of ingratitude, rebellion, and 

idolatry that Halkett pinned on William.128  She used this amplified fifth-

commandment discourse to reclaim the moral high ground from William’s religious 

propaganda and justify her own dissent. 

Part of what made William and Mary’s taking the throne from James VII/II so 

shocking to someone of Halkett’s principles was the unnaturalness and ingratitude of 

their treatment of their father, father-in-law, and uncle – let alone an anointed king.  

Halkett recognized that Mary had been in an awkward position:  ‘I will nott say butt 

that Princese (if shee had that naturall affection which became a Child) could nott butt 

have great debates with her selfe betwixt performing the duty shee owed her Father & 

her husband’.  Still, invading her father’s kingdom and taking his throne, Halkett was 

sure, counted as ‘things contrary to the will & established Law of the Lord’, so Mary 

ought not to have obeyed her husband: 

For if the wife of ones bosome should nott bee consented to when they intice 
to Sin Noe more should a husband bee consented to in such acts as is an 

 
126 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 372. 
127 Halkett, NLS 6500, pp. 370-372; see also pp. 177–178. 
128 The Centre for Biblical Studies at Trinity College Dublin, and the Political Thought & Intellectual 
History graduate workshop at Cambridge, kindly allowed me to present earlier versions of this material 
in the fall of 2018.  I thank the participants at each venue for their helpful feedback. 
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evident breach of the fift and tenth Command. had the fifth beene observed 
the promise of Long life had perhaps beene continued to her. Itt is to bee 
hoped she repented & I wish repentance to him shee hath left behind.129 
 

Notably, this reference to the fifth commandment has nothing to do with the 

obedience due to the king.  Mary stood condemned on the plainest reading of the 

commandment, to ‘honour thy father’, and many besides Halkett took advantage of 

it.130 

But more complicated fifth-commandment scenarios lay just beneath the 

surface.  Halkett herself was engaged in civil disobedience by refusing to attend the 

public fast in Dunfermline for ‘the Queenes death as they called her’.  She knew she 

was taking a risk, for her meditation summarizes the warnings published with the 

proclamation: 

Itt seemes by the Proclamation that the Ministers and brethren of the 
Commission of the Late General assembly have addresed the Lords of the Privy 
Councell that a day may bee solemnly sett apart for that efect. with intimation 
that all such who shall contemn or neglect &c: shall bee proceeded against & 
punished as contemners of the authority & highly disafected to the person & 
Government of him who now reignes. of which number I accknowledge my 
selfe to bee one And therfore will nott disemble either with God or Man so as 
to goe into there assembly[.]131 
 

This seems, on one level, to contradict her advice in 1656 to look to one’s own duty 

and leave God to correct faulty superiors.  But the official fasts and holidays of 

William’s government, which in Scotland were often directly linked with the 

Presbyterian regime, were not merely the impositions of a usurping power.  The official 

announcements and scripts either directly required the renunciation of James VII and 

the Episcopal church, or implied it by demanding acknowledgement of William, Mary, 

and the Presbyterian regime.  Halkett’s decision to maintain a strict position reflects the 

 
129 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 372.  The first line refers to Deuteronomy 13.6, 8 (noted in the margin). 
130 Craig Rose, England in the 1690s: Revolution, Religion and War (Oxford, 1999), pp. 44–45. 
131 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 370; Philip Williamson, Alasdair Raffe, Stephen Taylor, and Natalie Mears, 
eds., National Prayers: Special Worship since the Reformation: Vol. 2: General Fasts, Thanksgivings and Special 
Prayers in the British Isles 1689-1870 (Woodbridge, 2017), pp. 124–125. 
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bruised and festering religious atmosphere of late seventeenth-century Scotland.  

Participating in acts of worship with a mental caveat – something she had been willing 

to do for the sake of unity in the past – was now to ‘disemble … with God’ and her 

neighbours. 

 

William III and the sin of Jeroboam 

Halkett’s perception of William was shaped by his own propaganda, and not just by his 

behaviour as James’s son-in-law.  Given what had happened in Scotland, where 

William’s invasion triggered an ecclesiastical as well as a political revolution, she 

heartily despised his pretense of ‘rescuing the Protestant Relligion’.132  When she 

refused to attend the 15 January 1695 fast for Queen Mary’s death, provocatively 

calling it a piece of ‘Popery’ like ‘Masses for the dead to helpe them outt of Purgatory’, 

she also summarized the Revolution in these terms: 

the Church hath beene harased devided & the Servants of the Lord exposed to 
great extreamitys. Our Lawfull King exiled and his Throne usurped by them of 
his owne Loines. for itt was nott an enemy butt those that profesed freindship 
to him & zeale for the Protestant Relligion that hath brought this opresion 
upon all except those whose hands have beene instrumentall in procuring all 
these evills unto us[.]133 
 

These far from ‘Glorious’ developments follow a significant order:  persecution of 

church and ministers first, then the exile of the king, producing ‘opresion’ of the land – 

all three the result of ecclesiastical and political betrayal from within.  Halkett’s 

tendency to refer to William using third-person plural pronouns reflects how far the 

 
132 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 323.  William’s propaganda is most thoroughly canvassed in Tony Claydon, 
William III and the Godly Revolution (Cambridge, 1996), but see also Stephen B. Baxter, ‘William III as 
Hercules: The Political Implications of Court Culture’, in Lois G. Schwoerer, ed., The Revolution of 1688-
1689: Changing Perspectives (Cambridge, 1992), pp. 95–106; Craig Rose, ‘Providence, Protestant Union 
and Godly Reformation in the 1690s’, Transactions of the Royal Historical Society, 3 (1993), pp. 151–169; 
Charles-Edouard Levillain, ‘Cromwell Redivivus? William III as Military Dictator: Myth and Reality’, in 
Esther Mijers and David Onnekink, eds., Redefining William III: The Impact of the King-Stadholder in 
International Context (Burlington, 2007), pp. 159–176.  For distinct Scottish expressions, see Alasdair 
Raffe, ‘Propaganda, Religious Controversy and the Williamite Revolution in Scotland’, Dutch Crossing, 29 
(2005), pp. 21–42. 
133 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 371.  
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regime stood for the man; her perceptions were mediated through many other figures, 

past as well as present.134  The phrase ‘nott an enemy butt those that profesed 

freindship’, a quotation of Psalm 55.12, was one Halkett had used before to refer to the 

church divisions in 1674, when separatist Presbyterian conventicling was first fracturing 

the Dunfermline community.135  ‘[A]ll these evills’, now coalesced in the figure of 

William, had many agents and a long pre-history, well-charted in Halkett’s earlier 

discussions of the fifth commandment. 

Halkett saw a causal link between what she regarded as William’s unbridled 

ambition and the religious apostasy he had facilitated.  Such accusations inverted 

Williamite propaganda, pressing home the ways in which he had broken all three 

obligations of the fifth commandment, to natural, civil and spiritual parents alike.  

Halkett’s formulation of the case against him in these terms is embedded in the select 

meditation she was writing in May and June 1695, on the unnamed man of God in 1 

Kings 13 who was sent to confront Jeroboam, king of Israel, for his idolatry.136  This 

prophet’s puzzling story, only part of which relates to Jeroboam, appealed to Halkett as 

‘a Chapter where there is many considerable thing[s] to bee observed & none that I 

have either read or heard of hath made itt the ground of there discourse or writing’.137  

As usual with her chapter or character studies, she worked through the chapter verse-by-

verse, making contemporary applications at the end of each section; this is where 

allusions to William and his government keep surfacing.  The parallel Halkett drew 

between Jeroboam and William was distinctive; it would have been simpler to connect 

 
134 Halkett never referred to William as ‘king’, only as a ‘prince’, and often in an ambiguous plural. 
135 Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 158. 
136 Halkett, NLS 6500, pp. 189–218; pp. 212-213 are blank. 
137 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 189.  Modern commentators corroborate her sense that the chapter is unusual:  
Keith Bodner, Jeroboam’s Royal Drama (Oxford, 2012), p. 97, places it ‘[a]mong the most enigmatic 
narratives in all of Israel's royal history’.  Modern readings also concur in finding the point of the entire 
chapter, even the man of God’s inset story, to be Jeroboam’s idolatry:  James K. Mead, ‘Kings and 
Prophets, Donkeys and Lions: Dramatic Shape and Deuteronomistic Rhetoric in 1 Kings XIII’, Vetus 
testamentum, 49 (1999), pp. 191–205. 
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idolatry with James’s Catholicism.138  There are similar seventeenth-century readings of 

Jeroboam’s character, however, which indicate that her politics were not actually 

driving her biblical interpretation into unusual contortions.  In addition, her case 

against William had plenty to work with in 1695. 

One must know Jeroboam’s backstory to follow Halkett’s argument; she 

assumed her reader would be familiar with the Old Testament history.139  Jeroboam is a 

rags-to-riches figure, a widow’s son who advanced to the top of King Solomon’s royal 

administration based on personal ability, and then obtained the crown over ten of the 

twelve tribes of Israel, first by divine fiat, and then by popular vote.  But finding ability, 

divine sanction, and popular support insufficient security, he turned to religious 

apostasy to retain his crown.  Not liking the idea of his subjects attending the Jerusalem 

temple in the rival kingdom of Judah, he set up new cultic centers in Dan and Bethel, 

with two golden calves, an alternate priesthood, and a new religious calendar.  This was 

the position in which the man of God confronted him in the first verses of 1 Kings 13, 

standing before his new altar, celebrating his new religious holiday.  At first the man of 

God only pronounced an oracle of future judgment on Jeroboam’s altar; but when 

Jeroboam tried to arrest the prophet, judgment became immediate:  his hand withered, 

and his altar burst apart.  Though Jeroboam was momentarily healed on the 

intercession of the prophet, his future judgment – the extermination of his royal line – 

was sealed by his refusal to abandon his cultic innovations. 

Halkett’s reading of Jeroboam engages with his whole story, in contrast to Kevin 

Killeen’s reading, which condenses the story into the political resonance of two kings, 

Jeroboam and his rival Rehoboam, Solomon’s son.  Killeen shows that Rehoboam, the 

foolish tyrant, and Jeroboam, the idolatrous usurper, were used in the early modern 

period to support ‘competing models of statehood’, one a hereditary monarchy and the 

 
138 Two instances of associating James and Jeroboam are mentioned in Rose, England in the 1690s, pp. 21, 
160.  The second reference may refer to the golden calf in Exodus, rather than Jeroboam’s two golden 
calves – though an early modern reader would have connected the two incidents in any case. 
139 The following sentences summarize 1 Kings 11.26-12.33. 
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other an elective office.140  But Halkett’s wider approach ends up fundamentally 

challenging Killeen’s assertion that the Rehoboam-Jeroboam story was about ‘political 

division’ rather than ‘theological difference’.141  Halkett saw Jeroboam’s impiety, first 

evident in his ingratitude to his master King Solomon, and then his apostasy as the 

birth and outcome, respectively, of rebellion.  And that sequence was only too well 

illustrated in the suppression of the Episcopalian church in Scotland after the 

Revolution. 

Halkett’s meditation never names William directly, but works by implication 

and analogy.  The first connection is achieved via a sequence of cross-references to 

parallel biblical examples of sacrilege.  The last clause of 1 Kings 13.1 reads, ‘Jeroboam 

stood by the altar to burne incense.’  Halkett connected this with two other examples of 

biblical kings illicitly burning incense.142  In the first example, the high priest 

confronted King Uzziah, and God struck Uzziah with leprosy when he threatened the 

priest.  In the second example, an apostate priest cooperated with Uzziah’s grandson 

King Ahaz, and because no righteous person protested (as Halkett points out) God did 

not intervene.143  The same thing, she suggested, had just happened in Scotland: 

‘Had nott some Priests & Princis too much complied with the ill example of 
others; wee had never had the reason wee now have, to bewaile a devided 
Church an exiled King and an opresed People.’144 
 

As in the earlier meditation refusing to attend the fast for Queen Mary’s death, 

Halkett’s critique leads with ‘a devided church’ rather than political rebellion.  This 

also accounts for the ambiguous plural reference to designate the agents of this dire 

situation.  William and Mary, presumably, are the ‘Princis’; but Halkett also saw 

‘Priests’ as complicit in their crime, and ‘the ill example of others’.  Whom did Halkett 

 
140 Killeen, Political Bible, pp. 135–155, ‘Ch. 6: Dividing the kingdom: Rehoboam and Jeroboam’; quote 
at p. 138. 
141 Killeen, Political Bible, p. 136: ‘Even though idolatry is the underlying cause of the split, nowhere in 
the biblical account of Jeroboam and Rehoboam is there anything that resembles theological difference 
as a significant matter in the schism. It was always and only political division.’ 
142 Halkett, NLS 6500, pp. 190–191. 
143 The two stories are found in 2 Chronicles 26.16-21 and 2 Kings 16.10-16, respectively. 
144 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 191. 
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have in view?  One possible ‘priest’ was Francis Turner, former Bishop of Ely, who had 

been a protégé of James II but, when the King’s intentions turned unfavourable to the 

church, became a leading figure in the protest of the Seven Bishops.145  Halkett had 

probably met Turner in James’s entourage on one of his two visits to Scotland in 1679-

1682.146  In August 1685, she wrote a letter to Turner thanking him for a gift and 

expressing her ‘sattisfaction’ in hearing that he ‘was one of the number to whom the 

King had committed the care of the Church and what may secure the Protestant 

Relligion’.  She went on to hope, 

[M]ay your Piety and Prudence bee so exemplar & succesfull as to confirme all 
that are Lovers of Truth and to Convert such as are estranged from itt.  That 
the Church may be ever defended by the King.  And his Majestie Long 
preserved by the Prayers of the Church  And so mutuall advantages may the one 
ever receave from the other[.]147 
 

Halkett’s regrets in 1695 reflect her sense that Turner’s conduct in 1688 had not lived 

up to these hopes.  Whether this was only a retrospective realization, or whether 

Halkett had in fact disapproved even of the carefully hedged position of the bishops in 

1688, is not clear from her surviving meditations.148  The ‘ill example of others’ likely 

referred to the long history of Presbyterian opposition on the grounds of conscience – 

what, in 1656, Halkett had called ‘making a relligious pretence, the ground of schisme 

or rebellion either in church or state’.149 

Halkett’s subsequent remarks on Jeroboam’s idolatry in her meditation on 1 

Kings 13 continue to finger William.  Both, for example, had sin-hardened hearts.  

Noting the insult implied in the man of God’s addressing the altar instead of the king, 

 
145 Paul Hopkins, ‘Turner, Francis (1637–1700)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004); Goldie, ‘Restoration Political 
Thought’, pp. 19–24.  Turner later became a Nonjuror, as he was not willing for William to take the 
throne, but only to act as regent.  Another possible ‘priest’ is Gilbert Burnet, a key propagandist for 
William (Claydon, Godly Revolution, ch. 1; Raffe, ‘Propaganda and the Williamite Revolution’, pp. 22–
23). 
146 Ouston, ‘York in Edinburgh:  James VII and the Patronage of Learning in Scotland 1673-1688’; 
Ouston, ‘Court of James in Scotland, 1679-82’. 
147Halkett, Letter to Turner, Rawl. letters 94, fol. 36. 
148 The limited evidence of Halkett’s perspective on the Anglican revolution of 1688 is further discussed 
in the final section of Chapter 6. 
149 Halkett, NLS 6489, p. 233. 
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Halkett remarked, ‘Though Jeroboam stood att the Altar hee spoke nott to him who 

had so hardened himselfe in sin that the very Altar was more capable of impresion then 

hee’.150  Suggesting that Jeroboam’s heart was harder than his altar was a common 

reading of the passage.  As Bishop Hall put it in his 1623 Contemplations upon the 

Historie of the Old Testament, ‘No stone is more hard or insensate than a sinfull heart; 

the changes of Judgement and mercy doe but obdure it, in stead of melting’.151  But 

hard-heartedness was also one of Halkett’s descriptive codes for William and his 

supporters elsewhere in her meditations.  One of her prayers about the Revolution, 

early in 1689, reads:  ‘Lord by thy rod bring watter of sinceare repentance on them that 

like a rocke seems hardened in there Sin  And for mercy sake prevent the sad effects of 

mistaken zeale in any that are designing either abroad or att home to subvert thy 

truth’.152  Another passage written in 1696, reflecting on the seeming impossibility that 

William could ever be brought by peaceful means to relinquish his hold on the throne, 

concluded that ‘nothing is imposible with God who by a toutch of his finger on the 

heart of the most obdurate, can bring him to see his sin & repent’.153 

Jeroboam also had the temerity to attack God’s prophet, which was punished 

with ‘evidence of the displeasure of God’ in the withering of his hand.154  Halkett’s 

mind went to leprosy again, not King Uzziah’s this time, but that of Miriam the sister of 

Moses.  When Miriam had dared to challenge Moses’s special role as God’s 

intermediary, her punishment was seven days of leprosy.155  Examples like Jeroboam 

 
150 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 191. 
151 Joseph Hall, Contemplations upon the Historie of the Old Testament. The seventh volume. In two bookes. 
(London, 1623), p. 59. 
152 Halkett, NLS 6498, p. 138.  There is a marginal date, 14 January 1689. 
153 Halkett, NLS 6501, p. 21. 
154 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 193. 
155 The story is told in Numbers 12.1-16.  Halkett also used leprosy to describe the enormity of Mary II’s 
taking her father’s throne:  ‘The next great Person that Death triumphed over was a Princese who had 
shee kept her first Station might have deserved all the praises that the height of flattery itt selfe gave her 
affter shee was dead. Naaman was a great Man with his Master & honourable … butt hee was a leper 
which conclusion Lessend all the high attributes hee had before. So when all the high attributes was 
given that Princese when itt is added shee usurped her Fathers Throne and wore the Royall Diadem on 
her owne head what a dimnese doth that cast upon the Lustre of the brightest actions of her life.’ 
(Halkett, NLS 6500, pp. 177–178). 
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and Miriam were a warning that ‘should make men feare nott so much as to speake 

against the Servants of God. much lese to attempt higher indignitys against them’.  This 

touched again on William’s role in advancing the Presbyterian revolution in Scotland; 

the Presbyterians had perpetrated high indignities indeed against the Episcopalian 

ministers, throwing many of them, sometimes literally, out of their parishes.156  But it is 

also not an unusual comment to make on the passage in 1 Kings 13.  Most seventeenth-

century biblical commentators make some remark here on God’s protection of his 

ministers.  John Mayer, writing in the 1650s, concluded his remarks on 1 Kings 13 by 

saying that Jeroboam’s fate – to have his royal line cursed – awaits ‘all such, as putting 

down the most faithfull ministers of Gods word, because they will not agree to their 

superstitions, do indifferently put any, that will into their places’.157  Mayer was 

probably referring to his experience of the Laudian ejection of more puritan-inclined 

ministers before the Civil Wars.158 

Halkett also accused Jeroboam of ingratitude, expressed in rebellion – fifth-

commandment thinking easily extended to William.  Whether Jeroboam actually 

rebelled against Rehoboam, or merely led a legitimate protest, which turned into a 

rebellion when Rehoboam foolishly spurned the people’s petition, has long been 

debated; Killeen provides extensive evidence of seventeenth-century interest in the story 

as precedent for popularly-negotiated rule.159  Halkett, predictably, saw Jeroboam as a 

rebel from the start.  Raised to a prestigious place in the royal administration, Jeroboam 

had then ‘turned ingrate to his King & Master who had committed to him a great 

trust’.160  The connection Halkett consistently made in her discussions of the fifth 

 
156 T. N. Clarke, ‘The Scottish Episcopalians 1688-1720’ (Ph.D., University of Edinburgh, 1987); Raffe, 
Culture of Controversy, pp. 219–223. 
157 John Mayer, A Commentary upon the Whole Old Testament, added to that of the same author upon the whole 
New Testament published many years before, to make a compleat work upon the whole Bible (London, 1653), p. 
75.  See also Jackson, Annotations, p. 503; Poole, Annotations upon the Holy Bible, n.p. (comment on 1 
Kings 13.4). 
158 Nicholas Keene, ‘Mayer, John (bap. 1583, d. 1664)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004). 
159 Killeen, Political Bible, pp. 150–154.  Modern commentators are also more likely to defend Jeroboam 
(see Bodner, Jeroboam’s Royal Drama, esp. p. 8), but since 1 Kings 11.26 explicitly begins the story with 
rebellion they have to assume a hostile narrator. 
160 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 195. 
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commandment between obedience to one’s superiors and owing them gratitude for 

their care and pains, is clearly at play here:  to disobey, to not show this gratitude, was 

unnatural.  Halkett’s refusal to observe a fast day for William’s success at the Battle of 

the Boyne in 1690 shows this logic at work, applied both to herself and to him.  

‘[S]hould I pray for, or wish, or desire’ such a thing, she argued, ‘I were unjust to our 

owne Lawfull King ungrate for all the benefitts I & my Parents & relations had to the 

Royall familly’.  Furthermore, ‘Itt were to wish that the cup of the Lords indignation 

against him (for whom they fast) might bee filled by making him the instrument of 

distroying the Lords anointed & to bee guilty of ruine to his Unckle & his Father in 

Law’.161  How could she pray for success in joint regicide and parricide?  These deeper 

sins were both the outcome and the punishment of ungrateful rebellion, as Jeroboam’s 

story demonstrated: 

[I]ngratitude allways proceeds from irrelligion & is is attended with visible 
markes of Gods displeasure As was to him [Jeroboam] in beeing delivered up to 
the Idolatrese Worshiping the Calves hee had made and so insnared all Israell 
in his sin.162 
 

Finding a causal relationship between Jeroboam’s rebellion and his subsequent idolatry 

was not unusual.  Bishop Hall’s Contemplations had noted the same circular 

interchange, in language much like Halkett’s:   

The civill defection was soone followed by the Spirituall; As there are neare 
respects betwixt God, and his anointed, so there is great affinity betwixt treason 
and Idolatry: there is a connexion betwixt, Feare God, and Honour the King; 
and no lesse betwixt the neglects of both: In vaine shall a man looke for faith in 
a mis-religious heart.163  

 
That this was published in 1623, not after 1688, highlights the resonance and 

credibility of Halkett’s case against William. 

Halkett’s summary of Jeroboam’s character at the end of her meditation finally 

makes the latent comparison between Jeroboam and William quite explicit, though still 

 
161 Halkett, NLS 6499, p. 1. 
162 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 195. 
163 Hall, Contemplations upon the Historie of the Old Testament, p. 34. 
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without naming William: 

Jeroboam … hathe the Caracter of beeing a mighty man of valour and 
industrious. Butt his courage was nott great enough to make him withstand the 
ambittion of a Crowne which made him rise up & rebell against his Lord.  (I 
wish wee had nott the example of itt in this Age of on[e] who is mighty enough 
in valour butt itt seemes a Crowne hath beene the object of his ambittion And 
his industry to keepe itt, makes him pretend as Jeroboam did when hee set up 
the two Calves that itt was for the good of the people when itt was cheefely to 
insnare them. And keepe them from returning to there Lawfull King.[)]164 
 

This final jab at William dexterously lampoons Williamite propaganda, at a critical 

moment in 1695.  Tony Claydon’s work has explained the vital contribution of 

William’s propaganda to his all-consuming war with Louis XIV in the 1690s.165  British 

subjects reluctant to be sucked into a European conflict could be swayed by William’s 

military reputation, and his deliberately-cultivated image as the international defender 

of Protestantism.  This was how his ‘Declaration’ prior to invading England in 1688 

had presented him, as only intervening by invitation to set matters right in England, to 

protect ‘the Religion, Laws, and Liberties’ threatened by James’s irresponsible 

government.  A similar campaign, preaching a crusade against popery abroad and a 

program of godly reformation at home, was then used to promote William’s 

engagement in the Nine Years’ War in Europe immediately following his acceptance of 

the British crowns in 1689. 

Halkett was deliberately countering that message.  She was writing her 

meditations while the summer campaign season was underway, implicitly rejecting the 

message of the annual fast for William’s success.166  She did not dispute his military 

reputation (he was ‘mighty enough in valour’); but she called the Protestant hero/godly 

 
164 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 217 
165 Tony Claydon, ‘Protestantism, Universal Monarchy and Christendom in William’s War Propaganda, 
1689-97’, in Esther Mijers and David Onnekink, eds., Redefining William III: The Impact of the King-
Stadholder in International Context (Burlington, 2007), pp. 127–142; Claydon, Godly Revolution, ch. 4. 
166 In Scotland, the annual fast day to pray for a blessing on William’s campaign season was scheduled for 
13 June 1695 (Williamson, Raffe, Taylor, and Mears, eds., National Prayers, Vol. 2, p. 125).  Halkett’s 
meditations do not specifically mention boycotting this year’s fast, but she did so in 1690, 1694, and 
1696. 
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reformer pose a sham, a disguise for ambition and lust for power.  Her resentment of 

William’s warmongering is also verbalized in the preface of her next meditation, 

complaining of ‘the sound of the Trumpett the alarme of Warre which this sixe yeare 

since 88 hath been heard in these Lands’.167  In this subsequent meditation, she 

speculated on ‘a prophesy … that I have Lately seene’ suggesting that the imminent 

collapse of William’s regime would providentially bring about the restoration of 

James.168  She candidly admitted that James, too, was a religious apostate, but in his case 

the biblical parallel was the Babylonian exile.  Rather than needling James’s faults, as 

she had William’s, Halkett interceded, on the model of the prophet Daniel, for the 

restoration of king, church, and nation.169 

From a distance, Halkett’s views on the respective merits of William and James 

might easily be dismissed as sentimental Jacobitism, verging in desperation on the 

apocalyptic and irrational with her invocation of the prophet Daniel.170  In the 

moment, however – in mid-1695 – Halkett’s low opinion of William and her hopes for 

James made sense.  William had become intensely unpopular by that point in his reign, 

and the outcome of the Nine Years’ War in Europe was as yet uncertain.171  Besides his 

perceived foreignness, his wastage of British resources on a hitherto unsuccessful 

European war with France was bitterly resented, while his ministers at home were 

accused of gross injustices.172  His propaganda image as a Protestant deliverer was easily 

 
167 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 219; a quotation of Jeremiah 4.19. 
168 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 227.  Paul Kléber Monod, Jacobitism and the English People, 1688-1788 
(Cambridge, 1989), p. 167, describes unrest in London in April-June 1695.  Technically, the 
Assassination Plot of 1696 was not yet underway, though Jane Garrett, The Triumphs of Providence: The 
Assassination Plot, 1696 (Cambridge, 1980), p. 64, traces preliminary plans to the summer of 1695; 
Monod, Jacobitism and the English People, pp. 99–100; Paul Hopkins, ‘Sham Plots and Real Plots of the 
1690s’, in Eveline Cruickshanks, ed., Ideology and Conspiracy: Aspects of Jacobitism, 1689-1759 (Edinburgh, 
1982), pp. 101–102; Paul Hopkins, ‘Aspects of Jacobite Conspiracy in England in the Reign of William 
III’ (PhD, University of Cambridge, 1981), pp. 237–241). 
169 This prayer for James will be further discussed in the next chapter. 
170 Daniel was, after all, a model for more radical women prophets like Elinor Davies and Mary Cary.  See 
Watt, Secretaries of God, pp. 1, 127, 129; Loewenstein, ‘Scriptural Exegesis’, pp. 135–136, 139–142. 
171 Rose, England in the 1690s, pp. xiii–xiv; 18–62. 
172 Rose, England in the 1690s, pp. 23, 30; Mark Goldie and Clare Jackson, ‘Williamite Tyranny and the 
Whig Jacobites’, in Esther Mijers and David Onnekink, eds., Redefining William III: The Impact of the King-

 



161 

 

smeared, especially since the death of Mary II in December 1694 had subtracted the 

aura of legitimate succession and commitment to the Church of England which she 

contributed.173  But as it happened, the summer of 1695 was kinder to William’s hopes 

than to Halkett’s.  The recapture of Namur, a key fortress in the Spanish Netherlands, 

in late August was a turning point for William’s side, and a subsequent Jacobite plot to 

assassinate him, discovered the following winter, further bolstered his support.174  Still, 

this should not prejudice our reading of Halkett’s two meditations, written before the 

siege of Namur was concluded; they must be interpreted within the forgotten 

possibilities of early 1695.  Emboldened by fleeting hopes, Halkett allowed her 

meditations to dwell more steadily on the respective faults of William and James, and 

on the restoration she awaited. 

Halkett’s reiterations of fifth-commandment political obedience were far more 

complex than a ‘mass attitude’.  Though she dealt in highly conventional ideas and 

maintained a relatively homogenous set of arguments, her expressions were also shaped 

by the immediate situation.  Viewed over the long term, Halkett’s defenses of political 

obedience present a conundrum, for in practice the 1650s were clearly different than 

the 1690s.  Halkett accepted the necessity of submission to the earlier usurper, 

Cromwell, but not to the later usurper, William.  What was wrong with William, on a 

fifth-commandment basis, that was not wrong with Cromwell?  Besides William and 

Mary’s flouting of family ties, a great deal of the answer, for Halkett, seems to lie with 

the resurgence of Scottish Presbyterianism.  Yet this was something that James had 

engineered through his religious indulgences, before William’s arrival – as even Halkett 

 
Stadholder in International Context (Burlington, 2007), pp. 177–199; Macinnes, ‘William of Orange: 
“Disaster for Scotland”?’. 
173 Rose, England in the 1690s, p. 46; Claydon, ‘William’s War Propaganda’ (a more positive reading of 
the effectiveness of William’s propaganda); W. A. Speck, ‘William - and Mary?’, in Lois G. Schwoerer, 
ed., The Revolution of 1688-1689: Changing Perspectives (Cambridge, 1992), pp. 131–146; Zook, 
Protestantism, Politics, and Women, pp. 144–158; Melinda S. Zook, ‘A Latitudinarian Queen: Mary II and 
her Churchmen’, in Sarah Apetrei and Hannah Smith, eds., Religion and Women in Britain, c. 1660-1760 
(Farnham, 2014), pp. 99–115; Smith, ‘Court Culture and Godly Monarchy’. 
174 Rose, England in the 1690s, pp. 50–53; Goldie and Jackson, ‘Williamite Tyranny’, p. 179. 
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would later admit.175  The following chapters therefore consider how Halkett negotiated 

the shortfalls of the Restoration regime, with respect to king, nation, and church. 

 
175 Alasdair Raffe, ‘James VII’s Multiconfessional Experiment and the Scottish Revolution of 1688-1690’, 
History, 100 (2015), pp. 354–373.  Halkett tacitly admitted, in 1696, that James’s indulgence had paved 
the way for the Presbyterian hegemony of the 1690s:  ‘of Late yeares an indulgence beeing granted to the 
Presbiterans (I will nott determine by what By ends obtained) Butt having once found the way how to 
intrude themselves They have now gott such posesion and make such use of itt’ (Halkett, NLS 6501, p. 
32). 
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Chapter 5:  Prayer for the King 

 

What kept Halkett loyal to Charles II and James II/VII, despite each monarch’s 

egregious failure to be ‘a true defender of the faith’?1  This is, admittedly, an 

anachronistic question, tainted with ‘whiggish’ hindsight in favour of the Revolution of 

1688-89.  It underestimates the hopes pinned on the sons of Charles I, as ‘branches of 

the royall stock’, in the aftermath of the Civil Wars.2  It also overlooks the substantial 

dissatisfaction overshadowing the post-Revolution Williamite regime – all that Halkett 

would live to see of an event slow to earn its sobriquet of ‘Glorious’.3  Still, it is worth 

asking why Halkett persisted in her royalism to the point of Jacobitism, given that a 

significant proportion of her contemporaries did not.4  What was the logic of her 

loyalty?  The previous chapter has shown that her thinking about political 

subordination was founded on a broad interpretation of the fifth commandment, 

which she could defend from Calvin as well as Anglican teaching, but which she 

applied in particular ways.  The present chapter examines her portrayal of ‘the King’ in 

her meditative prayers for Charles and James.  Like obeying one’s superiors, praying for 

the king was a conventional religious duty.  It also offered an opportunity for 

supporters of the establishment to articulate a distinctly Anglican ‘political theology’ – 

 
1 Halkett, NLS 6497, p. 329, used of James in 1687; see also NLS 6492, p. 83, and NLS 6494, p. 354, 
where the same phrase is used of Charles II in 1669 and 1678. 
2 Halkett, NLS 6491, p. 36.  Halkett’s meditations show that not everyone’s hopes at the start of 
Charles’s and James’s respective reigns waned so quickly as recent accounts suggest:  N. H. Keeble, The 
Restoration: England in the 1660s (Oxford, 2002), pp. 38–40; Harris, Restoration, pp. 44–45; Tim Harris, 
Revolution: The Great Crisis of the British Monarchy, 1685-1720 (London, 2007), pp. 7–8. 
3 On the epithet ‘Glorious’ for the events of 1688-89, see James R. Hertzler, ‘Who Dubbed It “The 
Glorious Revolution?”’, Albion: A Quarterly Journal Concerned with British Studies, 19 (1987), pp. 579–585; 
John Morrill, ‘The Sensible Revolution’, in Jonathan I. Israel, ed., The Anglo-Dutch Moment: Essays on the 
Glorious Revolution and Its World Impact (Cambridge, 1991), p. 104. 
4 For instance, John Evelyn:  Steven Pincus, ‘John Evelyn: Revolutionary’, in Frances Harris and Michael 
Hunter, eds., John Evelyn and His Milieu (London, 2003), pp. 185–219; John Spurr, ‘“A sublime and 
noble service”: John Evelyn and the Church of England’, in Frances Harris and Michael Hunter, eds., 
John Evelyn and His Milieu (London, 2003), p. 159.  More generally, a choice of church over king by 1687-
88 is the trajectory of devout Anglicanism outlined by John Spurr:  ‘Religion in Restoration England’; 
‘The Lay Church of England’, in Grant Tapsell, ed., The Later Stuart Church, 1660-1714 (Manchester, 
2012), pp. 110–113. 
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what is often glossed, though perhaps too readily, as Stuart ‘divine right’ kingship.5  

However, upon examination, Halkett’s prayers for the king prove little interested in 

arguing either the extent or the basis of royal power, and they rarely focus on the 

subject’s duty of obedience, even though this was an important aspect of her fifth-

commandment thinking.  Instead, her prayers sought to remake the king, through 

repentance and reform, into a godly ruler who could lead the nation and protect the 

church in a manner befitting the miraculous Restoration of 1660, thereby restoring 

national and religious unity to his three kingdoms.  Halkett regarded the king, in other 

words, as the potential solution to the Restoration’s problems – even though he was 

himself one of the problems. 

Halkett’s extant meditations contain dozens of these prayers, of varying lengths.  

This chapter draws on that wider range, but focuses in particular on three of the more 

lengthy examples, where concern for the king supplies the theme of an entire 

meditation.  The first example is ‘The Widows Mite’, already described in some detail 

in Chapter 1, where Halkett argued, in mid-1673, that Charles’s past deliverances were 

a guarantee of his future conversion.6  The other two examples, one written just after 

the emergence of the purported ‘Popish Plot’ in late 1678, and the other written in 

1695 amidst hopes of William III’s political demise, show how the principles 

articulated in ‘The Widows Mite’ weathered the changing political scene.7  Each of the 

 
5 Using ‘political theology’ and ‘divine right’ interchangeably can end up absorbing basic providential 
and patriarchal viewpoints that are not actually endorsing the seventeenth century’s theoretical concepts 
of ‘the divine right of kings’.  The looser usage crops up particularly in discussions of 30 January 
commemoration and Jacobitism:  Lacey, Cult of King Charles the Martyr, pp. 1–2; Laura Lunger Knoppers, 
‘Reviving the Martyr King: Charles I as Jacobite Icon’, in Thomas N. Corns, ed., The Royal Image: 
Representations of Charles I (Cambridge, 1999), pp. 263–287; to a lesser extent, Monod, Jacobitism and the 
English People, pp. 17–23.  As J. N. Figgis pointed out, all political systems of the period claimed ‘Divine 
Right’ (The Divine Right of Kings (Cambridge, 1914), pp. 177–178).  I have endeavoured to weigh 
Halkett’s statements against the more systematic discussions in Goldie, ‘Restoration Political Thought’; 
Goldie, ‘Absolutism’. 
6 Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 1–31 ‘The Widows Mite, part of itt relating to the King’ (23 June–c. September 
1673). 
7 Halkett, NLS 6494, pp. 371–380 ‘Meditations & prayers Concerning the King’ (26 November–5 
December 1678); NLS 6500, pp. 219–237 ‘Serious thoughts upon the various Dispensation[s] of these 
Late by past yeares & the many Variety of expectation of there continuance or there end’ (c. July–August 
1695). 
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prayers is usefully anchored to a distinct historical moment, where the influence of 

reality on Halkett’s ideals can be more effectively evaluated.  Overall, the prayers vary 

considerably in tone, but they demonstrate a consistent set of principles, a disciplined 

practice, and an unshakeable dedication to expecting the king’s spiritual restoration.  

There is a stark contrast between what Halkett prayed for and what she undeniably 

knew about the king.  While that tension is never resolved, it is still clear that Halkett 

was neither indulging a blind attachment, or crafting didactic flattery.8  Her demanding 

expectations of the king were ultimately only addressed to God:  ‘I never expect to have 

an opertunity to Speake to an earthly King butt my intentt & resolution is through 

Grace allways to speake as in the presence of the heavenly King’.9 

 

Strange fidelity 

Halkett’s prayers challenge the old stereotype that loyalty to Charles I was noble, but 

loyalty to his sons merely servile.  As Macaulay’s History of England (1848) presented it, 

the laudable ‘Cavalier’ mentality of the Civil War period unwittingly succumbed, over 

the course of the Restoration period, to ‘the doctrine of non-resistance’, ‘the most 

slavish theory that has ever been known among men’.10  Macaulay dubbed this mindset 

the ‘strange fidelity’ of the ‘rustic aristocracy’, who supplied the crude mechanism of 

Tory political hegemony.11  Their boorish attachment to the sons of Charles I was 

bolstered by an equally unthinking ‘love of the Church’, based on habit rather than 

‘study or meditation’:     

 
8 I would argue that Halkett does not regard herself as a ‘clerical counselor’, despite shared use of the 
‘jeremiad’ mode and the ubiquitous influence of sermons on her own prose.  On clerical opportunities 
for royal critique/advice, see Alexandra Walsham, ‘“A Very Deborah?” The Myth of Elizabeth I as a 
Providential Monarch’, in Susan Doran and Thomas S. Freeman, eds., The Myth of Elizabeth (Basingstoke, 
2003), pp. 142–168; Jacqueline Rose, ‘Kingship and Counsel in Early Modern England’, The Historical 
Journal, 54 (2011), pp. 47–71; McCullough, Sermons at Court, pp. 1–10; Jenkinson, Culture and Politics at 
the Court of Charles II, 1660-1685, pp. 86–93, 105–106.   
9 Halkett, NLS 6494, pp. 261–262. 
10 Thomas Babington Macaulay, The History of England from the Accession of James the Second (New York, 
1879), vol. II, pp. 367-368. 
11 Macaulay, History of England, vol. I, p. 299; as elaborated pp. 295-300, ‘The country gentlemen’ (Ch. 
III). 
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Few among them could have given any reason, drawn from Scripture or 
ecclesiastical history, for adhering to her doctrines, her ritual, and her polity; 
nor were they, as a class, by any means strict observers of that code of morality 
which is common to all Christian sects.  But the experience of many ages proves 
that men may be ready to fight to the death, and to persecute without pity, for a 
religion whose creed they do not understand, and whose precepts they 
habitually disobey.12 
 

Their religion tainted with hypocrisy, these ill-educated men were easy prey for the 

bigoted ‘country parson’, peddling ‘the doctrines of indefeasible hereditary right, of 

passive obedience, and of non-resistance, in all their crude absurdity’.13  

Macaulay’s Whig caricature of Tory commitment as ignorant prejudice has since 

been replaced with more careful analyses of the actual tenets of Tory political thought 

and their historical rationale.14  These outline an essentially reactive development, 

which coalesced in the mid-1670s to defend royal power and the established church 

against strenuous attempts by the English Parliament to limit the one and moderate the 

other.  Tory thinkers articulated royal absolutism, based on Filmerian patriarchalism, 

while Tory preachers inculcated a doctrine of passive obedience.  Between them, 

rebellion was never justified and the ultimate resort could only be a martyr-like ‘passive 

resistance to ungodly commands’, best illustrated by the seven bishops who refused to 

read James II’s indulgence from their pulpits in May 1688.15  Yet the perception 

underlying Macaulay’s caricature, that Tory loyalty to Charles II and James II involved a 

high degree of incongruity, has only been strengthened.  The later Stuarts (with the 

exception of Mary and Anne) were no real friends to the established church, though 

they were happy to make use of its pro-monarchy principles.  Charles, having 

 
12 Macaulay, History of England, vol. I, p. 300.  Tim Harris’s work has shown that Tory propaganda was 
accessible and effective far lower on the social scale:  Harris, Restoration, pp. 217–218. 
13 Macaulay, History of England, vol. I, pp. 308-309; see also Monod, Jacobitism and the English People, pp. 
271–272, citing the ‘boorish ... Tory squire’ from Fielding's Tom Jones. 
14 Besides the studies cited above, see especially Goldie, ‘John Locke and Anglican Royalism’; Goldie, 
‘Political Thought of the Anglican Revolution’; J. P. Sommerville, ‘Absolutism and Royalism’, in J. H. 
Burns and Mark Goldie, eds., The Cambridge History of Political Thought, 1450-1700 (Cambridge, 1991), 
pp. 345–373; Goldie, ‘Pulpit Toryism’.  On the larger context in which Tory political thought operated, 
see Southcombe and Tapsell, Restoration Politics; Harris, Restoration. 
15 Goldie, ‘Restoration Political Thought’, pp. 17–29 (quote at p. 26). 
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abandoned the loyal Presbyterian contingent that had made his restoration possible in 

1660, would later dally with dissenters and Catholics, creating intense alarm among 

supporters of the established church.  James went further, attempting to force 

toleration for Catholics on all three of his kingdoms, despite promises he had made to 

the Anglican and Episcopalian supporters who had carried him through the Exclusion 

Crisis in England.16  These royal vacillations created political chaos, and provided the 

grounds for William of Orange to invade as a ‘Protestant deliverer’.  Historians have 

largely concurred in regarding the Revolution of 1688-89 as the solution, or at least the 

beginning of the solution, to problems Charles and James had either created or failed 

to solve.17 

Yet many adherents of the established church remained loyal to Charles, and 

would even have continued to support James if he had kept his Catholicism a personal 

matter.  Few, presumably, could expound a fully-developed ‘Tory political thought’, 

even given the high level of exposure via the pulpit and other public modes of 

discourse.18  Instead, their motives tend to be generalized either negatively, as fear and 

uncertainty, or positively as a habitual belief in the ‘divinely sanctioned authority’ of 

the king – a fairly basic application of the fifth commandment, but rather confusingly 

referred to, at times, as ‘divine right theory’.19  When exhibited by women or 

 
16 Goldie, ‘Danby, the Bishops and the Whigs’; Grant Tapsell, ‘Introduction: The Later Stuart Church in 
Context’, in Grant Tapsell, ed., The Later Stuart Church, 1660-1714 (Manchester, 2012), pp. 1–17; Harris, 
Revolution, pp. 182–236; Morrill, ‘Sensible Revolution’, pp. 76–81. 
17 Besides Macaulay, a twentieth-century example in that line is G. M. Trevelyan, The English Revolution, 
1688-1689 (London, 1938), usefully critiqued in Morrill, ‘Sensible Revolution’.  For a more recent 
assessment, see Gary S. De Krey, ‘Between Revolutions: Re-Appraising the Restoration in Britain’, History 
Compass, 6 (2008), pp. 738–773.  It is virtually impossible to avoid some element of ‘whiggish’ evaluation; 
even work that criticizes the tendency to present the Revolution as a tidy development regards it as an 
improvement on the previous regimes, especially with regard to religious toleration:  for example, John 
Coffey, Persecution and Toleration in Protestant England, 1558-1689 (Harlow, 2000); Raffe, ‘Presbyterianism, 
Secularization, and Scottish Politics’. 
18 Harris, Restoration, pp. 214–220, discusses the means by which Tory messages reached the popular 
level; see also his introduction to Harris, ed., The Politics of the Excluded, c. 1500-1850.  But these 
arguments pertain primarily to the ‘crowd’ dimension, rather than to the loyalty of the country gentry. 
19 Schochet, ‘Patriarchalism, Politics and Mass Attitudes’, p. 415; Monod, Jacobitism and the English People, 
pp. 20, 36; Knoppers, ‘Reviving the Martyr King’, pp. 263–264, 284; Hertzler, ‘The Glorious 
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eighteenth-century Jacobites, this loyalty is also characterized as a sentimental 

attachment, a tendency particularly well illustrated in Sir Walter Scott’s historical 

novels set in seventeenth- and eighteenth-century Scotland.  Old Mortality (1816) offers 

one example that might almost be a caricature of Halkett, the fictional character Lady 

Margaret Bellenden.20  Lady Margaret is a rigid, pretentious royalist widow who has 

become unable to distinguish loyalty from bigotry; her royalism had degenerated into 

folly.  Though the Civil Wars had claimed the lives of her husband and sons, she still 

musters her dilapidated resources in the castle of Tillietudlem to withstand the militant 

Covenanters of the Bothwell Brig Rebellion in 1679, prating all the while of the 

morning in 1651 that Charles II, ‘on his route through the west of Scotland to meet 

Cromwell in the unfortunate field of Worcester … had actually breakfasted at the 

Tower of Tillietudlem’.  As Scott informs the reader, she  

seldom afterwards partook of that meal, either at home or abroad, without 
detailing the whole circumstances of the royal visit, not forgetting the salutation 
which his majesty conferred on each side of her face, though she sometimes 
omitted to notice that he bestowed the same favour on two buxom serving-
wenches who appeared at her back[.]21 
 

Lady Bellenden is of course a parodic figure, meant to be wryly amusing.  But 

Scott was hardly exaggerating the breakfast story.  Halkett’s autobiography tells a 

comparable tale of meeting the king in Dunfermline in 1650, and receiving an equally 

insubstantial token of gratitude for her role in James’s escape from London in 1648: 

The next day presenttly affter the King had dined  When his Majestie had taken 
Leave of my Lady Dunfermeline & given her a Complementt & my Lady Anne 
Areskine … Hee came to mee & Said Mrs. Murray I am ashamed I have beene 

 
Revolution?’, pp. 583, 584.  The fear/uncertainty thesis applies to both sides of the political divide:  
Jason McElligott, ed., Fear, Exclusion, and Revolution (Aldershot, 2006); Mark Knights, Representation and 
Misrepresentation in Later Stuart Britain: Partisanship and Political Culture (Oxford, 2005); see also Rachel 
Weil, A Plague of Informers: Conspiracy and Political Trust in William III’s England (New Haven, 2013), a 
study that pertains to the 1690s. 
20 Old Mortality contains a number of historical and historically-inspired characters, but Lady Margaret is 
considered entirely fictional.  Her hereditary domain, Tillietudlem, is an amalgamation of several 
authentic locations in southwestern Scotland:  Old Mortality, eds. Jane Stevenson and Peter Davidson 
(Oxford, 1993), pp. 465, 488.  Scott acknowledged that he made free use of historical figures in his 
novels:  The Antiquary, ed. Nicola J. Watson (Oxford, 2002), p. 4. 
21 Scott, Old Mortality, pp. 42–43; see also pp. 213-228. 
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so Long a Speaking to you butt itt was because I could nott Say enough to you 
for the Service you did my brother butt if ever I can Command what I have 
right to as my owne there shall bee nothing in my power I will nott doe for you 
& with that the King Laid his hand upon both mine as they Lay upon my 
breast.  I humbly bowed downe & kist his Majesties hand and Said I had done 
nothing butt my duty and had recompence enough if his Majestie accepted of 
itt as a Service & and allowed mee his faver.  affter some other discourse which 
I have forgot the King honored mee with the farwell hee had given the Ladys & 
imediately wentt to horse.22 
 

Scott must have encountered many stories like this in his antiquarian researches, and 

we can only wonder how Halkett might have fared at his hands, had he found her 

manuscripts.23  Perhaps her autobiography could have won her a place alongside the 

noble Flora Mac-Ivor in Waverley; but one suspects her meditations would have 

consigned her to the ranks of Lady Bellenden. 

 

Converting the king 

‘The Widows Mite’ (1673) initially appears to lend itself to a sentimental reading, 

because it is thick with personal anecdotes – including more hand-kissing – related to 

Charles’s many providential deliverances, from the early days of the Civil Wars to his 

coronation in 1661.  Halkett’s reminiscences are, in effect, Lady Bellenden’s breakfast 

tale minus Scott’s skeptical lens.  She began with her family’s obligation to the king, 

whose ‘princely favor’ was ‘there cheefest Subsistance’.24  She went on to describe her 

prayers for the king ‘during the Late troubles’ of the 1640s and 1650s.  Though her 

‘Suplications & teares … for mercy for the Late King’ could not secure ‘a temporall 

 
22 Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fols 35v-36r. 
23 It is not altogether fanciful to wonder if Scott had encountered Halkett’s writings.  Just prior to the 
publication of Old Mortality, he had edited a new edition of the Somers Tracts, including the memoirs of 
the Scottish Jacobite Colin Lindsay, earl of Balcarres: Walter Scott, ed., A Collection of Scarce and Valuable 
Tracts, on the Most Interesting and Entertaining Subjects:  But Chiefly Such as Relate to the History and 
Constitution of these Kingdoms (13 vols, Edinburgh, 1809-1815); see also Hopkins, ‘Lindsay, Colin, third 
earl of Balcarres (1652-1721)’.  On Scott’s editorial work, see David Hewitt, ‘Scott, Sir Walter (1771–
1832)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004); the relationship between Scott’s antiquarian interests and his writing is 
discussed at length in the introduction to Scott, The Antiquary, pp. vii–xxvii. 
24 All the quotations in this paragraph are taken from Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 4–8. 
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deliverance’, she had continued, undaunted, to pray ‘for the presentt King in his exile 

& all the Royall familly’.  On two occasions in 1652, she had even predicted that 

Charles would be peacefully restored:  once in conversation with a fellow royalist, Lady 

Erskine, and once in debate with the Cromwellian officer Colonel Overton.  ‘I was very 

Confidentt’, she declared, that the restoration ‘would nott bee by force of Armes butt 

only by the Mercy of God … in a peaceable Manner by the unanimous desire of the 

people’.  Overton responded ‘that if itt should Come to pase hee would repentt what 

hee had done & beleeve I was a prophettise’.  But now, in 1673, Halkett felt a sense of 

foreboding, ‘as if some New great storme were hanging over our heads’, because of ‘the 

ungratefull returne wee have given’ for God’s ‘great and unspeakable mercies’ in 

‘restoring the Church the King & the Libertys of his people’.  To assuage these fears, 

she reviewed a longer list of Charles II’s particular deliverances during the Civil Wars 

and Interregnum, right up through his coronation in April 1661, which ‘the 

phanatickes’ claimed would be providentially obstructed.  Her list showed that they 

were quite wrong about whose side providence was on. 

‘The Widows Mite’ – a title which reflects Halkett’s recent widowhood and her 

resolution to be a Pauline ‘widow indeed’, but which also invokes the gospel story of 

the poor widow who earned Jesus’ praise by putting all she had into the Temple 

treasury – is not just rehearsing her royal encounters.25  The meditation uses these past 

deliverances as the premise of a remarkable claim that God would yet convert the king.  

There is no ‘if’ or ‘maybe’ about the assertion, despite Charles’s well-known proclivities: 

from this I am Confirmed in what I have with Confidence offten aserted that I 
was fully assured the Lord would make the King an instrument of much Glory 
to himselfe by bringing him att his owne apointed time to bee a true Reformer 
both of himselfe & people26 

 
25 ‘Widows Mite’ is a common title and does not necessarily convey female gender; Nehemiah 
Wallington, for instance, used it for one of his notebooks (Seaver, Wallington’s World, p. 199).  The story 
of the ‘poor widow’ and her ‘two mites’ is found in Mark 12.41-44 and Luke 21.1-4; Halkett was using 
the latter. 
26 Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 9; see also p. 25, where the assertion is repeated in almost identical wording.  
For the wider context, see Spurr, England in the 1670s, pp. 1–8; Tim Harris, ‘“There Is None That Loves 
Him but Drunk Whores and Whoremongers”: Popular Criticisms of the Restoration Court’, in Julia 
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Indeed, Halkett appears to stake her spiritual credibility on it, by repeatedly asserting 

her own prophetic insight into God’s design, coupled with a prophetic capacity to 

intercede for others:  ‘I will both hope & waite for itt & Confidently expect itt. for with 

the fervour of my Soule I dayly make Suplication for the King to the King of Kings & 

hearer of prayer’.27 

Halkett’s stories are emotionally charged and biased in Charles’s favour, but 

‘sentimental’ is hardly an accurate description.  Even the hand-kissing episode is more 

providential than sentimental.  It is part of a lengthy section of reminiscence at the 

meditation’s close, giving eyewitness details about the coronation on 22-23 April 

1661.28  Pregnancy prevented Halkett from being at Westminster Abbey on the 23rd, 

but she had watched the royal procession across London ‘from the Tower to Whitehall’ 

on the 22nd.  She was so anxious lest the pressing crowd should harm the king ‘that itt 

tooke away the Sattisfaction that els I should have had in so Glorious a Sight’.  Her 

urgent prayers were answered, however, and ‘The King rode on with a Serene 

undisturbed Composure free either from feare or Vanity and Seemed to be pleased 

with the Liberty the rude Multitude tooke to aproach him’.  On the 23rd she had 

another scare, when ‘the most terible Tempest of Thunder Lightening & raine’ 

threatened the king’s return from the coronation ceremony, via the Thames to 

Whitehall.29  ‘I was transported’, she recalled, ‘to See the King Come Sodainely into the 

roome where I was alone waiting & praying for his Majesty’s Safe arrivall’, and to have 

 
Marciari Alexander and Catharine MacLeod, eds., Politics, Transgression, and Representation at the Court of 
Charles II (New Haven, 2007), pp. 35–58. 
27 Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 10. 
28 Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 25–30.  This section was printed in the 1875 Camden Society edition of 
Halkett’s autobiography, and has thus, presumably, shaped twentieth-century perceptions of her royalism 
– though the excerpt is missing its source information, so that readers assume it is part of an earlier 
meditation from 1661 (for instance, Heller, Mother’s Legacy, p. 147). 
29 The storm is mentioned by others, including Pepys:  John Spurr, ‘“Virtue, Religion and Government”: 
the Anglican Uses of Providence’, in Tim Harris, Paul Seaward, and Mark Goldie, eds., The Politics of 
Religion in Restoration England (Oxford, 1990), p. 37.  On the elaborate staging of the coronation event, 
see Lorraine Madway, ‘“The Most Conspicuous Solemnity”: The Coronation of Charles II’, in Eveline 
Cruickshanks, ed., The Stuart Courts (Stroud, 2000), pp. 141–157. 
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‘the honor to have the first kiss of his Majesty’s hand affter Coming into the howse’.  

Based on these indications of ‘great Magnanimity & Courage’, ‘undaunted resolution’, 

and ‘Cristian fortitude’ amidst intimidating circumstances, Halkett even improvised the 

king’s thoughts during the coronation ceremony, when he took off the heavy crown.  It 

was an act of reverence, she insisted, not the ill omen that some uncharitable observers 

suggested. 

Halkett never seems to have regretted, afterward, the incandescent confidence 

expressed at this moment in 1673.  But none of her other prayers for the king reached 

this pitch, or indulged in comparable recollections.  Her later prayers for James contain 

no personal vignettes, a curious omission given her role in his escape from London in 

1648, his visits to Scotland in 1679-1681, and the pension that he eventually settled on 

her in 1685.  Perhaps this reflects the two brothers’ different personalities, but it also 

points to the permanently formative experience of the 1650s.  There could be only one 

1660, and its hero was Charles.  James did, of course, partake in the day’s glory as a 

‘royal brother’, and Halkett would celebrate the 29 May Restoration holiday in his 

name after Charles’s death.  Reminiscence, however, is not the only rhetorical tool at 

work in ‘The Widows Mite’.  The meditation has a meatier side, where the principles 

and logic of Halkett’s long-term practice more clearly emerge, and it is these elements 

that continue in her prayers for James. 

A full half of ‘The Widows Mite’ is dedicated to a mini-sermon on the duty of 

covering ‘the frailtys & infirmittys’ of superiors.30  It launches from the story of how 

Noah’s three sons reacted to his drunken nakedness in Genesis 9:  one stood by and 

mocked, and was cursed by his father afterwards, but the other two ‘tooke a Garment 

and laid itt upon both there shoulders & went backward & Covered the Nakednese of 

there father’, receiving his blessing in return.31  Halkett applied this to her own time via 

the fifth commandment.  Since ‘[w]ee all have Naturall Civill & Spirittuall fathers, & 

disobedience or disrespect to any of these is a breach of the fifth Command’,  

 
30 Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 10–25. 
31 Halkett quotes Genesis 9.23 precisely. 
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if when wee heard of the Nakednese of our Civill father (or any other) wee 
wentt backward and Looked upon our owne lives or the lives of many eminent 
Saints itt would makes us the more Carefull to Cover the infirmittys of 
others[.]32 
 

She then produced a stunning line-up of biblical figures whose stories showed ‘what 

hainous Sins even the chosen of God may fall into & yett nott forfeit there right to 

heaven’.  Her summary list is cumulatively appalling, all the more so if it was meant to 

be an indirect reflection of Charles II’s failings (real or imagined): 

Noahs drunkenese, Lotts incest, Davids Murder and Adultery, Solomons 
excesive Love of women, Hezekiahs pride of hart, Manases horible Murders 
Witchcraft & Idolatry, Peters perjured deniall of his Master Pauls persecuting 
the Church[.]33 
 

One by one, Halkett worked through each story in detail.  Some were good men who 

erred, like King David and King Hezekiah, while others, like King Manasseh and the 

apostle Paul, experienced dramatic transformations.  Halkett deliberately emphasized 

both scenarios, to show that in neither case could anyone pre-judge another’s spiritual 

state.  ‘Who Can read the life of this King’, she wrote of Manasseh, ‘and nott bee filled 

with wonder & admiration att the Goodnese & Long Suffering of God’?  Therefore, 

she argued, we should ‘nott to bee apt to Conclude the reprobation of any Since 

Manasseh was receaved to Grace’.34 

Halkett’s political agenda weighs heavily on her arrangement and interpretation 

of these biblical examples, where extreme failings are juxtaposed with extreme 

demonstrations of God’s favour.  Quotations of Romans 5.20, ‘where Sin did Abound 

grace did much more Abound’, bracket the mini-sermon at either end, effectively 

capturing its overall tone.35  Yet she also anticipated the potential charge that she was 

 
32 Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 11. 
33 Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 12.  There is at least one parallel passage in Halkett’s later prayers for James II 
(1694):  NLS 6500, p. 75:  ‘Oh Mercyfull Lord God who pardoned David his adultery & Murder. 
Manaseh his Idolatry Witchcraft & Bloodshed. Peter his deniall of thee & Paul his persecuting of thee 
…’. 
34 Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 17. 
35 Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 13, 24. 
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excusing too much.  In her conclusion, she explained 

that as wee should nott aprove of any Sin even in the Greatest, nor Contribute 
nothing towards the indulging them in itt, yett wee ought as litle to make our 
Selves Judges and pass our sentence of Condemnation upon them that are in 
Authority over us since that doth nott lessen there Sin butt agravates our 
owne[.]36 
 

As her later prayers show, this became her settled policy in praying for the king. 

 

Confronting reality 

How much did Halkett know about the discrepancy between her ideal Charles II and 

the reality of 1673?  One of the puzzles about ‘The Widows Mite’ is how it relates to its 

context – particularly what ill news from London had inspired Halkett to write it.  That 

there was a specific trigger, in the last full week of June 1673, is clear from two dated 

references to recent news in the meditation’s first few pages.  On 24 June Halkett 

‘heard certain News of my Sons Sir Ch[arles] Halketts beeing safe att London & 

escaped (as I thinke Miraculously) eminent danger in the Last Sea fight’ – probably the 

second Battle of Schooneveld on 4 June, the most recent naval engagement in the 

Third Dutch War (1672-74).37  Several pages later, in the midst of expressing her 

assurance that God would eventually make the king ‘a true Reformer’, she admitted 

that ‘of Late I have heard some reports which would seeme very Contrary to this 

expectation’; the marginal date is 25 June.38  But aside from giving a date and a rough 

location, these references are stubbornly opaque.  Halkett used ‘heard’ in both cases, 

making it unclear whether the news was written or verbal; we do not know who 

brought it, or much of its content.  The breaking news in mid-June had been the Duke 

of York’s resignation of his position as Lord Admiral, consequent on his refusal to 

comply with the Test Act designed by Parliament to flush Catholics out of the 

 
36 Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 24; see also pp. 11-12. 
37 The Battles of Schooneveld were fought on 28 May/7 June and 4/14 June 1673.  Halkett used Old 
Style dates in her meditations, so it had taken nearly three weeks to hear for certain that Sir Charles was 
safe. 
38 Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 9.  This date, on the inside margin, is not visible in the Perdita scans. 
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government; yet there is no sign in ‘The Widows Mite’ of James’s apostasy, though it 

‘was arguably to prove the key event in the English political history of his century’.39  

Halkett’s dates serve to contextualize but not to explain her thinking.  We are missing 

the dialectical dimension of her news, the complexities of personal interchange.  

Some sense of these dynamics can be constructed, however, from other 

fragments.  Two dates so close together in ‘The Widows Mite’ suggest a packet of letters 

from London, perhaps from Sir Charles himself, to various interconnected recipients – 

something like the correspondence that Sir Charles’s younger brother Sir James, Jr., 

and their stepbrother Robert (Halkett’s son) were sending to Scotland in the 1680s, 

during their military service abroad.40  In 1687, there was an anxious correspondence 

between Robert in Paris, his commander in London (the Catholic earl of Dumbarton), 

and the Halkett family in Scotland over allegations that Robert had ‘eaten flesh upon 

good friday and drunke impious healths’ as an intentional offense to Catholic 

sensibilities.  Initially, when Dumbarton was threatening that he should be ‘sentt as a 

Prisoner’ to London, Robert reported the situation to his stepbrother Sir Charles and 

their cousin Dr Halkett, who was looking after Robert’s financial affairs.  But once the 

matter was cleared up, becoming simply ‘that ridiculous story made of him’, he wrote to 

reassure his mother.41  No actual letters survive from the exchange in 1687, but 

remnants of another packet, sent from Tangier in 1680 by Sir James, Jr., illustrate how 

many pieces, intermediates, and overlapping audiences could be involved.42  The packet 

 
39 Hutton, Charles the Second, p. 263; Spurr, England in the 1670s, pp. 38–42. 
40 Both were career soldiers, a common occupation for younger sons of Scottish gentry; both served 
under the earl of Dumbarton in the 1680s.  See Matthew Glozier, Scottish Soldiers in France in the Reign of 
the Sun King: Nursery for Men of Honour (Leiden, 2004). 
41 The exchange is recorded in two occasional meditations:  Halkett, NLS 6497, pp. 280–282, 291–292, 
dated 19 May and 18 June 1687.  Dr Halkett’s role in Robert’s affairs is documented by the receipt and 
statement of accounts drawn up after Robert’s death in 1693, in the Pitfirrane Papers, MS 6423 
(National Library of Scotland, Edinburgh, 1683-1694), fols 72, 105-107. 
42 Pitfirrane Papers, NLS 6406, items 126-127:  two letters, both addressed to Sir Charles, one dated 29 
October 1680 from Sir James, and the other dated 27 November 1680 from A. Forrester.  Between them, 
they refer to the other parts of the packet.  Sir James, Jr, wrote at least one account of his experience in 
Tangier, published as H. M. McCance, ed., ‘Tangier 1680: The Diary of Sir James Halkett’, The Journal of 
the Society of Army Historical Research, 1 (1922), pp. 1–24; another, not identical, manuscript account 
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first travelled from Tangier to London in the care of Sir James’s fellow officer, 

Lieutenant Colonel Tollemache; Tollemache delivered it to his stepfather the earl of 

Lauderdale’s secretary at Whitehall, A. Forrester.43  Forrester then opened the packet 

and forwarded the individual contents as directed, including letters from Sir James to 

Dumbarton and Lauderdale.  The letters for Scotland were forwarded to Sir Charles, 

the next intermediary in the chain, in a new packet containing letters and verbal 

greetings from Forrester and another correspondent to Scotland, which Sir Charles was 

expected to deliver. 

Another overlapping news nexus that Halkett participated in, both by letter and 

by the transmission of goods, revolved around her stepson-in-law, Sir William Bruce.44  

Her letters to James Kennewie, Bruce’s financial agent in Edinburgh and later his bailiff 

at Kinross, deal not only with the financial transactions and purchases that Kennewie 

arranged for her in Edinburgh, but also with a variety of social interchanges involving 

servants, tradesmen, family, and Halkett’s social peers in Dunfermline.45  One letter, 

written in early June 1673 just weeks before starting ‘The Widows Mite’, is almost 

entirely occupied with the complexities of getting Sir William’s gift of wine delivered to 

Halkett.46  Sir John Dempster of Pitliver, a gentry neighbour, had arranged for ‘Bayliffe 

Wilson’ from Dunfermline to undertake the wine’s conveyance from Leith to 

Limekilns, the port near Pitfirrane; when it arrived, Halkett was then to arrange further 

transport of the portion intended for Sir William’s mother, who evidently lived nearby.  

All these connection points would doubtless have involved news as well as wine.  ‘[P]ray 

lett mee know what News you have’, Halkett would urge Kennewie, passing along in 

 
survives in the Pitfirrane Papers, NLS 6503, fols 19r-20v, ‘A full & true relation of the fortunate victory 
gained over the Mores by the Garisone of Tangere upon the 27th of October 1680’.  Whether this latter 
account is by Sir James is questionable, however – it is not in the same hand, spelling, or style as his 
letter. 
43 For the identification of Forrester, see Halkett’s statement of her inheritance in 1673:  Pitfirrane 
Papers, NLS 6481, fols 170r-171r.  Lt. Col. Tollemache was a son of the Duchess of Lauderdale by her 
previous marriage:  Piers Wauchope, ‘Tollemache [Tolmach, Talmach, Talmash], Thomas (c. 1651–
1694)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004). 
44 Bruce is also named in the interchange with Forrester. 
45 Kinross House Papers, NRS GD29/1963, items 1-7:  letters dated 1673, 1680, and 1692. 
46 Kinross House Papers, NRS GD29/1963, item 1 (3 June 1673). 
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return her own updates about family illnesses, the birth of a servant’s son, and a local 

opening for an apothecary, along with greetings to the family.47  

Halkett’s correspondence with Kennewie is of course of a different order than 

packets from London or abroad.  But even news of the king must have been subject to 

the same dynamics: coming from different angles, mixed among other concerns, and 

not necessarily something Halkett would care to repeat.  This is illustrated in her 

occasional meditation, ‘upon a relation from one Came from London which I heard 

sept: 21 1668’, a piece that forms an instructive contrast with ‘The Widows Mite’ 

because of its sharp critique of the king.48  Once again it is unclear who brought the 

news, or even whether the medium was a conversation or a letter:  Halkett used the 

verb ‘hear’ again:  ‘I dare nott bee particular in what I have heard because I promised 

Secresy’.  The substance of the news, however, was both an exposé of court debauchery 

and a critique of the administration.49  Halkett was deeply shocked at ‘those horid 

impietys & open Scandalous practises wherby … God is so highly provoked as that hee 

may Justly make London again the Seat of his Vengeance for the iniquittys of them that 

dwell therin’, alluding not merely to the recent plague, fire, and naval catastrophe of 

1665-67, but further back to the Interregnum.50  The meditation’s core concern is 

unmistakeably the king’s behaviour, and his failure to live up to his miraculous 

restoration but rather ‘affter so great experience of ill & Good more highly to offend 

then formerly’.  ‘[W]hat must the end of such ways bring but certaine distruction’, 

Halkett asked. 

 
47 Kinross House Papers, NRS GD29/1963, item 1; item 4 (9 Sep 1680); item 7 (23 September 1692). 
48 Halkett, NLS 6492, pp. 46–54.  For the likely context, see Clare Jackson, Charles II: The Star King 
(London, 2016), pp. 27–29. 
49 It is tempting to speculate on Halkett’s news source.  Sir Robert Moray would be one option, as he was 
Sir James’s first cousin, had a previous connection with Halkett, and was intimate with Lauderdale and 
the king; but David Allan dates Moray’s visit to Scotland too precisely, July 1667 to June 1668, to admit 
of doubt (Allan, ‘Moray, Sir Robert (1608/9?–1673)’; see also the introduction to Letters of Sir Robert 
Moray, pp. 24–35).  Another possibility is Halkett’s sister Elizabeth Puckering, who corresponded with 
John Evelyn; Evelyn was considerably disappointed in the king by 1668, but whether he would be so 
indiscreet as to correspond with a lady on the subject is another question (McKitterick, ‘Case of Elizabeth 
Puckering’, pp. 372–373; Pincus, ‘Evelyn: Revolutionary’, p. 188). 
50 Halkett, NLS 6492, pp. 46–47. 
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The frankness with which Halkett blamed Charles for debauchery and injustice 

in 1668 contrasts with her later decision to deflect blame. But it is a matter of 

emphasis, rather than a completely different approach.  Avoiding critique of those in 

high places was something she had already proposed in her meditation on 30 January 

1661, the first official observance of the fast for the regicide.51  Her 1668 meditation 

does gradually move from the king’s responsibility to that of his flattering courtiers, and 

to London as a whole; it concludes, finally, in the first person plural, the classic 

jeremiad mode:  ‘wee may in Israell See the image of our Selves great provokations great 

deliverances, Great Judgements Great hardnese of hart & what was the end of Such 

rebellion & ingratitude butt utter ruine & distruction’.52  ‘The Widows Mite’, with its 

core message of covering the infirmities of superiors, simply inverts this earlier 

meditation.  Many of the themes are the same, such as the emphasis on the king’s 

former deliverances, the great responsibility entailed by the Restoration, and the 

insistence that repentance and godly living, modeled above all by the king, was the only 

way to prevent a return to all the horrors of regicide, exile, and oppression.  Halkett 

expressed the same determination in both meditations, to pray for the conversion even 

of ‘great Sinners’, because such had become ‘eminent Saints’ not only ‘in Scripture’ but 

also ‘in our owne time’.  But the earlier meditation confirms what might be unclear in 

‘The Widows Mite’, that Halkett’s news sources kept her abreast of what was happening 

at London, and that she knew how far short Charles came of her expectations.  In 

1673, she chose not to be Noah’s mocking son, and to focus on what should be rather 

than what was.  Her later meditations etch this ideal ever deeper into her prayers, 

allowing the real man on the throne to become ever fainter. 

 

The duty of all subjects 

Five years after ‘The Widows Mite’, Halkett wrote another meditation about the king, 

simply titled ‘Meditations & prayers Concerning the King’.  Its occasion was the news, 

 
51 Halkett, NLS 6491, p. 34. 
52 Halkett, NLS 6492, p. 50. 
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in October 1678, of the ‘Popish Plott’ to murder Charles and put the Catholic James 

on the throne.  Historians now regard the plot itself as a complete fabrication, a 

creative pack of lies catering to national anti-Catholic hysteria, but its repercussions 

were drastic.53  Many Catholics were executed on perjured evidence, and the plot 

triggered a concerted effort by the English Parliament, retrospectively dubbed the 

Exclusion Crisis of 1679-1681, to either exclude James from the throne or curtail his 

potential powers should he succeed.  Halkett, like many of her contemporaries, took 

the plot seriously as yet another miraculous preservation of the king, but she was not 

taken in by crude anti-Catholic sentiment.  She regarded ‘the Papists’ as a mere foil for 

other purposes, whether God’s justice (‘the rod of thy Anger’) or human agents ‘who by 

fraud and force are endeavouring to bring us under the Romish Tyranny’.54  The attack 

on the king was really aimed at the church, which in her view was threatened on two 

sides.  ‘Preserve thy Church in these Kingdomes’, she prayed in February 1679, ‘from 

being ruined either by Popish designs, or Schismatical practices’.55  She had already 

been voicing the latter concern before the plot emerged, in a meditation on Psalm 

106.4-5 addressing ‘the puplicke [sic] divissions both in Church & state’ that ‘threatens 

such wrath & ruine’.56  Reflecting on the phrase in verse 5, ‘That I may see the good of 

thy chosen’, she wrote at some length on the identity and roles of ‘The Lords chosen’.  

She deliberately identified the ‘chosen’ not as an elect few within the ungodly nation 

but as ‘Those who the Lord hath placed in greatest eminency in Church & state’.57  

This twinned the king with the episcopal clergy in the classic Anglican pairing of 

‘Ministry and Magistracy’, and notably gave the church precedence. 

 
53 J. P. Kenyon, The Popish Plot (London, 1972); Hutton, Charles the Second, pp. 357–403; Spurr, England 
in the 1670s, pp. 260–273; Harris, Restoration, pp. 136–202. 
54 ‘A Prayer for the Publick, February 7th 1678/9’, Halkett, Seven Gifts, Jabez his Request, etc., pp. 68–72; 
quotes at p. 70. 
55 Halkett, Seven Gifts, Jabez his Request, etc., p. 71. 
56 Halkett, NLS 6494, p. 295.  The meditation is titled ‘Meditations upon the 4th & 5t verses of the 106 
Psalme’, pp. 294-370; the portion addressing the Popish Plot is at the very end, pp. 368-370. 
57 Halkett, NLS 6494, p. 318; on bishops and ministers, pp. 319-325; on the King, pp. 326-332.  The type 
of rhetoric she was opposing is described in a later meditation, from 1696, criticizing the Presbyterians 
for behaving so opposite to ‘all those glorious Titles they assume unto themselves, of beeing The Saints, 
the chosen, & beloved of God’ (Halkett, NLS 6501, p. 34).  
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Breaking news of ‘the Late Conspiracy which should have beene acted Sunday 

29 of September Last 1678 in the Murdering the King’ prompted her to reverse the 

order in her subsequent meditation, however, and focus once again on the king.58  But 

neither the plot itself nor the ensuing political struggle over James’s succession are the 

emphasis of ‘Concerning the King’.  The Exclusion Crisis had not yet properly begun 

in November 1678, and would have little purchase in Scotland in any case.59  Instead, 

Halkett was addressing a local problem, the practice of condemning the king rather 

than praying for him – a symptom of the unrest, since the early 1670s, over 

Presbyterian resistance to the episcopal establishment in Scotland.60  Instead of fronting 

the case for Charles’s reform, as her meditations in 1668 and 1673 had done, her 

meditation in 1678 urged the necessity of prayer for the king to preserve the well-being 

of the nation.  Though the formal premise of the meditation was still Charles’s 

providential preservation, the intensely personal dimension of ‘The Widows Mite’ is 

absent.  ‘Concerning the King’ is a grave reflection on the responsibilities and cares of 

kingship, and how subjects should support the king, as one of God’s ‘peculiar Servants 

& Substitutes’ whose ‘Life’ preserves ‘our Lives & Laws … & what is the Greatest Mercy 

of all, our Religion … Dearer to all true Protestantts then all things els besides’.61  As 

this phrasing suggests, the meditation is weighted more toward the king as leader of the 

nation and protector of the church than as a person. 

Halkett carefully constructed her case for why the king needed daily prayer, 

deftly building an image of the ideal king while indirectly responding to complaints 

about Charles II.  She split her discussion into the two parts of her header text, Psalm 

72.15, beginning with the phrase ‘Prayer allso shall bee made for him Continually’.  

She marshalled other quotes from the Psalms to outline ‘the practics [sic] of all good 

 
58 Halkett, NLS 6494, p. 368. 
59 Harris, Restoration, p. 147, points out that the proposal to exclude a Catholic successor was not new; it 
had been suggested as early as 1674.  But the first parliamentary Exclusion Bill was in May 1679.  On 
Scotland’s different perspective, see De Krey, ‘Between Revolutions’, p. 757; Jackson, Restoration Scotland, 
pp. 16–18, 49–51. 
60 Cowan, Scottish Covenanters, pp. 82–93. 
61 Halkett, NLS 6494, pp. 376, 379. 
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Kings … which might bee reduced to the performance of all Christian dutys’, 

juxtaposed with the ‘instability of greatnese & the weakenese of Grace if nott supported 

by and Supplied with, the power & Mercy of God’.62  Only then did she invoke one of 

the classic Tory prooftexts for passive obedience, 1 Timothy 2.2, where Paul enjoins 

prayer ‘for kings, and for all that are in authority; that we may lead a quiet and 

peaceable life in all godliness and honesty’.  To this she added the biblical example of 

the Persian king Darius, who sought (and endowed) prayers on his own behalf at the 

Jewish temple, so that ‘Jew & Gentile & the Church of God are all three’ in support of 

continual prayer for the king.63  Halkett next elaborated on the burden of responsibility 

the king carried, and the human impossibility of catching every abuse or satisfying every 

subject.64  Even ‘the wisest, or the Best of Kings’, descriptors associated elsewhere in 

Halkett’s writing with James I and Charles I, was susceptible to the falsehood and 

flattery of those he trusted, the fickleness, ‘Error & ignorance’ of his ‘dissatisfied 

people’, and his own ‘Naturall infirmittys’.65  This could well be Halkett’s strategic 

portrait of the debacle of the past year in Scotland, as the Scottish government, guided 

by the king, attempted various barely legal and highly objectionable forms of coercion, 

not just against Presbyterian dissent but against anyone else who would not cooperate 

with its repression.66  

Besides being vitally necessary, the meditation goes on to argue that prayer for 

the king  would make him praiseworthy – Halkett’s interpretation of the second half of 

Psalm 72.15, ‘And dayly shall hee bee praised’.67  In essence, she was arguing that 

subjects’ ‘obedience’ in praying for the king would effect his reform.  If the first half of 

 
62 Halkett, NLS 6494, p. 372. 
63 Halkett, NLS 6494, p. 373.  The example of Darius is taken from Ezra 6.8-10. 
64 Halkett, NLS 6494, pp. 373–377.  She mentions the story of Aaron and Hur holding up Moses’s 
hands at the battle with the Amalekites in Exodus 17, calling them ‘the Embleme of the Law & Gospell’, 
but not pressing the application further.  The effect, however, is to broaden out the weight of 
responsibility for good government. 
65 Key references to James I and Charles I include Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fol. 1r; NLS 6501, p. 31; cf. 
NLS 6498, p. 67, a rare criticism of Charles I for his disastrous failure to negotiate (though still ‘the best 
of Kings’). 
66 Harris, Restoration, pp. 123–129. 
67 Halkett, NLS 6494, pp. 377–379. 
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her meditation seems to make too many excuses for the unsavoury government 

administrations in both England and Scotland in the mid-1670s, her petitions for what 

would make the king praiseworthy are tacit admissions that the opposite had been true.  

The only praise actually given in the meditation is to God, who had preserved the king 

yet again and, through him, ‘the Church’.  Halkett prayed for the church in terms she 

had been using since the Civil War:  ‘Lord if itt bee thy Will lett this bee the time 

which I hope thou hast apointed for putting an End to the Athesme [sic] heresy 

Superstition & Schisme which hath so much defaced thy Church amongst us’.  For 

Charles, she continued to pray that God would make him a godly ruler: 

Make thy Servant our Soveraigne the repairer of the breach and restorer of 
paths to dwell in. Let his delight bee to keepe thy day holy & to honor them 
that honor thee. Lett a devine Sentence bee in the lips of the King that his 
Mouth transgreseth nott in Judgementt. Then shall all wickednese bee 
abomination to him and his throne shall bee established by Righteousnese.68 
 

This meditation refers to Charles’s divinely appointed status and the consequent duty 

of his subjects to obey him, but hardly in the guise of a ‘slavish’ theory of divine right 

and non-resistance.  Even though Halkett was defending the Restoration regime that 

Macaulay deplored, she was not denying complaints about the royal administration, but 

seeking to redirect their expression.  Far from advocating an absolute monarch, she 

prayed for drastic, transformative action:  ‘Touch … his hart with a Coale from thy 

Alltar that may Consume & cleance him from all evill inclinations’.69 

Halkett would later insist, in the same manner, on the duty of prayer for James 

VII.  In 1686, after the earl of Perth, her kinsman and James’s chancellor in Scotland, 

converted to Catholicism, Halkett lamented how ‘for the tryal of our Obedience, and 

the punishment of our Sins, God hath permitted our King and others (to whom I am 

particularly obliged) to depart from the true Faith’.  ‘[Y]et God forbid’, she continued, 

that I should sin against the Lord, in ceasing to pray for Him, and not rather to 
be more frequent and fervent in offering up my Requests to God, That the 

 
68 Halkett, NLS 6494, p. 380.  This is a conglomerate quotation of Isaiah 58.12-13 and Proverbs 16.10, 
12. 
69 Halkett, NLS 6494, p. 379. 
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Lord may be pleased to take away the Vail that is upon His heart, … And both 
for Him and others that are gon[e] astray, I will continually pray, That God 
would give them Repentance to the acknowledging of the truth, That they may 
recover themselves out of the snare of the Devil, who are taken captive by him 
at his will; And that none other may be prevailed upon, or insnared by their 
example, lest their Condemnation be increased thereby.70 

 
James’s Catholicism only heightened the duty of prayer for the king.  As her 1685 letter 

to Bishop Turner of Ely, already quoted in Chapter 4, expressed it, James was still the 

church’s defender, and the church was still to pray for his preservation; each depended 

on the other.71  After 1688, she very pointedly blamed the Revolution on the failure of 

the church and nation to pray for the king.  Writing in early 1690 on the passages in 1 

Samuel where the Israelites seek a king against Samuel’s advice, she noted how in 1 

Samuel 10.24 ‘all the people shouted & said God save the King’: 

And indeed this was a suitable & a necesary prayer for the people to make to 
God to save the King for except the Lord saved & Protected him hee could 
never defend them And so in praying for him they praid for themselves  So 
neere aliance there is betwixt King & people att least such itt should bee 
esteemed by both that the advantage or ruine of either redounds to both. 
 

The present application was obvious: 

Lord forgive those who have made itt there indeaver to allienate the affections 
of King and people in these three Kingdomes from one another And make 
them sencible of there sin & the sad effects itt is like to produce & in mercy bee 
reconciled to them & us & heale our Backsliuds [sic] for thy goodnese sake[.]72 
 

Some pages later she returned to the point, asking, ‘Is itt nott as great a Sin to forbeare 

praying for the King which too too many doth and makes itt a part of there Relligion to 

doe so’?  In what was clearly anti-Presbyterian polemic, she went on to argue that ‘the 

most Religious doe thinke themselves under the greatest obligation to pray for him’, in 

obedience to Paul’s injunctions in 1 Timothy 2.1-2.  There was no excuse to limit one’s 

prayers ‘only to such as wee Like & aprove of’; on the contrary, ‘the transgresions of 

 
70 Halkett, Seven Gifts, Jabez his Request, etc., p. 42. 
71 Halkett, Letter to Turner, Rawl. letters 94, fol. 36. 
72 Halkett, NLS 6498, p. 351. 
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others, is nott a Justifiable excuse for us to Omitt our duty’.  She concluded on a sober 

note:  ‘Lord give thy Sanctifying Spiritt both to King & people that wee all may depart 

from iniquity And then neither our King nor wee shall bee consumed which Grant for 

thy mercy sake’.73 

 

Jacobite prayers 

One final core example of Halkett’s prayers for the king is her meditation airing hopes 

of James’s restoration in the summer of 1695.  ‘Serious thoughts upon … these Late by 

past yeares’ is the counterpart of William’s arraignment as an idolator like King 

Jeroboam, discussed in Chapter 4.74  Because of the way that Halkett modeled her 

prayer on Daniel 9, assuming Daniel’s prophetic insight and intercessory authority for 

herself, ‘Serious thoughts’ is a useful point for comparison with ‘The Widows Mite’, 

where Halkett also claimed the role of prophetic intercessor.  Because ‘Serious 

thoughts’ ultimately says little about James himself, it will be helpful to also introduce 

excerpts from a lengthy meditation she wrote a year later, in May-August 1696, which 

engages more directly with the problem that James’s Catholicism posed to his 

restoration.  These are only two of many examples of Halkett’s prayers for James after 

the Revolution.  The quantity, though in part the result of a higher rate of survival for 

Halkett’s later manuscripts, reflects the urgency of being once again in a state of exile 

and usurpation.  These prayers tend to front the national condition rather than the 

king’s exile, with the ironic result that James himself remains indistinct.  Halkett thus 

provides an early demonstration of Paul Monod’s observation that it was easier to make 

‘fairy tale’ projections of James Edward than of his father, who had been ‘too 

controversial to inspire many affectionate portrayals during his lifetime’.75  At the same 

 
73 Halkett, NLS 6498, p. 362.  This refers to 1 Samuel 12.25 (AV), which reads, ‘But if yee shall still doe 
wickedly, yee shall be consumed, both yee and your King’. 
74 Halkett, NLS 6500, pp. 219–237; there is no start or end date, but it was written in July and August 
1695 based on internal dates. 
75 Monod, Jacobitism and the English People, p. 62.  But contrast Paul Hopkins’s observation that Jacobitism 
drew on James [V]II’s ‘friendships and political alliances’ of former days, which were ‘based on 
sentiment, not logic’:  ‘Aspects of Jacobite Conspiracy’, p. 44. 
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time, Halkett’s vigorous protests about the injustices of the Williamite regime, far 

clearer to Scottish Episcopalians than even to English Nonjurors, supply a crucial 

element missing from Monod’s discussion of pre-1714 Jacobitism.76  

‘Serious thoughts’ begins with ‘these unhapy warres … & the unjustifiable 

occations of itt’, thereby continuing the condemnation of William’s government and 

his European war begun in the previous meditation.  The ‘three united Kingdomes’ 

were being oppressed by men with ‘ill aquired greatnese’; ‘neither the beeing instructed 

in our duty nor suffering under the rod’ had led to national amendment.77  Halkett 

deliberately presented scenes of misgovernment in biblical phrases that would puncture 

Williamite pretenses:  ‘the alarme of Warre’ (Jeremiah 4.19), ‘the violent man’ (Psalm 

140.11), ‘the outtcast’ (Isaiah 11.12), the ‘banished’ (2 Samuel 14.14), ‘the opresion of 

the poore and violent perverting of Judgment and justice’ (Ecclesiastes 5.8).78  The 

desperate state of affairs at home and abroad led her to hope that the time had come 

for ‘deliverance’, however undeserved, ‘for our devided Church our exiled King & his 

opresed people’.79  She therefore followed the example of the prophet Daniel, who, 

upon discovering from the book of Jeremiah that the period of Babylonian exile was 

drawing to its appointed close, determined to fast and make confession to God on the 

nation’s behalf.  Like Daniel, Halkett accepted a collective responsibility for the 

Revolution:  ‘Because our sins were increased the Lord hath permitted these things to 

bee done unto us’ (drawn from Jeremiah 30.15).  Imitating his phrasing – ‘We have 

sinned … our kings, our princes, and our fathers, and … all the people of the land’ 

(Daniel 9.5-6) – her prayer confessed that ‘our King our Priests & our People have 

hainously transgresed against thee, O Lord’.80  She resolved to ‘make itt [Daniel-like 

prayer] an addittionall part of my Devotion every Satturday while I Live from this day 

 
76 Monod, of course, was not discussing Scotland; but this is a point at which a ‘three kingdoms 
approach’ is indispensable. 
77 Halkett, NLS 6500, pp. 219–220. 
78 Halkett, NLS 6500, pp. 219, 220–221, 236. 
79 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 222. 
80 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 231. 
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till that day of Jubilee unto us that our King & every man shall returne to his posesion’, 

putting the date in the margin as a reminder:  ‘Satt 27 July 1695’.81  Carrying out this 

resolve, the latter portion of her meditation is taken up with a sequence of confessions 

and petitions for herself, ‘others’, and finally the king and his fellow exiles.82 

Halkett’s prayers for the king and nation had used Daniel 9 as a confessional 

model before; the passage would have been familiar from its appearance among the 

‘sentences’ at the beginning of the order for Morning Prayer in the BCP.83  But Daniel 

9 had another appeal in the 1690s, its apocalyptic dimension.84  Though Halkett did 

not go on to reference the second half of the chapter, where the angel Gabriel appears 

in response to Daniel’s prayer, it is clear that she was dabbling in contemporary 

apocalyptic speculation, given her reference to ‘a prophesy … that I have Lately seene’.85  

The ‘prophesy’ predicted that William’s regime was reaching its appointed terminus 

and would collapse from within.  Halkett was careful in how she incorporated this 

material, quoting not the ‘paper’ itself but a series of biblical passages supporting it.86  

She also emphasized Daniel’s combination of prediction with prayer and confession, 

urging the necessity of both.  Ultimately she was concerned that James be restored in 

the right manner, in line with the vision of restored kingship that she had been 

articulating since her earliest surviving prayers for Charles II:  ‘Lord, for thy owne sake, 

even for thy owne sake doe itt for how should thy Name bee poluted (if by force or by 

 
81 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 228.  The siege of Namur in Flanders, which would decisively alter the 
European war in favour of William and his allies, had just begun. 
82 Halkett, NLS 6500, pp. 228–236. 
83 Halkett, NLS 6492, p. 52 (the 1668 meditation so critical of the king) quotes Daniel 9.20; Halkett, 
Seven Gifts, Jabez his Request, etc., pp. 68–72 ‘A Prayer for the Publick, February 7th 1678/9’, quotes 
portions of Daniel 9, with bits from the very similar prayer in Nehemiah 1.  The ‘sentence’ used in 
Morning Prayer is Daniel 9.9-10: Cummings, ed., Book of Common Prayer, pp. 102–103, 240. 
84 Warren Johnston’s work has shown that apocalyptic language had a wide appeal to diverse groups in 
the Restoration period and beyond; see especially his Revelation Restored: The Apocalypse in Later 
Seventeenth-Century England (Woodbridge, 2011).  That Halkett was tracking with some of this material is 
evident from her citation, in 1696, of Pierre Jurieu’s Accomplishment of the Scripture Prophecies (1687):  
Halkett, NLS 6501, p. 17; see the particular discussion in Warren Johnston, ‘Revelation and the 
Revolution of 1688-1689’, Historical Journal, 48 (2005), pp. 360–367. 
85 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 227. 
86 The lead-up to mentioning the ‘prophesy’ is quite long:  Halkett, NLS 6500, pp. 223–227. 
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power the King should bee restored & nott by thy Spiritt Zech 4.6) & give not thy glory 

to another’.87  A wrong restoration would be by ‘any foraigne power’ such as France; 

Halkett was probably also cognizant of the Jacobite rioting and disorder in London 

since spring, which had included a major disturbance on 10 June, the seventh birthday 

of James and Mary’s son James Edward.88 

‘Serious thoughts’, as Halkett constructed it, wraps the king so thickly in biblical 

language that James himself and his particular shortcomings are hardly to be found.89  

There is only one explicit statement of royal sin, ‘Lord make the King returne unto the 

Lord his God though hee hath fallen by his iniquity’, and it is half-quoted from Hosea 

14.1.  James appears as ‘Ephraim … joyned to idols’ but later repentant (Hosea and 

Jeremiah); he is also ‘thine owne anointed … the man of thy right hand’ and heir to 

‘the mercys of David thy Servant’ (drawn mostly from Psalms, but also the historical 

books).90  Halkett had always dressed the king in biblical guises, but in ‘Serious 

thoughts’ the intensive quotation ensures that James never fully emerges from the 

church-king-nation conglomerate, ‘our devided Church our exiled King & his opresed 

people’, with which the meditation begins and ends: 

I beseech thee incline thine eare & heare the Suplicating that I dayly offer, for 
Pardon of Sin & for Grace to procure a [sic] amendment of life & to bring 
forth the fruits of an intire obedience to thy holy Laws.  That all from the King 
to the Meanest of his Subject [sic] may bee indued with thy holy Spiritt & walke 
worthy of the vocation wherewith they are called.91 
 

Others of Halkett’s prayers for James are more forthright about his need to 

repent, but it is striking how infrequently she made a point of his religious apostasy.  

An exception is the meditation she wrote in the summer of 1696, a year after ‘Serious 

 
87 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 234.  The quotation of Zechariah 4.6 is embedded in a quotation of Isaiah 
48.11.  
88 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 235; Monod, Jacobitism and the English People, pp. 98–99, 167–168.  Monod says 
that the rioting was led by Jacobite ex-officers, who would later be swept up in the plot to assassinate 
William in early 1696. 
89 More than half of the meditation is biblical quotation, drawn to a large extent from the prophetic 
books that deal with the exile and restoration of biblical Israel. 
90 Halkett, NLS 6500, pp. 232–236. 
91 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 237. 
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thoughts’.  It is her only sustained discussion of the errors of Roman Catholicism, and 

its occasion is specifically the problem James’s Catholicism posed to his restoration.92  

The meditation opens with Halkett’s description of how, some days earlier, 

Having then beene in the Morning on my knees in my private Devotion, with 
the fervour of my Soule I offred up my prayers for our injured King And that by 
his afflictions the Lord would bring him to repentance for departing from the 
true faith and returne him with sincearity to that Truth from which hee had 
straid. Att the same instant came into my mind, the great obstacles that might 
opose itt, would bee, the obligation hee hath had now in his exile to Popish 
Princis, And the Pope himselfe (who as they call him is the head of the 
Church).93 
 

As in ‘The Widows Mite’, she reminded herself that God could save even the most 

contrary, like ‘St Paul’, restoring them to his flock like the Good ‘Shepheard’ – an 

image she had used in 1668 as well as 1673.  ‘Affter I rose from my knees’, she 

continued, ‘I thought I could nott better fixe my Morning Meditations then on this 

Subject And by Looking over a Booke which shews the first growth of Popery I may 

make some usefull aplications of itt’.94  Her ensuing discussion is structured around the 

vice list in 1 Timothy 4.1-3, a passage warning that ‘in the Latter times some shall 

depart from the faith giving heed to seducing spiritts & doctrines of divells’ (hence the 

title of the meditation, ‘Serious Reflections concerning them that are seduced’).95  

Intertwined with her biblical quotations, she quoted numerous illustrative passages 

from nonbiblical sources, a rare departure from her usual practice.  She quoted John 

Tillotson on the ‘Doctrine of Infallibility’; John Cosin’s evidence for hourly devotional 

routines in the early church; Pierre Jurieu on the prospect of France’s imminent 

conversion to Protestantism; and an anonymous French work on the perversions of the 

popes, various medieval reform movements that rejected Roman Catholic ‘Dogmes’, 

 
92 Halkett, NLS 6501, pp. vii, 1–34, ‘Serious Reflections concerning them that are seduced’ (21 May – c. 
mid-August 1696).  There are scattered references to ‘the papists’ errors throughout Halkett’s 
meditations, but no sustained anti-Catholic argument.  In 1656, for example, she warned her first child 
against ‘popery’ in prayer (empty repetition; praying to saints):  NLS 6489, pp. 203, 225–226. 
93 Halkett, NLS 6501, p. 1. 
94 Halkett, NLS 6501, p. 2. 
95 Halkett, NLS 6501, p. 3; the title and subheadings are only listed in her table of contents, p. i. 
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and the lack of early evidence for the practice of clerical celibacy. 96 

These discussions quickly carry the meditation away from James’s particular 

case, only returning to the issue of his conversion indirectly, when Halkett observes that 

‘some both wise, & good men, have beene insnared in that Idolatrous Communion’, 

and that this was caused in part by the ‘sad devissions in the church among those that 

have beene the most firm professors of the Protestant Religion’.97  As the latter remark 

signals, the meditation really has the other ‘popery’, Presbyterianism, in view; the focus 

shifts midway through under the heading, ‘Popery & Presbitery agree in many things’.98  

Halkett was also distracted around this point in her writing by fresh news of ‘a peace 

concluded betwixt the King of France the The Duke of Savoy’ (the Treaty of Turin, 

August 1696).99  These two hindrances to James’s restoration – the Presbyterian 

subjugation of the Episcopal Church in Scotland, and the prospect of a European 

peace that would recognize William’s right to the English throne – loomed far larger in 

Halkett’s consciousness than James’s Catholicism.  ‘Serious Reflections’ makes it clear 

that, as far as she was concerned, James had been the least of the problems that led to 

the Revolution.  Though his conversion was a precondition of his restoration, his 

Catholicism had never justified William’s intervention. 

 

A nursing father 

Halkett’s prayers for the king were never entirely abstract, despite their shared elements.  

Prayers for James addressed the distinct set of problems he presented, just as those for 

Charles highlighted his particular escapes.  But despite the stories in ‘The Widows 

Mite’, and Halkett’s appeals to her family history, her loyalty was never merely a matter 

of affection or family heritage.  Such rhetoric had become deeply compromised by the 

 
96 Halkett, NLS 6501, pp. 2, 5–6, 9–10, 16–18.  The works Halkett quotes from are Tillotson, ‘A 
Sermon...April 1672’; Cosin, Private Devotions; Jurieu, Accomplishment of the Scripture Prophecies; Porrée, 
ed., Traite des anciennes ceremonies. 
97 Halkett, NLS 6501, pp. 13–15. 
98 Halkett, NLS 6501, p. 18. 
99 Halkett, NLS 6501, pp. 19–21.  The Treaty of Turin would become part of the larger Treaty of Ryswick 
in 1697,  ‘which buried James II's hopes’, according to Monod, Jacobitism and the English People, p. 98. 



190 

 

later seventeenth century, as Lady Rachel Russell’s vain entreaties that Charles II would 

spare her husband in 1683 for the sake of her father’s services to Charles I in the 1640s 

illustrate.100  Halkett’s ideal king was always part of an institutional structure, and never 

simply a restored individual.  The reformation of Charles, and the conversion of James, 

were integral to the collective restoration of the church and nation.  In Halkett’s logic, 

each would effect the other:  the repentant king enacting justice and righteousness 

would transform the nation, while the nation’s collective repentance and reform would 

secure God’s promise to make the king a godly ruler.  This reciprocal impact is most 

clearly expressed in Halkett’s recurring petitions that God would make the king ‘a 

nursing father’, a theme which surfaces across her meditations from the 1650s to the 

1690s and neatly encapsulates the mixture of change and continuity in Halkett’s vision 

of kingship. 

Halkett was voicing this prayer, derived from Isaiah 49.23, even before the 

Restoration.  As Chapter 4 has already noted, she told her ‘unborne Child’ in 1656 

that ‘I hope thou shalt Live to See that promise made good of having our rulers 

restored & our kings and queenes made nursing fathers & Mothers to preserve the 

puritty of the church’.101  When 1660 first arrived, she contrasted ‘the tirany of an 

usurper’ with a utopic vision of Charles as ‘a nursing father to the church and a blesed 

example of piety temperance & Justice’, such that 

under him wee might live like a people zealous of good workes purified & 
refined by the afflictions wee have had under our hard taskemasters, and that 
wee may bee more obedient to God & our king who is deputed by him to heare 
the cry of the poore & needy & to give them right who have suffred wrong from 
there opresors.102 
 

Halkett tried to keep viewing the restored Charles II in this light, as her meditation on 

 
100 Schwoerer, Lady Rachel Russell, 1637-1723, p. 126.  Schwoerer argues that the ‘Whig martyr’ Lord 
Russell was indeed complicit in the Rye House Plot against the royal brothers, and that his trial was not 
the travesty of justice that subsequent hagiographies presented.  See also Newman, ‘Conscience, 
Principle, and Sacrifice’. 
101 Halkett, NLS 6489, p. 201. 
102 Halkett, NLS 6490, pp. 362–363. 
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a weather-related fast day summoned in early 1662 testifies: 

That Kings should bee Nursing fathers to his people was the promise god Made 
by his evangelicall prophett Isaiah, and hee hath graciously beene pleased to 
make that good in many; & particularly now in us in taking away our step 
father & bringing home our true father to bee a Nurse a Carefull overseer as 
well as a king to governne [sic] his people.103 
 

Halkett approved of ‘the devotion of the King’ in calling the fast, which showed a 

concern for his poorest subjects who would suffer most from the famine threatened by 

the strange weather.  But the king’s ‘devotion’ was soon in question.  In 1673, just after 

writing ‘The Widows Mite’, she still expressed her hopes confidently, but in the future 

tense: 

now Since that promise is made Good & that wee have Christian Kings to bee 
Nursing fathers to his Church (& blesed bee the Lord that wee have a 
Protestant King who I trust shall bee eminent in providing for the church in 
generall & every particular place that is Sett apart for the Worship of the Great 
God & King of Saints)[.]104 
 

The even more tentative subjunctive mood is in evidence as early as 1669: 

Is itt nott promised as one of the Great blesings under the Gospell that Kings 
shall bee Nursing fathers to the Church. & should wee nott all pray that this 
promise may bee made good in our King that the Lord would make him as 
eminent in piety as hee is in power & that his power might cheefely bee 
imployed to Subdue Sin & incourage Sanctity & when his ways please God hee 
can make all at peace with him.105 
 

Such statements of what ‘should’ be effectively admit the contrary reality. 

After the mid-1670s, Halkett’s references to the king as a nursing father appear 

in if-then statements, where the king’s reform is the precondition for an increasingly 

elusive national harmony.  In 1676 she prayed ‘That wickednese may bee in 

abomination with the King & his throne established in Righteousnese … Then should I 

see Kings nursing fathers and Queenes Nursing Mothers to those that know the 

 
103 Halkett, NLS 6491, p. 93. 
104 Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 42–43. 
105 Halkett, NLS 6492, p. 86. 
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Lord’.106  In 1686, a year after Charles’s death, she prayed for James and his queen: 

That the Lord may be pleased to take away the Vail that is upon His heart, and 
make Him a nursing Father to the Church and the Queen a nursing 
Mother:  That He may be the Minister of God to us for Good, and all within 
his Dominions subject, not only for wrath but for Conscience sake[.]107 
 

After the Revolution, the prayer continued nearly unchanged (including the quotation 

of Romans 13.5), except for the addition of the Prince of Wales: 

I humbly beseech thee O Lord make good this promise in bringing home in 
Peace & safety our King and Queene to bee a Nursing Father & a Nursing 
Mother to thy Church  And make the Prince like Zerubbabel thy Servant as a 
signett whom thou hast chosen, by whom thou wilt stampe the impresion of thy 
feare & Love & obedience in the heart of all that owe him subjection that they 
may bee subject nott only for wrath butt for Conscience sake[.]108 
 

Halkett’s vision of a ‘nursing father’ is strategic, even if it is unfulfilled.  It 

expresses a mutual reciprocity between the responsibilities of the king and the duties of 

his subjects, rather than a coercive, one-sided domination.109  That reciprocity is also 

prominent in her interpretations of the fifth commandment, where gratitude for a 

superior’s care should make the performance of the commandment natural.  Since non-

performance was rank irreligion, this deflected blame from the king to the nation at 

large – a cloaking mechanism Halkett used with increasing frequency in her prayers for 

the king.  Paternal care was onerous and often ill-requited by fractious inferiors, as her 

discussion of the commandment in 1674 had vividly described:  ‘as the Naturall parentt 

hath many a waking Night & said hart & troubled howres … so many a watching night 

& disturbed hower hath they who the Lord hath made rulers over the people.’110  In a 

similar vein, her meditation after the discovery of the ‘Popish Plot’ in 1678 emphasized 

 
106 Halkett, NLS 6494, p. 44. 
107 Halkett, Seven Gifts, Jabez his Request, etc., p. 42. 
108 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 76 (1694); Halkett is quoting Haggai 2.23 for ‘the Prince’.  There is an almost 
identical passage from about a year later (1695) in the same manuscript, p. 297. 
109 Debora K. Shuger, Habits of Thought in the English Renaissance: Religion, Politics, and the Dominant Culture 
(Berkeley, 1990), pp. 218–249 (ch. 6 ‘Nursing Fathers: Patriarchy as a Cultural Ideal’), is a well-nuanced 
discussion of the tension between coercion and reciprocity, drawn chiefly from literary sources but also 
from the writings of James I. 
110 Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 136–137. 
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the ‘great deficulty’ of kingship:  ‘If his Title bee great so is his Trust for all the puplicke 

Concernes of Church or State is deposited in his Majesties hands.’  Some inadequacies 

and oversights were only to be expected.  How ungrateful, then, was the bickering of 

‘dissattisfied people who are Murmering att all things that is nott agreeable to there 

owne will’.111  This was a useful argument against the exclusivity of Presbyterian purists 

who wanted to expunge royal authority from the church, not just by rejecting 

episcopacy, but also by rejecting anyone who accepted such ‘Erastian’ measures in the 

church.  Halkett, given her English background, regarded the English legal concept of 

royal supremacy over the church as a wise arrangement, but she shifted the terms of the 

debate by presenting royal supervision in the guise of paternal care. 

What distinguishes Halkett’s kingly ideal from the ‘strange fidelity’ of 

Macaulay’s corrupted Cavaliers, Scott’s sentimental Jacobites, or modern historians’ 

defensive Tories, is her integration of the king into a corporate entity including the 

church, the three kingdoms, and herself.  These different parts related horizontally as 

well as hierarchically, insofar as each ultimately owed their obedience to God.  As 

Halkett’s prayers for the king demonstrate, they were interchangeable factors in a larger 

national well-being, commonly elaborated in biblical language, whether as Israel or the 

early church or as individuals within those groups.  Halkett made dexterous use of this 

rhetorical elbow-room to shift the focus away from royal faults to the duties of others, 

not because she was a royal toady but because of how she perceived the central problem 

of the Restoration period:  ‘these sad times’, as she put it in 1697, ‘which by the 

devission that hath beene for these Late yeares both in Church and State hath lett 

Loose the reines to all unbridled immorallity’.112  These divisions in church and state, 

which in Halkett’s view far outweighed any personal failings of the king, are the subject 

of the next two chapters.   

 
111 Halkett, NLS 6494, pp. 374, 376. 
112 Halkett, NLS 6501, p. 370 ‘Monday 11th of January 1696/7 upon the Sadd instance of Atheisme’ 
(the recent execution of Thomas Aikenhead for ‘blasphemy’). 
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Chapter 6:  Regicide and Restoration 

 

The previous chapter has shown that Halkett’s prayers for the king aimed beyond the 

king himself to the well-being of the church and nation as a whole.  Careful oversight 

was the kernel of royal responsibility, to be matched by a supportive gratitude from the 

king’s subjects.  This chapter turns to the larger providential framework in which 

Halkett depicted God’s dealings with the collective nation, as illustrated in her 

reflections on the regicide and the Restoration throughout her meditations.  The one 

was both a great national punishment and a source of unexpiated guilt, while the other 

was a signal but undeserved national deliverance. Halkett engaged with these incidents 

not only as the events of 30 January 1649 and 29 May 1660 (the birthday of Charles II 

and the day on which he re-entered London), but also as ideas, as ways of interpreting 

the chronic unsettlement of the latter half of the seventeenth century.  Her Scottish 

experience both maintained and refocused the relevance of 30 January and 29 May as 

political holidays, preventing the lapse into embarrassing obsolescence that some of her 

Anglican counterparts decried.1  Passages in Halkett’s meditations that appear on the 

surface to be static, repetitive statements of national culpability actually contain subtle, 

in-the-moment critique, which serves to chart Halkett’s changing position across the 

period:  from the flexible royalism evident in her marriage to Sir James Halkett in the 

1650s, a point at which her personal Anglicanism could comfortably coexist with 

Scottish Presbyterianism, to the uncompromisingly anti-Presbyterian Jacobitism of her 

final years. 

The seventeenth-century providential framework is very familiar, and Halkett’s 

use of it is unexceptional.2  Contrary to older assumptions that providentialism was a 

Puritan preserve, recent scholarship has shown how ubiquitous the discourse actually 

 
1 Potter, ‘Royal Martyr’, pp. 247–258; Knoppers, ‘Reviving the Martyr King’, pp. 263–264. 
2 The definitive study is Alexandra Walsham, Providence in Early Modern England (Oxford, 1999). 
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was.3  Positively expressed, it emphasized divine deliverance for God’s people; 

negatively, it threatened imminent divine judgment for national shortcomings, whether 

particular or general.  Halkett’s prayers for the king elected to focus on deliverance, but 

toward the nation, like many of her preaching contemporaries, she more often used the 

threatening mode, the jeremiad:  ‘most favored, most obligated, most negligent’, in 

Patrick Collinson’s tidy epitome.4  Collinson and others have suggested that both 

modes overreached themselves through exaggeration and overuse, and that they were 

fundamentally self-defeating because they encouraged passivity in the face of divine 

control.5  In addition, the oddly indeterminate nature of a discourse used almost 

identically by bitter opponents presents interpretive challenges.  Retrieving the nuances 

in specific situations depends on access to their surrounding context – something that 

Halkett’s meditations supply more readily than published sermons. 

Halkett’s meditations offer an extensive collection of passages on the regicide or 

Restoration, stretching from 1648 to 1698 and including coverage of the events 

themselves as well as later commemorations.  Over this fifty-year period her 

commemorative language changed relatively little.  Nor was it particularly innovative; it 

 
3 Typical of the older view are Keith Thomas, Religion and the Decline of Magic: Studies in Popular Beliefs in 
Sixteenth- and Seventeenth-Century England (London, 1971); Alan Macfarlane, The Family Life of Ralph 
Josselin, a Seventeenth-Century Clergyman: An Essay in Historical Anthropology (Cambridge, 1970); David 
Harley, ‘The Theology of Affliction and the Experience of Sickness in the Godly Family, 1650-1714: The 
Henrys and the Newcomes’, in Ole Peter Grell and Andrew Cunningham, eds., Religio Medici: Medicine 
and Religion in Seventeenth Century England (Brookfield, 1996), pp. 273–292; contrast the finer attention to 
nuance in these studies:  Spurr, ‘Anglican Uses of Providence’; Howard, ‘Imagining Pain’; Blair Worden, 
God’s Instruments: Political Conduct in the England of Oliver Cromwell (Oxford, 2012). 
4 Patrick Collinson, ‘Biblical Rhetoric: The English Nation and National Sentiment in the Prophetic 
Mode’, in Claire McEachern and Debora Shuger, eds., Religion and Culture in Renaissance England 
(Cambridge, 1997), p. 28.  See also Walsham, Providence in Early Modern England, ch. 6; Laura Lunger 
Knoppers, ‘Milton’s The Readie and Easie Way and the English Jeremiad’, in David Loewenstein and 
James Grantham Turner, eds., Politics, Poetics, and Hermeneutics in Milton’s Prose (Cambridge, 1990), pp. 
213–225.  For important demonstrations of the actual variety within such sermons, see Mary Morrissey, 
‘Scripture, Style and Persuasion in Seventeenth-Century English Theories of Preaching’, The Journal of 
Ecclesiastical History, 53 (2002), pp. 686–706; Warren Johnston, ‘Preaching, National Salvation, Victories, 
and Thanksgivings: 1689–1800’, in Keith A. Francis and William Gibson, eds., The Oxford Handbook of 
the British Sermon, 1689-1901 (Oxford, 2012), pp. 261–274. 
5 The problem of passivity is particularly prominent in discussions of Jacobite providentialism:  Monod, 
Jacobitism and the English People, pp. 49–54; Knoppers, ‘Reviving the Martyr King’.  Spurr, ‘Anglican Uses 
of Providence’, pp. 31–32, also notes the problem of erratic use of providential explanations. 



196 

 

reflected in a general way the liturgies composed for the holidays in the 1662 Book of 

Common Prayer, contemporary sermons, and other publications.  However, these were 

concurrent rather than defining influences.  Halkett’s array of descriptive phrases and 

political morals took shape even before the regicide occurred, and generally avoided 

both the hagiographic excess and the political pontificating that characterized clerical 

commemorations.  Rather than emphasizing martyrdom and ‘the cardinal principles of 

the royalist cause – divine appointment, hereditary succession, passive obedience, and 

nonresistance’, Halkett treated the regicide more simply as a shocking murder for 

which the entire nation was guilty.6  Kinglessness was a state of national punishment, 

and required national repentance.  This premise for Halkett’s ideal restoration in the 

1650s guaranteed, ironically, that the Restoration of 1660 was found wanting from its 

earliest days.  Regicide would never cease to be the dominant element of the pair in 

Halkett’s thinking.  The rhetoric of national guilt continued to thrive alongside 

celebration of providential deliverance, and it came uppermost again in 1689. 

Because these holiday meditations make continual applications to the present, 

they register a long and subtle process of change in Halkett’s thinking about the most 

divisive issues of the Restoration period.  Her absorption of covenant-breaking rhetoric 

in the 1650s to describe the national responsibility for the regicide is a particularly 

striking point:  there is a marked shift in her assessment of the National Covenant once 

the restoration settlement of the early 1660s required its denunciation, a vivid 

demonstration of how such measures shattered the fragile royalist consensus in 

Scotland.  Thereafter, Halkett’s 30 January and 29 May commemorations track her 

assessment of the ensuing Presbyterian rebellions and government reprisals, incidents 

which are not directly mentioned in the surviving meditations.  Gradually, her 

 
6 Helen W. Randall, ‘The Rise and Fall of a Martyrology: Sermons on Charles I’, Huntington Library 
Quarterly, 10 (1947), p. 151.  Halkett’s meditations problematize the ubiquitous assumption that 30 
January commemorations are vehicles for distinctively Tory ‘political education’ (Randall, p. 147).  See 
Potter, ‘Royal Martyr’; Knoppers, ‘Reviving the Martyr King’; Lacey, Cult of King Charles the Martyr; the 
assumption is also implicit in earlier discussions, such as Macaulay’s History of England and Figgis, Divine 
Right of Kings. 
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expressions begin to make Restoration Presbyterianism a scapegoat for the regicide, 

belatedly adopting an Anglican royalist canard from the 1650s.  The political holidays 

also mark the extent of her support for James VII in 1687-88, the year in which he 

drove even his most devoted supporters into opposition.  Each of these points marks 

out Halkett’s divergence from the traditional Anglican royalist paradigm. 

 

I.  Regicide 

National punishment, 1648-49 

Halkett’s extant meditations only date from the latter half of 1651.7  However, 

remnants of the meditation she was writing as the trial and execution of Charles I took 

place, in 1648-49, survive in Couper’s Life of the Lady Halket.8  The material appears 

reliable, on the whole, despite Couper’s mediatory role.  The passages can be securely 

identified in the catalogue of her manuscripts as part of a select meditation in the lost 

‘Book I’, ‘Meditations upon one Verse of every Psalm, continued to the fiftieth Psalm’.  

Couper extracted passages connected with four key dates:  12 September 1648, the 

official fast-day for the Treaty of Newport; 20 January 1649, the first day of the king’s 

trial; and 30 and 31 January 1649, the regicide itself and the day following.9  Though it 

must be noted that Couper was approaching these excerpts from a post-Revolution 

perspective, the complexity of what remains and its general congruence with Halkett’s 

later remarks indicates that he was cutting and pasting in his usual manner, and that 

these early reflections on the king’s death, though incomplete, are still largely Halkett’s 

own. 

The excerpts begin with the hope of restoration, not the apprehension of 

 
7 The earliest of the printed meditations, Twentieth and Fifth Psalm, was written in the final months of 
1651.  The first surviving manuscript, whose contents otherwise date from 1653 to 1656, also contains a 
later addition, a ‘dreame’ on the night of 19 August 1651 which Halkett had originally written ‘in a loose 
paper’ (NLS 6489, pp. 196–197). 
8 Couper, Life, pp. 17–20.  Note that Couper was reusing Halkett’s meditations on the regicide in an 
eighteenth-century context comparable to the other examples discussed in Chapter 4. 
9 Couper only identified two of the biblical texts:  Psalm 7.9 on 12 September 1648 (quoted from the 
BCP rather than the AV, an unusual use of the older version), and Psalm 24.1 on 20 January 1649; no 
text is indicated for 30 and 31 January 1649. 
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regicide.  Halkett’s prayers on the fast-day for negotiations at Newport, in mid-

September 1648, seek ‘good success to the Treaty with the King’ and ask God to ‘Guide 

our King, make him to rule over us once more in peace and safety … establish him in 

love, among his people; to be a pillar to thy decaying Church, or else, it will bee 

undermined with Schisms and Errors’.10  This phrasing carefully defines ‘good success’ 

in terms of Anglican royalism, rather than the unsavoury compromises that would 

actually be negotiated during Parliament’s last attempt to bring Charles to terms 

following the royalist defeat in the Second Civil War of 1648.  Charles conceded far 

more than many of his supporters could stomach, including a three-year trial of 

Presbyterianism and significant curtailment of royal authority.11  Halkett distrusted the 

official, pro-Parliament rhetoric of the fast, calling its overtures for peace ‘Hypocrisie’, a 

mere ‘outward Formality’ promulgated by rulers ‘who are so ungodly as to hatch 

nothing but wickedness’.  Even though she was working with Bampfield at the time, 

who was an outspoken advocate of using the Presbyterian interest to engineer the king’s 

restoration, it would seem that she did not support a Presbyterian settlement. 

The tension here between principles and means shows that the gap between 

ideal and reality in Halkett’s prayers for the king was at play well before the Restoration 

regime began.  She was praying for a king-and-church restoration that would be effected 

by compromise – yet compromise was potentially blameworthy on the king’s part.  She 

even went so far as to compare Charles I with the Babylonian king Nebuchadnezzar, 

who suffered a seven-year period of insanity for his pride:  ‘Thou hast made seven Years 

to pass over the King’s Head, wherein he hath fed with the beasts of the field; He hath 

 
10 Couper, Life, pp. 17–18 (all subsequent quotations in the next three paragraphs, unless otherwise 
marked, come from these pages).  This would be one of the prayers mentioned in ‘The Widows Mite’:  
‘during the Late troubles knowne itt is to the hearer of prayer the Suplications & teares that I have offred 
up for mercy for the Late King’ (Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 4). 
11 Some even apprehended that Charles would abandon episcopacy altogether: William Lamont, Godly 
Rule: Politics and Religion, 1603-60 (London, 1969), pp. 56–58.  But how far Charles intended to abide by 
his agreement was everyone’s question, then and now:  see Sean Kelsey, ‘“A No-King, or a New”. 
Royalists and the Succession, 1648–1649’, in Jason McElligott and David L. Smith, eds., Royalists and 
Royalism during the English Civil Wars (Cambridge, 2007), pp. 192–213. 
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been (as it were) an outcast of the people’.12  Since Nebuchadnezzar was a Gentile king, 

this was potentially harsher than comparing Charles II or James VII with the wicked 

King Manasseh of Judah.  The fact that Halkett later applied the Nebuchadnezzar 

parallel to Charles II, in 1653 – ‘when Nebuchadneser came to know the Lord hee was 

then restored to his kingdome’ – warns us to hold the comparison lightly.13  All the 

same, it presents a king that is neither saint nor martyr, but imperfect with the rest, a 

type of devotional levelling also evident in her prayers for Charles and James.  Halkett’s 

prayer for the Treaty of Newport goes on to say that ‘we are all ungodly’, and her prayer 

for the king, ‘Thou hast humbled him and canst raise him up, Lord, show thy power 

and thy mercy in his deliverance’, is followed by a request for the conversion even of 

the ungodly rulers who were attempting to force their agenda on the king. 

Halkett would pray all her life for a restoration of the king that would restore 

the Anglican polity of her youth.  One of her last meditations on the anniversary of the 

regicide, in 1697, describes the national condition under William III in vocabulary 

nearly identical to her 1648 prayer, highlighting the extent to which, in her thinking, 

the Revolution recreated the Interregnum: 

The Church which is the ground and pillar of Truth how is that divided rent 
and torne by athisme Popery & schisme. The Throne, how is that usurped and 
the Lawfull righteous Heire of itt exiled, And the people opresed & insnared as 
is usuall when a hipocrite reignes. There is neither Mercy nor truth[.]14 
 

She would also admit, even in 1688, that royal policy was partly to blame for what 

happened in 1649: 

Butt this puts mee in mind of the failure of the best of Kings sence ever 
Christianity came amongst us of Charles the first of ever blesed memory who 
had hee beene prevailed with att first to condicend to what nesesity brought 
him to comply with att Last, His Majesty might have beene preserved and these 
three Kingdomes free of the guilt of the bloud of so excellent a King[.]15 
 

 
12 See Daniel 4. 
13 Halkett, NLS 6489, p. 33. 
14 Halkett, NLS 6501, pp. 109–110. 
15 Halkett, NLS 6498, p. 67. 
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Though she quickly went on to acknowledge God’s design in allowing the king’s death, 

providence did not exculpate the king.  Her meditation was using Charles’s unwise 

obstinacy to illustrate Pharaoh’s refusal, in Exodus 10, to take the advice of his servants 

and let the Israelites leave Egypt; Charles, like Pharaoh, could have acted sooner to 

prevent the plague-like conflicts that ultimately destroyed his kingdom.  The sting in 

this comparison may point to a perceived connection between Charles I’s past failure, 

and James VII’s predicament as Halkett was writing, in late September or early October 

1688, when William of Orange’s invasion force was known to be gathering.16  Though 

Halkett never allowed James’s faults to justify William’s intervention, she also 

recognized how James’s policies had paved the way for the Revolution.  The congruity 

between her pre-regicide and post-Revolution perspectives establishes an important 

baseline for her later commemorations:  both kings had been at fault, Charles I as 

much as James VII. 

In 1648, as negotiations dragged on at Newport, the frustrated army took 

control, purging Parliament of chronic negotiators, and beginning to arrange the king’s 

trial.17  The next excerpt Couper provides, on the start of the king’s trial, 20 January 

1649, squarely confronts the prospect of his execution.18  Halkett expresses a seemingly 

cool resignation to ‘the soveraignity [sic] of God, as Creator, and disposer of all things: 

That it becomes us humbly to submit to all his Dispensations, looking on our selves as 

Clay in the hand of the Potter’.19  There is a prayer to avert the ‘Bloody, detastable [sic] 

Design’, but the excerpt concludes with the apparent acceptance of regicide: 

That if the Sins of the Land, were so great, that no less Punishment will satisfy 
offended Justice, than, the cutting off their King; He would be pleased to give 
unto his Servant, so great an assurance of his Favour, that with joy he may meet 
that Death which brings him Eternal life. 

 
16 Harris, Revolution, pp. 273–279. 
17  Wedgwood, Trial of Charles I, pp. 7–15; see Sean Kelsey, ‘Politics and Procedure in the Trial of Charles 
I’, Law and History Review, 22 (2004), pp. 1–25, for a different perspective than Wedgwood’s view that 
Charles was doomed from the start of the [il]legal process. 
18 Wedgwood, Trial of Charles I, p. 135. 
19 Couper, Life, pp. 18–19.  Subsequent quotes in this paragraph are from these pages unless marked 
otherwise. 
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Couper’s excisions probably create distortion here; the lack of emotional distress does 

not suit Halkett’s consistent portrayal, elsewhere, of the regicide as an outrage.20  A 

similar expression of resignation can be found in one of the prayers in the Bodleian 

manuscript discussed in Chapter 4, but that prayer also includes proportionate 

pleading for the prevention of ‘this amazing judgement’, that ‘the effusion of his blood’ 

would not ‘be added to the many provocations of a rebellious people, lest it fill up the 

measure of the Land, and leave us no place of mercy with thee’.  Only after praying at 

length for Charles’s life does the anonymous suppliant contemplate the king’s death: 

Or if it bee thy sacred Will to throw off all the Intercessions of thy Servants, if 
thy wrath be gone out against us, and the decree past irreversible, yet, … Lord 
Grant him a double portion of thy Spirit, for this his last tryall, that Wisedome, 
that patience, that courage, that constancy that may bear him cheerfully 
through all that race & combat which thou hast set before him[.]21 
 

Various reasons have been suggested for the precocity of the Anglican martyr-

cult, evident not only here but also in Charles’s masterful final performance and the 

immediate publication of his defense in Eikon Basilike.  Sean Kelsey has argued that 

some royalists, worried that the king would bargain away his cause for his life, 

considered a suitably noble death ‘the last best hope’.22  Andrew Lacey, by contrast, 

suggests that the cult rode on an undercurrent of divine-right ‘political theology’ 

running throughout the century.23  Halkett’s evidence invites simpler interpretations.  

The seventeenth-century concern for dying well sufficiently accounts for the concern 

about resignation in private prayers about the king’s trial.  There is also no need to read 

 
20 Couper’s editorial flattening can be observed at other points in the biography, such as his selection of 
stories from her childhood, noted in ch. 2. 
21 ‘Private Prayers’, MS Add. B 58, fols 4r-6r; the quoted portions are fols 4v-5v. 
22 Kelsey, ‘Royalists and the Succession’, p. 213.  Wider discussions of Anglican royalist concern about 
the expedients of 1646-1651 include Lacey, Cult of King Charles the Martyr, pp. 57–59; Martin Dzelzainis, 
‘Ideas in Conflict: Political and Religious Thought during the English Revolution’, in N. H. Keeble, ed., 
The Cambridge Companion to Writing of the English Revolution (Cambridge, 2001), pp. 44–46; Milton, 
‘Royalist Criticism’; Nicholas D. Jackson, Hobbes, Bramhall and the Politics of Liberty and Necessity: A 
Quarrel of the Civil Wars and Interregnum (Cambridge, 2007), pp. 125–145. 
23 Lacey, Cult of King Charles the Martyr, pp. 1-2, 21-24, 47-48.  Lacey, pp. 18, 26, directly contradicts 
Kelsey’s view. 
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these prayers as implicit endorsements of a ‘political theology’ of divine right, non-

resistance, and hereditary succession;  the event was an atrocity on its own.24  Halkett’s 

fury on the day itself was such that, in Couper’s paraphrase, ‘She broke forth more in 

imprecations against the actors thereof, than in Prayers for him who Suffered’.  Jonah-

like, she withdrew from the city ‘to avoid being involved in their destruction’ if her 

prayers were answered.25  The next day, in a calmer frame of mind, she pondered ‘that 

strange dispensation of Providence’.  It was a punishment for ‘her own Sins, and the 

Sins of the Kingdom’, but now she was particularly careful to dismiss any suggestion 

that the king’s failings were involved.  It was a test of faith for ‘the many Thousands, 

who sent up Prayers with Tears, for his deliverance’, seemingly in vain, and Halkett 

could only hope that God ‘will turn that into a blessing, which I feared as an argument 

of his displeasure’.26 

These revolving reactions – bracing one day, overcome the next, grasping at 

divergent explanations – fit a person experiencing a dramatic, shocking event.  There 

are many parallels in the historical record.  Halkett’s fellow royalist, John Evelyn, also 

kept away from London during the event, and fasted.  Philip Henry, the future non-

conformist, stayed to witness the scene, and heard the watching crowd groan as the 

king’s head was struck off.27  Relatively few, it would seem, had the fixity of purpose to 

conclude like Wallington that divine justice had been served.28  Ralph Josselin 

expressed a mixture of popular revulsion, puzzled providentialism, and apprehension of 

future consequences: 

 
24 Halkett, NLS 6491, pp. 20–21, asks (after the Restoration), ‘[H]ow could itt have beene posible for a 
good and a greatly beloved king to have beene Murdered puplickly before his owne gates by a handful of 
people (in Comparison of the rest) & none made resistance butt with Sighes & teares, how could this 
have beene done, had nott the Lord for a Just punishment of our Sins taken from us power strengh & 
wisdome’? 
25 This is an especially interesting reaction given that Halkett was living with her brother at the time, 
likely still in St Martin’s Lane (based on parish rate books) – barely half a mile from the scene of the 
execution. 
26 Couper, Life, pp. 19–20. 
27 These and other shocked reactions are recounted in Wedgwood, Trial of Charles I, pp. 223, 227–230. 
28 Wallington, Historical Notices, vol. 2, p. 279: ‘Whatever may be unjust with men, God is righteous and 
just in whatever He doth’. 
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[T]he death of the king talked much of, very many men of the weaker sorts of 
christians in divers places passionate concerning it, but so ungroundedly, that it 
would make any to bleed to observe it, the lord hath some great thing to doe, 
feare and tremble att it oh England[.]29 
 

Halkett, likewise, at first understood the regicide not as martyrdom or noble sacrifice, 

or even as an event to commemorate, but as an act of divine chastisement on the 

nation, plunging it into a state of kinglessness and usurpation that was further 

complicated by the criminal element of murder.  These were gritty, practical problems, 

and the only solution was repentance and a return to obedience.  Altogether, these 

passages preserved in Couper’s biography challenge the assumption that interpretations 

of the regicide were either a clerical preserve or a carefully scripted act enshrined in the 

pages of Eikon Basilike.30  Halkett obviously had a well-developed framework for 

understanding both regicide and restoration before either event occurred.  Far from 

being paralyzed by confused grief, she revolved a wide array of interpretive lenses as 

events unfolded, settling for the moment on corporate guilt and national punishment.  

Significantly, casting Charles as a martyr for the Church was not one of her interpretive 

options. 

 

A broken covenant (1650s) 

Halkett’s conception of the regicide as a national punishment acquired a new overlay of 

significance, covenant-breaking, from her relocation to Presbyterian Scotland in 1650.  

There she had witnessed yet another royalist catastrophe, the attempted alliance 

between the Scots Presbyterians and Charles II, crushed by Cromwell at Dunbar in 

1650 and at Worcester in 1651.  As Chapter 2 has argued, these defeats created a 

common ground among royalist groups who would otherwise have been at odds.  

 
29 Alan Macfarlane, ed., The Diary of Ralph Josselin, 1616-1683 (London, 1976), p. 155. 
30 Most discussions of the political holidays take a top-down approach to the commemoration and 
assume clerical control.  See for instance Andrew Lacey, ‘The Office for King Charles the Martyr in the 
Book of Common Prayer, 1662–1685’, The Journal of Ecclesiastical History, 53 (2002), pp. 510–526; Lacey, 
Cult of King Charles the Martyr; Kevin Sharpe, ‘“So Hard a Text”?: Images of Charles I, 1612-1700’, The 
Historical Journal, 43 (2000), pp. 383–405; Potter, ‘Royal Martyr’. 
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While there had been much to repulse an Anglican royalist in what the Kirk party 

forced on the king in 1650, including signing the Covenant and publicly denouncing 

his parents’ sins, the triumphant Cromwellian regime presented a more urgent 

problem.31  The army that had beheaded Charles I claimed Dunbar and Worcester as 

providential vindications of their cause; covenant-breaking provided the losing side 

with a powerful, if sobering alternative discourse that explained the national 

subjugation in terms of divine punishment.32  It recast the victorious English army as 

agents of God’s judgment, whose oppression of God’s people would be requited in due 

time.  The royalists, Anglican and Presbyterian alike, needed only to ‘wait … with 

patience till the Lords determined time’.33 

Halkett would not have endorsed the Scottish National Covenant during the 

Civil Wars, but her meditations refer regularly to the biblical covenants, both of the 

Old and the New Testaments, and take for granted the old commonplace of a covenant 

between God and England, analogous to that between God and Israel.  This, after all, 

was the basic premise of the larger providential framework, in both its positive and its 

negative expressions.34  As a broken obligation, the National Covenant was easily 

 
31 In late 1678 Halkett would count the compromises of 1650 among the ‘troubles’ out of which God 
had delivered Charles II:  ‘The Nesesity of Acting many things Contrary to his owne inclination only to 
gratify the humour of those who were aboutt him; whose insolence increased by his Majesties nesesity to 
Make use of them’ (Halkett, NLS 6494, pp. 326–327).  But there is no trace in her writing of the notion, 
proposed in Hutton, Charles the Second, pp. 54–55, that defeat at Dunbar actually assisted Charles II’s 
cause by weakening the Covenanter contingent that had been plaguing him with limitations. 
32 On the intense competition over the providential meaning of Dunbar, see Spurlock, Cromwell and 
Scotland, pp. 31–37; John Coffey, ‘Samuel Rutherford and the Political Thought of the Scottish 
Covenanters’, in John R. Young, ed., Celtic Dimensions of the British Civil Wars (Edinburgh, 1997), pp. 89–
90; Blair Worden, ‘Cromwell and the Sin of Achan’, in Blair Worden, God’s Instruments: Political Conduct 
in the England of Oliver Cromwell (Oxford, 2012), pp. 14, 28. 
33 Halkett, NLS 6489, p. 189. 
34 See especially the summary of the notion of ‘national covenant’ provided in Walsham, Providence in 
Early Modern England, pp. 305–307; Coffey, ‘Rutherford and Political Thought’, pp. 81–82, explains how 
this is distinct from the National Covenant of 1638.  The larger nexus of overlapping ideas is well 
surveyed in Achsah Guibbory, Christian Identity, Jews, and Israel in Seventeenth-Century England (Oxford, 
2010).  The influence of ‘covenant’ thinking on (ultimately) episcopalian figures is discussed in a number 
of studies, including Crawford Gribben, ‘Robert Leighton, Edinburgh Theology and the Collapse of the 
Presbyterian Consensus’, in Elizabethanne Boran and Crawford Gribben, eds., Enforcing Reformation in 
Ireland and Scotland, 1550-1700 (Aldershot, 2006), pp. 159–183; Michael McGiffert, ‘Henry Hammond 
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absorbed into the detritus of the wider national predicament in the 1650s.  Halkett 

reinterpreted it as a binding engagement to support the king, which had been misused 

to support actions contrary to the king’s interest.  In her meditation on Psalm 25, 

written in late 1651 during her stay at Fyvie Castle near Aberdeen, she prayed: 

The Kingdom is waiting on thee, to be delivered from the oppression of the 
Enemy: let them not be ashamed, in what they desire, but, for what they 
deserve: For many of them have been unfaithful in the Covenant, they have 
made with Thee; Therefore thou hast set hard Task-Masters over them[.]35 
 

This was just after Worcester, around the same time that she was debating God’s 

‘wonderfull workes’ with Colonel Overton, the Cromwellian governor of Aberdeen.  

Her Scottish royalist friends were in no position to argue with this interpretation, 

though it fudged the issues of the 1630s and 40s; it was easier to compromise on such 

an uncomfortable subject.  Only when the Restoration forced an explicit renunciation 

of the Covenants in 1661 did Halkett’s tune change. 

During the 1650s, Halkett could simply present repentance and renewed 

observance of fifth-commandment duties as the necessary national restorative.  This 

solution applied to everyone, not just the Covenanters.  Writing around 1653, she 

attributed ‘all our differences … both in Civill things & eclesiasticke’ to ‘nott beeing 

thankefull for the blesings wee had under one & therfore god hath Sent us many 

rulers’.36  The regicide was a collective sin: 

how Can any one Say this man that faction that designe putt to death an 
inocent king & made his posterity pilgrims & strangers in a foraigne Land, no 
noe itt was thy Sin and mine & nott his owne which was his Lose & I feare his 
bloud will bee required att many a man & womans hand that thinkes 
themselves nott guilty in a thought of itt.37 
 

The communal failures on which Halkett based this guilt included not observing fifth-

 
and Covenant Theology’, Church History, 74 (2005), pp. 255–285; Neil Lettinga, ‘Covenant Theology 
Turned Upside Down: Henry Hammond and Caroline Anglican Moralism: 1643-1660’, The Sixteenth 
Century Journal, 24 (1993), pp. 653–669. 
35 Halkett, Twentieth and Fifth Psalm, p. 10. 
36 Halkett, NLS 6489, pp. 31–32; she quotes Proverbs 28.2a:  ‘For the transgression of a land many are 
the princes thereof’.  
37 Halkett, NLS 6489, p. 32. 
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commandment ‘dutys both to our parents & our prince’; not obeying the injunctions 

of 1 Timothy 2.1-3, enjoining prayer and gratitude especially ‘[f]or kings, and for all that 

are in authority’); and ignoring the prescription in Romans 13.7, ‘honor to whom 

honor’ is due.38  Later in the same manuscript (c.1654), she again referred to the 

correspondence between national sin and punishment, in a passage full of covenanting 

vocabulary: 

when wee neglect the beeing humbled for our Sins & so become forgettfull of 
them, god by his punishment will point them outt to us. and by the way this 
Sad example wee have now before our eyes, because this Nation hath nott 
beene so faithfull as they ought unto there king therfore god hath delivered 
them up to so great unfaithfullnese one towards another, that none Can trust 
his freind or brother[.]39 
 

Halkett’s verdict, ‘[T]his Nation hath nott beene so faithfull as they ought unto there 

king’, though expressed in the singular and likely meaning Scotland, applied equally to 

England. 

On this logic, the early stages of the Restoration in 1660 could be presented as 

honouring, at last, the true meaning of the Covenants.  Halkett said as much in the 

earliest days of the restoration (c. May 1660): 

[E]ven that Covenant which perhaps att first was invented for a Combination 
against his Majesty’s father was the most Justifiable ground they had now for 
the bringing home himselfe for Looking upon that they Saw they had taken 
God to wittnese they intended nothing butt good [to] the king & his posterity  
for there failing what was then sworne, God had laid many Sad strokes upon 
the whole 3 kingdomes [&] therefore upon there returning to make good there 
vows the Lord hath allso returned to them & will I hope for ever blese these 
nations[.]40 
 

Her eagerness to draw the original Covenanters into the imminent Restoration was 

shrewd, given where future difficulties would lie.  But her reading also suited her 

 
38 Halkett, NLS 6489, pp. 32-33. 
39 Halkett, NLS 6489, pp. 131–132. 
40 Halkett, NLS 6490, pp. 377–378.  The meditation is titled ‘upon the returne of his Mast affter his 
Long banishment and variety of other troubles’ and is the final meditation in the book; some text is 
unclear due to fading. 
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particular hopes for an uncompromised restoration, predicated on a national change of 

heart.  Rather than the dubious means attempted in 1648 and 1650-51 (and 

afterwards), Halkett hoped for – and actively predicted, as Chapter 5 has shown – a 

divinely orchestrated restoration, in the words of Zechariah 4.6 which she often quoted:  

‘Not by might, nor by power, but by my spirit, saith the Lord of hosts’.41  Already in 

1651, she was praying for a peaceful, cooperative restoration of the king: 

The King is waiting on Thee, to be established on His Throne: … let him see, 
that Thou art preparing for him Mercy and Truth, to preserve and exalt him to 
an higher Throne than his Ancestors attained; And that the steps by which he 
shall ascend to it, are thy Power, Protection, and favour, turning the hearts of 
his people that his Restoration may be a Blessing to him and them[.]42 
 

She could not afford to be as blunt as the anonymous clergyman of the Bodleian 

manuscript misattributed to Lady Pakington, who prayed after Worcester: 

O Lord make him still to remember there is a God in Israel and let him abhore 
to send to the God of Ekron for help, by any indirect acts or unchristian 
complyances to put himselfe out of the road of thy benedictions, Let thy mercy 
pardon whatever hath already of this kind past from him, and let the 
Unsuccesfullnes of those sinister expedients, but most principally the sinn of 
them, be a perpetuall document to him, to rely no more on such broken reeds, 
but on the Lord Jehovah, on whom is Everlasting strength.43 
 

Settled among those who had taken the Covenant, Halkett needed to balance 

condemnation of the Covenant with consideration for those who had sworn it without 

realizing its ultimate outcome.  She warned in her ‘Mothers Will to her unborne Child’ 

in 1656, ‘[B]eware of taking Covenants or oaths … beware of making a relligious 

pretence, the ground of schisme or rebellion either in church or state as I fear to[o] 

many hath done of Late yeares in these kingdomes’; but she added the caveat that ‘the 

Lord may bee mercyfull to them … who committed that Sin Ignorantly’ because they 

 
41 Citations of Zechariah 4.6:  Halkett, NLS 6491, p. 292; NLS 6493, p. 5; NLS 6502, p. 275.  But the 
idea is more widespread; ‘turning the hearts’ is an associated phrase.  See also Couper’s account of her 
conversation with Overton, where he inserts Zechariah 4.6 as a reaction to the Cromwellian occupation 
of Scotland (Couper, Life, p. 15). 
42 Halkett, Twentieth and Fifth Psalm, p. 10. 
43 ‘Private Prayers’, MS Add. B 58, fol. 2v. 
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were deceived by hypocritical professors.44 

Once the Covenants were legally condemned and officially renounced after the 

Restoration, Halkett’s position shifted toward blaming rather than including the 

Scottish Covenanters.45  In her meditation commemorating the first official fast-day for 

the anniversary of the regicide, in 1661, she observed that ‘the Scotts are blamed & 

surely they deserve itt if itt were butt butt [sic] for beeing too credulous’.46  In an 

undated meditation (c.1668) on the Israelites’ misuse and loss of the Ark of the 

Covenant in battle with the Philistines, she referred to the Kirk party’s disastrous 

meddling with the army before the Battle of Dunbar:  

much like this was the Mistaken zeale of some in this Kingdome that would 
expostulate with God and declare to men that there was noe reason to dread an 
invading enemy.  because they were a Covenanted people & God could nott 
nor would nott forsake them, butt the result of both shewed that neither the 
Arke nore the Covenant beeing with them Could preserve them from there 
enemys since neither of them had the Lords Command for what they did[.]47 
 

Writing her autobiographical account in 1677-78, she explained Dunbar and the 

subsequent Cromwellian occupation of Scotland as a divinely-ordained setback to the 

royalist cause because of the way Scotland, specifically, had failed the king:  ‘God … in 

his Justice thought fitt to punish this Kingdome & bring itt under Subjection to an 

Usurper because they paid nott that Subjection that was due to there Lawfull King.’48  

The select meditation immediately following embarked on a thorough-going 

denunciation of the Covenants as, from the start, ‘Neither Lawfully made nor kept’.49  

By that point, in later 1678, Halkett was prepared to argue that ‘I find noe where in 

Scripture where people made a Covenantt without there King’, and that the true nature 

 
44 Halkett, NLS 6489, pp. 233–234.  An almost identical passage appears in her 1670 ‘Instructions to my 
Son’. 
45 The legal process was gradual:  after the groundwork was laid in early 1661, the Covenants were 
condemned on 24 June 1662, and a further declaration against them was required of ‘all office-holders’ 
as of 5 September (Harris, Restoration, pp. 107–108, 114). 
46 Halkett, NLS 6491, p. 33. 
47 Halkett, NLS 6492, pp. 190–191.  The biblical text is 1 Samuel 4.22. 
48 Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fol. 36v.   
49 Halkett, NLS 6494, pp. 350–357; quote at p. 354. 
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of the Scottish National Covenant was clear from how its adherents behaved: 

Yett so great is the delusion of these who Stand so much for there Covenantt 
that they thinke none feares the Lord butt themselves.  and yett they persist in 
those ways that are Contrary to his Commands.  for they themselves Cannott 
butt accknowledge they have in many things broken that Covenantt in what 
relates to there duty towards God. and therfore they thinke to make that up by 
nott relinquishing a Jott in paying obedience to those whom the Lord hath 
placed in Authority above them.  
 

This described not so much what had happened in 1638, as the escalating militancy of 

the extreme Presbyterians in the later 1670s, who had renounced their loyalty to 

Charles II and his brother on the pretense of keeping the Covenant.  Much later, in 

1696, Halkett would explain the genesis of the entire civil wars in these terms, as 

Presbyterian rebellion against the royal establishment of ‘Episcopacy … the first & best 

Government in the Christian Church’, which spread to England ‘& both conspired to 

deprive us of the best King in Christendome’.50  By the 1690s, Halkett had come to 

characterize all Presbyterians as rebels and regicides – but she had not begun there. 

 

II.  Restoration 

Anxious anticipation, 1659-60 

Predicting the Restoration, and actually experiencing it, proved to be two different 

things.  A small octavo volume of Halkett’s occasional meditations, written between 

March 1659 and May or June 1660, offers a raw, in-the-moment perspective on what it 

was like to live through the tumultuous months leading up to the Restoration.51  

Apprehension and uncertainty, not happy excitement, pervade the collection.  

Particularly intriguing is the juxtaposition of political references with household 

anxieties, the one interpreting the other.  The very fabric of society seemed crazily 

askew, with insubordination exhibited everywhere, from the pulpit all the way down to 

 
50 Halkett, NLS 6501, pp. 27, 31. 
51 Halkett, NLS 6490, pp. 1–380; the only octavo in the extant collection.  ‘Ocational Meditations’ is 
Halkett’s title, but several of the meditations are more properly labeled ‘select’; Couper’s catalogue 
agrees.  The introduction to Keeble, The Restoration, pp. 1–4, is an excellent broader perspective on 
Halkett’s concerns during this time. 
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the stable.  The shocking murder of two ministers in the latter half of 1659, by ‘men 

that pretend extreordinary zeale and illuminations from the Spiritt’, Halkett blamed on 

the Cromwellian government ‘who by allowing of tolleration fosters all those seeds of 

wickednese’.52  When Sir James’s coddled horse almost split his skull a few months 

earlier, it had been the same story: 

how nesesary itt is for all flesh to bee kept under subjection nott only Subjects 
to kings sarvants to Masters chilldren to parents; butt even our owne Corupt 
affections should bee kept under, or els they will grow head strong & bee more 
unruley then the wildest beast.53 
 

Rather than imminent restoration, Halkett foresaw a return to civil war in 

1659.  A meditation titled ‘upon the report of new troubles like to begin’, written in 

April or May 1659, reacts to the collapse of the Protectorate under Richard 

Cromwell.54  In vague but dire phrases Halkett predicted ‘the renewing of warrs, where 

husbands have beene killed and wives ravished before there eys & childdren tossed 

upon speares’.  ‘[P]eace abroad’, she feared, was ‘like to bring home warre to us & wee 

must wellcome itt if the Lord sees fitt to Send itt’.55  Her hopes for the king’s 

restoration were correspondingly dim, for the nation had yet to mend its ways: 

[W]ho Can tell if hee [God] will bee pleased to Looke downe from heaven & 
behold the misery of the afflicted and will restore to us our rulers as att the first 
and give double injoyments for the time that hee [Charles II] hath lived in 
trouble & exile. … butt when I doe Consider the great Load of Sin that these 
kingdomes lye under then I feare neither they nor I shall see the blesing wee 
desire.56 
 

More context for this pessimism is provided by the next meditation, ‘upon the 

 
52 Halkett, NLS 6490, pp. 174–184 ‘upon the report of two ministers beeing murdered’ (quote at pp. 
175-176).  The incident, which I have not been able to identify, occurred between August 1659 and 
February 1660, presumably in Scotland. 
53 Halkett, NLS 6490, pp. 84-89 ‘upon a fall Sir James had off a Mare may 31 [1659]’ (quote at p. 85). 
54 Oliver Cromwell died in September 1658, and was succeeded by his son Richard.  The army took 
control of government in April 1659, and Richard resigned in late May, a year before Charles II’s return.  
The sequence of events is helpfully summarized in Keeble, The Restoration, pp. 5-31 (ch. 1); Hutton, 
Charles the Second, pp. 112–132; for a sense of the consequent turmoil in Scotland, see Levack, ‘The 
Great Scottish Witch Hunt of 1661-1662’, especially pp. 91-94. 
55 Halkett, NLS 6490, pp. 56–62. 
56 Halkett, NLS 6490, pp. 57–58. 
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peace made betwixt France & Spaine’ – the Treaty of the Pyrenees, formally dated to 

November 1659 but set in motion eighteen months earlier by the Spanish defeat at the 

Battle of Dunkirk in June 1658.57  Halkett knew the situation was critical for the 

royalist cause; since Cromwell was allied with France, Charles and his fellow exiles had 

fought on the Spanish side, and had suffered heavy losses.58  She still dreamed of a 

restoration: ‘Who knows if the Lord hath accorded these two Kings to Make them both 

instrumentall in beeing helpefull to restore our King as the times beeing now troublous 

would seeme to inferre’.  But because the nation had ‘beene Continually rebellious 

against God and those that hee had sett over us’, she could only think it likely that 

God ‘will make every man here the executioner of his neibour & his freind who was 

the occation of perswading him to bee guilty of his Sin’.  Besides the regicide in the 

past, she was observing how the various army factions in 1659 were attempting to seize 

‘that power which they have distroyed in another’ (i.e., the Protectorate).  Halkett 

prayed ‘for there Conversion that the Sin of Covettuousnese and rebellion & 

ingratitude may bee pardoned & destroyed and that piety & obediance may raigne in 

the place of itt’.  Nor were the army factions the only problem; there were problems 

among the royalist exiles, such that ‘wrath is Come outt from the Lord against the king 

& his familly & all that were faithfull to him’ because of their failure ‘to bee ruled 

according to his word’.59  The precise circumstance Halkett had in view is unclear, but 

the remark does indicate a general awareness of Charles’s tendencies.60  Many others 

hoped, as she did, that he would learn from his troubles: 

I hope they that have had the greatest share of tryalls in these Late yeares will 

 
57 Halkett, NLS 6490, pp. 65–75; subsequent quotations in this paragraph are from this meditation.  The 
Treaty of the Pyrenees ended a conflict that had begun in 1635, during the Thirty Years’ War. 
58 Hutton, Charles the Second, pp. 107–114, explains the saga of Charles’s alliance with Spain, and 
corroborates Halkett’s speculation that the peace between France and Spain would impact the royalist 
cause. 
59 These were evidently serious problems, for ‘wrath is Come outt from the Lord’ alludes to Korah’s 
rebellion (Numbers 16.46), a biblical story typically applied only to religious rebels.  Halkett, NLS 6494, 
pp. 322–323, identifies Korah’s rebellion as ‘The first Rebellion in the Church affter itt was Setled by the 
Lords apointmentt’ and ‘the first Levellers I read of … pretending all the Congregation was holy’. 
60 On the many legitimate concerns offered by Charles’s behaviour at this time, see Hutton, Charles the 
Second, pp. 118–126. 
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bee so refined in this furnace of affliction that they will have Just reason to Say 
as David did, itt was well for mee that I was afflicted. for hee had gone astray 
butt now hee will keepe att least indeavor to walke in the paths of the Lords 
Commandements.61  
 

Well before the Restoration of 1660 materialized, it was burdened with 

impossible expectations of both king and nation.  The surprising manner in which the 

king’s return was effected, and the momentary euphoria it sparked, were ultimately 

more destabilizing than reassuring.  Halkett’s well-worn octavo concludes with two 

meditations written around the events of May 1660.62  Both revolve the strange 

circumstances by which, after so ‘many have lost there Lives & fortunes in pursuing’ 

the king’s restoration, those ‘who formerly hated him and were occation of the violence 

used to his Royall Father and the banishment of him selfe’ accomplished it.63  Halkett 

deliberately emphasized ‘the imediate hand of God himselfe who will nott give his 

honor to another’ or allow men of blood to ‘have a hand in raising that structure 

which should establish our king upon his throne’.64  This limited the agency of General 

Monck and the Presbyterian royalist interest that had backed him, but also downplayed 

royalist agency, in keeping with Halkett’s insistence that the king’s restoration should 

be entirely God’s work.  Instead, she once again highlighted the universal culpability 

for the interregnum:  ‘here is none butt had a hand in the kings Sufferings either 

actively or pasively and therfore nott any one can glory of the honor of bringing him 

backe’.65  Halkett still hoped that corporate admission of guilt would pave the way to 

national, spiritual restoration: 

oh that from the Sad experience wee have had of unjust rulers wee might now 
Come humbly to suplicate for our owne that the Lord would bring him in 

 
61 There is a particularly eloquent summary of such hopes in Macaulay, History of England, vol. I, pp. 161-
162. 
62 The meditations are titled ‘upon the Late change of puplicke affaires’, pp. 355-365 (likely responding 
to the Declaration of Breda, issued by Charles in early April but not publicized till May); and ‘upon the 
returne of his Majesty affter his Long banishment and variety of other troubles’, pp. 366-380 (likely 
commemorating the first Restoration Day, 29 May 1660). 
63 Halkett, NLS 6490, pp. 355, 360.   
64 Halkett, NLS 6490, pp. 355–356. 
65 Halkett, NLS 6490, pp. 376–377. 



213 

 

powerfully and peaceably to bee a nursing father to the church and a blesed 
example of piety temperance & Justice, that under him wee might live like a 
people zealous of good workes purified & refined by the afflictions wee have 
had under our hard taskemasters, and that wee may bee more obedient to God 
& our king who is deputed by him to heare the cry of the poore & needy & to 
give them right who have suffred wrong from there opresors.66 
 

But the miraculous Restoration was never able to live up to its propaganda.67  It is 

strangely fitting that the final meditation in this volume fades away, in ever-fainter ink, 

amidst fragmentary warnings that great blessing, undeserved and sinned against, would 

bring down ‘exemplar wrath’.68  Though the Interregnum was over, the crime of 1649 

remained to be expiated. 

 

The burden of obligation, 1660-61 

As it unfolded over the course of the early 1660s, the Restoration continued to 

disappoint, both in its impotence and in its severity.  The Declaration of Breda had 

been a conciliatory document, offering a return to orderly government without 

demanding distasteful concessions or ostentatious revenge.69  A broad religious 

settlement was hinted, encouraging Presbyterian royalists in both England and Scotland 

to hope for comprehension in the established church.  Such promises to please 

everyone worked in the short term – Charles was said to have remarked on entering 

London, ‘he doubted it had been his own fault that he had been absent so long, for he 

saw nobody that did not protest he had ever wished for his return’.70  But in reality the 

return of the king could not erase twenty years’ turmoil.  Indeed, the process of 

settlement added new problems to old.  Charles’s generosity to former opponents 

pinched loyal friends; Halkett was among the many long-term royalists who soon 

 
66 Halkett, NLS 6490, pp. 362–363. 
67 Keeble, The Restoration, p. 3. 
68 Halkett, NLS 6490, pp. 379–380.  These are the last two pages of the book.  The only legible scrap on 
p. 380 is a partial quote of Job 29.3, ‘When his candle shined upon my head, and when by his light I 
walked through darkness...’.  It is striking how closely Halkett’s language in this meditation fits Worden’s 
analysis of Cromwell’s thinking in ‘Sin of Achan’. 
69 Keeble, The Restoration, p. 31; Hutton, Charles the Second, pp. 128–129. 
70 Quoted in Keeble, The Restoration, p. 47. 
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discovered there would be little redress for their financial losses.71  Political disloyalties 

continued to ferment, with actual outbreaks like the Fifth Monarchist Venner’s Rising 

in January 1661 to punctuate the haze of anxiety about ‘fanatic’ threats, such as those 

around Charles’s coronation in April.72  Halkett, who experienced these incidents 

firsthand during her stay in London between late 1660 and early 1662, reluctantly 

classified them as residual ‘Cananittes’:  ‘thornes in our Sides and a meanes to teach … 

the art of warre’.73  Worst of all, despite much dialogue, the religious settlements that 

were finally enacted in 1662 in England and Scotland were vindictively conformist.74  

Halkett quickly identified episcopal authority as the primary bone of contention.  

During her stay in London she wrote, ‘questionlese the generallity of the kingdome is 

inclined to Episcopasy as beeing the ancient Goverment [sic] of this Church & what 

many of the Laws are built upon, yett that will nott perswade others to be of there 

Judgment because they are posesed with a prejudice against itt’.75  Apparently she was 

content at that point for the decision about church government to go either way, so 

long as it established peace, ‘for devissions in the Church that makes devision in the 

state & a kingdome once devided cannott stand neither in peace nor splendour’.76  The 

warning about ‘a kingdome … devided’ was prescient and would be repeated ever more 

frequently as the Restoration period progressed. 

Like the preceding volume of meditations written in 1659-60, Halkett’s 

occasional meditations written in London in 1660-62 vividly communicate her 

uncertainty about the present and future status of the Restoration, once again 

 
71 Harrington, ‘Disappointed Royalists’, details the scope of this problem.  The sheer impossibility of 
compensating everyone was exacerbated by unfair distribution, outright injustice, and no effective means 
of redress. 
72 Keeble, The Restoration, pp. 46–53; see also Southcombe and Tapsell, Restoration Politics, pp. 20–23, a 
helpful reminder that fears were not always grounded in fact. 
73 Halkett, NLS 6491, pp. 28–29.  This fuses Judges 3.2 with the warning first given in Numbers 33.55. 
74 N. H. Keeble, ‘Introduction: Attempting Conformity’, in N. H. Keeble, ed., ‘Settling the Peace of the 
Church’: 1662 Revisited (Oxford, 2014), pp. 1–28; Goldie, Morrice and the Puritan Whigs, pp. 15–20; on 
Scotland, see Buckroyd, Church and State, pp. 1–6, 22–40; Raffe, ‘Presbyterian Politics’. 
75 Halkett, NLS 6491, p. 76 ‘upon the Meeting that was to determine of church Government. beeing 
upon tuesday [5]th of November 1661’.  The precise date is unclear due to overwriting, but see Keeble, 
‘Introduction: Attempting Conformity’, p. 14:  ‘Parliament reconvened on 6 November’. 
76 Halkett, NLS 6491, p. 78. 
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articulating public concerns amidst personal trials.  The deaths of her two elder 

children within six months of each other, just before their third and fourth birthdays, 

turned her expectations of ‘greatest Sattisfaction’ into ‘a Sad Journey’.77  The 

‘handsome refusall’ of her ‘many pettitions & requests’ to the king for financial redress 

was also a protracted irritant.78  Although she was well aware of the limited and 

transient nature of royal bounty, her total lack of success was galling.  Her right to the 

Murray family’s lease of Berkhamsted, in particular, might have been redressed, since 

the property had been appropriated by one of the regicides, Daniel Axtell, and had 

reverted to the crown on his execution in October 1660.79  Yet Halkett did not confuse 

her own private interests with the public good.80  ‘I beleeve there is many a person that 

would have beene Content to have begged all there life to have had the king established 

in peace’, she remarked in May 1660.  She resolved ‘to bee Content if wee want what 

wee propounded as our owne private advantage, Since wee have obtained what wee 

have praied for to the puplick’.81 

By 1661, Halkett felt less certain that even the public advantage was secure.  

Her efforts to bring her experience into line with her expectations turned, predictably, 

to a providential framework oriented around the unexpiated regicide.  Two meditations 

 
77 Halkett, NLS 6491, pp. 1-18 ‘upon the death of my dearest Child Betty who died of the small poxe 
upon tuesday the 13th of November 1660 in Covent Garden & buried in that Church’; pp. 52-56 ‘upon 
the death of my deare Son Hary beeing the 12 of May 1661’ (quote at p. 52); pp. 63-65 ‘upon Sir James 
his returne home & leaving mee behind beeing upon the 19 of July 1661’.  Halkett was also pregnant 
with her last child, born 11 October 1661. 
78 Halkett, NLS 6491, pp. 43–48 ‘upon the many disapointments I have mett with in my busynese att 
Courtt’; p. 64 hints that Bampfield’s involvement in her former financial arrangements (mentioned in 
her ‘True Accountt’) was a key difficulty.  Bampfield spent May 1660-July 1661 imprisoned in the Tower 
of London.  Halkett, Letter to Lauderdale, NLS Acc. 6112, c. 1662, marks the point her appeals had 
reached by the time of her return to Scotland. 
79 Alan Thomson, ‘Axtell, Daniel (bap. 1622, d. 1660)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004). 
80 Halkett’s mental toughness thus adds a missing nuance to Melanie Harrington’s study of the bitterness 
and degradation that resulted in many similar cases.  But note her bitter outburst in 1668:  ‘perhaps 
some man is hanged for stealing, butt is itt nott a greater crime to take his Neibours wife butt wheres the 
[prophet] Nathan says thou art the Man. if Robery bee punished in the poore why nott in the rich for itt's 
a greater Sin in them to oprese the poore & rob Such of the bounty which the King bestows & keepe 
them Languishing in expectation of itt till Nesesity inforces them to quitt one halfe for the other is this 
Suitable to the Justice & Generosity that should bee att the Court where all should make adrese for 
Greevances, & no place gives so great occation for itt’ (Halkett, NLS 6492, p. 51). 
81 Halkett, NLS 6490, pp. 374–375. 
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from January 1661 reflect her evolving sense of the national obligation relative to both 

1649 and 1660, and her ongoing quest for a more specific culprit.  The first 

meditation, ‘upon the disbanding of the Army & the disorder that followed’ (Venner’s 

Rising), initially mused on the quiet dispersal of the army, once ‘so great & so 

Succesefull … who gave Laws to 3 kingdomes and Cutt off there Lawfull king … sett up 

& pulled downe who they pleased’.82  Had it been the case all along, Halkett wondered, 

that ‘these peoples inclinations were to bee obedient if they had had Such officers & 

rulers as would have shewed them good example’?  Might all that the royalist cause 

suffered have been so easily rectified?  She ultimately rejected this disorienting line of 

reasoning because it downplayed ‘the hand of god’.  The regicide could only have been 

‘a Just punishment of our Sins’, making all that followed a divinely ordered test of faith:  

‘there was a time for the king to suffer exile & all his Subjects to bee inslaved and a 

time for him to bee restored butt till this time Came that god had apointed for itt, all 

industry was fruitlese’ (though she also inserted a caveat against fatalism). 

This intensely providential backdrop served to magnify the folly of any ‘who 

from the Miraculous reestablishment of the King will nott bee Convinced, Nor by his 

Mercy reclaimed’.  Venner’s Rising broke in on her reflections just at this point, an 

unpleasant reminder that despite the removal of the larger threat posed by the army, 

there remained some sectarian radicals ‘nott afraid to intitle God to bee the owner of 

there quarrell & rebellion’, who ‘blaspheamed the name of the most high & rebelled 

against the Lord & his anoynted’.83  Though ‘butt a handfull’, their ‘poison’ could 

operate on the nation like ‘a gangreene’ that ‘hazards the Lose of the whole body if nott 

Cutt off in time’.  Halkett was most perturbed by their false thinking, ‘Contrary both to 

 
82 Halkett, NLS 6491, pp. 19–29.  Unless otherwise marked, the quotations in this and the following 
paragraph come from this meditation. 
83 Although the meditation is remarkably coherent, there are a number of clues that it was not originally 
meant to address the rising.  Halkett titled the meditation ‘upon the disbanding of the Army’ (p. 19), 
only adding ‘& the disorder that followed’ in her later table of contents (p. iii).  There is a distinct shift 
in topic at pp. 24-25, where Halkett marked the date in her margin, ‘1660/1 Janu 6, 7, 9’ – her usual way 
of flagging a new incident.  Against this interpretation, on p. 22 Halkett definitely uses the past tense, 
‘from this many expected peace & quiett’. 
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Sence & reason’, claiming ‘to expect help and assistance from that God who dayly they 

blaspheme & dishonor by pretending they are doing him service when they are acting 

most Contrary to his Laws’.  Such claims, though Halkett did not mention it at the 

time, were also being aired around the trials and executions of the regicides.  Years later 

she recalled the ‘strong delusion’ of one of the condemned regicides, that he would be 

raised from the dead after the third day.84  A new category of sinners against the mercy 

of the Restoration thus began to take shape. 

Such evidence that there were still rebellious delusions at large, threatening the 

Restoration, contextualizes the otherwise exaggerated rhetoric of Halkett’s first 

meditation for the official 30 January fast.  Her superlatives, culled no doubt from the 

plethora of commemorative material surrounding her in London, claimed an 

interpretive hegemony that was as yet contested.85  Charles’s death was ‘the greatest 

Murder … that ever story Mentioned except the Crucifying of our Saviour’, while ‘the 

heavenly ejaculations which upon all occations hee offred up to god in his Solitudes’ 

presented ‘monuments … to future generations to teach them how to follow what was 

eminent in him’.86  Halkett still stopped short of suggesting that the king had been 

anything more than an exemplary human, and her primary concern remained the issue 

of residual guilt, the ‘Achan’ in the midst of the nation who still needed to repent for 

this ‘enormous’ crime.  She revolved a series of options:  the perpetrators and the 

careless, the ‘many’ who had ‘Laine under the guilt of itt these many yeares who 

 
84 Halkett, NLS 6502, pp. 27–29.  The regicide in question was Thomas Harrison:  see Zook, 
Protestantism, Politics, and Women, pp. 27–28; David Farr, Major-General Thomas Harrison: Millenarianism, 
Fifth Monarchism and the English Revolution 1616-1660 (Farnham, 2014).  Halkett mis-identified him (in 
1698) as ‘Collonel Ireton’, an interesting slip; Ireton had died in 1651, but his corpse was one of those 
exhumed and exhibited with Cromwell’s on 30 January 1661. 
85 The BCP service was not yet available, but an official form of prayer was published for 30 January 
1661:  Keeble, The Restoration, pp. 37–38; Lacey, Cult of King Charles the Martyr, pp. 132–133; see also ch. 
4 for the vast array of commemorative material already in existence by 1660. 
86 Halkett, NLS 6491, p. 32.  This is the only early passage that strongly echoes Eikon Basilike; the next is 
Halkett, NLS 6497, p. 166, written in 1687:  ‘… certainly itt was the consideration of this indignity done 
to our Lord & Savior that Made our Good (but ill used) King Charles the first take with so much 
patience a Soldiers spitting in his face as hee was going by them, to his tryall (as they most tiranically 
called itt) and never shewed the least desturbance att itt, butt meekely wiped itt off’.  Halkett plainly had 
this rhetoric at her fingertips, but seldom chose to use it. 
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perhaps hath never offred up to God a Sigh or teare for pardone’; ‘the Kings Sins’ or 

perhaps ‘his parents’ (though she quickly dismissed this suggestion); or the ‘too 

credulous’ Scots Covenanters.  But in the end she circled back to the notion that the 

entire nation was guilty: 

[L]ett them that are withoutt this Sin of beeing guilty of the kings Murder in the 
3 nations cast the first stone, att the other for either simply willfully or pasively 
all are guilty and therfore all had need so to bee humbled greatly for so hainous 
a transgresion. 
 

‘[C]ast the first stone’ is an allusion not to Achan but to John 8.7, Jesus’ verdict 

on the woman caught in adultery.  In exonerating the king and his parents, Halkett had 

also used John 9.3, Jesus’ verdict on the man born blind:  ‘Sin is nott allways the 

occation of punishment butt that the workes of the Lord may bee Manifest’.  Together, 

these biblical connections stressed the urgency of the opportunity for national 

repentance and reform that Halkett saw passing by in early 1661.  In the gospel of John, 

the damning effect of refusing to acknowledge God’s work was demonstrated by the 

Jewish religious authorities; in Halkett’s present their implied counterparts were the 

instigators of such tumults as Venner’s Rising.  The transformative response to the 

Restoration was grateful obedience: 

Since the Lord hath brought backe our Captivity & restored our Lawfull King 
to his throne in peace nottwithstanding all our provocations. oh that by by our 
Mourning for former rebellions & thankefullnese for undeserved mercys; wee 
might Live like a people zealous of good workes.87 
 

Halkett went on to give specific suggestions about how this obedient attitude was to be 

demonstrated, which indicate that complaints were already widespread.  ‘[W]hat ever 

wee heare is amisse; either in the Court or officers of state, or Government in the 

church’, she urged, rather than speaking ‘against such who perhaps is inocent & are 

only blasted by envy or Malice’, pray for a change of heart – was not the Restoration 

 
87 Halkett, NLS 6491, pp. 33-34.  The final phrase is a partial quotation of Titus 2.14 (AV):  ‘a peculiar 
people, zealous of good works’. 
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sufficient guarantee of what God could do?  So Halkett prayed that the king and the 

whole royal family would ‘be blesed & preserved and made glorious by there workes of 

piety & vertue’, as well as by ‘the obedience of his Subjects’ and their proper 

‘Subjection’ – the burden of her prayers for the king. 

 

Commemorating national shortfall 

Despite her hopeful prayers, the sense that the Restoration was a lost opportunity 

permeates Halkett’s subsequent 30 January and 29 May commemorations.  There are 

eight anniversary references in the extant meditations between 1670 and 1688, 

complemented by an additional six instances from the 1690s, after the Revolution of 

1688-89.88  This is a remarkable three-decade collection by one person, especially as it 

was composed in a context where the 1662 BCP services were not in regular use.89  

These later compositions largely recycle Halkett’s earlier expressions, yet they also chart 

her position across the Restoration period, particularly at crisis points in the historical 

narrative where her extant meditations are otherwise reticent.  Her reflections on 29 

May 1679 and 30 January 1680, for example, are all that remain to register her 

reactions to the murder of Archbishop Sharp and the Bothwell Brig Rebellion in 1679.  

Her perspective on the harsh measures that followed is also shadowy, but it can be 

deduced from the complacency of her commemorative meditations during James’s 

 
88 The following anniversaries are noted:  Restoration (29 May) – 1670, 1679, 1684, 1687 (both 29 May 
and 14 October, James’s birthday), 1696 (14 Oct), 1697 (29 May); Regicide (30 Jan) – 1674, 1680, 1688, 
1691, 1695, 1697, 1698.  Manuscript references are provided in subsequent footnotes.  My discussion 
also draws on non-anniversary passages about the regicide and restoration that Halkett wrote during this 
period. 
89 The established church in Restoration Scotland, though episcopal, did not impose a prayerbook or 
formal liturgy:  Raffe, ‘Presbyterians and Episcopalians’, pp. 592–597; Charles Hefling, ‘Scotland: 
Episcopalians and Nonjurors’, in Charles Hefling and Cynthia Shattuck, eds., The Oxford Guide to The 
Book of Common Prayer: A Worldwide Survey (Oxford, 2006), p. 400.  The ‘State Services’ were added to the 
1662 BCP (Cummings, ed., Book of Common Prayer, pp. 652–666; 790–793), which postdates Halkett’s 
[known] extended visits to England.  So the assumption that the church, with its 30 January liturgy in 
particular, dictated the shape of post-Restoration commemoration, does not hold in her case:  see, for 
example, Lacey, ‘The Office for King Charles the Martyr in the Book of Common Prayer, 1662–1685’; 
and, to a lesser extent, Spurr, ‘Anglican Uses of Providence’; Potter, ‘Royal Martyr’.  None of these 
discussions of 30 January/29 May commemoration offer any rival to Halkett’s sustained engagement. 
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reign.  Like the progression in her reflections on the National Covenant, these passages 

track the gradual coalescence of radical Presbyterianism into a scapegoat of regicidal 

proportions in Halkett’s thinking. 

Halkett’s prayer on the occasion of Charles II’s coronation in April 1661, for ‘a 

king against whom there is no rising up’ – a phrase lifted from Proverbs 30.30 – reveals 

her astute premonitions to the contrary.90  In Restoration Scotland, the ‘phanatickes’ 

casting threats were not Fifth Monarchists and expiring regicides, but rather disaffected 

Presbyterians urging resistance to the episcopal ecclesiastical settlement.  By the time of 

Halkett’s first extant meditation on Restoration Day, in 1670, the escalating cycle of 

protest, government repression, and further violence was already well developed, far 

beyond anything happening in England.  Incendiary preaching and publications had 

encouraged the Pentland Rising in late 1666; its suppression had fueled still more 

radical statements, such as Naphtali (1667), which offered justification for assassination 

attempts.91  These incidents are only named in Halkett’s extant meditations years later; 

her warning to her son in late 1670 against those ‘who hath beene rebellious & yett 

pretended to have his [God’s] warrantt for what they did’ is a typically allusive 

reference.92  Nonetheless, they are the backdrop for her recurring complaints about the 

neglect of 29 May observances in Scotland. 

As modern scholars have pointed out, there was little precedent in Scotland for 

celebrating royal birthdays, and 29 May had the added odium of being officially linked 

with the enforcement of episcopacy.93  Nevertheless, Halkett treated the non-celebration 

of Restoration Day as a demonstration of impious ingratitude, parallel with refusing to 

 
90 Proverbs 30.30 appears in her meditation on Charles II’s coronation, April 1661, and again in 1678 
and 1684:  Halkett, NLS 6491, p. 50; NLS 6494, p. 331; NLS 6496, pp. 87–88. 
91 John Coffey, ‘The Assassination of Archbishop Sharp: Religious Violence and Martyrdom in 
Restoration Scotland’, in Justin Champion, John Coffey, Tim Harris, and John Marshall, eds., Politics, 
Religion and Ideas in Seventeenth- and Eighteenth-Century Britain (Woodbridge, 2019), pp. 104–109; see also 
Goldie, ‘John Locke and Anglican Royalism’, p. 79.  For the historical background see Cowan, Scottish 
Covenanters, ch. 3-4. 
92 Halkett, NLS 6492, p. 271; NLS 6497, p. 377, mentions ‘the rebellion in the West’ of 1666; NLS 
6495, pp. 479–480, describes Naphtali’s reputation among Episcopalian conformists. 
93 Harris, Restoration, pp. 109–110, 113–114; Buckroyd, Church and State, pp. 46–47, 100; Raffe, Culture 
of Controversy, p. 71. 



221 

 

celebrate Christmas – a false scruple the Presbyterians shared with the former 

Parliamentary regime.94  In 1670, upon hearing complaints that the celebration of the 

sacrament was allowed to coincide with the Restoration holiday, Halkett countered that 

the combination was entirely appropriate:  ‘[H]ow hapy were itt both for King & people 

if wee allways made itt a day of Solemn devotion & offering up our Praise & 

thankesgiving for that mercy’.95  In 1679, she filled six pages with arguments, chiefly 

biblical, for ‘the Antiquity of this Coustume of Kings Comemorating the day of there 

Nativity by feasting and acts of Clemency & Justice’.96  Building from the rather 

obscure example of Pharaoh in Genesis 40, who made his birthday feast the occasion 

for pardoning his chief butler and hanging his chief baker, she cited other biblical 

examples of significant birthdays and celebrations, including the birth of John the 

Baptist, ‘the Nativity of the Lord Jesus’, and the post-exilic Jewish feasts of Purim and 

Hannukah.  The latter, she smugly noted, had even been celebrated by Jesus, according 

to John’s gospel.  Plainly, anyone who ‘objects against the keeping of a Birth-day as nott 

beeing Commanded in the holy Scripture’ was mistaken, yea even to be classed among 

the ‘defiled and unbeleeving’ of Titus 1.15 to whom ‘Nothing is pure butt even there 

Minde & Conscience is defiled’.97 

In what otherwise attempts to be a rational argument, this might seem a vicious 

jab.  But only weeks before, radical Presbyterian extremists had assassinated the 

archbishop, and the very day that Halkett was writing, 29 May 1679, a ‘manifesto’ 

against the Restoration government was read out at Rutherglen near Glasgow, sparking 

what would come to be known as the Bothwell Brig Rebellion.98  The rising, though 

soon quelled, initiated a period of severe repression dubbed ‘the Killing Times’ in later 

 
94 Chris Durston, ‘Lords of Misrule: The Puritan War on Christmas, 1642-60’, History Today; London, 35 
(1985), pp. 7–14; Ronald Hutton, The Rise and Fall of Merry England: The Ritual Year, 1400-1700 (Oxford, 
1994), ch. 6; Todd, Culture of Protestantism, pp. 183–226; Elizabeth Foyster and Christopher A. Whatley, 
‘Introduction: Recovering the Everyday in Early Modern Scotland’, in Foyster and Whatley, eds., A 
History of Everyday Life in Scotland, 1600 to 1800 (Edinburgh, 2010), p. 16. 
95 Halkett, NLS 6492, p. 107 'upon my beeing att the Sacrement att Toriburne May 29 1670'. 
96 Halkett, NLS 6495, pp. 70–76, part of a book-length meditation on ‘Josephs Trialls & Triumph’. 
97 Halkett, NLS 6495, pp. 71, 74. 
98 Cowan, Scottish Covenanters, ch. 6; Coffey, ‘Assassination of Archbishop Sharp’. 



222 

 

Presbyterian martyrologies.  To people like Halkett, who lived through it, the 

insurrection of the radical Covenanters was far more appalling than its suppression.99  

Her reflections on 30 January 1680 condemn those ‘who call Evil Good, and Good 

Evil, who put Darkness for Light, and Light for Darkness, who put Bitter for Sweet, 

and Sweet for Bitter’, a quotation of Isaiah 5.20, which her meditation applies both 

retrospectively, to the perpetrators of the regicide in 1649, and immediately, to those 

‘in these days … who call Murder, Rebellion, Plunderings, and such like, good 
and Religious Actions, because by these they design, as they pretend, to advance 
what they think the cause and interest of God … tho’ they are expresly contrary 
to his Divine Commands’.100 
 

Just like the deluded fanatics of January 1661, Halkett argued, such false professors not 

only ‘Ruine’ themselves but orchestrate the ‘Subversion of others’, thus linking 

instigators and potential followers and making both subject to the same punishment.  It 

was only to be expected that ‘the indiscretion & unreasonablenese and rebellions of 

some brought the greater restraint upon others’, as she wrote when contemplating the 

potential effects of James VII’s religious indulgence in 1687; ‘noe wonder if the Late 

King [Charles II] was not easily perswaded to give them power who had so ill imployed 

itt to the ruine of his most excellent Father King Charles the first’.101 

Halkett never completely displaced the guilt for the regicide onto ‘rebellious’ 

Presbyterians, however.  Her 30 January meditations continued to emphasize the whole 

nation’s responsibility, for both past and present events.  The regicide was ‘nott only a 

reproach to all within his Majesty’s Dominions butt a blott upon all that are Called 

Cristians’; it was ‘never enough to bee detested’, a conviction that Halkett expressed 

with increasing intensity as the years passed.102  In 1674 she still hoped for change in 

 
99 See especially Jackson, Restoration Scotland, ch. 6. 
100 Halkett, Seven Gifts, Jabez his Request, etc., pp. 15–16.  Another, later passage where Halkett quotes 
Isaiah 5.20 more clearly singles out Presbyterian preachers as the target:  ‘itt ought to bee the care of 
Priests to keepe the people from beeing seduced as much as is possible  Butt woe unto them that call evill 
good & good evill …’ (Halkett, NLS 6497, p. 237). 
101 Halkett, NLS 6497, pp. 311–312:  ‘Thursday 11th of August 1687 the day of the meeting of the 
Prisbiterian ministers’. 
102 Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 269 ‘January 30th 1673/4’. 
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the present, ‘Grace to live so as to Redeeme the time’; but in 1680, after the 

archbishop’s murder and the rebellion that followed, the ‘days guilt’ was so entrenched 

on the national account that ‘both we and future ages have reason to weep and mourn 

and to cry mightily to God with Fasting and Prayer, to divert the wrath which that 

horrid Crime, as yet, Lowdly calls for, that it be not visited upon us, nor upon our 

Children’.103  In 1688 she referred to the day’s ‘bloudguiltinese’.  For some reason she 

went back and changed the word to ‘bloudshed’, possibly only for stylistic reasons 

(‘guilt’ was repeated in the next sentence), but perhaps out of discomfort with a term 

associated with the charges against Charles I; the only other place where it is used in a 

30 January meditation is a quotation of Psalm 51.14, ‘Deliver me from bloodguiltiness, 

O God, thou God of my salvation’ (AV).104  While Halkett still apprehended ‘the 

punishment due for the hainous sin that day committed’, she also returned to a 

hopeful note:  ‘And as a token of thy faver & reconciliation Lord grant such an 

increase of the Royall familly as that there may never want one of them to raigne and to 

perpetuate thy praise evermore’.105 

This was a surprising ‘token’ of God’s ‘faver’ for a committed Protestant to 

emphasize.  An earlier meditation confirms that Halkett was referring to Queen Mary 

Beatrice’s pregnancy, for which the king had announced an official thanksgiving day in 

England on 15 January 1688.106  Far from being perturbed by the news that there would 

now be a Catholic succession, Halkett prayed ‘that in due time her Majesty may bee a 

joyfull Mother of a happy Child that may bee for a blesing to these three Kingdomes’.107  

This is one of a series of valuable clues in Halkett’s meditations from 1687-88 that any 

concern she felt about James VII’s catholicizing policies was far from tipping her into a 

 
103 Halkett, Seven Gifts, Jabez his Request, etc., p. 15. 
104 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 373 ‘Wednesday the 30th of January 94/5’.  As she often did, Halkett changed 
the first person pronouns from singular to plural, but only in the first half of the verse:  ‘Deliver us from 
that blood guiltinese O God thou God of our Salvation & my tongue shall sing of thy Righteousnese’. 
105 Halkett, NLS 6497, p. 345 ‘January 30th 1687/8’. 
106 Harris, Restoration, p. 258. 
107 Halkett, NLS 6497, p. 344 ‘Sunday 15th of January 1687/8’.  Halkett was responding to an 
announcement she had read in the London Gazette for 5 January 1688.  Harris, Revolution, p. 367, 
indicates that Scottish reaction to the birth was lukewarm at best. 
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revolutionary posture.  Earlier, on 29 May 1687, though she continued to bemoan the 

neglect of the holiday, she emphasized ‘this days Mercys and all the blesings which by itt 

wee have injoyed’, praying for James’s conversion in the same phrases she had used for 

his (ostensibly Protestant) brother.108  James’s birthday on 14 October offered another 

opportunity to recall the Restoration, and how, with James ‘now sett on the Throne of 

his Ancestors’, ‘we injoy the Liberty of serving God in our most holy proffesion. And 

the blesings of Peace which are the two greatest blesing[s] we can desire’.109  Though 

one might try to read between the lines of these meditations to find a message more 

congruous with the alienation James is supposed to have provoked among his erstwhile 

supporters, the fact is that Halkett’s language remains unchanged even after his 

religious indulgence.  She did not deny James’s religious apostacy or his need to repent, 

and she distrusted his policy of religious indulgence, but neither of these concerns 

made her eager for a change of government.  Her apprehension appears to have 

remained focused on Presbyterian insurgency, certainly in the first part of 1688, and 

perhaps throughout. 

 

III.  Revolution 

Halkett’s evaluation of what was happening during the Revolution itself is obscured by 

the loss of the occasional meditations she was writing at the time.  The extant portion 

ends on 18 May 1688, the very day that the seven Anglican bishops petitioned James to 

be excused from reading his religious indulgence from their pulpits; her occasional 

meditations do not resume till the Battle of the Boyne in the summer of 1690.110  The 

short prayers scattered throughout her long select meditation on ‘Moses & Samuel’, 

written between 21 May 1688 and 17 March 1690, along with the excerpts from lost 

 
108 Halkett, NLS 6497, p. 283 ‘Sunday 29 of May 1687’.  Halkett used Proverbs 21.1, ‘The king's heart is 
in the hand of the LORD, as the rivers of water: he turneth it whithersoever he will’, for both James and 
Charles (NLS 6494, p. 326). 
109 Halkett, NLS 6497, p. 329 ‘Friday 14 of October 1687’. 
110 Halkett, NLS 6497, p. vii; NLS 6499, p. 1.  On the bishops’ petition and subsequent imprisonment 
and trial, see Harris, Restoration, pp. 259–261, 264; Goldie, ‘Political Thought of the Anglican 
Revolution’, pp. 107–109. 
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meditations in Couper’s biography, make it clear that she never regarded William’s 

intervention favourably.  They also show that her first concern relative to the pending 

invasion was not the safety of the king but of the church, ‘like to be sadly assaulted on 

both hands  And even those on the right hand cannott well justify there procedure’.111  

But what precisely were these unjustifiable assaults?  One possibility was the ‘Anglican 

revolution’ which had preceded William’s invasion, when church loyalists finally 

confronted James.112  Or perhaps Halkett’s anxiety about schism in the Scottish church 

gave her some presentiment of the turmoil that would follow William’s invasion.  Still, 

she could hardly have anticipated the Presbyterian revolution of 1689-90.113  Most likely 

in the summer of 1688 she simply recognized that all three factors – James’s 

innovations, the belated Anglican reaction, and the threatened intervention from 

abroad – created a vulnerable situation.  Couper’s biography quotes a passage she wrote 

at the time of the bishops’ protest, but only the part praying that God would guide the 

king toward peace and reconciliation.114  The references to ‘mistaken zeale’, ‘devissions’, 

and ‘breaches’ in her prayers between William’s invasion and James’s flight to France 

were already part of her regular vocabulary and are therefore stubbornly vague.115  

Ultimately, the lack of any decisive indication which side she was on as events 

unfolded, though frustrating, may be accurate. 

 
111 Halkett, NLS 6498, p. 104.  The prayer is dated 19 November 1688, and is the first point in the 
manuscript to register William’s invasion, two weeks after it occurred. 
112 Goldie, ‘Political Thought of the Anglican Revolution’. 
113 Modern historical accounts stress that Scotland’s government only collapsed as a result of William’s 
invasion:  Raffe, Scotland in Revolution, pp. 1–6; Ian B. Cowan, ‘The Reluctant Revolutionaries: Scotland 
in 1688’, in Eveline Cruickshanks, ed., By Force or by Default? The Revolution of 1688-89 (Edinburgh, 
1989), pp. 65–81. 
114 Couper, Life, pp. 46–47.  The excerpt reads, ‘Now O God of Truth, manifest thy Self so, to the Heart 
of the King, that He may carefully embrace & follow whatever may tend to Advance Thy Glory, Save His 
own Soul, settle Peace in his Dominions, & prevent Effusion of Blood: Though in Justice, Thou 
mightest send Evil Angels among us: Yet O Lord, let the Sun of Righteousnes arise with healing in his 
wings, to turn the Heart of the Fathers to the Children, and the Heart of the Children to their Fathers, 
lest the Earth be smitten with a Curse.’  Halkett’s prayers on 22 and 27 November, in her meditation on 
Moses (Halkett, NLS 6498, pp. 107–108, 110–111), also focus on peace and reunification. 
115 Halkett, NLS 6498, pp. 107–108. 
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Even after all the revolutions had occurred – Anglican, Williamite, and 

Presbyterian – Halkett’s stinging rebukes to authority figures who led the people astray 

remain ambiguous because they recycle phrases and concepts that are common across 

the meditations.  One of the later references to the Revolution in her meditation on 

Samuel, probably written in early 1690, takes the passage where the Israelites request a 

king (1 Samuel 8), and notes how the leaders initiated the process but in the end it was 

the people who refused to heed Samuel’s warning about royal exactions.  ‘How wary 

should the Elders & cheefe of a Kingdome bee, to give an ill Copy to such as are more 

apt to learne ill then good’, she warned.  Totally ignoring the wholesale condemnation 

of monarchy in this biblical story, and instead applying it exclusively to William of 

Orange, Halkett noted the parallel with what had just occurred in England and 

Scotland: 

For att this time wherein wee Live had nott such as thought themselves fitt to 
bee examples first begun to cast off there duty & alleageance to there 
undoupted Lawfull King The people had never beene so insolent as to say; Nay 
butt wee will have (a new) King over us.116 
 

Though these leaders ‘profese the true Relligon’, they were really pursuing ‘there owne 

belly (there interest) and by good words & faire speeches deceave the hearts of the 

simple’.  ‘From the ill consequences of pretended Zeale for Relligion and the contrary 

practice of itt. Good Lord deliver us’, Halkett concluded, echoing the Litany’s refrain.  

She had delivered a similar verdict on the negotiations with Charles I at Newport in 

1648; the circumstances had changed, but not the descriptive rhetoric.   

A correspondingly complex layering of culpability is evident in Halkett’s post-

Revolution commemorations of 30 January and 29 May.  The Revolution was a reversal 

of the Restoration, comparable to the 1650s but worse.  In her frequent notations of 30 

January, James’s expulsion added to the unexpiated guilt of 1649 weighing on the 

nation; the Revolution’s victors were hypocrites and false professors, ‘men who hold 

the truth in unrighteousnese’, who now declared it a ‘sin’ to have submitted to the 

 
116 Halkett, NLS 6498, p. 334. 
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Restoration regime.117  Only one reference to the former Restoration holiday survives, 

from 1697, which Halkett titled ‘Three Plotts[:] The Popish Phanaticke & Pharisaicall 

Plott’.118  The ‘Popish Plott’ was not the scare of 1678, but the Gunpowder Plot of 5 

November 1605 – Halkett’s only extant reference to this significant Protestant holiday.  

The ‘Phanatick Plott’ was the Interregnum, brought to an end by the Restoration, 

‘returning our Lawfull Soveraigne affter many yeares exile with his Royall Brothers to 

there just right’.  The ‘Pharisseicall Plott’ was the Revolution, with ‘worse consequences 

then either of the other two’, as evident in ‘our devided Church our injured King & his 

opresed People’.  Halkett’s invective merges the new Presbyterian regime in Scotland, 

especially its harsh treatment of Episcopalian ministers, with Williamite propaganda of 

providential deliverance and godly reformation, ignoring the actual tensions between 

the two regimes. 

Yet much remains as before in Halkett’s commemorations of the regicide.  She 

continued to mourn ‘what ever Sin I was guilty of this day Or att any other time which 

brought that Sad Judgements upon us in beeing deprived of so good a King’.  She still 

stressed the national culpability of ‘these three Kingdomes for their actuall or passive 

concurrence in so horid a guilt’.119  There is, however, a distinctly more hagiographic 

shading to her descriptive language for the regicide.  Charles I becomes not just ‘the 

best of kings’, but ‘the best King of Europe’; the verb ‘Martered’ now sometimes 

substitutes for ‘murdered’, and a stronger sense of bloodguilt creeps in, with such 

phrases as ‘inocent blood’ and ‘crying for vengeance’.120  Deliberate Christ parallels are 

still muted in 30 January meditations themselves, though Halkett’s meditation on 

 
117 Halkett, NLS 6499, pp. 66–67 ‘January 30th 1690/91’.  For a different Jacobite concatenation of 
regicidal guilt, traced back to the execution of Mary Queen of Scots (and apparently less obsessed with 
Presbyterian turpitude), see Daniel Szechi’s studies of George Lockhart of Carnwath:  George Lockhart of 
Carnwath, 1689-1727: A Study in Jacobitism (East Linton, 2002), p. 201; ‘Constructing a Jacobite: The 
Social and Intellectual Origins of George Lockhart of Carnwath’, Historical Journal, 40 (1997), pp. 993–
995. 
118 Halkett, NLS 6501, pp. 235–236 ‘upon Satturday the 29 of May 1697’; the longer title comes from 
Halkett’s table of contents, p. iii. 
119 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 373 'Wednesday the 30th of January 94/5'; NLS 6499, p. 66. 
120 Halkett, NLS 6499, p. 66; NLS 6501, p. 109; NLS 6502, p. 219 ‘upon Sunday 30th January 1697/8’.  
As noted previously, ‘blood guiltinese’ only appears in NLS 6500, p. 373, in a quotation of Ps 51.14. 
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James’s birthday in 1696 veers in that direction.  ‘This day was once a Season when all 

the three Kingdomes gave thankes to God & shewed good Will to one another in 

cheerfull commemorating the birthday of there Lawfull Soveraigne King James’, she 

recalled, ‘butt for some Late yeeres they have turned many of them there Hosanas into 

Crucifigy’.121 

Halkett’s drift into more cult-like language for the regicide in the late 1680s and 

1690s only serves to highlight how different her original position had been.  Her 

emphasis on a corporate, national guilt during the Interregnum initially included rather 

than demonized the Presbyterian contingent, and even as disappointment in the 

Restoration mounted, Presbyterian tendencies were not yet her focus.  It was only as 

she witnessed repeated acts of violent dissent based on more dogmatic, post-Restoration 

Presbyterianism, especially during the 1670s, that she became an entrenched opponent 

of the entire ‘perswasion’.122  Thereafter, no other political culprit for the regicide (and 

all its ramifications) had such weight in her thinking.  Even James’s catholicizing 

policies of the later 1680s paled in comparison to the Presbyterians’ ‘indiscretion & 

unreasonablenese and rebellions’, which, in contrast to her earlier moderation, Halkett 

now painted in terms of general Civil War insurgency, as compassing ‘the ruine of … 

King Charles the first’.123  The next chapter will look more closely at this crucial 

transition in Halkett’s attitude toward Presbyterianism. 

 

 
121 Halkett, NLS 6501, p. 338 ‘upon Wednesday the 14th of October 1696’.  ‘Crucifigy’ is probably a 
misspelling of the Latin ‘crucifige’, used for instance in John Donne’s ‘A Lent-Sermon Preached before 
the King, at White-Hall, February 16, 1620/1’:  ‘that Voyce which they heard cry, Crucifige, Crucifie 
him’.  The sermon can be found in The Sermons of John Donne, eds. Evelyn M. Simpson and George R. 
Potter (Berkeley, 1956), vol. III, pp. 206-224 (not yet published in Vol. II of the new Oxford edition). 
122 Halkett, NLS 6497, p. 311; NLS 6500, p. 344. 
123 Halkett, NLS 6497, pp. 311–312. 
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Chapter 7:  Keeping the Church 

 

Thus far Halkett’s meditations have proved closely attuned to the Scottish context in 

which she spent the majority of her life.  Not surprisingly, then, an adjustment is 

necessary to the long-standing assumption that her ecclesiology was Anglican.  The label 

is an awkward fit chronologically, even if it is extended backwards to the Civil War 

period, given that she left England in 1650 and only visited briefly thereafter.1  Her 

Church of England affiliation prior to the Civil Wars would be more accurately 

identified as ‘prayerbook’ or ‘parish’ conformity, and this concept also better suits her 

initially moderate approach to joining the Church of Scotland.2  Though she always 

admitted a preference for episcopacy, it was only after the difficult experiences of the 

1670s and 80s, that she began to defend it as the only biblical church order.  Even 

then, this rhetoric reflected changes in her Scottish Episcopalian context more than a 

reversion to her upbringing.3  Her most exclusive position, in the 1690s, was expressed 

in resistance to the changes of the Presbyterian Revolution; it was an expression of the 

parish-based identity she had developed over a forty-year residence in Scotland.  Parish 

conformity, rather than a distinct confessional label, more effectively describes her 

ecclesiastical position throughout her life. 

This chapter begins by reviewing the evidence on which Halkett’s purported 

 
1 As noted earlier, ‘Anglican’ is a problematic term, especially for the period during which Halkett 
actually lived in England.  Kenneth Fincham suggests reserving the term to post-1642, for ‘those who 
remained loyal to the Prayer Book and episcopacy in an era of persecution, to be swelled by other 
protestants in the 1660s who rejected Dissent’:  ‘Introduction’, in Kenneth Fincham, ed., The Early Stuart 
Church, 1603-1642 (Basingstoke, 1993), p. 4. 
2 Parish-level support had been a crucial element in the development of the Anglican church, as diverse 
studies have argued:  see especially Christopher Haigh, English Reformations: Religion, Politics and Society 
under the Tudors (Oxford, 1993); Maltby, Prayer Book and People; John Morrill, ‘The Church in England, 
1642–9’, in John Morrill, ed., Reactions to the English Civil War, 1642-1649 (London, 1982), pp. 89–114; 
Spurr, Restoration Church, ch. 1, especially p. 4.  Halkett used a national terminology:  ‘Church of 
England’ versus ‘this Church [of Scotland]’. 
3 See Jackson, Restoration Scotland, pp. 104–130; Jackson, ‘“National Church” in Scotland and Ireland’; 
Raffe, ‘Presbyterians and Episcopalians’.  Divine right arguments had also not characterized pre-1638 
episcopacy:  Charles W. A. Prior, Defining the Jacobean Church: The Politics of Religious Controversy, 1603-
1625 (Cambridge, 2005), p. 250. 
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‘Anglicanism’ is typically based, showing that the key references to her upbringing in 

the Church of England had intensely polemical contexts in 1670s and 1690s Scotland, 

and were not mere descriptions of her past.  Indeed, the substantial evidence of 

Anglican practice in her meditations is quite late, clustering particularly in the 1690s, 

when it was clearly a response to the restriction of Episcopalian worship in 

Dunfermline.  Rather than retrospectively homogenizing Halkett’s ecclesiastical 

statements in light of this final retro-Anglican, Episcopal Jacobitism, they need to be 

evaluated in light of her ongoing commitment to order and charity at the parish level.  

This commitment links together four tumultuous decades in which the substance of 

‘conformity’ was never stable, and it explains how in the end Halkett could be a 

Protestant Jacobite, supporting a Catholic king, while simultaneously defending a pair 

of Williamite Episcopalian parish ministers. 

  

I.  Reconsidering Halkett’s Anglicanism 

The ingrained habit of labeling Halkett an Anglican is a consequence of ignoring her 

Scottish setting for centuries.  In that respect, Couper’s polemical emphasis on her 

Anglican royalism in the early eighteenth century was a victim of its own success.  Half 

a century later, when George Ballard was incorporating Halkett’s biography and 

manuscript catalogue into his Memoirs of Several Ladies of Great Britain, he did not even 

mention her residence in Scotland.4  By the twentieth century, Halkett’s royalism had 

been shorn of its religiosity as well, and reduced to a political orientation.  Readers 

operating on the once-hegemonic Anglican-Puritan binary praised her autobiography 

for avoiding Puritan ‘introspection’, for its ‘nonreligious emphasis’ and the absence of 

‘confessional or didactic’ priorities, and for her evident ability, ‘as a devout Anglican’, 

to leave ‘sermons to the parson’.5  The subsequent wave of feminist studies devoted to 

 
4 Ballard, Memoirs of Several Ladies, pp. 370–378. 
5 The quotations come from Bottrall, Every Man a Phoenix, p. 150, 151 (see also p. 149, 159); Shumaker, 
English Autobiography, p. 23; Delany, British Autobiography, p. 164.  Halkett was fortunate in these 
assessments, for the alternative classification of ‘pious’ was damning at the time – e.g. Delany, British 

 



231 

 

women’s texts largely repeated these assessments.6  Ironically, even Scottish historian 

David Stevenson retained the Anglican-Puritan polarity in his analysis of Halkett’s 

writing:  ‘Though a staunch Anglican her introspection recalls some puritan memoirs 

devoted to soul-searching’.7 

As the contents of the meditations have reshaped scholarly perceptions of 

Halkett, labels such as ‘Episcopalian’ and ‘Jacobite’ have gradually come to feature 

alongside ‘royalist’ and ‘Anglican’ in describing her.8  Yet it has done little to alter the 

basic perception that she was fundamentally Anglican, except by opposing her to 

Scottish Presbyterianism rather than Puritanism.  Susan Wiseman, for instance, 

envisions ‘the religious complexities of Scotland’ imposing ‘isolation and estrangement’ 

on English-bred Halkett, causing her to react as ‘a would-be proselytizing, but guarded, 

 
Autobiography, p. 165, on Mary Rich:  ‘We need not follow Lady Warwick's history subsequent to her 
conversion, for her pious reflections on the vicissitudes of her life are relentlessly dull’.  On the persistent 
Anglican-Puritan binary in historical studies, see Peter Lake, ‘The Historiography of Puritanism’, in John 
Coffey and Paul Chang-Ha Lim, eds., The Cambridge Companion to Puritanism (Cambridge, 2008), pp. 
350–351; Maltby, Prayer Book and People, p. 9; Fincham, ‘Introduction’, pp. 3–4.  The binary was 
particularly formative in literary studies, where certain genres and perspectives are still regarded as typical 
of one side or the other.  Early examples include C. V. Wedgwood, Poetry and Politics under the Stuarts 
(Cambridge, 1960); Stranks, Anglican Devotion; Joan Webber, The Eloquent ‘I’: Style and Self in Seventeenth-
century Prose. (Madison, 1968); J. Sears McGee, The Godly Man in Stuart England: Anglicans, Puritans, and 
the Two Tables, 1620-1670 (New Haven, 1976). The tendency to treat one extreme or the other as 
representative is by no means laid to rest, but the danger, as Halkett exemplifies, is that an artificial 
categorization will mask a historical figure’s actual flexibility.   
6 See for example Jelinek, Women’s Autobiography, pp. 29–31; Mary Beth Rose, ‘Gender, Genre, and 
History: Seventeenth-Century English Women and the Art of Autobiography’, in Mary Beth Rose, ed., 
Women in the Middle Ages and the Renaissance: Literary and Historical Perspectives (Syracuse, 1986), pp. 267–
273.  In general, the religious element of Halkett’s writing was completely ignored.  An exception is 
Seelig, Autobiography and Gender, pp. 111–113, which comments on the devotional elements in the 
autobiography’s damaged introduction and traces them to the BCP; contrast Lamb, ‘Merging the Secular 
and the Spiritual’, which still works with the royalist vs. puritan binary of ‘selfhood’ (p. 87). 
7 Stevenson, ‘Halkett, Anne (1623-1699)’.  The applicability of the term ‘puritan’ in Scotland is debated:  
see Margo Todd, ‘The Problem of Scotland’s Puritans’, in John Coffey and Paul Chang-Ha Lim, eds., The 
Cambridge Companion to Puritanism (Cambridge, 2008), pp. 174–188; Campbell, Life and Works of Robert 
Baillie, p. 13, suggests that ‘reformed’ is a better term. 
8 The earliest published engagements with the manuscript meditations did not grapple with the shift in 
ecclesiastical identity that the Scottish context implies (see Ezell, ‘Ann Halkett’s Morning Devotions’; 
Wiseman, ‘Halkett and the Writing of Conspiracy’; Trill, ‘Lady Anne Halkett’).  Scottish context was first 
dealt with in published form in Trill, ‘Meditations’; Trill, ‘Introduction’.  See also the unpublished work 
by Lanum Eales, ‘Anne Halkett’; Murphy, ‘Cultural Alienation’. 
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angry and anxious – yet assertive – Church of England believer’.9  Suzanne Trill paints 

a similar picture of Halkett’s English upbringing creating conflict in her Scottish locale:  

not only did her outspoken ‘adherence to the Church of England BCP’ make her 

‘unpopular with many of her ardently Presbyterian neighbours’, but it basically 

guaranteed her Jacobitism after the Revolution.10  Besides Anglican preferences, Trill 

detects finer tendencies in the meditations that would also be unwelcome in Scotland, 

such as Laudianism, an interest in Catholic devotional works, and an ‘unusual degree 

of religious toleration’ for other persuasions – excluding Presbyterianism.11  A host of 

problematic assumptions underlie these readings, which homogenize scattered 

examples, rely on late evidence to define an entire life, and treat Restoration-era 

Scottish Episcopalianism as if it were interchangeable with Anglicanism. 

The root of the problem is that the material in Halkett’s writing which has been 

taken as straightforward evidence of Anglican commitment is actually more 

complicated.  It is tidied in retrospect, argumentative rather than descriptive, either 

partially or completely relative to a Scottish setting, and often, on closer scrutiny, a 

confessional hybrid.  Reconsidering the evidence is not to deny her original roots in the 

Church of England, but rather to show how much besides prayerbook routines shaped 

her lived practice.  As the child of Scottish courtiers living in England, with European 

Reformed Protestant connections on her father’s side and crypto-Catholic connections 

on her mother’s, Halkett had been exposed to confessional diversity from the 

beginning.  Her Westminster, London experience could only have reinforced these 

influences.  Indeed, diversity amidst the turmoil of the 1640s is what stands out in her 

later stories about her earliest religious practice – stories that were told for their 

relevance in later settings.  Careful chronological calibration is essential.  Halkett’s 

 
9 Wiseman, Conspiracy and Virtue, pp. 327–328. 
10 Trill, ‘Introduction’, pp. xxiv–xxv; see also Trill, ‘Lay Households’, pp. 408–411. 
11 Trill, ‘Introduction’, pp. xxvi–xxviii; see especially p. xxvii: ‘Despite her commitment to the Church of 
England, Halkett’s reading practices display a remarkable ecumenicalism, one that shows also in her 
unusual degree of religious toleration for those of other denominations despite her opposition to many 
aspects of the legislative attempts by successive monarchs to impose different Acts of Toleration’. 
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expressions of Anglican identity tend to operate on two political planes simultaneously:  

as timelessly royalist, in the sense of ongoing Cavalier loyalty to king and church; but 

also as anti-‘separatist’, a category whose referent shifted over time, from Independency 

during the 1650s, to Covenanter extremists in the 1670s, to Presbyterianism as a whole 

after the Revolution.  Episcopalianism, in the sense of a distinct denomination or 

‘confessional culture’, is also not an effective substitute for Anglicanism in Halkett’s 

case.12  The fact that her experience of ‘the religious complexities of Scotland’ (to 

borrow Wiseman’s apt phrase) began with a period of Presbyterian conformity, and that 

she attempted, into the early 1670s, to blend Presbyterian cultural preferences with 

episcopal conformity precludes the use of a simple confessional binary.13  Only with 

Halkett’s dogmatic statements of Anglican identity and anti-Presbyterian sentiment in 

the 1690s does something like proto-Episcopalianism emerge, a combination of 

polemic and survivalism. 

 

Context and polemic in Halkett’s autobiography (1670s) 

The case for Halkett’s ‘cradle’ Anglicanism rests primarily on evidence from the 1690s, 

but an important earlier passage occurs in her autobiography, written c. September 

1677.  This description of her mother’s religious tutelage is usually taken to denote 

Anglicanism: 

But my Mothers greatest Care & for which I shall ever owe to her memory the 
highest gratitude, was the great Care shee tooke that even from our infancy 
wee were instructed never to neglect to begin & end the day with prayer and 
orderly every morning to read the bible. And ever to keepe the Church as 
offten as there was occation to meett there, either for prayers or preaching. so 
that for many yeares together I was seldome or never absentt from devine 
Service att five a clocke in the morning in the Summer & sixe a clocke in the 

 
12 This was slow to develop over the Restoration period, as argued in Raffe, ‘Presbyterians and 
Episcopalians’; Raffe, Culture of Controversy, ch. 2; Raffe, ‘Scotland Restored and Reshaped’.   
13 The dynamics of Halkett’s situation are lost if post-1662 conformity is immediately reduced to de facto 
Episcopalianism, as in Raffe, Culture of Controversy, p. 34:  ‘People who attended their parish kirk in the 
Restoration period were members of an episcopalian Church and, as such, however unwillingly, were 
episcopalians’.  I prefer to think of these as ‘conformists’ – a category Raffe does use later in his study (ch. 
7).  Raffe’s focus is the expression of conflict; but there must also have been a ‘culture of conformity’.  
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winter till the usurped power putt a restraint to that puplicke worship so Long 
owned & Continued in the Church of England. Where I blese God I had my 
education and the example of a good Mother who kept Constantt to her owne 
parish Church And had allways a great respect for the Ministers under whose 
Charge shee was[.]14 
 

Though Halkett blesses God for her education ‘in the Church of England’, little of 

what this passage describes is specifically Anglican.  Morning and evening prayer, daily 

bible reading, and regular church attendance were practiced by the godly of all 

persuasions.  The only specific phrase, ‘that puplicke worship so Long owned & 

Continued in the Church of England’, actually refers to enforced non-practice, after the 

Parliamentary proscription of the Anglican liturgy in 1645 left parish ministers to their 

own devices.15  While it is logical to read this passage as implying household and parish 

use of the BCP, similar passages in meditations that predate the autobiography show 

that it was the discipline more than the medium that Halkett meant to emphasize in 

the 1670s. 

The first of these earlier passages, in her meditation on ‘the devoutt Widow 

Anna’ (late 1673), describes her upbringing without any reference to the Church of 

England, but only to her mother’s ‘Care’: 

I Confese my prayers for many yeares was Coustumary & formall: & what 
proceeded more from example & Education then from Sense of Want or duty.  
for in Gratitude to my Mothers Memory I ought to accknowledge her Care in 
breeding mee up from my infancy to pray, read the holy Scriptures, & keepe the 
Church, upon all occations of publicke Service.16 
 

Maternal instruction, daily prayer and scripture reading, and regular church attendance 

are also scrupulously enjoined as the basic duties of a Christian in each of Halkett’s 

 
14 Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fols 1v-2r. 
15 As John Spurr’s work has shown, in some cases it was possible to simply continue as before (Restoration 
Church, ch. 1; ‘Evelyn and the Church of England’, pp. 151–155). 
16 Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 68.  A marginal date five pages earlier indicates that this was written shortly after 
9 December 1673. 



235 

 

collections of maternal advice.17  She did not press Anglicanism on her children; rather 

than advocating episcopal hierarchy in the church, she told them to study all sides of 

the church government debate in light of scripture, and decide for themselves.  To her 

son Robert, in 1670, she was particularly candid, admitting that although her 

‘Judgmentt is for Bishops’, his late father’s ‘education had made his Judgmentt most 

incline to Presbitry’.  There was no essential disagreement between these positions, she 

insisted, for ‘Sound devines whether Episcopall or Presbiterians … both agree in 

fundamentalls though they differ in some circomstances’.18  What Robert was to imitate 

was his father’s ‘obedience to Authority’ once episcopacy was imposed: 

hee still Constantly kept the Church and receaved the Sacrementt when there 
was occation & joyned in any action that might give Glory to God & was 
unsattisfied with them that upon Scruples (I understand nott) did forbeare 
hearing the word of God preached because itt was nott by such Men as they 
affected[.]19 
 

The trio of daily prayer, daily Bible reading, and regular church attendance was thus an 

expression of conformity to authority, not just parental but spiritual and civil as well. 

To ‘keepe the Church’ and respect the parish minister was particularly crucial, 

and Halkett’s emphasis on this in the 1670s was directly related to the conventicling 

crisis in Dunfermline and the surrounding areas.  Besides being Sir James’s exemplary 

practice in the 1660s, it was something that Halkett had praised in her mother as well, 

that she ‘kept Constantt to her owne parish Church And had allways a great respect for 

the Ministers under whose Charge shee was’, in England before and during the Civil 

War.  In a meditation written in 1674, Halkett also claimed that this had been her own 

habit.  ‘I blese God’, she wrote, 

I never was inclined to Goe roving from one Church to another butt what ever 
Parish I Lived in there I kept Constanttly an Auditter.  [W]hat I did then in my 

 
17 Halkett, NLS 6489, pp. 198-256 ‘The Mothers Will’ (1656); NLS 6492, pp. 244-308 ‘Instructions to 
my Son’ (1670); Instructions for Youth (written c. 1680s).  This last does recommend the lectionary 
schedule in the BCP (pp. 6-7), which may reflect the increased use of the BCP in Episcopalian, loyalist 
contexts from the later 1680s.  Nowhere else did Halkett actively prescribe the BCP lectionary, though 
she referred to using it herself. 
18 Halkett, NLS 6492, pp. 257, 260 
19 Halkett, NLS 6492, pp. 261–262. 
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Youth for Coustume or example or Conveniency I find Great reason to 
Continue still.20 
 

The shared language of ‘keeping the Church’, applied to a succession of agents and 

situations in each of these passages, exposes the extent to which the autobiography 

excerpt, the last-written in the sequence (though the earliest in chronological setting), is 

recycled polemic and not mere narrative reminiscence.  The point, if not already clear 

from Halkett’s application of Sir James’s example to their son Robert, is abundantly 

clear in the 1674 passage, where Halkett went on to recount a conversation she had 

‘many yeares Since’ with a woman who ‘Complained that shee Lived under a dead & 

Livelese Minister by whom shee could nott proffitt’.21  She wanted Halkett’s opinion 

whether ‘shee might nott Leave him & goe heare some others’.  Halkett ‘disswaded 

her’, arguing that to get no benefit from a sermon reflected on the auditor more than 

the preacher, and that abandoning one’s ‘owne Lawfull Minister’ set a bad example to 

others and discouraged the minister himself.  Halkett tried to follow her own advice 

when she was ‘tempted sometimes to stay att home when I have knowne a Stranger 

Was to preach who was nott very well qualified for itt’. 

All these passages have in view the situation in Halkett’s own parish, caught in 

the throes of a community-destroying ecclesiastical debate.  The question of whether a 

minister could conscientiously submit to royal authority impinged on the most basic 

pastoral functions, such as the administration of the sacraments.  Since dissent was 

penalized, parish unrest around ministerial authority and church attendance quickly 

translated into political ferment.  The situation in the mid-1670s was rendered all the 

more acute by government efforts to make local authorities responsible for the 

nonconformity that occurred under their supervision.22  Promoting outright 

Anglicanism in Scotland at such a time would have been utterly tactless.  Instead, 

Halkett used a didactic model shaped around accepted themes of parental 

 
20 Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 203. 
21 Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 203–204. 
22 Yould, ‘Lauderdale’s Religious Policy’; Buckroyd, Church and State, pp. 106–116; Harris, Restoration, 
pp. 121–124. 
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responsibility, filial obedience, and public piety – all dimensions of keeping the fifth 

commandment – to urge a more particular case against attending conventicles.  Even 

occasional attendance on grounds of spiritual benefit was illicit in her view, because 

these gatherings were outside the legal establishment and firmly associated with 

deserting one’s local parish worship.  Though she had attended more than one 

congregation in London, and even in Scotland would attend communion in other 

parishes (as I will discuss presently), there was no space for a both-and arrangement 

with conventicles. 

 

Halkett’s retro-Anglicanism in the 1690s 

Halkett’s clearest statements about her Church of England identity occur not in the 

1670s but in the 1690s, where they are framed in still more vigorous post-Revolution 

polemic.  ‘I esteeme itt the greatest honour I have that I have beene educated in the 

Church of England in the time in which itt had greatest incouragements’, she wrote in 

an occasional meditation rejecting a Presbyterian fast day in 1691.  She, like others, was 

reacting to the highly partisan language in which the fast was announced:  ‘For all they 

can say … shall never convince mee that itt is a Sin to bee Episcopall’.23  Likewise, on 

her birthday in 1695 she celebrated being ‘borne of Christian Parents with in nott only 

the visible Church butt the best reformed; the Church of England’.  She stressed her 

‘early Baptisme’ in language reminiscent of the BCP:  ‘all my Orrig[in]all sin was washed 

away in the Laver of Regeneration’.24  Her reference to original sin and the regenerative 

efficacy of baptism elbows Presbyterian soteriology, one of the flash points of 

 
23 Halkett, NLS 6499, pp. 63–64; Williamson, Raffe, Taylor, and Mears, eds., National Prayers, Vol. 2, pp. 
52–58:  the ‘Act of the general assembly’ summoning the fast went on at great length about ‘the late 
great and general Defection of this Church and Kingdom’, including ‘The Supremacy’ and 
‘Prelacie’. 
24 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 366.  ‘Laver of Regeneration’ is a distinctive phrase from old Latin versions of 
Titus 3.5 (Augustine; Vulgate) but translated ‘washing of regeneration’ in the AV; Halkett’s use of it 
suggests an outside source, perhaps the BCP office for Private Baptism, which reads ‘… who being born in 
original sin, and in the wrath of God, is now, by the laver of Regeneration in Baptism received into the 
number of the children of God’ (Cummings, ed., Book of Common Prayer, p. 416).  Halkett may have been 
familiar with this office from her attendance at childbirths, when a newborn thought unlikely to live 
would be hastily baptized. 
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theological debate at the time.25  The preface to her last select meditation, left 

incomplete at her death, explains that she was choosing her topic according to the 

church calendar (Ash Wednesday, 1699): 

This then beeing the first day of Lent as is observed in the Church of England 
where I was borne and educated; to shew I desire ever to observe as far as I am 
able both in profession and practice what I learnt there I intend to place these 
meditations upon that place which is the ground of this institution.26 
 

The meditation goes on to defend Lenten fasting against Presbyterian non-practice, first 

from various early church authorities, and then from practical observations about 

health, animal husbandry, and fishing.27 

The superlative status of the Church of England is prominent in these 

examples, in contrast to the 1670s passages.  Other elements of Anglican practice are 

also more in evidence in Halkett’s 1690s meditations, nearly always joined with critique 

of Presbyterian quibbles and doctrinal incongruities.  Christmas, for instance, elicited 

condemnations of ‘the presentt Governmentt’, who ‘sett up so high for Presbitery’ and 

‘Looke upon itt as a peece of Popery to observe itt [Christmas] with the Least respect 

more then an ordinary day’, thereby disregarding the essential doctrine of Christ’s 

incarnation.28  A meditation from 1696 comparing Presbyterianism unfavourably with 

Catholicism – both being perversions of true religion that seduce the weak-minded with 

false claims to infallibility – opens with two collects from the BCP, one from the ordinal 

and the other for Ascension Day, the date on which Halkett began the meditation.29  

The allusion to the ordinal is significant given that this meditation contains Halkett’s 

only direct assertion that ‘undouptedly Episcopacy was the first & best Government in 

the Christian Church’, instituted by St Paul who ordained Timothy and Titus as the 

 
25 Raffe, ‘Presbyterians and Episcopalians’, pp. 580–588; Alasdair Raffe, ‘Episcopalian Polemic, the 
London Printing Press and Anglo-Scottish Divergence in the 1690s’, Journal of Scottish Historical Studies, 
26 (2006), pp. 29–31, 38–39. 
26 Halkett, NLS 6502, p. 203. 
27 Halkett, NLS 6502, pp. 204–205.  Halkett drew her church authorities from Cosin, Private Devotions, 
pp. 208, 210–211.  
28 Halkett, NLS 6499, p. 52 (Christmas 1690); NLS 6502, p. 12 (Christmas 1697). 
29 Halkett, NLS 6501, pp. vii–1; Cummings, ed., Book of Common Prayer, pp. 332, 632. 
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first bishops – the closest she came to articulating jure divino episcopacy.30  Observing 

the church calendar by marking Ascension Day was also a doctrinal statement, 

affirming the credal article, ‘He ascended into heaven’.  More than she had ever done 

before, Halkett connected holidays such as Christmas, Ascension, Good Friday, and 

Easter with their corresponding article in the Apostle’s Creed; she eventually wrote an 

entire meditation on the thirteen articles of the Creed in 1697-98.31 

These passages demonstrate Halkett’s familiarity with Church of England 

practices and routines, and her adherence to them in the 1690s, but they hardly prove a 

life-long performance.  Evidence for that is thin.  Seeking out an Anglican clergyman to 

administer the sacrament at her brother’s deathbed in 1649, and coordinating her 

marriage in 1656 to coincide with a visit to Charlton House by her godmother’s 

chaplain – both narrated in her autobiography in the 1670s – were probably 

exceptional gestures amidst a diversity of practices, like John Evelyn’s varied church 

attendance during the Interregnum.32  Halkett’s collection of meditations on the major 

holidays in the Anglican church calendar in 1661, written just as revisions were being 

made to the 1662 BCP, is also a marked demonstration of her regard, but not proof of 

practice.33  If she operated on a habitual Anglican calendar, the meditations contain 

 
30 Halkett, NLS 6501, p. 27 (the discussion continues to p. 30). 
31 Halkett, NLS 6502, pp. 1–74 ‘upon the Creed’ (Dec 1697-c. Apr 1698).  To make the church calendar 
a platform for political dissent was nothing new, however; see David Cressy, ‘The Protestant Calendar 
and the Vocabulary of Celebration in Early Modern England’, The Journal of British Studies, 29 (1990), pp. 
31–52. 
32 These examples clearly serve an apologetic purpose in Halkett’s ‘True Accountt’ (BL Add. 32376, fols 
17r-18r, 59r-f).  The clergyman attending Will Murray’s deathbed was George Wild, former chaplain to 
Archbishop Laud and a noted interregnum preacher:  Richard Bagwell and Jason McElligott, ‘Wild, 
George (1610-1665)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004).  Halkett’s marriage at Charlton House was performed by 
‘Mr Gaile’, chaplain to the Countess of Devonshire.  He is identified by John Loftis as Robert Gale 
(1595-1659); the Clergy of the Church of England database gives his date of death as 1662 (Person ID 
139808).  Evelyn is a commonly cited example of Anglican persistence through the Interregnum, but he 
also participated in government-approved religious exercises:  Spurr, ‘Evelyn and the Church of England’, 
pp. 150–155, 159–160; Fincham and Taylor, ‘Episcopalian Conformity and Nonconformity 1646-60’, 
pp. 25–26; Spurr, Restoration Church, pp. 18, 20; Maltby, Prayer Book and People, pp. 6–7; Cummings, ed., 
Book of Common Prayer, p. xli. 
33 Halkett, NLS 6491, pp. 96–257 ‘Meditations & Prayers upon every severall day that is ordained to bee 
kept holy in the Church of England’.  This has been taken as particular evidence of Halkett’s ongoing 
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little evidence of it prior to her widowhood.34  The first meditation on Christmas Day is 

from 1673; the first observance of the Easter weekend is from 1677.35  Certain holidays 

appear to have only become significant in the wake of a private crisis.  Michaelmas, for 

instance, was the anniversary of Sir James’s burial in 1670; Halkett only referred to it as 

the feast of St Michael and All Angels in 1678, when the Popish Plot coincided neatly 

with the holiday’s apocalyptic lectionary readings.36  The late appearance of Ash 

Wednesday as a regular observance in her meditations is an even clearer example.  It is 

missing from her 1661 meditation on church holidays.  She first noted it in 1694, after 

a midnight ‘cry of fire’ across the town woke her suddenly the night before.  The alarm 

and the fire ‘did so farre disorder mee … That I was for some howers that I hardly knew 

 
Anglican routine, but there are no later references in the meditations to most of the Saints’ days 
(eighteen of the twenty-seven holidays included in the meditation).  Halkett’s intentions for this 
collection of meditations are unclear, since it has no preface; it is also undated, but almost certainly 
completed before the publication of the revised 1662 BCP:  see Cummings, ed., Book of Common Prayer, 
pp. xli–xlvi; G. J. Cuming, ‘The Prayer Book in Convocation, November 1661’, The Journal of 
Ecclesiastical History, 8 (1957), pp. 182–192.  Halkett’s collection follows the order of the church calendar 
as given in the ‘Collects, Epistles and Gospels, to be used at the ministration of the holy Communion 
throughout the year’ (Cummings, ed., Book of Common Prayer, pp. 271–388).  She works through the ‘red 
letter’ days, minus Ash Wednesday (Lent), Whitsunday (Pentecost), and Trinity Sunday – curious 
omissions, since they are critical to the overall structure of the calendar. 
34 I have only found a passing reference to Good Friday, 1659, used as a date rather than an occasion in 
itself (Halkett, NLS 6490, p. 17 ‘upon seeing one in a very great discontent good friday night 59’).  Of 
course, such sporadic references can be attributable in part to manuscript loss, and/or to changing 
writing practices. 
35 Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 256–257 ‘upon Christmas day 1673’; Halkett would mark at least six other 
Christmases in her meditations.  NLS 6494, p. 243:  ‘This beeing now the passion weeke, which in the 
Church of England is dayly Commemorated the Severall steps of our Lords passage to his Suffering and I 
thinking itt my greatest honour that I have beene brought up there shall still though att a distance joyne 
with them in Celebrating the Memoriall of so transcendant Love’.  This latter reference is of interest for 
showing that Holy Week was not a local practice, but holding an Easter Communion was, which she 
describes attending (pp. 248-250; Todd, Culture of Protestantism, pp. 87–88). 
36 Halkett, NLS 6497, pp. 325–326 ‘Thursday Sept 29.87 beeing Michaelmas day’, only commemorates 
the seventeenth anniversary of Sir James’s burial.  NLS 6494, pp. 368–370, on the news of the Popish 
Plot in 1678, observes the church holiday, quotes the Collect for the day, and alludes to the lectionary 
readings from Daniel and Revelation (Cummings, ed., Book of Common Prayer, pp. 384–385).  NLS 6497, 
p. 377, recalls the burning of witches at Torryburn on Michaelmas Day, 1666 – indirect evidence that 
she had been using the Anglican church calendar as a dating tool at a much earlier point than the extant 
meditations demonstrate. 
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what I said or did’.37  She was ‘distracted’ for two full days, a frightening and potentially 

stigmatizing condition.38  So humbling an experience dovetailed neatly with the 

beginning of the Lenten fast, and thereafter she marked both the holiday and the 

anniversary of her fright.39 

 

Episcopalian survivalism 

This 1690s evidence of Anglican practice has a pragmatic as well as a polemical side, 

and the two need to be kept together.  Alasdair Raffe has shown how published 

Episcopalian polemic aimed to engage Anglican sensibilities south of the border against 

Presbyterian hegemony in Scotland.40  Halkett knew some of the key contributors, 

including Alexander Monro, the ejected principal of the University of Edinburgh, who 

had been minister in Dunfermline from 1673 to 1676, and Sir George Mackenzie, 

former Lord Advocate, who boarded his son and his niece with Halkett starting in 

1687.41  The treatment of Dunfermline’s two Episcopalian ministers, Couper and his 

colleague James Graeme, also served as a key exhibit of Presbyterian injustice in John 

Cockburn’s Historical Relation of the Pretended General Assembly Held at Edinburgh 

(1691).42  Though the local authorities put up a stiff resistance, the Presbyterian interest 

 
37 The events of 21 February 1694 are described in Halkett, NLS 6500, pp. 18–19; a later 
commemorative meditation (NLS 6501, pp. 238–239; see also p. 272) gives further details about 
Halkett’s condition, including the effective prayers of Mr Couper.  That meditation also graphically 
describes the outcome Halkett feared, which had happened to one of her former servants:  the woman 
went distracted and became so violent that the civil authorities incarcerated her. 
38 Halkett, NLS 6497, pp. 275–278 ‘Tuesday the third of May 1687’; cf. NLS 6501, pp. 247–248, on 
another fire in 1697 where she was able to calm herself through prayer.  Halkett had other experiences of 
temporarily losing her mind (not fire-related), and dreaded their recurrence:  NLS 6492, pp. 2–3, 64–67, 
72–79, are just a handful of examples. 
39 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 375 ‘February 6t beeing Ashwednesday 1694/5’. 
40 Raffe, ‘Episcopalian Polemic’, exposes the way these publications caricatured Scottish Presbyterianism 
by deploying non-representative radical manifestos, stage stereotypes, and English phobias. 
41 Clarke, ‘Monro, Alexander’; Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 283–288; Halkett, NLS 6497, pp. 327-328, 359-
360, 374-375. 
42 Couper and Graeme also contributed publications to the Episcopalian cause, but after Halkett’s death.  
Couper engaged in a pamphlet debate on the jure divino status of episcopacy, while Graeme’s extensive 
notes on his trial and ejection by the Presbyterians in 1701 were still serving as anti-Presbyterian fodder 
in 1719, when they were first published in England:  Simon Couper, Three Essays Concerning Church 
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succeeded in suspending Couper for lengthy periods, which left Graeme to carry the 

large parish single-handed.  Loyal parishioners thus faced a substantial pastoral 

shortfall.  Because of this situation, Halkett’s polemic differs in a crucial way from the 

publications surveyed by Raffe:  rather than a distant English audience, her focus was 

the immediate situation in her parish, where normal worship practices had been 

drastically curtailed.   

One method of coping was to bring dispossessed local ministers into private 

homes to conduct services.  Halkett was cautious, however, about resorting to 

something so reminiscent of conventicling, only using it to supplement the Sundays 

without acceptable preaching in the church.  Once, in March 1691, when Graeme was 

too ill to preach, Halkett ‘prevailed with Mr Cooper’, forbidden to preach since 

October 1690 by the local presbytery, ‘who came & others of his familly with others 

joyned together in prayer & praises & hearing him teach us our duty from the word of 

God’.43  Seven years later, after Couper had been fully deposed, Halkett cautiously 

attempted to join his family worship on a Sunday in February 1698.  Though 

concerned that her presence would excite undue attention, she ‘resolved to goe with my 

Servants to bee a partaker of the good instructions Mr Cooper gives att home in his 

owne familly’, because there had been no preaching in the church for a month due to 

Graeme’s illness.44  Finding the gate locked, Halkett ‘returned home againe And read to 

my Servants the pious instruction of other good Ministers wanting what wee use to 

have from our owne’.  Some months later, however, she was able both ‘to heare Mr 

Cooper in his howse who gave us excellent instructions’ in the morning, and to attend 

 
Government (Edinburgh, 1704); Simon Couper, The Moral of the Phoenix Justified (Edinburgh, 1705); The 
Famous Tryal of the Late Reverend and Learned Mr. James Grame, Episcopal Minister of Dunfermline (London, 
1719); see also ‘Presbyterian principles’, NRS CH12/12/210, ‘Mr Graham of Dunfermline his account 
of presbyterian principles & Doctrine Jan[ua]ry 11, 1691/2’. 
43 Halkett, NLS 6499, p. 78 ‘Sunday March 29 1691’.  The location is ambiguous – it might have been 
the church, or Halkett’s house, which was just beside it; Couper’s home was also just across ‘the Greene’ 
from Halkett. 
44 Halkett, NLS 6502, pp. 221–222 ‘Sunday the 6 of February 97/8’; see also p. 219, where she hesitated 
‘lest itt should bee to there prejudice if too great a concourse resorted to them’. 
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the afternoon sermon in the church by a visiting English clergyman.45 

By this time she was regularly using the BCP lectionary in household 

devotions.46  She particularly mentioned it on Sundays when sickness prevented church 

attendance.  One Sunday in November 1690, for instance, ‘a very great cough & 

hoarnese’ made it difficult for her ‘to read the Epistle & Gospel for this day beeing the 

23d after Trinity & to pray as usually’ in her household, and forced her to stay at home 

while the others went to church.47  In March 1698, when Graeme was too ill to preach 

and she was too ill to lead household prayers, she reflected in private on the lectionary 

reading.48  That September, having noticed 2 Kings 5 as ‘the Chapter apointed to bee 

read in the Church of England for the first Lesson upon Sunday Last’, she began a 

select meditation on the biblical character Naaman.49  The lectionary, like the church 

calendar, was helping to support the home-based worship made necessary by thwarted 

parish routines.  At the same time, Halkett obviously drew on a wider array of materials 

than the BCP, such as ‘the pious instruction of other good Ministers’. 

The complex integration of specifically ‘Anglican’ practices with other resources 

in this larger Episcopalian quest for survival is especially well illustrated in Halkett’s 

method of dealing with the dwindling opportunities for public communion in the 

1690s.  In April 1695, after a serious illness she thought might be her last, she began to 

observe a monthly sacramental occasion ‘in spiritt’.50  She drew the idea from two 

different traditions, the Anglican custom of providing communion ‘the first Sunday of 

every Month att London’, and the Catholic advice for communicating spiritually in de 

Sales’ Introduction to a Devout Life (a work that was also popular among the Anglican 

laity).  Her practice, she resolved, would be ‘every first Sunday of the Month’ to 

 
45 Halkett, NLS 6502, p. 297 ‘Monday 8th of August 1698’. 
46 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 238, refers to it as a daily practice in mid-1695. 
47 Halkett, NLS 6499, pp. 44–46 ‘Sunday the 23d of November 1690’. 
48 Halkett, NLS 6502, pp. 236–237 ‘Sunday 6t of March 1697/8’. 
49 Halkett, NLS 6502, p. 123(-177) ‘Meditations upon Naaman 2 Kings 5 Chapter’. 
50 Halkett, NLS 6500, pp. 181–183 ‘Sunday the 7th of Aprill 1695 beeing the first Sunday of the 
Month’.  Halkett’s preoccupation with death at this time – her own, and others’ – is prominent in the 
surrounding block of occasional meditations, pp. 158-188 (12 March – 29 April 1695). 
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‘Devoute my Selfe to the Service of my God & Spirittually joyne with those who on 

these days Sacrementally offer up themselve[s] to God’.  Her motivation was pastoral as 

well as personal.  She had been thinking of someone ‘in whom I was concerned’ who 

‘had never beene Partaker of the Blesed Sacrement  And yett well advanced in yeares’; 

she recalled how Mr Graeme had said of a similar case in the parish that ‘hee knew nott 

how the Lord would remember him in mercy who in remembrance of him had never 

done that which hee had commanded’.  Halkett’s and Graeme’s concern for these 

sacrament disdainers was all the more acute because opportunities to amend their 

practice had become almost non-existent. 

Halkett’s shift to monthly ‘spiritual’ communion, though premised on Anglican 

practice and Catholic advice, was at root a response to the collapse of her Scottish 

practice of four decades’ standing.  She had been a veteran communion-gadder in 

earlier times.  Couper’s Life explains that she would travel to other parishes ‘within 

three or four Miles’ of Dunfermline in order to communicate more frequently than the 

typical parish schedule of once a year, but ‘the Deprivation of the Ministers’ after the 

Revolution had brought this to a halt.51  Privy council and church records confirm that 

two of the three parishes she once frequented lost their minister in the political purges 

of 1689; the minister of the third parish also died that year.52  In Dunfermline, Couper 

and Graeme were disabled from celebrating communion by the action against Couper 

in 1690.  In April 1691 Halkett hoped to attend the Easter sacrament held eight miles 

away at Auchtertool, where the Episcopalian minister was not ejected until 1693.53  In 

1694 and 1695, with Couper temporarily reinstated, Dunfermline was able to hold its 

annual August communions, both of which Halkett attended; in 1696, with Couper’s 

 
51 Couper, Life, pp. 50–51.  His three-or-four-mile radius only includes Torryburn and Carnock; Halkett 
also frequented Aberdour, and attempted at least once to travel to Auchtertool, both eight or more miles 
from Dunfermline.  A number of her references to the sacrament do not include a location. 
52 Scott, FES, V.2-3, 8-9, 53.  Thomas Lister of Aberdour d. 1689; Thomas Marshall of Carnock and 
James Aird of Torryburn were both deprived by the Privy Council for Jacobitism (see note below). 
53 His name was Henry Balfour:  Scott, FES, V.78. 
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final eviction, the practice lapsed entirely.54 

To date, scholarly portrayals of Halkett’s communion practice have treated it as 

eccentric, inclined to ‘Laudianism’, and irritating to Presbyterian sensibilities – 

particularly given her preference for kneeling, one of the great points of opposition 

between Scottish and Anglican practice.55  In fact, the kneeling debate is a minor 

element of Halkett’s practice, only mentioned twice (once in 1656 and again in 1687), 

as a preference she was resolved not to indulge.  The evidence is worth examining, 

however, to untangle the confusion of preference and practice.  In 1656, though she 

stated a strong preference for kneeling and receiving the sacrament directly from the 

minister, she resolved to keep the custom of the place:  ‘Seeing that way which is most 

Sattisfactory to mee is nott permitted in this church which I now Live under, god 

forbid that I should therfore forbeare to bee a partaker’.56  She reassured her reader, 

‘[N]ever feare, if thus thou Come inwardly prepared thy outtward forme will nott 

hinder thee from the Spirituall benefitt if thou dost Comply with itt in obedience to 

the authoritty thou Livest under’, capping this unusually explicit endorsement of 

passive obedience with a quotation of Romans 13.5.  In 1687, her resolve was 

unchanged, though evidently she had tried in the recent past to kneel unobtrusively: 

I satte though I had much rather have kneeled butt that I resolved against 
sattisfying my selfe.  having heard that itt was a stumbling to others (who 
observed what I thought was unperceavable to any) that I formerly used to 
kneele and therfore they did forebeare to communicate with mee for I thinke 

 
54 Halkett, NLS 6500, pp. 333–342 (several entries; the communion was held on 12 August 1694); 
Halkett, Seven Gifts, Jabez his Request, etc., pp. 57–67 ‘A Sacramental Meditation on II. Pet. i. 5, 6, 7’ 
(communion was held on 11 August 1695).  Dunfermline had been a two-minister parish since the 
1640s; Graeme could not hold communion in so large a parish alone.  As the 1692 petition to the Privy 
Council in the Leslie family papers, GD26/10/72 (National Records of Scotland, Edinburgh, March 
1692), explains, one of the main reasons that Couper was persuaded to ignore his first suspension in 
1690 was that the parish was suffering for lack of ministerial care under one overworked minister. 
55 Trill, ‘Introduction’, pp. xxvi–xxviii; see also Raffe, Culture of Controversy, pp. 66, 144.  Kneeling at 
communion was one of the injunctions of the Articles of Perth, in 1618, which James VI/I forced the 
Scottish church to accept.  But the Perth Articles were not strictly enforced, and Halkett never betrays 
any awareness of how closely her liturgical preferences aligned with them.  See Alan R. MacDonald, The 
Jacobean Kirk, 1567-1625: Sovereignty, Polity and Liturgy (Aldershot, 1998), pp. 157–168. 
56 Halkett, NLS 6489, pp. 231-233. 
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the posture nott so essentiall a thing as to bee the occation to make any one 
forbeare to partaking of so great a benefit[.]57 

 
By contrast, Halkett took a stricter line about posture in prayer: 

[I]n this Church that custom is outt of use of kneeling in the time of prayer, 
and … for the most part all the congregation sits rather like judges or auditors 
then those that were making suplication … Lord convince them of the evil of 
this way that are guilty of itt[.]58 
 

The kneeling debate, which seems to have been primarily verbal rather than 

acted out, distracts from the more substantial point that she was participating in a 

distinctly Scottish phenomenon:  the long, intense communion weekend associated 

with evangelical revivals in the seventeenth century and a precursor to revivalist camp 

meetings in nineteenth-century America.59  This cultural practice of dramatic, extra-

ordinary sacramental observance has been studied as a Presbyterian specialty, but no 

attempt has been made to reckon with the conformist dimension during the 

Restoration period, which Halkett illustrates.  There are at least sixteen separate 

references to communion occasions in her meditations between 1659 and 1695.  They 

follow the Scottish pattern of announcement some weeks in advance, intensive 

personal preparation, and then a three or four-day sequence of preparatory sermons, 

communion, and thanksgiving sermons on the communion weekend itself.60  Her 

practice of travelling to surrounding parishes was not unusual, as each parish typically 

held only one communion per year, at best.61  Her meditations indicate a cooperative 

 
57 Halkett, NLS 6497, pp. 286–287 ‘Tuesday 7th of June 1687’.  A related passage, probably from the 
same time though not dated, was printed in the 1702 collection:  Halkett, Seven Gifts, Jabez his Request, 
etc., pp. 56–57: ‘Concerning Kneeling in Receiveing the Lord's Supper’. 
58 Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 78.  This passage is among those excerpted in the Camden edition of Halkett’s 
autobiography (p. 116), and has thus disproportionately influenced perceptions of Halkett’s practice. 
59 Leigh Eric Schmidt, Holy Fairs: Scottish Communions and American Revivals in the Early Modern Period 
(Princeton, 1989). 
60 Todd, Culture of Protestantism, pp. 84-118, describes pre-1640 practice; Schmidt, Holy Fairs, pp. 32–41, 
describes the ‘Covenanter’ era; see also Douglas M. Murray, ‘Religious Life, 4. 1650-1750’, in Michael 
Lynch, ed., The Oxford Companion to Scottish History (Oxford, 2001), pp. 513–514.  
61 The annual cycle was an ideal not always practiced.  Henderson, Annals of Dunfermline, p. 354, quotes 
from Kirk Session Records about the resumption of Dunfermline’s annual communion celebration in 
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arrangement among the ministers of Dunfermline, Torryburn, and Carnock, and 

possibly further afield, with announcements made in neighbouring parishes, and 

shared preaching duties on the communion weekend itself.62 

The way that Halkett’s practice was presented after her death also challenges the 

suggestion that it was inherently offensive to all her neighbours.  In his biography, 

Couper unabashedly quoted the excerpts from de Sales, as well as citing her Church of 

England roots.63  He and his fellow editors also published a selection of her shorter 

sacramental meditations, including an excerpt on forbearing to kneel.64  It would seem 

that Halkett’s practice, even including her use of Catholic devotional material, was 

admired in Episcopalian circles – and perhaps more widely still.  One eighteenth-

century reader of Halkett’s published sacramental meditations bundled them into a 

collection of radical presbyterian sermons by the likes of Samuel Rutherford and James 

Renwick, despite clear indicators in the text itself that Halkett was both Episcopalian 

and Jacobite and thus a political misfit in the collection.65  Evidently the contents were 

seen as congruous, on a biblical or devotional level, with nonconformist piety. 

Halkett herself was cautious in how she presented her practice to others.  In 

early 1698, she urged her three women servants to set aside regular times to examine 

themselves spiritually.  Rather than imposing her own practice, she framed her 

recommendation to them in terms of familiar and unobjectionable structures:  Mr 

Graeme’s advice on how to hear his sermons effectually, instead of de Sales on spiritual 

communion; the quarterly division of the Scottish civil calendar, instead of the 

Anglican monthly sacramental schedule in London; concern about ‘keeping … the 

 
August 1686 after an interruption of some length.  Halkett’s earliest references to the sacrament in 
Scotland, in 1659, note the infrequency of communion observance during the Interregnum (Halkett, 
NLS 6490, pp. 96–111).  Communion-gadding must therefore have been a necessity in some years. 
62 Joint preaching arrangements are evident in Halkett, NLS 6497, pp. 284–287, 289, 305–307 (summer 
1687, communions in Torryburn and Carnock). 
63 Couper, Life, pp. 50–51. 
64 Halkett, Seven Gifts, Jabez his Request, etc., pp. 45–67 ‘Sacramental Meditations on the Lord's Supper’. 
65 National Library of Scotland, Pamphlets 477 (Edinburgh, early eighteenth century).  I have no external 
information about the collection; the binding is modern but the contents are itemized in handwriting 
that appears contemporary with the publications dates (1660-1709). 
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Christian Sabbath’, instead of frequent communion.  She put her own example last, as 

a practical punch: 

I told them if they would monthly observe this (which I indeavered to doe my 
selfe) I did not doupt but with the Lords blesing itt might produce so good 
effects upon them as that they might have reason to bee thankefull to God for 
this advise (I now gave them) when I was dead & rotten.66 
 

 

II.  Parish conformity 

The discussion hitherto has established that Halkett had deep roots in a Scottish parish 

context, where, rather than hewing to a distinct ‘Anglican’ or ‘Episcopalian’ 

confessional identity, she made use of a variety of resources to promote a broadly-

defined discipline of ‘keeping the church’.  What this parish conformity looked like on 

the ground varied from decade to decade, however.  This section tracks Halkett’s 

changing ecclesiastical experience in Scotland from the 1650s to the 1690s, starting 

from her initial acceptance of an essentially Presbyterian culture during her early years 

in Scotland.  It locates the collapse of that accommodation in the 1670s rather than the 

1660s, and shows how the limited resolution of the 1680s contributed to the 

complexities of her Episcopalian Jacobitism in the 1690s.  Halkett’s experience offers a 

window onto her larger parish context as well.  Each in its way was exceptional – 

Halkett with her English background, and Dunfermline caught in a transitional region 

between the radical Presbyterian heartland in the southwest and the more Episcopalian 

northeastern region.  Both are illustrative, however, of the phenomenon of parish 

conformity in Scotland, that strangely neglected middle ground between the embattled 

episcopal establishment and determined Presbyterian dissent.67 

There is no adequate Scottish counterpart to the work that has been done on 

 
66 Halkett, NLS 6502, pp. 220–221 ‘upon Saturday 5t of febray 1697/8’.  Candlemas, traditionally 2 Feb, 
was a Scottish quarter day for settling debts, wages, etc. 
67 Raffe, Culture of Controversy, p. 114, only cites Halkett as post-Revolutionary evidence, presumably on 
the assumption that she was not representative of the earlier decades. 
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the conformist laity in seventeenth-century England.68  Episcopal parish conformity is 

particularly indistinct; since episcopacy’s brief periods of ascendancy were half-realized 

at best, it has been dismissed as a failure with no popular support.69  Scotland’s laity is 

simply assumed to have been Presbyterian, in sympathy if not directly participating in 

dissent, so that the eventual reestablishment of Presbyterianism in 1690 was a long-

awaited relief.  Yet there must have been a large conformist laity during the Restoration 

period, for there was extensive resistance to the Presbyterian take over in 1689-90.  The 

handful of political figures who usually supply the lay Episcopalian perspective can 

hardly be representative; a great variety of positions must have existed between the 

stereotypical extremes of time-serving Episcopalian clergymen and militant Presbyterian 

dissenters.70  Granting that the average parishioner’s rationale is elusive, and that the 

boundary between conformity and nonconformity was fluid, conformity at the parish 

level was still a cooperative endeavour that left distinct traces, regardless of the various 

mixtures of conviction and convenience that motivated individual participants.   

 

Presbyterian conformity (1650s) 

The timing of Halkett’s arrival in Scotland – June 1650, just ahead of Charles II – was 

crucial to her reception there, for apart from the shared commitment to restoring 

monarchy there was little to recommend Scottish Presbyterianism to her.  She must 

have been familiar with English anti-Scots propaganda, and well aware that Scottish 

pressure had hastened the proscription and attempted replacement of Anglican liturgy 

 
68 This situation is noted in Raffe, ‘Scotland Restored and Reshaped’ (esp. pp. 255-258).  For England, 
see especially Spurr, ‘The Lay Church of England’; Maltby, Prayer Book and People. 
69 On pre-1638 episcopacy, David George Mullan, Episcopacy in Scotland: The History of an Idea, 1560-1638 
(Edinburgh, 1986); Walter Roland Foster, The Church before the Covenants: The Church of Scotland, 1596-
1638 (Edinburgh, 1975).  On the Restoration Church, see Buckroyd, Church and State; Jackson, 
Restoration Scotland; Raffe, ‘Failure of Episcopacy’. 
70 Lauderdale, Moray, and Tweeddale are often quoted, thanks to their extensive correspondence; but 
these men were politicians, compromisers (if not outright skeptics), and in control.  Alasdair Raffe’s 
recent work has certainly demonstrated the element of variety, but from the opposite perspective of 
conformity:  see especially his Culture of Controversy. 
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in England.71  Despite her family connections to the ‘Engager’ faction, and the idealized 

depiction in her autobiography of a devoted royalist enclave, it is evident that she 

grasped the partisan tensions in Scotland, and understood her own value as a 

committed royalist worth knowing.72  Her meditations from the 1650s also 

communicate more directly than her later autobiography the uncertainty and trauma 

she experienced, particularly due to the intensifying scandal over her relation to 

Bampfield.  From either perspective, it remains impressive that within six years she was 

not merely an accepted member of Scottish Presbyterian royalist circles, but the wife of 

a Fifeshire laird, settled within an erstwhile Covenanter Presbyterian community. 

Halkett’s rapid integration rested on more than the capacity of ‘royalism’ to 

mask inner divergences; religious affinity and shared piety were also clearly at play.  Her 

autobiography makes careful note of the ministers who befriended her at various places 

in Scotland.  They fit a distinct profile of royalist Presbyterians who did not ultimately 

accept episcopacy in 1662.  Besides David Dickson in Edinburgh, she named George 

Sharpe, the elderly minister of Fyvie near Aberdeen, and David Forret and Henry 

Rymer, two ministers in the area of Balcarres House, south of St Andrews.  Halkett 

called George Sharpe ‘that good old man’ and described her relationship with him and 

his wife as one of ‘much respect’, such that there were mutual tears when she left the 

area in 1652.73  Forret, who was tutor to the Balcarres’ young sons, and Rymer ‘seldome 

missed a day of beeing with’ Halkett during her convalescence from a severe illness at 

Balcarres House in 1653; she remembered them as ‘both pious good men, and there 

conversation was very agreeable to mee’.74  Dickson, whose advice she would recall at 

multiple points in the mid-1670s as that of ‘a Reverend wise & pious Devine of this 

 
71 Stevenson, ‘Charles I, the Covenants and Cromwell: 1625-1660’, pp. 48–49; Morrill, ‘The Church in 
England, 1642–9’, p. 93.  
72 This is particularly evident in her carefully neutral account of meeting the Marquis of Argyll and his 
family, a few days after she arrived in Scotland (Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fols 33v-34r).  Besides her 
treatment as ‘a Daughter of the familly’ (NLS 6500, p. 177) by the earl of Dunfermline and his wife, 
Halkett’s brothers Will and Henry were also known in Scotland from earlier visits (BL Add. 32376, fols 
33v, 46r). 
73 Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fol. 42v. 
74 Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fol. 51r. 
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Church’, visited her weekly in Edinburgh.75  All of these ministers had a Covenanter 

past corresponding to Sir James’s, who had kept to the Kirk party even in the late 

1640s.  So far as we know, they were also distinctly on the Resolutioner side of the 

acrimonious church split that developed from the Scottish defeat at Dunbar in 1650.76  

This ecclesiastical schism not only shaped interactions with the English occupiers, but 

ultimately facilitated the external imposition of episcopacy at the Restoration by 

preventing a united Presbyterian front in 1660.  The Resolutioners, the majority group 

more disposed to negotiate with Charles II, tarred their more strict opponents, the 

Protestors, as separatists, lumping them together with sectarian groups such as Baptists 

and Quakers who were encouraged by the tolerant Cromwellian regime in Scotland.  

Although both Presbyterian factions dallied in turn with the English, in hopes of 

dominating their competitors, the Protestors were ultimately more tainted by the 

association.77   

On her marriage to Sir James in 1656, Halkett settled into a parish whose two 

ministers, Robert Kay and William Oliphant, took opposite sides in 1650.78  Kay was a 

Resolutioner, even suffering imprisonment by the English for praying publicly for 

Charles II; in 1654 a petition was made for him to be moved from Inchgarvie, an island 

prison in the Firth of Forth, to his house.79  Oliphant, though at one time a chaplain to 

the earl of Dunfermline, sided with the Protestors; while Kay was imprisoned in 1654, 

Oliphant was among those cooperating with the English.80  How the two ministers were 

 
75 Halkett, BL Add. 32376, fols 44r, 52v-53r; NLS 6493, p. 107; NLS 6489, p. 28, is probably a 
contemporary reference to this same conversation, though Dickson is not named. 
76 Sharpe is the only unknown.  Dickson was a well-known Resolutioner; Rymer is also identified by 
Scott as a Resolutioner, and Forret may be considered so by virtue of his position as tutor at Balcarres 
House.  See Holfelder, ‘Dickson, David’; Scott, FES, V.188-189, 203; VI.256-257. 
77 Buckroyd, Church and State, pp. 7–21; Raffe, ‘Presbyterian Politics’, p. 145; Holfelder, ‘Protestor-
Resolutioner Controversy’, pp. 17, 293–306; Spurlock, Cromwell and Scotland. 
78 Both men were appointed in 1645: Charles Baxter, ed., Ecclesiastical records: Selections from the minutes of 
the Synod of Fife, 1611-1687 (Edinburgh, 1837), pp. 237–238. 
79 Henderson, Annals of Dunfermline, p. 328; Scott, FES, V.28; Richard Oram, ‘From the Union of the 
Crowns to the Union of the Parliaments: Fife 1603-1707’, in Donald Omand, ed., The Fife Book 
(Edinburgh, 2000), p. 71.  The context is explained in Holfelder, ‘Protestor-Resolutioner Controversy’, 
pp. 193–195; Buckroyd, ‘Broghill and the Scottish Church’, pp. 363–364. 
80 Scott, FES, V.34. 
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situated in 1656, when Halkett arrived, is unclear, though by that point the new 

English governor, Lord Broghill, had engineered some level of peaceable coexistence 

between the factions.81  Halkett simply told her ‘unborne Child’ in late 1656 to obey 

the ‘good minister’ and ‘good father whom I know thou wilt have’, alongside the ‘good 

king (who I hope god will restore unto thee)’.82  Years later, after Kay left Dunfermline 

in 1666, she would recall how he ‘offten use to say (to reproove his hearers when upon 

every occation they would bee Looking aboutt) a Wandring eye hath never a stedfast 

hart’.83  Oliphant she never mentioned; nor did she specifically name Sir James’s 

brother Robert, a noted Protestor, or any other of Sir James’s connections whose 

political records were similarly dubious. 

Halkett’s 1650s meditations also reflect intellectual affinities with the 

Resolutioner contingent of Presbyterians, particularly in their polemical conflation of 

Protestors and Cromwellian Independents.  In a meditation written c. 1653, she 

strongly objected to the practice of limiting church membership to proven believers.  If 

‘there is no mercy to bee had outt of christs church’, she argued, 

how uncharitable are they then, that will Confine & limitt: gods goodnese by 
putting Such outt of the church, as they thinke nott members of itt because 
they are nott in all things like unto themselves, what meanes doe they leave for 
Conversion, when they exclude them outt of the Church of god[.]84 
 

This may have been a critique of the attempt, supported by the Protestors, to bar those 

whom they perceived as ungodly ‘malignants’ from participation in government or the 

army.  This policy, which had hamstrung the Scottish resistance to Cromwell, operated 

on the basis of excommunication from the church, allowing Halkett to challenge the 

policy on an ecclesiastical rather than a political level.  ‘[C]ertainly these people speake 

by another Spiritt then the Spiritt of god’, she concluded.  Another regrettable 

 
81 Broghill’s intentions are debated, but scholars agree that he brought the Resolutioners into a more 
cooperative position.  Buckroyd, ‘Broghill and the Scottish Church’; Little, Broghill and the Cromwellian 
Union, ch. 4. 
82 Halkett, NLS 6489, p. 209. 
83 Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 47. 
84 Halkett, NLS 6489, p. 17. 
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tendency stemming from religious factionalism was irregularity in the use of the 

sacraments, particularly baptism of infants, and unqualified preaching.85  Taken 

literally, these were classic features of the sectarian groups of the Cromwellian era; but 

Halkett could also have been playing on the Resolutioner projection of the Protestors 

as de facto religious independents.  Ministerial qualifications, including the validity of 

the sacraments they administered, were one of the core disputes between the two 

sides.86  Halkett felt that ‘till the error of these two opinions bee removed & the truth 

established both in discipline & doctrine wee may never expect to See peace in this our 

Israell’, a direct hint of the solution she wanted to see:  the restoration of monarchy as a 

support and protection for orderly church government.87 

These were not new ideas in 1653.  Even before the regicide, as the previous 

chapter has discussed, Halkett had been praying for the restoration of the king ‘to be a 

pillar to thy decaying Church’.88  Her London experience of sectarian groups must have 

shaped her perception of the 1650s Scottish scene, but she avoided imposing an 

explicitly ‘Anglican’ solution.  Rather than directly promoting bishops or liturgy in her 

‘Mothers Will to her unborne Child’ in 1656, she merely regretted the 

many differencys of Government in the Church some episcopall some 
presbiterian some independants, and itt ought to bee an occation of greefe to 
thee to See, many profes the name of Christ & yett disagree so much as they 
doe in the way to his worship[.]89 
 

Halkett would not decide between the parties, she said, but only pray ‘that god would 

restore magistrates and ministers such as would bee according to his owne hart that so 

by them his people might bee instructed in the right way & nott make … distinction by 

names’.  She counselled her child to watch lives rather than professions, to beware of 

extremes not so much in ecclesiology, as in ‘doctrine’: 

 
85 Halkett, NLS 6489, pp. 28–30. 
86 Holfelder, ‘Protestor-Resolutioner Controversy’, pp. 174–179, argues that the Protestors did actually 
come to make common cause with ‘the separatists’. 
87 Halkett, NLS 6489, pp. 31–33. 
88 Couper, Life, p. 18. 
89 Halkett, NLS 6489, pp. 228–229. 
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who knows butt that thou mayest live to See popery as powerfully brought in, in 
these kingdomes as itt was cast outt.  or Supose nott that, yett wee see dayly 
visibly increase amongst us such differency of opinions such heresys errors & 
scisme [sic] as may well admitt of a dispute amongst reasonable men which is 
most distructive to the true church of Christ, the doctrine of papists or such 
doctrine as is openly preached and professed amongst us. 
 

This latter ‘doctrine’, as ‘distructive to the true church’ as ‘popery’, was an absence of 

‘all reverence and respect & relligion’.  Popery erred in ‘mistaken respect’, approaching 

God ‘by the helpe as they thinke of Saints & angells’; but the other tendency erred in 

over-confidence, claiming that since they were God’s ‘Israell’, ‘what ever there actions 

bee though never so abominable yett god doth nott looke upon itt as Sin in them’.90  

Halkett would keep returning in her meditations to the question of who constituted 

the ‘chosen’ people of God, and who were merely hypocritical professors.  At this 

point, her target opponents were probably the religious groups associated with the 

Cromwellian regime.  As a royalist in exile, Halkett insisted that the true lot of God’s 

people was repentant humility, not superficial well-being; those who had abused their 

role as God’s instruments of correction would soon come to experience it themselves.91  

The gritty concerns of ‘true religion’ far outweighed questions of church 

government in Halkett’s thinking at this time.  Though she expressed her preference 

for the ‘reverence piety and fervour’ of Anglican forms, she was adamant that to 

withdraw from the church simply because of differences of opinion was ‘a greater Sin’ 

than to compromise in things that were left undecided in scripture – such as whether to 

kneel at communion.92  This was the classic ‘indifferentist’ argument on Anglican-

Presbyterian incongruities, which had been in use since the sixteenth century and 

would later characterize official defenses of Restoration episcopacy in Scotland.93  

 
90 Halkett, NLS 6489, pp. 226–227. 
91 Passages illustrative of this idea can be found scattered throughout Halkett’s meditation on the books 
of 1 & 2 Kings, ‘Elishas request’, NLS 6489, pp. 131–132, 138, 146, 160, 175–176. 
92 Halkett, NLS 6489, pp. 230–232. 
93 Jacqueline Rose, ‘The Debate over Authority: Adiaphora, the Civil Magistrate, and the Settlement of 
Religion’, in ‘The Debate over Authority: Adiaphora, the Civil Magistrate, and the Settlement of 
Religion’, ‘Settling the Peace of the Church’: 1662 Revisited (2014), pp. 29–56; Prior, Defining the Jacobean 
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Rather than attempting to prove that one way was right because it was divinely 

authorized, the emphasis was on obedience to authority, both civil and ecclesiastical, 

which decided what was best for the time.  Halkett would continue to make this 

argument after the Restoration, when she defended the king’s right to impose 

episcopacy in all three of his kingdoms; but she first used it in the 1650s, under a 

Presbyterian church order subjected to a Cromwellian civil government. 

 

Episcopal conformity (1660s) 

Being more aware of the cultural implications of Halkett’s marriage and settlement in 

Scotland in the 1650s forestalls the assumption that she experienced the Restoration in 

vindictive Anglican royalist mode.  Instead, her fragmentary statements during the 

1660s show her defending the Presbyterian contingent who chose, like her husband, to 

conform to episcopacy in hopes of restoring civil and religious order in Scotland.94  Of 

course, that was not the Restoration they had anticipated.  At first, the imminent threat 

of renewed civil war in 1659 even held out hope for a resolution of the Presbyterian 

schism.  Those negotiations foundered, however, when the restoration of the monarchy 

suddenly became a possibility; the Resolutioners hoped that their better royalist 

credentials would finally give them the upper hand over their Protestor rivals.95  But 

over the course of 1660-61, the Resolutioners were pushed aside in their turn, when 

Charles and his advisors took the additional security measure of re-imposing episcopacy 

on all three kingdoms.96  Thus began another phase of ecclesiastical ‘unsettlement’ in 

Scotland, building a new layer of disruption onto the divisions of the 1650s. 

One third of Scotland’s parish ministers were ejected for nonconformity when 

 
Church, ch. 6; Jackson, Restoration Scotland, ch. 5; Raffe, ‘Presbyterians and Episcopalians’, p. 574; Raffe, 
‘Failure of Episcopacy’. 
94 The pragmatic mentality of this position is well-described in Clare Jackson, ‘Latitudinarianism, Secular 
Theology and Sir Thomas Browne’s Influence in George Mackenzie’s Religio Stoici (1663)’, Seventeenth 
Century, 29 (2014), pp. 73–94.  Halkett did not use Mackenzie’s style of argument, but she would have 
approved of its effect. 
95 Holfelder, ‘Protestor-Resolutioner Controversy’, pp. 286–290. 
96 Raffe, ‘Presbyterian Politics’; Buckroyd, Church and State, ch. 3; Cowan, Scottish Covenanters, ch. 2. 
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episcopacy was enforced in 1662; the most severe parish turnover was in the south-west 

of Scotland, the area where the Protestors had been predominant.97  Halkett’s location, 

Fife, occupied the middle, transitional region between the radical south-west and the 

north-east where episcopacy had always kept a stronger hold.  Her own immediate area 

was conformist, including Dunfermline’s surviving minister, Robert Kay, and at least 

two of the neighbouring parishes that Halkett would later frequent for communion, 

Aberdour and Torryburn.98  While this lent stability to local parish experience in the 

moment, it was part of a longer story of conformist flexibility, for all three of these 

parishes had originally conformed to the Covenants in 1638 and 1643.  Kay in 

Dunfermline, for example, had publicly read the Solemn League and Covenant in 

1643, yet he was in prison for praying for Charles II in 1654, and evidently conformed 

to episcopacy as required in 1662; he kept his post till 1666, transferring at that point 

to another parish where he remained till his death in 1680.99  His inner motivations for 

trimming to the times are unknown, but the prison stint suggests that personal comfort 

was not his sole consideration.  For these ministers and their parishioners, the 

Restoration was not a new beginning.100  Conformity was a negotiated rather than a 

settled position, encumbered by past as well as present dissent.     

Even an entirely pragmatic conformity would have had its cost in dilemmas of 

conscience.  Halkett’s meditations vividly communicate the strain created by partisan 

politics and contingent situations during the 1660s.  She freely criticized the ill motives 

on which so many decisions were founded.  Though she advocated obedience to 

authority, she recognized the counterweight of past commitments; she also perceived 

 
97 Raffe, Culture of Controversy, pp. 30–33, 181; Harris, Restoration, pp. 113–114; Holfelder, ‘Protestor-
Resolutioner Controversy’, p. 293, says that few if any Protestors conformed. 
98 Scott, FES, V.2, 28, 34, 52.  Only the parish of Carnock lost its minister, in 1664: Henderson, Annals 
of Dunfermline, p. 336; Scott, FES, V.8. 
99 William Oliphant, the erstwhile ‘Protestor’ minister, died in 1662.  This follows the information in 
Scott, FES, V.34; Henderson, Annals of Dunfermline, pp. 334–335, a more eclectic collection, mixes all the 
possible options in his account. 
100 Studies that begin in 1660 usually discuss the 1650s schism as something that the tensions of the 
Restoration settlement replaced.  See for example Raffe, Culture of Controversy, pp. 33–34:  ‘the 
controversy of the 1650s was largely superseded’; contrast Yould, ‘Lauderdale’s Religious Policy’, pp. 
251–252. 
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that the severity of the episcopal settlement was due to political miscalculation.  

Writing to her son in 1670, Halkett looked back on the 1662 requirement to foreswear 

the Covenants of 1638 and 1643 as the foolish ploy of a political faction, ‘who for by-

ends care nott to ruine better then themselves, & bring disturbance on there native 

Country’.  Though she names no names, Halkett is clearly referring here to the short-

lived administration of Sir John Middleton, who forced the oath in hopes of disabling 

political opponents such as the earl of Lauderdale.  Lauderdale won the contest, but 

could not undo the oath, which became a great sticking point for many Presbyterian 

loyalists who might otherwise have been persuaded to conform.101  Even though Sir 

James had seen his way clear to taking the necessary oath, she still expressed her 

sympathy for those who could not in good conscience comply.  ‘[U]nlawfull oaths I 

never did aprove of’, she wrote, 

butt who ever had in the Simplicity of there hart beene led into that snare of 
taking the Covenantt & refused to take the oath which would make them 
perjured I have much more Charity for them then for those who brake itt 
withoutt any reluctancy[.] 
 

Such oaths were no guarantee of good faith, she protested, but rather indicated political 

opportunism: 

itt is butt an ill argumentt to say I will doe any thing to obay the King for the 
King is least Secure of those Subjects that makes noe Conscience of there 
actions & with respect to Authority I may Say they were nott freinds to the King 
nor his prerogative & power who advised such an oath meerly to insnare mens 
Soules.102 
 

Only in 1678, after a series of bitter experiences, would Halkett pen a thorough 

denunciation of the Covenant as a ‘delusion’, ‘Contrary to [God’s] Commands’.103 

During the 1660s, she also carefully modulated her defense of episcopal 

 
101 Raymond Campbell Paterson, ‘“King of Scotland”: Lauderdale and the Restoration North of the 
Border’, History Today, 53 (2003), pp. 24–26; Yould, ‘Lauderdale’s Religious Policy’, pp. 250–252; 
Buckroyd, Church and State, pp. 3–6; Stevenson, ed., Letters of Sir Robert Moray, pp. 25–27; Harris, 
Restoration, pp. 106–116. 
102 Halkett, NLS 6492, pp. 267–268. 
103 Halkett, NLS 6494, pp. 350–357 (discussed in Chapter 6). 
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hierarchy in the church, acknowledging that the authorities were being as obstinate as 

the dissenting Presbyterians about a workable compromise.  In late 1661 her position 

was the same as it had been in the 1650s – variation in church government was no 

ground for schism: 

in fundementalls both agree Episcopacy and presbiterian & yett none more 
violent then they, one against another for the Shadow; for Such is the name of 
Bishop or ceremonys in Comparison of that truth which is the Substance.104 
 

‘[T]here may bee ill bishops’, she granted, but this did not justify nonconformity; it 

‘should bee Looked upon as they are men & nott bring a disrespect upon there 

function’.  The proper response was ‘to Seeke peace and pursue itt’, for 

who ever yeelds outt of duty to God … & desire of gaining the other to Love & 
charity. certainly hath greater victory then the other who Continues obstinate & 
will nott yeeld & Scruple to the obeying authority or the Sattisfying the 
Conscience of those that are weake[.]105 
 

As late as the early 1670s, Halkett still wanted this to be the solution to the religious 

conflict of the seventeenth century, a meeting halfway.106 

Halkett’s interest in a moderate solution of the church government debate in 

the 1660s led her to respond favourably to the 1669 Act of Supremacy in Scotland, a 

measure that clipped the aspirations of ‘Episcopalls & Presbiterians’ alike.107  The act 

reasserted the king’s authority over the Scottish church, which, Halkett argued, was a 

good thing.  Neither ‘Presbiter’ nor ‘Bishop’ had proven capable of cooperation or 

‘good Governmentt’, for each of them aimed at ‘having absolute power in the Church’.  

Consistent with her idealization of the king, Halkett hoped that royal authority could 

‘reconcile’ the two competing sides, as ‘Suites best with a Pious King and the Title 

belonging to him of defender of the faith’.  In reality, however, giving the king ultimate 

authority to settle matters not clearly dictated in scripture was often not to the church’s 

 
104 Halkett, NLS 6491, p. 78. 
105 Halkett, NLS 6491, pp. 76–77, 79. 
106 Halkett, NLS 6492, p. 260. 
107 Halkett, NLS 6492, pp. 83–88 ‘upon the Act of Supreamecy decem 1669’.  See Jackson, Restoration 
Scotland, pp. 116–120; Jackson, ‘“National Church” in Scotland and Ireland’, pp. 130–131. 
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advantage, and it is never clear whether Halkett realized the incongruities of her 

position.108  She answered jure divino arguments solely in the guise of the Presbyterian 

protest that ‘Christ only should rule in his Church’, pointing instead to their penchant 

for ‘rebellion’.  In defense of the supremacy, she argued that the biblical structure of 

church government was a cooperation of ‘Magistracy’ and ‘ministry’, on the model of 

Moses and Aaron.  Scottish political theorists also spoke of ‘magistracy and ministry’, 

but Halkett was thinking in distinctly Anglican terms.109  God himself placed Moses 

above Aaron, saying that ‘Moses shall bee to Aron instead of God’; so ‘what higher 

thing’, Halkett asked, ‘Can bee said to exprese the absolute Jurisdiction that moses had 

over Aron’?110  Still, she insisted that this ‘absolute Jurisdiction’ in the Restoration 

establishment was only for the purpose of making the king a nursing father to the 

church, to lead others in acknowledging ‘the Lord of Glory’ as ‘supreame’. 

Nothing concrete survives to indicate whether Halkett also supported the 

proposals of Robert Leighton, the reluctant Archbishop of Glasgow between 1670 and 

1674, for incorporating moderate Presbyterians into the Church of Scotland.111  

Leighton’s conciliatory efforts were part of a larger policy devised by Sir Robert Moray 

and the earl of Tweeddale that offered indulgence to cooperative Presbyterians 

alongside harsher penalties for dissent.  The entire scheme was singularly unsuccessful, 

but Leighton’s concerns to evangelize the disaffected southwest and to address 

complaints about the episcopal ministry may have resonated with Halkett, given her 

own concern with evangelistic godly living.  Her communion attendance at Torryburn 

 
108 See the discussions of how royal control threatened the established church in the Restoration period 
in Rose, Godly Kingship in Restoration England; Rose, ‘By Law Established’. 
109 Sommerville, Politics and Ideology, p. 199; Rose, ‘By Law Established’, p. 25; Spurr, ‘Anglican Uses of 
Providence’, pp. 3, 42 nt. 6. 
110 Halkett, NLS 6492, pp. 84–85, quoting Exodus 4.16. 
111 Yould, ‘Lauderdale’s Religious Policy’; Hugh Ouston, ‘Leighton, Robert (bap. 1612, d. 1684)’, ODNB 
(Oxford, 2004); Buckroyd, Church and State, pp. 4–5; Cowan, Scottish Covenanters, ch. 5.  Leighton is 
prejudged as a failure and not seriously discussed in most survey accounts, which makes it hard to 
compare Halkett’s views accurately:  Harris, Restoration, pp. 120–123; Raffe, Culture of Controversy, p. 75; 
Cowan, Scottish Covenanters, pp. 48, 74.  An exception, but pre-Restoration in focus, is Gribben, ‘Robert 
Leighton, Edinburgh Theology and the Collapse of the Presbyterian Consensus’.  Halkett never makes 
any reference to compromises like limited episcopacy. 
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would have introduced her to James Aird, one of Leighton’s itinerant preachers.112  

Leighton also happens to be the only Scottish bishop whom Halkett quoted in her 

meditations.113  Whether or not Halkett saw any potential in these efforts at 

comprehension, the fact that the situation continued to spiral out of control, eventually 

fracturing her own parish community, shifted her former sympathy with the dilemmas 

of conformity to a more strident denunciation of separatism in 1674:  ‘I am fully 

perswaded itt is displeasing to God, scandolous to relligion & a great promotter of the 

divells interest who is the enemy of all Mankind’.114 

 

Fractured parish, fractured nation 

Halkett’s experience of aggressive Presbyterian nonconformity in the 1670s pushed her 

into a correspondingly narrower conception of parish conformity by the end of the 

decade, one which was more exclusively episcopal, and which regarded coercive 

measures against dissent as inevitable.  The transition occurred during what is now a 

‘silent’ period in her meditations, a twelve-year gap in the surviving occasional 

meditations between early 1675 and mid-1687.  It is impossible to be certain from the 

select meditations alone what precisely happened in Dunfermline that facilitated her 

dramatic change in attitude between 1674 and 1678.  It all began, however, with an 

acrimonious split in the parish community. 

Though conventicling became an immediate issue in the southwest of Scotland 

after 1662, where the majority of parish ministers were ejected for nonconformity, it 

developed more slowly elsewhere.115  Dunfermline had conformist ministers 

throughout the Restoration period, but by 1670 nonconformist conventicles were 

 
112 Aird came to Torryburn in 1668 (Scott, FES, V.53).  Halkett also quoted Gilbert Burnet, another of 
Leighton’s evangelizing ministers, in 1687: ‘the Learned Doctor Burnett in his Abridgement of the 
History of the Reformation in England’ (Halkett, NLS 6497, p. 193). 
113 Halkett, NLS 6498, p. 292: ‘for as a devout Bishop [‘Leighton’ in margin] use to say Noe grace can bee 
where humility is wanting’. 
114 Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 291. 
115 Conventicle attendance as a multi-faceted demonstration of nonconformity is discussed in Raffe, 
Culture of Controversy, pp. 179–191. 
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meeting nearby, and by midsummer 1674, as government efforts to curtail dissent 

escalated, nonconformity began to affect even the local elite, either directly by drawing 

them away from the parish church, or indirectly by making them financially responsible 

for their tenants’ behaviour.116  Halkett’s meditations describe the initial crisis 

obliquely, starting with an occasional meditation protesting the untruth of local gossip 

about her ‘Violence against those who now Separate themselves from the Church’.117  

Halkett admitted that she did, indeed, consider the separatists ‘Guilty of a hainous 

Crime’ (shared verbiage with her 30 January meditations), but that she had ‘more 

evidenced this by prayers & tears … then by any outtward either word or act’.  What 

her ‘uncharitable’ traducers were really offended about, she suggested, was her 

insistence that only outward actions could prove who was really within ‘the howsehold 

of faith’.  ‘Workes’, her interlocuter had snapped in return, ‘if you speake of Workes 

you are a papist[;] God keepe us from Workes’.  Halkett’s point, which she would 

hammer home again and again in subsequent meditations, was that separatism itself 

was un-Christian:  ‘evill Speaking’ and ‘breach of Charity’ fed the false accusations, and 

through them exacerbated the ‘sad devissions … both in Church & state’, ultimately 

making it doubtful ‘whether wee are Cristians or noe’.  Realizing that further 

engagement would only entangle her in the faults she was condemning, she resolved to 

‘pray & indeaver nott by my Sins to inlarge the breach nor to inquire much into itt’.  

Despite these resolutions, she was still sucked into the vortex of broken relationships 

and ill-will.  As Chapter 2 has already described, parish schism was one of several 

troubles that converged on Halkett in the mid-1670s, along with financial difficulties, 

family tensions, and future plans gone awry. 

 
116 The first armed conventicle was supposedly held on the Hill of Beath (four miles northwest of 
Dunfermline) in June 1670, John Blackadder presiding (Henderson, Annals of Dunfermline, pp. 341–342, 
352); Henry Paton, ed., The Register of the Privy Council of Scotland, Third Series, Vol. XIV (1689) 
(Edinburgh, 1933), p. 229 (vol. 4) lists Col Robert Halkett among a long list of Fife notables (including 
women) who were attending house conventicles as of 9 July 1674.  The harsher measures against dissent 
are narrated in Harris, Restoration, pp. 121–129; see also Yould, ‘Lauderdale’s Religious Policy’, pp. 262–
267, who explains that Lauderdale’s options were constrained by his political dependence on the nascent 
Tory interest in England (the earl of Danby and his Anglican allies).    
117 Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 291–294 ‘June 5 1674 upon some that traduced mee for ill Speaking’. 
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During this time, besides writing her defensive ‘True accountt of my life’, she 

composed a string of select meditations outlining the principles and parameters of 

godly living within a fractured community.  These meditations, with titles like ‘The Art 

of Devine Chimistry’, ‘The Rule for Thoughts’, ‘The Rule for Action’, and ‘The Rule 

for Words’, are more practical divinity than political thought.118  They tell us 

frustratingly little about the situations Halkett faced, but it is clear that she regarded the 

local parish upheaval as both a symptom of the larger national condition, and a 

contributing factor to it.  Her thinking on this cause-and-effect relationship is most 

evident in a long select meditation on 1 Corinthians 1.10-13 written during the latter 

half of 1674.119  These devotional reflections ‘occationed by the Late rent in this 

Church’ focus on Paul’s plea for unity among the factional Corinthians, but they also 

glance repeatedly toward ‘the presentt time which is full of Sad & desperate 

devissions’.120  Repeating her earlier warning that ‘a Kingdome devided cannott stand’, 

she first mentioned two major scenes of political conflict in 1674, both related to 

dissatisfaction with Lauderdale’s government:  ‘the Nobility is devided & Consequently 

devided all Such as they have influence upon’ and ‘the Lawiers have great & unheard 

of devissions amongst them’.121  Serious as these situations were, in Halkett’s view  

the most Lamentable devision of all is that those who should bee the 
Cementers of others are devided amongst themselves & the Church which wee 
should Looke upon as the mother of us all is become a reproach to her enemys 
because of the breach amongst her Chilldren[.] 
 

Not only was there conflict between ‘Episcopall’ and ‘Presbiterian’, but these two 

groups were themselves divided over which was the true ‘Church of God’, the true 

 
118 These are the contents of NLS 6494, along with the two meditations written on either side of the 
‘Popish Plot’ in late 1678, discussed in Chapter 5. 
119 NLS 6493, pp. 156–212, begun 15 July 1674 and concluded in early January 1675. 
120 Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 157–158; Chapter 6 quoted her similar warning in 1661 (NLS 6491, p. 78). 
121  The divisions among the nobility and lawyers Halkett is referring to in 1674 would be the opposition 
to Lauderdale’s administration by Hamilton and his associates, and the suspension of the Faculty of 
Advocates.  See especially Jackson, Restoration Scotland, ch. 4; Jackson and Glennie, ‘Restoration Politics 
and the Advocates’ Secession, 1674-1676’; also Buckroyd, Church and State, ch. 9; Yould, ‘Lauderdale’s 
Religious Policy’, pp. 262–265. 
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‘Saints’, as Halkett’s own parish community was witnessing.122  ‘[T]he Late disorderly 

meetings that were in & aboutt this place’ were ‘schismaticall & rebellious Courses’.123  

She was ‘much disturbed’ that neighbours and acquaintances of whom she expected 

better things were ‘that way affected’.  Though she only named one acquaintance, Lady 

Pitliver, who was one of the more ‘discreet & Sober’ conventiclers, there were obviously 

others ‘who I thought Serious in there duty & well principled in there Relligion’ who 

had suddenly changed.124  They had once been ‘violentt against factions & seditious 

Meetings’ but ‘now Conive & Comply with them’, so that ‘the Same things which 

formerly were looked upon as Crimes (which was nott Going to Church and to have 

private Baptisme &c) is now interpreted a height of Zeale’.  Halkett saw hypocrisy on 

both sides:  the dissenters, though claiming to serve God, ‘obey him noe farther than 

agrees with there inclination or interest’, while some conformists ‘Goe a great Lengh in 

Obedience to Authourity butt Neglect there duty to him by whom only Kings Reigne’.  

‘Inumerable are the remarkes’, she concluded, ‘which might bee made of the 

Contredictory actions of these times’.125 

Halkett’s select meditation on Paul’s advice to the Corinthians continues the 

argument begun in her earlier occasional meditation, that those who make divisions in 

the church cannot be true Christians, whatever their claims to superiority.  ‘[W]hat 

scandall to relligion’, she fumed, ‘how destructive to peace & how Contrary to the 

precepts of our Lord, these late practises have beene’.  The pretense of ‘more then 

ordinary zeale’ really only served as an excuse for ‘faction’ and a ‘priveledge to exempt 

them from Sin’.126  It created schism, which led to religious errors in the church and 

political rebellion in the state.  In what was doubtless a strategic move, Halkett quoted 

 
122 Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 158-159. 
123 Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 163-164.  Halkett’s vocabulary resembles the 1670 act against conventicles 
(quoted in Raffe, Culture of Controversy, p. 187). 
124 Lady Pitliver was presumably the wife Sir John Dempster, the ‘Pitliver’ named in Halkett’s 3 June 
1673 letter to James Kennewie (Kinross House Papers, NRS GD29/1963, item 1).  Sir John was the son 
of Robert Dempster of Balbougie, the ‘Laird of Belbougy’ whose deathbed Halkett attended in October 
1673 (Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 225–228). 
125 Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 193-194. 
126 Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 167-168. 
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from a firmly Presbyterian work written during the Protestor-Resolutioner schism of the 

1650s, James Durham’s posthumous Testament to the Church of Scotland, or, A Treatise 

Concerning Scandal (1659).  ‘Schisme’, in Durham’s words, ‘hath ever proved exceeding 

hurtfull to the Church, Nursery to the greatest errors & Condemned in scripture with 

as great weight as Corupt doctrine & heresy.’127  Durham’s warning had been proven 

correct by the anti-presbyterian settlement of 1661-62, and Halkett could appeal back to 

that situation in 1674:  ‘[N]oe Sober and relligious person butt Lookes upon Schisme 

in the Church as a most dangerous thing as Durham particularly expreses itt’.  The past 

also demonstrated how verbal sins, ‘Contention & Malice[,] evill Speaking and evill 

Surmising & what els is Contrary to truth & Godlinesse’, spawned political rebellion: 

As the Tong is now the presentt instrument of Mischeife which dictates to the 
hand to writte Scandalous & detracting Libells against all either in Authority 
or Comunity so how soone there pens may bee turned to swords to defend 
there practise none knows butt all may feare.128 
 

Halkett’s emphasis on the verbal roots of the political problem is worth noting, 

because it was a point she had made before:  complaining was an act of disloyalty, and 

its antidote was prayer – especially for the king, whose divinely-ordained task it was to 

arbitrate these matters.  She had warned in early 1661 against complaining of ‘what 

ever wee heare is amisse; either in the Court or officers of state, or Government in the 

church’, and advocated instead prayer ‘to him who can Judicially harden the best, and 

soften the worst heart to bring glory to himselfe’.129  In 1669, while defending the royal 

supremacy, she had also juxtaposed the ‘Spiritt of Lying & evill Speaking’ feeding ‘that 

rebellious Sinfull Spiritt that is so predominant … in these kingdomes’ with the king’s 

reform.  If God would ‘teach him [Charles II] first how to Subdue his owne Sin’, then 

 
127 Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 171, quoting from James Durham, The Dying Man’s Testament to the Church of 
Scotland, or, A Treatise Concerning Scandal (Edinburgh, Scotland, 1659), p. 275.  Her excerpt is entirely in 
Durham’s words (except for minor alterations, such as ‘proven’ becoming ‘proved’), but she has 
condensed 174 words to 65.  K. D. Holfelder, ‘Durham, James (1622-1658)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004), 
describes Durham’s efforts to heal the Presbyterian breach of the 1650s. 
128 Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 176-177, 183-184. 
129 Halkett, NLS 6491, p. 34. 
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the king would ‘See the better’ how to control his fractious subjects, who needed to 

‘Leave Judging there Princes actions & those that are Governors under him & 

interprett the best of what they doe not understand (for itt is nott fitt to Comunicate all 

affaires of state to Puplicke knowledge)’.130 

In 1674, it seems that Halkett still advocated a comprehensive resolution.  

Rather than urging any specific ecclesiastical system, whether doctrinal or structural, 

she pleaded for the abandonment of partisan division, praying ‘that the King may bee a 

blesed instrument’ for resolving the divisions, and that she and all ‘that I am 

Concerned in’ would ‘advance the Peace of our Jerusalem by prayers & Suplications 

and an unblameable Conversation’.131  Over the next few years, even though she 

continued to pray for the healing of divisions via a combination of royal and personal 

reform, her position became more distinctly episcopal, as the religious divisions 

continued to deepen.  A meditation revolving the larger question of who constituted 

the people of God, written in 1678, defended bishops and their subordinates as ‘the 

Lords Chosen’, a biblically commissioned institution of the early church.132  While still 

admitting that ‘Some of that function may bee unfitt for itt’, she also hoped ‘there 

failings shall nott so fare provoke the Justice of God as to deprive us of that holy Order 

in his Church’.133  This was considerably stronger than her earlier position.  In 1656 

she had been content to say that ‘itt is nott fitt for mee to determine which is most 

Conforme to the word of god’, since ‘Both Bishops & Presbitters agree in the 

fundamentalls of religion’.134  In 1678, Halkett pointedly compared contemporary 

opposition ‘in the Isle of Brittaine’ to ‘the Church Setled … by Authority’ with Korah’s 

rebellion in Numbers 16: 

The first Rebellion in the Church affter itt was Setled by the Lords apointmentt 
Was from the Sons of Levi Who were the first Levellers I read of and would 
have Noe Superior; pretending all the Congregation was holy[.] 

 
130 Halkett, NLS 6492, pp. 87-88. 
131 Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 212. 
132 Halkett, NLS 6494, pp. 318–325. 
133 Halkett, NLS 6494, p. 321. 
134 Halkett, NLS 6489, pp. 228–229. 
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God, she emphasized, had defended Aaron against Korah’s challenge, despite Aaron’s 

personal failings, being ‘a man Subject to infirmytys … which was evidentt by his beeing 

so easily induced by the people to make the Golden Calfe and build an Altar before 

itt’.135  The connection to present troubles in Scotland did not need any further 

elaboration:  whatever the failings of the bishops and their subordinates, it was wrong 

to oppose them. 

The time for conciliatory measures was past, in other words.  Halkett had 

reached that point before the Popish Plot scare or the Exclusion Crisis in England, 

before the assassination of Archbishop Sharpe and the Bothwell Brig Rebellion in 

Scotland, and before the Duke of York’s visits to Scotland facilitated the crystallization 

of a new episcopal party in the Scottish government.  Her rejection of Presbyterian 

principles was not predicated on any specific challenge to James as Charles II’s 

successor, but on more immediate fears of a reversion to the chaos of the 1640s and 

50s.  Halkett seldom referred in any way to the severity of the official measures taken 

against Presbyterian nonconformists in the 1670s, but her acceptance that such 

measures were necessary can be deduced from remarks blaming the dissenters for 

bringing persecution on themselves.  In 1674 she had included among the separatists’ 

non-Christian behaviours their neglect of the ‘duty’ of ‘Selfe preservation … when itt 

may inocently bee done’; she judged it ‘there Sin that expose themselvs unnesesarly to 

Suffering when they may lawfully avoid itt’.136  In 1687, when James VII used his royal 

prerogative to lift the penalties on worshipping outside the established church, she 

again recalled how justly ‘the indiscretion & unreasonablenese and rebellions of some 

brought the greater restraint upon others’ in former times.  James’s indulgence worried 

her more by its removal of that restraint than by its protection for Catholicism:  ‘I pray 

the Lord itt may nott bee to the distruction of the true relligion by there making a rent 

amongst the Proffesors of itt And so give an inlett for Popery to overrun this Whole 

 
135 Halkett, NLS 6494, pp. 322–323. 
136 Halkett, NLS 6493, pp. 173-174. 
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Kingdom’.137  Her concerns were soon confirmed by the ‘Schismaticall practise’ of the 

Presbyterians, who immediately reverted to their old ways, ‘the Sin in making a breach 

here when all was most orderly’.138  James’s catholicizing efforts, ‘the mistaken zeale of 

those who thinke (as I charitably supose) that they doe well in indeavering to propagate 

there erronious worship’, was a comparatively minor threat in her view.139 

 

Defending Williamite Episcopalian ministers (1690s) 

Halkett’s concerns in the months leading up to William’s invasion were distinctly those 

of an episcopal conformist in Scotland, not an Anglican; her post-Revolution position, 

likewise, was uniquely shaped by her Scottish setting.  Unlike England, which had its 

establishment-protecting ‘Anglican Revolution’ before William’s arrival, Scotland 

experienced a drastic Presbyterian Revolution in the wake of William’s invasion.  The 

collapse of James’s government allowed a Presbyterian minority, backed by militant 

radicals, to take control.  In the months that followed, they ensured that the price of 

William’s accession would be the abrogation of episcopacy and a return to a 

Presbyterian national church.140  The consequent Jacobitism of Scottish Episcopalians 

tends to be taken for granted.141  Halkett’s parish situation, however, exposes the 

complexities and incongruities that were really at play.  The fact that she was supporting 

a Catholic king, who had been actively undermining the established church, was one 

awkward point.  But far more puzzling is the fact that she was defending Williamite – 

not Jacobite – parish ministers.  The details in her meditations, which can be 

confirmed by outside evidence, make it clear that Couper and Graeme were examples 

of a ‘small but influential’ contingent of ‘Williamite Episcopalians’, who sought to 

 
137 Halkett, NLS 6497, pp. 310–314: ‘Thursday 11th of August 1687 the day of the meeting of the 
Prisbiterian ministers’. 
138 Halkett, NLS 6497, p. 334 ‘Monday 21 of November 1687’. 
139 Halkett, NLS 6497, p. 391 ‘Tuesday 15 of May 1688’.  Much later she would implicitly blame James’s 
indulgence for allowing Presbyterians to ‘intrude themselves’ (NLS 6501, p. 32). 
140 Raffe, Scotland in Revolution, ch. 5-6; Harris, Revolution, ch. 9. 
141 Cowan, ‘Reluctant Revolutionaries’; Lenman, ‘Scottish Episcopal Clergy’; Bruce Lenman, ‘The 
Scottish Nobility and the Revolution of 1688-1690’, in Robert Beddard, ed., The Revolutions of 1688 
(Oxford, 1991), pp. 137–162. 
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retain their parish cures through strategic compliance with the new regime.142  Halkett 

made no objection to this.  She never hinted that Dunfermline’s episcopal ministers 

needed to repent of their acceptance of William in place of James.  On the contrary, 

her prayers ‘for the Church & King & all that duty & obligation obleiged mee to pray 

for’ project a seamless integration of ecclesiastical, political, and personal priorities.143  

What made these seemingly divergent positions cohere was the particulars of her parish 

setting. 

A closer look at the protracted saga of Dunfermline’s Episcopalian ministers 

after 1688 exposes the rawness of the Revolution in the 1690s.  There was a real 

possibility in the early years that the mutually unsatisfactory alliance between William 

and Scotland’s Presbyterians would collapse.  The political conflict, between 

Presbyterians who wanted exclusive control of the church, and the Williamite 

government who wanted to secure Episcopalian loyalty away from Jacobitism, created 

space at the parish level for pre-existing personal loyalties and animosities to dictate 

political and ecclesiastical allegiances.  The diverse evidence that has survived for the 

situation in Dunfermline shows that preserving its ministerial status quo was a joint 

effort among an otherwise disparate group of individuals, most of whom were not 

Jacobites, and some not even committed Episcopalians.  The story is well documented, 

from an unusual variety of angles.144  Besides official records such as the Privy Council 

examinations of suspected Jacobite ministers in 1689, an account of the case to late 

1691 was published in John Cockburn’s Continuation of the Historical Relation of the Late 

General Assembly in Scotland, including copies of the ‘libels’ or accusations against both 

 
142 Tristram Clarke, ‘The Williamite Episcopalians and the Glorious Revolution in Scotland’, Records of 
the Scottish Church History Society, 24 (1990), p. 34. 
143 Halkett, NLS 6499, p. 29:  ‘Tuesday 7th of October 1690’. 
144 No one to my knowledge has put all the evidence together in a continuous storyline.  Raffe only draws 
scattered illustrative details from the case, and is understandably wary of its polemical element:  Raffe, 
‘Propaganda and the Williamite Revolution’, p. 33; Raffe, ‘Episcopalian Polemic’, pp. 38–40; Raffe, 
‘Presbyterians and Episcopalians’, pp. 585, 590; Raffe, Culture of Controversy, pp. 48–49, 114. 
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ministers.145  On their own, these official sources are prey to contradictory 

interpretations, but it so happens that a number of Cockburn’s sources also survive in 

manuscript, including three petitions on behalf of the ministers by Dunfermline’s 

heritors and magistrates, and a letter by Simon Couper describing the case to one of his 

patrons.146  Halkett’s meditations offer a third layer of evidence, an everyday perspective 

on the conflict that extends to 1698.147   

Dunfermline did not experience the first wave of attacks on establishment 

ministers after William’s invasion, the ‘rabblings’, or forcible evictions, carried out in 

southwestern Scotland between December 1688 and April 1689.148  Couper and 

Graeme were immediate targets, however, when the Privy Council began encouraging 

parishioners, in August 1689, to report whether their ministers had complied with the 

requirement to acknowledge King William and Queen Mary from the pulpit.  Over a 

period of several months, nearly two hundred ministers were ejected for purported 

Jacobitism on the basis of these accusations; Couper and Graeme were two of only 

twenty-three acquittals.149  Not only could the accusations against them not be proven, 

but Graeme declared that he regularly ‘prayed for King William and Queen Mary’.150  

 
145 Paton, ed., Register of the Privy Council, pp. 185–187; John Cockburn, A Continuation of the Historical 
Relation of the Late General Assembly in Scotland with an Account of the Commissions of that Assembly, and 
Other Particulars Concerning the Present State of the Church in that Kingdom. (London, 1691), pp. 59–67. 
146 Yester Papers, MS 7022 (National Library of Scotland, Edinburgh), item 20: undated [11 September 
1690] letter from Simon Couper to unnamed recipient, likely Lord Yester; Yester Papers, MS 7036 
(National Library of Scotland, Edinburgh), fols 58r-61v, two undated representations to the presbytery of 
Dunfermline by the heritors of the parish and magistrates of the burgh of Dunfermline, written between 
mid-September and mid-October 1690; Leslie family papers, NRS GD26/10/72, petition to the Privy 
Council by the heritors and parishioners of Dunfermline on Simon Couper’s behalf, March 1692. 
147 Various references can be found throughout Halkett’s occasional meditations in the 1690s (NLS 
6499-6502).  The portion corroborating Cockburn’s Historical Relation and the other manuscripts, which 
she very likely read or heard about in detail, is NLS 6499, pp. 18–22, 31, 34–35, 38, 78. 
148 Several hundred ministers were affected by the rabblings:  Clarke, ‘Scottish Episcopalians’, pp. 6–10; 
Harris, Revolution, pp. 376–378, 412–413; Raffe, Culture of Controversy, pp. 219–223. 
149 Raffe, Culture of Controversy, p. 111, gives a slightly higher number (193) than Harris, Revolution, p. 413 
(182).  The most detailed account of the trials is Clarke, ‘Scottish Episcopalians’, ch. 1, esp. pp. 24-29, 
37-42; see also his appendix of ministers tried, pp. 578-585. 
150 Paton, ed., Register of the Privy Council, pp. 185–187.  The Privy Council records of the allegations and 
responses in these trials are much cited, but scholarly use of this source is problematic.  Jacobite views are 
extracted from the allegations against ministers, while Williamite views are extracted from the same 
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The official exoneration from charges of Jacobitism tallies with Halkett’s later evidence 

that both ministers officiated at the national fasts and thanksgivings scheduled by 

William’s government.151  She considered herself bound to boycott these occasions, 

because they acknowledged William and Mary and attacked James; she only regretted 

having to miss Couper’s and Graeme’s preaching.152  She made particular note of how 

Graeme courted wider compliance by emphasizing the least contestable aspects of the 

event.  When a thanksgiving was summoned in early August 1690, after the Battle of 

the Boyne in Ireland, ‘Mr Graeme did most cautiously exhort us from the Apostle that 

in all things wee should give thankes’.153  Later, facing an especially objectionable fast in 

January 1691 that classed episcopacy among the nation’s sins, she allowed that ‘Mr 

Graeme putts the best glose that such things will admitt of’.154 

 
ministers’ denials – yet one of the two has to be false.  The difficulty with taking either side at face value 
becomes apparent when Couper and Graeme’s combined case is compared with the cases of two 
neighbouring ministers, Thomas Marshall of Carnock and James Aird of Torryburn (two of Halkett’s 
communion-gadding locations).  All four men were accused of not reading the required proclamation 
and not praying for King William and Queen Mary; each was also accused of more particular Jacobite 
remarks.  None admitted to the Jacobite quotes attributed to them.  Only one, Marshall of Carnock, 
admitted to not reading the proclamation or making the required prayers; he was duly convicted.  
Couper’s case was set aside for lack of evidence; he was acquitted.  Both Graeme and Aird claimed not 
only to have been willing to read the proclamation, but also to have prayed for the new monarchs.  
Graeme was acquitted; Aird was not.  Aird protested his sentence, making further statements of his 
loyalty to William:  see Historical Manuscripts Commission, The Manuscripts of J. J. Hope Johnstone, Esq. of 
Annandale (London, 1897), pp. 200–201.  Harris, Revolution, pp. 413–414, and Jackson, Restoration 
Scotland, pp. 213–214 take Aird as a Jacobite based on the accusations; Clarke, ‘Scottish Episcopalians’, 
pp. 31, 43, takes Aird as a Williamite Episcopalian based on his defense. 
151 These occasions were used to flush out the disaffected.  See especially Jeffrey Stephen, ‘National 
Fasting and the Politics of Prayer: Anglo-Scottish Union, 1707’, The Journal of Ecclesiastical History, 60 
(2009), pp. 301–302; Williamson, Raffe, Taylor, and Mears, eds., National Prayers, Vol. 2, pp. 12-13, 20-
21, 52-53, etc. 
152 Halkett, NLS 6499, pp. 5–7, 63–64; NLS 6501, pp. 233–234; see especially NLS 6501, pp. 279–281 
‘Tuesday the 16 of June 1696’.  Halkett wrote, ‘Butt itt is nott withoutt trouble that I refraine to goe to 
here our two good Ministers when there is great probabily [sic] Wee may nott Long injoy the blesing of 
beeing under there Ministry’ (p. 280).  By the end of July, Couper had finally been shut out of the 
church. 
153 Halkett, NLS 6499, p. 3-5 ‘Monday 4th of August 1690’.  Graeme’s ‘Apostle’ was 1 Thessalonians 5.18, 
‘In every thing give thanks’.  The Battle of the Boyne proved to be a decisive defeat for James – but at the 
time the thanksgiving was called in Scotland, the news was still dubious.  Halkett reported that ‘many 
doth affirme they never had a victory to boast of, Nor is there King alive’ (corroborated by Monod, 
Jacobitism and the English People, p. 259); she found out at the same time that her son had been captured 
by Williamite forces. 
154 Halkett, NLS 6499, pp. 63–64 ‘Thursday 8th of January 1690/91’. 



271 

 

Halkett’s frankness about her ministers’ political compliance sits oddly with her 

resounding denunciations of William and Mary.  The explanation lies in the parish-

level dynamic of the attack on Couper and Graeme, which was being engineered by a 

small group of Presbyterian dissenters who had long resented the episcopal ministers – 

Couper in particular.155  These troublemakers had initiated the Jacobite libel in 1689; 

after it failed, and once the Presbyterian church order was legally settled in 1690, a 

second set of libels was prepared accusing both men of pastoral incompetence.  By-and-

large the libels were cut-and-paste affairs, moulded to a recent Parliamentary act 

allowing the prosecution of ‘all scandalous, erroneous, persecuting, and supinely 

negligent Ministers’.156  Both Couper and Graeme had, supposedly, neglected their 

pastoral duties, ‘profaned’ the sacrament, appointed drunken elders, and otherwise 

allowed ‘scandalous Persons’ to go unchecked; they had also accepted prelatical 

authority, contrary to the Covenant.  There were particulars nested within the form-

libel as well.  Couper was ‘a great Persecutor of the Godly’, who had used parish funds 

to hound ‘poor, well-meaning, godly People’; he had arrived in the parish in 1681 

tainted by compliance with the Test Act, a self-contradictory oath of loyalty to the king, 

and his parishioners had been ‘groaning under his persecutions’ for nearly a decade.157  

Graeme, who had only come to the parish in late 1687, was accused of different 

particulars, chiefly letting people do what they liked on Sundays, not bothering the 

Quakers, and being doctrinally unsound. 

The absurdity of these charges made them excellent fodder for Cockburn’s 

pamphlets for London audiences, which aimed ‘to shew how unjust and ridiculous the 

 
155 Yester Papers, NLS 7036, fols 58-61, refers to ‘the small number and headstrong humor of the 
informers as well as ther preposterous and informall procedure’; ‘the slender grownds and caluminous 
representations wherupon there lybels ar fownded’; ‘of late they being processed before the privie 
cownsell by thir same informers and upon the same grounds and all the methods imaginable taken for 
verifying of the accusation against them yet were they nevertheless assoilzied from the forsaid persute’.  
Couper also wrote to Tweeddale or Yester that it was ‘the invidious libell of two verie prejudged persones 
who were our arraigners before the Council & then failed in their probation’ (Yester Papers, NLS 7022, 
item 20). 
156 The libels are reproduced in Cockburn, Continuation of the Historical Relation, pp. 67–63. 
157 The fact that he had originated from the parish of Kirkcudbright in the disquiet southwest probably 
also counted against him (Scott, FES, II.416). 
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Presbyterian Clergy are towards such as are of another Persuasion’.  As Cockburn went 

on to describe, the libel against Graeme, ‘a Person whom all know to be an able Divine 

and an eminent Scholar’, actually led to ‘a certain Person of Quality’ in London, who 

was otherwise ‘a great Friend and Prop to the Presbyterian Party and Interest’ – quite 

possibly Gilbert Burnet – making sure that the charges were dropped.158  The deep-

seated animosities beneath the inflated polemic are clear, however, in Couper’s case.  

Whereas Graeme was able to verbally intimidate the local presbytery each time it 

summoned him to answer charges, Couper appears to have been black-listed from the 

start.159  Despite repeated, detailed refutations of the libels by parish gentry and officials 

who favoured him, he was first forbidden to preach, then formally deposed, and finally 

deprived of office – even though it was ‘upon a misrepresentation of som one or two in 

the paroch contrary to the inclinationes of almost the haill paroch’.160  As Halkett put it 

after Couper was first forbidden to preach, in late 1690, ‘I have now litle expectation 

that our good Minister Mr Cooper will (as long as these people governe) bee restored 

againe to his Ministeriall office, though none butt are sufficiently convinced hee was 

most unjustly deprived of itt’.161 

Even though the Presbyterian authorities could not be dissuaded from their 

vendetta against Couper, the political clout of his supporters was sufficient to thwart 

his removal for six years.  They appealed first to the General Assembly, but Couper’s 

case was repeatedly deferred, in part due to the Presbyterians’ dysfunctional working 

relationship with William’s government.162  Exasperated, Dunfermline’s elites insisted 

in late 1691 that Couper return to his ministry.163  This coincided with pro-

 
158 Cockburn, Continuation of the Historical Relation, pp. 66–67.  Cockburn does not identify this ‘Person 
of Quality’ by name, but there is good reason to think it was Burnet.  Graeme, erstwhile ‘regent of 
Humanity in St Leonard's College, St Andrews’, has been Burnet’s successor in the parish of East 
Saltoun in 1670, a position which he held until 1681, when he refused the Test:  Scott, FES, I.393. 
159 Halkett’s accounts of this are corroborated by Cockburn and the manuscript petitions. 
160 Yester Papers, NLS 7036, fols 58v-59r. 
161 Halkett, NLS 6499, p. 38 ‘Saturday 15 of November 1690’. 
162 Raffe, ‘Presbyterianism, Secularization, and Scottish Politics’, pp. 328–329. 
163 This is explained in detail in the petition submitted to the Privy Council in early 1692, now in the 
Melville Papers at the NRS (Leslie family papers, NRS GD26/10/72), and also described more briefly by 
Cockburn. 
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Episcopalian developments in government, which culminated in 1695 with the formal 

extension of royal protection to politically compliant Episcopalians outside the 

Presbyterian system.164  The local Presbytery continued to pronounce against Couper, 

formally deposing him ‘for contumacy’ in 1693, but their sanctions had no teeth until 

the political demise of his patron, the earl of Tweeddale, in 1696.165  After that, the 

Privy Council intervened on the Presbyterian side to secure Couper’s final deprivation.  

Halkett’s meditations vividly describe the tense scenes of Couper’s final weeks in the 

pulpit, as the whole town waited for the official notice to arrive.  Couper valiantly 

continued preaching, ‘to the sattisfaction of his friends & the rancour of his enemys’; 

Halkett laughed in her sleeve at the disappointment of ‘severall Presbiterians that had 

nott beene in the Church this many yeares And came yesterday in expectation of 

having there hearts desire’ of hearing Couper’s ‘farewell Sermon’.166  There was an even 

bigger scene the Sunday that the Presbyterians attempted to hurry matters by installing 

their own minister in the church.  Halkett reported that ‘The Provost [her stepson Sir 

Charles] & heritors’, who were Couper’s friends, set an armed guard at the church 

door, ‘that none should goe in to the Church of the Presbiterians except the most 

discreet who were nott to bee hindered’.  The Presbyterian minister and his supporters 

were turned away at the door, snubbing the authority of the presbytery.167  Once the 

saga was over, and Couper formally ejected, Halkett had to content herself with 

 
164 Raffe, ‘Presbyterianism, Secularization, and Scottish Politics’, p. 329; Harris, Revolution, pp. 414–415; 
Rose, England in the 1690s, p. 217. 
165 Scott, FES V.29, 34 (n.b. date for Privy Council action should be 1696); Young, ‘Hay, John’; Halkett, 
NLS 6501, pp. 265–266 ‘Monday 25t of May 1696’, reported the fall of Tweeddale and its impact on 
Couper:  ‘This new attempt they make now against Mr Cooper is because the Earle of Tweedall who is 
Mr Coopers friend is removed from beeing Chancellour & a New made Lord; Polewort putt into his 
place from whom itt seemes these sorts of men [‘the great leaders of sedittion in this Towne’] expect 
favor’.  ‘Polewort’ was Sir Patrick Hume of Polwarth, a noted Williamite, and also a relative of the 
Halketts by marriage (his wife’s mother was Sir James’s sister).  Halkett had been in contact with him, as 
‘Dr Wallace’, during his exile in the Netherlands (Halkett, NLS 6497, p. 303 ‘July the 15 87’) – an 
intriguing but unfortunately isolated detail about the reach of her news network.  On Hume’s career, see 
John R. Young, ‘Hume, Patrick, first earl of Marchmont (1641–1724)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004); Ginny 
Gardner, The Scottish Exile Community in the Netherlands, 1660-1690: ‘Shaken Together in the Bag of Affliction’ 
(East Linton, 2004), pp. 16–18, 83–84. 
166 Halkett, NLS 6501, pp. 273–276, 283-284. 
167 Halkett, NLS 6501, pp. 286–288. 
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forbidding ‘all that are of my familly’ to attend the sermons of ‘an intruder’ – never 

admitting defeat.168 

This, then, was the ground-level context for Halkett’s most emphatic statements 

of Anglican identity and usage, discussed in the first part of this chapter.  Although 

confessional labels are clearly relevant in the end, what was playing out over the long 

term was a deep-seated local feeling about conformity versus dissent which does not fit 

into any clear labeling scheme.  The irony of Halkett’s being, in the end, a dissenter, 

would have been lost on her; from her perspective, she and her fellow congregants were 

still ‘keeping the church’.  Dunfermline in the 1690s probably presents a unique 

situation, given that most contested parishes were more quickly decided in the 

Presbyterians’ favour.  More work would need to be done to determine how, precisely, 

this particular Episcopalian enclave managed to postpone its capitulation for so long.  

Still, the wider evidence confirms Halkett’s portrayal of a numerical majority of local 

elites effectively holding the line against a largely external Presbyterian authority, whose 

legal hegemony was still contestable.  And it leaves no doubt that Halkett somehow 

squared her support for James with her acceptance of Williamite ministers, disabling 

the tidy equation of Episcopalians and Jacobitism.  The next chapter explores other 

ways that Halkett’s evidence problematizes Jacobite stereotypes. 

 

 
168 Halkett, NLS 6501, pp. 296, 320.  There was no formal replacement for Couper for several more 
years; the Episcopalian and the Presbyterian congregations had to share the church each Sunday. 
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Chapter 8:  Jacobitism 

 

Halkett’s Jacobitism, the final stage of her political thinking, has served as a compass 

point throughout this study.  Knowing that she ended here, in a position consistent 

with her long-held principles, helps to bridge gaps in the surviving evidence, particularly 

in the 1680s.  Yet Jacobitism  was not an inevitable destination, for Halkett or anyone 

else; it was both a choice, and a reaction to the pressures of the moment.  The element 

of continuity in her vocabulary and arguments, and the fact that her settled position in 

Dunfermline’s Episcopalian community allowed her Jacobitism to consist in large 

measure of a simple refusal to change, must not hide the fact that the Revolution had 

indeed brought drastic changes to 1690s Scotland.  This final chapter examines 

Halkett’s Jacobite polemic as a dynamic response to these larger conditions, drawing 

out in particular the shaping effect of Williamite rhetoric, and the extent to which the 

dramatic events of 1688-90 had created a new frontier to which she had to adapt 

throughout the last decade of her life.  More than being the logical outcome of her 

earlier thinking, her Jacobitism was defined by what she opposed, whether in the guise 

of William of Orange, uncharitable Presbyterians, or the larger crises afflicting 

Scotland.  This fusion of concerns, however inaccurate by strict historical analysis of 

cause and effect, made Halkett’s Jacobitism intensely relevant to the needs outside her 

door and prevented it from slipping into apocalyptic unreality.  

 

Unthinking the whig stereotype 

To understand Halkett’s Jacobitism, one must first jettison whiggish retrospect and 

recognize that, in the short term, the Revolution was almost an accident, as much the 

result of contingencies as of planning, and that for decades – well beyond Halkett’s 

death in 1699 – it was open to serious challenge.1  Under such circumstances, 

 
1 Causes, motives, and agency amidst the events of 1688-89 are much debated.  The over-determined but 
foundational narrative offered in Macaulay’s History of England (1848), followed by Trevelyan’s English 
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Jacobitism could hardly be a clear-cut political position, especially in the murky 1690s, 

when no one knew how events might develop.2  Choices had to be made, repeatedly; 

even inaction was a decision.  Not all who aided William were opposed to James, nor 

was all protest against William an expression of loyalty to James.  For many who later 

regretted it, standing by during William’s invasion had been a calculated effort to push 

James into reforming his policies.3  Yet, when James fled, a significant proportion of 

those who shared Halkett’s royalist principles chose compliance rather than protest.  

Even those who did so unwillingly, perhaps going so far as to become Nonjurors, were 

not necessarily active Jacobites.  Halkett went further than any of these, taking full 

advantage of the immunities of her situation and grappling fiercely with the 

propaganda of the new regime. 

Halkett was nothing like the elderly female Jacobites imagined by nineteenth-

century novelists – for example, Aunt Rachel in Sir Walter Scott’s Waverley (1814), who 

kept ‘a few songs, amatory and jacobitical, which she had carolled in her younger days’ 

in her commonplace book, along with ‘choice receipts for cookery and medicine, 

 
Revolution, 1688-1689 (1938), has since been dismantled by a host of smaller-scale studies emphasizing the 
element of contingency.  To name a few:  Howard Nenner, ‘Pretense and Pragmatism: The Response to 
Uncertainty in the Succession Crisis of 1689’, in Lois G. Schwoerer, ed., The Revolution of 1688-1689: 
Changing Perspectives (Cambridge, 1992), pp. 83–94; Rose, England in the 1690s, ch. 1; Miller, James II, pp. 
vi–xiv; Geoffrey Parker, ‘Of Providence and Protestant Winds: The Spanish Armada of 1588 and the 
Dutch Armada of 1688’, in Geoffrey Parker, Success Is Never Final: Empire, War, and Faith in Early Modern 
Europe (New York, 2002), pp. 39–66; Harris, Revolution, pp. 6–30.  On Scotland specifically, Tim Harris, 
‘Reluctant Revolutionaries? The Scots and the Revolution of 1688-89’, in Howard Nenner, ed., Politics 
and the Political Imagination in Later Stuart Britain (New York, 1997), pp. 97–117; Raffe, Scotland in 
Revolution, pp. 1–8. 
2 On the shades of Jacobitism in the 1690s see Hopkins, ‘Sham Plots and Real Plots of the 1690s’; 
Goldie and Jackson, ‘Williamite Tyranny’; Weil, Plague of Informers. 
3 Inaction was the key feature of James’s supporters in Scotland, according to Bruce Lenman: ‘The 
establishment of effective Williamite government in Scotland owed a great deal to the Scottish nobility, 
not so much because of what they did, as because of what they chose not to do’ (‘Scottish Nobility and 
the Revolution’, p. 146).  Tory complicity in the Revolution was the result of James’s unexpected flight:  
Miller, James II, p. xiii; see also Bruce Lenman, ‘The Poverty of Political Theory in the Scottish 
Revolution of 1688-1690’, in Lois G. Schwoerer, ed., The Revolution of 1688-1689: Changing Perspectives 
(Cambridge, 1992), pp. 252–253. 
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favourite texts, and portions from High-church divines’.4  Scott and his successors, 

deeply invested in Hanoverian Britain, repeated this stereotype of foolish, even 

harmful, Stuart nostalgia in many guises, deliberately forgetting that early Jacobitism 

had more solid grounds than sentiment.5  Halkett’s Jacobitism had ironically little to do 

with James.  Steady loyalty to ‘our Lawfull King’ was the least innovative aspect of her 

position in the 1690s, entirely consistent with her practice of praying for the king’s 

reform rather than criticizing him.6  Her related practice of deflecting blame to the 

nation also transferred neatly into the post-Revolution context, but with a new energy:  

the dissident elements who had persisted in making divisions after the Restoration 

could now be cast as the antecedents, if not the very agents, of the Revolution.  Rather 

than deriving its energy from a sentimental attachment to James, Halkett’s Jacobitism 

was driven by resistance to those who had displaced him.  Furthermore, her advocacy 

for James rode on a wider range of very tangible grievances against the Williamite 

regime. 

The fact that Halkett’s experience of the Revolution was entirely confined to 

the 1690s, before most of the developments that secured its future, is crucial.  No 

summary of the Revolution’s impact on Scotland would be complete without 

addressing the union with England in 1707 and the formal toleration extended to 

 
4 Sir Walter Scott, Waverley; or, ’Tis Sixty Years Since, ed. Claire Lamont (Oxford, 2015), p. 24.  Scott’s 
novel blames Aunt Rachel for filling her nephew Waverly’s head with this romantic but dangerous 
nonsense, ultimately entangling him in the Jacobite rising of 1745. 
5 Consider, for instance, Grandmother Smallweed in Charles Dicken’s Bleak House (1852-53), who 
exhibits her senility by singing ‘Charley over the water’ (ch. 21).  A more substantial character is Miss 
Thorpe in Anthony Trollope’s Barchester Towers (1857), whom he epitomizes as ‘looking back to the 
divine right of kings as the ruling axiom of a golden age, and cherishing … a dear unmentioned wish for 
the restoration of some exiled Stuart’ (ch. XXII).  Robert Louis Stevenson’s Catriona (1893) offers a 
classic anti-type, Mrs. Drummond-Ogilvy of Allardyce, who boasts that ‘I'm good enough Whig to sit 
quiet, and to have keepit all my men-folk's heads upon their shoulders’ (ch. VII).  Scott’s use of history 
and his contribution to the Whig historiography of the nineteenth century are discussed in David 
Brown, Walter Scott and the Historical Imagination (1979); James Kerr, Fiction against History: Scott as 
Storyteller (Cambridge, 1989); Colin Kidd, Subverting Scotland’s Past: Scottish Whig Historians and the 
Creation of an Anglo-British Identity, 1689-1830 (Cambridge, 1993), ch. 11; Murray Pittock, ‘Sir Walter 
Scott: Historiography Contested by Fiction’, in Robert L. Caserio and Clement Hawes, eds., The 
Cambridge History of the English Novel (Cambridge, 2012), pp. 277–291. 
6 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 297. 



278 

 

Episcopalians in 1712; but Halkett did not live to see these definitive events.7  When 

she died in 1699, both James (d. 1701) and William (d. 1702) were still alive, and so 

was the Duke of Gloucester (d. 1700), Princess Anne’s son; neither the 1701 Act of 

Settlement, formally barring Catholics from the English throne, nor the 1707 Act of 

Union, uniting Scotland to England as one kingdom, had yet been passed.  The 

Revolution still seemed reversible, an interregnum like the 1650s.  Only in retrospect 

would it become clear that neither James nor his son would ever abandon their 

Catholicism, that the regime change William had initiated would be permanent, and 

that Presbyterianism would retain its hold on the church in Scotland.  Halkett resisted 

a change that was both unstable and unsatisfactory – certainly not the godsend that 

William’s propagandists (and later novelists and historians) claimed.  Her prayers for 

another restoration like 1660 were not unrealistic at the time; the high incidence of 

double-dealing among William’s adherents shows that even those with less of a 

commitment to James’s restoration thought it possible at the time.8 

Halkett’s Jacobitism was also shaped in distinctive ways by the fact that 

William’s invasion had more extreme consequences for Scotland than for England.  

Scotland’s revolution was far more violent, unsettling, and unrepresentative, while its 

ecclesiastical dimension, described in the previous chapter, went far beyond the non-

juring schism in the English church.  The injustices suffered by many Episcopalian 

parish ministers at Presbyterian hands presented as clear a case of misgovernment as the 

Glencoe massacre of 1692, a military brutality orchestrated by William’s 

administration.  Scotland suffered more drastically from William’s European focus, not 

just in terms of administrative neglect, but also from the wartime consumption of 

 
7 See Mark Goldie, ‘Divergence and Union: Scotland and England, 1660–1707’, in Brendan Bradshaw 
and John Morrill, eds., The British Problem, c. 1534–1707: State Formation in the Atlantic Archipelago 
(Basingstoke, 1996), pp. 220–245; Harris, Revolution, pp. 494–500; Raffe, ‘Scotland Restored and 
Reshaped’. 
8 Goldie and Jackson, ‘Williamite Tyranny’, pp. 179–181; see also Weil, Plague of Informers. 
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manpower and resources that its struggling economy could ill afford to lose.9  The 

situation reached a new low when a multi-year famine struck in 1695, bringing disease 

and ruin in its wake.10  Starving beggars died by the roadsides, local relief systems 

collapsed, and many who could emigrated.  People like Halkett experienced privations 

of a less life-threatening nature, but her meditations document her ongoing struggle to 

navigate the ever-worsening conditions.  She sought, unsuccessfully, to sell her 

household furnishings and find a smaller way to live after the last of her children 

boarders departed.11  She could no longer afford certain medicinal commodities, and 

on feast days like the king’s birthday, which she had once celebrated with friends and 

neighbours, she could only ‘sett downe with a peece of bread & cheese alone’, since she 

had ‘neither Mony, Meat, Meale nor litle of any thing for my selfe or Servants to eate’.12 

Such circumstances gave credence to Halkett’s Jacobite protests.  She had ample 

reason, in her last extant commemoration of the regicide, to characterize post-

Revolution Scotland as in ‘all things Looking as if wee were a People forsaken of 

God’.13  The illegitimate usurpation in both church and state had brought nothing but 

trouble; the abuses of the new regime conveniently distanced any shortcomings of the 

old.  Yet there is a strained, overwrought tone to her expressions in the 1690s that 

distinguishes them from earlier iterations of the same ideas, pointing to the difference 

in her 1690s context.  In part, this was simply her greater vulnerability in an ever-

contracting environment.  But the shift in register can also be traced to the jarring 

similarities between Williamite self-legitimating discourses and Halkett’s own long-

 
9 Christopher A. Whatley, ‘Taking Stock: Scotland at the End of the Seventeenth Century’, in T. C 
Smout, ed., Anglo-Scottish Relations from 1603 to 1900 (Oxford ; New York, 2005), pp. 103–125; Whatley, 
‘Crisis of the Regal Union’; Macinnes, ‘William of Orange: “Disaster for Scotland”?’. 
10 Karen J. Cullen, Famine in Scotland: The ‘Ill Years’ of the 1690s (Edinburgh, 2010). 
11 Halkett, NLS 6501, pp. 236–238; 241; see also NLS 6502, pp. 272–273, which gives further details 
about how her plans (including her proposal to live with Mr Couper and his wife!) were frustrated. 
12 Halkett, NLS 6501, pp. 338–339 ‘upon Wednesday the 14th of October 1696’.  On Christmas 1696, 
however, she was able ‘to performe on[e] part of a Christian festivity in feeding the poore & sending 
portions to them for whom nothing is provided’, as her usual custom was (p. 364).  She mentions the 
difficulty in procuring medicinal ingredients in several meditations, including NLS 6501, pp. 179–181, 
249, 293. 
13 Halkett, NLS 6502, p. 219 ‘upon Sunday 30th January 1697/8’. 



280 

 

standing restoration rhetoric.  Her most vehement expressions of Jacobitism had to 

serve a double role in a propaganda war where all sides – Jacobite, Williamite, and 

Presbyterian – were trying to claim the same rhetoric of providential deliverance, godly 

reform, and international evangelism. 

 

Defining Jacobitism 

All Jacobitism, not just Halkett’s, is complicated by the fact that the phenomenon is 

notoriously difficult to define:  what counted as ‘Jacobite’, and to whom?  Paul Monod 

writes of ‘a hidden stream of political subversion, a mysterious shadowy presence, too 

vague to grasp, too volatile to define’.14  Seeking to include even ‘the “tippling” or 

“sentimental” Jacobite’ who ‘spoke privately on the right of the Stuarts to the throne, 

but did nothing publicly to promote it’, he argues that Jacobitism was a thoroughly 

unsystematic phenomenon, ‘like fog around a lamp-post’, and ‘a ramshackle structure, 

gathered out of the wreckage of a great system of political thought’.15  Other historians 

have placed more weight, understandably, on ‘those who did Jacobite deeds’; Bruce 

Lenman insists that they ‘are historically more important than those who only wrote 

and uttered Jacobite phrases’.16  The narrow and broad definitions play off each other.  

In Daniel Szechi’s words, there was ‘a self-sustaining, recognisable minority who 

rejected the social, political and religious order installed after 1688’, surrounded by ‘a 

shifting cloud’ of those ‘who were drawn into opposition to the established order for 

various reasons, but were never as resolutely committed as the core group’.17  Tim 

Harris measures this ‘shifting cloud’, as it operated in post-Revolution Scotland, on a 

spectrum of ‘political and religious positions’, stretching between the extremes of 

 
14 Monod, Jacobitism and the English People, p. 1. 
15 Monod, Jacobitism and the English People, pp. 7, 42–43. 
16 Lenman, ‘Scottish Episcopal Clergy’, p. 36 
17 Daniel Szechi, The Jacobites: Britain and Europe, 1688-1788 (Manchester, 1994), p. 12. 
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‘unswerving … loyalty to James’ and principled commitment to Revolution ideals.18  

Where any given figure fits is, in most cases, endlessly debatable. 

 A private gentlewoman adds further complications.  Monod’s cultural approach 

might seem best in Halkett’s case, yet she also illustrates Szechi’s ‘core group’, insofar as 

she never accepted William.  And while she was in no position to commit the ‘Jacobite 

deeds’ Lenman requires, being an elderly, impoverished, and increasingly frail widow, 

she did take a visible stand (in the limited public eye of Dunfermline) by refusing to 

attend any of the public fasts or thanksgivings promoting the new regime.  Few of her 

peers, with families and estates to consider, would have had the luxury of maintaining 

so clear-cut a position; and Halkett clearly accepted this.  Her occasional meditations 

from the 1690s are full of examples of pragmatic arrangements and on-going 

cooperation despite political differences, not just in the case of Dunfermline’s 

ministers.  Halkett’s situation shows why clear-cut definitions of Jacobitism are so 

inadequate on the ground; even a committed individual like herself made situationally 

varied assessments.  There was obviously an understanding that some people had to 

accept the new regime, at least on a de facto basis.  The absence of any critique of 

Dunfermline’s Williamite ministers is significant, given that Halkett also interacted 

regularly with the former minister of nearby Carnock, Thomas Marshall, who had been 

deposed for his Jacobitism.19  There is absolutely no hint that she regarded Marshall 

more highly than Couper or Graeme, despite their apparently opposite positions on the 

issue of political compliance with the new regime.  Similar latitude existed in her 

meditations for her stepson, Sir Charles, who evidently accepted William, since he 

retained his position as Dunfermline’s provost throughout the 1690s until his death in 

1697.20 

 
18 Harris, Revolution, pp. 380–382.  See also Allan I. Macinnes, ‘Scottish Jacobitism: In Search of a 
Movement’, in T. M. Devine and John R. Young, eds., Eighteenth Century Scotland: New Perspectives (East 
Linton, 1999), pp. 70–89. 
19 Halkett, NLS 6502, pp. 284–286; see also p. 227; NLS 6501, pp. 266, 340; Scott, FES, V.8-9. 
20 Henderson, Annals of Dunfermline, pp. 348–362.  Sir Charles served as provost for most of the years 
between 1678 and 1697. 
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Halkett’s reflections on the fate of her own son, however, show that she held 

‘Jacobite deeds’ in high regard.  Robert, whose commander, the Catholic earl of 

Dumbarton, went into exile with James in 1688, was himself captured among James’s 

adherents after the Battle of the Boyne in 1690.21  He was imprisoned in London for a 

year, and after his release and a few months in Scotland, set out for the Jacobite court 

at St Germain; he died, en route, in 1693.22  Halkett plaintive reminiscences in the 

months after his death contrast with her realistic attitude toward her politically 

compliant neighbours.  She was deeply grateful that Robert had ‘neither changed his 

Relligion Nor Allegiance though often solicited to doe both’, but had continued ‘to 

performe all dutys of Loyallty’ even under imprisonment’s physical toll.23  During those 

months of confinement, Halkett had dreaded that he might consent ‘to forsake his old 

Master for a new’ in order to gain his release, something that ‘would bee a greater 

trouble to mee then his imprisonment’.24  Her confidence that Robert’s losses ‘in his 

Masters Service … would bee made up to him with treble advantage when itt please 

God to restore the King’ shows that pragmatism did not always moderate her 

Jacobitism.25 

Halkett’s reminiscences about Robert also verge on the murky world of Jacobite 

propaganda, where evaluation of action depended on political spin.  Robert’s story 

offers incontrovertible ‘Jacobite deeds’, but Halkett wrote in a similar manner of figures 

she hardly knew, such as James Seton, earl of Dunfermline, the last surviving son of her 

Scottish host family in the 1650s.  Seton was an insignificant figure, politically, but he 

had fought with the Jacobites at Killiecrankie in 1689, and had subsequently gone into 

 
21 Matthew Glozier, ‘Douglas, George, first earl of Dumbarton (c. 1636–1692)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004); 
Halkett, NLS 6499, pp. 4–5 ‘Monday 4th of August 1690’. 
22 Couper, Life, pp. 49–50; corroborated by various occasional meditations in NLS 6499 and 6500 (p. 
328 confirms that Robert’s destination in 1693 was the Jacobite court). 
23 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 328.  Later she blessed God that Robert ‘died in the true faith & with that 
Loyalty that became a dutifull son of the true Church’ (p. 374) – integrating political with ecclesiastical 
loyalty, at least in his case. 
24 Halkett, NLS 6499, pp. 16, 23; after his death she reflected on ‘all the care and anxiety I might have 
beene in for what hee might have beene exposed to, had hee been Living’ (NLS 6500, p. 352). 
25 Halkett, NLS 6500, pp. 351–352 ‘Friday the fift of October 1694’. 
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exile at St Germain, sacrificing what remained of his patrimony.  Halkett learned of his 

death in 1694 from ‘the Publicke Gazett’, and she concurred with ‘the Caracter given 

him’ there, as being ‘allways distinguished by his inviolable fiddelity to his Lawfull 

Soveraigne & by his singular valour which was suitable to his Noble birth’.26  The only 

grounds she offered for her agreement, however, were her former obligations to the 

family; she did not mention any personal acquaintance with Seton himself.  A more 

striking illustration of propaganda’s influence is her elevated description of a Jacobite 

agent whom she definitely did not know, the English career conspirator Henry Nevill 

Payne.  Payne was captured in Scotland in 1690 and tortured to obtain information 

about his accomplices.27  Other accounts besides Halkett’s celebrate Payne’s heroism 

during his ordeal, and a comparison shows that while she had accurate information 

about the incident itself, she was ignorant of Payne’s real character or dealings.  Instead, 

her reaction was shaped by ambient reportage, with the Jacobite version being a fairly 

simple inverse of the Williamite account. 

 

The case of Henry Nevill Payne 

Halkett’s engagement with this incident is one of her more exceptional excursions into 

outside news.  Payne’s case, infamous at the time for its exploitation of the rules for 

treason trials, is now on record as the last use of judicial torture in Scotland.28  Payne 

had been involved in one of the earliest Jacobite plots of William and Mary’s reign, 

commonly referred to as the Montgomery Plot after its leader, Sir James Montgomery 

of Skelmorlie.  Montgomery, a radical Presbyterian with covenanter-Presbyterian 

parents, had supported the Revolution until William failed to award him the political 

position he desired.  Baited by Payne, Montgomery then did his best to frustrate the 

post-Revolution settlement in Scotland in hopes of triggering a parliamentary reaction 

 
26 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 177; Henderson and Furgol, ‘Seton, Charles (1615-1671)’ (gives the wrong date 
of death for James Seton). 
27 Paul Hopkins, ‘Payne, Henry (d. 1705)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004). 
28 Clare Jackson, ‘Judicial Torture, the Liberties of the Subject and Anglo-Scottish Relations, 1660-1690’, 
in T. C Smout, ed., Anglo-Scottish Relations from 1603 to 1900 (Oxford, 2005), pp. 75–101. 
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that would restore James for better terms, thus becoming what modern historians term 

a ‘Whig Jacobite’ – someone who negotiated with James in order to press the 

Revolution’s agenda further.29  The Montgomery Plot was exposed in May 1690 when 

Payne was first captured; protracted negotiations ensued between London and 

Edinburgh over what to do with Payne and other captives, including whether to use 

torture to obtain further information from them.30  Halkett’s meditation does not 

reference any of this, aside from her fear that if an English prisoner could be tortured 

in Scotland, her son, a Scottish prisoner in London, might face the same treatment.  ‘I 

know nott the Gentleman’, she said, and her defense of him as honest and pious 

(though Catholic) confirms her ignorance of his highly opportunistic past.31   

Halkett’s lack of knowledge about Payne’s past means that her character of him 

depends entirely on his conduct under torture.  Her four-page occasional meditation is 

dated 20 December 1690, only ten days after the events it describes, making it one of 

the earliest surviving accounts of the incident.32  Detailed, immediate, and surprisingly 

accurate, it avoids names but must have derived from an eyewitness report; in the short 

time that it took to reach Halkett it had already acquired a Jacobite spin.33  She 

described Payne’s ordeal as follows: 

 
29 Hopkins, ‘Montgomery, Sir James’; Hopkins, ‘Sir James Montgomerie of Skelmorlie’; Hopkins, 
‘Aspects of Jacobite Conspiracy’, pp. 246–252; Harris, Revolution, pp. 371, 411–412.  On Whig 
Jacobitism more generally, see Goldie and Jackson, ‘Williamite Tyranny’; Monod, Jacobitism and the 
English People, pp. 23–27; Hopkins, ‘Aspects of Jacobite Conspiracy’, pp. 95–152. 
30 The negotiations are detailed in Jackson, ‘Judicial Torture’, pp. 93–98. 
31 Halkett’s ignorance of the circumstances is curious, given that Montgomery was first cousin to Sir 
Charles Halkett – the nephew of Sir James Halkett’s first wife, Margaret Montgomery of Skelmorlie 
(Cokayne, Complete Baronetage, vol. II, p. 336).  The Halkett and Montgomery families were close in the 
1650s; Halkett, when she was still Anne Murray, had attended the wedding of Montgomery’s parents in 
1653 (Halkett, NLS 6489, pp. 36–37).  But the only other reference to the Montgomery connection in 
her writings pertains to the same period (BL Add. 32376 fol. 52r).  Presumably the family paths diverged 
at the Restoration, given their diametrically opposed political and religious views. 
32 Halkett, NLS 6499, pp. 48–51 ‘Satturday 20 of December [16]90’.  Trill, ed., Halkett: Selected Self-
Writings, pp. 155–163, includes this meditation among its selections from NLS 6499, but does not 
identify ‘the English Gentleman’.  The description of the case in Goldie and Jackson, ‘Williamite 
Tyranny’, p. 184, first supplied me with Payne’s name. 
33 Halkett dates the incident to ‘Thursday & friday the weeke before’, i.e. 11-12 December 1690, but 
modern historians date it to 10-11 December, which agrees with the 11 December 1690 letter by the earl 

 



285 

 

When hee saw there was noe helpe butt that hee must bee putt to torture hee 
desired so much respitt as to pray which the Councell (before whom hee was) 
permitted him, And they that heard him said hee praid to very good 
purpose.  Then they putt on him the Thumekins  Butt many of the Councell 
consented nott to torture him & wentt outt & would nott bee a wittnese of 
itt.  Hee indured itt with a great strengh of resolution though fell in a swoone 
twice.  Butt came to himselfe againe And the next day they putt his leg in the 
boots & drave in nine wedges & gave the wedges 45 strokes which was so 
inhumaine that nott one of the Councell had the heart to stay & see the poore 
Gentleman so used and all went outt butt the President (Whose name I wish 
might bee never mentioned in this cruell act)  And the executioner.34 
 

Payne’s fortitude cast his Jacobitism in the best possible light, making it easy to endow 

him with other virtues.  Halkett pitied him as a fellow human and an Englishman:  

‘beeing one of our own Nature Though a Turk I could nott butt regrett his seveare 

usage butt beeing a Christian (though of a different Relligion from mee) & my owne 

Country Man this increases my concerne for him’.  His Catholicism hardly told against 

him, since he ‘praid to very good purpose’, while his Jacobitism was reduced from active 

conspiracy to simple affection:  ‘hee Loved King James best of all the Kings in Europe’. 

Halkett’s idealized character of Payne resembles an anonymous account of the 

incident written the following year, likely in October 1691, from a distinctly Whig 

Jacobite perspective.35  Like Halkett, the author of this later account admitted no direct 

acquaintance with Payne, but further amplified the hagiographic tendency already 

 
of Crawford, President of the Scottish Privy Council, to the earl of Melville, Secretary of State in 
Scotland, reporting the results of the examination:  William Leslie Melville, ed., Leven and Melville Papers: 
Letters and State Papers Chiefly Addressed to George Earl of Melville, Secretary of State for Scotland, 1689-1691 
(Edinburgh, 1843), pp. 582–583.  Besides being off by a day, Halkett does not mention that the 
thumbscrews were used the second day, which both Crawford and the attending surgeon noted in their 
accounts (the surgeon’s report was dated 13 January 1691, as cited by Jackson, ‘Judicial Torture’, p. 97 
nt. 87).  Halkett’s source may have been her kinsman John Murray, marquess of Atholl, who was a 
member of the Scottish Privy Council with crypto-Jacobite tendencies:  Paul Hopkins, Glencoe and the End 
of the Highland War (Edinburgh, 1986), p. 208; Harris, Revolution, pp. 406, 411; David Stevenson, 
‘Murray, John, first marquess of Atholl (1631–1703)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004).  Atholl had brought 
Halkett word of her son’s capture in August 1690 (Halkett, NLS 6499, pp. 3–4). 
34 Halkett, NLS 6499, pp. 49–50.   
35 Francis Bickley, ed., Report on the Manuscripts of the Late Allan George Finch, Esq., Vol. III: 1691 (London, 
1957), pp. 368–371: ‘The Case of Henry Neville Payne’.  This later account was preserved in the papers 
of Daniel Finch, earl of Nottingham and English Secretary of State to 1693.  It is tentatively dated to 
October 1691 by its allusion to the conquest of Ireland (the Treaty of Limerick was signed 3 Oct 1691). 
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evident in her meditation by taking for granted that Payne’s ‘gallantry under the 

torture’ indicated ‘the great qualities of the noble sufferer’ and an ‘exlent [sic] 

character’.36  Payne’s Catholicism once again presented difficulties, but the author 

offset them by noting Payne’s ‘innate’ religious tolerance and ‘true’ English identity.  

Halkett had taken a noticeably different tack on this point, emphasizing Payne’s piety 

in prayer, and his love of King James.  Her meditation also diverges from the 

anonymous account in how it articulates the root villainy of the incident.  The later 

account stresses the illegality of the case, which exposed the true nature of William’s 

government.  It argued that there was no legal basis for trying, much less torturing an 

Englishman in Scotland, yet William had ordered it, contrary to the law; and the 

pusillanimous Scottish Privy Council had complied despite recent precedents that were 

firmly against the use of torture.  William was thus even more arbitrary than James – a 

complaint that was widely levelled against William’s regime, by former supporters as 

well as steady opponents.37  The account concludes, ‘If the male-administration of King 

James merited a forefaultture, I doubt the language and law of Scotland wants yet a 

word to equall those of our deliverer’.38 

Though Halkett would have agreed with the second half of that remark, her 

meditation passed over the illegality of Payne’s treatment to focus on its ‘inhumanity’.  

Building her case on many of the same details as the later paper – that Payne was an 

Englishman, that he had been arrested so promptly that it was impossible he had 

committed any crime under Scottish jurisdiction, and that he had been detained in 

prison for months without a charge – she argued that the torture was ‘cruell’, 

‘inhumaine’, and not ‘rationall’.39  It revealed the hypocrisy of the Presbyterian 

administration of Scotland, represented by the nobleman who had presided over the 

torture, William Lindsay, earl of Crawford, Lord President of the Privy Council from 

 
36 Bickley, ed., HMC Finch III, pp. 368–369. 
37 Rose, England in the 1690s, pp. 28–37; Goldie and Jackson, ‘Williamite Tyranny’; Monod, Jacobitism 
and the English People, pp. 23–25. 
38 Bickley, ed., HMC Finch III, p. 371. 
39 Halkett, NLS 6499, pp. 48–49; cf. Bickley, ed., HMC Finch III, pp. 369–371. 
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1689 to 1692.  Crawford was a zealous Presbyterian, who had spearheaded the 

aggressive anti-Episcopalian measures implemented in Scotland after the collapse of 

James’s government in late 1688.40  Crawford, rather than William, was the target of 

Halkett’s resentment in this meditation; he was the only member of ‘the Councell’ who 

remained to witness the torture, and she singled him out further by wishing that his 

‘name … might bee never mentioned in this cruell act’.  ‘To thinke that any that 

Proffese Christianity And pretends to a greater degree of itt then others should bee 

guilty of such inhumanity’, she exclaimed.  ‘Butt what height of Cruellty may nott 

mistaken zeale transport a man to committ’?41 

 Crawford wrote a letter to his colleague, the earl of Melville, which forms an 

interesting contrast with Halkett’s narrative, for while it defends his conduct in the case 

it also shows that he anticipated reactions like hers.42  His description of the first day’s 

torture as ‘but gentle’, and the second day’s as using ‘all the severity that was consistent 

with humanity’ makes him at first seem as barbarous as Halkett implied; but almost 

immediately his letter goes on to admit Payne’s remarkable endurance, ‘so manly and 

resolute under his suffering’, and the evident strength of his Catholic beliefs (though 

Crawford also mocked them).  Payne had confessed nothing, so the brutality had been 

fruitless.  Crawford confided to Melville that ‘My stomach is truly so farr out of tune, 

by being a witnes to an act so farr cross to my natural temper, that I am fitter for rest 

then any thing ells’.  In effect, his reflections echoed Halkett’s observation of ‘what 

different effects may bee in on[e] & the same humaine Nature the one to indure the 

other to inflict to the greatest extreamity’.43  Only duty to ‘our incomparable King, and 

the safety of his Government’, Crawford insisted, had motivated him ‘to have in the 

 
40 T. F. Henderson and Derek John Patrick, ‘Lindsay, William, eighteenth earl of Crawford and second 
earl of Lindsay (1644–1698)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004); Harris, Revolution, pp. 371, 381–382, 406, 421. 
41 Halkett, NLS 6499, p. 48.  There is an extended discussion of the crimes committed on ‘pretence of 
zeale’ in NLS 6500, pp. 122–127, which more clearly identifies William as a target (alongside a wider 
range of examples, including the regicides).  
42 ‘Earl of Crafurd to the Earl of Melvill – 11 Dec. 1690’, in Melville, ed., Leven and Melville Papers, pp. 
582–583. 
43 Halkett, NLS 6499, p. 51. 
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Councils name been the prompter of the executioner to encrease the torture to so high 

a pitch’.  Evidently he was concerned about the repercussions his decision might have, 

since it had been carried against other members of the council and yet proved 

ineffective. 

Halkett’s engagement with Payne’s case is an illuminating measure of her sense 

of Jacobite identity, on multiple levels.  It simultaneously demonstrates both the extent 

and the limitations of her information about Jacobite conspiracy.  It exposes the biases 

of her interpretive grid, especially how easily the Presbyterian regime in Scotland could 

serve as a lens for the entire Revolution.  Most importantly, it communicates the heated 

atmosphere in which ‘Jacobite deeds’ were assessed, where every action was subject to 

spin, and where everyone was trying to use the same rhetoric and claim the moral high 

ground.  Payne’s case shows that words could matter more than deeds, and that 

deconstructing the status of the new regime could take precedence over promoting 

James.  Payne’s torture, not his Jacobite plotting, was the contested point.  For Halkett, 

it confirmed her predisposition to view Williamite Presbyterians as two-faced agents of 

‘cruellty & violence & injustice’ whom God would in due time remove.44  The Whig 

Jacobite propagandist, who had no need to demonize Presbyterians, concentrated on 

excoriating William’s regime.  Crawford had to grapple with these evaluations from the 

opposite side, as he sought to maintain the political viability of a new and chronically 

unstable regime.   

 

Fast-day boycotts 

Compared to Jacobite ex-officers like her son, and professional plotters like Payne, 

Halkett’s active Jacobitism was small-scale, as much about non-practice as overt action, 

and embedded in long-term patterns, not in themselves Jacobite, which protected her 

from any serious reprisals.  Her refusal to acknowledge ‘there New made King’ by 

attending the official fasts and thanksgivings of the Williamite regime would 

 
44 Halkett, NLS 6499, p. 51; she went on to address ‘the violence & iniquity that is among us’ in a string 
of passages from one of the minor prophets, Habakkuk. 
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undoubtedly have broadcast her position to her politically compliant neighbours; 

technically these religious observances were mandatory, ‘to be Religiously and Seriously 

observed by all Ranks and Degrees of People’ upon pain of a substantial fine.45  But 

local authorities evidently had some latitude in their enforcement, for it does not 

appear that Halkett was ever fined or even reprimanded, although she ensured that her 

entire household followed her practice.46  Halkett carefully defended her 

nonattendance in her occasional meditations, building her arguments around the 

wording of the official proclamation read out in church in advance of each date.  This 

direct engagement with Williamite propaganda is an invaluable opportunity to 

reconsider its effect.  Tony Claydon has argued that the compulsory fasts and 

thanksgivings ensured a ‘wide dissemination of a Williamite view of the world’.47  

Halkett demonstrates how easily it could be rejected and even repurposed.  In 

particular, her meditations expose how much Williamite propaganda relied on a 

reformist rhetoric already in use during the Restoration period.  This meant that 

Halkett could simply deny William’s claim to be a Protestant deliverer, and then turn 

the proclamations’ dire statements about the national decay of godliness back on him 

and his supporters. 

Williamite fasts and thanksgivings harnessed long-standing cultural precedents 

to the regime’s larger quest for legitimacy.48  The key difference was that occasions 

occurred at a much higher rate than previously, especially in the early years of William 

and Mary’s reign.  The fasts were a significant element of William’s war propaganda, 

occurring on a monthly cycle during his annual campaign season between 1690 and 

1693, and at least annually thereafter.  For Halkett’s generation, such patterns would 

 
45 Fines of up to one hundred pounds (Scots) were specified in some proclamations: Williamson, Raffe, 
Taylor, and Mears, eds., National Prayers, Vol. 2, pp. 148–149: 1696-S2; see also 1693-S1, 1695-S2. 
46 Halkett only mentioned the general warnings of punishment:  Halkett, NLS 6500, pp. 323–324 
‘Thursday 31 of May 1694’; pp. 370-372 ‘Tuesday the 15th of January 1694/5’. 
47 Claydon, Godly Revolution, p. 110; Claydon suggested, at least in 1996 (pp. 19-23), that the reception of 
William’s propaganda could not be assessed and that its continued use indicated that it worked – but 
Halkett shows otherwise.  See also the updated discussion of William’s propaganda in Claydon, 
‘William’s War Propaganda’.  
48 Claydon, Godly Revolution, pp. 100–110; Claydon, ‘William’s War Propaganda’, pp. 131–133. 
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recall the Parliamentary regime of the 1640s.49  In Scotland as well, national fasts had 

been associated with Presbyterian reform movements, going back not only to the 

Covenanter regime of the 1640s but to the original Scottish Reformation of the 

1560s.50  Being an assiduous observer of cyclical memorials in her own private 

devotions, Halkett never objected to the practice of fasting itself.  She also accepted the 

providential, jeremiad-style language of the proclamations, which closely resembled her 

own calls for national repentance.  All that she repudiated about the fasts was their 

portrayal of William.  

Between 1689 and her death in April 1699, the Scottish government ordered 

more than three dozen fasts or thanksgivings.51  Halkett’s extant meditations mark nine 

of them – all but one a fast.52  In general she refused to attend, but on two occasions 

she chose to break her boycott by joining the Episcopalian congregation in the church 

to observe fasts for the famine in 1696 and 1698.  These unique points of momentary 

convergence were made possible by the fact that Dunfermline’s Episcopalian ministers 

regularly complied with the Williamite fasts and thanksgivings, thus creating a space for 

Halkett’s selective observance.  The element of flexibility in Halkett’s practice exposes 

more effectively than uniform rejection how she understood what she was doing.  She 

took each occasion on a case-by-case basis, carefully weighing the reasons given in the 

official proclamation, and only rejecting explicit endorsements of William.  As she 

explained, she could attend the fast on 25 August 1696 because famine ‘is the only 

 
49 Hill, The English Bible and the Seventeenth-Century Revolution, pp. 79–83; Durston, ‘“For the Better 
Humiliation of the People”’; see also Wallington, ‘Growth of a Christian’, BL Add. 40883, which vividly 
communicates Wallington’s love-hate relationship with the monthly fasts of the early 1640s. 
50 Stephen, ‘National Fasting and the Politics of Prayer’, pp. 297–305. 
51 These are catalogued in Williamson, Raffe, Taylor, and Mears, eds., National Prayers, Vol. 2, pp. 12–
179, items headed with an ‘S’ for Scotland.  I count thirty-eight occasions, if the monthly summer fasts 
ordered for 1691-1693 are enumerated separately. 
52 Halkett’s meditations and their corresponding code in Williamson, et al., are as follows:  Halkett, NLS 
6499, pp. 1-3 ‘Tuesday 24 of June 1690’ (1690-S1b), pp. 3-7 ‘Monday 4th of August 1690’ and ‘Tuesday 5 
of August 90’ (1690-S2), pp. 63-64 ‘Thursday 8th of January 1690/91’ (1691-S1); Halkett, NLS 6500, pp. 
323-324 ‘Thursday 31 of May 1694’ (1694-S1), pp. 370-372 ‘Tuesday the 15th of January 1694/5’ (1695-
S1); Halkett, NLS 6501, pp. 279-281 ‘Tuesday the 16 of June 1696’ (1696-S2), pp. 306-309 ‘Tuesday 25 
of August 96’ (1696-S3), pp. 233-234 ‘Thursday 27th of May 1697’ (1697-S2); Halkett, NLS 6502, p. 268 
‘upon the fast apointed by Author[it]y to bee kept 25 of May 1698’ (1698-S1). 
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reason given’, and ‘none that hath the bowells of compasion butt will joyne in itt And 

cry Mightily unto God and pray that wee may turne from the evill of our ways’ (quoting 

Jonah 3.8).53  Likewise, she attended the fast on 25 May 1698, ‘Since … the only ground 

mentioned in the Proclamation’ was the ‘strange unusuall weather’ that threatened yet 

another failed harvest.54  Notably, she did not take issue with the Presbyterian tone in 

which that proclamation deplored the national shortcomings; the precise wording left 

just enough leeway for her to join in good conscience.55 

Where exactly she drew the line between rejecting or simply reinterpreting the 

language is not clear from her meditations alone, but it quickly emerges on comparison 

with the associated proclamation.  She refused the fast summoned for 27 May 1697, for 

example, even though she granted that there were good causes for it: 

To fast and bee deepely humbled for all the hainous crimes this Kingdome is 
guilty of by which wee have provoked God to abandon us, to Atheisme Popery 
& Schisme in which too too many is involved for this wee have great reason to 
bee humbled.  for opresion, & unmercyfullnese to the poore & indigent, for 
the unjustice deceit, Lying, & disembling, these are such as one knows nott how 
to trust another … Oh that wee could humble our selves … And then the wrath 
of the Lord would bee turned from us and things would goe well.56 
 

Still, she protested, ‘I cannott joyne with them since I canott say Amen or pray for what 

to them seemes to make reasons for what they doe’.  What she was objecting to can 

only be found in the proclamation itself, where the overarching purpose of the fast was 

to seek God’s blessing on William’s military campaign season, ‘the Preservation of Our 

Person, and … the Prosperity and Establishment of Our Government’.57  Halkett 

rejected the 16 June 1696 fast on the same grounds.  ‘I could & doe most heartily 

 
53 Halkett, NLS 6501, pp. 306–307. 
54 Halkett, NLS 6502, p. 268. 
55 The 1698 proclamation is basically an epitome of the causes enumerated for the controversial January 
1691 fast, discussed below, which deliberately targeted the Restoration church settlement (Williamson, 
Raffe, Taylor, and Mears, eds., National Prayers, Vol. 2, p. 175, pp. 54-57). 
56 Halkett, NLS 6501, pp. 233–234.  The conclusion is a paraphrase of 2 Chronicles 12.12, the 
repentance of King Rehoboam of Judah:  ‘And when he humbled himself, the wrath of the Lord turned 
from him, that he would not destroy him altogether: and also in Judah things went well’ (AV). 
57 Williamson, Raffe, Taylor, and Mears, eds., National Prayers, Vol. 2, pp. 164–165. 
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joyne’ in the exercise of repentance, she affirmed, but not in seeking ‘the preservation 

of there kings person & good succese to his Army’.58  So she decided, ‘I will forbeare 

goeing to Church rather then give any occation to make mee bee thought by any a 

hipocrite in making an outtward compliance to that which is nott in my heart’. 

 On only one occasion did Halkett reject a fast specifically for its Presbyterian 

tenor, the anti-Episcopalian fast of 8 January 1691, already mentioned in Chapter 7.59  

This fast was summoned by the General Assembly of the newly re-established 

Presbyterian church, whose authority was not accepted by many Episcopalians, 

including Halkett, in the wake of the rabblings and political purges of hundreds of 

Episcopalian ministers.  The assembly ‘should nott bee call'd General’, she argued, 

‘because so great a part of the Ministers are either putt outt or absented [sic] themselves 

because unsatisfied with there violent proceedings’.60  The purpose of the fast was to 

repent of ‘the late great and general Defection of this Church and Kingdom’, which 

included among its many particulars a direct condemnation of the royal supremacy over 

the church, coupled with a more ambiguous rehabilitation of the National Covenants 

of 1638 and 1643.61  Halkett, of course, would not repudiate the Restoration regime, 

though she still prayed, ‘Lord forgive for thy mercy sake what ever hath beene amisse 

either in Church or State for there is none that sinneth nott’.62  Though there was 

much else enumerated in the proclamation that fit with Halkett’s concerns both at 

home and abroad, occasionally expressed in identical biblical phrasing to her own, she 

excused herself by saying, ‘I thinke I had much better stay att home Then goe to heare 

 
58 Halkett, NLS 6501, p. 279; Williamson, Raffe, Taylor, and Mears, eds., National Prayers, Vol. 2, pp. 
148–150, shows that William’s campaign season was the chief premise of the fast, though the 
proclamation also noted national sinfulness, famine, and the predicament of Protestants under French 
domination. 
59 Halkett, NLS 6499, pp. 63–64 ‘Thursday 8th of January 1690/91’. 
60 Halkett, NLS 6499, p. 34; see also p. 63. 
61 Williamson, Raffe, Taylor, and Mears, eds., National Prayers, Vol. 2, pp. 52–58; Raffe, Culture of 
Controversy, pp. 82–83. 
62 The final phrase quotes from Solomon’s dedicatory prayer for the temple in 1 Kings 8.46 or 2 
Chronicles 6.36. 
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that made a crime which I beleeve a duty And whatsoever is nott of faith is Sin’ (a 

partial quotation of Romans 14.23). 

 Halkett made ‘conscience’ the basis of her civil disobedience in these cases, an 

excuse she had never allowed dissident Presbyterians to claim.  One’s private 

interpretations on disputable matters were never justification for disobedience, she had 

argued, even in the 1650s.  In 1656 she had told her child that if a God-ordained 

authority 

should injoyne things Contrary to thy owne Sence & what perhaps thou 
thinkest unfitt in thy Judgment yett remember what the Lord by his prophett 
Samuell hath Said hee Loves obedience better then Sacrifice and therfore to try 
thy obedience hath Suffred them which are over thee (may bee) to stretch there 
power to the uttmost intent of what they may doe, only to try what is within thy 
hart.63 
 

She had consistently made a well-regulated conscience the basis of obedience rather 

than dissent.  She prayed for her husband and children in later 1659 that God would 

‘preserve them from those Sins which may make them offend God, bee an ill example 

to others and bring disquiett to their owne Conscience’.64  After the Restoration, she 

often alluded to the injunction in Romans 13.5 to ‘be subject, not only for wrath, but 

also for conscience sake’, though she also admitted that ‘a private person who makes 

Conscience of his duty’ might well encounter ‘great deficulty in a right governing 

himselfe’.65  She regarded those who rebelled against the authority of king and church 

as being ‘defiled’ in their consciences (quoting Titus 1.15) and therefore unable to 

decide wisely.66  Quoting Bayly’s Practice of Piety, she warned, ‘Take heed to your selves 

what Conscence [sic] you have.  for Conscence shall damne and Conscience shall 

save’.67   

 
63 Halkett, NLS 6489, p. 209, referring to 1 Samuel 15.22 (and by implication, vs. 23: ‘For rebellion is as 
the sin of witchcraft, and stubbornness is as iniquity and idolatry’). 
64 Halkett, NLS 6490, pp. 108–109. 
65 Halkett, NLS 6492, p. 271; NLS 6494, pp. 353, 374 (quoted); Seven Gifts, Jabez his Request, etc., p. 42. 
66 Halkett, NLS 6495, p. 74; see also Twentieth and Fifth Psalm, p. 22; NLS 6489, pp. 32–33 (both of these 
early examples refer to the regicide). 
67 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 131. 
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 Halkett’s position was internally consistent, even though from an external 

perspective the tables had turned in 1690 to make her the dissenter.  In her view, the 

disobedience was all on the other side:  the rebels against lawful authority were William 

and his Presbyterian supporters.  This angle is particularly clear in her objections to the 

fast summoned for 31 May 1694.  Most of the proclamation was focused on the ‘great 

decay of Piety’, which Halkett agreed was a cause ‘such as noe good Christian butt must 

accknowledge’.68  However, there were ‘some dead flyes in this Apothecarys oyntment 

to cause a stinking Savor’ (drawing on Ecclesiastes 10.1), namely the claim ‘that wee 

were nott thankefull to God for rescuing the Protestant Relligion and our Laws & 

Libertys from beeing ruined’ (her paraphrase of the proclamation).69  ‘I thought’, 

Halkett rejoined, 

wee had greater reason to bee humbled for the sins that had provoked God to 
make one that Profesed to bee a Suport & a rescuer of the Protestant Relligion 
&c: The greatest Scandall to itt by pretending to what hee so ill performed. 
 

Halkett protested that the proclamation had turned a general call for repentance into a 

narrow endorsement of William’s regime, so that she could not attend without 

implying that she was ‘sattisfied with there government & desired the continuance of 

itt’.  And that would be to offend ‘against my owne conscience; for how can I beleeve 

them to have right that have noe right’? 

For all the rhetorical parallels that existed between the 1650s and the 1690s, 

both in Halkett’s writings and more widely, the 1690s were also recognized as 

fundamentally different.  William was an enemy from within as Cromwell had not 

been, and his treachery was all the deeper for its façade, ‘that so much indearing 

pretended invasion for the defence of the Protestant Relligion & redrese of all 

 
68 Halkett, NLS 6500, pp. 323–324 ‘Thursday 31 of May 1694’; the text of the proclamation is in 
Williamson, Raffe, Taylor, and Mears, eds., National Prayers, Vol. 2, pp. 116–117.  Subsequent quotes in 
this paragraph are from these two passages. 
69 The wording of the proclamation is as follows:  ‘And albeit in the late Revolution, GOD did 
wonderfully apear for Us, and Our People, in Rescuing them, their Religion and Liberty, when in great 
danger to be lost; yet that Goodness of GOD hath not led to suitable Repentance’.  Halkett’s loose 
paraphrase reflects the difference between hearing and reading a text. 
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greevances both in Church & State’.70  William’s Presbyterian henchmen in Scotland 

could be tarred with the same brush, since they had removed ‘the primitive purity & 

order’ of the church, ‘Nott I feare outt of Scruple of Conscience butt for want of truly 

informing there conscence [sic]’.71  Though her fast-day boycotts consistently targeted 

William, in other contexts Halkett made full use of the double arena this allowed for 

her protests. 

 

Propaganda wars 

Halkett also engaged Williamite propaganda in more subtle ways than the direct 

confrontations constructed around fast occasions, not just inverting the rhetoric of 

godly reformation but seeking to reclaim it altogether from such unworthy hands.  

William’s propagandists, particularly Gilbert Burnet (once an Episcopalian minister, 

and now an Anglican bishop), had appropriated the imagery of the godly king so 

integral to Halkett’s prayers, and further embellished it by presenting William as the 

deliverer of European Protestantism as a whole.72  On fast days, the substance of 

Halkett’s prayers for king, church, and nation now issued from the mouths of those 

whose actions, in her view, were entirely opposite to their language.  Given that the 

fasts for William’s military success tended to occur around the old Restoration holiday, 

29 May, the competing providentialisms of the old and new regimes were often quite 

literally juxtaposed.  In response, her own expressions were forced into a more intense 

register, which sharpened the incongruities between their already characteristic idealism 

and the surrounding reality.  This shift is especially noticeable in the wider scope of her 

prayers for the world around her, and in two exceptional meditations from the last 

 
70 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 26. 
71 Halkett, NLS 6501, p. 336. 
72 Claydon, Godly Revolution, pp. 25–63; see also J. A. I. Champion, The Pillars of Priestcraft Shaken: The 
Church of England and its Enemies, 1660-1730 (Cambridge, 1992), pp. 77–92; Mark Goldie and John 
Spurr, ‘Politics and the Restoration Parish: Edward Fowler and the Struggle for St Giles Cripplegate’, The 
English Historical Review, 109 (1994), pp. 575–576, for discussions Burnet’s earlier polemical positions, 
which might have appealed to Halkett before the Revolution.  How far she was acquainted with him is 
unknown (see earlier note in Chapter 7), but it is very likely that she regarded him as one of the ‘enemies 
from within’ who had facilitated the disasters of the 1690s. 
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three years of her life where she addressed classic eschatological events, the fall of 

Roman Catholicism and the ‘calling’ of the Jews.  Taken together, these examples show 

how she selectively repurposed the rhetoric of the fast day proclamations to support a 

future Stuart restoration. 

Halkett’s prayers had always been wide-ranging in their concerns.  Linking 

extremes was part of how her devotional routine worked, paralleling the king with an 

erring tenant, or royalists with regicides, or herself with someone more visibly under 

God’s judgment.73  Prior to the Revolution, however, her prayers generally operated 

within national boundaries, broadly conceived as the Stuart kingdoms.74  Branching out 

into international concerns was rare, even though the potential was always there in the 

biblical material from which her prayers were constructed.75  Halkett’s earliest extant 

meditation, written on Psalm 25 after the Battle of Worcester (1651), offers an 

especially effective illustration of this incipient breadth.  ‘I will not interceed only for 

my self’, Halkett wrote in response to one verse, ‘but for those also, who are part of me, 

as being thine’; she went on to enumerate ‘The King’, ‘The Kingdom’, ‘Many Prisoners 

and Captives’, and ‘Many afflicted and disconsolat Souls’, in a sequence resembling the 

Litany in the BCP.76  Some verses later, she prayed for Roman Catholics ‘blinded with 

mistaken Zeal’ – likely thinking of Queen Henrietta Maria, whose conversion features 

among her final petitions.77  In her conclusion, the latent potential for a universal 

perspective almost comes to expression.  Reflecting on the Psalms’ final verse, ‘Redeem 

Israel, O God, out of all his troubles’, she ranged back and forth across the possible 

 
73 Halkett, NLS 6493, p. 265 (the example given in Chapter 1); NLS 6489, pp. 31–32; NLS 6490, pp. 
333–334. 
74 See, for instance, the long series of prayers concluding ‘The Art of Devine Chimistry’ (Halkett, NLS 
6494, pp. 44–47), or ‘A Prayer for the Publick, February 7th 1678/9’, printed in Halkett, Seven Gifts, Jabez 
his Request, etc., pp. 68–72. 
75 International affairs tended to arise as separate concerns, as in Halkett, NLS 6490, pp. 65–75 ‘upon 
the peace made betwixt France & Spaine [1659]’; Halkett, NLS 6492, pp. 30–34 ‘Meditations upon the 
peace Concluded betwixt the King & the hollanders sept 1667’. 
76 Halkett, Twentieth and Fifth Psalm, p. 10; she was working with vs. 3a, ‘Yea let none be ashamed that 
wait on Thee’. 
77 Halkett, Twentieth and Fifth Psalm, pp. 25–26, 46.  Catholicism, specifically praying to saints or angels, 
came up in the context of vs. 11, ‘For thy Names sake, O Lord, pardon my Iniquity for it is great’. 
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referents of ‘Israel’, whether the historical Jewish people and their land, or God’s 

universal ‘Church’ and ‘Chosen People’, or more specifically the Stuart kingdoms, the 

Anglican Church, and Charles II as ‘thy Anointed’ – concluding with herself, as ‘one of 

thy Israel’.78  The Restoration of 1660 was still nine years away when Halkett wrote this, 

and if it had not occurred we would almost certainly read this meditation’s conclusion 

in a more apocalyptic mode, rather than as a sample of Anglican royalist persistence in 

the 1650s. 

After the Revolution, some of Halkett’s prayers actually do develop a universal 

scope, but in a selective way that highlights their symbiotic relationship with Williamite 

propaganda.  The reversion to a state of interregnum is signalled in her trio of petitions 

for the divided church, exiled king, and oppressed nation, and the inclusion of William 

in her usual prayers for her enemies and for the conversion of the ungodly.79  Beyond 

these habitual concerns, at times her prayers also extend to ‘all Mankind’:  ‘That Jews 

Turkes & Infidles [sic] may be brought to the knowledge of the truth’ (1 Timothy 2.4), 

and ‘That all the ends of the earth should see the salvation of our God’ (Isaiah 52.10), 

and that ‘Christendome’ might become ‘a quiett habitation’ (Isaiah 33.20).80  Such 

expressions were based on biblical quotation, and possibly also on liturgical borrowings, 

but they had a political and a doctrinal bite as well.81  The conversion of the Jews was 

one of the many generic ‘causes’ offered in the fast-day proclamations; linking it with 

the salvation of ‘all Mankind’ was a provocative contrast to the narrow predestinarian 

 
78 Halkett, Twentieth and Fifth Psalm, pp. 44–47. 
79 See for example NLS 6500, pp. 26–28, 72–76.  Halkett never bothered with xenophobic attacks on 
William’s Dutch nationality, though this was ready to hand; anti-Dutch feeling directed at William is 
discussed in Claydon, Godly Revolution, pp. 13–14, 122–126; Rose, England in the 1690s, pp. 28–37. 
80 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 296.  These phrases are mostly biblical, though Halkett has substituted 
‘Christendome’ for ‘Jerusalem’ in Isaiah 33.20.  Similar passages in her meditations include NLS 6499, 
pp. 44–46 ‘Sunday the 23d of November 1690’; NLS 6501, pp. 126–130 (part of a select meditation 
written in the first half of 1697). 
81 ‘Jews Turkes & Infidles’ is an unusual listing in Halkett’s meditations, but resembles a phrase in one of 
the BCP collects for Good Friday:  ‘Have mercy upon all Jews, Turks, Infidels, and Hereticks’ 
(Cummings, ed., Book of Common Prayer, p. 317).  In November 1690 she had used a different phrasing: 
‘Lord bring in both Jew & Gentile so that the vittmost [sic] end of the earth may see the Salvation of 
God’ (Halkett, NLS 6499, p. 45).  For this as a fast-day concern, see especially Williamson, Raffe, Taylor, 
and Mears, eds., National Prayers, Vol. 2, pp. 56–57. 
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views attributed to the Presbyterians.82  ‘Certainly itt cannott bee displeasing to my God 

that I pray for the conversion of all’, Halkett argued, ‘butt rather good & acceptable in 

the sight of God our Saviour’ – going on to quote the rest of 1 Timothy 2.4, ‘Who will 

have all men to bee saved and to come to the knowledge of the truth’.83  Her customary 

insistence that saving repentance was possible for anyone gathers new freight in this 

context.  When she hoped ‘that all may live and repent & bring forth the fruits of 

repentance (Matthew 3.8) that so iniquity may nott bee there ruine (Ezekiel 18.30)’, she 

meant even William, for whose success in ‘Sin’ (i.e. military victory abroad) she was 

refusing to pray.84  In a similar vein, the peace in Christendom that she sought was an 

end to William’s European war, in direct opposition to Williamite claims to be 

defending the cause of Christendom.85  Halkett hoped, perhaps too optimistically, that 

peace would be a step toward restoring James. 

It is not a coincidence that these prayers pass over the international concern 

most emphasized in the fast-day proclamations, the continental Protestants being 

persecuted by the French and their Catholic allies.86  For William’s propagandists, this 

situation vividly demonstrated what William’s intervention in England had prevented 

in the British Isles.87  Halkett herself only avoided the topic after the Revolution.  In 

1685, just after the revocation of the edict of Nantes, she had written ‘A Prayer for the 

persecuted Protestants in France’ for regular use in her household.88  In early 1688, 

while airing her ‘Grave cloaths’, she contemplated those in France without such 

 
82 Williamson, Raffe, Taylor, and Mears, eds., National Prayers, Vol. 2, p. 56; Raffe, ‘Presbyterians and 
Episcopalians’, pp. 581–582; Raffe, Culture of Controversy, pp. 48–49. 
83 Halkett, NLS 6501, p. 129.   
84 Halkett, NLS 6501, pp. 279–280. 
85 Halkett, NLS 6501, pp. 19–20.  ‘Christendom’ was a key emphasis of Williamite propaganda; see 
Claydon, ‘William’s War Propaganda’, pp. 137–142, and Williamson, Raffe, Taylor, and Mears, eds., 
National Prayers, Vol. 2, p. 90. 
86 See, for example, Williamson, Raffe, Taylor, and Mears, eds., National Prayers, Vol. 2, pp. 13, 56, 116, 
150.  For the influence of continental Protestant concerns on Anglican sensibilities, see Tony Claydon, 
‘The Church of England and the Churches of Europe, 1660-1714’, in Grant Tapsell, ed., The Later Stuart 
Church, 1660-1714 (Manchester, 2012), pp. 173–192. 
87 Claydon, Godly Revolution, pp. 138–139, 144; Claydon, ‘William’s War Propaganda’, pp. 134–135. 
88 Halkett, Seven Gifts, Jabez his Request, etc., p. 73.  The prayer is dated 15 December 1685; the edict of 
Fontainebleau had been issued just two months previously. 
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comforts, ‘denied, what might have beene refreshfull either in life or Death’.89  But 

after 1688, the household prayer was repurposed ‘for our own persecuted Ministers in 

this Kingdom’.  While she expressed concern about James’s indebtedness to French 

protection in exile, she questioned whether French power was really the threat that 

William’s propagandists suggested.90  In December 1696, with ‘the whole kingdome … 

involved in trouble & suspence by pretending a suposed invasion from the french’, she 

wrote that it was ‘generally beleeved’ to be a ruse, ‘to Cloake some other designes, And 

to amuse people that they may nott bee too busy in reflecting on there Government’.91  

As she saw it, the real problem was William – not France. 

One might expect that the conversion of the Jews and the fall of the papacy 

would have been equally tainted topics; but in two of Halkett’s later select meditations, 

she addressed these eschatological concerns on her own terms.  In both cases, she 

argued that the hypocrisy and injustice practiced by professing Protestants was worse 

than the unbelief of the Jews or the doctrinal errors of the Catholics – in other words, 

that conversion needed to begin at home.  In her ‘Serious Reflections concerning them 

that are seduced’, already discussed in Chapter 5, the comparison between ‘Popery & 

Presbitery’ makes her polemical thrust quite explicit.92  For all the Presbyterian outcry 

against ‘Popish Superstition and Idolatry’, Halkett retorted that they ‘agree in many 

things’ since ‘both of them condemne to everlasting burnings, those that doe nott agree 

with them in all there opinions’.93  Her hopes for the future conversion of the 

Catholics to ‘the truth of the Gospell’ – ironically, phrased in quotations from Romans 

11, which actually address the future salvation of the Jews – are mildly expressed in 

comparison to the scathing condemnation of Presbyterianism with which her 

meditation concludes:  ‘The Presbiterians who have now gott Power & shews how ill 

 
89 Halkett, NLS 6497, pp. 350–351 ‘Monday 20 of February 1687/8’. 
90 Her concern about James’s dependence on France is being clearly expressed around the same time, in 
her ‘Serious Reflections concerning them that are seduced’ (referenced below). 
91 Halkett, NLS 6501, p. 357 ‘Monday 14th of December 96’. 
92 Halkett, NLS 6501, pp. vii–34 (begun 21 May 1696). 
93 Williamson, Raffe, Taylor, and Mears, eds., National Prayers, Vol. 2, p. 54; Halkett, NLS 6501, pp. i, 18. 
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they improve itt, cannott butt provoke God & incence all good men (nott Leavened 

with there Principles) to forsake them’.94  Their unjust treatment of their fellow 

Protestants, the Episcopalians, was neither ‘suitable to the Spiritt of God’ nor to ‘all 

those glorious Titles they assume unto themselves, of beeing The Saints, the chosen, & 

beloved of God’.  ‘Can the Love of God dwell in the heart of any that are haters of the 

image of God’, Halkett asked, ‘And condemnes to unquenchable fire all that are nott 

whatt they proffese’?95  Though Halkett was genuinely concerned about the conversion 

of Catholics in other contexts, in this meditation her rhetoric effectively demotes the 

eschatological fall of ‘Romish Babylon’ to the level of a parish skirmish.96   

Presbyterianism is less clearly in the crosshairs of her ‘Meditations upon 

Probable conjecture[s] aboutt the calling of the Jews’.97  This unusual piece, completed 

just two months before her death, contemplates the future salvation of the Jews, as 

promised in Romans 9-11, as a warning to all ‘Apostate’ Christians.98  Halkett premised 

her study on ‘the great inormitys now of these times’, observing that ‘As the Calling of 

the Gentiles was nott till the Jews had Generally forsaken God, So in this Generallity of 

Christians turning Apostate may bee the time for calling in the Jews’.99  Subtly inverting 

Paul’s bid to ‘provoke’ his Jewish brethren to repentance by the prospect of others’ 

salvation (Romans 11.14), Halkett set the promise of an end-time restoration of the 

Jews against the warnings in the book of Hebrews that there would no redress for 

Christians who spurned ‘the spirit of Grace’ (Hebrews 10.29).100  The Jacobite 

undertone to her argument is evident in her use of the end-times vice list in 2 Timothy 

 
94 Halkett, NLS 6501, pp. 19, 33. 
95 Halkett, NLS 6501, p. 34. 
96 ‘Romish Babylon’ was fast rhetoric, not a phrase Halkett ever used:  see Williamson, Raffe, Taylor, and 
Mears, eds., National Prayers, Vol. 2, p. 56. 
97 Halkett, NLS 6502, pp. 178-201 (written between 8 January and 21 February 1699). 
98 It is clear that Halkett’s knowledge of seventeenth-century Jews is only second hand (NLS 6502, pp. 
190, 193).  Her meditation shows no awareness of the discussions in the 1650s about in formally 
readmitting the Jews to England; see David S. Katz, Philo-Semitism and the Readmission of the Jews to 
England, 1603-1655 (Oxford, 1982); Guibbory, Christian Identity, Jews and Israel, ch. 7. 
99 Halkett, NLS 6502, pp. 179-180. 
100 Halkett, NLS 6502, pp. 182, 197.  Romans 11.14 reads, ‘If by any means I may provoke to emulation 
them which are my flesh, and might save some of them’ (AV). 
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3.2-5, where many of the individual charges she leveled against William and his 

supporters appear: 

For Men shall be Lovers of there owne selves covetuous boasters proud 
blasphemers disobedient to Parents unthankefull unholy 
Withoutt Naturall affection, truce breakers, false accusers incontinent fierce 
dispisers of those that are good 
Traitors, heady, high minded, Lovers of pleasures more then Lovers of God 
Having a forme of godlinese butt denying the power therof: from such turne 
away. 
 

‘Can any draw a more exact account’, Halkett asked, ‘of the practise that is generally 

amongst the greatest part of these Kingdomes; As beeing united under one guilt as well 

as under one Goverment [sic]’?101  There are also echoes of her long-standing 

condemnation of religious rebellion in remarks such as ‘nothing more contagious then 

Sin, under seeming sanctity’.102  But although Halkett used her reflections on the 

biblical promises of the ingathering of the Jews to press her point that no one was 

beyond the reach of God’s grace, there is no direct engagement with Presbyterian 

distinctives.  Instead, she prayed ‘that all of us may Remember from whence wee are 

fallen & repent & doe the first workes’, a warning from Revelation 2.5.103  Likewise, 

her concluding quotation of Isaiah 25.8-9 is a haunting expression of her wider hope 

for restoration:  ‘Then will the Lord God wipe away teares from off all there faces and 

the rebuke of his people shall hee take away from off all the earth … And itt shall bee 

said in that day Lo this is our God wee have waited for him and hee will save us’.104  

But Halkett’s emphasis on national repentance deconstructs rather than amplifies the 

eschatological implications of these references. 

 

 

 

 
101 Halkett, NLS 6502, pp. 179-180.  Halkett has quoted the biblical passage exactly.  ‘Serious Reflections’ 
builds its case against Catholicism around a similar end-times vice list, 1 Timothy 4.1-3. 
102 Halkett, NLS 6502, p. 181. 
103 Halkett, NLS 6502, p. 194. 
104 Halkett, NLS 6502, p. 201. 
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Quotidian Jacobitism 

Jacobitism is notorious for being detached from reality, whether it soared to romantic 

idealism or bogged down amongst disgruntled mavericks.105  Only a handful of passages 

in Halkett’s later meditations suggest this drift into apocalyptic unreality.  In November 

1690 she dreamed that she saw three stars in a round black cloud; they were attacked 

from below by soldiers and thick smoke, which extinguished two stars but left the third 

‘fixt’ and ‘much brighter then it was before’.106  Within her dream, she understood 

what she saw as either ‘Prelacy … sett in the midst betwixt Popery & Prebiters [sic]’, or 

else as an emblem of ‘Monarchicall Government’ depicting James’s experience.107  

Halkett was inclined to notice dreams, but she seldom interpreted them so politically.108  

On James Edward’s tenth birthday, 10 June 1698, she wrote a meditation comparing 

his birth to that of Jesus, launching from the words of Simeon in the Temple in Luke’s 

gospel and concluding with the apocalyptic vision of Revelation 12, the ‘great red 

dragon’ waiting to ‘devoure’ the newborn child of the winged woman.109  Other 

meditations confirm that she was using biblical prophetic modes more intensively, and 

more frequently ignoring the historical distance between the biblical passage and her 

present time.  The prayer for James’s conversion and restoration discussed in Chapter 

 
105 Lenman, ‘Scottish Episcopal Clergy’, pp. 40–41; Monod, Jacobitism and the English People, pp. 68, 76-
77, 99-100, 124-125; Szechi, ‘Constructing a Jacobite’, pp. 993–996. 
106 Halkett, NLS 6499, pp. 36–37 ‘Monday 3d of November 1690’. 
107 Halkett wrote, ‘The Lord make the Son hapier then the Father hath beene’; her precise meaning is 
unclear.  A much later hand has added ‘James Pr. of Wales’, but Halkett was more likely to compare 
James II and Charles I (see for example Halkett, NLS 6499, p. 7, where she prays that James will be 
‘delivered’ as the ‘seed of the righteous’ king, Charles I). 
108 Other dreams she noted include Halkett, NLS 6489, pp. 196–197; NLS 6492, pp. 64–67; NLS 6494, 
pp. 233–235.  These all pertain to personal situations.  She commented on the proper use of dreams, 
including critique of her past interest in them, in NLS 6495, pp. 54–56.  On early modern women and 
dreams more generally, see Patricia Crawford, ‘Women’s Dreams in Early Modern England’, History 
Workshop Journal, 49 (2000), pp. 129–141; and Pamela Hammons, ‘Widow, Prophet, and Poet: Lyrical 
Self-Figurations in Katherine Austen’s “Book M” (1664)’, in Barbara Smith and Ursula Appelt, eds., 
Write or be Written: Early Modern Women Poets and Cultural Constraints (Aldershot, 2001), pp. 13–19, where 
the ‘prophetic’ element Hammons identifies in Austen’s meditations is related to dreams. 
109 Halkett, NLS 6502, p. 275 ‘Friday the 10th of June 1698’; Halkett quotes Luke 2.34 and parts of 
Revelation 12.3-4, 15-17.  This was not an unusual inflection of the Prince of Wales’s birth, on either 
side of the propaganda war; see the image (and associated discussion) in Southcombe and Tapsell, 
Restoration Politics, p. 93, of L’epiphane du nouveau Antichrist by Romeyn de Hooghe (1689). 
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5, ‘Serious Thoughts’ (1695), illustrates this tendency and offers solid statistics to 

measure it:  more than half the word count is biblical quotation, and the overwhelming 

majority of it comes from Old Testament passages, mostly from the prophetic books.110 

It must be borne in mind, however, that politics was not the only factor 

contributing to this tendency in her later meditations.  The increasingly liminal 

perspective is a fairly accurate representation of how precarious her existence had 

become by then, given her age and the surrounding economic and social crises.  

Spatially, her world had contracted dramatically by the mid-1690s.  Frequent spells of 

pain and faintness, often connected with kidney stones, confined her to her house and 

its immediate environs.  In May 1694 she commented that it had been nine months 

since she had be able ‘to ride anywhere’; by January 1695 it was a major effort to walk 

the two miles to Pitfirrane, and in her final years, ‘Goeing through the Greene’ between 

the church and her house became a noteworthy occurrence.111  But rather than 

isolating her, immobility only increased the traffic inside her house.  Pressing creditors, 

importunate suitors for medical care or charitable aid, those seeking spiritual advice, 

and casual visitors of all sorts filled her days.  It was not until 1697 that her last young 

boarder, Sir William Bruce’s third grandson, departed; within a fortnight Halkett was 

already being urged by a doctor in Edinburgh to board and treat another sick child.112  

While restricted movement did not mean less to manage, by diminishing the buffer 

zone between her closet and the outside world it did facilitate a certain merging of 

interpretive planes.  A simple accident, like being interrupted early one morning by ‘3 

loud knocks’, only to find no one there, could spark eschatological reflections in 

 
110 Fifty-five percent of the word count is biblical quotation.  Out of eighty-four individual passages cited, 
seventy are from the Old Testament, and thirty-nine are from the Major or Minor Prophets.  These 
statistics, especially the disproportion between OT and NT citations, are extreme compared to the other 
half-dozen select meditations that I have analyzed at this level of detail.  Near the end of her life, when 
her saturation in biblical prose is most evident, quotation rates in the forty-percent range are normal. 
111 Halkett, NLS 6500, pp. 321, 327, 362–363; NLS 6502, pp. 222, 254; she was in her seventies. 
112 Halkett, NLS 6501, pp. 241, 248–250; see also p. 282, when a sick relation came to stay with Halkett 
for two weeks in the previous year. 
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Halkett’s mind.113  Still, when the sound had been traced to rusty door hinges in the 

room below, she soon settled on an everyday moral:  ‘from many inocent & accidentall 

things disturbance may accrew’.114 

Continued engagement with the world around her kept Halkett well abreast of 

current affairs in the troubled 1690s, despite her physical frailty.  Though they 

disagreed bitterly over causes, she shared the same concerns as her Presbyterian 

neighbours.115  Her occasional meditations in the last few years of her life are peppered 

with brief, incomplete references to many of the key events highlighted in historical 

summaries of 1690s Scotland, including the famine, the financial crisis, and the 

cultural turmoil of that decade.116  On a daily basis she heard of ‘the famishing 

Condittion of many honest family[s] who cannot dig & to beg they are ashamed’ (a 

partial quotation of Luke 16.3), and of famine victims who ‘fall downe dead for want’ 

in the road.117  She gladly borrowed money from the new Bank of Scotland, but kept 

her distance from the early stages of the Darien scheme because she had heard an ill 

report of ‘the projector of that designe’, who was motivated by ‘pique’ more than ‘good 

will’.118  She read with concern about ‘New Sects’ preaching false doctrines, ‘the Sadd 

instance of Atheisme’ presented by Thomas Aikenhead, and the rise in witchcraft 

accusations.119  In the summer of 1697, she even heard a rumour that she herself had 

 
113 She instantly threaded together quite a string of Bible passages:  Matthew 25.6; Revelation 3.20, 7; 
Isaiah 38.1; Psalm 16.11. 
114 Halkett, NLS 6501, pp. 291-292 ‘Monday the 13th of July 1696’; pp. 293-294 ‘Monday the 20th of 
July’. 
115 Christopher Whatley refers to ‘a round of sin-seeking’ jointly sparked by Presbyterian anti-
episcopalianism and by the serious crises Scotland was facing:  ‘Crisis of the Regal Union’, p. 77; see also 
‘Taking Stock’, pp. 107–108 
116 See for example Whatley, ‘Crisis of the Regal Union’; Goldie, ‘Divergence and Union’, pp. 234–236. 
117 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 295. 
118 Halkett, NLS 6501, pp. 277–278, 281; NLS 6502, p. 259; Whatley, ‘Crisis of the Regal Union’, pp. 
76, 83.  Though she gave no name, Halkett was evidently referring to William Paterson: see David 
Armitage, ‘Paterson, William (1658–1719)’, ODNB (Oxford, 2004).  
119 Halkett, NLS 6501, pp. 370–371; NLS 6502, pp. 234–235, 249–253, 310–311.  Halkett identified the 
sects as ‘the Quietes. The Pietes And the Philadelphian Society’ and ‘Bourignianisme’; she was reading 
pamphlets written against them, in one case ‘a letter from a Grave & Learned Devine att London to One 
of the same Calling here’, and in another John Cockburn’s Bourgianism Detected (1698). 
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been accused of witchcraft for her exceptional medical cures – though no one took it 

seriously.120 

Functioning in a world where everyday matters were so easily driven to this kind 

of extreme, Halkett’s Jacobite polemic understandably reflected its strained atmosphere.  

If the surrounding maelstrom sometimes twisted her expressions, it also gave her 

Jacobitism a heightened relevance.  Her conviction that the root cause of Scotland’s 

hardships was the exile of the lawful king and the deprivation of the church’s true 

pastors was convincing, not only because it was rooted in conventional fifth-

commandment principles, but also because she shared the present hardships with 

others.  Advocating for the disadvantaged, dispensing charity, and supplying medicines, 

though not in themselves Jacobite activities, supplied constant illustrations of what she 

regarded as the oppression and hypocrisy of the Williamite regime.  The problem was 

real enough.  What is remarkable is how little Halkett’s conception of the solution 

changed.  Her vision of restoration in the 1690s was as carefully premised on 

repentance and God’s work as it had ever been.  Her hopes for James’s reconversion to 

Protestantism, William’s relinquishing his ill-gotten throne, and a national change of 

heart, were hardly more ambitious than the Restoration of 1660.  Such hopes were not 

yet out of reach in 1699.  For all its idealism, this was a rational solution in the 

moment. 

  

      

 
120 Halkett, NLS 6501, pp. 251–253 ‘Satturday 19th of June 1697 upon the report raised upon mee that I 
was a Witch’.  The accusation was not local, but originated in Strathearn and Perth. 
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Conclusion 

 

Halkett’s meditations propose a distinctive solution for the ills of a particularly difficult 

period of Britain’s history – a solution that was neither the Revolution of 1688-89, with 

its putative rescue of religion and liberty, nor the semi-sacerdotal divine right kingship 

of Tory clergymen and their Jacobite heirs.  Though Halkett was undoubtedly exposed 

to these contemporary patterns of thought, her vision remained an older ideal of a 

godly king, nation, and church, cooperating to live suitably to the miraculous 

Restoration of 1660.  In retrospect this vision seems hopelessly idealistic.  But it makes 

more sense when brought back to the level of Halkett’s day-to-day existence, the setting 

her meditations were meant to address.  It was a generous solution at the time, and 

even amidst the bitter hardships of the 1690s Halkett still believed it would work. 

At every stage of her life, in both England and Scotland, Halkett lived among 

religious and political diversity.  She showed a remarkable ability to tolerate difference 

on a personal level, even at the end of her life when there was little room for flexibility.  

This did not make her an advocate of formal religious toleration, which she regarded as 

an opening for schism, bringing atheism, heresy, and superstition in its wake.  Instead, 

her ideal was conformity within certain mutually respected boundaries, marked by 

Christian charity and a well-regulated conscience.  She wanted the church to operate 

inclusively on a parish basis, under careful pastors supervised by a godly, well-counselled 

king.  As she saw it, a godly king, supported by his people’s prayers, would be ‘the 

repairer of the breach and restorer of paths to dwell in’, a quotation of Isaiah 58.12 

that she habitually used.1  Realizing that the king fell far short of this ideal, she sought 

to ‘stand in the gap’ herself through her prayers, like the biblical prophets who 

interceded for Israel before God.2 

 
1 Halkett, NLS 6494, p. 380; NLS 6490, p. 37. 
2 To ‘stand in the gap’ is a quotation of Ezekiel 22.30: ‘And I sought for a man among them, that should 
make up the hedge, and stand in the gap before me for the land, that I should not destroy it: but I found 
none’ (AV).  Halkett drew on many similar passages, however, such as Psalm 106.23: ‘Therefore he said 
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How did Halkett deal with the endless deferral of her hopes?  Did she ever feel 

that she had failed?  There is a remarkable resilience in her meditations, which prevents 

the study of her thought from ending on a note of defeat.  Steady devotional discipline 

and an elastic providential framework produced mental toughness, and more 

importantly, offered spiritual comfort.  She was well-schooled in the mental exercises of 

resignation, yet her buoyancy was about more than Christian stoicism.  A rare 

childhood reminiscence in 1669 tells us that she was ‘even from my infancy 

accoustumed to Looke upon all events even of that which crosed mee as beeing perhaps 

more for my advantage then the having what I desired’.3  In 1694, after a visit from her 

maternal cousin George Drummond with discouraging news of Jacobite affairs (he was 

acting for the exiled earls of Perth and Melfort), she could still respond, 

Butt blesed bee my God (though there is litle apeareance either of private or 
Publicke deliverances) Yett as a Ball that the more forceably itt is strooke downe 
itt rises the higher So what I heard yesterday to repell my hopes as to 
deliverances outt of these troubles. Itt raised my faith to the more stedfast 
beleefe[.]4 
 

An ingrained providential perspective made her adept at interpreting present setbacks, 

even as drastic as the regicide, as divinely orchestrated tests of faith or national 

punishments that called for the renewal rather than the cessation of prayer.  ‘God 

forbid that I should sin against the Lord, in ceasing to pray’, she would say; ‘I will not 

be discouraged, when I am denyed what I pray for’.5 

Yet she did experience discouragement.  Once, in a rare moment of self-doubt 

in early 1695, she asked herself whether her prayers actually worsened the predicament 

of obstinate wrong-doers, and ‘if itt were nott better to Omit praying for those I was 

 
that he would destroy them, had not Moses his chosen stood before him in the breach, to turn away his 
wrath, lest he should destroy them’ (AV); Jeremiah 15.1: ‘Then said the LORD unto me, Though Moses 
and Samuel stood before me, yet my mind could not be toward this people: cast them out of my sight, 
and let them go forth’ (AV). 
3 Halkett, NLS 6492, pp. 60–61. 
4 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 319. 
5 Halkett, Seven Gifts, Jabez his Request, etc., pp. 41–42. 
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concerned in, then to have them the worse affter mercy were obtained for them’.6  She 

combatted these thoughts with a short meditation on various biblical passages 

encouraging the duty of prayer, and frankly admitted near the end that what comforted 

her in prayer was not whether her requests were granted, but the immediate sense that 

God heard her.  ‘[W]ho can faint under any present or feare of future evills that hath 

the consolations of the holy Spiritt of God’, she asked, ‘as I had this morning early 

before I rose’?  She had been ‘reflecting on the Sad state of the Church & of our exiled 

King & the opresions of the people my own present wants & the uncertainty where to 

have them suplied’, and as she was presenting them in prayer she felt ‘joy unspeakable 

& full of glory’ (quoting 1 Peter 1.8).  ‘I am sure should I Live to see all that performed 

which then I had praid for’, she concluded, ‘itt could nott afoord mee greater joy then I 

had by the inLargement of heart the Lord gave me this morning in my bed’.7 

The devotional medium of Halkett’s political thought is absolutely essential to 

its interpretation, for it explains both her rationale and its expression.  But it also 

means that her ideas are expressed in seemingly routine religious languages, within 

repetitive disciplines of prayer and godly living.  This is not conventional political 

diction, and it limits the outward connections that can be drawn to the more formal 

political thought of the seventeenth century.  I have endeavoured to show that the 

strictures of the medium did not hamper her thinking, and that despite the shared 

language she was able to articulate and apply her ideas in particular ways, addressed to 

the specific contexts she was facing.  But there is also much that the meditations do not 

tell us about Halkett’s wider knowledge.  While her ideas parallel, at points, more 

theoretically developed discussions, it is difficult to draw one-to-one correlations.  One 

is left to work with the contrasts and silences, which are fruitful in their way but must 

always be held lightly. 

Reading Halkett’s meditations as political thought is nevertheless a profoundly 

revelatory exercise.  It is an avenue of inquiry well suited to unlocking the many pages 

 
6 Halkett, NLS 6500, p. 136(–145) ‘Upon Prayer begun January 9th 94/5’. 
7 Halkett, NLS 6500, pp. 142–143; there is a date in the margin, ‘Tuesday 22 of Jan 94/5’. 
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of her select biblical meditations, which need such an outside connection to navigate 

their intricate, biblically expressed arguments.  Being able to take all of Halkett’s 

meditations into account helps to restore the latter half of her biography to the place it 

ought to have in her historical profile.  Recognizing that she is not the Anglican royalist 

that has been assumed, but rather a more complex figure rooted in Restoration 

Scotland, offers a number of new avenues of inquiry.  Some are related to her – her 

social networks, her medical practice, what her meditations can tell us about life in a 

royal burgh at the end of the seventeenth century – but some indicate larger lacuna in 

the history of Restoration Scotland, particularly regarding the experience of the 

committed conformists who eventually became Episcopalians, but not necessarily 

Jacobites, after 1688.  Halkett urges us to think differently about those who stood by 

the Restoration, not for what it was but for what it should have been, and who rejected 

the Revolution, not out of sentimental feeling but because it was so clearly not what it 

pretended.
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