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AUBREY NEWMAN 

TWO COUNTRIES, ONE M O N A R C H . THE UNION 
ENGLAND/HANOVER AS THE RULER'S PERSONAL PROBLEM 

I have been asked to discuss the theme of "Two countries, one Monarch" with 
particular reference to the problems faced by Great Britain and the electorate of 
Hanover. It is of importance, however, to recall that this was not a problem 
faced in Britain for the first time when Elector George Louis of Hanover ac
ceded to the throne of Great Britain as King George I in 1714. He was not the 
first monarch in Britain to have ruled over two distinct countries at the same 
time. Over a century before, in 1603, James VI of Scotland had succeeded his 
cousin Elizabeth and had become also James I of England: at that stage, even 
though the two Crowns had been united, the administrations had remained dis
tinct, and there had even been an independent Parliament in Scotland. Indeed, 
even after the two Parliaments had been united in 1707 there remained still du
ring much of the eighteenth century the elements of a distinctively separate ad
ministration for Scotland. There was a further considerable element of such 
parallelism. Ireland was also technically constituted as a kingdom distinct from 
Britain, so that here was another instance of two distinct countries linked by a 
single ruler. George I, George II, and George III remained Kings of Britain and 
Kings of Ireland until the Union of 1801.1 would agree that the parallels are not 
strictly exact: the nature of the Anglo-Irish link was such that during much of 
the century effective control lay with the English in London; not only in admin
istration but in legislation and jurisprudence London exercised effective con
trol - at least until 1782. Nonetheless the relationship of a dual kingdom and 
the problems which it presented were very real issues to the politicians of the 
century. 

Perhaps more relevant for us, however, was the precedent which had been 
created after 1689 and which was very much in the minds of the politicians in 
1700 who drew up the Act of Settlement, the Act under which George I suc
ceeded to the British throne. The decade after the Glorious Revolution, which 
had seen William III of the Netherlands invited to become William III King of 
Britain, had seen him acting in this dual role as King of Britain and as the Stad-
holder in the United Provinces. There had been during these years considerable 
arguments in Britain over some of the problems created by the ruler of one 
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country having responsibilities in another. English politicians continually com
plained that English interests had suffered directly because of their monarch's 
continental links. It was a continuing grievance that the king had spent a con
siderable amount of time abroad instead of staying in London, and it was con
tinually argued that Britain had been dragged into wars on the Continent 
against Louis XIV not because England herself was directly threatened but be
cause of William's personal animosity against the French and because of his 
own links with the Netherlands. It was a matter of complaint that the country 
had been subjected to enormous expenditure in pursuance of the king's active 
policies and had gained nothing from these wars. There was a strong feeling that 
Europe was irrelevant to Britain. 

In consequence of these disagreements there were specific complaints that he 
had been flouting the conventions of the constitution and only listening to some 
of his politicians. In the course of his wars and in the building up of active al
liance groups on the Continent he had entered into treaties with continental 
powers and, in order to circumvent the known views of the House of Commons, 
he had by-passed various conventions of the constitution and had undermined 
the authority of the Privy Council. There were complaints that he had been 
over-liberal in making grants of English lands and titles to many of his Dutch 
cronies and associates. It was not easy for the politicians in Parliament to defeat 
the king over many of these issues, but when it became clear on the death of the 
Princess Anne's last surviving child, the Duke of Gloucester, that the direct Stu
art line was coming to an end, and that Parliament had to make provision for a 
continued Protestant Succession, Parliament found itself in a very strong po
sition to lay down terms for the future. There was little practical alternative to 
accepting another foreign ruler, since there were now no legitimate descendants 
of any of the Stuart monarchs who had not married into foreign ruling houses. 
But there was a determination to lay down in advance conditions under which 
such foreigners would be invited to assume the throne. Protestantism was taken 
for granted as a necessary precondition, and, indeed, the new ruler would have 
to demonstrate his being in full communion with the Church of England. There 
was not even a suggestion at this stage that any potential ruler who was a Ro
man Catholic could make himself eligible by an act of conversion. It was also re
alised that any such foreigner might well already be or might soon become the 
ruler of various continental lands in his own right. The nominated heir was So
phia, "Electress and Duchess Dowager of Hanover". Clearly while she herself 
was not a ruler in her own right her son had already succeeded his father as ruler 
of Hanover and when in turn he succeeded his mother as British sovereign this 
would renew the conflict which was already being experienced. In drawing up 
the Act of Settlement Parliament's object was to ensure, therefore, that when 
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such a ruler succeeded to the British throne all links with that future ruler's con
tinental dominions were to be reduced to an utmost minimum and that Britain 
was not to be involved with continental problems. At the same time Parliament 
took the opportunity of declaring firmly that on various issues of conflict be
tween king and Commons which emerged during the previous decade the point 
of view of the Commons was to prevail. Accordingly, the Act of Settlement, in 
laying down the succession to the Crown, made demands which on the surface 
represented considerable restraints upon the ruler who would eventually come 
to the throne under its terms. The committee of the House of Commons which 
drew up the bill did so at a time when there was considerable turmoil over the 
ways in which William III had been developing an active foreign policy, and in 
consequence listed its demands, aimed at restricting the activities of the Crown; 
all of them related to issues which had plagued relations between William III 
and his Parliament during the preceding two sessions. The House of Commons 
had had no difficulty in accepting that a further declaration had to be made to 
secure the peaceful succession of the Crown in the Protestant line, but added to 
it that farther provision be first made for security of the rights and liberties of 
the people. It was not surprising, therefore, that in the original report from the 
committee which had been appointed to take further action the first nine para
graphs dealt with various matters regarded as crucial for securing these rights, 
and that it was only after that had been laid down that there was a resolution 
that the Princess Sophia, Electress and Duchess Dowager of Hanover, be de
clared the next in succession to the Crown of England. 

Thus these nine paragraphs echoed all the issues which had been contentious 
during the previous sessions of Parliament. There was no claim that William's 
actions in themselves had been technically illegal, but the House of Commons 
was clearly intent on trying to curb future monarchs. Nothing was to take effect 
under the Act until after the death of the Princess (later Queen) Anne. But there
after the Act was to come into full operation. It was declared categorically: This 
nation not be obliged to engage in any war for the defence of any dominions or 
territories which do not belong to the crown of England without the consent of 
Parliament. There were to be restrictions on the king's movements. No person 
who shall hereafter come to the possession of this crown shall go out of the 
dominions etc without consent of Parliament. The responsibility for the king's 
actions was to fall clearly onto those members of the Privy Council who had 
advised him, and there were attempts to ensure that they accepted such re
sponsibility. All matters in the Privy Council to be signed by such as of the Privy 
Council as shall advise and consent. An attempt was also made to deal with the 
alleged abuse of grants and titles to the foreigners who could be expected to 
come to the country with the new monarch. No foreigner be a member of either 
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bouse or enjoy any grant or office. To make doubly sure that foreigners were ex
cluded from office it was specifically declared that no foreigner, even if he had 
been naturalised, could be put into the Privy Council, be a member of either 
House of Parliament or given any lands or offices by the Crown. In practice 
some of these restrictions were removed either before the succession took place 
or shortly afterwards. The provisions relating to the Privy Council were clearly 
impracticable and were repealed during Anne's reign, while the clause trying to 
prevent the monarch leaving the country was repealed by George I's first Parlia
ment. Nonetheless the major point remains that from the beginning of the Brit
ish-Hanoverian connection British politicians were anxious to ensure that the 
direct impact of that connection be reduced to the minimum. The union was to 
be a personal one of two independent states under a single ruler. Hanoverians 
were to have no part in British affairs, just as British ministers and Parliament 
were to have no part in Hanoverian affairs. Hanoverians remained foreigners, 
and even if they had been formally naturalised they were still to be barred from 
the British civil and military offices. 

The discussions of the part which might be played by a British monarch in 
such a situation were not one of merely theoretical significance. One of the 
problems in assessing the parts played by the rulers of England and Hanover 
during the eighteenth century results from what has been a series of misunder
standings as to the nature of authority within each of these states. It is too often 
assumed that the last Stuart or early Hanoverian monarchs had little or no real 
say in determining policy in Britain. It is therefore necessary here to examine the 
nature of authority within Britain and the area within central government oper
ated. That area was on the surface extremely limited, in that, broadly speaking, 
it concerned itself with issues of foreign policy; the maintenance of the armed 
forces in order to defend the realm and to promote that foreign policy; the regu
lation of trade; and the raising of money in order to fund the government. The 
monarchs may well not have been concerned themselves with details of trade, 
but it was generally conceded by politicians on all sides that the conduct of for
eign policy was very much a matter for the monarch himself, limited only by the 
need to ensure that Parliament was prepared to fund any financial commitment 
into which the king might enter. Equally, both George I and George II were to 
show that they kept a very careful control over the details of administration both 
military and civil. One of the most numerous instances of royal signatures for 
both reigns is the number of official warrants which each king had to sign. Com
parisons made between warrants issued early in the reign of George II and those 
issued shortly before his death show that he still signed them personally; the only 
difference seems to be in the blackness of the ink and the size of the writing laid 
before him, attributable perhaps to his growing problems with his sight. 
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In assessing George IPs public role there are some problems, especially with 
regard to the peculiar nature of the evidence. Normally the biographer of an 
eminent public figure would expect to have at his disposal a reasonable amount 
of personal correspondence. No such material exists for George II. After the old 
king's death in 1760 his Lord Chamberlain, the Duke of Devonshire, was in
structed to look through the king's desks and cupboards for his last will and tes
tament. It was not there, and as he noted in his diary what is extraordinary, 
scarce any papers. I mentioned this to Mr Stone who said the King never loved 
to keep any papers. There is, however, some royal correspondence, but it needs 
special analysis to be recognised as such. The king could and very frequently did 
write to his ministers and receive letters from them. But what the king usually 
did was to write in the margins or at the foot of the letter which had been sent 
to him and send the original letter back to the sender with his sometimes very 
often very long annotations. 

A great deal of recent research work, both in the United Kingdom and ab
road, has shown how active the role was that George II took in political affairs. 
Professor Hatton showed in her work that George I had been no figure-head, 
but it is clear that George II took an even more active grasp upon affairs than his 
father, showing a determination and real control over detail which his father 
had never possessed. The evidence for that lies in part in the various reports sent 
back to their own rulers by foreign envoys in London in response to anxious re
quests by those rulers for some indication as to how affairs in London would 
now change. Quotation after quotation from those despatches emphasise the 
way in which these ambassadors and envoys report the new king's determi
nation really to rule affairs. In addition, examination of communications be
tween the king and his Secretaries of State, Townshend and Newcastle, indicates 
that their normal correspondence with the king consisted of draft despatches or 
letters which would not be sent out until the king had approved them in detail. 
In each case there are extensive comments in the king's hand. Such annotated 
memoranda are to be found not only in the king's early, salad days but in his last 
years as well. There are no traces of such procedure or such documents between 
George I and his ministers, while nearly all the collections examined for the 
reign of George II have such documents in greater or lesser number throughout 
his reign. The wording of these documents would also indicate that the relation
ship was not merely formal. Townshend for example writes to the king: I beg 
your Majesty's pardon for presuming to send the enclosed so blotted and inter
lined, but as Lord Chesterfield presses for an answer, and I was unwilling to 
trouble Your Majesty with this draught in the afternoon I chose rather to send 
it in this condition than to lose time in having it written over. The king replied: 
Lord Chesterfield having wrote to me yesterday himself upon the same subject 
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he did two posts ago to you, I desire you to acknowledge the receipt of it and to 
give some general answer to it as you did before. Or again, the Duke of New
castle writes: J presume to send to Your Majesty the answer to the latter part of 
Mr Poyntz's first letter. I only acknowledge those received today and take no no
tice of the contents of them, not having had the honour of Your Majesty's com
mands upon them. 

If the search is carried over into the archives in Hanover there too can be 
found similar correspondence between the king-elector and his Hanoverian 
ministers. In 1740 for instance, where there is correspondence between the Han
overian envoys and the French envoy, the drafts are in French with annotations 
in French in the king's hand, and each draft is scribbled on with the initials GR. 
Quite clearly there had been some assimilation between the practices of the two 
sets of administrations. 

If the structure of the state and of authority in Britain still left considerable 
power in the hands of the king, such a situation was even more common in the 
electorate. It may not have been amongst the most powerful or significant of 
German principalities but it had been consolidated quite considerably during 
the years before 1714 and above all had had created for it a unified system of ad
ministration, very much under the personal control of the elector. It was, how
ever, far from being a unified state, comprised as it was of about a dozen distinct 
duchies, principalities, or counties each with its own traditions and privileges. 
Moreover it was in effect physically split between two groups of provinces, sep
arated by a tract of territory some twenty miles wide. However, these divisions 
had little or no impact upon the conduct of policy under the electors. 

The ruler of Hanover was to some extent constrained by convention and tra
dition. Hanover was a constitutional state, with a ministry of civilians; the 
government ruled in accordance with law which could be changed only by the 
Imperial Diet at Regensburg or by the six separate legislatures assembled in the 
provinces of the electorate. These assemblies rarely embarrassed the govern
ment, and were more concerned with administration than with legislation. 
Taxes were voted on regularly by the assemblies, but were in effect laid down by 
custom and equally allocated by custom. The electorate was not governed des
potically from Hanover. There had originally been four Collegia in which the 
government was vested, to which had been added a War Chancery. All the mem
bers of these bodies were appointed by the elector and held office during his 
pleasure. Pre-eminent among these bodies was, however, the Privy Council 
(Geheime Rat), which exercised a supervisory function over all the other agen
cies of government, and to which all matters of special importance were 
brought. If there was no agreement within the council the issue was left to the 
ruler for decision. In practice the elector had virtually a complete control. Much 
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of the work of government was conducted by the elector in writing through a 
secretariat in the electoral palace called the cabinet. The cabinet secretary was 
in constant personal touch with the elector and handled his correspondence. 

If, therefore, in each country the ruler played an active role in politics and ad
ministration it follows, therefore, that provision had to be made in both coun
tries for the continuing conduct of day-to-day administration during his ab
sence. There might not have existed the immediate need for such provision in 
Hanover, had it not been that Sophia died in 1714, some six weeks before Anne 
herself, and thus her son, the Elector George Louis had immediately become the 
heir presumptive. When, therefore, he had to prepare to depart and assume his 
British Crown in August he had to establish a pattern for administration during 
what was originally intended to have been a short absence, but what turned out 
to be a long-drawn out one. His aim had to be maintaining a control over the 
electorate from a distance without either allowing a free hand to any elements 
in the state which might have wanted to usurp his own authority or on the other 
hand permitting the development of the sort of anarchy proverbially associated 
with an "absentee" landlord. Accordingly, he issued a pattern for the govern
ment of Hanover, which represented a reasonable blend of distant but effective 
authority and an exercise of delegated but restricted local powers of initiative. 

The basis of the Reglement of 29 August 1714 was the desire of the elector 
that his advisors should make it their foremost aim that our lands and people 
may live in peace and quiet and they shall also keep up, so far as possible, a good 
understanding with the neighbours so that no unnecessary consequences may 
arise. This was the basic need so far as George was concerned, and it demanded 
constant consultation between the Privy Council of Hanover and the senior 
army officers. In matters of security the Privy Council in Hanover was to treat 
of matters of peace and war ad referendum until the elector's pleasure could be 
taken. The diplomatic representatives of Hanover were to report to the Privy 
Council in Hanover with duplicate reports sent to London. Ordinary edicts 
which normally would have been signed by the elector were to be signed by the 
Privy Councillor whose department was involved. Edicts of some importance 
were to be sent to the elector in London so that his pleasure could be ascer
tained. In financial matters the Privy Council could authorise expenditure not 
budgeted for in advance but if such expenditure exceeded 50 taler all the Privy 
Councillors had to sign the document. All appointments of any significance 
were to be referred to the elector through the council. The influence of the elec
tor was still paramount. The regulations thus laid down were intended to be 
provisional, for George fully expected that he would have returned to the elec
torate in a short period of time after he had taken up his crown. That was not to 
happen and it was to be some time before George returned. But as time went on, 
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and more especially under George II, the ministry in Hanover seems to have as
sumed a greater degree of self-confidence, while the king-elector himself seems 
to have been prepared to put more every day trust in them. In 1754 there was a 
memorandum drawn up for the guidance of a new member of the Hanoverian 
administration in which there is more than a hint that the ministers resident in 
Hanover should not overburden the mails with trivia. But that increased signifi
cance of the council by 1754 is only to be expected. The increasing infirmity of 
the king, the increasing trust between him and the leading advisors in Hanover, 
the pressure of business on George himself in Britain as well as in Hanover put 
the Hanoverian ministers into a position of near autonomy. Indeed, there were 
sometimes fears expressed in Hanover that the king was so involved in British 
affairs as to have insufficient time for Hanoverian affairs. 

In practice what happened, therefore, was that the elector took his cabinet 
with him to London. He left his representatives behind in Hanover, but the real 
authority except in times of crisis now resided with what came to be called the 
German Chancery in London, containing a representative drawn from each of 
the departments of administration. Every week - sometimes twice a week - the 
Hanoverian representative in London waited upon the king with the latest let
ters from Hanover and received the king's instructions upon the letters he had 
presented on the previous occasion. These instructions - very often in the king's 
own hand and always signed by the king - were then sent to Hanover where the 
council proceeded to put them into execution. A visitor to Hanover in the 1750s 
reported that so much was the administration still in the elector's controls that 
when particularly important decisions from the elector were to be ratified by the 
Geheime Rat the elector's portrait was brought into the chamber and placed in 
the elector's vacant chair. The flow of correspondence was by no means one 
way. There are a number of papers in which the king has written to Hanover for 
advice from his electoral ministers though it is sometimes difficult to see 
whether particular letters are instructions in the form of such requests or re
quests for advice in the form of instructions - implying that he did not mind a 
degree of argument from his Hanoverian ministers. He was certainly always 
prepared to listen to such comments and even to scrawl on them / approve of 
the whole subject. Unfortunately much of the materials of the German Chan
cery in London which were transferred to Hanover after the separation of the 
two kingdoms in 1837 were destroyed by bombing and then by flooding in the 
Hanoverian archives during the years 1944 and 1945, but sufficient remains to 
indicate the continuing personal importance of the elector even after the death 
of George II. 

If there was a need to provide for the continuing administration of Hanover 
in the elector's absence something similar would have to be prepared for Britain 



Two Countries, one Monarch. The Union England/Hanover 361 

to cover the king's absence in Hanover. Even though George I had to be resident 
in England for longer than he had initially intended there were going to be oc
casions when he would wish to visit his electoral territories, while George II 
pointed out to his ministers who complained of his absence in Hanover that just 
as they went away during part of the summer to their country estates he too had 
that right to go away during part of the year. Such provision was not unpre
cedented in England; since the Middle Ages, and more recently during the reign 
of William III, monarchs had absented themselves from the country without 
causing the collapse of the administration. There existed in consequence a pat
tern for such a government. In earlier times the king had appointed Lord Jus
tices with very strictly defined terms of references to act in his name, and even 
when William III had left his co-monarch, Mary II, in control she had in practi
cal terms only limited authority. 

George I had to establish a similar pattern during his absences, the first of 
which was in 1716. He was reluctant, for a wide variety of reasons, not at all dis
similar from those which had impelled him in his dispositions two years earlier 
in leaving Hanover, to leave his son behind with full royal authority. Accord
ingly, in giving his son the position of Guardian and Lieutenant of the Realm he 
did so with very restricted powers. You will [...] leave to my immediate direc
tion all the negotiations already begun, or which it will necessary to begin here
after [...] and the dispositions of the archbishoprics and bishoprics in England 
and Ireland. [...] You will place no one without my express direction in the cabi
net or privy Council [...] you will not place or displace any one in my House
hold, in the Treasury, nor in the Admiralty. You will not dispose of any of the 
places which are held [...] for life; during my absence you will grant no rever
sion nor make any donation of the revenue in lands [...] you will not create any 
new peer of great Britain or Ireland [...] you will not dispose [...] of any com
mission of lieutenant or superior rank, in my Horse Guards, of major or above 
in the Foot Guards, nor of colonel or above in the army. 

Final authority was always left to the king who reserved to himself pardons 
in case of high treason or powers of passing legislation. He wrote to his son ex
plaining why he was putting these restrictions on him: / am perfectly persuaded 
that I might without the least risk confide to you the full and entire exercise of 
the above powers specified and reserved. But as I shall always be at hand, my 
opinion is that it would strengthen your administration to have my direction in 
affairs of such great importance, not doubting that you will acquiesce with plea
sure in what I have determined, and the more because the powers which I re
serve to myself relate only to affairs which will not suffer by the short delay 
which will be necessary to receive my sentiments besides that the greater part of 
these powers are acts so immediate of the exercise of the sovereign authority, 
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that they could not be delegated without degrading in some respect, the dignity 
of the crown. To this may be added a consideration which appears to me of 
great weight. It is that what I establish at present will be an example from which 
a consequence will be drawn on the frequent occasions which will present them
selves for princes of our family to go and visit their states in Germany; so that if 
1 had given to the powers I leave you all the extent which the confidence I have 
in you would permit, there might result from them in future cases great incon
venience for the crown of these kingdoms. 

While there is a great deal of disingenuousness about these statements - given 
the degree of personal jealousy which had already developed between George I 
and his son - comparison between them and those left by William III on his de
partures, with those given by the elector on his departure from Hanover, or, in
deed, with those later given by George II to his wife, Queen Caroline, would 
seem to show that this was a logically thought-out set of decisions. Indeed, the 
administration left behind in London had little more independent authority 
than that which had been left behind in Hanover. No decisions in foreign policy 
could be taken in the king's absence and everything had to be referred to him 
and to those ministers in attendance upon him. In later years such instructions 
often dealt specifically with immediate issues - a proof perhaps that they were 
not intended to be purely formal. 

A further way to assess how far the king played a direct part in formulating 
policy is to examine the correspondence between king and domestic ministers 
during the king's absences from England. This correspondence certainly gives 
further strength to the arguments that neither George I nor George II was 
merely "rubber-stamp" monarchs and that they certainly did not give way eas
ily to the suggestions of their leading ministers. As a consequence it was never 
going to be easy to implement formal restrictions on the activities of either king; 
each was going to be in a position to make restrictions less than effective. And 
if, as will be shown, the king was virtually always in a position to push lines of 
policy which his ministers could not easily resist it was not going to be easy for 
those ministers to differentiate between the policies of the King of Britain and 
those of the Elector of Hanover. However, that is not to say that there were not 
occasions when such formal distinctions between the activities of the king and 
the elector were in fact made, and attention will be paid to those later. 

The papers which passed between the representatives of the king in London 
and the king-elector in Hanover, classified in the Public Record Office as "State 
Papers Regency", illustrate clearly the problems of conducting administration 
at a distance. With the best will in the world it was not possible even in the field 
of foreign policy for the king in Hanover to be able to keep the tight hand as he 
had done while in London. Both George I and George II made a distinction be-
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tween those issues in which they had a direct interest and involvement and those 
others with there was less direct concern. Thus, for example, when George II 
made his visit to Hanover in 1729 he gave permission for the ministers left be
hind as Lords Justices in London to deal with the despatches from Spain and the 
Mediterranean - even if necessary to take warlike action - on the strict under
standing that copies of all correspondence would be sent to the king in Hanover. 
Despatches from envoys in Paris or Vienna, particularly relating to affairs in 
Germany and the Baltic, were to be sent direct to the king who would eventually 
send copies of the replies to London for information. All action came from and 
through the Secretary of State who had gone with the king to Germany. On oc
casion, however, he would often give the regents additional powers. Thus in 
1729 the Secretary of State in Hanover wrote: The King being at this distance 
has determined in regard to the uneasiness which he hears the people in England 
are under to leave the management of the negotiation with Spain to the Queen 
with the advice of those Lords of the Council who are usually consulted upon 
foreign affairs, and who being on the spot are better judges of the present tem
per and disposition of the nation. 

Or again, in 1735, he gave the queen additional authority: As Her Majesty 
will be able to all times the opinion of those versed in sea affairs his Majesty or
ders me to acquaint you that he leaves it entirely to the Queen to send such or
ders as Her Majesty shall find it necessary for continuing or recalling at the pro
per seasons that squadron or any part of it. 

A very careful watch was also kept on the progress of affairs and politics in 
London, so that for example when George I was on his first visit to Hanover he 
was sent constant reports on the activities of the Prince of Wales in case he might 
have been trying to build up a considerable body of support for himself, perhaps 
even leading to a take-over of government. It has been suggested that one reason 
why at the time of his accession George I had insisted on his son joining him on 
his journey to England (instead of being left behind in Hanover as the king-elec
tor's representative) was a fear that he might have built up an independent body 
of support in the electorate. At all times there was significance in whom the king 
took with him as minister in attendance: in 1716 for example the fact that one 
of the group of ministers was able to secure the undivided attention of the king 
to push his own political interests caused the downfall of one significant section 
of the ministry and there was always considerable rivalry between the two Sec
retaries of State as to which of them should be chosen. On at least one occasion 
such was the rivalry that both secretaries went with the king and a third, tem
porary, Secretary of State, had to be sworn in for business in London. 

At other times the king went to Hanover in order to be able to develop poli
cies in association with those ministers he chose to accompany him without the 
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need constantly to consult others who would be less sympathetic. As late as 
1755, when George II at the age of 71 paid his farewell visit to the electorate, he 
still in effect transferred the seat of government with him. George III was not 
faced with such problems, as he never left Britain, but even he was to take an ac
tive interest in the affairs of Hanover, eventually installing one of his sons as his 
resident representative. 

At no time, however, were the trips to Hanover intended purely for pleasure, 
and in addition to the elector's resuming a closer direction of affairs in Hanover 
there was a constant stream of messages and messengers between London and 
Hanover, so much so that there were problems about the supply of couriers and 
the speed of arrival of mail. In 1735 for instance, messengers were leaving Han
over on Sunday mornings and Whitehall on Saturdays. Despatches from Han
over arrived so late in London that there was insufficient time to lay them before 
the queen and so they missed the post. It was decided that in future they would 
leave Hanover on Tuesday nights, Whitehall on Wednesday mornings. They 
would, therefore, arrive in Hanover on Sunday and London on Monday, thus 
giving time for consideration. London often complained that the English minis
ters in attendance on the king had taken too many couriers with them. Town
shend, Secretary of State in attendance in 1729, had to explain that because the 
electoral palace at Herrenhausen was too small to accommodate the English 
ministers they had had to find lodging in Hanover itself and that this in itself 
had problems: Those who attend the King have work enough in trotting with 
packets backwards and forwards to Herrenhausen, and his Majesty is nice in 
enquiring who brings or carries anything. 

The detail of the correspondence shows a mixture of the important and the 
trivial. There was a furious row between the Dukes of St Albans and Marlbor
ough over the use of horses and carriages in Windsor Park; the king declined to 
make any decision and referred the matter back to the Duke of Newcastle. It is 
certainly clear that the English Chancery in Hanover read all the papers care
fully under the eagle eye of the king himself. While the return despatches com
ment on the actions of the queen and her advisers there are also times when the 
Secretary of State has to excuse himself from answering the London despatches 
fully, explaining that the king has been so busy reviewing his troops or hunting 
that it was impossible for me to do more than acknowledge Your Grace's letters. 
But clearly the king had to approve all despatches sent to London. Thus Town
shend writes to Newcastle: Your Grace will easily imagine that it cannot have 
been possible for me, in the short time I have been here, to take the King's orders 
upon so many different subjects. 

Sometimes the despatches went straight to the king before the English Chan
cery had even seen them. Townshend again: Upon my arrival here [ . . . ] / found 
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that Walton the messenger had the good fortune to meet with his Majesty upon 
the road hither and to deliver your despatch into his Majesty's own hand. At 
times the queen on behalf of the regency ventured to suggest possible action for 
the king to consider, and sometimes the secretary wrote: The King has been 
pleased to order that matter [...] to be laid before the Queen in order to his Maj
esty's having the sentiments of his servants in England thereupon^ and there 
were times when the king specified which of his London ministers should be 
consulted. Sometimes inappropriate letters were sent to the king for action, 
such as letters from the West Indies, which should only have been sent for infor
mation, since it would be improper to give orders from here upon them particu
larly [...] without consulting the Board of Trade. 

A basic problem facing these dual rulers was the extent to which they could 
use the resources of one territory to buttress those of the other. In practice the 
elector was never in a position to be able to use Hanoverian revenues to support 
his "British" policies. It was always much more likely, as the framers of the Act 
of Settlement had argued, in the light of their experience with William III, that 
Britain might be dragged into wars as result of their sovereign's non-English in
volvements. At the very least, Britain would be expected to support the interests 
of the sovereign's native land. And whilst in practice it might be possible for the 
king's British advisers to make a distinction between king and elector various al
lies on the Continent found difficulty in making such distinctions between the 
king's two personas. During the Great Northern War, in which Hanover and 
Great Britain were variously involved, the allies of the Elector of Hanover ex
pected him to use the British fleet in the Baltic to support their actions against 
Sweden and Swedish trade. Unfortunately the King of Britain had treaty obli
gations towards Sweden. George I had to tread very carefully, but by no means 
as carefully as the various British officials. Thus, in a discussion with Admiral 
Sir John Norris, the king suggested that the admiral might use the Baltic fleet in 
conjunction with the forces attacking Sweden. While not openly refusing these 
instructions the admiral requested that the king put them into writing. That 
would have necessitated a counter-signature from one of the English ministers; 
the king was too wary to ask for such a signature while the ministers were too 
afraid of the reactions of the House of Commons to be prepared to comply with 
the king's wishes. 

On the other hand there were conscious attempts to keep the two adminis
trations distinct. For example, one of the minor economies entered into by 
George II was the practice of employing the same person as British and Han
overian minister at various European courts. In practice there was less of a 
problem than might have been imagined. Thus Sir Luke Schaub represented 
both courts at Vienna, and on one occasion Lord Harrington wrote to Schaub 
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reporting some policy discussions with the king: As the negotiations with your 
Court is intended to be chiefly Electoral, you may easily imagine that I cannot 
send you myself full instructions thereon, that being properly the business of the 
German Chancery, but I will put Mr Hatorf in mind of it. And sure enough 
within two days Sir Luke received his "German" commands from the German 
Chancery in London. But although the letter was written in German its form 
was very British and it had a ministerial counter-signature for the elector in the 
same manner that it would have a ministerial counter-signature for the king had 
it originated in the British Chancery. 

If British politicians had been concerned in case Britain might be dragged into 
a continental war in defence of their ruler's continental possessions the reality 
was to be that too often Hanover was dragged into war because of its ruler's 
British policies. When France felt itself unable to react directly against British 
activities in North America or the West Indies it was all too easy for a French 
army or an army of its allies to attack Hanover in the hope of distracting the 
British war effort. While it was to be a continual complaint of British politicians 
that too much British money was being spent on continental troops a continual 
problem was to be whether British troops be sent to the Continent or Hanover
ian troops be taken into British pay. Perhaps the greatest technical achievement 
of the War of Austrian Succession was for the Elector of Hanover to negotiate 
the neutrality of the electorate at the same time as the British politicians insisted 
in taking the elector's forces into British pay - thus relieving the elector of the fi
nancial burden of paying for them. 

The clearest example, however, of the dual role in which the kings/electors 
found themselves can best be illustrated from the early years of the Seven Years' 
War when Hanover was threatened by a French army in consequence of British 
actions in North America and elsewhere. While the British Parliament voted a 
grant of £200,000 towards the defence of the electorate the provision of an 
Army of Observation was more important and with that the appointment of a 
commander-in-chief. The choice fell upon the king's second son, the Duke of 
Cumberland. The instructions to the duke were issued by the king but counter
signed, significantly, by the Hanoverian minister in London. Thereafter the king 
wrote at length and often to the duke; the letters were in German, copies going 
into the papers of the German Chancery in London, but they were invariably ac
companied by an English translation. I suspect that by 1757 Cumberland's com
mand of German was not as good as his English and that these translations were 
for his benefit. Cumberland was also in constant touch with the Hanoverian 
ministers, though he did not take kindly to the receipt of their unasked opinions. 
It was not until after the Kloster Zeven convention, when the king had Cum
berland recalled, that the duke receives letters written in English and then they 
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come not from the king but from the Secretary of State: The King's servants do 
not conceive themselves anyways founded to offer their humble advice to his 
Majesty with regard to the safety and welfare of his electoral dominions. But in 
case his Majesty as elector shall, on the advice of his electoral ministers, judge 
proper to consider the convention concerning his Majesty's Army of Obser
vation as broken and annulled; and in consequence thereof shall put the said 
troops again into activity - their Lordships are humbly of opinion that, the elec
toral revenues being entirely cut off, the pay and charges of the said troops 
ought, in justice and in honour be supplied from hence from the day that they 
shall recommence the operations of war against the forces of France in concert 
with the King of Prussia. And thereafter it is not longer an Army of Observation 
but "His Britannic Majesty's Forces in Germany". 

There had been times when George I and even George II had given thought to 
a possible separation of their two territories, but neither had really given it 
much serious consideration, being aware of how much their prestige as electors 
had been strengthened by their new status as kings. And, indeed, when such 
suggestions had been made it was always the younger branch which would have 
succeeded to the electorate. Even George III had no real thoughts of a sepa
ration, and had maintained the regular meetings with the head of the German 
Chancery in London. Indeed, there were even to be times when in desperation 
over the way in which politics in Britain were developing George III was to 
threaten to abdicate his British throne and go off to live in Hanover. 

It would be right to ask how far the fears expressed at the time of the Act of 
Settlement had been fulfilled. In no way had Hanover dominated British poli
tics. Clearly the Hanoverian entourage had no say in British affairs, and even 
Lady Yarmouth, George IPs mistress and possible morganatic wife had no di
rect say. And yet even if there was no formal link between the two states other 
than that of having a monarch in common in practical terms, given that there 
was a common ruler, there had to be a common policy, since both George I and 
George II were "effective" rulers and the constitution of both states left foreign 
policy in the hands of the king/elector. The Hanoverian ministers too were par
ticularly proud of the connection. Their official titles were "Royal British Privy 
Councillors appointed to the Electoral Government of Brunswick-Lüneburg". 


