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GRAHAM C. GIBBS 

UNION HANOVER/ENGLAND. 
ACCESSION TO THE T H R O N E AND CHANGE OF RULERS: 
DETERMINING FACTORS IN THE ESTABLISHMENT AND 

CONTINUATION OF THE PERSONAL UNION 

The foundation of the personal union of England/Hanover was formally laid in 
1701, in the so-called Act of Settlement, though its possibility had been envis
aged in 1689. Then, in the Bill of Rights, the Crown had been tendered to Wil
liam and Mary jointly. Since it was out of the question to expect William to 
make way for anybody else, if he survived Mary, it was provided that the sur
vivor of the two should be the sole occupant of the throne. It was further pro
vided that after the deaths of William and Mary their issue, if any, should suc
ceed to the throne. In the event of there being no issue by their marriage, the 
Crown should go to Princess Anne of Denmark, later Queen Anne, and her 
issue, who were to come before any issue William might have from a second 
marriage.1 

In 1689, parliament, its attention focussed upon the immediate and over
whelmingly urgent necessity, as it perceived it, of doing what was absolutely and 
minimally necessary to replace James II by an acceptable Protestant successor, 
and to ensure the preservation thereafter of a Protestant monarchy, deemed 
these provisions sufficient. It declined to provide for a contingency that then 
seemed remote by definitely settling the final reversion of the Crown upon So
phia, Electress of Hanover, even though such a provision had been urged upon 
it by William III.2 William, it seems, reconciled himself quickly to this rebuff by 

1 The texts of the Bill of Rights and the Act of Settlement are most readily to be found in: The 
Law and Working of the Constitution. Documents 1660-1914, ed. by W. C. COSTIN and L. 
S. WATSON, 2 vols., London 1961, vol.1: 1660-1783, pp. 67-74 (The Bill of Rights), esp. 
p. 70 (the line of succession); and WILLIAMS, E.N., The Eighteenth Century Constitution, 
1688-1815. Documents and Commentary, Cambridge 1960, pp. 26-33 (The Bill of Rights), 
esp. p. 31 (the line of succession), and pp. 56-60 (The Act of Settlement), esp. pp. 57-58. 

2 [BURNET, G.], Bishop Burnet's History of His Own Time, 6 vols. , Oxford 1823, vol.IV, 
pp. 28-29; MACAULAY, T.B., The History of England: From the Accession of James II, 4 
vols., London 1966, vol. Ill, pp. 13, 91; FOXCROFT, H. C. and CLARKE, T. E. S., A Life of Gil
bert Burnet, Bishop of Salisbury, Cambridge 1907, p. 336; W A R D , A. W , The Electress So-
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parliament, coming to see in the uncertainty about the succession left by the Bill 
of Rights an opportunity "to flatter whom he pleased with the hopes of it",3 a 
potentially useful diplomatic weapon, therefore, in his quest for allies in the as
sembly of the Grand Alliance against Louis XIV and one which, indeed, he may 
have used.4 Sophia took the rebuff more to heart, expressing disappointment 
and anger at the failure of the attempt she had initiated, through William, to se
cure explicit parliamentary recognition for her claim.5 

And so, in 1689, it remained uncertain what would happen if William III were 
to leave no issue, and uncertain too what principle of succession would apply in 
the event that Mary, Anne, and William were to leave no issue, though it was as
sumed at the time that in that unlikely event the disposition of the Crown would 
again revert to parliament.6 With luck, it seems to have been hoped, the ques
tion of a further successor beyond those provided in the Bill of Rights would 
never have to be confronted. For a while luck held. With the birth, in August 
1689, of a son to Princess Anne, the issue no longer seemed pressing, and was 
shelved. Subsequently luck turned, as mortality and sickliness took their toll of 
those designated as in the line of succession prescribed by parliament in 1689. 
By 1701 it had become plain that the provision for the succession made in 1689 
was no longer sufficient. 

Queen Mary had died in 1694, without issue. William III had not re-married, 
and was a sick man. William, Duke of Gloucester, Princess Anne's sole surviving 
child - she had eighteen - had died in 1700. Anne was not a very healthy 
woman, and seemed unlikely to produce issue, or issue that would survive, 
though she long continued to hope that she would.7 Indeed, even after her hus
band had died, only the year before she herself died, still unmarried, and then 

phia and the Hanoverian Succession, London 1909, pp. 218-219; H O R W I T Z , H., Parlia
ment, Policy and Politics in the Reign of William III, Manchester 1977, pp.28, 30; STOYE, 
J., Europe and the Revolution of 1688, in: The Revolution of 1688. The Andrew Browning 
Lectures 1988, Oxford 1991, ed. by R. BEDDARD, p.200; NENNER, H., The Right to be 
King. The Succession to the Crown of England 1603-1714, London 1995, pp. 222-223. 

3 N E N N E R , The Right (see note 2), p, 182. 
4 In the case of Savoy, see W A R D , The Electress Sophia (see note 2), p. 225, and FOXCROFT and 

CLARKE, A Life of Gilbert Burnet (see note 2), p. 362. For an excellent account of the impact 
of the Glorious Revolution upon the House of Savoy, see ORESKO, R., The Glorious Revol
ution of 1688-9 and the House of Savoy, in: The Anglo-Dutch Moment. Essays on the Glo
rious Revolution and Its World Impact, Cambridge 1991, ed. by J.I. ISRAEL, pp. 365-388. 

5 HATTON, R.M., George I: Elector and King, London 1978, p. 73. 
6 N E N N E R , The Right (see note 2), pp. 181, 182. 
7 For Anne's sad medical history, see GREGG, E., Queen Anne, London, Boston 1980, princi

pally pp.46-47, 52, 55, 99-100, 108, 116,120, 170. 
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living the life of a chronic invalid, her ministers continued, formally and sol
emnly, to respect that hope. The Barrier Treaty of January, 1713, one of the 
major stepping stones to the accession and stability of the Hanoverian Suc
cession obliged the Dutch to pledge military assistance to Britain in the event of 
any endeavours to oppose the right of succession of the heirs of her royal maj
esty after her death; or, for want of such heirs, the rights of succession of the 
most excellent Princess Sophia or any of her heirs, to whom the said succession 
shall then belong, according to the laws and statutes of Great Britain} 

It may be said at the outset, then, that what determined initially the establish
ment of the Personal Union of England/Hanover was the accidents of mortality 
and frailty among those held by parliament to be in line of succession after 
1689. The consequence of this was parliament's acceptance in 1701 that some 
further provision for the succession had to be made, and the sooner the better. 
The choice of a successor to Anne was not difficult: it was the logical, obvious, 
choice after a particular process of elimination. The successor had to be a Prot
estant - no Roman Catholic would have been considered. The exclusion from 
the succession of "papists" in the Bill of Rights was the overriding political 
necessity of the Glorious Revolution, defined its revolutionary purpose more 
unambiguously than anything else. But the successor had also to be a Protestant 
of Stuart descent.9 This automatically excluded some 50-plus claimants with a 
closer hereditary claim than the person upon whom the choice of parliament 
now fell.10 It was testimony to the contemporary force of the hereditary prin
ciple that it continued to be invoked, even when, as in this case, it was being gro
tesquely flouted. 

8 JENKINSON, C , A Collection of all the Treaties of Peace, Alliance and Commerce, between 
Great-Britain and other Powers, 3 vols., London 1785 [reprinted New York 1969], vol.1: 
1648-1713, p. 366 (Clause II). Clause II of the Barrier Treaty of 1709 referred simply to the 
succession in the House of Hanover. 

9 For a recent cogent re-affirmation, of the fundamental importance of these perceived pol
itical and ideological necessities in the Glorious Revolution, see N E N N E R , The Right (see 
note 2), pp. 165-166, 168-169. 

10 HATTON, George I (see note 5), p. 74, says 54 in 1701. Beddard, in: BEDDARD, R., The 
Unexpected Whig Revolution of 1688, in: The Revolution of 1688 (see note 2), p. 94, 
says "no fewer than 57" in 1714, which is the number cited and detailed by the Stuarts 
themselves in the Jacobite Manifesto of that year, in: Historical Manuscripts Com
mission: Calendar of the Stuart Papers Belonging to His Majesty the King Preserved at 
Windsor Castle, 7 vols., London 1902-1923, vol.1, London 1902, p. 333. According to 
ORESKO, The Glorious Revolution (see note 4), pp. 368-369, at the time of the "flight" 
of James II in December 1688, Sophia stood 26th in line of succession, assuming the ex
clusion of James II and his son. Oresko supplies the full relevant details in an invaluable 
genealogical table. 
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The person who united these two qualifications, was Sophia, now, in 1701, 
Electress Dowager of Hanover.11 Her father had been Frederick V, the Elector 
Palatine who had married Elizabeth, the daughter of James I. For Sophia as a 
person there could be little enthusiasm, for not much was known of her. What 
was known, however, or at least what was reported, drew attention to her vital 
statistics: that she was of Stuart descent, that she was aged "about 70", and that 
she had three sons (at that time), one of whom, the then Elector of Hanover, had 
also a son. What was highlighted, therefore, was both her hereditary claim, and 
the reasonable prospect of a sure line of succession.12 There was a further point 
perhaps in her favour: as a Hanoverian at least she would not bring with her the 
kind of unpalatable historical baggage, a train of wars and rivalry, such as had 
accompanied William III, when he had come from the United Provinces, or 
James I, when he had come from Scotland. 

It was, indeed, unlikely that Sophia would come at all, would ever reign over 
England; that, indeed, was Sophia's own view in 1701, and came increasingly to 
be her view.13 In 1701 she was an elderly woman, much older than Princess 
Anne - 71 against 36 - and, by the life expectations of the time, a very old 
woman. In the event she nearly did rule over England, or at least face that chal
lenge, for she died only just over a month before Anne, in June 1714, at the age 
of 84, of what she herself termed "the incurable malady of having passed her 
84th year".14 It was an astonishing triumph of longevity, judged not only by 
contemporary life expectations but by the actual life-spans of her contemporary 
rulers. 

Anne's probable successor, as it seemed in 1701, and, of course her actual suc
cessor in 1714, was Sophia's son, George Louis. More was known of him and to 
commend him. It was known that he had visited England in 1680 to explore the 
possibility of a marriage with Princess Anne, and that he had been made Doctor 
of Laws at the University of Oxford; that he had been active and courageous as 
a soldier in the field against the Turks, as a loyal servant of the emperor, to
gether with other members of his house, and against Louis XIV; that these ser
vices to the emperor had received their reward in the conferment upon Han-

11 For studies of Sophia, see WARD, The Electress Sophia (see note 2), and KNOOP, M., 
Kurfürstin Sophie von Hannover (Veröffentlichungen der Historischen Kommission für 
Niedersachsen 32), Hildesheim 21969. 

12 LUTTRELL, N., A Brief Historical Relation of State Affairs from September 1678 to April 
1714, 6 vols., Oxford 1857, vol. V, p.26. 

13 WARD, The Electress Sophia (see note 2), pp.219, 324, 394, 414. 
14 Ibid., p. 414. 
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over, upon his father, Ernst Augustus, of the coveted and prestigious electoral 
ninth cap in 1692.15 

More to the point, to the point of parliament's deliberations, was the now 
settled determination of William III to secure the succession for Sophia and her 
son. He had not forgotten the part played by the troops of Celle and Hanover in 
making possible the invasion of England in 1688; he was well acquainted with 
the Hanoverian family - Sophia was his cousin, and he knew George to be a 
capable ruler of his dominions. Further, since 1696, when Savoy had defected 
from the Grand Alliances, William had abandoned whatever transitory interest 
he had once had in promoting, or appearing to promote, a Savoyard succession 
to the English throne. A fancy for the Hohenzollerns in 1700, which had been 
excited by what had seemed like Hanoverian reluctance, or, to be precise, by the 
apparent reluctance of Sophia and George, to accept a place in the English suc
cession, had quickly passed upon reassurances from Hanover indicating that 
both Sophia and George were concerned to secure the English succession, and 
urging the merits of the Electoral House.16 

The question in 1701, therefore, was not whether the succession could be 
settled upon the House of Hanover: that was not in doubt. The question was 
whether it could be done without conditions. For the question of the succession 
came before parliament at a time when both Houses of Parliament were en
gaged in a bitter and prolonged dispute with William III, principally about his 
conduct of foreign policy.17 It was not strange that a parliament prepared op
enly to set aside heredity right was ready to provide for other constitutional 
alterations in the same statute. 

Reaching agreement on the succession did not prove difficult. In 1689 many 
in parliament, and outside it, had felt the need to justify their transfer of al
legiance from James II to William and Mary by arguing that James's flight had 
been equivalent to an abdication. It had been an argument that had appealed to 
both Whigs and Tories, but particularly to Tories because of their belief in inde-

15 LUTTRELL, A Brief Historical Relation (see note 12), vol.1, pp.60, 69, 70; vol.11, pp. 13, 
175,336,440,454,467, 601,654; vol. Ill, pp. 97,118,215,409; vol. IV, pp. 103,260,287, 
342, 405, 460-461; HATTON, George I (see note 5), pp. 39-92. 

16 FOXCROFT and CLARKE, A Life of Gilbert Burnet (see note 2), pp. 362,382, 385, 387; HAT-
TON, George I (see note 5), pp. 72-75, 79; ID., England and Hanover 1714-1837, in: En
gland und Hannover. England and Hanover, ed. by A.M. BIRKE and K. KLUXEN (Prince 
Albert Studies 4), München, London, New York 1986, pp. 17-31, p. 23; BAXTER, S.B., 
William III, London 1966, p. 372. 

17 HORWITZ, Parliament (see note 2), pp. 275-310; THOMSON, M. A., Parliament and Foreign 
Policy, 1689-1714, in: William III and Louis XIV. Essays 1680-1720 by and for Mark A. 
Thomson, ed. by R. HATTON and J. S. BROMLEY, Liverpool 1968, pp. 131-135. 
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feasible hereditary right.18 It is a measure of the movement of opinion in the in
tervening years that in 1701 parliament was quite ready to assume that it could 
settle the succession by statute, and that its readiness to do so was accepted, 
even applauded, by the political nation.19 Parliament's agreement that after the 
death of Anne without issue the Crown was to pass to the Electress Sophia and 
her issue was not only reached without difficulty, but with virtual unanimity, 
and with MP's vying for the honour of nominating Sophia. The appointment of 
a German, Protestant successor received the complete support of the Whigs and 
aroused no opposition from the overwhelming majority of the Tories, in a par
liament in which the Tories possessed a majority. Only one Tory MP is known 
certainly to have spoken out against the succession, and was sharply rebuked by 
the Chair for his impropriety. A few Tories seem to have been ostentatiously un-
enthusiastic, absenting themselves when it came to the point of recognizing the 
Electress Sophia by name in the bill by her full electoral dignity. As a parliamen
tary issue, the succession was not only uncontentious and uncontended, but so 
uncontroversial, and deemed so inevitable, as to be a matter of relative indiffer
ence, attracting only thin Houses. In terms of its occupation of parliamentary 
time, and of the attention given to it in the contemporary reporting of parlia
mentary affairs, the succession was quite overshadowed by parliament's con
suming interest in the investigation and condemnation of the conduct and sub
stance of William Ill's foreign policy.20 

There is a point here that is worth underlining in the context of this paper. 
The succession was not in 1701, nor did it become thereafter, an issue which 
separated the two political parties - Whigs and Tories - who came to dominate 
the political life of Queen Anne's reign, and the reign of George I. It was an issue 
that divided the Tories, and very unequally. Most Tories seem to have been 
Hanoverians, as concerned as the Whigs to protect the Protestant Succession, 

18 For an authoritative treatment of the contemporary debate in England over the Revolution 
of 1688, see GOLDIE, M., The Revolution of 1689 and the Structure of Political Argument, 
in: Bulletin of Research in the Humanities 83 (1980), pp. 473-564. A valuable recent ad
dition is HARRIS, T., Politics under the Later Stuarts: Party Conflict in a Divided Society, 
1660-1715, London, New York 1993, pp. 132-146. 

19 NENNER, The Right (see note 2), pp. 228-229. 
20 LUTTRELL, A Brief Historical Relation (see note 12), vol. V, pp.23, 24, 25-26, 33, 34, 36, 

38,46,52,53,58; BURNET, Bishop Burnet's History (see note 2), vol. IV, pp. 485-487; HOR-
WITZ, Parliament (see note 2), pp.283-284; HARRIS, Politics (see note 18), pp. 157, 172, 
note 33; RUBINI, D., Court and Country 1688-1702, London 1957, p. 170; HOLMES, G. S., 
British Politics in the Age of Anne, London, Melbourne, Toronto, New York 1967, pp. 87-
90; The Parliamentary Diary of Sir Richard Cocks, 1698-1702, ed. by D.W. HAYTON, Ox
ford 1996, pp. xliv-xlvii, 69, 71, 72, 82, 120; NENNER, The Right (see note 2), p.226. 
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which meant after 1701 the Protestant and Hanoverian Succession. Only a very 
small minority, it is agreed, were Jacobites, whatever is meant exactly in this 
context by this much used, much abused, mostly ambiguous and uncertain 
term.21 That the Hanoverian Succession was able in 1701 to command the 
overwhelming acceptance of the political nation, as embodied in, and as pro
claimed by, one of the country's most revered national institutions, was of cru
cial importance to the eventual Hanoverian accession and to the stability of the 
Hanoverian regime thereafter. 

Much remained to be done in 1701 to ensure a peaceful Hanoverian suc
cession, and to render it secure for the future, both domestically and inter
nationally. The task proved much more difficult than fixing the succession in the 
House of Hanover, and it proved a lengthy as well as a difficult process, which 
was far from complete in 1714. But the Act of Settlement was the decisive first 
step. It was doubtless a piece of parliamentary hyperbole when an MP shortly 
after the Act declared that he would as soon part with any clause of it as an Arti
cle of his creed, since some of its clauses were soon parted with, as had been an
ticipated in 1701.22 But there proved to be no going back upon its main pro
vision. The last Act of William's reign, The Act imposing the Abjuration Oath 
of 1701, sought to confer upon the Act of Settlement the status almost of a fun
damental law, declaring as its intent that the Act of Settlement, together with the 
Bill of Rights, should be for ever inviolably preserved and that all future gener
ations and divisions by reason of any pretended titles to the Crown may be pre
vented.1^ The Act of Settlement, or the Act of Succession as it soon came to be 

21 H O L M E S , British Politics (see note 20), pp.57, 90, 93-94; HARRIS, Politics (see note 18), 
p. 157. The situation changed considerably in the course of Anne's reign. But even after the 
general election of 1713, it seems that "committed supporters of the Pretender" amounted 
on the most generous calculation to no more than 22 % of the Tory party. See H O L M E S , 
British Politics (see note 20), pp. 280-283; COLLEY, L., In Defiance of Oligarchy. The Tory 
Party 1714-60, Cambridge 1982, p. 54. 

22 The London Diaries of William Nicolson, Bishop of Carlisle 1702-1718, ed. by C. JONES 
and G. H O L M E S , Oxford 1985, p. 165. 

23 NENNER, The Right (see note 2), p. 232. Nenner has noted of the Act of Abjuration that 
"in their zeal to protect the Hanoverian Succession some advocates of parliamentary right 
were willing to limit parliament's power". It may be argued that at the time, and for some 
time thereafter, the notion that the power of parliament was limited, at least to the extent 
of not being able to alter "the constitution", was widely held. It found striking expression 
in the Act of Union, and in the debates surrounding the Septennial Act of 1716, which by, 
extending the life of an existing parliament, as well as of subsequent parliaments, gave 
powerful, and ultimately irresistible, momentum to the growth of the notion of parliamen
tary absolutism. 
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described in parliament,24 settled the Protestant and Hanoverian Succession, in 
so far as a parliamentary statute could settle it. It was almost the only thing the 
Act of Settlement did settle. 

For the succession was not offered to the Hanoverians without conditions. 
Some of those conditions were simply the re-enactment of conditions placed 
upon the monarchy in 1689. Thus the absolute necessity for a future monarch 
to be a Protestant was re-affirmed by re-enacting the provisions contained in the 
Bill of Rights that the monarch should not be a Papist or married to a Papist, 
and making them applicable to rulers from the House of Hanover. In addition, 
such rulers were required to take the new coronation oaths prescribed by a stat
ute enacted at the outset of the reign of William and Mary. The Hanoverians 
would have to swear to govern according to the statutes in parliament agreed. 
In other words, they would have to accept, and solemnly proclaim, that they 
would be bound by the laws.25 That doctrine would not have seemed strange to 
Sophia and George: Leibniz, faithful friend of them both, was of the view that the 
best and most lasting basis for princely authority was respect for the law.26 

Further, the Hanoverians would be required to sign the declaration against tran-
substantiation, and to maintain the Protestant Reformed Religion as established 
by law, and the rights and privileges of bishops and clergy, as established by law. 

Such conditions presented no difficulties for Sophia for whom the main thing 
was the succession, as she had made clear at the beginning of the parliamentary 
session in which the Act was passed. When presented with a copy of the Act of 
Settlement she expressed delight, and showed it publicly. For the attention prin
cipally of English notables, she had a coin struck. It displayed on one side her 
head and an inscription giving her titles, and noting the year of her being nomi
nated successor to the English Crown, and, on the other, the Head of our Maud 
the Empress, from whom the House of Hanover derived their Descent.27 Struck 

24 The London Diaries (see note 22), pp. 160, 164-165,177 (all in 1703). 
25 THOMSON, M.A., A Constitutional History of England 1642 to 1801, London 1938, 

pp. 179-180. 
26 As quoted in TREVELYAN, G. M., England under Queen Anne, 3 vols., London, New York, 

Toronto 1946, vol. II: Ramillies and the Union with Scotland, p. 99. 
27 The London Diaries (see note 22), p. 368; in fact, the coin shows on the other side Matilda, 

daughter of Henry II of England, granddaughter of Empress Matilda (Maud) and wife of 
Duke Henry the Lion of Saxony. The London Diaries notes a visit by Bishop Nicolson to 
the noted collector of medals and coins, Sir Andrew Fountaine, who showed him "a massy 
Medal (of about 40 Guinneas in Weight) given him by Princess Sophia" (ibid.). Burnet 
seems to have made a present of Sophia's medal to his eldest son's wife upon the occasion 
of their marriage in 1712. See HATTON, George I (see note 5), p. 72; FOXCROFT and 
CLARKE, A Life of Gilbert Burnet (see note 2), pp. 455-456. 
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allegedly in honour of the Act of Settlement, the coin gave equal prominence to 
both hereditary and parliamentary title. George, as elector and subsequently as 
king, was to put forward the same dual claim.28 

Other conditions imposed in 1701 were new, reflecting parliament's determi
nation to restrain a future ruler from doing some of the things William had dis
pleased parliament by doing. None of them, in my estimation, was intended to 
come into force until after Anne's death, though the wording of one condition, 
that relating to placemen serving in the House of Commons, seemed immedi
ately ambiguous to one placeman, and more widely.29 There was good reason 
for postponement, and for postponement until the death of Anne. William was 
unlikely to live for long. Anne was a popular figure and no politician would 
have cared to make an enemy of her by limiting the prerogative she was shortly 
to exercise. At the same time there was much to be said for taking the oppor
tunity to enact such provision as might be thought desirable in the event of the 
succession of a foreigner to the throne. What was thought desirable by parlia
ment was not foolish, even if the means suggested were unwise, so unwise as to 
lead to the early repeal or modification of several of the new provisions before 
they had a chance to become operative. Parliament showed itself mindful of the 
possible reactions of Sophia to these new provisions. In order to avoid the ap
pearance of a slight to her, the Commons, in which House the bill began, sol
emnly resolved that the designation of a successor should be postponed until the 
changes had been agreed upon. Thus the decencies might be preserved.30 

It would not be appropriate in this paper to deal with all eight of the new con
ditions enacted by the Act of Settlement. It is appropriate, however, at a confer
ence concerned with the problems of personal union, to note that the problems 
identified as necessary of remedy in this part of the Act of Settlement, are prob
lems commonly identified as belonging to personal union, composite states, and 
multiple kingdoms: religious diversity and religious conformity; the need of an 
incoming monarch to respect the laws, institutions and customs of the state 
which he has inherited, or has conquered, or to which he has been called; the 

28 CLARK, J . C D . , English Society 1688-1832: Ideology, Social Structure and Political Prac
tice during the Ancien Regime, Cambridge 1985, pp. 133-134. 

29 RUBINI, Court (see note 20), pp. 171-172, 176. 
30 BURNET, Bishop Burnet's History (see note 2), vol. IV, p. 486; TREVELYAN, England under 

Queen Anne (see note 26), vol. I: Blenheim, p. 119. The decencies do not seem to have been 
preserved in the Act of Settlement itself, where the designation of a successor preceded the 
further provisions for the better securing of the rights and liberties of the subjects^ both in 
the title of the Act and in the ordering of its contents - the reverse of the ordering of the Bill 
of Rights. 
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danger that the interests of one state might be sacrificed to that of the other, par
ticularly in the field of foreign policy; the inescapable dangers and resentments 
generated by royal absenteeism; the need to identify those from whom the mon
arch was receiving advice; the need to control, in practice to restrict, appoint
ments to office or titles or grants of lands to natives of those lands.31 

One of the new conditions was new only in the sense that it formalized pre
vious practice under William. The successor to Anne and her issue was to join 
in communion with the Church of England.32 The requirement seems to have 
presented no serious difficulties for either Sophia or George. Sophia had been 
brought up a Calvinist, but seems to have attached little importance to forms of 
worship and, in common with others, Protestants and Catholics, divines and 
statesmen, had been prepared in the face of the Ottoman threat to give encour
agement to proposals to re-unite Lutherans and Roman Catholics.33 George 
was a practising Lutheran, but latitudinarian and tolerant, or at least no per
secutor.34 Both were prepared to observe the required religious proprieties, in
deed, to advertise their Anglican observance, and were wise to do so. 

At the time of the Act of Settlement, having a Lutheran monarch or, in the 
case of Sophia, a monarch categorized as an unbaptised Lutheran^ had been 
generally reckoned a hardship upon the Anglican Church, at least among the 
High Church Anglican clergy, who made up the majority of the clergy at the 
time.35 In Scotland, at the time of the Act of Union with England the prospect 
of a Lutheran monarch was viewed as more than a hardship, as a danger, since 
Lutheranism, it was protested, was not only different from Presbyterianism, but 
in purity of doctrine and in discipline was opposed to it.36 

31 KOENIGSBERGER, H. G., Dominium Regale or Dominium Politicum et Regale, in: ID. , Poli
ticians and Virtuosi: Essays in Early Modern History, London 1986, pp. 1-25; ELLIOTT, 
J .H. , A Europe of Composite Monarchies, in: Past and Present 137 (1992), pp. 48-71; 
RUSSELL, C , The Causes of the English Civil War, Oxford 1991, pp. 26-57; WORMALD, J., 
The Creation of Britain: Multiple Kingdoms or Core and Colonies, in: Transactions of the 
Royal Historical Society, 6. ser., 2 (1992), pp. 175-194. 

32 The Law and Working of the Constitution (see note 1 ), vol. I, p. 94; WILLIAMS, The Eight
eenth Century Constitution (see note 1), p. 59. 

33 WARD, The Electress Sophia (see note 2), pp. 344-347; HATTON, George I (see note 5), 
p. 47; SYKES, N., William Wake, Archbishop of Canterbury 1657-1737,2 vols., Cambridge 
1957, vol.11, pp. 22-23. 

34 HATTON, George I (see note 5), p .47. 
35 According to Lord Halifax, as reported in TORBUCK, J., A Collection of the Parliamentary 

Debates in England [1668-1741], 21 vols., London 1739-1742, vol. IV, London 1739, 
p. 481. 

36 RAIT, R. S., Note on the Religious Situation in Scotland, as It Affected the Hanoverian Suc
cession, in: WARD, The Electress Sophia (see note 2), p. 552. 
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Some of the difficulties likely to be encountered in England by the Hanoveri
ans on account of their Lutheranism, if they attempted to settle for anything less 
than full-hearted Anglican observance, were underlined by the experiences of 
Queen Anne and her husband, Prince George of Denmark. A Lutheran, Prince 
George was allowed to worship as a Lutheran in his own chapel. As Lord High 
Admiral and a Lutheran, however, he was expected to meet the legal require
ments imposed upon all office-holders to receive the sacraments according to 
the rites of the Church of England.37 He did conform occasionally, and was re
proached for his occasionally.38 It is a measure of the embarrassment this 
caused, and of the importance attached to a convincing expression of Anglican 
conformity on the part of the monarch and his, or her, consort, that he was re
quired to make public amends. Against his will, and under pressure from Queen 
Anne, he was obliged to vote for the bill to prohibit occasional conformity.39 

In the circumstances, and given also that the House of Hanover possessed in 
England a reputation in religion for indifference, even opportunism,40 it is not 
surprising that Sophia went out of her way to impress English visitors with the 
seriousness, or at least with the willingness, of her commitment to the forms of 
the Anglican Church. When in 1701, the Earl of Macclesfield arrived in Han
over to present Sophia with an illuminated copy of the Act of Settlement, his 
chaplain immediately began the process of Anglicanising the Electress Dowager 
by reading the Book of Common Prayer of the Church of England before her in 
her ante-chamber. According to John Toland, another of Macclesfield's party, a 
staunch Hanoverian and instant admirer of Sophia, she proved the best of pu
pils, and well-prepared: she made the responses and performed the ceremonies 
as if she had been used to it all her life, for she ever had the Liturgy by her, 
though I believe this was the first time that it was publicly read in Hanover, for 
which reason many assisted there who understood not a tittle of it.41 This pic
ture of Sophia, ready and easy in her compliance with the religious requirement 
of the Act of Settlement, received widespread public exposure. Toland's Ac
counts of the Courts of Prussia and Hanover, in which the incident was retailed, 

37 GREGG, Queen Anne (see note 7), p. 163; The London Diaries (see note 22), p. 138, note 
142. 

38 The London Diaries (see note 22), p. 139. 
39 Ibid., p. 138, note 142. 
40 WARD, The Electress Sophia (see note 2), p. 348, note 1. 
41 Ibid., p. 324; IMBERT-TERRY, Sir H.M., A Constitutional King. George the First, London 

1927, p. 74. 
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was first published in London in 1705, again in an enlarged edition in 1706, and 
in 1714 was translated into French and German.42 

George I showed similar compliance. If he went through the motions, it was 
because he had to, and because, in practice, he would have found it difficult to 
do otherwise, even if he had wished to. His Anglican soul was more amply pro
tected than his person; he had more royal chaplains than he had daily palace gu
ards, and he could not escape his Anglican guard even in Hanover, always being 
accompanied by a royal chaplain.43 The celebration of Anglican services in 
Hanover during the king's regular visits, with the king present at such services, 
figured prominently in contemporary published accounts of his German days.44 

That the king's Lutheranism was a tender point in Britain is testified by the con
cern of pro-Hanoverian publicists in and after 1714 to present the king as not 
merely conforming, but showing exemplary scrupulosity, even zeal.45 George I 
was certainly long-suffering: he went to Church on Sundays and listened to ser
mons by divines whose language he did not understand. If his attention some
times wandered, and it sometimes seems to have done, and if his behaviour was 
sometimes less than decorous, and it sometimes seems to have been, he was ap
parently soon pulled up for it by ministers and was quick, ever quick, to make 
amends.46 It was recognition by monarch and ministers that in matters of re-

42 SIMMS, J.G., John Toland (1670-1722), a Donegal Heretic, in: Irish Historical Studies 16 
(1968-1969), pp.312-313. 

43 According to BEATTIE, J. ML, The English Court in the Reign of George I, Cambridge 1967, 
pp. 46 and 280, the daily palace guard consisted of forty yeomen and a corporal, and there 
were forty-eight royal chaplains. 

44 BOYER, A., The Political State of Great Britain, 60 vols., London 1711-1740, vol. XII, Lon
don 1716, p. 299, vol. XVII, London 1719, p. 77. 

45 RICHARDS, J., A Panegyrick upon His Most Gracious Majesty George, King of Great Bri
tain, etc., London 1719. 

46 For a discussion of George I's knowledge of English, see HATTON, George I (see note 5), 
pp. 128-132, which may be compared with my own analysis of some of the same material 
in GIBBS, G.C., Review of R.M. Hatton: George I: Elector and King, in: The Welsh His
tory Review 10/2 (1980), pp.250-251. For sermons before the King in 1714 and 1715, see 
The London Diaries (see note 22), pp.618, 620, 629, 641, 645, 650, 654, 655, 658, 659, 
660, 661, 663^ 665: the sermons and the preachers would be well worth examining. That 
the king's threshold of tolerance in the face of linguistic incomprehensibility frequently 
collapsed, causing him "to talk loudly in French and German to whomsoever sat behind 
him" is the assertion of IMBERT-TERRY, A Constitutional King (see note 41), p. 281, quoting 
WRAXALL, Sir N. W., Historical Memoirs of My Own Time, 3 vols., London 31818, vol. Ill, 
pp. 60-61. Imbert-Terry has taken a certain licence with Wraxall. The conversations, ac
cording to Wraxall, were with the Dean of Salisbury, Dr. Younger, who knew German and, 
indeed, had learnt the language in anticipation of the Hanoverian Succession. What is 
worth mentioning, if the story is true, is that, again according to Wraxall, Lord Townsh-
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ligion appearances were all. Being a good Anglican, or at least being seen to be 
a regularly conforming Anglican, was recognised as going with the job of being 
a British monarch, as being the indispensable requirement of the job descrip
tion. Satisfaction on this point constituted a fundamental and determining fac
tor in the establishment and continuance of the Personal Union. 

If the new religious provision of the Act of Settlement presented the Hanover
ians with no serious difficulties, the same could not be said for the requirement 
that after Anne the monarch should not go out of the British Isles without the 
consent of Parliament.47 

It is easy to understand how the requirement came about. As first citizen of 
the Dutch Republic, as the architect and the main spring of the Grand Alliance 
against Louis XIV, and as a commander in the field, William III needed regularly 
to spend time on the Continent. He had done so regularly, and for lengthy pe
riods. Indeed, nearly one half of his reign was spent outside Britain. During the 
Nine Years War William's dual position as King of England and as Stadholder 
in the Dutch Republic had obviously been advantageous to both countries in 
that it had conduced to better co-ordination of their common efforts against the 
enemy. After the war England was by no means convinced that English and 
Dutch interests were identical. William's long annual visits to the United Prov
inces were felt to be a grievance. There was a reluctance to admit that William 
had duties to perform in the United Provinces. The grievance was made worse in 
English eyes by virtue of the fact that William did not conceal his delight when 
returning to his Dutch nesting grounds.48 

It is also understandable that Englishmen might not be pleased to have as 
their ruler one who was also ruler of a continental dominion; that they were dis
pleased at William's arrogance in displaying pleasure at leaving them; and that 
they should have been anxious about the dangers to national security from their 

end, one of the Secretaries of State, took it upon himself to inform the king that his deport
ment was giving offence to his subjects. The king it seems, took the hint, but not for long, 
and the practice recommenced. The remedy, it is said in Wraxall, was to order Younger to 
return to his deanery, and to tell the king that Younger had been killed in a riding accident. 
The deception was revealed some years later. Reviewing some regiments on Salisbury 
Plain, Younger was presented to the king, who "overcome with amazement at beholding 
a Man whom he had long considered as no more, could scarcely restrain his Emotions [...] 
Conscious, of the Rectitude and Propriety of the Motives which had actuated Lord Town-
shend in his Conduct, he never expressed any Sentiment of Anger, or Resentment". 

47 The Law and Working of the Constitution (see note 1), vol.1, p. 95, and WILLIAMS, The 
Eighteenth Century Constitution (see note 1), p. 59. 

48 GIBBS, G. C , The Revolution in Foreign Policy, in: Britain after the Glorious Revolution 
1689-1714, ed. by G. H O L M E S , London 1969, pp. 67-70. 
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monarch's absence at a time when there existed a threat to that security from a 
Stuart Pretender with possible access to foreign military support. But potent 
though these considerations were, they were not sufficient for subjecting Anne's 
successor to a restriction that was pretty certain to prove intolerable. Like Wil
liam III, George, as Elector of Hanover, had duties to his continental lands 
which he was determined to discharge, and whose effective discharge required 
his presence in Hanover. In consequence the restrictive clause never became op
erative, and was repealed in 1716.49 

George I visited Hanover in 7 of the 13 years of his reign. In total he spent 
about 2 3/4 of these 13 years out of Britain, about half the time spent abroad by 
William III in his 13 year-reign, and about half the time spent abroad by George 
II in his reign of 23 years, both of whom of course were involved as Kings of 
England in major European wars which required their presence in Europe. In 
English eyes - in the estimation of some English ministers, and probably in the 
estimation of English tradesmen, for whom the absence of the Court, a huge 
consumer, must have meant a substantial financial loss - the visits of the Han
overian monarchs to their electoral lands seemed too frequent and too long.50 It 
is worth noting that the lengthiest visits George I made to Hanover were in the 
years after he is held to have become a truly British monarch, over 29 weeks in 
1723, and over 30 weeks in 1725/6.51 It may be further noted that George Ps re
turn journey to England in 1726 underlined something of the genuineness of the 
anxieties felt in Britain in having monarchs determined, as were George I and 
George II, to visit their electoral lands. For these visits necessarily exposed the 
king to the perils of the sea. In January 1726 a most violent storm, which lasted 
36 hours, scattered the royal fleet, left the royal yacht separated from it, save for 
the company of one ship, and placed all in the utmost danger. Alarm, conster
nation and uneasiness [...] for so precious a life were matched on this occasion 
by demonstrations ofpublick joy at the king's safe arrival at St. James's palace 
in perfect health.51 

If there was a good case for England's anxiety about royal absenteeism, 
though not for the particular remedy parliament sought to apply, there were 

49 THOMSON, A Constitutional History (see note 25), p. 181. 
50 Handbook of British Chronology, ed. by E. B. FRYDE, D. E. GREENWAY, S. PORTER and I. 

ROY (Royal Historical Society Guides and Handbooks 2), London 31986, p. 45; BEATTIE, 
The English Court (see note 43), p. 275. 

51 Handbook of British Chronology (see note 50), p. 45. 
52 BOYER, The Political State (see note 44), vol. XXXI, London 1726, pp. 73-77. George IPs 

return from Hanover in 1736/7 was a similarly perilous journey. See DAVIES, J .D.G., A 
King in Toils, London 1938, pp. 147-149. 
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also good grounds for two further restrictive clauses which were clearly in
tended to address some of the problems to be expected from a Hanoverian suc
cession. 

The first related to foreign policy and stipulated that England would not be 
obliged to go to war, without the consent of Parliament, in defence of lands not 
belonging to the Crown of England.53 There was nothing strange in this stipu
lation, nor did it formally breach the Crown's prerogative in foreign affairs.54 

The Elector of Hanover was certain to have interests, and might easily have 
quarrels, from the pursuit of which England might wish to keep aloof. In prac
tice this would not prove easy, because the elector was naturally intent upon us
ing his position as King of England, and intent particularly upon using Eng
land's naval power, to advance his Hanoverian interests: and, indeed, he did 
both. Nevertheless the clause served a useful purpose. It was a warning that 
English involvement in Hanoverian concerns was not to be regarded as auto
matic, and would need to be justified to Parliament. George I soon learnt to take 
that need seriously.55 

The second related to the royal bounty, an integral part of the social structure 
of every European country. The king had much to give in the way of titles, ap
pointments, grants of land. His natural-born subjects thought they had an ex
clusive right to these favours and regarded naturalized foreigners as unworthy 
intruders. William III had been generous to his Dutch cronies, over-generous in 
the eyes of his English subjects,56 and it was expected that the Hanoverian Suc
cession would bring with it a great number of persons that were strangers to our 
Ecclesiastical and Civil Constitution, greedy for favours.57 The Act of Settle
ment sought to nip this prospect in the bud, or at least to subject Hanoverian 
appetites to a restrictive dietary regime, by stipulating that no person born out
side the kingdoms of England, Scotland and Ireland, or the Dominions thereto 
belonging, even though naturalized, should be capable of sitting in either House 
of Parliament, holding office or receiving a grant of land or hereditaments from 

53 The Law and Working of the Constitution (see note 1), vol.1, p. 95, and WILLIAMS, The 
Eighteenth Century Constitution (see note 1), p. 59. 

54 GIBBS, G. C , English Attitudes towards Hanover and the Hanoverian Succession in the 
First Half of the Eighteenth Century, in: England und Hannover (see note 16), pp. 33-51, 
pp. 44-45. 

55 GIBBS, G. C , Parliament and Foreign Policy in the Age of Stanhope and Wal pole, in: EHR 
87 (1962), pp.287-305. 

56 ALPHEN, G. van, De stemming van de Engelschen tegen Hollanders in Engeland tijdens de 
regeering van den Koning-Stadhouder Willem III 1688-1702, Assen 1938, pp. 246-279. 

57 The London Diaries (see note 22), p. 170. 
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the Crown.58 Serious doubt was expressed soon after the Act, even among the 
judiciary, as to whether the incapacity was retrospective to persons naturalised 
before the accession of George L59 But no-one doubted that it would deprive 
those naturalized after the accession of a member of the House of Hanover. Ac
cordingly, the safeguard was taken in 1706 of naturalizing Sophia and her 
issue.60 

The immediate point at issue here seems to have been the future and status of 
the electoral prince, George August, later George IL Made Duke of Cambridge 
in 1706, there had been talk of bringing him over to England. His father had op
posed the move, and the matter rested until April 1714, when George sanc
tioned an approach to the then Tory administration asking "whether the elec
toral prince, as duke of Cambridge, should not have a writ enabling him to take 
his seat in the House of Lords".61 This bore directly upon the clause imposing 
a parliamentary incapacity upon aliens in the Act of Settlement. The judgement 
of the Privy Council that it could find no legal grounds to refuse the issuance of 
the writ seems to support the view that the incapacity was not intended to be 
retrospective, and was not regarded as such in 1714.62 Any remaining doubt 
was finally removed in 1715 by a parliamentary act which made it clear that in
capacity was not retrospective to persons naturalized before the accession of 
George L63 

Naturalization, however, which had divided Whigs and Tories in Anne's 
reign, continued to be a divisive issue in George I's reign, and became an element 
in the controversy over the Hanoverian Succession.64 The Whigs were criticised 
for having polluted the ethnic purity of "old honest English stock", by having 
sold out to the "outlandish craving cormorants", who had the affection of the 
new king. Abusing the Germans in this way was a means of wounding the royal 
family "through their sides". Similarly, referring to the king as "a stranger" was 
intended to tap into the deep well of English xenophobia.65 The naturalization 

58 The Law and Working of the Constitution (see note 1), vol. I, p. 95, and WILLIAMS, The 
Eighteenth Century Constitution (see note 1), p. 59. 

59 The London Diaries (see note 22), pp. 155, 164-167, 170-172. 
60 TORBUCK, A Collection (see note 35), vol. IV, p. 490. 
61 HATTON, George I (see note 5), pp. 76-78,107; The London Diaries (see note 22), pp. 287-

288. 
62 HATTON, George I (see note 5), p. 107. 
63 1 Geo. I, stat. 2, cap. 4, as described in: THOMSON, A Constitutional History (see note 25), 

p .265. 
64 STATT, D., Foreigners and Englishmen. The Controversy over Immigration and Popu

lation, 1660-1760, Newark 1995, pp. 195-196. 
65 Ibid., p. 195. 
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and ennoblement of Hanoverians had some charge in the politics of the Han
overian Succession, but George I kept to the letter of the rules set down for him 
in this respect in the Act of Settlement, and to the generous norms of contem
porary British political life. If the Hanoverians were often accused, and with 
exaggeration, of having "sucked England dry", it was partly because money-
grubbing from the royal bounty, and from acting as the conduits of royal 
patronage, was what was left to them after the restrictions imposed by the Act 
of Settlement. As an issue in British social and economic policy, the naturali
zation of Hanoverians was a matter of no consequence, the numbers of immi
grants from Hanover being so small in the early eighteenth century.66 

Sophia's Naturalization Act was a characteristic piece of anticipative legis
lation on the part of the supporters of the Hanoverian Succession, indicative of 
their watchful and clear-sighted resolve to take what steps they could to ensure 
the peaceful accession of the Hanoverian successor. A further major step in the 
same direction, taken in the same year as Sophia's Naturalization Act, was the 
Regency Act of 1706.67 

The outcome of party manoeuvring, the Regency Act addressed the problem 
of the dangerous time-gap that would necessarily ensue between the queen's 
death and the arrival in England of the Hanoverian heir. The problem had be
come urgent in the wake of the queen's recently re-iterated, and clearly adaman
tine, refusal to invite over the Electress Sophia, or her son, or her grandson dur
ing her life-time.68 As was pointed out in contemporary debate on the Regency 
Bill, it might take the Hanoverian successor up to three weeks to make the jour
ney from Hanover to London, time enough for much mischief to be done.69 In 
fact, in 1714 there was a time-gap of over six weeks between the death of Anne 
and the arrival in England of George I.70 It is striking testimony to the efficacy 
of the machinery of caretaker government created in 1706 that the delay made 
no difference to a bloodless accession. 

The Regency Act provided that, upon Anne's death, the existing parliament 
should not dissolve, as had been the law at the Revolution upon the demise of 
the Crown, and as had become the law again after Anne's accession, but should 
meet at once, and continue to sit for no longer than six months. Similarly, the 

66 Ibid., p. 196. For a critical account of the contemporary charges that the Hanoverian were 
sucking the country dry, see HATTON, George I (see note 5), pp. 139-156. 

67 H O L M E S , British Politics (see note 20), pp. 84, 91 , 114, 132-134. 
68 GREGG, Queen Anne (see note 7), pp. 182-185, 209-213, 380-381; HATTON, George I (see 

note 5), pp. 76-77. 
69 IMBERT-TERRY, A Constitutional King (see note 41), p. 81 . 
70 Anna died on 1 August, 1714. George I arrived in England on 18 September 1714. 
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Privy Council upon Anne's death was to continue for six months, and at once 
cause the next Protestant successor to be proclaimed in the usual manner. Any 
member of the Privy Council refusing to cause the proclamation to be made was 
to be made guilty of high treason. A Regency of "Lords Justices" was to rule the 
country until the next Protestant successor arrived to assume government in 
person. The "Lords Justices" were to consist of the holders of the seven princi
pal offices of State. The successor was given the power to add such other per
sons, and so many persons, being natural-born subjects of the realm, as he or 
she thought fit. Not fewer than five could exercise the regal power, subject to 
the restriction that they could not, without the express orders of the new mon
arch, either dissolve Parliament or assent to a bill for the repeal of the Act of 
Uniformity or the Act for the Security of the Scottish Church. They were also 
bound to follow any commands they might receive from the new monarch.71 

The arrangements made under the Regency Act for an orderly transition to a 
Hanoverian Succession were comprehensive and practical. If the particular ar
rangements were the cause of party dispute, indeed, the source of persistent ob
struction from some Tories, no-one seems to have disputed the need to address 
the perils of an interregnum.72 When the test came, the arrangements worked. 

The good news of the Regency Act, a copy of the act itself, together with a 
copy of Sophia's Naturalization Act, were taken to Hanover at the end of the 
1705-6 parliamentary session by a member of the Whig Junto, whose brain
child the Regency Act had been. Halifax, the bearer of the good tidings, also 
brought the promise of further good work on behalf of the Hanoverian Suc
cession; a treaty of Union with Scotland to bring about the same succession in 
Scotland as had been effected already in England.73 

It is not necessary to enter into the detail of the origins and enactment of the 
Union of England and Scotland.74 Suffice it to say that it came into being not be
cause relations between the two countries were good, but because they were bad 

71 The Law and Working of the Constitution (see note 1), vol.1, pp. 111-116 (the re-enact
ment after the Act of Union); T H O M S O N , A Constitutional History (see note 25), p. 181. 

72 H O L M E S , British Politics (see note 20), p. 91; H O R W I T Z , H., Revolution Politicks. The Ca
reer of Daniel Finch, Second Earl of Nottingham, 1647-1730, Cambridge 1968, p. 206. 

73 TREVELYAN, England under Queen Anne (see note 26), vol. II, pp. 98-99; HATTON, George 
I (see note 5), pp. 77-78. 

74 The most recent short re-assessment is to be found in G O L D I E , M., Divergence and Union; 
Scotland and England 1660-1707, in: The British Problem c. 1534-1707: State Formation 
in the Atlantic Archipelago, ed. by B. BRADSHAW and J. M O R R I L L , London 1996, pp. 220-
245. For two useful introductions, see SMOUT, T. C , The Road to Union, in: Britain after 
the Glorious Revolution (see note 48), pp. 176-196, and LENMAN, B., The Jacobite Risings 
in Britain 1689-1746, London 1980, pp. 78-106. 
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and threatened to become worse. The Act of Security of the Scottish Parliament 
of 1703 had threatened that in the event of Anne's death without issue the Scot
tish Parliament might elect as its new monarch someone wTho was to be both 
Stuart and Protestant, but not necessarily the person upon whom the Crown of 
England had devolved.75 That eliminated the senior line of Stuart and, as has 
been argued, made the threat somewhat unreal, for it left only one inept candi
date who met the conditions.76 Nevertheless the Act concentrated minds won
derfully. Just alarm was aroused in England at what was seen as a threat to the 
nation's security and to the whole Revolution Settlement, and it provoked So
phia into disconsolate outpourings, professing her great love for the Scots, be
cause she was of the blood of Scotland.77 Hard and prolonged negotiating 
produced an agreement which removed the threat to the Hanoverian Succession 
posed by the Act of Security. Under the Articles of Union, upon May 1, 1707, 
the two kingdoms were to be united under the name of Great Britain. Upon An
ne's death without issue, the Crown of Great Britain was to go to the Electress 
Dowager Sophia and her issue.78 

With the passing of the Act of Union in 1707, the Hanoverian Succession was 
as secure as parliamentary legislation was able to make it. As one of the princi
pal protagonists and servants of the Hanoverian Succession later claimed, the 
succession had been put "in such a method as was not to be resisted but by open 
force of arms and a public declaration for the Pretender".79 But, as the quo
tation makes clear, legal safeguards were not enough in themselves. There re
mained the problem of safeguarding the succession against external threats 
from possible invasion in support of the exiled Stuarts, which once begun, 
might give rise to a Jacobite rising of unpredictable proportions and impact. 
That was a problem for English, later British, foreign policy, indeed, was its 
principal concern from the accession of William III, and beyond the accession of 
George I.80 

The manner in which William III had secured his throne lacked legitimacy not 

75 THOMSON, A Constitutional History (see note 25), pp. 253-255. 
76 WORMALD, The Creation of Britain (see note 31 ), pp. 193 -194. The Duke of Hamilton was 
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77 Ibid., p. 193. 
78 The Law and Working of the Constitution (see note 1), vol.1, pp. 98-111. 
79 H O L M E S , British Politics (see note 20), p. 83. 
80 THOMSON, M. A., Louis XIV and William III, 1689-97, in: William III and Louis XIV (see 

note 17), pp. 24-48; ID. , Parliament and Foreign Policy, 1689-1714, in: ibid., pp. 130-139; 
ID. , The Safeguarding of the Protestant Succession, 1702-1718, in: ibid., pp. 237-251; and 
ID. , Self-Determination and Collective Security as Factors in English and French Foreign 
Policy, 1689-1718, in: ibid., pp.271-286. 
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only among an undefinable number of his own subjects, but in the eyes of much 
of contemporary Europe, among William's allies as well as among his enemies. 
Securing de facto recognition of William's position as King of England had not 
proved difficult. Rulers who became William's allies because they needed 
England's assistance in the war against the France of Louis XIV could not avoid 
recognising William as King of England, however much they might dislike it. 
Even Louis XIV had been obliged to accept this unpleasant reality in the Peace 
of Rijswijk of 1697, recognising William as King of England and promising not 
to assist his enemies.81 

Admitting the legitimacy of the Revolution Settlement and the Protestant 
Succession, however, was a much more bitter pill for European rulers to swal
low.82 The need to administer the pill became much more pressing for England, 
when, shortly after the passing of the Act of Settlement, and immediately upon 
the death of James II, Louis XIV recognised his son as King of England. Such an 
act was tantamount to a denial of England's right to self-determination, a direct 
challenge to parliament's right to regulate the succession and consequently to 
the whole Revolution Settlement.83 A Tory-dominated parliament responded to 
the challenge at once and decisively, with a request to the king in January 1702, 
which he accepted, that the signatories to the recently formed Grand Alliance 
against Louis XIV should be required, as the price of the English alliance, to re
pudiate the Pretender.84 

The War of the Spanish Succession had thus become for England a war for the 
Protestant and Hanoverian Succession. England's war aims, as articulated by 
parliament, soon advanced from securing a repudiation of the Pretender to se
curing a guarantee of the English, later British, succession as established by par
liament, from France as well as from England's, later Britain's allies, to be 
guaranteed jointly and severally.85 A Dutch guarantee was secured in 1709.86 

This was re-affirmed, clarified and amplified in January 1713 in a treaty nego
tiated by the then Tory administration, which spelt out the details of the armed 
aid the Dutch were to give, at their own expense, in support of the succession, 

81 ID. , Louis XIV and William III (see note 80), pp. 24-48. 
82 ID. , The Safeguarding (see note 80), pp. 241-2, 249-250; ID. , Self-Determination (see note 

80), p. 272. 
83 ID. , Self-Determination (see note 80), pp.277-278. 
84 ID. , The Safeguarding (see note 80), pp. 241-242. 
85 Ibid., p. 243. 
86 The treaty may be found in GEIKIE, R. and MONTGOMERY, I. A., The Dutch Barrier 1705-

1719, Cambridge 1930, pp. 377-386 (in French), and an English version in JENKINSON, A 
Collection of all the Treaties (see note 8), vol. I, pp. 354-363, 
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and made plain that such aid was only to be given upon the request of the lawful 
sovereign.87 Two months later at Utrecht, France also bound herself by treaty to 
guarantee the Protestant and Hanoverian Succession as established by parlia
ment, and not to disturb, or to assist in disturbing, that succession. Three 
months after France, Spain followed suit.88 

The system of safeguards for the Hanoverian Succession, in law and in treat
ies, was now as complete as it was to be before Anne's death in August 1714. 
What took place after Anne's death proved the effectiveness of the measures 
that had been taken to ensure a peaceful Hanoverian accession. It also under
lined the need for continued vigilance, and for renewed efforts to strengthen, 
and to get, foreign guarantees of the succession, as well as the readiness of par
liament, and the nation, to take what further measures seemed necessary to turn 
a peaceful accession into a settled and secure regime. 

Anne died at 7.45 a.m. on Sunday, 1 August, 1714. Immediately upon her 
death the Privy Council met at Kensington Palace to disclose the regency nomi
nations of the new king, to establish the Regency Council, and to swear in the 
Lords Justices. At 4 p. m. the proclamation of King George I began at St. James's 
Palace. At 6 p.m., notwithstanding the fact that it was a Sunday, and the fact 
that the Speaker of the House of Commons was in the country, parliament met 
at Westminster.89 Parliament's meeting upon the demise of the Crown in 1714 
was more immediate than in 1727 and in 1760, and could not have been more 
immediate. 

Upon the Speaker's arrival in the House on 4 August, members were sworn in 
and subscribed, as required by the Regency Act, to the Oath of Abjuration, 
specifically abjuring the Pretender.90 This overwhelmingly Tory-dominated 
parliament, with the largest number of Tory MP's of any parliament of Anne's 
reign, then proceeded on 6 August to proclaim unanimously its loyalty to the 
new king in his undoubted right to the imperial crown of this realm, against the 
Pretender, and all other persons whatsoever^ and, again unanimously, settled 
upon the king the same revenue that Anne had enjoyed, with some Tories even 
attempting to curry favour with the king by proposing a revenue considerably 
in excess of that enjoyed by Anne.91 

87 A Latin version of the treaty is to be found in GEIKIE and MONTGOMERY, The Dutch Bar
rier {see note 86), pp. 386-395, and an English version in JENKINSON, A Collection of all 
the Treaties (see note 8), vol.1, pp. 364-373. 

88 THOMSON, The Safeguarding (see note 80), pp. 249-250. 
89 Journals of the House of Commons, vol. XVIII, London 1714, p. 3. 
90 Ibid. 
91 Ibid., pp.4, 6-11; TORBUCK, A Collection (see note 35), vol. VI, p .266; H O L M E S , G., The 
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The accession of George I had thus been affected according to plan, with des
patch, vigour and with an impressive display of parliamentary unity. Neverthe
less, difficulties remained and soon made themselves felt. 

Trouble began when George I proceeded to appoint a ministry.92 It was natu
ral that the king should have wanted to reward loyalty, though he seems to have 
been influenced too by a concern for efficiency and for professionalism, as were 
his successors George II and George III. The new ministry, therefore, consisted 
mostly of Whigs, whose loyalty to the Hanoverian cause had been well attested 
in Anne's reign, and its most important members possessed either previous ex
perience of important office or diplomatic experience. Those few Tories who 
got office were men who had sharply opposed the late ministry, against whose 
ministers George I bore a lasting grudge for having deserted the allied cause, and 
the emperor, by making a separate peace at Utrecht. Those displaced and their 
adherents also bore a grudge. Their discontent was increased by the language of 
some Whigs, which suggested that some of the late ministers might be im
peached for conduct held to be treasonable. Whatever the intentions of the new 
ministers and the king in this regard, it was clear that there could be no im
peachments unless a new House of Commons favoured them, for as the law 
stood a speedy dissolution and a general election had to come. An election in 
any case likely to be bitter was consequently made more bitter by the fears of 
some of those involved. In calling that election the Crown made it clear that its 
considerable influence would be exercised in favour of those who had shown 
what it described as a particular regard [...] and firmness to the Protestant Suc
cession when it was most in danger,93 which meant the Whigs. Since the only 
way of counteracting that influence seemed to be an appeal to High Church feel
ing, the call went up that the Church was in danger under the new dynasty. 

One expression of this discontent was an outburst, an epidemic of rioting. 
Most of the riots were not Jacobite riots, but High Church riots directed against 
Dissenters. High Church mobs might be easily mobilised to demonstrate against 
Dissenters, but they liked popery even less. As Addison pointed out, no sane 
person could believe that to put a Popish prince on the throne was the best way 
to make safe the Church of England. 

Orchestrated from above, and essentially part of the pre-election theatre, the 
High Church riots were over largely by the time of the Jacobite rebellion. Other 
riots in 1714 and 1715 seem to have been economic in origin, drawing support 

Making of a Great Power. Late Stuart and Early Georgian Britain, 1660-1722, London, 
New York 1993, p. 423. 

92 For the ensuing paragraph, see, GIBBS, English Attitudes (see note 54), pp. 36-37. 
93 Journals of the House of Commons (see note 89), p. 14. 
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from trades which experienced hardship during the war and its aftermath, and 
which feared increased hardship, if, as seemed possible in 1715, the Hanoverian 
dynasty resumed the war against France, or became embroiled too closely in 
Europe. Fear of war helped to fuel the fires of disaffection. 

The king personally, and the dynasty, were singed by the heat. The king was 
satirized as a cuckold, a lecher, a monster of depravity, indeed, and a turnip-
hoer. As a Lutheran he was deemed incapable of understanding the Anglican 
Church. As the father of devout Calvinists, and as the tool of Whigs, it was sug
gested that he was likely to become a conduit of Presbyterianism.94 As a Han
overian, he was held likely to subordinate British interests to those of Hanover 
and to open the sluice gates to foreign subversion. As a stranger to the British 
Constitution, he was held likely to be led down, or to lead down, a path which 
might end variously in a return to 1641, or, given his sinister association with 
black Turkish attendants, to the worst kind of contemporary despotism, an 
Oriental despotism, with George I as Sultan. Either way it was the funeral of 
England,95 

The charges and the abuse were nothing if not immoderate, though the abuse 
was something to which the Hanoverian monarchs had to become accustomed, 
and it was comprehensive, save apparently for an absence of attack on the king 
on grounds of ageism. George I was in fact the oldest English/British monarch 
upon accession since the Norman Conquest: aged 54, he was perhaps at an age 
at which it might be difficult to escape a certain mind-set, or to learn new tricks, 
as James II, aged 52 at his accession, had shown. 

Of course the charges and the abuse were not left unanswered. As has been 
amply demonstrated recently, the Whig administration of 1714, and subsequent 
Whig administrations, worked tirelessly to mobilize and to encourage loyalty to 
the new regime, with a barrage of written and visual propaganda: from the press 
and the pulpit; in poems, songs and plays; in the full state pageantry of the cor
onation, which was recounted in the provincial as well as in the London press, 
commemorated in coronation medals, and celebrated in a host of provincial 
towns, including some towns with a strong Tory or Jacobite presence; in loyalist 
calendrical spectacles, which added George Ps accession and coronation days to 
those already hallowed as providential moments in English history; in nurseries 
of loyalty, such as clubs and loyal societies with a socially wide membership.96 

94 In Scotland, Under the Act of Union, George I was bound to maintain Presbyterianism, as 
the true Protestant religion. 

95 GIBBS, English Attitudes (see note 54), pp.37, 40; WILSON, K., The Sense of the People. 
Politics, Culture, and Imperialism in England, 1715-1785, Cambridge 1995, pp. 103-112. 

96 WILSON, The Sense (see note 95), pp. 86-91. 
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In such various ways, a very different picture was projected of the Hanover
ian monarchy, and of George I, than that offered by critics. The charges of pol
itical and moral unfitness were directly addressed. George I was a scion of a 
great line, with assured genealogical descent from James I. He was wealthy, 
wise, courageous, and well versed in the ways of the English constitution. His 
various religious identities far from being a danger were an inspiration, the em
bodiment of protestant union. 

His Lutheranism was no bar to conformity to the forms of the Anglican 
Church or to his role as Defender of the f Anglicanl Faith. A detailed comparison 
of the articles of the Anglican Church and those of the Augsburg Confession 
would show there to be complete doctrinal harmony between the two.97 Above 
all, however, George I was projected as the great Deliverer and Defender of the 
Revolution Settlement, the best and only bulwark against popery and absolut
ism, twinned, and inseparably twinned, evils in contemporary British demon-
ology. The choice was stark and clear. In the words of the title of one pamphlet, 
it was Hanover or Rome (1715).98 

There can be no doubt that the most potent pro-Hanoverian card to be played 
in 1715, and later, was the Protestant and anti-Catholic card. Whatever the 
blemishes of the Hanoverians, and they seemed numerous at the beginning of 
George I's reign, and continued to seem numerous under his successors, they 
seemed as dust in the balance compared with the awfulness of the Stuart 
alternative. Having a Popish prince in a Protestant country, remarked one of 
George Ps royal chaplain's, in one of the many sermons intended to remind the 
new king of his responsibilities after his accession, and to strengthen his resolve, 
was like having a wolf as a shepherd.99 In a Britain, where Protestantism was a 
dominant and defining force in religion, politics and culture, that proposition 

97 SYKES, William Wake (see note 33), vol. II, pp. 6, 61-62; WILSON, The Sense (see note 95), 
pp. 89-90. 

98 W I L S O N , The Sense (see note 95), p. 89. 
99 COLLEY, L., Britons. Forging the Nation 1707-1837, New Haven, London 1992, p. 47. 
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seemed axiomatic. The fact that the exiled Stuarts were Catholic, and refused to 
turn, more than anything else, condemned them to eventual impotence and fu
tility.100 

To propaganda in favour of the Hanoverian Succession was added, after the 
general election held at the beginning of 1715, which returned a House of Com
mons with a Whig majority, marked in the more open constituencies,101 a series 
of strong measures to safeguard George on his throne. Although there was, and 
is, little evidence that the riots were intended as a prelude to insurrection, it is 
easy to understand how contemporaries might have felt differently. Exaggerat
ing Jacobite strength came as easily to George I and his ministers as it did to the 
Pretender. 

One of the first precautions against Jacobitism was the Riot Act of 1715, 
which made easier the suppression and control of public assembly. This was 
passed with exemplary despatch, in just a week, and with a degree of political 
unity so remarkable that it comprised some MP's shortly, or soon, to be dubbed 
Jacobites. It proved instantly effective in quelling riots. The day after the Riot 
Act received the royal assent, Habeas Corpus was suspended. A trio of peers 
and half a dozen MP's were arrested on suspicion of conspiring against the king 
and government. At the same time the army was strengthened, which sent the 
message that the government was ready to use troops whether against rioters or 
rebels.102 It was a message sent out by successive governments under the Hano
verians. The threat of military force, and its use, was indispensable to the main
tenance of public order, to a stable social order, and to the securing of the Han-

103 

ovenan regime. 
It was made clear then in 1715, and it proved to be the case, that the Hanover

ian and Protestant Succession would be defended with strength and vigour. This 
was in marked contrast with the attack upon it in the shape of the Jacobite re
bellion, which conspicuously lacked both, and came both too late and too early: 
too late because the new dynasty and the Whig government had had time to 
consolidate its position; too early because the Jacobites were still not ready, and 
were still divided.104 Rebel leadership showed itself to be incompetent, where 

100 For a recent and splendid re-iteration and exposition of this argument, see COLLEY, Bri
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not crucially absent, and failed to attract any significant support. Dissatis
faction with the Union in Scotland was marked in the early years of the Union, 
when the sacrifices of the Scots were more apparent than the rewards. Yet dis
satisfaction with the Union was not the same thing as support for the Stuarts. 
Most Scots were Presbyterians; they had their grievances, but no-one seemed 
less likely to remove them than the Old Pretender. For a space the rebels seemed 
formidable, but this was more the consequence of the paucity of regular troops 
in Scotland at the outbreak of the rebellion, and of the fighting qualities of those 
Highlanders who joined the rebellion, than the result of Scottish support on any 
significant scale for the Stuarts. 

What proved lacking in Scotland was not made up from elsewhere. Jacobite 
hopes of troops and arms from abroad, and from England, were largely disap
pointed. When the Pretender came over at the end of 1715, he brought little with 
him. It was an indication, perhaps, of the judgement made by realistic European 
statesmen of Jacobite chances, and of the low priority they attached to Jacobite 
pretensions. As a general, the Pretender proved no better than the commander 
of the Jacobite forces in Scotland, the Earl of Mar, and, in the face of mounting 
odds against him, he returned to the continent, taking Mar with him. He came, 
he saw, he fled^ wrote a contemporary pamphleteer. 

In England there were a few small pockets of support. Some 1600 recruits 
joined the Jacobite forces upon their march into Lancashire: most of them were 
Catholics, though active Jacobites made up only a small minority of Lanca
shire's Catholics.105 In the North-East of England a few men of standing arose 
for the Pretender. Most, though not all of them, were heavily in debt. For them 
the rebellion may have given the hope of deliverance from bankruptcy. But most 
of England remained quiet. Granted that the government was firm and arrested 
a few persons thought to be dangerous, such measures would have counted for 
little if the majority of the nobility and gentry had been Jacobite. The army, 
which was used effectively against those who did rebel, was not something 
apart from the body of the nation in feeling. The officers were a fair cross-sec
tion of the nobility and gentry; the other ranks had much the same outlook as 
the ordinary citizen. The ordinary citizen with any education was a consti
tutionalist. Nearly all Englishmen, educated or not, were Protestants, or at least 
anti-Catholic. They would, said Bolingbroke in 1714 upon learning that the Old 
Pretender would not himself abandon or dissimulate his Catholic faith, rather 

105 BLACKWOOD, B. G., Lancashire Catholics. Protestants and Jacobites during the 1715 Re
bellion, in: Recusant History. A Journal of Research in Post-Reformation Catholic His
tory in the British Isles 22/1 (1994), pp. 41-59. 
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have the Sultan of Turkey than a Catholic ruler. As has been noted, this was 
what some critics of the Hanoverian Succession protested they had got. 

The rebellion, however, did more than still disaffection; it galvanized active 
support for the dynasty and the government. Many towns raised loyal associ
ations for defence: in Newcastle the volunteers raised for the town guard must 
have constituted a large proportion of the total adult male population.106 Here 
was convincing proof, not only of the weakness of Jacobitism, but of English 
loyalty to the Hanoverian and Protestant Succession. 

The defeat of the rebellion did not prove to be a difficult military operation. 
The aftermath of the rebellion was perhaps more difficult, because it threw up 
the problem of what to do with those rebels, gentry and nobles, who had been 
captured. In the event, there was neither mass amnesty nor mass execution. The 
king showed prudence if not magnanimity. The rebel peers were impeached, but 
only two of the seven were executed. In all there seem to have been some forty 
to fifty executions. Some rebels received individual pardons; many were re
leased by an Act of Grace in 1717; some rebels were transported. Catholic rebel 
captives seem to have been treated more harshly than Protestants:107 All in all, 
a far cry from the response of James II to the Monmouth rebellion. 

If the rebellion had been easily defeated, and the problems presented by its de
feat had been handled with as much firmness and leniency as seemed prudent, it 
was not an experience the government wished to see repeated, and it was not an 
experience likely to be repeated, unless the Jacobites secured foreign aid, as the 
Jacobites well knew. Foreign aid was most likely to be offered by France, which 
proved the least unreliable of the Stuarts' unreliable European allies. Having 
France for an ally, however, further damaged the Jacobite cause in Britain, and 
assisted its defeat. It was not just that the Jacobites could easily be represented 
for what they were, a pawn in France's world-wide struggle with Britain for 
commercial and colonial supremacy. If a French-assisted invasion succeeded, 
and the Stuarts were restored, then it seemed likely that Britain would fall under 
French power, and become the servant of French interests. Some such line was 
in fact peddled by Jacobite agents in attempts to extract French support. But 
more than damage was done to the Jacobite cause by association with France. 
It was not simply that it enabled Jacobitism to be equated with tyranny. To be 
seen in the company of France - militaristic, impoverished and degenerate, as 
well as Catholic and absolutist - was a soiling experience, exposed Jacobitism 

106 WILSON, The Sense (see note 95), pp. 90-93; The Diary of Dudley Ryder 1715-16, trans, 
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to the charge of being an alien, unnatural un-British, anti-British force, the very 
denial of Britishness.108 

Somewhat curiously, given this context, one of the earliest diplomatic moves 
of the Hanoverian regime after the rebellion, and the first of the renewed efforts 
then made to secure further foreign guarantees of the succession, involved 
France. In the Triple Alliance of 1716, Britain, France, and the Dutch Republic 
renewed their guarantee to maintain the clauses of the Utrecht settlement in 
regard to the succession in Britain and France, while France gave a pledge to re
move the Pretender from Avignon. At the end of the following year, the Em
peror Charles VI, sweetened by cash, abandoned his scruples about the inser
tion of a reference to the Pretender in a treaty, and pledged himself not to receive 
the Pretender in his hereditary dominions in Germany or the Low Countries. A 
few months later came a bigger and long-awaited prize, a guarantee from the 
emperor of the British succession as established by parliament, given in the so-
called Treaty of Quadruple Alliance. It was the fulfilment of a scheme of collec
tive security for Western Europe which William III had first envisaged, and it 
was the completion of the European defences for the Hanoverian Succession.109 

The defences thus erected were not perfect, but they were sufficient to meet 
the immediate challenges to the Hanoverian Succession after 1715. With the 
failure of the Jacobite rebellion in 1715, no serious threat to the succession faced 
George I in the course of his reign. A measure of the sufficiency of the defences, 
and of the extent to which the Hanoverian monarchy had settled in was the re
action of the country, of Scotland as well as England, to the unexpected death of 
George I on June 14, 1727, on his way to Hanover. The accession of George II 
was untroubled, and was greeted with virtually universal rejoicing. The very 
suddenness of George I's death, for he had left England in good health, found 

108 Cf., the definition of patriotism in 1694 by Sir Richard Cocks in: The Parliamentary Di
ary of Sir Richard Cocks (see note 20), p. xxxv: it is not the eating of beef or the consum
ing the English corn [...] [or] breathing an English air from infancy that makes a man an 
Englishman; it is the mind and actions pursuant to such principles [...] [IJ take him for 
an Englishman that is for securing our properties and maintaining the liberties of Europe 
against the French king and t'other king his Confederate [James II], and I take him for a 
Frenchman,, a papist, a foreigner or anything, that being born here and enjoying the free
dom of an Englishman can ever entertain the thought of changing this present govern
ment or making any interest for the French king or our late tyrant, and also pp. 15 and 
280, where Cocks deems the Huguenots and the Dutch who came over with William III 
better Englishmen than the Jacobite, the papist and other discontents-^ COLLEY, Britons 
(see note 99), pp. 77-79. 
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the Jacobites unprepared, divided, and disorientated, resigned in England to the 
hopelessness of trying their hand, yet cherishing the delusion that a new king 
might offer the opportunity of place, if not power.110 In fact power and place 
continued to be enjoyed by those who had possessed them before 1727, by the 
Whigs and by Sir Robert Walpole. 

Moreover the parliamentary and diplomatic defences set in place by 1719 
were in the course of time strengthened in other ways. The monarchy itself be
came more visible, more accessible, and less obviously alien. George I in 1715 
had seemed distant as well as foreign. Initially in his reign he had avoided social 
intercourse with his new subjects. He always found irksome pageantry and 
splendour. After 1717, however, he publicly embraced them. This change of 
style owed nothing to any new-found affection on the king's part for his British 
subjects, and almost everything to hatred of his son, the Prince of Wales, the fu
ture George II. Brought over to England by George I, and created by him, Prince 
of Wales, the prince, and still more the prince's wife, the intelligent and charm
ing, Caroline, had set out to win popularity and met with some success. They 
knew English and made a genuine effort to play that part in English social life 
that the king neglected to play. Their behaviour, and the publicity it obtained, 
did something to make the new dynasty seem less alien when its future was in 
jeopardy, though it also did something to strain relations between the king and 
his son and daughter-law. Determined not to be outdone by his son, with gritted 
teeth, King George I transformed himself from recluse into social animal. The 
men and women with whom he mixed were naturally drawn from a narrow so
cial range, ministers and courtiers, but his attendance at public plays, operas, 
concerts and masquerades brought him into wider public view, showed him 
sharing in some of the social pleasures of his subjects.111 

More important in maintaining the Hanoverian regime, however, than trying 
to create a more pleasing English face for the Hanoverian monarchy, was a 
whole range of measures and policies, which had the effect of rooting out, or 
muting, dissent, and of bonding the Hanoverian monarchy more closely to the 
political nation. Repression played a part in this process. 

The expression of dissent in the press, in other forms of print culture - like 
prints and cartoons - and the theatre, though rarely silenced for long, was at 
times severely constrained by the law of seditious libel. This was sweeping in its 
definitions of seditious libel, and of publication, and was oppressive to defend-
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ants in its rules of procedure. The threat to use it was a potent deterrent. Under 
Sir Robert Walpole, and in his hands, the threat amounted to legal terrorism. 
Defendants were put through a legal mangle of examination, commitment, and 
confinement that might wring the spirit out of them, and even life itself.112 

The law was also extended to make the expression of other forms of dissent 
more difficult and more dangerous. The legislative armoury at the disposal of 
the state in maintaining law and order was vastly increased by the notorious 
Black Act of 1723. A veritable criminal code in itself, and the most notable en
largement of capital offences to take place in the eighteenth century, it helped to 
make the English criminal code the most bloodthirsty in Europe by the end of 
the eighteenth century in terms of the indiscriminate appointment of the death 
penalty for a whole range of offences.113 

This is not the place to enter into a discussion of the function of the criminal 
law in England in the eighteenth century as embodied in the Black Act.114 It may 
be readily conceded that the criminal law, and the Black Act in particular, 
strengthened the structure of authority of Hanoverian England. What is of es
pecial interest in the context of the sustaining of the Hanoverian regime is that 
the Black Act came before parliament at a time, and in an atmosphere, charged 
with suggestions of threats to the established order from Jacobite confederacies, 
and of plots to seize the City, and to assassinate the king. A parliament which 
had just convinced itself that the country had been under threat from a danger
ous and detestable conspiracy - in the form of the Atterbury plot - was hardly 
likely to baulk at an act designed, among other things, more effectually to pre
vent other illegal confederacies, especially when these sometimes trailed Jacob
ite colours. The Black Act and the Act of Bills and Penalties against Bishop At
terbury went through parliament at the same time, in parallel, if not in tandem, 
and both received the royal assent on the same day.115 

If repression played its part in the sustaining of the Hanoverian regime, so did 
increased crown patronage. So too did the fiscal and economic policies of the 
Crown's ministers. Parliament consisted overwhelmingly of landowners. Land-
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owners were wooed and wedded to the Hanoverian regime by a lightening in 
the land tax, and by a readiness to defer to their protests when, as in the Excise 
Bill of 1733, the manner of collection of the proposed new excises, threatened to 
increase executive power, and seemed to place in danger the balance of the con
stitution and ancient liberties.116 But deference to land did not mean that trade 
was not also espoused, or that trade ceased to prosper. The pace of advance of 
trade may have slowed between 1689 and 1745, but overall growth continued. 
Indeed, between 1745 and 1763, that is between the second Jacobite rebellion 
and the Peace of Paris, which established Britain's supremacy as a colonial and 
maritime power, spectacular growth occurred in imports, exports, re-exports, 
Scottish trade as well as English trade.117 

Under the Personal Union, therefore, Britain's material prosperity increased. 
This helped to make the union more settled and more acceptable, and worthier 
of defending, as did the perceptions of contemporary Britons, whose common 
boast was that they enjoyed more prosperity and liberty than their European 
contemporaries, especially the French.118 When the second great challenge to 
the Personal Union came in the Jacobite rebellion of 1745, conditions for a suc
cessful rising were therefore much less favourable than they had been in 1715. 

Even more than 1715,1745 was a Scottish affair, but with far fewer Scots en
listed in the Jacobite army than in 1715. Even so, 1745 was a much more suc
cessful affair than 1715. What the rebels lacked in numbers they made up for in 
surprise and boldness. Government was caught momentarily off balance, but so 
were English Jacobites and the French. There was no English rising, indeed, 
there was quick and massive mobilisation of support for the Hanoverian and 
Protestant cause, and there was no French invasion. With the retreat of the Ja
cobite army at Derby in December 1745 the struggle became hopelessly un
equal, as the full might of the English state was mobilised against the Jacobites' 
meagre Scottish resources. The end then was no longer in doubt, only a question 
of time. At Culloden in April 1746, the Jacobite army was routed by an oppos
ing army nearly twice its size, half of them Scots. With the crushing of the rebel
lion, and the subsequent measures against the highland clans, the main danger 
to the Hanoverian dynasty, and to the Personal Union, had gone for ever.119 

Of course, the Personal Union with Hanover was never without its difficulties 
for Britain and for Hanover. Those difficulties centred principally upon the con-

116 BREWER, The Sinews of Power (see note 103), pp. 101-114; LANGFORD, P., The Excise 
Crisis: Society and Politics in the Age of Walpole, Oxford 1975, passim. 

117 H O L M E S and SZECHI, The Age of Oligarchy (see note 115), pp. 150, 153. 

118 COLLEY, Britons (see note 99), pp. 33-43, 56, 67,76-77. 
119 GIBBS, English Attitudes (see note 54), pp.41-42, with the authorities cited there. 
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duct of foreign policy, and issued from the dual identities and responsibilities of 
the Hanoverian rulers, with duties to their electorate and to their newly ac
quired kingdom. In Britain, the Hanoverian concerns of George I and George II, 
the accusation that the steerage of British foreign policy was coming from Han
over, lay at the heart of most of the major political crises of their reigns.120 

Much of the criticism was factious, anti-Hanoverianism becoming a stage on 
the route to power for some ambitious politicians when in opposition, though 
speedily abandoned when in power. Some of the criticism was palpably unfair, 
there being occasions, as in 1741 and 1756, when the Elector of Hanover was at
tacked for no other reason than that he was King of England. There were also 
occasions when British and Hanoverian interests merged, or overlapped. But 
there were other occasions in the reigns of George I and George II when British 
foreign policy was temporarily warped and frustrated and certainly embar
rassed, by the king's Hanoverian pre-occupations. In the last resort, however, 
where the interests of Britain and the electorate came into clear conflict, the 
electorate came into line, or was forced into line.121 

In a sense these difficulties were exacerbated by the very successes and ad
vances Britain made under the Hanoverians. Much of the fury and outrage ex
pressed about the perceived sacrifice of British interests to those of Hanover de
rived from the thought of an ancient and mighty kingdom, an imperial power 
now realising its destiny and becoming the greatest imperial power, being sub
ject to a mere electorate, a distant country.122 Being in thrall, as it seemed, to a 
country not much larger than the largest English county, with a population less 
than that of London, seemed demeaning to a world power and to an increas
ingly nationalistic nation. 

One possible solution to the problem was put forward early in the reign of 
George I by the king himself. In his Will of 1716, George I proposed a dissol
ution of the Anglo-Hanoverian Union along the lines of a repudiation of the 

120 Ibid., p. 35. 
121 Ibid., pp. 42-45; ID. , Britain and the Alliance of Hanover, April 1725-February 1726, in: 
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king's foreign dominions upon the accession of a future monarch.123 It is worth 
noting that the suggestion was made at a time when the king's electoral policies 
in the Baltic were causing divisions among his English ministers, and looked 
likely to cause great difficulties with the English parliament.124 Occasional 
voices were raised in support of a dissolution of the Personal Union in parliament 
in 1730 and 1743, also years in which there was tension in Anglo-Hanoverian 
relations over foreign policy. The tones in which such parliamentary voices 
spoke were unmistakeably those of English nationalism. The line taken, being 
that it ought to be enough for any one to be King of England.125 But upon in
spection dissolution was seen to be fraught with dangers for Britain, a solution 
worse than the problem.126 George Ill's Will of 1765 expressed a clear determi
nation to maintain the Personal Union. Doubtless this reflected the influence of 
British ministers. But in a long reign George III did not change his mind, or at 
least his will on the need to maintain the dynastic union.127 

Hanover, therefore, remained a problem, and not simply a presentational 
problem, for British ministers and for the British parliament. But after 1763, the 
problem of Hanover slept and though its slumbers were disturbed briefly in 
1785-87, at the time of the Bavarian exchange scheme,128 Hanover was never to 
be in the reign of George III the problem it had been in the reigns of his prede
cessors. Part of the explanation rests in Britain's relative isolation from 
European affairs after 1763, and in her concentration upon Empire. But George 
III played his part. The horrid electorate may have become for him ma patrie 
Germanique, and in a moment of grave constitutional crisis he may dreamed of 
abdication,129 but his instincts, like his birth and his education, seem to have re
mained firmly British. Indeed, he became after the American War, or he was 
represented as having become, the very incarnation of Britishness: like George I 
a farmer, but a genial and homespun farmer; a John Bull; a St. George, and, in 
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the words of Richard Pares, the spiritual ancestor of Colonel Blimp.130 In his 
old age he was a popular and much celebrated public figure.131 

Fundamentally what had qualified the Hanoverians for the English throne, 
and what had kept them there, was their Protestantism.132 It is perhaps appro
priate, therefore, and it is certainly piquant, that the last major constitutional 
crisis of George Ill's reign was caused by his refusal to support the cause of 
Catholic emancipation. In so acting, George III was making clear his own per
sonal union with the general attitudes and prejudices of his British subjects.133 

130 For George Ill's education, see BROOKE, J., King George III, St. Albans 1974, pp. 58-62, 
77-90, 107-111; for popular images of George III, see COLLEY, Britons (see note 99), 
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133 CHRISTIE, LR., Wars and Revolutions: Britain 1760-1815, London 1982, p.256. 


