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THESIS ABSTRACT

The Finances of the Church of England, 1830-1880

The author, in the first chapter, attempts to des-
keribe the attacks on the Church of England by Utilitarians,
Radicals, and Nonconformists, commencing about 1830, as well

%a the efforts of Churchmen to defend the Establishment,
As the Church had been attacked for what was pre=-

umed to be its great wealth, the author, in the second
hapter, presents a detailed analysis of the actual re-
ources of these clerics. He demonstrates that as a whole,
he Church was comparatively impecunious and that a dis-
roportionate amount of the total income of the Church lay
in the hands of a few of the wealthier bishops and chapters.
thcre, as with all of the Church dignitaries, the system of
easing land for years and lives -- the basis of the wealth
of the Church -- not only prevented them from realizing the
maximum income from their estates, but frequently lead to
variations in their individual incomes. In this confused |

nancial condition, the Establishment was quite unprepared
|
0 deal with its opponents, Nor was it prepared to handle

he rapidly growing problem of impoverished and overpopulated
karishos.
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In chapter three the author shows the attempts of
Parliament to deal with the problems of Church finance be=
tween the years 1830 and 1850, After a report from a parle
iamentary commission of inquiry, the Ecclesiastical Come
mission was created, its function being to receive the ine-
come above the statutory limit of the various wealthy
‘bishops and to distribute it awmong the poorer sees. During
this period tithe commutation and copyhold enfranchisement
began. The functions of the Ecclesiastical Commission
were increased to include augmentation of poor parishes by
the acquisition of the funds from the Cathedral stalls
sequestered by the Act of 1840, This possession of land,
however created friction with the lessees of the Church,
who were quite unprepared to deal with a perpetual corpo=-
ration, The funds at the Commissioners! disposal for
augmentation were temporarily increased by a loan of
&600,000 in 1843. However, by 1850 these funds were ex-
hauatod; while spiritual destitution continued to increase.

Chapter four discusses the resolution of these
problems between the years 1850 and 1880, The creation by |
parliament of the Estates Committee brought about more
efficient management of Church property. The Acts of
1850-51 permitted the Church dignitaries to turn their es-
tates over to this Committee, which enfranchised property |

when requested to do so by the Church lessees, and pur- |
chased the beneficial leases of the remainder. Thus the |

Church tenants were satisfied, and the estates of the

— = = = = e
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Ghurch leased on a realistic basis., Lstates from the

property brought in hand, or purchased from the profits

realized from enfranchisement, were returned to the variou31
dignitaries. Property not used for this re-endowment was ”
placed in the hands of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners for|
augmentation. New rules of augmentation were adopted i
which permitted the Commissioners to raise the endowments h
of the incumbents of poor and populous parishes. By 1280 “
the process had been completed, and a revolution in the 1

finances of the Church of England effected., |
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PREFACE

In 1953, Professor T. S. Ashton, who was then |

|
versity, suggested that the author investigate the problemsw

visiting Professor of Economics at The Johns Hopkins Uni-

of the finances of the Church of England in the mid- |
nineteenth century. At the time he thought that most of th%
available material lay in the parliamentary papers. Upon |
investigation the author found this to be correct, and a ”
thorough study of the private papers of W. E. Gladstone, ”
Sir Robert Peel, and Lord John Russell yielded little of
value. Even the Parliamentary Debates and the standard
biographies of the Church leaders contained, for the
author's purpose; little of substance. This is perhaps dueﬂ

||
to the fact that the subject matter is highly technical,

| which may have caused the leaders of England to confine 1
their discussions to the parliamentary committees and com- |
missions. These reports are fortunately very full. In
spite of the sparseness of many normal sources, the subject?
is important, not only as an example of parliamentary re-
organization in the nineteenth century of older institu-
tions, but also for a full understanding of the problems
and history of the Church of England in that century.

This thesis has not been submitted as an exercise

for a degree at any other university and is entirely the

_——— s — e
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work of the candidate.

There are a large number of repositories to which
the author is indebted: The British Museum, The Public
Records Office, The National Library of Ireland, The
Trinity College Library, The Johns Hopkins University
Library, The New York Public Library, and The Library of
Congress particularly.

The author must thank Professors T. S. Ashton of
the London School of Economics, Sidney Painter and David
Spring of The Johns Hopkins University, Tom E. Davis of
the University of Chicago, H. H. Quint of the University
of South Carolina, and S. Bruchey of Northwestern Univer-
sity, each of whom read at least one chapter of the manu-
script.

He must also thank Professors G. G. Williamson,
R. P. Sharkey, F. Nugent, and F. Haber for their interest
and encouragement,.

Finally, and above all, this work could never have
been produced without the kind assistance and invaluable
aid of Dr. R. B. McDowell, Fellow and Tutor of Trinity
College, Dublin, who not only read the entire manuscript,
but whose constant encouragement and constructive criti-
cism has created a debt which the author can never hope to

repay.

Charles W. Coolidge
The University of South Carolina.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION |

? The England of the post-Napoleonic era was an Eng- |

:land of unrest. The uneasy stirrings of many parts of the

'population could be heard; reform was in the air. Peace
:' |
‘brought to England not only pride in victory, but also in- |

|
| I
‘trospection, and introspection brought agitation for the re-

!vitalizing of the institutions of government. It was in |
'this milieu that the Church of England found itself in the ”
| .

11820's, The clergy of the Church, enjoying all the fruits |
| : I
/of the Establishment could hardly have escaped the critical

\gaze of the reformers. Instead of the usual respect, or at |

Wleast sullen acquiescence, the clergy were faced with sharp:

‘and sometimes bitter criticism. The depth of this anti- ﬂ

lclericalism, and the extent to which it reflected the
?opinion of the population as a whole, and not merely the .
views of a small but vocal coterie is disputable, but the
hEstablishment felt itself to be besieged, and presumed it
to be something more than restricted discontent. .

| I
The Church of England was attacked by two main

i
forces. The philosophical Radicals, disciples of Jeremy
fBentham, opposed the Church on utilitarian grounds. The

lAnglican Church was not the creation of a single mind, or

____leven of a single age, and its rambling and frequently

i |
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Fanomalous structure cdai&_ﬂégﬁly_be fg££gg_iﬁ£3_£he highly

organized administrative framework into which the Radicals |

\wished to squeeze the English nation. Moreover, Christi-

‘anity, especially as represented by the Establishment, _

|
lacked the positive, obviously useful results so dear to the

hhearts of the Radicals. Consequently Radicalism determined |
‘that the Church of England must be reformed, or destroyed. |

| Many Nonconformists also attacked the Church. They

suffered from a series of grievances, both real and imagi- ﬂ

knary, and they objected on principle to the favored position
Fof the Establishment, They pinned their hopes on the great“

FReform Bill of 1832, which, they thought would deliver themﬁ
from the hands of the non-Christian Church of England, and |

i
Wlead them into the Promised Land of religious equality. p

The opposition of the Church to the Reform Bill, and the ﬂ
“failure of the First Reform Parliament to take immediate

ﬂaction in their behalf, provoked a plague of pamphlets of |
|| K

thich Moses could be proud.

J The Church of England was obviously afraid. The

“clergy feared for the Establishment and the preservation of

‘their revenues. The panic within the Church was, as Halevy

|

*has suggested,l unfounded, for the Whigs had no more inten-|
|

'tion than the Tories of seriously injuring the Church. The

opposition to the Church was not united, either in method

hor objective., Nonconformity and Radicalism were uneasy

|

| 1Elie Halévy, The Triumph of Reform, 1830-1841,
E. I. Watkin, translatoyi_(Lonégg, l950),_pg::}52-155._

|
A i

|
|
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bedfellows, and a magorlty of the Dlssenters, the Wesleyans,
were prepared to accept the status quo. The Church of Eng-
land was in an almost impregnable position, but the violence
iof the opposition lead the Churchmen to the mistaken belief
#hat they were in immediate, and mortal danger., This mis- J
calculation goes far to explain the defensive position of |
@he Church in the second quarter of the nineteenth century,
| This was the era of pamphleteering, when both the
Church and her opponents relied on paper ammunition as they i

II |.
Ifired barrage after barrage at each other, Victory and de=-

feat clearly could only lie in Parliament, but an analysis f
of this mass of controversial literature can serve not only
as a basis of comparison with the settlement, but in addi-
tion reveals the zeitgeist of the era in which the Church |
!Mas reformed,
H Perhaps the most extreme explanation of the Utili-
%tarian and Radical positions was an article in the London
Review, attributed to James Mill. In this, the author |
Asuggests, with a naive enthusiasm so characteristic of the |
Benthamltes, that the Church of England in the form in whlch
‘1t then existed, be completely destroyed. In its place, and
from its revenues, was to arise a new institution, comblnlng
”the best features of Anglicanism with the greatest utility
‘to the people. The Sabboth as a day of rest was to remain,

and the people were to attend a "meeting."?

2pP.Q., "The Church and Its Reform," Westminster
.Review, Vol. 29, pp. 259-260




| k

When the parlshoners are assembled to con51der in
| what other ways the meeting can be turned to advantage.
| One of them is obvious: add to their education. As
often as the means were available, useful lectures, on
various branches of art and science would be given.

Mill proceeds to show the great benefits that such education

could bring to the people. The chemical and physical
sciences were to be stressed, and even a rudimentary form of

that "most difficult of all sciences, politcal science,"

lcould be taught. The remedy the author offers, not only for
|

the Church, but for the entire country, was that charac-
I
teristic Benthamite panecea, education, by which the Church

of England, "the enemy of rationalism" would become an in-

'stitution useful to society.4
I

The most widely read of the Radical pamphleteers

article in the London Review, a positive program for the

was John Wade. Wade's work does not contain, as did the
I

reformation, or abolition, of the Church. He rather de-

Jvotes himself to criticism of the existing institution and

\invective. The Black Book, his volume published in 1820,°

'shows the extremes to which he was willing to go. Speaking

uof the Church of England, he says, "No, reader, it is not |
|

“Chrlst, but Anti-Christ, the Anti-Christian Church of Eng-

land that we are going to unmask."6 He then includes

3Ibid., p. 290.

L bibid., pp. 291-295.

50ohn Wade), The Black Book or Corruption Unmasked
(London, 1820). |

1 6Ibid., p. 205.




e ERIE PRy 3

5

Bentham's critiéisms of the-catébhis£.7 The vehemence of |
:Wade's attack can be seen in his remarks on the ordination
service in the Book of Common Prayer.

Truly this is marvelous to our eyes. Talk of
miracles having ceased, why they are performing daily.
Only think of 10,000 church parsons now scampering about
the country, all filled with the Holy Ghost. . . « But
the necromony of this wonderful ceremony! [ordination]|
The Bishop only imposing his hands saying, "receive the
Holy Ghost" and instantly, with the suddenness of the
electric fluid, the Holy Ghostspasses from the fingers

| {of the Bishopflto the priest.

The primary object of Wade's attack was not the |
'liturgy, but the financial resources of the Church. In his |
|

Supplement to the Black Book of 1823,9 Wade at once sets |

the tone of the attack:

! Our business is not with the doctrines but the
temporalities of the Church. Yet we are acquainted with
L none in which the abuses are more prevalent, in which
there is so little real piety, so much intoierehce, andi
in which the support of public worship so vexatious and
| oppressive to the community.l ‘

In short, it was the income of the "indolent and luxurious"

!clergy that he detested. He lists what he terms the "in- |
I

come of the Church", showing exhorbitant amounts that they r
Ereceived,ll and contrasts first the incomes of the hierarchy

|
|

with those of the lower clergy, and then with the clergy of

lother countries, concluding that "the clergymen of the Churd

| 7Ibido’ p- 2670
| 8Ibid., p. 286.
r Qiohn Wade), Supplement to the Black Book (London,
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'?f England and Ireland feceife, in the yéa;; mofé ﬁ;;éf_tﬁan
@ll the rest of the Christian world put together."12 What
hse did the clergy make of this "bloated" income? Wade
Iﬁnswers with charges of sinecurism, nepotism, patronage and
:pluralism.l3

Wade's influence is not to be underestimated, and

it is significant that not only did his Black Book run into

several editions, but his inaccurate estimate§ of the in-

!%ome of the Church of England clergy was quoted as fact by

I I
other Radical publication314 such as the Reformers Gazette ‘
| |
of Glasgow.15 Even Lord King, in the House of Lords, was |

‘accused by the Bishop of London of relying on the Black
;gggg as the basis of his discussion of the incomes of the
‘clergy of the Church of Eng;land.l6

ﬂ Within Parliament itself, the Radicals continued the
”fight. Such men as Lord King can be considered typical of
?this Parliamentary opposition to the Church. He remained a

constant source of irritation to the bench of bishops,

121bid., p. 209.
13Ivid., ppe 211 ff.

I 14, M. Beverley, A Letter to His Grace the Arch-
bishop of York, on the Present Corrupt State of the Church
of England (London, 1831), pe. 3k

4 15The Loyal Reformer's Gazette (Glasgow, 1831),
Vol. I, pp. 132-133.

||
P 16Hansard, Parliamentary Debates, Series 3, Vol., 2,
|: pp. 481"‘&-82.
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Hlntroduclng bill after bill, presenting petition after pe- |

tition, and criticising bishop after bishop in the hope of

lachieving some measure of reform, He was a constant de-
I .

!light to the opponents of the Church, for he demanded abo-

lition of-tithes, and rates, and the eradication of plura- |

17 |

'lism and nepotism.

Another reformer of some status was Lord Henley, a |

FMaster of Chancery., He published in 1832, a Plan of Churchf

Reform, in which he considered several aspects of the Church
'of England.18 He looked at the liturgy of the Church and |

uexpressed a "long supressed astonishment that this indefi- |

|
‘nite, deficient, and illassorted compend of the Gospel
|

ycould ever have been palmed upon the Universal Church under

'the abused name of the Apostles Creed.™? Of the Book of I
: |
Common Prayer Lord Henley said:

What do we gain by the party spirit of the preface
to the liturgy, the ill selection of Proper Lessons,
| Epistles and Gospels; the retention of legendary names
and allusions in the calendar; the lection of the
Aprocrypha and the omission of the Apocalypse; the
: mention of feasts and fasts never observed; the repe- |
| titions of the Pater-noster, Kyrie Elesion, and Gloria I
| Patri; the wearisome length of services; the redundance
and assumptlons of the state prayers; the unsatis-
I factoriness of the three creeds; the disputable char-
L acter of the Baptismal and Burial offices; the incom-
pleteness and dubious character of the Catechism, and

! 17Ibid., pp. 195-203; 231-239; 348-36k; L78-485;
and 551=552,

184 summary of Lord Henley's "Plan of Church Reform“
appears in the Edinburgh Review, Vol. 56, pp. 203-220. A
qdiscu381on with considerable direct quotation appears in
\A P, Percival, A Letter to Lord Henley Respecting his
Publication on Church Reform, (London, 1832).

L; _“_,_}?£Q2Qigal,_A Letter to Lord Henley, P« 4.
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. the order of Confirmation; the inapplicable nature and |

' absolution of the Visitation service; the discordance
between the Prayer Book and the Bible translations of
the Psalms; the contumelous and offensive language of
the state services; and added to all of these sources
of weakness, similar causes of inefficiency in the
Articles and Homolies,.=?

To Lord Henley the Church of England became an "accursed
‘thing." Lord Henley's remarks were more than this. He
Istates that, "the most prominent enemy of the church" to be |
the "non-residence of the beneficed clergy." They were the |
i"drones and locusts" of the Church, and it was on them thatﬂ
'he concentrated his attack. He demanded their dismissal,
hand the complete renovation of the cathedral organization, |
!After an attack upon the duties, of the dean, archdeacon, |
ﬁand prebendaries, he suggests that they all be dismissed, |
Fwith the exception of the dean and two aids, to be called |
by more "scriptural™ names, to be paid by the state, from
Lthe confiscated Church's funds. These were to superintend
iall cathedral duties, each resident for nine months.?l The
Vfact that Lord Henley's treatise ran to five editions??
ﬁgives some indication of its popularitye. |

|from the first Reform Bill. It was to be the answer to all |
r

I
/their grievances, and the new, reformed Parliament could,
|

Nonconformists as well as Radicals expected much

and would legislate in their favor. To the Church of

u 20Ibide, pe 5e
f 2lHenley, A Plan of Church Reform, pp. 215-219.

u 22percival, A Letter to Lord Henley, p. l.
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England, on the other hand, the Reform Blll was "abhorrent,
|as the culmination of a spirit of unrest social, polltlcal,:
\and intellectual, which for more than ten years had been
iperm%ggting the existing order, 123 They fought it not only
because it meant change, but also because it brought with |
;it the enfranchisement of large segments of middleclass

dissent, which in turn meant the dissolution, irrevocably,

of the system of Church and State devised by Hooker: an

Anglican Parliament legislating for the Anglican Church.zh |

If the Reform Bill passed, they feared that it would mean

not self-reformation, but reformation by a hostile, dis-

\senting Parliament. Consequently the clergy of the Church |

of England stood, almost to a man, in opposition to the bill
'so desired by Nonconformity.25 In an open letter to the

I
”Archbishop of York, R. M. Beverley, a Nonconformist, ex=-

lemplifies the attitude of Dissent. After first protecting
{himself from the charge of athiesm, a charge which would ﬁ
‘hardly have deterred a Radical, Beverley proceeds to show

ithe differences between the Church of England, and the early

Lchurch:

|
r Our reverend pastors present us a strange picture

I of Christianity in their sermons, their charges and .

|
| —

| 23William L. Mathieson, English Church Reform
1815-1840 (London, 1923), p. 42.

24Francis W. Cornish, The English Church in the
Nineteenth Century (London, 1910), Vol. 2, p. 28.

“ 25W, G. He Cook, "Electoral Reform and Organized
Chrlstlanity in England" Political Science Quarterly,
Vol. 39, Ps 488.

_:_;_;-—. e — —_ —_ - - = - = = =




10

their tracts. According to their notions the Apostles,

or at least the immediate diciples of the Apostles,

I were reverend "gentlemen," residing on wealthy livings
preaching fiyty-two written, printed, or lithographed

| sermons a year, and securing livings for their clerical,

! or commissions in the Roman army, for their military
sons. In that golden age, according to their system,
all the world was not only taxed by Ceasar, but tythed
by Ceasar for the benefit of the primative clergy, and
the priésts of the first three centuries amused them- |

i selves with card-playing, fox-hunting, horse-racing,

| shooting, fishing, and dancing, as they do at present,

| Pluralities were multiplied, and translations were .,

frequent, St. Paul had the golden prebend of Philippi, |

a large living at Rome, another at Thessalonica, and

| was besides 'the very reverend Dean of Cornith.' St,

| Peter was translated from the bishopric of Babylon to

' that of Rome; and St. James was enthroned at Jerusalem,

{ with great pomp and large lawn sleeves, after having
subscribed to the thirty-nine articles, according to
act of parliament . . . gentlemen of education or noble{

. men's sons were selected for higher honours of the |

L Church, whilst all the hard work was consigned to poor |

I curates, the rectors themselves being far away from

| their livings, amusing themselves with the fox chase, |

- leading a fashionable life in the metropolis, dancing
q at some 'primitive' Almanacs or gull%ng the sweets of
| pleasure at some 'primitive' Paris.<?

i The Church of England, originally acceptable, had |
?become corrupt and un-Christian because of its land and ‘
Fwealth. Beverley attributes this to the debilitating in-
:fluence of the Establishment, The only remedy was to enact
total disestablishment: tithes were to be abolished, all
Church property confiscated, and the Church of England re-
hduced to equal footing with the rest of the sects in England.
ﬁAll ecclesiastical courts were to be abolished, and all
Macts of Parliament that have been passed from the reign of
IiEdward VI to the present reign in favor of the Church" re-

”pealed. All bishops were to be dismissed from the House of
|

” 26Beverley, A Letter to the Archbishop of York,
——i PP h=5,
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fF[.ords. In faét, "the State mﬁst_;épudiéténihe:éﬂﬁrcﬁ, and |
hhe Church the State. It must be an entire separation and |
!hivorce, without prospect of union at any future date."27
f?hus by a quite different route, the Dissenter arrived at
the same destination as the Radical: confiscation of Churchi
hproperty, and disestablishment,

Many Dissenters made less sweeping demands, desiringﬁ

[
only relief from what they considered abuses rather than
. r

itotal abolition of Ecclesiastical revenues. They were |
[

“specifically interested in only a measure of the Radical re-

(i
forms. They had several major objectives: they wanted to be
I |
released from any obligation to contribute to the support oﬂ

|
Lthe Church of England; they wanted to have the burial ser- |

'vice performed by their own clergy; they wanted complete,
Uunbiased access to the Universities; they wanted noncon-

f'formistf marriage and burial services legalized; and they
1l

ﬁwanted the State, becoming secular, to show no partiality

I
'to any single group or sect; in short, equality.
| I
H When the Nonconformists discovered that the Reform |

2Bill meant little or no immediate relief, even with the
LWhig ministry, then in officejmany rose with the wrath of
“Old Testament prophets. Mammoth petitions were circulated
;during 1832, and huge groups of Nonconformists met through-
hout the country to pass resolutions and circulate demands.

| - - - - i
The Dissenters were an impressive group, claiming a majority

|
| 27Ibid., P« 35.

e
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of the poﬁiaEESH_df_all tEé”ﬁ;ﬁufééﬁufiﬁg districts of the]
I

North, and of all the major towns and cities of the country.

!

LIndeed, sometimes they claimed they were the nation.?® But

| |
fthis group, impressive as it might appear, lacked the sup-

port of Dissent's most powerful member, the Methodists, who,
I

"on principal held aloof from political contests."? Non- |
h

‘conformity seemed to the contemporary, far more powerful
'than, in actuality it could be, at least within the sphere
of politics.

H The forces of the opposition were now arrayed
Iagainstsshe Church. The Radicals opposing the Church on

H |

‘principal; the Nonconformists on rather more specifie issue%

——

k The Church had been, before the passage of the Re-= |

form Bill, slow to meet the Radical charges. Two centuries

'of sleepy security had slowed its reflexes, and the ve- h
”hemence of the attack was staggering. For the first time |
Jin a century Churchmen were forced to evaluate the contri-
lbution of the Church and its clergy to English society, and;
#if possible, place itself in a defensible position. This
Hwas obviously paramount in the minds of the bishops as they |
Iwrote their charges, and spoke in the Lords. |
; The Church of England contained, at the turn of the
Icentury, several distinct parties., First, there was the

l {
last pathetic echo of the glorious days of English theology

w 28Halévy, The Triumph of Reform, pp. 149-151.

' 29¢, M, Young, "Portrait of an Age,™ Early Vic-

ﬁtorian England (London, 1934), Vol. 2, pe Lbk.

——l - £ =

|
|
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in the seventeenth century; the "high church" which, in
‘these extremities, was reduced to a simple advocacy of the

!use of the Book of Common Prayer, and attention to its |
irubrics. They had little new to offer theologically, and
little strength for the defense of that which they had.3° |
A second group within the Church, the Evangelicals, were
Hstronger and better organized, but had little stomach for I
ithe problems of administration and finance which beset the |
:Ghurch. Emphasizing "enthusiastic" redemption of the in- ﬁ
dividual, they were little interested in the Establishment,
dand many of their members openly advocated latitudinarian

?ideals.31 Finally there was the hazy mass of clerics who ;
in general held no specific position, and who were, at ‘
{their worst more interested in the hunt then religion, and

at their best preoccupied with their clerical duties. An !

example of the former can be seen in the famous five minute

sermon by the clergyman in St. Giles. In speaking of the
'parable of the Pharisee and Publican, he said: |

It was said that if any of our fellow creatures |
| should so fall, as to stand in need of such a degrading
| confession as the Publican's, lst, his hearers be on
r their guard lest, by drawing t60 favorable a contrast
| between such outcasts and themselves, they incurred the |
” censure pronounced on that otherwise estimable char-

y acter, the Pharisee.32

|: When the tidal wave of criticism struck, not one of |

1 30R, W, Cornish, The English Church, pp. 2-3k. |

| 311bid., pp. 62-76.

| s i
h 32john Stoughton, History of Religion in England

from the Opening of the Long Parliament to 1850 (London,
188L], Vol. 7, p. 10I.

|
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‘these three groups was in a position, in organization, or

I

htheology to present a solid and appealing front., If it were
:to be withstood, new dykes had to be built, and this called |

|
for either the rejuvenation of the old, or the creation of

;a new set of ideas and parties within the Church of Englandl
I Answers to the Church's need were not slow in com- |
;ing. They came from several different quarters. To begin ﬂ
ﬁwith, there was the socalled Broad Church, tracing its be- |
ginning to Samuel Taylor Coleridge,33 is a prime example.

ﬁIn his Church and State, Coleridge expresses his desire for

il
'the recreation of a "clericy", or state-financed intellec- ﬂ
| |

| [
‘tuals as opposed to the land owners and the merchants. Thus
| l'
Wharkening back to a medieval precedent, Coleridge fashioned||

‘what was to become one of the philosophical and theological |

“concepts of the nineteenth century. He felt keenly the lack

|
‘of an organized intelligensia, and felt that a state-sup-

|
|ported group of intellectuals, including all professions,

onuld add the soundness and balance which his society lackeé.
I |
|

fworld, and his "clericy" would hardly have been an accept-

Coleridge, however, was dealing abstractly with his |

‘able solution to the problems which were besetting the

FChurch.34 It was left to his follower and disciple, Thomas |

Uﬂrnold, to put this theory of a "clericy" into a workable
|
p

33For the influence of Coleridge on the Broad Church
“movement, see Charles R. Sanders, Coleridge and the Broad
'Church Movement (Durham, 1942).

M 3hBasil Willey, Nineteenth Century Studies, Cole-
ridge to Matthew Arnold, (London, 1949), p. 53.
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plan for the salvation of_éhe E;tablgéﬂaght; -Haiévy d{é-_

|
misses Arnold's proposals as "eccentric,"35 but under the

%ressures of the attacks, and with the teachings of Cole-
ridge before him, Arnold, if nothing else represents one
}phase of the Church of England's gropings for a workable so-i
iution to its problems, and deserves more than the summary

|

|ﬁismissal given him by Halévy.

| Arnold begins with an attack upon those critics who |

|
Ldesired the alienation of Church property, immediately
'placing them on the defensive by attributing to them the .

Lunenviable notives of being either "Church destroyers™ or |

II
H"self-seekers." On the whole he decides that the majority
Hare of the first class, both the Radicals and Nonconformists,

ﬁas the latter are giving aid and comfort to the former,36
| |
“ Yet he bases his argument for the retention of the

rChurch property by the Establishment not on the criticisms

of others, but rather on legal grounds.37 The strength of
”these arguments will be analyzed in a later chapter.

P As the law declares that a man's benefice is his
freehold, it [ the deprivation of the freehold ] is pre-

cisely the same to deprive an incumbent of the income

” of his Church preferment, as to deprive any other in-

dividual of the rents of his land, or the profits of

i his trade. « « « It is an invasion of the rights of

| the patrons of the Church benefices, }gnds, which were |

| certainly never granted to the State.

| 35Halévy, The Triumph of Reform, p. 139.

| 36Thomas Arnold, "Principles of Church Reform,"
Miscellaneous Works, (New York, 1845), p. 76.

371bid., pe 76
b aReeda . 5077
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|.But'. Arnold's chief contrlbutlon is not a v1tuperat1ve at-

jtack on the Establishment's opponents, or even a legalistic
defense of Church property, but rather a scheme whereby the |
'Establishment which he thought to be in danger, might be

i'pr'es.’.erved. Looking backward, Arnold decides that the whole
Christian world has had an establishment, "with the excep- |
jtion of the United States of America, where the evil Spirit
ﬁof Sectarianism has wrought his evil work."™ The problem,

Laccording to Arnold, was to unite in a single Church all

fdifferent opinions and "different rites and ceremonies.,"
'His thesis then, was to "constitute a Church, thoroughly ‘
Vunited, and thoroughly Christian, which should allow great |
varieties of opinion of ceremonies and forms of worship, |
according to the habits and tempers of its members."39 Thi%
'was to be accomplished by an Act of Parliament which would |

|
make the Church sufficiently all-embracing to include all r

the Dissenters with the exception of the Roman Catholics,

?Quakers, and Unitarians, who obviously could not be include@
|.
?The historic churches were to be the meeting places of all

|the included sects, each having a different hour of worshlp.

dBlshops were to be increased materially in number, and they|

were to govern the qualifications of candidates for the min-
1istry. It is to be presumed that the income of the Church

would be divided in a like manner among the participating

| 391bid., p. 88.
4O1bid., pp. 90-99.

sects.l*o
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i%he period of crisis, and although his reforms were too

Esweeping for nineteenth -century England to be adoptedf in

their totality, it is significant that a body of Church
|
opinion was moving toward a broadened, all-inclusive basis

for the preservation of the Establishment and its revenues,

Arnold's scheme brought forth a whole group of simiﬁt

lar pamphlets, supporting his position. As one critic has

described them:

|

' The press groaned beneath the perpetual issue of

. pamphlets, treatises, discourses, as numerous as the
nodes in sunshine, all bent on the reformation of the
Church, from head to foot. To open one of these pro-
found, zealous, and authoritative disquisitions, which

:! understoo% at a week's notice to correct all the anoma- |“*

| lies e world, and present a spick-and-span new

! creation in which imperfection was unknown, you might

' suppose that the Church of England was a mass of cor-
ruption, folly, and bigotry. Everything was wrong,

; everything required radical change. Nothing could be

I hoped for, except after the expulsion of the bishops

|

the abolition of religion in the Universities, the
radical reform of the worship and doctrine of the
Church in a liberal direction.4l

from the House of Lords, the overthrow of the Chapters,

P In this one can see the attitude of a second segment

of Church thought to the compromises proposed by the libe-

Hrals within the Church. This totally different attempt to

YStrengthen the Church came from Oxford. Though its origins

rare traceable to a single issue, the consolidation of the

Irish sees, the message of John Keble's sermon on National

Jﬂpostacy was meant for, and fully applicable to, the issue

| -
| blwilliam Palmer, in the Contemporary Review, May,

21883, Pe 639, quoted in A. W. Evans, Introduction to Tract

\Ninety (London, 1933), pp. xii-xiii.
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“facing the Church OE_Engiénd. ﬁ;fh_KébléiEHé;;_ﬁéé_hét the |

/attempt to compromise of Arnold, but rather a reassertion
‘and intensification of the distinctions which separated the |

Established Church from Nonconformity. He first rhetori-

|
hcally asked what constituted a Christian nation. His
|

]answer was a nation bound "in all her legislation and pol-

icy, by the fundamental rules of the Church." If this re- |

I
'lationship is broken, said Keble, "Is not this . . « like \

ﬁthe Jews, to have an earthly King over them, when the Lord i
. £ ot W
/their God is their King? . . . If such enactments breaking |

this relationship are forced on the Legislature by public |
| .
opinion, is APOSTACY too hard a word to describe the tem- |
rper of that nation."hz Keble was attacking theologically, |

”and by his sermon opened the campaign of the Tractarians to |

ﬂpreserve the Church. “

| Keble was not alone; with him were Newman, Froude, |
|
'Palmer and others, who after a brief period of hesitation, |

began the essays that gave the Oxford Movement their name, |

‘Newman, who in many ways spoke for the movement, analyzes

Hhis position in his Apologia Pro Vita Sua: "My battle was |

‘'with liberalism; by liberalism I mean the anti-dogmatic 1

‘principle and its developments."43 He placed his emphasis

ﬁon "the doctrines of apostolical succession and sacramental |
grace, on the independent authority of the Church as a di-

VVine institution, on the importance of the teaching of the
H

hzlbido, ppo Xxi—xxii.

”&;L;_;;:r43iggg;ﬁ£;§§wmgglrApologia Pro Vita Sua (New York,
1947) pe kb
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“success. The clergy of the Church of England, if not its

jof influencing the minds of theological students, and
|

early%bhurch, aﬁd on the H;éd fof;;;;ist;hg thé advanéé Bf
liberalism."# Newman groups Erastian, latitudinarian, and;
Utilitarian principles together as "liberal."™ As the
Tractarian's pamphlets grew in number, so did their
followers. In Oxford University Newman had the opportunityv
|

throughout the country this cry for an independent, self= 4

contained, and doctrinally unique institution met with grea&

| I
prelates, could understand Newman, while Arnold's language |

|was foreign to them. While Arnold offered compromise, |

|their lands at the hands of an "Erastian"™ Parliament, their

hpower would still stand "on the authority on which their

|
\ The affectiveness of the Tractarian movement is |

| i

disputable, at least insofar as the Church's financial and

rrallied a group of the clergy, previously phlegmatic,to

Newman regrouped the Church militant. Should they lose |

authority was built - their apostolical succession. "4’ W

administrative crisis is concerned. It is true that they

their standard, but they, in the long run, fought not so

?much the "Erastian™" Parliament, but rather the liberal

”forces within the €Ghurch. The statement of Dean Church, F

that:

The official leaders of the Church were almost |
stunned and bewildered by the fierce outbreak of pop- |
ular hostility. The answers put forth on its behalf to

bhQuoted in Evans, Introduction, p. XXX.

- OTbid., p. oxxxie
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the clamour for extensive and even destructive change

I were the work of men surprised in a moment of security.,

I' They scarcely recognized the difference between what

| was indefensible and what must be fought for to the

| death; they mistook subordinate and unimportant points |

| for the key of their position; in their compromises or

V in their resistance they wanted the guidance of clear |
and adequatehgrinciples, and they were vacillating and

ineffective.

@as presumably made to contrast the leadership of the Church

!ﬁith that offered by the Tractarians, but a rather clearer

analysis by one eminent ecclesiastical historian throws
Lconsiderable doubt upon the actual contribution of the Trac-|
tarians to the defense of the Church:

| Undeniably pluralism, nepotism, and non-residence |
L were rife, but the fact that these same evils were I
|' present on a larger scale in Italy, and generally in ;
| Roman Catholic countries suggests doubt whether the '
I Tractarian proclamation of the apostolical succession

| and the divine right of the episcopacy was the remedy |
relevant and proper to such abuses.47 |

r But there was a third force which perhaps made the
|

Lgreatest effort to defend the Church of England. It falls
”into no definite category. These were men who were pur- |

suing regularly their clerical functions until attacks |

!
forced them from their silence and frequently because of

|
|!d:i.rect attack, into the field of battle. Some were in-

hevitably drawn in by the very positions they held. The .

hbishops, who in many ways were spokesmen for the Church and

h
} 46Richard William Church, The Oxford Movement:
Twelve Years, 1833-1845 (London, 18917 p. 2.

” k7Norman Sykes, "Estimates of the Oxford Movement

lof 1833," in The Origins of the Oxford Movement (Phila-
ﬁdelphia, 1935), De 1o

|
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Ipossessed the opportunlty for publle statemehés, replled tol
Lattacks both in the House of Lords, and in their individual |
?charges. Their opinion and approach is particularly im-
ﬁportant, for it was to them that the great bulk of the
iclergy looked for guidance, and if Bills were presented in
EParliament, they spoke for the Church, |
Besides the bishops, replies were drawn from holders
\of benefices, members of chapters, and others who, being
hattacked, replied in kind. They felt that they were fight-
Wing for their very existance., In general these clergymen 4
}confined themselves to answering specific charges. The |
‘bitter attacks of the Radicals were either ignored, or |
ﬁdismissed with the few words: "judge not and ye shall not
' be judged."hg They did however, go into some detail when |
'defending themselves against some wouldbe reformers. It is
“worthwhile glancing at what these men said and wrote, for ?
ltheir works reflect the temper of the clergy at this time,
1 The Dissenters had complained of the necessity of 1
rconformity to the rites of the Established Church in the
|ceremonies of baptism, marriage, and burial, and the use of
‘the Established clergy by the State in their reglstratlon.ha
' John Kaye, Bishop of Lincoln, replied that it was rather a
Mgrievance to the Church than to the Nonconformist, but

L8y, L. Bowles, A Last and Summary Answer to the
uestion "of what use have been and are the English Cathe-

'dral Establishment" (London, 1833), P. l.

! 4L93ee above, p. 12.
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'stated: g |

The State thinks it essential to the well-being of

the community that clandestine marriages shall be pre-
. vented; and that births, marriages, and deaths shall be |
correctly registered. In order to effect these objects,
it has employed the instrumentality of the Clergy of .
|. the Establishment, by requiring that all marriages |
|\ shall be solemnized in the Church; and that registers |
I of all baptisms, marriages, and burials, shall be kept |
by the parochial minister. We acquiesce in the decisioq

p of the legislature,’0

!The Dissenters demanded burial in the Church cemeteries, by

'their own clergy. To this Kaye replied, "Thus they claim ;
(l |

?the right of burial in the very churchyards which they re-

Hfuse the means of supporting. Let there be no rates, say

| |
. |they - Let Churchmen keep up the churchyard - but let us wh%

pay nothing towards it have the privilege of burying our |

:dead in it."Sl Finally, the Dissenters objected to ex- |
. I

clusion from the universities. Kaye answers:

| « » « I say to alter those statutes, [ requiring J
| acceptance of the thirty-nine articles,j for though it

| has been suggested that the admission of Dissenters J
| might effectually be accomplished by a special exemption
| of Dissenting students from attendance in the college |
1 chapel, it is certain that such an exemption would

L speediiy lead in practice to the same result in a total |
| erasure of the statutes. The chapel doors would be |
| closed, and eyen the forms of religion be banished from
‘ the colleges.?? -

| Other criticisms had to be refuted. The Radical and

{Nonconformist demand that the Church lands be confiscated ”

i m—m—

J
H 50J0hn Kaye, Nine Charges delivered to the Clergy |
\of the Diocese of Lincoln, with some other works (London,
I85L], p. 91.

1 >l1bid., p. 92.
52Ibid., p. 97.
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}led numerous authors_to show that thérigﬂds_Sf'ﬁﬁé_Chﬁréh_;i

———— e e

were donations, not by the State, but by generous patrons
Jof the past, and the land was therefore the inalienable
property of the Church; a freehold that could not legally |
'be separated from its owner. In Burke's words, "The |
ERevenues of the Church are taken from no man, they are
‘incorporated and identified with the mass of private prop-
Ierty of which the State is not the proprietor for use or I
|domin:a.tion.."s3 Blackstone and Henry could be quoted to \
‘emphasize the point.EL To clarify the issue and to rally i

fsupport, one author asks: “

ﬂ Can it be imagined that they [the reformers | will

I be contented with the destruction of a hated establish-

L ment and the paltry division of its revenues, while

| plunder of an aristocracy remains to be shared? . .

I The law of England is a law of precedents; the spoila- |

H tion of the church propertg will be a precedent for the”
abolition of all property.-? -

:
! The tithe was defended from the attacks of the ”
opponents of the Church on the grounds that production of L

ytithed lands was as great as that of lands left untithed., |

‘Furthermore:

« « o« in contradiction to all the agricultural com-

, mittees and political economists that have ever dogma- |
H tized upon the subject, that to give a compensation for |
| the tenth of the produce of every parish to an eccles-

iastic and compel him to spend it in that parish of
H which he is pastor, for the purpose of community |

| 53Ibid.

; 54Augustus Campbell, An Appeal to the Gentlemen of
England in Behalf of the Church of England (Liverpool,
;1323T: Pe O

291bid,, pe lh.
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religious and moral instruction to the_Ighabitaﬁts, -;
would be an invaluable benefit to any people, and that
is an ipstitution worthy of imitation in every nascent
state,

|
l
|
I
|
|
|
|
|

Although the statistics of the Black Book were

|I
hotly denied at all levels, the discrepancy between the in—i

horizontally, had to be admitted. Accurate statistics were |
| |

comes of the clergy of the Church, both vertically and

ihot available, even to the highest levels of Church admin-

!istration, and in consequence accurate replies to accusa- |
| |

I
tions had to await the report of the Select Committee on the

lsubject in 1835.57 However, the admitted variations were
{ |
Wdefended on the grounds that the higher paying positions

became the object of "laudable ambition." It induced men

|
|
of the highest class to enter the Church, ™"not as a mere

means of existence, but as giving claim to a certain eleva-

rtion in society, which will at all times keep them on an

|
'lequal footing of respectability with the upper classes, "8
[

{ Pluralities and non-residence were generally ad- .

| |

I :

Fmitted to be an evil, as were advowsons, and other means

[ |
|

which might lead to nepotism. But nepotism, it was claimed,

%was declining,59 advowsons impossible to regulate because
I
If . [
| 50Ibid., p. 45 |

57House of Commons Sessional Papers, "Report of the |
Commissioners appointed by His Majesty to Inquire into the
Ecclesiastical Revenues of England and Wales" (London,
11835) Vol. 22,

| 580ampbell, An Appeal, pe. Ll

59Hansard, Parliamentary Debates, Series 3, Vol. 2,
pPP. 359-360,
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!of the laws of private ﬁ%operé};rand plﬁréliﬁies not géﬁérﬁ;"

'able until such time as parish incomes were sufficiently

60

'increased to allow each parish to support one clergyman,

|

| In the cathedral organization, the deans and chap=-
ters, were said to be essential to the continuance of daily

cathedral services, and leisurely scholarship within the

framework of the Church.®l |
In most cases, the apologists of the Church of Eng-

Hland defended themselves logically, through an appeal to :
:

| : ; o at . ‘
'precedent and their ancient privileges. Occasionally they |
' i
'showed panic. One threatened the excesses of the French L

revolution.®2 Another, in an obvious fit or frustration, |

|
tells the reformers that: J

When the 'useless'! chapters are abolished, I would |
tsuggest'! that the new minister-dean make an auto-da-fe
. of the books in the old cathedral library, supplying
ﬂ in the place of the ponderous tomes of Crysostom and
i St. Ambrose with waggon-~-loads of yahoo-tracts, so con- |
dusive to morality.©J h
|
|

Even Bishop Kaye gives vent to his fears. He suggests thaﬂ:'|

there is "doubt respecting the permanence of the connection

of the Established Church with the Str:n:e."élr

| |

; These fears, which so obviously permeated the en- J

tire clergy, certainly contributed to their willingness to

|
I

| 60Kaye, Charges, p. 108, ﬁ

6lBow1es, A Last and Summary Answer, pp. l4-65,

62Campbell, An Appeal, p. 5l.

i 63Bow1es, A Last and Summary Answer, p. 60,

64Kaye, Charges, p. 78.
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bompromise, and, though they defended themsel}es at é};;y- |

Point of attack, their reaction was sufficiently motivated

by a fear of disestablishment and confiscation that they

were, in all probability, willing to take the advice of the |

Christian Observer, when, in 1832, it suggested: F

However, framed according to the best standard, and

admirably adapted to its object, a system committed to |
human agency cannot fail in its complicated machinery |
to contract defects through the lapse and rust of time, |
the frailty of its instruments, and the change of 4
habits and manners in successive ages. A readiness to |
admit, and a willingness to correct, such defects, upon
mature deliberation and through proper authorities . « »
would be thg becoming conduct of the wise rulers of

the Church.05

65Chr;stian Observer, Vol. 32, pe 724
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L G. M. Young has spoken of the early nineteenth cen-
|

itury as a world where "medieval prejudice, Tudor law, Stuart

‘economics, and Hanoverian patronage still lux§}iated in wil*
,ilconfusion."1 This was as true of the Church of England as

of other institutions within England. But the Church, per—ﬁ
“haps more than any other part of English life, retained |

much that was medieval. The Church was: I

I + « « in many aspects a survival of the Middle Ages,
unchanged in several particulars of administration and |
organization from its predecessor of the thirteenth
century. It would scarcely be an exaggeration to af- |
firm that apart from the exclusion of Papal authority |
| and the necessary changes consequent upon this in the |
I sixteenth century, the administrative machinery of the

] Ecclesia Anglicana remained substantially unaltered |
during the long period from the death of Henry III to |
the accession of Victoria.?2 |

The six centuries that separate the reigns of the |

“two monarchs had naturally wrought major changes upon Eng- H

'land and the English, and the Church, unwilling, or unable |

to keep pace with this development, particularly the in-

|
creased tempo of the last quarter of the eighteenth centuryJ
' |

rappeared to the Englishman of the early nineteenth century V
| |
was being filled with anachronisms and anomalies so repugnant
hto the reforming spirit of the age. The Church of England

I

] lYoung, Portrait of an Age, p. 421. |

| 2Sykes, Origins of the Oxford Movement, p. l. f
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in the first third of the nineteenth century was essentlally

Fa static, rural institution in a dynamic, increasingly in-

|
dustrial society. !
|

! This becomes readily apparent at the episcopal

level. Geographically, the dioceses were in a state of wild

| |
confusion. The last creation of new dioceses had taken

|
\place in the reign of Henry VIII with the general distribu-

| I
tion of religious property, but even there it was a matter

||of.' the creation of new dioceses, rather than a redistribu-

tion of the populations or reorganization of the administra-

tion of the older units. Consequently in 1830 there were
vast discrepancies in size, confusion of boundaries, and no

1real attempt to equate the diocese with the population

igrowth which had occurred during the socalled "industrial

revolution.”" While York, Chester, and Lincoln covered tre- |

‘meggous areas, probably adequate for the population of Eng-l
land in the sixteenth century, they were ill conceived for \

Ithe new, urbanized English society. On the other hand,

‘Brlstol Oxford, and Winchester covered an inordinately !
| |
‘small area.? While London ministered to the need of

|
|
11,688,899, York to 1,463,503, and Chester to 1,902,35L souls,
u 1
Ely contained only 126,316, Carlisle 127,701, and Oxford

|'139,581.‘F |
| |
,; |
r 33ee Map A, Appendix.

| bpouse of Commons, Sessional Papers, First Report |
\from His Majesty's Commissioners Appointed to Consider the
'State of the Established Church, with Reference to Ecclesi-
astlcal Dutles and Revenues, (London, 1835) Appendlx Ly Do 13
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To further complicate this difficult situation, the |
ﬁdioceses were not organic units of administration to be
ggoverned by a single bishop. Bits of dioceses appeared in |
%khe center of others. For example, the diocese of Bristol |
was separated into two distinct units by the diocese of
Bath and Wells. Rochester was split into three parts by a |
fsegment of the archdiocese of Canterbury, which was itself
Fisolated from the main portion of the see by the diocese of |
Rochester. Bangor was in three distinct parts, and a large |
Iisland of York was to be found in the very heart of Durham.‘
'The southern part of Lincoln, separated from its northern
?half by Peterborough and Ely, was literally mottled by I
{parishes affiliated with other dioceses. In fact, there
Ewas hardly a diocese in England and Wales that did not con- |
/tain an irregularity of some kind, which did not lend it~

'self to efficient or inexpensive administration,? |

These irregularities, stemming from the peculiar de-

|
\velopment of each diocese, rather than from a new "corrup- |

|
tion" invading the ecclesiastical structure, are even more

‘apparent when the income of the episcopate is analyzed. “

The bishops of the Church of England were not nearlﬁ
.as John Wade had pictured them. Although one must assume ‘
ﬂthat Wade exaggerated for emphasis; the discrepancy between}

Whis figure for the total annual net income of the episco-

\pacy of the Church of England, -LSOO,OOO,6 and the actual %

” ’See Map A, Appendix.
. Swade, The Black Book, p. 209.
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laverage net annual income for the years 1820-1830_ |
%181,631,7 forces one to totally dismiss Wade's discussion
Hof the subject. His figure for the average income of an in-

Ldividual bishop is necessarily equally inaccurate; LZO,OOOS-
| 9

las compared with an average net annual income of 16,727,

Il
| |
A discussion, however, of an average income, derlveq

|
from the total revenues of the episcopacy is of little value,
I

I
for the discrepancies between the incomes of the various

;prelates was sufficiently great to render the term almost |
;meaningless. To obtain a full understanding of the episco-}
hpal incomes in this period, it is necessary to analyze H
ﬁclosely the revenues; and their sources, of each individual |
Hbishop. ”
d The Archbishop of Canterbury between the years 1829f
hand 1835 inclusive had a net annual income of k21,863; the

Archblshop of York, &11,437. Among the bishops, the 1argest
Haverage net annual 1ncome of these years was held by the ‘
'Bishop of Durham with 522 »185, followed by London, E13 890,

Iand Winchester, £10,372. Thls should be compared with the |
hEngllsh dioceses of Oxford, B1,630; Bristol, 2,08k; |

'Gloucester, £2,137; Rochester, 52,195 and Carlisle, L2 613,'

“ THouse of Commons, Sessional Papers, Report of the
Commissioners Appointed to Inquire into-the Ecclesiastical
VRevenues of England and Wales., (London, 1835), Table I,

PPe 2=7e
|| '
| 8yade, The Black Book, p. 209.

Y 9Report of the Revenue Commissioners, pp. 2=7.




| 3x

as well as with the Welsh dioceses of St. DaV1d's, L2 820

0
and Llandaff, Ll,450.1 This episcopal income bears little

ﬁrecognizable relation to either the size or population of
;the diocese, but rather the whim of history, the chance i
'lands and properties which the bishops had been able to H
:accrue over the centuries, by purchase, gift, or other J
means, f
Under these circumstances one can hapdly fail to
Iunderstand the reason for the frequency of translations, so

|
often referred to by the critics of the Church. According = }
|

|to Bishop Stubbs! Reglstrum Sacrum Angllcanum,ll between

|
|the years 1800 and 1835, the years when the Church was belné

‘most vehemently attacked, out of 41 bishops consecrated, 27|

were translated at least once before the end of thelr

career. Edward Maltby went from Chichester, (%3,587), to .
I !
‘Durham, (222, 185) Charles Sumner was translated from

|
|Bloomfleld from Chester, (52,910), to London, (L13,890).12

‘Llandaff (£1,450), to Winchester, (£10, 372), and Charles

Because there is no example of a bishop being translated
wfrom a wealthy to a poorer diocese, one should not under-

hemphasize the monitarY aspects of these translations, though

104ouse of Commons, Sessional Papers, First Sep-
‘tennial Return of the Revenues of the Archbishops and
‘Bishops of England and Wales, with Correspondence, &C.,
‘TLondon, 1851), Part I, pp. 2-220.

1lyilliam Stubbs, Registrum Sacrum Anglicanum
|(London, 1897), pp. 147-152. p

12pirst Septennial Report, pp. 2-226.
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i

of course the wealthler dloceses brought w1th them prestlgeJ

|
influence over ecclesiastical polity. But like so many of

|
|t.he criticized aspects of the Church, frequency of transla-:
Il :I
tion was not new. Between the comparable years of 1600 to |
| f

1635 there were 33 translations of the 70 bishops conse- |

hcrated, including such notable figures as Launcelot Andrewsﬁ

|
((Chichester to Ely) and William Laud, (St. David's to Bath |

‘to London).13

| The cathedral c:l:lap‘t;ersuF were equally foreign to '
the thought of the early nineteenth century. There were i
ktwo general types of cathedral chapters, those of the M"old |
{foundation," and those of the "mew foundation.™ The former,
Lconsisting of York, St. Paul's, Chichester, Lincoln, Wells;
Exeter, Hereford, Lichfield, Salisbury, and the Welse cathe-

hdral chapters of St. David's, Bangor, Llandaff, and St. |

Hhsaph, differed from the latter, Canterbury, Durham, Car- |

\lisle, Ely, Norwich, Rochester, Winchester, Worcester,

|
hBristol Peterborough, Oxford, Gloucester, and Chester, in

I
|or1g1n and constitution. The chapters of the "old founda- h
&

‘tion" had been in existence before the reign of Henry VIII, h

and were essentially unchanged by the reformation. They |

rheld their property separately, each prebend being endowed,w
| |I

| Lstubbs, Registrum, p. 111-116.

a
lhFor the complete history of the cathedral chapters

see, House of Commons, Sessional Papers, Report of Her
Majesty's Commissioners for inquiring into the State of I
Cathedral and Collegiate Churches in England and Wales and
Matters connected therewith., (London, 185L4).
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land the income from that endowment furnishing the dignitary |
Lwith his income. The management of this property was; as J
lin the case of the bishops, completely in the hands of the
Iincumbent. The chapters of the ™"new foundation," had been

iq}ther totally created, as in the case of Bristol, Peter- H

‘borough, Oxford, Gloucester, and Chester, or reconstituted, |
|

|as in the case with the rest, by Henry VIII's reforming
|statutes. They were constructed as a corporation sole, and

[ |
the property, from which they derived their income was con-

ysequently, held jointly, and distributed in accordance with

the statutes governing their creation.l5

‘ But in all the cathedral chapters by the beginning

jof the nineteenth century, with the exception of the Dean,

| |
!the Precentor, the Chancellor, and the Treasurer, the duties

|
of the canons were purely nominal, each doing little more

|
L
‘than officiating at one or two annual services at the cathe-
‘dral. With the exception of the dean, almost all of the !

‘members or chapters held stalls sine cura animarum., This ;

}legd to an almost universal system of plurality among the

|| 1l
i ; |
'chapter members, as well as fostering an almost universal |

/disregard for the statutes requiring a specified length of

|

residence at the cathedral.

|

“ The Canons being generally possessed of benefices 1
without limitation as to distance, have for the most p

J part resided at the Cathedral only a short time, . . .

' and have thus become less capable of united action,

less sensible of corporate responsibility, and less
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avallable to the bishop as hlS counc1l of adV1sors;IB__

| The Archdeacon was customarily a member of the chap=

‘ter, but possessed in every case his own estates.l7 In

most of the old cathedrals the Vicars Choral were corporate

'bodies, having a limited amount of property. In the founda-
tions of Henry VIII, the number of minor canons was equal td
that of the canons; (with the exception of one case) they j

generally did not form a corporation, and held no separate |
Il

18 ﬂ
[

. The bishop was, in so far as his episcopal property!\

'i

|
!property.

was concerned, a tenant for life. That is, he controlled

ﬁthe property as his own, but only for such time as he held

his office, and subject to the restriction of Parliament,
;preventing alienation of property. This too, applied to ‘
”any members of the cathedral chapters who, like the blshops
‘held property directly attached to the office or stall. It
‘was naturally in their interest, and in the interest of |

ktheir heirs, to acquire from the assets of their offices .

'the maximum income for the period of their encumbency, |

rather than planning for the long term benefit of the office

which they held. This was true, also, but to a far less i
'i
I 16House of Commons, Sessional Papers, Third and
Flnal Report of Her Majesty's Commissioners for Inquiring
N1nto the State of Cathedral and Collegiate Churches and
Matters Connected therewith., (London, 1855], pp. vi-vii.

17rirst Report of Cathedral Commission, p. vii.

18Third Report of Cathedral Commission, p. xii.
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degree of the corporatlons aggregate, for belng an undying
!corporatlon, the interest at least of the majority pre- I
vailed over the interest of the individual,

!| The income of the Church dignitaries was derived i
Ffrom roughly similar sources, and varied in degree than in |
klnd. The largest single source of their income was derlve%
from fines paid on the renewal of leases of Church lands. 19*
EThe statute of Henry VIII, c. 28 granted the power to let |

lands, and the Statute 1 Eliz. I, c. 19, s. 5 limited the

right of Archbishops and Bishops to 21 years, or three

lives, the tiaw very probably being at the time considered

ﬂ"different in their certainty, but identical in their valueJ'
The Act 13 Eliz. I, c. 10 restricts similarly "any Master
;and Fellows of any College, Dean and Chapter of any Cathe- ‘
gdral, or Collegiate Church . . . or any other having any
kspiritual or ecclesiastical living."20 V
Church land varied considerably throughout England |

and Wales, both in type, tenure, and degree of cultivation.w
hSome land was intermixed in small pieces, with freehold andb

llay-leasehold some was in comparatively large units; most
|

iland was leased by wealthy tenants, who sub-leased the land,

‘the remainder by small lessees, who worked the land them-

selves. l

|i
I 19Regert of Ecclesiastical Revenues Commission,

|Table I, II, IIL, pp. 2-95.

20House of Commons Sessional Papers, Report from the
|Select Committee on Church Leases, together with Minutes of |
Evidence and Index., (London, 1939], p. vii.

e — —_— — — = ————————— —
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‘i _ A large proportion of the eplscopal land as well as |
@ considerable amount held by the corporations aggregate,

was let on leases for three lives. That is, the property ”
was leased for the span of the life of three persons,

lusually members of the family of the lessee, or important
persons in England, as for example, the soverign, whose |
Hdeath would be well known to both the lessor and the lessee.
kA fine was taken upon the death of any one of the three
lives within the lease, and was determined either by simply |
Ja customary number of years' purchase being asked, or by
‘the more complex method of determining by the actuarial :

ltables, then in existence, the number of years extention the
|
addition of a new life would give the lease. The annual

”value of the property leased was then determined, either by

a new survey, or by previous surveys, and the rate of in-

‘terest which the Church was willing to permit the lessee
Hestablished by the lessor., With this information, the agent?

l |
Iof the Church could compute exactly the fine, in terms of |

Myears' purchase, which the renewal was to cost the lessee, ﬁ

The lessee either accepted these terms of renewal, or re-

qused them, according to his feeling about the fairness of |

I
‘the terms. There are very few examples of the lessor show=-
' |

Jing the lessee the method of his determining the fine. 2l |
| It is obvious that many of the prelates, as well asq

‘cathedral corporations sole, were casual about their surveys
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and there are several examples of the age of the new llfe

ﬂbelng totally ignored.

By the early years of the nineteenth century it was |

kwell known that leases for lives were not advantageous to
Lthe lessor. As early as 1710 English lay-landlords had be-

gun to exchange them for rack rent leases.?? They were |
. - |
particularly detrimental to the interests of the Church, |

“first because, even if the second life in the lease were of|
middle age, the lessor could wring from the tenant for 11fe;
vover-favorable terms, on the threat of the second life in ‘

| l
the lease outliving the dignitary who, usually being of ad- |

'vanced age, could hardly expect to outlive the two lives J

Wwithin the lease. At best, a dignitary attempting to run J
y

'his life against those of the lessee reduced the tenure to M

"a species of lottery,n?3 |

Furthermore, the Northampton Life Tables, frequently
iused by the agents of the Church, were detrimental to the
Vbest interests of the ;essors. While insurance companies |
Lused them with benefit, gaining considerably by the under-
restimation of life expectancy, the Church, in the position J

Pof the grantor of an annuity, suffered by such miscalcula-
| 2l

|I -
I'tlono

I I
r - 224, J, Habakkuk, "English Land Ownershlp, 1680~ |
|l7h0 ", in The Economic Hlstory Review. Vol. X, No. 1, pe. IZ

| 23House of Commons, Sessional Papers, Report from
'the Select Committee on Church Leases., (London, 1838),

De 375

24W1lllam Inwood Tables for the Purcha51ng of

=—
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No. of No. that should No. that
| have died by
| Age Persons Northampton Table did die
| 20-30 4720 68 29
| 30~40 15951 243 106
| L0~50 27072 506 201
50-60 33307 545 339
60-70 14705 502 426
ii 70-80 5056 290 289
. 80-90 701 94 99

\_ Even when the difference between the Northampton

rTables, and newer, more exact tables was realized, it did
not necessarily mean that the Northampton Tables would be

|
Labandoned. For example, the actuary for the Archbishop of

|York testified:

« « « calculations have been made for renewal of a
H fine, for instance, from the tables which are commonly
. known by the name of the Northampton Five per Cent.
Tables; they have been made from those tables in prefe-
rence to others, because it has been the custom amongst
actuaries so to do. When I first went to York I en-
deavoured to introduce other tables that were prefer-
able in my opinion, but in some instances they were
objected to and I found it would be more in accordance
with the custom of the place and of the country to use
only the Northampton Five per Cent. Tables, and con-
sequently all the renewal fines, which I have had to
calculate of late years, have been made by those
tables. . . . I should say that it [leases for lives]
is a very beneficial tenure, inasmuch as his grace has
- authorized his agent very frequently of late years to
| made a reduction upon the actual fine, which the calcu-
lation would make much greater. Frequently a reduction
of 5 per cent. is made, and sometimes even more, for
those things are not actually like the laws of the

|Estates. Freehold, Copyhold, or Leasehold; Annuities, Ad-

| vowsons, &c _and for renewing of leases held under Cathedral |

”Ghurches, Colleges, or other Corporate Bodies; for terms of

|years certain, and for lives; also for valuing reversionary

Iestates. deferred annuities, next presentations; together

‘w1th Smart's Five Tables of Compound Interest and an exten-
sion of some to loans and intermediate Rates., (London,

T§§0), Pe 2ko

— S N .
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Medes and the Per81ans, but they are more a matter of
bargain and sale,?5 |

The rate of interest used as a basis for renewing the
fleases, was equally subject to fluctuation. It was general-
| 3 |
ly agreed that the rate allowed should be lower thénAa lease

Lfor lives due to the longer period for which the land was to

'be lets, Mr. Finlaison, an eminent actuary of the day, es- ‘\

timated that a lease for three lives was equal to a term of |

26 |

|
|
i72 1/2 years. The renewal for lives was calculated upon -
ithe five per cent. tables by the Archbishops of Canterbury |

and York; and the Bishops of Bristol, Chichester, Carlisle,q

Ely, Rochester, St. David's, Llandaff, Oxford, and Salisbunﬂ

hThey were calculated upon the eight per cent. tables by the
LBlshops of Norwich and Durham, and six per cent. by the
IiBishop of Hereford, and the Chapters of Canterbury and
Ely.27 j
| The flne, that is the payment for the extention of |
that period of time after the death of the lives already ln‘
lthe lease, to the death of the new life added to the lease,ﬂ

was always expressed in terms of years' purchase. This, |

Ihowever, meant that the agent or surveyor of the ecclesi- |
astic, had to estimate the annual value of the estate, at

|the present year, but the fine was for that period of time 1
|

|
|
|
, 25Elt-z;;»ort; from the Select Committee on Church |
Leases, 1838, Ds 31k, |

| 26Report from the Select Committee on Church |
Leases, 1839., p. xii.

i |
27See Appendlx. |
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‘for which the lease was being ;éneﬁéd; énaﬁiﬁ_cdnsequenée, ‘
!this figure was to a large degree a matter of speculation.

!&t was more speculative for life leases, than those for J
years, for in the latter it was for seven years commencing ‘

fourteen years hence, while in the former it could be, and

usually was much further distant. Furthermore even present;

ﬂvaluations varied. One witness testified:

« « « I have an instance before me of a valuation of an
estate which one man valued at 4£2,300; I said I think
this is overvalued., The next valuer makes it £1,600, |
Now I see from that great variation, that they have no _|
: definite principle; I am certain that they [ the valuers)
l do not go upon any reasonable rule, . . . but I mean
' to say that a great deal of the value which a land |
' valuer will put upon the property will depend upon the
| party that employs him., Thus, in this instance, the
other valuer was employed to check upon the first cal-
culation; we tell him we are going to lend money upon

!, it, consequently we want a safe value; he segds back a
value of £1,600; now upon that we can lend.Z2

The value of Agricultural land was determined generally,
‘aside from improvements and the like, by the value of corn,
HAS corn fluctuated greatly over a period of years, the

|
'surveyor had, to arrive at a value, reflecting increases anq
| ’ |

decreases, but not totally dependent upon them. Thus, for |

/example, when the price of corn rose to extreme heights

hfull extent in increased fines, increased valuations, and

|I
equally during the depressed periods, following the French

|
during 1812 and 1813, this was reflected, but not to its |
|

|
hwars, the decrease was not as marked as that of corn. But |

| . 28Report from the Select Committee on Church
Leases, 1838., pp. 318-319.
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~  din every case, accordiﬁg_ﬁﬁrfhé_Eﬁffé?g?‘6f”EHé“BiSﬁE§;;§ﬁdﬂ“=:

Dean and Chapter of Durham "I invariably give the lessee

rather the advantage, and my employers admit the principle |

that it shall be so."?’ |
! A second major source of the dignitaries income frmﬁ‘
!phurch lands was fines taken for the renewal of leases for {
Eyears. That is to say, after the expiration of seven years ?
Lin a twenty-one year lease, the lease could be extended to
gits original twenty-one year period upon the payment of a

fine by the lessor to the lessee., Here, as in leases for

lives, the same three factors were essential to renewal:
the annual value had to be ascertained, the rate of in-
terest to be allowed the lessee established, and the period:

of years for which the renewal was to take place determined.

jThe accuracy of the survey determining the annual value has”

'been discussed, The number of years for which the renewal

}was to take place, unlike leases for lives, was determined,|
Eand exact, However, the fines could, and did fluctuate

according to the interest rates allowed the lessee by the

|
Llessor. ﬂ
|

|
= The Chapters of Carlisle, Chichester, Durham, |

Exeter, Gloucester, York, Oxford, Rochester, and Winchester;
lcalculated septennial renewals of land leases by the nine H

Iper cent. tables; the Archbishop of Canterbury and the

:Chapter of Lichfield by the eight per cent, tables; the

| 291bid., p. 273.
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yBishops of Bath and Wéiis,_éhicheste;: Earizgi;: ﬁ;éBQEEZE;z

7 per
8 per
10 per

cent.
cent.
cent.
cent o
Cent-

per
per

Leases

the
the
the
the
the

for

fine were calculated at:

fine
fine
fine
fine
fine

31

would be
would be
would be
would be
would be

2
2
2
1

Bath and Wells by the five per cent. tables.

30

«9225 years'

9
L6
0900 years'

91 years!

7726 years!'
1.282 years!

[Ely, St. David's Llandaff, London, Oxford, Salisbury, and
hPeterborough by the seven per cent. tables; the Bishop of

Hereford by the six per cent. tables, and the Chapter of

As with

‘leases for lives, the percentage chosen was vital in de=

‘termining the fine, so that in septennial renewals, if the

purchase.
purchase.
purchase.
purchase.
purchase.,

years had several advantages over leases |

for lives, they guaranteed a degree of stability of income,

if not annually, at least over a period of seven years.

With leases for lives, unless as in the case of the see of

Bath and Wells there were only five bishops over a period

VOf 119 1/2 years, and thus a certain average income was

l " 4
iachleved,32 there was no guarantee of any income whatsoeve
|

Leases for years could guarantee this over a period of

seven years.

In leases for years the prelates had the right of

!granting concurrent leases, with the consent of their dean

ﬂ-

|
LLeases.

36see Appendix.

3lReport from the Select Committee on Church

|

1839.; Pe 1xe

32Ibid., p. xii.

|

|
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}and chapter: That is, the right to grant a lease for 21 |
|
'years to another lessee, who would not come into the enjoy-
f |
ment of the property until the lease of the then occupying

lessee had expired. The corporations aggregate had similar
'powers, though only after all but four years of the twenty—?

[

lone year lease had expired. This power, though obviously

| |
Lgranted to the episcopate as a compensation for the power |
I '
of the lessee in dealing with a tenant for life, was seldom
|

ﬂused. In 1837 the see of Canterbury had only six con-

I
current leases, all of them small, with two or three of

which designed only for the protection of Lambeth Palace,

. "when there was a talk of having a bridge over the Thames

yfrom the Horseferry to Lambeth Palace."™ The Bishop of

[
]London had granted only two, both of which were small,
|

qBishop Grey of Hereford exercised this power only five times

and the Bishop of Durham, had none in 1837, but had used the

!power several times, The Bishop of Ely granted several
|

concurrent leases, principally to his son, as a private ar-

rangement, but without financial damage to the see, The

I
Dean and Chapter of St. Paul's exercised their more limited

| |
‘power once, and that upon an estate worth only about &70 :

[
| |
ionly because the incumbent was a bankrupt.>- .

annually. The Dean and Chapter of Durham granted six, but

This right to grant concurrent leases was theoreti- |

lcally advantageous to the lessor, especially the bishops, |

33Ibid.’ ppo V—Vi.




|

ﬁbut in actuality it was of very ligfle aégisfance,_hnless

: |
‘'simply to bring estates into hand, or to chastise a lessee |

| ||
kfor misconduct, for the purchaser of a concurrent lease was |

\paying for the use of property any where up to twenty-one i

years hence, and during the intervening years he had no con-

trol over the land. Consequently such a lease had to sell |

rfor far less than a lease by which the lessor could come

‘into immediate possession., Even with annuities which were
more saleable than land, John Finlaison testified that:

« « o in the National Debt Office life annuities are
sold, either commencing immediately, or at any future
period on which the purchaser chooses to fix, as a
provision for old age; the former are very costly, the
, latter a mere trifle in comparison; yet in the last

| five years 8,000 immediate life annuities have been

' purchased, and not so much as ten perhaps of the de- 4
ferred annuities,3%

|
In leases for lives, the Church corporations also \

had the power to substitute lives, that is replace young
|

lives for old, without waiting for the death of the originaj

hlife in the lease. It was considered necessary: “I
« » o from the peculiar cirgumstances arising out of a
| disposition to improve the [leasehold ] property. L can |
| state many instances where an exchange of lives has been
4 applied for previously to erecting manufactories and |
houses, and also for the convenience of marriage |
| settlements, by putting in the lives of the parties and
| of their children; and for mortgages, where the mortga=-
gee has not thought the property sufficient without an |
exchange of a life or two lives, according to the age
of those in possession; and making it a condition that
the mortgagee's own children should be put in upon the ‘
principle of, perhaps, supposing that he should take
V better care of them, and have a knowledge when they

| are dead; and a variety of feelings of that sort, with

3h1bid., p. xiii. |

I Lk i:
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a view to making it a better security.35

This, however, could be abused, for it could provide an '
' I
|elderly encumbent with a source of quick revenue, It could |

| - - - .

Lmean, insofar as the see was concerned, that an insufficient
| :
|fine would be taken, as well as materially diminishing the L

revenue of the succeeding bishop. A
|
|

L The Church charged a nominal rent annually on all
|

'leasehold property which, though it was small, had the ad-

vantage of being regular, and annual, Dignitaries also - |

generally reserved for themselves in their leases, timber,

7except that used for the construction and maintenance of
farm buildings, as well as shooting and fishing rights.36

There was a small amount of Church land bringing in"
a regular annual income. There were some fee farms, that
is land, the fee-simple of which the Church had abandoned
in favor of an annual, perpetual charge. This naturally

produced a regular income. There was also a certain amount
' |
of land in hand, or let at rack rent, that is a larger

|

annual rent was charged on land let for twenty-one years 1
| Il
instead of the more normal septennial fine, This latter
system did have the advantage of providing too a regular ”

annual income, but was generally thought to be unprofitable

in the long term, as it was thought that the annual fine

35Report from the Select Committee on Church Leases,

18:8., Poe 212% I‘

36Re ort from the Revenue Commissioners., Tables |
.I-IV.’ pp. 2‘- 5 ||

_ —_—————
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Hdestroyed all ingentive on the part of the tenant to make

—— =t

agricultural improvements,

Improvements to Church property were never made by ;
|

Ethe owner, but always by the tenant. In every case, with

dcasioned was not taken into consideration at the next W

one exception, the improved value which such changes oc- ‘

levaluation of the land. The tenant, therefore, was forced

‘itime .
|

‘to amortize his capital expenditure over a longer period of”

Church agricultural leasehold land, then, was: H

« » o let upon totally different principles from any
other [in 1837 ] Other estates are let for 21 years at
rack-rent, and there are covenants for the management
of the property, and the tenant taking the property “
takes it with due consideration of the money he is to |
lay out, and a calculation of the return that is to be |
made to him for it. With respect to Church property,
the lessee is guasi the owner for the time, and you have
no covenants respecting it; and if a man makes up his
mind not to renew, which some persons have done, you I
may then have the land worked out, and deteriorated I
considerably, without having the power of calling those
parties to account for the impropriety of their conduct.
« « o the distinction between a tenant under a 21
years' lease, and a tenant under a Church lease [is
that in] making improvements, [the former ] will receive |
the advantage immediately in the shape of increased |

crops, whereas the other probably lets his land to |
another tenant, or only receives it in increased rent,
h

which of course would not be so large a term as that of
increased crops.37

From the tenants point of wview, Church leases were ‘

not wholly satisfactory. The most frequent complaint was
that they had no method of determining how the surveyor of |

the Church arrived at his valuation, and the method of the

I

37Re ort from the Select Committee on Church Leases
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Fenewal fine was to them unknown. Leases for llves, had

For the tenant, the advantage over leases for years of belna

longer, and consequently permitting them a far longer perloﬁ
1
Even the 14 years permitted by most dignitaries was in- i

sufficient to regain the cost of drainage and other long

| f time to regain capital expended upon improving the land.

term improvements, r

But leases for lives had disadvantages. It was al- |
post impossible for them to predict the length of a life
‘nd it could well happen that two lives would drop within

Ha short space of time, causing the lessee double renewal,

?and considerable hardship. This could be prevented by in- ‘
isuring all three lives against death, and thus providing J
‘the tenant with a safeguard against a sudden fine. How=- !
iever, the insurance rates fluctuated throughout England, buJ
generally the cost was prohibitive to all but the more “
%ealthy tenant,38 for to make such a system workable, there |
had to be a large discrepancy between the fines and the ‘

'profits from the land. A further hardship was caused by i

‘the lack of control the lessee had over his lives., If a
|
life in a lease left the country, as he might if he, for I

example, joined the army, it was considered at law equiva-

”lent to a death. In some cases this lack of control made

linsurance more difficult to obtain. The lessee: ‘

| 38Ibid., p. 316.
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H . . . cannot oblige them [the lives ] to appear before |

| the insurance office, and he will be at a loss how to

| proceed; sometimes he cannot get it [the insurance ] |
done at all; sometimes the life on the lease will turn
restive, and will not appear, and will say, 'I have I

‘ nothing to do with you and your loss.!' These things :

| frequently occur.39 |

; The lessee, up to 1835, could usually obtain up to |
3/ of the value of his lease in mortgage upon 4 per cent
Jinterest.ho This was frequently done, particularly by the |
”smaller leaseholders, to meet the fine on renewal. This d
Hmeant however that the land had a further burden, and in- |
Hsurance became out of the question. This could lead to ‘

'extreme complications in tenure: H

« « « where the parties have not provided for the fine,
and where the life died, they have got into difficul-
ties, they have mortgaged [ the property ) and then “
eventually the mortgagee has got into possession, and

H has bought it, and the titles have been most intricate |

| and complicated, and the consequence is, that in a great

| many leases, where originally the lease was granted to |

| one individual, that individual is the person who has |
now to make the renewal when a life drops; but that !

I individual, in former times, has been obliged to sell |

‘ off little portions of his leasehold to other persons |

to pay the fine, so that what was originally compre-

” hended in one lease, is now divided amongst many

| individuals, which is an additional difficulty with re-
gard to renewing, to get all these lessees to agree to ”

I pay the money at the same time, &l I

|
| In many instances, particularly in the dioceses of |
| |
Ncarlisle and Durham, most of the agricultural landleases |

| |
Lhad by 1835 been sold to different persons by the descen- |

| 39Reaort from the Select Committee on Church Leases|
i “DReport from the Select Committee on Church Leases?
1828.’ p. 128. ||
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hdants of the original lessee. As these Northern dioceses |

hhad been in the past notoriously lenient about the per- M
I
rcentages allowed the tenant upon renewal, the leases |
[
naturally sold for far more than they should have, theoret- |

I |
ically. This meant that any increase in the profits to theJ
' |
Church, derived from an increase in the percentage on the |
|investment made by the tenant, caused hardship to the occu-

L2

pants, who had paid an inflated price for their lease.

i Speaking generally of Church agricultural leasehold‘
Eland, it is fair to say that it was in better condition tha:
h

lay leasehold lemd,,l"3 but considerably inferior in develop-

|
Lment to freehold. The lessees usually treated the Church

r

land itself in the same manner as they would freehold, with
|

regard to soil maintenance and improvement. However, for

[

reasons specified above, drainage lagged considerably be-=

‘hind freehold, and the farm buildings were either of ine |

|
‘ferior quality, due to the increase in fine that would be |
| |
demanded, or else, in the case of intermixed land, always

!built on the freehold even at considerable inconvenience to

| I
“the tenant, 44
The income that the Church derived from its agri- ‘

Ycultural leaseholds had, with the exception of the diocese |

of Bath and Wells, universally risen between the years 1785

| k21pid., pp. 190-191. |
ﬂ b31bid., p. 219.
bhTbid., pp. 385; 457. |
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Eand 1835.45 This was due to se;;;;i facto;gz Théég_;;; a F

marked change in attitude on the part of the Church lessors |

| |
themselves., For example: J

W + « » When Bishop Barrington first came into the country
| YDurham ] he stated that he would only charge a year and

| a quarter's value for the renewal of lives. He did |
I this by the advice of his then agent. His predecessor,‘
: Bishop Thurlow, had an idea of taking them by the age

I of the existing lives, which alarmed the leaseholders H
| very much at the time; he never carried it into effect;
but when Bishop Barrington came to the see, he was in-
formed of this, and as money was not much object to him |
at the time, as he had a large personal property, he
said he would not charge more than a year and a quarter's
. value. « « ¢« As soon as Bishop Van Mildert came, we .
i adopted the other principle; that is we set them on the‘
. eight per cent. gable, and according to the ages of the
existing lives.%

-
The demand for corn, and corn prices in general, though

!fluctuating considerably, had shown a general rise over the

past half century, and the consequent increase in the valua-
|

Ltions of Church lands had meant increased fines. Also,

Tagricultural improvements generally had taken place, though |

not so rapidly as on freehold, but there was, at any rate,
)/a certain increase in valuation from this source.

( Perhaps the greatest source of increased fines was

from the acquisition on the part of the Church lessors of a

much better knowledge of the procedure. For in this period,

by use of actuarial tables, definite interest allowances,

I
|the income of the Church rose accordingly. A lessee of thew

fBishop of York testified, when asked whether leases had in-”

k5Ibid., p. 210. |
4O1bid., p. 160.
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creased independently of the increase in the value of land:

e« ¢« « 1 think they have, because they are more minutely
looked into. I believe that in very old times a fine
was taken whether the lives were young or old; that
neither the lessee or lessor troubled their heads
whether the lives [inserted] were young or old. If a
life dropped, it was understood that they should pay so
many years' purchase. But I believe now that both the

lessor and lessee go before a renewal to an actuary, and

having got an annual value, they calculate according to
the tables.47

For example, agricultural leases of the Bishop of

Peterborough varied in the following manner : +8

1800 £210 1821 4800
1807 £210 1828 £800
1814 £888 1835 £800

Another, and perhaps better example is from the leasehold

property of the Dean and Chapter of Peterborough, Bellsize

'gFarm:49
| 1760 75
| 1767 L 80
. 1774 L 96
| 1781 £ 96
| 1788 £ 96
1795 L 105
1802 L 105
' 1809 1, 258
| 1816 L 258
' 1824 L 782
1831 £ 450

Yet, in spite of this increase, by 1837 it was ob-

\vious that the Church was realizing considerably less than

it should from its agricultural property, and that the

leases, were actually beneficial. The lessee could derive,

k71bid., p. 422.
L81bid., p. 83.
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}even after all costs were deducted far more from a Church ‘
lleasehold than from a freehold. If the tenant had purchased
;the land, the evidence shows clearly he would be content ;
}Lith a profit of 3 1/2 per cent. upon his investment, while |

| (
!%ith a Church lease "after paying his renewal, he would have”

|
more than fives"C

|
Another system, similar to that of lease, was by 3

|customary, or copyhold tenure. This system, so varied and
Icomplex, is difficult to analyze, but as a vast amount of |
Eland was let under this system (there were 3,000 instances |
;of this tenure in Western Englénd alone)51 it was a major

source of ecclesiastical revenue. For example the bulk of |
| |

50Tbids, ps 313

5lHouse of Commons, Sessional Papers, First Report ‘
of Her Majesty's Commissioners appointed by a Commission '
bearing date the 8th day of January 1849, "for the purpose
of inquiring into the present system of leasing and managing
the real property of the Church in England and Wales, be= |
longing to the Archbishops and Bishops, to the Cathedrals
and Collegiate Churches and the several members thereof
being corporations sole, and to the several minor corpora- |
tions aggregate within the said cathedrals, and also that |
'vested in the Ecclesiastical Commissioners for England; and |
for considering how, and by what system of management, such |
property can be rendered most productive and beneficial to
ithe said Church, and most conducive to the spiritual wel-
fare of the people, due regard being had to the just and
reasonable claimsof the present holders of such property
under lease or otherwise; and also for considering whether
'any and what improvement can be made in the existing law I
land practice relating to the incomes of the said Archbishops
and Bishops, and of the several members of chapters, digni-
ﬂtaries, and officers of said Cathedrals and Collegiate |
Churches, SO as best to secure to them respectively fixed
‘instead of fluctuating incomes," together with Minutes of
\Evidence, Appendix, and Index., (London, 1850) p. 2k,
'Hereafter referred to as the Episcopal and Capitular
‘Revenues Commission.

H
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'the income of the Dean and Chapter of Exeter, the Blshop of
iExeter, the Dean and Chapter of Worcester, the Bishop of h
{Wbrcester, the Dean and Chapter of Bristol, and the Bishop H
|Iof Gloucester was from land held by copy. Similarly held

hestates were in the hands of the Bishop of London, the Arch%

Ebishop of Canterbury, the Dean and Chapter of St. Paul's,
]the Bishop and Dean and Chapter of Durham to mention only a |
few. The land was usually let by lease to socalled lord

Hfarmers, who, having acquired the manor, in turn sublet by
Pcopy to the actual tenants on the manor, all but the demesne

(about 1/3 of the estate) which he held directly. The

I
|system was obviously detrimental to the interests of the |

iChurch, first because the quit rent, or annual fine paid to

the Church for the land was small, and the lord farmer an

intermediate tenant, was acquiring profits which would ‘
otherwise rest with either the tenant, or the Churc:h.52 |
The Court of Chancery issued an injunction at the request :
of a lord farmer, preventing a sub-tenant from improving th J

land, due to the increased fine such improvement would oc- ‘

‘casion, when the copy was renewed.?> And secondly, because |

'of the ponderous tenure the lord farmer could not himself ”
l |
I

58Report of the Select Committee on Church Leases
11838, pp. 3702378 M

53gouse of Commons, Sessional Papers, Report from |
‘the Select Committee on Enfranchisement of Copyholds Bill
together with the Proceedings of the Committee and Minutes
‘of Evidence, Appendix, and Index., (London, 1851), p. 173.




|
ok J

|
I

!haximize rents. In some manors, the copyholds_;éfe subject
Il

‘to fines certain, and quit rents, that is renewals, and

rents were stationary, fixed by ﬁiistom.s4 In others, the
‘Eiues were arbitrary, and subject to fluctuation upon re-
:pewal.55 In all cases, the copy was renewed by the steward i

of the manor, an appointee for life of the landowner, whose

ii‘ees for renewal of a lease were purely arbitrary, and whichl
in the case of small copyholders, could easily exceed the !
56 !

customary renewal fee of the landowner,
The actual tenure by which the copyholder held his |
1land varied from manor to manor: the Dean and Chapter of
!Morcester for example, granted copyholds for four lives,
ione life in possession, and three in reversion. Upon the
death of a life in possession, a customary three-quarter's
Wof a year's rent was paid to the lord, with a heriot, |
usually commuted. The Bishop of Worcester granted copyholds
in a similar fashion, except that there was one life in J

57 |

possession, and two in reversion,. Many Western Church

manors were held on as many as six lives, plus the socalled

widow's bench, which meant that a widow could inherit her |

—

Sk1bid., pp. 60-61.
55Ibido, ppo 67-690
56Ibid., pe lhe

573§§ort of the Select Committee on Church Leases,
|1828-, PPe. 1 9_"1900

|
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‘husband's life in possessions. For example, there was a

|case in the West of England where a widow of 19 married a |

/man who was 77 and on his death bed, thus extending the
'length of the life in possession under her death. The sta=-
‘tistical length of a six life copy, with the privilege of

‘widow's bench was 120 years. This lease would be of little
| 58 !

‘value to even a series of encumbent bishops.

The entire system was burdened by custom, heriots, {
|
‘and other feudal dues still being taken on some manors. ‘
|The detrimental effects of this long tenure, and low income

‘are obvious.

| As many of the fines were customary, and even some ‘

of those which were arbitrary had become fixed by custom,
‘any increases in fines were difficult if not impossible to

obtain, except by an increase in the valuation at the time
|
of renewal,

hS

The only method by which the Church could hope to

:realize an income proportionate to the value of the land, |

'was the method adopted by the Dean and Chapter of Exeter: |

irunning out the leases. They had possessed a manor in -~ |

|
Devonshire consisting of 4,000 acres of very good land, *

Wsince the time of Doomsday. This land, since the Restora- |
‘tion, had been leased to a lord farmer on 21 year leases. |
|.
‘In the year 1810 Ralph Barnes, the Chapter Clerk, recommend-
|

'ed that the lease not be renewed. The Chapter of Exeter

e
T

? 58Report from the Episcopal and Capitular Revenues
Commission., Pe 2k4e

I - e, - g g ——— e

|
|
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”agreed to follow his recommendatlon though 1t would ob- [
“viously fhtail some immediate hardship to chapter members.
TConsequently, in the year 182L the demesne land fell in,
|‘but‘. as the copyholders had possession for two lives, to
;which there was attached the widow's bench, the chapter hadh
dtherefore in order to get the land in hand, to wait until \

|
‘the death of the lives by which the copyholds were granted.h
|

They announced to the copyholders their intention of running

out the copys, and substituting leases for years.59 Barnes |
testified: |

s » » the copyholders are themselves convinced that it
{copyhold] is a very inconvenient tenure; they know well
P that the power of the copyholder, at any time of his |
| life, or marrying for the express purpose that his V
: widow should have the estate, is not convenient or

proper. That has happened frequently in {ourl manors,
and they are really, I believe, sensible of the objec-
tions to the tenure on principle; at the same time theyﬂ
| are reluctant, perhaps, to exchange this copyhold in- |
I terest for a term of years, but that is the Blan which |
[ is now being proceeded upon by the Chapter. I

The copyholders were given no option, for not only |

'did the Chapter of Exeter claim control over the fee simple

!of the manor, but an argument for customary renewal on the

lpart of the copyholder could be refuted by proving it had |
|
]been the custom of the manor to sell the reversionary righté
| ’*

59House of Lords, Sessional Papers, Report from the |
Select Committee of the House of Lords appointed to Consider
the Bill intitled, "An Act for the Management and Regulation
of Episcopal and Capltular Estates and Revenues in England |
'and Wales;" and to Report thereon to The House, together
‘with the Mlnutes of Evidence and an Appendix and Index
thereto., (London, 1851), pp. 113-131.

| 601bid., p. 1lk.
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%he copyholder they claimed, held his land only for his h

life, there being frequent examples where the reversionary
| !
interest had been auctioned.

II
|
sacrifice of the immediate income from lease renewals to
|

allow this change in tenure to occur, abstaining from taking

The members of the Chapter had made a considerable

|Ll,SOO alone in copyhold renewals, but they gained a con-

isiderable increase of income in the long run. Once the

leases were in hand, the Chapter had the unique opportunity
3

of selling them at public auction, for which they received |

from 13 to 14 years' purchase, at the five per cent. tables@l

Iﬁy 1851 the manor was well on the way to the state in-
visioned by Barnes in 1810, with the demesne land, and

|about. a third of the copyholds in hand, and the remainder
resting on only one or two lives which were naturally well

advanced in years. This plan, though failing in some res-
pects to meet the expectations of increased improvements,

did more than justify its adoption. In the words of Barnes:
\ J
| I think that they have vastly increased it [the
value of the estate, | because they have brought the
property into the power of the future Dean and Chapter., |
In all the copyhold estates, which are two-thirds of
{ the manors, the Chapter have + « « full power in6

| possession, without the intervention of a lease.

-~

The owners of appropriate tithes normally leased

them, rather than making any attempt to collect them them-
I

selves, Appropriation under Elizabeth I provided incomes ~ |

6l1pi4.,
621bid., p. 116.
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|for the Bishops and Chapters of its recentlypbreated :

dioceses. By 1837 it had reached a point where, of an
Fannual tithe income of 43,910,917 in fee simple, L.650,216
was held by clerical appropriators, and a large proportion
%of the income of several chapters, and sgé'was dependent |

upon revenue from this source.63 The method of leasing wats“'|l

identical to that of land, tithes being leased for lives

I
Hand years. They were usually leased to persons other than a

Fhe actual tithe payers, but at higher tabular rates of in-
terest than land.éh This greater margin of profit had to &9
Fbe allowed because of the enormous difficulty involved in
ﬁtithe collection, particularly when there were numerous
‘tithe payers, and payments were small. In a few instances,-|
where the number of payers was very large, and the payments
were extremely small, 1t was uneconomic to even collect
them at all., The tithe was further more sensitive to the
annual fluctations in agricultural produce, and consequently
;more of a gamble than land. By 1835 voluntary commutation |
had begun in isolated parts of England, and the consequent |
Hstability increased the value of appropriate tithes, but I

even the commuted tithe was not considered as advantageous

\an investment as land.

This preoccupation with investment in land can be

f
seen even more clearly when one looks at the extremely small

63See Appendix. ;

| 6L4Report of the Select Committee on Church Leases |

1838., p. 480,
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investments of the Church dignitaries in the public funds.
ﬂAll such investments were clearly considered to be only ”
htemporary in nature. One investment by the Bishop of Dur- F
qham in Consols, &4,826 in amount, earning three per cent., ‘
}was only so invested because the investment was the cash re%
"maining from a business transaction. The Consols were only{

|
'to be retained until such time as the &4,826 "shall be in- |

\vested in the purchase of lands."®5 The same is true of

lgrew out of a forced sale of land to the Stocton and ”

another group of Consols owned by the Bishop. The capital

Darlington Railway Company, and the Consols, the investment
of the money received by the Bishop, was to be so held only
until the funds could be M"applied to the purchase of lands
to be annexed to the see."66

Another source of revenue, varying greatly from

Diocese to Diocese was revenue derived from building leases.

By the Act, 14 Eliz. I, c. 11, houses were excepted from

the previous restrictive Acts, provided that the dignitary 4

did not alienate the fee simple, that he received an annual |

‘ |
payment, and that the building lease extended not more thanJ

‘40 years.67 Consequently most ecclesiastical building landf

WIn most cases property was owned by both the Dean and |

was let for leases for LO years, renewable every fourteen,

65First Septennial Report., pp. 15-16.

661bid. |
67Report of the Select Committee on Church Leases

1839., p. iv. il < : x-l :
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‘Chapter, and the Bishop of the dlocese in the town or 01ty
[in which the cathedral was situated, and this land, other
‘than that actually used for residences of the dignitaries

and the cathedral was available for buildings of varying

I |
value, depending upon the size and industrialization of the

‘town. The actual annual revenue from this source naturally |
| ;

'varied enormously, up to an annual 52,633 to the See of |
ﬂDurham. The profitability of these 4O year leases was dis-‘
| |

putable, but in most cases it was agreed that they were ‘

| - - - L J
restrictive, unconducive to improvements, and generally |

responsible for the inadequate and abnormal development of |
ﬁthe towns, or cheap and shoddy building, because the four- V
teen year period which was allowed to elapse before renewalg
Wand consequently valuation was to take place was lnadequate”

for a lessee to recover a sufficient proportion of his |

|
‘original capital investment to allow him to pay a fine :

|
Lbased upon the improved value.68 Some ecclesiastical cor- |

! -i
porations reported adequate, and even improved building J
|

ﬁunder the 40 year lease. This was true of Durham, particu- |

‘larly South Shlelds,69 the Dean and Chapter of St. Paul's,70

‘and the Dean and Chapter of Canterbury,7l but the vast ma- |

‘Jorlty of ecclesiastical corporations testified to the

| .
Ii |
| 68Regort of the Select Committee on Church Leases

“ 28., Pe 437

‘ 69Ibid., pe. 13k
70Ibid., p. 435
‘ 7lIb1d., Pe. 437.
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linadequacy of-ihévsysteﬁ._ A lessee of the see of ﬁrisggil-'
Ireported unused lands within the city, due to Church tenurém
LA lessee from the city of Lincoln testified that Church H

Lproperty was:

| « « « 0ld and decayed, presenting altogether a dif-
| ferent appearance from [buildings ] upon freehold. You
find frequently in the best parts of town an old down- |
coming sort of house, and if you inquire the reason why |
so indifferent a house should exist in so good a situa=- |
I tion, you find that it is a Church lease; because it I
is notorious that persons having freehold expend their
‘ money more freely in improving their property than they |
would if it was upon a lease for 21 or 4O years.73

From Exeter it was reported that Church "buildings were
isuffered to become dezttem‘.f:;-r'.a‘ced;"71P from Chichester that

'the buildings there were "totally upon freehold," and that |

|
‘the lessees would "not build upon Church 1and;"75 from

Rochester that there was ™o building [construction] now in

'Rochester due to most of the property belonging to the Dean‘
“and Chapter;"76 and from Salisbury that the lessee con- |
hsidered "that the nature of the [Church:]tenure has greatlyi
retarded the improvement of the town of Salisbury."77 In
‘the words of a lessee of the Dean and Chapter of Lincoln: |
. |
|

. « « when you consider that they are in possession of
| this [ building] property, and never expend any capital
upon it, and that one of the effects of this [leasehold”

|

| 72Tbid., p. 29k.
| 731bid., pp. 297-298. |
| L Ty B

‘: 751bid., p. 380. ‘
| 76;9;@., p. 390, !
| 770bid., pe L70.
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tenure is to prevent other people from expendlng thelr
l capital upon it, because since the memory of man there
‘ has been no building on this sort of property, it ap-
| peared to me that the dean and chapter ought not to
| interpose and prevent other people from paying them the
present value of the property; . . . in fact they are
I like the dog in the manger, they will not improve the |
ﬂ property themselves, they could not be expected to do
\' so, and the tenure has prevented the lessees from im-
‘ proving it.78

| The tabular interest rate allowed on renewals of

Lbuilding land was normally generous, averaging eight per i

icent?? although the Dean and Chapter of St. Paul's varied ‘
I%he rate with the quality of the houses. Thus, they calcu—‘
}lated the renewal fine of their worst houses upon the eight ﬁ
per cent. tables; their next best houses upon the seven and |
Ithree-quarter's tables, and their best houses upon the seved
“and one-half per cent. tables.80 This generous interest

Frate did not prevent friction, and indeed hardship upon the

Utenant with the coming of a better understanding of the j

|value of such lands, and the consequent increases in valu- ‘

Latlons. Two much publicised examples of vigorous objection |

to such increases are so similar, even in minute detail, as |
I

|to lead one to suspect that Mr. J. A. Fulton of the pamphlet

”and Mr. W Heseltine of the Select Committee are one and |

hthe same man.81 In 1821 he purchased a house, built on ;

| 781bid., p. 30k.

|
h 79s¢ce Appendix.

|
I ) 80Re ort of the Select Committee on Church Leases
I1828.’ p. L ]

h 81See: Je. A, Fulton, A Tenant's Statement of the

=I B ——— - —— - e = = = = — — — ———
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Hleasehold propert& of the Dean and Chapte;mof Caﬁte;Bury,

Pin South Lambeth at auction for &£750., By this process he

|
Macquired a twenty-one year lease, renewable septennially
hwhich he proceeded to let at £50 annually. In the past the!

fine had amounted to one and a half year's purchase, or
I

880, but in the year 1838 he received a bill from the so- |

licitor representing the Dean and Chapter for k235. 8s. 8d.
‘as the fine for the renewal of the lease. Naturally ob-
| jecting to the fine, he was informed by the Chapter solici-

‘tor on reappraisal that it was correct. He then appealed |

to Dr. Spry, rector of Marlebone, who had previously offered

|his services in reviewing such cases. He offered to submit
a large number of affidavits from tenants proving the |
annual value, but was met with the rather curt reply from
Dr. Spry that, "if you had 50 certificates from surveyors ‘

in London, if you had 50 affidavits from tenants, we should |

not attend you." Dr. Spry pointed out that the Dean and

Chapter always declined to allow any evidence given against
; |

itheir calculation, and that they always "abided by the

'valuation of their own surveyor." He was then referred to
I |
the surveyor of the Dean and Chapter, Mr. Austin, who showed

'complete ignorance of the mode of valuing according to

conduct recently Pursued towards him by the Dean and Chap- ‘
ter of Canterbury on the Occasion of his Renewing his '
Lease., (London, 1838), and also: the testimony of Mr,
William Hesseltine, Report of the Select Committee on
Church Leases 1838., Pp. 393-401.
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He then went before the

Messers Hesseltine and Fulton.
\Audit Board. of the Chapter of Canterbury, made up of ten |
of its members, presided over by the Dean of Canterbury,

ithe Bishop of Oxford, but the case of the surveyor, pre-
sented by the receiver of the Chapter, Dr. Spry,that pre- |

”viously the house "had been Undervalued, that that which

appeared exhorbitant really was not, nor was the land other

|
than justly rated,™ prevailed. No redress was given, and

5 |
the increased fine had to be paid. Hesseltine finished with

|stating: I

‘ « « « either the Dean and Chapter of Canterbury the
| persons having the administration of the temporalities |
of the Church for a series of years, must have been |
incompetent to the management, and have undervalued |
r them [ the properties in South Lambeth ] in a most extra- |
ordinary way, or else they have committed now, in what
w they would term reverting to the value, a very great |
‘ injustice indeed; because they deprive almost all the |
tenants of their leases, or do at least what is equiva-L
lent to it. Mine is not an isolated case; the fines |
i all round me are raised 50 per cent. upon the average; |
| consequently they must all have been formerly under- |
valued, or if we prove that they have been fairly valued
| before, they ought to keep to that valuation. Either |
P this tardy wisdom of the dean and chapter has arisen i
| from some external circumstance which has led to visit-
I ing unjustly upon the tenants all the laxity of former |
| years, if such laxity existed, or else they are now |
committing positive injustice.82 |

Mr. Austin, the surveyor for the Dean and Chapter,
replying to this charge, pointed out that there would be

|

no difficulty in renting the property at the increased

|va1ue, and that this was not only his opinion, but the

: Sgﬁeport of the Select Committee on Church Leases, |
pp. 393-401,

—_ = ——
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|"opinion of some profgésional friends I have spaken to up&ﬁ i
:Fhe subject.” In Austin's opinion Heseltine underlet his |
property, probably for the purpose of assuring himself de- |
hsirable tenants. Austin further pointed out that the ob- |
||jection was more than a year in coming, at which point the
”property of the chapter had, after the annual audit, been
divided among its members. Yet, in spite of this they had |
offered to return Heseltine's fine if he would forego the I
renewal of his lease, which he refused to do. It appears
then, in 1837, the surveyor for the Dean and Chapter of
Canterbury took the maximum annual value for their building
gproperty, "without making any allow'ance."83 Though they i
could force payment where construction had occurred; this |

policy was certain to prevent future building under such a ‘

system of leasing.

The only system whereby a sufficient amount of timeﬁ
\could be granted to the lessee to permit him to fully |
develop building property, and regain his capital invest- L

ment was the 99 year lease. During the early portion of

/the nineteenth century Parliament recognized this problem,
Iand permitted the Archbishop of Canterbury, and the Bishop i
of London to grant leases for 99 years on improvable, po- |
‘tential building land. The Local and Private Act granting
this power to the Archbishop of Canterbury was undoubtedly

more favorable to the Church. Under its provisions, a

[

83Ibid., p. k32. |
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;1ease for 21 years, or a least for three iivés,-béuld_bén_
exchanged for a 99 year lease of the land, the tenant re=-

ceiving two-third's of the improved value of the land, the

| |
|fhange. The building plans had to be submitted by the ‘

|
lessor to a court of chancery for approval before the lease |

was binding.sh Mr, Henry Harrison, valuer of the Arch-

Archbishop one-third, commencing from the time of the ex=-

|
‘bishop, described the benefit to his employer in the follow-
_ I

‘ing terms:
f
e «» « we will take a piece of ground comprising four |
| acres, the rack value of which to be let for building |
| purposes should be £300 a year. I consider that the
{ lessee's interest in that £300 a year is equal to two
| thirds, and that the fair rent for the lessee to pay
. will therefore be £100, a year, to commence immediately
on the granting of the lease. The lessee, before he i
can realize this 5300, a year, takes upon himself all
I the risk of the sub-lettings; he takes upon himself all
the delay, and the time he must allow the various
builders for carrying those buildings into effect, _
| without receiving any rent, and still he must pay the |
p ecclesiastic £100. a year, because the £100. a year is |
| payable immediately upon the grant of the lease. If

the ecclesiastic had not granted the lease at all but-
I had waited till the expiration of the 21 years' lease,
H what would have been the position of the ecclesiastic, |
I or the condition of the owner of the estate, admitting |
“ the value of the land, as building ground, was still
I kept up to the same value as it was 21 years before, |
I namely; that the property was worth to be let 5300, I
a year? The owner of the estate could not get &300,
immediately, but he must let to A. B. C. and D., and he
- must allow those persons some two, some three, and some
I four years! rent, upon a pepper-corn or progressive
“ rents, at the first, before the ultimate rent of &300.
a year would commence, and therefore, supposing that ”
he was to sell this estate when he came into possession
4 of it at the end of 21 years, the utmost value it would
| fetch in the market, unencumbered with any lease, and

h 8hrhe Act, (L. & P.) 47 & 48 Geo. III., c. 128.
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| supposing it was worth E300. a year would be £6,000.
| Now, what is the position of the ecclesiastic on the |
' other hand? Suppose he carries into effect this Act of
Parliament, he has let it for 99 years at £100. a year;
in the course of 21 years, the E100, a year he receives |
will amount, with its compound interest to &3,000. or ‘
thereabouts, then if he sells the estate, subject to |
the £100. a year for the remainder of the 78 years, the |
| 21 years being expired out of the 99, taking the benefit
' of the reversion, the whole of the estate being covered
| with buildings by the tenant, in the course of 21 years
h the 100, a year would be secured, and the reversion be
| considered so valuable, that that would fetch 30 years'
‘ purchase, in the market, or perhaps 32, but, taking it
at 30 years'! purchase, that would produce £3,000,; that,
added  to the accumulation of the £100, a year will come
L to £6,000., which is quite as much as the estate would
| fetch at the end of 21 years, supposing the lease were
f suffered to run out, and the owner of the fee wanted -
| to sell it with all its advantages of building ground, |
I and presuming it was worth k300, a year. But the great
f advantage that the Act of Parliament has given to the |
lessor, by getting the lessee to cover a proportion of
the ground during the 21 years, is, that it brings all |
the remainder of the estate in the same neighborhood
into the situation of building ground, instead of
waiting 21 years to effect that object, which could not
be done without that, for it could not be done without
the assent of the lessee. Under those circumstances,
I am quite of opinion that the Act of Parliament is a
very wise Act, and that it was more beneficial to the
lessor than to the lessee; and that, if a private in-
dividual, he had better have let his land for £100. a
year, for 99 years, than wait till the end of the 21
years and let it at 5300. a year.85

The Acts of Parliament permitting 99 year leases to

|
'the Bishop of London was slightly different in character,

Vand was hardly as beneficial to the see.86 By this Act,

ronly the grass rent was paid to the Bishop until such time

\as the actual construction had taken place, after which M
|

! 85Re1ort of the Select Committee on Church Leases
]-1838. , PPe Lhi-LL2. |

H 86L0cal and Private Acts to govern this were passed |
in 1795, 1805, 1808, and 1825. |

———
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bne-thlrd of the improved rent was paid to the Bishop di- |

bectly by the sub-lessees.87 But, as the largest portion
bf the Bishop of London's building ground lay in the |
Paddington estate, which had been let for lives, and as the

i
I - - - - - |
reversionary interest in leases for lives was considered

Ibqual to the reversionary interest of a lessor in a 21 year
lease (which was far from true by the tables) the Bishop of‘

!
!London gained considerably, if not to the extent of the {

Archbishop of Canterbury, by his Private Act .58 r

W Most of the construction under these Private Acts H
| |

jof Parliament took place during the building boom at the L

lend of the Napoleonic wars, but by 1837 the option to use
[ (
‘these Acts was not being taken by lessors. With the de- V

lcrease in building prices, Mr. Harrison reported numerous
cases where lessees had availed themselves of the Acts, and |

"regretted much that they ever did so, and [they:]have lost

a considerable sum of money by carrying those contracts

|
into effect."S?

I
The Bishop of Carlisle had a Private Act U

'passed permitting similar leases, but because the end of |

]khe boom preceded the passage of the Act, not one person had

—I'|

87Ibid. |

88For a full discussion of the Paddington lease see
the testimony of Mr. Thomas Budd, First Report of the L
'Eplscopal and Capitular Revenues Commission., pp. l=0C.

89Report of the Select Committee on Church Leases .
[ 828.’ p. EU%
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offered to build under ﬁisuﬁérms by ié§7:90 o ﬂrﬁi;f__

dignitaries in this period was mining property. As the in-

The final important source of revenue for Church

‘come from the housing property of the Archbishop of Canter- |
r

ﬁbury and the Bishop of London stemmed from their fortuitous |

| |
jownership of property which could be developed by building ‘

leases, so the corporations of Durham benefited from their |
| |
\lgood fortune in possessing property which contained coal.

Mining property, however, differed from all other, in that |

its development by ecclesiastical corporations meant ex- d
ploiting capital reserves, which in time would cease alto=- |
tgether, rather than simply enjoying the interest from pro- |
”perty.gl |

|

h Aside from the Durham coal, there was other mining

| Il
”property in the hands of the Church. There were lead mines,|
Qfor example, the property of the Bishop of Bath and Wells !
| 3 3
and Bishop of Exeter, and the Bishop of Durham. The leasesi
|

|
Fof these mines generally permitted the lessee to develop :

”the property, but reserved a proportion of the produce as

ithe rent. Thus the southern dioceses received one-tenth

|
of the produce of the Cornish lead mines,92 and the Bishop |

. 90Rgport of the Select Committee on Church Leases
18320, po Vi. l
| NIbid. |

92Report by the Select Committee of the House of -
Lords appointed to Consider the Bill intitled, "An Act for |
'the Management and Regulation of Episcopal and Capitular
Estates and Revenues in England and WaleS., D. LlhZ2.
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of Durham one-ninth of the lead of the Weardale lead Tn_i_ne.93“}_'
But from the point of view of the power to produce income,
no property in the possession of a single ecclesiastical |

corporation could rival, in 1837, the leases of the owners

lof the northern coal fields.’%
The collieries of the Bishop of Durham were usually‘
let on leases for three lives or leases for 21 years, with

reserved annual rents, The fine usually amounted to one

‘and one-half years' purchase. The Dean and Chapter of |

Durham leased their fields for 21 years, on the payment of

a fine, or a certain annual and tentale rent, and sometimes
Iboth when the lease stipulated the number of tens to be
‘worked annually. In letting a colliery in the latter
fashion, the lessee guaranteed the payment of a certain
price per ten, usually varying from 20s. to 30s. per ten
for a fixed number of tens. If the lessee withdrew more
than that number of tens, he paid the same rate for each
additional ten, but if he worked under the stipulated num-

|
ber, he still paid the same annual rent. The lessee had, |

|
Ifor his own protection, the length of the entire lease to

'average the stipulated number of tens, thus permitting him
' |

a limited number of years of surplus, and a limited number

|
'of years of underproduction without penalty. For example:

| 93Report of the Select Committee on Church Leases
1838., pp. 206-207.

| 94Report of the Select Committee on Church Leases
18220’ p. Vio
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if a colliery let for a term of 21 years, at a certain
h annual rent of £1,000, and a tentale of 20s., [the
| lessee] would be entitled to work 1,000 tens to cover
‘! the rent of £1,000; but for every ten which he should
| work more than 1,000, he would have to pay 20s; on the
| other hand, if he should work only 900 tens, he still
' pays the £1,000, rent; but he would be entitled to work
up the arrear of 100 tens the next, or any succeeding
year of the term, without paying any tentale rent for

| the same.95

|
| If the coal were not worked at all, the mines never
having been developed, which, particularly in the case of

|
the Bishop of Durham, was often the case, the lessee paid a

nominal, or "sleeping" rent,9© This nominal rent was

|
L. :
'Flnes were won, in order to compensate the lessee for his

vast capital expenditure. The cost of winning a colliery

varied considerably, but one witness estimated that it
| _

‘mions.97 This investment was at best a gamble, for once
the investment had been made, there was no certainty that

the mine could be profitably won.

‘ For this, as well as for other reasons, the exten-
|
wsive collieries of the Bishop of Durham were actually

!who were granted leases by the tenant of the Bishop for

|
periods of either forty-two or sixty-four years, "provided

usually continued for seven years beyond the period when the

|

ranged from £10,000, to £200,000, depending upon the condi-

ﬁorked, not by the tenant of the bishop, but by sub-lesseesw

j\ 951bid., p. vii.
| 9671bid,

97First Report of the Episcopal and Capitular
Revenues Commission, p. 167.
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/his interest either uﬁ&er the theﬁ ekisting or aﬁy renewed_'
| :
lease shall extend to that term, binding himself by ex-

|
hpress convenant to use his utmost exertions to obtain such ‘
|

renewal, and to pay the requisite fine."98
‘ This system of sub-letting was most injurious to |

|
hthe best interests of the see, for it permitted the bishop'g
|

il
‘tenant to make a considerable profit without having to in-

H _
rvest in other than the. bishop's lease. This system drained |

from the bishop much of the revenue which would have other- |

|
‘wise been his. The coal agent for the Duke of Northumber- ¢
I
land testified that one manor of the bishop's which would |
¢ : |
have produced a septennial fine of £7,000, if it had been

in the hands of a private individual, was producing only

L1,500, septennially, the remainder being paid by the sub-

lessees to Lady Barrington, the bishop's lessee,??

| The Dean and Chapter of Durham owned a considerable

wnumber of coal fields, and had developed the unique practicd

‘of separating the leases of the coal deposits from the W

Jleases of the land. The coal was usually leased to a singl%
‘individual, while the surface was leased to a large number
of tenants., Thus, when a mine was won, the population in

the area increased, thus increasing the revenue from the |

Wsurface to the Dean and Chapter. This system, however, had

‘the disadvantage that "no party was able to get at the |

4 981bid, |

||

h 991bid.; ppe. 172-173.
L - I
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Esubterraneous strata'without encroaching upon ghé_propéffy
iof the other."9 For this reason, in letting the surface;
Fthe Dean and Chapter reserved wayleaves, sinking pits, and |
;other essential needs of the colliery upon the surface. |
!The bishop's mineral rights, enclosures, and copyholds,

| frequently did not include these surface privileges, in- ”
lcreasing phe costs of the colliery operation on his estates,
LThe rents, charged for granting these reserved rights; L
| formed, in 1837, an increasingly important part of the |
lecclesiastical corporations of Durham.lOl The privileges,
:if possessed by the lessor, always formed part of the
!mining lease, but rents for the same rights were charged

to others wishing to avail themselves of the same benefits.p

These rents were purely arbitrary, their maximum only beingi
%determined by the amount the rentor could pay. In some of (
;their mining leases, the Church reserved the right of grant#
iing these privileges to others, provided the second party

| compensated the first for wear and tear, and paid the

‘Church for the right. For example:

! The Stanhope and Tyne Company contracted with the
I Bishop for a wayleave . . . of at least 15 miles, for

part of which they paid annually £200, per mile to the |
W lessors, besides double damages to the lessees.102 I

|
L - lOOReport of the Select Committee on Church Leases
- |1839., p. vii. |
| lo;ggporg of the Select Committee on Church Leases |
11838., pp. 231=232,

F

ﬂ - 102Report of the Select Committee on Church Leases

11839., p. viii.
ll s
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The income from this source to the ecclesiastical '

icorporations was truly impressive. One single fine renewal

'amounted to £70,000, and the combined average annual in- :

comes of the Durham Chapter amounted to a staggering &7k,
a
824,193 |

The net annual income of the bishops and chapters f

of the Church of England in 1837 amounted to £350,000, most
of which came directly from 1and.104 On the whole it was .

underlet due to both the type of lease generally in use, W

and further to an undervaluation of the annual value and '

the prevelance of the sub-tenant. On the whole the manage- |
ment of the chapters was better than the management of the
bishops, but with the exception of a few London building
|leases and the mines of the Dean and Chapter of Durham;
most of the leases of all ecclesiastical corporations;
though showing generally increases in revenue in 1837,

could still be termed beneficial.

bt loB%eport of the Select Committee on Church Leases
1838., pe. 232. T

104gee First Septennial Report.
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II |

The difficulties involved in any discussion of the |

finances of the 10,718 parochial benefices existing in 1835 |

lare only too evident, and generalizations formed either
| .

|
Hfrom sampling, or based upon averages of the whole, necessi-~

|
‘tate the serious qualifications forced by numerous excep-

‘tions. Nevertheless, an analysis is sufficiently vital to

;an understanding of the financial framework of the Church |

of England to warrent the risks involved in such a work,

Episcopal and capitular administration and finance |
|

can easily be parelled in parochial life in 1835. The re-
sulting frictions, were to the contemporary, more grating, |

for the incumbent by the very nature of his office and en- |

dowments, was forced into continuous contact with the

general public, rather than being permitted the comparativea
/isolation of the bishop, dean, and chapter., If the lease, ”
"with actual contact confined to the dignitary's agent and :
‘the lessee, was characteristic of the endowments of the
‘higher clergy, the rector's income was largely dependent h

|
upon the general public, particularly for the Church Rate,

thus placing the unfortunate cleric in the role of a rate- |

collector. The frictions which this role generated, had, |

'during the period of the Napoleonic wars been aggrgvated by

the general increase in Dissent. Here too, as at the

75
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Fdiocesan level, the Estaélishméﬁt, though obviousiy_éf_ |
necessity more sensitive, showed little ability to adapt
ﬁitself to the major changes in thought and society which |
characterized this period of Britain's industrial develop-

ment, I

The right of appointment to a living had long been

considered an aspect of private property, a marketable I
ﬁcommodity. By 1835 patronage had become so scattered that ‘
hthe control of the episcopate over the clergy was clearly |
”at a minimum. The Crown controlled 952 appointments, with i
1& gross annual income of k281,225; ecclesiastical corpora-
‘tions sole and aggregate (irrespective of diocese) 3,801 i
“with a gross annual value of £1,128,786; Colleges, univer-
Hsities, and other public bodies, 939, valued at an annual ‘
ﬁgross B348,517; and the livings in private patronage were
;4,790, with a gross annual revenue of Ll,425,503.105 |
L The sources of this gross annual income of
ﬁLB,lSA,OBl of the beneficed parochial clergy were as varied‘
?as those of the higher clergy. The tithe was by far the i

Pmost important. Parochial tithes, however, during the

hprevious three centuries had been alienated in large por-
| |

|
4

H 1054ouse of Commons, Sessional Papers, "A List of \
the Ecclesiastical Preferments in the Patronage of the Arch-
bishops, Bishops, Deans and Chapters, and other Corporationq
WAggregate and of the several Dignitaries, Prebendaries, and
‘other Corporations Sole." Report of the Commissioners of |
YEcc;ggiastical Revenue Ingquiry, (London, 1835). )

ition,,ﬁ&,g}ther furnish other endowments for religious s
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foundations or simplyhggmgfovide reé&& cash. This left j

large segments of the parochial clergy totally bereft, or |
in some cases partially bereft of tithe income. Of the !
parish tithes in 1835, 38 were in the hands of the Crown,
385 the episcopacy, 702 the deans and chapters, 438 the

ecclesiastical corporations sole, 28l the universities and |
|

|
|

colleges, 43 municipal corporations, and 2,552 in the .

!possession of private owners, leaving 121 parishes partially

endowed, and only 132 wholly endowed with the great tithes}qé/

| I
!' The fortunate benefice holder who, in 1835, was |

'wholly, or even partially in control of his tithes was in
the advantageous position of not only possessing a source
of income beyond that of many of his profession, but an in- |

come which increased dﬁﬁ only with a rise in the price of

|land, or the methods of production.l07

|
agricultural produce, but also with improvements in the
|
|
| He had, on the other hand, to deal with a public, |

iofte%antagonistic, who resented the charge imposed, and who‘
!could well, by refusal to pay, force the cleric into the

Lruinous expenses of legal action, which, even assuming a |

Lfavorable decision, hardly guaranteed a stable income, and |

ﬂsurely failed to further his raison d'etre.lo8 If, as was |
| |

106See Appendixe

lo?See Appendix.
l08Report of the Select Committee on Church Leases

I 828.’ Pe Bm.
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frequently the case, the tithe unit had been sub-divided by

the sub-leasing of the land, the expenses of collection from
I

qnumerous sub-tenants paying very small tithes, could exceed”

109

the profits from the charge. Further, if the zealous

cleric pressed his claim too hard, or if the tithe payer

| ;.
iwas particularly opposed to payment, tithes could be sub- |

|
'stantially reduced, if not eliminated, by the substitution

of pasturage for tilled land with the consequent elimination

I
of the titheable produce.llo n

|
The tithes varied enormously with the methods of

#production, the crop produce, and the quality of the soil.

For example, the tithe in the south of England on hops was |

Pa lucrative source of revenue to its owner,lll while, in the

less fertile areas of the north, it formed but a small por-‘
Etion of the clerical income.ll2 k
!{ There were a few fortunate clerics, who, by 1835 ”
'had, through availing themselves of the enclosure Acts, |
commuted their tithe payments for a portion of the enclosed”

common, and thereby achieved a comparatively permanent, “

|
| 109134,

| 10714, |

‘ lllHouse of Commons, Sessional Papers, Report of the
Select Gommittee appointed to Consider the best mode of !
effectlng the Surveys of Parishes for the Purpose of Carry-
ing into effect the Commutation of Tithes in kngland and
Wales, and who are empowered to report their observations
'thereupon to The House, together with Minutes of Evidence ﬂ

Itaken before them., (London, 18L48].
| 1121hi4,
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“stable; and frictionless source of revenue in exchange for |
‘the more prevalent but less productive payment in kind. I
” Another source for the maintenance of the parochial\
clergy was the glebe, house and land, which theoretically

:furnished them with the necessaries of life. Here too, byI;

!1835, distortions had taken place through neglect, abuse,

or simply insufficient funds for its maintenance, and many
|'gl&ebe houses had fallen into disrepair. Of a reported

H10,533 benefices, the glebe houses of only 5,947 were in- |

hhabitable, while of the remainder, 1,728 had houses unfit |

Hfor residence, and 2,878 had no houses at all.113 This

obviously was not only a major factor for the often at- |

tacked pluralism and absenteeism, but also a major problem ﬂ

}with which any reconstructor of the Church livings would ﬂ

!have to grapple.llh

Without a glebe, a minister or curate

Wcould not exist in a poor parish.ll5 |
W The pew rent furnished the poorer clergy with a r

:large portion of their incomes. The primary object of _ |
| [
JChurch seating was the accommodation of all the parishonersﬁ

|
!Throughout the eighteenth century, large portions of parish”

churches, had been taken over as private property on the

|payment of an annual rent, contributing to a serious lack f
| 1 - |

3"A List of Ecclesiastical Preferments, &c." |
Report of the Commissioners of Ecclesiastical Revenue |

Ingui; !-’ P- zl-go '
| 1l4Tbid, |

1151bid, |
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of accommodation witﬂzﬁ__;opuloﬁs pariéﬂéé. As in 1855,“

pew rents were a major factor in the income of many clergy-

ﬂ |
men, the Commission of 1832 took an ambiguous stand on the |

subject. On the one hand they reported: |

The existence of claims to the exclusive enjoyment
of Pews in the body of the Church by Faculty or Pre- |
scription has of late years produced injurious conse-

“ quences, especially in parishes where there has been a |
large increase of population. Sometimes these exclu-
sive rights prevent an arrangement of Church-room in

| the most beneficial for the general accommodation,ll6 |

l

Yet they also insisted that "due consideration must be paid

u 117
|to rank, station, number in family . . . "™ Nevertheless by |
[

!fhis period it was becoming obvious that the pew rent, so h
[

‘ﬁmportant to so many of the poorer clergy, was no longer an |

acceptable form of income. Its legality was questionable,

Sir John Nicholl deciding that "all pews in a parish church H

are the common property of the parish; they are for the use,

U
]in common, of the parishoners, who are all entitled to be
| I
;Feated orderly and conveniently, so as best to provide the |

ii’laccommodation of all."118 They further opened the Church toﬂ
| |
\%he charge of condoning class distinctions, a charge which V
|

L_ i
H

I
' 116House of Lords, Sessional Papers, Report of the

belect Committee of The House of Lords appointed to "In- ;
quire into the Means of Spiritual Instruction and Places of |
Divine Worship in the Metropolis, and in other Populous L
Districts in England and Wales, especially in the Mining and
Manufacturing Districts; and to consider the fittest Means I
lof Meeting the Difficulties of the Case;" and to Report to

The House; and to whom were referred several Papers and Doc-
uments relating to the Subject Matter of the Inquiry., |

(London, 1858], p. xvii. ﬁ

1171bid., p. xviii.

l181bid., p. xvii. See also, Fuller v. Lane.
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‘the Church throughout the nineteenth century was attempt1ng|

%o refute.ll9 ,
| |

Poor but populous parishes also received consider=-
able aid in fees received for rendering service¢to the State{
| .

These surplice fees, fees for the registration of births,

deaths, and marriages, were as has been shown, extremely

iunpalftable to the Dissenters, but they formed the basis of
|

khe income of the clergy in just those parishes where funds |

were needed, poor and populous districts, and indeed could

| \
furnish up to £200 a year.lzo

| Perhaps even more irritating to the Dissenter was

ithe Church rate, a rate imposed by the parish vestry for the

maintenance of the fabric of the parish church. The cleric

| |
ihimself, from income derived from tithes and glebe, was held

I
!responsible for the chancel, but the remainder was the |
responsibility of the parish. Unlike the poor rate, the |
|

church rate was normally not levied annually, but only when |

repairs were considered necessary., At worst they were not

|l
.

Hlarge, varying from ld. to 6d. on the pound valuation of the

'property.121 Like the tithe, in city areas they were 4

llgﬁeport by the Select Committee of the House of
Lords appointed to "Inquire into the Means of Spiritual In-

struction and Places of Divine Worship, &c".,, p. 316, i

| 1201pid,, p. 201. |

l21House of Commons, Sessional Papers, Report from
the Select | Commlttee on Church Rates; together with the Pro-

ceedings of the Committee, Mlnutes of Evidence, Appendix, |
and Index., (London, 1851). P. Vii, r
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Pifficult to collect due to their being ii-ﬂlpc’s‘;-'}i_ui;‘;_n the 1

| - - -
Iioccupier, and consequently, in housing areas, with many sub-

‘tenants, the rate was smaller than the cost of collection%zg

iEut this difficulty was nothing compared to the problems
;rising from the natural disinclination of the Dissenter to d
pay rates maintaining an Established Church. This resulted‘
in the long dismal series of court actions, of vestry revo- |
j#utions, and of violence between churchman and Dissenter
Iwhich characterized the history of the church rate in the J

second third of the nineteenth century. In 1835 the chuz:'ch‘5

rate was, on the whole, only collectable in the rural areas

JI
and other strongholds of the Establishment, forcing just _

-
those areas which were in greatest need to fall back upon
iother endowments, or allow the church to fall into disre-
123

pair.
|

The parochial clergy received annually from these °

sources, in gross, k3,184,031, and in net, L2,993,174:12h
125

the average annual gross being &304, and net 5286,
However, if these averages are analyzed, it can be seen thaﬁ
the fluctuations were equally as great between individual

| 6 I
parochial clergymen as among the higher clergy.l2 » |

l

| 1227p3d., p. viii. |

‘

123

Ibid., p. ix.

12kny List of Ecclesiastical Preferments, &c."

Quiry., ppe 4l=-il.

Report of the Commissioners of Ecclesiastical Revenue In-

1251biq.
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‘ Income Number of Incumbents b
| Under 550 297 H
| £50 - £100 1629 ;
.l &100 ~ ' k150 1602 |
: £150 - £200 1354

£200 - £300 1979

5300 -~ §400 1326

£4,00 - £500 830

1500 - &700 81,3

£700 - £1000 L34

£1000 - £1500 134

£1500 - £2000 32

£2000 and up 18

The diocesan averages varied from an annual net average in-
Lome of B41l4 in the Diocese of Rochester, £399 in the Diocege
qof London, &£353 in the Diocese of Ely, and &£352 in the

,Piocese of Durham, to £137 in the Diocese of St, David's,

£175 in the Diocese of Carlisle, k242 in the Diocese of York
127

2

and E252 in the Diocese of Chester,
|

There were, in addition to the incumbents 5,230,

|curates, usually paid by the incumbent, averaging £78 i

annually, and fluctuating by diocese from £109 annually in i

Rochester to £55 annually in St. Davi 1

| Although the differences between the incomes of the
higher clergy and the rectors, as well as the rectors and !
;the curates obviously seemed, by the nature of anticlerical |
criticism, to be great to the contemporary in this period,
ione only has to make a similar comparison using the Liber

If
Regis, or the first fruit payments to see that these diff- ”

Jerences were neither new nor increasinge. |

1271114, |
lzslbida 3 Poe 40,
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What was essentially new and increasing was the

population, and the distribution of population in England.

The Church of England was an established church, and with

fthe establishment went obligations. The Church of England
Gassumed the responsibility for all Englishmen who were not |
{officially members of another sect. Long before the massivé
‘population growth and shifts had occurred in England, the

ﬁparishes of the Church of England had been established, the|
kinterests and endowments vested, its income provided for,

hYet the Church of England, organized and endowed to meet
“the needs of a rural, an agricultural England had, by its

'position as the Established Church assumed obligations whicg
it was financially, as well as from other aspects, totally
lincapable of meeting. Its parishes were, in certain sec-

tions, insufficient in number, its parish churches in- |

sufficient in size, and its clergy too few in number and

insufficiently endowed to care for the millions of Bﬁfminga

ﬁham, Manchester, Liverpool and London.

i’ But as the Establishment owed services to the StateJ
Wthe State had a responsibility to the Establishment, Aside‘
hfrom the legality of rates and tithes, it was obvious long
\before 1835 that the funds of the Church were insufficient
wto meet the demands upon it., It had long been recognized
‘that the incomes of the lesser clergy were in need of aug-
mentation. Queen Anne, by the Act 2 & 3 Anne c. 1l gave up

‘the right possessed by herself and her predecessors to first

fruits and ten in favor of the Church. She assigned them

Al sl AP it e

|
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both for herself and her successors to the aﬁéﬁéﬁfégidn of |

the incomes of the poorer clergy. All sees, chapters, o)

rectors, etc., were charged their first year's annual value,
4 |
(first fruits) and one tenth of this annual value for every |

charges was the Liber Regis of Henry VIII, which naturally

|
isucceeding year (tenths). The valuation used for these -
|
|

had by 1835 little or no relation to the annual income of

|
ithe cleric. Thus Canterbury paid £2,682 in first fruits,

York, &1,610, Durham, %1,821, and Winchester £2,873 to name
. {

the highest payments. Tenths were then paid annually,

usually a tenth of this amount, although there were some seep

'excepted by statute: Ganterbury, Bath and Wells, ChlchesterJ

1Ely, Hereford, London, Norwich and Worcester. In 1837 there
| ; I

were 4,898 benefice liable to first fruits - 4,500 of them

liable to tenths. There were two boards, each with a re- |

iceiver, who levied the fines, and collected the payments,

'The Board of First Fruits, being the superior, received the |
mayments from the Board of Tenths, and transmitted both
|

'thelr payments to the Exchequer, from which the Bounty Board,

‘or the Board empowered to administer the funds, withdrew 4

4,129 |

w The entire organization of collection was wildly

129House of Commons, Sessional Papers, Report of thJ
‘Lglect Committee appointed to inquire into the Constltutlon\
of the Boards connected with the receipt of the First Fruits
Iand Tenths and Administration of Queen Anne's Bounty; and
are empowered to report their Observations, together with
the Minutes of Evidence taken before them to the House.

(London, 1837), p. iv.
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Fconfused. They delayed notifying incumbents of théi;_dgggg£
‘thus increasing their own fees when notification occurred. i
‘The hours kept were absurd, and work was obviously made to |
”keep the paid clerks busy. Thus, the Board of Tenths issued
Irecelpts for dead arrears, that is for "parties upon whom |
ﬁno legal claim exists," the party having been exempted by
dstatute. These receipts were never sent, but "put away in
?a drawer.“130

It was the considered opinion of the Committee upon
ithe subject in 1837 that "under present construction of the
Boards of First Fruits and Tenths, a large sum is most un-
profitably diverted from the augmentation of poor livings;
!and they have arrived at the opinion, that both these Boards

lought to be forthwith abolished; and that the receipt, as

well as the expenditure of the funds appropriated to the

augmentation of small livings should be concentrated in the
!Board of the Bounty."lBl

The Bounty Board handled all the expenditure of the
funds, The members of the board were purely honorary; the
actual administration of the fund being controlled by the
bishops. The annual average of the funds derived from
first fruits and tenths was £14,000, the benefactions av-

eraging £13,363 annually. The Bounty Board possessed
il,320,884 in reduced 3 per cent. annuities, and £86,308 in
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consolidated 3 per cent. annuities making a total anount of .
gtock, the interest of which had been assigned to relief of
poor parishes of £1,407,193. Originally the Governors of
the Bounty Board made the entire augmentation, the method I
.%eing by "that of placing the names of the unaugmented poor
:?ivings in a box, and dividing the sums in hand among such |

132

'as might be drawn out the first." They also agreed to

ihgép benefactions, and by 1835 the vast proportion of their
|aug;ment.ation was by this method. i
L In 1809 the funds of the Bounty Board were augmente&
by the first of a series of eleven Parliamentary grants of
‘LlOO ,000, 133 for which it was stipulated that populous
parishes were to receive preference., A similar system of
meeting benefaction was adopted, and by 1837 all but

‘EZO 000 had been appropriated. 13k ”
| By the 17th Geo. III, c. 53, and 43 Geo. III, c. |
WlOL the Governors were authorized to advance money on mort-

gage for the construction of parsonage houses and lands for‘

‘residence. The incumbents paid 3 1/2 per cent. interest on

the loan, payable in 20 years., In 1835 there was £360,185

loutstanding from this quarter, with an annual interest pay=-

Fment of L10,7h9.135 The Bounty Board, unlike the Boards of

13?;9;9., Po iXe. |
1331bid. |
1311—2&9_. ‘.
1351bid., p. viis
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First Fruits and Tenths was obviouély_gitemptiﬁg_fo mee

%the parochial crisis but was so severely handicapped by in-i
Jsufficient funds that it was totally incapable of meeting |
ﬁthe needs., t
| A second method adopted to meet the needs of the i

poorer parishes was permission granted by Parliament by the |

hActs 29 Chas. II, c. 8 and 1 & 2 Will IV, c. 45 to allow q
che corporations sole and aggregate to augment livings by ?
halienation of property in perpetuity. These were availed oﬁ
iin a limited number of cases, but neither the funds of an h
included bishop or chapter was sufficiently large to meet
Ithe need.136 ”
-‘ Finally, by the Act 58 Geo. 3, c. 45, and later by
‘the Act 3 Geo. 4, ce. 103, a total of Ll,Soo;OOO was allo- |

‘cated by Parliament for the construction of new parish ‘

churches, particularly in populous parishes. These Acts,
/administered under the Church Building Commissioners, were |
revolutionary in that they permitted the construction of

new churches, with the consequent rearrangement of the “

| |
English parish structure. However, because of the intrench-

“ed interest of the older units, they fell far short of ex- |
%pectations. The actual construction of the edifice was M
”indeed accomplished, but the endowment of the new unit was |
\difficult to accomplish. In the case of a Distinct or g

: |
'‘Separate Parish,l37 the new unit became a separate beneficeA
i |

136Ibid., P, Vi.
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the incumbent being the incumbent of the older parish until

his death., For funds it existed primarily from pew rents,

the proportion of which to total seating was determined by

the Building Commissioners at the time of its creation. In

the case of the creation of a District Parish, the endowment

Ey a curate, subordinate to the mother parish.

| The fact that the Building Commissioners were forced
[ [

%o rely on the already discredited pew rent, for the endow=-

|
i@ent of the new parishes created, is simply one more illus=- |

|
was similar, but the new unit remained permanently served }

138 |

tration of the fact that in 1835 the funds of the Church
| .
for the parishes were totally inadequate for the demands,
|

in spite of Parliamentary assistance. If the crisis of |

spiritual destitution were to be met, if the Establishment
|

| -
'were to operate efficiently, then new sources of revenue

Lor more efficient handling of the old had to be adopted.

}This then was the essence of the crisis of the Church in

1835.
| l
| |

| 138por the work of the Church Building Commissioners
|see: House of Commons, Sessional Papers, Annual Report of
‘the Commissioners for the Building of New Churches., 36
Vols., (London, 1821-1856]. The Church Building Commission
was united with the Ecclesiastical Commission for England

and Wales by the Act 19 & 20 Vict. c. 55 in the year 1856,

= |85
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CHAPTER III H

The crisis facing the Church of England was two=- 1
fold. First, the haphazard system of financing the Church J
was unacceptable; the system which permitted extreme varia-
tions in incomes of clerics of similar status. Secondly; ,%
and the more important, the redistribution and increase of H
population growing out of the industrialization of England,
gave added responsibilities to the Establishment, both at
the diocesan and parochial levels., The Church of England

was, in 1835, totally incapable of meeting this responsi-

bility. New sees and parishes had to be formed and fi-

|
mented. |
It was clear as early as 1831, that Parliamentary

action had to be taken if the problems were to be met.,

Both major parties were agreed that some sort of reform was
necessary. In 1831 Earl Grey said in the House of Lords:

Those right reverend Prelates have shown that they
were not indifferent or inattentive to the signs of
the times., They have introduced in the way in which I|
think all such measures ought to be introduced, namely
by the leading members of the Church itself, measures |
of amelioration. In this they have acted with a |
prudent forethought. They appear to have felt that the
eyes of the country are upon them; that it is necessary
for them to set their house in order, and prepare to |
meet the coming story.l H

1g, M, Trevelyan, Lord Grey of the Reform Bill,
(London, 1920.) pp. 307-308.

—-
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- ciliatory attitude toward self-reformation to allow the

Sir Robert Peel expressed a similar opinion when
he said, writing to Henry Phillpots, the Bishop of Exeter:

My main object is the interest of the Church of i
England, I will most willingly return to private life,
and make the very small sacrifice of office, rather
than consent to anything which I conscientiously be-
lieve to be prejudicial to the great and sacred object |
for which the Church was established,

But my earnest advice is that the Church should }
avail itself of this, possibly the last, opportunity of
aiding its true friends in the course of judicious re-
form, to enable us to go to all the lengths we can go
with perfect safety, and to make, if possible, a sat-
isfactory and final settlement.

Let us do all that we can do consistently with our |
own conviction that we are making no concession hurt- |
ful to the true interests of religion. I need hardly |
assure you that all mere political considerations . . o
are as nothing in my mind, compared with the great
object of giving real stability to the Church in its
spiritual character; and that I believe enlarged po- |
litical interests will be best promoted by strengthen-
ing the hold of the Church of En%land upon the love
and veneration of the community.

Both Peel and Grey had shown a sufficiently con=-

. first attempt at reformation be made by the Church itself.3

The Archbishop of Canterbury introduced, in 1831, three |
|

bills designed to be a comprehensive reformation. These |

would have permitted easier commutation of tithes, simpler |

means of augmenting poor parishes, and a partial restrain—L
ing of pluralities.h

It was obvious even to the best friends of the

|
1
|
|

20. S. Parker, Sir Robert Peel from his Private

. Papers., (London, 1899 ] pp. 205-206.

3Hansard, Third Series, vol IV, pp. 292; 1362-1378,
b1bid,
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Church that these bills were 1nadequate, and that any ade—

I
\quate legislation would first require far more comprehensive

|
!Pnowledge of Church finances than was then available. '

L Consequently in 1832, Earl Grey appointed a Commis- |

'sion "to inquire into the revenues and patronage of the |
I

Established Church of England and Wales."” This Commission,
}bonsisting of twenty-five members six of whom were bishops.:
'sat between the years 1832 and 1835, when it issued a com— |
prehensive report.6 This report, the first major analysis |

|
;of clerical finances since the Liber Regis, provided the

essential basis for any reforms to follows. |
y In his Tamworth Manifesto, Peel not only accepted
the principles of the Reform Bill, but announced his I
ihillingness to reform the Church of England, which he as=
:sured the country, would aid the nation and benefit the
FChurch. Upon taking office in 1835, he implemented this
%promise by appointing a Commission "to consider the state of
Lthe Established Church with reference to Ecclesiastical h

Duties and Revenues.“7 The Commissioners were: |

‘ to give forthwith consideration to the statute of the

| 5Report of the Commissioners of Ecclesiastical ;
Revenue Inquiry. |

H 6Ibid.

i 7THouse of Commons, Sessional Papers, First Report
IJof the Commissioners appointed to consider the state of the |
Established Church in England and Wales, with reference to |
Bcclesiastical Revenues; also Correspondence thereon.,

Tiondon, 1835.)
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several dioceses of England and Wales, with reference
to the Amount of their revenues, and the more equal
distribution of Episcopal duties, . . . that the state
of the several Cathedral and Collegiate Churches in
England and Wales should also be taken into considera-
tion, with a view to the suggestion of such measures
as may render them most conducive to the efficiency of
| the Established Church.8

FThe Commission consisted of twelve members, five episcopal

Fand seven laymen. It sat between the years 1835 and 1837.

During this time i4 issued four complete report39 and the F

Idraft of a fifth.lo The creation of the commission had the

ladvantage of allaying, at least temporarily, criticisms of |
the Church, but it also gave rise to extreme fears on the

|
part of the high Tories, particularly the fear that all

Church livings were to be equalized. To conciliate this

group, Peel said in February of 1835:
Il I
| 81bid.

[
| 9First Report of the Ecclesiastical Revenues |
Commissioners; House of Commons, Sessional Papers, Second
Report of the Commissioners appointed to consider the state |
of the Established Church in England and Wales, with refe-
rence to Ecclesiastical Revenues; also Correspondence there-
on., (London, 1836,.); House of Commons, Sessional Papers, |
Third Report of the Commissioners appointed to consider the |
state of the Established Church in England and Wales, with
reference to Ecclesiastical Revenues; also correpondence
thereon; (London, 1830.); House of Commons, Sessional
Papers, Fourth Report of the Commissioners appointed to
\consider the state of the Established Church in England and |
Wales, with reference to Ecclesiastical Revenues; also |
correspondence thereon., (London, 1830.)

. 10House of Commons, Sessional Papers, Draft of a
Fifth Report of the Commissioners appointed to consider |
'the state of the Established Church in England and Wales,
'with reference to Ecclesiastical Revenues; also corres-
pondence thereon., (London, 1837.)
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It is a very harmless occupatlon for 'some of our
Tories' to keep themselves in wind by attacking wind-
| mills of their own creation. Who ever dreamed of .
| 'equalization of livings?' I am sure I never did. |
Is the Church to be a provision for men of birth of |
learning, or is its main object to be the worship of W
| God, according to the doctrines of the Reformed faith? |
| That worship is promoted by men of birth by in-
| viting men of birth and of learning into the Church I
do not deny, but you have left hundreds of thousands to
| become Dissenters, or more likely infidels, because

you would not divert one farthing of ecclesiastical
revenues from this deanery or that great sinecure =-- if
the time shall come when a strict scrutiny shall be

| made by unfriendly inquiries into the principle of whlch
great preferments have been given by politicians, !'some
of our Tories' who now profess their exclusive friend-
ship to the Church will find their friendship the
severest measure of hostility from which the Church even
suffereds . . « For God's sake don't let pretended

[ friends of the Church provoke the statement of the

” case which can be made out in favour of temperate re-

| view of the present state of Establishment. . . . 1Is

| this right, that a parish of 10,000 acres overrun with

' Dissent, the whole tithes go to an ecclesiastical corpo-
ration tTrlnlty College, Cambrldgel to the amount of
£2,000 a year; that there is only one service in the !
church and cannot be two because the said corporation
will allow only k24 a year as a stipend to the vicar?ll

The Reports of the Commission were largely the re-

sult of the work of two men, William Howley, Archbishop of |
Canterbury, and Charles James Blomfield, Bishop of London., |

iIt was an extraordinary work, for Howley was an arch- L

|
!conservative who had opposed in 1829 the Roman Catholic Re- |
| ' |
lief Bill, in 1831 the Reform Bill, and in 1833 the Irish |

JChurch Reform Bill.12 An insight is given into his char- i
i

acter by noting that, in 1828, when he was translated from

” llParker, Peel., pp. 284-285. |

lZG.'W. E. Russell, "William Howley" in The |

‘Dictlonary of Bnglish Church History., (London, 19L48.),
p. 296.
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FLondon to Canterbur&] he was installed by proxy, which one
“cleric called an "act of the most extraordinary indolence

ever recorded in history.ml?

|
Blomfield was a very different type of man. He had |

been an active advocate throughout his career of Church re- |
|

iform, and while Bishop of Chester had been an active oppon- |
|
Lent of non-residence within his d:’.ocese.lzF After his trans{

|

lation to London he continued as an active liberal, and an

i |
advocate of Church reform. He expressed his position in a |
|

letter to the primate:

| I have long been convinced of, and have for some “
time past been urging, the necessity of a mixed com=- ‘
mission of Clergymen and laymen to consider what L
measures should be adopted in the way of Church reform,
whether as to the establishment of a consistent scheme
, of discipline, or the arrangement of ecclesiastical '
i property. Whether this commission should be permanent ‘
and be invested with the power of initiating all legis-
lative measures affecting the Church in its spiritual |
character, or in its secular provisions, or in both, I |
am not quite prepared to say; but that as things now |
I are, the Church is governed in an indirect, and in some_|
4 respects a merely conventional manner, cannot be deniedd

! The task given to these men was not simple. It |

I [
Ucannot be denied that Blomfield was the driving spirit be= ‘
'hind reform. The Archbishop of York stated, "'Till Blom- F
Hfield comes, we all sit and mend our pens and talk about the

- |
”weather."lé Blomfield himself spoke of their "invidious “

131bid., A full biography of Archbishop Howley is |
badly needed. h
| 1Lp) fred Blomfield, (ed.), A Memoir of Charles Jameg
Blomfield, D.D., Bishop of London, with selections from his |
iCorrespon&ence., (Tondon, 1863.) vol. I, p. 167. |
| 151pid., p. 206.
“' __16Ibid., p. 222,
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‘and unpopular task." One group he said was sure to call

fthem a "rash innovator, who in order to . . . satisfy a E

‘clamour would not hesitate to play nine-pins with ecclesi-

l‘astical dignities venerable with the prestige of centurlesj.'z

‘The other would look upon their efforts as "the mere ?

'shufflings of the cards from which no advantage would ac- |
Icrue."ls

“ The First Report of the Commission, the only Reportﬂ
”which Peel remained in office to receive, was issued in ﬁ
JMarch of 1835. The commissioners dealt primarily in this |
ﬂreport with the easiest of the several problems, and the I
dre—arrangement of the dioceses. At least two new dioceses |
'were needed to meet the growth and change of population in
England, and to accomplish this end, they first recommended
‘the union of the diocese of Bangor and St. Asaph, Llandaff |
iand Bristol, (later Gloucester and Bristol, Carlisle and

' I
LSodor and Man) to allow the formation of the dioceses of |

hﬁipon and M’anchester.l9 This would have the advantage of

not increasing the number on the bench of bishops and con=- W
solidating the revenues of four of the poorer dioceses.20 L

hThey further recommended a more equitable and uniform ar- |

‘rangement of most of the other sees.21
|

| 171bid. ”
| 181pbid., |

| .
| 19F1rst Report of the Ecclesiastical Revenues

|Comm1331oners., PPe 2=3e
201bid. 2l1bid,
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: They furgher noted the fact that the Eﬂbomés of thQWf

bishops "is very unequally distributed, the incomes of one- |
ﬁhalf of the Bishoprics falling below the sum necessary to “
cover the expenses to which a Bishop is unavoidably subject.

A different distribution of the Episcopal Revenues is the J
|
!natural remedy of this inconvenience."22 They added rather |

‘wistfully, "incomes must also be provided for the two new

%ees which are to be created."23

| Even at this early point, they realized "the total

!income of the Bishoprics in England and Wales will no
4
longer be sufficient to afford an adequate income to each |

}bishop, merely by a different distribution;"zk They
kecommended reducing the episcopal incomes by advocating !
that impropriations, given originally to the sees in com-
”pensation for manors and estates be confiscated, and used H
'to aid populous and impecunious parishes. If their criti- |
cism of pluralities was met, the incomes of the bishops
would be still further reduced,

Lord Melbourne lost no time in passing many of these

!recommendations into law. An Act, "for carrying into effect
Lthe Reports of the Commissioners . . « so far as they relat&
| |
‘to Episcopal Dioceses, Revenues, and Patronage," the so- !

]called "Bishop's Act," was passed in August 1836.25 |

zzgg;g., pp. 8-9.
231bid.

2k1bid., p. 9.

256 & 7 Will L, ce 77.
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It established a permanent ecclesiastical commission, which,

by being given the right to effect changes by Orders in

Council, could accomplish many of the minor changes recom- |

mended by the earlier Commission., The Act further laid down

what was to be the incomes of the English prelates: the :

ﬁrchbishop of Canterbury was permitted an annual £15,000, |

York, £10,000, Durham, &£8,000, Winchester, &£7,000 in recog-i

nition of their former wealth, while all other sees were
. : i
allotted between £4,000 and £5,000 a year.26 However, these

|
changes were only to affect a See, the Bishop of which was |

| |
in possession after [4 March 1836 ] or at the Avoidance of |

| |
‘the See, or with the Consent of Bishop.27 I
| |
!L The incomes of the poorer bishops were to be aug- ”

ented, and the newly created sees financed, by grants from |

, I
;the "episcopal fund" controlled by the Ecclesiastical ?

bommissioners. This fund was to be created by the wealthier

sees handing over to the Ecclesiastical Commissioners their

!surplus income (i.e. income above their prescribed statutorﬂ

limit.) The episcopal fund was also to be used to aid the |

'bishops in the construction and maintenance of their piacesﬁ
iTo further help in this respect, bishops were permitted to
borrow sums from the Queen Anne's Bounty Board.

| The newly formed Ecclesiastical Commission was

| F [
| 261pid., |

271bid, |
281bid, |

|
|
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“identical iﬁ_;éhgership_;ith_ghe p;évious commission with
fthe exception of the addition of one new lay member, with
tthe result that the control of the Ecclesiastical Commission
lrested with laymen, and thus with the Government,2?
| By the Act of 1836 the Dioceses of Gloucester and |
ﬁBristol were united, permitting the creation of the Diocese |
of Ripon. By Order in Council, in 1838, the Dioceses of
HSodor and Man aﬁd the Diocese gf Carlisle were to be united
|Iad:. the avoidance of the former, thus allowing the creation |
of the Diocese of Manchester. On union of dioceses there
hwas general agreement among the influential bishops, yet |
}even here the Commission met opposition.BO |
The dying, blind Bishop of Sodor and Man rose to
H the defense of his dlocese._ Regardless of the benefits |
‘accruing from such a change, no single bishop wished to see |
jthe abolition of his see as an independent unit. Bishop |

Ward wrote to the Comm1551oners, explaining the unique po=- |

H51t10n and history of his see, and finishing:

i
| 291pid.
” 30ouse of Commons, Sessional Papers, Communicationsg
Addressed to His Majesty's Commissioners App01nted to Con- i
'sider the State of the Established Church in England and '
Walesl_wlth reference to o Ecclesiastical Dutles and Revenues;
|and the Ec01931astlcal Commissioners for England and Wales f
\relating to the Union of of Sodor and Man with that of Car- |
|llsle and also copies of all Communications made to the i
I Commissioners from Cathedral and Collegiate Churches in
England and Wales, from their several Chapters, Dlgnltarles,
Members, and Officers., (London, 1838]. |
| |
|
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j\ « » o« I will never cease to repeat the warning with the |

: greatest earnestness as the approach of my death hastens

| the accomplishment of this measure: to avert the

‘I threatened calamity from my church, I am prepared to I
make any sacrifice, even friendship, for I believe most |

solemnly that in a few years after the removal of the

bishop, the name only of the Church will be left to her,

and her empty walls will stand as memorials to an

‘ arrangement, needless and uncalled for in itself, burd-

| ensome to Carlisle, and destructive to her own best in- |
terests. But is"ghall never be said that the last of

I this long line of bishops stood by with folded arms

I without an effort in the name of God, to arrest the

L stroke before it fell,31l

dThe Bishop's efforts did arrest the stroke, and the Order in1
| . |
?bouncil was rescinded in 1838, the Diocese of Manchester

fbeing established without the new bishop being given the
| |
privileges of the House of Lords. |

H The Bishop's Act was, in many respects, poorly con—‘

iceived, and improperly executed. It was designed to equa-
| ' I
lize the bishops' incomes, and to prevent major fluctuations
| !
in their annual revenues. However, due to the avoidance h

|

iclause, the Commissioners were provided with no immediate i
income with which to begin augmentations. John Kaye,

‘Bishop of Lincoln, recalled: 1
I! « « o« if it had not happened that the first bishopric |

which fell vacant after the passage of the Bishop's Act,
‘| in the year 1836, was the Bishopric of Durham, I do not |
! know how we could have been able to carry on the Com- |
| mission at all. The payment was fixed at £11,000; and |
unless that large sum had been at our disposal, we could
w not have provided the means of making up the incomes ofy
the poorer bishops.32 |

[
| H1pid.

| 324ouse of Commons, Sessional Papers, Report of the
Select Committee appointed to inquire into the Composition

and Management of the Ecclesiastical Commissions for Englapq
‘and Wales, to whom a Petition has been referred from certain
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| Furthermore, when a vacancy did occur, the Com-

#issioners simply decided upon an arbitrary fee with which
&o charge the see. Considering the sources of revenues of
%he various sees, such an arbitrary figure could only allow
the roughest approximation of the statutory income allowed ‘
the see. The Commissioners in some cases demanded what
proved to be too little, and in other cases too much. If
00 large a sum were demanded, the Commissioners could re-
duce the fine, but if too little were asked, they had to

lmait for the avoidance of the see. So long as the episco- |

pal revenue was derived primarily from fines on the renewal |

of leases, the methods adopted by the Bcclesiastical Com- |

mission resulted in only an inaccurate approximation of ”

33 |

their statutory incomes.

On the other hand, if the alternate system, re-

quiring each bishop to pay to the Commissioners all sums

above the statutory limit he received had been adopted, the

leveling of the incomes of the wealthier dioceses would '

Ihave been achieved. However, the episcopal fund would have |

Lbeen subject to far more fluctuation than by the system ;
gadOpted.

|
‘| The See of Ripon was endowed by the Ecclesiastical |
Commissioners in 1837 from funds received from the Dioceses‘
| 4
Lessees in Norwell, and who are empowered to Report the
nutes of Evidence taken before them, together with their |
opinion thereupon, to the House. (London, 1848). pe. 13.

333ee Appendix
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1°f Durham and York. As the actual leésés, the majority of
which were leases for lives of tithes, were transferred to ”

‘the bishop, the newly created see's income remained subject

to all the uncertainty and fluctuation of his older col-

ileagues.y+ Thus, between the years 1837 and 1843 the in-
¥come of the See of Ripon varied between an annual net I
L1,343 for the year 1837 and an annual net 16,288 for the

:year 1840, During only two of the seven years did its in- |

%ome from endowments even approximate that which the i

i |
LBishop's Act had contemplated.35 |

| Due to the principle of avoidance, acceptance by the
:Act 6 & 7 Will 4, c. 77 of other sees were slow to contri- i
| |

[ |
ﬁbute to the episcopal fund. Some dioceses, i.e. Canterburyﬂ
‘had obligations for which they had contracted prior to the t

I
Bishop's Act and payment to the episcopal fund consequently |

'had to await the liquidation or at leasé:diminution of these

|
debts., It was not until 1849 that Canterbury began to con-!

itribute to the fund, while York did not commence until 1850,

hBy 1850 neither Winchester nor London had yet begun their
Icontributions.Bé Therefore, by 1850, although most episco- |

!pal property was still controlled by the bishops, the epis- |

copal fund was able to give £1,100. to the diocese of ”

Chester, £650 to Chichester, &1,600 to St. David's, £3,000 !
|

=
1

3ksecond Septennial Report.

35see Appendix. See also, Second Septennial Report.

361bid. |
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to Ely, £3,150 to Llandaff, &4,200 to Manchester, &l,150 to |
‘Peterborough, £2,700 to Ripon, &3,750 to Rochester, and |
£1,100 to the See of Worcester,37

| The bishops freely availed themselves of the right
|
to call upon the episcopal fund for the purchase and re- I

wpair of the bishops' palaces, Danbury, the palace of the |
|

\Bishop of Rochester, and Riseholme, the palace of the .
‘Bishop of Lincoln were financed by the Commissioners, and

the old episcopal palace at Rochester was sold by the Com- |
!pissioners. The Select Committee of 1839 commented on thes;

transactions, as well as the cases in which the existing 1

Hpalaces of the bishops were repaired from the Commissioners‘

{funds: |
“ « « o it cannot fail to have struck your Committee very!

foreibly, . . . that in the cases of building, as well |
' as repairing Bishop's houses, the actual cost incurred
U has so far exceeded the estimated expense. . . . Your |

Committee think that peculiar and special care should |
have been taken to guard against such excesses in these |
U instances, having regard to the sacred naturedaf the

| fund from which payment was to be made.38 H

ﬂ The Bishop's Act had further permitted the use by
“a bishop with the permission of the Ecclesiastical Com-
missioners, of funds borrowed from Queen Anne's Bounty, if |

they did not exceed two years income of his see. However

| 374ouse of Commons, Sessional Papers, First Annual
Report for the Ecclesiastical Commissioners for England and
Wales., (London, 1845). Second Annual Report for the |
cclesiastical Commissioners for England and Wales.,

(Tondon, 18467,
! 38Report of the Select Committee on the Ecclesias-
tical Commission, 1848., p. Vi.

i
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@the Act 5 & 6 Vict., ¢ 26 perﬁi%ﬁé&, iﬁ cases wﬁere-the__
‘payment of such a lean reduced theiy income of the borrowing
‘bishop below his statutory annual income, the Ecclesiastical

Commissioners should make up the deficiency. This meant,

Fin fact, that the Commissioners were servicing the loan,
This Act, if fully used by the bishops, would have lead to
qan almost unlimited drain for this purpose upon the episco=-
Ipal fund, The Bishop of Bath and Wells did avail himself

|
of this right, bollowing k4,000 from the Governors of the

| |
Bounty for repairs to his papace.39 By 1839 the demand for |
¢ =iy |
building and repairing was sufficiently heavy to force the |
[
Select Committee of that year to state: I
|
| « « o your committee are compelled to an expression of !
regret that such large contributions towards the build-
ing and repair of palaces should have been made from
this f{episcopal]l fund, and that more reserve has not
been shown in the disposal of it.A40

Apart from the failure of framers of the Bishop's |

Act to grasp the fundamental problems of the episcopal in-

comes, and the rather inept administration of the Com-

missioners, the Bishop's Act had far wider implications
than either Parliament or the Commissioners expected. The |

[
Act 6 & 7 Will. 4, c. 20, which had prohibited the granting

of concurrent leases was, in itself, hardly a hardship to

either the lessees or the lessors of Church lands, for, as

has been shown, neither the bishops nor the deans and

| 391bid., pp. vi-vii.
| holbid. ) p. Vii.
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'chapters exercised the fight to éﬁy great degree.ll Hoﬁh

‘ever, as an indication of future Parliamentary action re-

rgarding Church leases, it was definitely disconserting to |
'the Church lessees. There is little doubt that the passage |
of this Act in 1836 was responsible for a decline in the L

value of Church leases. The Bishop of Durham had warned I
| |

|before its passage: "I am decidedly of opinion the pro- i
| |
!posed alteration in leasing by preventing the lessees from |

putting in the lives of children and near relatives, will

|'1:(-3nt:1 to deteriorate the value of leasehold prc:perty..l"2 |

| |
: But the effects of this Act were very small when

‘compared to the feeling inspired by the acceptance by the

Ecclesiastical Commissioners of the principle voiced in the |

|
iﬁecond Report of the Church Commission:

| . « o that one mode of rendering those [episcopal.] in-
| comes less uncertain would be, to allow the existing

[ Leases, both for Lives and for Terms of Years, to ex-
| pire. But any plan for accomplishing this Object must
involve the Necessity of borrowing Money upon the

[ Security of the Episcopal Estates, in order to compen- |
‘ sate the Bishops for the Loss of Fines, which accrue to |
|

|

them under the present System, and which form an impor-
| tant part of their Incomes, The practical Result of |
| such an Operation would be, to transfer to the Parties, |
lending their Money, that Interest in the Episcogal J
Estates, which is now possessed by the Lessees.k ,

This struck the lessees as a "thunderclap," and resulted in:

the almost immediate deterioration of the value of the

I
klgee above, Chapter II.

T

|
| Lk2Report of the Select Committee on the Ecclesiasti
cal Commission, 1848., pe 10,

L3gsecond Report of the Ecclesiastical Revenues
Commissioners., P. 3.

|
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'leases, One witness described the ;ééiltinézagiﬂgtio; as

‘having: H
F « « « 80 unhinged people's minds that they do not know |
what to be at; the property cannot be disposed of in
| the readiness it used to be. It also operates in the |
same way in regard to incumbrances that are on the ,
. property, which are to a very extensive degree, I will
| engage to say that two-thirds of the estates in my |

diocese [Bath and Wells ] are under mortgage or settle- h
' ment. People are beginning . . . to be alarmed; they
| are calling in their money, and they will not allow it
to remain upon the property which they used to do. I
have known mortgages to continue up to where there has
| been only one life upon it, such was the certainty of
' renewal; that is not so now, and confidence is shaken
| to the foundation. And there is also a moral feeling |
upon the subject; as well as a temporal one going
about; it is creating an uncomfortable excitement in |
people's minds against the Church generally, which I
never heard of.hE

The position of the lessee who had mortgaged his
;property, or the lessee who wished to sell his lease became |
iextremely critical. Mortgages were called in, and small :
Hlessees, in the Dioceses of Carlisle and Durham who had paid

|
Lfar more than the tabular value of their leases found them= |

I
‘ bhygouse of Commons, Sessional Papers, First Report |
from her Majesty's Commissioners appointed "for the purpose |
of inquiring into the present system of leasing and managing
‘the real property of the Church of England and Wales, be- ‘
longing to the Archbishops, and Bishops, to the Cathedrals
land Collegiate Churches, and to the several minor corpora=-
‘tions aggregate within the said Cathedrals, and also that
vested in the Ecclesiastical Commissioners for England; and
for considering how, and by what system of management, such
'property can be rendered most productive and beneficial to
'the said Church, and most conducive to the spiritual welfare
'of the people, due regard being had to the just and reason-
'able claims of the present holders of such property under
lease or otherwise; and also for considering whether any and
what improvement can be made in the existing law and practice
relating to the incomes of the said Archbishops and Bishops,
and of the several members of chapters, dignitaries, and
officers of the said Cathedrals and Collegiate Churches, so
as best to secure to them respectively fixed instead of

Tluctuating annual incomes., (London 185U). p. 1U3, —
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lselves in a situation where their mortgages were being

ﬂcalled in, and the market value of their land insufficient

'to even meet the mortgage.45 The lessees generally panicedﬁ

‘ |

some threatened to use up the property so that when the

Church came into possession its condition would have ma- |

!terially deteriorated.hé Others developed ingenious theories

of the value of the tenant to the Church. One suggested

|
‘that there were dark elements within the country who were:

|
| « « o Very anxious to see the Church owners in posses- |
| sion of all this property, and that party is comprised
| of the bitterest enemies of the Church; they openly
w tell us, "Oh, we very much wish to see all you lessees |
put out; we wish to see the Church in possession of all |
‘ their lands, because we know very well that in such a |
country as this, a corporation such as the Church would |
never be allowed to make a monopoly of such an emmense
extent of the country as the Church possessions are."
Such are the views of that party. We, the lessees, as
we are at present . . . now stand . . . as a sort of
| bar between the party I have mentioned and the Church |
| and that party cannot now, nor could they hereafter, |
4 « « «» get at the Church's possessions without first ;
| attacking our interests, and our pockets, any more than
| the Scotch in former days could reach the Church of I
I Durham without first breaking through the spe?rs and :
| battleaxes of our forefathers.47 r
' |

| In 1837 the Ecclesiastical Commissioners suspended |
all action on the matter, awaiting the report of the Select |
Committee appointed in that year to consider Church leases.

Sh restoration of confidence in the Church as a lessor, how=-

|
ever, did not return to the lessees until the publication off
|
|

k5Ibid., p. 181.

46Ibid., p. 212. |

L7Ibid., pp. 153-15k4.
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‘the Committee's report in 1839, which recommended, " . . .
.the state of Uncertainty among the Church lessees [and that]|
‘they find considerable difficulty in selling or borrowing
money upon their property and all improvement is suspended,

Hto the injury of both lessors and .'Le*s.:-aees."1"'8 The Committeé

recommended, "The customary confidence of renewal by the

| : : _
lessee be considered according to local circumstances, by

I
the authorities under this Act . . ."49 .

]Commission was intended to deal with the problem of spirit-
[ '
ual destitution, which they determined could only be re=- !

The second portion of the Reports of the Church

lieved by a material reduction in the size of the Chapters

of Collegiate and Cathedral Churches, and the standardiza-

|tion of the members' incomes. The Commissioners determlnedﬂ

'to fix the number of members of Chapters to five, a dean and‘
|

four cannons, the funds belonging to the remaining stalls
I l
hcould then be diverted to the poorer benefices, and the es- |

‘Rablishmﬂnt of new parishes.50 V
L
I

thouse of Commons, Sessional Papers, Report of the;

Select Committee appointed to inquire into the Mode of

|grant1ng and renewing Leases of Lands and other Property of‘
|

lthe Bishops, Deans, and Chapters, and other Ecclesiastical
4Bodles of England and Wales, and into the probable Amount of

Increased Value which might be obtained by an improved | manage-
ment with a due consideration of the interests of the Es- |
tablished Church and of the present Lessees of the Property,
and who are empowered to report their opinion, together wltw
‘the Minutes of Evidence taken before them to the House.,

Tiondon, 1839.) pe XiVe
L L91bid.

|
| 5OSecond Report of the Ecclesiastical Hevenues
‘Comm1351oners.
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| The reactlon to these recommendatlons was 1mmedlatew
Hundreds of letters of protest poured into the Commissioners.
\Protests were received from the Dean and Chapters of Canter-

bury, Bristol, Carlisle, Durham, Ely, Norwich, Oxford,

Rochester, Winchester, Worcester, Westminster, York, }?‘..xeter,|
IHereford Lichfield, Lincoln, and London,”l The memorial :

from the Dean and Chapter, of Durham, although considerably

'reduced in length, is typical of these protestations:
e +» o your memorialists feel it incumbent upon them to |
state their decided objection to all those recommenda- ‘
tions which contemplate the suppression of any cathedral
dignities and appointments, and by doing so, threaten
to impair the efficiency and stability of the venerable
institutions, which, as your memorialists were led to
believe, it was the purpose of the honourable Board to
strengthen and secure,

They wish to record their own settled conviction
that the maintenance of the cathedrals in their integ-
rity is the object of the utmost moment to the Church
Establishment, and to the interests of true religion;

! and being well persuaded that the proposed change musty
' go far to destroy the influence and usefulness o !
cathedral establishments and to render them unfit to |
| accomplish the objects for which they are to be pre-

. served, they respectfully submit to your honourable |
| Board that no sufficient reason has been advanced which |
can call for a diminution of this important branch of |
our ecclesiastical system.

| The importance of improving the smaller livings, \
| and of prov1d1ng for the spiritual wants of a growing |
population, is fully recognized by your memorialists, |
who have not been inattentive to these great objects

in their own practice; but they believe the deficien- J
. cies in our parochial system may be more effectively |
| and conveniently supplied without resorting to measures
confessedly incompatible to their purpose, which involve
the confiscation of cathedral property, and disturb thev
ancient and wholesome arrangements of the Church,

| Your memorialists desire, that the schemes of your |

5lCommunications Addressed to His Majesty's Com-
missioners., pp. 1-327.
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'tion as has not been seen since the days of Ireton and |

honourable Board which affect the integrity of chapters
may be reconsidered, with a view to the augmentation |
of livings by means which will leave the cathedrals en-
tire and unimpaired.5?2

Sidney Smith characterized the proposals as M"the :

most awful confiscations ever known in England." They were,

"the horn-book and infantile lessons of revolution." They |

| .
would "inaugurate such a scene of revolution and commuta- ;

Cromwell. . « ." "The new, not yet crowned Queen will |
'shudder as she looks upon the degraded Ministers of the
Gospel and realized that she is stalking to the throne of |

‘her Protestant ancestors over the broken altars of God."53

The British Critic, hitherto friendly to reform, de-
|

nounced the whole scheme as a "sorry exhibition that the
|

episcopal commissioners should transfer to their own order

what belonged to another."5h When the commission retreated

|
‘enough to allow incumbents to hold their positions for life,

ithe Critic merely considered it a "fresh aggrevation," for, |
%they thought it placed the possessor of an eliminated stall |
in the position of standing in the way of progress, of hold%
ing a position that the Commissioners felt served no pur- |

pose, and should be abolished.”’? Even the Christian i

’21bid., p. 276. |
53The British Critic., vol. xxiii. p. 147.

ShIbid. |
55Ibid.
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10bserver objected to the diversion of these caghedral en=-

[

|
gdowments.56
H With the opposition so vocal, and diverse, the
: |-
fGathedral Bill was assured a stormy journey through Parlia- |

ment. The bench of bishops split upon the subject. The
| |
\firey Henry Phillpotts, Bishop of Exeter, spoke of the pro-

;visions of the bill as being:.

e« « o absolutely monstrous, showing a direct disregard |
of things hitherto considered scared in this country.

I would venture to say that the grievous injustice and
absurdity of these provisions never would have found an
author, if the preparation of the bill had been en- |
trusted to any single member of the commission. Not one
of those eminent persons . . . possessed a mind so :
miserably small as to be capable of devising such a |
scheme. No; it required the united crotchetiness, the |
no-wisdom of the whole body, to recommend such a
measure.>’

It was left to the Bishop of London, Blomfield, to

reply, both due to the leadership he had shown on the Com-
mission and because of the rapidly increasing spiritual des-
titution within his diocese, He spoke of the inadequate
pumber of clergy in his diocese, continuing:

« « o L traverse the streets of this crowded city with
| deep and solemn thoughts of the spiritual condition of
' its inhabitants. I pass the magnificent church which
crowns the metropolis, and is consecrated to the noblest
objects, the glory of God, and I ask myself, in what de-
gree it answers that object. I see there a dean, and
three residentiaries, with incomes amounting to the |
aggregate of between £10,000 and £12,000 a year. I see,
| too, connected with the cathedral twenty-nine clergymen |
| whose offices are all but sinecures, with an annual in- |
come of B12,000 at the present moment, and are likely to‘

L —
|

i 50The Christian Observer, 1837, p. 263.

57THansard, Third Series, vol. LV, p. 1128.
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be very much larger after the lapse of a few years. I
proceed a mile or two to the east and north-east and i
; find myself in the midst of an immense population in the
most wretched state of beggars, thieves, to the number
of at least 300,000, . + . I find no more than one
church and one clergyman for 40,000 people. I naturally
look back to the vast endowments of St. Paul's, a part |
of them drawn from these very districts, and consider
whether some portion of them may not be emplgyed to
remedy, or alleviate, those enormous evils.?

The measure passed the House of Lords comfortably, in spite |
of the opposition of five of the fifteen bishops present. |
Thus the most controversial of all Bills affecting the
Church was enacted in 1840,

The Act fixed the number of canonries: Canterbury,
Durham, Ely, and Westminster were permitted six; Exeter and |
Winchester, five; all others, except St. David's and
Llandaff which were permitted only two, were permitted four
canons. In all cases the office of dean was included in the

| |
/allotted number of stalls., Thus Canterbury was reduced from

12 to 6 canons, York remained at 4, St. Paul's increased |
Vfrom 3 to 4, Durham decreased from 12 to 6, Winchester fromf
;12 to 5, Bangor increased from O to 4, Wells decreased from

6 to 4, Carlisle remained at 4, Chester decreased from 6 toh
4, Chichester remained at 4, Ely decreased from 8 to 6, |
IExeter from 8 to 5, Gloucester from 6 to 4, Bristol from 6 |
'to 4, Hereford from 5 to 4, Lichfield from 6 to 4, Lincoln
increased from 3 to 4, Llandaff from O to 4, Manchester re- |

mained at 4, Norwich decreased from 6 to k4, Oxford remained |

581bid., pp. 1131-1138.
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at 8 Peterborough decreased from 6 to ! L, Ripon remalned at
L, Rochester decreased from 6 to L4, Salisbury from 6 to 4,
Asaph increased from O to 4, St. David's from O to 4,
Worcester decreased from 10 to 4, Westminster decreased from
12 to 6, and Windsor from 12 to k.2

The incomes allotted to the Deans and Chapters aften

suspension were:éo

Dean of Durham. < « s o ¢ o« o ® o o % £3,000
Deans of St. Paul's and Westminster . £2,000
Canons of the Three above Churches. . El, OOO
Dean of Manchester.: « « « « « o « o » Ll » 500
Canons of Manchester. . . o e & e b 600
Deans of the 01ld Foundatlon S BN £1,000
Deans of the New Foundation . . v e Ll 000

Or in some cases, between Ll 000 & L2 000
GaBienml ™y v NN % s & e e % = 500

Or in some cases, between L 500 & &1,000
Deans of Cathedrals in WaleS. « « « & L 700
Eanonig In Wales o« s« ¢ o &« o o s & o o £ 350

The incomes of the Deans of the 0ld Foundation (it
will be remembered that in most cases the capitular revenues
of the 0ld Foundation were not corporate) were, in the
event their income fell below the statutory &1,000, to be
augmented by the Ecclesiastical Commissioners. If their in-
comes exceeded k1,000 per annum, the surplus was to be paid
to the Commissioners.61 In the case of members of chapters
of the New Foundation, in the event that the income of the

dean fell between £1,000 and £2,000 no action was taken,

593 & L Vict., c. 103,
601134,
61l1pid. |
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but, if their income exceeded, descended below these limits,
the same arrangement would operate. A distinction was drawn
between the canons of the 0ld Foundation (k500) and the New
Foundation (L500-L100).62 In the case of the suppression
of the stalls of the 0ld Foundation, the property belonging
to that stall as a corporation sole, was turned over to the
Commissioners, while, in the case of the 0ld Foundation,
only that portion of the income of the corporation aggregate
which would have gone to the suppressed canonry became the
Commissioners. With Canons of the 0ld Foundation, the pro-
perty was transferred, with the New Foundation, the property,
and its management remained with the chapter, Other sup-
pressed offices, such as Archdeaconries, were treated as
corporations sole., As in the case of the Bishop's Act, all
suppressions were, by the Act of 1840 delayed until the next
avoidance, or the incumbent's interest commuted by the pay-
ment of annuities to him by the Ecclesiastical Commission.63
In order to handle the increased business, and pro-
vide for the permanent possession of property, the composi-

tion of the Ecclesiastical Commission was materially changed

Its membership was increased from 13 to 49, including, ex
officio, the two Archbishops, five members of the Govern-
ment, all the bishops of England and Wales, three deans,

six common law, equity and ecclesiastical judges, together

62Tbid,
63Tbid.
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with eight permanent lay commissioners, six of wﬂgﬁ were
Crown appointments, and two appointed by the Archbishop of
Canterbury. By this change in organization the Church
gained control of the Ecclesiastical Commission which had
previously rested with the Government, the proportion of
clerical to lay members shifting from five to eight in the
Commission which sat until 1840 to thirty to twenty in the
reconstituted body.éh

Unfortunately the increased body was unwieldy, due
to its size, and furthermore, because of the important po=-
sitions held by the majority of the members, the record of
meetings between 1840 and 1847, is, with the exception of a
small minority of the Commissioners, a record of absences.65
The worst offenders were the judges: the Lord Chief Justice
of England and the Master of the Rolls never attended, and
of 189 meetings held, the Lord Chief Justice, Common Pleas,
attended twice, the Lord Chief Baron not at all, the Judge
of Prerogative Court only 50 times, and the Judge of Ad-
mirality Court nine. Even the Bishopi%?records were undis-
tinguished; with the exception of the Archbishop of Canter-

bury and the Bishop of London to whom a London meeting was

no inconvenience, few attended more than 50 of the 189

66

meetings.

6lhtpid,

65Report of the Select Committee on the Ecclesias-
tical Commission, 1848., P. 1iV.

661bid.
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But the effect of the Act of 1840 was greater than |

the simple change of personnel. It also implied a total

change in the concept of the Ecclesiastical Commission.

Fundamentally, the previous Commission had confined itself |
to receiving money, the sources of which still remained
under episcopal control, and making payments of this money
to bishops whose income was beneath the statutory limit.
The newly constituted Commission had the right to possess

property, and thus became a perpetual corporation in abso-

lute control of a steadily increasing amount of property.

The Act of 1840 gave the Commissioners no guide to
the management of their property, but the Commissioners de-
termined to run out the leases of all property which fell
into their hands. The Bishop of London suggested that it
was for just this purpose that the lands were given to a
perpetual corporat.ion.67

The immediate effect of this decision is obvious.,
The fears of the lessees which were only allayed in 1839 !
by the recommendations of the Select Committee of that year

were again aroused, and indeed intensified, for while the

action of the Commission of 1836 was primarily only a threa%

the Ecclesiastical Commissioners did in fact begin to run
out the leases in 1840, There ensued a considerable amount
of consternation among the lessees when they discovered

that they were unable to renew. One memorial to the House

671bid, |
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of Commons describes the reaction of the lessees in the
following terms:

« « « the decision of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners
not to renew any leases had created a complete revolu-
tion in the value of property, and in the condition of
its owners. Mortgagees were calling in their money,
having no longer any confidence in the security. No-
body would lend any more money on the lands, conse-
quently mortgagees were foreclosing and taking posses-
sion of the lands and houses, very little satisfied with
their baggains, but to the utter ruin of the present
holders.

In 1841 the Ecclesiastical Commissioners suspended
their determination to run out the leases whose reversions
they possessed because of this oppositions. Between the years

1841 and 1845 no definite principle of action was adopted

by them. In 1845 they issued a statement of policy.69

Among the provisions were the following: f

1) That no lease for lives be renewed by the addition
of a new life, nor any lease whatever upon conside-
ration of a fine.

2) That no estate, which is subject to a lease when
it becomes vested in the Commissioners, shall at
any time be sold to any other than the person bene-
ficially interested in the existing lease, until
he shall have had the option of becoming the pur-
chaser.

3) That every estate, already and hereafter vested in
the Commissioners, shall at the first convenient
opportunity be surveyed, and a full report made of
its value, and of its circumstances with references
to the relative advantage of retaining or parting

with it.

L) That the Commissioners, having taken such report
into consideration, shall, unless they find special
reasons for not parting with the property, hold

681bid,
69First Report of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners

for England and Wales., (London, 18L5). E
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themselves prepared to entertain an offer, for the
purchase of the reversion, from the person benefi-
cially interested in the lease.

5) That in all cases of the Commissioners declining to
sell, an entry shall be made upon their minutes, of
the special reasons for their so declining,

6) That the price of the reversion shall be, as a
general rule, the amount of the difference between
the value of the whole fee, calculated as if the '
estate were actually in possession and the value of
the leasehold interest,

7) That, whether the Commissioners for any special
reasons decline to sell or the lessee decline to
purchase the reversion, the Commissioners shall hold
themselves prepared, in any case, to purchase the
leasehold interest at its market price, if the
lessee be willing to sell the same.

8) That in any case in which the lessee shall have de-
clined either to purchase the reversion, or to sell
his leasehold interest, the Commissioners shall
consider themselves free from any restraint respect-
ing the sale or letting of the property.

9) That tithes, and lands or other hereditaments al=-
lotted or assigned in lieu of tithes, vested in the
Commissioners, shall not in any case be sold, until
due consideration shall have been had of the wants
and circumstances of the places in which such tithes
arise or have heretofore arisen,

The problem, and implications of enfranchisement
will be dealt with in a later chapter, but suffice it here
to say that the adoption of these resolutions by the Eccles-
iastical Commissioners, at least until the tenants of the
Church understood the interpretation which the Commissioners
placed upon them, cheered the tenants and the stability
which was so lacking in Church leasehold property between
the years 1840 and 1845, was at least temporarily restored.
In many other respects, the Ecclesiastical Commis-

sioners, as created by the Act of 1840, proved to be a far

= — —= = — =

|
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different type of lessor from the Bishops or Ghapters: For

|
|
centuries, either lack of interest, or lack of knowledge had|

|
led to confusion about the boundaries of individual Church !

|
!
lands. This was particularly true of prebendial property. |
I

Neither the lessor nor the lessee had attempted to maintain
proper terriers which made it extremely difficult in many
cases to define the extent of the property.70 Dignitaries
had not infrequently been renewing leases on a constantly
decreasing amount of land. When this land, either through
avoidance, or purchase, came into the hands of the Ecclesi-
astical Commissioners, they moved at once to determine the
exact extent of the property. For example, one of the so-
licitors of the Commissioners explained a case:

« « « I have claimed 183 acres of land, and he Lthe
lessee] originally offered to renew or deal with it as
if it were 57, and that was because he produced a map
of 1753, showing that quantity Lof land]. The Com-
missioners became possessed of ancient papers relating
to this prebend, and it appears from 1724 down to 1801
there had been a contest between the Church and the
lessees of the day on the one hand to narrow, and on the
other to ascertain, the real boundry. In 1801 there
were two estates held by lease, one under the chapter
and one under the prebend; the chapter got into a
chancery suit, and they were put off with ten acres of
land by a decree against them, which was in 1836. The
papers relating to the prebend clearly demonstrated to
me the chapter estate was 200 acres. Had there been an
accurate terrier I have no doubt that would have been

all prevented.’l

He speaks of a "vast amount of property" being lost to the

Church by uncertain boundaries and "descent cast."’2 The

70Report of the Ecclesiastical Revenues Commis-
sioners 1850., pP. 22

Tl1bid. 721bid, |
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lessees, he complained were trying to foiiow the dictum of
Lord Elden that "if you mix my pea in your bushel of peas,
I will take the whole bushel if you cannot give me my pean.."?3
The individual prebendaries, and even the chapters could
hardly afford to fight this encroachment, for the cost was
great, but the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, possessing the
time, money, and manpower, could, and did establish their
claims to property long considered freehold though at the
expense of gaining a reputation for being 1itigious.74 The
Commissioner's solicitor, testified that, "I am repeatedly
obliged to go to Domesday to find out the Church land, and
very often I find it of the greatest use. The most approxi-
mate terrier I can get is the parliamentary survey, and the
ultimate one is Domesday."75

Throughout the period 1840 to 1850 the amount of
land in the possession of the Commissioners grew consider-
ably in size. By 1852 there were six Canterbury canonries
suspended, with a consequent payment of k1,908 to the
Commissioners, Durham three suspended, paying %6,437. There
were a total of 62 suspensions, (only 21 remaining to be
suspended,) and a consequent payment of B42,827 to the

Commissioners, of a total gross capitular income for the

731bid., p.23. |
41pid,, p. 22. |
751bid.
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year 1852 of &312,236,76

However, it will be remembered that the actual
management of the property remained in the hands of the
various ecclesiastical corporations. Naturally they desired

to effect increases in the returns from their lands, partic-

I
ularly those whose tabular calculations had been shown to '

be below the norm, A letter from the dean and Chapter of
Carlisle to all tithe lessees dated 16 September 1846 illus-
trates this arbitrary increase by such a corporation:

We are directed by the Dean and Chapter of Carlisle
to apprize you that it is their intention from this time
forth to raise their fines on renewals under the Commu-
tation Act from one and a half year's value to one year
and three quarters, They feel satisfied that their
lessees cannot reasonably object to this advance, when
it is considered how low is the present rate of interest|
for money invested in the funds, and that there is |
scarcely any chapter or collegiate body which has not
for some years raised their fines to the amount at which
the Chapter of Carlisle now proposes to fix theirs,
whilst several tale fines of two years, and some even
two and a half's value. We annex the amount which will
be due on the renewal of your lease . . . on the 23rd, |
day of November next, and will thank you to say as early
as you possibly can whether you intend to renew.

7CHouse of Commons, Sessional Papers, First Report
of Her Majesty's Commissioners for inquiring into the State
of Cathedral and Collegiate Churches in England and Wales,
and matters connected therewith., (London, 185L.) House of
Commons, Sessional Papers, Second Report of Her Majesty's
Commissioners for inquiring into the State of Cathedral and
Collegiate Churches in England and Wales, and matters con-
nected therewith., (London, 1855.) House of Commons, Ses-
sional Papers, Third and final Report of Her Majesty's Com-
missioners for inquiring into the Cathedral and Collegiate
Churches in England and Wales, and matters connected there- |
with., (London, 1855.) |

77Repprt of the Ecclesiastical Revenues Commissioneils

1850, pe 231, |
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The objections of the tenants to this increase was
mutually great, resulting in public meetings, and consider-
able controversy between the lessees and the Dean and Chap-
ter.78 Many initially refused to renew, but as renewal was
clearly still profitable, the majority finally accepted the
new terms.79 Nevertheless, it added to the growing ill
feeling between the Church, and her lessees.

In the year 1842 the rights of the ecclesiastical
corporations to lease was further abridged, by the passage
of an Act of Parliament which provided for 99 year leases
to be granted by all Church corporations for land to be used
for building purposes.so In these leases fines were pro-
hibited, and a reserved rent substituted. This rent was to
be small for the first six years to allow for the partial
recovery of the capital investment by the lessor, and then
materially increased for the remainder of the term.gl It
further provided for a similar arrangement for the opening
of mines and quarries, the distinction between the two being
that the mining leases were restricted to sixty years, and
between one-half, and two-thirds of the profits from new

mines were reserved to the Ecclesiastical Commissioners.82

781pia.
791bid. |
805 & 6 Vict., c. 108.

811bid.

827Tbid. :
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The resulting reaction of the Dignitarieé_%o the new

mining leases is an excellent example of the lack of coop- i
eration which was shown by the bishops and chapters of the
Church with the Commission. The solicitor for the Commis-
sioners complained in 1850:

« o« « [the Act] is very much evaded, or I should rather
say not used, by parties who grant leases  « « to work
mines. I am now more particularly alluding to Cornwall,
where they grant licenses instead of applying for a
lease. « « « When licenses are granted, which is the
exercise of a very doubtful power, and one which 1
should venture to say could scarcely be sustained at
law, the whole royalty is absorbed by the party granting
the license. I have reason to believe that this prac-
tice is general, not only with the dignitaries ig the
south-west of England, but with incumbents also.®3

In spite of its illegality, White insisted that these lessmﬁ
"do not scruple even to opening [new] mines." |
e « » It is difficult to know what old workings are;
and there is another difficulty in the case. There are
a great many mines which would now be called old work-

ings, which have become customary workings, simply be-
cause no one can call the incumbent to account for '
waste, at least no one can do it but the patron, and if |
the patron does not call the incumbent to account, of
course the latter takes the benefit to himself.8k

Other problems of Church finances were dealt with
by Parliament during this period, exclusive of, or in coop-
eration with, the Ecclesiastical Commissioners. As early
as 1832 Blomfield recognized the necessity for action re=-
garding the tithes; writing to Archbishop Howley:

There are some matters which will not wait for the
investigation and deliberation of a commission, es-

83geport of the Ecclesiastical Revenues Commis-
sioners 1850., pe. 29.

841bid., p. 30.
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pecially the question of commutation of tithes, which |
must be settled at once, if it is to be sg?tled at all, |
in any other way than that of spoilation. L

Lord Althorp introduced a Bill for the commutation

6

of the tithe in 1833,8 and Sir Robert Peel followed suit

in 1834,87 but it was not until the administration of Lord

|
Melbourne in 1836, that the first Act was passed.88 This h
|

Act provided a six month period during which the commutatioﬁ
could be voluntarily achieved by agreement between the two
parties., After this period either party could force the
other to accept an agreement to be decided by compulsory ar-
bitration., The basis for the fixing of a rate was determin-
ed by the average price during the past seven years of the
number of bushels of corn equivalent to the tithe. The
tithe rent charge w&uld thereafter fluctuate with changes
in the price of corn. A Tithe Commission was established,
made up of three members, (two to be chosen by the Prime
Minister, one by the Archbishop of Canterbury) to organize,
and oversee the commutation. The matter of the tithe has
been discussed at length elsewhere, and it is sufficient
here to say that as the harvests previous to the commutation

had been bad, corn was dear. Consequently, the number of

bushels of corn to which the tithe rent charge was con-

85Blomfield, A Memoir., vol. I, p. 206.
86gansard, Third Series, vol. XXII, pp. 820-826.,
87;9;@., pe 839,

881bid., vol. XXIII, p. 176-182.
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sidered equivalent, was less than might have been the.case :
if a longer period of prices had been used.89 |

The commutation relieved the tenant of an increased
tithe due to his improvements in methods of cultivation,
and eased tensions between the local cleric and his pari-
shoners., They would no longer "have to listen with profit ‘
to his [the minister's ] exhortations on the Lord's Day,
when, in the course of the preceding week, they had been en-
gaged in angry dispute with him about the amount of his
temporal dues."90 It is further true that the price of corJ
mounted steadily during the mid-nineteenth century, thus in-
creasing steadily the rent-charge.

Much clerical opposition to tithe commutation
formed around its theological implications. It was argued
that the tithe was originated to "remind the people of the
obligation under which they stood to testify their gratitude
to God for the increase with whiceé. he had blessed their
substance,"91 and that the fate of the clergy should vary
with the fate of the people. In years of bountiful harvest
both should suffer.92 It was not, however, until 1851 that
the real harm was seen in commutation. In those very

parishes which Parliament was striving to augment and de-

89 & 7 Wille L, ce 72.

90Kaye, Charges, p. 121.

91;2;2., p. 123,

921bid., p. 12k |
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elop, the Tithe Commutation Act worked the greatégt hard- r
ishipe In a draft Supplementary Report submitted to the Sub-|

division of Parish Commissioners, it was stated:

The Tithe Commutation Act deprived the clergy of the|
advantage which they had always previously enjoyed, of |
having their income increased in proportion to any in- |
crease in the cultivation and prosperity of their j
parishes. As no compensation for this very serious loss|
has been given, the clergy had reason to expect that in
all events they would not be subjected to any further
disadvantage. But, hitherto, this expectation, however
just, has not been realized; for rent-charges in many
cases cannot be collected without great difficulty and
expense, and they are liable to peculiar and very heavy |
burdens.,

In some parishes the rent-charge is too minutely
subdivided, and consists of several hundred trifling
payments; and when the parties liable are indigent or
ill disposed, the clergyman is tempted to forego his
right rather than enforce it by legal process against
large numbers of parishioners,

This evil is liable to be aggrevated in parishes
with which this Commission is especially concerned
[populous]for when population multiplies, and land is
appropriated to building purposes, the rent-charge pre-
viously payable by the owner or occupier of many acres
may be subdivided into small payments from the oc-
cupiers of numerous tenements, and the collection be-
comes so difficult and expensive, that the value of the |
rent-charge is seriously reduced,

A further aggré¢vation of the evil is, that the party
liable to a payment of rent-charge may resist the claim,
and involve the clergyman, with impunity, in ruinous ex-
penses; for he must be served with two notices: at the
expiration of 10 days after the service of the second |
notice, the collector and broker must present themselves
at his land or residence to distrain; the lowest expense
before a distraint can be made is 8s.: should the de-
fendant then tender the amount before the distraint can
be effected, the collector is bound to receive the moneﬂ
and withdraw., Thus the expense of the proceeding falls‘
wholly upon the owner of the rent-charge, who may be
compelled to expend 8s. in the recovery of 6d.

e« « ¢« Nor is this all, The clergyman is subjected
to a further hardship; for the amount of his rent-charge
is known to all the parish, but the amount of rent may
be known to the actual payer and receiver. Land, |
therefore, is entered in the parish books for rating, |
not at its actual rent, but according to the opinion of“
a valuer; and it appears from the evidence given before |

e —— e ———————
|
|
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a Committee of the House of Commons, on the Parochial
Assessments Act, that in order to prevent dissatisfac-
tion and complaint, the valuer usually enters the rent |
at 15, 20, or 25 per cent. below its actual amount. In |
many cases the reduction must be still greater, for
property has been assessed for the property-tax at more
than 50 per cent. above its estimated rental in the
parish books. The result is most unfair to the clergy-
man, and might be absolutely ruinous; for if the paroch-
ial taxes in any parish should amount to 20s. in the
pound on the estimated rental, his rent-charge would be |
entirely absorbed; nothing would be left for his sup-
port; but the case of the landowner would be wholly
different; for all the value of the land beyond the re-
duced rent entered in the rate-books would remain un-
touched. 93

Nevertheless, in spite of the injurious effects of
tithe commutation upon just those parishes where an increase
in income was needed, commutations proceeded in an orderly
fashion.94 The period during which voluntary commutation
could occur was extended to 1838, and by 1839 it was esti-
mated that five-twelfths of the tithe had been commut ed, 72
By 1851, the Tithe Commissioners were able to report that
"it becomes evident that the great work of Commutation is

96 Rent-charges "in 12,144 districts

a7

substantially achieved."
had been achieved, 2,778 voluntarily, 5,366 by compulsion.
It was generally agreed that copyhold tenure was

detrimental to the interests of both the lord of the manor ‘

93§§port of the Select Committee on the granting and
renewing of Leases 1839, P. 285.

9%44ouse of Commons, Sessional Papers, Reports of the
Tithe Commissioners, vols. 1-14, (London 1838-1850)

95Ibid., vol. 2, (London, 1839).

961bid., vol. 15, (London, 1851).
971bid. |
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and tenant. 1In 1841, the first of several Acts;_i_& 5 Vict.
¢. 35, was passed permitting a change in this tenure. The |
treatment of the copyhold was in every respect different
from that of the tithe, due to the fundamental difference

:
between the two types of Church revenue. The latter was a

rent, separated from the fee simple of the land, while the |
former involved the fee itself. The latter was wholly
associated with ecclesi§stical revenue, while the former in-
volved equally as many ézi}andowners.

The Act permitted enfranchisement, although on a
purely voluntary basis, and established a commission whose
function was simply that of mediation.98 There had to be
naturally considerable cooperation between the Copyhold
Commissioners, and the Ecclesiastical Commissioners.

Commutations were slow,”” Only such lands by 1851,

as were essential to an estate had been enfranchised, and

those at far above their actual market value. One owner
paid 125 years' purchase for a portion of Church copyhold
which divided his estate into two parts.loo The voluntary

basis for action, the inflated prices of the land, and the

constant expectation of a change in the law all contributed

98, & 5 Vict. c. 35.

99House of Commons, Sessional Papers, Annual Report
of the Copyhold Commissioners, vols. 1-9, (London, 18L2~
18517,

1OOReport of the Select Committee on the granting
and renewing of Leases, 1839., ps 3U7.
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to the extreme slowness of copyhold enfranchisement, at 5 I
least when compared to the speed of the commutation of the

tithe. One of the Commissioners testified:

mind: they have believed that there would be some com-
pulsory Act either for commutation or something else, .
and they have been unwilling to proceed [with enfran- |
chisement..] They come for ever to ask what Act is to Dbe|
passed, and when it is to be passed. That has impeded

very much the progress . . . they have shown a great |
desire for it, but they constantlglput it off, waiting

to see what Parliament would do.l

|
« « « we find this feeling constantly in the public i
|

The problems of copyhold enfranchisement involved ﬁ
far more complexities than those associated with the tithe.
For example, small tenants could not afford enfranchisement,
for they hardly possessed the money to renew their copy.
Further, problems of commuting the interests of the stewards
the quit rent, heriot, etc., created difficulties, both be-
cause of their variations from manor to manor, and because
of their peculiar nature.lo2 Ecclesiastical corporations
desiring enfranchisement had first to obtain the permission
of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners. This made negotia-
|

tions by the enfranchising parties mandatory with two govern-

ment commissions.103 Nevertheless, one can certainly say

lolgeport of the Ecclesiastical Revenues Commis- |
sioners, 1850, p. 75.

102Report from the Select Committee on the En- 1
franchisement of Copyholds Bill, together with the Pro-
ceedings of the Committee, and Minutes of Evidence, Appen-
dix, and index., (London, 1851). pe 7>

1031pi4., p. 122.
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that by 1851 those enfranchisements of Church copyhold i'
which had occurred, were advantageous to the Church.

The parochial structure of England remained, throughr
out this period, relatively unchanged. The problem was, as h
has been seen, the augmentation of poor livings, and the
creation of new livings in populous areas. It was also
necessary to relieve the Church from the accusation of plu-
rality. The last was the first to be considered. As there
was no dispute about the evil nature of pluralities, the
problem was in finding a method of eradication. The Second
Report of the Commissioners of Inquiry dealt in part with
this question, stat;gg:

sils Yot 19 difficult; in many cases, to provide for the
Performance of the Spiritual duties of very poor livings,

except by intrusting them to the Clergyman of some
neighbouring Parish.lOk |

A compromise was reached. It consisted of the abo- |
lition of plurality where benefices were more than ten milesﬂ
apart; or if the income from either exceeded £500, An Act

of Parliament raised the maximum annual value of a benefice

which could be held in plurality to £1,000, and added a

population restriction.lo5 No two benefices could be held
if either contained more than 3'000 or if the annual income:
of the benefice was under E150, and its population exceeded|
2,000, Exceptions were permitted, if granted by license ‘

from the Archbishop of Canterbury. As with the Acts of 1836
|I

lthecond Report of the Ecclesiastical Revenues

Commissioners. h

1052 vVict., c. 106. NN ORI
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and 1840, this pluralities Act was to be effecﬁivé_gnly dﬁ'__
after the next avoidance of the living. The penalties for |
non—residence were increased to 3/4 of the income of the ;
living, except in cases of plurality, where the clergyman |
was required to reside in one of his parishes.lo6

Criticisms of the opponents of the Church were

silenced by this Act, but by the addition of population

restrictions, the government succeeded in aggrevating an J
already difficult problem; for populous districts were al=- |
ready badly in need of increased funds and clergy. This
Act of 1838 further increased the need for both. |
A further Act of 1838 modified the administration
of the funds of the Bounty Board.l07 The income from tenths

and first fruits was to be administered by the Bounty Board,

and the expensive Boards of First Fruits and Tenths to-
tally eliminated. The basis for payment of first fruits

and tenths was modified. The use of the Liber Regis with

its exceptions was abandoned and the annual value of the
benefice substituted. First Fruits consisted after this, |
of the payment of &l. for every £100. annual value, and
tenths; 17s. 6d. per 2100, annual value. This resulted in

the leveling off of the income of the Bounty Board at ap-

proximately 512,000 annually. The Board, however, continued

1061pi4, |
1077 & 2 Viet., c. L,
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to insist upon the right of benefaction to pdor parishes
with constructed and consecrated buildings.lo8 They con=-
tinued to refuse grants to livings, the annual incomes from
which exceeded B200, Thus by their very rules of augmenta-
tion they excluded many of the parishes which most urgently
needed their assistance. A poor district could frequently
obtain neither a church nor a donor willing to make the
necessary benefaction, and, in a very populous parish, an |
annual 5200, the Board's maximum, was totally insufficient
to meet the obligations of the Establishment. Furthermore
the annual 512,000 of the Bounty Board was too small to
meet the nation's needs.

Recognizing this, Parliament passed in 1840 the
Chapters Act. The income of the Ecclesiastical Commission
from Chapters, the source of which has been described, was
placed in a "common fund." This was created for the pur-
pose of augmentation of poor livings. Parliament, however,
placed a restriction upon the administration of the common

fund. The phrasing of the Act is of sufficient importance

to require its quotation:
And be it enacted, that except as herein specified, allj
the Monies and Revenues to be paid to the Ecclesiastical
Commissioners by and under the Authority of this Act, |
together with all Accumulations and Interest produced |
by and arising therefrom, shall be from time to time .
carried over by the said Commissioners to a common fund,
and by Payments and Investments made out of such fund,

or, if in any case it be deemed more expedient, by means
|

10813 4.
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of an actual conveyance and assignment of such Lands, |
Tithes, or other Hereditaments, or of a Portion there- |
of, additional provision shall be made; « + « for the |
Gure_of Souls in Parishes where such Assistance is most
required, in such Manner as shall . . . be deemed most
conducive to the Efficiency of the Established Church:
Provided always, that in making any such additional
Provision out of any Tithes, or any Lands or Heredita-
ments allotted or assigned in lieu of Zithes, « & « OF
out of the Rents and Profits thereof, due consideration
shall be had of the Wants and Circumstances of the
Places in which such Tithes now arise or have heretofore
arisen,l09

The distribution of the common fund was not settled until |
1844 when the Commissioners passed a series of resolutions %
respecting augmentation grants, "in conformity with the in- j
tent and meaning of the Act 3 & 4 Vict. c. 113 and 4 & 5

Victe co 39." Augmentations "out of the limited amount of

monies at present at their disposal," were to be granted to
benefices with cure of souls. These were divided into four
classes: the first which was made up of benefices or churche
in public patronage, was to be given grants unconditionally
in order to raise their average annual net incomes in re-

lation to their population:110

Population 2,000 Income £150
Population 1,000 Income £120
Population 500 Income E£100
Population to 500 Income & 80

The Second Class was to receive grants to augment
income, and to provide parsonage houses, regardless of

whether the parish was in public or private patronage, if ,

1093 &L Tidbe; Cs 413, s+ 67 |

110House of Commons, Sessional Papers, First Reporti
of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners for England and Wales,

{Tondon, 1845).
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the commissioners’grant was met with benefactions from othef_
sources. This applied, however, only in cases where the in-
come was below an annual E200, per annum.1ll ‘

The Third Class was either to augment the income or h
for the construction of the glebe house, in areas from whichf
tithes vested in the Commissioners arose. (excluding tithes
belonging to an Ecclesiastical corporation aggregate, in
spite of the fact that the Commissioners received a share of
these corporate revennas) "

The Fourth Class consisted of grants to benefices
and compensation to the incumbents for the loss of fees for |
district churches appropriated by the Ecclesiastical Com-
missioners.

The rules of the Commissioners were designed to in-

crease the income of the poor parish, although their strict

interpretation of the tithe clauses in 3 & 4 Vict. c. 113,

severely hampered their operations. These resolutions did
not permit the formation of new parishes, so necessary for
the effective spiritual care in a populous parish.113

To lessen the problems arising from the population
increase, in 1843 allowances were made for the creation of |

new districts.llh The funds for such endowment were to be ‘

1117piq,
1127p44,
1131bid.
1lkg & 7 Vict., c. 37.




135

jprovided in a novel manner, for the income derived from the
Cathedral Act was insufficient for even the augmentation of
poor parishes., It was agreed that the Ecclesiastical Com-
missioners would borrow from Queen Anne's Bounty Board
£600,000 in the funds, the income from which the Board had

used to pay clergymen. The interest from this fund was to

In order to meet the regular needs of the Bounty Board, the
Commissioners agreed to make twice yearly payments to them
of £9,000, The Commissioners were relieved of the responsi-
bility of replacing the borrowed capital for at least thirty
yearse.

As security to the Bounty Board, a simple mortgage
was given to them by the Commissioners. Security for this
mortgage was the entire property vested in the Ecclesiasti-
cal Commission, and the Bounty Board was protected from any
material reduction in the estates of the Commission by the
Act providing "all fines and purchase-monies received by
them [the Commissioners] shall, unless applied in replacing
the stock, be treated as capital, and be, as soon as con-

venient re-invested in land.“llS

The Act resulted in the creation of "Peel Districts™

but the funds were again inadequate to the task. By 1850

|

be treated by the Commissioners as income. It put at their |

disposal for endowments and augmentations an annual 30,000,

which materially relieved the pressures on populous parishes|

1157Tpid.

1
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then, it was clear that neither the problems of poor
livings, nor the problems of increased population had been
solved. Furthermore the lot of the tenant, as well as
numerous Chapter members had materially deteriorated. Ac-
tion had to be taken, if spiritual destitution were to be
relieved, and if the Church tenants were to again gain

security.




CHAPTER IV ’

|
It was clear by 1850 that the efforts of the Govern—|

pent through the Ecclesiastical Commission were not only “

failing to decrease the spiritual destitution in England W

statistics of 1851 census to see the vast increase in the h

and Wales, but that destitution was, in fact, increasing at

an alarming rate. One need only look at the population

populations of the numerous industrial centers between the H
years 1801 and 1851. For example: the London District in- H
creased from a population of 958,876 to 2,362,236; Man- 1
chester with Salford, 94,876 to 401,321; Liverpool, 82,295 L
to 375,955; Birmingham, 70,670 to 232,841; Leeds, 53,162 to |
172,270; and Bristol, 61,153 to 137,328. These are only a ”
few of the more spectacular increases in population.l ‘
Spiritual provision for this increase was difficult |
{

to obtain. It was agreed that the "sittings in religious

buildings are not required for more than 58 per cent of the H
|
I

lHouse of Lords, Sessional Papers, Select Committee
of the House of Lords appointed to "Inguire into the Means ‘
of Spiritual Instruction and Places of Divine Worship in the
etropolis, and in other Populous Districtg in ﬁnglgnd and |
ales, especially in Mining and Manufacturing plsprlctg; an@:
to consider the fittest means of meeting the difficulties of]
the Case,” and to report to The House; and to whom leave was|
iven to Report from time to time to the House; and to whom

were referred several Papers and Documents relatlng_pg the |
Subject Matter of the Inguiry. (London, 1858), p. iii. |
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lentire community, but that accommodation for such a propor- i
|

tion is no more than would be absolutely needful if all per=-
!

sons able to attend were also w:i.lling."2 But actual paro-

chial conditions in these larger urban centers were shocking,
The Select Committee on the subject of spiritual destitution
noted: }

It appears further that Middlesex, the county which
may be considered the central seat of the civilization,
the enterprise, the wealth and power, as well as the
government of this great empire, is actually the very
lowest of all the counties in England, in the_provision
made for Divine worship by all denominations.3

M

And the county of Durham led the list, with provision for

only 17.6 per cent of the population. Durham was followed |
by Northumberland, 18.1 per cent, and Middlesex, 18.7.%

[
If individual parishes are analyzed, the situation

|
appears even worse., 1Ln the parish of Shordich, there was '
seating for 1 in 11 with 17 clergymen, each in charge of

7,000 souls. In Stepney, with a population of 90,447, there

was seating for 1 in 10.8, and one clergyman for every

6,460 souls., In one district of St. Dunstan's (population i
10,000), three in St. Mary's Whitechapel (population 16,000)
with seating for 1,500, In Newington the population was r

70,000, ten clergymen, and seating for only 6,570; St. Luke's

2Tbid.

3Tbid.
LTvid,
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Oldstreet, 42,825, five clergymen, and seating for 4,816.° |
In Lambeth, the rector testified that the population of the |
whole parish numbered 150,000, in fourteen districts. In
his own, there were 27,000, seating for 1,460, of which 800
were free from pew rents., To raise the seating to the de-
sired 58 per cent would require additional seating for |
45,991, In those parts of the county which were within the‘
Diocese of Winchester, viz., Bermondesy, Camberwell, Clap- |
ham, Lambeth, fotherithe, and Southwary the population
amounted to 336,117, or one church to every 11,590 persons,
and 4,604 to every clergyman.6 |
The more prosperous sections of the city showed an
equally appalling picture. St. Clement Danes, hardly one |

|

17,000, and seating capacity for 1,700 of which only 250 weﬂi

of the poorest London parishes reported a population of

I
free, and of those 250, 100 unfitted for adults, leaving 150

for 10,000 people who were unable to pay rates. The rector |

of the parish had a clear annual income of 5190, out of “
which he was required to contribute to the salary of one of |

I
his two curates.’ The rector of St. Clement Danes, speaking

H
of his parish, stated that there was: |
« « o @ frightful amount of infidelity; this is the
crying evil they have to contend with; infidelity in “
all its shapes, extending not only to the denying of

5Ibid., p. iv. h
6Ibid. |

7Ibid. r
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Christian Revelation, but even to thegrossest and dark-
est heathenism; ig fact, they have not any idea of the
existence of God,

|
The rector continued by saying that with his small seating J

capacity and with his pittance, he was incapable of attempt-
ing to deal with the vice and irreligion about him. He |
ended his testimony with the pathetic, "I do not know what

to doe o« ."9

The wealthiest districts of London, St. James's,

St. George's Hanover-square, and Marlebone, presented no

better a picture. In St. James's there was a population of |
27,000, seating for 4,140, of which about 1,250 were free.
In St. George's, a population of between 18,000 and 25,000,
with seating for 1,250 of which only 300 were free. In
Marylebone, a population of 33,000 seating for 2,500, of |

which only 500 were free. A section of the parish reported

a population of 10,000 for which there was, in 1851, no
accommodation whatsoever.Li® |

The report of the secretary to the Bishop of Londonﬁ
pointed out that for his diocese there averaged one church
for every 11,000 and one clergyman for every 4,800 people.
It should be remembered that one clergyman could comfort- .

ably minister to the needs of only 2,000, meaning a want of |

not only seating capacity within the diocese of London, but |

81bid., p. V.

91bid.
10Ibid., pPp. V=Vi. |




141 J

also a want of not fewer than 527 clergymen. The need for

clergy throughout all of greater London was estimated at not
0,11 |

In Birmingham the Bishop of Worcester reported one |
|
church for every 10,000 population, and one clergyman for

less than 60

every 4,838 people. The QEEE#gg Dudlye reported one church |
for every 8,374 and one clergyman for every 6,939. The
Rural Dean of Birmingham stated that in the parish of St.
Thomas there was one clergyman for every 10,000 and that
meven the few clergymen of these large populations cannot
give their undivided attention to their purely spiritual,
especially pastoral, duties, much of their time being oc-

cupied in devising and executing plans for raising funds fon

s

the support of their churches. . « .«

Liverpool and Manchester reports were similar; the
|

|
long and dismal story need not be discussed at length for !
they simply mirror the conditions in London parishes. |

Yet, far from relieving this pressure at the pa-

rochial level, the actions of Parliament actually tended to

increase the pressure. As a result of the legislature, the
|
revenues at the disposal of many of the incumbents of popu—l
lous parishe’sdeclined. It will be remembered that the bene-

fice holder's income stemmed primarily from tithes, with

additional income from pew rents, surplice fees, Easter

LS

1libid., p. vii. |
12Tbid., p. iXe
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offerings, glebe, and occasionally some_endowméht. The

actual maintenance of the fabric of the church was dependend

upon Church rates. > H

The previous chapter has shown how, following the
commutation of the tithe, the income of the incumbent of a ‘
populous parish frequently fell.l4 By the mid-century the |
pew rent was still an important factor in parochial financew
in spite of the fact that, as a source of income, it was ‘
almost universally condemned, both as being detrimental to

of many large city parish churches. The Church Building ‘

the Christian character of the Church, and as being at least

partially responsible for the inadequate seating facilities

Commissioners frequently secured an income for the incumbentﬂ
of a newly created parish or district by permitting a pro-

portion of the pews to be let. Not only was the common lawi
prohibiting pew rents in the old parish churches flouted,

but a far larger proportion of the pews in many of the

Church Building Commission Churches were reserved for those
willing to pay rent than the Church itself in theory per-
mitted, By 1851, particularly in the more populous parishes,

the laws were defied, the public free seats few, and in- |
accessible. Many free seats moreover carried with their use
[
the stigma of poverty. Thus for example, there was reported

from Liverpool, the "melancholy case" of St. Anne's Richmond#

I
1

135ee above, Chapter III, p. 130. I

|
lhkgee above, Chapter III, p. 113. .

_— ———— —
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street: "16,000 population gross; proportion of Churchmé::
two thirds; sittings in gross, 1,800; number of free
sittings, gggg."l5 The incumbent of the parish of Holy
Trinity in Liverpool (population 6,000) when asked about
free sittings, replied, "Alas! none; the church was built as
a money speculation."16 Often those seats marked as free
were not. The Archdeacon of Manchester satisfied himself
that "in this free church pew-rents are still in the ques-
tion, and that the benches marked free, are as much private
property as the pews with doors paying rent. . . . Even in
churches that profess to be free, the seats are not left ‘

free to the poor."l7

Nor were those free sittings which were actually
free much used. This was attributed to the fact that the
free sittings were "in the most uncomfortable positions,
where people feel degraded, under some organ-gallery, or in U
some remote corners."l8 The Archdeacon of Manchester re- |
ported questioning a local church warden. Asked where the “
free sittings in a Church Building Commission Church were ‘
by the Archdeacon, "the Churchwarden was at a loss to point

them out to me."19 Finally when pressed, he discovered one

155e1ect Committee on Spiritual Instruction, p. ix.\

161pid., p. ix.

171bid., p. Xe f
181pid.
191bid.
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free sitting to each pew. |

« « « '"Where is it?' and he pointed to a little bracket
at the end of his pew, outside, in the aisle, with a |
hinge under it, so that it could be raised at any time
for his servant, or any poor person in the aisle, to

sit upon it. I said to him, 'How often is it that your ‘
operatives from your works come and sit by your side?! -
'0h} he said, 'it is out of the question; they never |
come there; it serves me to put my hat upon.=2

The pew rent, furthermore, was a constantly de-
creasing source of revenue for the incumbent, as many fami-
lies once having established their claim to a pew, proceeded
to occupy their seat without any payment whatsoever for the

privilege. One church reported a reduction in income from |

this source from an annual E300 to an annual £150. 1In spite”

of this no attempt was made to open the sittings to the .

public.21
The dilemma of the Church regarding pew rents was

this: it was an ever decreasing source of revenue, it pro-

moted class distinction, it permitted spacious accommodation

for the few, while at the same time it allowed no space
whatever for the spiritually destitute, yet it was fre- :
quently the only source of income of a poor parish or dis-
trict, and could not be abandoned without substituting |
another source of revenue. Furthermore, its abandonment
would alienate just the class from which a permanent endow-

ment, the only possible substitute for the pew rent, would |

naturally be expected to originate.

2071pid.
2lTIbid., pe. xive
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Another source of revenue to the benefice holder, I

particularly of the populous parish had been the so-called

"surplice fees,™ that is, the payment to the cleric of fees

for which he performed certain functions as the legal repre-

sentative of the government: marriage, birth, and death

registrations.22 However, with the establishment of the Pod;

Law authorities, these functions were, due primarily to
pressures exerted by the Nonconformists, taken over by the }

State at the expense of the Church. Thus, by an Act of

Parliament the Anglican cleric lost his special status.23

The burial fees were removed from clerical income by a
series of Acts, commencing in the year 1860.2% The result
of this action was to please the Nonconformist, but again

to seriously diminish the revenues of many parochial incum-

bents. As one witness said:

« « « it has tended to impoverish many most laborious
and deserving clergymen, but also as it has deprived
them of the means of procuring help in the discharge |
of their pastoral functions in their crowded parishes.25

The rector of St. Clement Danes, London, reported an annual

decline in revenue of from E150 to E200 from his loss of
0 026

surplice fees, "leaving his actual income less than £20

223e¢¢ above, Chapter II, p. 8l. |
237pe Act 6 and 7 Will. Iv, c. 85.
2brne Act 15 & 16 Viet., co 85.

253elect Committee on Spiritual Instruction, p. Xiv,

261bid. L
|
|
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The Committee of 1851 concluded their remarks about
the unfortunate nature of these Acts relating to surplice
fees by saying:

[References to the Acts] . . . shows that both of |
them alike recognize the incumbent's right, though both |
of them fail to provide the necessary means of compen- |
sation, and in giving due powers to enforce it. |

Still, the unhappy result of the defective provi=-
sions of the statute remains; and a very large part of
the income of many of the poorest and most laborious of |
the clergy of London has been, contrary to the intention
of the legislature, practically taken from them. It
has been the just and honourable course of Parliament
to secure compensation to all who have any reasonable
claim to it, for losses caused by any statute for the I
public good; and we cannot but express our great regret |
that no adequate means have, as yet, been devised of
providing a remedy for this very crying evil, by se=- |
curing that compensation.Z27

A steadily increasing drain, particularly upon the

incomes of the larger metropolitan parishes was due to the
dispute over the Church rate. This unhappy controversy, |
as has been shown, began as early as the 1820's, and by 1851J
the situation was gloomy indeed. |
As early as 1834, Lord Grey had proposed that the |
obnoxious rates be abolished and that the upkeep of the
Church buildings be subsidized by a general tax.28 The
Dissenters* re jected this proposal on the grounds that Grey

was simply advocating the substitution of one form of tax-

ation for another. Without consultation with the "bench of

bishops," or the Investigating Commission, Lord Melbourne

Introduced a bill in Parliament in 1837, which would have

271bid,
28yansard, Third Series, vol. XXV, pp. 1014-1015,

——
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put all Church fabrics, with its adjoining property in the

hands of a permanent Commission, the revenues from which

29

were to be substituted for Church rates. Had the bill

|
|
been enacted, among many of ites detrimental effects would
:

have been the placing of the revenues of these ecclesiastics
|

at the disposal of the Church as a whole, tying them to the
rmaintenance of Church fabrics, and thus preventing their use
for the endowment of either impecunious Church dignitaries
or parochial incumbents. As has been shown, there was al-

ready an insufficient amount of money in the Episcopal Fund.

A further drain would have been created on the already over-
strained resources of the Church. Furthermore, #% a large
proportion of the rate which was actually collected was in |
the country parishes., It was the city and town rates which
were difficult to collect. Such a move would have diverted
more of the meagre Church funds to the country parishes,
which already enjoyed the benefits of local claims in the
administration of tithes, depriving the populous city

parishes of an even greater proportion of the assistance,

which was at best, inadequate.

The bishops met in London to consider the bill and

30

unanimously condemned it. Unfortunately this was done

without the knowledge of Lord Melbourne. At this point i

Wblbourne felt that his government could cooperate no longer

L
29Hansard, Third Series, vol. XXXVI, pp. 1212-1215. |
3OHansard, Third Series, vol. XXXVII, p. 150. |
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with the Commission, and the Inquiry was ter&inated wiéhout'
If
the completion of its fifth report.

Archbishop Howley said in the House of Lords of '
Melbourne's Bill: ‘
& e = phe principle of the Bill and its outlines were |
so unkind to the Church, that the measure seemed so
pregnant with mischief in its consequences, that he
certainly never would give his assent to its becoming
law. It took property from the Church which had be-
longed to it from time immemorial, and appropriated it

to purposes which had hitherto been otherwise provided i
for. '

To this Melbourne characteristically replied that
he simply wanted to bring about "freedom from dissention,
freedom from disturbance." He further considered such a
move to be "advantageous to the Church . . . beneficial to
the community," and further threatened to "persevere in
proposing it to the consideration of Parliament."32

The opinion which fully reflected the attitude of
the Church, and the opinion which ultimately prevailed, was

that of Bishop Blomfield, Bishop of London. He characte-

rized the bill as "spoilation," and the speech of Melbourne

as "sophistry." He continued: |
. . . the noble Viscount says that the present state of |
things is most scandalous - that the present dissentions
of the community is scandalous. I admit that the state
of this is scandalous - but to whom is it scandalous? |
Not to the Church, but to the small body of persons who |
now call upon you to relieve them from a burden which |
does not press heavily upon themn, and under which they
have inherited their property, well knowing all its

:

liabilities. Peace! produce peace! Does not the noble
Viscount know that this measure can never produce peace

3l1bid., p. l48.

321bid., ppe 153=k. _ : RN | S
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Is he so blind to the experience of the past as not to
see that peace will never follow concession made so
absolutely at the expense of one party alone? DMeasure
after measure we passed to conciliate Ireland, and al- |
ways under the promise that they would remove contention
and promote peace; and have they_not all been made the
substrata for further agitation?

The Bill was defeated and it was not again seriously put

|
h
forward until the 1860's, h

Nevertheless the Church rate question continued to |

plague the Church. A Select Committee of the House of Com-
[

mons in 1851 reported in detail about the subject. In some

parishes, the objectors to the Church rate were able to con-

trol the vestry, and thus were able either to postpone or

outright refuse to institute a rate. Often the churchwar-
dens, or other interested parties formed rump vestries, in
an attempt to impose a rate. In other parishes, churchmen
were able to control the vestry, and thus force through a

rate, objectionable to others.34 The Church took the posi-

tion that it:

. . . considered that the abolition of church rates

would be equivalent to the abolition of parishes, be-
cause you would take away from parishes the power of |
self-taxation. The same principle applies to a county. |
Take away from a county the power of self-taxation and
I do not know what county would any longer exist. I J
may, perhaps, be allowed to say one word with regard to |
what are supposed to be grievances, namely, the church |
rates being applied to other objects than that of DlVln%

331bid., pp. 155-156.

34gouse of Commons, Sessional Papers, Report from |
the Select Committee on Church Rates, together with the Pro-
ceedings of the Committee and Minutes of Evidence. (London,

18517,
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worship and the maintenance of the fabric. I do not
consider that such applications of church rates are
necessaylly grievances, provided they tend to benefit
the parish at large, because it must be borne in mind
that church rates, as they now remain, are only a part
of that general power of taxation for the public benefit
which in most ancient times, every parish possessed it-
self. The abolition of the church rate, as now proposed,
would deprive the parish of the power of doing anything
for itself.3> |

Between the years 1846 and 1850, 1,743 court cases

36 The

involved the question of the payment of church rates.
tale grows more dismal when the list of debts to the Church,

as well as confiscated property, is examined. Of the 1,734

cases, the total amount of rates involved was k3,528, The
list of confiscated property includes "dining table and ;
cover, and 5 cane-bottom chairs, 1 1/2 sack of flour, three H
pigs; 14 tons of best coals; mahogany dining table; 119 lbsﬁ

lof lump sugar at 50s. per cwt."37 This list could be ex- h

panded indefinitely. The House of Lords, in the years 1859
and 1860 supplemented the work of the Commons with its own
Select Committee on the subject. The Committee reported:

That it appears from the evidence that "by the common
law, that is to say, by immemorial usage in this country,
the parishioners are bound to repair the church and to
provide everything that is necessary for the decent
performance of Divine Service" and that for the attain-
ment of these objects recourse from very ancient times |
has been had to a system of parochial assessment which
assessment is still maintained in the great majority

|

351bid. |
36Ibid. !
371bid. |
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of parishes throughout the nation.38
They pointed out however, that there was no recourse
in common law for failure to levy the necessary rate. Thereﬁ
fore, the rate was not, for several reasons, either fear
that it could not be enforced, or failure of the vestry to
agree to a rate, levied,

The chief Parliamentary objections to the rate lay h
in the occasional abuse of the rate "in its assessment for,
and application to improper objects or in excessive charges!
"The assessment of new parishes and districts having churches
of their own to the rate of the Mother Church . . . local
causes of irritation unconnected with the rate." And
finally, "the opinion entertained against Church Rates by
certain classes of Dissenters on religious or political |

grounds."39

The Committee also recommended that, for the future,
|

"persons desiring to be exempted from contributing to the

Church Rate in any parish, may give yearly notice to that
effect to the churchwardens prior to the meeting of any

vestry for the purpose of making a Church Rate."ho These

38House of Lords, Sessional Papers, Report from the |
Select Committee of the House of Lords Appointed to Inguire |
into the Present Operation of the Law and Practice respect-

ing the Assessment and the Levy of Church Rates; and to Re-= |
ort thereon to The House; together with the Proceedings of |
the Committee, Minutes of Evidence, and Appendix (London, |
18607, |

39Ibid., p. iii.

4OIbid., p. iv. |
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persons would then be exempted from the-;éte, but alsd par;-
ticipation in the affairs of the affairs of the Church or |
vestry. The Church Rate would be levied upon all persons H
not requesting this exemption. To meet other objections to
the Church Rate as it existed, the Select Committee recom-
mended that the items for which the rate was to be levied
be publicly listed, and further that the rate should apply
only to those persons in the parish or district in which h
it was to be used. Finally, and perhaps most important,
they recommended that the rate be enforced using the same
powers that existed for the recovery of the poor rates,
"and in case of objection to the validity of the rate, an
appeal shall lie to the General Quarter Sessions, and that
the jurisdiction of the Ecclesiastical Courts in such matter$

it

shall cease, This final provision tightened a law,

formerly loosely drawn, and the subject of much controversy

and bad publicity for the Church. The recommendations of !

the Select Committee, after a stormy parliamentary passage,
were embodied in the Compulsory Church Rate Abolition Act
of 1868.%2

A third major cause of parochial poverty in this

period stemmed from the confused parochial organization.

By the 1850's there were superimposed on the older |
|

parochial structure of the Church of England, eight differe?f
|

—

klTbid. |
L2The Act 31 & 32 Viet., c. 109,

|
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types of new pariéhes, each different in 6rigin, st&tﬁﬁé_
authorizing its creation, endowment, relationship to the
mother parish, patronage and methods provided for repair. {
These eight types of new parishes were quite distinct from i
those to which contributions were given by the Church
Building Commissioners and the Queen Anne Bounty Board. |
They consisted of the following: 1) Distinct and Separate !
|

Parishes, 2) District Parishes, 3) Consolidated Chapelries,

) District Chapelries, 5) Particular and Patronage Dis- ”
tricts, 6) Endowed Chapelries made Separate Parishes, 7)
Peel Districts, and 8) New Parishes, including Blandford |
Districts.

The endowments of the distinct and separate parish
consisted of a portion of the tithes, glebe etc. belonging |

to the mother church. No fees, except for burial could be

received by the incumbent of the new parish before the
avoidance of the mother parish. Pew rents could be provided
if the Church Building Commissioners donated the funds for |
the erection of the Church. It was however, a separate andh
distinct benefice, held by the incumbent of the mother i
church until the next avoidance, at which time the two ben—l

efices were separated. Patronage of the new church belonged

to the patron of the older parish and repairs were provided|

L3 |

L3rhe Acts 58 Geo. III, c. 45, S. 16 and 1 & 2
Vict.’ Ca 107’ Se 12. it

by Church rates.
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The district parish was also formed by orders in |
Council. The consent of the Bishop was necessary for its :
establishment, but the permanent endowments of the old J
Church were not affected by the division. However, no fees
could be collected by the incumbent of the new parish un- |
til the avoidance of the mother church. If the Church ‘
Building Commissioners gave a grant in aid for the building
of the district Parish Church, they could set the scale for
pew rents., The district parish was served by a curate, 1

nominated by the incumbent of the old parish, until it be-

came a separate benefice. The repair of the fabric was pro-
|

vided by church rates, levied upon the inhabitants of the
District parish, who, however, remained liable for twenty
years for the general church rates. This; protected the

old parish from losing the revenues from fhe new parish -- |

|
revenues on which the churchwardens might have planned in

long term repairs for the older church, yet had the distincg
disadvantage of subjecting at least for twenty years, the
inhabitants of the district parishes to double rating. |
The consolidated chapelry was created out of severaﬂ
older parishes. It was created by Orders in Council Con-
sent by the bishop and patrons, or a ma jority of the patroné

of the several parishes affected by the division was neces-

sary. The permanent endowments of the parishes out of

which the consolidated chapelry were taken were not affected

blipne Acts 58 Geo. III, €. 45, S. 211, and 1 & 2 |
Nict., 6. 107, 8. 12.
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by the division, but the rector or vicar of any such

parish could annex tithes to the new church, or could grant

|
a rent charge on his living in favor of the minister of thei
new church.
The offices of the Church might upon the formation
of the consolidated chapelry, be performed in the new (
|

church, as long as the fees were reserved for the incumbent

of the several original parishes, until their avoidance. If
the Church Building Commissioners made a grant in aid in
building the Church, they could fix a scale of pew rents.
Except for the fees he had to account for, the incumbent of
the consolidated chapelry was totally independent. Patron—i
age was fixed by a majority of the patrons of the several
parishes affected. Repairs to the fabric were not provided
for, which prevented the use of a special church rate,
throwing the responsibility on the parish in which the new
church was located, and placing a double burden upon the
ratepayers of that parish.h5 |
The permanent endowments of the parish out of which
the district chapelry was taken were not affected by the

division, but the rector or vicar had the right to transfer

tithes to the new church or transfer a rentcharge to the |

minister of the new division. The Commissioners, with the |

Bishop'!s consent determine whether all or any of the offices

k5The Acts, 59 Geo. III c. 134, s. 6; 8 & 9 Vict. |
c. 40, s. 93 14 & 15 Vict. ce. 97, ss. 19 and 20; and 1 & 2 J

Vict. ce 107, s« lk.
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of the Church m§X_be performed in the new church,'and how
the fees were apportioned until the avoidance of the motherh
church or relinquishment of the fees by the incumbent of thé
mother church. If the Commissioners made a grant in aid f
from the building, they might fix the scale of the pew renti
The minister of the district ;E_independent, except that hez
had to account for the fees to the mother church. Patronage
rested with the incumbent of the mother church, but if the
division was not of an integral part of the parish, the
patronage rested with the bishop. The repair of the churchJ

as with the consolidated chapelry, rested with the parish

as a whole in which the district was situated.46

A permanent endowment to the satisfaction of the
Ecclesiastical Commissioners was required before the par- |
ticular and patronage district could be formed. The fees |
were reserved to the incumbent of the mother church until |
its next avoidance, but, with the consent of the patron, he
voluntarily surrendered. The Ecclesiastical Commissioners
could allow the patron or trustees to fix pew rents. The
minister of the district was independent of the mother
church, except for the fees, etc., which might have been
reserved. The patronage was invested in the person, or

body building and endowing the district. The Ecclesiasti- |

cal Commissioners required that a repair fund be provided ‘

W6The Acts, 59 Geo. III, c. 13k, s. 165 1 & 2 Vict.|
c. 107, s. 12; 2 & 3 Vict., c. L9, s. 3; and 3 & L4 Vict. .
c. 60’ SI l. ‘
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for the church, and the inhabitants of the district were

liable for the rates levied by the vestry of the mother

church.47 The endowments of the original parish were not !

affected by the endowment of the new parish, being separate%

andhsatisfactory to the Bishope All of the offices of the |
Church could be performed when the separation took place, |

the fees being the property of the incumbent of the new andt

separate parish. No provision was made for pew rents. If,l

however, the incumbent of the old parish withheld his con-

sent, any separation could not take effect until the next |

I
avoidance of the original parish church. Once the separa-

tion had taken place, the new parish was a separate and
distinct benefice. The patronage of this new benefice was
to be decided by an agreement between the Bishop and the
patron of the older benefice. Being a separate and com=-
plete parish, the church rates could be levied by the

vestry of the new p.ar'ish..l"8

No endowment was necessary for the creation of a

Peel District provided an adequate maintenance from other

sources could be expected. If not, then an endowment was L
required; an annual 100 per annum, to be increased to |
150 on the district becoming a new parish. Until the ﬂ

building of a Church, the incumbent of the old parish per- |

Wlrne Acts, 1 & 2 Will IV. c. 38, as 10, 11; and |
14 & 15 Vict., c. 97, ss. 1k, 01, 21. |\

|
48The Acts 1 & 2 Will IV, c. 38, s. 23; and 1 & 2 |
Vict., c. 107, s. 7.
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formed the offices of the Church, and received the f;és.
The Ecclesiastical Commission, with the consent of the I
Bishop could authorize pew rents, if sufficient funds could
not be found from other sources. The incumbent of the dis—h
trict was simply a perpetual curate, but with the consecra-
tion of a Church, he became the incumbent of a new parish. |
The Ecclesiastical Commissioners could assign the patronage;
either in perpetuity, or otherwise, to the contributors of |
the endowment, or to the incumbent of the mother parish. f
|

Until such patronage was assigned, the Ecclesiastical Com=

missioners and the Bishop alternated as patrons. Immedi-

ately upon consecration of a Church, the district became a

new parish, and therefore repairs to the Church could be

49

made in the usual manner, i.e.éChurch rates,

In the case of an existing district, other than a

Peel District, whenever the incumbent had the right to per-

form and to receive fees for the offices of the Church,
n

The Bishop's consent was necessary for the formation of the”

other than for burials, the district became a new parish,

district, but such consent was not necessary w1th the ex1st4
ing district became a new parish. The Ecclesiastical Com= ﬁ
missioners could require or not, an endowment for the new h
parish. Normally, with the exception of Peel Districts, noh
additional endowment was required to change a district intoH

Krpe Acts 6 & 7 Vict., c. 37, ss. 9, 11, 125 7 & 8|
Victe., Co 94, s. 10; and 19 & 20 Vict., c. 104, ss. l, 24+ |

3, 1k |

S | —
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@ new parish. Once the change was made, the incumbent was

ecclesiastically independent of the mother church, and the
incumbent was exclusively entitled to perform all the
offices of the Church, and to take all the fees. The Ec-
clesiastical Commissioners had the power to authorize the |
use of pew rents. Patronage was similar to that of the Peel
District, and, being a parish, the new parish was in the |
same position to levy a Church rate as was the mother churcgp
It is evident from the foregoing that the new |
parishes, so desperately needed by the populous areas of I

England, had the choice of tapping the often meagre re-

sources of the older parish, a process which could easily

reduce the incumbent of the older parish to poverty, or [
they could independently search for a separate endowment, ”
an endowment which at best would probably be given by donor%

who normally would have given to the older district. The w
|

Church fog(bhe creation and endowment oﬁgboph the new and |

formation of almost any one of these new districts demon-

strated the pitiful lack of funds at the disposal of the

the adequate endowment of the older parishes. |

50The Acts 6 & 7 Viet., cs 37, se 1lk; and 19 & 20 ﬂ
Viet., c. 104, ss. 1, 2, 14, 15, See also House of Commons ,
Sessional Papers, First Report of Her Majesty's Comm%551on-“
ers Appointed "to inquire into the practicability and mode |
of subdividing into distinct and independent parishes, for
all ecclesiastical purposes all the densely-peopled parishes
in Enpgland and Wales, in such manner that the population of
each, except in particular cases, at our discretion, shall
not exceed four thousand souls," (London, 1849); House of 4
Commons, Sessional Papers, Second Regort of the Subdivision
of Parishes Commissioners (London, 1850); and House of
Commons, Sessional Papers, Third Report of the Subdivision

of Parishes Commissioners (London, 1855), e —
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In spite of its obvious poverty, in 1850 the Estab—i
lishment could not look to Parliament for assistance. Yet,“
Parliament’ recognized the Church's need for additional i
funds, primarily for the augmentation of poor parishes or
creation of new parishes in populous districts. A Select
Committee of the House of Commons of 1847-8 determined that |
a larger proportion of the funds of the Church itself could
be diverted to this purpose if better management of the
property in the possession of the Church could be achieved?j

Of the Ecclesiastical Commission, for example, the Com-

mittee said,

« « o that it is too large for the convenient trans- .
action of business in detail that is committed to it. d
That though the breaking up of the general body into H
committees has been a great improvement on the early f
practice, still there is a want of that regular and H
systematic attention which more direct and undivided

responsibility can ensure,52 |

They therefore recommended a change, not in the ”
composition of the Commission, but by the addition of a “

small Committee "for the purpose of managing in all its |

I
>lReport of the Select Committee Appointed to In- P

quire into the Composition and Management 9f the Ecclesias-|
tical Commissions &c., (London, lghé), Pe 1Vs J

52Tbid, (
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branches the property of the Commission."53 This new Com- V
mittee should consist, the Select Committee felt, of three
Commissioners, two nominated by the Crown, and one by the |
Archbishop of Canterbury. By the Act 13 and 14 Viets c.

|
94 the recocmmendations were enacted. All of the estates I

held in trust by the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, i.e., th#
estates from suspended canonries, were managed by the Es- h
tates Committee.5h The original Committee consisted of the
Earl of Chichester, the Archbishop's appointee, and Lord
Goulbourne and Mr. George Shaw Lefevre, appointees of the |
Crown.55'

With the creation of this more close knit organiza-
tion, and with it the more efficient management of the re-
sources of the Ecclesiastical Commission, the Church began
to move toward better management generally. However, if
this was to be achieved, it would not be by the Estates J
Committee's control of the property of the Ecclesiastical |
Commission alone, Rather, the entire land holdings of the

Establishment had to be reconsidered, and an effective :

method of management devised., Alienation and consolidation

|
531bid., p. iv-v.

Slbphe Act 13 & 1k Vict., e ke L

55House of Commons, Sessional Papers, Twelfth r
General Report from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners for |
England, with Appendix. Appendix No. 27, "Report from the |
Commissioners Appointed by the Lords of the Treasury to in-
vestigate the Duties and Establishment of the Office of the]

Commissioners," (London, 1860), p. 113.
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of Church landholdings had to be considered, and quite |

naturally, this would involve the cooperation of the 1essee§
of the Church, “

For alienation of Church lands there were several |
precedents, although none involved the quantity of land |
with which the Estates Committee proposed to deal. Perhapsﬁ
the_earliest example of the alienation of Church properties:

|
as opposed to outright confiscation, occurred with the re-

demption of the land tax. By the provisions of the statute!
passed in 1799, corporations sole and aggregate were per- H
mitted to alienate property for the purpose of raising funds,
which were then to be converted into Consols., The land tax|
on the dignitarieg estates was then redeemed by transferring
a sufficient number of Consols to the Treasury so that the

interest from the Consols equalled the annual amount of the
land tax. Were this not done, the tax was levied on the !

land in perpetuity.56

Church and Corporation Land Tax were appointed. They were
fourteen in number, two of whom, Lords Auckland and Glen-
bervie, were paid. It was the function of the Commissioners
to supervise all enfranchisements of land., This reduced it;
self quickly to simply approving the terms of the agreements

between the lessors and lessees, for any attempt at a real

56Report of the Select Committee on Church Leases

together with the linutes of Bvidence, Appendix and Index
London, 1 39)’ Pp. l"'l+o ‘

By this Act, Commissioners for the Redemption of th¢1'~"
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understanding of the value of the land involved was ob-
viously quite impossible. The estates were too scattered;
and their value too different. Therefore the statements
of the dignitariesqsurveyors had to be accepteds The Com-
missioners could, however, protect the Church from any ;
terms of enfranchisement which were flagrantly disadvan-
tageous, by using the average value of land as their cri-
teria.57

Actually, the entire operation depended upon an '
understanding between the lessors and the lessees. The
reasons for a particular piece of land being chosen for

enfranchisement varied considerably. As the individual

portions of land enfranchised were generally small, often
an area was chosen simply because of the high price which |
the lessee would pay for Church land intermixed with his ;
own freehold. Sometimes, and this was often the case with
enfranchising bishops, land was chosen because of the state
of the lease. All leases were renewed fully before enfran-
chisement, the fine for this extraordinary renewal remain- h
ing with the dignitary. Bishops therefore often enfran-
chised land on which the maximum renewal fine could be had
regardless of the effect of such an enfranchisement upon

the endowment of the see as a whole. Others enfranchised

property which was leased by a friend or relative for ob=-
58

vious reasons.

97Tbid., pe 1s 581bid., pe ke
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Usually the deans’ and chapters methods were more

systematic, for they, as corporations aggregate, were less
|
interested in immediate personal gain. Speaking of the

Dean and Chapter of Gloucester, their clerk, John Phillpots,

testified:

. « « their object was to sell, as far as they could do |
so, the reversion of houses in the first place; next,
estates held upon lives; and not to dispose of any es-
tates that were held for 21 years' lease, unless it was |
found necessary after other had been contracted for.>9

The lessee was always given the first option to buy |

the reversion. This he usually accepted, for the reversion
was obviously far more valuable to him than to any outsider.

But if, as occasionally happened, he declined the offer, |

the reversion was then usually sold at public auction.60
The price paid for the reversion varied. Although

cases are recorded where over 100 years' purchase was paid,

twelve years' purchase appears to have been close to the

normal price. This is slightly above the tabular value of
61

|
such reversions. “
: |
When asked about the value of these enfranchisements,
Phillpots testified that he thought such sales beneficial

to both the Church and her lessees. However, he pointed ﬂ

out: (i

59Report of the Select Committee on Cburch Leases |
together with the Minutes of Evidence, Appendix, and Index |
(Tondon, 1838), p. 99

60

6l1pid.

—
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« « o the Church was not sufficiently taken care of in
the mode in which the sales were directed to be made -
unde? that Act, because, by the operation of that Act,
the immediate possessors of the Church property, that
is, the then dean and chapter, or the then bishop,
which was redeemed by the sale of property which was |||
?eversionary, and consequently they anticipated that |
income which they otherwise must have looked for |
prospectively; and moreover, they were placed in a .
situation which enabled them to take their fines for i
all the time that had elapsed up to that period, in j
addition to the advantage which they derived from the |
sale of the reversion; for example, supposing a term
of five years to have expired of a 21 years' lease, ﬁ
which would not be renewable till seven, they took N
their aliquot proportion of the septennial fine in the
first instance, and so anticipated thereby the amount
of benefit which they would have derived at the expira-
tion of the usual time, having also a benefit in po-
session from the redemption og the land-tax by the sale
of the reversionary property.®2

Phillpots then offered a theoretical example of

the benefit which the Church derived from the sale of these

reversions: Y
. . . the property, supposing it to be holden for 21 |
years! lease, produced to the dean and chapter, as 1 }
have before stated, a fine of a year and a half every |
seven years; that is, supposing it to be of the value
of L100, a year, the property would produce a fine |
every seven years of £150; that being divided by seven |
would give an annual income of &2l. 8s. 5d. Supposing |
therefore that annual income be taken, they would de-
rive from a property of L100. a year, held for 21
years an income of &2l. 8s. 5d. The reversion of prop-|
erty of that description then sold for twelve years'
purchase., 1 apprehend from the difference of times,
at least 13 or 14 years' purchase would now De obtalnedr
for such property; and that the reversion, after a 21 |
years! lease would sell for 14 years' purchase; but
taking it only at 13, it would produce £1,300, This |
£1,300 laid out in land or invested in the purchase of |
a rentcharge or a perpetual annuity producing 3 1/2
per cent., would give an income of B45. 10s., conse-
quently the benefit derived from the sale under such '

621bid., Poe 103,
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circumstance would be the difference_between L21T="s.
5d. and &45., 10s. That is as to 21 years' leases.03 P

By 1839 the total amount of sales under the Act had |
reached approximately &1,460,010, although redemptions had
more or less ceased with the increase in the price of Con-
sols about 1805.61F p

The only other example of the alienation of English*
Church land-holdings occurred with the passage of the Dur- ”
ham University Act in 1832. This however could not serve
as a guide for the Church generally, for the amount of landw
involved was small, 48,000, and the land enfranchised con- |
fined almost completely to South Shields, Nevertheless it V
was noted that the entire transaction, by the terms of the
Act; was left in the hands of the Dean and Chapter of Dur-
ham, who came to private agreements with their lessees.65

Perhaps a far better guide was the experience of

the Crown. By an Act passed in 1786, Commissioners were |

appointed ™to inquire into the state and condition . . . ofu
the land revenues of the Crown," and to suggest "such plans|
for the future management and improvement of those estates w
as they should think best calculated to render them most h

Q6

productive and advantageous to His Majesty and the public,

631pid.

64Report of Select Committee on Church Leases,
1839, p. 5. |
- 65Hsport of Select Committee on Church Leases, :
1838, p. 110, i
66Abstr§gp of Four Reports of the Surveyor-General

of His Majesty's Land Revenues of 1797-1808 (London, 1838},

!I
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The commissioners issued 17 Reports, in which they showed
that the Crown lands were being beneficially leased. They “
advocated major changes in the tenure by which these lands |
were held, in order that the revenues from this source of |
the CrOﬁn might be increased. As a consequence of these
reports, the Act 34 Geo. 3, c. 35 was passed. This Act

embodied the recommendations of the committee of inquiry,

and the Surveyor-general was entrusted with their execu-

67 |

tion.

John Fordyce, the Surveyor—general; saw at once
that the problem revolved about the question of tenant-
right. He issued a statement, dated August 5, 1794 in

which he pointed out that the House of Lords had issued a

legal decision in the matter of tenant-right. In this case,
|

Lee v. Vernon, 1776, the House of Lords decided that the

tenant had "no legal claim or any certain or even contingent

right or interest beyond the subsisting terms of his lease,

68

but only a chance or right to expect a favour.”

|
In his i
recommendations, the Surveyor-general suggested several !

|

methods for solving the problem of tenant-right. He pro-
mised his recognition of tenant-right on the state of the |
Crown property. If the property had been improved, or at J
least not harmed, he was willing to give the tenant a |

favored position. If major improvements had been made, he

671pid.
681pid., ppe 542-543.

e
|
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was even willing to renew the leases one more-time on theifi
old beneficial terms, for the transition did not, as he |
saw it, necessarily have to be immediate but could occur
over a period of time. Only those tenants who had harmed !

the property needed to fear an immediate change. Finally,

Fordyce suggested that Crown property should rent for a
little less than that of "a landlord attentive to the managé—

ment of his property." He therefore suggested a reduction

of one-eighth of the rental value to all tenants, except |

in those cases where -- as for example with house property |

-- such reductions might tend to decrease proportionately

69

the rental value of adjoining property.
This system generally was rejected by the Treasury.
In a vigorous minute the Lords of the Treasury stated:

My Lords are of opinion that the lessee of the
Crown should have, in all cases, a preference over I
others in granting a new lease; that no retrospect '
should be had whether he has improved the property or
injured it; but all lessees of the Crown should be in~- |
formed in future that the preference to renewal will
be forfeited on their part if the property is not pre=-
served, or if it is injured; when more than a mere
preference over offers is proposed, a special report
upon the case from the Surveyor-general will be ex-
pected.,

The lessee of the Crown will not be enabled to ful-|
fill engagements he may have entered into with his sub-|
tenants beyond his existing term, unless upon the same “
conditions, and at the same rate, as would now be re- |
quired under the Act, for the additional term, if no
such engagements had been entered into. Where houses |
have been built, or improvements made, in expectation
of renewal, at a time when no adequate term of the
lease remained, My Lords are of opinion that a certain

691bid., ppe 54R-5kk.
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number of years should be added to such lease, but re-
serving the same rent for the additional term as would
have been required previous to the building if the
regulations of the Act of last session had then been
in force. My Lords being of opinion that they cannot
give up so much of the Crown estate as they would re-
linquish in agreeing to more favourable terms of re-
newal in this case.

My Lords agree with the Surveyor-general, that the
Crown should be considered as a more desirable landlord
than a private individual; but they are of opinion that
the deduction of one-twentieth of the net rent ascer-
tained by the surveyors, in the manner prescribed by
the Act of the last session of Parliament, will be - |
sufficient; and they agree with the Surveyor-general, |
that no deduction should be made in leases of ground
for building.70 |

This statement was the basis for the operation of “
the Act changing the management of Crown lands. It acknowaf
ledged virtually no tenant-right; and thus obviously ac=
quired greater income for the Crown. Over its first ten ‘
years of operation, it resulted in a total annual increase |
of 159,611 for the Crown.'-

This precedent of ignoring tenant-right was
adopted by the Ecclesiastical Commissioners in 1840, but; j
as has been shown, the opposition of the tenants of the |
Church was sufficiently organized and intense to force the |
Church to abandon this solution to their problems, running |
out the leases.72 i

The problem of tenant-right was intensified in I

1850 by a Report of The Select Committee of the House of

701bid., pp. 5kh=545.
7lIbid|, pl 5530
723¢¢ Chapter III, p. 108.
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Commons, and the enacting of its recomﬁéndafiaﬁé:73n_ﬁnﬁii_%
1850 episcopal revenues were regulated by the Act 6 & 7
Will. 4, ¢+ 77. That Act aimed at securing the archbishops
and bishops certain average annual incomes. The bishops |
continued to control their property, but, on the basis of I
septennial reports, they were required to pay, or were able|
to receive, fixed annual amounts to or from the Ecclesias-
tical Commissioners. The plan had not worked well, owing
primarily to the fluctuations in amount to which, as has
been seen, the incomes of these prelates were subject..74

Consequently some bishops received far more, some far less |

than the income intended for them.

73House of Commons, Sessional Papers, First Report |
of Her Majesty's Commissioners appointed by a Commission
bearing date the 8th day of January 1849, "for the purpose |
of inquiring into the present system of leasing and manag- |
ing the real property of the Church in England and Wales, |
belonging to the Archbishops and Bishops, to the Cathedrals|
and Collegiate Churches and the several members thereof .
being corporations sole, and to the several minor corpora- |
tions aggregate within the said cathedrals, and also that
vested in the Ecclesiastical Commissioners for England; andL
for considering how, and by what system of management, such
property can be rendered most productive and beneficial to
the said Church, and most conducive to the spiritual wel-
fare of the people, due regard being had to the just and |
reasonable claims of the presentholders of such property
under lease or other wish; and also for considering whether
any and what improvement can be made in the existing law
and practice relating to the incomes of the said Archbishops
and Bishops, and of the several members of chapters, dig-
nitaries, and officers of said Cathedrals and Collegiate |
Churches, so as best to secure to them respectively fixed
instead of fluctuating incomes," together with Minutes of
Evidence, Appendix, and Index. (London, 1850), pp. 1-10.

7hksee Chapter III, p. 103,
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The Select Committee consequently recommended that

the management of the whole of the episcopal estates be

placed temporarily in the hands of the Estates Committee. !

That Committee would then be responsible for the payment |
of the correct statutory income to the dignitary until suchi
time as it could reorganize the endowment of the see, pref-
erably with lands "situate or arising within or convenient

to the diocese." This reorganized endowment would provide

an income far closer to the statutory amount, for the h
leases were to be %EEEEF for 21 years at rack rent, and thef
endowment was to be subject to review by the Estates Com-
mittee at each avoidance. The actual property, however,

once it was reorganized, was to be returned to the see to
be managed by the bishop himself. The remainder, that is,

any difference between the amount of the re-endowment, and

the original endowment of the see, was to become the prop-

erty of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners to be placed in

the Common Fund and used for the augmentation of poor, pop—w

75 |

ulous parishes.

The Act embodying these recommendations was passed

in 1859, but was to apply only to those bishops consecratedii

after 1848. The others were permitted, but not required,

to adopt the new system. 1

75Report from the Episcopal and Capitular Revenues |
Commissioners, 1850, pp. 1-10.

760he Acts 13 & 1k Victe, Ce 9k
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Corporate estates had remained under the absolute ‘

control of the chapters, or minor corporations aggregate.

They were, however, liable for the payment to the Ecclesi-
astical Commissioners of the proportion of the chapter

revenues belonging to the suspended canonries. The Select

|
Committee recommended that their income be defined, and |

|
their property reorganized in a fashion similar to that of

the bishops« The Act, applying to corporate est.ates,77

passed in 1851, failed to define an income for the chapters,

and simply permitted the reorganization of the corporate |
property by the Estates Committee, thus simply increasing |
their income by giving them a more efficient system of
property management., Parliament thereby, recognized the |
need of the chapters to provide for the rising cost of
cathedral fabric repair, which was, of course a drain on
their income not present on that of the bishops.

Naturally those bishops whose real income was less
than their statutory income were the first to voluntarily
adopt the new system, but in time, the passage of these two
Acts meant that all the property of the dignitaries of the

Church of England would pass temporarily under the super-

vision of the Estates Committee. The beneficial system of
leasing would be abandoned, and large numbers of enfran- |

chisements and surrenders would occur. Consequently the {

problem of tenant-right had to be settled. J
|
|
|

771bid.
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The same Select Committee of the House_of Commons
considered this problem of Church property, and how it l
could "be rendered most productive and beneficial . . . , H
and most conducive to the spiritual welfare of the people,

due regard being had to the just and reasonable claims of |

the present holders of such property under lease or others J

n78

wise.
In their report, the Committee stated their ob- }

jectives to show "how the present system may be modified

so as to be advantageous to both the lessee and the lessorz?
rather than attempting to decide between the position of |
the Church (that it was proper to run out the leases) and
the tenants (that they had a right to perpetual renewal on

their present beneficial terms)., The fee-simple, the

Committee suggested should remain with the Church, but the h
right to perpetual renewal should be granted to the Church'é
tenants.80 |

They recommended several alternative schemes in-
volving the Church's farm lands held on leases for yearst. |

1) That henceforth a septennial fine should be paid|
to the Church, calculated at the same rate of interest |
as at present, but on half the annual finable valuej !
and that at the end of the new existing term an annual
rent should thenceforth be paid to the Church equal %o |
the other half of the finable value.

78Report from the Episcopal and Capitular Hevenues |
Commigsioners, p. L. Ltalics lMine. '

791pbid., p. 2. |
801bid.
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2) That the portion of the annual value to which
the Church would be entitled as rent under the foregoing
plan at the end of the existing fourteen years lease |
should be discounted, and converted at a rate of in=-
terest of three per cent., (the ordinary rate of landed
investment) into a less rent, commence immediately.

3) That in lieu of paying the half fine and this :
last-mentioned immediate rent, the lessee continue to
pay the whole fine septennially, as at present, and a
smaller immediate rent; the rent being converted into
fine at the ordinary rate of money interest of four
per cent. |

L) The future payments by the lessee, whether fine |
or rent, be converted, at the above-mentioned r%ies of |
interest respectively, into one immediate rent.®

The Committee further recommended that valuations, |

with any necessary adjustments in both the fines and the P
:
rents be made every twenty-one years, rather than, as was ‘
common, septennially. These valuations were to be based I
on the reports of three surveyors, one to be chosen by the
lessee, one by the lessor, and one by the Estates Committee,

acting as umpire. The Committee felt that special consid-

eration should be given to lessees who had made extraordi- |

nary improvements.82

Leases for lives should be, the Committee thought,
converted into leases for years, "and when reduced by i
effluxion of time to terms of fourteen years," they should i
be treated as leases for years. This conversion could be L
made by renewing at the death of the first life, not by f

the addition of another life, but by the addition of the

8l1bid., pp. 2-3 | |
82Tbid., pp. 4=5
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number of years equivalent to the addition of a new life.33'“
The death of the third life would make the lease a lease foq
yearse |!
The fine to be taken in these cases should be cal-
culated according to the practice of the district, but |
only upon half the finable value, and a rent should
be reserved to the lessor equal to half the finable
value, to commence at the dropping of the last life,8k

In regard to minor holdings, the Committee recom-

|
mended that woodlands should be valued, and sold to the i
lessees, while copyholds, and tithe rent charges should be ‘
run out. M"These have neither been formed by the past f
exertions, nor are to be improved by the joint future exer=
tions, of lessees and lessors; nor is there any feeling in

respect of such property analogous to entertained by a

85

lessee of land."
The recommendations of the Select Committee of the

House of Commons for commuting the interest of the Church |

into a perpetual rent came before a Committee of the House

of Lords the following year.86 While agreeing that the

831pid., p. 5. |

8h1biq. |
85House of Commons, Sessional Papers, Second Report |
of Her Majesty's Commissioners appointed by a Commission |
bearing date the 8th day of January 1849 for the purpose ofk
inquiring into Episcopal and Capitular Estates and Incomes |
in England and Wales iLondon, 1850), pe l. |
86House of Lords, Sessional Papers, Report from the}
Select Committee of the House of Lords appointed to Con- N
sider the Bill intitled, "An Act for the Management and |
Regulation of Episcopal and Capitular Estates and Hevenues |
in Bngland and Wales; and to Report thereon to The House,
together with the Minutes of Evidggge and an Appendix and |

-ty

------ N . r
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traditional system was "unsatisfactory," the Lords' Com-
mittee proceeded to reject the system of management pro-
posed by the Committee of the Commons, speaking of it as

mittee to be fatal to its adoption.87

"open to very serious objections which appear to the Com-
|
From the point of view of the Church, the Commons' |

system deprived it of any real ownership of its property.
They were, in effect, substituting a perpetual rent for theh
possession of the fee-simple. Furthermore, because it did U
not satisfy even the most conciliatory members of the Churc&
it lacked the essential element of a permanent working H
system, cooperation between the two parties. Finally, it |
would not obtain for the Church so large an increase in !
income as could be found by using other methods.88 ﬁ
From the point of view of the lessees of the Church,
it established an "inconvenient tenure, under which the

lessee will be subject to all the risks and burdens of

ownership, with only a comparatively beneficial interest

in the property." The property would be so encumbered with

|
rent-charges that it could have hardly remained a basis for
mortgage and family settlements. Nor could it sell at a

price even closely equivalent to that of a normal fee-

simple.89

871bid., p. ive
881pid. |
891bid.
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The Lords'! Committee therefore, recommended that
nthe beneficial ownership of Church property, which is now "
divided between the Church and its beneficial lessee, shoul$
in some cases be wholly vested in the one, and in other |
cases in the other, according to the circumstances of the :
property."90 i

Assuming then that some portions of the Church's ‘
property were to be enfranchised, and that the lessees
would surrender their interest in other portions, the ques-
tion of tenant-right was again raised. On this question
the Lords were quite definite: ". . . neither the Bishops
or Capitular Bodies are now, nor have at any time been
bound by any obligation in law or equity to renew their |
leases." The Gommittee pointed out Munquestioned acts of ‘
ownership" which had been exercised from time to time by
the Church to prove their case: 1) they had refused to
renew; 2) they had occasionally granted concurrent leases;
3) they had renewed at an increased rent; A4) they had
altered the rate of fine, both in individual cases and h
generally; 5) they had excepted property out of a lease;
and 6) they had altered conditions and reservations of the |

lease. As a matter of fact, the Committee continued, some |

of the corporations, at considerable personal sacrifice,

had begun to improve their property by running out at

least some of their leases.91 j

9OIbid., po v. 91Ibidl
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Nevertheless, the Committee recognized that the
lessees had "de facto for more than two centuries, the ad- |

vantage of renewals on favourazble terms, which, . . . have |

diocese, « « « This had created in the lessees an expectas

been for considerable periods of time uniform in the same

tion of renewal sufficiently definite to be treated as be-

92

tween third parties as approaching certainty.” The

lessees, the Committee continued because of this expectatio#
of renewal, have purchased their leases at a higher price
than could have been expected had this expectation of re-
newal not existed.?3 Furthermore if there had been no ex- H
pectation of renewal the land could not have become subject!
to mortgage and family settlement.gh |

The fault, the Committee felt, rested with Parlia-

mentary interference.

. « « for although a better understanding on the part
of the lessors of the value of the reversionary in-
terest parted with on renewals, and a growing willing- |
ness on their part to make personal pecuniary sacrifices
with a view to the improvement of the Church property, |
would probably lead to enhancement of the terms on ”
which the leases are renewed, and to a further exten-

sion of measures for running out Church leases, yet
this change of system could only have taken place
graduallyy and during a long interval of time, and in |
the meantime, owing to the peculiar circumstance of the|
lessor, and his relations with the lessee, renewals I
would have continued to be granted on favourable terms |

to the lessee.?2 |

921pid. 931bid. h
Ih4Tbid. !
95Ibid., ppe. V-vie |
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The Lords' Committee therefore recommended what it

considered just terms of enfranchisement, terms which were
to become the basis for the enfranchisement of the vast h
ma jority of Church land. |

1) That if the Bishop or Capitular Body agree to
enfranchise, the price to be paid for the enfranchise-
ment shall be the value of the fee simple, deducting
the value of the lease at such valuation as hereinafter |
is mentioned; and if they decline to enfranchise, they
shall pay for the surrender of the lease at such valua-
tione |

2) That the beneficial interest of the lessee shall‘
be valued at the same rate of interest at which the
value of the fee-simple has been determined. |

3) That, as regards leases for years which are re-
duced below 21 years, the lessee shall have the option,
before enfranchisement or surrender, of one more re-
newal for seven years at the rate of fine at which he
has heretofore renewed.

L) That, as regards leases for lives, which, upon a
proper estimate, shall be found equivalent to terms of
less than 21 years, the like advantage of a renewal,
at the usual rate of fine, for a term of seven years,
shall be secured to the lessees.

5) That all such enfranchisements and surrenders
shall be subject to the consent of the Church Estates

Commissionerse.

6) That the monies to arise from any such enfran-
chisement by any Bishop or Capitular Body shall be
applied either in payment for the surrender of leases
held under such Bishop or Capitular Body, or shall be
invested in the purchase of estates to be conveyed to |
such Bishop or Capitular Body, due provision being madek
to prevent such Bishop, or members of such Capitular |
Body, from receiving, during the progress of such ar- |
rangements, either a greater or less income than he or ﬂ
they would have received if such enfranchisement had not
been made: provided that ultimately the Bishops and J
Capitular Bodies should be put in possession of separat
estates calcglated to yield the average income fixed by|

Parliament.?

|
961bid. |
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The Act of Parliament of 1850 allowed the recommendations
of the Committee of the Lords to apply to the bishops
property and in the following year a permissive Act was
passed governing the commutation of property capitular
bodies.97
By 1856 a Committee of the House of Commons could 1
report the total cessation of the beneficial system over
nearly the whole of the separate estates of the deaneries H
and prebends,98 of the corporate estates of the chapters
of Southwell, Wolverhampton, York, Carlisle, Chester,
Peterborough, and ggigster, as well as the sees of Bath
and Wells, Ripon,land Carlisle. All life leases had been
abandoned upon the estates of Canterbury, York, St. Asaph;
Chester, Ely, Lincoln, Norwich, Peterborough and Salis-
bury.?? 1,300 lessees of the Church had enfranchised their
property in accordance with the terms of the Lord's Com=-
mittee.loO The system in each case was similar. The

property was turned over to the Estates Committee,immediate

application was made by the Committee for all deeds and

97The Acts, 13 & 1k Vict., c. 9k, and 1k & 15 Vict.,
e« 10L.

98House of Commons, Sessional Papers, Third Report |
from the Select Committee on the Ecclesiastical Commission,

&c. (London, 1851), P. Ve

991bid., pe Vvie

1007pid,, pe viie.
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documents relating to the property. A survey was then
ordered, and a report to the Committee issued by the survey%
or. These reports involved minute investigations, often I

intricate, into the nature, extent as well as the value of |
I

the estate. It showed the nature of the leases, the terms |
v |
I

on which i§ was held, the state of any buildings on the

101 Only after this report was issue#

property and the like,
0

could enfranchisement begin.l ? A good illustration of the |

|

principles under which commutation took place was the prop-

erty of the Dean and Chapter of York. l

The Earl of Chichester testified before a Select J
Committee of the House of Commons about the position of theh
commutation in 1852. Quoting from a report of the agent of”
the Commissioners Mr., E. J. Smith, he said: H

The values of the whole of the estates have been H
ascertained, and the aggregate value is E427,000, De- |
ducting £13,300. as the value of the estates in pos- I
session at the time of commutation, there remains ”
£4,13,700, leased to various parties, and of this about H
L2 per cent. was leased for years, and 58 per cent. was |
leased for lives. The total value of the estates
leased being &£413,700, there have already been enfran- ”
chised, either by lapse or by sale and purchase, es- |
tates of the value of 8252,597.; and the interest of P
the Commissioners in this portion of the estates leased|
proves to be E123,855. This sum of %123,855. added to
£13,300., the value of the estates possession, gives a |
total of £137,155. already obtained. I find that the |
leased estates remaining to be dealt with, valued at I

[
U
|

lOIHouse of Commons, Sessional Papers, First Leport
from the Select Committee on the Ecclesiastical Commission,
&c. (London, 1851), Appendix No. 1, pp. 2069-280,
|

102Thir@_§eport of the Select Committee on the
Ecclesiastical Commission, p. vi. !
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£161,103., will certainly not produce less than the
present sum of £70,000, and the enfranchisement of a
large part of such remaining estates is in progress.
The total value of the Commissioners' interest is '
therefore £137,155 already obtained, and at least |
£70,000. in respect of the portion not yet dealt with,
making a total of &£207,155.; and as the annuity to be
provided is &4,410., it is clear that the surplus of
£50,000., which my report of 17th July, 1852, on which
the commutation was based, stated would be obtained,
will be fully realized. Contemporaneously, purchases - |
of leasehold interests have been effected in Yorkshire, |
so that the Chapter may be put into possession of a
convenient permanent estate in the course of the |
current year.1l03 }

Although, as can be seen in the Appendix to the
Committee Report, disagreements did arise, particularly be-

tween the Chapter and the Committee over particular lands

and tithes to be acquired for the re-endowment of the ﬂ
Chapter, the process, taken as a whole, was smooth, and the|
disagreements few. The lessees, given the option of eitherﬁ
surrender or enfranchisement did not voice any major ob- h
,jec‘c;icans.lmP They did object to the prohibition of a further
renewal after the passage of the Act, 17 & 18 Vict. c. 116,7

for, as they explained in the Minutes of Evidence, those

lessees whose lease expired immediately prior to the pass- |
age of the Act would enjoy one more beneficial renewal,
while those lessees whose leases expired immediately after |
the passage of the Act, would be unable to renew benefi- J

cially. Conseguently it was proposed that all lessees be

103piprst Report of the Select Committee on the d
Ecclesiastical Commission, pp. 208-280.

104hird Report from the Select Committee on the
Ecclesiastical Commission, pe. vii.
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permitted renewals, on the normal beneficial terms unﬁil

1 August, 1880, This insured equal treatment for all.105

The major objection to enfranchisements on the basig
|

of the Lords Committee's terms, came from the sub-leases
of the Churche. They usually had made a considerable in-
vestment in the property, usually by the construction of
houses. Prior to enfranchisement, the system usually was
this: the sub-lessees paid the Church the lessee's fine
upon renewal, and, for another fine, were guaranteed in

turn, renewals of their sub-leases. Enfranchisement meant

06
the unsettling of the entire system.l

The sub-lessees of the Winchester Park Estate
represented the position of most of the sub-lessees when
they presented their demands to a Committee of the House of
Commons. Those took the form of a resolution, passed by

all the sub-lessees of the estate, dated 16 June 1856:

They stated:

1) That this meeting (composed of sub-lessees
holding property of the see of Winchester under the
lessees, with rights co-equal with the lessees' ri%ht
of renewal, on the payment of fixed or other fines
are of opinion that on any enfranchisement of Church
property of the see of Winchester under the 17th and
18th Vict. c. 104, the sub-lessees should not be called
upon to contribute the whole amount of the money to be
paid for the enfranchisement of the properties respec-
tively held by them, but a portion thereof should be

borne by the lessees, on account of the benefit secured|

to them from the certainty of their future tenure and

1057pid., pp. 193-198.
106Ibido, Po 1930
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otherwise, and that on payment by them of such modified
amount towards the enfranchisement, the sub-lessees
should be entitled to call for from the lessees a deed
of grant in perpetuity of such properties.

2) That on the enfranchisement by the lessees of
any property held by the sub-lessees having rights of
renewal, it shall be open to the sub-lessees, at their
option, to enfranchise wholly such property on payment |
to the lessees of the value of the rent paid by them, |
to be calculated upon the same principle as that which
shall have governed the enfranchisement between the
Bishop and the lessees,

3) That the sub-lessees should on notice of their |
intention to enfranchise being given to the lessees,
be allowed the period of two years after the date of
the enfranchisement by the lessees for the enfranchise- |
ment of property held by them, either wholly or at_a
rent in accordance with the foregoing resolutions.l07
In spite of the strong case advanced, the Committee
of 1856 could guarantee the sub-lessees little. It agreed
that the sections 3 and 4 in the Act 14 & 15 Vict. c. 104
were inadequate, but, after recognizing that some claim was

valid, stated, "t is doubtful how far this right [ of the |

sub-lessees to enfranchisement;lor any division of prOperty{

108

can be secured them," Consequently, the Act 23 & 24

|
Vict, c. 124, s. 26 simply stated that upon enfranchisementﬁ

the under-lessees should continue to pay their fines, or

a sum equivalent to the total of their remaining fines for |

the unexpired term.109 After this period, presumably, theyJ

would renew as simple lessees of the enfranchised lessee.

After 1851 voluntary enfranchisements and surrenders

—

u

1071pid, |
|

1081bid., pe Xe

1097he Act 23 & 2L Viet. co 124, s. 26,




185

by Church leaseholderg_under the directi;; ;f théfzﬁufch"
Estates Commissioners/as the dignitaries themselves grew
steadily in number.llo. By 1856, they had administered prop=
erty valued at &7,000,000, of an estimated &£35,000,000., By
11860 more than half of the entire property of the Church had

|been dealt with.

llOFor enfranchisement and surrenders under indi-
vidual dignitaries, or ecclesiastical corporations aggre-
gate see: House of Commons, Sessional Papers, Return of the |
number of leaseholds in the seven Dioceses of England and
\Wales where Applications have been made by lessees for pur=
chase of reversion or sale of term, specifying whether terms
have been agreed upon and referred to the Commissioners, &ca
{London, 1'3'5% , 1850, 1859, 1860). For confirmation of the |
actions of the dignitaries, as well as the enfranchisement |
and surrender of property of the Ecclesiastical Commission-
ers, see: House of Commons, Sessional Papers, First Annual
Report of the Church Estates Committee, with Appendices I
(London, 1852). Second Annual Report of the Church Estates |
Committee with Appendices (London, 1853) Third Annual Report
of the Church Estates Committee, with Appendices (London, |
1854) Fourth Annual Report of the Church Estates Committee,
with Appendices (London, 1855), Fifth Annual Report of the
Church Estates Committee, with Appendices (London, 1856),
Sixth Annual Report of the Church Estates Committee, with ‘
Appendices (London, 1857) Seventh Annual Report of the
Church Estates Committee with Appendices (London, 1858)
Eighth Annual Report of the Church Estates Committee with |
Appendices (London, 1859) Ninth Annual Report of the Churchw
Estates Committee, with Appendices (London, 1800) Tenth .
Annual Report of the Church Estates Committee with Appen-
dices (London, 1861) Eleventh Annual Report of the Church
Estates Committee, with Appendices (London, 1802) Twelfth
Annual Report of the Church Estates Committee, with Appen-
dices (London, 1863) Thirteenth Annual Report of the Church
Estates Committee, with Appendices (London, 1804) Fourteenth
Annual report of the Church Estates Committee, with Appen-
dices (London, 1865) Fifteenth Annual Report of the Church |
Estates Committee, with Appendices (London, 1866) Sixteenth |
Annual Report of the Church Estates Committee, with Appen-

dices (London, 1867) Seventeenth Annual Report of the Church
Estates Committee, with Appendices (London, 1868) Eighteenth

Annual Report of the Church Estates Committee, with Appen- |
dices (London, 18069 and Nineteenth gnnual Report of the
Church Estates Committee with Appendices (London, 1870) .
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1860 marks the beginning of a period of transition.

The Church Estates Commissioners! business had reached a L
peak, (the enfranchisement and surrender of the property |
and the commutation of church estates). The transitional

nature of the period can be seen by the position of the
bishops' estates. Two of the bishops were in no way sub- |
|
I

secrated before the Act of 1836;lll six others received

ject to the control of the Commissioners, having been con-

annual sums, operating under the Act of 1836;112 thirteen

bishops paid or received the difference between the fixed |
income and the amount received from the episcopal revenuesj,u{3
and six of them had temporarily transferred their estates !
to the Commissioners, and were consequently receiving half-i
yearly their statutory income.llh Six chapters had trans-

ferred the whole of their estates to the Commissioners for |
|

commutation, and were also receiving half-yearly their

115

original income while the commutation was in progresse.

|

|

By 186k the estates of the sees of Durham, York, and
|

|

lllExeter and Winchester.

11201 chester, St. David's, Hereford, Lichfield, |
Oxford and Rochester. |

113ganterbury, London, Chester, Lincoln, Llandaff, J
Manchester, Norwish, Salisbury, York, St. Asaph, Ely, U
Peterborough, and Worcesters ‘

1lhkpyrham, Bath and Wells, Carlisle, Cloucester,
Bristol and Ripon.

115York, Carlisle, Chester, Gloucester, Peterboroug%,
aﬂd St. Asaph. ‘I
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Peterborough and those of the chapters of York and Peter-
borough had been commuted. Those of Bath and Wells; Car-
lisle, Gloucester and Briston and Ripon, and the estates

of the chapters of Bristol, Peterborough, Salisbury, Win- ”

chester and Worcester were in the process of commutation.lléf

In the same year, R. H. Walpole who had replaced Lord Goul=- |
|
bourne as an Estates Commissioner could testify, "at the |

time when I ceased to be a Commissioner [1855J one of the

great points which was then in agitation was the adjustment |

of the questions with regard to leases; all that has been
accomplished."ll? By 1888 all the chapterestates had been !
commuted and the estates of the bishops either commuted or |
in the hands of the Commissioners.l18 Thus a question |
which had plagued the Establishment since 1835 was brought |
to a successful solution, |
This vast reorganization of the property of the Es~ |

tablishment was accomplished only because of the pressure |

of the poor and populous parishes, the augmentation of

which presented an even greater problem. In 1850, to

lléHouse of Commons, Sessional Papers, Report of L

the Estates Committee to the Ecclesiastical Commissioners
for England (London, 18064). “

1171bid,

llSHouse of Commons, Sessional Papers, Return show-
ing which of the Episcopal and Capitular Estates are now in
the hands of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, and which of |
them are managed by the Bishops and Cathedral bodies;
setting forth in each case the date or dates when any Trans-
fers or Re-transfers of management of either the whole or
part of such Bstates have taken place (London, 1888).
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facilitate this augmentation, the Common Fund and the
Episcopal Fund were fused.l19 This was, however, preparing
for the future rather than solving an immediate problem, .

for no augmentations had been made since 1845, when the in-

come from the funds borrowed from the Queen Anne's Bounty |

Board had been exhausted.lzo Provision was made in 1840

|
i|
|
pendent upon the next avoidance, the growth of the funds in|

for the augmentation of poor, populous parishes from the

income of suspended canonries, but, as suspension was de-

the Common Fund from this source was slow. Furthermore,
some of the chapters were not cooperative. They only sub-

mitted to a normal method of accounting when forced by an |
I
Act of Parliament. The Chapter of Durham objected vigo- |

rously when the Ecclesiastical Commissioners prevented theiﬁ

use of the funds of the Chapter for purposes of Charity. |

The Commissioners pointed out that a proportion of those |
|I

[
funds were the property of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners,
|

and consequently they had to be consulted about any general

donations.lzl The Dean and Chapter submitted, but not with |
good grace. |

Even when it came to augmenting the income of
parishes in the patronage of capitular bodies, the Commis- |

sioners failed to achieve real cooperation. The Chapters |

1197he Act 13 & 1k Vict., ceo 9k, Se 15
120g¢e above, Chapter III, pe 135e "

lleirst Report from the Select Committee on the
Ecclesiastical Commission, Appendix No. 1, Pe 252,
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had been accustomed to attempting to meet the need through
their own surplus funds. Naturally, they were concerned
with conditions only within their own dioceses. They dis-
liked it when the Ecclesiastical Commissioners not only
prohibited their augmenting favoured parishes within their
dioceses, but also used funds from suspended stalls to
augment parishes in other dioceses.

For example the Dean and Chapter of Durham desired
to augment the income of the incumbent of the parish of
Holy Island in the Diocese of Durham. He had an annual in-
come of L225; and the Dean and Chapter desired to increase
this by 522 annually. This increase was to come from the
income of land within the parish leased by the Dean and
Chapter. The Ecclesiastical Commissioners, reviewing the
case, pointed out to the Dean and Chapter that according to
the rules for augmentation, the lessees reversion had to be
purchased, and the land brought into hand before any endow=
ment could be considered. The lessee refused to sell his
reversion; and the Dean and Chapter submitted a counter
proposal to the Commissioners, that they pay the annual
L22 to the incumbent of Holy Island from the Chapter reve-
nues until the lease was run out. This the Commissioners
refused to allow.122 In reply, the Dean and Chapter sent

a vigorous note to the Ecclesiastical Commissioners:

1221bid., p. 331.
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« + o had any impediment to this method of augmentation
existed twenty years ago, the livings [ 35 of which were
augmented by the Dean and Chapter] must have remained
for the most part in poverty; and much censure would
have been deservedly cast, not so much on the Dean and
Chapter, who would have endeavoured to perform their
duty, as on the obstacle which had impeded them; and
even now they beg respectfully to assure the Ecclesias-
tical Commissioners that such censure will not be
avoided if they shall be prevented from making further

additions to the still insufficient stipends of some of

their parochial brethren,l23

The Ecclesiastical Commissioners in reply, again pointed out

that the parish of Holy Island had only a population of 9004
|

and that there were many more populous parishes desperately |

in need of augmentation. They also reminded the Dean and
Chapter that they were attempting to augment the endowment
of Holy Island with the corporate revenues of the Chapter,

a percentage of which was the property of the Ecclesiasti-

cal Commissioners. They labeled the scheme, "impracticable

i
and inconvenient." % The Dean and Chapter bowed to the

decision, but questioned,

« « « whether it be wise to frustrate their [the Dean
and Chapter's] intentions, and to denounce as im-
practicable or inconvenient arrangements which they
have carried into practice with perfect convenience

for almost a century.l2>

Another aspect of the problem of augmentation re-
volved about the matter of local claims. Parishoners felt

that money payments to the Ecclesiastical Commissioners

1231p14.
12h1pid.
1251bid., pe 335.
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arising in their parish should be returned. The Commié—
sioners, however, refused to allow the validity of loecal !
claims to a greater extent than they, by statute, were
bound to do. In 1851 they issued a definitive statement of
policy pertaining to local claims, amplifying section 9 of
their 1840 memorial on the subject. They announced:

First, that no local claims be recognized unless
falling strictly within the terms of the proviso in
the 67th section of the Act 3 & 4 Viet., c. 113, sub-
ject only to an exception in favour of any case which, |
for the purpose of providing a site for a parsonage or
glebe for the actual occupation of the incumbent, the
Commissioners may deem to be deserving of extraordinary
consideration, or in which they may consider it desir-
able under special circumstances to make a reversionary
grante.

Second, that no local claim be entertained until
there shall be a balance to be carried to the credit \
of the Common Fund upon the adjustment of each particu-
lar estate according to the principles hereinafter laid
down.

Third, where the property is subject to a beneficial
lease, the grant shall not in any case exceed the net
amount of the reserved rent, and shall not be made un- H
til the amount of the costs of the usual survey, and
other preliminary proceedings, with interest at the _
rate of three per cent., shall have been covered by the|
proceeds of such net reserved rent. U

Fourth, that where the Commissioners shall have
acquired by purchase one beneficial interest of any
such lease, no grant shall be made in respect of such
interest until the amount of the purchase money and
costs, with interest as aforesaid, shall have been
realized from the annual proceeds.

Fifth, that where a reversion shall have been sold, |
no local claim shall be recotnized until the period at
which the purchase-money would, if accumulated at com-
pound interest at the rate aforesaid, amount to the sum
at which the fee-simple value in possession shall have i
been computed at the time of sale. . |

Sixth, that the principles laid down in the fourth |
and fifth resolutions be applied in those cases in which
the interests of dignitaries have been commuted.l? |

126Second Report from the Select Committee on the
cclesiastical Commission, Pe 155.
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In 1856 the fifth rule was altered to this extent: that
where a reversion was sold to the Ecclesiastical Commis-
sioners, they recognized no local claim until the tithe
actually came into possession., Otherwise the statement on
local claim stood unchanged throughout the remainder of the |
period under consideration.127 h
In spite of these obvious attempts to husband the
resources of the Common Fund for the augmentation of the ”
poor, populous parishes, the policies of the Ecclesiastical
Commissioners were severely criticized by comparatively

prominent officials, In 1852 Lord John Russell wrote a |

sharp note to the Archbishop of Canterbury, criticizing the |

use of the Common Fund. After first pointing out the find=-

ings of the Select Committee on Populous Parishes, he re- |
minded the Archbishop of the sacrifices which the Establish=
ment, especially the Deans and Chapters had made to offset h
this lack of spiritual care throughout England, Yet, H

Russell continued: ‘

. . . the evils which had been pointed out as greatly 1
outweighing all other inconveniences, as being most |
urgent of all, and most requiring the application of

an effectual remedy, and to remedy which the resources
of the Established Church were quite inadequate, have |
been postponed or neglected for the purpose of fritter-
ing away the resources which were placed in the hands
of the Commission. Canonries in the Collegiate Church
of Westminster, which were surrendered by the Crown,
which might have afforded the means of endowing new I
Churches in Westminster and London, have been suppressed
for the purpose of giving some L20 to B30 to small
livings with a population of 200 or 300 persons.

|
1271pid, |
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« «» « nor let it be supposed, that although the
sums are very small, the aggregate amount is insignif-
icant. It exceeds if I mistake not, %10,000 a year.

For this sum 50 clergymen, in districts exceeding 3,000 |

or 4,000 in population, might be endowed with incomes
of £200 a year each,

This plan [ for augmentation ] appears to have been
agreed upon soon after Lord Melbourne and his colleague
left office in 1841, and when our successors were of
course inexperienced in this work. As soon as I heard
of the scheme, I sought an interview with the Bishop of
London [Blomfield ] and remonstrated against it. I must
say, he did not seem to differ with me,

Sir Robert Peel afterwards did his utmost to repair
the mischief by the Act of Parliament he introduced.
But he could not effect his object by borrowing
£600,000, a debt which still hampers the Commissioners,

The result is, then that instead of turning their
attention, whole and undivided to the evils which they
themselves had pointed out, which they declared to out-
weigh all other evils, and to demand immediate relief,
the Commissioners have been scattering their funds in
driblets, and while they relieved poor clergymen by
charitable alms, have wasted the resources which might
have been available for a great and paramount purpose.
Let me add, that the evil thus pointed out by the
Commissioners of Inquiry £1832-36] attracted the notice
of the House of Commons. « « e

The Commissioners of Inquiry said in 1836, 'The
question as to the general principles of distribution
requires the most serious consideration, and much ad=-
ditional inquiry, and we make, for the present, no
distinct recommendation to Your Majesty.!

|
(=]
>

|
|

Whether that 'most serious consideration' was ever |

given, whether that 'much additional inquiry' was ever

made, I know not; I cannot recollect while I was a mem- |

ber of the Commission anything of the sort, but I think
I have shown sufficient reason for believing that the
wants which the Commissioners pointed out as most
pressing have not been sufficiently attended to, and
that sumgamounting to k10,000 a year have been distri-
buted to places of small population.

I trust this is sufficient to induce your Grace to
recommend a reconsideration of this important subject,
and I shall be ready at any time To confer with your
Grace, and with the Ecclesiast%cal Commissioners, or
with a few of their members.l2

lZBThizg_Report from the Select Committee on the
Ecclesiastical Commission, AppendiXx, Pe 200 .
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The Commissioners replied in a memorandum passed w
at an official meeting of the Ecclesiastical Commission. L
They asked why, if their methods were so grossly inefficient,
Lord John Russell had waited eight or nine years to voice |
his objection. Obviously, they pointed out, numerous
changes in the constitution of the Board had taken place in?

the interval, lost of these changes had been due to death,.

Because of this, it was quite impossible to discover the

motives which had moved their predecessors, but, by using

the minutes of the Board, they felt that they were able to

construct "some sort of an e}q::lana.‘c.i':m.“3'29

Russell, they noted, had objected to the augmenta- H
tion of benefices containing less than 2,000 persons, thus F
charging neglect of the larger, needy parishes. He had
illustrated what he considered this misdirection of funds
by the Commissioners, using as his example the sequestered
canonries of Westminster, The Commissioners replied:

. « o« With reference to this illustration, it may
be sufficient to observe that the principle of applying
the funds derived from a particular cathedral or
collegiate church to endowment of churches within the
town or diocese in which it was situated was distinctly|
negatived by the Legislature. Unless therefore, it can
be shown that the parishes within Westminster and Lon- |
don were in a situation to admit of augmentation from
the Commissioners, and that augmentation was refused,_ _/
no further observation on the point can be necessary.l3®

If the Commissioners had exceeded their authority, the rEpl¥

!
1291bid., pp. 207-210. |

lBOIbid., pp. 207-208.,
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continued, in the augmentation of smaller parisﬂes, the
amount expended could only be an annual £1,569 out of a tot=
al annual expenditure for augmentation of &45,805. The !
augmentation of the incomes of the smaller parishes, the
reply concluded, was required by law in the Act 3 & L Vict. |
¢s 104, that is the section of that Act applying to local
claimsolBl
The problem of the 1850's was quite clear. There

was an insufficient amount of money in the Common Fund. As

the Common Fund grew, applications from populous parishes

throughout England mounted. Thus, from sequestered canon=- |
ries and excess property of the episcopacy, the Common Fund
inereased from £5,000 in 1856 to £18,000 in 1857 to

£57,000 (c.) in 1858,132 but the applications mounted with |
equal rapidity. 1856 saw over 3,000 applications for aug-

mt.anta‘cican.:l'33 Naturally all of these requests could not be

lBlSee above, Chapter III, p. 118,

13240use of Commons, Sessional Papers, Twelfth
General Report, p. 115. See also, Third General Report
from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners (London, 1851); |
Fourth General Report from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners |
(Tondon, 1852); Fifth General Report from the Ecclesiasti-
cal Commissioners for England (London, 1853); Sixth General |
Report from the Bcclesiastical Commissioners for England
(Condon, 1854); Seventh General Heport from the Ecclesiasti- |
cal Commissioners for England (London, 1855); Eighth General |
Report from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners for England |
ngndon, 1856); Ninth General Report from the Ecclesiasti- |
cal Commissioners for England (London, 1857); and Tenth “
General Report from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners for I

England (London, 1858).

133gighth General Report.
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met, and furthermore the Commissioners required time to :

assure themselves of the validity of the request,

An example of the difficulties arising from the in-
adequacy of the Common Fund in comparison to the demands
made on it can be seen in the correspondence between the
Ecclesiastical Commissioners and the Duke of Northumberland,
The Duke offered to give £5,000 annually for four years forn
the augmentation of populous parishes in Northumberland and|

Durham if his donation were matched by the Ecclesiastical

Commissioners. The Commissioners had reluctantly to refuse

on the grounds of insufficient funds, for such a donation |
Il

on their part would have meant that parishes over the h

!
rest of England could not have been augmented.lBh The Duke

|
then proposed that he donate a flat k16,000 for augmenta- |

tion of the parishes in which he was interested if the
Commissioners would accept a loan from him of an equal r
amount at the usual rate of interest, to be applied to the

same purpose. This proposal too had to be refused. The

Commissioners pointed out that they had already incurred a |

debt of 600,000 to the Queen Anne's Bounty Board, and

they did not wish to incur any further debts.135 |

This offer did, however suggest to the Ecclesiasti-

cal Commissioners a method of augmentation which would in-

crease the amount of funds for augmentation at their dis=- !

Hf
1

131I'Thi::-d Report from the Select Committee on the
Ecclesiastical Commission, AppendiX, PP. 211-212, :

1351bid., pp. 213-21k.

|
r

|
4
I
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posal, i.e., the requirement of a donation of an equal_

amount to that donated by the Commissioners, In 1856 they

approved the following memorial:

First, that the resolutions of 1844 be rescinded.

Second, that except as to local claims on tithe,
which will be dealt with as heretofore, each grant
shall consist of a capital sum, to be invested in such
manner as in each case may appear most expedient. . . «

Fourth, that the maximum grant to any one benefice
shall not exceed %600,

Fifth, that priority be given to those benefices -
or districts where the population exceeds 2,000 souls,
and the income of the incumbent is below Llé

Sixth, that selecting cases coming within the fore-

going resolutions, regard be had not only to the popu-
lation of the parish, the smallness of the endowment
but also to the amount of the benefaction offered.l36

This new system had the advantage of doubling the

amount available for augmentation, the non-ecclesiastical

benefaction accounting for more than half of the grant.

Between the years 1856 and 1864, L410,000 was appropriated

from the Common Fund for this purpose. An extra 50,000

was appropriated from the Common Fund to endow poor, popu-

lous parishes where no equivalent grant was available.

The system of augmentation growing out of these

resolutions had distinct disadvantages. 1t permitted the

the individual incumbents to control the endowment of their

O per annum,

136House of Commons, Sessional Papers, Select

Committee Appointed to Inquire into the present State of

tl

—

he Bcclesiastical Commission, and to Report to the House

Wi

tageously a

hether the Bcclesiastical Revenues cannot
inistered for the Interests of the Church than{

be more advan-

they are at present (London, 1862), p. 309
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parishes. Control by the Ecclesiastical Commissioners
could only be exercised upon avoidance., It further favor-‘
ed those parishes which could provide benefactions, and in M
many cases the very parishes most in need of augmentation
were the parishes unable to provide the necessary benefac- |
tion., Wealthy parishoners interests centered about their
own parishes, not the parishes in the poorest section of

the metropolitan areas.

Nevertheless, under this system of augmentation, |
the Common Fund continued to grow.137 By 1864 the Com-
missioners could expect an annual £100,000 for augmenta-

138 and the problem of augmentation, as well as the

tion,
objections to the methods of the Commissioners decreased
proportionally. A Select Committee to inquire into the
state of the Ecclesiastical Commission met in 1863, but the

objections of the Committee to the Commission had changed

radically in character. The problems of the lessees has
been solved. The methods of augmentation accepted. How- |

ever, the report of the Select Committee was not favorable.

1374ouse of Commons, Sessional Papers, Eleventh
General Report from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners for |
England (London, 1859); Iwelfth General Report from the |
Ecclesiastical Commissioners for England (London, 1806U); L
Thirteenth General Report from the Ecclesiastical Commis-
sioners for England (London, 180l); Fourteenth General
Report from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners for England I
(London, 1862); Fifteenth General Heport from the Ecclesi- |
astical Commissioners for England (London, 1863); Sixteenth|
General Report from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners for |

England (London, 1864); and Seventeenth General Report frgm;
the Bcclesiastical Commissioners for England (London, 1865),

|
138Report of Estates Committee, 1864, p. 116,

— e — f}
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They stated that "the Ecclesiastical Commission, as at = |

present constituted, is objectionable."l39 But the criti-

cism was primarily on the grounds of efficiency of opera- |
tion rather than method of augmentation. They stated: “

That, independently of the political objections to |
such a concentration of property, this system (of manage
ment ] unavoidably consumes a considerable part of the |
revenues of the Church in the expenses of valuing and |
revaluing lands and tithes, in compensations to officers
superseded, and in the maintenance of a large establish—
ment of secretaries and clerks. Your Committee beg to
refer to the 12th Resolution of the Committss of this
House in 1856, viz., "that the present system of manage-
ment by the agents of the Church Estates Commission |
should be reconsidered with a view to its greater |
efficiency and a possible diminution of expense,™ and
to the evidence now taken before your Committee, show- i
ing that the system of management still continues to
be unnecessarily expensive; and your Committee are of |
opinion that this excessive expenditure is to be at- ‘
tributed in some degree to the fact that estates so
widely dispersed, are placed under the management of r
one corporation.i

The recommendations of the Select Committee of 1863 |
were not followed, and no legislation enacted. The objec- i
tions to the methods of accounting used by the Commissioneré
were met by the curt reply that they were standard, and the
Ecclesiastical Commissioners assumed that the Select Com-
mittee was not made up of accountants.lhl |

In fact, the following year saw steps taken by the

Ecclesiastical Commissioners to increase rather than de-

139Report of Select Committee appointed to Inguire
into the present otate of the Ecclesiastical Commission,

1863, p. iii. |
1401pig, |
1blpevort of Estates Committee, 1864, p. 117. H
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_{

crease the control of the Commissioners over property. |

Hitherto the Commissioners, at least for the past eight

years, had endowed parishes. The new, and definitive regu—‘

lations stated: ﬁ

First, to make one further appropriation in capital'
sums to the extent of £100,000 to meet benefactions at |
least equal value, in accordance with their published
rulesl L . L |

Second, to meet all local claims arising in respect
of the Durham Bishopric Estates [recently commuted by |
the Estates Committee Jand part of those arising in |
respect of the York Archbishopric Estates. {Also
commuted,]

Third, to augment unconditionally to L300 a year |
the income of every benefice in public patronage, the i
population of which was by the Census of 1861 not less
than 8,000 persons.

Fourth, to augment the income of every benefice in
private patronage having a like population to a like
amount of &300 a year, on condition that one-half of
the sum required to effect such augmentations be pro-
vided from non-ecclesiastical sources., |

Fifth, to appropriate the sum of £3,000 per annum
and LZ,OOé a year to the building and endowment of new |
churches in districts whose population is not less than

)ﬁs,ooo.laz |

It was estimated that this project would cost !
L700;OOO altogether.lhB Between the years 1865 and 1880 H
the Ecclesiastical Commissioners implemented these recommepj
dations.l** By 1880, they could boast that all incumbents,

regardless of patronage, received a minimum of 5300 per

142y5use of Commons, Sessional Papers, Seventeenth
General Report from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners for |

England (London, 18065).
1431bid. |

lhhyouse of Commons, Sessional Papers, Eighteenth




201

annum, and they coulé_égifideﬁtly look forward tg_incréésihé"

the minimum to an annual LAOO.145

| Between 1830 and 1880, then, the finances of the
Church of England had been reorganized. The change was |
dramatic. In 1830 the estates of the various dignitaries;
poorly organized and inefficiently administered, were com-
pletely under the control of the dignitaries themselves,
either sole or corporate. The leases of these estates, the |
chief source of their revenues were by and large beneficial,

and the income derived from them, inadequate. The attacks

of the pamphleteers and a growing pressure of population

General Report from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners for
England (London, 1866); Nineteenth General Report from the |
Ecclesiastical Commissioners for England (London, 1867); ,
Twentieth General Report from the Ecclesiastical Commis-
sioners for England (London, 1868); Twenty-first General
Report from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners for England I
(London, 1869); Twenty-second General Report from the Eccle-
siastical Commissioners for England (London, 1870); Twenty- |
third General Report from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners
for England (Londin, 1871); Iwenty-fourth General Report
from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners for England (London, |
1372); Twenty=-fifth General Report from the Ecclesiastical |
Commissioners for England (London, 1873); Twenty-sixth
General Report from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners for
England (London, 1874); Twenty-seventh General Heport from
the Ecclesiastical Commissioners for England (London, 1875) 3
Twenty-eighth General Report from the Ecclesiastical Com- |
missioners for England (London, 1870); Twenty-ninth General |
Report from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners for England
(Condon, 1877); Thirtieth General Report from the Ecclesi- |
astical Commissioners for England (London, 1878); Thirty- ‘
first General Report from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners |

for England (London, 1879); Thirty-second General Keport
from the BEcclesiastical Commissioners for England (London, |

18807,

LoHouse of Commons, Sessional Papers, Thirty- |
Second General Report from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners

for England (London, 1880),
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forced the creation by Parliament of the Ecclesiastical
Commission, a national body created to deal with the pro-

|
|
blems of the Church over England generally. This was the W
first, halting step in the reorganization of the finances ’

of the Church. The Commission, at first was only empowered

to distribute the surplus income, over their statutory
limit, that the bishops received. With the passage of the
Cathedral Act in 1840 however, the role of the Commission |
changed radically, for their functions were increased to I
include the permanent possession of the land formerly be-
longing to the sequestered stalls. They thus became a

perpetual corporation owning and leasing property. In 1850,

1851 these powers were extended. The Estates Committee was

created. It was empowered to accept the entire estates of

the dignitaries for the purpose of its reorganization. The

Estates Committee received these estates, enfranchised much
|

of the property, and with the proceeds,purchased leases |
and land, thus bringing the property in hand. The land was
again leased, but this time not at the previous beneficial H
rate, but rather according to contemporary values. Estates

were then returned to the dignitary, the income from which

was approximately equivalent to his statutory income. If
there were a surplus, as there often was, these lands be- w

came the property of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners. This

process of enfranchisement and re-endowment was completed W

by 18800 |
Between 1830 and 1880 the story of the change in |

|
I
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augmenting poor, populous parishes, and the creation of new |
parishes is equally dramatic. In 1830 the augmentation of |
these parishes was primarily in the hands of the compara=- |
tively wealthy ecclesiastical corporations, who confined
their charitable activities to their own dioceses. Over
the whole of England the inefficient anachronistic Bounty
Board, Tenths Board and Queen Anne's Bounty Board attempted
to supplement the income of poor incumbents. This work was
supplemented by the Church Building Commission, which fi-
nanced the construction of new buildings.

The funds at the disposal of these bodies were
limited, totally inadequate to needs of the growing popu-
lation of England. The Cathedral Act of 1840 provided the
Ecciesiastical Commission with the funds from the sequeste-
red stalls for this purpose; but, as the income from this
source was not available until the avoidance of the stall,
the revenue was slow to materialize. To supplement this,
the Bounty Board was reorganized along more efficient lines

and the Board agreed in 1843 to loan 600,000, to the 3

Ecclesiastical Commissioners, the interest from which was
permanently assigned to poor, populous parishes, The en- f

tire property of the Commissioners constituted the security

|
for the mortgage. I
At the assignment of these funds, the Commissioners‘

o
received, in 1850, the surplus property from the reorganized

estates of the Church dignitaries. Realizing the degree of“

spiritual destitution and the insufficiency of their funds,h
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the Commissioners in 1856 determined to endow parishes with
capital sum, but only if their endowment were met by pri-
vate benefaction., This policy was continued until 1864
when need alone was made the criterigfaf benefaction. By |
1880, by the judicious control of the funds at their dis-
posal the commissioners could boast that the minimum annual
income of English incumbents had been raised to £300, |
Clearly then, by 1880, both in the administration

and the disbursement of Church funds, a revolution had been

effected.
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AVERAGE REVENUES OF THE ARCHIEPISCOPAL AND EPISCOPAL
SEES IN ENGLAND AND WALES, 1820-1830

SEE GROSS
Canterbury I—.'22,216
York 13,798
St. Asaph 7,408
Bangor 6,580
Bath and Wells 5,770
Bristol 3,032
Carlisle 2,585
Chester 3,951
Chichester k,375
St. David's 2,490
Durham 21,991
Ely 12,627
Exeter E: 9 8 Oy
Gloucester 2,406
Hereford 3,090
Lichfield and Coventry Ly375
Lincoln &3 913
Llandaff 1,008
London 15,133
Norwich 5,696
Oxford 3,106

NET

o

19,
12,
6,
by
g
2y
%
3,
by
1,
19,
11,
2!
2!
2
3,
by

13,
5
2y

182
629
301
461
946
351
213
261
229
897
066
105
713
282
516
923
542
924
929
395
648
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SEE
Peterborough
Rochester
Salisbury
Winchester
Worcester

Sodor and Man

GROSS NET
5 £
3,518 3,103
1,523 1,459
L, 145 3,939
12,107 11,151
6,916 6,569
24025 24529
TOTAL £181,631 £160,292
AVERAGE 16,727 L5,936
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AVERAGE REVENUES OF ECCLESIASTICAL CORPORATIONS
AGGREGATE, 1820-1830

St. Asaph 1,?62
Bangor No revenues as a corporate body

Bristol L,820
Canterbury 21,551
Carlisle 6,443
Chester 2,135
Chichester 5,361
Chichester (College of Vicars Choral) 247
St. David's 1,855
St. David's (Subchanter and Vicars Choral) 591
Durham 35,071
Ely 8,651
Exeter 10,438

Exeter (Custos and College of Vicars Choral) 91L

Gloucester 5,407
Hereford Ly 4,26
Hereford (Custos and Vicars Choral) 1,436
Lichfield 1,638
Lichfield (Subchanter and Vicars Choral) 804
Lincoln 7,692
Lincoln (Provost and Senior Vicars Choral) 115 |
Llandaff 815 i
Norwich 7,811
Oxford, Ehr&gg §E$€§gﬁ)(lncludes operation 25 99
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St. Paul's, London

St. Paul's, London (Warden and Minor Canons)
Peterborough

Rochester

Salisbury

Salisbury (The Procurator and Commonalty of
Vicars)

Wells

Wells (College of Priest-Vicars)
Winchester

Worcester

York

York (Subchanter and Vicars Choral)
Brecon No revenues as a corporate body
Manchester

Middleham

Ripon

Southwell

Westminster (including school)
Windsor

Wolverhampton

L
11,140

155
6,357
7,178
3,176

137
8,378
337
15,573
12,088
1,788
665

I, 650
466
804

2,211

30,145
22,475
641

L2815, 241




APPENDIX C

AVERAGE SCALE OF INCOMES OF INCUMBENTS
1820-1830

211




' SCALE OF INCOMES OF INCUMBENTS, 1820-1830

Total No o

Benefices

Returned to

Commissioners

Exclusive of

Sinecure Under &50- E100- £150~

Diocese Rectories £50 100 150 200

|St. Asaph 131 1 19 21 12
Bangor 123 2 29 13 17
|
Bath and Wells L28 12 L7 57 81
Bristol 252 5 25 29 36
Canterbury 339 6 25 57 L7
|Carlisle 124 L L5 25 18
(Chester 630 19 167 180 59
Chichester 265 2 28 33 59
St. David's 4,01 i i 125 119 52
Durham 192 3 38 29 19
Ely 146 2 25 20 2L
Exeter 610 7 50 90 101
Gloucester 283 1l L7 40 29
Hereford 318 12 L3 L2 L8
Lichfield and
. Coventry 609 22 145 97 6l
Lincoln 1249 LO 178 168 170
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SCALE OF INCOMES OF INCUMBENTS, 1820-1830 J

Continued

| |
£200- §300- E4O0- L500- L700- 51000- L1500 L2000- Over
300 LOO 500 700 1000 1500 2000 L0O0O E4OOO |

37 21 5 7 5 1 S i
23 16 11 8 L i oy e -t
101 57 37 25 i § - S - 54
53 41 25 17 10 2 ot e geia b
65 53 30 30 19 5 5 1 -
15 7 3 6 1 - = £ -
83 30 19 29 21 12 7 i 5y e
52 41 16 16 14 3 . s e
3% 18 6 i - i — s, i
36 15 10 20 6 3 2 1% |
34 11 10 T A 6 1 1 1*1
138 89 6L 46 2L 2 i o~ = |
51 42 28 2L 7 3 - - o |
69 Ll 18 26 14 2 - -- ——
104 73 33 40 18 7 3 3 -
255 163 88 109 .55 13 3 1 —

%*The rectory of Stanhope, (in the county of Nor- |
thumberland, diocese of Durham), of the net annual value

of &4,843.

*%The rectory of Doddington, (in the county of Cam-
bridge, Diocese of Ely), of the net annual value of L7,306.

==
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Total No,
Benefices

Returned to
Commissioners
Exclusive of

l SCALE OF INCOMES OF INCUMBENTS, 1820-1830

! Diocese gigﬁg?igs Ugggr Lfga Ligg- L%gg_
}Llandaff 192 8 146 36 32
London 634 7 36 Ll 61
Norwich 1021 29 110 125 115
Pxford 196 6 30 37 30
Peterborough 293 2 20 32 38
Rochester oL - 2 L L
Salisbury 396 8 2L L5 L8
Winchester 417 17 L2 L6 L1
Worcester 223 5 29 32 30
York 889 L9 191 191 109
Sodor and Man 23 & 12 L -
TOTAL 10,478 297 1,629 1,602 1,354

f
i
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SCALE OF INCOMES OF INCUMBENTS, 1820-1830

Continued

£200- &300- ELO00- L500- L700- L1000~ L1500- £2000- Over
-300 400 500 700 1000 1500 2000 4000 E4000

33 14 9 L _— s = MNP -
126 101 88 87 L5 19 8 2 -
195 143 108 115 g1 L3 1 ; (R

33 28 13 10 8 1 - = -

66 58 35 26 14 2 e pr 20

18 18 10 17 11 2 - g -

92 69 49 38 19 L - e A

65 70 49 51 2L 10 i | yl -

48 25 13 19 P g st N e g LR
136 it 4 Ll 55 31 12 L =8 e

3 2 - - 1 - - - e

1,979 1,326 830 843 L34 134 32 16 2
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CLASSIFICATION OF THE PATRONAGE OF THE BENEFICES
IN ENGLAND AND WALES, 1830

Archbishops Deans, Chapters
and Ecclezggstical
Corporations
Crown Bishops Aggregate
St. Asaph 2 120 -
Bangor 6 78 1
Bath and Wells 21 29 39
Bristol 12 15 11
Canterbury 18 148 36
Carlisle L 20 27
Chester 26 34 34
Chichester 19 31 21
St. David's 63 - 102 16
Durham 12 L5 36
Ely 2 31 21
| Exeter 63 Lk 69
Gloucester 29 30 35
Hereford 26 36 26
Lichfield and
Coventry 53 18 10
Lincoln 156 73 63
Llandaff 14 6 28
London 75 86 58
Norwich 95 85 L7
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CLASSIFICATION OF THE PATRONAGE OF THE BENEFICES

IN ENGLAND AND WALES, 1830

Continued h
|
Digni:gries Unégffgézges Private Municipal
e e |
Sole* Ecclesiastical Owners  Corporations “
2 j 19 =
7 3 29 = |
103 23 224 A .
42 14 159 10 |
36 14 87 2 ;
19 3 54 - |
227 13 299 6
4L9 17 130 - i
61 12 159 - !:
28 L 66 = |
13 46 39 o !
117 LL 309 > 1
LO 26 113 3
54 11 179 -
122 6 391 5 I
177 102 688 o
19 1 118 —— |
105 68 _77 -- {
12k 86 596 i3 ‘

* Including Rectors and Vicars.
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CLASSIFICATION OF THE PATRONAGE OF THE BENEFICES
IN ENGLAND AND WALES, 1830

Archbishops Deans, Chapters
| and Ecclegggstical
Corporations
Crown Bishops Aggregate
Oxford 12 13 22
Peterborough 31 18 12
Rochester 10 15 i e 4
| Salisbury 35 39 Ly
i?T.ﬂJ'J‘.nches'(‘.er' 30 53 15
P Worcester 20 14 38
| York 103 57 61
ﬂ Sodor and Man 15 8 -
|
|
TOTAL 952 1,248 787
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CLASSIFICATION OF THE PATRONAGE OF THE BENEFICES

IN ENGLAND AND WALES, 1830

Continued
Dignitaries Universities Private Municipal
and Colleges
Ecclesiastical Hospitals
Corporations Not
Sole¥* Ecclesiastical Owners Corporations
16 59 78 — |
40 32 171 - |
8 L L oo I
67 60 154 A |
79 53 197 -- |
39 15 98 -
257 33 397 5
e - 1 e
% Including Rectors and Vicars.
ll
1,851 T2k 5,096 53 |
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APPENDIX E

MODE OF LEASING LAND BY THE VARIOUS ARCHIEPISCOPAL AND
EPISCOPAL SEES IN ENGLAND AND WALES, 1840
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MODE OF LEASING LAND BY THE VARIOUS ARCHIEPISCOPAL AND
EPISCOPAL SEES IN ENGLAND AND WALES, 1840

Yearly Number of Leases Yearly Amount of
Average Fines in Respect
Diocese Fine Subsisting of Leases

On Lives For Terms On Lives For Terms

Canterbury & 6,636 2L 232 £ 624, £ 6,012
York 9,405 127 136 L,572 4,833
St. Asaph 330 6 L7 37 293
Bangor 547 30 29 199 348
Bath and Wells 3,191 789 10 3,151 40
Bristol 1,534 16 3 1,291 243
Carlisle 872 81 58 508 364
Chester 2,100 34 2 1,984 116
Chichester 2,011 69 34 1,342 669 |
St. David's 214 25 36 80 134
Durham 8,746 290 315 192 4,55k |
Ely 9,380 8L 65 5,285 4,095
Exeter 660 57 9 570 90
Gloucester 1,606 102 32 1,222 384
Hereford 1,013 83 39 689 324 |
Lichfield 7y 23 22 395 378
Lincoln 2,320 34 20 1,460 860
Llandaff 7, L 11 19 54
London 6,475 86 73 3,500 2,975
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MODE OF LEASING LAND BY THE VARIOUS ARCHIEPISCOPAL AND
EPISCOPAL SEES IN ENGLAND AND WALES, 1840
Continued

Yearly Number of Leases Yearly Amount of
Average Fines in Respect
Diocese Fine Subsisting of Leases

On Lives For Terms On Lives For Terms

Norwich L 3,552 43 53 L 1,500 & 1,960
Oxford 1,519 43 3 1,420 99
Peterborough 1,622 22 38 594 1,028
Rochester 613 18 2 522 61
Salisbury 990 17 6 732 285
Winchester 5,451 169 56 L, 09 1,357
Worcester 3,179 483 5 3,146 33

TOTAL 874,812 2,559 1,336 B43,249 831,563
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APPENDIX F

MODE OF LEASING LAND BY THE VARIOUS ECCLESIASTICAL
CORPORATIONS AGGREGATE, 1840
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MODE OF LEASING LAND BY THE VARIOUS ECCLESIASTICAL
CORPORATIONS AGGREGATE, 1840

Yearly Number of Leases

Yearly Amount of

Average Fines in Respect
Chapter Fine Subsisting of Leases

On Lives For Terms On Lives For Terms

Carlisle 5 3,532 -- 272 B -- & 3,532
Chester 906 - L5 - 906
Ely ey B68 ow 131 - I, 868
Exeter 6,207 126 430 477 5,730
Gloucester 3,584 L 339 - 3,584
Lichfield 810 12 58 -- 810
St. Paul's 3,908 15 L¥? — 3,908
Llandaff 772 - 29 e 772
Peterborough 3,134 f 57 224 2,910
Rochester 4,220 2 194 - 4,220
Wells 8,452 222 41 7,481 971
Westminster 14,754 34 624 1,570 13,184
Winchester 7,291 - 190 - 75291
Windsor 11,421 - 210 - 11,421
Worcester 4,211 36 286 Li7 3,764
York 5,002 113 51 3,375 1,627
TOTAL £83,092 592 3,134 813,59 £69,498
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APPENDIX G
GENERAL SUMMARY OF TITHE RENT-CHARGES, 1848

iﬁ N
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APPENDIX H

COMPARISON OF NUMBER OF BENEFICES TO POPULATION IN
ENGLAND AND WALES, IN 1835 AND 1851
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APPENDIX I

GROSS ANNUAL INCOME OF THE ARCHIEPISCOPAL AND
EPISCOPAL SEES IN ENGLAND AND WALES,
1830-1850
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¥

GROSS ANNUAL INCOME OF THE ARCHIEPISCOPAL AND
EPISCOPAL SEES IN ENGLAND AND WALES,1830-1850

3paid to the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, 1837-
1850, £11,200 annually.

Canterburyl York? London Durham’ Winchester |
b - L L 4 I
1830 20,110 23,518 14,599 21,499 10,924 |
1831 26,691 9,667 8,708 23,079 14,515 |
1832 28,574 10,865 14,82, 24,88 9,199 |
1833 30,883 10,994 19,577 23,723 12,264 f
1834 21,98L 13,048 12,330 37,439 9,506 f
1835 20,839 11,592 12,906 19,387 10,797, |
1837 23,307 13,988 15,754 19,577 12,012
1838 27,702 12,519 15,208 28,756 9,224
1839 29,980 10,349 12,793 23,745 9,580 J
1840 32,719 10,366 12,429 29,806 16,283 |
1841 31,822 13,208 1&,hk2k 37,161 12,290 |
1842 22,801 22,241 21,248 23,346 11,211 i
1843 27,705 20,141 13,519 22,416 11,599 ﬁ
1844 25,353 16,294 14,390 24,558 10,140
1845 25,957 17,499 14,922 22,366 19,383
1846 40,633 19,305 17,649 27,031 11,793
1847 39,892 10,722 13,879 39,108 9,319
1848 30,053 1972 22z 352k 1,33
1849  27,32h 19,217 18,974 20,755 10,792 |
1850 21,959 8,569 19,895 38,619 28,388 L
. , lpaid to the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, 1849, ﬂ
,700; 1850, 5,043, |
2Paid to the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, 1850, ﬁ
£3,750, j
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~ 1830
1831
1832
1833
1834
11835
1837
1838
1839
1840
1841
1842
1843
1844
1845
1846
1847
1848
1849
11850

GROSS ANNUAL INCOME OF THE ARCHIEPISCOPAL AND
EPISCOPAL SEES IN ENGLAND AND WALES,1830-1850

St. Asaph
-

7,269
6,593
7,396
6,907
6,135
7,203
8,387
8,008
9,226
8,510
7,252
9,288
g,08L
8,402
9,748
7,020
7,201
7,250
7,687
6,355

Bangor
-
7,164

5,985
6,438
5,473
5,581
5,535
6,7k
9,117
9,191
8,187
7,447
6,676
7,467
6,265
6,112
7,647
6,003
5,541
6,324
6,163

Bath &

Wells
&
6,482

5,430
74551
5,582
5,951
6,411
6,537
7,193
7,280
6,304
6,420
Vi (9
k4,567
5,795
7,163
L, 547
5,187
8,803
6,180
6,971

Bristo
L
1,674

5,389
25541
2,643

14
-
1,598

1,720
2,382
1,829
8,369
1,023
3,806
3,372
2,838
2,911
7,962
2,922
2,476
6,340
3,037
2,565
2,685
4,580
3,558
Ly 324

Carlislei

4pristol was united with Gloucester in 1837. See

Gloucester and Bristol after this period.
indicates that the income for that year 1is not

The

mark =--
available,

e



GROSS ANNUAL INCOME OF THE ARCHIEPISCOPAL AND
EPISCOPAL SEES IN ENGLAND AND WALES,1830-1850

Chester? Chichester® St, David's? Ely® Exete®

= B L 5 b
1830 1,682 3,342 3,360 19,583 2,581 |
1831 1,590 2,972 2,717 12,138 2,223 ﬁ
1832 3,150 4,206 Ly332 6,519 3,956 ﬁ
1833 1,831 4,073 5,619 11,312 3,062;
1834 3,587 3,739 3,185 12,138 2,445 !
11835 2,918 35331 3,379 5,019 2,022i
1837 1,695 4,913 4y 510 8,290 - |
1838 L4390 2,956 2,360 11,036 e
1839 8,016 2,822 L,126 9,893  ---
1840 1,901 Ly 133 3,302 14,738 --- |
18,1 1,894 3,913 4,108 6,495  =-- i
1842 3,343 8,220 L4 4,90 10,403 -— E
1843 1,893 5,888 3,199 6,486 — }
184, 3,361 by 471 7,182 13,785 2,59 |
1845 5,099 4,735 7,000 7,625 1,396

Received from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners,
1848, B£550; 1849, B1,100; 1850, £1,100, |

Oreceived from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners,
1844-1850, £650 annuallye.

TReceived from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners,
1844-1850, £1,600 annually.

8paid to the Ecclesiastical Commissioners6 1841,
£2,500; 1845, B1,140; 1848, E4,000; 1850, &3,000.

9The mark --- indicates that the income for that
year is not available, “

e

g 1
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GROSS ANNUAL INCOME OF THE ARCHIEPISCOPAL AND
EPISCOPAL SEES IN ENGLAND AND WALES,1830-1850
Continued

Ghester5 Ch:i.cl'wzster"6 Ste. David's7 Elys Exet.er9

L L L L L
1846 1,925 3,244 8,041 5,947 1,635
1847 9,416 5,161 5,834 10,435 1,510
1848 2,155 3,706 5,27k 8,822 3,093
1849 3,402 5,687 5,577 9,223 1,499
1850 2,725 5,319 5,029 L,223 1,919

5Received from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners,
1848, &550; 1849, £1,100; 1850, £1,100.

OReceived from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners,
1844-1850, £650 annuallye

7TReceived from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners,
1844-1850, &1,600 annually.

8paid to the Ecclesiastical Commissioners 184,
12,500; 1845, B1,140; 1848, Bk,000; 1850, £3,000.

9The mark --- indicates that the income for that
year is not available.
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GROSS ANNUAL INCOME OF THE ARCHIEPISCOPAL AND |
EPISCOPAL SEES IN ENGLAND AND WALES,1830-1850
Gloucester
& Bristoll0 Hereford  Lichfieldll Lincoln
& 'S b 5 |
1830 1,938 3,168 L, 280 L, 350
1831 2,82l 3,395 ey 781 5,887
1832 3,252 2,643 4,656 3,279
1833 1,267 3,872 5,482 3,508 '
1834 2,765 3,504 4,138 3,401 :.J
1835 1,829 2,737 L,383 4,159
1837 54221 2,739 - 2,980
1838 9,527 1,919 -—— 9,685
|
1839 6, 5&'9 5’ 537 S 5,329 ‘
8w 5,837 by 515 - 419 |
1851 8,013 5,918 -y 7,539 |
1842 6,509 3,201 e 7,047
1843 2,226 by 577 --- 5,610
1844 3,701 5,738 5,047 L,229
1845 3,695 5,564 5,867 5,203 |
1846 7,886 5,929 4,977 3,896 H
1847 3,189 12,808 L,991 3,954 !
1848 - 6,260 5,493 4,709 L,9L7 |
1849 4,699 2,998 4,709 3,926
1850 4,170 L, 468 6,034 4,961 |
10gristol was united with Gloucester in 1837. See |
Gloucester and Bristol after this period. The mark --- |
Indicates that the income for that year 1S not available, !
11The mark --- indicates that the income for that |
year is not available.
|
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- S
1830 ——

1831 -
1832 1,738
1833 1,217
1834 2,480

~ [1835 1,007

1837 796
1838 875
1839 666
1840 687
1841 1,505
1842 1,736
1843 890
1844 1,484

I.latnt:!.r:;.fi‘l2 Manche stert?

GROSS ANNUAL INCOME OF THE ARCHIEPISCOPAL AND
EPISCOPAL SEES IN ENGLAND AND WALES,1830-1850

Peter-
Norwichl¥ Oxfordl?® borougl'ﬂ‘ef

- £ L
6,067 2,451 3,664
4,880 4,388 4,186
5,060 1,041 7,712
4,122 1,293 2, Ll
3,438 1,042 1,634
3,909 1,064 3,630
5,295 2,599 2,897
5201 1,328 3,326
5,766 1,60L 7,01k
5,286 1,545 3,606
3,816 1,64k 2,279
5,920 5,700 1,644
8,765 1,778 2,944

--- --- 5,453

i
|l
|

1850, &3,150,

1848, B2,550; 1849, E4,200;
year is not available,

year is not available,

1844-1850, £1,150 annually.

12Received from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners,

13Endowment from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners,

1850, &k,200,

lhrhe mark --- indicates that the income for that
15The mark --- indicates that the income for that

16geceived from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners,

e — —
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GROSS ANNUAL INCOME OF THE ARCHIEPISCOPAL AND
EPISCOPAL SEES IN ENGLAND AND WALES,1830-1850

Continued ,

Llandaff'? Manchester™ Norwichl¥ Oxfordl? ggggﬁg&é

L i L L L ”

18L5 622 S, p— 5,131 |

1846 790 - --- 8,471 |

1847 2,707 b s 6,749 q
1848 647 2,550 -—- -— 3,157
1849 193 4,200 - -—- 3,655
1850 4,398 L, 200 -— --- by 456

12geceived from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners,
1850, &3,150.

13gndowment from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners,
1848, £2,550; 1849, B4,200; 1850, k4,200,

14The mark --- indicates that the income for that
year is not available.,

157he mark --- indicates that the income for that |
year is not available.

16geceived from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners,
1844-1850, 81,150 annuallye.

2Lk




GROSS ANNUAL INCOME OF THE ARCHIEPISCOPAL AND |
EPISCOPAL SEES IN ENGLAND AND WALES,1830-1850 |

Riponl?  RochesterlS Salisbury Wbrcesterlgi
- L L L |
1830 962 2,812 7,781
1831 962 3,108 7,537 |
1832 3,540 12,881 11,418 1
1833 4, 88L 6,909 8,602 |
1834 3,812 10,825 6,503 ﬂ
1835 - 3,099 1993
1837 1,348 1,489 3,352 6,313
1838 3,577 1,59, 6,698 6,995 L
1839 2,665 1,239 3,804 15,937
1840 6,288 1,254 3,664 8,649 |
1841 1,941 1,117 17,661 T2479
1842 2,217 1,802 7,091 L,799 !
1843 2,721 1,102 12,879 74294 |
1844 3,698 768 8,121 8,820
17Estates transferred from the sees of Durham and
York. Received from the Ecclesiastical Gommissionersiy.

1844-1847, 2,200 annually; 1848-1850, £2,700 annual

18Received from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners,
1846, E1,875; 1847-1850, £3,750 annually.

19paid to the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, 1845,
13,687; 1846, L1,552; 1847, B1,552; 1848, L776; 1849,
£7,682; 1850, £1,100,
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GROSS ANNUAL INCOME OF THE ARCHIEPISCOPAL AND
EPISCOPAL SEES IN ENGLAND AND WALES,1830-1850

Continued

Ripon17 Rochestert® Salisbury Worcesterlgi
L L L L |

1845 5,516 996 6,414 L2723

1846 by755 3,673 5,450 8,131
1847 6,629 6,730 2,965 6,310 |
1848 3,939 6,60k 9,914 11,623 |
1849 Ly k17 4,607 6,386 12,813 |
1850 Ly 770 k,607 6,128 5,630 |

=

!

17Estates transferred from the sees of Durham and
York., Received from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners
18441847, £2,200 annually; 1848-1850, 52,700 annually.

18Received from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners,
1846, £1,875; 1847-1850, £3,750 annually.

19paid to the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, 1845,
&3,687; 1846, E1,552; 1847, B1,552; 1848, B776; 1849
L7,682; 1850, k1,100,
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MAP OF ENGLAND SHOWING THE DIOCESES IN 1835
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Second Report of the Commissioners appointed to;gsnsider
the stat? of the Established Church in England and .
Wales, with reference to Ecclesiastical Revenues; also |

Correspondence thereon, (London, 1836).,

Third Report of the Commissioners appointed to consider the|
state of the Established Church in England and Wales,
with reference to Ecclesiastical Revenues; also Corres-|
pondence thereon. (London, 1836).

Fourth Report of the Commissioners appointed to consider 1
the state of the Established Church in England and

Wales, with reference to Ecclesiastical Revenues; also |
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consider the state of the Established Church in England|
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Minutes of Evidence of the Select Committee appointed to
inquire into the lMode of granting and renewing Leases
of the Lands and other Property of the Bishops, Deans,
and Chapters, and other Ecclesiastical Bodies of l!
England and Wales, and into the probable Amount of any |
increased Value which might be obtained by an improved |
Management, with a due consideration of the Interests |
of the Established Church, and of the present Lessees |
of the Property, and who are empowered to report their |
Opinion. (London, 1838]). |
i
Report of the Select Committee appointed to inquire into W
the Mode of granting and renewing Leases of the Lands
and other Property of the Bishops, Deans, and Chapters,
and other Ecclesiastical Bodies of England and Wales,
And into the probably amount of increased Value which
might be obtained by an improved Management, with a due
consideration of the Interests of the Established
Church, and of the present Lessees of the Property, and
who are empowered to report their opinion, together wifh
the Minutes of hvidence taken before them, to the J

House. (London, 1839). |
Report of the Select Committee appointed to ingu@re @nto |
the Composition and Management of the Ecclesiastica

Commissions for England and Wales, to whom a Petition

s been referred from certain Lessees in Norwell and J
who are empowered to Report the Minutes of Evidence !

taken before them, together with their opinion there-
upon to the House. (London, 1848).
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First Report from Her Majesty's Commissioners appointed
"for thg purpose of inquiring into the present system
S leasing and managing the real roperty of the Church
ig_England and Wales, belonging to the Archbishops, and
Bishops, to the Cathedrals and Collegiate Churches and
to_the several minor corporations ageregate within Ghe
said Cathedrals, and also that vested in the Ecclesias-
tical Commissioners for England; and for consideration
how, and by what system of management. such property |
can be rengered most productive and beneficial to the
said Church, and most conducive to the spiritual wel-
fare of the people, due regard being had to the just {
and reasonable claims of the present holders of such I
property under lease or otherwise:; and also for con- I

g'derin yhether any and what improvement can be made
in the existing law and practice relating to the in-

mes of the said Archbishops and Bishops, and of the
several members of chapters, Hignitaries, and officers

of the said Cathedrals and Collegiate Churches, so as
best to secure to them respectively fixed instead of
fluctuating annual incomes." (London, 1850).

Second Heport of Her Majestv's Commissioners appointed for
the purpose of inquiring into Episcopal and Capitular
Estates and Incomes in kngland and Wales. (London, 1850)

Report by the Lords Committees appointed a Select Committee
to consider of the Episcopal and Capitular Estates
Management Bill; and to report to The House; and to q
whom were referred the following Petitions: ViZ. Of |
Lessees of Church Property, situate in Otley, Newall- |
with-Clifton and Menston, in the West Riding of the |
County of York; of Copyvholders for Lives of Lands and
Houses in the County of Worcester; of John Hoddard of |
Clifton; of Lessees under the Archbishop of York, in
the Manor of Kilburn; of Lessees under the Archbishop
of York, in the Manor of Sutton-under-Whistonecliffe;
of the Dean and Chapter of Lichiield; of Lessees of
Lands, &C., in the Parish of Southward, in the See of
Winchester; of George Grey Rous and John Thomas Henry |
Peter; of Representatives of their several Chapters,
whose names are thereunto subscribed; of George John- |
son, of becleston, near Chester; of Churchwardens of
the Parish of lManchester; of Lessees of Church Property,
whose names are thereunto subscribed; of Ely, wantage |

and Kent; of Canons of the Cathedral and Metropolitical
Church of Crist, canterbury; of the Cathedral Church of
Salisbury: of the Dean and Chapter of Lincoln; of the
Sub-chanter and the Community of Vicars Choral of
Tichfield: of the Cathedral Church of Chichester; of
EE2_EEéE_éE§_gEé2EEEL2E_EEE_EEEIEELQEE_QEEEEE_Qi_EE;

Peter, westminster; of the Chapter of Durham; oif the
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pean and Chapter of Exeter: of the Dean and Chapter of
Wells against the Bill. (London, 1851).

First Report of the Select Committee a ointed to inguire
into_thg resent Constitution of the Ecclesiastical
Commission for England; into the operation of the Act |
13 & 14 Viet., c. intitled, "An Act to amend the
Acts relating to that Commission," and the Act & 15 |
Vict. c, 10L, intitled "An Act to Facilitate the Nanare-
ment and Improvement of Episcopal and Capitular Estates

in England;" and into the Expediency of further con-

tipuip the last Act, and of consolidating the Church

Building Commission with the Ecclesiastical Commission;

and to whom the Episcopal and Capitular Estates Bill

was re?erred, and who were empowered to report their I

Observations, together with the lMinutes of Lvidence !

taken before them, from time to time, to the House. |

(London, 1856). |

Second Report of the Select Committee appointed to ingquire |
into the present Constitution of the Lecclesiastical '
Commission for England; into the operation of the Act |
13 & 14 Vict., ce 94, intitled, "fn Act to amend the |
Acts relating to that Commission," and the Act 14 & 15 |
Vict., ce. 104, intitled, "An Act to Kacilitate the
Management and Improvement of Episcopal and Capitular
Estates in England:;" and into the Expediency of further
continuing the last Act, and of consolidating the
Church Building Commission with the Ecclesiastical Com-|
mission; and to whom the Episcopal and Capitular Es- |
tates Bill was referred, and who were empowered to re- |
port their Observations, together with the Minutes of
Evidence taken before them, from time to time to The I
House. (London, 1856). |

Third Report of the Select Committee appointed to inquire
into the present Constitution of the Ecclesiastical .
Commission for England; into the operation of the Act
13 & 14 Viet., c. 94, intituled "An Act to amend the
Acts relating to that Commission," and the Act 14 & 15 |
Vict., C. 104, intituled "An Act to Facilitate the |
Management and Improvement of Episcopal and Capitular I
Estates in Bngland;" and into the Expediency of further
continuing the last Act, and of consolidating the
Church Building Commission with the Ecclesiastical
Commission; and to whom the Episcopal and Capitular
Estates Bill was referred, and wno were empowered to
report their Observations, together with the Minutes of
Evidence taken before them, from time to time, to The

House. (London, 1856).
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Minutes of Evidence of the Select Committee appointed to _
Inquire into the present State of the Bcclesiastical |
Dommission, and to Report to The House whether the
Ecclesiastical Revenues cannot be more advantagzeously
administered for the Interests of the Church than they |
are at present. (London, 1862). |

Report of the Select Committee appointed to Inquire into ,
the present State of the Ecclesiastical Commission, and
to Report to The House whether the Beclesiastical |
Revenues cannot be more advantageously administered for
the Church than they are at present. (London, 1863).

Reports of Committees of Inquiry and Select Committee f
Reports on Specialized Aspects of Church Finance

Report of the Select Committee appointed to inquire into
the Constitution of the Boards connected with the re-
ceipt of the First Fruits and Tenths and Administration|
of Queen Anne's Bounty; and are empowered to report I
their Observations, together with the Minutes o% Evi- |
dence taken before them, to The House. (London, I§§7).1

First|{ Report of the Subdivision of Parishes Commissioners#
(Condon, 1849).

Second Report of the Subdivision of Parishes Commissioners.
(London, 1850).

Third Report of the Subdivision of Parishes Commissioners ﬂ
respecting the Proposed Removal of some of the City ”
Churches. (London, 1855). |

Report from the Select Committee on the Enfranchisement of V
Copyholds Bill, together with the Proceedings of the
Committee, and Minutes of Evidence, Appendix, and
Index. (London, 1851),

Report from the Select Committee on Church Rates; together
with the Proceedings of the Committee, Minutes o
Evidence, Appendix, and index. (London, 1851).

Report from the Select Committee of the House of Lords ap- P
pointed to inquire into the present operation of the
Law and Practice respecting the Assessment and Levy of |
Church Rates and to report thereon to The House; to-

ether with the Proceedings of the Committee, Minutes |
of Evidence, and Index. (London, 1859). g

Second Report from the Select Committee of the House of
Lords appointed to inguire into the present operation
of the Law and Practice respecting the Assessment and
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Levy of Ghurch Rates and to report thereon to The
ouse' ether with the Proceedings of the Committee,

nutes o Ev:.&énce_Jl and Index. (London, 1860),

First Report of Her Majesty's Commissioners for inquiring

into the State of Cathedral and Collegiate Churches in 1
England and Wales, and matters connected therewith. |

London, 1854).

Second Report of Her Majesty's Commissioners for inquiring }

into the State of Cathedral and Collesiate Churches in
England and Wales, and matters connected therewith.
London, 1855]. |

Third and Final Report of Her Majesty's Commissioners for

inquiring into the State of Cathedral and Gollegiate |

Churches in England and Wales, and matters connected |
therewith. (London, 1855). :

Report by the Select Committee of the House of Lords ;_ap= 1

Communications addressed to His Majesty's Commissioners

pointed to "Inquire into the leans of Spiritual In- u
struction and Places of Divine Worship in the Metrop- |
olis, and in other populous Districts in BEngland and |
Wales, especially in the Mining and Manufacturing Dis- |
tricts; and to consider the fittest Means of Meeting
the Difficulties of the Case;" and to report to The
House; and to whom leave was given to Heport from time 1
to time to The House; and to whom were reiferred several
Papers and Documents relating to the Subject Matter of |
the Inquiry. (London, 1858). |

Accounts and Papers pertaining to Episcopal and Capitu-
lar property, and the Ecclesiastical
Commissioners for England

appointed to consider the state of the Established
Church in England and Wales with reference to Ecclesi-
astical Revenues and Duties, and to the Eccle31ast1call
Commissioners of England, relating to the Union of the
Bishopric of Sodor and Man with that of Carlisle;
Communications made to the same Commissioners from
Cathedrals and Collegiate " Churches in England and waleg,

and from their several Ghapters, Dignitaries, Members
and Officers. (London, 1 18387,

Petition to Her Majesty from certain Inhabitants of the

Island of Anglesy, on the subject of the Becelesiasti-
cal Duties and Revenues Bill. (London, 1839). |
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Orders in Council of 5th October and 22nd December, 1836,
ratifying certain Schemes of the Beclesiastical Com-
missioners for England, under 6 & 7 Will. 4, €. 77
(London, 1837). |

Order of Her Majestvy in Council, Lth April 1838, ratifying
a Scheme prepared bg the Ecclesiastical Commissioners
for England, under 6 & 7 Will. 4, c. 77, for pros- |
pectively agg%enting the Income of the See of Lincoln, |
and for providing a Residence for the Bishop of
%égg?ln within the new limits of his Diocese. (London,

Orders of Her Majesty in Council, of 2lst June, 12th and
19th July, and 21st August 1837, approving certain
Schemes prepared by the Ecclesiastical Commissioners
for England and Wales. (London, 1838). |

Orders of Her Majesty in Council, llth December 1837 and
lst February lgjg; approving two Schemes prepared by
the Ecclesiastical Commissioners for England, under |
6 & 7 Wille 4, ¢, 77. (London, 1838). q

Orders of Her Majesty in Council, approving Schemes of the
Ecclesiastical Commissioners for England, under 6 &

Will. c. 77. (London, 1840, 1841, 1842, 1843, 18LkL,
1845, 45,‘1"3‘6_%1 L6, 1847, 1848).

Monies received by Commissioners for Carrying into effect,
with modifications, the Fourth Report of the Commis-
sioners of Ecclesiastical Duties and Revenues, stating ?
Sums received, and from what Source; also payments made|
by the Commissioners. (London, 1843).

Payments made by the Ecclesiastical Commissioners of Eng- H
land, 1839 to 184L; Salary, Fees, and Emoluments paid |
to any Counsel or Solicitors, with the Name of each
Counsel or Solicitor as paid; Salary, Fees, &c. of
Architects; Emoluments paid to Agents and Surveyors;
Augmentation oi Sees; Building of Episcopal Hesidences;

Reversions sold; Estates purchased. (London, 18L5).

ents made by the Ecclesiastical Commissioners
Retug% %gg;angl 18L6; Salary, Fees, and Emoluments paid to |
any counsel or Solicitors, with the Name of each Coun- |
sel or Solicitor as paid; Salary, Fees, &c. of Archi-
tects; Emoluments paid to Agents and Surveyorsj Aug-
mentation of Sees; Building of Episcopal Hesidences;
Reversions sold; Estates purchased. (London, 1847).

i i £ £600,000 borrowed by the Ecclesi-
PP on of the sum 0 3 g
. l;:gztal Commissioners from the Governors of (ueen I
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Anne's Bounty, under the Act 6 & 7 Vict. c. 37,
stating the Number and Names of the New Districts ;
created, and Endowments apportioned. (London, 1848)., |

Applications to thg Egclesiastical Commissioners for Aid
towards the Buildin Altering, or Hepairing Parsonage-|

houses. (London, 1848]). l

Names, Dioceses, &c. of Parishes, the Great Tithes of which
have become vested in the Ecclesiastical Commissioners
for England, in respect of Cathedral Preferments and w
Sinecure Rectories; showing various Particulars.
(London, 1848].

Correspondence or Communications between the Ecclesiasti- |
caf Commissioners and the Archbishop of York, the |
Bishops of St. Asaph, Bath and Wells, and Ely, in res-
pect of certain Sums due the Ecclesiastical Commis-

sioners; with the Dates of such Correspondence or

I
Communications, and the Periods when the several Sums ‘
|
I

were in all or part payable; and Minutes of the Com-
missioners thereon. (London, 1851).

Inquiries issued by the Ecclesiastical Commissioners to the|
Archbishops and Bishops; the Answers thereto; and Data |
upon which the Ecclesiastical Commissioners for England
before 1lst January 1844, estimated and fixed the Annual
Sums to be paid by or to the several Sees; also Data
upon which the Commissioners, after lst January 1844, |
revised Episcopal Revenues and fixed and altered the }
Scale of Payment; with the Income of each Archbishopric|
and Bishopric in each year, from 1829 to 1850, in- |
clusive. (London, 1851). |

Summary of the Property, consisting of Lands, Houses, and |
“Tithe Rent-charges, in possession of the Ecclesiasti- |
cal Commissioners; and Return of Property belénging to |
Preferments which will come into their possession; and |
of Property belonging to vacated Preferments, and now
transferred to their possession, made up to the end of
the year 1849. (London, 1851). |

Names and Titles of every Archbishop and Bishop consecrated
or Translated since lst January 1836; the Amount of In-
come assigned to the See, Net Income received, and ‘
Surplus paid over by each Archbishop or Bishop to the |
Ecclesiastical Commissioners for England. (LondonJ1852h
“

Return of Lands and Houses of the Established Church, name |
=  of each Diocese, Situation of such Lands, &c., Rent '
Payable, held by lIncumbent or Leased, contents in Acres;
&c.; like return of Deans Chapter Lands and Houses,
Rectors, &C. (London, 1§§£T.
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Return of Members in each Diocese, in 1834 and 1861, and
of Revenues; (London, 1861]).

Return of Romag Catholics, and of Members of the Establish-
ed Church in 183L and 186l1. (London, 1863). |

Return of the Value of each Bishopric: Number and Value of |
the Livings in each Diocese, &c.: Number of Members of
the Church of England and Dissenters: Amount of Im-
propriate Tithes: Parishes in which Church Revenue is |
paid to the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, with Amounts—

and, Ageregate Amount of Revenue of the ﬂstablished
Eh'_._gg_(gurch. London, 186%4]). |

Return showing which of the Episcopal and Capitular Es-
tates are managed by the Ecclesiastical Commissioners,
and which by the Bishops and Cathedral Bodies, giving
dates of Transfers or Re-transiers of Management. H
{Tondon, 18387, |

Return of gross and Net Income for 1857 of Episcopal and |
Capitular Property in Metropolis, as defined by the
Metropolis Local Management Act, giving Deductions
from the Gross Income under heads of Rates and Taxes, |
Repairs and Improvements, and other Charges. (London,

1859).

Return of the Income for 1857 of the Property within the
Metropolis held by or in Trust for the Bishop of Win- ﬂ
chester, and any Canon, Prebend, &c. of St. Paul's and H
Westminster Cathedrals. (London, 1859). |

Return from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners of the House
Property and Building Land possessed by them in London |
and neighborhood, showing Receipts from Ground Hents,
Rack Rents, and Hents reserved under Beneficial
Leases. (London, 1882).

Return from every Archbishop and Bishop in England and
Bales of the Names, Residence, and Profession of ever
ODfficer employed in Ecclesiastical Business, the scale
of Fees charged, the Fees received in 1867, 1808, and
1869, the Duties performed, and from every Ecclesias- |
tical Registry, stating the Fees payable to each Arch- |

|
[

bishop, Bishop, vicar general, or other Officer, the
Fees received in 1807, 1808, and 1869, and to_whom

aid, &c., the Fee Charged for a Marriage License, &c.,
ELondon, 1872) .

Number and Value of Livings, Patronage of which belongs to |
each oee in Bngland or WEIes, Histingulshlng L1v1n§s j

Jocally situate in another Diocese. London, 1855).

————
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Reports of Episcopal Patronage resented to the bccie31a§:&
tical Commissioners in léhé and 1850, (London, 1857). |
Return of the Estimated Annual Value of the Estates trans- |

ferred to each Bishopric by the Bcclesiastical Com-
missioners. (London, 1875).

Return of the Sums granted or Appropriated during the last
twent ears under Arrangements with the Ecclesiasti-
cal Commissioners towards Rebuilding or Repairing of
Cathedral Churches in England and Wales, the names of

ihehCathedrals and the Hespective Amounts. (London,

Churches in England and Wales, of their Heceipts and
Expenditures during the last three years, showing |
Stipends, Salaries, Emoluments, and Duties of each
Member, O Officers Servants, or other Stipendaries of
each Cathedral, &c. (London, 18065).

| Return from the Deans and Chapters of Cathedrals, &c. ‘1
!

Return of Lay Vicars and Clerks in each Cathedral or Col- |
legiate Church, stating Separate Corporations, and |
other Particulars. (London, 1876). I

Return of the Acreage of Lands sold and purchased by the it
Eccle51astlcal Commissioners for England during the I
five years ending 31 October 1873, showing Reversions |
sold to Leaseholder, Leaseholds purchased from Lessees,,|
Lands sold and purchased as Freehold: and, similar re-
turn of Lands sold and purchased by the Ecclesiastical |
Corporations under the Ecclesiastical Leasing Acts.

London, 1875).

Returns of the Estimated Value in Fee-simple of the Estates
belonging to Bishops and to Deans and Chapters in the |
hands of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners. (London,

18717,

Return of approximate estimated value in Fee-simple of Es=-
tates belonging to Deans and Chapters, passed into the
hands of the Ecclesiastical 56hm1551oners, and of sums |
transferred. (London, 1880) |

Returns of the Commissioners for England of the Sums re- l
ceived for Estates or Reversions, or for Equality of |
Exchange, since the passing of the Act 6 & 7] Vict.

c. 37; and the Sums Invested. (London, 1860),

ed b he Commissioners in Purchasing Estates
attacheﬁ or to Ee attache 3 to each Diocese; the number

of Acres purchased, &c., (London, 1860].

_—= === == e e
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Name of manors in posse551on of the Comm1551oners for Eng-
land; the Name and Description of the Steward or Deputy
Steward, and the amount of Fees and other lncome re-
ceived by each, &c. (London, 1862]J. |

Return of the Sums expended by the Commissioners in Build- |
ing and Repairs, and in the purchase of Lands or .
Houses; the Benefices augmented, and the aggregate |
amount granted, giving Capital Sums from annual Grants |
charged on the Common Fund. (London, 1860). ‘

Return of Sums expended in Purchasing, Erecting, &c.,
Palaces and other Residences of Bishops, Deans, Canons
of the Established Church since 1836; authority for '
Expenditure, Sources and Funds of supply. (London, 1867}

Copy of the Order in Council, passed 25th August 1851, for 1
regulation of Episcopal Incomes, with an Account of !
Income assigned to each See, and Gross and Net annual l
Income received by the Archblshop or Bishop, or from I
bayments (if any) by the Ecclesiastical Commissioners
previous to his having availed himself of such Order |
in Council, &c. (London, 1853). |

Return of the Sums received by the Commission from Sus-
pended Canonries, Charged Deaneries, &c., in the W
Diocese of Durham; with particulars of the Sums ex- i
pended. (London, 1853).

Return of the Gross and Net annual Income of the Commis- r
sioners, received from property within the limits of |
the lletropolis. (London, 1800)., ‘

|

Return of the vearly receipts by the Commissioners, from W
the time of possession up to Michaelmas-day last, the |
Revenues derived from the separate Estates of the I
Deanery of St. Paul's, London, Lstates of non-resi- '
dentiary Prebends, and of the Dean and Chapter of the |
Cathedral. (London, 1861). |

Return of the Income derived by the Commissioners for pur- |
poses of the Common Tund from Property vested in them |
and situate within the limits of the Metropolis, &c.; |
also from Revenues of the See of London, the Dean and h
Chapter of St. Paul's, the Dean and Chapter of West-
minster, during the year ending 31st October 1863, J

(London, 1865). 1

Return of the Total Amount of the revenues of the Bishopric

of London, the Dean and Chapter of St. Paul's, the Dean|
and Chapter of Westminster during the year ending 31lst

October, 1865. (London, 1800].
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Return for 1888, showing the net Income derived by the
Ecclesiastical Commissioners from Property, from all
Sources, and Payments made to Bishops, Chaoters, and
Archdeacons, &c., and Grants made in Augmentation of .
Benefices. (London, 1889). ?

Account of the Total Costs and Expenses incurred by the
Commissioners for England, incident to Defense of cer- |
tain Actions brought against them, or to their Lessees
or Tenants on Manorial or other Rights in the County
of Durham, &c. (London, 1867).

Return of gross amounts of Rents, Royalties, Wayleaves, &c.
that became due and payable to the Ecclesiastical Com-
missioners for England during each year 1880-85, in P
respect to Rents, Royalties, Wayleaves, &c., in the J
County of Durham, &c. (London, 1880). v

Return of the number of Leaseholds in the several Dioceses h
of England and Wales, where applications have been |
made by the lessees for the purchase of a reversion, or
the sale of a term, specifying whether the terms have |
been agreed upon and referred to the Commissioners, |
&c. LLOndon,:§§5h). “

Return of the number of Leaseholds in the several Dioceses |
of England and Wales, where applications have been madew
by the lessees for the purchase of a reversion, or the L
sale of 2 term, specifying whether the terms have been 1
%%reed upon and referred to the Commissioners, &c. |

ondon, 1856).

Return of the number of Leaseholds in the several Dioceses |
of England and Wales, where applications have been made|
by the lessees for the purchase of a reversion, or the |
sale of a term, speciiying whether the terms have been |
agreed upon and referred to the Commissioners, &c. :
T%bndbn, 18597, |

Return of the number of Leaseholds in the several Dioceses |
of England and Wales, where applications have been made
by the lessees for the purchase of a reversion, or the
sale of a term, specifying whether the terms have been

agreed upon and referred to the Commissioners, &c. L
(London, 1860). |
|I

Return of Sums paid by the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, or|
the Church Estates Commissioners in 1852, to surveyors |
and Law Officers, out of Funds administered by them, |

iving Names and rticulars of each Transaction. H
ondon, Je I

|
T
i
|



263

Return of Sums paid by the Ecclesiéstlcal Commlsbloners, or
Church Estates Commissioners in 1 1853 and 185L4, tO Sur- |
veyors and Law Officers, out of Funds administered by

them iving Names and particulars of each lransaction.
lLonaon 18557,

Return of Sums paid by the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, orl
the Church Estates Commissioners 1855 to 1858, to Sur- |
veyors and Law Officers, out of Funds administered by |

them 1v1n Names and particulars of each Transaction.

London, ) e J

Return of the Annual Proceeds and Application of the Episco~-
pal Fund from its commencement to the present time;
giving, in detail, the Amount of Contribution from each
See; also, the Amount of Payment in Augmentation of the|
Income ne of any See; and specifying the Amount and Pur- |
pose of ¢ all other Payments made out of the Fund in each|
year. (London, 1850). f

Accounts and Papers relating to the Finances of
the Church at the Parochial Level

Return of Benefices, Rectories, or Vicarages united under |
the Act 1 & 2 Vict. c. 106, stating the Names of the
United Beneflces, with the Names of the Incumbent or I
Incumbents, Population, value, and the Distance that h
the Churches of each of the United Benefices are from |
each other, with the County and Diocese in which
situated. (London, 1850). .

Return of Benefices, Rectories, or Vicarages united under
the Act 1 & 2 Vict. C. 100, stating the Names of the |
United Benefices, with the Names of the lLncumbent or
Incumbents, Population, Value, and the Distance that |
the Churches of each of the United Benefices are from
each other, with the County and Diocese in which

situated. (London, 1851). |

Return of Benefices, Rectories, or Vicarages united under
the Act T & 2 Vict. C. 106, stating the Names of the
United Benefices, with the Names of the Incumbent or
Tncumbents, Populatlonl_value, and the Distance that
the Churches of each of the United Benefices are from
each other, with the County and Diocese in which

situated. (London, 1852).

Abstract Return of Benefices annexed to the several Sees of|
Gloucester and Bristol, Oxford and Peterborough, stat-
ing the Annmal Value and St;pend paid to Curates; also
the Lands Purchased by Railway Companies from Estates

—eeeeee—————— —
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in the hands of Dignitaries_of_Eﬂé bhﬁibh; and of_PaXQU
ments made to any Archbishop or Bishop out of the |
Episcopal Fund. (London, 1850).

Return of Benefices in England and Wales which have been
Sequestered for the purpose of Discharging the Debts
of any Incumbent since the passing of the Act 1 & 2
Vict. cs 106 (14 August 1838); stating the Names of
the Benefices; Date of Sequestration; Amount for which |
each Benefice was Sequestered; Annual Value and Amount |
paid to Curates to perform the Ecclesiastical Duties
of each Benefice. (London, 1851).

Nemes of the Benefices in England and Wales under Seques- _
tration for Debt; with the date and number of vears |
under Seguestration; the gross amount of the Debt; ,
the Population and annual Value, &c. (London, 1860).

Number and Classes of Non-Kesident Incumbents, and of Resi-
dent Incumbents, according to Diocesan Returns for
18 [« (London, 1830).

Abstract of the Number and Classes of Non-Resident Incum- |
bents, and the Number of Hesident Incumbents:; the
Number of Curates serving Benefices on which the In-
cumbents are Non-resident. (London, 1837). h

Abstract of the Number and Classes of Resident and Non-
Resident Incumbents, 1838; also of the Number of Cu- |
rates, and Amount of Stipend. (London, 1840). |

Abstract of the Number and Classes of Non-Resident Incum-
bents, 1842; total Number of Curates in each Diocese, |
18L2; Number of Residents in the Parsonage House: a
Number Licensed; Amount of Stipends arranged in
Classes: Number of Benefices held by Non-Resident In-
cumbents, above and under £300., per annum. (London,

Abstracts of the Diocesan Heturns made to Her Majesty,
18LL, by the Archbishops, and Bishops; showing the
Number of Resident and Non-resident Incumbents; Net
Value of the Benefices in which Incumbents are Non-
residents; Number and otipend of Curates to Non-nesi-
dent Incumbents; Number and Stipend of Curates AsSsist-
ing Hesident Incumbents. (London, 1846).

Abstracts of the Number and Classes of Non-resident Incum- |
bents, and the Number of Resident Incumbents; also the

Number of Resident and Licensed Curates in England and
W%%es. with the Amount of Salaries of the Curacies ac- |
cording to the Diocesan returns for 1846. (London,

1847 .

|
I
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Abstracp of the Number and Classes of Non-resident and V
fesident Incumbents in Bngland and Wales; of the Num-
ber of Curates in each Diocese, and whether Resident
in the Parsonage House or in the Parish, and the Amount
of their Stipends; of the Number of Benefices held by |
Non-resident Incumbents, and their Value; and, similar |
Abstracts of the Number and Classes of Non-resident In-|
cumbents, Resident Incumbents, Resident and Licensed '
Curates in England and Wales, and the Amount of Sala- I
ries, in 1848. (London, 1350). |

Number of Benefices and Perpetual Curacies under k200 per
Annum to which the Commissioners are empowered to ,
grant Augmentations, if Funds enable them to do so;
also of Benefices under £100 to which E100 may be ad- |
vanced for building Glebe Houses. (London, 1836).

Return of Glebe Lands in England and Wales, showing
Parishes in which situated; estimated Annual Value, &c.
(London, 1887]).

Sums paid into the First Fruits Office, Temple, and into |

|
|
|
|
the Exchequer, 1820 to 1830. (London, 1830)., ‘

Sums paid into the Tenths, into the Exehequer, and into H
Queen Amne's Bounty, 1820 to 1830. (London, 1830). ]
Names, Salaries, Fees, &c. of every Patentee or Officer of |
the First Fruits, Tenths, and Queen Anne's Bount ‘

J

Offices; Amount of Contingencies, &C. 1832 to 1836.
{Tondon, 1837).

Return by Christopher Hodgson, the Treasurer of Queen Annesh
Bounty, of the Canonries, Prebends, and Dignities now |
vacant in the several Cathedral and Collegiate Churches”
of England and Wales, which, under the Ecclesiastical |
Duties and Revenues Bill, it is proposed to suppress;
specifying when the same became Vacant, with the Amount)
received on account of such Preferment by the Treasurer|
of Queen Anne's Bounty. (London, 1840). “

Abstract of the Sums borrowed from the Governors of Queen |

Anne's Bounty, and which have not yet been repaid, for
the building, altering, or repairing of Episcopal or |
other Residences. (London, lghg). ”

Return of the Meetings held by the Governors of Queen |
Anne's Bounty and the Attendance of each Governor, from
1836 to 1849; also, Committee Meetings, and the Names
of the Governors attending them: similar Return as to |

Commissioners appointed to carry into effect the Church
Building Acts. (London, 1850).
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Receipts and expenditure ]of the Queen Anne's Bounf; h
Board f9r 1 with also the Sum available and a list|
benefices for augmentation in 1 London, 1 o |

Fees, Allowances, &c., paid to the Treasurer [of the Queen
Anne's Bounty Board Junder 11 & 12 Vict. C. 98; with |
;ggg?locese for which the payments were made. (London,i

Fees, Allowances, &c., paid to the Treasurer [of the Queen ”
Anne's Bounty Board Junder 11 & 12 Vict. C. 98; with I
the Diocese for which the payments were made. (London,i

E—63)0 |
I

Number of Small Livings augmented from the Funds at the dise
posal of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners in England
and Wales, specifying the Name, Locality, and Diocese
of each Living, the original Value, and the Amount of
Augmentation. (London, 1843).

Benefices and Churches augmented by the Ecclesiastical
Commissioners for England, made up to lst May, 18i4k.
(London, 184L4). '

Number of Small Livings augmented by unconditional Grants W
from Funds at the disposal of the Ecclesiastical Com- |
missioners in England and Wales; of Grants to meet such!
Benefactions from other Sources made to Benefices and |
Churches in public and private Patronage; of Grants to
Benefices and Churches possessing Local Claims under
Property vested in the Commissioners; and of Grants to
Incumbents of Mother Churches, in compensation for Fees|
transferred to new District Churches. (London, 1850). |

Return from Registrars of each Diocese in England and Wales!
of Augmentations granted to poor vicarages and Curacies
under the Acts 26 Car. 2. Co 8 and 1 & 2 Will. 4, c. I
L5; showing the Amount Reserved; date of Instrument |

under which Secured; and Name of Ecclesiastical Corpo—!

ration effecting same. (London, 180L).

Return from Registrars of each Diocese in England and Wales
of Augmentations granted to Poor Vicarages and Curacies
under the Acts 26 Car., 2, ¢, 8 and 1 & 2 Will, 4, c. |

: showing the Amount Heserved; date of Instrument
under which Secured; and Name of Ecclesiastical Corpo—‘
ration effecting same. (London, 1800]). |

|

Summary of Return of Proceedings under Lord Chancellor's |
Augmentation Act since same came into operation (lst |
November 1863), to 22nd of February 1670. (London, 1870
Similar returns in continuation. (London, 1871-1880)., |

—_— = = — —_———— e
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Return of A. lications for Augmentation received by the
ommissioners cclesiasticall and not vet provided I
for. London, 1857). |
geturn of Bgnefices Augmented out of the !Ecclesiasticall I
Commissioners! Common Fund, Amount and Sum contributed w

from Private Sources; also cases of Patronage which

the Commissioners have consented to Transfer, in Con-
sideration of the Building of a Church or Parsonage
House, or of an Endowment being wholly or in part pro- |

vided, &c. (London, 1859). |

Return of Tithe Rent-charges Vested in the Commissioners
for England, showing the Parish out of which the Tithe |
|

Rent-charges arise; Amount at which Commuted; Names
and Population and Incomes of the Benefices therein;
and Grants made to such Benefices. (London, 1860],

Return of Grants made by the Commissioners, showing the
name of the Beneficees, County, Diocese, &c., for 1862.|

(London, 1862.) |

Return of the Benefices permanently Augmented and Endowed
from 1840 up to 31st October 1880; with amount, giving
in respect of Lands, and other Hereditaments Annexed, |
their estimated Annual Value; also Amount of Benefac-
tions and Endowments, in Stock and Cash, received by ‘
them from Non-ecclesiastical Sources, and Estimated
Value of Land and Hereditaments given by Benefactors |

to meet Grants. (London, 1861). h

Account of each Purchase Completed by the Governors of ”
Queen Anne's Bounty in 1830, and 1835 to 1863; speci- |
gging Living; Quantity of Land, Tithes, &c. (London, ”
1

Memorial from certain Clergy for Augmentation of Small |
Livings, and report thereon. (London, 1800). H

Number and Amount of Grants accorded in each vear, 1836 to
1866, Names of Benefices Augmented, and the present
Value; special Sums entrusted to the [Queen Anne's ‘
Bounty lBoard_for Augmentation of particular Benefices |
to which no Corresponding Grant has been accorded, and
the names of the Benefices and the Donors; and, Appli- |

cations made for Augmentation made during 1866, with
the names of the Applicants and Benefices, and Grants |

accorded. \(London, 1867).

Return of Livings of 560 a year and Under Augmented during H
the last thirty years, showing if in Conjunction with |
Benefactors: and the yearly Value at the time of the

!
Augmentation. London, i i
ii
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List of Benefices Approved for Augmentation in 1868. I
London, 1869).,

Amount of Church Rates in the year ending Easter 1827 in
each County in England and Wales, of Church Rates and
other lMonies received and Eggended by the Churchwardens
in the year ending Easter 1832, and of Church Rates and|
other Monies received and expended in the year 1839,
(London, 1839]). |

|

Monies received and expended by Churchwardens and Chapel-
wardens in England and Wales, from Easter 1838 to |
Easter 1839; also an Account of Debts due by the Parish‘
or Chapelry for Expenses chargeable on the Church Rates,
with a Statement of the Particulars thereof. (London, |

|

1839]. H

Abstract Return from each City and Parliamentary Borough in|
England and Wales, specifying the Number of Church
Rates required, made, or refused, from Easter 1833 to
Easter 1851; specifying the Amount in &1 of such Rate; |
the Amount assessible to the Poor-rate, so far as the
same can be ascertained; and the Population of the said
City or Borough:; the Suits, or any other Legal Pro-
ceedings, describing the same, which have followed the
refusal of Church Rates. (London, 1852).

Return of receipt and expenditure by Churchwardens and “
Chapelwardens in England and Wales, from Easter 1853
to Baster 185L4: distinguishing sums received by them
from Church Rates, &c. and from other Sources, in aid
or in lieu of Church Rates, &c. (London, 1850).

Amount of Church Rates, &c. received and expended by Church#
wardens in 1832, 1839, and 1854; Sums borrowed on the |
Security of Church Rates, and remaining due in 1830
and 1854. (London, 1857). I

I
Return from each Parish within the several Archdeaconries ﬂ
in Bngland and Wales, of the amount expended during
the last seven vears for Church Purposes, stating ex- |

traordinary expenditure materizally affecting the
average; also the amount expended, and how, &C.}
assessment to Poor Rate, &c. (London, 1859).

Return of Rateable Value of property assessed to Poor Hate |
in Parishes in which, according to the above returns,
no Church Rates were made. (London, 1859).

Return of Parishes in cities or Parliamentary Boroughs in
~England and Wales in which [during the last fifteen
years) church Rates have been hefused, and since that
Hefusal have Ceased to be collected, &c.(London, 1850).
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Annual Reports of Standing Committees
or Commissions

Annual Report of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners for Eng-
land and Wales., 32 vols. (London, 1845-1880) .

Annual Report of the Church Estates Commissioners., 28
vols. (London, 1851-1879).

Annual Report of Monies received and disbursed by the Gov-
ernors of Queen Anne's Bounty., 43 vols. (London,
1837-1880) .

Annual Report of the Commissioners for Building New Church-
_e_§.’ 36 vols. (London, 1821—185610'1'

Annual Report of the Tithe Commissioners., 42 vols. (Lon-
don 3 l m"ls_go ) .

Annual Report of the Copyhold Commissioners., 38 vols.,
(London, 1842-1880).

Acts of Parliament Relating to Church Building

58 Geo. 3, Co 45

59 Geo. 3, Ce 134.

3 Geo. 4, co 72.

5 Geo. L4, c. 103.
7 & 8 Geo. L, c. 72
9 Geo. L, C. 42,
1% 2 Wille by €s 38,
2 & 3 Will. 4, c. 61.
1 & 2 Vict. c. 107.
2 & 3 Vict. c. 49.

lThe Thirty-third Report, (1853) was not printed.
The Church Building Commission was merged with the Ecclesi=-
astical Commission for England and Wales by the Act 19 &

20 Vict. €« 55
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3 & & VTiet. e. 60,

6 & 7 Viet. e¢. 37.
7% 8 Viety es 56

7 & 8 Victs co 4.

8 & 9 Vict. ¢« 70.

9 & 10 Vict., c. 68.

9 & 10 Viet, e. 88,
11 & 12 Victs c. 37.
13'% 14 Viets-ce 97,
17°& 18 Yiets o 32.
197& 20 Viets ‘e 55,
19°&"20 Viets ¢« 104,

Acts of Parliament Relating to New Parishes or
Districts

58 Geo. 3. Cs L5,

59 Geo. 3. Co 13k
I& 2 Will 4. cs 38,
1 & 2 Viets cs 49

3 & L Victs ¢s 60,

6 & 7 Viet. c. 37.

7 & 8 Victs co 4.
1k & 15 Viets ¢s 97,
19 & 20 Vict. c. 104,

Acts of Parliament Relating to the
BEcclesiastical Commission

6 & 7 Will. 4. c. 77.
6 & 7 Will. 4. c. 87.
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1& 2 Vict. c. 23. 19 & 20 Vict. €. bde |
1l & 2 Vict. c. 29. 21 & 22 Vict. c. 57. q
1 & 2 Viet. ¢. 30, 21 & 22 Vict. c. 71. |
1& 2 Viet. c. 31. 22 & 23 Vict. c. Lb.
1& 2 Viet. co 106, 23 & 24 Vict. c. 124, |
1 & 2 Viet. c. 107. 23 & 24 Vict. c. 142, |
2 & 3 Vict. c. 55. 2L & 25 Vict. c. 105, h
3 & 4 Viects e, 113, 25 & 26 Victe. co 52,
b & 5 Viet. c. 39. 26 & 27 Vict. c. 36. |
5& 6 Vict. c. 26. 26 & 27 Vict. c. 120, |
5 & 6 Viet. c. 58. 28 & 29 Vict. Ce 57
5 & 6 Victs Co 79 28 & 29 Viect. c. 68,
5 & 6 Viet, c. 108, 29 & 30 Viet. c. 111, H
5 & 6 Vict. c. 112, 31 & 32 Vict. c. 1lhe |
6 & 7 Viet. c. 37 31 & 32 Vict. c. 117,
6 & 7 Vict. c. 60, 31 & 32 Vict. c. 118,
6 & 7 Vict. c. 62. 32 & 33 Vict. ca. 56,
& & 7 Victe Cu 77 32 & 33 Viecte Co 94
7 & 8 Vict. c. 68, 33 & 34 Vict. ce. 39. {
7 & 8 Victe Co 9hbo 34 & 35 Vict. ce 43. |
9 & 10 Vict. c. 88, 35 & 36 Viet. co 1lhe |
10 & 11 Vict. c. 108, 35 & 36 Vict. c. 49. |
13 & 14 Vict. ce. 94. 37 & 38 Vict. c. 63, !
14 & 15 Victe. co 104, 38 & 39 Viet. . Tie |
16 & 17 Victe. ce 50. 38 & 39 Viet. c. 76.
17 & 18 Vict. c. 8i4. 39 & 40 Viet, co 5he |
17 & 17 Vict. c. 116, bl & 42 Vict. co Lhe |
L1 & L2 Vict. Co 684 |
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Acts of Parliament, previous to the creation
of the Ecclesiastical Commission, but made to
bear upon the Proceedings of the Commission.

27 Hen. 8. c. 16,

17 Cars 2. c. 3.

29 Car. 2. c. 8,

L& 5 AnRe ¢. 32,

7 Ann, . 38,

17 Geos 3. Co 53,

gl°Ged. 3. €. 66,

37 Geos 34 6+ 20,

43 Geo. 3. ceo 117,

1 & 2 Will 4. ce 45.

2 Will 4. c. 10,

2 & 3 Will L. c. 19.

5 & 6 Will L. e. 30,

6 Will 4. ce 19.

6 Will 4. c. 20,

Other Important Acts of Parliament
6 & 7 Will 4. c. 72. (Tithe Commutation.)
L & 5 Viete Co 35, (Copyhold Enfranchisement.)

31 & 32 Vict. c.109. (Abolition of Church Rates.)
A

Contemporary Magazines

The Edinburgh Review.

The Quarterly Review.

The Westminster Review.
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Contemporary Pamphlets 4

Arnold, Thomas, "Principles of Church Reform."™ in lMis- ﬂ
cellaneous Works., ?New York, 1845.)

Beverley, R. M., A Letter to His Grace the Archbishop of
York, on the Present Corrupt State of the Church of
England., (London, 1831.)

Bowles, W. L., A Last and Summary Answer to the Question '
M"of what use have been and are the English Cathedral '
Establishments.", (London, 1833.)

Campbell, Augustus, An Appeal to the Gentlemen of England
in Behalf of the Church of England., (London, 1823,)

Elsley, C. H., Church Leases Considered., (London, 1837.)

|

Fulton, J. A., A Tenant's Statement of the Conduct recently
Pursued towards him by the Dean and Chapter of Canter- |
bury on the Occasion of his Renewing his Lease.,

(London, 1838.)

Kaye, John., Nine Charges delivered to the Clergy of the
Diocese of Lincoln, with some other works., (London,

185L.]
Newman, J. H., Apologia Pro Vita Sua., (New York, 1947.)

Percival, A. P., A Letter to Lord Henley respecting his ;
Publication on Church Reform., (London, 1832.) ‘

Eﬁade, John.,| The Black Book, or Corruption Unmasked.,
(London, 1820,)

EWade, John.,] Supplement to the Black Book., (London,1823 )I

SECONDARY SQURCES
General Works |

Cornish, W. F., The English Church in the Nineteenth
Century., 2 vols., (London, 1910.)

Halevy, Elie., A.History of the English People in the Nine=-
teenth Century., 4 vols., (London, 1901.) |

Stoughton, John., The Church in the First Half of the
Nineteenth Century., (London, 190l.) |
|
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Woodvlwggg,)nz. L., The Age of Reform, 1815-1870., (Oxford,

Young, G. M., "Portrait of an Age.™" in Early Victorian
England., (London, 1934.)

Specialized Works on Ecclesiastical or
Theological Subjects

Evans, A. W., Introduction to Tract Ninety., (London,1933.)

Saunders, C. R., Coleridge and the Broad Church Movement.,
(Durham s 1924-2 . )

Stubbgé W%lliam., Registrum Sacrum Anglicanum., (London,
1897.

Willey, Basil.,, Nineteenth Century Studies, Coleridge to
Matthew Arnold., (New York, 1949.)

Churcg, ﬁi W., The Oxford lMovement, 1833-1845., (London,
1891,

Wearmouth, R. F., Methodism and the Working-class lovement |

of England, 1800-1850., (London, 1937.)

Specialized Works on England Land and Law

Arnold, Arthur., Free Land., (London, 1880,)

Bateman, John., The Acre-ocracy of England, a List of all
Qwners of Three Thousand Acres and upwards with their
Possessions and Incomes arrangced under their various

Counties also their Colleges and Clubs., (London, 1876.)

Bateman, John., The Great Landowners of Great Britain and
Ireland., zLondon, 1879.)

Broderick, G. C., English Land and English Landlords. An
Inquiry into the Origin and Character of the English
Tand System, with Proposals for its Reform, with an
Index., (London, 1881.)

Garnier, R. M., A History of the English Landed Interest.
Its Customs, Laws, and Agriculture., (Modern period.)

{Tondon, 1893.)

Dowell, Stephen., A History of Taxation and Taxes in Eng-
land from the Earliest Times to the Present Day.,

(London, 188k.)
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Viscount Hailsham, ed., Halsbury's Laws of England, being
a complete Statement of the Whole Law of England.,
2nd ed., 37 vols., (London, 1933.)

Hargreaves, A. D., An Introduction to the Principles of 1
Land Law., second edition, (London, 194L.)

Inwood, William.,, Tables for the purchasing of Estates,
Freehold, Copyhold, or Leasehold; Annuities, Advowsons,
&c. and for renewing leases held under Cathedral
Churches, Colleges, or other Corporate Bodies; for
terms of years certain, and for lives; also for valuing
reversionary estates, deferred annuities, next presen- |
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