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Chapter 1.

The course of the 1ife of Charles I of England laading-
to his death on the scaffold in 1649 is indicative of tﬁe~l
importance of ﬁolitical'théory in the lives of men. Accept-
ance of a theory gives a man a place to stgnd, a point of
reference, a structure fo which he can fit fhe values tha%'
he instinctively holds as good. Charles' whole life was di=
rected to the theory. of Divine Right. vThe king's training,
gducation, reiigiﬁﬁ, and ﬁemperament all prepared him for a
system Qharein he.himself was the divinely appointed uitimate
authority responsible only to God. Charles hela this belief
with every_fiber‘bfvhis being,ﬂand no martyr ever more will-
ingly chose dea£h'rather than compromise his principles an
any way.,

’That,Charles failed péints up ancther important fact

about political theory. Theories result from'interﬁretations
of facts; and suph interpretétions can distort the facts.
Both Charles 1 and‘his contemporary in fFrance, LouisvXIII,
believed in the Divine Right of kings. But these two monarchs
stood at tHe end of two.different historical traditions.,
France's‘history could be traced through generations of able
monérphs and mipisters who_skillfully'étiengthened the central
ﬁqwer'at tﬁe expense of all other forces in the kingdom.
France was prepared and conditianed to accept absolutist rule,

England was not. King John‘sAthirteénth-bentgry tyranny

had. Yed: to. the Magra .Carta which placed :rdyalapprovall onthe
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idea of a définite order and limit in government.l This
order received the support of éaveral cenfuries of histari;al
practice before the Stuarts came to the thraone Qith their
absolutisf pretentions. Charleé faced dedicated men{un@illing
to admit his claims and capable.of using the tradition'of”H
constitutionalism as a weapon to crush the Divine Right mon=-
archy in England., |

Charles ?ailaa to appreciate the fact that his political
beliefs‘were ﬁo longer valid in seventeenth-century England.
The king did not appreciate that his claim to bé responsible
to God alone was meaningless to men to whom misrule meant
ruin., His claiﬁ'to be the sole intezpreter of Church dactriné
waé abhorrent to men whose whole réligious experience was
differant from his own, Charles"devoted belief in the correct-
ness of his claims blinded him to the facts of contemporary
politicai-lifa and led to the tragedy,of the Civil War. The
king's actions through war, captivity, trial, and death are
comprehensible only when viewed as results of his political
faith. |
THE EUROPEAN EXPERIENCE

The thear&_dfﬂthe Divine right of kings was not always
the dis&r&dited relic it is today. There was a time when‘it
was the most clearly-thought out; firmly based, and Strongiy
supported theory of civil government. "Its‘gdhéreﬁfs baiieved

‘that it was rooted in the nature of man and the wiil of God
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and drew théir support from historys ‘Thoﬁas AQuinas, and the
Scriptures. The origins of the théory lie in‘the pexiod when
Christianity dominated men's lives and thought more than it
ever has since. Politics could not bavthought of apart from
theology. Whatever form of rule a political thinker pfapoéed
he had to bring forth some sign or indication of divina apprg-
bhation for it, It is ﬁot unnatural, thérefura, that a theaory
of government that seémed most like God's own government of
the universe shoql& attain such a high place in the middle
ages and'the centuries immediatel& foilowing.

The immediate roots of the Jivine Right theory lay in the
ideal éf Holy Roman Empire. This vast theocracy was Christ-
endom's way of realizing the ruié of Christ on earth. 1In
faét, Christ was regaied as thg only true head of the empire,
He was fhe ultimateArﬁler én‘whose autﬁority all other lesser
power was based., Undariﬁhrist, there stqod the two chief
executors of His will: the Pope and the emperor. In the
idealized tmpire, these man wera conceived of as adminiét:ators
of a power that came down to them from above, rather than
exercisers of ultimate puwér qf thair an.Z Tﬁe sovereignity
Qf the wofld was divided between them; ThB‘Pope wés supreme
in all matters concerning the doctrine and administrat;on of
the Christian Church. His divine appointment and offige
were obvious., The emperor was Sppfeﬁe inﬂtempbréi matters

' to keep peace and protect the Church. That his office was
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also of divine origin was acceﬁted by the Popés;ﬁhamséives
~and emphasized by the annciting of thé emperar with sacred
0il.3 The Pope and the emperof;ware ideally the co-equal
vice-regents of Christ's own kingdom on earth.

But ideals are shortlived at best. The awareness of “the
immediacy of Cﬁrist's parﬁicipatiqn in the Empire was quickly
lost, With this vital keystone'gone, each of the recognized
supreme aUthoritieé began to assert‘claims of complete inde-
pendence and authority. First papal claims based upon the
Pope's spiritual positicn in aHCh:istian world, asserted his
‘supremacy in all matters due to His obviously divine éffice.
This was &et bylimpérial claims for absathe suﬁremacy also
based on God's diééct'appointment.A |

The papal‘pgsition centeféd on the éuperiority of spiritual
over temporal concerns in the Christian_world‘which should be
é‘type of the kingdom of God. In thé 0ld Law, earthly goods
were piomised to the chosen people, and so the kings‘ﬁéd been
supreme over the priests. But the coming of Christ had changed
this. The heavenly and spirifual orienfatian of Christianity
jaiaed the nature ﬁf its prigesthoaod to a higher level than
that of the old Jewish traditioﬁ. Thé'ﬁBW'prieéts, especially
fhe~?bpé, Qera éuperior to all in this spirit-centered world;
éven kings were their subjects.S DH this premisé t%e Popeé
"rested their case er»finél aufhoriﬁy in all matteis temporal

and spiritual.
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The empéror hédia.lassuobviouﬁly/spirituél‘affice,.and -

-G

developinh a theologically-centered argument for his
supremady required more éubtlety. One manner of arggment
that seemed to accomplisH this was adopfed by an ananymous
Norman writer of the {weiﬁth century, He tookﬁboth EMPErOor
and the Pope as being image of Christ in the offices they
performed. The Pope acted in tﬁe image of Christ tﬁe Priest,
and héncaiof the human nature of Christ. :Un-tﬁe other hand?
the smperof acted in the image of Christ thé-King, or in the
divine nature of ﬁhrist.s Thus.the imperial office was superior
to thé papal as.the’'divine natﬁré of Christ was superior to :
the human. | | -

But in the long run, the oﬁly.impbrﬁance of the imperia-
list Writsrs was.td suﬁply supﬁdrtiﬂg ﬁheory to the ruigrs
of the'daveldping natiéﬁal4sta£es; ‘Though the emberorhmight
from time to time gain a momentary advantage,'he coﬁld nevér
‘ hopé to do battle on.trulyy equal terms. The stakeé, the supre-
macy of4Christiandom, were just too high.' The papal head
of the Catholic Church éecurély‘held é feéognizsd,Acénturies—
old position of épiritual and temporal'agthprity reinforced
ﬁime an@ again by the amperofs themselves; According to most
men's memory, tha,Pope had made the emperor and first bestowed
the crown. Emperors came and Went, but the papacy, far more
saprad'ahd importantﬂthah the indiviﬁual who‘oecupied it,

[P
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l%amained;QThe,Garman:emperorsgsiilﬁ very much dependent. upon .
the eleekcrs“andapabai&sgnttions,eplgyedAn! r@él;partﬁiﬂithe
»jpractipaiudavélcpmentxofﬂthé theory beBivine Right,z

But the arguments of the emperor's suppor£ers were very
important:ta the kihgs of the developing states.ffom the
twelfth céntury on. The national kings’haditwa aisfinctwb
advantages over the empérar.. First of all their goals were
miich mora.limited;A'They abandoned uniaalistic ideals of world
supremacy for the tangible reality of more limitad but more
real power. The national kings sought supremacy only within
their own state and so had a better opportunity of enforcing
their will. |

The King's secoqd advantage lag‘in the nature of this social
unit they sought to dominate. The new kingdoms‘bkaufope
were t@e seculgr foundéfions of the modérn natiohs. Nationa-
lism deveioped iapidly after the eleventh.century giving to
each national people a sense of its solidarity of character )
and purpose and a resentment . .of foreigh influences including
papal., This solidarity came to be expressed in the king.

Soc when the peoples of the national states faced two authori-
ties, pope and kihg, claiming inimitad'allegiaﬁce they tended
to offér their first allegiance to the king for the sake of the

C . . a8
bolitical unione.

So we see. that the first importancé of the Divine Right

rheory lay in its theoretical justifications of the resjection
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of'papal cLaimé to universal ju;isdicﬁién which treatened to
stiffle the national states into a narrow code of Italian
and Papa;-dqminatad life and politics directed by the inquis-
itdr.9 This can be very clearly seen in English history in |
the steady march away from'JoHﬁ‘s crafty submission to.thé“n
papacy (1213) through Edwafd Iilﬁs refusal‘of tHé papal“éuthb-
rity (1336). The Tudors'éiashed'the last bonds of %oieign
Eontrol and sécurea ali authority, secular aﬁd religious,
in the crown (1529-34). Charles I culminated this tradition
in England dying rather than accepting any superior other
than God. - But Charlgs:diéd at the hands o% internal nétiuna;
forcas for his internal policies and claims. An understanding
of theée‘claimé ﬁecessitatas a study of the particularly
English history of the Divine Right. |
THE ENGLISH EXPERIENCE

The first germ of the theory of Divine Right appeared
in England, as elsewheré, in.the claims of tribal chieftans
to divine parentage,la The kings of .the emerging tribal groups
found it useful to strengthen their authority by claiming
direct descent ffch Wodin, Tbgs they added a sort of supers
natural sanction to' their rule énd placed’néQ bonds of lpyal-
ty_on-their suﬁjscts. When Christiénity made such claims
imposéible, thé rulers began to éeek a aivihe backing through
the idea of divine .call. God had spécially chosen the king

to protect and rule the people. Kings as early as Offa of
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Mercia (d. 796) called himself, "Dei Gratia Rex Merciorum."

But it must be remembered that this is oﬁly the simplest
seed of the ﬁhéory of divine right as held Sy Cﬁarles 1.
The rulers of the'éarly Anglo-Saxon principalities naither
held nor kought any+h1ng rerembllng the powar exerc1sad and
clalmed by the klng of a mlghty nation state in the seven-
teenth century. TheAearly kings were regarded more as nation-
al représéntaﬁivgs;around whom the nation natidn rallied té
oppéée outside forces rather than as the cénters of national
authority. |

Thé-éeedé of change.wére sown by the Ncrmah Conquest.
‘The VEIY prugmatlc step of the Congueror in conpelllng all
i:_'Landi’mldﬁarﬁ to swear fealty to hlmself directly and solely
{(thus making their tenure legal%y dependent upon continued
service ta himsalf)_wa$ rich in';ﬁs iﬁpliéaticﬁs for the future
of the tﬁéoryvof kingship. THis-actién led to the conception
of territorial sovereignty of thevérownﬁéslWEil_aé_tHaupass?
dge 6f'the crown”b& premogeniture; or leaving.ﬁhe entire fief
to the first born son. These two ideas are very much intér-.?
|related and sﬁérena great importance %or the dévelcphent of -
Divine Rigﬁt Thgoiy, | |
AThe‘oath of the landholderé directly to the kiﬁg madé him
in feudal law>thé supreme landholder as well as a symbol of'
natimnal-ﬁnity. All land was hié, and tHoSe wha Uéed it.did

so only by his leave and favor.;z All. England 'Was, in theory
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at least, a'royal‘estét% with every Eng;ishman directly sub-
. servient to the estate ;wner, the king, owing to him the ope-
dience of a serf to.his lord. |

The coﬁéept of England as a pri?ate eétate naturally made
it subject to the\developing laws raéarding.the inheri&anéé
of fiafs; At the time of.tha'Conquest, ﬁhé‘large landholders
were already realizing fhé impractiéability of the system
that divided a man;s‘holdings among his heirs rather than main-
taining 'them intact under a single heir.. More and more the
advantage oflthe latter system Qon adherents fof.the pracﬁicé
of premogeniture. This law came by naturél extention and the
zcoﬁqqeror's oath Fo apply to fﬁé crown as the greétest qf fiefs.
At about the samé time, the kings (principlely Edwaxd I, -

|

§1239-1307) manag%d to rid’themselves antirely of even the
fprmality'of~an #ntarréénum and election. Thé two prinéiples
of heredity and.%ramogeniture ﬁerged to defihitely~sat the
line of future %eséent of the crown. By the beginning cf the
fourteenth centugy;’the crown had bepomé a birthright.l3
Ifi the fifteenth century, the War of the Roses brought -

confusion. Bosworth Field‘gave the throne fo an adverturer,

« Henry Tudor, Qhoéaﬂclaims of Héredi§a£§ fight was secondary

ﬁo hié,military dominance. 5till Henry VII did héva same

vague claim, ana 5y his marriage to Elizabeth of York, he_gnited

the major claims to. the tHrone'énd so secured the'hereditary

‘title for his dynasty.

ot
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The principle of hereditary succession was very important
to the Stuart kings. Their sole claim to the thrpne rested an
their descent from Henry VII. James I was not English b;t
Scotfisch, and he never saw England until his triumphal enter-
ence in 1603. He had .even been berred from the throne by~two
acts of Parliament, . Still he came peacefully and was wel-
comed solely because of his royal descent.l4 This descent,
an act of God; was alone responsible for placing Jdames on the
throne, It is not strange, therefore, that James' son would
carry this to its natural conclusion and claim that, in turn,

the king was responsible only to God.
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Chapter 2

.The.theory of the Divine Right of Kings in it's mast
complete form involves the following propositions: (1) Monarchy
in a divinely ordained institution,(2) Hereditary right is
indefeasible, (3) Kings are accountéble to God alone, (4) Non-
resistence anc passive obedience are enjoinédbbquOd:l For
purposes of investigation, these four propositions can be di-
vided by twos. The first two-statements are concerned with
the source and justification of monarchied authority. They
express the nature of the power of the king and the_manﬁer
in which it came to him. Propositions three and four deal
with the exércise of this power, showing the extent of the
power and how it relates to other men. The first two propo-
|sitions will be developed in this chapter, the other two in
the following final chapfer'

The king's power did not oriéinate in himself. It was
given to him by God who ultimately held a;l power over the
universe. At various times and to various peable, God dele-
gated some vestiges df'his power that men.might have the proper
authority to do God's work on earth. God gévc authority to
parenté.that they might raise their children. He gave authority
to -priests that they might lead the people in worship and prayer.
All legitimate authority could ultimately be traced to the hand
Ef God. The highest authority that God gave to ma&n was that

vhich he gave to the king. The king was God's "vice-regent
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on earth and so adorned and %urnished with some sparkles of
Diviﬁitie."2 The monarch was God's ﬁoét immediate lieutenant
here below and sat upon God's th;one to be a gﬁide and proé
tection fo the people co&mitted to.him. His authurity was
- derived from G@d and, was as aktensiva,in his realm, as Gdﬂ‘s
OWn . :

That God.should.SOJtrust the ruling of His world to a
singlé maﬁ seémed énly natural éﬁd neeesSary to the heirs
of the medieval and imperial traditions where monarchy was the
accepted form of government andAwhere'it Qas unquestioned by
any poiitipal thinker of contemporary repute. |

It must be remembered that the ideas of the pelitical
philosophers were not developed in a vacuum. Thinkers such as
Rgbert Filmer3 contended thaf kingship was accepted aéudivinel;
D:dainad because it was the most natural form of governﬁent‘and

must therefore originate in God as the author of‘nature.A

Men accepted for centuries the view of St. Thomas AquinaS 
and his successérs that in any multiplicity of things there
must be a goVerning principle guiding them'to their end and
purpose.s This wés as true of the stéte as any qﬁhég multi-
plicity. | |

The welfare and safety of a multitude formed into a
society lies in the preservation of its unity, which
is -called peace.... The more egfficaciocus a govern-
ment is in keeping the unity of peace, the more use-~
ful it will be.... It is manifest that what is itself
one can more efficaciocusly bring about unity than
several.... Therefore the rule of one man is more
useful than the rule of many.
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The pesace and survival of & society, therefore, depenced
upon some ultimate singular authority to settle dissension
within society and,£0 guidg it as a unit in relations with
external force. In the theory of Divine Right, this authority
was the king. Charles saw himself as ruling the people as a
shepherd and guide. All Engléﬁ& and every Englishmen sub-
mitted to his care that he might preserve internal peace and
protect the nation from extarnal aggression, hhe safety af
English soccisty lay in acceptance of his unque quthérity.
The statement, "A Subject and a Sovereign, are clean diff-

n 'l

erent things, expresses powerfully Charles' conviction
that he was apart from the people to establish peace and
unity by his all-embracing quthurity; Men nedded to accept
the distinction betwsen king and pecple, He must rule; they
must be ruled., The only alternative to this si%uation was
chaos and anarchy.

Charles’ sovereignty was for him an article of faith.
God had entrusted him with power that was sacred and decreed
the safety of the people lay in his will.8 Charles could a;en
cite instances where God had shown his closeness to and appro-
val of the kingf> For instance, during his captivity at New-
port in 1648, the country people maintained the custom of
bringing their children to him to be exposed to the healiné

royal touch.




—lde

One girl, blind in one eye, on whom he laid his hand,

cried out that her eye was restored. Experiments

with a candle showed that indeed, to a certain extent,

it was. The king maintained his habital restraint,

but was visibly moved by the incident.

God's signs of approval were seidém so, dramatic, but
they'could easily be found in Charlemagne's historical mission
or David's biblical life., The definition that the Convo-
cation of Clergy'of 1640 assigned to be read once each quarter
by every clergyman offers an excellent summary of Charles
view of his position.

The most high and sacred order of kings is of divine

right, being the ordinance .of God Himself. founded in "~

the prime laws of nature, and clearly establised by Bx-
press texts both of the 0ld and New Testaments. A su-
preme power is given to this most excellent order by

God Himself- in the Scriptures, which is, that kings

" should rule and comman in their several dominions all
persons of what rank or estdte soever,

So magnificent was the king in his God-given powers that,
at various times in the dev&lbbemant of Divine Rights theory,
he was recognized as a dual person. In his natural person,
‘the king was a normal human being like any other. But upon
this natﬁral"person, God's grace imposed anathef\person su~-
perior to all others. It was by this grace, which resulted
almost in a deification, that the king,ruled,ll It was to
this'ppWer; rathcr”than to thé individua; man, that subjects
owed worshipful obedience. But that therevcoulﬁ by any dis-
tinction between the two persons in the king, between the
individuesl and the'ﬁower ( as Parliament was to claim ), had

i
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beeﬁ condemnéd.by the courts as early as the fourteenth cen-—
tury.l2 In this line of thought, Pariiament's‘contantion
that it fought the'king's persoh only in dafensé of his throne
was merely a fabrication.

The Divine Right theorists saw the state as a patfiafchy.
In this view, they traced arguements to Géncsis and brofessea to
find there support for %he king'as a famiiiak ruleriwith pas=
triarchal autﬁorit&;A "1f Adam himself were still iiving
cand ﬁow ready to die, it is certain there is one man, and buf
one in the world that is next heir, although thé knqwledge
who should be that one man be quite lost;ﬁ”ls | %he knowledge.
isAin fact lost beyéﬁd hope of recall, as Filmer admits. In
the situation, all th%t can be salvaged is the principle
thatypossission gives the best right where tﬁere is no better
‘Found.14 Thus the,poSsessor éf the throne couid be seen to
'ruie in ﬁhe place of the elder SOn'ofVAdam; the father of ali
men., A |

Possession alone, however did not make a king."tharles I
refused to yield his claiﬁs even after his royal powér héd
ceased to carry meaningful authority, and in a praﬁtical way,
he no 1ong¢r pqsééssed the thfone,lS Charies saw himself as
#ummifted to an ancient and lawful trust that had come down
to him through tﬁe generations af his fathers. Hié powér Ead no
basis other than his royal birth. No one’ was resﬁonsible‘.

' for granting him the throne but only God. The passage of the
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throne by_héreditary succeséion was -intimately bound into the
Divine Right of - Kings, so that neither could stand without
the other. | |

Uitimately, the indefeasibi;ityyof heraditary'right can
be'ffaced to é.Christian attitude expreséed by St. Paul iH
First Corinthiané:' "I am.what I am by God's grace."‘ Removed
from its original contegt of Paul's thanksgiving for his
Christianity,.this‘statément was frequently uséd by ChQrch
and state to justify the existing order. God had set up the
order of things, and it was maintained by His will. It was
sinful to attempt to upset the conditions of the world.
Thorndike declared in his authoritive.expositiOn of Anglican

views, Laws of the Chuzch ( 1641) that Christianity obliged

superior and inferior.to maintain the relations in which they"
found themsclves.ié |
The.birth of an heir to the throne was seen as a judge-
ment of God. This c¢hild, by virtue of the fact that he was bofn
a king's son, was chosen by God to one day sit on the throne
and quide God's people in justice and peace, :-That only God
could ‘make én heir was a legal maxism of inheritance from the
thirteenth centufyﬁonggg Evenfually birth came to be the only
ﬁath £o the tﬁrone. No king felt secure unless the,crpwn had
come td him by unquestioned birthright. That the usurper |

Henry IV should strengthen his Qlaim'to the throne with the

‘fale thaf his ancestor Edmund Croushback was older than his
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b:other Edward 1, when this was known to be false, demon=-
strated the devétién té legiéism.even in the fourteenth cen-
turyéia
The importance of heteditar&,&ight to the Stuarts has -

alraady.been:dotadﬂahQVBi,‘ Descénf was the only force capable
of raising the SéottishVStuartsAto the English~Tudor throne.
Faith in legitimism was strengthened carly in the dynhasty when
Justice Coke issued a decision ( Celvin's Case, léQ? ) stating
that the king held the kingdom " by birth-right inherent "

and thét the title came to him by descent from the blood
royal, No ceremony of crdwning or popular'consent had any
real meaniné or e%fect upon the king's claim,. Coronafion

was " but a royal ornament and a solemnizatibn'of the royal
|descent, but no part of the title., " 12‘ 

Charles had unquestioning faith in the legitihacy and

necessity o% hereditary successioa. He saw it as the force
rgsponsible for his own kingsﬁiﬁ and the only ﬂﬁghﬁfgl path

to the throne. His concern in reflected in his messages to his
child:én before his death réffaring.to the passage of the croawn
after him. Charles attemptadvto smooth Jamaéfs jealousy by
telliﬂg him fhat thé parince,uf Wales was no longer his brother
only, but now his sovereign was weli.28 tha'king’s words to
the eight year old Duke of Gloucester, thén in the control

of Parliameﬁt, show even more powerfully his concern with the

passage of the crown.
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Mark, child, what I say, they will cut off my head,

and perhaps make thee a king: but Mark what I say,

you must not be a king so long as your brothers

Charles and James do live; for they will cut off .

your brothers' heads {(when they can catch them) and

cut off your head too, at last, and therefgre I

charge you, do not be made a king by them,

The boy's answer that he would be torn to pieces first
greatly pleased thg dooméd'king.v»For Charles I believed that
" his oldest son wouid.neQer yiéld his right to the fh?one.
,Indéed, hé~shbuld'ﬁotf So until Charles II was recogﬁized and -
accepted'aé the rightful king, there wés ne hope for true
peace in England There should not be; For onlg Qnder’the
God-appointed kiﬁg'could there be true gavernmeﬁt.

| Thié‘Qas Charles I's belief about his office and‘person;

God had decreed thgt é-king shﬁuld be the abisolute fuler of
the pecple and éxe:cise 2 pOower second only ‘to God's own.
:God had“sHoWn by means of royal birth ihatttharlaé Stuért
was the man chasen to‘fili this ﬁositidnvof ruler, Charles
was willing to die for this belief. He was also willing to
lead cthér men to death and England.into‘destruétion because
- lof this belief. 'Charles saw himsélf as the divinely ordained
guardian of the ﬁnglish.ﬁhurch and English constitution against
iconoclaétic Pu:itans‘and'anérﬁhist Parliaments.22 The king
was tae'trée defender of cstablished doctrine and Qf tﬁe |
liberties af his subjects. Charles said on trial, f IAhave a
trust committed to me by God, by clé'and.lawful“déécentg I will

n23

‘ﬁpt betray it! Rpart from the king, Church and constitu-
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tion, doctrine and liberty could not ba,maintained, The king
was justified in taking whatever acticn, even civil war, was
necessary to defend himself and his rights. In.doing S0,
he was defending the kingdom and its people. It is only with
this in ming¢ that the devious, trecherous, bloody course df
Charles's action in the Civil War and his captivity can he

understood.
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Having considered the source of Eharlas'ypower, we now
move oé to a conéidsration of the egefcise'of that powér and
the king's responsibility for that exercise. The use of the
royal authority can best be studied in three areas: the
Church which was the strongest and most consisteﬁt uphﬁldéf
of Divine Right: ‘tﬁe Parliament which was the main graundr
of opposition to thé_kinég and £he courts which were the
king's prihciﬁle ihstruments of his justice.

In the‘genaralfehegry Df'the Divine Right of Kings, no
person in fhe kingdom was ex;eptéd from royal aufhority. The
entire kingdom was antrustéd to the king's rule which meant
that both laityvand clergy were hisASuhjécts. Government
necessarily included regulations concerning Christian inter-
ests, including first the appointment o% ﬁlerical of ficers
and eventually, infefventiOns in doctfine.l |

Thié was especially true ih'seventeenthAcentufy England
where, in the previocus céntury, the Tudors had succeeded in

: ‘ . >
completely subordinating the Church to the secular power.

All foreign power, international influerices were excluded..
The Engiish Church becameAthé Church exclgéively of England
and Engiishmen, subject solely and completely to thé'English
crown. The kiné; though‘neithar priest nor Eishop, was by
his peculisr divine éppointhant the protéc%or and rulef of
the Church on earth. ﬁllAepclesias%icél ﬁffiées were at the-

crown's disposal since divine grace gave the king a superior
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judgement of mén. That éama grace gave him the discerment
that made him guard and judge"of true doctrine.

Charles' father, James I, had a.particular pride in the
ecclesiastical position in England dlargely because of his
unfortunate eariier expériéncés with Scottish Presbytefiaﬁism.
James'! championing of the Anglican bishops built a bond of

mutual dependence between the crown and the episcopacy that

~

was summed up'by Jémes himse¥f>in " Nolbishop, no'king; n
‘Stuart devotion to fhe Church‘oﬁ England is gasy to understand
‘when ane notices that theAAngl;can hierarchy waé'the only
substantial. force in the kingdom thatﬁdames and Charles could
consistantly ex?ect to support them, |

| Charles‘ view of his ecclgsiaétical supremacy is demon~
strated by the afféir of Dr. Montagu.4 _When this minister's
pamphlet, oA New Gag for an 0ld Goose " (1624), was judged .
to expreés popish tendencies; he was sent home %o reconsider
his views; thn consideration only hardane@ his convictions,
Montaéu wrote " Appello Caesarem "-(;625} which éxp;essed more
‘definitely the same Views asvhis previous work. Charles' first
Parliament (1625) summoned him to its bar for trial.

Charles intéryaned at this point in his role as guardian
offdoétfiné which as king he was duty-bound to uphold. The
aifficulty was that Charl es believed himself to the sole tfqe
judge of~right doctrins.6 Charles bécked'Montagufé poéiticn and

'made him one of his own chaplains. . The king then informed
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Pérliament that they were no longer to concern themselves
with the matter since he;had“taken it into his own hands.
Parliament attempted to pursué the case buf could make no
headway ‘against the royal position. In ;6?8, Charles made
Montagﬁ the Bishop of Chichester.

By such action, CharlesAéemented the bond between the
crown and the Arminian ﬁovamenta which had first been formed
in his father§s ti&e. This movement, while rejecting Papal
supremacy, placed great emphasis on the ages~ole hierarchy
and ceremonies. Charles felt that thg Anglican- Church &lone
presarved(tha true goctrines and traditions af'apéstolic times
anq S0 was naturaily drawn to the High Chdrch;A The king felt
that the new Puritan tendencies of freedom of doctrine,
simplificatimn of rites, and weakening of hierarchical dis-
cipline had to be suppressed in the interests of true Christ-
ianity. -This was one of the two main sources of his traubias
with Parliamsnt.

Charles' experience with Parliament was bad froﬁ thé
beginning. The twin problems of taxation and religion poisoned
all attempts at gooperation. Until 1640, the king was able
to mainﬁaiﬁ his_dominaticn oniy by prbfogafiun and’dissoluw
tien. After tﬁe Long,Parliame;t assenbled, politiéal circum-
stances robbed him even of that weapon.9 The king was le%t
with no power *to subdue Parliament ékcepfrfD;Cé ofiarﬁs;

Charles saw this sitbation as the result of Parliament's
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attempts to usurp powers that did not belong to it. In Charles'
theory of Divine Right, all power resided in the king. The
Parliament existed only as a consulting body and a vechicle
for popglar expressions of censent to the royal will. Parl-
iament was not, as James informed its members din 1606, ng
place for every for every rash and harebrained fellow to pro-

w10 Charles added in

pone new laws of his owﬁ invention.
proroguing Pafliamént in 1628, " None of the Houses of Parlia-
ment,‘either joint or seperate (what new doctrine soever may
be raised) have any power either to make br deciare a law
without my consent,"ll

The king and Parliament clased first over ministerial
responsibility, particularly in the case of the Duke of Buck-
ingham, Parliament disapproved of the Duke and his~pblici88 aﬁd
made this known time and again. Until the DNuke's death,
Parliameﬁt was willing to attempt any line of attack to gain
some measure.of control over his actions. Charles could not
tolerate this. The Duke was his servant and according to
prevailing constitutional theory and a hundred ycars of pre-
cedent, was responsible to the king alone.l

One office_ﬁhare this stands out due to a shift in the
direction of responsibility under Charles was that of the
Speaker of the House of Commons. At the beginning of Charies'

reign, the Speaker, who presided over the Commons'! debates,

'was a royal agent charged with managing the king's business
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iﬁ the Commdns, as the Lord‘Chancellar did in the Lordss. This
accorded with CHarles’tcbncept of Parliameat as a consultative
body. So in 1629, when Charles ordéred Parliamént to adjourn
in order to étop its ecciesiasfiéal interfefénce, Speaker
A?inch had to be forcibly restraiﬁed from carrying out fhewking's
order.l3 By. the time of tHe_LDng Parliamént,‘things had chéng—d
ed. Parliament had ceaéed to think of itself as consultative
and QOW<felf itsel% to be'a iegal force separate from the
king; So when Charles madeihis famous #aid to attempt the
arrest of the ?ive Mambersld'inldefense‘of his £hreatened
.preiagétiye; Spaaker'Lenthall answar@d tﬁe king's iﬁquiry,
" Mayvit please yourIMajésty,I have neither~éyés to see nor
tongue to speak in this place but as this House is pleased'ta
direct me, whose servant I am.hﬁ:a."lS Nét 3US£ a %EQ febeié,
but the whole'spifit of the Commons had méved‘from a Divine
Right tola constitutiﬁnalist‘position.

Another area of conflict Setweén.king and Parliament
was taxéfion.- For several centuries, Parliament had ba&n
given the right to levy taxés.l6 Due to ei%her the skili af -
the ruler or the compliancy of Pérliamént,'this did not cause
any Qnsgrmountabie.pfoblsms béfore 1603. But Stuart ex-
%ravagance and the riéing cost of runniqg a nation—stata
demanded more than Parliament was willing‘td.give.v This wés
especially true when Parliament began tolrealize'fhét it could

~use its financial rights to gain a more effective position in
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in governing the land,.

Stuart theories of monarchy did not allow for this kind
os opposition. Charles believed Dante's arguments that zll
power was committed by Christ to the ruler and to divide that
power was contrary ta his office,17 The king could deiegéte
power, but it remained his and could be recalled at will.
This is what tharlas,did in the face of Parliament's bpposi~
tion and after 1629, in Parliament's absence, he continued
to tax and collect money as though Parliamentary approval werse
unnecessary. Hoyalist Rogar Manwaringla said tﬁat refusal
to pay the king's demands was not Dﬂl& a crime against the state
but a sin against Gﬁd, Parliament impeached hiﬁ, but Charles
ca$e to his rescuec and gave his & crown living in 1628.19

Taxation was also the sourcé of much of ﬁha:les"conflict
in the law courts as well as the occasion of some of the
clearest definitions of the prerogative of a Divine Right
monarch., The king regerded the courts as simply another in-
strument of the r&yal will, Judges werg crown servants, and so
act against the crown was a vieclation of their office. The
judge's chief duty was to maintéin,tha sovereign's authority.
If he did otherwisa, acted to weaken the kiﬁgfs authority, it

was the king's right and duty to remove him.za

~F0r»this Teason
Charles removed Chief Justice Crele in 1626 when the latter
refused to admit the legality cf the forced 10808;22

The seventecnth-century royalist writers held a concept
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0% law that‘conténded that in fha state theée must bé some power
above the law to impose and enforce the law. Law, ;iké-all
other dependent things,‘had to result from anotﬁer outside
itself. In Divine Right thsory, this‘coﬁid only be the king.23
All of the law was an emanation of the king's will. He'Qés
its support and its dnly ﬁrua interpreter. |

The king*s-wiil.ana the law were interchangeable. ALl
law was‘footea"diréctly in tﬁatjwill and was a royal concesss, ..
ion.24 As sich it was éh unilaﬁér&l act of the king.. It was
the king's servant which he gave to his peépla as an instru-
ment.%or the right ordering of their lives.zs The people had .
.no.inharent right to this. It_was a gift of the king that
they might conform to hié, and hence to God's will; vThe subf
ject's only coﬁcern wifh the law was to.observe it;2§’>ﬁll ;aw
Qamé from above, from the éing who was " lex loquens, a living,

"ZT‘The king was " above the law

n28

a speaking, an acting law,.

as the‘authof and giver of sffength thereto.
So if the king wére above the iaw, this lessened his re=-

spohsibility under the law. Though the good king- would delight

to conform himself to the laws that he set for his subjects,

yet there was nc;pﬁwef on earfh that cﬁﬁld hold the king answer-

able, if he did nof. The kingAwas himself author, interpreter,

and enforcer of thé.law, and so there could be no superior

power capable of calling him fo.accohﬁt. 'The king was,faspon~

"sible only to the scurce of his power. " I must avow, " said
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Char%es in June of 1628, " that I owe the account of my action
to God alone. ned
God had set up the king in His almighty wisdom, His
choice of the ruler was a judgment on the people. If the king

was good and rgled justly, the people should be thankful for
God's mércy. If the king were evil, the people sould only
accept his rule as puniéhmant for their sins. But the people
could never obpose‘the king; He was God's appointed ruler,
and to oppose him was to strike against God. As the Clergy
Convocation of 1640 said, " foar subje;ts to bear arms against
their kings, offensive or defensive} upen any pretence whét-
sver, is at leaét to resist the powers which are ordained by
God: and... they shall receive to themselves damnation. w30
The subject could do nothing to resist an evil or oppfessive
king. The king was God's ammointed and must be left to God's
judg&zmenf°

The court that tried Charles I oapenly called this doctrine
into guestion. freviously, kings had been variousiy disposed
of by subjects to whom the ruler had been a threat. But to
formally condemn a reigning monarch by a legal proceeding
was unknawn.31 ‘Ciomwall and the Dtheré who tried the king had
rejecﬁed the theory of tne Divine Right of Kings and held
a king answerble tec the laws like any other man., In their view,
Charles was responsible for the wars, and now they would call

& 32
‘him to account.
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Charles and his party, however, held to their principles.
Lherles denied from the beginning the validityvof the court
and refused to answer the charge. " Let me sees a lsgal author=
ity warranted by the WDrd of Lod, the Scriptures, or warranted
433

by the constitution of the kingdom and I will answer. "

His continued refusal to plead prevented a trial and caused
him to be judged on a technical plea of guilty. His condemn-
ation was met with intense dismay by all royalist and many
others bhesides.

Never was such damnable doctrine vented before in.

the world, for the persons of sovereign Princes

have cever been sacred...even among the most bar-

barous Neticns: and though in many Kingdoms they

have been regulated by force .of arms and some-

times, . .deposed and afterwards privately murder-

ed, yet in no History can we find a parallel for

this, that ever the rage of Rebels extended so far

to bring. their Sovereign lord to public trial and

execution, it being contrary, to the laws of 1"~Jc3‘c1_|3:.§(i

the custom of Nations, and the Sacred Scriptures.®

Charles died a martyr in his own eyes and in those of un-
counted royalists. He was @ martyr nct only of the Anglican
faith, which he dafended against Puritens, but also of the
Jivine Right theory, which- he defended égainst usurping
Parliaments. Charles saw himself as God's annocinted, the
holder of an office next to God's in dignity. The office
had been established by God himself to provide the people with
the true peace of unity and the true liberty of following

God's will. Charles had come to this office by a judgment of

bod, his royal birth, which set him apart as God's appointed
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fuler. All the kingdom was subject to his will, and the
happiness of the péaplé was dependent upoﬁ submission to it.
Their'submissian>must be complete, accepting the bad with the
gooa. For the king was God's own special instrument, and no
earthly force could justly’Oppose him.

This was Charles' view of the theory of the Divine Right
of Kings, a view that he was.willing.to fight for, to suffer for
and to die for. The order of society was so instituted by God
that all things depended on the king. If Charles failed in his
mission, CLnglish society would fall into anarchy and chaos.

To yield his rights would be the worst failure of all. It was
to preserve the unifying power of the king that Charles led
England through eight years of bloody civil war and finally

‘dgave his life.
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