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ARBSTRACT
Throughout the development of the Irish Church
(Temporalities) Bill of 1833, Earl Grey's Whig
Government maintained tia® Clause 147, a clause dealing
with the purchase of leases on episcopal lands, did not
sanction the appropriation of Irish Church revenues.
However, once in Parliament a different interpretation
was given the clause by both wings of the cpposition.
The opposition of radicals and Tories in the Lower House
was of little concern to the Whigs, but that ©f the
Lords was another matter. The Tory majority in the upper
House was capable of defeating the measure. Recognising
the tremendous benefits associated with the bill and the
insignificance of Clause 147, the wWhigs decided to
withdraw the "offending® clause thereby ensuring passage
of a significant measure of Irish ecclesiastical reform.
The decision to withdraw the clause serves as an
indication of both the scope and nature of Whig reform,

and of the political acumen of Grey's administration.
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THE SCOPE AND NATURE OF WHIG REFORM: CLAUSE
147 OF THE IRISH CHURCH (TEMPORALITIES) BILL,

1833.

The Irish Church (Temporalities) Act of 1833 grew
out of a genuine desire, on the part of the Whigs, to
reform the institutions of the United Kingdom in order
to ensure their survival in dynamic times. The Whigs
repeatedly stated that the meésure was framed for the
"strength, stability and permanence" of the Church of
Ireland, and, judged in reference to these goals, the
bill was a success.! The fact that the Whigs were able
to pilot such a substantial measure of ecclesiastical
reform through the first session of the First Reformed
Parliament attests to the political acumen of Earl
Grey's Administration (1830-34).

However, historians have not been kind in their
assessment of Whig reform of the Irish Church, and have

given much of the credit deserved by Grey's Government

lsee D. H. Akenson, The Church of Ixeland. Ecclesiastical Reform

anAd DaAavsraloied s anm 1T0nNn 100 [A N PR | S ~ - w_ v _

w2 2.



2

to others.2? Moreover, a case can be made that historians
have failed to récognise the logic behind the Whig
"ideology" of reform in the control, direction and
content of Irish ecclesiastical legislation.3 As a
result, there is a failure to understand the reasoning
behind the Ministers' decision to drop Clause 147 - the
"appropriaticns clause".4

Whig Church reform should be viewed as being part
of a programme of institutional reform in foto. While
the tithe agitation of the 1820s and 1830s may have
drawn the attention of Parliament to the condition of

the Irish Church,’ the reforms made to the institution

2gee, for example, R.P.H. Merma—en's "The Established Church in
England and Ireland: Principles of Church Reform* in The Jourual
of British Studies, (Vol. III, no. 2, May 1964, pp. 143-7}) p. 147
which gives considerable praise to Peel and Blomfield at the
expense of the role played by the Whigs.

One can also refer to: G.F.A. Best, Temperal Pillars: Oueen Aune'‘'s
B : . ical = s : ;
Epngland, {<ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1964), p. 7:
Olive J. Brose, Church and Parliament., The Reshaping of the Chuxch

of England. 1828-186Q, (Stanford, calif.: Stanford University

Press, 1959), pp. 43-6; E. Brynn, The Chuxch of Irxeland in the Age
Qf cCatholic Emancipation, (New York, N.Y.: Garland Publishing

Inc., 1982), p. 278; and G. Xitson Clark, Peel .and the

Conservative Party, A Study in Party Politics, 1832-1841, (London,
U.K.: Frank Cass and Co. Ltd., 1964), po. 114-20.

3For examples, see Brose, ibid, pp. 43-4.Brynn, ibid, p. 255 and
M.D. Condon, ®"The Irish Church and the Reform Ministries* in The
Journal of British Studies (Vol. III, no. 2, May 1964, pp. 120-
42), p. 142. One might even place Akenson, Qp g¢it., p. 179, within
this category.

iprose, ibid, p. 49; Halevy, A _Historv of the English Peoble in
the Ninpeteenth Centurv-IXI: The Txiumph of Refoxm. 1830-41
(London, U.X.: Ernest Benn Ltd., 1950 [2nd revised editionl]),.
144; and Mermagen, op <cit, p- 147

5M. D. Condon, gp git, pp- 122 ££f. Mermagen, ibid, pp. 143-4,

p.
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should be viewed within the context of the Whig
reforming dynamic, and of the "post-Reform crisis of
adjustment ketween what had been done and what men
thought should be the consequences of what had been
done. "% wWhen analysed within this setting, the
withdrawal of the "appropriations clause" may be seen as
a logical and necessary step. By withdrawing the clause
the Whigs ensured Parliamentary passage of a
considerable, and much needed measure of reform.

Having said that, it would seem to prompt the
question - "What was the definition of Whig reform in
1833?" The Whigs were certainly reformers, but reformers
within certain, very definite limits. They reformed on
gradual, “conservative principles*’ to preserve the
important elements of the constitution of the United
Kingdom,® and sought "to repair the injuries which the
country has sustained by a misgovernment of nearly fifty
vears".? By adopting a process of gradual but thorough

reform, the Whigs ensured the survival of many

the provision of religious and political liberty occasioned by the
Acts of 1828 and 1829.

6N. Gash, Bgss&ign_gnQ_32sQn§LxugQign_in_Engliéb_zglisisg_ﬁéz;iz*

[e] b
H;lg;x_mg;mh_lgﬁg, (Oxford The Clarendon Press, 1965). p. 2.

’see The Reform Ministrv and the Reformed Parliament (3rd Edition,
London, U.K.: James Ridgway and Sons, 1833) pp. 101-2. mentioning
Grey's speech during the second reading cof the Church Bill in the
House of Lords.

SE.A. smith, Lord Grev. 1764-1845 (Oxford: The Clarendon Press.
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"constitutional" institutions, including the Church of

Ireland, in times of considerable unrest.

2 study of the debate surrounding Clause 147
affords the student of history a deeper understanding of

both the Whig programme of reform, and of political

techniques in the First Reformed Parliament. The Whigs

were the first "party" to have a realistic understanding

of the scope and boundaries of the post-1832 political
milieu, and, because of that recognition, they were
effective reformers.

It was not surprising that the Irish cChurch came
under the scrutiny of the Whig Cabinet and Members of
Parliament. As Chapter One will show, although the
Protestant, episcopal Church of Ireland was undergoing
some internal modification in the 1830s, the institution
was still in a dismal condition and became the subject
of Parliamentary inquiry. Using the information provided
by the wvarious Parliamentary reports as a foundation,
the Whigs developed a Church Bill that was completely in
accordance with their notion of reform.

The Prime Minister and his colleagues were most

aware of the problems, pit-falls and limitations

-~ mmm i d -~ - el b=la PR 3 Y P 4 ~ e - - o bm [PREFIG. |
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Wwhile the provisions of Clause 147, a clause dealing
with the distribution of proceeds arising from the sale
of the perpetuities of leases held on episcopal lands,
were judged by many, both inside arid outside Parliament,
as sanctioning appropriation, it was not viewed as such
by the Cabinet. As will be shown in Chapter Two, the
Administration spent a great deal of time and effort
ensuring that the clause neither sanctioned nor denied
the “great principle* of appropriation. This was a
pragmatic decision as it was no secret that the party
was divided on the question. The more progressive
members of the cabinet - Viscount Althorp and Lords
Russell and Durham -~ favoured some form of secular
appropriation; while the conservative wing, including
the Irish Chief Secretary, the Hon. E.G. Stanley, was
decidedly opposed to such alienation, consistently
subscribing to the inalienability of ecclesiastical
property . 10
Yet, while there was unquestionably significant
disagreement as to whether the bill should sanction
appropriation, there was general agreement relating to
both the scope and intent of reform writ large, and of
the need to reform the Irish Church. Therefore, the

Cabinet, aware of the fragile nature o©of the reforming

10goth wings were generally consistent with the views they had
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coalition and of the uncertainty of prevailing socio-

political climate, agreed to disagree and postponed

reaching a decision on the divisive principle. Despite
Kitson Clark's contention to the contrary,ll! Grey was

able tc paper over the cracks in the unity of his

Cabinet and Stanley, the kill's architect, was given the

freedom to develop a policy of reform for the Church of
Ireland. By the time the Church Bill reached the

Commons, the measure was a clear articulation of 1833

Whig thinking regarding Irish Church reform. The
government was able to generate a bill which facilitated
far-reaching reforms to both the administration and the
financial foundations of the Church of Ireland.

However, as will be seen in Chap: <+ “hise, upen the
bill's introducticon into Parliament both 1w iigs of the
opposition refused to accept the Minister's argument

that the clause did indeed avoid appropriation. The

Tories feared this “principle", while the radicals

rejoiced in it. Given their 1limited numbers, the
opinions of the radicals were of little concern to the

Administration. However, those of the Tories were
another matter. While Ministers consistently denied Sir
Robert Peel's argument regarding the intent of the

clause, his opinion was important as it expressed a view

llgkitson Clark, gop git, p. 64. wrote of Grey's Cabinet “it was a
Cabinet not coherent and possibly not effective, without <the
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shared by not only the Tory minority in the Commons but,
more importantly, by both the Tory majority in the House
of Lords and King William IV. Given the Parliamentary
structure of King, Lords and Commons the misperception
became reality, and once 1in Parliament the clause
unfortunately became a de facto appropriations clause.

Defeat in the House of Lords seemed a very great
possibility, and the Whigs faced a poliriTal dilemma.
They could have used their majority in the Commons, and
their popularity with the “people", to maintain their
definition of the clause and attempted to push the bill
through Parliamer.c, but this would have resulted in a
internecine constitutional collision between King, Lords
and Commons. Put simply, the problem was tliat Grey's
government wanted to execute a programme of significant
reform, but it also believed in the wvalidity of the
existing constitution, albeit reformed, and had little
desire to engage the Lords in a full-scale
constitutional battle for the sake of a principle that,
in their view, was not even contained in the measure.
The Whigs were forced to make a decision within the
dictates of responsible governance.

As will be shown in Chapter Four, recognising the
constitutional 1liabilities asscciated with, and the
insignificance of Clause 147, the Whigs silenced the

whisper of appropriation by withdrawing the offending
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alliance of "Ultras®" and moderate Tories was split, and
the moderates led by Peel, and to a lesser extent the
Duke of Wellington, grudgingly accepted passage of the
measure.!?2 By this deft political manoeuvre, the
Government avoided an unwanted constitutional collision
and, equally important, provided for the passage of a
significant measure of Irish Church reform.

The withdrawal of Clause 147 was neither a Tory
victoryl!3 nor a failure of wWhig political principle as
the Government did not believe appropriation to be a
part of the bill. As the clause did not add tco the
strength or stability of the Church of Ireland, the
basic aims of the measure, and given the turbulent
times, it was unrealistic to expect the Whigs to break a
lance for <Clause 147. The withdrawal of the clause
allowed the Whigs to remain in o Tice, in order that

they might consolidate the still fragile gains of 1828-

32 and embark wupon subsequent, equally important

reforms.

123 Hansaxrd XIX, 956-7.

0. Thadwick in, The Victeorijan Church, (London, U.K.: Adam and
Charles Black, 1966 p. 58 wrote that moderate Tory Lords, under
the Duke of Wellington *"did not mind the bill so far as it claimed

to reform the Church of Ireland for the sake of the Church of
Ireland.”

Laa alam Kitarmnn Clarlk ikhiA Lo 118
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For the reform-minded Whigs, the condition of the
Irish Established Church demanded the Government's
immediate attention. The reports of various
parliamentary committees revealed that althcocugh there
had been minor improvements in the Church of Ireland's
condition, the institution was still in poor shape and
in desperate need of reform. Therefore, provided with a
clear portrait of the institution's condition and armed
with the recommendations of the parliamentary reports,
the Grey Administration embarked upon its reform of the
moribund Church.

This chapter will survey the condition of the
Irish branch of the United Church in the early 1830s,
and will pay considerable attention to the leasing
structures of Irish episcopal lands. Having provided
this important structural background, it will then
investigate the impact of the various parliamentary
reports on Edward Stanley's framing o¢f the Irish Church
(Temporalities) Bill, most especially with reference to

recommendations dealing with the disposition of funds
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accruing to the perpetuity purchase fund.!4 The Report
of The Select Committee on Tithes in Ireland stated that
the money accruing to the fund was never the property of
the Church,l> and Stanley's later argument that Clause
147 did not contain the principle of appropriation was
completely in line with this recommendation. As such,
there was complete and utter consistency in the Grey

Administration's subsequent handling of Clause 147.

The Act of Union of 1800, providing for the
legislative union of Great Britair and Ireland, not only
erected a gordon ganitaire for Great Britain against the
threat of Continental turbulence but also for the
security of the minority ITrish Protestant Church.l!® This
was partially achieved via the clause of the Act
sanctioning the "union" of the Established Churches of

England and Ireland. By Article V of the act,!?7 cthe

14

HC1831-32 [508] xxi.

15ipbid, p. xiii.

181,.J. Mccaffrey, The Irish Ouestion 1800-1922 (Lexington, Ky.:
The University of Kentucky Press, 1968), p. 2.

J.C. Beckett, in A Short Historv of Ireland (London, U.K.:
Hutchinson and Co. Ltd., 1973), p. 135, noted that there was also
strong support of the Union from Presbyterians who also feared the
continued growth of Roman Catholicism in Ireland.

17The Fifth article of the Act read "That it be the Fifth Article
of Uniocn, That the churches of England and Ireland, as now by law
established, be united into one Protestant Episcopal Church, to be
called the United Church of England and Ireland; and that the

At ry e trmcth - JE PRy SR IR wmad macvmsmmemmam b & Al .23 we_ a3
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Churches were united as the United Church of England and
Ireland.!8 Irish Protestants, by the specifics of
Article V, became members of the majority denomination
of England and Ireland, and this was an important
consideration in their decision to support the Act of
Union. Many Episcopal Protestants believed this majority
status would afford the rights and privileges associated
with the concept o¢f "establishment®. These included
Parliamentary Church building grants and continued legal
obstacles to dissenters.l!? It was hoped that this
Parliamentary support would assist in the expansion and
stability of the Church of Ireland.

However, despite the political, social and economic
benefits given by "establishment®", the Irishi Branch of
the United Church of England and Ireland failed to
expand its membership. Indeed it was faced with the

problem of declining membership.20 The Roman Catholic

are now by law established for the Church of England; and that the
continuance and preservation of the said United Church, as the
Established Church of England and Ireland, shall be deemed and
taken to be an essential and fundamental part of the Union; and
that in like manner the doctrine, worship, discipline and
government of the Church of Scotland shall remain and be preserved
as the same are now established by law, and by the Acts for the
Union of the two Kingdoms of England and Scotland.*

18The Act made provision for the joining of the two Protestant and
episcopal united Churches of the Kingdom. It therefore maintained
the separate character of the Protestant yet Presbyterian Church
of Scotland.

19These obstacles were partially removed by the acts of 1828 and
1829. Having said that, there was still statutory provision for a
residual trinitarianism, as can be seen in barriers faced by Jews
and Unitarians.

20The Edinburgh Review, January 1835, p. 518 ff. The article
discussed the relative and absolute decline of Church of
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Church remained the most "popular" denomination in the
country. This popularity of subscription can be seen in

boch absoclute and relative terms. In 1834 a

parliamentary committee discussed the numbers and
locations ©of the members of the various denominations in
Ireland. The committee's report painted a bleak picture
of the numerical position of the Irish branch of the
United Church. Estimating the population, in 1834, as
7,943,940, the report stated that the number of Roman
Catholics was 6,427,712 (81%), the number of Church of
Ireland adherents was 852,064 (11%), and the number of
Presbyterians was 642,356 (8%), leaving the remainder as
"other" Protestant dissenters.?2! This picture was
especially disturbing to those who subscribed to the
view that the established church should be the

denomination of the majority of the people in the

country.?22

217he First Report of the Commissioners of Public Instruction,
Ireland, H.C. 1835 [45]1{46] xxxiii, p. 7. The committee, chaired
by Brougham, used the 1831 census, with requisite modifications to
calculate the religious distribution. It should be noted that the
percentage figures have been rounded off.

For further discussion of the distribution of religious adherents
in Ireland, see also The Paxliamentary Review and Family Magazine,
11T, pp. 373-77, for the reprint of a letter entitled *A letter
to Lord Grey on the Religious and Moral Statistics of Ireland®,
dated July 29, 1833 from *"A Resident in Ireland® providing further
information on the religiocus distribution in Ireland.

22ror an example of this point of view see Thomas Arnold's
Principles of Church Reform (London, U.K.: S.P.C.K. 1962 edition).
In reference to reform of the English Church, Arncld argued that
the church could be expanded to include in its membership most
variations of trinitarian Christianity with the notable exceptions
of Roman Catholics, Quakers and some of the more *radicalr”
Protestant sects. See also The Eclectic Review, July 1833, for an
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These difficulties were compounded by problems in
the structure of the Church. The wide-spread opposition
to the Irish Church was not merely due tc the abstract
concept of "establishment" and to the small numbers of
its adherents but, for the most part, due to its
administrative and financial largesse. As can be seen in
the Irish tithe agitation of the late 1820s and early
1830s, complaints was generally centred on concrete
financial grievances, as opposed to perceptions of
abstract injustice.23 The Irish Established Church cost
all the peocple of Ireland, through the imposition of the
Church Cess,?4 tithe, fines, and rents, over £700,000
per annum,?’ while the majority Roman Catholic Church
cost approximately £500,000 per annum.26 The Roman
Catholic majority was forced, in effect, to shoulder the
upkeep of both Churches.
There were 1,456 benefices in the Irish Established

Church, and these benefices contained, due to parochial

sentiments of many in reference to Established Churches when it
wrote ®"[a] Church is a popular institution or it is nothing." The
Morning Chronicle, November S, 1832, quoting a ®“Clericus"*, wrote
that "[a] national church ought teo be Christian not sectarian.*
23gee for example the Repoxt from the Select Committee on Tithes
in Ireland, H.C. 1831-2, [177] xxi, i.e. pp. 3-4., and H.C. 1831~
2, [508] xxi, p. vii.

2dvhe church Cess was the Church of Ireland's equivalent of the

Church of England's Church Rate. The Church Cess was also called
the Vestry Cess.

25gge Viscount Althorp's initial introduction of the measure 3
Hansaxd Xv, 567.

26p. H. Akenson, The Chuxch of Ireland. Ecclesiastical Reform and
v ) 0- ., {(New Haven, Conn.: Yale Universitv Press,
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unions, some 2,347 parishes.?? sSuperintendence of the
parochial elements of the pre-1833 Church fell to four
archbishops and eighteen diocesan bishops. Under this
hierarchy were up to 2,000 clergy holding the wide range
of religious offices associated with the Church.28

A considerable financial foundation was needed for
the upkeep of this large administrative structure, and
if the massive Irish Church establishment was not
supported by the people it was most definitely supported

from the land. While the amount of revenue accruing from

this source to the Church may have been prone to

27an Account of the Respective Values of the Several Bepefices in
the Different ioceses | e . H.C. [265] xxvii. The 1,456

figure was used by Earl Grey in a speech during the passage of the
Church (Temporalities) Bill see 3 Hansard XIX, 740. During the
course of the debate the Prime Minister stated that although 1,456
was the actual number perhaps the figure of 1,306 would be more

accurate, as it reflected the number of benefices with the

*cure
of souls"

See alsc An Abstrxact of the Gross and Net Incomes of
P ] 1 F f 5 . Irel 3 ! £ : 3 i
Maiesty: - £ . - Eccl . L cal

and Patronage, H.C. 1833 [651] xxvii.

To show the provblems in estlmatlon as to the 51ze of the Irlsh
Church, Buckingham, in e a men Review a

Magazine, III, p. 371, places the number of benefices at 1,422
thus contradicting his previous calculations of 1,200 (II, p. 210)
and 1,396 (IXI, p. 58). J. Ware, in The EXtraordipnarxrv Black
Book... (London, U.K.: Effingham Wilson, Royal Exchange, 1831)
places the number of benefices at between 1,075 (p. 97) and 1,270
(p- 115). For a discussion as to the causes and effects of
parochial unions see The Extraordinaxy Black Book.... p. 88 and
The British Magazine and Monthly Register of Ecclesjastical
Information, June 1832.

281he Parljamentaxryv Review... IITI, reported the number of clergy
at between 1,3%6 (p. 58) and 1,977 (p.371]). The less generous
Extraordinary Black Book.., placed the number at 1,075, owing to
the wide spread activity of pluralist ministers. The Times.,
February 9, 1832, placed the number of clergy at between 1,600 and
1,800. As an aside, an excellent, yet brief overview of the
various religious offices can be found in R. Gilmour's notes to
Anthony Trollope's The Wardern (London, U.K.: Penguin Books, 1984
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exaggeration,?? it was difficult to deny that the
revenue was large, perhaps too large for the
administrative purposes and needs of the Church.30 The
proceeds of tithe (when paid3l) and the revenue from the
management of both glebe32 and episcopal lands ensured
that the Irish Established Clergy, as a whole, enjoyed a
definite degree of financial comfort. Of course, it must
be remembered that the ecclesiastical revenue, despite
the existence of the Board of First Fruits,33 was
unequally distributed and was, due to the relationship
to the wvalue of the land, subject to economic

fluctuations.34 Therefore, while many clergy lived in

29gee for example The Extraordinarv Black Book... which calculated
the annual inccme of the Church to be £1,456,587. Pro-church
organs took exception to these estimates. See, The Christian
} ] - ] , Biblical Ecc] . ical 3
Literary Miscellany of February 1834, p. 93, which argued that the
revenue of the Church was the subject of great exaggeration.
30gee, for example Russell's Speech, during the tithe debate of
1832, reprinted in The Mgerning Chropicle, July 14, 1832.
3lsee A Return of the Arrears of Tithe due in the several Dioceses
of Ireland, from May lst, 1829 HC 1833 (509) xxvii.
Also The Fdinburgh Review, October 1833, p. 98.
32Glebe lands were parochial land attached to a benefice.
33 The Board of First Fruits was an organ created for the Pope to
receive the first year's income of the holders of ecclesiastical
offices. After the Protestant Reformation, the first fruits had
accrued toc the monarch, until the reign of Queen Anne when the
fund was turned over to the Established Church. Ostensibly the
fund prowvided for an internal redistribution of Church income,
however, for a number of reasons, the functioning of the Board was
far from «fficient.
34see H.C. 1833 [265] xxvii, for an example of the unequal
distributicn of the value of parochial 1livings figures. The
amounats rauged from £30 to £2,600. Given the ecclesiastical
damographics of Ireland it was hardly surprising to f£ind that many
of the “poorer* sees and benefices were in the even more
predominantly Catholic parts of Ireland. That having been said, it
should alsc be noted that many of these benefices were responsible

for the cure of few, if any, Church of Ireland souls-see Grey's
speech, 3 Hapnsard, XIX, 1833 col. 740. The araduated tax on
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comfort some incumbents and many curates lived in
relative poverty.35 This discrepancy was dgreatly
exacerbated by the withholding of tithe revenue during
the agitation of the late 1820s and early 1830s which
further limited the pool of money available to the
Church of Ireland.

In addition to the tithe, two other sources of
revenue comprised important elements in the revenue of
the parochial clergv These two sources were the Church
Cess and income arising from the rental of glebe
lands .36 As with the tithe, there was also considerable
animosity in reference to the Church Cess. Although the
financial burden was not large, the method of assessment
caused the Cess to be viewed by the majority of the
Irish as a glaring example of unjust taxation to support
an over-endowed and alien Church.37

All told, the tc gross revenue of the Church of

Ireland's parochial be: .ices was £526,136 7s 4d which

meant to facilitate the goal of an intra-Church redistribution of
wealth.

*°The Extraordinarv Black Book..., p. 100, stated that £500 per
annum was considered a middling wage by the Irish clergy.

36see The Edinburgh Review, July 1835, p. 508 for calculations of
the amount.

37THC 1833 [508] xxi, p. vii.
For an example of the application of the Cess see Return of the
. . o

Amount _of Chuxch Rates assegsed in the Parish of Youghal on Easter
Tuegday, 1833, H.C. 1833 ([383] xxvii. The British Critic and
Quartexly Theological Review, April 1832, p. 322 was not in
agreement with the tithe committee on the "odious® nature of the
Cess. They arqued that the Irish were aware of the Cess. and that

-
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resulted in a net annual revenue of £478,346 6s. 104.38
When all the above sources of parochial income were
taken into consideration it was not difficult vo agree

with the assessment of The Edinburgh Review that the

Irish parochial clergy were in a rather enviable
position, especially in comparison to their English
brethren. 39

Turning next to the average revenue accruing to the
Church's episcopal officers, the annual gross revenue of
the archbishops and bishops was £151,127 12s 4 1/2 d,
with the net revenue being £128,808 8s 3 3/4d.40 This
resulted in an average episcopal net income of £5,584
per annum.4!

All told, a considerable amount of the episcopal

income came from the land. The total amount of the

38An_AbsLxQgL4ui4iELAmQunL_Qi4Bxm5_gnd_men_LngmmmL;ﬁLjaxgshlal

Commissioners for Inguiring inte Eccl

Patxonage, H.C. 1833 [651] =xxvii. The figures are based on
returns received from 1,184 out of the 1,456 benefices which
reported to the Committee.

39The Edinburgh Review, October, 1833, p. 203. See also The

p. 100

Extraordinary Black Book,.,, .
40:] E. l E E ] . II . N I . -

i i . H.C. 1833 [762]
xxi, 42. The figures are based on average annual flgures for

three years ending December 31, 1831. Also
£Qn_&he_EsLngx_BennlA:;9n_9ﬁ_jbsles1aannmaL_Rexennes_nmi_&hg
2x9mn:;gn_gﬁ_Bel1g1gns_ans_M9xnl_Edugenzgn_zn_I:eland H.C. 1835
{461] xlwvii, p.2.

411hg_£d;nhuhgh_B§x;gu July 1835, pp. 502-3. This revenue was

exclusive of the revenue accruing to such episcopal offices such

A Fha MAace . .3 e
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Church of Ireland's holdings in land amounted to some
669,247 acres. Of that amount 485,532 acres were
profitable, 155,643 were unprofitable, and 28,072 were
"undistinguishable" .42 The total rents paid under the
various kinds of leases was £45,258 15s 9 1/44d from some
1,922 tenants.43 The majority of the leaseholders held
their leases for terms of twenty-one years, but there
were also leases granted for forty vears, "three lives"
and other variations.%4

Holders of these leases were not members of the
Irish peasant class, but were members of the Protestant
aristocracy and the so-called "upper class".45 Of the

holders of episcopal leases, 403 tenants held their

leases for forty years, and others held them for “three

42g.c. 1833 ([762] xxi. HC 1831-32 ([508] xxi, p. xi, gave the
extent of the holdings at over 700,000 acres. See also The
Edinburgh Review, July 1835, p. 503.

43g.c. 1833 [762], xxi, see appendix 1st schedule, 2nd part.
441bid. 1,198 people held leases of twenty-one years, 403 held
leases of forty years, 80 individuals held leases for terms of
lives, K7 paid "Chief rents* and 174 individuals helcd their leases
from year tc year.

45gee A. D. Kriegel, *"The Irish policy of Lord Grey's Government®
in English Historical Review, (Vol. LXXXVI, 1971, pp. 22-45), p.
23 n. 4.
E. Brynn, Im&_J2nuxiL_2i_1I2Lmxi_in_JﬂuL_Agﬁ_421_£Euxmdi£
Emancipation., (New York, N.Y.: Garland Publishing Inc., 1982), p.
256 wrote that "[m]ost leases were held by Irish Aristocrats, and
indeed members of the Bishop's family who enjoyed the use of some
of Ireland's finest lands at nominal rents and fines. As a result
the Church was in fact subsidizing the aristocracy to sustain the
Church itself. Stanley was eager to reform the system®”. This point
can also can be seen in the fact that the leaseholders enjoyed
5/6th of the beneficial interest of the episcopal lands. Cobbett's
Magazine, March 1833, pp. 171-3, believed that the Church Bill's
provision for the purchasing of the perpetuity of the lease would

ecavira FAaA rmemira Asa Arran mvanb A cvmaalblh Fav Flhea asd ~bk e e -t el
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lives" but the majority, 1,198, held their leases for
the standard twenty-cne years.40 The holders of the
twenty-one year leases generated an average annual
rental income of approximately £39,306.47 In addition to
the rental income, the amount of fines paid for the
privilege of lease renewal was approximately £75,052
showing that the fines were a major component of
episccpal income. 48

The great majority of episcopal leases were for
terms of twenty-one years, a term imposed not by the
Bishops themselves, but by law.4% This 1legislative
prohipition had been given sanction because o©f the
tendency, in the seventeenth century. for some episcopal
officers to grant long term leases with low rents in
exchange for a large fine for renewal. This fine would

provide a considerable short-term financial profit for

46y.c. 1832 (762) xxi, p. 7.

471big.

‘%Ibid.

See also The Edinburgh Rewview, July 1835, p. 503.

49The statute, passed in the reign of Charles II, was "An Act for
the preservation of the inheritance rights, profits of lands
belonging to the Church, and to persons ecclesiastical®”. Peel, 3
Hansard, XVII, 1002, was to use this in his argument that the bill
did not c¢reate a new value but merely lifted a 1legislative
preohibition.

See also M.D. Condon, *The Irish Church and the Reform Ministriec®
in The Jouxnal of British Studies (Vol. IITI, no. 2, May 1964, pp
120-42), p. 130 and Akenson, gp cit. p. 99.

K.T. Hoppen, in *"Politics, the law and the nature of the Irish
electorate, 1832-1850" in English Historical Review, (Vol. 92
{1977), pp. 746-76), p. 747, argued that economic factors favoured
the granting of short-leases in the years after 1815 due to the
fact that economic fluctuations could not onlv raise the value of
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the incumbent but was gained at the cost of a long term
alienation of episcopal property and the diminution of
realistic rental income for their episcopal successors.

In order to stop this practice, an act was passed to

restrict the granting of leases, for the most part, to a

term of twenty-one years. However, despite the
legislative prohibition, a method was soon developed

which would allow, by the mutual agreement of the

landlord and tenant, the lease to continue in an almost

perpetually unexpired state of twenty-one years. This
was achieved by an annual, rolling renewal of the lease
by payment of a fine. The lease did not have to be
renewed annually but such annual renewal of the lease
afforded benefits to both parties. The rents paid on
episcopal lands were based on valuations made during the
reign of King Charles 1II,30 and were therefore
financially unrealistic. The system of fines afforded
the Bishop the opportunity to recoup a more realistic
return. The tenant benefitted f£rom the arrangement, as
it provided for greater long-term security for his
investment in the leasehold as the lease would remain
unexpired for a periocd of twenty-one years following
each renewal. It was, therefore, usually in the best

interests of both parties tm renew the lease by this

method.
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In the calculation of the fine paid for renewal
there was no "all Ireland" method; however, by
convention, the great majority of Irish bishops used the
same approach for calculation. The fine was generally
calculated as one-fifth of the Profit-Rent "after
deducting the Rent paid by the lessee to the Archbishops
or Bishops and not debiting the Tenants with the wvalue
of their buildings®.5! Therefore *the fine is, in
reality the anticipation or advance of Rent payable in
futuro."52 To assess the rate, the reserved rent would
be subtracted from the wvalue of the land, often with
consideration given o improvements made to the
leasehold, and then the "clear figure" would be divided
by the established figure relating to the rate of the
number of months purchase with the quotient giving the
annual fine.

When the system of fines and renewals ran smoothly
and consistently it afforded security to both the

landlord and the tenant. However, there were a number of

5l.c. 1833 [762] xxi, p. 8.

J. Mokyr, in ved: iv i

distorxy of the Irish Ecopomy., 1800-1850, (London, U.K.: George

Allen and Unwin, 1983), pp. 82-3, noted that if the landlord was

responsible for the improvements the cost and future value of said

improvements would be factored into the rent.

S2H.C. 1833 [762] xxi, p. 10. See also The Return of the present

. . . < 1 - .
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actual and potential preblems with the system. The low
rental rate was balanced by the revenue from the fine
but the balance would only be obtained if the renewal
fine was paid. Erge, as argued in the Second Report of
the Committee on the Tithe, the fact that the Bishop
depended upon the revenue from the fine, almost
compelled him to renew. This, while not resulting in a
de jure perpetuity, resulted in a de facto perpetuity.53
Non-renewal would have a drastic effect on episcopal
revenue. The problems inherent in this system of lease
renewal while not rampant were potential landmines.354
Non-renewal, by either party, was held to be a major
barrier to the financial improvement of Ireland, as it
failed to make secure capital investment in the country
which, in turn, many argued, caused social unrest. Given
the need for an infusion of capital into Ireland, the
leasing regime cf Church lands was a subject of concern.

One of the problems, although not very common, was
non-renewal by the bishop.33 If a Bishop decided not to
renew the lease of a tenant, all the improvements made
to the leasehold by the tenant, such as buildings and

cultivation, would have been in vain. Economic fear,

531831-32 {508] xxi, p. xi. However, the committee did agree that
this type of agreement did not encourage improvements to the
leasehold.

S4yviscount Althorp, 3 Hansard XVIII, 1143-4, during the debate on
the Church Bill, responding to a suggesticon from Mr. French that
the existing leasing regime provided a de facto perpetuity,
provided figures showing that not all leases were renewed under
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caused by the uncertainty of the lease renewal, was
believed by some to be the cause of the lack of capital
investment in leasehold lands, while a long lease would
provide some indication of security and would lead to
greater capital investment.36

Conversely, if a tenant decided not to renew the
lease, or to let the lease run a number of years prior
to renewal, the Dbishop c¢ould stand to 1lose a
considerable portion of his income. Some bishoprics
maintained a principle of charging interest on the fines
of leases not regularly renewed in order to discourage
irregular renewal.37 But in spite of the reolling
interest charge "there [was] always an outstanding
portion of See interest..."38

In addition to the problems of the fine and
renewal, there was also concern as to the actual
management of the episcopal lands. Friends of the Church
of Ireland, indeed even some of its critics, argued that

the Irish Church was getting too small a portion of the

561831 -32 ([508] xxi, p. x. See also, for example, The

Extreanrdinary Black Book..., p. 84-5. And The Pariliamentary
Review. .., III, p. 377 for a letter from "A Resident in Ireland*®.

See also J. Mokyr gp ¢it, p. 81. It should be noted that although
Mokyr did not agree with the hypothesis, it was given considerable
currency during the creation and passage of the Church Bill.
However, not even all contemporaries agreed with that hypothesis,
for example during the King's Speech, Mr. Richards argued that if
a provision was made for the poor there would be an influx in
capital and an increase in the participation of labour. 3 Hansard.
XV, 183. Also The Extraoxrdinaxry Black Book.., p. 85

5?30; an outline of the various leasing practices see H.C. 1833
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beneficial interest of its lands, and that a fiscal
reorganisation and better land management would greatly
increase the ecclesiastical institution's revenue.39
Nevertheless, despite the patently obvious problems
of the Church in the 1830s, in both structure and
subscription, the condition of the 3institution was
considerably better than it had been in the first three
decades of the nineteenth century. A process of gradual
internal reform, initiated by an evangelical movement, 60
had placed the Church in a somewhat better position.
Allies of the institution used these manifestations of
reform in their defence of the Church of IrelandS!
against the numerous and vociferous critics. Friends of
the Church argued that the dynamo of parliamentary
interference in support of Irish ecclesiastical reform
was not only unjust, but unnecessary. They argued that
the Church itself was aware of the institution's short-
comings and could provide the solutions to its
problems .62 Many believed that the internal reforms
improved the efficiency and, perhaps more importantly,

the "desirability" of the institution, thus allowing it

59see The Times, March 13, 1833 and The Christian Remembrancer..
March 1833 p. 185, for discussions of the beneficial interest in
episcopal lands.

80see Akenson, <p <.t, p. 71£f, and pp. 121-8 and Brynn, op gif,
pp. 88, 124, 131-3, and 134.

6lsee Blackwood's Edipburgh Magazine., May 1833, especially pp.
733-4, for a gloviing picture of the Irish Church in the 1830s.
62Ihg_Jﬂmnxsnumm_Bsm&mh:ansgnu December 1832, p. 743 and June

1833, p. 328, argued that if the Established Church was allowed to
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to succeed in its mission. Whig-inspired reforms, on the
other hand, would arrest the mementum of the Church
initiated measures.63

There had, then, been some attempt to imprcve the
condition of the Church but these modifications were not
significant and the proponents of "outside" reform had a
better case. The pace o©of change, undertaken by the
Church, was not fast enough to keep pace with the
reforming dynamics of the post-1832 United Kingdom. The
process of improvement can best be described as moving
from bad to poor. Moreover, there was the additional
problem related to the fact that role and efficiency of
the Church of Ireland "was determined more by external
factors than by...internal efficiency."64 Reformed, in
the process of veform, or thoroughly unreformed, the
Church of England in Ireland was still perceived to be
one of the most, if not the most, corrupt institutions
of the United Kingdom.%5 Therefore, those friends of the
Church who argued that parliamentary interference was
unnecessary were overly optimistic, and Parliament did
need to interfere to provide for the continued existence

of the Church of Ireland.

63plackwood's.., May 1833, p. 735, gave examples of these church
initiated measures, They included Church action regarding

residence, programmes of church building and support of charities.
64pkenson, op git, p. 140.

e .
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Had it not been for the anti-tithe agitation of the
late 1820s and early 1830s,90 the attention of
Parliament would not have been as focused upon the
condition of the Church of Ireland.®? After all, the
Church had been in a poor conditicon since the Act of
Union and Parliament had refrained from interference.
The anti-tithe movement forced Parliament into a
thorough investigation of both Ireland and its National
Church.

At this point, it is as well to reiterate that
Irish Church reform must be viewed as being a part of
the Whig programme of reform to preserve important
elements of the constitution of the United Kingdom, and
not strictly as a "condition of Ireland" issue. Through
Parliamentary investigation individuals both inside and
outside of Parliament reached the conclusion that
perhaps a better reorganisation of the existing

resources of the Church would have lessened the

66por a litany of the violence see Stanley's speech in the House
of Commons, on February 5, 1823, 3 Hansard., XV, 185 ff, Grey's
speech in the House of Lords in jibid, Xv, 733 ff, Cobbett's
reprint of an article from The Churzch Reformer's Magazine in
Cobbett's Weekly Political Register February 18, 1832 and
Blackwood's Edinburgh Magazine, March 1833 n. p. 357 and April
1833, p. 569.

67For an expansion of the historiographical debate surrounding
this point, see M. D.Condon "The Irish Church and the Reform
Ministries* in The Journal of British Studies (Vol. III, no. 2,
May 1964 PPp. 120-42) and R P. H Mermagen 'The hstabllshed Church
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financial burden on the Irish in toto:; would have

placated Irish unrest and, most importantly, provided
for the continued existence of the Irish Established
Church.68

The Tithe Committee, whose me..oers included the
Hon. E.G. Stanley, the Whig Irish Secretary, printed its
second report in June 1832, and it was out of this
report that the genesis of many of the provisions of the
Church (Temporalities) Bill can be found.%® Noting the
presence of an "organized and systematic opposition to
the payment of tithe" in Ireland,’0 the committee made
several recommendations to secure the Church in
Ireland.?’l At the same time, it sought to lessen the
conflict between the Protestant clergyman and the
predominantly Roman Catholic peasant. This would seem to
suggest that the Grey administration was not only
responding to the events in Ireland, but was also
attending to what needed to be reformed in light of a
larger policy of reform. In order to remove the causes
of the tithe unrest, the committee recommended a greater
expansion of the tithe compositions already in place,

and that they be made permanent and compulsory.’2 The

68por example, see H.C. 1831-32 [508) xxi, p. xiv.
69Ibid, p. iii.
701big.

711nc1uding what was to become the basis of the Irish coercion

- L -~ ewtaw -—
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committee proposed three bills which it recommended the
House adopt to afford stability to the country.73

In addition to discussing the specifics and
remedies for the socio-political unrest the Committee
investigated the condition of the Irish Church. The

Committee made an important point when it noted that:

...the grievance which excites
the greatest complaint, and that of
which the greatest use has been made
by those who have exerted themselves
to increase the discontent, is not the
amount of payment, but the fact of any
payment being fade directly by the
Catholic peasant to the Protestant
clergyman, for which, according to the
ordinary phrase, he receives no
return.’4

‘The Committee discussed the Vestry Cess, which
although "trifling in amount" was "obnoxious®" to the
people of Ireland and caused a considerable amount of
unnecessary problems. They felt that a better financial
reorganisation of the Church would still provide
basically the same level of finances, but would remove
an unnecessary point of collision.?s

After discussing the problems of tithe and the

Church Cess, the committee turned its attention to the

73I1pid, p. xiii. The three bills recommended were: *A Bill to
amend the provisions of the Tithe Composition Acts and to render
them permanent and compulsory...A Bill tc constitute
Ecclesiastical Diocesan Corporations in Ireland... [and] A Bill

for the commutation of Tithes for Land".
74Thid n xrii .
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financial management of the Church's revenues and of its
lands,’ and recommended the basis of what would become
the Board of Ecclesiastical Commissioners.?? The
document noted that one source of potential revenue for
the financial requirements of such a Board could be met
out of the proceeds of the improved management of
episcopal lands, which would give them a greater
value.78

There was an almost universal de facto recognition
of the perpetuity, of the permanent interest, of the
lease, as seen in the unexpired twenty-one year tenure
of the lease. The Committee felt however that greater
security would be afforded to the leaseholder if that de
facto "permanent interest" of the leaseholder was made
de jure. This legal transition could be accomplished by
allowing the leaseholder to buy, for a sum based on a
specified number of years' purchase of the permanent
interest, the perpetuity of the lease. And from the
financial sum arising from this transaction a perpetuity

purchase fund would be created. The germ of Clause 147

760. J. Brose, Chuxch and Parliament. The Reshaping of the Church
of England, 1828-1860 (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University
Press, 1959) pp. 107-8, using evidence provided by the cChief
Remembrancer of the Exchequer in an address to a Commons
committee, noted that "if tenants were given leases forever or for
long terms at corn rents, and the corporation had powers of sale
and exchange, the landed estates of Ireland could be profitably
managed®.

771831-32 (508] xxi, p- xX. The report made a tacit recommendatiocn
for the creation of local Boards for the more efficient financial
administration of the institution.

781bid. . xi. Thev araued that the inceccnrityv Af rha rnramarfv uac
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can be found in the Committee's recommendation that the

money received would be available, after satisfying

Church needs, for Parliamentary disposal.’® oThis
recommendation formed an important element in Whig

thinking and action on the nature of Clause 147, as it

dealt with the issue of appropriation by stating that

the money accruing to the perpetuity purchase fund was

never the property o©f the Church. This assertion was

consistently maintained by the Administration during the

passage of the Bill,

The Committee concluded its Second Report with the

following:

Your Commit .ee entertain a
sanguine hope that the measures which
they have now recommended to the
consideration of the House would go
far to remove the feeling in the minds
of the population adverse to the
Established Church. . .80

This conclusion demonstrated the desire of the
Committee to frame the needs of the Irish Church within
the context of reform writ large, rather than as a
measure of placation of Irish tithe unrest. Such a
recommendation suggests that the motivation behind Whig

ecclesiastical reform was primarily for the institution

and not for its setting. No doubt Grey's Government

79Tbid. bo. xii-xiii.
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sought to stop Irish unrest,8l but Irish Church reform
was not, intrinsically, a pacific measure, and the
actions resulting from it should be judged accordingly.

With the problem in focus, and information provided
from the Parliamentary committees, the Whigs undertook
the process of Irish Church reform. While the tithe
agitation and the reports of the select committees drew
the attention of Parliament to the condition of Ireland,
the bill's development was in line with the Whig notion
of the reform and utility of the existing institutions
including Established Churches. The Irish Church
(Temporalities) Act did not deal with tithes, d4did not
provide any major concessions to Irish Roman Catholics
to quieten the social unrest and did not, specifically,
address the practical problem of an under-subscribed
established church. The bill was framed to ensure the
continued and more efficient existence of the Irish

Church within a more secure financial milieu.

8las shown by the coercion measures. See The Reform Ministrv and

the Raformad Darliamant (2vA aAs+EiAn T AnAAn TT  « Tama~ DI deceaass
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CHAPTER _TWO ; EARL GREY'S CABINET AND THE

DEVELOPMENT F_TH BT

With the triumph of the House of Commons over the
Lords in the Spring of 1832, the Grey Administration
turned its attention towards other foci of reform,
including the Church of Ireland. Armed with the
recommendations of the Tithe Committee,832 the wWhigs
embarked upon the arduous task of reforming the moribund
institution. At its most basic, the Whig objective was
to lessen the burden of the Chur:h on the Irish by
making significant financial and administrative changes,
thereby making provision for the strengthening and
continued existence of the institution.83 ERowever, as
simple as it would initially seem, this task was far
from easy. The Whigs had to formulate and implement
measures of reform in reference to certain parameters -
both internal and external. The programme offered had to
be acceptable not only to the widely diverse Whig
Cabinet and parliamentary “party", but also to the other
two elements of Parliament- King and Lords.

Additionally, the mood of the country-at-large had to be

82

H.C. 1831-2, (508) =xxi.
83mhe Rimes, April 2, 1833. The newspaper reported that Russell

had stated that the "sole object of the measures intended to be
proposed by government was to benefit the Irish Clergy by putting
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considered. This chapter will investigate the
development of the Church Bill in Grey's Cabinet and
will argue that when the bill was finally formulated the
Administration had dealt with appropriation, genuinely
believing that the principle was not included in the
measure. As such, the subsequent withdrawal of Clause

147 was not the surrender of an important principle.

Unlike Wellington's Ministry, the first Grey
Administration had a common goal, the reform of the
franchise.8 However, as early as February 1832, some
Whigs realised the fragile nature of their reforming and
"anti-tory" coalition.85 The pre—1834_whigs covered a
considerable range of the political spectrum. The
"party* included outright radicals, such as John Lord
Durham, "progressive Whigs* such as Viscount Althorp and

Lord John Russell, "traditional Whigs" such as Earl Grey

84por an example of exceptlons to this general unity see C. New's
i Jo Geo : t - o

Durham, (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1929), p. 123 on the
question of the ballot, and p. 160 on the immediate creation of
peers. The Morning Chronicle, December 24 and 25, 1832 noted the
different views held by Russell and Stanley on the use of the
ballot.

85see Parnell tc Brougham, February 18, 1832 in Henry Lord
Brougham's The Life and Times of Henrv Lord Brougham, (Edinburgh
and London, U.K.: William Blackwood and Sons, 1871) p. 175.

During the debate on Ward's motion in 1834 The Parliamentary
Review and Family Magazine, (I, p. 715) wrote of the ®"reciprocal
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and the Honorable E.G. Stanley and “"ultras“, such as
Richmond, who had left the Tory party due to the Duke of

Wellington's long overdue and grudging concessions to

Roman Catholics and Dissenters in 1828-9. Such a diverse

grouping would have a great deal of difficulty
aggregating and articulating a programme of reform. But
attention was focused on the passage of "The Great
Reform Bill" and the Cabinet deliberately avoided
dealing with other questions, as these might seem to
over-radicalise the Whig plan of reform.8 However, once
the reforms of 1831-2 were passed differences of opinion
became apparent and the politically diverse Whig Cabirnet
had difficulty rsaching consensus on further reform.87
While on the whole the Whigs were essentially
conservative, 88 reforming on principles of conservative

and gradual reform,89 and fearing the growth of

radicalism far more thar a Tory reactionary backlash, 90

8This is the general tone of A.D. Kriegel's *"The Irish Policy of

Lord Grey's Government” in Znalish Historical Review (Vol. LXXXVI,
1971, pp. 22-45).
87w.D. Jones, in Loxd Derbv and Victorian Conservatism (Athens,

Ga.: The University of Georgia Press, 1856) p. 24, notes that

Stanley believed that the Reform Bill was a “complete and final
measure. "

88see Littleton, 20 May 1833, in A. Aspinall's (ed) Three Early
Nineteenth Centurv Dijaries (London, U.K.: Williams and Norgate,
1952), p. 266 for his comments showing that Grey was no friend of
political unions. See also Grey's letter to Anglesey, dated
October 25, 1832 stating that the Whigs would *"[r]eform on truly
conservative principles®* in A.D. Kriegel's edition of H.R. Vassel
Fox's The Holland House Diaries, 1831-40, (London, U.K.: Routledge
and Kegan Paul, 1977) p. xxxiii.

8%E.A. smith, Lord Grev, 1764-1845 (Oxford: The Clarendon Press,
1990), p. 3.
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there were also powerful radical-progressive ministers
in the Cabinet.

In addition to the internal intra-whig
“philosophical" barriers there were also practical
Parliamentary problems associated with the Tory-
dominated House of Lords and with the King. Both were
obstinate in their opposition to most manifestations of
Whig reform. The abhorrence of the Tory Lords to the
reforms of 1831-32 is too well known to bear repeating
here; suffice it to say that with their bruised egos the
Lords, especially Cumberland and the *Ultra" faction,
would be anxious to make a stand on most aspects of
institutional reform. This potential impasse was a
significant problem because the Whigs had no desire to
use their post-December 1832 Commons majority to push a
measure of radical ecclesiastical zreform through
Parliament, thereby causing a Constitutional collision.
Despite their support of reform, the Whigs still
believed in the Constitutional balance of Lords, King
and Commons .

In developing programmes generally and a policy of
ecclesiastical reform specifically, the Whigs not only
had to consider the numerous functional problems within

Parliament, but also ha¢ to pay considerable attention

Murray, 1884), pp. 195-6 *"I hear that Lord Grey becomes more and
more anxXious to escape; he has set fire to the mine and wants to

rivm mtrmatrr Forrm bha avmlAaciAan ® Cas alem Mha Neibksiel Critris Nt Ahar



36
to external factors aﬁd forces. The "people®" had not
forgiven the Tories and Bishops for their opposition to
the Reform Bills. However. the support of the people was
conditional, in that it was based on the assumption that
the Great Reform Act was the promise of greater, more
far-reaching reforms.?! This posed a problem as the
wide-spread "public®" support for reform was based on
more radical assumptions than the Whigs themselves
subscribed. On the other hand there seems to have been
the perception of revoluticn or upheaval if the masses®
appetite for reform was not satiated. Although the
United Kingdom on the whole managed to avoid the overt
socio-political turbulence cf the Continent in the 1830s
there was, nevertheless, continuing tithe unrest in

parts of Ireland and "Swing" riots in agricultural

%lsee Sir D. Le Marchant, Memeir of John Chaxles Viscount Althoxw.
Thixrd Earl Spencer, {(London, U.K.: Richard Bentley and Son, 1876),

p- 448 . For radical views see, for example, Cobbett's Weeklwvy
Political Registexr, December 21, 1832, p. 718, The Paxliamentaxy
Review and Family Magazine, I, pp. 218 and 345 and IV, p. 1lff and

various sections of J. Wade's Extraordinarv Black Book. (London,
U.K.: Effingham Wilson, Royal Exchange, 1831).

See alsc S. Macoby, English Radicalism 13832-1852 (London, U.K.:

George Allen and Unwin, 1935), pp. 32-3 and The Meorning Chronicle,
September 4, 1832 for some of the specific radical demands.
These radical views were countered by Tory and pro-Church views.

See for example The Christian Remembrancer or the cChurchman's

Biblical., Ecclesiastical and_ Literarv Miscellany, February 1833,

p. 118, memmw Vol.

XVII, p. 478 and October 1832, p. 429
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England. Coupled with memories of the riots of "The Days
of May" in 1832 these limited and localised
manifestations of unrest seemed to issue a veiled threat
of additional disquiet.92 The “"people" had certain
expectations then for Whig reform.

The combination of the above factors placed the
Whigs in a classic political dilemma. They had to effect
significant social and political changes but also ensure
that the reforms would not upset the existing structure,
and would receive the assent of all three elements of

Parliament.
IT

One institution that reguired immediate
consideration was the Established Church of Ireland. The
task of framing a measure of Irish Church reform that
would be sustainable, effective and politically
responsible fell to the Whig Irish Secretary, Stanley.
In developing his plan, Stanley had to bear in mind the
impact his bill would have on his support of Established
Church Protestantism and the sanctity and inalienability
of Church property. The problem was further exacerbated

by the notion that Parliament's actions in relation to

927he Westminster Review, July 1832, p. 255 provided a list of

advances the people had a right to demand ®"before they will agree
to lav down an atom of the state of orevaration for constitutional
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the Irish Church would serve as a precedent for

subsequent legislation for its English counterpart.93

Stanley was conservative 1in ecclesiastical matters; in
1824 he had defended the sanctity c¢f Irish Church

property.? Nevertheless, he had to develop a policy

that would be "acceptable" to the various factions of

the Whig Cabinet, including those who had wvoted in
favour of Joseph Hume's 1824 and 1825 motions, which he

had personally opposed.9

This already difficult task was compounded by the
fact that the Whigs were a widely diverse political

grouping, including both radicals and "'ultras' pushed

93Jones, op cit, pp. 26-7 and E. Brynn, The Church of Ireland in

the Age of cCatholic Emancipation, (New York, N.Y.: Garland
Publishing Inc., 1982), pp. 250-1. 0.J.Brose, Church and
arliament . The eshapi of the Church of -186

’

(Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 19%9), p. 51, noted
that Russell suggested that, dJdespite the Act of Union, they
consider the Irish Church as a separate entity.

%4see 2 Hansard, XI, 588, and Jones, ibid, p. 8.

Brynn, ibid, p. 251 wrote that *"Stanley's plan was designed to
engender support among those Whigs who were willing to give the
Church of Ireland one final chance®". Le Marchant, gop ¢ift p. 452
noted that Stanley had considerable difficulty in accepting many
of the *"liberal® provisions of the Church Bill.

95Joseph Hume's 1824 motion read *That it is expedient to inquire,
whether the present Church Establishment of Ireland be not more
than consumerate to the services performed, both as regards the
number of persons employed, and the incomes they receive®" and his
1825 motion read "the property in the possession of the
Established Church in Ireland is public property, under the
control of the Legislature, and applicable to such purposes as in
its wisdom, it may be deemed beneficial to the best interests of
religion and the community at large; due regard being had to the
rights of every person in actual enjoyment of any part of that
property."”

2 Hansard XI, 588, records that the 1824 motion was defeated 79-
153. Furthermore, 2 Hansard XIII, 1166, notes the vote on the 1825
motion was 37-126. It is important to note that influential
members of Grey's reforming Cabinet supported either one or both
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out of the Tory party by Catholic Emancipation."%6 sSuch
diversity made the development of a policy of consensus
difficult.9% The more progressive wing of the cabinet,
including Russell, althorp and Durham, favoured more
"radical* measures of reform than the Stanley-Sir James
Graham faction. These Cabinet divisions can be seen most
especially in reference to the disposition of proceeds
arising from "secular" appropriation of Church property
either to such purposes as Parliament might see fit to
admit, or, to a lesser degree, and perhaps more
reasonably, tc the purposes of education regardless of
denomination.? It was an issue of such fundamental
importance that a decision either way - aye or nay -
would have ripped the Ministry apart. Indeed, it was to
do so during both the Irish Tithe Debate of May 1834 and
wWard's subsequent motion on the revenue of the Irish
Church; but the potential for revolutionary unrest and
radical electoral success was not as great in 1834 as it

had been in 1833, and it was a responsible political

Brynn, op git, p. 240 and 259-60. See also G. M. Trevelyan, Lord

c {17, bei } 1if £ C] ] 3 ]
Grey, (London, U.K.: Lor.gmans, Green and Co., 1920), p. 357, for
an analysis of the Calinet splits on the Irish Church question.
One might also refer to D. H. Akenson, The Church of Ireland.
Ecclesjastical Reform and Revolution, 1800-1885, (New Haven,
Conn.: Yale University Press, 1971), p. 167.

57G.M Trevelyan, ibid, p. 357.
%8see E. Halevy, A _Historv of the English People in the Nineteenth
- H i - , {London,

U.K.: Ernest Benn Ltd., 1950 [2nd revised edition]), p. 142 and J.
Prest, Lord John Russell, (London, U.K.: The Macmillan Press Ltd.,
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decision on the part of the Administration to paper over
the cracks in 1833. The fact that Stanley was able to
win general Cabinet acceptance of the bill in 1833
provides an excellent example of the ability of the Whig
Cabinet to compromise vet frame effective policies while
avoiding moot, yet damaging, issues.

An additional factor to be considered in the
development of the bill, was that not only did Stanley
face Cabinet opposition. but he was also at odds with
the Irish Viceroy, the Margquess of Anglesey. Although
not a member of the Cabinet pexr se, Anglesey still had a
considerable amount of influence in policy formulation
and development.9? The Viceroy, also known as the Lord
Lieutenant, agitated for a number of radical solutions
to the Irish problems in order to stem the 0O'Corinell
tide, and was willing to go much further than Stanley.
Some of his solutions included the provision of a poor
and labour rate, the payment of the Roman Catholic
clergy and "General Church and Tithe Bills."10 stanley

felt cthat Anglesey's plans were dangerous to the

9%The Act of Union although providing for a union of the
Legislatures still made provision for a separate executive. 3
Hansard, XV. The Irish Executive in January 1833 included the
Marquess of Anglesey as Lord Lieutenant and Lord Plunkett as the
Lord High Chancellor.

J.C. Beckett, in A Shoxt Historv of Ireland (London, U.K.-
Hutchinson and Co. Ltd., 1973), p. 130 lists the provision of the
separate executive as being the basic flaw in the Act of Union.
100E.A. Smith, ob cit. pp. 289-94. also A. D. Krieael's *Tha Trisch
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sanctity of property in Ireland.l0! while Anglesey, for
his part, felt that if "Stanley's Church prejudices"
prevailed and the Cabinet shrank from effecting adequate
measures of reform, there c¢ould be no peace in
Ireland.102 However, although Anglesey's views may have
been visionary. thay were too radical and impractical in
terms of a Whig reform measure for the Irish Church in
the 1830s. Given the prevailing situation 1t was
imperative that the Whig Cabinet develop a consensus
which would result in the practical reform of the Irish
Church.

In this search for consensus the Prime Minister,
Grey, was of great importance. Although he had a solid
commitment toc a conservative vision of reform, he was
held in esteem by both wings o©of his Cabinet. The Prime
Minister found himself in the middle of the competing
facticns. Grey was not, in prianciple, opposed to the
secular appropriation of Chuxch property "[blut he was
anxious to keep the Cabinet together, and he also
believed that British opinion would be very jealous of
anything savouring of a sacrifice to conciliate the

Roman Church."103 Grey was also aware of the consequences

10lgmith, jibkid, p. 294. Also Brynn, op c¢it, pp. 250-65. As noted
by Brynn, Stanley sought Anglesey's transfer to India.

102gmith, ibkid, p. 297. See Anglesey to Graham, October 6, 1832
and Anglesey to Holland, October 21, 1832 cited in Brynn, ibid,
p.259.

103G, M. Trevelyan, gp cit, p. 357. Grey-Holland, October 29,
1832, cited in G.I.T. Machin, Politics and the Churches in Great
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if his Whig Administration fell; he feared an onslaught
of the radicals more than he feared the Tories.
Believing in sustainable, conservative reform and in
order to preserve much of the existing constitution, the
Prime Minister threw his weight behind Stanley.104

Stanley's avoidance of appropriation in the bill,
rather than being a cause for condemnation, was a
reflection of Stanley's and Grey's responsible
aggregation of a Whig position on ecclesiastical reform.
This maturity resulted in legislation which led to a
considerable reform of the Irish Church. As Gash noted,
there are "few things...so dangerous in politics as the
enunciation of principles,"105 to which he might have
added, for the estvablishment of moot, if not
destructive, purposes.

In preparation of the Church bill, Stanley
corresponded with the Archbishop of Armagh, Beresford,
seeking to win the support of the Church's hierarchy for
his reforms. Stanley reassured the Irish Primate that
although he personally did not think the revenues of the
Irish Church too large, he believed there could be a

more equitable internal redistribution of the wealth.

political payocffs involved would not make it worthwhile breaking a

lance for appropriation.

104gones, op cit, p. 43 wrote that Grey's fondness for Stanley

postponed the much needed cabinet reorganisation.

105Gash, Reaction and Reconstruction in Epglish Politics, 1832-52:
s iv LV
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The Irish Secretary warned Beresford that if the
assistance and support of the Church for this
manifestation of reform was withheld a more radical
programme of reform, perhaps one that included the
secular appropriation of the institution's property.
might result.l06 Beresford rightly saw Stanley as an
avowed supporter of the sanctity of church property and
one who should be helped in his task; he therefore
entered into a generally cooperative agreement with the
Chief Secretary. The political situation seemed to
dictate some manifestation of reform and Beresford saw
it to be in the best interests of the institution to
assist in the framing cf a measure that was as gentle
and accommodating to the wviews of the Church as
possible. 107 Beresford's cooperation was only partly
successful, as he was forced into accepting a greater
measure of reform than he had initially expected,
further estranging him from his "natural" allies.!08 For

his part Stanley had to make concessions to appease the

106Brynn, op git, pp. 260-1.

107akenson, ibid, pp. 167-8. However, that being said, the
Archbishop was not in favour of the measure in Lftoto. See, for
example, Beresford's October 4, 1832 letter to Stanley cited in
Brynn, ibid, p. 263, which stated his concerns and reservations
regarding the measure of reform.

108gee for example the *"Ultra® Duke of Cumberland's letters to The
Archbishop dated 18 February 1833 and 27 February 1833 in The
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progressive element in Cabinet.l09 The Archbishop
disagreed with several of the clauses in the bill
including those imposing the graduated tax on benefices,
and those involving changes to the bishops' leases.!10
But his objections could not stall the progress of the
bill.!11 By this time Beresford had become, in many ways,
a prisoner of cooperation. The Archbishop could not
press his objections too far because he had previously
cooperated 1in the formulation of the Bill and,
ultimately, he realised that the Bill was framed for the
continued existence and the good of the Irish Church.
The above problems, especially the Cabinet
divisions, caused considerable strain on Stanley, as the
framer of the measure, and Grey, as Prime Minister.

Stanley was forced onto “a tight-rope...on the basic

question of Church property®, and was forced to offer

109akenson, op g¢it.p- 169. Wellington later argued that the
actions of the Irish Primate would cause a considerable amount of
trouble for the opponents of the bill. Writing te a Rev. G.R.

Gleig, 26 February 1833, The Prime Ministers' Papers.., p. 93
Wellington opined:

It is impossible for me to say what is to be done with
the Irish Church Bill. The Irish Primate has conceded
the principle. He has departed from the ground on
which he could have maintained a battle; that of the
Act of Union.

110yiscount Beresford to Wellington, 22 February 1833 enclosing a
letter from the Archbishop of Armagh to the Viscount dated 18
February 1833. in The Prime Ministers' Papers.., pp. 83-4.

Also, Brynn's op cit, p. 263.

lllakenson, @p git, pp. 169-71. In his letter to the Viscount
Beresford, 18 February 1833, Prime Ministers' Papers., p- 84 the

Archbishopn wrote *I am confident that mv own conduct will he
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concessions to his colleagues.ll2 Grey was faced with the
daunting prospect of holding together such a widely
diverse cabinet in order to institutionalise the

»promises” of the Great Reform Act.

ITIT

on the 10th of September 1832 Stanley introduced
his plan for Church reform to his Cabinet, a plan "based
on the non-alienation of Church property".l13 stanley
believed in order for him to proceed with the difficult
task of Irish Church reform a statement of purpose was
essential. Stanley attempted to obtain a pledge from the
Cabinet that Church property would not be diverted to
secular purposes.l!l4 such a condition upset some members
of Cabinet. The radical wing argued that if the
financial changes occasioned by the bill resulted in
there being any surplus then said surplus should be put
to non-Church purposes. Russell, for one, demanded
provision be made for financial support of non-
denominational education and others subscribed to the

Russell-Durham view that appropriation was "essential

112Brynn, op git, p. 266 and O. Brose "The Irish Precedent for
English Church Reform: the Church Temporalities Act of 1833" in
The Journal of Ecclesiastical History (1956, pp. 204-25), p. 218.
13rthe Holland House Diaries, p. 459, n.2.

ll4gee the Letter from Althorp to Graham, September 25, 1833,
cited in Brvnn. oo cit. vn. 250~-1. Krieael. "The Irish volicv..® v.
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[to]...religious equality and social improvement."115
Stanley lost this initial skirmish and the idea of a
cabinet pledge, on the issue, was abandoned.!16

Stanley next came to the Cabinet with two pieces of
legislation, both growing out of the recommendations of
the Commons Tithe Committees. Having tested the waters
for the boundaries of Whig ecclesiastical reform with
his attempt for a pledge on appropriation, the Irish
Secretary had developed a plan for a careful and
effective reform of the Irish branch of the United
Church. This, it was hoped, would avoid splitting the
Cabinet and enable the Grey Administration to continue
in office. In addition to the Church Bill, Stanley
introduced the foundations of the Coercion Acts, showing
that the Whigs were not only intent on general reform
but were intent upon c¢racking down on the Irish
unrest . 117

With the Church Bill before Cabinet, Stanley, on
the 13th of October 1832, once again attempted to gain a
pledge of unity and a commitment to resist any attempts
at radicalisation of the measure.ll8 Stanley believed

that it was important to receive such a pledge given the

differing opinions regarding surplus Church property and

115g.1.T. Machin, gp ¢cit, p. 34.
116Machin, ibid. p. 34, and New, op git, p. 226.
11716 Marchant, op ¢it, p. 445.

118g+rvnn. ob cit. vo. 260-5. and Kriedel. "The Trish Palicv.* o.
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to hold the Cabinet on course. This attempt was met with
mild disapproval from Althorp and Russell, and more
vehemently from Durham.ll® However, the three failed to
act 1in union, and this lack of concentrated action
between the three progressives was perhaps a major cause
of the "success" of the Stanley-Graham faction.!20 Grey,
fearing the growth and potential threat of radicalism in
the Kingdom, and realising Stanley's importance as a
political figure, attempted to bring the mincrity in the
Cabinet to support Stanley's view on non-appropriation.
The Prime Minister was crucial in making the consensus
work.

Quumaneuvered, both Russell and Althorp believed
they should tender their resignations. Russell, noting
that the majority of the Cabinet was opposed to his
ideas, expressed his concern and dismay over the
condition of Ireland and reiterated his idea that the
surplus revenue generated by the financial changes in
the bill should be applied to education.l2! In a letter

of the same day to Grey, Althorp outlined his view that

119grvnn, ibid, pp. 260-5, and Kriegel, jbid, p. 36. See also M.D.
Condon, ®*The Irish Church and the Reform Ministries* in The
Journal of British Studies (Vol. III, no. 2, May 1964, pp. 120-
42), p. 127.

120pAs noted by Kriegel, *®The Irish Policy.." p. 36 ®“Durham had
alienated virtually everyone in the government during the past two
years and neither Althorp nor Russell would have acted with him*

121Russell -Grey, October 20, 1832 cited in S. Walpole, Ihg_L;fg_gﬁ
Lord John Russell (London, U.K.: Longmans, Green and Co.), p. 188-
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“the minority Establishment had no right to its
superfluous revenues, which should be devoted to general
purposes instead".l22 Althorp also expressed concern
about the far-reaching nature of the coercive measures
and of the short-falls of the Temporalities Bill.123
In his reply., the Prime Minister sympathised and
stated that he himself wished to resign:
[blJut I feel bound not tc do
so, when the consequences would
destroy the Whig Party for ever,
to give power, in the first
instance, to those whose

pPrinciples we have always
opposed, and eventually perhaps,

Fo

£or such a Government could not
last, to produce a subversion of
the Government itself...l24

He agreed that there were definite 1limits to
Stanley's measure but claimed it was an “extensive
reform" of the Irish Church, and that the political
times called for *“the government unit{ing] behind it". 125
Grey's appeals to political reality seemed to mollify
the Chancellor of the Exchequer, and he reconsidered his
resignation. Althorp, at heart a pragmatist himself,
understood the importance of keeping Stanley in the

Cabinet, due to the latter‘'s parliamentary skills and

122p1thorp to Grey, October 20, 1822 cited in Brynn, op ¢it. p.
265.

123pe Marchant, gp zit. pp. 145-7.
124Grey to Althorp, Cctobexr .., 1832 cited in Le Marchant, jibid,
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political charisma. The Viscount was also aware of the

need to frame a measure of reform which could be carried

through the Lords. 126

Grey made a similar and equally successful case to

Lord John Russell:

Without arguing on the soundness
of your principle that the emoluments
of the <Church, being provided for
religiocus instruction, should be
proportioned to the situation and
numbers <f the population by whom that
instruction is required, I can only
repeat what I have so frequently
stated in the course of these
discussions, that I cannot entertain a
moments doubt that, i1f the Cabinet
could be brought to your opinion, and
sihould frame a measure on a broad and
distinct avowal of that principle,
their complete overthrow would L[ 2 the
al »nst instantaneous result. A
dissolution of Government, brought
about in this manner, would be no less
certainly productive of these
consequences which I have already
stated, and which you admit than if it
were produced by a disagreement and
division amongst ourselves.l27

The Prime Minister clearly believed that the Church

Bill was as large . measure of reform as they could hope

to carry, and it would bring, despite its limitations,

positive results. He warned:

The greatest danger to it would
arise from a division amongst
ourselves; and, if that division
should lead to a breaking up of the

126Kkriegel, "The Irish Policy.." p. 37 and Smith, op cit. p.
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Administration, I need not state to
vou the certain consequences, of which
vou seem to be sufficiently aware, of
the danger to the peace of Europe,
great loss to the character of
ourselves, and the ahbsolute extinction
of all hope of a moderate and
effectual reformation of those parts
of the Church establishment which are
most felt as real grievances, or most

exposed to invidious objections.!28

Russell received a similar message from Fox, the
third Lord Holland. Holland wrote that it would be a
severe blow for the Whig Ministry if the mover of the
Reform Bill resigned "just at the moment when the manner
in which the great experiment would work was about to be
tried..."1i2% By staying in office, Holland argued,
Russell was achieving gradual reform, and "the question
you have to decide...is not whether your plan or
Stanley's is the right one, but whether Stanley's plan
or your resignation, with its consequences, is
preferable. 130
By the end of October 1832, Russell and Althorp,
despite harbouring some objections as to the contents of
the bill, assented to the presentation of Stanley's bill
to the Houses of Parliament. They had placed party and

practicality over principle.l13!

128

129401land to Russell, October 26, 1832, cited in Walpole, ibid.
p. 191.

1301big.
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The other Cabinet rebel, Lord Durham, however
continued to agitate for the greater radicalisation of
the measure by an extension of the principle of the
secular appropriation of Church property. Semnsing that
he had lost the support of Althorp and Russell,!32
Durham, in mid-November, circulated in Cabinet a
document entitled Qbserxrvations on Stanlev's Plan for
Reform of the Irish Church, discussing the need for
appropriation.!33 while not popular with the Cabinet the
paper did bring the question of appropriation into the
open, and forced the Cabinet to deal with the issue.
Durham’'s actions naturally angered Stanley who believed
that the Cabinet, while agreeing privately to disagree,
had decided not to incorporate the principle of
appropriation into the Church Bill.l34 Grey concurred in
Stanley's analysis of the situation and threw his
weight, once again, behind his Irish Secretary. The
Prime Minister stated that the abstract principle of

appropriation was not part of the measure, and anyone

1321t should be noted that while he had lost the support in the
Cabinet of the two members that is not to say that they disagreed
with his views. It would seem that Althorp and Russell subscribed
to the view of party more strongly than Durham.

133gee Brynn, op cit. pp. 517-8, n. 187 and Machin, gp git. p. 35.
Brynn, p. 265, noted that much of the opposition to Durham came
from personal and not political considerations. See also New, gp
cit, p. 223.

Kriegel, *®“The Irish Policy..” p. 39, n. 2 notes that Stanley

responded, on 18th of November, with Stanlev's Response to
Durham's Observatjons: and in November Durham responded with Lord
= ] ®)e = - )
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who disagreed with the omission o0f the principle of
appropriation should resign.!35 purham, subscribing to a
larger picture of radicalism, did not resign.
However, despite Grey's ultimatum Durham's
opposition was not yet ended. Using his influence with
other "radicals" outside of Cabinet, indeed outside of
Parliament, Durham leaked portions of the bill.136 ag
could be expected, such actions caused additional
discomfort within the Cabinet, and Stanley concluded
that Durham's mischief making must be brought to an end.
In a letter to Graham, Stanley stated that "Durham must
yvield or go*.137 Grey supported Stanley, but encouraged
him to "modify" his stance, pointing to the fact of the
recent death of Durham's child was a cause of Durham's
behaviour. Charitably Stanley gave Durham the benefit of
the doubt, and did not pursue the matter further.!38
Grey's political acumen and pragmatism kept the fragile
reforming ministry together, and Stanley, despite
considerable opposition, was able to continue his
development of the Church Bill. Durham ceased to be an
effective member of the Cabinet and resigned in March of

1833 on grounds of ill-health.139

1451bid

136Brynn, op cit. pp. 266-7.

137grynn, ibid. p. 270.

138gyynn, ibid. pp. 270-1.

139%When Grey resigned his premiership in 1834 many radicals
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Despite considerable differences of opinion on the
principle of appropriation Lexr se, the Administration in
LOoro was willing to accept the changes to the leasing
Structure of episcopal lands. In Stanley's bill the
general prohibition upon the ability of the Irish
Bishops to grant leaszes for any pericd greater than
twenty-one years was lifted. Put into its place was a
precvision by which the holders of the bishops' leases
Could demand an extension of their lease in perpetuity.
By such a change, it was argued, the value of the lease
was increased by its conversion from a life interest
into one of perpetuity, thereby providing security for
both the bishop and the tenant, and an increase in the
rent accruing to the bishop. The whigs proposed that the
leaseholder pay for the benefit given by the change, at
the rate of six years purchase, and that the money
should accrue to a perpetuity purchase fund which would
be used to off-gset the financial liabilities occasioned
by the Church Bill.

To support their claims, the Whigs used Ricardo's
Theory of Rent to Justify such a change. The Government,
they argued in accordance with the Second Report of the
Tithe Committee, was entitled to any benefits of the

change in the value of the lease.!40 That having been

see, for example, The Parliamentarv Review and Familv Magazine,

n.s. I, p. 728.
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established, the WwWhigs further c¢laimed that the

increased value of the lease was a parliamentary

creation, and was not the property of the Church.!4! Thus
the Bill was presented as a measure that would recognise
the sanctity of Church property, vet would allow, in
principle, the State to access a considerable pool of
“secular" money after Church needs had been met. The
Cabinet was aware of the significance of the gquestion of
secular appropriation of Irish Church property, and
dealt with the problem by carefully and explicitly
arguing that the principle was not involved in the
measure.

While the more "progressive" minority of Grey's
Cabinet had been vocal in its opposition to elements of
the Bill dealing with the disposal of ecclesiastical
property, on mosc other aspects of the bill there was
general agreement. By electing to avoid reaching a
decision on the abstract principle of appropriation, and
avoiding inclusion of the principle in the bill, a
pragmatic unity of sorts had been restored. Given the
state of actual unrest in Ireland and parts of England

and of the perception of further, and more wide-spread,

socio-political unrest in the rest of the United

14lFor an expansion of this argument see J. Mokyr, Why Ireland
vod: g ‘ < . .
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Kingdom, it was important that the Grey Administration
enter the general election of December 1832 with a
modicum of unity vis-a-vis the reform of the Irish
Church. The Whigs had to show the electorate that they
would be capable of forming an effective, reform-minded
ministry. Therefore, the Whigs faced the election
committed to Irish Church reform, aud with an embryonic
bill that neither affirmed nor denied the right of
Parliament to undertake the secular appropriation of
Church property. As far as the Whig Cabinet, including
Stanley, was concerned there was not even a whisper of
appropriation in the Church Bill planned for

introduction into Parliament.
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CHAPTER THREE:; THE REFORMED HOUSE OF COMMONS
A THE RI H H P LIT

The Cabinet, due to the ability and willingness of
its members, particularly Grey, had papered over the
cracks in unity and the fragile administration held
together. Because of this unity, Stanley was able to
develop a policy of conservative, gradual vyet
considerable reform of the Church of Ireland. However,
while the Cabinet had developed a policy of gradual
reform for the Irish Church, the Dbill had to be
introduced into the first reformed House of Commons.
There, a significant progressive-Whig and radical
element might be disappointed with the ostensibly
limited extent of the measure. This problem was
compounded by the presence of a Tory majority in the
House of Lords. This recidivist majority, opposing many
of the extensions of reform, was certainly capable of
defeating the ecclesiastical measure.

This chapter will discuss the political and
parliamentary milieu into which the Irish Church
(Temporalities) Bill was introduced, will note the

impact of limitations on the scope of action of both the
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faced by the Administration attempting to secure passage
of an effective, sustainable yet conservative measure of
ecclesiastical reform. It will show that although a
number of expectations or fears regarding appropriation
were placed upon the bill, these definitions were
externally imposed and were views which the Ministers
consistently denied.

The Chapter will argue that although the Whigs had
to operate in this milieu, and had to face criticism
from the opposition for their failings within these
externally imposed parameters of action, that they did
not deviate from their oft articulated principles.
Falling short of other people's expectations does not
necessarily mean failure, and it is in reference to the
Wwhig agenda itself that the results of the Grey
Administration in 1833 must be judged.l42 Rather than
expecting too much from the Whigs in terms cf radical
reform, the expectations should be framed with reference
to the concept and programme of gradual, conservative
reform for the renewed efficiency and continued

existence of institutions.

1427 nAaint made thranadheutr the work of the Whia Ministers' The
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The General Election of December 1832 the first

since the passing of the Great Reform Act, returned a

large contingent of reforming M.P.s. Lord Mahon

estimated that there were 150 Tories, 320 Whigs and

approximately 190 radicals, elected by the newly
enlarged electorate significantly changing the dynamics
of the Lower House.l43 Given the difficulty of applying
concrete party designations to many M.P.s during this
period, Mahon's estimate was probably incorrect, 144
however, a large reforming element in the House of
Commons was undeniable. The strong support for reform,
coupled with the popularity of the Whigs, won with the

passage of the Reform Bill, meant that a large amount of

new legislation was expected from the Administration. It

1433ee the letter of Lord Mahon to Peel, dated January 8, 1833
cited in gSirx Robert Peel: From his private papers. (Ed. C.S.
Parker. London, U.K. John Murray, 1899), pp. 209-11.

For a list of the members of both the House of Lords and of the
House of Commons see 3 Hapsard, XV. It is also useful to consult
*The Legislative Recorder®" in The Parliameptary Review, I, 1833
pPP. 31-5 for a listing of the M.P.s and their “"party”* designations
- Conservative, Whig and Liberal. However, it should be kept in
mind that given the relative fluidity of *parties® in the early
1830s the initial designations assigned to M.P.s may not always be
correct.

144p31ackwoods Edinburgh Magazine, in January 1833, p. 115, argued

that 2/3rds of the new M.P.s belonged to the "Revolutionary
Party®, and in February 1833, p. 224, estimated that the new House
contained 284 decided Whigs, 100 wavering Whigs, 14% Conservatives
and 127 Radicals, leaving the House two short. The_ Birmingham
Journal, January 19, 1833 and The Times, January 7, 1833 wrote
that there were S14 reformers elected, from both the Radicals and
the Whigs. The Guardian, January 19, 1833 wrote that 38 repealers,
476 reformers and 144 Tories had becn elected. As an aside, it is
interesting to note that the radical The Westminster Rewview, April
1833, p. 49¢€, argued that the prospects for meanlngful reform were

~ - - -~ a
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was within this context that the Whigs had to formulate
and, more importantly, implement an effective and
sustainable policy of reform - a policy of which the
Irish Church measure, albeit important, was just a part.

The 658 M.P.s gathered in the tiny Chapel of St.
Stephen, on February 5th, 1833 to listen to the King's
Speech, which outlined the principal aspects of the
Whig agenda for the upcoming session. The Speech, while
including points regarding the cconditions of Portugal,
Holland and Belgium, and mentioning plans for changes to
the Bank of England Charter, and reforms to the East
India Company was, for the most part, concerned with the
condition of Ireland and with ecclesiastical reform.l45
In addition to plans for changing the structure of the
tithe and for tne pacification of unrest in Ireland, the
King discussed the need for a reform of the Irish
Church.

The modifications included making provision for
changes to the institution's financial and
administrative structure and providing for "a more
equitable and judicious distribution" of its revenues.l46
It is important to note that the word used in the Speech
was "distribution" which, without being too specific,
could appeal to most members of the House in one way or

another. The cautious use of the word "distribution" was
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followed by the promise that the Church of Ireland,

despite Article V of the Act of Union, was to be given
sepalrzc-ce consideration from the Church of England in
subsequent legislation.l4? By detaching consideration of
the Irish branch of the United Church from that of the
English branch, Grey attempted to free himself from the
charges that the Church Bill would serve as a precedent
for reform of the English national Church. Additionally,
the issue of ecclesiastical reform was placed in a
separate, vet by no means mutually exclusive, category,
rather than being part of a strictly "condition of
Ireland" guestion. This dJustified the actions of the
Ministers during the passage of the Church Reform
measure. The King's Speech made it clear that the church
reform was for the institution itself, and not for
Ireland. The cautious use of *distribution®" and the
policy of separate consideration showed how much the
Whigs were willing to avoid problems of principle in
their quest to effect meaningful and sustainable change.

As would be expected, the legislative programme
announced by the King aroused considerable interest in
both Houses. The subsequent debates were lively and
foreshadowed those on the Church bill. Whigs, radicals

and Tories expressed their opinions on reform, with the
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House of Commons enjoying the additional spice of the
Irish radicals. 2Although the King's Speech contained a
number of points not related to Ireland, debate on the
Speech was centred not on reform jin toto but on things
Irish.!48 This was in a large part due to the impassioned
prleas of Daniel O'Connell. He argued that the Irish had
expected the newly elected and reformed House of Commons
to redress their ancient grievances, yet the Speech meade
it clear that their hopes had been misplaced.!49 However,
O'Connell's opposition to the measures of reform was of
littrle concern to Ministers who realised that,
politically, the Whigs could not bend towards the Irish
Radicals.

In both Houses, Whig ministers found themselves
articulating the principles behind their agenda of
reform. In the Upper House, the Prime Minister said that
while he believed in the necessity o¢f Irish
ecclesiastical reform, he believed that said reform had
to be undertaken on conservative principles to provide
for the survival of the institution.!50 This point was

made more explicitly by Earl Grey, when speaking to a

1487 number of M.P.s offered their own views as to the solution to
the ®"Irish problem.® For some examples, see jibid., XV. 17%-209.
Suggesticons included the argument that the Church of Ireland was
responsible for the unrest and that changes ought to be made, the
need for both a labour rate and a poor law, the need for a secular
aprropriation of church property, a tax on absentee landlords, and

L3 TIPN e mer e et € -~ - ~al 4 AfF ~ b - 3 PN -, - - 23 PN
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motion from Lord King regarding church reform. Then, he
remarked that any scheme of church reform would be for
the sake of the institution itself "making it more
respectable, and placing it completely in safety as far
as that could ke done by Legislative measures.*!31 In the
House of {ommons, Lord John Russell, the quintessential
"party man®", 1in response to a radical suggestion
suppcrting the idea of the secular appropriaction of
church property,l152 objected to the suggestion as one of
spoliation, 133 notwithstanding the fact that he himself
had ﬁeld a similar view in Cabinet. Russell's abilitv to
put party discipline .upove his own views reflects the
ability of the Whigs to keep the control of
ecclesiastical reform out of the hands of radicals.

Sir Robert Peel rejoined for the "moderate®* Tories
in Parliament. Although he admitted that he disagreed
with any measure of church spoliation, he agreed he
could support a provision for a different distribution
of property within the cChurch.!54 This view is an
important indication of the willingness of some Tory
M.P.s and indeed Lords, to accept reforms as long as

they were based on "conservative principles.®* Much has

1513pid, XV, 305-6.
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been made of Peel's role in this function.!35 But more
credir must be given to the Whigs., especially Grey and
Stanley, for their ability to harness the support of
moderate Tories, especially in using Peel's influence
with the Wellington faction in the Lords,!56 which was
instrumental in the eventual passage of the Church Bill.

The King's Speech had identified the major concerns
and objectives of the Administration, and Parliament

then began its work on the Whigs® agenda.

But before the Minisc.rs could embark upon specific
reforms, bocth inside and outside Ireland they had to
stem the rising tide of anarchy in Ireland.}!57 The wWhigs
wante¢ to stop the Irish unrest, as shown by the
Coercion bill, but they also wished to reform other
aspects of Irish society. Stanley said, in reference to
L. ‘J.oercion measures that ®“[tlhe Government was fully

.+ .dged to remedial as to other measures" but they had

155see, for example M.D. Condon, "The Irish Church and the Reform
Ministries® in The Journal of British Studies (Vol. III, no. 2,
May 1964, pp. 120-142), p. 130.

156, Large, *"The House of Lords and Ireland in the age of Peel,
1832-50" in Ixish Higtorical Studies (Vol. IX, 1954-5, pp. 367-
99), pp. 373-4.

157por a litany of the violence, see Stanley's speech in the House
of Commons, on February 5, 1833, 3 Hansard, XV,185 ff. See also

—~—— K N - - -
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to have the ability tc “"enforce the policy".!58 although
the government was pledged toc stand or fall by both
coercive and remedial measures, this did not mean a pari
Rassu passage of the measures.!59 It was not a policy of
coercion and concession. These reforms were based on two
different principles. One was to placate Irish unrest,
as car: be seen from the changes to the structure of
tithe and the expansion of rights to Roman cCatholics.
The second principle to be applied was reform for
constructive purposes, and it is in this latter category
that Church reform should be placed. In order to stop
the sporadic anti-tithe violence in some Irish counties,
the Whigs introduced the "coercive measures", referred
to by Grey as an “unfortunate necessity*160 and by
O'Connell as "the project of Ministerial despotism*,!16l
into the House of Lords on February 15, 1833. It was

quickly passed and moved into the Commons on February

22nd, 1833.162 The coercion measure received speedy

158The Morning Chronicle, February 23, 1833.

159gee Stanley's May 6 speech arguing against O‘Connell‘'s
interpretation of the pari passu nature of the measure, 3 Hansard.
XVIii, 1077.

16lo*‘connell to P.V. Fitzpatrick, Feb. 17, 1833 in The

Coryespondence of Daniel O'Copnell (Ed. M.R. O'Connell. Dublin:
The Irish Manuscripts Commission, 1977), Veol. VvV, p. 9
document #1956.

162Phe Irish Coercion Act, 3 Will. IV, <. 4. The bill was "for the
more effective Suppression of local disturbances aund Dangerous

AccmmiatiAane in Tealana 8 Mha Mimacs TAalhamisass 10 1099 et mlma
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passage and became law on April 2, 1833.163 Once peace
was restored the Whigs could then turn their attention

to other matters including Irish ecclesiastical reform.

ITT

Because of Stanley's departure from the Chief
Secretaryship of Ireland to replace Goderich as the
secretary of State for the Colonies,164 the task of
introducing the Irish Church (Temporalities) Bill fell
to the Whig House Leader and the Chance ‘or of the
Exchequer, Viscount Althorp. He introduced the bill into
the House of Commons on February 12, 1833.165 The bill

effected far-reaching reforms in both the financing and

163pccording to The Refoxm Ministrv and the Fixst Refoxmed
Parliamept., p- 8 the provisions of the Coercion Bill were only
applied to one county in Ireland. The Act was put inteo force in
the County of Kilkenny. on the 10th of April, 1833.

lé4,ittleton, who was eventually to replace Hobhouse as the Chief
Secretary of Ireland, wrote that Stanley was given a new position
“hecause he is hated by the Irish.*® Littleton's comments were
cited in A. Aspinall, Three Earlvy Njpeteepth Century Diaries
(ondon, U.K.: Williams and Norgate, 1952), p. 316.

See also The Parliamentaxry Review and Family Magagzine, II, p. 333
£f.

165yjscount Althorp gave notice of motion for the Irish Church
{Temporalities) Bill on February 12, 1833, however its

introduction to the House of Commons was delayed until May 6, 1833
due to a procedural maneuvre made by a Tory M.P. Mr. C. Wynn. Mr.
Wynn argued that as the bill contained changes to a tax, the bill
ought to arise out of a Committee of the Whole House. Having
searched for precedents, the Whigs introduced three resolutions
which they felt would overcome the Tory procedural objections to
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the structure of the Irish Church.!66 It made provision
for the abolition of the functionally inefficient Board
of First Fruits, and its substitution by the proceeds of
a graduated tax of up to 15% on the value of benefices-
both parochial and episcopal. The measure also allowed
for the abolition of the "obnoxious" Vestry Cess, and
for the suspension o©of livings in which divine service
according to the rites of the Established Church had not
been celebrated for three years.!%? The legislation
further created the "union" of ten bishoprics, resulting
in there being twelve rather than twenty-two episcopal
officers in the Irish Church.!68 1In order to deal
satisfactorily with the revenue arising from the above
changes, and to provide a body for the financial
superintendence of the Church. a Board of Ecclesiastical

Commissioners was created.l!69 In addition to the above

166por specifics of the measure please see: 3 and 4 Will IV., cCap.

XXXVII, A_3LlL_&Q_AlL2L_QRd_Am2nd_Lhﬂ_l@ME_JEﬂJUUUEL_EQ_LhQ
Temporalities of the cChurch of Ireland. H.C. 1833 [5%] i, and H.C.
{2101 1i.

An abstract of the act was also published in The Moxning Chronicle
February 13, 1833 and The Times, March 12, 1833,

167SeeE z £ 21l B £ . I 1 1 hich Divi

lzsh_Eghznaxz_lazl H.C. 1833 [3991 xxvii.

1683 Hansard, XV, 572-3. The ten episcopal units-eights bishoprics
and two archbishoprics-were listed in Schedule B of the Bill. The
suppression of the kishoprics is commonly held to be the cause of

Keble's Sermon on National Apostasy, commonly held to mark the
beginning of the Oxford Movement.

1691pidg, XV, 571-2.
See also The First Bepoxrt of the Ecclesiastical Commissionexs

1mMmMAar fha A~ 2?2 amA A Wn T valatrdima A elha M
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modifications, there was another aspect of the bill
which caused considerable interest. This change dealt
with the financial proceeds arising from alterations
made t£o the tenure of episcopal leases.

The preamble to the bill outlined the premises and
principles which "may conduce toc the advancement of
Religion and the efficiency, permanence and stability of
the United Church of England and Ireland~.l170

Furthermore, it read:

..whereas the tenure by which
Church lands are held in Ireland 1is
inconvenient, and 1t 1is eXpedient to
alter the same in such manner as may
tend to the ease and security of the
Church, and to the advantage o¢f the
Persons holding thereunder...l7l

No mention was made of the dispeosition of the
proceeds of the change, indicating that appropriation
was not a major principle of the measure. Clearly the
Whigs did not intend the Houses of Parliament to debate
the "great principle®.

When introducing the bill, Althkorp spent
considerable time outlining the positive features of the
reform. After discussing the financial conditicn of the
Church, which he believed suffered from popularly

exaggerated ideas as to its wealth, Althorp turned his
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attention to the extent of the Church's land holdings.
Although, he admitted, the institution did have nominal
control over a considerable amcunt of land in Ireland,
it did not enjoy *“the whole of the beneficial interest
in the land.* In fact the institution enjoyed only one-
sixth of its value, approximately £100,000 per annum, |72
duve in large part to inefficient management.

The Chancellor of the Exchegquer then turned his
attention to the leases held on episcopal lands. He
noted the existing leasing problems, and ocutlined Whig
plans £for changes to the tenure of the leasehold. The
tenant would be allowed to purchase the perpetuity of
his lease, with the fund arising from these changes
being disposed of by Clause 147. It was this seemingly
innocuous clause which caused a great deal of bother for
Grey's Administration.

The clause is found between clauses relating to

tenant-sub tenant relations.l73 It read:

1723 yapnsard, XV, 567.
'73p. H. Akenscn, in The Church of Ireland. Ecclesiastical Refoxm

and Revolution, 1800-85, (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press,
1971), p. 175 wrote "...clause 147 was apparently added to the
bill as something of an afterthought. (The clause is not found in

the first printing of the Bill)." However, this point is disputed
by A.D. Kriegel in his notes to Ihe Helland's Diaries, 1831-40
(Ed. A.D. Kriegel. London, U.K.: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1977).
Kriegel writes, p. 459, n.2, that the clause was in the original
printing of the Bill, but was listed as Clause 142 rather than
Clause 147.

It is possible to argue that the placing of the Clause in such an
obscure pblace was a sian of Machiavellian bpolitics. that the
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...And be it enacted, That all
monies which shall accrue to the
credit of the said Commissioners under
this Act in the Perpetuity Purchase
Fund Account hereinbefore directed to
be opened in the books of the Bank of
Ire and, shall be applied to and upon
the purposes hereafter mentioned:
(that is to say) in the first place to
pay or replace all sums of Money
charged or chargeable on any parish,
union, chapelry or place, for the
purposes of Dbuilding, rebuilding,
enlarging or repairing any church or
chapel of any such parish, union,
chapelry or place, to be raised
thereof by vestry assessment, whether
such sums shall have been lent or
advanced by the Trustees and
commissioners of First Fruits in
Ireland, or otherwise; and the surplus
of the said Monies accruing to the
credit of the said Commissioners shall
be applied to such purposes as
Parliament shall hereafter appoint and
direct.l174

The last section of the Clause caused considerable
interest, as it gave Parliament a role in the disposal
of what some would consider Church property, but its
importance sank dramatically once framed within the
context of the financial liabilities occasioned by the
initial section of the clause.!”5 The Morning Chronicle

argued that there would be no surplus for a long time,

174g.c. 1833 [210], i. p. 78.

175According to Church Temporalities (Ireland) Act. Return to an
Order of The Honourable House of Commons H.C. 1835 {in 169] xlvii,
return #6, pp. 3-4, the Fund would be equal to its liabilities by
February 1853, with the Perpetuity Purchase Fund reaching its
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as the money raised via the changes would be used to
meet church purposes.!7 The Board of Ecclesiastical
Commissioners was in a position to assess the financial
needs of the Church of Ireland, and given the pro-Church
composition of the Board it would always be able to find
church-related requirements for the perpetuity purchase
fund.l77 But whether or not there was an actual surplus,
the "admissjion"” of a principle was held to be of
considerable importance.l78

Althorp, realising that he had to be careful and
precise, repeatedly assured the Commons in his opening
comments that the bill neither affirmed nor denied that
principle, an assertion which was to be repeated during
the debate in the Committee on clause 147. The House
leader noted that the changes occasioned by the act gave
a new value to the lease. As the State had created the
"new value", Althorp argued that the State was therefore
entitied to a fair share of the increased value - hence
the final sentence of the clause. The Government was not

expropriating Church property, but was harvesting the

176The Morning Chropicle, July 2, 1833. See also H.C. 1835
xxii and H.C. 1835 ({in 169) xlvii return #6, pp. 3-4.
177akenson, op git, p. 175.

178akenscen, ibid, p. 175.

See also 0.J. Brose, "The Irish Precedent for English Church
Reform: the Church Temporalities Act of 1833" in The Jourmnal ¢f
Ecclesiastical Histoxry, (1956, pp. 204-25), pp. 219-20 where she
wrote *the catch was later to prove to be the providing for Church
needs first...[i]n this respect Radical fears about Ecclesiastical

{113}
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fruits arising from a parliamentary re-valuation of
episcopal leases.l79 As such, the Whigs argued, some
would say with a touch of sophistry, that the Government
was only assuming a portion of the newly improved wvalue,
and was not appropriating property gua Church
property . 180

He stated:
it is not proposed to diminish in
the slightest degree, the just incomes
of the Bishops derived from this
source; Dbut to enable any Bishops'
tenant who chooses to demand it, to

have a perpetuity of the land which he
now occupies at a fixed corn rent.181

In order to expedite transactions, a formula was
developed. The tenant could acquire the perpetuity of
his lease by buying a number of years purchase of the
beneficial interest of the lease, with Althorp
suggesting that six years' purchase would be fair. By
this procedure the bishop would still be assured his
rent, !82 and the tenant would enjoy the obvious benefits
of a lease held in perpetuity as opposed to twenty-one
vyears. The proceeds o©of the sales would accrue to a

perpetuity purchase fund, with the excess funds above

1793 Hansaxrd, XV, S74.

180gtanley, ibkid, XXIV, 38-9, later noted, during the debate on
Ward's Church Motion in 1834, that Clause 147 did not confiscate
Church property but the value of property that had been created by
the State, which he continued to argue was applicable tao the
purposes of the State.

181rpid. XV. S574-5.
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and beyond the needs of the church being "placed at the
disposal of parliament. 183

He was not guite sure how much money would be
raised but "whatever the amount gained... [would] be
acquired with great advantage to the tenant, and without
injury to the Bishop".184 However. The Times calculated
that if all 1leaseholders choose to purchase the
perpetuity a sum of £3 millions would go to the fund.!85
The paper based its calculation on the premise that the
Church of Ireland eiijoyed one-sixth of the beneficial
interest of its land, a sum of £100,000 per annum.
Therefore the five-sixths of the beneficial interest
enjoyed by the leaseholders was worth approximately
£500,000 per annum. Using Althorp's term of six years
purchase multiplied by the £500,000 beneficial interest
a sum of £3 millions was reached. 186

After discussing the benefits and the changes
initiated by the bill, Althorp turned his attention to

appropriation. He argued that the bill did not lay down

1833 Hangard, XV, 574-5.

1841pid, XV, 574-5.

185pirst Report of the Ecclesiastical Commissjoners under the Act
Wi Vv ti t

Ireland H.C. 1835 [113] xxii, pp. 8-9, noted that only six tenants

had completed the purchase of the perpetuity of their lease,

100 applications were under consideration.

186The Times, February 13, 1833. This figure was also quoted in

Cobbett's Magazipne, March 1833, p. 172 and The Birmingham Journal,

February 16, 1833.

However, after all the poliitical smoke had died down H.C. 1835 [in
TEQT wYerd § vatrurn #7 ™ .4 natald Fhat Ptha Qmm whicrh mav hao

and
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any principle on the subject: the matter was left open
for another Parliament to decide, once the needs of the

Church had been met:

Indeed it is not necessary now to
decide whether Parliament has or has
not a right to interfere with Church
property...[tlhe effect of such a call
would be only to delay and obstruct
the progress of a practical and

necessary Reform...The plan which I
have now detailed to the House is what
his Majesty's Ministers feel

themselves justified in proposing at
present, without meaning to preclude
Parliament from considering the future
appropriation of Church property to
other purposes than those of the
Church...The QQuestion will be left
perfectly open. All we have in view on
the present occasion is to submit a
practical proposition for a practical
amendment of the law.!87

He assured the Commons that the Church bill was
just one part of a measure of Church reform, and that
other bills would be introduced in reference to other
modifications and reforms as required.188

Althorp's introduction reflected the lengths to
which the Administration went to aveid the taint of
appropriation. The Government realised that the 147th
Clau:.ie might be considered as giving sanction to that
principle. therefore they explicitly denied that this

was the case. The Government genuinely believed that the
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financial proceeds accruing to the state were the resulc
of a creaticu of new wvalue.

Throughout the course of the debate, the Whigs
attempted to direct the focus of the debate and argued
that the measure was nct primarily for Ireland, but was
for the strength and stability ofvthe Church of Ireland,
an impcrtant point when framing the scope of the bill. 189
Minsters, the House was told:

.merely proposed to have such a
fresh distribution of the revenues of
the Church, as would add to its
efficiency, and thereby to the respect
to which it would be regarded by the
nation at large...[and] to effect a
more equal distribution of Church
property.19¢

Stanley stated that he was a strong supporter of
the Established Church in Ireland,!9! and that he would
not have been party to any measure designed to do it

harm. The bill before tha Comrons would "strengchen the

Protestant ascendency" in Ireland.l92 In reference to

189puring debate on clause 32, a clause dealing with the reduction
in the number of Irish episcopal officers, responding to Tory
charges, (see for example Shaw, ibid, XVIII, 935-40 and Gisbourne,
ibid, 945-7, who both argued that the measure was a concession to
Irish Roman Catholics and would weaken the Established Church,)
Stanley, ikid., XVIII, S$42, argued that the primary objective of
the Church Bill "was to uphold and support the Church «f Ireland,
by removing those blemishes and defects which only tended to
disfigure and weaken it.*" A point seconded by more progressive
members of the Cabinet see, for example, Viscount Althorp, ibid,
XVII, 46, and Russell, jibjd, XVI, 1407.

1901pid, XVIII, 943-4.
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appropriation, he admitted that the Cabinet was divided,
but agreeing to disagree on the abstract principle, the
Cabinet supported the Temporalitizs Bill as it provided
for considerable reform of the institution without
deciding either way on an abstract point.193 gtanley
expanded on aspects of Althorp's introduction. He
exrlained that the changes made in the leaseholder's
tenure were to ensure that there was full enjovment of
the tenant’'s investment in the land, by the creation of
a new value by the granting of the perpetuity. He again
emphasised that with the new wvaluation of the land, the
Irish Church was not entitled to the surplus of the
fund, and such surplus could be applied to non-Church
purposes, “"without any violation of the property of the
Church. 194

During the second reading of the bill, on May 6,
1833, Stanley further elaborated upon Whig thinking
behind Church reform. He argued that the real friends of
the Church had framed the measure for the institutiocn‘s
survival, and as its friends they had the duty and
responsibility to acknowledge its abuses and reform as

bect they could.!95 In reference to church property he

said:

[hle wculd abide by what he had
formerly asserted, that it was not

1931pid, Xv, 612-3.
1941pbid, XV, 612.
195thid XUTT. Q78a-8an
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desirable that the property of the

Church should be diverted to other
than ecclesiastical purposes. The
question that he wished ©the House to
consider was whether the property to
which the Bill was going to divert was

the property of the Church or not.196

He then entered into a discussion of the bishops:®
leases, rents and fines and argued that the tenant
receiving the security of the perpetuity, by the bill,
should be willing to pay for that security. Because of
the general statutory limitation cf twenty-one years on
the granting of bishops' leases, he argued that only the
Legislature could make the required changes, ®and for
that enfranchiseinent the State wag entitied to demand a
remuneration. *197 The value “created" belonged neither to
bishop nor tenant. After discussing the reduction in the
number of Irish bishoprics, Stanley admitted that
were risks in reform, but that there were even c¢
risks in not reforming the institution.198

The Administration, in all stages of the Bill's
development, went to great lengths to avoid the measure
containing even a whisper of appropriation. And then
realising the definitions given to the clause by both
wings of the opposition, the Whigs further articulated
their understanding of the intent and nature of the
clause. Ministers argued that the proceeds arising from

the sale of the perpetuity of the lease were never the

1961p35g, xvII, ©81.
1971pid, XVII, 982 -3.

198113 A vrTT Qo _<&
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property of the church, being, instead, the result of
the creation of a "new value*. In order to support their
assertion the Government used David Ricardo's Theory of

Rent. Halevy, in his analysis of the measure, wrote

falccording to this theory, the
State may ccnfiscate every increase of
the net produce of an estate when it
is not the result c¢f the landlord's or
tenants labour, but entirely the
creation of society, without doing any
injury to the tenant or giving the
iandlord any 3Jjust cause to regard
himself as wronged. 199

Therefore, following this logic and given the
Cabinet genesis of the measure., the creation of a new
value clearly avoided appropriation.

However, neither the Tories nor the radicals agreed
with the Ministers' definition of the inoffensive nature
of the clause, and the Government watched as a new
definition was applied to the Clause. Members of the
oppositicon, and elements outside of Parliament, argued
that a prime feature of the bill was that it recognised
the appropriation of ecclesiastical property.

Radicals stated that the chief importance of the
measure was that it recognised the right of
parliamentary interference with temporal components of

the Establish~d Churrh in both Ireland and, perhaps more

importantly, ¥nglaus. Despite his earlier support for

199g. Halevy, A _History of the English Peoble in the Nipeteenth

Senturyv-Volume III: The Triumph of Reform, 1830-41, (London, U.K.:
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the measure, perhaps realising that support of Wwhig
reform would place him in an awkward political position.
Daniel Q'Connell expressed his disappointment with the
bill on the whole, as it failed to deal with the tithe,
and left the Church a burden upon the Irish. The only
aspect of the bill which had any merit was that it
admitted "a control by Parliament over Church property.
and that, once adnitted, it might lead to ulterior and
highly important consequences.*?00 william Cobbett, the
vadical journalist and unpredictable M.P., argued that
the measure was at best a cosmetic change.20l The more
methodical and systemic radical Joseph Hume said that
the bill before the House failed to satisfy either side
in the House, and the Whigs should bring in a new
measure of ecclesiastical reform, preferably in 1line
with “public opinion®. He also expressed the common
radical argument that established church property was
public property.202 The Times, initially spoke well of
the plan?Y3 put upon “"sober second thought* the Thunderer

wrote, in reference to the bill's avoidance of poor

2003 gangard, XVII, 1140-3.

See also 0'Connell to P.V. Fitzpatrick, February 15, 1833 cited in
Q'Connell Corresvondence Vol. V. p. 8 document #1955a.
201cobbett's Magazine, March 1833 p. 173.

2023 gangard, XVII, 1152-3.

Messrs Gillon and Rippon moved a motion on May 20, 1833, arguing
that the revenues of the Church of Ireland should be given to
purposes of general utility. The motion, however, was defeated 16-
126, which showed the impatience of the House of Commons with
truly radical measures of reform. See jibid, XVII, 1381-5.
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laws, tithe and education that the "reforms, therefore,
which it omits are of far greater magnitude than those
which it aims at embracing.*?94 Finally, The Morning
Chronjicle, a Whig-leaning journal, was critical of the
bill as it was too conservative a measure.205

The opinions expressed by the radicals and the pro-
Wr.g press were, however, of limited importance to the
passage of the bill, but the opposition of the Tories
was not. The radicals in the Commons could only be a
minor nuisance t£o the bill's passage, the Tories, with
their majority in the Lords. could defeat the measure.
Seeing the bill as a precursor cf future legislacion,
the Tories argued the principle o¢f apprepriaticrn, which
they feared was contained in the bill, was not onily
dangerous for the Irish Church, but also bode ill for
the Church of England specifically and for all species
of propertv yenerally.

Within the general principles of their opposition,
the Tories offered specific criticism of the Church
Bill. Many Tories argued that 1if the bill was to
strengthen the Church of Ireland, as Ministers
suggested, the corpus of the measure did not bear out
that promise. Some of the more general and common
criticisms of the measure were that: it violated one of

the fundamental arcticles of the Act of Union, it would

2041bid, March 13, 1833.

205mha MAarnince Chyranis~la Talyiiasir 12 19272
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undermine the faith of the Irish Protestants in the

Legislative Union with England, it was a dangerous

precedent for the Church o©¢f England, and it set a
dangerous precedent to all species of property.206

Peel had emerged as the leader of realistic, post-
Reform Act Toryism. As 1its spokesman, he argued that
although he saw the necessity of some reform of the
Irish Church,207 giving as an example the abolition of
the Vestry Cess,-08 he was displeased with the provisions
of the Temporalities Bill. The changes he most disliked
were the "union" of the ten bishoprics and the proposed
modifications to the episcopal leases.?09 He claimed to
be especially disturbed by Althorp's *alarming doctrine®
of the creation of a new value on the lease, and the
distribution of the proceeds via Clause 147. Peel argued

that this change would admit both the pr :ctice and

principle of appropriation, and would serve to undermine

206gge for example Lefroy 3 Hansard, XVII, 1127-31 and French,
ibid 1132-9.

See also Blackwood's Edinbuxgh Magazine., April 1833, p. 574-655,
with the journal arguing that the bill proposed to confiscate
Church property as had happened during the French Revolution.
207gee the 1letter of The Earl of Rosslyn to the Duke of
Wellingteon, dated 12 March 1833 in The Prime Ministers' Papers:

Wellington Political Correspondence I: 1833 - November 1834 (Eds
J. Brooke and J. Gandy. London, U.XK.:
Office), pp. 115-17.

208:: though Peel agreed with the abolition of the Vestry Cess, he
di. .greed with the .mposition of a graduated tax on benefices in
lieu of the cess. He argued that the cnsts of the abolition of the
Cess could be recovered out of the proceeds arising from the

changes made to the bishops' lands, 3_Hansard, XVII, 999.
2091hid. XV S98-605

Her Majesty's Stationary
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the sanctity of all species of property.2!0 He noted that
he was not so much concerned with the changes in the
tenure of the leases themselves, but, rather with the
alienation of the fir-:aoial proceeds of said changes
from the Church itself.2ll During the bill‘'s second
reading, he argued that the improved wvalue of the lease
belo:»r 7 not to the State, but to its original owner -
the ~1.3hed state Church. He accepted that that the
financial benefits &rising from sales of the perpetuity
should not accrue to individual bishops or tenants, but
to the Church.2!?2 peei stated that prior to the
imposition of the legislative twenty-one vear ceiling
on the granting o©of episcopal leases, bishops had the
right to grant 1leases f.r "indefinite periods."
Therefore, despite Whig claims to the contrary,

[tlhere was no new value given to
the property; there was merely the
removal of a legislative restraint on

an original righ*. by which restraint
was injured.?13

If Parliament was merely 1lifting a previous

legislative prohibition could it then justly claim a

210rhe Bisnwp ©f ¥xeter to Wellington, 12 February 1833, in The
Prime Mizastare. i exs., p. 73. :
213 Haw g3:83 V. €06-7.

2121pje.. vl 7. :0-1.
2131pj. ¥y, Li02. The original statute, passed during the reign
of Charl - %I, was "An Act for the preservation of the inheritance

rights, profits of the lands belonging to the Church, and to

mavryemne amr~rlacl actrioale
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portion of the financial benefits arising by the removal
of the barrier?

He proceeded to impute base motives to the Whigs,
suggesting that the sum of £3 millions resulting from
the sale of the perpetuities was toc great a temptation
to allow the Grey Admini: . ~=»nr to lceck at the issue
with dispassion and reason

However, while he w. - - oDpused to the principle of
the secnlar appropriation of ecclesiastical property.
Peel noted that the actual functioning of the clause
would not be as damaging as the admission of the
principle. There would be no money left in the fund once
the needs and existing liabilities of the Church had
been met.215 He said that he would vote against the bill,
as "[hle considered the principle to be dangerous to the
security of all property*".216

Thomas Lefroy, a Tory member from Dublin
University, further argued that the reversion of the
lease was just as much the property of the Church as the
rent attached to the lease. Given the unrealistic

valuation of rents on episcopal lands:

2143p3id, XVII, 1003.

2151pid, XVII, 1003.

As previously noted H.C. 1835 ([in 16921 x1lvii, ~specially #6,
painted a gloomy picture as to the solvency ©of the Fund given its
financial liabilities.

2163 Hangsard, XVII, 1000. It is interesting to note that even
though Clause 147 was removed from the bill during its committee
stag=e, Peel still voted against the bill at its third reading.

The »oint regarding the sanctity of other forms of property was

alvc¢ shared by Tory 3journals such as RBlackwood's Edinburgh
Magazine. April 1833 p. 654-5 and November, 1833 p. 779.
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[ilt was this reversion which
enabled the Bishops to have a new
valuation of Church lands during the
period of the last war, and greatly to
increase the amount of their sees; and
if that did nof constitute property in
reversion, he did not know the meaning
of the term.?217

He seconded Peel's argument, that if justice was to
prevail the reversionary interest should remain with the
Church.?!8 Mr F. French, an Irish Tory M.P. from
Roscommon, argued that the annual renewal by fine was,
in effect, a lease held in perpetuity. The self-interest
of both parties would make the lease a de facto
perpetuity, and that the new system would not improve
the lot of either the bishop or the tenant.?219

But in spite of the attacks from both wings of the
opposition, the bill received the overwhelming support
of the House of Commons at its second reading. The vote,
which showed assent of the House as to> the Ministers'
analysis of the principle of the bill was 317-78.220 The
vote shcwed the faith of the House of Commons in the

Ministers and their measures.

2173 Hapnsard, XVII, 1125.

2181pid, XVII, 1126-7.

2191p3id, XVII, 1132-9. See also Blackwood's Edinburgh Magazine,
April 1833, p. 575.

In response to French's claims of the de facto of the perpetuity,
Althorp, 3 Hapsaxd. XVII, 1143-4, provided figures to show that
not all leases were renewed under the existing structure.

2203 Hansard XVII. 1010-11.
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IV

The Church bill then entered the Committee of the
Whole and continued its legislative journey, until the

Committee reached Clause 147. The Ministers, and the
Whigs in the House of Commons, were confident in their
analysis of the clause but, recognising the numerous
problems asscociated with a Torv-dominated upper house,
did not wish to undermine the existing structure of the
Constitution for that definition. That having been said,
there were a number of factors working in the
Administration's favour. The Tories, although strong in
their opposition to the bill, were numerically weak in
the newly elected Hcuse of Commons, and the scope of
Tory opposition was bound by very definite limitations.
These limitations had a marked impact upon Tory strategy
in respect to Whig reforms generally and 1Irish
ecclesiastical reform specifically.?2!

If the Tories toppled the Government, Peel knew

that his party would be unlikely to firge a sustainable

22IN. Gash, Politics in the Age of Peel. A Studv in the Technigue
of Parliamentary Representa“jon. 1830-50, (London, U.K.: Longmans

Green and Co.,) p. 42. See also pp. 48-51 and €5, wheve Gash
argued that it was in Peel's bhetter interests to deal with the
more conservative members of Grey's Government. Elienborough, once
again cited in Aspinall‘'s Three.Diaries, p. 23€. on February 5,
1833, opined that as much assistance as possible should be

afforded Stanley as the most conservative member of Grey's
Cabinet.
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ministry due to its weakness in the House of Commons, 222
and the lack of the support and confidence of the
“people". Given Tory awareness of the threats occasioned
by the growth of radicalism or the “democratic party", 223
in both its *“pure®* form, and within the Whig
parliamentary grouping, the Tories were placed in the
uncomfortable position of having to oppose but not
defeat the Ministers. Aware that Stanley had said the
Government would stand or fall by the Church bill, the
Tories were in no particular hurry to assist in felling
Grey's Administration. Both Wellington and Peel were
aware of these limitations,?224 and a growing group of
Tories accepted the Reform Act as a fait accompli, and
worked to ensure that subsequent reform if not "Tory"
was at least neither destructive nor :adical.Z225
Wellington wrote "I will take the course upon the Irish
Church Bill which shall appear to me best calculated to

maintain the Protestant Church in Ireland."226 probably

222g5ee Peel to Wellington, 20 July 1833, in The Prime Ministers*
Papers.., pp. 263-5 and Wellington's agreement Wellington to Peel,
23 July 1833, ibid, p. 265.

223peel to Wellington, 20 July 1833, in ibid, p. 254.
224Wellingion to Exeter, 10 April 1833, in ibid, pp. 194-5, and
Wellington to Lord Monson, 24 August 1834, ibid, p. 285.

Also see Akenson, op git, p.- 175-6

225G.F.A. Best, Temporal Pillaxs: Oueen Apne's Bounty. the
Fecl . . ] : : " 1 ; ; l f E ] 1,
{Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1964), p. 288. Peel was
very aware that it was preferable that the Church be reformed by
its friends than by its enemies.

226Wellington to Exeter, 10 April 1833, The Prime Ministers..., p-
194. A point he repeated after the bill's passage to Lord Monson,
24 Auagusi 1833 ihid. on. 284-4
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Sir Robert Peel's greatest contribution in this function
was showing Wellington that the Lords must acQuiesce to
the existing Church bill before them, or face the
possibility of a far more “radical" measure of reform.227
Wellington later wrote "“[ulpon the whole I believe that
the Church of Ireland has got out of its difficulty less
damaged in reality than was expected at the commencement
of the session."228

The position of the Whigs was further helped by the
uncertain political climate.229 wWhile the Lords were
constitutionally well within their rights to oppose the
bill, they were also at odds with the "will" of the
"people” and the power of their Lordships was limited
when faced with a House of Commons supported by "popular
opinjion” as shown in the passage of The Reform Bill. The
Morning Chronicle argued that both the Lords and the
bishops had had a lucky break in the unrest of 1831-2,
and that both groups should not test thelr 1uck again by
making for a collision with the Commons and the people.
Such a collision would bring about their ruin.230 There
was still a possibility of upheaval if not revolution in

1833, as shown by both the Irish unrest and the Swing

427peel to Wellington, 20 July 1833, in jibid, p. 264
20 git, ». 375.

228Wellington to Lord Monson, 24 August 1833, The Prime
Mipisters' .., p. 285.

22%%ellington to the Bishop of Exeter, 10 April 1833, in jibid, p.
194.

230Mho Marwminea Chranictia Tuna 12 and 21 18313

, also Large,
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riots in agricultural England, and the Tories were not
fools. They realised that the Whigs although "reformers"
would preserve the existing institutions, and would not
change to destroy. If the Church Bill was thrown out by
the Lords, the Grey Administration might resign or the
House of Commons might respond with an even more radical
measure of church reform.23! Neither of the two options
were particularly appealing.

That having been said, the Bill afforded the Tory
Peers an opportunity to reassert their pride and regain
some of the power they had lost in 1831-2.232 Many of the
Lords, particularly those in Cumberland's "Ultra"233
faction, argued that the Upper House must continue to
act as a check upon the reforming excesses of the
Commons .234 The Lords, with their Tory majority, were set
to make a stand, and there was speculation as to when
this would happen.2?35 sSome . =lieved that the initial

collision would occur over the Church Temporalities

23lgee for example Mr. Goring, 3 Hansard, XVIII, 920, June 17,
1833, who argued that the Church Bill should be made more popular
to show that the bill enjoyed the confidence of the people.

2327he Guardian, June 15, 1833.

233a1though some ®ultras* left the Tories to sit with the Whigs,
due, ironically to Wellington's extensions of liberty in 1828-9,
the majority swallowed the bitter pill and remained with the
Tories. However, although members of the Tory grouping, they
remained in many ways a distinct political party.

234p. chadwick, The. Victorian church, (London, U.K.: Adam and
Charles Black, 1966), p. 58.

235gee for example The Morning Chronicle, February 8, 1833.
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Bill.236 But, despite the logic of this prediction it was
wrong.

Aside from the occasional skirmish, "the crisis
which all reflecting persons foresaw after the passing
of the Reform Bill is at length arrived.*237 with the
Lord's Portuguese vote on June 6, 1833.238 By this motion
the Tory Lords proved that despite significant intra-
party differences, they could still outvote the
Ministers in the Upper House. Matters came to a head
with the vote, and Grey's Cabinet was forced to realise
that the Tory Lords were still a force to be reckoned
with.

The motion was important as it forced the third
element of Parliament, Xing William IV, despite his
obvious Tory leanings, to throw some support behind the
Grey Administration. In the lobby against the Ministers
was a majority of the Bishops. William IV was not at all

pleased with the conduct of s spiritual lords as the

vote was, in a sense, a v = f non-confidence in the
Government, and the Xing . :.ieved that the bishops
should not vote against :(ie Government on non-Church

2361p3d, June 17, 1833.
237The Parliamentary Review.. YI, p. 553

2383 Hansard, XVIII, June 6, 1833. Briefly, the House of Lords
objected to the Grey Administration's support of Queen Donna Marie
during the civil war against Don Carlos. Donna Marie was
considered more enlightened than the despotic Don Carlos, and she
was, therefore, a natural c¢lient for the Whigs. The Lords, perhaps
more out of a desire to assert their pcwer than out of support for
the specifics of Don Carlos' cause, prayed to the King for the
United Kingdom's neutrality in the conflict. The motion, passed
by a vote of 80-68, was a stinging rebuke for Grey.
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issues. The King was as afraid of a radical expansion as
were the Whigs and Tories, and realising the many
barriers to a creation of William's preferred moderate-
conservative coalition,?3? he was, therefore opposed to
any parliamentary action by the Bishops which could
potentially lead to the destruction or resignation of
the Whigs. With this in mind, he wrote a letter to the
Archbishop of Canterbury deploring the latter's actions
and involvement in a purely political matter with no
bearing on the Established Church.2® The contents of the
letter were made known to the other members of the
episcopal bench so that they were aware of the King's
views.

Despite the willingness of the King to "advise" the
bishops on their conduct in the Lords, the King did not
give the Whigs a "blank cheque" in support of their
reform initiatives. With his Tory leanings he continued
to have reservations on the Church Bill. He was also
critical of the Whigs' pledge to stand or fall by the
Church Bill, arguing that such a statement considerably

exacerbated tension.?4! william was also opposed to the

239For the suggestion of a moderate-conservative ministry see The
Holland House Diaries, p. 221; and P. Ziegler, King William 1V,
(New York, N.Y.: Harper and Row Publishers, 1973), p. 272.

240c . c. F. Greville, i1l irs:

. (Ed. H. Reeve. London,
U.K.: Longmans, Green and Co., 1874}, Vol. II, pp. 383-4.
24lsir H. Taylor to Brougham, June 16, 1833, cited in Henry Lord

Brougham, . {(Edinburgh
and London, U.K.: William Blackwood's and Sons, 1871), p. 286.
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creation of Peers to pass the bill, especially a bill
which seemed to contain an appropriation clause.242 The
King's secretary, Sir Herbert Taylor, told Brougham that
William was also opposed to such a Creation of peers to
pass the Church Bill as he was worried that such an act
would degrade the House of Lords, and would serve as a
dangerous precedent.243 It should be noted that it was
not only the King wac was opposed to a creation of
peers. The Whigs, aware of their own support and
reverence of the ex’sting Constitution were not in
favour of such a creation either.244 Therefore, realising
a great number of limiting factors, the Whigs had to
tailor a bill which would both promote reform, and would
be acceptable to all elements of the Constitution. It
was clear that the Tory Lords did not accept the
Administration's interpretation of Clause 147 and a

major decision had to be made.

242ritson Clark, peel apnd the Conservative Partv. A Study in Partv
Politics, 1832-41, (London, U.K.: Frank Cass and Co. Ltd., 1964),
p. 129.

243Traylor to Brougham, June 18, 1833, cited in Brougham, op cit,
PP. 287-8. However, some believed that the King would create
peers. For example see O'Connell to Barrett, June 7, 1833,
LlConnell Correspondence, Vol. V, PP. 39-41 document# 1982 and
Ellenborough, June 7, 1833, cited in Aspinall's Three,Diaries, pp.
326-7.

244Brcugham, See Grey's letter to Brougham, dated June 19, 1833,
cited in Brougham, jibid, PP. 294-5 *[t]lhis you may remember, the

Cabinet agreed in considering as out of question on the present
occasion...®,
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HAPTER FQOUR: TH W DRAWAL E 7

Although the Whig Cabinet believed the issue of
appropriation had been dealt with, and that the clause
had been sufficiently watered down so as to avoid any
misunderstanding, a misdefinition had been given the
clause by both wings of the opposition in the Commons.
The Whigs. confident in their definition of the clause,
were not overly concerned with this Lower House
subscription. However, the strong Tory majority in the
House of Lords, 245 angry and unpredictable, was capable
of defeating any measure sent up from the House of
Commons, particularly one which whispered the
"revolutionary principle" of appropriation.24 There were
signs that the Bill would be defeated and, as such, the
Government was faced with a dilemma.

Given the Whig agenda of reform, the attendant
political problems, and the financial liabilities
already placed on the perpetuity purchaée fund, Clause

147 was an unimportant and insignificant aspect of the

245Henry Lord Brougham, i i ;
(Edinburgh und London: William Blackwood and Sons), p- 374.
246see Brougham, ibid, p. 374. This peint can also be seen in

reference to the fate of Lord Russell's Tithe Bills which
contained “appropriation® clauses.

’
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bill.?4 vet its inclusicn cculd result 3in the bill's
being defeated by the Lords. A significant parcel of
reform would fall for the sake of an absent principle.
Recognising the problems associated with the clause, and
realising that the Administration did not have
sufficient encugh political will to break a lance for
the section, the Whigs believed themselves justified in
dropping the Clause 147. This, in turn, would allow for
the pass.uye of a substantial measure of ecclesiastical
reform. The decision mirrored the pragmatic approach the
Whigs had adopted towards the bill from the beginning.

It was in the best interests of the bill, the Whig

"party” and Grey's Administration to drop the offending

clause.

On June 28, 1833, the Cabinet met to discuss the
problems associated with Clause 147's inclusion in the
Church Bill and a number of possible solutions were
offered. One, advocated by Russell, Melbourne, Holland
and Brougham, was that the bill be divided into two
parts - one portion dealing with the reform aspects of

the original Church Bill, and a second part dealing with

247gir Denis Le Marchant, ir_ o Viscount

. (London, U.K.: Richard Bentley and
Son, 1876), p.472
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the generalities and specifics of Clause 147. However,
such a division was opposed by both Grey and Althorp
who, perhaps realising that this would still not solve
the problem of the definition of Clause 147, favoured
modifying the wording of the clause. Eventually, the
Cabinet agreed upon the addition of the wording for
"religious and charitabler® purposes. The Cabinet hoped
this would clarify the intent of the clause, and lessen
the ambiguity, scope and sting of the original wording.
The problem of disposal would be then "left for future
parliaments to debate if a surplus were shown to
exist . 248

However, it would seem that even this innocuous
wording was considered insufficient to assuage “Tory"
Oopposition. Whether the result of clandestine Peel-
Stanley correspondence?¥? or due to a positive order frcm
King William IV,250 a further decision was reached to
abandon the clause altogether. This decision was kept

secret from all but a few members of the Cabinet .51

2487 .D. Kriegel, *The Irish policy of Lord Grey's Government* in

istorica view, (Vol. LXXXVI, 1571, pPp. 22-45), pp. 43-
4.

249G, Kitson Clark, Peel and the Conservatjve Partv: A sSrudv in
Party Politics, 1832-41, (London, U.K.: Frank Cass and Co. Ltd.
1964), p. 118.

However, Peel himself denied this teo be the case in the House of
Commons, 3 Hansard, XVII, 1090.

250gge : i 2 Ed. C.S Parker's
London, U.K. John Murray, 1899), wol. ii, p. 222 . Parker wrote
that *Peel was told that the decision to withdraw Clause 147 was
caused by a positive order from the King.*

251gllenborough, in his diary entry of June 22, 1833, cited in A.
Aspinall's Three Earlv Nineteenth Century Diaries, (London, U.K.:

Williams and Norgate, 1952), pP- 340 wrote *[tlhe secret was kept
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Sources close to the Prime Minister assured Grey that if
the offending clause was dropped the bill would be
assured passage through the House of Lords.252 and Tory
"moderates", under Wellington, "did not mind the bill so
far as it claimed to reform the Church of Ireland. 253
The withdrawal of the clause would allow the Tory Lords
to accept passage of the measure without losing face.
During the Committee stage of the Bill's debate,
the Whigs made their dramatic announcement.254 Because of
Althorp's absence from the House,255 the task of
informing the Commeons of the Ministers' decision fell to
the framer of the bill - Stanley. He rose in the House
and admitted that although there were considerable
differences of interpretation with respect to Clause
147. he believed that the clause did not involve the

alienation of Irish Church property, adding that ‘"what

to the last moment even from the nearest friends and officers of
the Govnt." See alsc Le Marchant's June 21, 1833 acécount of his
conversations with Messers. Abercrombie and Ellice prior to the
dropping of the bombshell, cited jibid p.338.

Kriegel, ®"The Irish Policy of Lord Grey's Governwent", p. 44, n.l,
quoted Littleton, who noted that only Grey, Graham and Stanley
were aware of the decision, and that they did not have the time to
inform their ministerial colleagues of the change. Kriegel further
noted, pp. 43-4, that the events and persconalities involved in
reaching the final decision are still clouded and *{plrecisely
which members of the Cabinet were informed remains unknown. ®
252Kriegel, ibid, p. 44. n. 1.

2539, Chadwick, The Vigctoriapn cChurch, (London, U.K.: Adam and
Charles Black, 1966), p. 58.

Also, refer to the Duke of Wellington's letter to the Bishop of
Exeter, dated 10 April 1833. in t i ind ! :
Welli it I - V. , {(Eds.
J. Brooke and J. Gandy. London, U.K.: Her Majesty's Stationary
Office), p. 194.

©543 Hansard, XVIII, 1073-1102.

255Due to a reoccurrence of gout.
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was bona fide the property of the Church was not at all

touched. “256 That having been said, Stanley stated that
given the benefits associated with the eXisting
measure, 257 and recognising the tremendous costs
associated with the Bill's defeat, the Administration
had decided to "move omission of the 147th cCclause
altogether. "258

He argued that the Whigs had not made any
sacrifices of pri -’ -le by the change, and that "this
alteration...would _cave the question of the surplus
fund precisely where it was at present. »259 This was
possible because earlier Committee amendments had
altered the revenue available to the Board of
Ecclesiastical Commissioners, and Stanley noted that it
was impossible that the *“fund irn question coculd meet the
objects to which it had been proposed to apply it"* for

at least two years.260

2563 Hapsard, XVIII, 1573.
2571pid, XVIII,1079.
2581pbid, XVIII, 1073-4.
259Ibid, XVIII, 1073-4.

2601bid, XVIII, 1073-4. The chanjes made in Committee involved
the exemption of the present holders of a living from the paying
of the 5~15% graduated tax on their living.

As an aside, it would seem that Stanley's projection of two years
was a gross under-estimation. A government paper stated that the
fund would incur an annual short-fall until February 1853, with
the accumulated debt being carried for an additional twenty-vears.

As of August 1, 1824, the Fund had assets of £15,852 13s. 2d. with
considerable liabilities - see H i .
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Concluding his initial foray ard summing up the
essence of Whig conduct in this issue, Stanley, “in' the
spirit of conciliation, entreated hon. Gentlemen not to
be led astray, and not to contribute to the loss of the
present measure, which involved so many serious
consequences. "261
The Whig apologia continued with Russell who,
showing himself, once again. to be a true party man,
argued that the problems associated with keeping the
abstract principle in the bill posed a considerable risk
to the "peace and tranquility of the country."262 He
wanted to avoid a collision with the Lords until it was
"absolutely necessary...if the House was to enter into a
contest with the Lords they should do it for something
worth contesting.*203 The Administration maintained that
the admission of the principle would not benefit the
Church and would, indeed, cause great harm to the
country. Mirroring the Whigs' pragmatic approach to the
bill Russell said "[u]lnder the present circumstances of
the country, they were all bound to make sacrifices to
preserve and promote tranquility and the security of

property. Let others be for convulsion, he was for

the same H.C. 1835 [in 169] xlvii.

2613 Hansard, XVIII, 1074-5.

2623p3d, XVIII, 109S.

2633 Hansard, XVIII, 1095. See alsc The Guardjian, June 29, 1833.
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peace. "264 He ended his speech with an important
expression of Whig understanding of the pPrevailing
socio-political climate when he said that "he was of the
opinion that the country could not stand a revolution
once a year, "265

The Tories, while still not agreeing with the bill,
were happy to support any alteration which limited the
scope of the measure. Ppeel admitted that he was
satisfied with the withdrawal of the clause, although he
denied that it was due to a Whig-Tory compromise.266
Despite his support of the withdrawal, he reiterated his
previous argument that no new value had been created,
and that the reversionary interest of the lease belonged
to the Established Church of Ireland. 267 Although Peel
agreed with the withdrawal of the clause, he ~"did not
think himself pledged to agree to any other clause in
the Bill."268 This point was seconded by the Irish Tory
Shaw, who although welcoming the withdrawal of the
clause complained that the remaining reforms weakened
the Church, and that the Whigs were restricting the
spread of Protestantism in Ireland.269

On the other hand, the radicals, as might be

expected, were opposed to the clause's withdrawal.

2643 Hapsarg, XVIII, 1096.
2851pjid, XVIII, 1096.
2861pid, XVIII, 1090.
2671bid, XVIII, 1090.
2681pid, XVIII. 1090.
2691hig. ¥VvI1I.1153-6.
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O'Connell argued that the Ministers in withdrawing an
important principle had Dbowed to censervative
pressure.?’0 In avoiding a collision the *[m]inisters had
sacrificed their principles to keep their places. 27l He
stated that the primary interest of the Irish in the
measure was financial. The Irish did not care how many
bishops the Church of Ireland had, they just wanted the
Protestants to pay for the upkeep of their own church. 272
The withdrawal of Clause 147 only served to dampen the
enthusiasm of the Irish for the measure.

Joseph Hume then reminded the House that Ministers
had pledged to stand or fall by the principles of the
bill and, he argued, appropriation was one of the
principles. Therefore, the Government should resign.273
According to Hume the bill contained two distinct
principles. The first made provision for the reform of
the Irish Church and the second "admitted that the
property of the Church might be alienated for secular
purposes."z”'Hume.mentioned that the Commons supported
the principle of the clause, and that it was only the

opposition of the Lords that caused the Ministers to go

2701bid, XVIII, 1074-5.
2711pid, XVIII, 1076.
See also O'Connell's letter to Fitzpatrick, dated June 21, 1833

in The Correspondence of Danjel O'Conpell, (Ed. M.R. O'Connell.
Dublin: Irish Manuscripts Commission, 1977) Vol. V. p. 48,
document# 1987, for his perception of the *app~oaching collision®
of the Houses of Parliament.

2723 Hansard, XVIII, 1076.
2731pid, XVIII, 1080
2741pid, XVIII, 1080-1.
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back on their pledye. He opined that the public would
have supported the Government in a clash with the House
of Lords,?7” but the Ministers had given up the clause in
order to keep their places.?76 without Clause 147 the
bill "was a mere mockery and the House and the country
had been duped by the Minisury.*277

Later, he argued that the withdrawal of Clause 147
and the expansion of the funds available to the Board of
Ecclesiastical Commissioners yvia Clause 54 only served
to add to the corruption of the cChurch. If the
estimation of the wvalue of the perpetulty purchase fund
was correct., and if the fund was indeed compcsed of a
"new value", as the Whigs had argued, then the changes
served to add some £3 millions to the wealth of "the
overpaid and sinecure Church of Ireland.*2?8 He said that

the bill should be called *A Bill to add to the

275Grattan, jkid. XVIII, 1094, argued that the people would stand
by the Ministers, but they would not stand by cowards, a point
echoed by The Times, June 26, 1833, The Guardian, June 29, 1833,
admitted that the public would probably have supported the Whigs
in a clash with the Tory Lords, but would then have found that the
prize was not worth the collision. The paper wrote that "[tlhe
very people who are now the loudest in their complaints.would then
have been the readiest to censure them for throwing the country
into confusion without adequate cause."® The Mexrning Chronicle,
June 29, 1833 argued that the country might not have supported the
Commons in a collision with the Lords “on such a point
comparatively insignificant with the real and vitail parts of the
measure.*®

278Mr. Harvey, 3 Hapsaxd, XVIII, 1084, a radical M.P. from
Colchester argued that despite their conservatism the Whigs would
give up even the Church of Ireland if it meant that they could
keep their places

2771bid, XVIII, 1082-3.

278Ipid, XVIII, 1135-3.
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permanence and increase the revenues of the Established
Church in Ireland, and not to reform its abuses.*279

Other radicals, such as Colonel Davies and
Gisbourne, maintained that the opposition of the Lords
was not a valid enough reason to support the withdrawal
of the clause, a clause which they felt contained a
great principle.?80 pavies noted that the opposition of
the Lords in June 1833 was the same as it had been in
February 1833, and he wondered of the sudden desire of
the Ministers to avoid a collision.281 Grote said that
they were giving up an important clause without being
assured of the success of the measure in the House of
Lords and the Upper House "might deprive them of scme of
the most valuable of the remaining clauses. "282

The House then divided on the question of whether
Clause 147 should be left standing as part of the Irish
Church (Temporalities) Bill. The motion was rejected by
a vote of 149 to 280, giving the Ministers a strong

majority of 131.283 perhaps, as noted by Le Marchant, 284

27%1bid, XVIII, 1148.

801pid, XVIII,1091-2 (Davies) and 1090-1(Gisbourne). This point
was seconded by The Parxliamentary Review and Family Magazipe, ITI,
Pp. 16-21.

2813 Hansard, XVIII, 1091-2.

2821piQ, XVITI, 1094.

The Birmingham Journal, July 27, 1833 later opined that the
attempts of the House of Commons and the Whigs to conciliate the
Tory Lords had failed as there had been changes made to the bill,
by the Lords, in Committee.

2833 Hapnsard, XVIII, 1098-1102. Although Hansard gives the vote as
149-280, an account of the members listed in each division yields
the figures of 163 + teller vs. 281. Hansard lists the Aye lobby
as being composed of: 108 English M.P.s, 10 Scottish M.bP.s and 45



101

the Ministers had had to exerc considerable pressure to
improve the size of their lobby, but the fact was that
the Ministers' colleagues did support their decision,
and the Clause was withdrawn.

After weathering the changes made by the Committee,
and the scorn of elements of the press,285 the bill
proceeded to its third reading ia the Commons on July 8,
1833.286 Dpuring this reading., the principle of
appropriation was given one more test when Mr. R. L.
Sheil, an Irish radical, attempted to make an amendment
to the preamble of the bill that should contain a
"recital, declatory of the rignt of the Legislature to
make such appropriation of the property of the Church as

should most conduce to public utility" and would restore

Irish M.P.s, adding up toc 163 M.P.s! The No lobby was composed of:
228 English M.P.s, 27 Scottish M.P.s and 26 Irish M.P.s.

i i » June 24, 1833 lists the vote as 150-281 the
result achieved by counting the actual division printed in the
paper yields a result of 150-280. By using the result stated in
The Morning Chronicle as a standard, one realises that the figure
of 150 includes the 149 M.P.s and the teller O'Connell. The
problems in numeration could result from the fact that 0'Connell
was listed in Hansard as a teller or that a certain Alderman
Copeland is listed as being a membzr of the Ayes lobby and is not
listed in either Buckingham's list of M.P.s and their party
affiliations or in Hapnsard's account of the vote. Therefore, if
one discount's Copeland's presence in the Ave lobby the vote would
be 149 (including 0'Connell) to 280 in the No lobby-seemingly the
correct figure. Unfortunately, divisions were sometimes
inaccurately noted, and the newspapers were filled with letters
from M.P.s correcting the way their vote on a particular division
was recorded.

2841e Marchant, op cit, p. 472.

285see, for example The Times, June 24, 1833, The Parlijamentary
Review, III, pp. 16-21, and also Cobbett's letters to The True

Sun, dated June 22, 1833 reprinted in his Political Register, June
29, 1833, pp. 780-6.

2863 Hapsard, XIX, 257 £E£.



102
the principle of the bill lost by the withdrawal of
Clause 147.287 1In reference to the amendment, Sheil,

did not address himself so much

to those who did not coincide with him

on the speculative question, as to

those who agreed with him in truth,

but doubted the propriety of giving

it, at this time, a legislative

expression. 288

He noted that many of the Whigs now in office had
supported Hume's resolutions from 1824 and 1825, and he
appealed to those members to support his amendment in
1833.28% Having cited the precedents provided by Hume,
and supported by many of the Whigs now in office, Sheil
enunciated his proposal for the addition to the bill's
preamble.?% He argued that the modified preamble would
restore the bill to a functional usefulness. Even if no
surplus was immediately available, the House of Commons
should make provision for when such a surplus should
arise, as "[tlhe inference to be drawn from this Bill
is, that Church property is intangible. That baneful

conclusion ought to be rebutted."2?9! He concluded by

arguing that the key to peace in Ireland was "wise,

2871bid, XIX, 260-1.

“%83 Hansard, XIX, 261.

28971pid. He 1listed Althorp, Russell, Duncannon and Ellice as
members who had supported, at one time or another, such a measure.

He also noted that Stanley had consistently held that church

Propexty was as invioclable as private property, 3 Hapnsard, XIX,
262-4.

?9C1bid, XIX, 265 and, for a slightly different version, ibid,
XIxX, 271.

2911hid, XIX, 269.
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ecclesiastical legislation*® which he believed the

amendment would help achieve.292

Althorp, one of the supporters of Hume's previous

Irish Church motions, denied any inconsistency on the

part of government. He then made the important admission
that the Whigs did not want the abstract principle in
the Temporalities bill as it was well known that the
Cabinet was split on the issue.293 Given the opposition
of the House of Lords, the split in Cabinet over
appropriation, and the fact that his previous estimation
of £3 millions was incorrect, he was opposed to the
amendment. Althorp maintained that the bill provided for
an extensive reform of the Irish Church without deciding
one way or the other on appropriation and, as such, “he
would oppose the Motion because the Bill had never
intended to affirm that principle. =294

In a sparse House, the friends of the Ministers
rallied once again, and Sheil's amendment was defeated
86-177.2% The bill continued through its third reading

with Viscount Althorp having the last word.

opposed to each other would ui.te to
vote against the Bill. That was, he
thought, not a bad compliment to the
course the Ministers had adopted. They
had displeased both parties, which

The parties who w..: zuvirely

2921p3id, XIX, 271i-3.
2931pid, XIX, 273-4.
2941134, XIX, 275.

295Ibid, XIX, 282-3.
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showed that the measure was neither
imprudent nor unwise, and he hoped
that the majority of the House would

support the Bill.296
The majority of the House of Commons did support
the Ministers, and by a vote of 274-94, the bill passed

its third reading.2??? The Bill was now in the hands of

the recidivist Lords.

2961pid, XIX, 300.
297zpiq. XIX, 301. The minority was composed of Tories, Irish
radicals and a few British radicals.
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CONCLUSION

With Clause 147 dropped, the chances of the Bill's
passing the unreformed House of Lords certainly
increased. The Feel-Wellington faction of the Tory
party., realising their inability to frame a sustainable
ministry, and seeing- the bill in light of the best
interests of the Church,298 grudgingly adopted a policy
of reality over principle2?? and accepted passage of the
measure. However, the journey through the Lords was far
from smooth.

Alcthough the Bill passed the second reading in the
Lords by a vote of 157 contents to 98 non-contents, 300 5
number of modifications were subsequently made to the
measure in Committee.30l Then the Tory Lords, snipping
away at elements of the bill, eventually defeated a
clause related to the disposition of funds from the

suspension of 1livings in a benefice in which divine

worship had not been celebrates for three years.302 This

2983 Hapsard XX, 118.

2991pid, XIX, 957.

3001pi4, XIX,1016-18.

At the Bill's second reading the Bishops voted 11-14 in favour of
the measure. See The Times, July 23, 1833.

30lrhe Birmingham Journal, July 27, 1833.

3023 Hansaxd XIX, 1220-34.
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vote, coupled with the other minor alterations, caused
the Prime Minister to issue a terse statement announcing
that if any other clauses were defeated in Committee the
Government would consider it a vote of non-confidence
and resign.303 This threat made the Tories refrain from
further modification of the bill, and the measure
eventually passed Third reading in the House of Lords by
a vote of 135-81. The changes made to the Bill in the
Lords were agreed to by the Commons,304 the measure then
received Royal assent and Irish Church (Temporalities)
Bill of 1833 became law.305

The Whigs had managed to avoid reaching a decision
on appropriation in the course of debate, thereby
ensuring that a significant measure of Irish
ecclesiastical reform was enacted.306 Granted the scope
of that reform was limited by the "still dominant power
of the Aristocracy, "307 but, nonetheless, "{als a first
ineasure, the Irish Church Bill has . a-very extensive
effect.*308 The ability of the Government to achieve the

passage of an effective measure of ecclesiastical reform

3031:g¢1‘_ XX, 1-3. Littleton, on July 25, and cited in A.
Aspinall's ine i ies, (London, U.K.:
Williams and Norgate, 1952) p.352 wrote that Ministers considered
resigning over the defeat of the clause.

3043 Hansard, XX, 285-90.

3051bid, xXx. 126.

306 3 ; {3rd Editicn.

London, U.K.: James Ridgway and Sons, 1833), p. 8

307The Morning Chronicle, September, 5, 1833. Also The Morning
Chronicle, July 2, 1833 and January 7, 1834.

3081pid, July 2, 1833.
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reflected the work of astute poliiticians who were able
to manage successfully the first session of the post-
Reform Bill Parliament. This success was based, partly,
on the fact that the Whigs had adopted a pragmatic
approach to the reform of the Irish Church from the
onset.

When the Cabinet turned its attention to the
condition of the Church of Ireland in 1832, there was
considerable disagreement over the secular appropriation
of the institution's property. The more progressive wing
of Cabinet favoured Parliamentary involvement in the
disposal of ecclesiastical property, while the
conservative majority was decidedly opposed to such
"spoliation.* However, because of a number of factors
and considerations, especially the leadership of the
Prime Minister, the Whigs agreed to disagree on the
principle, and postponed reaching a decision con the
issue during the formulation of the Temporalities Bill.
Being aware of both the significance of the principle
and of the potential for a misunderstanding of the
clause, the Ministers consistently and explicitly
stated that Clause 147 did not sanction the secular
appropriation of Irish Church property. They argued
instead that the monies accruing to the perpetuity
purchase fund were the result of a creation of new

value. The Cabinet, then, had dealt with the issue, and
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was able to present a Bill to the Commons which they
believed did not sanction the divisive principle.

Yet, despite the valiant attempts of Ministers to
the contrary, the debate in the Commons served to change
the prima focus of the bill from one of Irish
ecclesiastical reform to one ostensibly acknowledging a
revolutionary principle, a principle which seemed to
call into question all rights of property. Neither wing
of the opposition was willing to accept the Government's
explanation of the innocent nature of the clause, and
the bill was tainted with an unfortunate mis-definition.

This, in and of itself, was not an insurmountable
obstacle. Grey's Government, given its strength in the
House of Commons, and its wide-spread public support,
could have forced a “collision" with the hostile Tory
majority in the House of Lords in an attempt to pass the
Bill. But such heavy-handed action would have provoked a
constitutional crisis. The Whigs, though reformers, were
not revolutionaries, and they still believed in the
existing Parliamentary balance of King, Lords and
Commons. The Government had neither the desire to force
a constitutional collision nor sufficient enough
pclitical will to push the insignificant clause through
the House of Lords. That being the case, the bill had to
be modified to ensure parliamentary success, and Clause
147 was dropped. The Whigs subsequently lost radical

support with the withdrawal of the clause, but gained
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successful passage of the bill through the Lords - by
all accounts a wise political trade-off.

The Whigs made a pragmatic decision309 and a
legitimate compromise in order to ensure passage of a
substantial measure of reform. It was in the best
interests of the Bill, the TIrish Church and the
political stability of the Kingdom for the clause to be
dropped. This modification ensured successful passage of
the bill. and the survival of the Church of Ireland. The
Church was made more administratively efficient by the
Church Tempcralities Act, and it became 1less of a
financial burden on the Irish.310 By instituting these
reforms the Whigs provided for the continued existence,
and some would say "renaissance*,3li of the Church of
Ireland as the Established Church in a positively
hostile milieu.312

A study of the passagc of *+the Irish Church
(Temporalities) Bill of 1833, especially the debate
surrounding Clause 147, reveals that Grey's Government
was a responsible custodian of power with a realistic
understanding of the socio-political climate. In light
of the "promises" of the Great Reform Act of 1832, they

may have fallen shy of other people's exXxpectations. But

309gee Earl Grey's speech in 3 Hansard XIX, 1015.
310 - :
31lThe Quarterlv Review, April 1836, p. 255.

312The Church was eventually disestablished by The Irish Church
Act of 1869. R.P. Flindall (ed), =

A Documentaxy History, (London, U.K.: S.P.C.K., 1972), p. 206.

., P. 8.
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this does not necessarily mean failure, and it is
against the fruits of their labour that the Whig
Administration of 1832-4 must be judged by historians.
The Church Bill was just one of many aspects of Whig
reform of society. Perhaps the last word should go to
The Westminster Revjew, which wrote, “[tlhe test of a
good reformer is that he is one that will reform when he
may."313 By this standard the Whigs were good reformers -

the Irish Church (Temporalities) Act is the proof.

*13The Westminster Review, January 1833, p. 168.



111

BIBLIOGRAPHY

PRIMARY SOURCES :
Parliamentary Papers:

Hansard's Parliamentarv Debates 3rd. Series Vols.
XV-XX and XXIIT-IV,

Report From The Select Committee On Tithes In
Ireland, House of Commons (H.C.) 1831-32 (177) xxi.

Second Report From The Select Committee On Tithes
in Ireland. H.C. 1831-2, (508) xxi.

An_Account of the Respective Values of the Several

Benefices in the Different Dicceses of Ireland. H.C.
1833 (27) 1

Resolutions to be Proposed bv Lord Viscount

Althorp, H.C. 1833 (31) xxvii.

A Bill to Alter and Amend The Laws Relating To The
Iemporalities Of The Church in Ireland - 3 Will IV,
Sess, 1833, H.C. 1833 (59) i.

Resolutions to be moved by Mr. Halcomb Before going

into Committee. H.C. 1833 (64) xxvii.

A_Bill to Alter and Amend The Laws Relating To The
Ienporalities Of The Church in Ireland, H.C. 1833 (210)

1.




112

an__Account of the Gross Amount of Income. of all
Ecclesjastical Corporations in Ireland: such as Deans
and Chapters., Vicar Choralships. and Minor canopnries:
with observations relating to the,Aooronziggigna_gi_;hg
Annual Income etc: - as also. an Account of the Amounts
and Appropriations of the Economy Estates belonaging to
the Cathedral Chapters in TIreland., H.C. 1833 (264)
Xxvii.

An_Account of the Respective Values of the several
Benefices ipn the Different Dicceses in Ireland, H.C.
1833 (265) xxvii.

Return of the present Rates of Renewal Fines on

Bishops' Leases in the several dioceses in the Kinadom

of Ireland: specifving in each Diocese the principle
upon the calculation of the Renewal Fine is founded.
also stating the pumber of Leases in each Diocese which
bave expired from lst Januarv 1800 to 1lst January 1833,
H.C. - 1833 (381) xxvii.

Return of the Amount of Church Rates assessed in

the Parish of Youghal on Easter Tuesday, 1833, H.C. 1833
(383) xvii.

An_Account of all Bepefices in Ireland in which
RDivine Service according to the Forms of the United
Chuxch of England and Ireland has not been celebrated
withip the Three Years ending 12th February 1833, H.C.
1833 (399) xxvii.

A Return of the number of churches in each Benefice
ox Union. in Ireland specifvina the number of Parishes.
if more than one, in each such Bepnefice, and also in
each czse of more Parishes than one. stating the




113

DRDistance to the nearest Boundarv of any Parish not
baving a Church in itself to the Church: and also
stating the Distance from the most remote Boundary of
svery such Parish to the Church, H.C. 1833

(400) xxvii.

A Bill (As Amended Bv The committee) To Alter And
Amend The Laws Relating To The Temporalities Of The

Church In Ireland, H.C. 1833 (431) xxvii.

Return of the Several Sums of money issued and

advanced bv the Lord Lieutenant of Ireland out of the
consolidated Fund, upon the aApplilication of any

Ecclesiastical Person or Persons entitled to Tithes or
Composition for Tithes. under the Provisions of 2 Will.

IV ¢, 41: specifving the respective Anounts advanced,

and the name of ench applicant, the Amount in_each case
decreed to be cur. and the Net Sum paid in the Credit of
the Crown over and above the Costs and Proceedings, H.C.
1833 (480) =xxvii.

An_Account of all Benefices in Ireland in which
Rivipne Service according to_ the Forms of the United
Church of England and Ireland has not been celebrated
within the Three vears ending 12th Februarv 1833, H.C.
1833 (491) xxvii.

A _Return of the Axrears of Tithe due in the several
Rioceses of Irela-  rom Mav lst. 1829, H.C. 1833 (509)

Xxvii.

A_recvurn of the npumbers of churches in each
Benefice or Unjon in Ireland: specifving the number of
Parishes. if more than one. in each such Bepefice: and

also, in each case of more Parishes than one. _stating
the Distance from the nearest Boundary of anv Parish not
havina a Church in itself to the Church. and also




114
stating the Distance from the most remote Boundarv of

any Parish not having a Church in itself to the Church.

and _3also stating the Distance from the most remote

Boupdarv of everv such Parish to the Church - so far as
relates to the Diocese of Limerick. Ardfert and Aghadoe
and Kildare, H.C. (521) xxvii.

Amendments Made Bv The Lords To The Bill., Intitled,
An Act To Alter And Amend The Laws Relating To The
Temporaljties Of The Church In Ireland. H.C. 1833 (594)

1.

An_ _Abstract of the Amount of Gross and Net Incomes
of Parochial Benefices in Ireland. Taken from Returns

made to his Majestv's Commissioners for Ingquiring into
Ecclegiastical Revenues and Patronage, H.C. 1833 (651)

Xxvii.

an Account of the Salaries and Emoluments of the

different Curates in each and everv benefice in Ireland

speclfving the number of Years such curates mav have

been emploved respectivelv. and whetheir emploved bv
Besident or. Non-Resident Incumbents or Lav

lmpropriators: and also specifving whether residing or

net _in Glebe Houses, in cases of Non-residence of

Incumbents, H.C. 1833 (721) xxvii.

First Report of his Ma-diestv's sommissioners on
Ecclesiastical Revenue and Patronage, Ireland. H.C. 1833
(762) xxi.

Resolutions Respecting the Irish church To Be
Proposed Bv Mr, Ward on Tuesdav., 27 Mav. 1834, H.C. 1834
(35) xliii.




115
A_Return of the names and Residences of the several

Persons who have served notices on the Ecclesiastical

Beard in Ireland of their intentisn Lo _purchase the fee
of the Bishops' lands now held bv them: specifvinag the
Rent and the Renewal fine of each Logether with the
Rates of Purchase demanded by the Board. and whether
approved by the Lord-Lieutenant or not. H.C. 1834 (298)
x1liii.

Second Report of his Madjestv's commissioners on
Ecclesjiastical Revenue and Patronage, Ireland, H.C. 1834
(523) =xxiii.

Eirst Report of the Commissioners of pPublic

dnstruction, Ireland. H.C. 1835 (45) (46) xxii.

First Report of the Ecclesiastical commissioners
under the Act 3 and 4 wWill. IV relating to the
Iemporalities of the Church in TIreland. dated 9th
Augqugt, 1834, H.C. 1835 (113) xxii.

Church Temporalities (Treland) Act, Return to an
Qrder of The Honourable House of Commons., dated 25

March, 1835, H.C. 1835 (169) xlvii.

Return of Names of Persons who under the Acts 3 and
4 Will TV, ¢. 37 and 4 and 5 Will IV. <. 90 have served
notice on the Ecclesiastical Commissioners relative to
Lhe Puxchase of the Fee of the Bishops' lands held bv
Lhem. H.C. 1835 (in 169) xlvii.

An_Account of the Present Amount of Income recejived
bv _the Ecclesiastical Commissioners. under the church

Iemporalities Act: specifving the sQurces from which

they are derived. and distinguishing those which are




bt
)t
(N

permanent from those which mav he +tomscravr @ C

}a
{0
(8]
U

(in 169) xlwvii.

An aAccount of the future income which mav be
expected tgo be received by the Ecclesiastical
commissioners, derived from Suppressed Sees, Tax on

Incomes, Sinecures suppressed and other sources of a

Permapent Degcripticn, H.C 1835. {in 169) xlvii.

An _Account of the average Annual charge for the

repairs of Churches and other exlenses formerly defraved
by the Vegstrv Cess etc. together with the Expense of the
Board under other heads, stating what mav be expected to
be permanent averaqe expenditure of the Ecclesjiastical

Board of 311 descriptiong. H.C. 1835 (in 169) xlwvii.

An_ _Account of the Sums which have already been
received, and which may, within any specified Period, be
expected to be received, and the total sum likelv to be
at the disposal of the Ecclesjiastical Commission bv the
purchase of the Bishops' lands wunder the CcChurch

Temporalities Act., H.C. 1835 (in 169) xl<wii.

An_Account of anvy monies jssued by wav of loan from
the Treasurv to supply the deficiencv under the
foreaoing Account . H.C. (in 160G) xl-ii.

A Calculation to be made from the data afforded in
Three Accoupts mentioned in the sajd Precept, showing at
what period the permanent income of the Annual Funds of
the Ecclesiastical Commissioners (Ireland) are likelv to

-

be egual to the permanent expenditure of the
commissioners: also the period when the Fund will reach
its maximum and the Amount; also the Debt on the Fund
liKely to be created bv the accumulation of the vearlv

deficit, until the income mavy be egual to the




117

EZxpenditure, and the number of Years necessarv to pav it

off, with Notes explanatorv of the same. H.C. 1835

(in
169) xlwvii.

A Calculation of the Sum which mnay be expected to

be realised by the purchase in perpetuitvy of the

Bishopg' leases according to the Act of 3 and 4 Will. 1V

C... 37 stvled “The cChurch Temporalities Act*, H.C. 1835
(in 169) =xlvii.

A _Return of the Names of those persons who under
Lhe Acts of 3 and 4 Will IV c. 37 and 4 apd S Will IV c,
90 have served notices on the Ecclesiastical
Commissioners for Ireland of their intention to purchase
the Fee of the Bishops® lands held bv them,. , H.C. 1835
(219) xlvii.

A _Calculation of the Incomes of the Archbishops,
Bishops,. Dignitaries, and the Parochial Cleray of

Ireland, before The Church Temporalities Act. under The
Church Temporalities Act., anpd under the proposed bill
for the Better Requlation of Ecclesiastical Revenues and
Lhe Promotion of Religious and Morél Education in

Ireland., H.C. 1835 (461) xlvii.

Sontemporary Newspapers:

i rmi m
The Manchester Guardian
The Morning Chronicle

The Times

. , odicals:
|ackuood's Edinburd] .

The British Critic and ouarteriv Theological Review




118
The British Magazine and Monthlv Register of

] {astical : .
The CLkristian Remembrancer or the Chuyrchman's

Biblical, .Ecclesjastical and lLiterarv Miscellanv
C P= '

Cobbett's Weekly Political Register
) ] ] i
7} Jinl ] .
The Parliamentarv Review and Family Magazine
The OQuarterly Review
The Westminstey Review

Prim S

Arnold, T. Principles of Church Reform, with an

introductory essay by M.J. Jackson and J. Rogan, London:
S.P.C.K., 1962 =d.

Brougham, Henry Lord <The Life and Times of Henrv

Lord Brougham, Edinburgh and London: William Blackwood
and Sons, 1871.

Croker, J.W. The Croker Papers, Vol. II Ed. L.J.

Jennings, London: John Murray, 1884.

Fox, H.R. Vassal The Holland House Diaries. 1831-
1840, Ed, A.D. Kriegel, London: Routledge and Kegan
Paul, 1977.

Greville, C.C.F. The Greville Memoirs: A Journal
of the Reigns of King George IV and Kina William IV,

Vols. ITI and III. Ed. H. Reeve, London: Longmans, Green
and Co., 1874.



119
Ixrish Historical Statistics: Population. 1821-1971

Eds. W.E. Vaughan and A.J. Fitzpatrick, Dublin: Royal
Irish Academy, 1978.

Le Marchant, Sir D. Memoir of John Charles Viscount

Althorp, Third Earl Spencer, London: Richard Bentley and
Son, 1876.

The Correspondence of Daniel Q'Connell, Vols. IV

and V. Ed. M.R. C'Connell, Dublin: Irish Manuscripts
Commission, 1977.

Sir Robert Peel: From his private papers, Vols. II

and IIT, Ed. C.S. Parker, London: John Murray, 1899.

The Speeches of the late Right Honourable Sir
Robert Peel, Bart, Delivered in The House of Commons.,

Vol. TII, 1829-34. London: George Routiedge and Co.,
1853.

The Reform Ministrv and the Reformed Parliasment,
3rd Edition, London: James Ridgway and Sons, 1833.

Iracts for the Times, members of the University of

Oxford, New York, N.Y.: American Press Edition, 1969.

Wade, J. The EXtraordinarv Black Book..., London:
Effingham Wilson, Royal Exchange, 1831.

The Prime Ministers' Papers: Wellinagton Political

Correcspondence I: 1833-November 1834 Eds. J. Brooke and

J. Gandy London: Her Majesty's Stationary Office.

SECONDARY SOURCES:



120
Axticles

Aspinall, A. "The Irish "Proclamation® Fund, 1800-

1846" in T i i i 1l Revij , 1941 vol. LVI,
pPp. 265-80.
Best, G.F.A. "The Whigs and the Church

Establishment in the Age of Grey and Holland" in
Historv, Vol. XLV, 1960, pp. 103-18.

Brose, O0.J. *"The Irish Precedent for English
Church Reform: the Church Temporalities Act of 1833" in
Journal of Ecclesiastical History, 1956 pp. 204-25.

Condon, M.D. "The Irish Church and the Reform
Ministries" in The Journal of British Studies Vol III,
no. 2, May 1964, pp. 120-142.

Davis, R.W. "The Tories, the Whigs and Catholic

Emancipation 1827-1829" in The English Historical Review
Vol. XCVII, 1982, pp. 89-98.

Eastwood, D. “"Toryism, Reform and Political Culture

in Oxfordshire, 1826-1837" in Parliamentarv History Vol.
7 (1988), pp. 98-121.

Ellens, J.P. "Lord John Russell and the Church Rate
Conflict: The Struggle for a Broad Church 1834-1868" in
The Journal of British Studies, Vol. 26, 1987, PR. 232-
57.

sash, N. *The Organization of the Conservative
Parcy,. 1832-1846. Part I: The Parliamentary

Organization" in Raxliamentarv History Vol. I, 1982, pp.
137-159.



121
"The Organization of the Conservative
Party, 1832-1846. Part II: The Electoral Crganizatien*

in parliamentary History Vol. II, 1983, pp. 131-152.
Graham, A.H. “The Lichfield House Compact, 1835" in
Ixish Historical Studies Vol. XII, 1960-61, pp. 209-25.
Hawkins, A. "Parliamentary Government and Victorian
Political Parties, c¢. 1830 - ¢. 1880" in English
Historical Review CIV, 1989, pp. 638-569.
Hoppen, K.T. "Politics, the law and the nature of
the Irish electorate, 1832-1850" in Encli
Review, Vol. 92 (1977), pp. 746-76.

Hughes, E. "Bishops and Reform, 1831-3: Some Fresh
Correspondence” in The Enalish Historical Review Vol.
LVI (1941), pp. 459-490.

Kriegel, A.D. “The Irish policy of Lord Grey's
Government" in Engligsh Historical Review Vol. LXXXVI,
1971, pp. 22-45.

“The Pcolitics of the Whigs'in Cpposition,

1834-1835" in The Journal of British Studies volume VII
(1968) pp.65-91.

Large, D. “The House of Lords and Ireland in the
age of Peel, 1832-50" in ZIrish Historical Studies vol.
IX, 1954-5, pp. 367-399.

Machin, G. I. T. "Resistance to repeal of the Test

and Corporation Acts, 1828" in The Historical Journal,
1979, pp. 115-139.



122
Mermagen, R.P.H. "The Established Church in England
and Ireland: Principles of Church Reform®" in The Journal

of British Studiegs, Vol. III, no. 2, May 1964, pp. 143-
7.

Newbould, I.D.C. "Sir Robert Peel ind the
Conservative Party, 1832-1841: A 5tudy in failure" in

Engligsh Historical Review, XCVIII, pp. 529-557.

“The Whigs, the Church and Education,
1839" in The Journal of British Studies Vol. 26, 1987,

pp. 332-346.

"Whiggery and the Growth of Party
1830-41: Organization and the Challenge of Reform" in

Parliamentary History Vol IV (1985) pp. 137-156.

O*'Gorman, F, "Party Politics in the Early

Nineteenth Century (1812-1832)" in English Historical
Review CIX, 1987 pp. 63-84.

Whyte, J.H. "Daniel 0O'Connell and the Repeal Party"

in Irish Historical Studies XI, pp. 237-316.

"Landlord Influence at Elections in

Ireland, 1760-3385" in English Historical Review Vol.
80, 1965, pp. 740-60.

“The Influence of the Catholic Clergy

cn Elections in Nineteenth Century Ireland* in Enalish

Historical Review Vol. 75, 1960, pp. 239-59.



123
Woolley, S.F. "The Personnel of the Parliament of

1833" in English Historical Review 1938, pp. 240-262.
Bookg
Akenson, D.H. The Church cof Ireland. Ecclesjastical

Reform and Revolution., 1800-1885, New Haven, Conn.: Yale
University Press, 1971.

Armstrong, A, The Church of England., the Methodists
and Societv, 1700-1850, London, U.K.: The University of

London Press, 1973.

Aspinall, A. Three Early Nineteenth-Centurv
Riaries. London: Williams and Norgate, 1952.

Bagehot, W. The English Jonsgtitution Ithaca, N.Y.:
Cornell University Press, 1963 edition.

Beckett, J. C. A Short Historv of Ireland London:
Hutchinson and Co. Ltd., 1973.

Best, G.F.A. Temporal Piljars: Queen Anne's
Boupntv, the Ecclesiastical Commissioners and the church
of England, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1964.

Bowen, D. The Idea of the Victorian Church: A studvy
f the Church of England. 1833-1889, Montreal, P.Q.:
McGill University Press, 1968.

The Protestant Crusade in Ireland. 1800-
70, A study of Protestant-Catholic Relations between the

Act of Unjon and Disestablishment, Montreal, P.Q.:

McGill-Queen's University Press, 1978.




124
Brose, O. J. Church and Parliament., The Reshaping
of the Church of Enaland. 1828-1860, Stanford, calif.:

Stanford University Press, 1959.

Brynn, E. The cChurch of Ireland in the Age of

Catholic Emancipation New York, N.Y.: Garland Publishing
Inc., 1982.

Butler, J.R.M. The Passing of the Great Reform Bill

London: Longmans, Green and Co., 1914.

Chadwick, O. The Victorian Church, London: Adam and
Charles Black, 1966.

Church, =.W. The Oxford Movement: Twelve Years
1833-1845 London: Macmillan and Co. Ltd., 1909.

Clark, G. Kitson. Churchmen and the Condition of
Enaland 1832-1885. A Studv in the development of social
ideas and practice from the 01d Regime to the Modern
State, London: Methuen and Ce. Ltd., 1973.

FPeel and the Conservative Partv. A Studv
in Partyv Politics. 1832-1841, London: Frank Cass and Co.
Ltd., 1964.

Dod, C.R. Electoral Facts from 1832 to 1853

Impartially Stated, Ed. H.J. Hanham, Brighton: Hanestar

Press, 1972 edition.

Faber, G. Qxford Apostles. A Character Studv of the

Qxford Movement, Harmondsworth, Middlesex: Penguin Books
Ltd., 1936. '

The Church of England, 1815-1948. A Documentary
Historv ed. R.P. Flindall, London: S.P.C.K., 1972.




125

Gash, N. Politics in the Age of Peel. A Studv in

the Techpigue of Parliamentarv Representation, 1830-
1850, London: Longmans Green and Co., 1953.

Reaction and Reconstruction in Enaglish
Politics 1832-52. The Ford lectures Delivered in The
University of Oxford in the Hilarvy Term. 1964 Oxford:
The Clarendon Press, 1965.

Sir Robert Peel. The Life of Sir Robert
Peel afrer 1830, London: Longman Group Ltd., 1972.

Green, V.H.H. Religion at Oxford and cCambridge
London: SCM Press Ltd., 1964.

Halevy, E. A Historv of the Enaglish People in the
Nineteenth Century-III: The Triumph of Reform, 1830-
1841, London: Ernest Benn Ltd., 1950 (2nd revised
edition).

Hammond, P.C. The Parson and the Victorian Parish
London: Hodder and Stougjton, 1977.

Hobsbawm, E.J. and G. Rude Captain Swing London:
Lawrence and Wishart, 1969.

Hoppen, K.T. Elections. politics and societv in

Ireland 1832-1885 Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1934.

Huch, R.K. and P.R. Ziegler Joseph Hume: The
People's M. P. Philadelphia, Pa.: American Philosophical

Society, 1985.

Jones, W.D. Lord Derbv and Victorian Conservatism,

Athens, Ga.: The University of Georgia Press, 1956.



126

Kee, R. The Green Flag. Volume 1 The Most
Ristressful Countyvy, London: Quartet Books Ltd., 1983.

Machin, G.I.7T. Politics and the Churches in Great

Britain, 1832-1868, Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1977.

, The Catholi¢ Ouestion in English
Politics, 1820 to 1830, Oxford: The cClarendon Press,
1964.

MacIntyre, A. The Liberator: Daniel O'Connell and
The Irigh Partyv 1830-1847, London: Hamish Hamilton Ltd.,
1965.

Macoby, S. English Radicalism 1832-1852, London:
George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1935.

McCaffrey, L.J. JIreland from colonv to nation
sState, Eaglewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall Inc., 1979.

The Irish OQuegtion 1800-1922,
Lexington, Ky.: The University of Kentucky Press, 1968.

Mokyr, J. Why Ireland Starved: A Ouantitative and
Apalvtical Historv of the Irish Economyv. 1800-1850,
London: George Allen and Unwin, 1983.

New, C.W. Lord Durham.A BRiographv of John George
Lambton-First Earl of Durham, Oxford: The Clarendon
Press, 1929.

Prest, J. Lord John Russell London: The Macmillan
Press, Ltd., 1972.



127
Reid, s.J. Life and Letters of the First Earl of

Durham, 1792-1840Q, Vol. I, London: Longmans, Green and
Co., 190s.
Smith, E.A. Lord Grev 1764-184%5, Oxford: The

Clarendon Press, 1990.

Thompson, E.P. The Making of the Enalish Workina

Class London: Penguin Books, 1980 ed.

Trevelyan, G.M. Lord Grev of the Reform Bill,

being the ljife of cCharles., second Earl Grey, London:

Longmans, Green and Co., 1920.

Turberville, A.S. The House of Lords in the Age of

Reform, 1784-1837 London: Faber and Faber, 1958.

Walpole, s. The Life of Lord John Russell, London:

Longmans, Green and Co., 1885.

Weston, C.C. Enalish Constitutional Theorv and the
House of Tords. 1556-1832 London: Routledge and Kegan
Paul, 1965.

Ziegler, P. King William IV, New York, N.Y.:

Harper and Row Publishers, 1973.



