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Introduction

In this option, students focus on the reigns of James I and Charles I. This period of English
history witnessed enormous political, economic and social changes, which erupted in Civil
War in 1642. Students investigate the origins of this conflict by analysing the problems
faced by James I and Charles I and by evaluating the impact of their financial, foreign and
religious policies. Students also study the reasons for Parliament’s victory in the Civil War
and the political revolution that followed.
This option is assessed in a written examination lasting one hour 30 minutes. Candidates
answer two questions. Question 1 is a short response question and candidates answer one
question from a choice of two. Question 2 is a source-based question with two parts. In
Question 2(a) candidates assess the usefulness of a primary and/or contemporary source
to an historian studying a particular historical event or development. In Question 2(b)
candidates assess which of two different interpretations of a particular historical event or
development they find more convincing.
Question 1 targets Assessment Objective AO1: the candidate’s ability to demonstrate,
organise and communicate knowledge and understanding to analyse and 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. Question 2(a) tests Assessment Objective AO2: the candidate’s
ability to analyse and evaluate appropriate source material, primary and/or contemporary
to the period, within its historical context. Question 2(b) targets Assessment Objective
AO3: the candidate’s ability to analyse and evaluate, in relation to the historical context,
different ways in which aspects of the past have been interpreted.
For ease of consultation, the following study is divided into four sections:
1. James I 1603–25
2. Charles I 1625–40
3. Civil War 1642–46
4. Revolution 1646–49
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1. James I 1603–25

Henry VII’s sister Margaret married James IV of Scotland. He was the great grandfather of
James VI of Scotland. As Henry VIII’s three children had no heirs the title reverted to the
nearest blood descendant.
However, the opinions of Sir Anthony Weldon have had a disproportionate effect on the
views of some historians and generally have led to James being viewed unfairly.

© GeorgiosArt/iStock/Thinkstock

SIR ANTHONY WELDON

(a) James I’s religious policies
James I took great care to avoid revealing his own religious position. He was a keen
theologian with a genuinely open mind. He enjoyed reasoned argument. James I only saw
the most radical elements as a threat to the stability of Church and State. He was opposed
to the Pope’s claim to be above the monarch and release subjects from allegiance to
their King. He opposed the Scottish Kirk’s Presbyterian model as it removed control of the
Church from the monarch. The Elders made decisions.
James I hoped to encourage conformity and defend the Church of England from criticism
from ‘Puritans’, those who wished to purify the Church, on one hand, and ‘Arminians’, who
wished to return to the pomp and ceremony of the original Church, on the other. James I
dealt well with the dangers of non-conformity. He hoped to improve the standards of the
Church and end plundering and pluralism. He also hoped to show tolerance to his Catholic
subjects provided there was no threat to his authority.
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(i) James I and the Puritans
Although James’s mother, Mary Queen of Scots, had been Catholic, James was raised by
Protestant advisers and adhered to their teachings, though he had no animosity as such
to Catholics. His main teacher was George Buchanan who was appointed tutor to the
young King James VI in 1570 and until 1578 also held the office of Lord Privy Seal.
Millenary Petition
In 1603 while travelling south from Scotland, James was presented with the Millenary
Petition. It was so called as 1,000 Puritan ministers had signed it. They called for the
removal of ‘popish practices’ in England. These included:
•
•
•
•

Signing of the cross at baptism
Use of a ring in the marriage ceremony
Bowing at the name of Jesus
Wearing of surplices by clergy

James responded by calling the Hampton Court Conference 1604.
Hampton Court Conference/Canons of 1604
This conference has been remembered mainly for the ‘no Bishops, no King’ outburst by
James I. But modern research has shown the conference to be more harmonious and
producing a reasonable settlement for all but the most extreme Puritans. Progress was
made in the ending of pluralism and creating a well paid and well educated clergy.
All clergy were to conform to the Book of Common Prayer and accept the new canon laws
which were agreed at the conference and all clergy were to conform to these articles of the
Church law. The new canons dealt with the doctrine and practice of the Church addressing
the areas of royal supremacy, 39 Articles and the prayer book. Any clergy who did not
adhere to these laws would be expelled from their livings. About 90 (about 1%) were
expelled.
Minor changes were made to the prayer book and a new translation of the Bible was
commissioned. This King James Version of the Bible appeared in 1611.
Web Audio
Alternatively, listen to two episodes from James Naughtie’s BBC Radio
4 series The Story of the King James Bible, covering the Hampton Court
Conference and the new translation of the Bible:
www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/b00x3qy7#play
www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/b00x3x68
James I’s appointments as Archbishop of Canterbury
James I appointed Archbishop Bancroft an anti-Puritan who believed episcopacy
was necessary for a true Church. James I had successfully isolated the more extreme
Puritans from the majority of their colleagues thereby controlling and containing the
Puritan tradition within the Church. In 1611 he appointed the moderate George Abbot as
Archbishop of Canterbury, which pleased most Puritans.
Synod of Dort
In 1618, James sent a delegation to the Synod of Dort to argue in support of the Calvinist
teaching of predestination.
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Book of Sports
James’s publication of the Book of Sports 1618 did provoke opposition amongst Puritans.
This allowed sports and games to be played on a Sunday. It was a response to Puritan
support for Sabbiotarianism and many viewed it as a support of Catholicism. James I
implied it was to keep people healthy and enable an army to be raised if needed.
Directions to preachers 1622
The Directions to preachers was specifically to reduce anti-Catholicism at a time when the
Crown was in delicate negotiations to secure the marriage of Charles to the Infanta Maria
of Spain.
Growth of Arminianism
The growth of Arminianism was controlled by James I, and no Arminian gained power
during his reign. It is in Charles I’s reign that Arminians became more influential.
Teaching and Learning Activity
Short response question
Analyse the impact of James I’s policies towards the Puritans in the period 1603–1625.
(ii) James I and the Catholics
Before his accession James I had written; ‘As for the Catholics I will neither persecute any
that will be quiet or give but an outward obedience to the law’. James I also believed in the
position of bishops within the Church, which was seen as a more Catholic tradition than
the Calvinist idea of elders and deacons. This was due to his strong belief in a hierarchical
structure, which reflected society in general and the political control of the Crown itself.
James I aimed to detach moderate Catholics from the more extreme element. His
attitude was seen as toleration by many so he enforced the collection of recusancy fines
to illustrate his opposition to the Roman Catholic Church. Jesuits were also legislated
against and were to leave the country.
The Gunpowder Plot of 1605 caused increased action against recusants. In 1606 there
were a series of Penal Laws:
•
•
•
•

Recusancy fines were increased
Recusants were forbidden to practice law or medicine
Recusants were forbidden to hold a commission in the Army or Navy
Recusants had to take a new Oath of Allegiance. This recognised James I as King and
rejected the Pope’s power to depose a king. They agreed to defend the King to the
utmost of their ability. This oath was a sensible attempt to distinguish between loyal
and disloyal subjects. Only 20 Catholics were executed during the reign and in all cases
the sentence was for treason, not religious belief.
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Web Article
Read the entry on the Gunpowder Plot in the Oxford Dictionary of National
Biography website:
www.oxforddnb.com/public/themes/92/92749.html
The needs of foreign policy dictated a lenient policy towards Catholics. After 1618,
James I tried to negotiate with Spain over the Palatine rather than go to war. Up to 1623
James I sought a Spanish marriage for his heir. The new penal laws were enforced when
needed, rather than consistently or formally. The Howard Family and Buckingham’s
sponsors represented Catholics at Court.
Teaching and Learning Activity
Short response question
Analyse the effectiveness of James I’s policies towards Catholics in the period 1603–1625.
Teaching and Learning Activity
Source evaluation and analysis
Read the source and answer the question which follows:

James I’s attitude towards Catholics in England, 1603–1625
Source 1
Extract from the Oath of Allegiance which was drawn up by Archbishop Bancroft and
issued on 22 June 1606. James I intended the Oath to be taken by all Catholics to
distinguish recusant extremists, such as those who had been involved in the Gunpowder
Plot (1605), from his loyal Catholic subjects.
I do truly and sincerely acknowledge that our sovereign lord, King James, is the lawful and
rightful King. The Pope has no power or authority to depose the King or to authorise any
foreign prince to invade his country or to give permission to anyone to take up weapons
against him or raise rebellion. Also I swear that I will bear allegiance and true faith to
his Majesty, despite any threat of excommunication by the Pope. And I do further swear
that, from my heart, I hate, detest and reject, as wicked and sinful, the belief that princes
who are excommunicated by the Pope may be deposed or murdered by their subjects.
Furthermore, I believe that the Pope has no power to release me from this oath.
Study Source 1. How useful is Source 1 as evidence for an historian studying James I’s
attitude towards Catholics in England during his reign?
(iii) James I’s belief in the divine right of kings
James I wrote a book of advice on kingship for his eldest son, Henry. When Henry died, he
gave it to Charles. The book was called Basilicon Doron, ‘the king’s book’. It was published
in 1599 and republished after his accession to the English throne in 1603. The king’s
authority came from God: no man could criticise him, or the institutions which existed
through his favour. To do so was viewed as a sin. James I saw himself as God’s lieutenant
on Earth.
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(b) James I’s financial problems and financial policies
The seventeenth century suffered from inflation. The roots are found in the sixteenth
century. Debasement of coinage had taken place during the reign of Henry VIII and
Edward VI. The amount of coinage increased and so did investment in commercial
ventures. It became a seller’s market; buyers and people on fixed incomes suffered. This
led to a change in the system or organisation of agriculture. The landowners suffered
from price rises and became more concerned about farming for profit. They demanded
increased rents and production. Both small and large landowners began to enclose their
land and evict tenants. Although enclosure itself was carried out mainly in the Midlands,
it had far reaching social effects and caused discontent and rebellion in Tudor England.
The situation was becoming stabilised by the end of the sixteenth century but
landowners who gained financially were to form the basis of the House of Commons
during the Stuart period and they opposed Stuart attempts to impose taxation without
Parliament’s consent. This seemingly obvious solution was opposed, as Parliament didn’t
understand the economic processes any better than anyone else. The Crown itself was
badly affected. Government expenses had risen during Elizabeth I’s reign especially
in military expenditure against Spain and in Ireland. Elizabeth I didn’t want to show
financial dependence on Parliament, as she did not want to be forced to make unwanted
concessions. She resisted fiscal change/innovation, raising £608,000 between 1589
and 1603 by selling Crown lands to increase her income. This would have an impact on
her successors’ income. The Queen also sold offices to gain income. This affected the
patronage system as the number of office holders grew and those with money could buy
into the aristocracy.
(i) James I’s family expenses and the cost of Elizabeth I’s funeral
As James I had a family while Elizabeth did not, the day to day costs would naturally
increase but it is not accepted by most historians that this had any major impact on the
ongoing financial problems of James I, and although he had to pay for the funeral of his
predecessor, the outstanding subsidies voted by Parliament would have covered these
outlays.
Recent studies of James I’s finances have emphasised that the financial situation at the
beginning of the reign was far from hopeless. Elizabeth I’s debt of £400,000 was largely
covered by Parliament’s grant of £300,000 made in 1603. Furthermore, the war in Ireland
ended in 1603 and the Spanish War in 1604.
(ii) James I’s extravagance
The inability of James I to curb his extravagant lifestyle was an ongoing problem
throughout the reign. Perhaps the most significant consequence of the King’s behaviour
was that it became difficult to persuade Parliament that Government could not be
financed from the King’s ordinary revenue unless the latter was dramatically increased.
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JAMES I AWAITING CLEARANCE

(iii) Great Farm of Customs
The First Lord Treasurer, the Earl of Dorset, 1603–08, confined himself to increasing and
managing Royal resources. In an attempt to secure a steady income from customs duties
he and Robert Cecil decided to abandon the direct administration of these revenues and
return to a system whereby the rights of collection were leased to a group of financiers.
This meant the Government could have an exact knowledge of what income to expect in
the future from customs. The ‘custom farmers’ would pay a guaranteed amount per year
and in return collect the agreed custom duties, they could keep any profit but also risked
making a loss.
After months of negotiation the Great Farm was sold to a group of financiers who could
collect all duties from December 1604 for 7 years, paying £112,400 pa. Despite this,
Dorset could never raise enough money to balance the accounts, so the government
ran on credit. When Dorset died, the debt was over £500,000. The length of time before
renegotiation of the amount being paid to the Crown was too long and took no account of
inflation. But we must remember the politicians of the time had little or no understanding
of the concept of inflation.
(iv) Impositions, including Bates’ case and the Book of Rates
One reason why the financial position of the Crown did not improve was because no effort
had been made to persuade Parliament to review the taxation system. An attempt to
reach a settlement was made in 1610, two years after the appointment of Salisbury as
Treasurer, 1608–1612. Salisbury was determined to increase the King’s revenue. However
he failed to bring about any dramatic increase in the finances of the King. James I also
required additional funds to pay for the funeral of his eldest son.
Salisbury had taken over a debt of £597,337. Four years later, despite selling Crown land
to the value of £432,651, the debt was still £500,000. Salisbury issued a new Book of Rates
in 1608 to increase customs tariffs and levy impositions on a number of items including
new products.
In 1606, Bates’ case gave the Crown the right to levy duties on new commodities. Bates
had imported currants and protested when the Crown demanded a duty be paid. Legally
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the right of the Crown to do this wasn’t really in question and Bates’ protest was unwise.
However, the importance of the decision was more political as the court had suggested the
King could levy a tax whenever he wished, even to regulate trade. Parliament saw this as a
possible attack on their position as providers of finance to the monarch.
On the strength of this legal decision, Salisbury levied impositions on 1400 articles,
excluding basic foodstuffs and munitions. By the late 1610s impositions were bringing
in £218,000 pa. Their immediate effect was to raise a storm of protest in the Commons
where some members feared the Crown would use and extend such financial devices
to establish despotic government. They feared that if the king became financially
independent, Parliament might no longer be a necessary part of government.
(v) The Great Contract
Salisbury attempted to put into practice the second half of his plan to increase ordinary
revenue. This proposal was referred to as the Great Contract. It was the only real attempt
to get to the root of James I’s problems. Parliament was asked to support the Crown with
£200,000 pa. After some hard bargaining, Parliament accepted. In return, the King agreed
to abandon wardships and other financial dues. Parliament was adjourned in July 1610
but after the recess the Great Contract collapsed. Parliament decided the ideas were too
radical, while James I had asked for more money. He thought Parliament’s willingness to
agree meant the financial dues he was prepared to forgo had been undervalued. Salisbury
remained Lord Treasurer until his death in 1612.
(vi) Other attempts to raise revenue
The Crown tried a number of moneymaking moves, the most important being the sale
of titles. James I began by selling knighthoods, and then invented the hereditary title of
baronet for those willing to pay £1,000. No more than 200 were sold and they soon lost
their prestige and the value fell. In 1615, after the failure of the Addled Parliament,
James I began to sell peerages. From December 1615 to December 1628, the number
increased from 81 to 126. However, much of the money raised in this way fell straight
into the hands of courtiers. Such sale of honours, while supplementing royal revenue,
inevitably brought the Crown into disrepute.
(vii) Cockayne scheme and monopolies
Monopolies were granted to individuals or companies. These enabled a person or group to
control the production, price and distribution of a product. In return they paid an agreed
sum to the Crown or provided a product free of charge. They could be for soap, bread, or
similar goods. The Cockayne project was one such monopoly.
James I allowed Alderman Sir William Cockayne to launch a project designed to boost
the earnings of those involved in the manufacture of undyed cloth by setting up a dyeing
industry to do the job at home. The Dutch normally carried this out. The government was
promised £40,000 pa from increased customs through the importing of dyestuffs. James I
gave control to Cockayne and the new company was given permission to export in 1615.
It was clear by 1616 that Cockayne did not have the resources to buy the cloth from
the clothing districts and hold it until it could be marketed. When the Dutch responded
to the project by banning the import of cloth many in England went bankrupt, weavers
rioted, cloth exports slumped and the industry stagnated. In 1617, James I abandoned
Cockayne.
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(viii) Lionel Cranfield
Late in 1617 a talented London merchant was selected to supervise the introduction of a
more severe regime within the royal household. His name was Lionel Cranfield. He pruned
the administration, saving £18,000. This was the first effective effort of the Stuart period
to improve Crown finances.
Cranfield made the final and most determined effort to solve the King’s financial
problems. Having called a halt to borrowing and the indiscriminate sale of Crown lands, he
tried to obtain as much as possible from existing revenue. He savagely cut the payment of
gifts and pensions despite major protests from the court.
Teaching and Learning Activity
Source evaluation and analysis
Read the source and answer the question which follows:

The financial policies of James I
Source 1
Extract from a speech made in Parliament in June 1610 by the MP George Hakewill. He
is responding to the judgement on the Bate’s Case (1606). The magistrates in the Bate’s
Case had judged that impositions were part of the royal prerogative and could not be
challenged by Parliament.
The question before us is whether his Majesty has the royal prerogative to lay a charge
or imposition upon goods without the consent of Parliament. I believe that the laws of
England do not give the King a permanent revenue from his subjects. Any disputes about
taxation can be judged by Parliament as well as by the courts, but not by the King. It is
reasonable that the King gets some repayment from trade with foreign countries but this
does not mean that he can take whatever he wants. If taxes on trade are the only means
left to him, why should an Act of Parliament not first approve them? I conclude that
impositions, in a time of war or peace, cannot be levied without the consent of Parliament.
Study Source 1. How useful is Source 1 as evidence for an historian studying the reasons
for the opposition to James I’s financial policies in the period 1603–1625?
Teaching and Learning Activity
Short response question
Analyse how James I attempted to overcome his financial difficulties in the period
1603–1625.

(c) Foreign policy
Most Englishmen did not realise that Spanish power was declining while France, under
Henry IV, was re-emerging as a great power. The English were also slow to see that the
United Provinces were fast becoming a major power, militarily and economically, and
therefore a potential rival. By the end of the sixteenth century, a popular consensus
had been reached that English foreign policy should be conducted in the defence of the
Protestant cause on the continent of Europe. Over the years, a deep-seated suspicion of
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Roman Catholicism had developed based on doctrinal differences but also memories of
Mary Tudor and the Spanish Inquisition.
(i) Rex Pacificus
James I was a genuine man of peace and believed he could achieve his objectives by
peaceful negotiation. He wished for the title of Rex Pacificus.
(ii) Treaty of London 1604
Philip III of Spain, wished to end the 18-year war with England and the war with the
Netherlands. After Mountjoy defeated the Spanish at Kinsale, neither side was able to
pursue an offensive policy. The terms included the following provisions:
• England could continue commercial negotiations with the Netherlands
• Englishmen could serve in the Dutch Army
• England would be neutral between the Netherlands and Spain
• Englishmen could serve in the Spanish Army.
(iii) Truce of Antwerp
The year 1609 saw an end to the hostilities between Spain and the Netherlands. English
mediation by Salisbury helped conclude the negotiations. A 12-year truce was agreed.
(iv) Julich and Cleves dispute
The Catholic Duke of Julich Cleves died without an heir. Two claims were laid. Brandenburg
and Neuburg, both Protestant. This would result in a crucial area of the Rhine becoming
Protestant and the Emperor did not wish this to happen. He wished to hold the area for a
Catholic claim. The Protestant claimants objected and the Emperor mobilised his forces.
James acted as international mediator in the negotiations for the Treaty of Xanten
1614. The Duke of Neuburg announced his conversion to Catholicism and was therefore
acceptable to the Emperor as a successor. He gained Julich in 1614, and Brandenburg
received Cleves.
(v) Elizabeth I’s marriage
The mainstay of James I’s quest for permanent European peace lay in marriages. In
February 1613, his daughter Elizabeth married Frederick, the Elector of Palatine. This
would place James I at the heart of the Protestant network in Europe.
(vi) Spanish marriage negotiations
In same year as Elizabeth’s marriage, negotiations were opened with Spain on behalf of
James I’s son Charles. This marriage was favoured by the Howard faction in the Court, who
supported a pro-Catholic policy in Europe. The Spanish Ambassador, Gondomor, was sent
to encourage negotiations but his main motive appears to have been the conversion of the
English throne to Catholicism. However, the plans were disrupted by the Bohemian Crisis
and the outbreak of the 30 Years’ War in 1618.
(vii) Thirty Years’ War
The throne of Bohemia was offered the position of King to the Protestant Elector of
Palatine, Frederick, husband of James I’s daughter Elizabeth. He accepted it. James I
advised against this decision, but was ignored. This brought Frederick into direct conflict
with the Emperor. This led ultimately to Frederick losing not only Bohemia but the
Palatinate as well.
James I wanted to help his daughter but that would involve sending armies to Bohemia
and Palatine, which would mean war with the Emperor and Spain. James I hoped a
Spanish marriage for his son could include Spanish withdrawal from the Empire as part of
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the contract. The Spanish Ambassador, Gondomor, believed James I would never go to war
and saw no need to agree a contract.
James I continued negotiations but the Spanish cooperated only as a means of
neutralising England. The Spanish terms for a marriage were not achievable, as they
required Charles’s conversion and the conversion of Frederick’s heir, Frederick Henry.
The policy of mediation collapsed in 1623 when Charles and Buckingham travelled to
Madrid where the terms were made clear. They had travelled against James I’s wishes and
Charles apparently had promised concessions for English Catholics, freedom of worship
for the Infanta who would have control of any children from the marriage until they were
12. Parliament would not have accepted these terms. Charles and Buckingham gained
nothing for the Palatine and returned to London. They realised they had been tricked and
now advocated war with Spain. This gained support in Parliament.
Parliament was prorogued in May and officially dissolved in March 1625 on the death of
James I. By this time negotiations had been completed for a French marriage; the treaty
was signed and ratified by James I in December 1624 and honoured when Charles married
Henrietta in May 1625.
Teaching and Learning Activity
Short response questions
1. Analyse how James I’s policy towards Spain developed between 1603 and 1625.
2. Analyse James I’s foreign policy in the period 1603–1625.

(d) Royal favourites
(i) Robert Carr
As a Scot, Carr had hoped to gain influence in property and finance through contact with
the King. However it was only after he was hurt in a hunting accident that James showed
any awareness. But by 1607, Carr had gained the attention of the King and was rewarded
with a knighthood. He quickly developed the relationship he had with James I and was
regarded as a favourite. He became a viscount in 1611 and was created Earl of Somerset in
1614.
The Puritan faction encouraged an affair between Carr and Lady Frances Howard, the
daughter of the Earl of Suffolk, married to the Earl of Essex. Lady Frances Howard gained a
divorce from the Earl of Essex by the permission of the King and she and Carr married.
Carr began to promote the Howards’ pro-Spanish policy and supported the idea of the
Spanish marriage for Prince Charles. When Carr and his new wife were implicated in the
murder of Sir Thomas Overbury, who had opposed the divorce of Frances Howard from
Essex, James I did little to help. Overbury had been offered a posting abroad which he
refused and, as a result, he was sent to the Tower where he died. Carr and his wife faced a
show trial, were found guilty and spent the next six years in the Tower.
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(ii) George Villiers, later Duke of Buckingham
The collapse of the Howard family’s influence did not stop James I pursuing his proSpanish policies. The new favourite, George Villiers, provided the support James I required
though not as hoped for by those who had promoted him. Villiers had ambitions of his
own and once he had gained notice at Court was able to fulfil his own aims. He followed
the King’s policies and cooperated with Parliament until 1623. He took advice from
and used men like Cranfield. By 1621 he had acquired almost a complete monopoly of
patronage and royal favour.
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DUKE OF BUCKINGHAM

James I’s dependence grew. By 1623 Villiers, now Duke of Buckingham, bullied James
into accepting the Madrid trip. After its failure he attempted to force his ideas on foreign
policy on the King by gaining parliamentary support for his proposal that war on Spain
was a necessity. He failed to get a declaration of war but effortlessly transferred his
position of influence to Charles on the death of his father.
The decision of the anti-Howard faction to promote George Villiers indicates a strong
belief that to have the ear of the King would influence policy. When Villiers caught the eye
of the King, he saw the opportunity to increase his own wealth and prestige, but perhaps
not by influencing policy but by supporting the King’s own views and providing support
against an increasingly demanding Parliament and Court.
It would appear that Villiers/Buckingham steadily built up a network through which others
gained favours from the Crown. Buckingham operated as a filter, and as such gained
influence in a variety of areas, but more importantly was seen by others as the only way
to access the King.
Teaching and Learning Activity
Short response question
Analyse the impact of royal favourites in the period 1603–1629.
pg 13
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Web Article
For a good overview of the reign of James I, consult the Encyclopaedia
Britannica:
www.britannica.com/biography/James-I-king-of-England-and-Scotland
Web Video
Watch the episode on the Stuarts from the TV documentary series The Kings
and Queens of England:
www.youtube.com/watch?v=pR8JUQVbaEg
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2. Charles I 1625–40

(a) Foreign policy in the early reign 1625–29
In general, at Charles I’s accession, the Court and people appeared united but this unity
was superficial. There were fundamental differences, particularly over religion, that would
soon emerge.
His support for a war against Spain was largely an emotional response to the humiliation
he had received in Madrid (1623). Charles I also shared his father’s desire to restore the
Palatinate through a settlement acceptable to the Habsburgs rather than through an antiHabsburg military alliance with Sweden or Denmark.
Charles I did not show a commitment to the Protestant states and this change of policy
may indicate his Arminian sympathies. Until his assassination in 1628, Buckingham
played a major role in policymaking, but his misjudged French policy resulted in England
being at war with both France and Spain. War equals expenditure, which required grants;
Parliament would expect some control over policy in return for the money, which would
inevitably lead to a clash with the King.
(i) Mansfeld’s failed campaign 1625
After returning from Madrid, Buckingham sided with Parliament in its anti-Spanish
attitude and they agreed to fund an attempt to regain the Palatine. James would still not
agree to war so they provided funds for a mercenary, Mansfeld, to lead what became an
unsuccessful attempt to help.
(ii) Marriage to Henrietta Maria
Charles’s marriage was seen as a symbol of the alliance with France which both regarded
as necessary to help the Palatinate. After the failure of the Spanish negotiations, James
decided on a French alliance. Charles and Henrietta Maria were married by proxy in May
1625.
(iii) Cadiz expedition 1625
Buckingham continued with his plans against Spain. He launched an unsuccessful
attack on Cadiz harbour; the commander then tried to intercept the Spanish treasure
fleet but they made it to Cadiz. The English fleet, weakened by a lack of supplies and
storm damage, limped home in November. Responsibility for this lay with Buckingham
as Lord High Admiral. In April 1626, France and Spain made peace leaving Buckingham
disillusioned.
(iv) Conflict with France, La Rochelle, March 1627–28
Buckingham decided to help the Protestants at La Rochelle and took 100 ships to the
Isle of Rhe, two miles from La Rochelle. The French forced them from the island and
repulsed two feeble relief expeditions. An attempt to take the town of St Martin failed and
Buckingham returned to England having lost half of his 6,000 men.
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Buckingham still worked to restore the Palatinate. He prepared another expedition to La
Rochelle and to fund this Parliament was called on 7 March 1628. The fleet left in April,
but Parliament had refused to grant money until grievances were settled. The English
Fleet arrived at La Rochelle where they were so overwhelmed by the defences they
retreated and returned home.
Buckingham continued with his plans and while supervising preparations for another
expedition he was assassinated by John Felton on 28 August 1628.
Teaching and Learning Activity
Source evaluation and analysis
Read the source and answer the question which follows:

The reasons for the growing opposition to the Duke of
Buckingham, 1625–1629
Source 1
Extract from a letter from Sir Nathaniel Bacon, a Member of Parliament, to his wife, 1626.
We go to his Majesty, Charles I, with a document containing the general complaints of the
nation. These include the fear of the changes being made in religious policy, the alarm at
the way he is governing the country, the failures of our latest foreign policy, the poor state
of our forts and castles and the decay of our shipping and trade. We have concluded that
the excessive power of the Duke of Buckingham and the abuse of that power is the main
cause of these evils and dangers to the kingdom.
Study Source 1. How useful is Source 1 as evidence for an historian studying the reasons
for the growing opposition to the Duke of Buckingham in the period 1625–1629?

(b) Financial policy in the early reign 1625–29
(i) Tonnage and poundage
It was necessary to call Parliament to fund the war with Spain. Charles I argued that as
Parliament had agreed the policies it should grant the finance. It did not agree but voted
two subsidies, which was inadequate. Traditionally a new king was voted tonnage and
poundage dues – the main body of customs – for life. However, Parliament voted this for
one year only. Charles I decided to collect tonnage and poundage anyway, but showed his
anger by dissolving Parliament on 25 August 1625.
(ii) Forced loan
The second Parliament of Charles I met in February 1626. This Parliament became
focused on the impeachment of Buckingham, but Charles circumvented the process by
dissolving Parliament. By doing so he lost the four subsidies which had been promised
and therefore decided to collect a forced loan. Those who didn’t contribute were punished
either through imprisonment or by being pressed into military service.
Five Knights’ case
Five men decided to apply for a writ of Habeaus corpus, after they were imprisoned, to
secure their release on bail. They then intended to fight their case through the court
system. The knights were released from prison in 1628.
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(c) Religious policy in the early reign 1625–29
Religion divided King and Parliament from the outset of Charles I’s reign. Although there
was widespread relief, both inside and outside Parliament, that the Spanish match had
foundered, marriage to a French Catholic princess, Henrietta Maria, was not much of an
improvement. An overt Catholic presence at Court, and close to the King, was a growing
concern in this period and was to fuel fears of a Catholic conspiracy or ‘Popish Plot’ to
subvert the Protestant religion.
Such fears were exacerbated by Charles I’s promotion of Arminianism and Arminians
within the Church, notably William Laud who became Bishop of London in 1628. Coupled
with Charles’s unbending belief in the divine right of kings, the monarch was set, it would
seem, on a collision course with his strongly Puritan Parliament, who would respond to
what they saw as the undermining of the Protestant Reformation and took up the cry of
the Church in danger.
Web Article
Read a short explanation of Arminianism on the British Civil Wars Project
website:
http://bcw-project.org/church-and-state/sects-and-factions/arminians

(d) Parliament’s response: the Petition of Right and the Three
Resolutions
Sir Edward Coke suggested that the two Houses of Parliament should join in a Petition of
Right to the King for the redress of their particular grievances.
Web Video
Watch a short interview with Maria Amidu about a poster she designed
relating to the Petition of Right and which was displayed in Westminster Hall
as part of the 800th anniversary celebrations of Magna Carta:
www.youtube.com/watch?v=99zyEoveMUI
After the Petition had been passed, the King stated that the ‘profession of both Houses in
time of hammering this Petition was in noways to entrench upon my prerogative, saying
they had neither intention, nor power to hurt it. Therefore it must needs be conceived
that I have granted no new, but only confirmed the ancient liberties of my subjects.’ This
shows that Charles I failed to recognise that he had in fact sustained a defeat at the hands
of Parliament.
During the recess, Buckingham was assassinated. The next parliamentary session
was preoccupied by religion and money. Charles I, tired of the bickering and distrust,
decided to adjourn Parliament. Some, including Eliot, Strode and Holles, saw this as an
opportunity for a demonstration. They held the Speaker in his chair while they passed
Three Resolutions condemning Arminianism and tonnage and poundage duties not
voted by Parliament. When the Speaker protested he was told Parliament would sit as
long as it wished. Most MPs took no part in this and were unsympathetic, but Charles I
saw an opportunity. He stated he feared a decline into anarchy and dissolved Parliament.
The leaders of the protest were imprisoned and the King resolved now to rule without
Parliament.
pg 17
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CHARLES I

(e) Foreign policy during Personal Rule 1629–40
Charles I quickly concluded peace with France (Treaty of Susa, 1629) and Spain (Treaty
of Madrid, 1630), now that he could no longer afford an activist foreign policy and also
because he was not as committed to defending the Protestant cause in Europe as most of
his subjects would have wished him to be.
Instead, Charles I adopted a policy of benevolent neutrality towards Spain in the ongoing
30 Years’ War, for example offering protection for the Spanish fleet in the Channel.
Teaching and Learning Activity
Short response question
Analyse the features of Charles I’s foreign policy in the period 1625–1640.

(f) Financial policy during Personal Rule 1629–40
Charles I intended to provide well ordered and efficient government and raise enough
money in order to avoid the recall of Parliament. Charles’s two main advisers were
Archbishop William Laud and Sir Thomas Wentworth. The first necessity was to reduce the
drain on resources and so limit the need for a parliamentary recall. This was achieved by
making peace with France and Spain.
Charles I still needed to coordinate reliable forms of income, and finance dominates the
Personal Rule, both in its acquisition and in its impact on the King’s position. Weston was
instrumental in revising the customs farm and the Book of Rates, but raising new forms
of revenue would be more likely to increase income on a more permanent basis. The area
most likely to produce income was that of customs. With the ending of hostilities, trade
was flourishing. Tonnage and poundage continued to be collected and brought in over
£170,000 by 1638. Impositions increased in number during the 1630s, bringing in around
£200,000. But these amounts were not enough.
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(i) Distraint of knighthood
Prerogative taxation was therefore developed. This was based on reviving ancient crown
rights which had fallen into disuse. The first example was ‘Distraint of Knighthood’ – since
1278 a freeholder with an income over £40 p.a. had to present himself to be a knight or
pay a fine. Due to inflation the numbers now reaching this qualification were not of the
social standing expected and the practice had fallen into disuse. Neither Elizabeth nor
James had enforced it. Charles I appointed commissioners and collected fines from 9,000
individuals. This brought in about £170,000. Although he had the right to do this, the
political cost was heavy, alienating many potential supporters.
(ii) Forest fines
Another source of finance was through the collection of forest fines. Using boundaries
from the twelfth century, those living within or working in areas regarded as royal forests
were seen to be doing so illegally. Most who were apparently guilty were unaware of their
crime, as their families had lived on the land for generations. Those who had enclosed
land, carried on farming the land, exploited forest resources or built on the land were
fined.
These measures were more useful and far-reaching than forced loans, but in reality they
were one-off devices and would not serve in the long term. Other methods of prerogative
finance were more fully exploited.
(iii) Ship Money and Hampden’s case
The main source of contention in terms of revenue-raising was Ship Money.
This was a traditional levy made on coastal areas in times of danger to assist with the
defences and provisioning of the Navy. It had been used in 1626–27. Charles revived it
in 1634 citing pirate attacks. In August 1635, Charles I extended the levy to all counties
including inland areas. It was paid with some protest. In October 1635 it was again
demanded, no national emergency had emerged, and although paid, met with increasing
discontent. Charles continued to levy the tax until 1640 despite protests which came to a
head in 1637.
John Hampden’s refusal to pay Ship Money led to his arrest and arraignment before the
Star Chamber. This was one of the King’s courts, with 12 Judges and no jury. The court
decided seven in favour of the King and five against. This defeat was seen as a moral
victory for Hampden and the amounts being paid in Ship Money over the next three years
steadily declined – to 80% in 1638 and to 20% by 1639.
In strictly economic terms, the Crown’s financial policies were successful. By the 1630s
income had risen to almost £900,000 and more or less matched expenditure. But there
was a taxpayers strike in 1639 when Charles I tried to levy a Coat and Cloth tax to raise
money to fight the Scots; this clearly showed he had to have access to parliamentary
taxation if he was to fight a war.
Teaching and Learning Activity
Short response question
Analyse the methods used by Charles I to raise finance during the period of his Personal
Rule between 1629 and 1640.
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Teaching and Learning Activity
Source evaluation and analysis
Read the source and answer the question which follows:

The impact of the collection of Ship Money during the Personal
Rule of Charles I (1629–1640)
Source 1
Extract from a letter from John Burghe to Charles I’s ambassador in Paris, October
1637. Burghe was a royalist and a well-known academic at Cambridge University. He is
explaining the impact of the King’s collection of Ship Money.
At the moment everything here is calm and there is very little of significance for me to
write to you about. As far as I can see, there is no real change in the situation at the Royal
Court or in the nation as a whole. Although the amount of money people are having to
pay is certainly large, considering that they are not used to paying such high sums, they
seem content to pay them and only in private do they express their dissatisfaction. I think
that Ship Money is now so well accepted that it will become a permanent, yearly source
of revenue for the Crown. Indeed, if men would consider the vast amount of taxes paid in
other countries for the services of the state, Ship Money would not appear such a burden. I
believe that, given time, everyone will accept the situation.
Study Source 1. How useful is Source 1 as evidence for an historian studying the impact
of the collection of Ship Money during the Personal Rule of Charles I (1629–1640)?
Teaching and Learning Activity
Historical Interpretations
Study Interpretation A and Interpretation B and answer the question which
follows:

Opposition to the Personal Rule of Charles I in the period
1629–1640
Interpretation A
Extract from Ann Hughes, The Causes of the English Civil War, published in 1991.
The relative calm of the 1630s was deceptive. Without parliaments there was no obvious
arena where a principled challenge to the King’s policies could be mounted. Very few
openly challenged the legality of Ship Money. Until the burdens of the Bishops’ Wars
were added, most people paid Ship Money with little open complaint, but alarm at the
introduction of annual Ship Money payments is apparent in more private sources. Various
social groups expressed anxiety. Prerogative taxation sharply increased the numbers
liable to be taxed, while religious and cultural divisions involved large sections of society.
Evidences lacking for those outside the political elite, but it is probably significant that
so many of the MPs in 1640 were widely known for their opposition to the King’s religious
and political policies.
Interpretation B
Extract from Alan Smith, The Emergence of a Nation State, published in 1984.
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The growing disillusionment of the gentry with Charles I’s government coincided with
a difficult period for the country’s economy. At first sight the financial achievement of
the government in this period looks very impressive and the Crown’s revenue increased
significantly. However, the Crown’s methods of raising the increased finances gave rise to
much discontent. All the measures were arguably legal, but Charles and his advisers, more
and more out of touch with the opinion of the country at large, failed to see the political
cost of imposing them. The most controversial of these financial policies was Ship Money
and it was to do the most damage to the King’s popularity. The general unpopularity
of the King’s financial demands during the 1630s was intensified by the dislike of his
Arminian policies which Archbishop Laud introduced.
Study Interpretation A and Interpretation B. Historians have different views about
particular issues. Using both interpretations, and your understanding of the historical
context, which of these different interpretations of opposition to the Personal Rule of
Charles I in the period 1629–1640 do you find more convincing?
Web Article
Read the Spartacus Educational entry on Ship Money:
http://spartacus-educational.com/STUshiptax.htm

(f) Religious policy during Personal Rule 1629–40
When Archbishop Abbot died in 1633 William Laud was promoted to Archbishop of
Canterbury. His aim was to bring a ‘Beauty of Holiness’ through establishing uniformity
and order.
He sent commissioners throughout the country to enquire about the state of fabrics and
check on the services and the clergy. His aim was to improve the condition of Church
buildings and increase the use of ceremony.
(i) Altar policy and Laudianism
Perhaps the most controversial of the Laudian reforms was the movement of the
communion table to the east end of the church where it was placed behind rails,
resembling for many Puritans a Catholic altar. The Book of Sports was reissued in 1633,
and Laud also encouraged the return of genuflection and bowing within the service,
practices that Puritans regarded as superstitious.
Laud wanted to raise the status of bishops, emphasing their divinely appointed authority
and their role in promoting conformity within the Church. He wanted to improve
the education of the clergy as a whole and had some success in this area. He also
encouraged the clergy to become JPs as this improved their influence and status in their
communities.
Web Article
Read the entry on Laud in the Encyclopaedia:
www.britannica.com/biography/William-Laud
Teaching and Learning Activity
Short response question
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Analyse the aims of Charles I’s religious policies in the period of his Personal Rule
(1629–1640).
(ii) Puritan and Scottish opposition to Laud’s reforms
Case of Burton, Bastwick and Prynne
In 1637 Burton, Bastwick and Prynne had to answer before the Star Chamber for their
public opposition to Laud’s reforms. Their punishment included mutilation, which was
seen as both excessive and cruel.
Web Video
Watch this excerpt from the film Cromwell, which, while depicting an event
of which there is no historical record, nonetheless provides a not inaccurate
representation of how many regarded Laud’s changes to the Church of
England:
www.youtube.com/watch?v=bx27wa0SpN4
Web Video
Watch Professor Keith Wrightson’s lecture on ‘Street Wars of Religion:
Puritans and Arminians’ at Yale University:
www.youtube.com/watch?v=zh-F7Xtc8Wg
Prayer Book crisis in Scotland
Laud accompanied Charles I to Scotland for his coronation in 1633. The ceremony
included the placement of a cross on the altar, to which those officiating bowed. This was
inflammatory to most Scottish Presbyterians.
Charles I and Laud returned to England and began to work on a new prayerbook. The
intention was to enforce its use in Scotland. Here we had the basis of the trouble that
would erupt in 1640–41.
In 1637 the attempt to introduce a new Anglican prayer book – without consultation with
either the Scottish Kirk or Scottish Parliament – resulted in popular uproar and protest.
During a service in St Giles’ Cathedral in Edinburgh, in which the new prayer book was
used, chairs were thrown and the cathedral had to be cleared. The riot continued in the
street.
Scottish opposition was organised in the form of the National Covenant and a popular
determination to resist what were seen as popish reforms by all means necessary.
First and Second Bishops’ Wars 1639–40
The First Bishops’ War, so called as the Scottish Covenanters were fighting against the
inclusion of bishops in the Scottish Kirk, saw a highly motivated Scottish Army of 20,000
men face 18,000 English conscripts. When the Scots approached the English border the
English withdrew and Charles I was forced to sign the pacification of Berwick in June 1639.
Both sides regarded this as a temporary truce.
The Second Bishops’ War followed the calling of the Short Parliament, and by August
1640 there were about 24,000 English troops in the North of England facing about
25,000 Covenanters. Part of this group crossed the River Tweed into England, and as
they progressed towards Newcastle the English forces retreated. Charles I was advised
to negotiate a truce which was duly achieved on 14 October, leaving the Scottish Army
occupying Northumberland and Durham while receiving £850 per day from the English for
their supplies. Charles I had to call the Long Parliament due to this crisis.
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Teaching and Learning Activity
Short response question
Analyse the impact of Charles I’s religious policy during his period of Personal Rule
(1629–1640).
Web Article
Read a review by Anthony Milton of the University of Sheffield of books on
Charles’s Personal Rule and his religious policy. The review was published in
History Today:
www.historytoday.com/anthony-milton/personal-rule-charles-i-caroline-captivity-church
(iii) Wentworth in Ireland
In Ireland events worried critics of the Crown. Wentworth (Strafford) had been Lord
Deputy from 1633 and embarked on a policy of ‘thorough’ which strengthened the
Dublin government, but humiliated and alienated many of the Old English nobility. The
repossession of Crown and Church lands and the introduction of Arminianism into the
Church of Ireland was as controversial in Ireland as it was in England.
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Web Article
For a good overview of the Personal Rule, visit the British Civil Wars Project
website:
http://bcw-project.org/church-and-state/the-kings-peace/personal-rule
Web Video
Watch Professor Keith Wrightson’s lecture on ‘Crown and Political Nation
1604–1640’ at Yale University:
http://oyc.yale.edu/history/hist-251/lecture-19
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Teaching and Learning Activity
Short response question
Analyse why there was opposition to Charles I during his Personal Rule of 1629–1640.
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3. Civil War 1642–46

After the failure of the Short Parliament to provide financial support for the King until its
many grievances were addressed, Charles I was forced to summon what became the Long
Parliament. The new Parliament met on 3 November 1640.

(a) Act of Attainder against Strafford
Both Laud and Strafford were impeached by the Long Parliament, but the Commons
had to resort to an Act of Attainder against, which passed by 204 to 59 votes. The Lords
consented, perhaps relying on Charles I to rescue his friend, or hoping to avoid a split with
the Commons. Charles had promised Strafford no harm would come to him. Eventually
Strafford released the King from his obligations and was executed on 12 May 1641. Laud
was executed on 10 January 1645.

(b) Prevention of arbitrary government being re-established
The Long Parliament passed a number of Acts to dismantle the arbitrary power that
Charles I had wielded during the Personal Rule and to ensure against its restoration in
the future. These included the Triennial Act, an Act preventing dissolution of the present
Parliament without its own consent and Acts abolishing the Court of High Commission
and the Court of Star Chamber and declaring illegal Ship Money, forest fines and distraint
of knighthood. The practical effect of this legislation, passed in 1641, was to deprive the
Crown of all the extraordinary powers it had possessed under the Tudors. Parliament had
made itself an indispensable part of the constitution. Another ‘11 year Tyranny’ was now
impossible.

(c) Divisions in Parliament
Until the end of August 1641, the members of the Long Parliament had been unanimous
in their actions. However, after August questions came up which caused differences of
opinion. It was easy to secure unanimity when destroying arbitrary government, but,
when it came to construction a division appeared.
(i) Religion
The first sign of a split had appeared around February 1641. For example, a split occurred
over reform of the Church. Root and Branch reformers wanted to establish a Presbyterian
system and abolish bishops and the Prayer Book. At first the main proponents were St.
John and Holles, but later they had support from Pym and Hampden. The moderates
wanted to retain bishops but restrict their power and make only a few alterations in the
Book of Common Prayer. Leaders of this group were Hyde and Falkland. In July 1641 a Bill
proposing an amendment to the power of bishops was defeated.
(ii) Rebellion in Ireland
This widened the breach between King and Parliament. Parliament was already suspicious
of the King and was afraid of military violence as seen in the Army Plot of April 1641
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– allegedly a plan to bring the Army to London to overawe Parliament – an event that
helped to seal Strafford’s fate.
When news of the Rebellion reached London on 1 November 1641, it was accompanied by
a rumour connecting the Queen with a plot hatched in Rome to suppress Protestantism in
the three kingdoms – beginning in Ireland.
More fundamentally, the Irish Rebellion increased the division between the parties in
Parliament because it raised a practical question. They would need an army to suppress
rebellion – but many felt it was unsafe to vote an army to a king who was just as willing to
put down Parliament as to suppress the Irish. Pym proposed an amendment that the King
could only use ministers approved by Parliament. If he refused, Parliament would put
down the rebellion without him. This was the first suggestion that the role of the executive
might be transferred from the Crown to Parliament.
A large minority were not prepared to accept Pym’s revolutionary policy. An amendment
was passed on 8 November 1641 by 151 votes to 110. This marks the alignment of the
‘parties’. The ‘party’ that was opposed to ecclesiastical change supported the authority
of the King. The Root and Branch group supported the authority of the Commons. Parties
which had split on religious grounds were now divided on political grounds.

(d) Grand Remonstrance, 20 November 1641
This contained a long list of ‘evils’ from which the kingdom suffered. There were a list
of reforms already carried out and a list of grievances still to be dealt with. It was a
statement of religious policy – basically Root and Branch. It contained a statement of
political plans – almost the same as Pym’s earlier Amendment.
The Grand Remonstrance was designed as an appeal to the nation. Much of its importance
lies in the fact it was printed and circulated. It is also an appeal against the Lords which
its authors thought was standing in the way of further reform. It was also an appeal from
one party against the other. It was fiercely debated and only passed by a margin of 11
votes (159–148). Swords were drawn.
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From this time comes the tradition of the lines in the House of Commons which are two
swords length apart and must not be crossed when someone is speaking.

THE HOUSE OF COMMONS

Charles I had two choices. Either grant what he was obliged by law but prevent unjustified
inroads into his powers, as advocated by Hyde; or use force, as advocated by the Queen
and her advisors. In the period between the introduction of the Grand Remonstrance and
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the end of 1641, Hyde’s policy was followed. The King aimed at constitutional government
founded on support from the royalist minority in the Lords. Then, in 1642, Charles I
changed his policy.

(e) Case of the Five Members
On 3 January 1642 Charles I ordered the Attorney General to charge five MPs with High
Treason. They were Pym, Hampden, Holles, Haselrig and Strode. Charles went to the
Commons, in person, with 400 soldiers, to arrest the five men. They had heard of his
plan and had already left the scene. The King was humiliated and had demonstrated his
willingness to use force against his subjects.
The King left London on 10 January and tried to get possession of Hull and Portsmouth.
These actions only served to divide what support he had and led Parliament to take
the first revolutionary step – assuming control of the militia. The Militia Ordinance was
introduced on 5 March 1642. Until this point all proceedings of the Long Parliament had
been constitutional in form and all measures had received the Royal Assent. From this
stage all proceedings are, in form and substance, revolutionary. On 27 May 1642 the King
issued a proclamation forbidding the militia to obey the Ordinance.

(f) Nineteen Propositions, 1 June 1642
This was Parliament’s ultimatum. Before this, Parliament claimed parts of the King’s
sovereignty, now it demanded all:
• Council and officials should henceforth be approved by Parliament
• The Militia Ordinance should be made Statute law
• The Church settlement should be approved by the views of Parliament
• The King should surrender his executive authority
• The King should abandon his military power
• The King should abandon the Church of England.
Charles I had no illusions that this would leave him with only a façade of power. On 22
August 1642, the King raised his standard at Nottingham.

(g) Main reasons for Parliament’s victory in the Civil War
(i) Control of London
London had its own significance:
• Economic and commercial hub of the nation
• 70% of all customs duties came from London
• The trained bands were well drilled and well officered
• Population was about 10% of the total in England.
(ii) Control of the Navy
• The Ship Money fleet defected to Parliament- controlled the sea
• Prevented aid coming from abroad to the King.
(iii) Pym’s financial administration
• Parliamentary taxation systems evolved to cope with the financial pressures
• Introduced the Excise tax in 1643
• Effective financial administration meant that Parliament could afford to equip and pay
its Army.
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(iv) Solemn League and Covenant 1643
• Provided Parliament with an effective military ally
• The value of the Scots would be demonstrated at battles such as Marston Moor.
(v) Self-denying Ordinance
This followed the indecisive second Battle of Newbury. The peers had ceased to justify
their positions of leadership and the SDO was designed to introduce more competent
leaders (Cromwell, notably, was exempted from the SDO).
(vi) Creation of New Model Army
• The New Model Ordinance of February 1645 reorganised Parliament’s Army
• The three armies of Essex, Waller and Manchester joined under the leadership of Fairfax
• Promotion was determined by merit rather than social status
• They were better paid and were a well disciplined force
• As a truly professional force, the parliamentary war machine was more effective.
(vii) Battles of Marston Moor and Naseby
Battle of Marston Moor, 2 July 1644
This battle witnessed effective cooperation and coordination between the Scots and the
Independent troops of the Eastern Association. This battle also gave Parliament control of
the North of England.
Battle of Naseby, 14 June 1645
This battle, in which some 500 Royalist officers were captured, demonstrated the impact
of the New Model Army. Charles was never in a position to fight a pitched battle again,
and eventually surrendered to the Scots at Newark on 27 April 1646.
Web Article
The Brit Politics website provides a succinct summary of the battles of
Edgehill, Marston Moor and Naseby:
www.britpolitics.co.uk/key-battles-of-the-english-civil-wars

(h) Why did the Royalists lose the Civil War?
(i) Charles I’s leadership
Charles I was not a good military/war leader. He ignored the advice of those more
experienced in military affairs and also failed to resolve the feud between his Council of
War leaders – in particular between Prince Rupert and Lord Digby. Charles failed to press
home the advantage he held in 1642–43; in particular, he should have marched on London
after Edgehill.
(ii) Weakness of Royalist forces
The King did not promote on merit – only one of his six regional commanders (Newcastle)
showed any real success. The Royalists also lacked foreign assistance, partly due to
Parliament’s control of the Navy, while their alliance with the Irish Confederates not only
failed to have an impact on the war but in fact was a propaganda gift to their opponents,
seemingly confirming suspicions of a Popish Plot.
(iii) Revenue
The Royalists were not as effective as Parliament in raising revenue to fund their war
effort; for example, an excise tax wasn’t introduced until 1644 and even then only after
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the Royalists Parliament sitting in Oxford gave its consent. Furthermore, the areas
controlled by the Royalists were less wealthy than those controlled by Parliament.
Web Article
The British Civil Wars Project provides both a good overview of the conflict,
but also a more detailed examination of the war in the English regions and
Scotland:
http://bcw-project.org/military/english-civil-war/
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4. Revolution 1646–49

(a) Search for a settlement
Charles I surrendered to the Scots in May 1646. He miscalculated the situation and hoped
he could play off his opponents. He saw weakness in his opponents. The Scots wanted
Presbyterianism introduced in England and wanted their expenses paid. The Levellers
wanted social revolution. The Peace Party wanted the Newcastle Propositions accepted
and the Army disbanded while the War Party wanted religious freedom and the Army to
be retained.
(i) Newcastle Propositions 1646
These were proposed by Parliament hoping Charles I would accept the Covenant, Royalist
recognition of the new Presbyterian Church and parliamentary control of the militia for 20
years. Charles turned these down but kept the talks going by offering Presbyterianism on
trial for three years and Parliament to have ‘power of the sword’ for ten years.
(ii) Heads of the Proposals 1647
These were proposed by the Army and were rejected by Charles I after he fled to the
Isle of Wight. The proposals included religious toleration, biennial Parliaments, a
redistribution of parliamentary seats, parliamentary control of the militia for ten years
and parliamentary approval of Crown ministers.
(iii) Engagement with the Scots, December 1647
In return for Charles’s acceptance of Presbyterianism for three years, the Scots agreed
to provide military aid to restore Charles to power. Sects would be suppressed and the
parliamentary Army disbanded. This led to the Second Civil War. Risings took place in
Kent ,Essex and Wales. The Scots were defeated at Preston and the Army resolved to bring
Charles Stuart, this ‘Man of Blood’ to trial.
(iv) Treaty of Newport, September 1648
This was an attempt by Parliament to reopen negotiations but it failed. It was basically
a rerun of the Newcastle Propositions. In November the Army responds, after the Putney
Debates, by presenting their Remonstrance. They demanded the King be punished, this
completes the politicisation of the Army. They seize the King and bring him to London
from the Isle of Wight. This was followed by Pride’s Purge, December 1648.
Teaching and Learning Activity
Short response question
Analyse why the search for a settlement with King Charles I between 1646 and 1649 was
unsuccessful.
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(b) Emergence of political and religious radicalism
(i) Levellers
Puritanism provided the main source of energy and ideas of the Leveller group. The
variety of interpretations that came from Bible study led to the growth of radical sects,
one of which was the Levellers. They supported the idea that man was free to choose,
therefore he must be free to search for God without civil restraint. This was to form the
basis of their demand for religious toleration.
(ii) Politicisation of the Army
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In 1646, the collapse of the Royalist forces gave Parliament more problems than they had
envisaged. The New Model Army (NMA) now had a will of its own and intended overseeing
the constitutional and religious settlements. Parliament lacked unity and funds – the
King added to their confusion, hoping to regain through negotiation what he had lost in
the war.
The Army promoted a feeling of equality among the men and it fostered an intensity of
religious feeling. Many were Puritans who felt they fought for God’s cause. Within two
years the NMA was dominated by the Independents. Army chaplains such as William Dell,
Hugh Peters and John Saltmarsh fostered this move. Given the right circumstances it was
a short step from the demand for religious freedom to that for political freedom.
Relations between Parliament and the Army had not always been harmonious and
the antagonism came to a head in 1647 when the Presbyterian majority in Parliament
were determined to disband part of the NMA and send the rest to Ireland. However, the
demobilisation plans did not cater for arrears of pay. Nor did they provide for amnesty
for acts carried out during the war. In addition the new force for Ireland was to be a new
formation dispensing with the ‘Independent’ officers including Cromwell. This aroused
opposition within the Army and gave the Levellers an opportunity to exploit the situation.
The outcome was the Putney Debates.
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Web Article
For an in-depth consideration of the Putney Debates, visit the website
dedicated to the subject:
www.putneydebates.com/
Web Audio
Listen to or download the discussion chaired by Melvyn Bragg on Radio 4’s In
Our Time about the Putney Debates:
www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/b01rw1k7
Web Video
The television documentary Blood on Our Hands encompasses the events
leading up to the Civil War, the military conflict itself and the political
revolution that followed. It makes extensive use of contemporary texts to tell
this absorbing story:
www.youtube.com/watch?v=k7jfpgFdX2E

(c) Trial and execution of Charles I
The creation of the Rump by the Army through Pride’s Purge ensured the King would
be placed on trial. The Army called him a ‘Man of Blood’ and were determined to have
him punished. The MPs who remained in the Commons would not be able to resist such
pressure. They were afraid of the Army themselves and at this stage it was plain to many
that Charles I could not be allowed to remain alive. If he was sent into exile there was a
definite threat he would try to invade England with an army and reclaim his throne; if he
was imprisoned in England he would be a constant focus for rebellion. His execution was
the only way to remove the Stuart threat but carried the risk of creating a martyr.
Teaching and Learning Activity
Short response questions
1. Analyse the short-term consequences of the decision to put Charles I on trial in 1649.
2. Analyse the reasons for the execution of Charles I in January 1649.
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Web Audio
Listen to or download the discussion chaired by Melvyn Bragg on Radio 4’s In
Our Time about the trial of Charles I:
www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/b00kpzd6
Web Video
Watch this excerpt from the BBC drama series By the Sword Divided,
portraying the opening exchanges in the trial of Charles I:
www.youtube.com/watch?v=GF76756no5Y
Web Video
This excerpt from the film To Kill a King portrays the execution in front of
the Banqueting House on what is now Whitehall, and a subsequent fictitious
exchange between Cromwell and the crowd:
www.youtube.com/watch?v=IPmSR--BktE
After Charles I was executed, 30 January 1649, the Rump in the House of Commons
declared themselves to have supreme authority. The next stage in consolidating their
position and establishing a new political structure in England was an Act of Parliament
abolishing the office of King, passed on 17 March 1649. This was followed by the abolition
of the House of Lords on 19 March 1649. All power now lay with the House of Commons
and a Council of State which had been appointed by the Commons on 14 February 1649.
England was now a republic and commonwealth.
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