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	The English Revolution, 1688-1689

	I INTRODUCTORY

	Why do historians regard the Revolution of 1688 as important? And did it deserve the title of “glorious” which was long its distinctive epithet? “The Sensible Revolution” would perhaps have been a more appropriate title and certainly would have distinguished it more clearly as among other revolutions.

	But in so far as it was indeed “glorious,” in what does its “glory” consist? It is not the Napoleonic brand of glory. It is not to be sought in the glamour of its events, the drama of its scenes, and the heroism of its actors, though these also rouse the imagination and stir the blood. The Seven Bishops passing to the Tower through the kneeling throngs; William’s fleet floating into Torbay before the Protestant wind; the flight of James II, following his wife and infant son to France, none of them ever to return—doubtless these are romantic scenes, that live in memory. Such also are the events that followed more bloodily in Scotland and in Ireland—the roaring pass of Killiecrankie, the haggard watch on Londonderry walls, and Boyne water bristling with musket and pike. Yet all these are not, like the fall of the Bastille or Napoleon’s Empire, a new birth of time, a new shape of terror. They are spirited variations on themes invented forty years before by a more heroic, creative and imprudent generation.

	The Seven Bishops whom James II prosecuted were milder and more conservative men than the Five Members whom Charles I attempted to arrest, yet the second story reads much like a repetition of the first: in both cases the King rashly attacks popular leaders who are protected by the law, and by the mass opinion of the capital. In both cases the King’s downfall shortly follows. Much else indeed is very different: there is no English civil war on the second occasion, for in 1688 even the Cavaliers (renamed Tories) were against the King. But the men of the Revolution, James and William, Danby, Halifax, Sancroft, Dundee, are manipulating forces, parties and ideas which had first been evoked in the days of Laud, Strafford, Pym, Hampden, Hyde, Cromwell, Rupert, Milton and Montrose. In the later Revolution there are no new ideas, for even Toleration had been eagerly discussed round Cromwell’s camp-fires. But in 1688 there is a very different grouping of the old parties, and a new and happier turn is given to the old issues, in England though not in Ireland, by compromise, agreement and toleration. An heroic age raises questions, but it takes a sensible age to solve them. Roundheads and Cavaliers, high in hope, had broken up the soil, but the Whigs and Tories soberly garnered the harvest.

	A certain amount of disillusionment helps to make men wise, and by 1688 men had been doubly disillusioned, first by the rule of the Saints under Cromwell, and then by the rule of the Lord’s Anointed under James. Above all, taught by experience, men shrank from another civil war. The burnt child fears the fire. The merit of this Revolution lay not in the shouting and the tumult, but in the still, small voice of prudence and wisdom that prevailed through all the din.

	The true “glory” of the Revolution lies not in the minimum of violence which was necessary for its success, but in the way of escape from violence which the Revolution Settlement found for future generations of Englishmen. There is nothing specially glorious in the victory which our ancestors managed to win, with the aid of foreign arms, over an ill-advised King who forced an issue with nine-tenths of his English subjects on the fundamentals of law, politics and religion. To have been beaten at such odds would have been national ignominy indeed. The “glory” of that brief and bloodless campaign lies with William, who laid deep and complicated plans and took great risks in coming over at all, rather than with the English who had only to throw up their caps for him with sufficient unanimity when once he and his troops had landed. But it is England’s true glory that the cataclysm of James’s overthrow was not accompanied by the shedding of English blood either on the field or on the scaffold. The political instincts of our people appeared in the avoidance of a second civil war, for which all the elements were present. Our enemy Louis XIV of France had confidently expected that another long period of confusion and strife would ensue in our factious island if William should land there; if he had thought otherwise, he could have threatened the frontiers of Holland, and so prevented his rival from setting sail at all.

	But the Convention Parliament of February 1689, by uniting England, baffled the policy of France. By wise compromise it stanched for ever the blood feud of Roundhead and Cavalier, of Anglican and Puritan, which had broken out first at Edgehill and Naseby, and bled afresh only four years back at Sedgemoor. Whig and Tory, having risen together in rebellion against James, seized the fleeting moment of their union to fix a new-old form of Government, known in history as the Revolution Settlement. Under it, England has lived at peace within herself ever since. The Revolution Settlement in Church and State proved to have the quality of permanence. It stood almost unaltered until the era of the Reform Bill of 1832. And throughout the successive stages of rapid change that have followed, its fundamentals have remained to bear the weight of the vast democratic superstructure which the nineteenth and twentieth centuries have raised upon its sure foundation. Here, seen at long range, is “glory,” burning steadily for 250 years: it is not the fierce, short, destructive blaze of la gloire.

	The expulsion of James was a revolutionary act, but otherwise the spirit of this strange Revolution was the opposite of revolutionary. It came not to overthrow the law but to confirm it against a law-breaking King. It came not to coerce people into one pattern of opinion in politics or religion, but to give them freedom under and by the law. It was at once liberal and conservative; most revolutions are neither one nor the other, but overthrow the laws, and then tolerate no way of thinking save one. But in our Revolution the two great parties in Church and State united to save the laws of the land from destruction by James; having done so, and having thereby become jointly and severally masters of the situation in February 1689, neither the Whig nor the Tory party would suffer its clients to be any longer subject to persecution, either by the Royal power or by the opposite party in the State. Under these circumstances the keynote of the Revolution Settlement was personal freedom under the law, both in religion and in politics. The most conservative of all revolutions in history was also the most liberal. If James had been overthrown either by the Whigs alone or by the Tories alone, the settlement that followed his downfall would not have been so liberal, or so permanent.[1]

	In the realm of thought and religion, individual liberty was secured by the abandonment of the cherished idea that all subjects of the State must also be members of the State Church. The Toleration Act of 1689 granted the right of religious worship, though not complete political equality, to Protestant Dissenters; and so strong was the latitudinarian and tolerant spirit of the age ushered in by the Revolution, that these privileges were soon extended in practice though not in law to the Roman Catholics, against whom the Revolution had in one aspect been specially directed.

	The political freedom of the individual was secured in a like spirit, by the abolition of the Censorship (1695), by the milder and less partial administration of political justice, and by the balance of power between the Whig and Tory parties, under whose rival banners almost everyone in some sort found shelter. In these ways the distinctively English idea of the freedom of opinion and the rights of the individual were immensely enhanced by the peculiar character of this Revolution.

	James had tried to put the King above Parliament and above the Law. The Revolution, while leaving the King the source of executive authority, subjected him to the Law, which was henceforth to be interpreted by independent and irremovable Judges, and could only be altered by Act of Parliament. At the same time, by the annual Mutiny Act that made the army dependent of Parliament, and by the refusal to grant to William for life the supplies that had been granted for the lives of Charles and James II, the House of Commons obtained a power of bargaining with Government that rendered it even more important than the House of Lords; indeed, from the Revolution onwards the Commons gradually gained a control even over the executive power of the King, through the Cabinet system which grew up step by step under William, Anne and the first two Georges. All this was not foreseen by the men of 1689, whose intention was only to subject the kingly power to the bounds of law as defined by the parliamentary lawyers. But the Hanoverian Constitution of Walpole and the Pitts grew straight out of the Revolution Settlement by the logic of experience.

	The Revolution has been branded as aristocratic. It was effected by the whole nation, by a union of all classes; but in a society still mainly agricultural, where the economic and social structure rendered the landlords the natural and accepted leaders of the countryside, noblemen and squires like the Tories Danby and Seymour, the Whigs Devonshire and Shrewsbury took the lead when resistance to government had to be improvised. The nation indeed recognized no other chiefs through whom it could act in such an emergency. A similar aristocratic and squirearchical leadership of the country had organized both the Roundhead and Cavalier armies at the beginning of the Civil War; it had, indeed, been partially eclipsed during the rule of Cromwell’s military saints, but had been fully re-established at the Restoration of 1660. It continued after 1689 as before, and would in any case have continued until the Industrial Revolution gradually raised up a new social order. Even Despotism, if James had succeeded in setting it up, must in that age have governed through nobles and squires. James attempted to use the lords and country gentlemen who were the Lieutenants and J.P.’s of their counties as the instruments of his Catholicizing policy, but they, like everyone else, turned against him. Having no other bureaucracy through which to work, he fell.

	So far, the Revolution was indeed a demonstration of the power of the landlord classes, Whig and Tory alike. They were politically powerful because in the then formation of English Society they were indispensable. Any form of English government must in those days have worked through them.

	The Revolution did quite as much for the legal, mercantile and popular elements in our national life as for the aristocratic or squirearchical. The worst permanent result of the Revolution was not the alleged increase in the power of the aristocracy but the undue conservatism that continued throughout the whole eighteenth century. The result of the reaction against James II’s innovations was to put too great a stress, for many years to come, on the perpetuation of institutions in their existing form. James, in the interest of Roman Catholicism and Despotism, had remodelled the Town Corporations, invaded the liberties of the Universities and of the Church, and attempted to pack the House of Commons. In the rebound, the Ministries and Parliaments of the eighteenth century feared to reform the Corporations, Universities, Church benefices and Parliamentary Constituencies, even in the interest of purer and more efficient government. James had treated charters as waste paper, so the men of the eighteenth century regarded sheepskin with superstitious reverence. They held that whatever is is right—if it can show a charter. The hundred and fifty years that followed the Revolution are the most conservative in our annals though by no means the least free, happy or prosperous.

	The Whig Governments before Burke, and the Tory Governments after him, all had too much reverence for the letter of the Revolution Settlement. It became a flag of ultra-conservatism, first Whig then Tory. To Walpole, Blackstone, Burke, Eldon and the anti-Jacobin Tories of the early nineteenth century, the year 1689 seemed the last year of creation, when God looked upon England and saw that it was good.

	But when this ultra-conservative mood at length passed away, the bases of the Revolution Settlement still remained as the foundations of the new era of rapid Reform, in which we are still living after more than a hundred years. The relation of the Crown to Parliament and to the Law; the independence of Judges; the annual meeting of Parliament; the financial supremacy of the Commons; the position of the Church of England; the Toleration of religious Dissent; freedom of political speech and writing subject to no control but the opinion of a jury; in short, a Constitutional Monarchy for a free people, these are the bases of our polity and they were well and truly laid by the Whigs and Tories, the nobles, squires, lawyers, merchants and populace who rose up against James II.

	But unless strength upholds the free, freedom cannot live. And the Revolution Settlement gave us strength as well as freedom. The Marlborough wars soon demonstrated that; and England was never so safe and so powerful as in the eighteenth century, especially after the Parliamentary Union with Scotland, made in 1707, had united the whole island of Britain “on a Revolution basis.”

	Between the death of Elizabeth and the Revolution of 1688, the constant struggle between Parliament and King had rendered England weak in the face of the world, except during the few years when Cromwell had given her strength at a heavy price. Our civil broils had occupied our energies and attention; sometimes both the King and the statesmen of the Opposition were pensioners of France; always Parliament had been chary of supply to governments whose policy they could not continuously control. In the reigns of the Jameses and Charleses, foreign countries had regarded our Parliament as a source of weakness, hampering the executive power: the Constitution of England was contemptuously compared to that of Poland.

	But after the Revolution the world began to see that our parliamentary government, when fully established, was capable of becoming a source of national strength. Supplies that had been refused to Kings whom the Commons could not trust, were lavished on Ministries that had the confidence of the House. The money must be voted afresh annually, not granted for the King’s life; and the Commons must see to its appropriation. On these strict conditions, the governments of William, Anne and the Georges had the run of the national purse such as their predecessors had not enjoyed. Moreover, the “Revolution Governments” had the confidence of the City as well as of Parliament. The system of loans based on taxes gave England the key to power. It was “Revolution finance” and Revolution policy that enabled Marlborough to defeat the Grand Monarch, when free government and religious toleration triumphed over the revoker of the Edict of Nantes. As a result of that victory, the European philosophers of the eighteenth century turned against political despotism and religious intolerance as causes of national weakness, and proclaimed to the world the peculiar merits of England’s “happy constitution in Church and State.”

	Speaking of the wars of William and Anne, and more generally of the eighteenth century, Professor G. N. Clark writes:

	In France and Prussia and almost everywhere militarism and autocracy went hand in hand, but what enabled Britain to deploy its strength was the Revolution Settlement. The main lines of policy were laid down by a small gathering of Ministers who had at their disposal full departmental information about foreign affairs, finance, military and naval preparations and trade. By means of parliament the Ministers brought into the service of that policy the wealth and manpower of the nation. . . . Parliament was a meeting-place where divergent economic interests were reconciled and combined so as to provide an adequate body of support for the government of the day.[2]

	In this way Britain obtained, not only political and religious liberty, but national power, greater than that of the unlimited monarchy of France. Such are the reasons why modern historians regard the Revolution a turning-point in the history of our country and of the world.
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				The remarks in this introduction refer to England alone. In Scotland, where the Revolution in the winter of 1688 was made by the Presbyterian or Whig party with little aid from the Episcopalians, the settlement of 1689 was one-sidedly Presbyterian. And the result was that civil war remained endemic in Scotland until 1746. In Ireland, the Revolution Settlement was a racial and religious reconquest of the most brutal kind.
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				“The Later Stuarts,” by Professor G. N. Clark, in the Oxford History of England, 1934.

		

	


	
II THE REIGN OF CHARLES II

	Before anyone can profitably study the events of James II’s reign and the Revolution Settlement which they produced, he must ask some first questions. What had been happening in Church and State in the previous quarter of a century? And what was the condition of parties and opinion when James came to the throne?

	The reign of Charles II from 1660 to 1685 may be viewed, in one of its many aspects, as the failure of the Restoration Settlement permanently to settle the English Constitution. Not that the Restoration Settlement was in the main a failure: its supreme merit was that it liquidated the Cromwellian revolutionary period with a minimum of bloodshed and reprisals, and restored King, Parliament and the rule of Law in place of armed force. But the temporary appeasement of parties and the restoration of the rule of Law were attained by the only means possible in 1660, namely, by establishing an equilibrium between Crown and Parliament, which postponed the ultimate trial of strength between the monarchical and the representative principle. That equilibrium was believed by Clarendon to be the summit of political wisdom, the true and final balance of our Constitution. No more Strafford and no more Pym! It was a lawyer’s idea of politics, with all the merits and defects of a lawyer’s idea. Crown and Parliament are neither to be trusted far. Law and custom are to prescribe the limits of the power of each, which neither is to outstep. Excellent! But what if Crown and Parliament were to quarrel? Who then should decide, and how should a growing country and a growing Empire be guided and governed by two semi-sovereign powers perpetually at variance? The equilibrium between Crown and Parliament, invaluable for a few years of restoration work, could not be a permanent settlement. It soon led to quarrels between the two co-ordinate powers, in the first instance between Charles II and his own Cavalier Parliament, elected in the fever of royalist enthusiasm that followed his return from exile. That quarrel sealed the doom of Clarendon and of his system of politics (1667).

	Mr. Arthur Bryant has recently written a brilliant and attractive book on Charles II. It puts the case for him admirably and corrects previous unfair estimates. Mr. Bryant is a fine biographer, but I think he hardly realizes the seriousness of the French danger in Europe at that time, which Charles II’s Treaty of Dover policy (1670) greatly increased. Moreover, Mr. Bryant is not interested in Constitutional history, and does not see the point of view necessarily taken by any House of Commons in face of Royal power. The Cavalier Parliament kept Charles short of money, not from mere wantonness, but because it could not control his expenditure and did not trust his policy; the secret Treaty of Dover has shown to posterity that this want of confidence was amply justified. Till the House of Commons could supervise the use of the money it voted—as it did after the Revolution—it was hopeless to expect even a Cavalier Parliament to vote enough for the real needs of the nation. For if Parliament had voted money freely before it had control of expenditure, it would never have become the supreme power in the State and must have sunk back into its old position under the Tudors. No Parliament, however Cavalier or Tory, would vote to Charles or James II enough money to conduct a vigorous policy at home and abroad, because no Parliament could exert continuous control over the decision what that policy was to be.

	The Restoration Settlement was a provisional compromise between kingly and parliamentary power, and had the disadvantages as well as the advantages of compromise. Under such a system of divided authority, England could neither have been strongly governed at home, nor have maintained her sea power, world-wide trade and Empire in the face of the growing power of France. Before she could move forward to her destiny, she had first either to become a despotism with royal control of taxation like her rivals oversea, or else to develop into a new form of polity, such as the world had never yet seen, a State in which the House of Commons would dictate the policy of the King and his Ministers. After the Revolution of 1688 had decided that the latter of these two paths was to be taken, the national purse strings were liberally opened year after year by the Commons to governments whom they could trust and control.

	It is significant that this issue had emerged in the time of the Cavalier Parliament (1660-78). During those years the Cavalier or Tory party,[3] having the House of Commons as its instrument, stood up for parliamentary rights and powers against the King hardly less effectually than Pym, Hampden and the Roundhead leaders of old. Though bitterly hostile to Puritanism and the religious policy of the Long Parliament, the Cavalier-Tory squires took up the political testament of that famous Assembly, and constituted themselves the Parliamentary Party in opposition to the Court.

	 

	In domestic affairs, the chief quarrel between the Cavalier Parliament and Charles II arose on the matter of Religious Toleration. In order to understand the reigns of Charles and of his brother after him, it is necessary to keep in view the nature of the religious settlement of the Restoration, which was modified but not overthrown at the Revolution.

	Indeed, for the next 200 years English politics turned largely on successive struggles for the repeal, maintenance and modification of the ecclesiastical settlement of 1660. Until the later years of Queen Victoria, Tory and Whig meant, more than anything else, the rival interest of Church and Dissent.

	The Restoration Settlement caused the Established Church to be Anglican once more instead of Puritan, restored its endowments and privileges, and secured to its members the monopoly of State and Municipal office, of the two Universities and of the right to teach in schools. Moreover, religious services other than those of the Anglican Church were punished as criminal. The prison doors closed on Dissenting Ministers like Baxter and John Bunyan, the author of Pilgrim’s Progress. Congregations could only meet in peril and by stealth. These harsh laws, passed between 1662 and 1665, are commonly known as the Clarendon Code: but, in fact, the Cavalier Parliament of Anglican squires were more responsible for its provisions than Clarendon, and were very much more responsible than Clarendon’s easy-going master.

	Charles II had none of that heat of religious zeal which led so many of his contemporaries to commit cruelty for Christ’s sake. His Catholicism, like the Protestantism of Queen Elizabeth and Henry of Navarre, was the result of circumstance and experience, not a passion of the soul, and was tempered by scepticism bordering on infidelity. It was his policy to strengthen the power of the Crown against the overwhelming power of the Church party in the Cavalier Parliament, by giving relief to Dissenters, Catholic and Protestant alike, through the Royal Prerogative of dispensing with the laws, to which he laid claim. He thus hoped to preserve the Dissenters as his humble clients and vassals, very much as the mediæval kings used for their own ends to preserve the Jews from popular malice. Moreover, Charles wished to protect the Roman Catholics, as he owed his life to Catholic loyalty after Worcester, and, so far as he had any religion, was himself a crypto-Catholic. But he knew that he would not be permitted to protect the Catholics unless he also protected the Protestant Dissenters. So he issued Declarations of Indulgence, partially suspending the operation of the persecuting laws by right of his royal prerogative. The Cavalier Parliament challenged these Declarations as unconstitutional: it was, they declared, beyond the King’s power to interfere with the operation of Acts of Parliament. Charles, in need of money and of quiet, gave way to the Commons and withdrew the Declaration of Indulgence as having been unlawful (1672-3). Constitutional Liberty had won a great battle at the expense of Religious Toleration. This claim to suspend the laws, which Charles had been forced to abandon, was, as we shall see, afterwards revived by James II in a more wholesale fashion, and with more memorable results.

	The Clarendon Code and its enforcement must therefore be ascribed not to the House of Stuart, but to the House of Commons. The motive was not primarily religious persecution. The squires of England at the Restoration were eager for political vengeance, not for religious propaganda. They persecuted heresy indeed, but not in order to save the Puritans’ souls—they would not have crossed the street to do that—but to prevent them from rising again to overthrow the Church, behead the King and confiscate the property of the squires. “Never again” was the attitude of the Cavalier Parliament to the Puritans. It was for this reason that they passed a long series of measures against religious nonconformity; it seemed to them the only available means of permanently depressing the Roundhead party and preventing another swing of the pendulum which might again overturn throne and altar. From an Anglican point of view, parts of this legislation can be defended in the circumstances of the time; other parts must be condemned by any reasonable man; but all of it was very natural. It was not an unprovoked piece of cruelty like Louis XIV’s Revocation of the Edict of Nantes. It was dictated, not by religious fanaticism, but by fear based on recent and cruel experience.

	After the Puritan peril came the Roman Catholic peril. Towards the end of the Cavalier Parliament, at the time of the Treaty of Dover and the last Dutch War, the danger of Roman Catholicism in high places again became apparent. The chief influences at Court, the King’s most trusted Ministers, his brother and heir, his Queen and the majority of his mistresses were all Catholic, and his foreign policy was dictated by Catholic sympathies. The Test Act was therefore passed in 1673 to defend the Church of England on that side also. It was not repealed till 1828-9. The Test Act made it illegal for anyone to hold civil or military office unless he had first taken the sacrament according to the rites of the Church of England. This method of employing a religious rite as a political test, highly and properly distasteful to modern notions, was adopted because it was regarded as the only perfectly effective means of keeping Roman Catholics out of office. Oaths and declarations were not enough; in that age they were always being imposed, and were lightly taken and lightly broken by men of all parties and all faiths. But no Roman Catholic would take part in an heretical sacrament. And so the Sacramental Test for 150 years served its purpose by keeping out of office all Roman Catholics; and incidentally it kept out many Protestant Nonconformists as well, though some of these latter had no objection to taking the Anglican sacrament, and were called “occasional conformists.”

	One of the first results of the Test Act of 1673 was to drive from office James, Duke of York, the heir to the throne. But, though no post under the Crown might any longer be held by a Romanist, the accession to the Crown itself was not yet subjected to a similar limitation. James, though he could no longer preside over the Admiralty, would some day ascend the throne; and when that day came the observance or breach of the Test Act was certain to become the chief issue between him and his Protestant subjects.
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	But though the Cavalier-Tory Parliament had opposed Charles II in his policy of Toleration for Protestant and Catholic Dissenters at home, and in his pro-French policy abroad, his quarrel with that party never became as bitter as his quarrel with the three Whig Parliaments that followed (1679-81). For the Tories were after all the sons of the Cavaliers who had fought for the Crown, and the Whigs were the sons of the Roundheads. When therefore the violent conduct of the Whig Parliaments under Shaftesbury in the second half of Charles II’s reign seemed to revive the old issues and passions of the Civil War, all the instincts of the Tory squires and clergy bade them rally round the throne with heart and soul.

	The two parties were indeed divided not merely by the degree of their opposition to the Royal power, but yet more fundamentally on religion. The Tories were Anglican “High Churchmen,” who sought to depress Protestant Dissenters by enforcing the Clarendon Code, and so extirpate Puritanism as well as Catholicism from an island that should be wholly Anglican. The Whigs were a combination of latitudinarian “Low Churchmen” with Puritan Dissenters to defend the Nonconformist Sects against persecution, and possibly some day to turn the tables once more against the Anglican Church. Both Whig and Tory were against the Roman Catholics, but whenever the No Popery cry was loudest, the Whigs benefited most, because ordinary Churchmen then forgot their fear of the Puritan Dissenters.
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