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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTORY

Wity do historians regard the Revolution
of 1688 as important? And did it deserve
the title of “ glorious ” which was long its
distinctive epithet 7 ** The Sensible Revolu-
tion"” 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 imagina-
tion and stir the blood. The Seven Bishops
passing to the Tower throngh the kneeling
throngs ; William's fleet floating into Torbay
before the Protestant wind; the flight of
James I, 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
Ircland—the roaring pass of Killiecrankie,
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THE ENGLISH REVOLUTION

the haggard watch on Londonderry walls,
and Boyne water bristling with musket and
pike. Yet all these are not, like }he fall of
the Bastille or Napoleon’s Empire, a new
birth of time, a new shape of terror. They
arc spirited variations on themes invented
forty years before by a more heroic, creative
and imprudent generation.

The Seven Bishops whom James II pro-
secuted 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 Iater 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 partics, and a new and happier

8
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i  old i in England

turn vmtothcoldxﬁus,“} o

gh 21 s, by cmpomi, ST

ment nd toleration.  An heroic 2z :
estions, but it takes 2 sensible age to soive

&cm. Roundhesds and Cavaliers, high in

hope, bad broken up the soil, but the Whigs
and Tories sobedly garnered the harvest.

A certain amount of disillusionment belps
tomake menwise,and by 1638 men had been
doubly disillusioned, first by the rule of the
Saints under Cromywell, 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 prevaifed through all the din.

The true “ glory ™ of the Revolution Jies
not in the minimum of violence which was
necessaty for its success, but in the way of
Sﬁ)e rom violence which the Revalution
Settlement found far future generations of
Eﬂg}ls}lm‘en. There is nothing specially
glorious in the victory which our ancestors
mansged to win, with the aid of foreign
ams, over an ill-advised king who forced
an isue 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
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THE ENGLISH REVOLUTION

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 una-
nimity 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 cither 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 con-
fusion and strife would ensue in our factious
island if William should land there; if he

.» had thought otherwise, he could have threat-

encd the frontiers of Holland, and so pre-
vented 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
10



INTRODUCTORY

i, England has lived at peace within herself
lc!vﬁ?ﬁcne The Revolution Settlement in
Church and State proved to have the quality
of permanence. It stood almost unaltered
unt the era of the Reform Bill of 1832.
Andthroughout the successive stages of rapid
change that hase followed, its fundamentals
have semained to bear the weight of the vest
democratic superstructure which the nine-
teenth and twentieth centuries have raised
upon its sure foundation. Here, seen at long
range, is “glory,” buming steadily for 230
Ems: it is not the fierce, short, destructive

laze of I ghoire.

_The expulsion of James was 2 revolu-
tonary act, but otherwise the spirit of this
strange Revolution wes the opposite of revoly-
tonary. Tt came not to overthroy ke b
but to confirm it 2gainst 2 lray-breaking bing
1t came ot to coerce people intg gne pz&“;n
of apision in pofitics or relizion, but 1o
?\1 them freedom under and by the o

LW 2t once libera] ang conservtive -
most revolutions are neither ge nor ke

othet, bt overthron the .
telerate no nae of 0. the frms, and they



THE ENGLISH REVOLUTION

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 conser-
vative of all revolutions in history was also
the most liberal. If James had been over-
thrown 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.!

In the realm of thought and religion,
individual liberty was secured by the aban-
donment of the cherished idea that all sub-
jects 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,

1 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 Ircland, the Revolution Settlement was a

racial and religious re-conquest of the most brutal kind,
12






THE ENGLISH REVOLUTION

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 recog-
nized ns other chiefs through whom it could
act in such an emergency. A similar aristo-
cratic 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 mili-
tary 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 Revolu-

14



INTRODUCTORY
tion 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 squites. James at-
tempted to use the lords and country gentle-
men 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, be fell.
So far, the Revolution was indeed a demon-~
stration of the power of the landlord classes,
Whig and Tory alike. They were politic-
ally 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
10 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
rcmogicllcgi the Town Corporations, invaded
the liberties of the lllniversities and of the
)



THE ENGLISH REVOLUTION

Church, and attempted to pack the House
of Commons. Inthe rebound, the Ministries
and Parliaments of the eighteenth century
feared to reform the Corporations, Univer-
sities, 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 con-
servative 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 nine-
teenth century, the year 168g scemed 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 Revolu-
tion Settlement still remained as the founda-
tions 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 indepen-
16



INTRODUCTORY

dence 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 ;
freedam of political speech and writing sub-
ject to no control but the opinion of a jury;
in short, a Constitutional Monarchy for a
free people, these are the bases of our pality
and ‘they were well and truly laid by the
Whigs and 'Tories, the mnobles, squires,
lawyers, merchants and populace who rose
up against James I

But unless strength upholds the free,
freedom cannot live. And the Revolution
Settlement gave us strength as well as free-
dom. The Marlborough wars soon demon-
strated 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 Efizabeth and the
Revolution of 1688, the constant struggle
between Parliament and King had rendered
Eng}and weak in the face of the world, except
during the few years when Cromwell had
given her strength at a heavy price. Qur
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

17 B
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could not continuously control. In the reigns
of the Jameses and Charleses, foreign coun-
tries 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 be-
coming a source of national strength. Sup-
plies 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 appro-
priation. 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 cighteenth century turned against political

despotism and religious intolerance as causes
18



INTRODUCTORY

of national weakness, and proclaimed to th'e
world the peculiar ments 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 every-
where militarism and autocracy went han
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
Parliamnent the Ministers brought into the
service of that policy the wealth and man-
power of the nation. . . . Parfiament 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.”?

In this way Britain obtained, not only
political and religious liberty, but national
power, greater than that of the unlimited
mon:uclg' of France. Such are the reasons
\vl‘xy modern his(od:;lns regard the Revolution
a turning-point in the history of our co ;
and of the world. ” untny

. 1"The Later Stuants,” by Prof G. N
in the Osford History of E{mﬁ?;t;: - N G,
19



CHAPTER 1II
THE REIGN OF CHARLES II

BeFORE anyone can profitably study the
events of James II’s reign and the Revolu-
tion 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 tem-
porary appeasement of parties and the res-
toration 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
20



THE REIGN OF CHARLES 11

ultimate trial of strength between the mon-
archical 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 cach, which neither is to
cutstep.  Excellent! But what if Crown
and Parliament were to quarrel 7 Who then
should decide, and how should a growin
country and a growing Empire be guide
and governed by two semi-sovereign powers

crpetually at variance ? The equilibrium
Ectwccn rown 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 Cavalicr 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 cor-
rects previous unfair estimates. Mr, Bryant
is a fine biographer, but I think he hardly

21



THE ENGLISH REVOLUTION

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 hope-
- less 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 Parlia-
ment, however Cavalier or Tory, would vote
to Chatles or James II enough money to
conduct a vigorous policy at home and
abrogld, because no Parliament could exert
continuous control over the decision what
that policy was to be.
. The Restoration Settlement was a provi-
sional compromise between kingly and par-

liamentary power, and had the disadvantages
22



THE REIGN OF CHARLES II

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 des-
tiny, she had first to become either a des-
potism with royal control of taxation like her
rivals oversea, or clse to develop into a new
form of polity, such as the world had never
yet seen, @ State in which the House of
Commons would dictate the policy of the
King and his Ministers. After the Revolu-
tion 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 Coramons 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,' having the House of Commons
a8 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

® It is impossible to state a difference, except of dat
berween Cawalier and Tory. It was )duricxfg t;c Exe-,
:lusk\w;- B;H sx?ge \uf 1679-81 that the mame Tory
ook the place of Cavalie; the ig di
ot o lace of Car r, and the name Whig displaced

23
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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 them-

selves the Parliamentary Party in opposition
to the Court.

In domestic affairs, the chief quarrel be-
tween the Cavalier Parliament and Charles 1I
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 ser-
vices other than those of the Anglican Church
were punished as criminal.  The prison doors

24



THE REIGN OF CHARLES IT

dosed on Dissenting Ministers like Baxter
and John Bunyan, the author of Pilerim's
Progiess. Congregations could only -mect
in peril and by stealth. These harsh faws,

assed between 166z and 1663, are com-
monly known as the Clarendon Code: but,
in fact, the Cavalier Parkiament of Anglican
squires were Tote tesponsible for its pro-
visions than Clarendon, and were very much
more responsible than Clarendon’s easy-
going master,

Charles 11 had none of that heat of refigious
zeal which led so many of his contemporaries
to commit cruelty for Christ’s sake. His
Catholicism, fike the Protestantism of Queen
Elizabeth and Henry of Navarre, was the
tQS\)!t 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,
lf;y giving refief to Dissenters, Catholic and

Protestant alike, through the Royal Preroga-
tive of dispensing with the laws, to which
he faid claim, He thus hoped t “
the Dissenters as his humble chenn ong

as his humble clients and

vassdls, very much as the medizval ki
used for their own ends to preser Hags
from popular malice M% e thc]c Ie“f
wished to protect the Rom;:\O E:e:' TN
he owed his life to Cathofic | tholics, 25
5 ohe lopalty after






THE REIGN OF CHARLES II

prevent them from rising again to overthrow
the Church, behead the King and confiscate
the property of the squires. ** Never again ™
was the atfitude of the Cavalier Parliament
to the Puritans. It was for this reason that
they passed a fong series of measures against
religious nonconformity ; it seemed to them
the only available means of permanently
depressing the Roundhead party and pre-
venting another swing of the pendulum
which might amain overturn throne and altar,
From an Anglican point of view, parts of
this legislation can be defended in the cir-
cumstances 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 forcign policy was dictated
by Catholic sympathies, “The Test Act was
therefore passed in 1673 to defend the Church
37



THE ENGLISH REVOLUTION

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 re-
ligious 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 declara-
tions 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.”
Onc 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 itsclf 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
28
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day came the obseryance or breach of the
Test Act was certain to become the chief
jssue between him and his Protestant subjects.

But though the Cavalier-Tory Patliament
had opposed Chardes 11 in lis policy of
Tolcration for Protestant and Catholic Dis-
senters at home, and in his pro-French policy
abroad, his quarrel with that party never
became 1 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 Round-
heads, When therefore the violent conduct
of the Whig Pasli under Shaftesbu
in the sccond half of Charles II's reign
secmed 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 g:mies were indeed divided not
merely by the degree of their opposition to
the Royal _power, but yet more fundament-
':\‘“ y on religion. ‘The Tories were Anglican

High Churf:hmcn," who sought to depress
Protestant Dissenters by enforcing the Clar-
endon Code, and so extirpate Puritanism as
well as Cathalicism from an island that
should be wholly Anglican. The Whigs
were 3 combination of latitudinarian ** Low
Churchmen ” with Puritan Dissenters to

29
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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.

The quarrel between Whigs and Tories
in the last years of Charles II's reign had
therefore many deep-seated causes, but it
came to a head on the Exclusion Bill, by
which the Whigs proposed to exclude from
the succession to the throne the Xing’s
brother James, then Duke of York. The
half-revealed Treaties of Dover and the
Dutch War of 1672 in alliance with Louis
. XIV, had alarmed Protestants of all parties
as to the growth of Roman Catholic and
Trench influences at Court.  In 1678 James’s
secretary, Coleman, was caught correspond-
ing with the confessor of Louis XIV on a
plan for the extirpation of Protestantism
in England by the help of France. These
“ Coleman letters,” the genuine appendage
of the sham Popish Plot of Titus Oates, had
been published with terrible effect and partly
accounted for public credulity in Oates’ in-
famous inventions. ‘There was a real Popish
Plot ; it was latent in the bosom of the heir
to the throne, and it emerged six years later
when James was King.

30



THE REIGN OF CHARLES II

He would never have become King had
not the Tory or Anglican party rallied to
the side of strict hereditary succession. In
the struggle over the Exclusion Bill in thrge
successive Parliaments (1676~81) the Whig
and Tory parties took their permanent
form an? found their famous names. In

ressing for the exclusion of James, the
tvhigs showed themselves more in th_e'nght
than their opponents as to his suitability to
fill the throne, and more far-seeing s to the
impossibility of a zealous Roman Catholic
cexercising, as King, the duties and preroga-
tives of head of the English State and prin-
cipal patron and governor of the English
Church. Ten years later, the Tories were
fain to join in turning off the throne the
very man whom they had placed there, and
in passing a law that no Roman Catholic
should ever again be King of England. But
in other respects the Whigs went far astray.
Under Lord Shaftesbury’s leadership, the
cynical levity of Restoration statesmen seemed
added to the forceful fanaticism of the old
lfoundheads. The party was as far as pos-
sible from the moderation afterwards associ-
ated with the Whig name by Somers and
Wa\lpolc.

Not content with excluding James, the
Whig chiefs flirted with the idgeajof causing

harles’s bastard, Monmouth, to be mada
heir to the throne. I]tlwould be fine to have
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THE REIGN OF CHARLES II

2 Whig party leader as King. To accomplish
this, some of the Whigs were ready to pass
over the legitimate claims of James’s Pro-
testant daughters Mary and Anne, and of
Mary’s husband, William of Orange, who
had "a somewhat more distant clxim to the
throne in his own right also.
The interest of William and Mary wes,
in those days, left to the championship of
the Tory, Danby. The Whigs had not yet
realized, except occasionally for purposes of
party propaganda, the danger from the over-
grown power of France, and the consequent
necessity for England to be friends with
William and with Hofland. Some of the
Whig chiefs were in the pay of France, no
Yess than the King whom they opposed.  Ar
the time of the Popish Plot and Exclusion
Bill, the two English statesmen who fully
grasped the true relation of ocur domesdc
policy to affurs abroad, were Sir William
Temple, the diplomatist, and Lord Danby,
the Tory leader. They both saw that Frz-
land and Holland must stand tozether azzine
France, or both would be subjected to her
hegemony. It was for that reason thar Dazte
had, in a fortunate hour, arrenged the mor
riage between William of Orarze, the Dy
Stadtholder, and James's Protes: *
Mary, her father's presumptive beir
1S marnage, a stroke of the truss
manship, proved in the erd the 2
33
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Juis X1V's plans of World—conquest, for it
rved 28 the dynastic foundation © the
evolution gettlement.

But next YEAT (167%); Danby fell under
~ cloud, and Tempi€ had 0O po\itica\.

of “XKing 'Monmouth’s »  gccession-
Tories Jooked forward with equal delight
to the Prospect of the reigh of James.

of parliamcntary governmcnt as 2 possible
form of polity was gravely lowered, in the
eyes of Europe and of England, by the pro-
ceedings of Shaftcsbury’s three Whig Parlia-
ments from 1679 to 1681. Their cruelties
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throne, and the reckless character of the
inroads made by the House of Commons on
the exceutive and judicial spheres, these pro-
ceedings of the Whigs alarmed moderate men.
It scemed that “ 1641 was come again”
and that another civil war was fast approach-
ing. People were then as anxious to avoid
another civil war as we to-day are anxious
to avoid another foreign war. To avoid that

it of calamity, men rallied round the throne.
Yn 1631 the Whig power was broken, and
with it fell the power of Parliament, until
seven years later the events of the Revolu-
tion revived it in 2 more stable and satisfactory
form.,

Charles, who in his cynical, good-natured
fashion was a very able politician, though
not a constructive statesman, gave the Whigs
rope cnough, and by 1681 they had fair]
hanged themselves. “Then the Tories tooi
up the tale of wrongdoing. They prepared
an evil day for the Church of their devotion,
for they lavished on the Crown powers which
were about to be inherited, as a result of
their own action, by one of the most bigoted
Roman Catholics in Europe. They helped
the Crown to destroy theindependent charters
of the Municipal Corporations, which had
many of them been Whig, on the assumption
that in the hands of the Crown the Munici-
palities would henceforth always be Tory.
They helped to establish a Royalist terror
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in the land. In the days of the Cavalier
Parliament in the previous decade, the Tories,
as we have seen, had been a parliamentary
party, and they were soon to be so again.
But for a few years, from 1680 to 1685, in
their rage against Shaftesbury and his Whig
Parliaments they became a party of Courtiers,
The real tradition, genius and power of the
Tory party lay in its action as a parliamentary
party. At bottom they were not in favour
of absolutism, yet they now behaved and
talked as if they were. This was their great
aberration, the ill consequences of which to
themselves were not finally exhausted till
after the middle of the eighteenth century.?

To their own eventual undoing, the Tories
proclaimed, as an essential part of the Angli-
can Church teaching, the doctrines of the
divine hereditary right of kings, coupled
with the doctrine of non-resistance in its
extreme form. Their divines declared and
their politicians repeated that no tyranny,
however illegal or cruel, could ever justify
a subject in resisting the hereditary monarch
in arms, because hereditary monarchy was
of divine origin. Oxford University in 1683

* Such is the theme of the modern historiographer
of the Tory party, Mr. Keith Feiling of Oxford, whose
volume The History of the Tory Party, 1640-1714,
speaks with more intimacy and authority than 1 can
clim to do about Tory faith and fortunes, but I
disagree with nonc of his main contentions.
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jssued a manifesto officially proclaiming the
doctrine of unconditional non-resistance “ as
in a manner the badge or doctrine of the
Church of England” The parish pulpits
resounded with it. Events were soon to
show whether the doctrine would be fatal
to English liberty—or only to Tory logic.
"The conduct of Whigs and Tories between
1678 and 1685 is so mad and bad that it is
a psychological puzzle to recognize any of
the better elements usually found in the Eng-
lish political character—humanity, decency
or common sense. Whigs and Tories act
fike the nervous and hot-blooded factions
of a South European race. They rant,
scream, bully, assassinate men by forms of
law, study no interest but their own, and
betray even their own interest through sheer
folly ‘and passion. Yet, a few years later,
these same men took part in making and
observing the Revolution Settlement, the
most English thing that ever was done—if,
indeed, it is English to take stand on good
sense, compromise and toleration. Part of
the explanation lies in the exemplary punish-
ment that in good time fell on bath parties,
as a direct and evident consequence of the
faults that each had committed. The poli-
tical eaders of that period were at least clever
men, and they learnt in the school of adver-
sity, The reformation of Whigs and Tories
and their conversion to political sanity was
37
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. the greatest of the unintentional achievements
of James II.

But indeed the most violent and unscru-
pulous leaders on both sides, Shaftesbury,
Sunderland and Jeffreys, disappeared from
the scene either before or during the Revo-
lution of 1688. The men who took the
leading part in the making of the Revolution
Settlement, Tories like Danby and Notting-
ham, Whigs like Shrewsbury and Devon-
shire, Trimmers like Halifax, had none of
them been guilty of the worst excesses of
party spirit in previous years. There had
always been a residuum of political good
sense to be found somewhere, even in the
last years of Charles’s reign, and it was

~._ found at its strongest in the wit and wisdom
.- - of George Savile, Marquis of Halifax, *‘ the

Trimmer,” the Philosopher Statesman, whose
dislike of extremes always caused him to
“trim " away from whichever party was at
the moment enjoying and abusing power.

"The last four years of the reign of Charles
were years of peace after the storms of the
Popish Plot and Exclusion Bill. It was a
peace not of agreement, but of conquest.
‘The Whigs were crushed apparently beyond
hope of revival. The insurrection ~plot
of some of their chiefs, and the Rye House
Plot of some of their under-strappers to
murder the royal brothers (1683), only served
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to complete the ruin of the party and to
increase the popular execration of everything
Puritan and of everything Whig. The press
was muzzled by the Censorship, and words
spoken or written against the existing order
were cruelly punished by judges and juries
as prejudiced against Whigs and Dissenters
as they had been a few years back against
Roman Catholics. The principal Whig chiefs
paid the penalty of their violence and folly
on the scaffold, like Russell and Sidney, or,
like Shaftesbury, by death in exile. The
remaining lords and gentlemen of the party
were living retired, each in his own country
seat, far from Court and City, glad to be
spared at the price of complete retirement
from public life. Their clients, the Protest-
ant Dissenters, who formed the rank and
file of the Whig party, were again persecuted
with the utmost rigour of the Clarendon
Code, while the persecuting laws against
Roman Catholics again s]cgt. By terrorism,
collusion or by very doubtful processes of
faw, the Town Corporations were compelled
or induced to surrender their independent
charters, and to take instead new charters at
the King's will. These remodelled Corpora-
tions were filled with Tories and Royalists,
If Parliament were now to be summoncg___»
the House of Commons would be Tory g -
Royalist by an overwhelming majo‘my,z
not only was public opinion ..
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‘Whigs, not only was the Whig organization
dissolved, butthe electoral bodies of many Par-
liamentary Boroughs had been packed by the -
same process as the Municipal Corporations.

Charles could have had a House of Com-
mons after his own heart, but during the
last four years of his reign he preferred not
to meet the Houses at all. Since the Res-
toration there had been no such gap in the
summons of Parliament, which was in fact
illegal by the terms of the Triennial Act of
1664. It shows how far the balance of the
Constitution had swayed back to the Mon-
archical side.

Since Charles let Parliament fall into abey-
ance, he could no longer obtain fresh annual
supply. Yet it was not necessary for him
to resort to illegal taxation; by strict eco-
nomy he managed to live on the large grants
which the Cavalier Parliament had made him
for life at the beginning of his reign, supple-
mented by the gold of Louis XIV. So long
as the King governed without Parliament,
England could not, for financial reasons, take
her place as head of the concert of smaller
powers, Catholic and Protestant, who were
endeavouring to restrain the advance of the
French Monarch to hegemony over Europe.
The question of our foreign policy was
therefore closely allied to the question whether
the King should govern with or without
Parliament.
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The party at Court, in these last years of
Charles’s reign, which desired to co-operate
with a Parliament and oppose Francc was
headed by Halifax the *“ Trimmer,” who had
carned the gratitude of the Tories and
Royalists by leading the opposition to the
Whig designs on the floor of the House of
Lords in the late Parliaments.  But Halifax
had not succeeded in persuading Charles to
summon Parliament and oppose France,
when on February 6, 1683, the King's death
changed the whole situation,

James 11 succeeded his brother, unchal-
lenged and loudly acclaimed.  For five years
past he had been even more popular than
Charles with the more violent “Tories, whose
custom it was to drink his health on their
knees with the loud * Huzzah ™ which they
had adopted as their party cry. The mere
fact that the Whigs had tricd to exclude
James from the throne made him the idol of
the more unthinking of the Tories. They
felt surc that he would, even more than his
brother, serve their ends as a true Tory
King. They optimistically supposed that the
powers they conferred on him would still be
used by the Crown, as in the last years of
Charles 1I, to uphold the Church and the
Tories and to crush the Dissenters and the
Whigs. That they themselves would ever,
feel any temptation to resist the Loy .-
Anointed never occurred to them, for(
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CHAPTER 1II
THE REIGN OF JAMES II

Such then was the state of parties and of
opinion when James II succeeded to the
throne in 1685. We now come to the strange
events of his reign, which in three years
fused the existing elements of politics into
an entirely new combination, and kept them
there at melting-point until the Revolution
Settlement of 1689 emerged as the solid
and permanent restduum of the crisis.

““'The four years of reaction, closing with
the death of Charles II, had obscured the
real crux of politics, that no logical process
could reconcile the Tory political theory [of
divine right of kings and non-resistance]
with their constitutional sense and their
religious convictions. The rule of Charles’s
successor was destined to strip off the inter-
cepting veils of enthusiasm, and to leave

this inconsistency naked, repulsive and
challenging.”

So writes the historian of the Tory Party.?

1 Keith Feiling, History of the Tory Party, 1640-
I7I4, p. 203.
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But for the first few months of the reign
the honevmoon was undisturbed. James,
on the very day he became King, made a
declaration in the Privy Council, which was
rinted and circulated to the joy of all true
Tories and Englishmen: “I have been
reported to be a man of arbitrary power,
but that is not the only story that has been
made of me; I shall make it my endeavour
to preserve the govenment in Church and
State 3s it is now by law cstablished. I
knovw the principles of the Church of England
are for Momrcg_v. ‘Therefore 1 shall alsways
take care to defend and support it.”

How could the happy and trjumphant
loyalists doubt that fxe would keep this
soﬁcmn J&romisc to observe the faws of the
land and to support the Anglican Establish-
ment? Strange as it may seem in the
retrospect, James, at the time of his accession,
was popularly reputed * a man of his word.”

c new King’s first step was to summon
a Parliament. Until a House of Commons
had voted him the revenues for life which
his brother had enjoyed, he could not carry
on the government even with help from
the coffers of the King of France. More-
over, he had no desire to be the vassal of
Louts, though he might wish to be his
friend ; and if he remained on good terms
with Parlizment he would be able to adopt
an independent attitude in European affairs,
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That no doubt would please his subjects.
He believed that he could be friends with
a High Tory House of Commons. He
thought that Tory principles would make
them support him in everything, even in
his schemes on behalf of the Roman Catholics.
He desired that Parliament should repeal the
Test Act and the Habeas Corpus Act and
other laws that hampered his executive action.
Then he could proceed, without any breach
of the law, to fill up the Army, the Navy,
the Cabinet and the Civil Service and the
best places in the Church with his own
co-religionists, side by side with High An-
glicans. 'The Church pulpits would be tuned
not to preach against * the King’s religion ™ ;
and Puritanism would be extirpated by the
continued application of the Clarendon Code
against Protestant Dissenters. In that way
the evolution of Church and State towards the
Roman model could move peacefully forward.

Such was James IT’s first plan.  The return
to Rome was to be carried out with the half-
conscious consent of the Church of England
and with the active help of a Tory Parlia-
ment. It was only their refusal to oblige
that led him to adopt another line to the
same end, to break the laws, to attack the
Church and the party that had placed him
on the throne, and to court instead a chim-
erical alliance with the Puritan Dissenters,
who bitterly hated both him and his religion.
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In the last days of May 1685 James's
Parliament met. Since the Town Corpora-
tions had been remodelled by arbitrary power
at the end of the last reign, the new House
of Commons was more carefully packed in
the royal interest than any other with which
any Stuart King had to deal. Sir Edward
Seymour, the type and leader of the 1pde-
pendent Tory country gentleman, complained
of the way Government had interfered in the
elections. At any rate there were only some
forty members who were not either Tories
or Courtiers. The King repeated to Parlia-
ment the promises he had made to the
Privy Council, to preserve the Jaws and to
defend and support the Church of England.
As yet he said nothing of the Repeal of the
Test Act and Habeas Corpus Act, but de-
manded, in peremptory terms, the grant for
his life of those revenues which had been
voted for life to his brother. If any members
thought of putting him on financial rations
—** feeding me from time to time ”—* T will
answer once for all, that this would be a
very improper way to take with me.” He
must havc_ the revenues for life.

he High Tory House of Commons
deceived by his promises to support the
Church of England, was loyalist enough to

fall straipht into the trap, and to vote him

the Customs revenues for Lif i
abled him, as soon as he h.::i qumzr;eﬁ:&
7
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with Parliament, to live without it for three
fateful years. His financial independence
proved, in fact, his political undoing, by
tempting him along the road of tyranny.
After the Revolution, this mistaken gener-
osity on the part of the Commons was never
repeated. No King or Queen has, since
1685, ever had a large revenue voted for
life, and consequently no year since 1688
has passed without the meeting of Parlia-
ment.

At this stage, before King and Commons
came to grips over the Test Act and the
religious questions that were certain to divide
them, the situation was profoundly altered
by the Western Rebellion. The Duke of
Monmouth was the foolish, handsome, bad
young man, who had been put forward by
the Shaftesbury Whigs in the days of their
power as their candidate for the throne, on
the strength of a lying tale that Charles II
had been married to Monmouth’s mother.
Charles, though he loved the scamp better
than any of his other natural children, did
not recollect the ceremony, and declared he
had rather see him dead than on the throne.
If Monmouth had ever been made King by
his partisans, his reign would have been as
troubled and brief as that of James, and its
catastrophe might well have had consequences
{ataé to the constitutional liberties of the
and.
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After the fall of his Whig patrons, Moo~
mouth had retired to Holland. ‘T'ne Stodt-
folder, William of Orange, advised hinr =
g0 off to the Danube and fight there oz ==
Emperor against the Tark. turning ks =X
on England. The ambitions of e ovz ===
were opposed ; Monmouth’s ¢ = ==
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he had advanced out of the south-western
area, he would have found the whole country
against him. The romantic gallantry of the

easants and weavers against hopeless odds
in the night battle on Sedgemoor, and the
cruelties afterwards inflicted on them should
not blind posterity to the utter wrongness as
well as the folly of their rebellion.

The execution of Monmouth on Tower
Hill was a punishment richly deserved. Of
his followers, several hundreds were executed
either by the soldiers after the battle or by
the process of law at the * Bloody Assize,”
and about 8co more were sold as slaves to
the Barbados. The grant of prisoners to
individual favourites at Court to sell as slaves
oversea was regarded by many Tory gentle-
men as indecent. The atmosphere of the
traffic_at Court was already beginning to
stink in their nostrils. Public opinjon was
shocked at the number of executions, and by
the conduct of Judge Jeffreys on the Bench.
The villages and towns of the South-
WWest were made noisome by the gibbeted
remains of the poor foolish lads. Nost
of all, men blamed the burning alive of
Elizabeth Gaunt, and the beheading of
Alice Lisle, both women of high character,
guilty only of the sheltering of fugitives, an
act of womanly mercy which was never
punished with death by any other English
Government in that or any subsequent cen-
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the rebellion enabled him to raise and keep
on foot a large regular army of some 30,000
men, on whom he imagined that he could
depend to carry out the strange policies on
which he presently embarked. And while
these things encouraged him to defy the
opinion of his subjects, the way to  their
ultimate union against him was cleared by
the disappearance of Monmouth from the
scene. Henceforth William of Orange re-
mained as the one possible champion of
English religion and liberty, infinitely more
formidable than Monmouth on account of
his character and wisdom, his military and
maval resources m Holland, his alliances in
Europe, his wife’s and his own legitimate
nearness to the succession, and the fact that
they were on terms at least as friendly with
the Tories as with the Whigs.

November 1685 was the date of the second
zuvld last session of James’s only Parliament.
No more fateful session has ever been hel
at Westminster, Monmouth’s rebellion had
Tedoubled Tory zeal for James in the summer,
but the auturnn of the Bloody Assize h-‘l%
E’hFetn {ug of sinister rumours’ that i‘;‘ti’_

Sturbed Tory opinion, European
tantism had it;ybagk to the \va]ll;:J in OC“;!;%‘
Louis XIV revoked the Edict of Nantes 31
%aged an unprovoked and cruel ¥3f 7 pis
lirpation against Protestantism 277
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20 as the King angrily declined their request
that he would, now the Rebellion was over,
dispense with the services of the many
Roman Catholics to whom he had illegally
given commissions. There lay the connec-
tion between the question of the Test Act
and the question of the standing army; it
was on that double issue that the Tory
majority in this most loyalist of Parliaments,
reluctantly, and in the most courteous lan-
guage, refused to obey the King. The

lacemen were not enough to outvote the

ories, Indeed, many even of the placemen
voted against the Court and were dismissed.
If James wanted the Test Act repealed, he
must dissolve this Parliament and remodel
the Constituencies over again.

The refusal of the Tory Parliament to
repeal the Test Act excluding Roman Cath-
olics from office was the true beginning of
the sequence of events that led to the Revolu-
tion. The motives of the members who
made this vital decision must be studied
and understood. It is sometimes argued
that because the Test Act, so far as it referred
to Roman Catholics, was repealed without
evil consequences in 1829, that therefore
Parliament did wrong in refusing to repeal
it in 1685. But the circumstances were
utterly different. The repeal of the Tlest
Act in Hanoverian times, under Protestant
Kings controlled by Protestant Parliaments,
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meant that Roman Catholics would be ad-
mitted to the public service in proportion to
their merits and their numbers, and with
no ulterior end in view save justice between
man and man. But in 1685 a zealous and
most imprudent Romanist was King, and
as the custom of the Constitution then stood,
Parliament had neither directly nor indirectly
any control over his appointments to the
Cabinet, the Privy Council, the Army, the
Navy, the Civil Service from the Chief of
the Treasury down to the meanest servant
in the Custom House, the Bench of Judges,
and last but not least the Bench of Bishops.
By the winter of 1685 Parliament had grave
reason to suspect the truth, that James
intended to put Roman Catholics into all
the key-places of power in order to Romanize
the country. The road to royal favour in
all these branches of the Government and
public service was to be Roman Catholicism,
that is to say for Protestants apostasy. Such
was, in fact, the policy followed by James
from 1686 to 1688, although the Test Act
was not repealed and his action in appointing
Roman Catholics to office continued therefore
to be illegal. Would he have acted more
moderately if Parliament had made it legal
for him to appoint his co-religionists ? It is
absurd to suppose so, and the action of the
Tory members in refusing to repeal the
Test Act in 1683 wassno less fully justified
5



THE REIGN OF JAMES II

than its repeal under totally different cir-
cumstances in 1829,

If James had only sought religious tolera-
tion for Roman Catholics he could have had
it. In fact, the odious Penal Laws that
punished their religious rites and subjected
their priests to death or imprisonment had
often been suspended in practice, and had
been inoperative during the last years of
Charles 1I. No one for a moment ex-
Eected James to renew the persecution of

is own religion. Roman Catholics were,
in effect, enjoyinfg freedom of worship, though
not by law. If in 1685 James had asked
Parliament to regularize the position by
modifying or repealing the Penal Laws he
could certainly have obtained his end.
Rochester, Halifax, the Commons themselves
had thrown out feelers in that direction.
Such was the advice of the wise Pope Inno-
cent X1, and such the wish of the old Catholic
families of En%land, the most loyal and Jong
suffering of all the supporters of the House
of Stuart, who by long and bitter experience
knew the strength of Protestant prejudice
among their countrymen. Their prudent
request for toleration not ascendancy, was
voiced at Court by their leaders, Lord Powys
and Lord Bellasyse.

Already in November 1685 the moderate
Catholics, at home and abroad, feared the
consequences of the King’s headlong policy,
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timid or conscientious rivals. Sunderland
was soon spoken of as ‘‘ Premier Minister.”
Lord Chancellor Jeffreys, though he some-
times regretted the King’s dangerous and
illegal measures, consented to be their instru-
ment, and so saved his place. But Rochester
and Clarendon, the Hyde brothers who
represented the extreme High Anglican
Toryism, after making many ignominious
concessions to keep office, were turned out
at the New Year 1686—y, because they would
not, like the freethinker Sunderland, pretend
to adopt the religion of Rome. With their
fall, the Church of England lost its last real
representation at Court. But long ere the
Hydes quitted office, the attack on the Church
had begun in earnest.
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had already made Jeffreys Lord Chancellor ;
he could dismiss any Judge who refused to
inte?ret the Prerogative as he wished ; he
could appoint Judges who would act, not as
umpires between King and subject, but, in
Bacon’s phrase, as ** lions under the throne.”
With their help, he might presently be able
to manipulate the corporations, magistrates
and constituencies, and so nominate a House
of Commons as freely as he now nominated
the Bench of Judges. Lords he could create
in any number, as soon as a new House of
Commons had been packed. A Parliament
50 composed could then alter the laws, and
he himself could re-enter on a legal course,
when the laws and the Parliament had become
mere instruments of the royal will.

James, in short, in his desire to restore
Romanism in England, found it necessary
to becomne an absolute monarch like the other
Princes of Europe. The absurd medizval
shackles on the royal power, peculiar to our
retrograde istand, must be removed. Such
a policy identified the cause of Roman
Catholicism with the cause of despotism in
the eyes of a people viclently prejudiced
against both ; it was an alliance that proved
ruinous alike to Romanism and to kingly
power in England.

. Yet James, though he was most imprudent

in making such an attempt, had at least some

reason to hope for success.  He had complete,
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turn. Constitutional Iiberty was in even
worse case. Where were the medizeval
Estates of France and Spain #  What popular
resistance was there to the will of the Princes
of Italy and of Germany ? Even in stubborn
Holland the power of the Stadtholder was
on the increase. Poland, indeed, had a free
constitution, but its proverbial anarchy was
the laughing stock of Europe.  Surely, James
may well have thought, the tide of a move-
ment so general would float him over the
submerged relics of the medizval Constitu-
tion of England. Even the islanders must
yield to the modern state necessity for
concentrated power.

In one sense James was right : the balance
between kingly and parliamentary poswer in
England was continually crippling the effi-
ciency of government, as in this question of
a standing army. It must be decided once
for all where ultimate power lay, James
forced that decision to an issue.

‘There would, of course, be a difficult time
before the King could win through, 2 hard
struggle, and much need for financial eco-
nomy. So long as that domestic contest
continued, all idea of opposing Louis on
the Continent must be at an end. As early
as October 1685, even before he had quar-
relled with Parltament, James had invited the
French Ambassador to rejoice with him at
the dismissal of their common enemy, Hali-

5 E

3



THE ENGLISH REVOLUTIOXN

fa. “1 do not think,” he said, “ the King
vour Master will be displeased with the
removal of Lord Halifax from my counsels.
I know, however, the Ministers of the Con-
federates will be mortified at it.” The
domestic policy now adopted by James
meant reliance on France and breach with
his son-in-law William. No Treaty of Alli-
ance was signed with France; none was
needed, as Louis himself declared in 1688.
James could not oppose Louis, for he had
no other friend in Europe ; and in England
nine-tenths of his subjects were in opposition
to his will.

James, by reviving and strengthening
Charles II’s Anglo-French axis, turned the
other powers of Europe, Protestant and

. Catholic, over to the side of his English

’cr‘lcmics. “No Prince,” wrote the German
-« historian Ranke, ‘‘ has ever had less thought
for the balance of power in Europe than
James I1.” And “‘the result was,” com-
ments Firth, ““ that Europe became as in-
different to the fate of James II as James II
was to the fate of Europe.” At the final
crisis William had on his side not only the
Protestant Princes of Germany, but Austria,
Spain and the Pope himself.

The first round in the struggle for the
Prerogative went well for the King. A col-

lusive action was brought against Sir Edward
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Hales, a Roman Catholic officer whom the
King had by letters patent dispensed from
the obligation of qualifying as a Protestant
under the terms of the Test Act. In June
1686 2 Bench of twelve Judges almost unani-
mously declared that Hales could keep his
commission without penalty, because the dis-
pensing power was gart of the King’s Prero-
gative, and could be exerted in particular
cases for special reasons. It is not possible
to condemn this decision as illegal, though it
opened a door through which James rushed
forward to the wholesale destruction of legal
rights. ‘The Kings of England had always
possessed, and they still retained after tKe
Revolution, the right to dispense with the
operation of a law for special and urgent
reasons in some particular case. Such a
liberty of executive action is often convenient
and sometimes necessary for the public wel-
fare, particularly in commercial matters and
espectally when Parliament is not in session.
If James had merely used this dispensing
power, reaffirmed by the Judges in the case
of Hales, to retain a few Roman Catholics
in his service, little would have been heard
of the question. But he proceeded to thrust
Roman Catholics wholesale into every branch
of the service, civil and military, nll finally
no Protestant felt safe in his office unless he
was prepared to apostatize. And when, by
the Declaration of Indulgence, he susnar=™"
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the entire operation of a whole code of laws,
he turned the “ dispensing”’ power, v‘vhxch
within strict limits was legal, into a “ sus-
pending ’ power that was utterly illegal and
which rendered all law subservient to the
mere will of the King.

The more conscientious of the Judges soon
began to cry halt to these later developments
of the Royal Prerogative. And as fast as
they demurred, they were dismissed and
replaced by time-servers of paltry pretension
as legal authorities. The packing of the
Judicial Bench was essential to the successful
policy of James. And the independence of
Judges was one of the greatest benefits

.. secured at the Revolution.

. By packing the Bench, James next obtained
a decision on the status of the soldier, that
was very necessary to his plans. He de-
pended on the army, which he was gradually
handing over to Roman Catholic officers,
and into whose ranks he was beginning to
introduce batches of Roman Catholic recruits
from Ireland. About half the troops were
encamped on Blackheath to overawe the
Protestant mob of the Capital. The diffi-
culty was to maintain discipline in the ranks.
If a private struck his officer he could only
be tried for assault before a civil court; if
he deserted, he could not be punished more
severely than a runaway journeyman. James,
by removing recalcitrant Judges like Holt,
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obtained a decision that desertion was fefony,
and several deserters were hung in front of
their regiments,! The King could therefore
keep his army together without summoning
Parliament. At the Revolution the raising
and keeping of a standing army in time of
peace without consent of Parliament was
declared to have been illegal ; and the annual
Mutiny Act, passed for one year only, has,
ever since 1689, enabled desertion and mutiny
to be adequately punished, and discipline to
be fegally maintained in the army by courts
mattial, on condition that Parliament meets
every year and consents to re-enact the
Mutiny Bill and maintain the militaty forces
of the Crown.

James proceeded to bresk law on law.
Prerogative was to be everything, Statutes
nothing if they were not fo the liking of
the King, In 1686 the direct attack on the
Church "of England was prepared by the
tevival of the Court of High Commission
to govern the Church in virtue of the Rogal
Sugrsmacy, with the powe]r of 5:‘;?‘3“"“13

and depriving recalcitrant clergymen.
Court was ilﬁegal, for it had been abohihi;t—i
¥ Statute in the first session of LoTg P 1°
ment in 1641, future Cavaliers 30
UThe ¢ase was not so cleas as Masnl¥f ‘fouﬁbg‘m
Wokdsworeh (e, of Emgtich Lawt Vh B0 those
tll Kis reasons for thinking Holt 15 ::;tb; felony.
503 wrong who dcclnrg; desestion

t, but
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trines to which he had owed his unconditional
accession to the throne. If he alienated
Oxford, 2nd all men in the country who
looked to and loved Oxford, he would cut
away the principal prop of his own power.
Ty a series of arbitrary acts, supported
where necessary by the pronouncements of
the iflegal Court of High Commission, Jernes
put three great Oxford Colleges—Christ-
church, University and Magdalen—under
Romanist rule. Magdalen became a mere
Romanist seminary, after its twenty-five
Fellaws had been illegally ejected from their
frechold for their refusal to break the bew
in the matter of the election of their Presidace.
No action, not even the Trial of the Seven
Bishops, did more to alienate the Church.
Oxford was the heart of Toryism and A=c7-
canism, and had hitherto been the heat ¢f
Royalism. Oxford and the Churth hed
placed James on the throne in spite of the
three exclusionist Parliaments—znd this wos
the reward of their loyalty to the Howse &
Stuart and to the person of Jamss, Czmn
bridge, to which he and his fazity c-:-.: for
less, came off more lightly ; ber Vice-(ran.
cellor was merely bullied by =
deprived of his office for refusiog -~
to admit a Benedictine monk tn 3 foors
But since Christehurch 20d Mar 2 Cogre
fallen, it was ogly : el bad
Trinity and Kip, Y 2 question of £ Befrrn
2’s would suer 7 [7. fave,

rd
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The expulsion of the Fellows of Magdalen
was not merely an attack on the Universities,
it was by implication an attack on the free-
hold rights of all ecclesiastical persons. If
the clerical Fellows of the famous, beloved
and privileged Corporation of Magdalen
could not retain their frechold property in
face of arbitrary power, still less could simple
rectors and vicars when they in their turn
should be called on by the High Commission
to commit some illegal act. If years were
allowed to go by with the King’s power thus
set high over the laws, the day would come
when apostasy or deprivation would be the
choice set before all the beneficed clergy of
the Established Church. That was why
“ even the High Church Bishops, in spite of
their theories of non-resistance, refused to
pronounce against rebellion when William
landed, and why many of the staunchest
Church laymen actually became rebels. The
cause of the King stood in stark opposition

to the cause of the law and the cause of the
Church.

Early in 1687 it had become clear to James
that he could not attain his ends through the
assistance of the Anglican Churchmen. He
must seek other allies ; the handful of half-
unwilling Roman Catholics whom he was
thrusting into a perilous supremacy could
not by themselves govern England ; the
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trickle of conversions to Rome among self-
secking peers, lawyers and place-holders was
slow, and years must pass away before
Romanists were numerous enough to rule
the jsland alone. Meanwhile, he would rgly
on the help of the oldest and bitterest enemies
of his family and person, the Puritan Non-
conformists. ‘They and the Roman Catholics
should receive together the same measures of
relief from all laws persecuting their worship
or excluding them from office, and in return
should supply the King with a composite
party to override Anglican resistance. Ro-
manists and Roundheads should join in
suppressing the Cavaliers.

In accordance with this new policy, James
in April 1687 issued his famous Declaration
of Indulgence. In the preamble he set forth
the blessing of religious toleration, and then
proceeded in virtue of his royal prerogative
to suspend the Clarendon Code, the Test
Act of 1673, and all laws injurious either to
Catholic or Protestant Dissenters. Charles
11, before the passing of the Test Act, had
issued a similar though less extensive Declara-
tion of Indulgence, but had been forced by
Parliament to withdraw it as illegal.

The power to * suspend ” Statutes whole-
sale, claimed by James’s Declaration, was
very different from the power to ** dispense
with the action of a Statute in some particular
case like that of Hales. The © dispensing
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power ** had been pronounced legal in proper
circamstances ; but this larger claim to * dis-
pense with laws in a lump,” as a Member of
Parliament termed it, or the ‘ suspending ”
power as it was distinctively called, subverted
all Constitutional restraints upon the King. 1t
had been pronounced illegal both by Charles I1
and his Parliament. Indeed, if it was legal,
there was no more law save the royal will.
Would the Protestant Dissenters embrace
the offer and become the King’s allies?
They were suffering daily from cruel per-
secution from which the King gave them
immediate though illegal relief. Protected
by the Declaration of Indulgence, they re-
sumed their religious services openly, and
some of the earliest Nonconformist chapels
bear the date 1687. But would they, in
gratitude to the King, join with the Jesuits
to set up royal despotism ? They might in
that way enjoy a sweet revenge on their
Anglican persecutors—but for how long?
Either the King and his religion would grow
strong with the passage of years, till the
Jesuits felt strong enough to treat the English
Puritans as their co-religionists in France
were being treated by James’s friend and
patron, or else the King would fail, or
possibly die, and under his Protestant suc-
cessors, William and Mary, an Anglican
Parliament would meet to take fierce ven-
geance on all who had attacked the Church
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and Constitution of England. And, apart
from all such prudent and self-regarding
caleulations, could the sons of the Round-
heads be 50 base s to betray \}\e Pmt;est:mt
cause and the liberties of Parliament

A minority of Nonconformist Jeaders con-
cented to hecome the King’s allies ; among
these was one excellent man, the Quaker
William Penn; but the prest majonty of
the Puritans, including the leaders of highest
moral authority such as Richard Baster and
John Bunyan, rallied to the national cause.
And this rally became more general and
more active as the years 1637 and 1638 went
by, and the fundamentally Romanist and
despotic aims of the King became every
week more apparent.

Important pronouncements by interested
parties helped to keep the Puritan sects on
the side of the Church and the nation. In
thg. first place, the bishops and the political
chiefs of the Anglican or Tosy party defi-
nitely promised to support an Act of Tolers-
tion for Puritan worship as soon as a free
;’arhament should meet-—a promise fulfilled
in 1689.. In this “ strange auction " Church
and King bid against each other for the
Support off ﬁ‘?,;'g olg enemies, and by the

er of 3 1! 3 .
oubidden the King, el had cleatly
. In the second place, William of O
in the name of hunse}f and his wife a;zn bigz:;
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1687 by @ secret press, as Wis mﬁst of thci
anti.Government literature of the re;ix}.
"Phe Censorship could prevent open pub (;-
cation, but its net could not stem the nme
of pamphlets from Holland andufrom e
secret presses of London, The Letter to
a Dissenter” had an immense circulation
and a great influence at a critical juncture.

“ Consider,” wrote Halfax to the Dis-
senters, * that these new friends did not
make you their choice but their refuge. .

Thpra emsent b oot o4 pdinary when
{ ¢ .« %+ s+ = Dbills Jadver-
ISE . * 1 and offereth

taisters for tender consciences ; by all that

ath hitherto appeared her skill in chirurgery
\yeth chiefly in a quick hand, to cut off
fimbs, . . . Think a little how dangerous
it is to build on 2 foundation of paradoxes.
Papery is now the only friend to liberty;
and the known enemy to persecution. . | .
Things tend naturally to what you would
have if you would let them alone, and not
by an unseasonable activity lose the influ-
ences of your good star that promiseth you
everything that is prosperous. The Church

? “There was a pamphlet entitled * A Letter t0 2 Dis-
senter” went sbout in the dark and sold very deare,
which was answered by Sir Robert (Roger) Lestrange ;
and both being now printed, are pubhicly sold for 2.,
s0 muc.l.\ benefit the world hath by Sic Robert his
snswer,”  (Bramaton Aulo;x;ogm;hy, P. 300)
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of England, convinced of its error in being
severe to you; the Parliament, whenever it
meeteth, sure to be gentle to you ; the next
heir bred in the country which you have so
often quoted for a pattern of indulgence
[Holland] ; a general agreement of all think-
ing men that one must no longer cut our-
selves off from the Protestants abroad, but
rather enlarge the foundations upon which
we are to build our defences against the
common enemy, so that in truth all things
conspire to give you ease and satisfaction, if
by too much haste to anticipate your good
fortune you do not destroy it.”

In the summer of 1687 James was encour-
aged to hope for the Nonconformist alliance
by a number of addresses of thanks from
various dissenting communities up and down
the country, whom the Declaration of Indul-
gence had relieved from actual persecution.
Thinking that he had the Puritans with him,
he proceeded to remodel the county magis-
tracy, the Corporations that governed the
towns and the bodies that elected the Mem-
bers of Parliament, turning out the Tories
who for half a dozen years past had enjoyed
almost 2 monopoly of these strategical posi-
tions in the body politic. He replaced them
with Roman Catholic gentlemen of old family,
many of them unwilling conscripts to a policy
they knew to be imprudent, cheek by jowl
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with dissenting merchants and shopkeepers
of the old Roundhead and Shaftesbury trgd!—
tion in politics. The Whig ’lords and squires
either were not offered or did not accept any
share in the royal favours, but some of the
rapk and file of the braken Whig party, of
the Nonconformist middle-class, took offices
which they were not entitled by law to hold,
and thus enrolled themselves as partisans of
the King and the Declaration of Indulgence.

In the last years of Charles 11 the time-
honoured charters of London and many other
towns had been cancelled by guo warranto
proceedings of doubtful legality, or had been
surrendered under pressure to avoid penal-
ties. New charters had been granted by the
King's Prerogative, giving 2 monopoly of the
new Corporations to Tory partisans. The
Tories had rejoiced in this doubtful exercise
of royal c{m\\'er by Charles 11, since it had
been used to place them in the seats of their
enemies. But they came quickly to recon-
sider the question of royal prerogative in
relation to municipal liberties, when James IT
repeated the action of his brother, in erder
to turn out Tories and Anglicans wholesale
from the Corporations, and substitute Roman
Cn'!I[\}:JIicshand Puritans.

e shdttering effect upon Tory loyal,
that resulted frogm James }I)I’s purrgye o t}g
Town Corporations and the rural magistra
can be illustrated in the words of the Earl of
9
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Aylesbury, the highest of Tories, who eventu-
ally became a Jacobite and went into exile
from a touching personal loyalty to a master
whose policy he had so strongly disapproved :

“In pursuing the two lamentable and
unadvised steps—the seizing of St. Mary
Magdalen College and the imprisoning and
trial of the Bishops, I omitted one thing
that was greatly prejudicial to the King, and
that was the purging of the Corporations
great and small, expelling all loyal and good
subjects, and that were entirely in his
Majesty’s interest, and in the worst of time
when he was Duke of York, and after when
he came to the Crown. . . .

“The City of London was the chief sac-
rifice, and no doubt but in the annals you
will find the names of those unparalleled
magistrates turned out . . . those two pillars
of Church and Monarchy, Sir John Moore and
Sir William Pritchard, who was the author
of the overthrow of factious and seditious
riots, and was the cause of the flight into
Holland of that turbulent Earl [Shaftesbury]
who died there soon after. There were seven
or eight more turned out, and the same,
number restored or made anew, and all of
the fapatic spawn. . . . [On the occasion
of the King’s visit to the City.] I took
notice to a Lord in my coach what sneaking

faces most of the livery-men of the Com-
8o
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jes had, that lined the streets. ¢ Can
gzﬁ‘wonder at it 2’ said that Lord, ‘2ll the
jolly, genteel citizens are turned out an‘d“ail
sneaking fanatics put into their places.

Tn shost, enough “ fanatics,” as the Tores
called all Puri%ans, had joined the King’s
party to encourage him In his course and
to enrage the most loyal Tories against him ;
but these time-serving politicians who now
as “ King’s men " filled the Town Corpora~
tions, were not strong enough in numbers
or in character to have any considerable
influence. And as the fateful months went
by, the Puritan bodies throughout the country
turned more and more against the King.
In relying upon the Puritans, James leaned
on a staff that broke in his hands.

The efforts of James thronghout the greater
part of 1687 and 1688 were directed to
packing a new House of Commons that
would ‘support his policy and repeal the
Test Act.” The remodelling of the Corpora-
tions was partly directed to this end; the
remodelling of the county magistracy on
similar lines was no less essential and proved
even more difficult, In the towns James

could at Jeast find a certain amount of pre-
carious  support fro

0 m a minority of the

Puritan merchants, In the country districts

he could find few country gentlemen to

serve him apart fmmsthe Roman Catholics,
4 F
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many of whom came in as ‘ pressed men ” -
disliking the whole business. Among the
Protestants, the Tory and the Whig country
gentlemen were equally opposed to the royal
policy. In order to enjoy the royal favour,
country gentlemen were asked whether they
would support the repeal of the Test Act
if elected as members of the new Parliament,
or whether they would support candidates
so pledged. The King’s busy agents went
round the country houses canvassing the
squires individually on these lines, using at
once threats and promises, but almost always
without avail* The similarity of the an-
swers returned to the royal questionnaire
show that there must have been much secret
consultation among the Whig and Tory
gentlemen in all the counties of England.
The united party that made the Revolution
was beginning to take form, though as yet
only for the purpose of passive resistance.
James found that he was unable to pack
a Parliament for his purposes, though he
tried harder than any King of England had
ever tried before. Therefore, after he had
dissolved his old Tory Parliament, he never
in fact summoned another, though he never

1 See Sir George Duckett’s Penal Laws and Test Act
returns, 18823 ; see also the most interesting diary of
Sir John Knatchbull, published in the Cambridge His-

torical Journal for 1926 by the present Head Master
of Harrow.
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wholly abandoned the idea. But he dis-
missed the Tory Lords Lieutenant, Deputy
Licutenants and Justices of the Peace by
whom the counties were governed, putting
in their place Roman Catholics and Puritans
who had less than no influence, and some
of whom were at heart opposed to his policy.
The complete collapse of the royal power in
county after county when William landed
was due to the fact that the King had no
effective local magistracy at his command.
If the King had had a paid bureaucracy of
his own in the counties, like the King of
France in his provinces, he might have
ulled through. But he depended on the
oyalty of an unpaid magistracy composed of
independent country gentlemen. It was an
instrument that could only be used for
olicies not wholly repugnant to the class
rom which it was drawn.

‘The office of Justice of the Peace had
been established in Plantagenet times as a
working compromise between the powers
claimed by the Crown and the influence
exercised by Jocal landowners, The Tudor
and Stuart monarchs had for 200 years tried
to make these unpaid local magistrates sub-
serve the purposes of a bureaucracy devoted
to the partisan projects of the Crown. The
Tudors had succecded well enough because
a large section of the country gentlemen
favoured their Rcfosmmtion policy~The

3
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earlier Stuarts had succeeded rather less well,
but James II failed altogether, because he
asked the country gentlemen to help him in
a policy which nine-tenths of them abhorred,
and which was equally abhorred by the other
classes of the community.

In one aspect, therefore, the Revolution
was a revolt of the local magistracy against
the Central Power. The revolt was neces-
sary to save the Constitutional liberties of
England. But it was unfortunate that the
independence of the local magistrates was
increased by the events of 1688-g—as they
most certainly were—for what England
needed in the interest of good government
and social reform was not less central control
but more. James, however,  had identified
the cause of central control with Roman
Catholicism and lawless despotism. In the
reaction that followed, central control lost
yet more ground. Throughout the eigh-
teenth century the local magistracies in town
and county did only too much what they
liked, without any restraint by King or Privy
Council. 1t was only the rise of democracy
and Benthamite Reform in the nineteenth
century that re-adjusted the balance between
Whitehall and the local magistrates.

Already in the early months of 1688, the
union of classes, parties and churches against
the King and his Jesuit advisers was obliter-
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ating all old landmarks and superseding the
feuds of Whig and Tory, Church and Dissent.
These old enemies, and the great middle
mass of opinion not permanently attached
to either faction, now formed a solid phalanx
in defence of the Constitution and the Pro-
testant religion of England. As much as
any political movement recorded in our
annals, it was a moral revival. And certainly
a moral revival was overdue, By reaction
from the shibboleths and the hypocrisy of
the Puritan regime, the reign of Charles 1T
had been a period of lax political morality,
and scepticism as to the reality of virtue.
The polstical classes had made a jest of prin-
ciple. Men like Buckingham, Shaftesbury
and Sunderland had been characteristic
leaders of that scapegrace epoch. James,
having watched the conduct of public men
throughout his brother’s reign, had been
led to hope that there was no religious con-
viction or moral fechng in England sufficient
to resist the force of royal displeasure and
royal favour, if steadily exercised to make
men change their religion. The challenge
was an insult to the nation, but not wholly
undeserved. It cvoked a memorable re-
sponse. The Tory pamphleteer Davenant,
a dozen years later, recalled how these times
had stirred men's souls :

“The measures King James the Second
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took to change the religion of the country,
roused up fresh zeal in the minds of all
sorts of men : they embraced more straitly
what they were in fear to lose. Courtiers
did thrust themselves into the presence to
quit their offices rather than be brought to
do what might prejudice the Church of
England. Nor had the licentious ways of
living in fleets and armies shaken our seamen
and soldiers in their principles. They all
stood firm. The clergy showed themselves
prepared to die with their flocks, and managed
the controversial parts of Divinity with
primitive courage and admirable learning.
The churches were everywhere crowded, and
the prospect of persecution, though per-
adventure at some distance, begot devotion.”

And if principle was enlisted against James
so too was prejudice. The violent anti-
clerical passions of the English mob, easily
aroused to burn the chapels of Puritan dis-
senters, regarded Jesuits and the Roman
worship with even more furious hatred and -
fear. The political temperature of English
opimion in the summer of 1688 would cer-
tainly have sufficed to restrain either Charles I
or Charles II. But James, obstinate in the
belief that his father had fallen because he
made concessions, and himself surrounded
by flatterers who deceived him in order to
cling to their offices, Iggt only held his course
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but flung into the loaded mine the lighted
match of the Trial of the Seven Bishops.

The famous trial arose out of the republica-
tion, in the spring of 1688, of the Declaration
of Indulgence, issued the year before. There
was little change in the substance of the
Declaration ; again ** stacks of statutes ” were
swept into the dustbin by royal decree.
But on this occasion a further step was taken.
The clergy of the Establishment were re-

uired by the King to read the Declaration in
their churches agtcr the morning service.
There were few beneficed clesgymen in
England who did not believe the Declaration
to be illegal ; yet they were one and all to be
made partners in the illegality. Any parson
who refused, was liable to be brought up
before the High Commission Court and
suspended or deprived for disobedience.
‘The Church had to bethink herself what
E)o]icy to adopt in this desperate strait.
f indeed the whole body of clergy refused
to read the Declaration, it would certainly
be difficult, perhaps impossible, to proceed
against them. But could such unznimity
be hoped for ?  And if some read and others
did not, the disobedient might be victimized.
A common policy was required. Obedience
to the King had long been the chief doctrine
taught by the Church of England ; what, if
any, were the limits to obedience ?
87
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Whigs. Here lay the embryo of the Revolu-
tion Settlement.

On the Sunday when the London clergy
had been commanded to read the Declaration,
only four out of a hundred obeyed.

They had been encouraged in this refusal
by the leading Dissenters in London, who
declared they did not wish for relief by
means of the Declaration, which would des-
troy the laws and the Protestant religion. A
fortnight later the clergy throughout the rest
of the country were called on to read the
Declaration, and followed the example set by
London. The Church had defied the King.

In face of opposition from such a quarter,
and indeed from almost every quarter, James
might well have receded. Instead he went
forward to put Sancroft and six other Bishops
on trial for seditious libel—for so he desig-
nated the petition they had presented to him
begging that the clergy should not be forced
to read the Declaration because it was illegal.
Even Sunderland, who had 60,000 livres a
year from France and had just gone through
the form of reconciliation to Rome in order
to keep his place at the head of the Govern-
ment, was aghast at the audacity, and began
to fear that he as well as his master had
gone too far. He unwillingly signed the
committal of the seven Bishops, but he
began a policy of *insurance” by com-
municating secretly with William of Orange.

]
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The Trial of the Seven Bishops, the greatest
historical drama that ever took place before
an authorized English law court, aroused
popular feeling to its height. The sight of
seven prelates of blameless character and
known loyalty to James (five of them were
afterwards Jacobites !) entering the Tower
as prisoners and standing in the dock as
culprits, showed as nothing else would have
done that the most revered and the most
loyal subjects in the land would be broken
if they refused to become active parties to
the King’s illegal designs. If the Bishops
suffered, who could hope to escape the royal
vengeance ?

The accused had the advantage of the
fact that it was a public trial. On June
29, 1688, Westminster Hall and the streets
and open places around it were thronged by
a vast multitude, all swayed by one intense
emotion. Nearly half the House of Lords
came as spectators of the drama ; the leading
public men in the country filled the court
of King’s Bench, to see the Bishops get fair
play. The Judges had by this time been
well weeded by the King, but on this occasion
two out of four ventured to advise the jury
in favour of the accused—a piece of independ-
ence for which next week they were both
dismissed. An attempt by the prisoners’
counsel to obtain an acquittal on technicalities
failed, and the issues left to the jury were
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therefore the real issues of the case: Had
subjects the right to petition the monarch,
and was the Declaration of Indulgence
illegal? The jury, held up all night by a
single dissentient, came next day to a unani-
mous verdict of Not Guilty. ‘The scene in
court after the acquittal, the day of furious
joy in the streets of the capital, followed by
the night of bonfires and of windows each
illuminated with seven candles, the yet more
ominous cheering of the King’s own troops
on Hounslow Heath, would have warned
anyone but James that the ground was
cracking under his feet.

But he would not rccede. A new hope
lured him on; he had a new motive for
persistence.  Nearly three weeks before the
trial of the Bishops, the Queen (his second
wife Mary of Modena), had borne him a
son. She had so long been childless that
people were astounded at a natural fact that
touched their interests so nearly. *‘ In the
scventeenth century people would believe
anything. The Catholics thought it was a
miracle, and the Protestants said it was an
imposture. It was neither.” (G. N. Clark,
p. 121.)

The unfortunate little Prince, destined mn
after years to be known as * James 111" or
the *“Old Pretender,” was, of course, James
II's son. But his father had been unwise
in not summoning more Protestant witnesses
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among the crowd that, according to custom,
witne.ed the birth of the heir to the throne.
I'he story that the infant had been intro-
dueed into the Queen’s bed in a warming-
pan or otherwise, was exploited .by the
eneraies of James, working on a nation ghat
believed the Jesuits capable of any villainy.
Anne for long honestly doubted whether the
young, James were her brother or not.
the Lories generally found relief for con-
gefence in the doubtf.  The Whigs cared less
abont, it, and after using it in 1688, soon let
it drop, hecanse they did not believe 1
divine right and were Quite pleased to exclude
the Prince even if he were the King’s son.
Indeed, the ‘Tories in later years upbraide
the Whigs for repudiating the warming-pan
2 ostory at the Sacheverell Trial, and in 1711
Swilt wrote in the Tory Examiner that the
popular belief ought “to be maintained
““whether it be true or false,”

Tn June 1688 the birth of the Prince made
the quarrel hetween the King and the nation
far more scrions and irreconcilable. There
was now an heir apparent to the throne, 2
boy who would by right displace the pre-
sumptive Protestant  heirs, his half-sisters
Mary and Anne. And no one could doubt
that his Roman Catholic parents would bring
him up in their own faith, Hitherto many
"Tarien had been prepared to wait patiently
for relief till the death of James, when all
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his plans would fall to the ground on the
succession of his Protestant daughters, But
now a long line of Roman Catholic Kings
would carry on his policy, unless his subjects
resorted to armed resistance,

While the birth of the Prince thus moved
the minds of Whig and Tory leaders to
plot the Revolution, it gave ?:1mcs a new
reason to be obstinate in his course. If
he could live till the child was of age, all
would be well ; and if, as was not unlikely,
he died while his son was still a child, ke
must leave behind him a Roman Catholic
party in such power that the Protestants
wou*d be prevented from getting hold of
little James and bringing him up in the
rcligion of the Church of England. Thus
the Trial of the Seven Bishops and the birth
of the Prince of Wales together ushered in
the revolutionary period of James's reign.
The historian must now dive into the annals
of conspiracy and weigh the prospects of
revolt.



CHAPTER IV
THE REVOLUTION

ON June 30, 1688, the day of the acquittal
of the Seven Bishops, a document was secretly
dispatched to William of Orange, inviting him
to come over to England with a military force,
round which the country would rally in rebel-
lion against the government of James. There
was no offer of the Crown or any indication
as to what the ultimate settlement should be.
The invitation was signed in cypher by
Devonshire, Russell and Sidney for the
Whigs, by Danby and the Bishop of London
for the Church and Tory party, and by
Shrewsbury and Lumley, whose signatures
attested the renewed zeal of the nation for
Protestantism, to which both those noblemen
had recently become converts.

For a year or more past, the Whig and Tory
leaders, forgetful of old feuds, had been con-
sulting secretly for the defence of the public
rights, often in concert with Dykvelt, the
trusted agent of William, representing his
wife Mary the heir presumptive to the throne.
The plans of constitutional resistance that had
been generally adopted throughout the coun-
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try had been matured in such conferences,
but until the spring of 1688 the idea of an
armed rising had not been considered cither
in London or at The Hague. Then the pace
quickened, and in June the trial of the Seven
Bishops, and still more the birth of the Prince
of Wales, persuaded the bolder spirits among
the two English parties that resort must be
had to force.

It was not too soon, for the feeling against
James could not become stronger or more
universal than it was already.  And next year
might be too late, for popular ferment is
subject to periods of cbb through sheer
exhaustion.  Moreover, James had begun to
transform his_army by the introduction of
recruits from Catholic Ireland.  This process
was deeply resented by the English soldiers,
who regarded the Irish as an inferior and con-
quered race, and were themselves more than
ever estranged from the King.  The redcoats
cncamped on Hounslow Heath had checred
the news of the Bishops’ acquittal.  If indeed
James were allowed time to introduce enough
Irish, he might again trust to the loyalty of
his regiments ; but meanwhile the morale of
his army was in dire confusion. He was
swapping horses in midstream, and the Revo-
Iution was deliberately timed to catch him in
the act.

Except by rebellion there was no Jonger
hope oF relief.  Even if people continued
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regard the Prince of Wales as supposititious,
he would succeed tothe throne if James d_xed
in possession of power.  Constitutional resist~
ance had reached the limit of its efficacy.
The Bishops might be acquitted, but all
executive authority remained in the King’s
hands. He was busy remodelling the Army,
the Judiciary, the Magistracy, the Parlia-
mentary Constituencies. How long was it
safe to allow him a free hand ? For though
James had law against him, he had power
on his side, and if once he could pack a
House of Commons, as he was diligently
striving to do, Parliament would put him
right with the law, for new Statutes could
transform it into a Jaw of absolutism. These
reasons for immediate action were clearly set
before William in the Invitation of June 30.
Whig doctrine of a contract between King
and people justified rebellion against a law-
breaking King ; and half the Tories, headed
by their old leader Danby and by Compton,
Bishop of London, had now been converted
to Whig doctrine on that point. The other
half of the Tories, headed by Archbishop San-
croft and Lord Nottingham would not indeed
join in rebellion, but would at least refrain
from defending the King by word or deed,
until his power to do harm had been des-
troyed by others less scrupulous than them-
selves, For the doctrine of non-resistance
demanded only pass,iveé not active, obedience
9
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to a tyrannical King. According to the High
Church divines, St. Paul had taught that the
Christians should submit to Nero, but not
that they should fly to arms to defend their
persecutor against a conspimcfy of the Pre-
torian Guard. ‘The enemies of James, there-
fore, calculated that the King’s power would
fall, because all the Whigs and half the Tories
would be active in rebellion, while the other
half of the Tories looked on with folded arms.

Indeed, the only real danger to the initial
success of a revolt lay in the armed forces of
the Crown, To mect this, a conspiracy, cen-
tring on Lord Churchill gaftcn\nrds the great
Marlborough), was widely spread among the
army officers ; other agents were busy among
the Captains of the Navy., The rank and file
of the regiments, and the deck hands, though
not in the conspiracy, were deeply alienated
from ]nmcs-—wzcthcr to the point of mutiny
no one could tell until the day. The Navy
was thought to be even more zealously Pro-
testant than the Army, and moreover in those
days of sailing ships a ** Protestant wind
might give the invader an undisturbed land-
ing, as indeed happencd. But it was agreed
that a cunsidcmg e armed force must be
brought into England by any would-be Liber-
ator, not necessarily large enough to defeat
the King’s regiments in battle, for it was
carnestly hoped to aveid a conflict—but
enough to hold them in check by mancuvre

9
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till they had disintegrated through disaffec-
tion and desertion, and till the rest of the
country had risen in arms. If the flag of
rebellion were raised without serious military
support, as Monmouth had rashly raised it,
few would dare to join ; Sedgemoor and the
Bloody Assize were fresh in recollection.

It is often asked: Why did the Whigs and
Tories of 1688 call in foreign arms ? Why
did they not rise in rebellion as Englishmen
in their own quarrel, like the Roundheads of
1642 ? They had a better case, and the
country was far more united against James II
than against Charles I. Why then invite
foreigners to interfere ?  The fact that James
was introducing Irish, whom the English re-
garded as foreigners more odious than the
Dutch, is an excuse, but not in itself an
answer,

_'The answer lies in the difference of the
situation. In 1642 Charles I had no army
save what he could raise from loyalist volun-
teers; in 1688 James had a large regular
army on foot. In 1642 a Parliament was sit-
ting as a centre of authority round which men
could rally against the King; in 1688 no
Parliament was sitting. A flag or leader was
therefore needed to evoke and organize
opposition to James,

‘There must then be an army of liberation,
and there must also be a chieftain under whose
banner all sections of 8the opposition would

9
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gladly march. The only oy ';“ﬁ;‘:’?,ﬁ?ﬁ
ch'a purpose woul -

:;slc pro &‘%:Jml troops of the DuxghdRq?ub‘l:
—a polyglot Protestant force, in ut‘iﬁﬂég

Rritish contingent whose presence would go
far to mitigate the sense of a foreign m}‘aswrg
And the only person sound whom Whigs ani d
Tories would rally with equal confidence was
William of Orange, husband of the King’s
eldest child Mary. By a happy coincidence
William as Stadtholder of Holland was the
one man who could bring over the desired
force. He could 2lso, as head of the Euro-
pean combination in restraint gf Frm_xce,
anfint oo semoomem TV edition against

' » the Protestant
neeneds us Dsinany, vu opdin, Austria and,
strangest of all, the Pope himself!

For reasons connected chiefly with the
later years of his reign in England, William
111 is usually remembered as 2 Whig, rather
than as a Ti y hero.  But in 1688 and for
several years after the Revolution he appeared
2s a leader equally agreeable and disagreeable
to both \;xmis, and his own feelings were not
more Whig than Tory.

In religion, indeed, he pleased the Whigs
best, for he was a latitudinatian Calvinist,

repared to conform to the Church of Eng-

and, He was by temper, conviction and

policy in favour of religious toleration {even

to Roman Catholics), and he was above all for
9



THE ENGLISH REVOLUTION

the hearty union of all Protestants, in face of
the power of Louis that had just destroyed
them in France and was threatening them in
Holland and on the Rhine. William was, in
short, what our ancestors called a “low
churchman.” This the Tories could tolerate
but not applaud ; it pleased the Whigs well.

On the other hand William’s political con-
nections were more Tory than Whig., His
oldest English champion was the Tory leader
Danby, who had negotiated his marriage with
Mary in 1677, and the Tories had protected
their reversionary claims to the throne,
when the more violent of the Whigs were
trying to supplant them both by Mon-
mouth, a wrong that William could not
quickly forgive. Moreover, he represented
in his own person the anti-Republican party
in Holland. As Dutch Stadtholder and as
head of a princely house, he held views of
roval prerogative which were rather Tory than
Whig. He suspected the Whigs as crypto-
Republicans, jealous of the royal power which
he secretly hoped to obtain in order to use it
for the defeat of Louis of France. For that
purpose he coveted as much authority in
England as he could get.  If he could become
King, he wished for kingly power. Although,
unlike James, he was prepared to observe all
laws limiting royal prerogative, he had no
wish to see that class of law increased. He
was himself a grandson of Charles I; the
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House of Orange and its partisans had been
bitterly hostile to the rebels who cut off his
head. ~ William, in short, was no Whig, and
in 1688 he was about equally in favour with
both the English parties, whose factious quar-
rels he understood, regretted and despised.
He regarded the misconduct of Whigs and
Tories for a number of years past as a chief
cause of the French danger in Europe, and
of the domestic troubles that now justly
afflicted the English themselves.

William did not come over for love of Eng-
land or for pity of her misfortuncs. Neither *
the country nor its inhabitants made any
appeal to his affections, which were all cen-
tred on Holland. His wife loved England,
but he was not in the habit of forming his
policy in consultation with Mary, nor would
she have urged him to attack her own father,
Her gentle nature felt the whole tragedy of
her position, but she silently accepted the
decision of the husband she adored, as to the
only means of saving England, Holland and
the Protestant cause in Europe.

William, then, was under no personal or
moral obligation to risk the fortunes of the
fittle land of dykes and canals for the sake
of a country that had often treated both him
and Holland very ill. But in his cold judg-
ment, Holland could only be sated from ulti-
mate conquest by France, if,” Tn “{‘!’S
brought in as an active part anti-
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French alliance which he had painfully built
up in Burope. If he could himself become
King of England that object would certainly
be secured. TFailing that, the object might
still be attained if the policy of James were
subjected to the will of a freely elected Parlia-
ment. For that reason he decided that the
enormous risks of the invasion of England
must be faced, and he proceeded to make his
preparations—imilitary, diplomatic and politi-
cal—with a combined audacity and wisdom
that mark him out as one of the world’s
great men.

" William’s Declaration, with which he her-
alded his coming, announced that he had been .
invited by certain Lords Spiritual and Tem-
poral to restore the ravished liberties of the
English people. The essential clause of the
Declaration was that which appealed to a
freely elected Parliament to decide on all
questions at issue. “A free Parliament”
was the very same cry which Monk had raised
as the prelude to the restoration of Charles II.
There were indeed many similarities in the
movements of 1660 and 1688. In both cases
the object was to get rid of arbitrary and
lawless power supported by military force, to
restore the ancient laws and the authority of
a freely clected Parliament. And in both
cases these ends were found to be best secured

and perpetuated by placing a new King upon
the throne.
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William and the Englishmen who invited
him over clearly saw that an appeal to a free
Parliament was the only possible cry which
would unite all the cnemies of James, Whig
and Tory, Church and Dissent. Any prema-
ture indication of the nature of the Settle-
ment that was to follow the revolt, above all
any hint that James was to be dethroned, or
on the other hand, that he was to be kept on
the throne, would divide the nation at the
very moment when union was essential. It
would arouse debate when swift action was
wanted. It was enough to announce that a
free Parliament should decide all matters in
dispute. But a Parliament could not be
freely elected, and if elected could not have
power to decide these tremendous issues,
unless the military power of James had first
been broken. What his position would be
after he had been disarmed would depend
partly on Parliament, and even more perhaps
upon himself,

The Yolitiml and diplomatic difficulties
that William had to overcome before he could
set sail were so great that even his ability
would not have sufficed without a rare run
of luck.

The Dutch were not a venturcsome people
and their unanimous consent had 1o be
obtained for this very risky adventure. The
Republican party that dominated the great
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William and the Englishmen who invited
him over clearly saw that an appeal to a free
Parliament was the only possible cry which
would unite all the encmies of James, Whig
and "Tory, Church and Dissent, Any prema-
ture indication of the nature of the Settle-
ment that was to follow the revolt, above all
any hint that James was to be dethroned, or
on the other hand, that he was to be kept on
the throne, would divide the nation at the
very moment when union was essential. It
would arouse debate when swift action was
wanted. It was enough to announce that a
free Parliament should decide all matters in
dispute. But a Parliament could not be
freely elected, and if elected could not have
power to decide these tremendous issues,
unless the military power of James had first
been broken.  What his position would be
after he had been disarmed would depend
partly on Parliament, and even more perhaps
upon himself.

The ‘)olitical and diplomatic difficulties
that William had to overcorae before he could
sct sail were so great that even his ability
would not have sufficed without a rare run
of Tuck.

The Dutch were not a venturesome people
and their unanimous consent had to be
ohtained for this very risky adventure. The
Republican party that dominated the great
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City of Amsterdam wished to limit the Stadt-
holder’s power, and would in normal times
have been most unwilling to see William
strengthen his position in Holland by becom-
ing King of England. Moreover, the Re-
publican party was the Peace party, anxious
to remain on good terms with France, and
if the Dutch attacked James they would
certainly find themselves at war with his
protector Louis XIV. The party hostile to
William formed, indeed, only a minority in
the Dutch States-General, but the Federal
Constitution of the United Provinces enabled
even a very small minority to hold up decisive
action. Any one of the Seven Provinces,
and any one City in any of those Provinces,
had the right to veto the use of the Army
and Fleet of the Federation on the projected
expedition. All William’s statecraft could
not have obtained the required unanimity, if
his enemy Louis XIV had not played into
his hands.

If in 1688 Louis had either spoken the
Dutch Republic fair, or if he had kept a
large army near her frontier, in either case
William would never have obtained leave to
sail. But the French King was in one of his
outrageous moods, which on several occasions
in his life undid the work of years of policy.
In 1688 he insulted and bullied the Dutch
till even the Republican Peace party rallied

to William. And at the same time he with-
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drew the forces that thrmtc{led Holjand, to
plunge them into a campaign against the
German Princes on the Rhine. The Dutch
me to the unanimous conclusion that they
must scize the flecting moment of safety
created by the removal of the French armies
to the Rhine, and send their Stadtholder to
win the alliance of England, because nothing
else would render them ultimately secure
from so bad a neighbour as Louis. A
thus ot the last moment they gave William
leave to go, taking with him the Dutch Fleet
and many regiments in the Dutch service.
Why did Louis make the greatest mistake
of his life in withdrawing military pressure
from Holland in the summer of 16887 He
was vexed with James, who unwisely chose
this moment of all, to refuse the help and
advice of his French patron, upon whose
friendship he had based his whole policy.
But Louis was not entirely passion’s slave.
No doubt he felt irritation’ with James, but
healso caleulated that, even if William landed
in England, there would be civil war and long
troubles, as always in that factious island.
Meanwhile, he could conquer Europe at
leisure. *For twenty years,” says Lord
Acton, * it had been his desire to neutralize
England by internal broils, and he was glad
to have the Dutch out of the way [in Eng-
land] while he dealt a blow at the Emperor
Leopold {in Germany]” He thought “it
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was impossible that the conflict between
James and William should not yield him an
opportunity.” "This calculation was not as
absurd as it looks after the event. It was
only defeated by the unexpected rapidity,
peacefulness and solidity of a new type of
Revolution. What happened was contrary to
all precedent. The revolutionary movement
that began in England in 1640, had dragged
on for a dozen years before it produced Crom-
well in shining armour, prepared to inter-
fere effectively in the affairs of Europe. But
the Revolution of 1688 produced, in a few
months, a united nation hurling defiance at
Louis, and, though not at the moment expert
in war, doggedly determined to re-learn that
-, art through years of experience, till Louis
“»was defeated and Europe saved.

By the end of September 1688 it was every-
where known that the preparations in the
Dutch dockyards were directed against the
English government. James at length took
alarm, and offered great concessions to public
opinion. He abolished the Court of High
Commission, replaced the ejected Fellows of
Magdalen, restored the old Charters to Lon-
don and other cities, and offered to put back
in the Lord-Lieutenancies and on the Bench
of Magistrates many of the Tory nobles and
gentlemen whom he had removed.

These concessions, made six months earlier,
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would have had a profound effect. Now
they had no cffect at al_l. They werc too
clearly the result of the impending invasion
from Holland. Morcover, even now he
refused to give way on the fundamental issue,
the Suspending Power. He still kept the
Roman Catholics in office, contrary to the
taw which he still considered he had the right
to suspend by his personal fiat. Many,
therefore, of those Taries whom he offered
to restore to the magistracy refused to act, so
Jong as persons disqualified by law remained
as their colleagues on the county Bench, or
their official chiefs at Whitehall. Even those
who consented to resume their old posts felt
no moral obligation to support James against
William. In short, the hesitations and
changes of the King’s policy in October only
weakened and confused the position of his
servants when the crisis came next month.

. The anger and distrust of the country had
risen to such a height that it could not be
dispelled by partial concessions made under
duress, which could be withdrawn when the
dangc'r had passed. Too much had been
done in the last three years to be forgiven at
aword, Old Sir John Bramston blurted out
to a royal agent the real feeling of the Tory
squires when asked to resume the service of
2\6 Igml:":L at \h]::l elevfcnth hour—" Some

vould think one ki
for a gentlenan” ck of the breech enough
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The King’s subjects did well to be scep-
tical. James was determined never to be a
Constitutional monarch or to abandon his |
efforts to secure the ultimate ascendancy of
his religion. If in October he had really
meant to surrender, he would have summoned
a freely elected Parliament, as he was be-
sought to do by all who desired reconciliation.
He issued writs for an election and withdrew
them again on October 28. He had said to
the Spanish Ambassador, “ I will either win
all or lose all,” and his subsequent flight to
France was only the final proof of his deter-
mination not to remain King at the price of
abandoning his designs. He was no self-

. interested schemer ; if he had been such, he

could have remained on the throne. His
firm adherence to principle may perhaps
claim our admiration. It may certainly claim
our gratitude, for it made the issues clear, and
led to a lasting solution.

The fears that brought James himself to
partial and tardy concessions, struck terror
into time-servers at Court. The arch-hypo-
crite Sunderland had turned Roman Catholic
in the summer in order to secure his place
against rivals. Scarcely had he burnt his
boats in this fashion, when he began to smell
Revolution in the air. To insure his head
and his estates, he began to give moderating
advice on the Council Board, and entered into

secret correspondence with William. He fell
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under suspicion, 2nd James dismised him
from offxcf 2t the end of October. |
There remained 2t the King's side the
Chancellor Jefireys and the Jesuit Petre, the
two most unpopular men in the istand, who
proved mere chaff before the wind in the
storm that was rising. Godolphin, Dart-
mouth, Avlesbury 2nd Middleton still con-
tinued 2s {aithful servants but not 2s advisers
of the King, whose policy they had long dis-
approved.” When William landed, James
was giving ear to no conservative statesman
of the front mnk zoswering to Hyde znd
Falkland, whose wisdom had done so much
to guide the counsels and retrieve the errors
of Charles I durinz the months immediately
preceding the outbreak of the Civil War.
James had driven all such into opposition
like Halifax and Nettingham, or into rebel-
lion [ike Danby. Nor was there 2ny Prince
Ruémt to revive the spirit of his army
and lead it to the atack of invaders and
rebels.  The Commander-in-Chief, Lord
FEVC‘I_Shm, was slothful and incompetent ;
the Litutenant-General, Lord Churchill, soon
0 be proved the grestest soldier of the
23¢, was at the head of 2 secret conspiracy
amang the officers to save the laws and
relizianof England. He and his wife, Sarah,
bad perswaded their friend, the Princess
Anne, Jamas's second child, to take the part
of the Church and the nation agzinst her
G
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father. In the country at large, outside the
ranks of the conspiracy, men waited in doubt,
hesitation and sullen anger with the King, to
see what the hour would bring forth. For
the moment there was no Royalist party at
all, not even among the clergy. Even after
William had landed, the Bishops, including
several who afterwards became Jacobites,
refused the King's request to issue a pro-
nouncement against rebellion. Non-resist-
ance had been the distinctive doctrine of the
Anglican Church, but in the month that
mattered her clergy refused to proclaim it.

In the first days of November, William’s
Declaration, multiplied by secret presses,
was in the hands of the English, who stood
watching the weathercocks for a ‘ Protestant
wind,” whistling * Lillibullero,” or listening
to the ballad-mongers’ songs :

Good People, come buy
The fruit that 1 cry,
That now is in season tho’ Winter be nigh ;
*Twill do you all good,
And sweeten your blood,

I'm sure it will please you when once understood,
"Tis an Orange.

The agony of expectation was prolonged,
while storms from the West delayed and bat-
tered William's fleet that was endeavouring
to leave the coast of Holland. At length the
wind shifted to the east and carried the new

Armada westwards down-Channel towards
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the Devon coast, while it locked up the
English flect near the mouth of the Thames.
Whether, if the wind had been favourable,
any large section of the fleet would have
obeyed  Dartmouth’s order to attack the
Dutch, it is impossible to say. The matter
was not put to the test. Thanks to the
“ Protestant ' wind, William’s landing at
Torbay was carried out with no chance of
molestation. The piety of the age saw Wil-
liam as the Deliverer favoured of heaven, the
more 5o as he stepped ashore on November
the Fifth, the day dedicated for many years
past, by the services of the Church and by
popular rites at nightfall, to thanksgiving for
deliverance from the Popish designs of Guy
Fawkes; the date was henceforth doubly
marked with white in the recollection of
English Protestants.

The army with which he landed was some
12,000 strong, much less than half the num-
ber of the regular forces in the pay of James,
It was a cosmopolitan army, for the Dutch
Republic recruited its troops from many dif-
ferent countries—Danes, Swedes, Germans
Swiss and French Huguenots, besides Hol-
landers, English and™ Scottish regiments
were prominent in the van, It seemed 2
concourse of all the Protestant races of
Europe come to help in the deliverance of
England, rather than a Dutch invasion. The
great banner that floated over the Prince’s
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head as he marched, bore the time-honoured
motto of the House of Orange, ““ I will main-
tain,” with the timely addition of an accusa-
tive—" the Liberties of England and the
Protestant religion.”

As the troops struggled through the deep
and muddy lanes of Devon, the country
people greeted them with transports of
delight, and the population of Exeter gave
William a triumphal welcome into the capital
of the West ; but the magistrates of the City
and the clergy of the Cathedral endeavoured
not to commit themselves, and the Bishop
fled to London, where he was rewarded by
James by the Archbishopric of York. Fora
week no gentleman or person of note ven-
tured to join the Prince. If he had landed
without an army, a few troops of the royal
horse could at this stage have chased him
into the sea.

'The reason of this initial delay in a rising
that soon became so general was that William
had not been expected in that part of Eng-
land. It had been agreed that he should land
in Yorkshire, where Danby stood prepared
to raise the three Ridings as soon as the
Prince set foot on the eastern coast. But
since he had been forced to run before the
wind to the South-West, a fortnight’s delay
took place before the Northern and Midland
risings could be arranged in the absence of

William. And in Devon the unexpected
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i bt of the Prince and his troops could not
:;g‘t;:)cc relieve the fears engendered b the
terrible vengeance that had fpllowed on-
mouth's rebellion in that region only three
vears before,
y 1t was the common peaple who first \\:el-
comed the Prince.  But after 2 short hesita-
tion the Jeaders of the South-West, taking
their cue from the popular enthusiasm, began
to come in. The doctrine that the Revolu-
tion was “ aristocratic” as distinct from
popular is contradicted by all the facts. The
mob, in town and country, was everywhere
against James. But in Stuart England,
specially since the Restoration of 1660, popu-
lar movements could only be effective if they
were {ed by the upper class, It is impossible
to say that one class favoured the Revolution
more than anather.

Bg the middle of November, fram all parts
of England Whig and Tory chiefs set out
from their homes and rode with small groups
of armed horsemen to join the Court and
Camp at Exeter. The newcomers added
tinle 10 the military strength of the rebellion,
but enormously increased its political power,
That was all William asked, for there was to

no fighting. The royal army was to be
overpowered by the sense that the whole
countty was against the King.

Awmang these who joined William at Exeter

was Sir Edward Seymour, the electaral King
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ioht of the Prince and his troops could not
::goncc relieve the fears engendered by the
terrible vengeance that had fpilo\\'ed Mon-
mouth’s rebellion in that region only three
cears before.
)ait was the common people who first wel-
comed the Prince.  But after a short hesx.ta-
tion the leaders of the South-West, taking
their cue from the populat enthusiasm, began
to come in. The doctrine that the Revolu-
tion was *aristocratic” as distinct from
popular is contradicted by all the facts, The
rach, in tawn and country, was everywhere
against James, But in Stuart England,
specially since the Restoration of 1660, popu-
far movements could only be effective if they
were led by the upper class. It is impossible
1o say that one class favoured the Revolution
more than another,

Bg the middle of November, from all parts
of England Whig and Tory chiefs set out
from their homes and rode with small groups
of armed horsemen to join the Court and
Camp at Exeter. The newcomers added
little to the military strength of the rebellion,
but enormously increased its political power,
That was all William asked, tlc:)r there was to
be no fighting, The soyal army was to be
overpowered by the sense that the whole
country was against the King,

Among those who joined William at Exeter
was Sir Edward Scyn’\t;ur, the electoral King
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THE REVOLUTION

ability and cunning that no resistance was
put_ up by the King's servants and soldiers
in the garrison towns.  All Yorkshire passed
without bloodshed into the hands of the
Revolt. Lord Lumley overran Durham and
entered Newcastle, where the mob threw
James's statue into the Tyne. Howard, the
Tory and Protestant Duke of Norfolk, seized
Norwich and raised East Anglia for the
Prince of Orange. Cavendish, the Whig
Earl of Devonshire, scized Nottingham and
raised the Midlands. The forces of the
Midland rebellion were joined at Notting-
ham by the Princess Anne, James's second
daughter, accompanied by her confidante,
Sarah Churchill. The ladies came guarded
by an improvised regiment of country gentle-
men, under the command of the Church
militant, in the person of Compton Bisho;

of London, formerly an officer of the Life
Guards.

Even in these first whirling days, there
were no scenes of blood. Even where the
mob got loose without leaders to control
it, houses of unpopular characters were
sacked, and deer parks of Catholic gentry
broken open, but no murder took place
The contrast to the atmosphere of the Frencl
Revolution is as striking in this as in othe
respects.  And there was no fighting,.fn
the King's partisans offered no resist ...
In almost every region outside the rof
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Catholics, and one wes the detested Chan-
cellor Jefireys. Thus he took the field,
leaving the High Tory Lords 2nd Bishops
s:ill unreconciled to his cause. .

In this utterly recaldtrant mood ke set
off for the West, to put himself 2t the head
of the advance gv.urzfof his 5 a2t Salise
burv, 2nd lead them against the inveder,
Willlam was sull at Exeter, waiting there
while the North, the Midlands and Eax
Anzlia rose.  His great object was to aveid
2 batde 2nd to gmive time for the movernent
of events to diintegrate the fighting foree
of the Kinz.

Oa November 1g, James reacked Salichyry.
During the week that he spent there with
bis troops, the issus of the cumpaizn was
decided, while the myzl zmmies were sl
rany miles zpart. Willizm, hearing thot
James was at Salishury, begaa to move
oly formards from Exetes, wisely sending
Eis British troops in frozt. Ther skirmitked
with some of James's Irith 21 Wine
tom, thes helping to mumke the invasion
azreeasbls to the rachl semsitiveness of
the Enzlish. But no encounter ¢f the lee
;mEary  importance tock plroe. The
wr wis won and lost in the G=p &
Sifabery, asd in the mind 2d Bent of
James, ” P

He found his troops in 254 370558
Cabednl city, sullen, distrzed,
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THE ENGLISH REVOLUTION

hostile. The news poured in that England
north of Thames was rising against him.
He became at last aware that many officers -
in the army, including, as he began to sus-
pect, Churchill himself, were in secret league
with William. He knew not whom to
trust, for Churchill was one on whom he
had heaped favours all his life. Some of -
his friends besought him to arrest the sus-
pects, but he hesitated to precipitate the
crisis. His health and nerves were shaken,
and for three days he was confined to his
room with a violent bleeding of the nose.
When he recovered, he ordered a retreat to
London; it amounted to an acknowledg-
ment that William had won, and had the
effect of dissolving what yet remained of
the fabric of loyalty. Churchill, Grafton,
Kirke and many others went straight over
to William’s camp. What was left of the
army had lost all morale, and all desire
to fight for a King who seemed equally
incapable of treating or of fighting with
his foes.

Thus England escaped a civil war. She
owed this immense good fortune chiefly to
two men, James and Churchill. At the
crisis after William’s landing the King had
been obstinate as a statesman, yet spiritless
and wavering as a soldier. He would not
propitiate the moderates or summon Parlia-

ment, yet he had not dared to lead his troops
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to battle, fearing lest they should betray
him. These fears were not ungrounded’:
the disintegration of the army was largely
duc to the conspiracy carried on for months
before by Churchill in his position of second-
in-command. In his own day, and cver
since, many have called it unpardonable
treachery in Churchill to remain in the
King's scrvice the better to betray him.
Not only the Jacobites but the Whig his-
torian Macaulay took this view, Yet the
question remains open.  Churchill had not,
like Sunderland and others, kept his lace
by pretending to approve the King's policy ;
he End only pretended to be a loyal soldier.
The essence of conspiracy is deceit. If, as
Macaulay thought, conspiracy was justified
by James’s tyranny, what are the moral
rules for conspiracy ? They arc not easy
todefine. Churchill’s choice, right or wrong,
saved England from civil war. It may have
been the most equivocal but 1t was certainly
not the least of the great services Marl-
borough did for England, that he remained
in the royal service in order to betray the
King who had betrayed his subjects ; against
the broken military oath of Churchill stood
the broken Coronation QOath of the King.
The rules for a man’s conduct in time of
revolution are not the rules of ordinary
life. What they are it is difficult to say;
and Englishmen have been blessed by ncn{
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having to ask themselves the question since
Christmas 1688.

When James returned to London, defeated
without a battle, the issue was moved from
the military to the political sphere. The
King bhad been effectively disarmed. On
December 2 Evelyn noted in his diary, ““ The
Papists in office lay down their commissions
and fly. Universal consternation amongst
them ; it looks like a revolution.”

All must now be settled by a freely elected
Parliament. So much was clear, but all
else was still in doubt. If James had him-
self summoned the Parliament, it would not
have deposed him. If he had been pre-
pared to abandon his designs and to become
a constitutional monarch, neither the Whigs
nor William could have turned him off the
throne. For the Church and Tory party
would never agree to downright deposition,
in flat contradiction to their doctrine of the
divine hereditary right of Kings. James
could have been deposed only by civil war,
which the Englishmen of that generation,
taught by their fathers’ experience, were
determined to avoid. But he dethroned
himself by flying to France; and he de-
throned s heirs after him by sending the
baby Prince of Wales to be brought up a
Roman Catholic at the French Court. He

left the Tories no choice but to adopt the
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Whig policy of scttling the Crown on William
and Mary ; and the Revolution thus reached
its consummation in a dynastic change.

The flight of James was a personal choice
not imposed on him by circumstances. It
was bitterly regretted by all his friends,
Catholic and Protestant, except the small
Jesuit and Francophil group who had led
him to destruction. The flight greatly dim-
inished the chance of Civil War by depriv-
ing the Tories of a standpoint on ‘which to
resist the Whig desire for a change of King ;
and it drove the great majority of those wﬁo
had lately been Royalists on to the Whig plat-
form. It dictated the form that the Revolu-
tion Settlement had necessarily to take.

Having sent his wife and infant son before
him to the protection of Louis of France,
James prepared to follow them himself. To
cover his real purpose, he sent Halifax and
other noblemen to William's camp at Hunger-
ford, commissioned to treat with the Prince
for the clection and summons of a Free
Patliament, While this sham negotiation
was going on at Hungerford, James stole
out from Whitchall at three in the morning
of December 11, and drove along the south
bank of the river to the Isle of Sheppey in
Kent, where a small ship was waiting, ready
to carry him to France. He left behind
him no powers of chcnci' for the governy
ment of the country, He destroyed L
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writs for a new Parliament, he sunk the
Great Seal in the Thames, and left orders
for the disbandment of the army. His
object was to leave England in a state of
anarchy, which would facilitate his victor-
jous return at the head of a French army,
or at the summons of a repentant people.
On December 12, 1688, the country awoke
to find itself without a government. On
the following night London was in the hands
of raging mobs, who sacked and burnt the
mansions and chapels of the Roman Catholics.
But no lives were taken, and the further
spread of anarchy was stopped by prompt
action. The City fathers and those Lords
and magnates who happened to be in London,
including Archbishop Sancroft and others
who afterwards became Jacobites and Non-
~ jurors, constituted themselves an impro-
* vised committee of public safety, took steps
for restoring order in the Capital and invited
William to hasten to their aid. Halifax,
and all the moderates who had been trying
to negotiate a compromise, threw in their
lot with the Prince of Orange once for all.
James had by his flight forced the whole
country to rally to his rival’s standard as
the only way to preserve law and property
from mob rule. As Lady Dartmouth wrote
from London: “Lord Chandseler (Jef-
_ freys) is prisener in the Tower, and the
rable ready to pull him to peces. Indeed
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expected obetzals zsidng from the merest
accident.  While Jzmes wes sweztherbouad
off the Isle of Sheppes, the vessdd in which
he had embarked was boerded by eos of
the mobs who kad evervwhere risen 25 the
news of the King's firht epreed The
fishermen searched the ship, mittook the
King for a Jesuit escaping to France, pulled
him about rouzhly, 2nd cerried him ashore
as their captive.

His identity became known and the news
that the Kinz was a prisoner in rude hands
soon reached the Capital, causing a natural
revulsion of pity, and a hope in many breasts
that he might vet come back and submit
to reign according 1o law,

William had not yet reached London : if
he had been there, he would no doubt have
sent down orders into Kent that James
should be released and that the ship should
have free passage to carry him awa ', But
London was still in the hands of the self-
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constituted Committee of Lords, who did
not know what to do in a situation so strange,
and many of whom wished James to return
and become a Constitutional King. James’s
best friends, Lords Aylesbury and Feversham,
were sent to conduct him back to his capital.
Aylesbury arrived first and found him among
his captors ‘sitting in a great chair, his
hat on, and his beard being much grown,
and resembled the picture of his royal father
at the pretended High Court of Justice.
He took me to a2 window with an air of dis-
pleasure and said, ¢ You were all Kings when
1 left London.’” This was too much even
for the faithful Aylesbury, who replied,
*“ Give me leave to tell your Majesty that
[on] your going away without leaving a Com-
mission of Regency, but for our care and
vigilance the city of London might have
been in ashes.”

A troop of Life Guards accompanied’
James back to Whitehall with royal honours.
As he passed through the City, the mob,
who had lately been sacking the houses of
his co-religionists, received the returning
Monarch with cheers, prompted partly by
pity for fallen greatness and the rough usage
he had met with from the Kentish fisher-
men, and partly by a hope that the King
was returning to rule thenceforward accord-
ing to the laws of the land.

Accident had given James a last chance
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1p come to tertns with his .subjects ; buthe
had no such thought in his heart, ~He was
stifl set on rcachini Prance, and his second
fioht was speeded Dy the policy of Wiltiam,
“ﬁo not only put every convenjence in his
way to make a second departure easy and
secure, but took harsher steps undoubtedly
meant to frighten away the King. Though
regicide was the crime most abhorrent to
that generation of Englishmen, James, 2s
he told Agtesbury, was afraid of the fate
of Chates 1 if rimc remained in England.
William had no wish to remove these idle
fears, though violence to the King's person
was the last thing of which he dreamt. He
changed his policy of magnanimity for one
of sternness. Up till the return of Jamss
to London, Witham, though military victor,
had consented 1o treat his defeated rival o
a political equal, and 1n the negotiatinns
at Hungerford had not even demanded o
occupy London during the peneral election.
But after the King's first flight, after tha
Tory Lords in London had invited the
Prince of Orange to enter the Capieal, Fo
Was not going to be deterred by &P;n‘.z‘.:‘
of his rival's enforced return, ~The 'gf:-z
Wwas not to 2 Ly FeTes
thc““'tck 55'2,2“‘ back where it had been
Sifiam th cent By
Guards 1o o:::;o\“ ﬂ;mt bs blos Dreeny
o s s e
s s o Bogn



THE ENGLISH REVOLUTION

Guards, thereby assuming control over the
King’s movements, He then ordered his
rival to quit London before he himself made
entry. 1t was arranged that James should
reside at Rochester, it being well under-
stood that a seaside place was chosen in
order that the flight to France should be
resumed and not again be interrupted. He
was carried down the river guarded by
the Dutch bluecoats as far as Rochester,
and there set at liberty in a house
upon the shore of the Medway. At
midnight of December 22, he stole away
once more, never again to set foot in the
island.

Thus the accidental interruption of the
King’s first flight did not prevent his final
departure or alter the nature of the Revolu-
tion Settlement. But it caused the first
reaction of sentiment in favour of James
whence the Jacobite party drew its being.
Henceforth it might be argued that he had
been forced to fly, though in fact his flight
had been his fixed and voluntary purpose.
And the sight of the blue Dutch Guards
replacing the redcoats round the King’s
Palace and conducting a King of England
down the Thames, had not been pleasant.
The fact was that during the winter of the
Revolution the English Army, distracted by
rival loyalties, could be trusted neither by
William nor by Ianéles. Though James
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ot venture to lead it to battle, 1t
?;litrims! more Jacobite than the rest of
the nation. \When the Prince of Orange
made his triumphal entry into London on
December 18, 1688, he was adored by the
English people and disliked by the English
Army. ‘Ten years later the exact opposite
was the case. ~ For though \\"il]lam was very

ALGU LIE J0E OF IS LDgustl suvjects, while
his gallant comradeship in the field won
the hearts of his soldiers in Ireland and
Flanders,

James having been finally disposed of by
his second flight, the country had to supply
itsell with a government. “There was no
fegal authority in England, and civil war
would grow out of anarchy unless a prompt
settlernent were made; in Scotland civil
war was practically certain in any case;
Ireland, loyal to j)amcs, was preparing to
exterminate the last resistance of the English
colonists in the Ulster 5 and Louis of France,
with his great fleets and armies, had espoused
the cause of the exiled King. At this ter-
rible crisis, the instinct of the English for
improvised political action was seen at its
best. Before Christmas, those members of
the House of Lords and of the Commons
Houses of Charles Il's reign, who could be
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assembled at once in London, met to con-
sult for the safety of the Kingdom, and
requested the Prince of Orange to take over
the administration of England, and to sum-
mon a Convention Parliament. A similar
request was made by the notables of Scotland
on behalf of the sister Kingdom. William
took up the assigned task ; quelled anarchy
in England ; protected the Roman Catholics
against further violence ; borrowed money
from the City for the immediate needs of
the State ; confirmed the authority of magis-
trates and law courts, lapsed by the dis-
appearance of the King; rallied under his
own command the English and Scottish
regiments of the disbanded royal army;
sent out of the island the Irish troops, whose
presence was causing widespread panic;
and, last but not least, issued letters for the
immediate election and meeting next month
of the Convention Parliament, which was to
dispose of the throne and settle the future
of England.

There was no legal validity in the power
of a Prince thus irregularly entrusted with
functions that belonged to the Crown, but
as there was no longer any legal authority
in the land after the King’s flight, the Prince’s
orders were universally obeyed. The ques-
tion who should fill the throne was left over
to the meeting of the Convention Parliament,
which the Prince had now summoned. But
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the fact that he was conducting the pro-
visional government with suceess during
Christmas 1658, accustomed men to the
idea that he and his wife should be made
King and Queen, when the Parliament that
he had summoned should meet in the
following month,

If James had remained in England and
submitted to be King under the tutelage of
Parliament, it is probable that the change
made by the Revolution in the forms of our
Constitution would have been greater than
it actually was. James would not have been
trusted again, without defined limitations to
his power.  But since William was put on
the throne, it was not thought necessary to
tie his hands by quasi-republican restric-
tions on his free action. William, for
instance, continued, like all previous Kings,
to choose his own Ministers, nominate the
Judges and magistrates, and the officers of
the Army and Navy, This freedom of
action left to the new King did indeed bring
him into frequent confiicts with the House
of Commons in the Iatter part of his reign,
And the friction between gm!m and Com-
mons ‘i;mdgally led to important changes
not indeed in the law but in the custom of
the Constitution. In the reign of William,
Anne and George I the Constitution
to move, under the impulse given by the
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Revolution, in the direction of the modern
Cabinet system, which enables the leaders
of Parliament to choose and conduct the
royal policy and nominate the royal servants.
But this change was neither desired nor fore-
seen by anyone in 1689. And it has been
a change not in law but in custom. In the
eye of the law the King to this day retains
executive powers much like those of the
Tudor monarchs, though in fact the exercise
of these powers has long since been delegated
to Cabinet Ministers representing the majority
in the House of Commons.

But if James had chosen to remain as
King after the Revolution, it is highly
probable that the royal authority in these
matters would have been circumscribed by
restrictive laws. No one would have trusted
him again in his old position. He would
certainly have been supplied with Ministers
not of his own choice, and the Crown
patronage in Church and State would have
been taken out of his hands. We should
have had something much more like a
written Constitution. We were saved by
James’s flight to France from the necessity
of making any such formal change in the
law of the Constitution, which would have
proved in practice a very clumsy and possibly
a disastrous experiment.

‘Thus the slight change that was effected

in the order of succession at the expense of
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James and his son, although it was the most
revolutionary aspect of the Revolution, was
in fact the necessary condition of its other-
wise conservative character.
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CHAPTER V
THE REVOLUTION SETTLEMENT

Tue Revolution Settlement of Church
and State, which we have now to examine,
lasted with very little statutory change down
to the era of Reform in the nineteenth cen-
tury, and its main principles still underlie
the democratic and bureaucratic institutions
that have since been reared on its founda-
tion. This Settlement arose out of the
situation created by the flight of James, but
the form that it took was the deliberate
choice and act of the Convention Parliament.

What precisely was the * Convention
Parliament ” ? It had been summoned by
letters issued at Christmas by the Prince of
Orange at the request of the unofficial
assembly of Peers and former members of
the Commons. The elections for it took
place during the Interregnum, on the author-
ity of these letters of the Prince ; they were
not proper writs such as only a King could
issue, for there was no King. The first
business of the Convention would be to
provide a king. Therefore the two Houses

that met in January were not a Parliament
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in the strict letter of the Jaw. They were
merely a *“ Convention ” like that which had
summoned home Charles II in 1660. This
fact gave to the Jacobites their legal stand-
point whence to impugn the title of William
and Mary as King and Queen, since their
title derived from the act of this irregular
“ Convention”. The title of Charles II
had not, in the eye of the law, derived from
the Convention of 1660, but from his own
hereditary right.

Here, then, lay the revolutionary and
extra-legal basis of all that was done in 1689.
It was impossible to avoid a flaw in the
Iegal title of a Parliament summoned and
chosen during an Interregnum, for the
English Constitution cannot function legally
without a King. None the less, the Revolu-
tion Settlement was first and foremost the
establishment of the rule of law. It was the
triumph of the Common Law and lawyers
over the King, who had tried to put Preroga-
tive above the law. Henceforth the law
could only be altered by Statutes passed in
Parliament by the action of both Houses
with the consent of the King. And the
interpretation of the law was henceforth
left to law courts freed by the Revolution
from all governmental interference, on the
new principle of the irremovability of Judges.
Apart from the dynastic change, which
coloured everything in the new era, there
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were only two new principles of any import-
ance introduced in 168g. One was that
the Crown could not remove Judges; the
other was that Protestant Dissenters were
to enjoy toleration for their religious wor-
ship. Almost everything else was, nomin-
ally at least, only restoration, to repair the
breaches in the constitutional fabric made
by the illegalities of James II. But in fact
the struggle between King and Parliament
had been for ever decided.

The liberal-conservative character of the
Revolution Settlement must be sought in
the character of the House of Commons
elected in January 1689. How and in what
spirit was that House chosen? What, if
any, were the instructions given to its mem-
bers by their constituents ?

The elections to the Convention Parlia-
ment took place under abnormal conditions.
There was no King and no regular govern-
ment. The country was in the greatest
danger of internal convulsion and foreign
conquest, and the national crisis loomed
larger in men’s minds than the usual Whig
and Tory nonsense. An anxious, sober
patriotism was the spirit of the hour. More-
over, the Whigs and Tories had for some
fime past been acting together as one party
against James and had not yet had time to
fly asunder and resume their old quarrels.

This state of things at the New Year
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affected the character of the General Elec-
tion. In the first place, since there was no
King, no royal influence was exerted on
behalf of candidates even in the regular
** government boroughs > like the Cinque
Ports. And in ordinary constituencies, those
many electors and borough patrons who
usually gave their votes and influence in
hope of places, pensions or royal faveur,
were on this occasion left to their own
devices ; for no one knew who was to be
King, still less who were to be his Ministers.
Never was a general election so free from
government influence as that which returned
the Commons House of 1689.
" Secondly, the elections were conducted
with less than usual of the animosity of
faction. Whigs were returned and Tories,
but so far as we know without bitter con-
flict ; the bitterest conflicts between candi-
dates of which we have evidence were due
to the local fivalry of families and persons.
In every Parliament of the next twenty
z'ears there were members who were neither
Whigs nor Tories; and this unattached
element was specially large in the Con-
vention, elected to meet a national emergency
that transcended party.

Moreover, those members who were
definitely Whig or Tory had not pledged
themselves at the elections to any precise
programme, as for instance many of the~
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members chosen at the election of 1681 had
been pledged and instructed to support the
Exclusion Bill. In 1689 no such instruc-
tions and pledges appear to have been
exchanged between the candidates and the
electors. The members chosen were stout
Protestants, sent up to save the religion
and constitution of the country in such way
as should seem best to them in London,
when they had taken stock of a situation
of unparalleled difficulty. The electors had
the prudence to leave the solution to the
unfettered wisdom of Parliament. This
explains why the Convention was guided
more by common sense than by party
prejudice, why, for instance, it settled the
dynastic question mainly on Whig lines, and
the ecclesiastical settlement mainly on Tory
lines, because such proved the best and
safest way to give peace to the land.
Indeed, the most remarkable feature of
the elections was the silence observed about
the greatest question of the hour. Every-
one knew that the first duty of the Con-
vention would be to decide who was to be
King or Queen. Everyone also knew that
on this matter grave differences of opinion
were latent and would soon emerge. The
London presses, released by the Interregnum
from all censorship, were pouring forth
pamphlets on every side of the question.
But candidates and electors throughout the
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country appear to have felt that the filling
of the throne was a matter too deep and
dangerous to be propounded on the hust-
ings. No pledges were demanded, and so far
as we know no election speeches or promises
were made on this all-important issue.
Members went up to the great inquest of
the nation free to examine and solve the
}Jroblem there. The decision to make Wil-
iam and Mary joint King and Queen was
not taken at the polls ; the issue was raised
and was decided in the Convention Parlia-
ment by men who had made no promises to
their constituents, except to save the country
and re-establish the Constitution as best
they could.?

The members of the Convention met with
friendly dispositions towards one another.
They had been acting together against James
up to the moment of his flight ; since then
both parties had united to request Willilam
1o assume the administration; the general
election had not borne the character of a
fierce party contest. As soon as the Lords
and Commons began to take stock of the
problems that they met to solve, the divisions
of Whig and Tory naturally reappeared ;
but the wonder is not that there were differ-

1 For the elections to the Convention Parlmment
see the article by Mr. J. H Plumb in the Cambrid
Historical Journal, 1937. 3
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ences, but that the differences were settled

by agreement so promptly and with so much
goodwill and readiness to compromise.
The tone of the Convention of 1689 was
very different from that of the Cavalier
Parliament that had passed the Clarendon
Code against the Puritans, or of the Whig
Parliaments that had followed the wild
leading of Shaftesbury. During the first
six months of its existence, the Convention
Parliament showed much more patriotism
than party spirit. Both sides made con-
cessions, under the pressure of mnational
danger, and at the urgency of the large
section in both Houses who were neither
Tory nor Whig. It was in those six months
that the Revolution Settlement took  the
sh_ape that proved permanent, not as a
triumph of one party over the other, but as

an agreed compromise between Whig and -

Tory, Church and Dissent.

|

The first business of the Convention was
to decide who should fill the throne, and on
that issue the new Whig and the new Tory
parties came into existencé. Yet the differ~
ences of parties on the dynastic question
arose from a difference of theory rather than
of practice. Both sides desired William to
stay 1n England as head ofy the administra-
tion. 'The question in displite was by what
right and with what title he sghould bear rule.
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The Tory politicians and the Anglican
clergy in Charles II’s reign had pledged
themselves repeatedly to the theory of divine
hereditary right of Kings and non-resistance
of subjects. They had since been compelled
to resist James II, in spite of all their theories,
because they were men. But also because
they were men, they could not all of them at
once abandon the whole set of associated
ideas in which they had been brought up.
They could not, as quickly as the Vicar of
Bray, treat ‘‘ passive obedience as a jest”
and make ‘‘ a joke of non-resistance.” They
set themselves therefore to explain away the
Revolution while reaping its fruits in practice.
They desired to make such a settlement of
the Crown as would not be in too obvious
contradiction of the doctrines which they
had all so recently proclaimed, and which
many of them still loved and reverenced.
They asserted, to begin with, that James
had never been driven away, but that he
had voluntarily deserted his functions, They
had risen against him in arms, meaning only
to bring him to reason, and he had, instead
of submitting, fled oversea to the national
enemy. The blessed word  abdicate ”
would save his subjects from the sin of
having deposed him. James had “ abdi-
cated ” the government. And further, the
Tories hoped that a little ingenuity could
surely be used to avoid a breach in the
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divinely appointed order of hereditary suc-
cession.

Such was the nature of Tory anxieties
when the Convention met in January 168q.

The Whigs, on the other hand, thought
that a slight change in the order of succession
would be a good thing in itself, because it
would kill the Stuart theory of divine
hereditary right. Jt would make the title
to the Crown a Parliamentary title, to the
same extent as in Plantagenet and Tudor
days, when Parliament had several times
disposed of the Crown, not always to the
nearest of kin. The Whigs believed that
such another Parliamentary gift of the Crown
would establish their own theory of the
contract between King and People, involving

_ the forfeiture of the Crown in case of breach
" of that contract. Only so, thought the

Whigs, could the limited nature of the mon-
archy be secured for all time. No doubt
the Tories of 1689, like the Cavaliers of
1640 and 1660, wished the powers of the
Crown to be limited in practice. But was
such a Constitutional practice consonant
with a theory suited only to despotism ?
For if the King continued, in the eyes of
half his subjects, to hold a quasi-divine
office by inheritance, how was a mere earthly
Parliament to limit his supernatural rights
whenever he chose to insist on them? A

divine monarchy must always override a
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(2) To make William Regent, nominally
in James’s name, but really against
James’s authority.

(3) To declare Mary Queen in her own
right, with her husband as Prince
Consort or King Consort.

The Regency of William in King James’s
name had been proposed as a possible com-
promise at the time of the Exclusion Con-
troversy of Charles II's reign. But it must
be noted that at that time James had no
children except his Protestant daughters,
Mary and Anne; whereas in 1689 James’s
heir was an infant son, in the hands of the
French Jesuits and the French King.
Unless, therefore, the Tories were going to
rest their whole case on the alleged sup-
posititious character of the new baby, they
would have been bound, under the Regency
plan, to acknowledge the Old and Young
Pretender in succession as titular Kings
of England. Generation after generation,
throughout the eighteenth century, succes-
sive Regents of England would have had to
wage war on the acknowledged King of
England supported by the power of France.
Englangl, in fact, would have become a
Republic, if she did not submit to a Jacobite
restoration. It is then no wonder that the
Regency plan, put forward by Archbishop

- Sancroft and the High Church Bishops to
save their consciences, was not favourably
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looked on by Tory statesmen like Danby,
and was voted down even in the House of
Lords, where the Tories had a predominance.

It would be necessary, in order to place
William and Mary on the throne by a Parlia-
mentary Act, to declare the throne vacant,
But the Tory Lords, led by Danby, resisted
the vacancy of the throne as long as they
could do so without endangering the public
safety. For they saw that, if they once
admitted that the throne could at any time
be vacant, they destroyed the conception of
divine hereditary right ; if the regal power
came from God it must always be vested
in some person without the help of Parlia-
ment or Convention. The moment one
person ceased to be King, another was in
his place by divine right. Nature abhors a
vacuum, and divine right abhors a vacancy.
“Le ro1 est mort, vive le roi.”” Therefore
Danby’s view was that James had * abdi-
cated” the government by his flight, and
that his daughter Mary should be held to
have thereby and at that moment succeeded
in her own hereditary right; and so, said
Danby, there was no *““vacancy” of the
throne, This view ignored Mary’s baby
brother James. Since the baby was in
France, he could not be brought up as a
Protestant. Let him then be passed over
in silence, in the hope that he was sup-
posititious, since none but Papists saw him
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born. Such was Danby’s device to save
the Divine Hereditary Right of Kings, even
at the moment of the armed Revolution of
which he had been the chief English leader.
Danby saw that the plan of Regency was
impossible, but he put forward Mary as the
sole heir by right divine. But Danby’s plan
would not save divine right, except by the
.official adoption of the warming-pan legend.

The Whigs defeated Danby, for on this
issue they obtained a majority in the Com-
mons ; non-party members realized that
the Tory proposal was impracticable. And
the Lords, after some days of resistance,
submitted to the will of the Commons rather
than leave the country to drift kingless into
anarchy. Danby indeed discovered that his
own plan was impossible, because neither
William nor Mary would consent to play
the parts allotted them under the scheme.
Mary refused to be Queen unless her hus-
band was King. And William for his part
would not accept the position of Prince or
King Consort under his wife. He would
not, he said, be her gentleman usher. More-
over, Englishmen in general felt that the
distracted British Islands could only be
. saved from James and Louis by strong

administration, and that William alone was
capable, by his talents, experience and Euro-
pean position, to provide that strong admin-
1stration in home and foreign affairs. Indeed,
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the Tories recognized that no less than the
Whigs. But to save their own theories they
wished him to administer the country in
the name of his wife as the sole sovereign.
William thought that in so equivocal a
position he would not have authority enough
to deal with the crisis—and, in fact, he onl:

just managed to weather it with the full
authority of King. Therefore, the practical
needs of the nation at that hour dictated
the acceptance of the Whig plan with all
the advantages or disadvantages of its
theoretic implications.

One important concession was made to
the Tory view. James was declared to
have “abdicated” the government by his
voluntary flight. He was not declared to
have been *“deposed,” nor to have *for-
faulted,” that is *“ forfeited,” the Crown as
the Scottish Convention at Edinburgh pro-
nounced, in its more thorough-going Whig
manner.

On these terms the Tories in both Houses
abandoned the struggle and agreed to the
‘Whig proposal to declare the throne vacant.
The word ** vacant ** destroyed divine heredi-
tary right in the realm of theory, and in
practice made it possible to crown William
on equal terms with his wife. They were.
made joint sovereigns, reigning side by side.
Their heads appeared together on the coin-
age. That being settled, thg,iu“""nlStfitWﬂ
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was by general consent vested in William
during his life. For the Tories had all
along desired his administration, even while
on theoretical grounds they had deprecated
his Kingship.

The Commons’ formula, to which the
Lords finally agreed, ran as follows :

“That King James the Second, having
endeavoured to subvert the Constitution of
the Kingdom, by breaking the Original
Contract between King and people [a Whig
remark], and by the advice of Jesuits and
other wicked persons having violated the
fundamental laws and withdrawn himself
out of the Kingdom, hath abdicated the
government [a concession to the Tories] and
that the throne is thereby wacant” [a Whig
conclusion].

The acceptance by Whigs and Tories of
this formula and their acknowledgment of
William and Mary as joint King and Queen
by Act of Parliament saved the country
from anarchy and civil war, and frustrated
the plans of Louis of France by putting back
a united England upon the map of Europe.

Both parties and both Houses agreed
without division in the further conclusion—

““That it hath been found by experience
to be inconsistent with this Protestant King-

dom to be governed by a Popish Prince.”
146



THE REVOLUTION SETTLEMENT

. That principle was drafted into a law, which
is to this day the law of the land. No
Roman Catholic or person married to a
Roman Catholic can wear the crown.

The Tories, as distinct from the Jacob-
ites, loyally served William as King. Danby,
to whom the disputes in the Convention
had been an affair of politics, not of religion,
accepted William without reserve, and be-
came his loyal subject and servant. He
looked with contempt on the scruples of the
Non-jurors, who refused to swear allegiance
to the new sovereigns. But the other chief
Tory leader, Nottingham, was a_religious
man first and foremost, and he, like other
Anglicans, had been brought up to think
divine hereditary right a part of religion.
He therefore accepted William as King
de facto and by law, but not de jure, by
right—a distinction recognized and encour-
aged by an old English law of Henry VID's
reign. The new oaths of allegiance were
drawn up to meet the scruples of the de facto
‘Tories ; by the oath as it was framed in
1689 they were not asked to call William
““rightful” King, but only to accept him
as King in fact. Willlam, in nominating
Nottingham on these terms as one of his
chief Ministers, said emphatically that he
was ‘“‘an honest man.” So he ‘was. He
never intrigued with the exiled court at St.
Germains, but remained more scrupulously
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for two generations to come, 2 parly with
a poot lagical position and an uncasy mind,
often divided into opposite camps at 2
crists. "These circumstances diminished the
power of the Tory body, which was 'ncrmall‘y
the strongest in the State, containing as it
did the preat majority of the squires an
atmost al% the parish clergy. At the crisis
at Anne’s death in 1714 the ('if“masuc question

aralysed and divided the Tories and gave
o their xvals forty yeats of power under
George I and II.” But during the reigns
of William and Anne power was fairly
equally divided between Tories and Whigs.

William and Mary were not made King
and Queen without conditions, The instru-~
ment by which the Convention raised them
to the throne was the famous Declaration
of Right. It made a long recital of the
various illegal acts of James, more especially
his claim to suspend the laws by Preroga-
tive; it declared all these actions to have
been iflegal, and it required the acceptance
of these himitations og the royal power by
the new sovereigns as a condition of their
ele%rizon lm the throne.

soleran interview betwe 1
and Princess of Orange, ander;h‘ile}?:i:
of Partiament with Halifax as their spokec.
e was beld at Whitehall on Februsy 13

. The seene w; ine Hores,
ene w asl gxe Banqueting Horsa,
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be spared before the throne was filled, with-
out great risk to the public safety. Therefore
the Declaration of Right had been framed
as a mere recital of those existing rights of
Parliament and of the subject, which James
had outraged, and which William must
promise to observe. All further changes,
however pressing their need, must wait tiil
Parliament should have time to discuss and
pass them, and till there was a King to give
them statutory force by royal assent to new
laws.

‘The first Act to which William and Mary
consented after coming to the throne was
an Act converting the Convention into a
Parliament, for since there was now a King,
there could be a Parliament. And the
Declaration of Right was subsequently re-
enacted as a Parliamentary Statute.

The Convention, having thus filled the
throne and converted itself, in so far as it
was possible to do so, into a legal Parlia-
ment, proceeded to legislate. Only less
important than the dynastic question was
the religious question. Until the relation
of Church and Dissent, of Anglican and
Puritan, had been adjusted in a way toler-
able to both parties, the Revolution Settle-
ment was incomplete, and the country would
still be liable to violent disturbance in the
future. The Toleration Act of May 1y
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which granted the right of free public worship
to Protestant Dissenters, settled the question
by a lasting compromise, and moderated the
undying strife of Church and Dissent by
removing from it the element of direct
religious persecution.

The sufferings of the Protestant Dis-
senters ever since the Restoration had, with
occasional intervals, been very severe.
Under the ““ Clarendon Code ™ of persecut-
ing laws, their ministers, like John Bunyan,
had been kept in gaol for years; their
religious services, held in secret, had often
been discovered and broken up, and the
congregations swept off to prison; their

~.. schools were closed and their schoolmasters

" forbidden to teach ; and ruinous fines were
‘often inflicted for nonconformity. It was
the least of their grievances that they were
excluded from the Universities, the public
services, and the municipal government of
the towns in which they were often the
leading citizens. This whole code of re-
ligious persecution and civil disability had
been swept away by James’s illegal Declara-
tion of Indulgence in 1687. Some of the
Puritans had in return supported him ; but
more had hesitated to betray the Constitu-
tion, and were won over to the national
cause by the solemn promise of the Tory
leaders and High Church Bishops that they

would support a Bill to relieve them from
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persecution directly a free Parliament should
meet.

On this understanding the main body of
the Dissenters had opposed James in 1688,
and now the time had come for the Tories
and Churchmen to fulfil their promise made
in the hour of need. Nottingham, the
recognized representative of the Church in
Parliament, himself laid the Toleration Bill
of May 1689 on the table of the House of
Lords. It was largely of his drafting and
was an agreed measure. 'The principle of
toleration for Protestant Dissenters had long
been advocated by the Whigs and opposed
by the Tories. Now, in consequence of
the abnormal events of James II's reign, a
Tory chief introduced the Bill and both
parties accepted it without demur.

Religious persecution of Protestant Dis-
senters was brought to an end, but not
their civil disabilities. The Church retained
its monopoly of the Universities, of the
Crown Service and of Municipal Offices to
the same extent as before. The Prayer
Book was not altered to admit even the
more orthodox Dissenters into the fold of
the Established Church. In short, the
Ecclesiastical Settlement of 1689 was a
compromise inclining to the Church and
Tory side of things, whereas the Dynastic
Settlement had inclined to the Whig side.

It was this element of prudent ¢
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saved the Revolution gettlement from T€-
versal and saved England from civil war in
the years 10 come. 1D Scotland, where the
Revolution gettlement was an out-and-out
¢riumph _ of Whig_and Presbyterian over
Tory and Episcopalian, the Tories all became
Jacobites and Civi War was endemic for
the next SIEYY years. 0 Treland, Whigs
and Tories combined 0 oppress the native
population more cruelly than ever before
The Toleration Act has roved one ©
the most lastingly successful measures €VeL
passed by Parliament. gp far a8 Englan
is concerned, it closed for ever the long
chronicle of religious persecution and r€-
ligious War. This was 1O small achieve-
ment, if W€ consider what was happening
in that same era in France and 10 Treland,
and what has since happened in those tWO

art due to ! s limitations d been
drawn Up with great Pra jcal skill and
rudence, s to wWin the consen of all

parties, 10 relieve the mid and to placate

the pre]uchced. Tts limitations, its iNogicality,

its want of theoretical pr'mciple which made

it 'fxcceptable in that bygone age, arouse ot

irritate “the modern student, i he judge
I



THE REVOLUTION SETTLEMENT

its provisions by the standards of our own
day.

yNo general principle of Toleration is
announced. Indeed, the suspected wogd
““Toleration ”” is nowhere to be found in
the measure which subsequent generations
have agreed to call *the Toleration Act,”
‘but which the Members of Parliament who
debated it called “ the Bill of Indulgence.,”
Its full title was ““ An Act for exempting
their Majesties’ Protestant Subjects, dif-
fering from the Church of England, from
the Penalties of certain Laws.”” The Pre-
amble states its limited and purely practical
object :

* Forasmuch as some ease to scrupulous
consciences in the exercise of religion may
be an effectual means to unite their Majesties’
protestant subjects in interest and  affec-
tion” . ..

The Clarendon Code of persecuting laws
is not repealed, but certain classes of people
on certain conditions are allowed to claim
exemption from the most oppressive of
those laws. All who will take the Oaths
of Allegjance and Supremacy and the Oath
against Transubstantiation need not attend
Church and may attend public worship in
their own Conventicles.

So much for the laity : as to the Noncon-
formist clergy, they can obtain relief from
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the laws oppressing them, provided they
sign thirty-four of the thirty-nine Articles
of Religion in the Prayer Book, and part of
two other Articles. This sounds oppres-
sive, but in fact the doctrinal Articles they
were required to sign were those with which
the principal Dissenting Sects were in agree-
ment. Other clauses made special pro-
vision for the benefit of the Baptists and for
the benefit of the Quakers. T'wo religious
bodies obtained no relief under the Tolera-
tion Act—the Roman Catholics, who were
certain to be hostile to the new regime,
and the Unitarians, who were regarded as
heretics outside the pale.

To the modern mind this all seems silly
and ungracious. Yet a more liberal and
thorough-going Bill would either not have
passed or would soon have been repealed.
It was no easy task to persuade Tories to
accept Toleration for Protestant Dissenters
at all. And it would have been impossible
to induce either Tories or Whigs, imme-
diately after their experience with James II,
to grant legal relief to Roman Catholics.
Neither the Church nor the general religious
conscience of the nation accepted religious
tolerance as a principle of universal appli-
cation. But in fact, by this careful picking
of steps in a slippery path, England advanced
further towards Toleration in practice than

any other European country except Holland.
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John Locke, the great political philosopher
of the age, had written a Letter concerning
Toleration. It appeared in English for the
first time some months after the Toleration
Act had been passed. That famous letter
made admirably clear to the general intelli-
gence the argument for universal religious
Toleration, as a duty obligatory on every
Christian State, and a personal right that
could not be denied to any law-abiding
citizen, The same large view was held by
William Penn and the Quakers, but by
very few other religious people. Neither
Anglican nor Puritan when in power had
tolerated the other. As a general rule,
only the sceptical were heartily for Tolera-
tion; but the numbers of the partially
sceptical, the “ latitudinarians,” were in that
age upon the increase.

Locke obtained a dominating influence
over men’s minds in the generation that
followed, 2 generation which found by
experience that religious toleration gave peace
to the land. The wide acceptance of his
philosophy in the latitudinarian era now
Lot gty o £+~ Talera.
. rand
BRI T ORI ¢ rving
t}‘m, though Locke was in advance of average
opinion in 1689, even he declared in his
Letter that Atheists should not be tolerated, |
because they must necessarily denv the
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principles of virtue on which society rests ;
and that Roman Catholics, though they
might be tolerated in practice, have no
absolute claim to Toleration in so far as they
hold the doctrine of keeping no faith with
heretics or acknowledge the supremacy of
another ruler.

In 1689 the Toleration Act was accepted,
not on general or theoretic grounds, but as a
political compromise rendered necessary by
certain practical considerations, which had
their full weight in a generation less cocksure
on rival points of religious doctrine than the
men who had drawn sword in 1642. Ever
since the Restoration, statesmen and pub-
licists had been lamenting the injury done to
trade, especially in London, by the persecu-
tion of Puritan manufacturers and merchants ;
public opinion had grown to dislike the whole
business of persecuting Protestants ; Church-
men were bound to fulfil the promise of
statutory relief that they had made to Dis-
senters to outbid James’s illegal Declaration
of Indulgence ; and now that the Revolution
had actually taken place, it was a matter of
urgency to unite all their Majesties’ Protestant
subjects in defence of the new regime against
its numerous enemies at home and abroad.
'The Act of Toleration had therefore been
drawn up by Nottingham to give relief to
Protestant Dissenters, with as little change as

possible in theory or in law. It was a Bill
158



THE REVOLUTION SETTLEMENT

embodying Whig principles in a2 modified
form, introduced by a 'I_‘ory statesman, and
accepted by both parties. Therefore the
Tories never tried to repeal it.  But the High
Churchmen and hotter Tories neverllxkgd }g
They were perpetually trying to limit i
actioyn by me};sures tike the Occasional Con-
formity Bill of Anne’s reign, or to turn its
flank by the short-lived Schism Act of 1714.
But the High Tory dislike of Toleration
proved only a rear-guard action. The old
religious feuds, though still the driving force
in our party politics, became less fierce than
before, when the element of religious perse-
tion had been removed. The spirit of the
new age ushered in by the Revolution, the
Latitudinarianism of the eighteenth century
with Locke and Newton for its philosophers,
confirmed and enlarged those religious
liberties which had been gained in 1689 as

the accidental outcome of a strange political
crisis,  Indaad thaweamlon £ol. 2. :

tendedtt, -- -
tites to .1 - Lot )
although they had been deliberately excluded
from the benefits of the Toleration Act.
The Roman Catholic bedy in England
aftter the reign of James II was so feeble and
0 unpopular that it might safely have been
persecuted. But William disliked persecu-
tion, and he required the alliance of the
Emperor and the King of Spain, and the
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support of the Pope in the struggle against
France. He therefore made himself the
protector of the Roman Catholics in England.
He admitted none of them to office contrary
to the law; but he discouraged informers
and prosecutions, so that in fact Mass was
said in private houses with more and more
freedom. In ordinary years Parliament made
no demand that the laws against the Roman
Catholic worship should be enforced. From
time to time, when a Jacobite plot was
detected, or a French invasion was expected,
the laws were set in operation to hunt out
and imprison priests and harry their congre-
gations—as in the Northern Counties after
the Rising of 1715. But the normal con-
ditions under William, Anne and the Georges,
were much more favourable. There exists
a long report of the year 1710, made to
Cardinal Paolucci in Rome, by one of his
agents in the British Islands. 'The report
states, in the most emphatic manner, that
the Roman Catholics in England ““ enjoy the
exercise of their religion totally free,”” that
anyone who wishes can keep a priest in town
or in country—and that no laws are enforced
against Roman Catholics except those ex-
cluding them from office, and those making
them pay double taxes. On the other hand,
the same agent reports in detail how in Ire-
land the Roman Catholic body is cruelly

persecuted, and the people are deprived of
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their religious rites in practice as well as in
faw. The report is well worth studying, as
giving the contemporary point of view of
Roman Catholics as to the difference of their
treatment in the two British islands.*

English Roman Catholics were, however,
until the period of Catholic Emancipation in
the early nineteenth century, excluded from
afl part’in the government of the country,
local or central, and from sitting in either
House of Parliament. Being inevitably Jaco-
Tlem sl o ar = 8 4% T s el

N L L o
parade it; they could not in fact make
propaganda. They remained in the eight~
eenth century under conditions in some
respects more unfavourable than those of the
Protestant Dissenters, who were the most
stalwart of all the supporters of the govern-
ments born of the Revolution, Before the
days of the Irish immigration into England,
the Roman Catholics were an aristocratic
community, held together on the basis of
great Catholic households and their depen-
dents ; the “old religion” remained in the

eighteenth century a gentlemanly creed, but
unfashionable and secluded. v

1t was part of William’s policy to treat all

1%t is in the Public Record Office, Transcripts,
Rome, ro1,
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Protestants with equal favour. He hoped
to obtain the abolition, as regarded the
Protestant Dissenters, of those laws excluding
them from civil office, which he approved
in case of Roman Catholics. In short, he
wished the Test and Corporation Acts re-
pealed as regards Protestants. He even
offered, if the Tories would consent to admit
Dissenters to civil office, to allow in return
the Non-juring, Jacobite Bishops to retain
their Sees without taking the oaths of allegi-
ance to himself—an offer of which the
generosity is clearer than the prudence. But
the Tories would not sacrifice the ark of
their covenant for the sake of the Non-jurors
and Jacobites. For the Tories believed the
Church would not be safe if Dissenters were
admitted to civil office and political equality.
The Whigs in Parliament did not press the
matter hard. They themselves, as conform-
ing Churchmen, could enjoy the sweets of
office with the help of the nonconformist
vote.

William’s other desire was to see the
Prayer Book so modified as to admit the more
orthodox Dissenters within the pale of the
Church. In this he was supported by
Nottingham, the leader of the Church party
in Parliament. But the clergy in Convoca-
tion pronounced strongly against it. More-
over, the Dissenters as a whole were luke-

warm about the proposal ; for in any case
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only some Dissenters—probebly the Presby-
fertinswould find their way into the
Church, and these who were still left out-
side, fike Baptists, Quakers 2pd Independ-
ants, would be, therefore, the more isolated
and the more liable to be iﬂ-use@. It was for
this reason that Locke himself, in the Preface
to the Letter concerning Toleration, dec‘lared
that Acts of Comprebension would *en-
crease our evil” So the scheme for ** Com-
prehension,” to enlarge the borders of the
Established Church, fell through for want of
support.

Thus, under the Revolution Settlement,
the Puritans remained not only outside the
Church, but theoretically 2t lezst excluded
from Civil office. Since, however, Protestant
Dissenters had always enjoyed the Parlia-
mentary Franchise, and since refigious tolera-
tion was now granted them, they were able
to constitute the effective voting strength of
the Whig party, and to exercise political
influence on the Whig counsels and, there~
fore, indirectly on the counsels of the nation.

Such, in effect, was the religions com-
promise of 168g. It had the immense merit
of gm.ni peace to the land—a merit that far
outweighs its logical defects, and its in-
consistency with our modern theories of
religious equality. Thanks to Holland and
Eng)and_, religious toleration began to have
a place in the przcticc’and in the thought of
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Europe. But religious equality was an idea
that existed neither in the laws of European
States nor in the minds of men. Just as the
events of James II’s reign made religious
equality for Roman Catholics long impossible
in England, so the memory of the events
of the Cromwellian Revolution still made
religious equality for Puritan Dissenters im-
possible. To have struggled for it would
only have brought on fresh catastrophes.
Thus the legal defences and monopolies
of the Church of England on its two sides
were not thrown down, but were positively
strengthened by the reign of James II and
the ensuing Revolution. At the same time,
those events gave religious Toleration to
Dissenters ; and gave a great impetus to
Latitudinarianism inside the Church, par-
ticularly on the Episcopal Bench. The
Revolution, in its religious as well as its
political aspect, was conservative and liberal
at once.

'The fundamental question at issue in 1638
had been this—Is the law above the King, or
is the King above the law ? The interest of
Parliament was identified with that of the
law, because, undoubtedly, Parliament could
alter the law. It followed that, if law stood
above the King’s will, yet remained alterable
by Parliament, Parliament would be the
supreme power in the State.
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James II attempted to make the law alter-
able wholesale by the King. This, if it had
been permitted, must have made the King
supreme over Parliament, and, in fact, a
despot. The events of the winter of 16889
géave the victory to the opposite idea, which

hief Justice Coke and Selden had enunci-
ated early in the century, that the King was
the chief servant of the law, but not its
master ; the executant of the law, not its
source ; the laws should only be alterable
by Parliament—XKings, Lords and Commons
together, It is this that makes the Revolu-
tion the decisive event in the history of
the English Constitution. It was decisive
because 1t was never undone, as most of the
work of the Cromwellian Revolution had
been undone,

It is true that the first Civil War had been
fought partly on this same issue :—the
Common Law in league with Parliament
had, on the field of Naseby, triumphed over
the King in the struggle for the supreme
place in the Constitution. But the victory
of Law and Parliament had, on that occasion,
been won only because Puritanism, the
strongest religious passion of the hour, had
supplied the fighting force. And religious
passion very soon confused the Constitu-
tional issue. Puritanism burst the Jegal
bounds and, coupled with militarism, over-
threw law and Parliament as well as King.

163



THE ENGLISH REVOLUTION

Hence the necessity of the restoration in
1660 of King, law and Parliament together,
without any clear definition of their ultimate
mutual relations.

Now, in this second crisis of 1688, law and
Parliament had on their side not only the
Puritan passion, which had greatly declined,
butthe wholeforce of Protestant-Anglicanism,
which was then at its height, and the rising
influence of Latitudinarian scepticism—all
arrayed against the weak Roman Catholic
interest to which James had attached the
political fortunes of the royal cause. The
ultimate victor of the seventeenth-century
struggle was not Pym or Cromwell, with
their Puntan ideals, but Coke and Seldon
with their secular idea of the supremacy of
law. In 1689 the Puritans had to be content
with a bare toleration. But law triumphed,
and therefore the law-making Parliament
triumphed finally over the King.

But the supremacy of law could not be
permanently secured if the Judges who inter-
preted it remained dependent upon the
Crown. James had dismissed the Judges
who refused to interpret the law as he wished.
The Revolution secured the independence of
the Bench.

One of the first executive actions of
William, as King charged with the adminis-
tration, was to make the Judges irremovable.

This he did of his own free will, without
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waiting for a Bill on the subject to be passed
by Parliament. He gave commissions to all
the Judges under the formula quam diu se
bene gesserint—so long as they behave pro-
perly : no longer durante beneplacito—at the
will of the King. Prior to the Revolution
some Judges had sometimes held under the
more secure tenure—quam diu se bene ges-
serint ; but most had held durante bene-.
placito, and not a few had suffered dismissal

* for political reasons. Under William and
under Anne the Crown could no longer
dismiss Judges. It is true, therefore, to say
that the great boon of the independence of
the Bench was in practice secured at the
Revolution. But this independence and
irremovability was only put on a statutory
basis when the Act of Settlement, passed in
1701, came into force on George I's accession
i;\] 1714. The Act of Settlement lays it down
that—

‘“ Judges’ Commissions be made quam diu
se bene gesserint and their salaries ascertained
and established, but upon the address of
both Houses of Parliament it may be lawful
to remove them.”

This only gave statutory force to what had

been the practice of William and Anne since

the Revolution ; but the Act of Settlement

added the power of removal by address of the

Houses, as a safeguard against the Judges
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abusing their irremovable position. Under
that tenure our Judges hold office to-day.

The station of Justice outside and above
the sphere of politics was very largely
achieved by the irremovability of Judges.
The law was made arbiter of all issues by its
own legal standards, without fear of what
Government could do either to Judge or to
Juries. It is difficult to exaggerate the
importance of this as a step towards real
justice and civilization. It has not yet been
taken, or else it has been abolished, in many
countries abroad, where ‘‘justice ™ is still a
part of politics and an asset of despotism.
But in England the old Tudor idea of
the Judges as “lions under the throne”
ceased to hold good at the Revolution.
Henceforth they were independent arbiters
between Crown and subject, acting on
standards of law and of evidence. Nor
had they ceased to be agents of royal policy,
merely in order to become agents of Whig
or Tory faction. Judges, like other men,
are no doubt often influenced by their own
opinions on party questions. But they were
not dependent on Whig or Tory Govern-
ments, for they could not be removed by
them. Under William and Anne, it hap-
pened not infrequently that Tory Judges
thwarted Whig Governments, and Whig
Judges thwarted Tory Governments by their
action on the Bench.
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Since public justice was henceforth to be
impartial and no longer a mere instrument
of the Crown, the law of Treason was altered
by Statute in 1695 much to the advantage of
the accused. He was to have a copy of the
indictment, He was to be defended by
Counsel. He was enabled to compel the
attendance of witnesses for the defence. An
overt act of Treason had to be proved by two
witnesses. Henceforth, for the first time in
our history, judicial murder ceased to be an
ordinary weapon of politics and government.

‘This improvement in the realm of political
justice was part of a more general movement
in the direction of humanity and of scientific
justice that was slowly setting in and which
culminated in the nineteenth century. In
the course of the eighteenth century there
grew up a comprehension of the real value of
evidence, and of the valuelessness of certain
types of evidence like that of the professional
informer—Qates, for instance. This im-
provement in the intelligence and justice of
the law courts was noticeable not only in
trials of a political character. In cases of
every kind, the rules of the law of evidence—
what evidence may be received in court and
what may not—were worked out by the law
courts during the eighteenth century. Sir
John Holt, Chief Justice of the King’s Bench
under William and Anne, introduced a new
regime of humanity and fairness towards the
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accused. The days of Scroggs and Jeffreys
were over.!

Owing to the experience of James’s
tyranny, the ‘‘liberal” element in the
Revolution Settlement was as much approved
by the Tories as by the Whigs themselves.
The reduction of the personal power of the
King, the supremacy of Parliament and of
law, the independence of the Judges, the
security of the rights of individuals and of
chartered Corporations against the encroach-
ments of executive power were causes highly
popular with the Tories of 1689g. In the
last years of Charles II, the Tories had, in

_ their anger against the Whig Parliaments,
" spoken and acted as extreme Royalists and
“had made over to the King powers which
they were fain to recall after their experience
under James. Never again was the Tory
party a Royalist party, in the sense of being
a party anxious to increase the Royal pre-
rogative, for they never again found a king
entirely to their liking, till George III
ascended the throne. 'The High Tories soon
found grounds of discontent with William
ITI, and, contrary to their expectation, with
Anne after him, and still more with George I
and II. And therefore, for seventy years
after the Revolution, the High Tories never

1 Stephens, History of Criminal Law . H
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tecavered that enthusiasm for the wearer of
the Crown which they had felt in the last
ears of Charles II.” For this reason the
teduction in the power of the Crown effected
at the Revolution continued to be approved
by all parties in the State. And when at
last in 1760 a King sgreeable to Tory
sentiment ascended the throne, it was too
late to revive the old Prerogative. No
attempt was made to resuscitate the powers
of the Stuart Kings. George III, devoted
to the Protestant ascendancy, was only too
faithfid to the letter of the Revolution Settle-
ment. All that he attempted was, with the
the consent of Parliament, to recover for
himself those powers which had been left
to the King in person by the criginal Settle-
ment of 1689, but which had been exercised
by the Whig Ministers under the early
Harnoverian Kings.

But although, after the Revolution, the
subjects of the land had litle to fear from
kingly despotism, they might fear the en-
croachsments on liberty of new masters, the
Houses of Parliament and the Government
of the day armed with Parliamentary support.
But this danger was mitigated by the division
of Parliament inty Whig and Tory, wherein

lay security for the L
under ’(heq;e:r regi_uf:edum of the subject

! The rivaley

n}'o Parties made 1t certain th::atlk:;é %f{h‘;hg;

would take up the cause of anyone oppressed
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by a Tory Government or a Tory House of
Commons, and that the Tories would cham-
pion the humblest victim of Whig tyranny.
There are a hundred instances of the working
of this law of political dynamics in the reigns
of William and Anne, besides the well-known
cases of the Kentish Petitioners, the men of
Aylesbury, and Dr. Sacheverell, and the
failure of the Impeachments of Somers and
of Oxford. The Revolution may have made
Parliament dangerously powerful but, fortun-
ately for freedom, Parliament continued to
be a body divided against itself.

And so it proved in the important matters
of the freedom of the press. The right of
printing and publishing matter obnoxious to
the Government of the day was secured as a
result of the Revolution and of the continued
rivalry of Tory and Whig. Hitherto, as in
other countries so in England, it had been
necessary to obtain licence from the author-
ities before printing and publishing any book,
pamphlet or newspaper. There had, of
course, been secret presses, which being
illegal were usually conducted by the more
violent opponents of Government, often in
a very scurrilous manner. But open and
legitimate discussion, whether on religion or
politics, had been hampered by a rigid
censorship. As a consequence of the spirit
of the new age ushered in by the Revolution,
this form of governmental control was
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abolished in 16935, In that year, the same
car as the improvement in the law of

reason, the annual act for the Censorship
of the Press was allowed to lapse and has
never since been revived,

After this great emancipation, authors and
publishers still ran, as they still run, the risk
of trial for sedition or for libel before a jury of
their countrymen, Without that safeguard,
““liberty of the Press” would become an
intolerable nuisance. The abolition of the
Censorship is what is meant by a “free
Press.” It was for that which Milton had
pleaded in hus Areopagitica, or the Liberty of
Unlicensed Prmting.  In that magnificent
pamphlet, half poetry, half politics, occurs
the famous patriotic brag—*' What does God
but reveal himself to his servants, and, as his
manner is, first to his Englishmen?” It
would have pleased Milton to know that
England would be, n fact, the first grezt
country to obtam a free Press, fifty seerz
after the appearance of his Arespaitica,
The violence of party in his own 2z,
with which he himself was deeply infezel,
rendered freedom of speech or of priming
at that time impossible. ** Laberty of -
ficensed printing " came in, not 7=t Pr=
or with Cromwell, but as 2n wmiome o 2
more peaceful and conservalive Fe7o it
For the Revolution Settlemer: of 142 x%°
not the triumph of 2 party, bt 25 2zrr=e
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of the two chief parties to live and let live,
T'he balance of Whig and Tory, each jealous
of the other and both jenlous of the Crown,
served to protect the liberties of the individual
Inglishmen {rom the onslaughts of power.



CHAPTER VI

THE PERMANENCE AND GROWTH OF THE
REVOLUTION SETTLEMENT

SiNce the great place occupied by the
Revolution Settlement in English history
derives from its permanence as the root of our
subsequent constitutional growth, a glance
forward at later events is necessary in order to
understand its full import. The Revolution
produced a form of government and a trend
of thought both of which lasted with little
change until the era of democratic reform in
the nineteenth century; and even then
thought and practice were not reversed, but
enlarged to suit a new age.

The Settlement of 1689 was not, so far as
England was concerned, a mere party or
sectarian triumph, but an agreement between

arties and Churches to live and let live. In
%ngland, though not in Scotland or Ireland,
the Jacobites who were thrust out of the
scheme of government were only a small
portion of the community. The new regime
—DMonarchy controlled by Parliament—was
eminently suited to both Whigs and Tories,
and the classes of society and types of thous
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Why did the kings never again attempt to
recover the lost Stuart Prerogative? Why
should these laws of 1689, why should this
Declaration of Right, be respected by the
successors of James II, any more than he had
respected other and no less explicit Jaws ?
What, in short, were the ultimate sanctions
of the Revolution Settlement ?

In the first place, the repercussion in men’s
minds and memories of so great an event as
the Revolution, in itself constituted a security.
The exile of James was a warning to English
kings and their advisers, and was never
forgotten.

In the second place—no military force
could be kept on foot without parliamentary
sanction, The Army was still under the
orders of the King, and its officers were still
chosen by him, but he could maintain it
only by annual application to the House of
Commons. The Declaration of Right had
laid it down :

“That the raising and keeping a Standing
Army within the Kingdom in time of Peace
unless it be with the consent of Parliament
is against Law.”

That was merely 2 repetition of the old law

which James had broken. But in effect the

control of Parliament, and particularly of

the Commons, over the Army was extended

yet further as a result of the Revolution ; it
177 M



THE ENGLISH REVOLUTION

was extended to times of war as well as to
times of peace. :

The way in which parliamentary control
of the armed forces of the Crown was en-
forced, was twofold. The King was never
again, in peace or in war, given money enough
to keep up an army for more than a year.
And the Mutiny Act, by which, in April 1689,
Parliament enabled him legally to maintain
discipline among his soldiers by Courts
Martial, was passed for seven months only,
till the next session ; it has, ever since, been
annually renewed by parliamentary vote.
If the King omitted to summon the Houses
for a single year, the Army, unpaid and
without discipline, could no longer be kept
on foot.

The Parliament that fought Charles I had
for that purpose claimed command of the
forces by sea and land. But the statesmen
of the Revolution, once they had got rid of
James, had no need to revive that highly un-
constitutional claim. They had no need to
coerce William by armed power ; they had
other holds over him, and were content
therefore to leave undisturbed the direct
obedience of soldiers and sailors to the
Crown. Personal loyalty to the King remains
the law and the tradition of the Army. Itis
his health, not Parliament’s, that is drunk
every night in the mess-room. It is the
King’s coat the soldier wears, and it is the
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King who gives his commission to its officers.
Yet Parliament, since 1689, has seen all this
without fear or jealousy, because it knows
that there woulrf be no army at all if the
King ever broke with the Commons House.
Indeed, after the Revolution the Whigs were
less suspicious of a standing army than the
Tories.

William and Anne, because they were
trusted and supported by Parliament, were
able to fight a long and ultimately successful
war against the great strength of France.
England’s efficiency was doubled by the
Revolution, without that loss of our domestic
liberty which had been the price of Crom-
well's power in the counsels of Europe.

This greater efficiency of England in war
and in foreign affairs was the result, not
merely of the new arrangements about the
Army, but more generally of the co-operation
of Parliament and Crown, which had been
so signally lacking during the reigns of the
Stuart Kings, Above all, it was due to the
greater readiness of the House of Commons
to vote money for wars and foreign policies
which it approved and which it could control,
as it had not been able to control foreign
iw)olicy at the time of Charles IT's Treaty of

over. Indeed, the financial system that
arose after the Revolution was the key to the
power of England in the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries. It was also the chief
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sanction of the Revolution Settlement. No
king after James II has ever been in a
financial position even to attempt to break
the law or to quarrel seriously with the House
of Commons. Even George III, at the
time when he was most unpopular in the
country, had the House of Commons on his
side, voting him supplies ; and directly he
lost his majority in that House, his personal
control of government came to an end.

The Tudors and early Stuarts had tried
normally to live on their own revenues and
on grants for life that the Commons made
to each King at his accession. 'The meeting
of Parliament was not an annual but an
occasional event. Only now and then did
Elizabeth or Charles I have to apply to the
House of Commons for special aid. So, too,
Charles and James II had each at their
accession had large revenues voted to them
for life, and although these life revenues were
not in themselves sufficient, Charles II, by
the help of gold from the King of France,
was able at the end of his reign to avoid
summoning Parliament for four years, and
James II for three years,

Warned by these experiences, the Com-
mons took good care that after the Revolution
the Crown should be altogether unable to
pay its way without an annual meeting of
Parliament. William had no large grant
made him for life. Every year he and his
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Ministers had to come, cap in hand, to the
House of Commons, and more often than not
the Commons drove a bargain and exacted
a quid pro guo in return for supply. Money
was not voted till the King had made some
concession, or withdrawn his opposition to
some measure or policy which he disliked.
This process, being now annual instead of
intermittent, rendered the Commons masters
of the Crown’s policy, and led ere long to
a result not foreseen by anyone in 1689,
the selection of the King’s Ministers on the
new principle that they should be of the
same party as the majority of the House of
Commons.

The Commons after the Revolution voted
money more readily, not only because they
had more constant control over the action of
the King’s Ministers, but also because they
were no longer afraid of the misappropriation
of supplies. A machinery was established
which prevented money from being spent on
any J)urpose except tKat for which it was
voted. A certain sum, indeed, was voted to
William for his own use—the beginnings of
the modern “civil list.” But the rest of
the money, far the greater part of the year’s
supply, was appropriated to one purpose or
another by the votes of the Commons. The
accounts were carefully scrutinized by Com-
mittees of the House of Commons ; and woe
to the Minister who used any sum for other
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purposes than those assigned by the appro-
priation. The House, in fact, had now got
control in detail of the finances of the country
and was therefore much more liberal in its
votes of money than before the Revolution.
The struggle for appropriation of supply had
been going on in Charles II's reign. After
the Revolution it was a closed question.
The machinery of the House of Commons’
control of finance was complete. And that
was a main reason why the financial position
of government improved so much after
the Revolution. The Commons had no
longer the motive to keep the King short,
which had operated so disastrously for the
national finances in the davs of Charles I
and II..

But the taxes were not voted on the irre-
sponsible motions of private members. The
Treasury officials of William, or of Anne,
drew up a scheme for the year’s taxation, and
those of them who had seats in the House
proposed it to the Commons. These pro-
posals were not, as in later times, collected
m a single all-inclusive Budget-bill. But
none the less, each tax proposed to the House
fitted into a general plan drawn up by the
Treasury. Several of the most important
Treasury officials, like Sir Stephen Fox and
William Lowndes, were members of the
House and took an active part in the lobby-
ing and debates. So fully was this system
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recognized that at the end of Anne’s reign
the House passed the famous Standing
Order No. 66 (as it is now enumerated).
This famous rule of the House prevents
money from being voted for any purpose
except on the motion of Ministers of the
Crown,

Ministers and Treasury officials were thus
brought into direct contact with the legis-
lators, explaining, defending and modifying
the policy they advocated as experts, to suit
the criticisms of the country squires. The
squires on their side were trained by these
conferences in the arts of statesmanship
and the science of finance, and learnt to
appreciate the needs and methods of govern-
ment. Under this peculiarly English system,
the Crown, the Ministry and the Treasury
were all attached by leading strings to the
House of Commons—but whether the House
was leading, or being led, it was not always
easy to say. It was an altogether admirable
arrangement, the basis of sound finance,
honest administration and free government,
The mutual confidence of legislative and ex-
ecutive, secured by this elaborate machinery
of mutual controi', rendered the House of
Commons generous in their grants of money,
in striking contrast to the niggardly supplie-
which their fathers had doled out to Cﬁar]e
I1, in days when members had only a vey
irregular control over the purposes, ; ¥ °
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and persons whereto the money voted would
actually be applied.

So, too, the debts of Government were
ceasing to be personal debts of the sovereign
and were becoming the national debts, con-
tracted with the consent and on the credit
of Parliament. During the wars against
France, the debt rose by leaps and bounds,
but its increase was not fatal, as our ancestors
were always expecting it to prove, because it
was well funded on a sound system guaranteed
by Parliament. It was the National Debt,
no longer the King’s debt. A king might
easily be made bankrupt, like Charles II:
but it would take a lot to make the nation
bankrupt. :
~ Government borrowing on Parliamentary
security, the National Debt, and the Bank
of England founded in 1694, these were
the methods and institutions that enabled
England to defeat France and enlarge her
Empire as much by the purse as by the sword ;
without Lord Treasurer Godolphin, Marl-
borough could not have won his wars ; and
without the financial support of the City and
the House of Commons all Pitt’s genius
would not have won Canada and India. The
system of Government borrowing was made
easier by the fact that the *“ monied interest ”
was attached by political affection to the
Governments born of the Revolution.
Generation after generation we find the City
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revenue and influence, the power to create
trading monopolies as Elizabeth and the Stuart
Kings had done. The charter of the new
East India Company, and of all monopolist
companies, like the East African Company,
henceforth had to derive from Parliamentary
Statute. Henceforth capitalist companies
and merchants, like the great Josiah Child
and his rivals of the Free Trade, must look
no longer to the Court but to Parliament,
and must make or mar their fortunes by
intriguing and bribing in the lobbies of
Westminster instead of in the antechambers
and closets of Whitehall. This is a very
characteristic and important example of

. the shift of power made by the Revolution,

;}&hich affected every sphere of national
e.

Hitherto, since Norman and Plantagenet
times, ““the Court” had been the heart of
England, through which the various currents
of her life-blood flowed. The best and the
worst had always been found ‘“at Court,”
struggling in the whirlpool of ambition and
mtrigue that surrounded the person of the
sovereign. The Bishop, the lawyer, the
religious reformer, the man of fashion, the
gambler, the learned author, the poet, the
playwright, the soldier, the sailor, the ex-
plorer, the artist, the merchant, the agricul-
tural improver, the needy nobleman seeking

monopolies or confiscated lands, the scientific
186



PERMANENCE AND GROWTH OF THE SETTLEMENT

inventor, the financial promoter, the scandal-
monger and the common swindler all sought
patronage at Court, Wherever the King
moved, he drew after him this train of
expectants, The life at Court was a micro~
cosm of the pation’s life. So it had been
under Elizabeth, when, as Touchstone said,
not to have been at Court was to be damned.
And so it still was in the Whitehall of Charles

All this ended at the Revolution. Power
and patronage passed Jargely to the House
of Commons and to the Peers of the Realm.
And at the same time, under a cold pre-
occupied Dutchman, succeeded by the invalid
Anne, the Court lost its social and fashion-
able importance even more rapidly than its
Eolitical power. The Palace became, and

as since remained, the secluded domestic
shelter of our hard-working kings and queens,
where public servants are daily interviewed
and where, on State occasions, the doors are
thrown open to a crowd of carefully selected
visitors on their best behaviour. But it has
never since the Revolution been the thronged
and public centre of Enghish life,

The House of Commons was the residuary
legatee of the old Court. The House could
hardly indeed be the centre of fashion, art
and literature, in the same way as the Court
had once been, but these activities found
patrons, first among tl;e aristocracy and later
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Anne or Georg®: could goverh the country
only if they kept the Commons 18 good
humour- And so the social and monetary

-n the Commons went up by
leaps and bounds. Ever since the Long
Parliament }md a§serted the power of the

members 11 places and sinecures 5 rchants
and merchant compant aid them 1D shares
or cash dow The most vital and the most

corrupt spot :n England in former times
had been Whiteball 5 now 1t Was West-
minster. vvhere the carcase is, there wil
the eagles be gathered together-
With all its disadvantages and danger
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party spirit at least scrved to mitigate corrup-
tion, Whigs and Torics, each with their
one-sided idealism and factious loyalty, pre-
served an incorruptible core of zealots, ready
to bribc but not to be bribed. So long as the
party fight was kept up with vigour, as it was
throughout the reigns of William and Anne,
so long as real and vital controversies were
at issue, public opinion had great influence
over the House of Commons, and corruption
and self-secking were kept at least within
certain limits. But when, under the first
two Georges, the Tory party, divided on the
dynastic_issue, broke up and sank bencath
the surface, the element of sincere party
rivalry on real principles came to an end for
forty years (1720~60). During this period
of the Walpole and Petham regimes, parlia-
mentary government was conducted by
coteries of Whig magnates, divided only
personal rivalry in the scramble for place and
{mwcr. Under the pacific government of
Valpole ** every man had his price,” for
public opinion, fairly conten vith his
tolerant rule, Ieft the politicians to dn very
much 23 they liked.

Duzing this perind of politica] lethargy
was perfected the busines of boroush ovning
and borough-mengering, by which individual
Lords zd gentlemen 2cquired, in effect, the

er of romirating members for the * rotten
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in the general public. The abolition of the
Censorship helped to free the author from
the need of courting *‘ the great,” though in
Queen Anne’s reign the Whig and Tory
politicians enlisted the chief writers of the
day to serve as party poets and pamphleteers.

But the post-Revolution House of Com-
mons succeeded to the King's Court as the
place where wealth and power were to be
won. The Ministers chosen by William,
Anne or George, could govern the country
only if they kept the Commons in good
humour. And so the social and monetary
value of a seat in the Commons went up by
leaps and bounds. Ever since the Long
Parliament had asserted the power of the
+ Commons, its individual members had been
courted and often bribed. Charles II and
Louis XIV both kept members in their pay.
After the Revolution, the King of France
ceased to be a serious competitor, but the
King of England and his Ministers had more
than ever to use direct and indirect bribery
of the Commons House. Government paid
members in places and sinecures ; merchants
and merchant companies paid them in shares
or cash down. The most vital and the most
corrupt spot in England in former times
had been Whitehall; now it was West-
munster. Where the carcase is, there will
the eagles be gathered together.

With all its disadvantages and dangers,
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boroughs ”’ were mostly in Whig hands ; in
the reigns of George I1I and IV they mostly
were in Tory hands. But whichever party
was its chief beneficiary, it was essentially
the same system, until it was swept away by
the Reform Bill of 1832.

In the last half of the eighteenth century
the Commons House had become less repre-
sentative of the real political forces in the
country than it had been in the reigns of
William and Anne. The geographic shift of
population and the growth of new classes,
hastened by the Industrial Revolution, were
not registered by any change in Parliamentary
Representation, until the long-overdue Re-
- form Bill. Yet we must not exaggerate.
There was never a close oligarchy; if the
country was thoroughly roused it could make
its will effective even in the unreformed
House of Commons. Thus at the General
Election of 1831, held on the issue of
the Reform Bill, a majority of 120 was
returned to abolish the rotten boroughs.
‘The unreformed House of Commons
reformed itself. There was no need of a
second Revolution.

From 1689 to 1832 the power of the Crown
was still very great, working within the fixed
legal limits and accepting frankly the depend-
ence of executive on Parliament. William
and Anne both attempted to govern by
mixed Ministries of Whig and Tory together,
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showing your favour in due time, before the
elections, to one or other of them.” :

The Chancellor, in short, had learnt from
“ repeated experience ” under Queen Anne
that the patronage of the Crown could decide
general elections as between Whig and Tory.
This was rendered possible by the small
numbers of the electorate and by existence
of rotten boroughs owned by single persons,
whose support Government would buy with
titles and posts. When the Reform Bill of
1832 supplied the constituencies with more
numerous and more independent electors,
Crown or Ministerial patronage could no

-, longer decide electoral results. The Crown

= fell out of the political game. It became

" necessary instead for parties to bid against

each other with legislative proposals intended

to persuade or bribe whole classes. It was

possibly an improvement ; it was certainly a
change.

It will be seen, therefore, that under the
Revolution Settlement the wearer of the
Crown still had great power, though it had
to be carefully and prudently used, and
no government policy could be carried on
against the wish of the House of Commons.

.In September 1913, when the question

.. 'was raised, at the time of the Home Rule

\\\ crisis, whether the King could constitu-
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tionally dissolve Parliament against the wish
of his”Ministers, Lord Esher wrote for the
benefit of George V a memorandum in
which occur the following words :

““ Has the King then no prerogatives ?

““ Yes, he has many, but when translated
into action, they must be exercised on the
advice of a Minister responsible to Parlia-
ment. In no case can the Sovereign take
political action unless he is screened by a
Minister who has to answer to Parliament,

““This proposition is fundamental, and
differentiates a  Constitutional Monarch
based upon the principles of 1688 from afl
other forms of government,”

'This is perfectly true, The responsibility
of Ministers for all the King’s political acts
has held good from the beginning of Vic-
toria’s reign to the present day, and Esher
was right in saying that it was * based upon
the principles of 1688.” Nevertheless, it
was not established in so rigid a form at
the date of the Revolution. On the whole,
the Revolution did more to limit the Royal
Prerogative than to transfer what was still
left of it from the hands of the King to the
hands of his Ministers; that consequential
change came radually as the years went by.

For example, William III 'still exergiced
at his own free will the important pﬂ:n’cl -
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of changing his Ministers and dissolving
Parliament. )

In 1690 and again in 1701 he exercised
these prerogatives contrary to the wish of
his most important Ministers and contrary
to the wish of the House of Commons of
the day ; yet the electorate on both occasions
endorsed his action at the subsequent elec-
tions. Anne did the same in 1710, and
George III in 1783 with equal success.
William IV did the same in 1834, but the
subsequent General Election went against
him. Since then no monarch has attempted
to change his Ministers against the wish
of the House of Commons, or to dissolve
Parliament against the wishes of the Ministers.

It appears, then, that the remaining pre-
rogatives of the Crown, as limited by the
Declaration of Rights at the Revolution, did
not pass in their entirety from the King’s
hands to those of his Ministers until the
accession of Victoria. Yet Esher was right
in ascribing the present complete responsi-
bility of Ministers for all the King’s political
actions to the principles of 1688; it was
from those principles that the rigid modern
practice has been gradually evolved under

pressure of the new conditions that the
Revolution created.

. Although the balance had settled down
in 1689 on the side of Parliament, our Con-
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stitution was still, as our ancestors loved
to call it, a * mixed ” Constitution, of King,
Lords and Commons. Each had a defined
and important place in the working of
Government from 1689 to 1832.

‘What, then, was the place of the House
of Lords under the Revolution Settlement ?
Had the King's Ministers, in order to hold
office, to make terms only with the Comumons
House ? At the present day such is the
case, both in appearance and in reality.
And throughout the eighteenth century it
was 50, in appearance at least. It was the
Commons who voted supplies to William
and Anne, and could bargain for their terms,
Tor awhile, indeed, the principal Ministers
still sat in the Lords, till %V:dpole saw where
real power lay, and preferred to rule the
country from his seat in the Commons
(1721~42). It was the Commons, not the
House of Lords, whose vote sustained or
dismissed Cabinets. The last fierce attack
and defence of the Walpole Ministry (1741-2)
was fought out, month by month, on the
narrow floor of St. Stephen’s Chapel. When
at length Wal;}ylole's majority in the Commions
disappeared, he resigned office, and retired
to the Lards, saying in chaff to his old enemy
Pulteney, whom he met in the dignified calm
of the fper Chamber, ** My Lord Bath,
you and T are now two as insignificant men
as any in England.”
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From this it might be inferred that the
Lords were no longer important. But, in
reality, they had a considerable hold over
ministries from the Revolution till the
Reform Bill of 1832, because individual
Peers returned so many members of the
House of Commons ‘at election time under
the rotten borough system. This aristo-
cratic control of elections increased as the
eighteenth century went on, and partly for
that reason there was less conflict between
the two Houses of Parliament under the
Hanoverian Kings than there had been under
William and under Anne; under the first
two Georges the majority in both Houses

., Was always Whig, and under George III
> ~>and IV generally Tory. So the harmony of
© b~ two Houses of Parliament continued,
. .- under the Whig and Tory regime,
until the next great trial of strength between
Lords and Commons over the Reform Bill
of 1832 showed decisively where ultimate
strength lay.

The eighteenth-century House of Com-
mons consisted mainly of landed gentry,
but of gentry in close touch with other
interests besides land. Many of the leading
professional men, especially lawyers, great
merchants, army officers, and a few men of
mere genius like Burke, found their way
Into the House. An ambitious and able
Englishman had usually two aspirations : to
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become a Member of Parliament, and to
acquire a landed estate. And so the House
of Commons, though mainli' an assembly
of landowners, was none the less a fair
epitome or representation of the educated
and influential classes, although it was
elected under a very odd and haphazard
system.?

The Whigs represented mainly the wealth-
ier landowners, the Dissenters and the mer-
cantile community ; the Tories mainly the
squirearchy and Church. But in fact, the
noisy battle between the Tory *landed
interest ” and the Whig * monied interest
was to a large extent a matter of party cries
and shibboleths. It made little difference
to policy. In practice, the Whigs did not
neglect the land, nor did the Tories neglect
trade. Throughout the eighteenth century,
whichever side was in power, the House
of Commons and the Cabinet took into full
consideration the economic requirements of
all the upper and middling classes. The
“ poor "’ were neglected, as they always had
been in every country and under  every
?rstem of Government, until the rise of

emocracy as a consequence of the Industrial
Revolution.

This was the system that Disraeli retro-
spectively called “ the Venetian oligarchy *

1 See Namier, The Structure of Politics at the ace/™
of George II, Chaps. T and 11
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ment.  Unless 2 judge and jury would find
a critic of Government guilty of sedition,
Government could do nothing to silence
him—except indeed give him a place!
The Law Court, not the Government,
decided what was libel ; what was sedition ;
what was blasphemy. So it was in
cighteenth-century England, and so it is
to-day.

‘Throughout the eighteenth century, the
legal character of civilization and politics in
England is strongly marked. Blackstone's
Commentaries on the Lars of England, first
published in 1763, were favounte reading
and had great influence not upon lawyers
alone. The executive could not override
the Iaw, and that law was a law of liberty.
‘The legislative could, of course, alter the
lasw by passing new Statutes; but, in fact,
Parliament in mid-eighteenth century legis-
fated very little, and nat at all in the direction
of curtailing the liberty of the subject.
QOur modem criticism of that bygone regime
and its mentality is not that it interfered
too much, like a Venetian oligarchy, but
that it interfered too Iittle, allowing law to
grow antiquated and out of date, while
society was being reshaped by industrial
change. Not tyranny but a2 supine con-
servatism was the weakness of Walpole an
the Pelhams after him. Walpole's favourit
maxim guieta non movere (** let sleepin
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lie”) is not the motto of a tyrant—but
neither is it the motto of a reformer.
When, in the course of George 1II’s reign,
Tory replaced Whig rule, things continued in
much the same way. Institutional change,
the reform of corporations, of Universities, of
Parliament, of local government was still
neglected, though the Industrial Revolution
was making them all chartered bodies in
their old form more and more out of date.
At the time of the French Revolution
came the democratic movement under Tom
Paine, demanding manhood suffrage. The
mass of opinion in the country was frightened
into reaction, and the Tory Government,
backed by that public opinion, instituted
more repressive measures than the Whigs in
their day had thought necessary or safe.
But even in this era of anti-democratic
repression in the time of Pitt and Castle-
reagh, the Law and Constitution of 1689
were observed. At the worst moments of
*“ anti-Jacobin ” panic, speech was still free
in the Houses of Parliament, though not
in the country. The most full-blooded
oration of the opposition speakers in the
House of Commons, like Fox, were fully
and freely reported by the Press. More-
over, the repression of democrats in the
cguntry was carried on by ordinary process
ol law, through the verdict of juries,” When

juries acquitted the accused Radical, Govern-
' 200



PERMANENCE AND GROWTH OF THE SETTLEMENT

ment had to let him go free. So even the
worst period of repression in England between
1790 and 1820 was very different indeed
from Continental methods of despotism,
cither past or present. And from first to
last it was the House of Commons who
governed the country ; and it was the House
of Commons who beat Napoleon, as it had
beaten Louis XIV. That was why, the
moment Napoleon fell, the eyes of oppressed
Liberals in Europe turned to England as
the home of ordered liberty, years before
the Reform Bill was passed.

The Constitution from William III to
George IV was not a perfect form of govern-
ment, but while it lasted Britain flourished
more than her neighbours, and it proved
capable of peaceful readjustment to new
conditions when the era of change at length
came. “The principles of 1688” have
been adapted and enlarged step by step to
meet the needs of modern democracy.

Long use and custom have made liberty
and peaceful self-government natural to
Englishmen, and therefore they still survive
the dangers of our own time. "It is because
the House of Commons has always governed
the country since 1689, that it is able to
govern us still, when popular assemblies of
later birth have had their brief day and dis-
appeared, It is because Englishmen two
and a half centuries ago were set free to
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worship, to speak and to write as they
pleased, that they are free still while so
many others have again lost their less ancient
liberties.



CHAPIER VII

THE REVOLUTION SETTLEMENT IX SOOTLEND
AND IN IFELAND

OuR fathers, in disposing of the Crown of
England and in moking the Revoluton
Settlement for their own country, were not
obliged to consider the ssishes of znrone
outside the borders of England and Wales.
But the Revolution had its consequences in
the other lands ruled by James, on the
English Colonies, on Scotland and on Ireland.

The Colonies and Ireland were depend-
encies of England. The American Colomgs,
indeed, enjoyed domestic self-government in
varying degrees. But economically and
navally they were dependent on England,
and had neither in law nor in practice any
voice in the disposal of the Crown. It was
only in 1931 that the Statute of Westminster
laiJ down the very different doctrine that
“any alteration in the law touching the
Succession to the throne or the Royal
Style and Titles shall hereafter require the
assent as well of the Parliaments of alf the

ominions as of the Parliament of the
United Kingdom.” Butin 1689 no English-

203






SETTLEMENT IN SCOTLAND AND IRELAND

certain that it relieved the violent tension
between Colonial claims to self-government
and James's assertion of the Royal Preroga-
tive overseas.

Ircland, on the other hand, had to be
reconquered before she would submit to
the change of sovereigns. To the Roman
Catholic muajority of her inhabitants the
Revolution meant not political and religious
freedom but foreign domination and religious

ersecution. Of the Settlement which the

evolution imposed on Ireland by the sword,
I shall speak more fully at the end of this
chapter.

But Scotland was not in the same position
as either the Colonies or Ireland. She was
not subject to the English Parliament at
all. She had a Parliament of her own,
which was by law just as capable of disposing
of the Crown of Scotland as the English
Parliament was capable of disposing of the
Crown of England. There were two
separate Crowns, though they had rested
on the same head ever since 1603, when
James VI of Scotland had become James I
of England. His grandson James II of
England was James VII of Scotland.  Britain
was a ‘‘dual monarchy,” and each of the
two Kingdoms had its own law and law
courts, Parliament, Executive and Church.
In 1689 Scotland might have chosen to
retain her King James VII, or to el
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some person other than William and Mary
in his place. But the Edinburgh Con-
vention preferred to follow the example of
the Convention at Westminster in the dis-
posal of the Crown. In other respects, the
Revolution Settlement in Scotland was neces-
sarily diverged from the Settlement in
England, for the circumstances of the two
countries were widely different.

In 1689 no one could foresee whether the
ultimate result of the Revolution in the
two countries respectively would lead to a
closer union of peoples and Parliaments, or
to worse quarrels between Scots and English
ending in ultimate separation of the Crowns.
This question, on which the future power
and welfare of Britain so largely depended,
remained very urgent and very uncertain
until the Union of the Parliaments was
effected by agreement in 1707. And it
was not immutably established until the
final defeat of Scottish Jacobitism in 1745-6.
But the first step towards a closer agreed
union of the two peoples was taken in 1689,
when the Scots Parliament repudiated the
authority of James VII and invited William
and Mary to become King and Queen of
Scotland.

In order to understand the situation in
Scotland at this epoch, and the wide differ-
ence between parties in Scotland and the

parties bearing the same names in England,
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it is necessary to look back to the period of
the Reformation. In the days of Elizabeth
of England and Mary Queen of Scots, the
countries they respectively ruled had adopted
two opposite methods of imposing the will
of the modern laity on the medizval Church.

The Tudor Reformation in England pre-
served the medieval organization of the
Church intact—apart from the abolition of
the Papal supremaczsand the suppression of
the orders of monks and friars dependent
on the Pope. The foreign elements were
removed, but the native part of the Church
remained unaltered in its old organization,
under Bishops, Archdeacons and higher
clergy. The medizval organization of the
Church, which was preserved in modern
England, gave no voice to the laity. Con-
vocation consisted entirely of clergymen.
The parish priest was responsible to no lay
elders in his Earish. All this purely clerical
machinery the Tudor Reformation pre-
served ; it instituted nothing like the English
Church Assembly with its House of Laymen,
a creation of the twenticth century.

None the less, the Reformation in England
was an assertion of lay control over religion.
And since in England the internal organiza-
tion of the Church remained wholly clerical,
it followed that the will of the laity had to
be imposed on the Church from outside,
by Crown and Parliament. That was the
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essence of the Tudor Reformation on its
political side. .

In Scotland, on the other hand, the laity
and the Reformers had no chance of impos-
ing their will on the Church either through
the Crown, which rested on the head of the
Roman Catholic Mary Queen of Scots, or
through Parliament, which had not the
prestige, the tradition or the machinery for
the great tasks of the English Parliament.
And so, in the days of John Knox, the Scot-
tish laity, instead of controlling the Church
from outside through Crown and Parlia-
ment as in England, entered into-the Church
themselves as a part of her self-governing -
machinery. The Reformation in Scotland
changed the Church into a democratic body
—governed by a double democracy, a
democracy of clergy or parish Ministers free
from episcopal control, side by side with a
democracy of laymen. The discipline was
stricter than the episcopal discipline of Eng-
land, and it was the discipline of a democracy
of parish clergy and lay Elders.

The English Reformation was Erastian,
that is to say the State controlled the Church :
the Scottish Reformation was clerical and
democratic. This difference in the methods
by which the power of the Church of Rome
was destroyed in England and Scotland
respectively, led to a different method of

fighting out the subsequent quarrels of the
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rival Protestant parties in the Stuart era.
In England the battle about religion was
fought out as a battle between Crown and
Parliament. In England, from the reign of
Elizabeth to the death of Cromwell, the
Puritan or advanced Protestant party tried
to impose its will on the Church through
Parliament, while the Anglicans strove to
impose their will on the Church through the
rival authority of the Crown. This, more
than any other cause, led to the Civil War
between Crown and Parliament, on the ques-
tion—does Crown or Parliament govern the
Church ? But the Church herself did not
in this quarrel act independently as an eccle-
siastical organization. The English Church
did not, like the Scottish Church, set itself
up as a third party to King and Parliament.
'If;lc English Church was divided, and the
rival schools of her clergy attached them-
selves to King and Parliament respectively.
The High Church doctrine of the seventeenth
century magnified not the political power
of the Church but the political power of
the Crown. The strength of the English
Puritans, prior to 1660, lay in Parliament—
not in the Westminster Assembly of Divines,
whose function was only to advise Parlia-
ment. Erastianism is common ground to
Cavalier and Puritan, to Tory and Whig.
Englishmen, agreed in little else, were at
least agreed that religion is to be settled by
209 o
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England strengthened the arm of Scotland’s
King. Those of his Scottish subjects who
objected to the Calvinist discipline, rigidly
enforced by a popular priesthood, were
numerous, especially among the nobles and
higher gentry. Being unable to protect
themselves against the clergy by help of
Parliament as in England, they rallied to
the Crown and formed the Scottish Cavaliers
or Tories,

The Cavalier and Tory party in Scotland
in the seventeenth century was the refuge of
tolerationists, anti-clericals, gentlemen who
disliked a democratic Church, and ordinary
human beings who objected to having their
lives dictated by the clergy and elders, and
who disliked standing on the stoo! of repent-
ance to be preached at before the congrega-
tion. The Cavalier or Episcopalian party
in Scotland wanted to be free of clerical
control, but they did not want to use the
English Prayer Book—at least not till the
cightcenth century, When Charles I and
Laud tried to force the Prayer Book on
Scotland, Montrose and the future Scottish
Cavaliers temporarily joined with the Kirk
against the King. On'the Prayer Book issue
the whole Scottish nation was against
Charles I. The Covenant of 1638 was in
one of its aspects a patriotic stand of all
Scots for their religious and national inde-
pendence against the English King. But in
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and the military ill-usage of the whole popu-
lation of the West under Charles I1, left an
ineffaceable mark on the imagination of
Scotland and relieved the Kirk of much of
the odium which it had incurred in the days
of its former supremacy. Scott’s Old AMor-
tality tells the story of those unhappy times
in its cssential features,

‘Then round came the Revolution. It was
caused in Scotland, as in England, by James
II's attempt to restore the ascendancy of
the Churcﬁ of Rome, an anachronism that
cut right across the established controversies
of the scventeenth-century Scotland. The
strict Presbyterians would not in ordinary
circumstances have had the power to over-
turn the Government, in the face of the
Episcopalian party, which was very strong,
particularly in the East. But James II's
conduct played straight into the hands of the
Scottish Whigs and Presbyterians, who took
the lead of the nation in the winter of 1688—9.
The Tories and Episcopalians looked on in
bewilderment, unable to support the Church
of Rome, yet unwilling to strike at the King.
‘The Scottish Torics did not put themselves
in the forefront of the rising that resulted
in the Revolution, as the English Tories
did that winter. Partly for that reason the
Convention, that met in Edinburgh in 1689
and called William and Mary to the thron
went much further in a Whig and Presb
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terian direction in the final settlement than
did the contemporary Convention Parlia-
ment in England. As the Scottish Epis-
copalians had taken no active part in effecting
the Revolution, they did not share in its
rewards.

The Scottish Revolution Settlement, made
at Edinburgh while Claverhouse was rais-
ing the Highlands against King William, was
necessarily more partisan Whig than the
English Revolution Settlement, which was
made by an agreement of the representatives
of both parties. The Scottish Convention
did not talk about ‘ abdication.” They
boldly declared, in Whiggish terms, that
James had “ forfeited ” the Crown. And
. they abolished Episcopacy, root and branch.
It is this absence of compromise in the Scot-
tish Revolution Settlement as distinct from
the English which accounts for the continu-
ance of a strong Jacobite party in Scotland
for two generations to come among the
formidable Episcopalians of the Eastern
Lowlands.

The origin of Jacobitism in the Highlands
was different. It was due to the jealousy
felt by the other clans and chiefs against
the predominance of the ‘Campbells, the
Earls of Argyle. The Argyles had, ever
since the reign of Charles I, associated the
interests of the Campbell clan with the
Presbyterian and Whig cause. It followed
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Scottish claymores, coming from the opposite
direction.
To the Lords of Convention, ’twas Claverhouse spoke,

“Jf the King’s Crown go down, there are crowns to
be broke.”

In the summer of 1689 Scotland was con-
vulsed by the news that an army of High-
landers were moving down from the hills,
under John Graham of Claverhouse, whom
James had made Viscount Dundee. He
was known as the best soldier in Scotland
and the pitiless foe of Covenanters and Whigs.
Above the pass at Killiecrankie, the primi-
tive valour of the tribal swordsmen, not for
the first or last time, proved more than a
match for the half-evolved tactics of the
modern musketeer. King William’s Scot-
tish army of regular troops was destroyed.
But Dundee fell in the hour of victory, and
there remained no officer with authority
enough to inspire and control the fitful and
quarrelsome energies of the Highland clans.
Before they had fairly debouched into the
plain and made contact with the Jacobites
of the Lowlands, they were stopped by
a single regiment of volunteers that had
Jjust been recruited among the covenanting
peasants of the South-West. This small
body of resolute enthusiasts, under their
leader Cleland, defended the town of Dun-
keld against the whole Highland host. The
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victors of Killiecrankie, who may with equal
truth be regarded as an army of heroes and
a band of marauders, lost heart at this first
check, and melted back into the hills with
their glory and their plunder, each man to
his distant glen. The “ Lords of Con-
vention” could proceed again undisturbed
with the task of settling the Scottish Church
and State “on a Revolution basis.”

But the difficulty of governing Scotland
remained as great after the Revolution as
before. The restoration of the Presbyterian
system, to which the majority of the Low-
land peasantry were attached, had indeed
done much to pacify the South. Yet even
there the more extreme covenanting zealots
refused to acknowledge William because he
was an ‘“‘ uncovenanted ” King, and on this
ground sometimes made common cause with
their bitterest enemies the Jacobites. The
Episcopalians were still the stronger party
in the East Lowlands north of the Forth,
and they were Jacobites to a man, For
many years after the Revolution, Episco-
palian clergy retained their livings and
conducted service in one-sixth of the parish
churches of Scotland.

If the power of the new government was
weak even in the Lowlands it did not exist
beyond the Highland line. The mountain
clans were governed not by the King or law
of Scotland, but by their own chiefs, Some-
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of the clans, like the Campbells, were in
alliance with William ; some were Jaco-
bite ; some put up their allegiance for
sale.

Scotland indeed was only half pacified;
and there was another difficulty confronting
the Governments of William and Anne
which had been unknown to their predeces-
sors. 'The Edinburgh Parliament had caught
the contagion of liberty from the events of
the Revolution. It had been a cypher under
the Governments of Charles and James, but
it now asserted itself as a force to be reckoned
with. From 168g till the Union of 1707,
the Scottish Parliament had a much more
independent and active career than at any
earlier period of its not very glorious his-
tory.

Before the Revolution, the Scots Parlia-
ment had been in leading strings. From
time immemorial a Committee known as
“the Lords of the Articles,” acting on
behalf of Government, had the power to
prevent Parliament from discussing any
business save that which the Privy Council
wished it to discuss. In 1689 the * Lords
of the Articles” were abolished, and the
Parliament was set free to debate any subject,
and to pass any law it wished—subject only
':p the King’s right of veto on legisla-
ion,

This was something new indeed, and it
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doubled the difficulties of government. Ever
since the Union of the Crowns in 1603,
Scotland, though nominally an independent
kingdom, had in fact been ruled as a depend-
ency of England by orders issued from
Whitchall. ‘The Scottish Privy Council had
been nominated and instructed from London,
and the Scottish Parliament had merely
confirmed the decrees of the Privy Councif.
But the Revolution introduced a new spirit
of independence into Scotland, and par-
ticularly into her Parliament. In the days
of Lauderdale’s misgovernment under
Charles 11, the Edinburgh Parliament had
made no effective protest on behalf of the
ill-used populations of the Scuth-West.
But in William’s reign the Parlizment took
up the Glencoe crime and insisted on inquiry
and exposure. A few years later, in the
affair of the Darien colony, where the
interests of England and Scotland came into
collision, the Edinburgh Parliament boldly
championed the national cause, defied the
rival Parliament at Westminster and called
in question the policy of the King. When
the two Parliaments and peoples were thus
openly at strife, the position of the unhappy
wearer of the two Crowns became impos-
sible. He was, as it were, divided against
himself. Then finally in Queen Anne’s
reign the Scottish Parliament threatened to
dissolve the Union of the Crowns; -~
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declared that they would, as soon as the
Queen should die, choose a king who should
not be the same person as the Hanoverian
successor in England. Such a king was not
unlikely to be the Pretender.

The new spirit of independence that the
Revolution had breathed into the Scottish
Parliament made it impossible to preserve
the system of the Dual Monarchy. Either
England and Scotland must again have
separate kings, or else they must cease to
have separate Parliaments. In Anne’s reign
the choice was happily made: the closer
Union of the two Kingdoms was carried out
by agreement between the two Parliaments
to merge themselves into a single Parlia-
ment of Great Britain. It was a Treaty
negotiated on equal terms between the two
peoples who were to become one nation.
The Union of 1707 left Scotland her own
separate Church on the Presbyterian model,
and her own law courts ; and gave her the
immense advantage of free trade with Eng-
land and her Colonies. The English Empire,
from which Scots had been excluded, became
the British Empire in which they were to
play so great a part. Scotland obtained
very good terms at the Union, because she
was formidable. Very different was the
Union with subjugated Ireland in 1800.

The Union of 1707 had indeed heavy

going for a generation after its passage, for
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it was unpopular in Scotland, and the
Jacobites clamoured for its repeal. But
after 1746 it proved an inestimable blessing
and strength to both countries. It may be
regarded as the ultimate form taken by the
Revolution Settlement in Scotland. “The
nced for a Union on equal terms was caused
by the greater independence of Scotland
resulting from the Revolution; and the
Treaty of Union was carried by those sections
in Scotland and in England who were inter-
ested in preserving the Revolution Settle-
ment and the Hanoverian Succession against
a Jacobite restoration.

The Settlement of Scotland made in 168
put an end to the worst evils from whi
the land had long been suffering, but it was
far from a perfect settlement. It had at
least the ment of preparing the way for the
Union, and so lea(fing in the end to the era
of real pacification and progress, material
and spirtual, in the reign of George III.
The age of Hume and Robertson, Burns
and Scott was the golden age of Scotland,
her poverty at last relieved and her former
feuds softened down into matter for history
and romance.

Ireland was the Achilles heel of the Revolu-
tion Scttlement. Yet even in Ireland the
arrangements made after the reconquest at
the Boyne and Limerick lasted for ninety
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years unchanged. But they rested on a
basis of force alone.

At the Restoration of Charles II in 1660,
the order of things in Ireland had not been
substantially changed. The worst part of
Cromwell’s settlement stood firm. Most of
the land of Ireland (probably between two-
thirds and three-quarters) remained in the
hands of Protestant landlords, for whose
benefit the native Catholic chiefs and owners
had been extruded. But the peasants sub-
jected to this alien rule continued in the
Roman communion ; it was the religion of
the great majority that was depressed and
proscribed. ‘There were, however, a few
districts where Protestant colonists of all
classes had made a real occupation of the
soil, particularly in Ulster, where they formed
perhaps half the population. The Protest-
ants of this flourishing colony were them-
selves divided between English and Scottish,
or in other words between Anglican and
Presbyterian. But in face of the common
enemy, the Celtic Catholic population whom
their ancestors had expropriated, all Britons
and all Protestants could be counted on to
act together.

When the Roman Catholic James II came
to the throne, it was inevitable that the native
population should rise against the Protestant
ascendancy and the Cromwellian land settle-

ment. On this occasion it was not necessary
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to rebel ; for authority and law were now
on the side of the Catholic Celts. James
very soon decided to govern Ireland no
longer through English Tories like Clarendon,
but through James Talbot, Earl of Tyrcon-
nell, a Catholic Irishman burning to destroy
the Anglo-Scottish colony, and prepared if
necessary to hand the island over to France.
He “ remodelled the corporations  of Ire-
Iand, as Charles and James II had done
those of England. Hitherto all Catholics
had been excluded from the government of
the towns: now they were given a great
majority, even in towns like Londonderry.
The Bench of Judges suffered a like change
and the Jaws began to be unjustly interpreted
against Protestants: the boot in fact was
now on the other Jeg. At the same time the
militia and army were even more completely
changed. The Protestant officers and men
were dismissed and replaced by Catholics.

If, while the authority of James was still
unchallenged, Tyrconnell's new Catholic
army had been sent to occupy Londonderry
and the other possible centres of Protestant
resistance, the history of Ireland might have
followed a different course. But James
brought the strength of his Irish army over
to hold down his subjects in England, and
the Protestant Colonists in Ulster were
therefore able to move in their own defence
when the time of crisis came.
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In December 1688 the news that a Revolu-~
tion was proceeding in England aroused both
sides in Ireland to acts of open warfare. The
peasantry in thousands armed themselves with
pikes, or received muskets and ammunition
from Tyrconnell. The Protestants scattered
throughout the island were in dismal plight ;
many of them were disarmed, plundered and
imprisoned ; all firmly though erroneously
believed that a St. Bartholomew massacre
was intended ; crowds of fugitives escaped
to England, while the bolder spirits rode sword
in hand to join the centres of Protestant
resistance in the North,

Four-fifths of the island, including the
eastern or Belfast side of Ulster, was held by
King James’s forces. Only in western Ulster
the men of Enniskillen and Londonderry pro-
claimed King William and made good his
authority in their region, summoning the
scattered Protestants of Ireland to rally round
the flag they raised. They were men well
fitted for war : an aristocracy bred to organize
and bear rule, well-mounted horsemen,
pioneers and men of their hands accustomed
to guard their own heads amid a hostile
population. In the spring of 1689 they had
to stand alone without help from England,
where the administration and the army were
still in such confusion that William" could
send no help to Ulster. James, on the other

hand, less than three months after his flight
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by a fleet from England. With the help of
the boats’ crews of H.M.S. Dartmouth armed
with axes, the merchant vessel Mountjoy
broke the boom on the Foyle, and floated up
with its food-laden consorts to the quayside
of the starving city. The siege was raised
at once. At the same time the men of
Enniskillen, who had kept up a brilliant
guerrilla war all this time, defeated 5,000 of
James’s troops at Newton Butler. A fort-
night later the first large detachment of
troops from England landed under the Duke
of Schomberg, and eastern Ulster, including
Belfast, was recovered at a blow.

In this way the Protestant colony in
Northern Ireland was saved, largely by its
own heroic exertions, which still exercise
in memory a dominating influence on the
poetical politics of their descendants.

But the year 1689 ended with the rest of
Ireland still in the power of James. Posterity
may be tempted to regret that it was not left
in Irish hands, to which, after more than two
centuries of blood and tears, it has reverted
by the laws of nature. But in real history
there are no such short-cuts by primrose
paths. In 1690 no one on either side en-
visaged a ‘“ reasonable compromise ”’ about
Ireland. Indeed the government of James
and Tyrconnell had made it impossible.

The English had no thought of com-

promise. The Tories were as eager as the
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Whigs to recover England’s lost property.
It was a Tory House of Commons that in
1690 equipped William with a large army
to reconquer Ireland.

And on their side the Irish had no thought
but to recover the whole island and to root
out the hated Saxon ; if James would serve
this purpose he should be their king ; other-
wise they would do without him, for they had
not, like the Scottish Jacobites, any personal
Joyalty to the House of Stuart. But in any
case the alliance with France was essential
to their success and military aid was sent
by Louis in increasing quantity, including
considerable numbers of troops.

Qur ancestors, Whig and Tory alike,
understood little of realities in Ireland, and
thought it a light matter to convert, or at
least to hold down, a whole nation by force.
Here they were wrong, but in one thing they
were right. They saw that an Ireland,
independent and Kostile and garrisoned by
French troops, would be fatal to England.
We were at war with Louis, whose great
power was threatening all Western Europe
with conquest. Our own distracted island
stood in great danger from the French and
Jacobite combination, In 1690 William’s
throne was tottering. If Ireland became a
base for French armies, fleets and privateers,
England would shortly be destroyed or
compelled to take James back on his own
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terms. Every motive, good and bad, wise
and foolish—greed, anger, patriotism, love
of liberty and religion—impelled the English
to reconquer Ireland. And William was the
man to do it for them. To him the Boyne
compaign was part of the great European
struggle for religious and international free-
dom against France. Till the French were
expelled from Ireland and their supporters
there subdued, nothing could 'be done to
check them on the Continent, and the Revolu-
tion Settlement in England remained in
hourly danger. Thereconquest, which meant
slavery for Ireland, meant freedom and safety
for England, and in the long run for Europe.

The international aspect of the war was
well represented on the two banks of Boyne
- Water ; on the northern shore, led on by the
" Dutch Stadtholder who was England’s king,
were mustered the English regiments and the
Ulster colonists, detachments from half the
Protestant countries of Europe, and the
Huguenot refugees from France. On the
southern shore were not only the tumultuous,
ill-disciplined levies of Irish peasantry and
the gallant Irish horse, but the white coats
of French battalions.

The destruction of James’s army that day
(July 1, 1690), and his own too early flight
first from the field and then back to France,
put the victors in possession of Dublin and
three-quarters of Ireland. The English
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Revolution was saved, and England had set
her foot on the first rung of the lzdder that
led her to heights of power and prosperity
in the coming years. And by thesameaction
Ireland was thrust back into the abyss.
Deserted by James, but inspired by 2 new
national leader, Sarsfield, the Irish reified
behind the broad natural rampart of the
River Shannon. Limerick on the Shannon
was besieged by William, but it was defended
in the same spirit with which Londonderry
had been de(ednde;ﬂ the year before. The
siege was raised, partly owing to the explois
of Sarsfield who midéd the English%: of
supply. William had to return, lezsing 2
quarter of Ireland unconquered. Bu: pext
year (16q1) the work was completed by Bis
lieutenants, who forced the Skanzan =z
Athlone, destroyed the Irish zrmy 22 Avzh-
1im, and compelled Sarsfeld 10 czprnize
after a second siege of Limerick. =
The Treaty of Limerick, that thes put 22
end to the war of the Revolusing in Irelazd,
permitted Sarsfield to carry 0 Frazes, iy
the service of Louis XIV, theee of his 2rmy
who chose to go into exile. They sud thefr
successors became 2 valushle element in the
French armies fighting agsinet Englend for
several generations to come, * The wrild
geese,” zs they were poetically called, floar
over in focks every year to serve abrgad
against their racial ezr;.;:mgg, and no doubt
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this constant exodus of the most determined
spirits was one of the reasons why Ireland
itself remained quiet under the alien yoke
for generations to come. o

Another clause of the Treaty of Limerick
promised that the Irish Catholics should
continue to enjoy “ the privileges enjoyed in
the reign of Charles.” These had been
meagre enough, but even this miserable
promise was broken. William did indeed
attempt to prevent the grosser breaches of
the Treaty of Limerick, and play the part
that Charles II and his great Lord Lieu-
tenant, Ormonde, had sometimes played in
mitigating the lot of the subjugated Catholics.
But since Charles’s day the Revolution had
reduced the Royal Prerogative, and made the
English Parliament more completely master
of Irish policy. And the English Whig and
Tory members were at one with the Protest-
ants of the Dublin Parliaments in their-desire
for plunder and vengeance. By 1700 the
amount of Jand left to the Irish landlords
had been reduced by further confiscations
to little more than an eighth of the whole
island. The class of Anglo-Irish Catholic
landlords, who might have done so much to
interpret between the two nations in time to
come, was practically abolished by these
measures of confiscation.

Similarly new penal laws, passed in the
reigns of William and Anne, made the per-
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secution of the religion of the majority worse
than before. For some years a real attemapt
was made to extirpate Catholicism by de-
priving the peasantry of the rites of their
religion, and preventing the Bishops from
coming over to consecrate a new generation
of priests. In the reign of ~George I this
attempt was abandoned. As it became clear
that the Catholics could not be converted,
the activities of the priests were permitted to
become mote open.  But the attempt to keep
the land, the wealth, the education and the
social power of the country in the hands of
Protestants succeeded for several generations
to come. 'The native upper and middle class
was 5o effectually robbed and depressed, that
the priest remained as the only friend and
leader of the people. ‘The outcome of Pro-
testant legislation was to make Ireland the
‘most priest-led country in Europe.

Though positive religious  persecution
gradually died out, the Catholics remained
under civil and social disabilities of a
%gculiarly galling and degrading character.

hey were prevented from sitting in or
voting for the Irish Parliament, from holding
any State of municipal office, from Ppractising
at the Bar, from purchasing any land beyond
that which they inherited, from possessing
arms, from owning 2 horse worth more than
five pounds, Any Protestant tendering five
pounds could possess himself of the hunter

231



THE ENGLISH REVOLUTION

or carriage horse of his Catholic neighbour.
Such odious laws divided the Protestant from
the Catholic and helped to foster the worst
spirit of *‘ ascendancy.” It was only in the
latter half of the eighteenth century that the
latitudinarian and tolerant spirit of the age
mitigated that spirit and began the long
process of modifying and repealing the Penal
Laws. By that time irreparable harm had
been done.

From William to George III English
statesmen and Members of Parliament
thought of the Irish question in two lights—
first, political and military ; secondly, colonial
and economic. And these problems were
approached solely from the English point of
view.

The political and military conundrum for
England was how to hold Ireland safe from
French invasion and Jacobite rebellion, how
to prevent her from being made a place of
arms for French attack on England and on
England’s commerce. And it was not easy
to hold Ireland in war-time when the great
majority of the inhabitants were Roman
Catholic Jacobites, at heart in league with
France. If they were allowed to grow rich,
organized and educated they might with
French help drive the English into the sea.
"They must therefore be kept poor, leaderless

and ignorant. The cruel policy succeeded
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for several generations in its object. After
1691 there was no more fighting or rebellion.
Nat even in 1715 or 1745, when the Jacobites
rose so formidably in Scotland, was there so
much as a whisper of revolt in Ireland.
These satisfactory results were attributed to
the maintenance and renewal of the Crom-
wellian land settlement which placed the
ownership of almost the whole island in
Protestant hands, and to the Penal Laws
which crushed the heart out of the Irish
Catholics. As Swift said, they were
politically * as inconsiderable as the women
and children.” So far the policy succeeded,
but at what a cost to the future relations of
the English and Irish peoples!

Sccondly, English statesmen regarded
Ireland as a colony, that is a place where
commerce and agriculture were to be
encouraged or checked exactly as best snited
the interests of English farmers, manu-
fﬂctumr§ and merchants; for such was a
colony in the mercantile philosophy of that
age. And unfortunately the agricultural and
industrial interests of Ireland happened to
be precisely of the kind of which farmers and
manufactuters in England were jealous. Ire-
fand therefore suffered far more than the
Amepc:m colonies from English commercial
restrictions, To please English farmers, the
export of cattle to England was sto; ped by
Charles II’s Cavalier Parliament, Wo never
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dared to stop the similar Scottish cattle trade
to England either before or after the Union.
To please English business men, the Cavalier
Parliament of Charles II also excluded Ireland
from that partnership with England in the
Navigation Act which Cromwell had extended
toher. The Restoration statesmen excluded
Ireland from trade with the Colonies, and the
Revolution statesmen continued that policy.
Finally, the Revolution statesmen added one
last blow to their own ; in 1699 the English
Parliament passed laws restricting the ex-
portation of certain kinds of Irish manu-
factured cloth to any part of the world.
There was already a prohibitive tariff pre-
venting its import into England. Nowcattle
farming, sheep farming and the cloth indus-
try were essentially Protestant interests in
Ireland. All of them were struck at by the
English Parliament, in obedience to English
commercial and agricultural jealousy, con-
trary to England’s political interest, which
was to foster the Protestant population in
Ireland.

If we consider the Penal Laws against the
Catholics of Ireland and the commercial laws
of which the brunt fell on the Protestants of
Ireland, we cannot be surprised that respect
for the law has little place in Irish tradition
and mentality.

Protestant Ulster was hampered by these
commercial restrictions dictated by English
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commercial jealousy. The linen industry
that was permitted because it did not compete
with any great interest in England, was a poor
substitute for cattle, colonial commerce and
woollens, Many thousands of Irish Protest-
ants migrated to America early in the eigh-
teenth century, long before the Irish Catholic
migration thither began. England prevented
the Protestants bettering themselves in
Ireland, and as the Protestant Scots and
English were determined to better themselves,
they went to America, carrying thither no
kindly tradition about England.

In religion as in commerce the English
rule in Ireland was most illiberal and had the
effect of dividing the Protestant interest,
While the Penal Laws crushed the Catholics,
the Presbyterians were harassed by laws
passed in the High Church interest. The
Scottish Presbyterians of Ulster, the men
who had closecr the gates of Londonderry in
the face of James’s army at the crisis of the
Revolution, were under the Revolution Settle-
ment treated as an inferior class, half-way in
the social and political scale between the
downtrodden Catholic and the Episcopalian
of English origin who alone was a full citizen.

Not until 1719 was a Toleration Act for
Irish Presbyterians at last carried, legalizing
the position of their public worship like that
of their co-religionists in England. - And even
then the good things of State Patronage we
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most effective English answer to Molyneux
would have been—"* If you Irish Protestants
want to be independent of the English Parlja-
ment and Ministry, we will withdraw our
troops and our ships, and the Catholics will
rise on you and cut your throats.” Indeed,
such an answer was indicated by Sir Charles
Davenant and other English writers of the
day. So long as the Irish Protestants
intended to maintain the Penal Laws and the
Protestant Ascendancy, they were in fact
dependent on England, whatever the truth
of the historical and legal argument might be.
It was only when in Grattan’s day the Irish
Protestants began a policy of conciliating the
Catholics, that they were in a position to
enforce Molyneux’s doctrine of independence
in face of England, as they did in 1782.

Till that year the Revolution Settlement
for Ireland remained unaltered. It was, as
we have secen, one of the worst settlements
ever made, of which the best that can be
said is that it was only a prolongation and
strengthening of a bad system already in
existence. It was exactly the opposite in
spirit of the Revolution Settlement in Eng-
land, for it represented the mere spirit of
conquest and arbitrary power.
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CONCLUSION

Tue Revolution gave to England an
ordered and legal freedom, and through that
it gave her power. She often abused her
power, as in the matters of Ireland and of
the Slave Trade, till she reversed the engines ;
but on the whole mankind would have
breathed a harsher air if England had not
grown strong. For her power was based
not only on her free Constitution but on
the maritime and commercial enterprise of
her sons, a kind of power naturally akin to
freedom, as the power of great armies in
its nature is not.

In the affair of the Revolution the element
of chance, of sheer good luck, was dominant.
It was only the accident of James II that
gave our ancestors the opportunity to right
themselves. At the end of Charles II's
reign nothing seemed less probable than
that England would soon become either a
powerful state or a free and peaceful land.
The violence of her factions for half a cen-
tury past had reduced her to prostration
before a royal despotism in the pay of

France. One of two things seemed certain :
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and in religion: Religion in those days
was the chief motive of politics, and after
the Revolution a movement towards Iati-
tudinarianism in religion enveloped first
England and then for a while all Europe.
This latitudinarian movement, of which the

" . origins can be traced in Charles II’s reign

in the Royal Society and the Broadchurch
* theologians, was one of the causes of the
.reasonableness of the Revolution Settlement,
because the men of 1689 found the idea of
Toleration less abhorrent than it had seemed
in 1640 and 166o. And one of the chief
results of the Revolution was the wide extent
and long duration of the latitudinarian influ-
ence in the eighteenth century. After a
last outburst of Church fanaticism at the
end of Anne’s reign in the Sacheverell affair
and the Schism Act, the spirit of religious
persecution withered and died in the Hano-
verian atmosphere. ‘‘ Enthusiasm ” became
bad form among the governing classes. And
even the * enthusiasm ” of Wesley was not
an armed and persecuting creed like the
eatlier Puritanism. Living in an age of
Toleration, the Wesleyans had no need to
assert their tenets by force. The new
Puritans were not tempted to cut off the
head of the Archbishop of Canterbury, for
Laud’s mild successors did not deny them

the right to hold as many Coventicles as
they pleased.
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In the mid-eighteenth century, refigious
fanaticism was moribund, and the fanaticism
of class and of race had not yet arisen 1o vex
mankind with new ills, During this blessed
breathing space between the English and
the French Revolutions, Englishmen .Ieamt
by the passage of quiet years the difficult
art of leaving one another alone. And the
King and his subjects, governors and goy-
erned, also learnt to abide by the law, in
that most legal of eras.

These engrained habits of toleration and
respect for Jaw sank deep into the English
mind during the hundred years that fol-
lowed the Revolution, and had their effect
when the stresses of a new era began—
with the democratic movement, the French
Revolution and the social problems of the
great industrial change. The habit of
respecting constitutional rights acted as some
check on the violence of the anti-Jacobin
reaction, and the same habit of mind carried
the Radical and working-class movements
into legal and parliamentary channels. The
victims of the Industrial Revolution at the
beginning of the nineteenth century sought
a remedy for their ills by demanding the
franchise and Pasliamentary Reform instead
of general overturn ; this happy choice was
due in part to our national character but
largely also to our national institutions, in
which the oppressed saw 2 way of escape.
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The English Revolution had the ultimate
effect of saving the Crown and much else
besides.

The great emollient of the common ills
of life, the humanitarian movement in all
its aspects, began in the eighteenth century
before the issue of democracy was raised.
Judged by our modern standards, the eigh-
teenth century was rough and cruel, especi-
ally to the poor, but it was less rough and
less cruel than any previous age. It saw
the Charity School movement, the first
imperfect attempt to give a smattering of
education to the great masses of the people
as distinct from a few clever boys; the
improvement in medical and hospital pro-
vision which enormously reduced the high
death rate that all previous ages had accepted
as a law of nature ; Howard’s investigations
of the facts of prison life; the anti-slavery
campaign ; the movement for the mitiga-
tion of harsh laws and cruel punishments.
Many of these things the nineteenth century
carried out, on lines laid down by the
eighteenth-century pioneers of thought and
mercy.

This great humanitarian movement, to
whose sphere of operations there is no
limit, was a new birth of time. It arose
in the milder atmosphere of the great
religious and party truce which the Revolu-
tion Settlement had ushered in. It could
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CONCLUSION

not have arisen if the feuds of the Stuart
era had been carried on in their full intensity
into later generations.

The ultimate view that we take of the
Revolution of 1688 must be determined by
our preference either for royal absolutism
or for parliamentary government. James II
forced England to choose once for all between
these two: he refused to inhabit any half-
way house. It was as well that the choice
had to be made so decisively and so soon;
for the compromise system of the Restora-
tion, though very useful in its day, had led
to weakness abroad and constant strife
at_home.

The system of government by discussion
has its disadvantages, under which in new
forms we are labouring to-day, in face of
absolutist governments of a new and more
formidable type than those of Europe of
the ancien régime. But if, on the balance,
we prefer the path on which our feet are
planted, we must commend the choice that
;va§ made once for alf at the English Revo-

ution.
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