Class 15
James I’s son( Charles I. 
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Charles is the surviving second son of James I. A learned man of somewhat diminutive stature, he will unfortunately be a stubborn politician finally bearing the full brunt of his political mistakes because of his refusal to place expediency above personal loyalty – episode of Strafford’s execution. In terms of royal iconography Charles I also signalled a turning point as being the first monarch shown as a family man * (something to be viewed in relation to his acknowledged marital fidelity)   rather than as a ruler or a warrior. Historians today stress how much this rather successful image of Charles I as a distant, wise and protective figure owes to the Flemish painter Antoon Van Dyck (or sir Anthony Van Dyck). Charles’ paradoxical qualities of humaneness and single-mindedness and his comparatively restrained repressiveness in political and religious matters are the reason of a positive reassessment of his role, especially when placed in contrast  to the dour determination of his ‘godly’ enemies. 
The received opinion is that Charles tried to follow the tendencies of the time, (following France’s example): absolutism. Charles I wants to limit the power of Parliament which he sees as a  “time-consuming” relic of medieval times: a system far less efficient than, say, that of  imperial Rome. His opponents, on the other hand will rely heavily on such texts as Magna Carta to counter his “tyranny”. Indeed, Charles I will rule for more than ten years without ever convening Parliament – a period called “the personal rule”. During all these years, Charles I took great care to secure state funding outside the Parliament’s prerogatives. As this was only partially successful this left the King and the English armies woefully underfunded, and allowed the French and cardinal de Richelieu to score some successes (siege de la Rochelle, (failure of) invasion of Ile de Ré). Desperate for funds to wage a war against Scotland to implement his religious policies, he will have to call back Parliament and organize elections, to disastrous effect as a majority of MPs will oppose his policies.
 In religious matters, Charles I will be increasingly at odds with the radical Protestants. The Separatists are the heirs of a long tradition (first the Lollards, then the Recusants those who refused to attend the Anglican Church under Elisabeth I, and now the Separatists those who are going to cause trouble with James I) and don’t want to be in the same Church as the moderates  who accept to worship with some Catholic elements.  This very active religious minority follows a strict Calvinist course insisting on predestination. They promote a life of godly zeal, family fasting, and a demonstrative faith with loud sighs. One historian cannot help describing one of their leaders as  a “dyspeptic self-mortifying zealot… with (a) teenage wife”.  On many occasions they will resort to iconoclastic violence.  Because of Charles I’s marriage with a practising Catholic, and his insistence on an institutionalised church with bishops, Protestants will accuse the King of covert popery. Much of their hatred will be directed at the archbishop of Canterbury: William Laud and his Arminian brand of Protestantism. The protestant opposition to the King will finally lead to the formation of a Parliamentary  army and the start of the English Civil wars.
Arminianism: relates to the teachings of the Dutch theologian Jacobus Arminius, allowing some latitude in the interpretation of  the protestant doctrine of predestination. In this approach, salvation might still be attained by the damned through redeeming deeds: “the penitent good works of the sinner”.  For Puritans, however, such a theology was little better than outright Catholicism, and thus the target of their persistent fury.
Emmanuel Todd (born 1951) a French historian and anthropologist, whose work builds upon that of 19th c.  pioneers of French sociology like Frédéric Le Play, provides an interpretive key to England’s moderate brand of Protestantism. Indeed,   archbishop Laud’s Arminianism   is but one in a long line of episodes signalling  that England is not a thoroughly protestant country, from Henry VIII’s reluctance to go beyond the eminently practical in his break from the Catholic church, (not to say his intrinsically mercenary approach) and Elisabeth’s pragmatic outlook and her many concessions to traditional (in fact catholic) believers in the Common Prayer Book and elsewhere to James I and  Charles I’s clear distaste for the Puritans and their single-minded  moral policing. 
Todd’s analysis of traditional European (rural) society relies on two sets of opposite determinants  of family life. The historian convincingly showed how Europe presents a deep structure with each region being defined by its position in a matrix of opposite traits relative to family organisation. 

The first set is the opposition between the authoritarian and the liberal family: in short the opposition between families where the son(s) live under the same roof as their dominant patriarch and those families where sons are free to break loose and found a family of their own.
The second set is the opposition between the egalitarian family and non-egalitarian one, i.e. the families that share equally the estate inherited from the parents between the brothers and those that do not.
For our purpose it may sufficient to concentrate on two of these models (out of four): first what Todd describes (after Le Play) as the stem family (famille souche), the authoritarian, non-egalitarian family found inter alia in Northern Germany and most of Scandinavia and next,  the absolute nuclear family (famille nucléaire absolue) characterised by its liberalism and non-egalitarian outlook, typically found in England and parts of the Netherlands.
For Todd, the stem family presents undeniable convergence with the strict Puritan ideology, as predestination in its inherent injustice will be clearly more easily accepted in the stem family regions as a result of the standard practice of the younger sons’ disinheritance. Furthermore, the authoritarian family type found in Northern Germany and Scandinavia will offer a fertile soil for an equally authoritarian God. These characteristics are finally reinforced by the strong proportion of farm ownership in these regions, a fact bolstering the status of the family head through his economic independence.
These conditions are not entirely reflected in England where the absolute nuclear family dominates. Protestantism could gain some foothold due its indifference to equality but the intrinsic individualism of this family system offers no guarantee of a strong adherence to authoritarian Puritan codes.
The  English civil war, sometimes also called the war of the Three Kingdoms, actually consists of three separate conflicts over a period of ten years (1642-1651) on British soil, the details of which lie outside the purview of these notes. The most important battles: Marston Moor and Naseby were both crushing Royalist defeats, which reversed whatever successes the King may have scored in the early stages of this conflict and led to his trial and execution in 1649. A perceptive commentary at the time described this war as “a war without an enemy” to reflect the fact that the conflict was a conflict without clear demarcation lines, which ripped virtually all communities and families apart, with foes  often fighting friends, if not family. We should nevertheless be able to distinguish several sides in this conflict, namely
The Royalists

This side will bring together the Catholics and the greater gentry supporting the King, often in reaction to the increasing radicalisation of the Parliamentarian party. The areas of strong support for the King will be the North of England, Cornwall and Wales. Their charismatic leader will be Prince Rupert of the Rhine (see pictures) who will gain fame through a number of successful cavalry charges. Although a potentially divisive decision, the Royalist side will be reinforced by Irish (catholic) soldiers. 

The Royalists are often referred to by their nickname: the Cavaliers, often simplified in visual terms as a world of courtiers wearing long hair and lots of frilly lace (as represented in the paintings of the Flemish painter Van Dyck).

The Parliamentary party
The Parliamentary party is the result of the elections of 1640, which faced the King with the demands of an increasingly hostile majority for some form of “contractual monarchy” under the stewardship of a parliament with unlimited power. As a result of this tug of war, Charles I will lose his two chief advisers: William Laud as Archbishop of Canterbury and the Earl of Strafford (both executed). The Parliamentarian centre of gravity will be London and the (South-)East. The opposition of the Parliamentary party will radicalize when a Catholic rebellion erupted in Ireland leading to violence against the English –Scottish  Protestant community. Massacres of civilian population were followed by counter-massacres. By then English protestants (the godly) had abandoned any desire to compromise with the King. The Parliamentary army, finally  called the New Model Army will be famous for its discipline and some ‘democratic’ military promotions. For the royalists, they will just be the “Roundheads”. One their most energetic leaders will be Oliver Cromwell (see below).

The Scottish Covenant

This movement is linked to the fierce resistance against Charles I’s inconsiderate (=stupid) decision to impose the very Anglican type of (English) Protestantism in Scotland, together with the Anglican Book of Common Prayer which was quickly seen as a popish plot to reintroduce Mass…. (of all things…). The reaction was such that Scotland’s dominant Presbyterians (= Calvinist Protestants) decided to rule without the King and to raise an army for their own defence. This army inflicted Charles I’s first defeat, since he himself had no money and no real army to speak of. This Scottish army of the Covenant  later joined the Parliamentarian army to defeat Charles’ Royalists in the first (and most important) English Civil War (1642-1646). [Later developments  such as the later involvement of the Scottish Highlands catholic clans omitted]
 The succession of Parliamentarian victories (Marston Moor + Naseby) led to the military and political  emergence of a charismatic leader in the person of

·  Oliver Cromwell: a man who suffered from manic depression at the beginning of his adult life as he was facing the loss of his economic status. He had a very bad temper, which forced him to resign his official positions in his home town of Huntingdon. So he went to church and listened to the sermons of the Protestants (and got an inheritance). He then realised that he was among the Elect saved by God. A few years later he became one of the key organisers of the Parliamentary army as Lieutenant-General of the Horse (=cavalry), nickname: Ironsides. He’s going to insist on discipline and piety. When you needed to be promoted it didn’t matter if you were noble or not, because as a commoner, a “russet-coated Captain”,  you could rise through the ranks provided you knew “what (you) fight for”. As a determined leader Cromwell was  often a decisive factor in many battles. Nevertheless, his reputation is also sullied by  the slaughters by his soldiers of thousands of defeated Royalist soldiers and catholic civilians, namely after the seizure of Drogheda in Ireland.
For all their successes, the victory for the Protestant Parliamentarian Army and the establishment of the ‘Commonweath of England” still did not mean much as the majority of the English people remained extremely lukewarm to the whole conflict. Not everybody wanted to be Radical Protestants (Presbyterian or Independent, i.e. Brownist, Baptist…). That was seen in Parliament: there was constant bickering. At one point they were fed up and decided to ban from parliament all the people who were not radical enough, which led to the Rump Parliament of 1648. Indeed:

The Independents: an increasingly influential part of the Protestants in Parliament wanted to push the process of disestablishment even further. These people demanded local freedom for their churches, i.e. being independent of any authority outside themselves, whether civil or ecclesiastical outside any higher geographical control (a bit like the US churches today) in opposition to the English Presbyterians (mainstream moderate Parliamentarians) who, despite their opposition to episcopacy, advocated an established Church that would be officially recognised as a national institution. 
The levellers: an even more radical part of the army  are going to insist on social justice. One of their leaders, Colonel Thomas Rainborowe famously declared “  I think that the poorest he that is in England hath a life to live as the greatest he… every man that is to live under a government ought first by his own consent to put himself under that government..”
The levellers’ demands of wider suffrage, limited government and equality before the law were things which the higher echelons of the Parliamentary army who were part of the gentry (despite Cromwell’s defence of “russet coated captains” ) didn’t like  one bit. A few leaders were executed and the movement finally dissolved for the time being.
Other sects existed, loosely connected with or more radical than the independents such as Gerard Winstanley’s  communistic Diggers or the radical believers in the Fifth Monarchy.
Film: WINSTANLEY   by   Kevin Brownlow, Andrew Mollo     https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ezCkAWtX5gQ
By 1653, due to the farce of the perfectly unpopular, unrepresentative and continuously squabbling successor to the Rump Parliament (= after the eviction of ‘normal’ Presbyterians), the army saw no other alternative than to call Oliver Cromwell to the rescue and appoint him despite his misgivings: Lord Protector of the Commonwealth (no more king). 

For a while, until Cromwell’s death in 1658, England lived under a sexually repressive regime, making adultery an offense punishable by death. Godly government also involved combatting drunkenness, swearing and popular entertainment such as cockfighting . Strangely enough after all the insults thrown at Charles I for raising taxes without the Parliament’s approval, Cromwell resorted to similar tactics by relying on most unpopular tax collectors: the Decimators and lost credibility in the process. 
His death left a frightening vacuum and the question arose: Who was going to succeed him? 
His son had to become the next Lord Protector. However Richard Cromwell  was not that interested and in the end the return of Charles II was negotiated with the Army itself. A fresh general election was organised which completely redrew the political map in the Commons as royalists and “plain vanilla” Anglicans were allowed to be elected. Charles II was wise enough not to launch an all-out repression against his father’s former enemies. Only a few regicides were condemned for treason (and duly hanged, drawn and quartered, etc..). A general pardon  finally allowed people like the poet Milton to survive the period unscathed.
THE LEGACY
The most important literary legacy of this period will be Milton’s oeuvre. After a journey to Italy in the late 1630s, John Milton (1608-1674) became a political pamphleteer in the Parliamentarian cause. As he had not hesitated to justify the King’s execution, Milton landed in political hot water after the restoration of the Stuarts (Charles II). He went into hiding until he received some reassurance that his life was not in danger.
During this painful period, (physically: he was becoming blind) (politically: Cromwell’s Commonwealth had ended in abject failure) Milton managed a remarkable sleight of hand. In writing “Paradise Lost”, Milton was able both to rewrite the whole story of the Fall, and at the same time to make strong statements against royal absolutism via the character of Satan. (Mind you: Milton’s works will be more fully developed in your literature class) On the one hand, this poem was a theodicy, with a clearly stated goal to “justify the ways of God to men”, whereas on the other he positively  thumbed his nose at the Stuarts:
‘……………………………… Here at least,      (in fact in Hell)

We shall be free. Th’Almighty hath not built
Here for his envy, will not drive us hence.

Here we may reign secure, and in my choice          

To reign is worth ambition though in hell:

Better to reign in hell than serve in heaven’

At the other end of the political spectrum, another remarkable author felt the need to take stock of these years of constant agitation and at times, of terror (cf: massacres in Scotland and Ireland). This will be the self-appointed task of Charles II’s tutor, Thomas Hobbes. Hobbes tried to find a solution, which was published in a book Leviathan. This work  was  often  and somewhat mistakenly seen as an outright apology of absolutism. In fact the essential role of government is ‘to secure the safety of its subjects’.
In Leviathan, Hobbes develops his logic as a materialist with a virtually mechanical vision of man: a natural automaton of desires and aversions. Man’s Reason amounts to no more than the capacity to calculate consequences = a very pragmatic approach linked to the fact that for Hobbes “man learns from experience”. As a result it is futile to hope that one can know God  precisely (how could Man experience it/him directly?) This claim  involves a lot of relativism about what is right or wrong from a religious point of view, even “worse”, Hobbes declares that what is “good” is what we personally desire: an intensely subjective definition leaving no place for a superior order of things.
Incidentally, Hobbes saw no reason to believe that any such thing existed as “natural aristocrats”, a view which did not endear him to the gentry and created him enemies, even if he had personally been supported throughout his life by an aristocratic family, the Cavendishes.
As far as living in society is concerned, Man’s main target is self-preservation: “sudden and violent death” must be avoided at all cost. Problems arise when man is left alone (no longer ruled by a Lord): man is in a state of nature and in the grip of a fear of death. The famous quote from Thomas Hobbes: “Life in the state of nature for man is poor, solitary, nasty, brutish and short”. As a result Man collectively decides that they need an agreement about society and laws “from  (=caused by) the unsociable fear of one another”. This state is in fact created ex nihilo, not from an essentialist view of man as a ‘political animal’ living in society by his very nature like in Aristotle, idealising the democratic Greek city. 
The next problem is the question of “free riders”: that is, people take advantage of society, which is now full of people following the rules, respecting their promises, keeping their covenants, but do not respect the rules themselves. The answer to this problem, which could lead to a situation as England had just witnessed: “the war of all against all”, is the transfer of all of Man’s rights to an institution: the sovereign with absolute power to wield the sword if necessary. 

Again, this is very different from an absolute monarchy of divine right.
THE END OF THE 2ND STUART PERIOD
James II succeeded to the throne of England on his brother’s death.  He had enough children, mostly daughters (and an illegitimate nephew) who were Protestant – this nephew Monmouth  rebelled and was executed.  James II of England and VII of Scotland was a good solution, an old King with a Protestant succession. But he married the Catholic princess of Modena. As a result Parliament considered an Exclusion Bill  to  remove James, Duke of York,  from the line of succession on the ground of popery.
When  Mary of Modena got pregnant and finally delivered  a male heir in 1688, the Glorious Revolution started  to avoid a Catholic succession.  Parliament turned to James II’s eldest daughter Mary II and her husband, the Dutch prince William of Orange Nassau, stadtholder of Holland  and invited them to invade England.
