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Introduction

In this option, students focus on the changing relationship between Crown and Parliament
between 1625 and 1714. They analyse the growing power of Parliament and the extent to
which the period saw the creation of a constitutional monarchy. Students also examine
the impact of each reign and the pivotal events in the period as a whole. They explore the
impact that key themes, such as finance, religion and foreign policy, had on relations
between Crown and Parliament.
This option is assessed in a written examination lasting one hour. The synoptic essay
question tests the candidate’s ability to assess change and/or development over a
period of approximately 100 years. The question targets AO1: the candidate’s ability
to demonstrate, organise and communicate knowledge and understanding to evaluate
the key features related to the periods studied, making substantiated judgements and
exploring concepts, as relevant, of cause, consequence, change, continuity, similarity,
difference and significance.
For ease of consultation, the following study is divided into five sections:
1. The Reign of Charles I 1625–49
2. The Reign of Charles II 1660–85
3. The Reign of James II 1685–88
4. The Reign of William III 1688–1702
5. The Reign of Queen Anne 1702–14
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1. The Reign of Charles I 1625–49

(a) Crown and Parliament in 1625
(i) The Crown in 1625
Charles I inherited a relatively strong throne from his father, James I, in 1625. The Crown
controlled foreign policy, the armed forces of the nation, the Church and the appointment
of royal advisers. The monarch could spend his money as he saw fit, without reference
to Parliament, and also had access to sources of income beyond Parliament’s control –
though some of these sources, such as the granting of monopolies, had become an issue
of contention between Crown and Parliament towards the end of James I’s reign. It was
also the exclusive authority of the king to summon, prorogue and dissolve Parliament.
In theory, there was nothing to stop a king from ruling without Parliament – as Charles
was to do between 1629 and 1640 – but this would have been to go against established
constitutional practice and furthermore would not have been wise politics, as the second
Stuart king was to find to his cost.
(ii) Parliament in 1625
At the outset of the Charles I’s reign, Parliament provided a point of contact between
the monarch and his subjects. It advised the king, provided supply and passed bills.
However, it was an occasional event rather than an annual institution, hence its status
and influence was limited. It was also weakened by the factional nature of politics,
with support often based on family connections or patronage rather than shared ideals.
Parliament’s main strength lay in its role in helping to change the law and particularly its
control of the country’s, and consequently the monarch’s, purse strings. However, there
were signs during the preceding reign that Parliament was becoming more assertive
in terms of its privileges, such as the freedom of arrest for its members while it was in
session, and beginning to voice its opinions on areas that had previously been regarded
as part of the Crown’s prerogative, notably religion and foreign policy. It was these very
issues that were to bedevil relations between Crown and Parliament from the beginning of
Charles’s reign.
CHARLES I
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(b) Foreign policy and the Duke of Buckingham 1625–28
The reign got off to a disastrous start in terms of the execution of foreign policy by the
new king and his closest and most trusted adviser, the Duke of Buckingham. The latter
had been a favourite of James I, but he seemed to have even more influence over Charles
I, and wielded greater power as a result, which only served to increase his unpopularity
with Parliament, which despised his low birth and monopoly of patronage at court.
Buckingham might have been tolerated – and Crown–Parliament relations maintained
on a relatively amicable level – if the foreign policy had been successful, but it wasn’t.
One disaster seemed to follow another, and the more that Parliament criticised the Lord
High Admiral (as Buckingham was) and the waste of public funds on ill-managed military
expeditions, the more the king took these attacks personally and regarded Parliament
as exceeding its authority. The king even went so far as to dissolve Parliament to prevent
it proceeding with an intended impeachment of Buckingham. When his favourite was
assassinated in 1628 – by a disgruntled veteran of Buckingham’s military campaigns –
the king was distraught, and also embittered; he believed Parliament had created a mood
in the country that had encouraged this attack and now the House of Commons seemed
to revel in his close friend’s death. Charles would not forget or forgive.

THE DUKE OF BUCKINGHAM

Web Article

Buckingham

Read a short biography of the Duke of Buckingham on the Encyclopaedia
Britannica website:
http://www.britannica.com/biography/George-Villiers-1st-duke-of-

Web Video
Watch a short video about the early years of Charles I’s reign, his relationship
with Parliament and the impact of the Duke of Buckingham:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3NsEgPrvfoo
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Teaching and Learning Activity
Essay: ‘Clashes over foreign policy had the greatest impact on the
relationship between Crown and Parliament in England in the period 1625–
1714’. To what extent would you accept this verdict?

(c) Disputes over finance 1625–27
Almost inevitably, the contentious foreign policy – and the series of military defeats
attached to it, as England found itself at war with both France and Spain – had a negative
impact on the relationship between Crown and Parliament over matters of finance.
Matters got off to a bad start when Parliament only authorised the collection of tunnage
and poundage by the Crown for one year, instead of following the custom of allowing
the collection for the whole of the reign of the monarch. This issue remained a bone of
contention as the king continued to collect tunnage and poundage after the first year of
his reign.
However, things got worse when Parliament withheld the funds necessary for the king to
effectively prosecute the wars against France and Spain. In response, Charles resorted to
the legally questionable action of raising a forced loan, which then precipitated the socalled Five Knights Case, concerning five gentlemen who refused to comply with the king’s
policy. Charles further antagonised Parliament by attempting to save money by billeting
troops in private homes. A crisis was building as the two sides moved further and further
apart.
Web Article
Find out more detail about the forced loan on the British Civil War (BCW)
Project website:
http://bcw-project.org/church-and-state/the-kings-peace/forced-loans
Teaching and Learning Activity
Essay: ‘Clashes over finance caused the most significant changes to the
relationship between Parliament and the Crown in the period 1625–1714’.
How far would you agree with this verdict?

(d) Religious controversy 1625–28
As with foreign policy and finance, Crown and Parliament found themselves at odds over
religion. In addition to the king’s marriage to the French Catholic princess Henrietta
Maria – negotiated by the Duke of Buckingham – which was deeply offensive to the
strong Puritan element in Parliament, Charles also caused concern by his promotion of
Arminianism. In particular, Parliament felt that this signalled a drift towards Catholicism,
and fears for the survival of Protestantism were heightened by the promotion of
prominent Arminians by the king, such as William Laud to the Bishopric of London in
1628.
Proof of the extent to which the relationship between Crown and Parliament had
deteriorated was provided first in 1628, when Parliament passed the Petition of Right, and
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again in 1629 when the Three Resolutions were passed, with the Speaker being forcibly
held in his chair in the latter episode.
Web Article
Read about the Petition of Right on the Parliament website:
http://www.parliament.uk/about/living-heritage/evolutionofparliament/
parliamentaryauthority/civilwar/overview/petition-of-right/
Web Article

parliament

Read an account of the Petition of Right and the Three Resolutions on the
BCW Project website:
http://bcw-project.org/church-and-state/the-kings-peace/king-charles-third-

As far as Charles was concerned, Parliament had now crossed a line and he was
determined that the Crown would suffer no further indignity or challenge to its authority.
For a fervent believer in the Divine Right of Kings – as Charles was – Parliament seemed to
be trying not just to subvert the constitution, but to upset the world that God had ordered.
He therefore decided to rule alone.
Teaching and Learning Activity
Essay: ‘Clashes over religion caused the most significant changes to the
relationship between Parliament and the Crown in the period 1625–1714’. To
what extent would you accept this statement?

(e) Personal Rule 1629–40
Web Video
Consider this analysis by Keith Wrightson of Yale University of why relations
between Crown and Parliament broke down completely by 1629 and how the
Personal Rule operated. Join the video at 31.50:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5X02qTmUrKI
Personal Rule demonstrated both the power of the Crown and ultimately also its
weakness. The power was evident in the fact that the king was quite within his rights
to rule without Parliament – though whether he was wise to do so was another matter.
Untrammelled by Parliament, Charles was able to pursue reform of the Church, carried
out diligently by William Laud, Archbishop of Canterbury from 1633 – though this only
fuelled the rumours of a Catholic plot and led to some open opposition (as in the case of
Burton, Bastwick and Prynne in 1637). The king also proved that he was not dependent on
Parliament for revenue, though many of his money-raising schemes were controversial,
such as forest fines and distraint of knighthood. The financial policy that was the most
disputed, however, was ship money. What had once been an emergency measure levied
only on coastal counties now became a regular part of the taxation burden levied across
the whole country from 1635. It is significant that the legality of ship money, as imposed
by Charles I, was challenged by a prominent MP, John Hampden, who had made his mark
in Parliament in the 1620s. Though Hampden lost his court case in 1637, the margin of his
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defeat was so narrow that it was regarded by many as a moral victory over the Crown and
encouraged many others to refuse to pay ship money.

JOHN HAMPDEN

Ship money was perhaps the first sign that the power of the Crown had its limits, and once
Charles got himself involved in a dispute over the imposition of an Anglican prayer book
on Presbyterian Scotland, the true weakness of the king’s position was exposed. Charles
could not fund the so-called Bishops’ Wars against the Scots at the end of the decade
from his existing financial resources. He had no option but to recall Parliament, and in so
doing the balance of power seemed to shift to the legislative branch of the constitution.
Indeed, what was to unfold when the Long Parliament met in 1640 has been described as
a revolution.
Web Article
Read an overview of Charles I’s Personal Rule on the BCW Project website:
http://bcw-project.org/church-and-state/the-kings-peace/personal-rule
Web Video
Watch an extract from the Channel 5 series Kings & Queens covering the
period of the Personal Rule and the Constitutional Revolution:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WesxJw7OpOw
Teaching and Learning Activity
Essay: ‘The reign of Charles I (1625–1649) transformed the relationship
between Crown and Parliament more than any other reign in the period
1625–1714’. How far would you agree with this verdict?

(f) Constitutional Revolution 1640–42
In 1640, Parliament was determined to have its long list of grievances resolved – in
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particular relating to religious and constitutional matters – and in so doing, ensure that
there would never be a repeat of Personal Rule. A wide range of legislation was passed
to put these objectives into practice: the Triennial Act, the Act against Own Dissolution,
the Act of Attainder against the Earl of Strafford (one of the king’s ‘evil counsellors’, who
was believed to have encouraged Charles’s autocratic tendencies), the Militia Ordinance,
and others. It should be noted that the Triennial Act and the Act Against Own Dissolution
placed limits on the monarch’s power to summon and dissolve Parliament, a traditional
prerogative right of the Crown. The abolition of the king’s prerogative courts, such as the
Star Chamber, now provided protection for the nobility against the king’s abuse of the
judicial system. The abolition of the Court of High Commission similarly restricted the
authority of the Crown in relation to religion. By removing the king’s financial devices
– such as ship money and forest fines – and insisting that no taxation could be levied
without MPs’ consent, Parliament had restricted the king’s financial independence. The
substance of what would become known as the Constitutional Revolution was mostly
in place within the first year of the Long Parliament’s existence, transforming the
relationship between Crown and Parliament. Indeed, by late 1641/early 1642, a growing
number in Parliament had come to the conclusion that Parliament itself (with John Pym
in a leading role) had now acquired a power and authority, at the expense of the Crown,
that was quite unprecedented and unwarranted. When the king tried to take matters into
his own hands – and failed – by attempting to arrest the five MPs he considered to be his
most implacable opponents, the battle lines between Crown and Parliament hardened.
Web Video
Watch an excerpt from the film Cromwell, showing Charles’s attempt to arrest
the five MPs in January 1642. While not entirely factually accurate, this film
clip does give a sense of the drama of the event and how Crown–Parliament
relations had reached a crisis point:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Xz1XORmNP2M
Yet, Parliament’s victory in its constitutional struggle with the Crown in this period was
not a total one. For example, the monarch retained the ability to become financially
independent of Parliament by means of an expansion of trade, producing more revenue
for the Crown. If Parliament’s more radical demands – such as the 19 Propositions of June
1642 – had passed into law, the Crown would certainly have been greatly diminished,
perhaps irreparably, but in fact Parliament could not itself agree on the extent to which
royal authority over the Church, the armed forces and ministerial appointments should be
limited.
Nonetheless, in practice there was now a total breakdown in trust between Crown and
Parliament, exacerbated by the issue of who had the authority to raise an army to deal
with the rebellion in Ireland. This proved ultimately to be the breaking point of the
Constitutional Revolution. When Charles I raised the royal standard in Nottingham in
August, the time for debate was at an end.
Web Article
Read a summary of the Long Parliament in the period leading up to the
outbreak of the Civil War on the BCW Project website:
http://bcw-project.org/church-and-state/first-civil-war/long-parliament
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Web Video
Watch Keith Wrightson’s lecture on the Constitutional Revolution and the
Civil War, though with more focus on the period 1640–42 than on the military
conflict that followed:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qPwuul8J-Os
Web Article
For a Marxist interpretation of the events of the early Long Parliament and
the Constitutional Revolution, the following is an extract from Christopher
Hill’s ‘The English Revolution 1640’ https://www.marxists.org/archive/hillchristopher/english-revolution/
By the time of the economic crisis of 1640 Charles I had become utterly bankrupt. He
outraged commercial circles by seizing bullion deposited in the Tower and by proposing
to debase the coinage. The State machine – which depended on the support of the
middle-class J.Ps. – ceased to function. The Scots refused to leave England without an
indemnity. The English army sent against them was mutinous and had to be paid. A
Parliament could no longer be avoided. Even so Charles I dissolved one Parliament after
three weeks (the Short Parliament); but in November, 1640, the Long Parliament met, to
which the Government had to surrender. Pym, Hampden and other opposition leaders had
crossed the country in a successful election campaign. They were helped by riots against
enclosures in the countryside and by mass demonstrations in the City. The last time the
rack was used in England was to torture a youth who had led a procession to Lambeth to
hunt ‘William the Fox’ (Archbishop Laud).
This Parliament differed from its predecessors only in the length of its session.
It represented the same classes – principally the gentry and wealthy merchants.
Consequently, it came to reflect the division among the English gentry corresponding
roughly to the economic division between the feudal north-west and capitalist south-east.
But the House of Commons did not make the revolution: its members were subject to
pressure from outside, from the people of London, the yeomen and artisans of the home
counties.
But in 1640 most classes were united against the Crown. The final issues were: (a) the
destruction of the bureaucratic machinery, whereby the Government had been able to rule
in contravention of the desires of the great majority of its politically influential subjects
(Strafford was executed, Laud imprisoned, other leading ministers fled abroad; the Star
Chamber, Court of High Commission, and other prerogative courts were abolished); (b) the
prevention of a standing army controlled by the king; (c) abolition of the recent financial
expedients, whose aim had also been to render the king independent of the control of the
bourgeoisie through Parliament, and whose effect had been economic dislocation and the
undermining of confidence; (d) Parliamentary (i.e. bourgeois) control of the Church, so
that it could no longer be used as a reactionary propaganda agency.
A crisis erupted due to a revolt in Ireland in 1641. With the withdrawal of Strafford, the
English Government there, which had long been oppressive, ceased to be strong, and
the Irish seized the opportunity to attempt to throw off the English yoke. Parliament
was united in its determination to keep the first British colony in subjection; but the
bourgeoisie firmly refused to trust Charles with an army for its re-conquest (Royalist plots
in the armed forces had already been exposed). So Parliament was reluctantly forced to
take control of the Army.
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The unanimity inside Parliament came to an end. To most of the aristocracy and
conservative gentry, the policy of the leaders of the House of Commons, and especially
their readiness to appeal to public opinion outside Parliament, seemed to be leading
to a break-up of the social order in which their dominant position was secure, and they
gradually fell back to their support of the King. In the country as a whole, the division
went along broad class lines. The landed class was divided, many being frightened by riots
against enclosures and threats of a peasant revolt, such as had shaken the Midlands in
1607; the progressive section of the gentry and the bourgeoisie were confident that they
could ride the storm. In London, whilst monopolists and the ruling oligarchy supported
the court from which their profits came, the main body of merchants, artisans and
apprentices gave active support to the forward party in Parliament, and pushed it steadily
further along the revolutionary path. The great leader of the Commons, Pym, welcomed
this popular support, and in the Grand Remonstrance (November 1641) the revolutionary
leaders drew up a sweeping indictment of Charles’s Government, and published it for
propaganda purposes – a new technique of appeal to the people.
But the decision to print the Remonstrance had been the occasion of a savage clash
in the House and was passed by only eleven votes, after which the division became
irreconcilable. The future Royalists withdrew from Parliament, not (as is often alleged)
because of their devotion to bishops, but rather (as a Member said in the debate) because,
‘if we make a parity in the Church we must come to a parity in the Commonwealth’.
If the property of the ecclesiastical landlords could be confiscated, whose turn might
come next? The big bourgeoisie itself was frightened, and felt the need for some kind of
monarchical settlement (with a reformed monarchy responsive to its interests) to check
the flow of popular feeling. It tried desperately to stem the revolutionary torrent it had
let loose. One gentleman switched over from the side of Parliament to the king because
he feared that ‘the necessitous people of the whole kingdom will presently rise in mighty
numbers; and whosoever they pretend for at first, within a while they will set up for
themselves, to the utter ruin of all the nobility and gentry of the kingdom’. ‘Rich men,’ a
pamphleteer ironically observed later, ‘are none of the greatest enemies to monarchy’. But
this fear of the common people only encouraged the king to think himself indispensable:
he refused all overtures and in the summer of 1642 war began.
Teaching and Learning Activity
Essay: How far would you agree that the events of 1640–1642 marked the
most important turning point in the role and status of Parliament between
1625 and 1714?
Essay: ‘The Constitutional Revolution of 1640–1642 represented the most important
turning point in the powers and prerogatives of the monarchy in England in the period
1625–1714’. To what extent would you accept this statement?

(g) Civil War and the trial and execution of Charles I 1646–49
Though the king lost the Civil War by 1646 – and lost again two years later, when he
attempted to reverse the initial military outcome – he deployed a strategy of trying to
exploit divisions within Parliament in the hope of recovering some of the power he had
lost. However, by this stage there was a new element in the constitutional equation:
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the New Model Army. The Army was much more radical than Parliament, and when the
king gambled on a renewal of military conflict in 1648, his fate – and that of the Crown
– was sealed. The ‘man of blood’ was now to be brought to trial, and in order to have
parliamentary sanction for this unprecedented action, Parliament was purged of those
who favoured compromise with the Crown. In December 1648, Colonel Pride ensured a
compliant Parliament by granting admission to only those MPs on whom the Army could
rely to bring the king to justice. Was the trial and execution of Charles I in January 1649
the greatest turning point in British history, as Simon Schama has claimed? That may be
debatable, but what is certain is that for the next 11 years – roughly the same length of
time that Charles I ruled without a Parliament – Britain would be ruled without a king.

THE EXECUTION OF
CHARLES I

Web Article

i-summary/

Read an account of how the king came to be tried and executed and the
monarchy abolished on the History in an Hour website:
http://www.historyinanhour.com/2012/12/11/trial-and-execution-of-charles-

Web Audio
Listen to the panel discussion chaired by Melvyn Bragg about the trial of
Charles I on BBC Radio 4’s In Our Time:
http://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/b00kpzd6
Teaching and Learning Activity
Essay: ‘The execution of Charles I in 1649 weakened the power of the
monarchy in England more than any other event in the period 1625–1714’.
How far would you agree with this verdict?
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Essay: ‘The reign of Charles I (1625–1649) weakened the powers and prerogatives of the
monarchy more than any other reign in the period 1625–1714’. To what extent would you
accept this verdict?
Essay: ‘The reign of Charles I (1625–1649) transformed the relationship between Crown
and Parliament more than any other reign in the period 1625–1714’. How far would you
agree with this verdict?
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2. The Reign of Charles II 1660–85

(a) Restoration settlement
The monarchy that was restored in 1660 was not quite the monarchy that had
disappeared at the end of the 1640s. While the return of Charles II seemed to be a
genuinely popular move, it should be noted that he was invited to do so by a special
Convention Parliament. Furthermore, not all the powers that had been claimed by Charles
I were automatically passed to his son. The prerogative courts that had been abolished by
Parliament in the early 1640s would not be revived, and Parliament now determined the
royal income, set initially at £1.2 million per annum.

CHARLES II

In particular, Charles II’s first Parliament, dominated by the Anglican establishment,
was determined to impose a rigid uniformity in religion and a narrowly defined and
all-powerful Church of England. This was at odds with the king’s desire for religious
toleration – or a ‘liberty to tender consciences’ in the language of the time – but he
judged it to be politically prudent not to press the issue. The new dispensation took the
form of the Clarendon Code (named after the king’s chief minister, the Earl of Clarendon),
the collective term for a series of Acts that put religious policy into practice. The Code
included the Corporation Act (1661), the Act of Uniformity (1662), the Conventicle Act
(1664) and the Five-Mile Act (1665). When the king attempted to lessen the impact of this
legislation by issuing a Declaration of Indulgence in 1672, which would have extended
toleration to Nonconformists and Catholics, such was the strength of parliamentary
opposition that not only was he compelled to withdraw it, but he was obliged to sanction
a further augmentation of Anglican power in the Test Act of 1673, which required all who
entered public service (including as MPs) to be communicant members of the Church of
England.
pg 13
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EDWARD HYDE, IST EARL
OF CLARENDON, WHO
GAVE HIS NAME TO THE
CLARENDON CODE

Web Article
For an insight into the challenges facing Charles II and the restored
monarchy, read the article by Ronald Hutton entitled ‘Charles II: The
Masquerading Monarch’ on the BBC History website:
http://www.bbc.co.uk/history/british/civil_war_revolution/charlesii_masq_01.shtml
Teaching and Learning Activity

principles’.

Debate: In groups, students prepare to act as advocates both for and against
the motion: ‘Charles II was prepared to surrender power to Parliament in
order to stay on the throne and because he did not have any strongly-held

Essay: ‘The Restoration Settlement marked the most significant change in the role and
status of Parliament in England in the period 1625–1714’. How far would you agree with
this statement?
Essay: ‘The Restoration Settlement marked the most important change in the power and
position of the monarchy in the period 1625–1714’. To what extent would you agree with
this verdict?
Essay: ‘It was during the reign of Charles II that Parliament in England made the most
significant gains in its power and influence’. How far would you agree with this verdict on
the relationship between Crown and Parliament in the period 1625–1714?

(b) Foreign policy
However, while Parliament may have been paramount in terms of religious policy, the
Crown retained considerable authority under Charles II. The king remained commander of
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the armed forces, had the exclusive right to appoint ministers and also retained control of
foreign policy. Indeed, it was in foreign policy that Charles demonstrated how much power
the Crown still had, fighting two wars against the Dutch and moving in the process into a
closer relationship with France, an ally against the Dutch in the second of these conflicts.
The Treaty of Dover of 1670, which formalised the Anglo-French alliance, also contained
a number of secret clauses by which Charles promised to convert to Catholicism, received
significant funds from Louis XIV and was also promised military assistance by the French
king to subdue any public opposition there might be to Charles’s change of religion. These
were not the actions of a king interested only in the appearance of power, but one who was
ready to pursue his own policy – and in this case a policy of which his Anglican Parliament
would not have approved, particularly in the anti-Catholic atmosphere of the 1670s.

LOUIS XIV OF FRANCE

Web Article
Read a summary of the Treaty of Dover on the Encyclopaedia Britannica
website:
http://www.britannica.com/event/Treaty-of-Dover
Web Video
Watch a short excerpt from the BBC series The Stuarts: A Family at War,
focusing on the Treaty of Dover of 1670:
http://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/p01rhx9b

(c) Exclusion crisis
Although the events of the early years of the reign of Charles II may have suggested
that Parliament was now in the ascendancy – especially in religious policy, previously
the exclusive preserve of the Crown – and although both Crown and Parliament were able
to deal harmoniously with the legacy of the Civil War and the Interregnum, passing the
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Act of General Pardon, Indemnity and Oblivion (1660), settling the land question and
disbanding the Army, the real test of where the balance of power lay did not come until
the last few years of the reign.
The Exclusion crisis of 1679–81 was an attempt by the so-called Whig party in Parliament,
led by the Earl of Shaftesbury, to remove the Catholic James, Duke of York, from the line
of succession to the throne. Playing on the anti-Catholic hysteria of the late 1670s, this
move was intended to hand the Crown to the Protestant Mary, eldest daughter of James
and the wife of William of Orange. Charles had to dismiss Parliament on three occasions
to manage the crisis: after the House of Commons had passed an Exclusion Bill in 1679;
when this was repeated in 1680 (though the Bill was defeated in the House of Lords);
and finally in 1681, by which point royalist propaganda and a closing of the lines by the
Anglicans and Tories (as the supporters of the Crown were now labelled) had effectively
portrayed the Whigs as dangerous subversives. Parliament would not meet again during
Charles’s reign (subsidised as the king was by Louis XIV) and the throne was inherited by
his brother as James II in 1685. The quo warranto legal proceedings authorised by Charles
also ensured that James would have a loyal Tory Parliament to welcome him as their new
king. Charles II is often dismissed as the ‘Merry Monarch’, but in the ultimate test, the
Crown had prevailed over Parliament, and the doctrine of Divine Right had survived intact
– at least for the time being.
Web Article
Read Tim Harris’s analysis of the Exclusion crisis on the Encyclopaedia.com
website:
http://www.encyclopedia.com/topic/Exclusion_Crisis.aspx
Teaching and Learning Activity
Essay: ‘The Crown won only small victories but suffered huge defeats’. How
far would you agree with this assessment of the relationship between Crown
and Parliament in England in the period 1625–1714?
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3. The Reign of James II 1685–88

In February 1685, James II inherited a throne that was secure and a Parliament that
was loyal and compliant (as his brother had planned). Yet a little over three and a half
years later, he had lost the throne and found himself effectively a refugee at the court
of Louis XIV. One of the reasons for this dramatic turn of events was James’s alienation
of Parliament, which began in the immediate aftermath of the Monmouth and Argyll
rebellions in the summer of 1685. Not only did the punishment of Monmouth’s followers
(the ‘Bloody Assizes’ conducted by Judge Jeffreys) appear excessive, but the Army raised
to suppress the rebellion remained in being, camped outside London. Many MPs were
concerned about the maintenance of a standing army in peacetime, especially in the
context of James’s close ties to Louis XIV of France, the epitome of an absolutist monarch.
When the matter of the Army began to be raised in Parliament, the king responded by
proroguing and then dismissing it. Parliament did not meet again under James II after
1685; instead, the king later launched his own quo warranto proceedings to prepare for a
Parliament that would not question his actions and policy.
Though there was no Parliament in being in the period 1686–88, it could reasonably be
argued, that by alienating the Anglican establishment, James II lost all parliamentary
support. The brief ‘honeymoon period’ of 1685 quickly faded from memory as James
II rode roughshod over the constitution and the Church of England. Not only did the
Army on Hounslow Heath remain in place, but it expanded to some 40,000 men by 1688.
Furthermore, it now had many Catholic officers (as did the civil administration, notably
the Privy Council), thanks to the king’s use of the controversial dispensing and suspending
powers to nullify the Test Act. His placement of Catholics in the presidencies of certain
colleges at Oxford and Cambridge and especially the trial of seven bishops (including the
Archbishop of Canterbury) in 1688 for refusal to publicly read the Second Declaration of
Indulgence gave the appearance of an attack on the privileged position of the Church of
England, which he had promised to uphold at the beginning of his reign. Ultimately his
fate was sealed not by his policy of Catholicisation or his subverting of the law, but by
the birth of a son in June 1688, which left the country facing the prospect of a Catholic
succession. Neither Church nor Parliament would be prepared to countenance that.
Web Article
Read an excellent overview of the reign of James II by J. P. Kenyon on the
Encyclopaedia Britannica website:
http://www.britannica.com/biography/James-II-king-of-Great-Britain

(a) The Glorious Revolution
The parliamentary class, if not Parliament itself, now took matters into its own hands and
a letter was sent by seven leading representatives of that class (the ‘Immortal Seven’ as
they came to be known) inviting William of Orange, husband of James’s eldest daughter,
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Mary, to save the English constitution and the English Protestant Church. Whether
William’s subsequent exploits and James II’s flight to France constitute a revolution is still
a matter of much debate, but what is certain is that this was a blow to the idea of Divine
Right and a clear demonstration of the limits of the power of the Crown. Once Parliament
was back in session, a much more fundamental shift would occur in the relationship
between itself and the Crown.
Web Article
Read the article by Edward Vallance about the Glorious Revolution on the
BBC History website:
http://www.bbc.co.uk/history/british/civil_war_revolution/glorious_revolution_01.shtml
Web Audio
Listen to the panel discussion chaired by Melvyn Bragg about the Glorious
Revolution on BBC Radio 4’s In Our Time:
http://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/p00547fk
Teaching and Learning Activity
Video: Watch the analysis of the Glorious Revolution by Professor Steven
Pincus of Yale University https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=W-tHvXuIaiw.
How convincing do you find this interpretation and why?
Essay: ‘Of all the monarchs in the period 1625–1714, James II was most responsible for
damaging the relationship between Crown and Parliament in England’. To what extent
would you accept this statement?
Essay: ‘The Glorious Revolution weakened the Crown more than any other event in the
seventeenth century’. To what extent would you accept this verdict?
Essay: ‘Of all the events in the period 1625–1714, the Glorious Revolution caused the
most significant changes to the relationship between Crown and Parliament in England’.
To what extent would you accept this statement?
Essay: ‘James II weakened the power of the Crown more than any other monarch in the
period 1625–1714’. To what extent would you accept this statement?
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4. The Reign of William III 1688–1702

WILLIAM III

(a) The Revolution Settlement
The Convention Parliament that came into being in January 1689 arguably altered the
balance of power between itself and the Crown. While some commentators on this period
have been dismissive of the extent of revolutionary change that occurred, the offer of the
joint monarchy to William and Mary, the swearing of an amended Coronation Oath and
the passing of the Bill of Rights were not insignificant matters. Parliament in effect settled
the succession to the throne and also determined the religion of the monarch. Although a
Stuart (Mary) remained as joint-sovereign, the doctrine of Divine Right had been severely
compromised, to say the least. The Mutiny Act and Toleration Act that subsequently found
their way onto the statute book were further confirmation of parliamentary initiative in
the changed political atmosphere following the Glorious Revolution.
Web Article
Read a summary of the Bill of Rights on the British Library website:
http://www.bl.uk/collection-items/the-bill-of-rights
Further constitutional change followed in the form of the Triennial Act of 1694 (which
provided for Parliament to meet annually and elections to be held every three years), the
Treason Trial Act of 1696 and the Act of Settlement of 1701. The latter Act confirmed a
Protestant succession to the throne, but also that it would pass to the House of Hanover.
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Web Article
Read Richard Cavendish’s article on the Act of Settlement on the History
Today website:
http://www.historytoday.com/richard-cavendish/act-settlement
During the reign of William III, Parliament also took a firmer grip on financial affairs,
for example with the establishment of the Civil List, and in many ways became an
indispensable part of the government of the realm. If William III appeared surprisingly
passive in the face of these developments, the fact was that this king had other priorities
than maintaining the supremacy of the Crown over Parliament. In truth, William was
more concerned with the Nine Years’ War and the containment of French expansionism
on the continent, which posed a direct threat to his homeland of Holland. In these
circumstances, the king was prepared to cede more authority to the legislature in return
for parliamentary subsidies and general support for his war against Louis XIV. William’s
significance, however, is not limited to this transfer of power – though, not all power –
to Parliament, for the first big decision to be taken by his successor, Queen Anne, and
her Parliament in 1702, to pursue the War of the Spanish Succession against Louis XIV,
demonstrated how the Dutch king had changed English foreign policy and set it on a new
course.
Web Article
Read an overview of the reign of William III and Mary II on the British
Monarchy website:
http://www.royal.gov.uk/HistoryoftheMonarchy/
KingsandQueensoftheUnitedKingdom/TheStuarts/
MaryIIWilliamIIIandTheActofSettlement/MaryIIWilliamIII.aspx
Teaching and Learning Activity
Essay: ‘William III’s willingness to compromise with Parliament, in order to
wage war in Europe, resulted in the most significant changes to the powers
of the monarchy in England in the period 1625–1714’. To what extent would
you accept this verdict?
Essay: ‘The reign of William III confirmed not just the rise of Parliament but the steady
decline of the Crown since 1625’. How far would you agree with this verdict?
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5. The Reign of Queen Anne 1702–14

QUEEN ANNE

(a) The last Stuart monarch
The last Stuart monarch was perhaps the best of them all – though her reign was not
without difficulties and controversies. As a Stuart, she commanded the loyalty of the
Tories, while as a Protestant – and ultimately a product of the Glorious Revolution – she
was popular with the Whigs. However, there was no question now that power had shifted
from Crown to Parliament, evidenced by the power struggle not between the traditional
parts of the constitution but between parties in Parliament.

(b) Whigs and Tories
While Anne attempted to maintain a political balance between the dominant political
forces during her reign, the early period, up to 1608, nonetheless saw the Whigs in the
ascendancy. They were the party most supportive of the war against Louis XIV, and these
years saw a series of stunning victories by Marlborough against the French, such as at
Blenheim in 1704. But as the war dragged on, the country grew weary, and the Tories
regained influence after 1710. It is a reign dominated by political figures such as the Earl
of Godolphin (Lord Treasurer 1702–10) and Robert Harley, Earl of Oxford (Secretary of
State 1704–08), while the Duke of Marlborough wielded influence in both civil and military
affairs.
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(c) Anglo-Scottish Union
Apart from the War of the Spanish Succession and the establishment of party politics,
the other main event of the reign of relevance to Crown–Parliament relations was the
creation of the parliamentary union between England and Scotland in 1707 (in which
both Godolphin and Marlborough played important roles). While the union may have been
motivated mainly by economic and security considerations (particularly fears on the part
of England that Scotland may not agree to a Hanoverian succession), it increased the size
of Parliament (45 Scottish MPs in the House of Commons and 16 Scottish peers in the
House of Lords) and made it even more important.
Web Article
For more detail on the negotiation of the Union of 1707, visit the Parliament
website:
http://www.parliament.uk/about/living-heritage/evolutionofparliament/
legislativescrutiny/act-of-union-1707/overview/the-1706-negotiations/

(d) Crown and Parliament in 1714
The relationship between Crown and Parliament at the end of the reign of Queen Anne in
1714 was markedly different from that which had existed at the beginning of the reign
of Charles I in 1625. For a start, as already noted, Parliament had a larger membership in
1714 than in 1625 (with more than 100 additional MPs) – but that was probably the least
significant of the changes that had occurred.
Parliament now met every year and was a permanent part of government, unlike
the irregular institution it had been 90 or so years earlier. It now had parties – Whigs
and Tories – rather than factions, and while it had always been important in terms of
authorising taxation, now it effectively controlled the income of the Crown through the
Civil List. By the Act of Settlement of 1701, Parliament laid down the succession to the
throne (Hanoverian) and determined the religion of the monarch (Protestant).
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In 1625, Charles I had exercised exclusive control of the armed forces, religious policy and
foreign policy. Parliament now expected to be consulted on matters of foreign policy, as it
had been by William III; its approval had to be sought before the raising of an army; and it
had, again during the reign of William, taken the initiative on matters of religion as in the
Toleration Act of 1689. Statute law had prevailed over the royal prerogative, and by 1714
Parliament had prevailed over the Divine Right of Kings.
Web Video
Watch Keith Wrightson’s lecture on ‘Refashioning the State 1688–1714’,
covering the Glorious Revolution and the reigns of William III and Anne:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OTXtUzVKhCI
Teaching and Learning Activity
Essay: How far would you agree that the relationship between Crown and
Parliament was transformed by the events of the seventeenth century?
Essay: ‘By 1714 Parliament had replaced the monarchy as the dominant power in
the government of England’. To what extent would you accept this assessment of the
changing relations between Crown and Parliament in the period 1625–1714?
Essay: ‘The role and status of Parliament was transformed in the period 1625–1714’. How
far would you accept this statement?
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