
Section C. In the light of differing interpretations, how convincing do you find the 
view that, divine monarchy had been fundamentally undermined and a 
constitutional monarchy established? To explain your answer, analyse and 
evaluate the material in both extracts, using your own knowledge of the issues. 
 
Extract 1: From J Morrill, The Sensible Revolution, 1688, published 1993. p121. 
(Revisionist historian...this was at best a conservative/sensible revolution 
The Sensible Revolution Of 168889 was a conservative Revolution.  It did not create damaging new rifts in the English Nation 
although it did sharpen and to some extend divisions in Scotland and Ireland that were of lasting consequence.  The 
constitutional settlement and the ecclesiastical settlements were both fudges. It was possible in the 1689 for all kinds of people to 
continue to believe all sorts of contradictory things such as that ; James had been lawfully resisted by his subjects because he 
had violated their civil rights and threatened the true religion or that there had been no resistance in 1688 only passive 
disobedience and that Williams expedition had been intended merely to remonstrate with his uncle about the violations of English 
men's rights and to secure his wife's rights to the succession in the face of a possible the dynastic fraud.  if the actors in 1689 
were confused largely unprincipled living from day to day and scrambling for solutions then there can be no turning point no great 
divide.  The revisionist question precludes the whig answer.  In establishing a new pattern of constitutional relationships many of 
them anticipated,  in creating a new context within which men and women had to make sense of spiritual and moral imperative, 
in crystallising out of the two great parties which in constant evolution would dominate English politics for the next 200 years, 
enforcing a redefinition of England's relationship to Europe and the world, the events of 1688 89 quickened and nurtured a 
distinctive phase in British historical development.  

 
Extract 2: From T Harris, Revolution: The Great Crises of the British Monarchy 
16851720, published 2006. p136  
One scholar has even claimed that the true English Revolution occurred neither in mid century nor in 168889 but in the 
1690s.Historians disagree however over whether such changes were the result of the Glorious Revolution itself or of the 
subsequent war against France, in with England became involved,  The English Monarchy became limited and bureaucratic and 
It ceased to be a personal monarchy in quite the same way it had been under Charles II or James II. Yet in many respects it 
became a monarchy with more real Power as a result of the creation of the fiscal military state and the concomitant ability to 
harness the economic wealth of the country in the service of the Sovereign,  now the the King or Queen in Parliament.  It is in this 
sense that the Glorious Revolution despite the legal conservatism of the Declaration of Rights,truly brought about A 
Revolutionary transformation of the state. 
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Planning your Answer 
 
Source 1 supports the Revisionist view that the events of 1688 was not aGlorious Revolution shown by “The Sensible Revolution                                         
Of 168889 was a conservative Revolution. “. Source 2 challenges this view and supports a Whig interpretation that the events of                                         
1688 were revolutionary this is shown by “It is in this sense that the Glorious Revolution despite the legal conservatism of the                                           
Declaration of Rights, truly brought about A Revolutionary transformation of the state.“ suggesting that divinemonarchy had need                                   
fundamentally undermined and constitutional monarchy established.Themost convincing interpretation is theWhig viewwhich                             
is supported by source 2. 
 
Source 1 offers an over simplistic revisionist view of limited change. This view has some minor evidence to support it For 
example: Source 1 suggests “ The Sensible Revolution Of 168889 was a conservative Revolution“ . They believed also that James 
had violated the civil rights of the people but that the settlement was not revolutionary but ”the constitutional settlement and the 
ecclesiastical settlements were both fudges”. The significance of both the Bill of Rights 1689 and the Act of Settlement of 1701 
changed virtually nothing except the line of succession. If the actors in 1689 were confused largely unprincipled living from day to 
day and scrambling for solutions then there can be no turning point no great divide. Furthermore it is argued that whilst the Bill of 
Rights and the Act of Settlement preserved England’s ‘ancient constitution’ from absolutism of James II and it therefore represented 
the restoration of previous political stability rather than creating an entirely new settlement. In addition, political change resulted from 
James resigning his throne voluntarily. This is further supported by the extract because it says “Williams expedition had been 
intended merely to remonstrate with his uncle about the violations of English men's rights”. Although it was likely that the Commons 
would have managed to secure a majority against James continued reign, the Lords would probably have rejected any proposal. 
clergy would not have approved of a change of personnel resulting in a fudge and much continuity. This is corroborated by source 2 
in which it says “the true English Revolution occurred neither in mid century nor in 168889  “. However, this view has various 
limitations which has been challenged by Source 2. for example: “One scholar has even claimed that the true English Revolution 
occurred … in the 1690s.”. This is showing a Whig view, which is claiming that it was limited to say the Glorious Revolution had a 
sensible impact, and rather that it did have revolutionary consequences and fundamentally undermined divine monarchy and 
established constitutional monarchy. For example the Bill of Rights established many Parliamentary powers over that of the 
monarchy in law, finance and military control and that the Act of Settlement stipulated that “No future foreign monarch was allowed 
to enter England into a war in order to defend the monarch’s native country without the consent of Parliament”, which serves as a 
clear response to the potential threat  William had made to the transition to constitutional monarchy since William had entered 
England into the expensive Nine Years’ War against France. Finally this view is also challenged by source 2 that suggests”The 
English Monarchy became limited and bureaucratic and It ceased to be a personal monarch”. Clearly this revisionist view of a 
sensible revolution plays an important role in understanding the controversy over the Glorious Revolution, but it is arguably not the 
most significant since the changes were of greater significance. 
 
The most convincing view of this controversy is by Source 2 that divine monarchy had been fundamentally undermined                                   
and a Constitutional Monarchy established which is a revisionist view of more revolutionary change. This view as some                                   
major evidence to support it. For example, Source 2 suggests “The English Monarchy became limited and bureaucratic and it                                     
ceased to be a personal monarchy in quite the sameway it had been under Charles II or James II.“.This can be further supported                                                   
the Bill of Rights 1689 confirming parliamentary authority over the monarchy in matters of law, finance and military and by a                                         
condition in the Act of Settlement of 1701 which stated that all matters regarding the governing of Britain had to be discussedwith                                             
the full Privy Council and not decided by the monarch alone. Ironically however Source 2 also states that“Yet inmany respects it                                             
became amonarchy withmore real Power as a result of the creation of the fiscal military state and the concomitant ability to harness                                               
the economic wealth of the country in the service of the Sovereign, now the the King or Queen in Parliament. ”. This is further                                               
supported by a condition that was implemented in the Act of Settlement, which was established towards the end ofWilliam’s reign.                                         
No future foreign monarch was allowed to enter England into a war in order to defend the monarch’s native country without the                                           
consent of parliament. Finally this is partially supported by Source 1 states that “the events of 168889 quickened and nurtured a                                         
distinctive phase in British historical development,”, which corroborates the view expressed in Source 2 that “theGlorious Revolution                                   
despite the legal conservatism of the Declaration of Rights, truly brought about ARevolutionary transformation of the English state.”                                     
However this view has someminor limitations since Source 2 suggests “the true English Revolution occurred neither inmid century                                       
nor in 168889 but in the 1690s”,which is disputed because in 1688MPs plotted and invited over a foreign king to take over without                                                 
establishing clear demarcations between the rights of King and Parliament.. Furthermore although this was a revolution, Whig                                 
historians widely believe that it was bloodless and was met with no resistance amongst citizens.This view is also challenged by                                       
Source 1 that suggests “The Sensible Revolution Of 168889 was a conservative Revolution. Clearly this view is the most                                     
convincing in understanding the controversy over the Glorious Revolution. 
 
The view that ‘divine monarchy had been fundamentally undermined and a constitutional monarchy established’ is very convincing                                 
because it clearly states throughout source 2 that the monarchy became less personal andmore involvedwith parliament as there                                       
was reduced prerogative powers of the Crown. Clearly the Bill of Rights preserved that England’s constitution from the absolutism of                                       
James II, and the Act of Settlement further preserved the succession from Catholicism and absolutism. This contrasts with the                                     
revisionist view that this was a sensible or conservative revolution that retainedmuch of the powers of theMonarchy that were only                                           
revised as the 18th Century progressed. What can be asserted is that it was now a Monarchy of Parliaments choosing since                                         



Parliament decided who the next Monarch would be and through the Mutiny Act Parliament could restrict the Monarchs control of                                       
the Army. Royal interference with the law was now restricted, elections were to be regular and free from the interference of the                                           
monarch and taxation by royal prerogative was theoretically no longer possible. 
 


