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I HE subject of ‘‘ Peculiars” seems to have 
received little attention from antiquaries. 
There is, in so far as I know, no special 

book devoted to them. I have been unable to find any 
papers on them in the proceedings of our most promi
nent antiquarian societies. Even the “ Encyclopaedia 
Britannica ” has no mention of them ; the single entry 
of “ peculiar” in the index referring to the Diocese 
of London, and even that not in explanation of the 
term.

The only articles on “ peculiars ” which I have dis
covered are in the various church dictionaries, such 
as those of Hook and B lunt; and two written by the 
Rev. C. B. Morant, in “ Notes and Queries,” volume ix. 
I have also made use of the reference to individual 
“ peculiars” in several parish histories. Perhaps the 
reason of this obscurity is that “ peculiars” ceased to 
exist too far back for any living person to remember 
them in the active use of their powers ; and not far 
enough for any diligent antiquary to think it worth 
his while to study them.



For the benefit of those who have previously taken no 
interest in this subject, I may state that a “ peculiar and 
exempt jurisdiction” is a parish exempt from the control 
of the bishop in whose diocese it lies. The rectors of 
these places were often their own ordinaries. They held 
their own consistorial courts, in which they proved wills, 
and tried and punished by penance all offenders against 
ecclesiastical law; such as “ popish recusants, dissenters, 
disturbers of divine service, and people leading immoral 
lives.”

These exempt jurisdictions generally arose from one 
or the other of the twro following causes : either the 
living concerned had been in the gift of a religious 
house, and was, therefore, exempt from the ordinary 
visitations; or it had received a special reservation from 
the Pope.

Hawarden derives its rights from the former of these 
two causes. Until 1257 this parish was in the possession 
of the Abbey of S. Werburgh, in Chester. In that year, 
Roger Baron de Montalt restored to the abbey the lands 
in Rawtou, Goostrey, Nestou, Bruera, and Codington. 
In return for this he received from the Abbey the 
manor of Bretton, the chapel and tenement of Spoune, 
and the living of Hawardeu ; the monks also surren
dering the great tithes of that place to the rectors thereof 
for ever. From that time forward the rectors exercised 
their “ peculiar rights.”

Reaving Hawarden for a time, we will consider some 
of the other “ peculiars.”

When some feudal baron erected and endowed a 
church on his lands, he expected to have the greater 
part of the control over it. Abbots of large religious 
houses, who considered themselves quite equal to any
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bishop, naturally would endeavour to retain the rights 
over their ecclesiastical property. Bishops, themselves, 
when they endowed parishes in neighbouring dioceses, 
obtained reservations from the Popes permitting them 
to retain the power of visitation. After the Reforma
tion, all royal chapels became responsible to the King 
only. Not only that, but in statute 25 Henry VIII., 
cap. 19: “ It was enacted that all appeals from the 
jurisdiction of abbots, priors, and other heads and gover
nors of monasteries, abbeys, priories, and other places 
exempt, which had hitherto been made to the Bishop 
of Rome, should henceforth lie only to the King in 
Chancery.”

There are at present existing five royal “ peculiars” : 
Westminster Abbey, and the Chapels Royal at Windsor, 
Hampton Court, the Savoy, and Dublin; all except 
Hampton Court and the Savoy giving their incumbents 
the title of the “ Very Rev. the Dean.”

The Archbishop of Canterbury had, probably, the 
largest number of “ peculiars,” having exempt rights 
over every place in which the See held property. Black- 
stone notices the establishment of a Court of Peculiars, 
in London, to control these parishes. This Court became 
extinct with the abolition of “ peculiar rights,” in 1849.

Several other “ peculiars,” in addition to the Royal 
Chapels, carried with them the title of Dean. Among 
them were Battle, Sussex; Booking, E ssex; Hadleigh, 
Suffolk ; Ripon and Middleham, Yorkshire ; S. Buryan, 
Cornwall; and Southwell, Nottingham. I11 all but the 
last three the title is still assumed.

Booking and Hadleigh Deaneries, though at one time 
separate, have always had some connection with each 
other, and now the incumbent of Hadleigh is styled



Dean of Rocking. These are two of the parishes subject 
to the Archbishop of Canterbury. As, however, it was 
not considered quite seemly for the Archbishop to hold 
visitations there, the rectors of these places had, to all 
intents and purposes, full “ peculiar” powers.

Middleham, in Yorkshire, was originally a college, 
founded by Richard Duke of Gloucester (afterwards 
Richard III.), in 1478. At his death the college scheme 
fell through ; but the title of Dean, and, I imagine, the 
exempt rights, remained until 1850.

Southwell, in Nottingham (now the seat of a bishop
ric), was, in its time, one of the largest “ peculiars” in 
England. It consisted of the following twenty-eight 
townships :—

Southwell 
Beckingham 
Bleasby 
Blidworth 
Calverton 
Carlton 
Caunton 
Cropwell-Bishop 
Darlton 
Dunham

It was a collegiate church, founded by Thurstan, 
Archbishop of York, about 1120. Some fifty years later 
Pope Alexander III. gave to it several “ peculiar rights.” 
It was dissolved, and refounded a few years after, by 
Henry V III .; and was confirmed in its rights by Queen 
Elizabeth, in the twenty-seventh year of her reign. The 
Archbishop of York was the Metropolitan and visitor. 
The ecclesiastical establishment consisted of a vicar 
general (who had jurisdiction over its twenty-eight town
ships, and who was elected by the Chapter from among
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Eaton
Edingly
Farnsfield
Halam
Hall ough ton
Holme
Kirklington
Morton
North Eeverton

North Muskham 
Nor well 
Oxton 
R agnail 
Rainpton 
South Muskham 
South Wheatley 
Upton
Woodborough



the prebendaries), sixteen prebendaries, six vicars choral, 
and six singing men (or lay vicars). There was also 
a parochial vicar, Southwell sharing with Ripon the 
unique situation of being both collegiate and parochial. 
It is probable that when Southwell was created a dio
cese, in 1884, the “peculiar” rights vanished entirely.

Ripon, in Yorkshire, was a similar “ peculiar.” It was 
founded in 705 by Wilfrid, Archbishop of York. The 
establishment of the ancient church was for canons of 
the order of S. Augustin, and was partially dissolved by 
Henry VIII. The church had nine chantreys, which 
were abolished by Edward VI. The parish was ex
empted from paying “ first-fruits” by Elizabeth, in the 
first year of her reign. James I., in 1605, refounded the 
church, and endowed it with part of its former revenues. 
The ecclesiastical establishment consisted of a dean, a 
sub-dean, and six prebendaries. Ripon was created a 
diocese in 1836.

Other interesting “ peculiars ” are : Wolverhampton, 
Dorchester, Thorney Abbey, Temple, Masham, Horn
church, Bibury, Heytesbury, Eton, Brecon, S. Endellion, 
Wimborne Minster, Waverley, and Dale Abbey, Derby
shire.

Some few of these had jurisdiction over a considerable 
number of parishes.

Dorchester, in Oxfordshire, once an abbey, had juris
diction over nearly twelve parishes. The rectors there 
held Courts as late as 1836.

Wolverhampton, a collegiate church, was held in 
conjunction with S. George’s Chapel, Windsor, from 
the reign of Edward IV. to 1846 ; attached to this place 
were seven titular canonries.
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Thorney Abbey was, from the Reformation onwards, 
a “ peculiar” belonging to the Earls and Dukes of 
Bedford. One of the main reasons for this was the fact 
that the Russell family were owners of the church and 
churchyard. They appointed commissaries to hold the 
annual courts. This place is one of the few parishes 
retaining its “ peculiar rights.”

Lastly, Hornchurch, in Essex. This church was 
given by Henry II. to the Hospice of SS. Nicholas and 
Bernard, in Savoy. It was sold by them to William of 
Wykeham, and was given by him to his foundation, 
New College, Oxford. This place still remains in the 
gift of the said college.

And now I will return to my principal subject, the 
“ peculiar” of Hawarden. In matters of institution, 
confirmation, and consecration of churches, it is usual 
for a “ peculiar” to be under the jurisdiction of the 
bishop in whose diocese it lies ; or, if on the borders of 
two, to be under the bishop of the nearest cathedral 
town. Hawarden, however, though lying nearest to 
Chester, did not observe any rule. The rectors chose 
any bishop they liked. It is a tradition that they used 
to call in Irish bishops who passed on their way to 
Ireland, and get them to perform any necessarily epis
copal acts. Certain it is, that for many years they called 
in the Bishops of Chester and S. Asaph alternately; 
the Bishop of Chester confirming, and the Bishop of 
S. Asaph instituting.

The rivalry between Chester and Hawarden was 
always very great. When the Bishops of Chester held 
episcopal visitations on the borders of this parish, the 
rectors were always prepared with protests and other 
legal documents, to ward off any possible encroachment
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on their domains. Let one instance of this suffice. In 
1738, Samuel Peploe, Bishop of Chester, sent an inhi
bition to the Rector of Hawarden— a Mr. Fletcher. On 
the following Sunday, the 23rd April, Mr. Fletcher read 
this declaration :—

“  W hereas it m ay be, b y  some persons, believed, that by 
virtu e o f an inhibition la te ly  sent to me from the Lord Bishop 
o f  C hester, against his approaching visitation, the jurisdiction  
o f H awarden is superseded ; I do hereby declare th at I own no 
subm ission to the jurisdiction  o f Chester, as I am O rdinary 
o f th is Court, and that therefore the C ourt here is in as full 
power as ever, notw ithstanding such inhibition. And this 
I do according to the exam ple o f m y w orthy predecessors, 
learned and judicious O rdinaries, on like  occasions.

John F letcher, Rector, and O rdinary o f this peculiar and 
exem pt ju risd ictio n .”

All this continued resistance the Bishops of Chester 
took as a blow to their pride. They always assumed 
that they had rights over the place; but, weak argu
ment, they did not want to use them. We find in the 
“ Valor Ecclesiasticus” of Henry VIII., in the episcopally 
signed appendix dealing with the Chester diocese, the 
following note dealing with Hawarden : “ Grants probate 
and marriage licences; but subject to the jurisdiction 
of the Bishop of Chester as to everything strictly epis
copal.” There must have been some slight difference in 
the rendering of the term “ strictly episcopal” between 
the rectors and the bishops. In any case, it is hard to 
see just where the “ jurisdiction ” comes in.

The visitor was the Archbishop of York. A copy 
of the Terrier of Tithes was kept at York. All appeals 
from the Consistorial Courts at Hawarden were made 
to that at York.
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The archiepiscopal visitations were not very frequent; 
in fact, I can only find traces of two. That the Arch
bishop visited Hawarden in 1638 is proved by an 
allusion in the registers. At that time Laud was 
making exhaustive enquiries into the state of repair of 
churches, and the manner in which Divine Service was 
performed in them ; it is, therefore, probable that the 
visit had reference to this. In 1663 we find, in the 
churchwardens’ accounts, the following entry: “ Paid 
for the visitation of the Lord Bishop his Grace of 
York, 10/-.” As this was the last time that the Arch
bishop held a visitation, it is obvious that they did 
not have much trouble from that quarter.

The rectors of Hawarden were supreme lords within 
their own domain. They held their own consistorial 
courts in state, in which they proved local wills and 
examined offenders, with all the pomp and circumstance 
of a law court. For offences against ecclesiastical law, 
or better, ecclesiastical law as interpreted by the rector 
for the time, they could even imprison in the sheriff’s 
gaol at Flint. For most offences, however, the punish
ments were those of penance and of fines. On turning 
to the Prayer-book, we read at the commencement of 
the Commination service the following words : —

“  Brethren, in the prim itive C hurch there w as a g o d ly  d is
cipline, that, at the begin n in g o f Lent, such persons as stood 
convicted  o f notorious sin were put to open penance and 
punished in th is world, th at their souls m ight be saved in 
th e d ay o f the Lord ; and that others, admonished b y  their 
exam ple, m ight be the more afraid to offend.”

And in the second paragraph we notice a wish for the 
restoration of penance.

At the end of the 16th century this method of punish
ment was revived, and continued, with more or less

7 2  “ P E C U M A R S , ”  W I T H  S P E C I A L  R E F E R E N C E



T O  T H E  “ P E C U L I A R ”  O F  H A W A R D E N 73
vigour, for over two centuries, only ceasing within the 
first twenty years of the 19th century. The penitent 
appeared on the appointed Sunday morning, bare-legged 
and bare-headed, attired in a white sheet, and carrying 
a white wand. Before the commencement of morning 
service the unfortunate sinner had to proceed up the 
entire length of the church, the cynosure of all eyes, 
into the chancel, where he or she, as the case might 
be, remained kneeling in front of the reading desk 
during the service. After the conclusion of the prayers 
and before the beginning of the sermon, the penitent, 
rendered miserable (if a first offender) by the shame of 
the exposure to the congregation, was made still worse 
by being compelled to read the following paper :—

“ W hereas, I, good people, n eglectin g  m y d u ty  to A lm ig h ty  
God have com m itted the most detestable and w icked sin (here 
the p en iten t had to name the p a rticu la r  sin f o r  which he was 
beingpunished), to th e great danger o f m y own soul, and the 
ev il exam ple o f others, I am h eartily  sorry  for th is m y w icked 
and great fault, and hum bly beseech A lm igh ty  God to forgive 
me th is, and all m y other sins, and so to assist me w ith  his 
H oly  Spirit, that I never com m it the lik e  again  ; and I desire 
th is congregation  here present (whom b y  th is m y sin I have 
offended) not only to take notice o f this m y ju st punishm ent, 
to avoid the like  sin, but also to jo in  with me in p rayer to 
A lm ig h ty  God, sa y in g  Our Father, & c .”

After having undergone a few of these penances (and 
I am afraid most of them came again), the offenders 
became quite callous, and took everything as a matter 
of course, reading the confession with a self-confident 
flaunting swing. A  refusal to undergo this penance 
resulted in excommunication; a much greater hardship 
than we imagine in these days.

To return to the court. The Sunday before the hold
ing of the court, a citation was read aloud in church, at



the conclusion of divine service, of which the following 
is an example :—

“ W E  T H E  H O N O R A B L E  G E O R G E  N E V IL L E  G R E N 
V IL L E  C lerk  M aster o f Arts Rector o f the parish and parish 
Church o f H awarden in the C oun ty o f F lin t and of the pecu 
liar and exem pt jurisd iction  of the same O rdinary law fu lly  
appointed TO  A L L  and sin gular the C lerg y  and L iterate 
persons w hatsoever in and through the said peculiar and 
exem pt jurisd iction  G R E E T IN G  W e strictly  com m and you 
jo in tly  and severally  to cite or cause to be cited perem ptorily 
A ll and S in gu lar the persons whose nam es are hereunder 
w ritten or hereupon endorsed being w ithin  th e said peculiar 
and exem pt jurisd iction  that th ey  and every  o f them  appear 
before us our law ful Surrogate or some other ju d g e  com petent 
in this case in the parish C hurch of H awarden and place 
o f  Judicature there on T uesday the second day M ay n ext at 
the usual hour o f hearing and determ ining causes to answer 
personally certain articles or interrogations concerning their 
souls health and the Reform ation of their m anners esp ecially  
concerning crim es and m isdem eanors as m entioned opposite 
th eir nam es, when th ey  come to be objected and m inistered 
again st them  and every  o f them  respectively. You are to cite 
or cause to be cited all and sin gular the C hurchw ardens and 
Sidesm en w ithin the parish and peculiar jurisd iction  aforesaid 
th at th ey  and every  o f them  appear before us our law ful 
Surrogate or an y other ju d g e  com petent in th is case on the 
day and tim e specified to exh ib it their presentm ents and B ills 
o f  detection o f all crim es cogn izable before us and our Bench 
E cclesiastical w ithin the peculiarity  aforesaid done or com 
m itted and hitherto unpunished A nd also to exh ib it R egister 
Rolls o f all B irths Burials and M arriages within the said parish 
and pecu liarity  o f H aw arden aforesaid A N D  F U R T H E R  to 
do and receive w hat shall be ju st in th is case and w hat you 
shall do in the prem ises you shall certify  upon the return 
o f these presents G iven under the Seal o f  our Office the 
tw en ty  seventh day o f A pril One thousand eight hundred and 
tw en ty  six.

W m . E dge B arker
R egistrar.
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“ You are also to cite or cause to be cited perem ptorily all 

and sin gular the E xecutors o f persons deceased w ithin your 
said peculiarity  o f H awarden w ith the C hildren and n ext o f 
kin or a n y  h avin g or pretending to have an y interest in 
the goods chattels and credits o f all and sin gu lar the said 
deceased w ithin the said exem pt jurisd iction  d yin g  intestate 
that th ey  and every  o f them  appear before us our law fu l 
Surrogate or an y other ju d g e  com petent in the m atter at 
the day hour and place aforesaid that is to sa y  the E xecutors 
to prove the W ills o f  the said deceased and the children and 
n ext o f kin  to take out L etters o f  A dm inistrations o f all and 
sin gular the goods chattels and credits o f those who have 
died intestate A N D  F U R T H E R  to do and receive w hat to 
ju stice  shall appertain Dated as before

W m. E dge Barker
R egistrar.

“ You are also to cite or cause to be cited perem ptorily all 
and sin gular the persons whose nam es are hereunder w ritten  
or endorsed being w ithin  the said peculiar and exem pt ju r is 
diction o f H awarden aforesaid to answ er in certain  cases o f 
fornication or incon tinency and illega l cohabitation and all 
such persons who have neglected or refused to pay their 
several and respective C hurch L eys and C hurch Taxes (legally  
due) o f w hat nature or kind  soever at the tim e and place afore
said A N D  F U R T H E R  to do and receive w hat to law  and 
ju stice  in that b eh alf shall appertain Dated as before

W m . Edge B arker
R egistra r.”

[Here follow the names mentioned in the above form\.

On the day, generally in the first week of May, and at 
the hour appointed, the rector, attended by his curates, 
surrogates, proctors, registrar, and apparitor, proceeded 
in their robes to a room at the east end of the present 
Whitley Chapel, in Hawarden Church. The business 
gone through was : first, the granting of probate; and 
second, the examination of the churchwardens’ present
ments, and the trial of the persons presented. For
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the better ordering of the parish two sidesmen were 
appointed for each of the fifteen townships, making in 
all thirty sworn informers. These sidesmen had, among 
other things, the right of searching houses in the course 
of their duty. They made, I believe, reports to the 
churchwardens; who, in their turn, reported to the 
Ordinary.

To make the business simpler for the churchwardens, 
a series of articles of inquiry were prepared by the 
court, to which they had to give adequate answers. 
Until about 1750 these articles were very diffuse and 
long, the same questions often being repeated in slightly 
different form. From 1750 on to 1850 they were much 
shortened, aud in print. I will now give a few extracts 
from the one delivered in 1663 :—

“ W hether an y have interrupted or disturbed the m inister 
in the tim e of readin g D ivin e Service, adm inistrations o f the 
Sacram ents, or m arryin ge, who, when, and in w hat m anner ?

“  W hether an y children  begotten b y or born unto popish 
recusants in the parish are baptized, b y  whom , and w hen ?

“  Item — W hether the church and alm s houses and schoole 
be in goode repaire, i f  not, in whom  the default lyeth , w hether 
the churche be kept decent and com ely w ith in  and w ithout, 
the seats w ell m ayntayned, the steeple and bells preserved, 
the w indow s glased, the floor plane and even, and all th in gs 
in order ?

“  W hether the churchyard  be w ell fenced, w hether a n y  en 
croach on the ground o f the churchyard, w hether a n y  abuse 
it b y  quarrelling, strik in ge, or an y un law ful gam es a t bowles, 
tenis, football, handball, or dancing ?

“  W hether any have been m arryed in private houses under 
tw elve years o f age w ithout parents or guardian s consent ?

“ W hether an y in the parish profane the Sabbath b y  u n law 
ful gam es, drin kin g, or tip p lin g  in tim e o f service, or b y  doing 
their ordinary w orks o f their vocation or trades ?
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“  W hether a n y  o f the parishe leave their own cliurclie to go 

to hear an y other m inister, or com m unicate or baptize th eir 
children in any other parishe ? ”

In addition to the answering of these articles of 
enquiry, the churchwardens made a long list of pre
sentments, describing all offences which came under 
their cognizance. These presentments are some of the 
most interesting relics of the days in which “ peculiars ” 
flourished. They cast a flood of light on the manners 
and customs of those days— those days which have 
such an attraction for us, now that we do not feel the 
disadvantages which, if we only knew it, would far 
outweigh the advantages from our point of view. They 
show us something that we are apt to forget, namely, 
that the people of those days had precisely the same 
feelings that we have.

I will now give a series of extracts from the different 
presentments between 1563 and 1752 :—

1563 “ John W h itley  for because that he do not brin g forth 
the chalice that he hath  in his k eep in g .”

“  Robert G arret for (dis)tabing o f the priest in  tim e o f 
serv ice .”

We shall meet with this gentleman again in 1568.
“ O liver Sm yth e for because that he doe not attend to 

church upon the Sabot d a ys .”

Among the articles of enquiry, sent forth about this 
time, the churchwardens are asked :—

“ W hether th e y  have d ilig en tly  noted the names o f all such 
parties every  Sun day and H o lyd aye as have been absent from 
D ivine Service at a n y  time, and levied  the forfeiture o f  V II 
pence for every  absence from Com m on Prayer, accordin g to 
the Statu te  and put the same to the use o f  the poore.”

“  M aster Parson for because that he ga v e  no proclam ation 
in the church w ithin  the great aisle ; also the said Parson for



because he do not keep resident here, and because he do not 
keep a bull and a goose for the parishioners.”

Three years before this time Edward Earl of Derby 
wrote the following letter to Archbishop Parker :—

“  A fter m y heartie recom m endations to your Grace W hereas 
m y cousin Thom as Stan ley  K n ig h t hath advowson for the 
disposition for a benefice named H awarden in the countie of 
F lin te. Forasm uch as the sam e is now voyde, and m y said 
coysin  m yndeth and m uch desireth b y  your perm ission to 
bestowe the same upon a dear friends son o f his about the 
age o f ten or eleven years old for his preferm ent and exh ib i
tion at the universitie o f O xford or C am bridge w hich cannot 
be brought to pass w ithout your assent and episcopal licence 
o f dispensation. W herefore these shall be, in m y v e ry  earnest 
w ish to desire y r  Grace to be so m uch m y friend as to gran t 
y r  licence o f dispensation in that business for the space o f s ix  
years to come. In doing w hereat the contem plation o f these 
m y letters, even as you therein  m inister m uch pleasure unto 
me and m y said cousin, so shall ye  be w ell assured o f me to 
do the like  to you or an y friend o f yours hereafter when 
occasion shall be offered. T hus d esyrin g your favour in this 
m atter, and that I m ay understand you r further determ ina
tion b y  m y servan t the brin ger hereoff, I take m y leave o f 
you r G race from  th is house at H asselw ater the 26th o f A pril 
1561-2.

Y o u r G race’s ve ry  lovin g friend 
Edw ard D erb y .”

This boy of ten or eleven was Thomas Jackson, the 
“ Master Parson” referred to in the preceding present
ment.

“  D ayd M esham for b u yin g of rolls in Service tim e, also 
N icholas D uckw orth  o f E w low e for because th at he w ill not 
be silen t in tim e o f service .”

1568 “  Robert G arrett and W illiam  C lerk e C hurch  W ardens 
for lettin g  down the w alls about the C h u rch y a rd .”

Again our friend the disturber of divine service. This 
was one of his periodical disagreements with the powers
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that be. He was presented also this same year for 
“ wasting the churches goodes lead and lim e” ; for 
‘ : witholdinge sixpence that was given to the church ” ; 
“ and for withouldinge further 2od.”

1570 “ Robert G arret for d isturbin g D ivine service on Palme 
S u n d a y e.”

Mr. Garret seems to have surpassed himself on this 
occasion. I will give a few extracts from the evidence 
given in connection with this case :—

“  Thom as Dove m akes oath th at being C urate o f the church 
o f H awarden and in the pulp itt he heard the said Robert 
G arret spake openly in the audience o f the whole church 
plaine and opprobious words tending to the derogation and 
disturbance o f G od ’s word, and also to the defam ing o f cer
tain honest men w ho were then present in the said church, 
whereupon a great num ber w ere ready to receive the H o ly  
Com m union, and being asked w hether an y offence was g iven  
to the congregation  b y  these words spoken, saith that he 
very  lie believed m any were offended th ereat.”

And another :—
“ John M inshull de H awarden saith  that he being in the 

church o f H awarden on Palm e Sunday last, at the church  at 
the tim e the C urate w as in the P ulpitt heard one Robert 
G arrett speake slanderous and indecent words respecting cer- 
taine o f the parishioners being then p re se n t; whereupon as he 
believeth to be r igh te honeste men and not suspected o f an y 
crym e before . . . .  and further said  that D ivin e Service  
w as disturbed b y  the noise and exclam ation that he made 
again st (the said) Robert G riffith .-’

1571 “ John M ynes for not d w ellin g  w ith  his w ife .”

Some years back there was a letter among the Hawar
den Parish Records (it may be there still, although I 
have never come across it in my searches) to the Bishop 
of Carlisle, or his official in the province of York. 
According to my authority it was much mutilated, and 
was full of complaints against “ one Mr. Pritchard com



missary to Mr. Thomas Jackson, Parson of the Rectory 
of Hawarden, being a peculiar and exempt jurisdiction ” 
(for having imprisoned him in the sheriff’s gaol at Flint 
for eight months), and for his cruel dealing, “ for that 
your poor orator was awarded to pay to Jane Mynes his 
wife the sum of 8d. per week to maintain her withall, 
whereas your poor suppliant was never offended with 
her for any matter,” & c .; he goes on to say “ that he 
hopes for your lordships pity that your poor orator hath 
humbly endeavoured himself in the most holiest manner 
to have his absolution, yet, that notwithstanding the 
said commissary and the parson of Hawarden detained 
him in prison.” I have not been able to find out 
whether any redress was given him. Probably not.

“  Mr. Parson for suffering his folke to w ork a S u n d a y s.”

This was one of those interesting occasions when the 
parson was both judge and culprit.

“  Mr. W h itley  o f  Aston for ta k in g  Mr. Parson his w ife into 
a (stall) w here he had no r ig h t to come, and b y  m eans w here
o f D ivin e service w as d istu rb ed .”

These little incidents make one think that, despite the 
intolerably long sermons, morning service must have 
been a very lively proceeding on some occasions.

1592 “  R andle W h itley  and D orothy his w ife for m arryin g
w ith ou t banns a sk in g .”

“  R ichard Pulford and An his w ife for ly v in g  a d isorderly  
life  in scolding, braw ling, and disturbin g their n eigh b o u r.”

“  T h e C hurchw ardens for not providin g the bookes o f Ome- 
lies the first and second tom e.”

The churchwardens about this time must have ne
glected their duties more than usual, as, in the following 
year, we notice:

“  The C hurchw ardens for not repairin g the ch u rc h .”

1594 “ John A kers for abusin g the C o u rt.”

8o “ pec u lia rs,” w ith  spe c ia l  r efer en ce



Considering the ways of the Court, it is surprising 
that there were not more offences of this kind.

“ John B urgess on account o f tyth es to the Parson of Dod- 
lesto n .”

This man, while on the borders of the Parish of 
Hawarden, had evidently paid tithe to the Vicar of 
Dodleston, and had thereby incurred the righteous in
dignation of the Rector of Hawarden.

1637 “  E llen  the w ife o f Robert (Jones) and E lisabeth
Tathem  for m isbehaviour in tim e o f serv ice .”  ■

“  E lisabeth  Jenkins o f Hawarden W idow for repairing to a 
charm er at C h ester.”

“ I. F asak erly  o f Broadlane for go in g  to a charm er to be 
b lessed .”

“ Peter M aurice o f H awarden for w andering out o f church 
at the tim e o f D ivin e S erv ice .”

A rather curious way of putting it.

“ Several persons for sellin g  ale to extravagan t persons at 
the tim e o f D ivine S e rv ic e .”

“  Edward P erkins o f Broadlane for retainin g disorderly p er
sons to p lay  at un law ful gam es in his barn on the Sabbath 
d a y .”

“ R ichard R idgate o f Broadlane for em p loyin g tw o servants 
to carry  w ater for brew in g on the Sabbath d a y .”

“  H um p hrey D avies for b ein g behind o f p ayin g a noble for a 
fu n era l.”

“ C atherin e Shone for threaten ing to throw  scald ing w ater 
upon the officers o f the C hurch, i f  th ey  should com e into her 
house to execute their office.”

The threat of the boiling water evidently did not deter 
the officers, for we read, later in the same year :

“ C atherin e the w ife o f R ichard Shone, for g iv in g  ray lin g  
speeches to  one o f the officers for doing his d u ty .”

It should be noted that the officer was doing his duty.
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‘ Thom as F ox  and others o f Broadlane for sleeping u su ally  
durin g D ivine S erv ice .”

‘ ‘ M argaret S ta n ley  and Ellen M olineux for scolding and 
d isturbin g the peace o f their n eighbours.”

1638 “ W illiam  Adam s o f Broadlane for go in g  out o f the 
church at several tim es and loyterin g  in the ch u rch yard .”

“ M ary Griffiths o f the Moor for not receivin g the H oly 
Com n this year last past.”

“ A lice  R ogers, W idow , for m akin g her servant to delve in 
her garden on a S u n d a y .”

“  W illiam  W alw orth and John M eredith o f Shotton for ly in g  
along in the churchyard  ; and n eglectin g the church in the 
tim e of D ivine S e r v ic e ; also W illiam  R ow ley o f Ew loe for 
sellin g  in the churchyard  at the tim e of sermon and refusing 
to come into church when he was spoken to b y  one o f the 
Sidesm en ; item Ralph K e lly  for suffering Robert D avies o f 
Broadlane to stay  in his house at tim e o f E ven in g P rayer w ith 
a stra n g er.”

This Robert Davies was a member of the Davies’ 
family of Gwysaney.

1661 “ Robert Robinson for keepinge his fam ily  and S er
vants to work 5 N ovem ber and for not com ing to ch u rch .”

1666 “ Robert R avenscroft de Broadlane for w eavin g on 
Chrism ass day last p a st.”

This man was the head of the most prominent Hawar- 
den family of the day.

The following extracts are from the Court evidence 
books:—

1694 “ E lizabeth  Fox w ife o f Richard F ox  o f M anor on 
Sun day the 15th day o f April last past in the parish o f Hawar- 
den during D ivin e Service did behave h erself after a rude and 
scandalous and uncivil m anner b y  jou ltin g , shuffling, and 
pushin g w ith  her body and arms one M ary K en rick  then a 
m aidservant to John F ox  aforesaid off and from a bench or 
form on w hich  she then sat w hich bench or form is reputed 
to be the righ t o f  the said John Fox. The said E lizabeth  Fox
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was also seen to sit down on the knees o f the said M ary Ken- 
rick  and on her removing: her, there was som e stru gg lin g  
between them , and from  such un law ful actions the m inister 
was disturbed from doing his duty, and the congregation then 
assem bled from  th eir d evotion .”

The sentence of the Ordinary is not given.

1701 “  Fran cis G ill and E lizabeth  W yn n e his w ife for c la n 
destin ely  m a rryin g .”

The said “ Francis confessed in C ourt that he w as m arried 
upon the 2nd day o f Feb. 1700 to E lizabeth  W ynn e in the 
C astle o f  C hester about three o f the clock  in the afternoon, by 
one Richard W oodward, a m inister and in H oly Orders, as he 
was inform ed : w hich said W oodward is now and then w as in 
Gaol in C hester Castle, and the said W oodward gave him a 
certificate w hich is in words as follow s : —

‘ F eb ru ary  2nd 1700

I, R ichard W oodward late clerk  o f Tarvin , doe hereby certify  
that Fran cis G ill and E lizabeth  W ynn e were married b y  me : 
W itness m y hand the day and year above w ithin

Richard W oodw ard.’

“  There w as then by and present att his said m arriage the 
T u rn k ey  o f the Keeper or Gaoler o f the Castle, and a woman 
w ho drew  drin ke in the said C astle, but their Christian names 
he doth not k n o w .”

1752 “  E dw ard Dewes, John Shone, and W illiam  Shone per
formed their several penances as enjoined by the O rdinary. 
T he tw o first behaved in a very  ludicrous and unbecom ing 
manner, and seem ingly insensible o f the heinousness o f their 
crim es.”

1772 “ John Robinson for refusin g to appear to be sworn in 
Sidesm an.”

On being threatened with excommunication, he 
appeared and qualified at an adjourned Court, and 
was excused, on paying the fees.

This system of inflicting penances ceased about 1820 ; 
and, in 1849, “ peculiars” were abolished by Act of
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Parliament. Nowadays, the only surviving relic of the 
parish’s former greatness, is the fact that the rector 
still grants marriage licences independent from the 
bishop and his surrogates.

The seal of this jurisdiction, under which the rector 
grants the licences, is of silver, and has on it a repre
sentation of Daniel in the lion’s den, and is encircled 
with the words : “ Sigillum : peculiaris : et exemptse : 
jurisdictionis : de Hawarden.” It has been in use since 
the rectorate of Laurence Fogge (1653-1662), whose 
arms may be discerned at the base of the seal. The 
previous seal, which had on it a portraiture of the 
Blessed Virgin Mary, was destroyed during the Civil 
Wars.

Though a “ peculiar” might be out of place at the 
present time, we must not make the mistake of thinking 
that they were merely abuses of prerogative on the part 
of the Popes and others. In those days of large dioceses 
and imperfect communication, it must have been rather 
an advantage than otherwise for a bishop to have several 
large parishes cut off in this way.

The proving of wills locally, though it fostered abuse, 
was still a convenience to the poorer classes.

Altogether, though one knows that, sooner or later, 
these things must have come to an end, yet one feels a 
certain amount of regret at the breaking of another 
important link with the past.
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