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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
MONARCHS, PUBLICS AND EMOTIONS: 1660-1760

This project began with the intent to discover a more precise measurement of the
eighteenth-century court's place in the social and cultural shifts of the eighteenth century.
Inspired in part by the dominance that emotions have come to wield over modern U.S. politics, I
use emotions as a litmus. Through modern news outlets and social media, modern politicians in
the U.S. and elsewhere have become master emotional manipulators - at least the successful ones
have.! People were no less gullible in the eighteenth century, but the communication apparatus
was far less developed. The explosion of print culture, however, created a new and ever-
expanding means through which the monarchy could communicate with the public. This project
seeks to understand how the last Stuart and first Hanoverian monarchs, who reigned during the
proliferation of print in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, employed this new mode of
communication to influence hearts and minds.

The story of the British monarchy, especially during this period, is one of change versus
continuity. From 1660 to 1760, monarchs and their courts navigated changing political and social
circumstances while attempting to maintain the illusion of continuity. This period was a
rollercoaster of dynastic change. In 1660, Charles II returned to the throne with much fanfare,

following an interregnum of Parliamentary rule. He died in 1685, having produced no legitimate

!'See, Drew Westin, The Political Brain: The Role of Emotion in Deciding the Fate of a Nation (New York, NY:
PublicAffairs, 2007).



children, so the crown went to his brother James II. James was openly Catholic and his rule was
hotly contested.? In 1688, James' Catholic wife gave birth to a son and rumors swirled that the
child was not Mary's, but had been smuggled into the queen's bedroom in a warming pan.* This,
in addition to James' insistence on toleration for Catholics, motivated some members of
Parliament to invite the Dutch husband of James' elder daughter Mary to come to England's aid.
In late 1688, William III arrived in England with Dutch military support. James sent his wife
away and then fled himself in December 1688. Two months later, in February 1688/9,
Parliament declared William and Mary king and queen of England.* Because they had been
appointed by Parliament, William and Mary relinquished some of the crown's power, agreeing to
a new coronation oath that recognized the power of Parliament.’ Mary died in 1694, and her
husband followed in 1701/2, leaving the throne to Mary's younger sister, Anne. Before William
died, however, he signed the Act of Succession (1701), which ensured a Protestant succession to
the crown. This barred the exiled James Stuart, the infant of the warming pan, from ascending

the throne. When Queen Anne died in 1714 leaving no surviving children, her cousin, the

2 On the Exclusion Crisis, see: Mark Knights, Politics and Opinion in Crisis, 1678-1681 (Cambridge, U.K.:
Cambridge University Press, 2006); Melinda S. Zook, Radical Whigs and Conspiratorial Politics in Late Stuart
England (University Park, PA: The Pennsylvania State University Press, 2010); Julie Ellison, Cato's Tears and the
Making of Anglo-American Emotion (Chicago, IL: Univerisity of Chicago Press, 1999).

3 On the warming pan scandal, see: John Miller, James I (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1978); Rachel J.
Weil, "The Politics of Legitimacy: Women and the Warming-Pan Scandal," in The Revolution of 1688-1689:
Changing Perspectives, ed. Lois G. Schwoerer (Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University Press, 1992), 65-82.

4 These events are otherwise known as the "Glorious Revolution," which has been a topic of much debate among
histoorians: W.A. Speck, Reluctant Revolutionaries: Englishment and the Revolution of 1688 (Oxford, U.K.: Oxford
University Press, 1988); Tony Claydon, William 11l and the Godly Revolution (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1996); Eveline Cruickshanks, The Glorious Revolution (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 2000); Steve Pincus,
1688: the First Modern Revolution (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2009); Colin Brooks, “The Revolution
of 1688-1690,” in A Companion to Stuart Britain, ed. Barry Coward (Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing, 2003),
436-54.

3 See Chapter Four below.



German Georg Ludwig, ascended the throne, becoming George 1. This created the Hanoverian
dynasty, which would remain on the throne until 1837.°

Throughout these tumults, the monarchy also faced growing divisions among the political
elite. Parties became an especially potent force during Queen Anne's reign.” To manage
Parliament and maintain power, the crown needed to maintain its hold over the hearts of the
people. The extent to which monarchs succeeded at this has been widely debated. Linda Colley
asserts that "from the Revolution of 1688 until the end of the eighteenth century, royal
propagandists and courtiers made little consistent endeavour to foster a popular cult of the
monarchy."® Kevin Sharpe has recently argued that the last Stuarts maintained a position at the
center of political and public life through their manipulation of the royal image.® This
dissertation analyzes some of the ways in which the late Stuart and early Hanoverian monarchies
used perhaps more subtle ways of creating and promoting loyalist culture.

This project analyzes the primary point of contact between the monarch and the public
sphere - royal ceremonial - to examine how the court communicated with the public. To do this, I
examine the ceremonial forms, printed pamphlets, broadsides, sermons, and newspapers during
the reigns spanning 1660 to 1760. Methodologically, I draw from the vast body of literature on

ritual and power, including work by sociologists, anthropologists, and historians; studies on the

% As a woman, Victoria was barred from inheriting Hanover, so the Hanoverian rule in Britain was ended: Michael
Schaich, "Introduction," in The Hanoverian Succession: Dynastic Politics and Monachical Culture, eds. Andreas
Gestrich and Michael Schaich (Farnham, U.K.: Ashgate Publishing Ltd., 2015), 22.

7 On the rise of party, see especially: Geoffrey Holmes, British Politics in the Age of Anne (London: Macmillan,
1967); J.H. Plumb, The Growth of Political Stability in England, 1675-1725 (London: MacMillan Press, 1967); Tim
Harris, Politics Under the Later Stuarts: Party Conflict in a Dividied Society 1660-1715 (London: Longman Press,
1993).

8 Linda Colley, Britons: Forging the Nation 1707-1837 (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1992), 201.

% Kevin Sharpe, Rebranding Rule: The Restoration and Revolution Monarchy, 1660-1714 (New Have, CT: Yale
University Press, 2013).



cultural and political power of the public sphere; changing royal ideals; the history of gendered
ideals; the history of the body; and the history of emotions. An analysis of the affective rhetoric
used in individual reports of royal ceremony, for both personal and public consumption, shows
that the monarch’s power, as seen through notions of the relationship between ruler and ruled,
did not decline during the reigns of the last Stuarts; rather, the public’s relationship to the ruler
became more personal, and the monarch, more accessible, conceptually if not physically. Though
this outlines a shift in the traditional conceptions of royal power, it does not necessitate a
“decline” in that power. Instead, the monarch’s place shifted from the court to the public sphere,
as traditional ideas of divine right monarchy were eroded by the realities of a monarch who was
far from god-like. It was during this period that the monarch transformed from a distant figure to
be feared, to a protector, both capable and worthy of love. Through this lens of emotion, I shed
light on the ways the relationship between monarch and subject went from one of cold distance
to one of accessibility. Over the course of the early eighteenth century, the monarchy became
one to which its subjects could relate, it became more human.

Looking at the problem of the decline of the court from the outside will reconcile existing
narratives that are at odds about the decline of the court as the center of culture in eighteenth-
century England. Historians of the later Stuart courts argue that the story of the post 1688
monarchy is one of decline in the court’s position as arbiter of culture.!” The notion that the court
in the early eighteenth-century ceased to be the center of cultural life is intimately connected to

notions of kingship. The argument that people ceased coming to court entails a loss in what some

19 Most notably, Bucholz, Augustan Court. Also, Alan Marshall, The Age of Faction: Court Politics, 1660-1702
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1999); Michael Foss, The Age of Patronage: The Arts in England, 1660-
1750 (New York: Cornell University Press, 1971); and John Brewer characterizes the court’s loss of cultural
influence as a liberation of the arts in idem, Pleasures of the Imagination: English Culture in the Eighteenth Century
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1997).



scholars call the royal “charisma”, that is, the essence of royal power.!! As the public sphere
gained importance, the locus of power shifted away from the monarch to Parliament.'? The press
proliferated during this period, creating new ways for people to become knowledgeable, active
participants in politics. Print was cheap, and literacy levels were on the rise.'® The court became
increasingly aware of the utility of the press, and frequently used it as a means of propaganda.'*
This expansion of the press made it possible for subjects as far away as the American colonies to
participate in royal ceremony. !>

Reports of royal ceremonies, whether in broadsides or lavish commemorative texts, are
laden with emotional language. Modern historians likewise use emotive language to describe the
function of ceremony. The study of ceremony has moved past the notion that the sole function of
royal ritual was propaganda as more and more scholars look to the work of sociologists and

anthropologists to understand its role in early modern politics. David Cannadine and others (who

' On charisma see Max Weber, Theory of Social and Economic Organization, trans and ed., Talcott Parsons (New
York, NY: The Free Press, 1947, 1964); and Clifford Geertz, “Centers, Kings, Charisma: Reflections on the
Symbolics of Power,” in Local Knowledge: Further Essays in Interpretive Anthropology, Idem. (New York: Basic
Books Inc., 1983), 121-146.

12 Lawrence E. Klein, “Coffeehouse Civility, 1660-1714: An Aspect of Post-Courtly Culture in England,”
Huntington Library Quarterly 59:1 (1996): 30-51; Steven Pincus and Peter Lake, eds., The Politics of the Public
Sphere in Early Modern England (Manchester, UK: Manchester University Press, 2007); Alan Houston and Steven
Pincus, eds. A Nation Transformed: England After the Restoration (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001).

13 Geoff Baker and Ann McGruer, eds. Readers, Audiences and Coteries in Early Modern England (Newcastle, UK:
Cambridge Scholars Press, 2006); Robert B. Shoemaker, The London Mob: Violence and Disorder in Eighteenth-
Century England (London: Hambledon & London, 2004), 242.

14 Harold Weber, Paper Bullets: Print and Kingship under Charles II (Lexington, KY: The University Press of
Kentucky, 1996); Benjamin F. Klein, “’The Splendor of this Solemnity’: Royal Ceremony and Celebration in Late
Stuart England, 1660-1714,” (Ph.D. diss., Brown University, 2002).

15 Brendan McConville, The King’s Three Faces: The Rise and Fall of Royal America, 1688-1776 (Chapel Hill, NC:
University of North Carolina Press, 2006).



rely on Geertz) see ceremony as a type of power in itself.!® My analysis rests on the notion that
the root of this power was the cultivation of the relationship between ruler and ruled. These
relationships were necessary for the monarch to maintain power, especially in the context of the
increasingly politicized public sphere.

After the rule of William III, who overtly eschewed public ritual, Queen Anne made a
conscious attempt to reinvigorate the court by reviving court ceremony. R. O. Bucholz argues
that this attempt ultimately failed to capture the interest of her elite, target audience.'” This, in
turn, led to the decline of the court as the focus of cultural and political power. Historians of the
early Hanoverian period, however, maintain that the court continued to be the center of political
power.'® According to Hannah Smith, Anne’s court was the last to use imagery and language
associated with divine-right monarchy!?; yet, this image was weakened in ways similar to those
that have been identified for her nemesis, Louis XIV.2° Over the course of her many tragic
pregnancies, it became increasingly apparent that God was not on her side. Her successor was
chosen by Parliament, through legal process, not, as it seemed, by divine ordination. This

necessitated a new ideal of monarchy, and a different approach to the relationship between

16 David Cannadine, “Introduction: Divine Rites of Kings,” in Rituals of Royalty: Power and Ceremonial in
Traditional Societies, eds., idem and Simon Price (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987).

17R.0. Bucholz, “’Nothing but Ceremony’: Queen Anne and the Limitations of Royal Ritual,” The Journal of
British Studies 30:3 (July, 1991): 288-323.

18 J.M. Beattie, The English Court in the Reign of George I (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1967);
Hannah Smith, Georgian Monarchy: Politics and Culture, 1714-1760 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ,
2006).

19 Hannah Smith, “’Last of all the Heavenly Birth’: Queen Anne and Sacral Queenship,” Parliamentary History
(2009); Smith notes that Anne was, herself somewhat ambivalent about this, Ibid, 138; Smith also cites J.P. Kenyon,
Revolution Principles: The Politics of Party, 1689-1720 (Cambridge, 1990).

20 Ellen M. McClure, Sunspots and the Sun King: Sovereignty and Mediation in Seventeenth-Century France
(Urbana, IL: University of Illinois Press, 2006), esp. 254.



sovereign and subject. Though George I is often described as a man who had little inclination to
continue Anne’s ceremonial agenda, he did participate in ritual over the course of his reign.
Further, he and his court made considerable efforts to reach out to the public sphere to gain
popular support. Though his son, George Il was arguably more successful at interacting with the
public, George I's efforts suggests more than monarchical whim. Instead of using the symbolic
language of distance so apparent in divine-right ritual, the Hanoverians reached out to their
subjects on a more personal level, and they responded in kind. I show that this change in
monarchical style was a direct result of the apparent shift in public expectations of the monarchy.
George reacted to popular expectations that no longer centered on a distant, divinely-ordained
monarch. It was a monarchical style that would finally reach fruition, as scholars have noted, in
the hands of George II1.2! It is precisely for this reason that my analysis is limited to the period
before George I1I's accession in 1760.

Charles II is widely known to have been a charismatic figure. Robert Bucholz has noted
the king used emotions to control his courtiers.?> While this was effective among the court elite,
his successors needed to extend their control beyond those in attendance at court. As the public
sphere grew in power and influence, it became ever more important for monarchs to reach out to
their subjects, which they did through the press, through ceremony and increasingly, through
emotions. The press described monarchs and their ceremonies in very deliberate emotive terms.

At Anne’s succession, the late William III was described as a “Master of the affections of his

2 Linda Colley, “The Apotheosis of George III: Loyalty, Royalty, and the British Nation 1760-1820,” Past and
Present 102 (1984), 94-129; Marilyn Morris, The British Monarchy and the French Revolution (New Have, CT:
Yale University Press, 1998); Smith, Georgian Monarchy.

22 Robert Bucholz, "The Art of the Restoration Courtier: the Evidence of Three Diaries," Presentation, Society for
Court Studies Conference, Charles II: King, Court and Culture, University of Greenwich, England, May 8, 2010. I
want to thank Professor Bucholz for sharing this presentation with me.



people...and likewise Master of himself for the Command he had over his Passions.”** Such
language has been ignored, or taken for granted, by historians of the period. I argue that this is a
remnant of certain discourses in the eighteenth century that described reason as the antithesis of
emotions. The combination of a tradition of defining the eighteenth century as the “Age of
Reason,” and Habermas’ construction of the public sphere as, in its nature, “rational”, have led
historians to disregard emotional language as unimportant, mere boilerplate. Studies of emotions
in eighteenth century America have shown that the use of emotional language was integral to
colonial politics and, most importantly, the ways that colonial subjects viewed their relationship
to their distant monarch. Such studies speak to the utility of this approach.?*

The impact of affective rhetoric in political discourse relies heavily on broader cultural
attitudes. In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, religion was at the heart of debates over
both emotions and politics. With the exception of James II, all monarchs in this study were
described as Protestant crusaders, whose main enemies were Catholic France and the equally
Catholic “pretender”, who was also frequently in France. Protestant ideals, formed in conscious
opposition to Catholic ideals, were a main factor in the monarch’s relationship with the populace.
These monarchs emphasized their Protestant fortitude in images intended for the public; but the
public was also heavily influenced by their Protestant zeal and this formed the basis for their
conceptions of their relationship to their sovereign. As Anglican divines came to embrace
emotions, monarchs used affective language to bolster loyalty and create a culture of affective

exchange between sovereign and subject.

23 Post Boy (March 7-March 10, 1702).

24 McConville, King’s Three Faces; Nicole Eustace, Passion is the Gale: Emotion, Power and the Coming of the
American Revolution (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press, 2008).



1. Historiography

At the foundation of this study are two long-debated ideas: that concerning the
emergence of the public sphere and that concerning the decline (or subsistence) of the court in
the early eighteenth century. Each of these discourses were heavily influenced by the work of
sociologists Jiirgen Habermas and Norbert Elias, respectively. Habermas’ theory of the public
sphere has persisted in fuelling debate among historians much longer than Elias’ theory of royal
hegemony in the “civilizing process”, though it is only marginally less teleological. These two
debates have intersected relatively little, but, as I will show, they are intimately connected.

Jirgen Habermas’ The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere has occupied
many scholarly careers since its publication in English in 1989. Since then, scholars have
grappled with various aspects of Habermas’ original theory that posited the emergence of a
rational-critical, politically-engaged public sphere in England in the beginning of the eighteenth
century. Items up for debate have included the creation of an actual coherent bourgeois
mentalité, the brevity or lengthiness of this transformation, and precisely when it took place.?
What scholars do seem to agree on, however, is that this transformation happened first in
England, sometime between the late seventeenth century and the end of the eighteenth. Most
recently, Steven Pincus and Peter Lake have argued that the emergence of the public sphere was
a long process, and one hindered by the perceived suspicion of “popularity.” It was after 1688,
however, that the public sphere emerged “full fledged,” and became the dominant force in

English society.?®

25 A summary of these debates would require a much lengthier study than this one. Craig Calhoun, ed. Habermas
and the Public Sphere (Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 1992); Peter Lake and Steve Pincus, “Rethinking the
Public Sphere,” Journal of British Studies (April 2006): 270-292.

26 Lake and Pincus, esp. 284; Also printed in Eadem, eds., The Politics of the Public Sphere in Early Modern
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While Habermas’ theory created a flurry of new scholarship, it has also perpetuated
dichotomies that have proven restrictive. The growing influence of the public sphere over the
course of the early eighteenth century is now a general consensus among scholars of the period.
Political power in the eighteenth century was once seen as solely the province of the elite.?’
Lawrence Stone contends that it was the "underlying unity of the elites, and...the largely
unquestioning habits of deference by those below, that the state apparatus could remain so
relatively weak in eighteenth-century England without a total collapse of social order."*® Recent
scholars, especially H. T. Dickinson and Mark Knights, have started to show that the elites were
not the only ones with political agency.?’ There has been some debate about the nature of the
nascent public sphere, but most historical accounts tend to rest on Habermas’ original
construction. That is, that political agency was gained through growing rational-critical discourse
in the press and coffeehouses. The movement started among the landed classes, but eventually
trickled down, leading to the creation of the new, engaged bourgeoisie. As more scholars turned
their attention to Habermas’ theory it became clear that as the level of engagement among the
masses grew, the public sphere became increasingly complex and variegated. Despite the
acknowledged disorderly characteristic of the public sphere, scholars seem attached to

Habermas’ original characterization of it as rational. Studies that seek to put the agency behind

England (Manchester, UK: Manchester University Press, 2007). Pincus explores the notion of 1688 as the great
“modernizer” in his magnum opus: Idem, 1688: The First Modern Revolution (New Haven, CT: Yale University
Press, 2009).

27 J.H. Plumb, The Growth of Political Stability in England, 1675-1725 (London: Macmillan, 1967).

28 Lawrence Stone, Family, Sex and Marriage in England 1500-1800 (London: Penguin Books, 1977; reprint, 1990),
151.

2 H.T. Dickinson, The Politics of the People in Eighteenth-Century Britain (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1995);
esp. Mark Knights, “Public Politics in England c. 1675-c. 1715,” in The English Revolution c. 1590-1720: Politics,
Religion, and Communities, Nicholas Tyacke, ed., 169-84 (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2007).
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historical events in the hands of the masses consistently insist that the resulting actions were
critical, reasonable, and by no means driven by tradition.*°

Another problem that has resulted from closer scrutiny of Habermas’ theory is that of
terminology. Habermas assumed a stark contrast between “public” and “private”, but many
historians have taken this to task. Even before the publication of Habermas’ Structural
Transformation, Lawrence Stone postulated that there was a growing desire for privacy as family
life became more focused on the modern notion of the nuclear family, rather than the extended
family.?! In the 1990s, the debate over “public” and “private” was taken up by gender historians
in their discourse about the place of a separate, female sphere in early modern society.*? They
concluded that these spheres were not as starkly divided as Habermas’ theory suggests. These
conclusions further serve as a warning to avoid anachronism in our interpretation of language.
“Private” did not have the same connotation for men and women in the eighteenth century as it
does for us. Paul Fritz’s work provides a helpful example. He shows that the word “private”
appeared more frequently in arrangements for royal funerals over the course of the eighteenth

century, but the use of the term “private” in these documents referred to a decrease in the use of

30 The most blatant of these Whig historians is undoubtedly Steven Pincus, especially in his /688. There are also
historians whose work counters this teleological view, especially, Jonathan Scott, England’s Troubles: Seventeenth-
Century English Political Instability in a European Context (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000).

31 Lawrence Stone, Family, Sex and Marriage in England 1500-1800 (Weidenfeld & Nicholson, 1977; Penguin
Books, 1990).

32 Anne Laurence, Women in England 1500-1760 (Weidenfeld & Nicholson, 1994; Phoenix Press, 1996); Sarah
Mendelson and Patricia Crawford, Women in Early Modern England, 1550-1720 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1998);
Amanda Vickery, The Gentleman’s Daughter: Women'’s Lives in Georgian England (New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press, 1998). The argument for separate spheres, exemplified in Mendelson and Crawford’s work, was
fuelled by the desire to reclaim women’s place in history, and argued for a new history focused completely on the
female sphere. Vickery’s work suggests that society was more complex, and that lines between the “private”
domestic sphere and the “public” sphere of male business were not so separate.
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grandiose ritual surrounding these funerals.*> While we see these terms in specific, modern
definitions, “public” and “private” meant very different things to an eighteenth century audience.

Stark conceptual divisions between “public” and “private” have been abandoned for more
fluid constructions that see society as composed of multiple overlapping spheres. Their former
separation, however, has left its mark on debates about the court’s place in society. The court is
traditionally defined as the household of the monarch, which necessarily places it at a distance
from the “public”. Different theories about the court’s place in the sociopolitical world of early
modern England have led to varied ideas about its structure and function. Four decades ago,
court historians focused mainly on the physical structure of the court and concluded that its
primary function was as a point of contact between monarch and subject. Through this view the
court was a point of contact for a select few, but separated the monarch from the majority of his
or her subjects.** Therefore, the rise in political agency among those outside the court has often
been viewed as peripheral to political activity within the court.

In their efforts to chart the process through which the court, and thus the monarch became
peripheral to the nation’s power center, historians of royal decline have focused most often on
aspects of the court itself. The two most important scholars of early eighteenth-century courts
have reached different conclusions, seemingly at odds with one another. R. O. Bucholz’s study
of Queen Anne’s court, confirms some previously-held notions about Queen Anne’s reign and its

place in history as the final catalyst for court decline. Rather than looking strictly at court

33 Paul Fritz, “From ‘Public’ to ‘Private’: The Royal Funerals in England, 1500-1830,” in Mirrors of Morality:
Studies in the Social History of Death, ed. J. Whaley (Europa, 1981), 61 — 79.

34 This structural view of the court crossed dynastic boundaries: G. R. Elton, Presidential Address: “Tudor
Government: The Points of Contact. I1I. The Court,” Transactions of the Royal Historical Society 5:26 (1976): 211-
228; G.R. Elton, The Tudor Revolution in Government: Administrative Changes in the Reign of Henry VIII
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1956, reprint, 1962); Beattie, The English Court.
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structure or royal personality, as so many other scholars have done, Bucholz’s study considers
the court as a whole, taking into account the limitations created by factors, such as financial and
health constraints, largely beyond the monarch’s control.*

Where Bucholz and other scholars of the later Stuarts see post-Restoration court culture
as necessarily one of decline, Hanoverian scholars maintain that the court continued to be a
political and cultural center under George I and George II. J.M . Beattie concluded that the
physical structure of the court, specifically the creation of the withdrawing room, maintained the
court’s place at the center of English social and political life.*® His student, Hannah Smith, seeks
to show the centrality of the Hanoverian courts through an analysis of court culture. Smith’s
study does place the court in its proper relation to the public sphere, to some extent, but remains
largely focused on top-down court initiative. Her examination of loyalist culture outside of the
metropolis reveals varied uses of the royal name and image, sometimes outside of the monarch’s
control.’” She does, however, admit that more work needs to be done on “the links between the
monarchy, the press and the public sphere during this period.”*® Smith’s argument for a
politically vibrant court is at odds with Bucholz’s thesis of decline under the Stuarts. Examining
the ways that Anne and George were portrayed in the public sphere will reveal whether the court

declined in the eyes of the crowd.

3 R. O. Bucholz, The Augustan Court: Queen Anne and the Decline of Court Culture (Stanford: Stanford University
Press, 1993). On the importance of court structure: G.R. Elton, The Tudor Revolution. For previous arguments about
court decline based on royal personality (or lack thereof): David Loades, The Tudor Court (London: B. T. Batsford
Ltd., 1986; revised edition, Plymouth: Latimer Trend & Co., 1992); David Starkey, “Intimacy and Innovation: The
Rise of the Privy Chamber, 1485-1547,” in The English Court: From the Wars of the Roses to the Civil War, eds.
David Starkey, D. A. L. Morgan, John Murphy, Pam Wright, Neil Cuddy and Kevin Sharpe (London and New
York: Longman, 1987), 71-118.

3¢ Beattie, The English Court.
37 Smith, Georgian Monarchy, esp. 123.

38 Ibid., 247, nt. 3
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The primary point of contact between the monarch and the public sphere was ceremony.

Royal ritual has received attention from scholars of different disciplines, especially in the second
half of the twentieth century, after the success of the Third Reich drew attention to the power of

1.39

ritual.”” The first historian to see ritual as a way to examine society, and not just for sheer

antiquarian curiosity, was Marc Bloch. His Les rois thaumaturges, a work accused by
contemporaries as being “la victime d’une curiosité bizarre et somme toute assez futile,”*°
analyzed contemporary beliefs surrounding royal “touching” ceremonies and their implications
for views of monarchy in France and England, suggesting a sacral element to notions of
kingship.*! Bloch’s work has proven to be ground-breaking both for the study of pre-modern
political theory, as well as the study of ceremony. It demonstrated the importance of ceremony in
understanding political theories, and its utility in the study of mentalité.

Later scholars such as Ernst Kantorowicz, Sergiio Bertelli and Gébor Klaniczay explored
the importance of the divine-right theories of kingship in the medieval and early modern

periods.** These authors variously argue that during the middle ages and into the early modern

period, royal power was conceived of as an extension of the divine. Scholars of the seventeenth

3 On this inspiration, see especially David L. Kertzer, Ritual, Politics and Power (New Haven, CT: Yale University
Press, 1988).

40 André Burguiére, “L’anthropologie historique,” in Jacques Le Goff, ed, La Nouvelle Histoire (Editions Complexe,
Brussels, 1988), 143.

4 Marc Bloch, Les rois thaumaturges. Etude sur le caractére surnaturel attribué a la puissance royale
particulierement en France et en Angleterre (Publications de la Faculté des lettres de 1'Université de Strasbourg, 19;
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(Cambridge and Oxford: Polity Press and Blackwell, 1990); also, John Bossy, Christianity in the West, 1400-1700
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1985).
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and eighteenth centuries, especially in England, have discovered that this created problems as the
sacral structures of divine-right monarchy were called increasingly into question. The debate
over the power of monarchical authority is directly connected to that over the crown’s sacrality.
John Brewer argues that Charles I’s execution in 1649 marked the final desacralization of the
crown.* Kevin Sharpe’s recent study of royal “branding” in the early Stuart period suggests the
opposite. Instead of seeing Charles’ execution as a sign of monarchical weakness, it was the
king’s “final victory in the contest for cultural authority [which] is evident in the fact that
Charles was sentenced to death without due process and with even many on parliament’s side
questioning the legality and popularity of the verdict.”* Sharpe sees the speediness with which
the king’s trial and execution were handled as evidence of the king’s successful campaign to gain
public support.

Others also point to evidence that the later Stuarts both perceived and portrayed
themselves as divine-right monarchs. Anna Keay notes that Charles II continued to touch for the
king’s evil to reinforce his position as divinely-ordained monarch.*’ Smith argues that Anne’s
court was the last monarch to use imagery that specifically eluded to the sovereign’s divine
ordination.*® These arguments concerning the sacrality of early modern sovereignty are most

often based on ceremonial evidence.

43 John Brewer, Pleasures of the Imagination: English Culture in the Eighteenth Century (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1997), esp. 235.

4 Kevin Sharpe, Image Wars Promoting Kings and Commonwealths in England, 1603-1660 (New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press, 2010), 540.

4 Anna Keay, Magnificent Monarch: Charles Il and the Ceremonies of Power (London: Continuum Books, 2008),
70.

46 Scholars of every reign from Charles I to George III have tackled this question. See especially, Hannah Smith,
“’Last of all the Heavenly Birth’: Queen Anne and Sacral Queenship,” Parliamentary History (2009).



16

As more scholars turned their attention to the place of ceremony in modern and pre-
modern societies, Bloch’s work has come to be seen as a major breakthrough in our
understanding of ritual. In the past two decades, scholars such as John Adamson, Peter Burke,
David Cannadine, and Dougal Shaw have called for a re-examination of the uses of court ritual.
Working under the influence of anthropological paradigms such as that forwarded by Clifford
Geertz in the 1980s, they argue that court pageantry was not merely propaganda.*” My work will
follow that of Geertz and Cannadine who argue that “ritual is not a mask of force, but is itself a
type of power.”*

Scholars of political ritual have come to different conclusions about the nature of its
power. Some have argued that ceremony is a means to instruct the crowd, while others have
argued that it was a means of communication between monarch and subjects, used specifically to

enforce princely authority. For some historians of royal ritual, the power of ceremonial is its

ability to create and maintain the relationship between subject and sovereign.*® This project
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seeks to understand how this relationship (or relationships) changed as physical proximity
became unnecessary in the face of expanding press.

This relationship was in a state of flux in the early eighteenth century. A survey of the
literature on the last Stuarts and early Hanoverians suggests that after 1688, something changed.
According to Bucholz and Brewer, Charles II and his brother, James II sought to recreate the
court style of their father, Charles 1.°° Though James II was far less successful than his brother at
this endeavor, according to Brewer, both “aspired to recreate the monarchy of their father and
even to emulate the lavish embodiment of royal authority epitomized by Louis XIV’s
Versailles.”>! After the openly Catholic James was overthrown in 1688, emulating a Catholic
court was no longer a viable goal. This left the court without a firm precedent to follow, as well
as with a hefty deficit. As a result, the court was in a difficult situation in that post-1688
monarchs still needed to establish and bolster their authority, but they sought to do so in a way
that would distinguish themselves from the extravagance of the absolutist French court; or, as
Marilyn Morris puts it, after 1688 the monarchy experienced an “identity crisis”.>> Some

scholars attribute this crisis to the desacralization of the monarchy. It is clear that religion

The English Royal Entry in London, 1485-1642,” in The First Modern Society: Essays in English History in Honor
of Lawrence Stone, eds. A. L. Beier, David Cannadine and James M. Rosenheim (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1989), 65-93; Benjamin Klein, “’Between the Bums and the Bellies of the Multitude’: Civic Pageantry and
the Problem of the Audience in Late Stuart London,” London Journal 17:1 (1992): 18-26.Wim Blockmans, A4
History of Power in Europe: Peoples, Market and States (Antwerp and New York, 1997), 267-301; Wim Blockmans
and Walter Prevenier, The Promised Lands: The Low Countries Under Burgundian Rule, 1369-1530, trans.
Elizabeth Fackelman, ed. Edward Peters (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1999); Peter J. Arnade,
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1996); James M. Murray, “The Liturgy of the Count’s Advent in Bruges, from Galbert to Van Eyck,” in City and
Spectacle in Medieval Europe, eds. Barbara Hanawalt and Kathryn L. Reyerson (Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press, 1994), 137-52; David Nicholas, “In the Pit of the Burgundian Theatre State: Urban Traditions and
Princely Ambitions in Ghent 1360-1420,” in City and Spectacle.

0 Bucholz, Augustan Court, 12-22; Brewer, Pleasures of the Imagination, 8-17.
31 Brewer, 8.
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remained intimately connected to the monarch, and politics in general, as Anne and George |
were viewed as protectors of the Protestant cause against Catholic threats on the continent.>® As
Morris’ book suggests, such an identity appears most clearly when viewed from the outside.

Smith’s most recent article argues that Anne was the last monarch to attempt to appeal to
the monarch’s divine nature.* One of the most vivid examples of Anne’s attempt to restore
traditional ceremonies of divine-right rule is her revival of the ceremony of touching for the
King’s Evil. Smith speculates that this was partially a response to public expectations, and
partially the queen’s own desire to revive the traditional Stuart form of monarchy made famous
by her uncle, Charles II.

In a recent study, utilizing a methodology similar to my own, Benjamin Klein argues that
portrayals of post-Restoration ceremonial in the public sphere were highly partisan. While this is
worth examining, Klein’s conclusion perpetuates the notion that ceremony, specifically written
reports of it, were solely tools of propaganda. Klein’s study shows that historians of the “rage of
party” should look beyond the confines of political treatises and division lists, but it largely
ignores the cultural work performed by these depictions.* In his brief chapter on Anne’s
ceremonies, he follows previous scholars, such as Bucholz, noting that she successfully
portrayed herself as the nation’s nursing mother, but that her efforts to re-engage the elite

failed.*®

33 Edward Gregg, Queen Anne (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1980); Bucholz, Augustan Court; McConville,
King’s Three Faces; Smith, Georgian Monarchy; Eadem, *° Heavenly Birth’.”

5% Smith, “‘Heavenly Birth’.”

55 For the most important work on politics during Anne’s reign see: Geoffrey Holmes, British Politics in the Age of
Anne (London: Macmillan, 1967).

6 Bucholz, Augustan Court, 249.
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The case for George is quite different. While many scholars claim that he was distant,
uninterested in his English subjects, and unpopular, Smith makes the case that he knew exactly
what he was doing and excelled at it. Instead of failing to continue the Stuart tradition of court
ceremony, he exhibited “a key characteristic of Enlightened kingship [which] was the desire to
overthrow the shackles of royal ceremony and etiquette.”>’ The question remains, however, if
this was an “Enlightened” form of royalty, driven by reason rather than ceremony, why is it that
George I1I is often considered to be lauded as the king who revived interest in the monarchy
through his use of ritual?*® My work will show that people did not simply “lose interest” in
ritual. This notion is the result of historians operating under the notion that ceremony was at odds
with Enlightenment culture and the new privileging of reason.

Changes in royal ceremonial styles have often been equated to changes in royal
personality. David Starkey notes an alternating pattern between what he calls “distance” and
“accessibility” throughout the Tudor and Stuart lines.> Both Anne and George I are generally
considered “distant” monarchs, but a view from the public sphere will likely reveal otherwise.
Unless we assume that these monarchs were completely out of touch with what was going on in
the world or were, themselves, completely at the mercy of their own whims, we must conclude
that such shifts were a response, whether intentional or not, to changing circumstances.
According to followers of Habermas’ theory, the court sought to create or emphasize the distance
between the monarch and his or her subjects as a means to maintain royal dignity and authority,

but this became increasingly unrealistic. James Van Horn Melton argues that it was during the

57 Smith, Georgian Monarchy, 95.
38 See especially, McConville and Morris.

%9 Starkey, “Intimacy and Innovation.”
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Revolution of 1688-9 that “England’s incipient public sphere was institutionalized.”*® That is,
the opinion of the public, which was formed and given power through the interactions between
individuals in the “public sphere”, came to the fore as a real political power. The monarch no
longer had only to worry about impressing his or her courtiers, but the public at large. Therefore,
appearances and displays at court (which Habermas called “representative publicness”®!),
produced for a select group of people, were no longer enough. The monarchy had a much larger
audience to deal with, including, according to Habermas, the new bourgeoisie. Both Anne and
George had the reason and, through the proliferating press, the means to reach a larger audience.

There are ample studies on the changing nature of the monarchy in the context of the new
public sphere, but the ways that emotional rhetoric operated in this sphere has primarily been the
province of colonial scholars. Nicole Eustace argues that emotions were at the heart of debates
over liberty in pre-Revolutionary America. Her study shows that such illustrious enlightenment
thinkers as Thomas Paine and Alexander Pope had very specific theories of emotions; neither
saw the passions as inherently opposed to reason. The most important work for my own study is
Brendan McConville’s The King’s Three Faces. Here McConville examines the ways that royal
ritual reached the colonial shores via the press. He concludes that “married as [the colonists]
were to royal political spectacle and a slavishly loyal print culture, the result was a polity sewn

together by passions rather than patronage in the American provinces.”® In each instance, these

0 Melton, The Rise of the Public, 20.
6 Ibid., 5.

%2 McConville, 9.
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scholars complicate widely held notions about early America, in part through the study of
emotion. My project will show that political passions were not solely the province of colonists. %

1I. Methodology

This dissertation examines the ways the monarchy sought to create and maintain a culture
of loyalty during periods of transition. Scholars have looked to the court's patronage of the arts
and visual programs promoted through painting and sculpture to measure the court's cultural
impact.%* I examine the ways the court used emotions in ceremonies and surrounding rhetoric to
maintain relevance in periods of transition. Amidst anxieties about proper Protestant piety and
calls for reform, the monarchs in this study promoted themselves as ideals of proper emotional
comportment. To understand this affective program, I examine royal ceremonies used to
transition or build dynasties and the affective rhetoric surrounding them.

The study of the history of emotions has shown that emotions play different roles in
different societies and moments in time. To better understand attitudes to emotions from 1660 to
1760, I examine contemporary normative literature concerning emotional comportment. Though
scholars such as Lawrence Stone have suggested that this period became more secular in the
eighteenth century, religion maintained a potent influence in English society.

The expansion of print meant that more people had access to the messages disseminated
by the court. However, the messages spread through print became increasingly focused on the
elite under the Hanoverians. Those who addressed the monarch on the occasion of an accession

or marriage were members of ostensibly representative bodies, but they communicated in ways

%3 See also, Sarah Knott, Sensibility and the American Revolution (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina,
2008).

% To name a few: Bucholz, Augustan Court; Sharpe, Rebranding Rule; Idem, Image Wars; Brewer, Pleasures of the
Imagination.
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that bowed to elite mores and expectations. Effectively, this project examines the different
methods through which the court and the political elite communicated with each other in the
public sphere. According to Bucholz, the aristocracy was "this most important level of Augustan
society that Anne's revival of royal ceremony and symbolism failed most dramatically to
promote unity and moderation."® I argue that the court influenced elite language and the elite
used specific language to elicit the crown's favor.

One of the more useful sources for this project is addresses presented by representatives
of civic and town governments, professional societies and other corporate bodies to the king or
queen. Addresses were presented to show loyalty and gain favor. Knights' study of petitioning
and addressing in the early eighteenth century suggests that through these addresses, "the public
could...appear multi-vocal, as well as a representative entity." He says that addresses and
petitions to the crown enabled a dialogue between representative institutions that eroded "the
distinction between 'local' and 'national'."® My analysis focuses on the dialogue these addresses
presented between sovereign and subject. Addresses were pre-written, and presented at court to
the monarch in person. Newspaper accounts of addresses often assert that the address was
composed in common council assembled, thus highlighting the representative intent of the
address. Representatives of a town or corporation would be introduced to the monarch by the

Lord Chamberlain or other high-ranking court official. Once the address was read aloud, the

8 R. O. Bucholz, Augustan Court, 225.

% Mark Knights, Representation and Misrepresentation in Later Stuart Britain: Partisanship and Political Culture
(Oxford, U.K.: Oxford University Press, 2005), 110.
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addressors might be allowed to kiss the monarch's hand. This process was described in varying
levels of detail through the period.®’

Subjects addressed the king or queen on a variety of occasions, such as military victories
or the royal birthday, or even giving thanks for a speech given before Parliament. This project
focuses on those addresses presented on the occasions of a monarch's death and accession, and
royal weddings.®® Further, I have focused on addresses published in newspapers.®” As Knights
notes, these addresses "spread into every borough, the growing culture of politeness that
historians of the eighteenth century have seen as such a feature of the political landscape."”® This
study focuses on the affective rhetoric used in these addresses to better understand the role of
emotion in polite culture. The decision to print these addresses was part of the court's attempts to
control political culture and reform the broader public.

The term "public" is a problematic one during this period. There was no monolithic
“public” that thought and acted as one. Nevertheless, it was a term frequently used by politicians
and the court in the late seventeenth century, and even more so in the eighteenth century.
Portrayals of public support surrounded ceremonial occasions to varying degrees. To better
understand these variances, I examine the ways in which the court and politicians used public
displays, or "acclamations of joy" to promote the image of consensus. Nicolas Mariot calls this

the “economy of jubilation”, which he defines through the formula “if spectators applaud, it

7 No study had been published detailing who was allowed and who was not allowed, or how frequently such detail
was printed from one reign to the next. It would be a useful means to determine who was in and who was out of
favor.

8 Addresses presented to a new monarch on their accession included condolences for the deceased.

% Addresses are scattered throughout the archives of England and I have not done a study of what percentage of
them were published.

70 Knights, Representation and Misrepresentation, 151.
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means they support.” 7! Bucholz notes that Anne and members of her government took such
expressions as “a virtual mandate for current policy.”’? Phrases such as “acclimations of joy”
were specifically used to evince political support. Though Mariot claims that these expressions
of emotion and celebration are the results of social conditioning and, therefore, cannot be taken
as sincere, the fact that such crowd reactions were interpreted in emotive terms speaks to the
importance of emotions in politics. More importantly, different courts found such displays useful
as propaganda to varying degrees.

To avoid a purely top-down analysis, this dissertation examines sermons and treatises on
the passions to better understand why monarchs used emotive language more frequently, and
more fervently throughout the period. Sermons became a best selling genre in the early modern
period, as publishers printed them in ever-greater numbers. Alex Gargino’s study of mourning
literature produced for Mary II’s death in 1695 suggests that there was also market for
handbooks on how to properly express and understand emotion.”® Normative texts provided the
public with cues to interpreting their social meanings.’”* To understand the uses of affective
rhetoric in court propaganda, I look to sermons and other normative literature. These analyses

illustrate the ways in which the court sought to influence cultural and political norms.

"I Nicolas Mariot, “Does acclimation equal agreement? Rethinking collective effervescence through the case of the
presidential “tour de France” during the twentieth century,” Theoretical Sociology 40 (2011): 191-221. Mariot
argues that rituals do not create affective bonds or any sense of allegiance but what appears to be emotional
involvement is essentially the result of cultural and social conditioning. I am not convinced by this argument. He
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expressions of dissent. I nevertheless find his construction of the “economy of jubilation” to be mildly useful.
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Conversely, they show the ways in which extra-court culture guided portrayals of the monarch to
both elite audiences and the public more broadly.

II1. Chapter Organization

The following analysis is organized thematically. The second chapter examines changing
theories of, and attitudes to the emotions. Focusing primarily on the second half of the
seventeenth century, this chapter shows that emotions came to be seen as useful, rather than
dangerous to proper piety. Chapter two thus lays the foundation for the rest of the dissertation,
by detailing the larger cultural trends the court both reacted to and sought to influence. Each
successive chapter also examines interpretations of emotions in sermons and advice literature
surrounding a specific ceremonial occasion.

Chapters three, four and five each examine a different ceremony. A royal death was the
end of one reign and, with the exception of 1688/9, the beginning of a new one, and royal
funerals are the focus of chapter three. Throughout the period the form of funerals changed to
suit changing ideas of monarchy. This chapter also introduces the dialogue between sovereign
and subject which became a more prominent part of ceremonial occasions as addresses were
published with greater frequency and detail. Chapter three thus shows that, as royal funerals
became more private, this dialogue became more public. Both monarch and subjects increasingly
expressed their grief throughout the period.

Chapters four and five turn to happier subjects, addressing accessions and coronations,
and royal weddings. Coronations changed little throughout the period, as the stability of the
ceremony was necessary to maintain the illusion of consistency from one reign to the next.
However, despite the static form of ceremonial, commemoration of the monarch's accession

became more open and more emotive. In contrast, royal weddings changed, becoming more
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public affairs under the Hanoverians. Though the guest lists were restricted to the elite, details of
royal weddings were published to ensure continued dynastic authority. Members of the royal
family were celebrated as models of conjugal happiness, and royal brides were promoted as
ideals of obedient feminine virtue. Simultaneously, royal marriages themselves were promoted
as evidence of the king's "paternal affection" for his people, reminding his subjects of their
obligation to him as pater famlias of the nation.

Together, these chapters survey the ways in which the court used emotion to encourage
loyalty to the monarchy. Amidst increasing cultural emphasis on reason and growing power
among representative institutions, monarchs moved beyond the walls of the court, laying open

their own emotions to elicit those of their people.



CHAPTER TWO
"SPRINGS OF EACH VIRTUOUS ACTION": PASSIONS AND PIETY IN EARLY
EIGHTEENTH CENTURY ENGLAND
In the later part of the seventeenth century, Anglican clergyman William Clagett noted in

a sermon that it was "a very odd notion of the Passions of our Nature in the general, that they are
evil in themselves: that is far from being true."! This sermon was published posthumously by
Clagett's brother in 1720 with no indication of where, when or if it was ever given. William
Clagett, the son of Nicholas Clagett, a minister at St. Mary's, who was expelled for his puritan
sympathies in 1661, was educated at Emmanuel college, Cambridge.? Despite his family's
puritan connections, he was named Chaplain to King Charles Il in 1677. Clagett's argument
about the passions illustrates the shift in Anglican (and nonconformist) attitudes to the passions
that began in the last decades of the seventeenth century. Clagett's puritan upbringing exposed
him to the negative view of human nature inherent in puritan theology (and High-Church
Anglicanism) that saw the passions as evidence of sin and attachment to earthly existence. This
theology that saw humans as vehicles of sin, unable to achieve virtue without guidance from God
(or the Church) dominated Protestant religious thought in England prior to the Revolution of
1688/9. It was not until after 1688 (also the year of Clagett's death) that the notion that humans

were capable of achieving virtue through thinking and acting properly became popular at the

! Clagett. Sermons on the following subjects... (London, 1720), 474.

2 The term puritan is problematic. I use it here to refer to followers of Calvinist predestinarianism that dominated
England in the 1650s.
27
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pulpit. In the years following the Revolution of 1688, this increasingly practical current in
Anglican theology came to embrace the passions, especially love, as the key to proper piety and
virtue.

This shift was not clear cut or restricted to attitudes to the passions. As Brent Sirota has
recently shown, during this period, the Anglican Church shifted its focus, however
unintentionally, away from salvific goals and institutional loyalty to embrace a language and
theology that highlighted the public good. Sirota argues these changing attitudes to virtue led to
what he terms the "age of benevolence," by the mid-eighteenth century. This chapter highlights a
parallel and related shift whose origins were not restricted to institutional boundaries.

One of the earliest proponents of this new approach to piety was a small group of
Cambridge divines in the mid-seventeenth century. Though products of puritan culture, these
Cambridge Platonists were influenced by enlightenment thinkers and started conversations about
the role of human nature in the pursuit of virtue that challenged both Church authority and
puritan enthusiasm. Their ideas directly influenced key participants in the Revolution of 1688,
which resulted in new calls for toleration and court-backed initiatives to unite the Protestant
community. Their "practical" approach to religiosity saw the emotions as tools rather than evils,
and became an important element in the English Enlightenment.

Toleration was at the heart of the Cambridge Platonists' philosophies. They saw the
creation of a pious and harmonious Protestant community as the key to national and individual
peace. After 1688, the crown increasingly supported those who promoted this message through
patronage and by presenting the monarch as an exemplar of practical (and practicable) piety. As
will be made clear throughout the rest of the project, these new ideas about the nation as a

Protestant community were also used in calls to loyalty.
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The purpose of this chapter is thus multifarious. At its most basic level, it provides a
glimpse of the culture in which the court operated and to which it reacted. Because the rest of
this project will illustrate the ways these shifting attitudes to the emotions became integral in the
constant re-negotiation between monarchs and their subjects, this chapter first attempts a brief
overview of the intellectual trends that affected popular attitudes to the emotions (or passions).
One important source of these changing attitudes may be found in a group of divines connected
through Cambridge University in the mid-seventeenth century. The ideas of these so-called
Cambridge Platonists proved influential to later theologians, philosophers, and politicians. The
main focus of this chapter follows with a general survey of changing trends in sermons from the
period of roughly 1685 to 1760. Though by no means exhaustive, this cross-section will show a
broad shift in theological approaches to the passions. Throughout the period, religious leaders
became more concerned with individual behavior and personal piety in the maintenance of the
godly community. I seek to show that this shift was due, in part, to the inspiration of the
Cambridge Platonists, but was also supported and, to some extent, driven by the court. One
outlet through which the court exercised its influence was the Societies for the Reformation of
Manners, which sought to create a more pious Protestant society. These Societies were both the
result of and proponents for these new attitudes. Consisting of "mostly low-church anglicans,
presbyterians, and Independents," they promoted emotions, especially love, as necessary to
creating a pious and successful nation. This chapter thus explores the ways in which the passions

shifted from the source of sin and vice to the source of humanity's ability to do good.

3 Karen Sonnelitter, "The Reformation of Manners Societies, the Monarchy, and the English State, 1696-1714," The
Historian 72:3 (Fall, 2010): 518.
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1. Enlightened Passions: Interpretations of Augustan Philosophies

The study of the history of emotions was for many years entwined with the search for the
birth of modernity. Scholars such as Lawrence Stone looked to the early modern period to
understand the development of modern attitudes and mentalities. Norbert Elias, argued that
refined emotions became the province of the elite as they learned to control themselves, paving
the way for modern manners.* Elias' work, though initially published in German in 1939, was
only widely accepted with great accolades in the English-speaking community in the late 1980s.
It has since provided the straw man for many historians of emotions. Barbara Rosenwein cites
Elias regularly as an example of what historians of medieval emotions seek to contradict, arguing
that medieval constructions of emotions were just as complex and restrictive as their early
modern successors. Early modern scholar Fay Bound Alberti also takes umbrage at Elias'
narrative of the "emergence of 'modern' emotional behavior as a history of affective restraint
versus indulgence."> As the following discussions will show, English attitudes to the emotions
(or passions) in the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries exhibit a trajectory in nearly direct
opposition to Elias'.

These attitudes were intimately connected to notions of the body and its place in the
universe. Debates on the relationship between bodies in the heavens, political theory, man's
relationship to God, proper morality, and the workings of the human body were linked in ways
both overt and subtle, so a breakthrough in one topic often led to shifts in understanding in

others. Throughout the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, 'passion' generally - but not

4 Norbert Elias, The Court Society, translated by Edmund Jephcott (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1983).

5 Alberti, "Emotions in the Early Modern Medical Tradition," 1.
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exclusively - indicated violent or intense emotion,® but the number of dangerous passions to be
suppressed or mitigated decreased during the period. The puritan-dominated thought of the mid-
seventeenth century held that the passions were the result of sin and to be treated with contempt.
But by the 1720s, it became common for moralists to urge the use of the passions to motivate the
individual to proper piety and civility. This shift was complex and often happened in very subtle
ways, which may account for scholars' focus on the later part of the eighteenth century, when the
rise of the novel brought emotions and civility to the forefront.

This complex development has created different avenues for modern scholarship that
often do not intersect with one another. The philosophical embrace of the passions has earned
different labels among different scholarly communities. Literary scholars look to it for the
origins of the culture of sensibility, which reached its climax in the novels of Jane Austen and
Mary Wollstonecraft. Philosophers have recently looked to this period as the watershed of the
"Moral Self-Governance View," or "Sentimentalism";’ while historians discuss the growth of
civility and politeness, or more recently, the history of emotions.® Sentimentalism stemmed from
theological and philosophical debates about human capacity for virtue and the place of reason in

faith; sensibility originated in changing ideas about the relationship between the mind and the

¢ For the sake of clarity, I will use the term 'emotion' in the modern sense to appeal to modern categorization.

7 Unlike literary scholars, philosophers cannot seem to agree on a name. See especially, Michael B. Gill, "From
Cambridge Platonism to Scottish Sentimentalism," Journal of Scottish Philosophy 8:1 (2010), 13-31; Joseph Duke
Filonowicz, Fellow-Feeling and the Moral Life (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2008; and Monique
Canto-Sperber, ed., La philosophie morale britannique (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1994).

8 The list is quite long. See especially, J. G. A. Pocock, "Virtues, Rights, and Manners: A Model for Historians of
Political Thought," Political Theory 9:3 (1981), 353-68; Marvin B. Becker, The Emergence of Civil Society in the
Eighteenth Century: A Priviledged Moment in the History of England, Scotland, and France (Bloomington, IN:
Indiana University Press, 1994); Andrew Lincoln, "War and the Culture of Politeness: The Case of The Tatler and
The Spectator," Eighteenth-Century Life 36:2 (Spring 2012): 60-79; Lawrence Klein, introduction to Anthony
Ashley Cooper, Third Earl of Shaftesbury, Characteristics of Men, Manners, Opinions, Times (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1999); Idem, "Politeness and the Interpretation of the British Eighteenth Century," The
Historical Journal 45:4 (Dec. 2004).
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body; and the study of politeness is especially focused on behavior in political circles. These
movements were not completely separate; in fact, early Enlightenment thinkers often played
many roles, including natural philosopher, mathematician, theologian, and medical theorist.’
These labels are simply the attempts of modern scholars to make sense of the milieu of the early
Enlightenment in which country physicians engaged in debate with Oxford scholars and royal
chaplains in ordinary took on elite natural philosophers with accusations of atheism or deism.
This period saw what many scholars describe as the birth of modernity - modern attitudes
towards individual rights and consumer-driven behavior. In their search for the origins of
modernity, some scholars have lost sight of the conservatism of the period. I argue that this is
one reason that important trends in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries have been
overlooked.

Among literature scholars, the growth of acceptable passions or affections is known as
the rise of sensibility. Sensibility is defined by its most thorough historian, G. J. Barker-Benfield,
as "a widespread expression of the more refined kind of suffering," which increasingly separated
the middle classes from the real, human suffering of the poor.'? Thus, sensibility was a direct
outgrowth of the commercial and financial revolutions and the rise of the middling sort. It was a
trend that embraced new expressions of emotion, especially in forms that exhibited shared or
sympathetic feelings for the plight of fellow men, driven by the cultural and political power of
the middling sorts. This culture of sensibility received full expression in the mid- to late-

eighteenth century in novels such as Samuel Richardson's Clarissa (often cited as the first

% Michael Heyd valiantly attempts to treat the medical and theological threads simultaneously, though even this very
enlightening work repeatedly admits that the topic is too extensive to treat in detail: Idem, "Be Sober and
Reasonable": The Critique of Enthusiasm in the Seventeenth and Early Eighteenth Centuries (Leiden: Brill, 1995).

10G. J. Barker-Benfield, ‘Sensibility,” in An Oxford Companion to the Romantic Age: British Culture 1776-1832,
ed. Iain McCalman (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), 102.



