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British Monarchy

James VI and I: One Worthy King of Two Kingdoms


James VI is traditionally regarded with high esteem in Scotland, while the historical opinion of James I of England is that he was one of England’s poorer kings.  This vast disparity in opinion is enigmatic: how could James have been so successful in one reign, and such a bitter disappointment in another? Until the 1970’s, the question: ‘Was James VI of Scotland a better king than James I of England?’ would never have been posed; James VI was, without contest, superior.  But in light of recent research, this question becomes relevant.  Failures in England have been evaluated out of context, according to modern researchers.  In Scotland, James VI is nearly unanimously regarded highly.  This paper will show that James’ reigns were comparable, more by contesting his negative reputation in England than by attacking his Scottish achievements.  Moreover, many of his policies in England were similar to those in Scotland, and were implemented with equal success or failure.  On the whole, his reigns in both countries were successful.

The traditional view of James in England, that he quarrelled with Parliament, squandered away royal funds, and naively sought peace with Spain has been challenged.  The peace with Spain, though unpopular, brought new economic opportunities.  James made mistakes in dealing with Parliament, but at other times, he manipulated them with great virtuosity and finesse.  And although the themes of his disputes with Parliament did, at times, resemble those of the civil war, we cannot really blame James for a war that occurred 24 years after his death. In Scotland, the economy improved and relative religious harmony was achieved.  

James played the role of Rex Pacificus in internal affairs as well as abroad, especially in his dealings with religious factions.  The religious issues he faced in his two countries were similar.  First, in each country there was the problem of non-conforming protestant radicals.  Second, there was a Catholic minority that needed to be controlled.  In both Scotland and England, James was tolerant to a higher degree than his predecessors.  When he felt it was necessary to act against radicals, he dealt with the perpetrators firmly- though even then little blood was shed.

A study of James VI religious policy shows remarkable similarities to that of James I.  James became King of England in the wake of Scotland’s conversion from Catholicism to Presbyterianism in 1560.    The issue that would dominate the first 25 years of his kingship, was: should the church be under the control of the state, or run independently?  James would deal with the problem with great political deft, and would approach opposition with the same compromising, albeit stern, mindset with which he would later deal with the puritans in England.

Those who believed the church should be autonomous from the crown, lead by Andrew Melville, were proponents of the ‘Two Kingdoms’ theory: that the secular realm was the king’s domain, but the king of the church was God.  This theory, of course, threatened the authority of the king.  James accepted the idea that the church should have a voice, but sought representation of the clergy at Parliament in the form of Bishops, instead of by an independent religious organization.  In 1592, James agreed to allow a general assembly, consisting mainly of ministers to meet, however, he exercised his power to indicate the time and location of the assembly to control its activities: “He called them at short notice…and above all turned up in person, arranging agendas so that the most contentious issues were left to the end, thus giving himself time to lobby and pressurize.”
  This is an excellent example of James’ ability to compromise, while still retaining a high degree of authority.  Finally in 1610, a compromise was reached whereby bishops acted as administrators for the church, but a general assembly was still allowed.  The compromise was a success:  “The evidence all suggests that the combination of bishop with presbyteries worked well and that under their joint direction, kirk sessions operated more widely and more effectively than ever before...and to style it “The Jacobean compromise”…gives suitable credit to its ingenious architect.”
  This peace did not come without some use of force on the part of the king.  He jailed Melville several times, and there were the aforementioned threats to ministers.  Yet compared with the severity of Charles I and Elizabeth I towards dissenters, James’ use of force was mild.  Indeed, Melville spent the last eleven years of his life a free man.

England’s war with Spain increased the importance of Scottish policy towards Catholics.  There were noble Catholics in Scotland who were known to have been plotting with the Spanish, most notably, the Early of Huntly.  The English would see any pro-Catholic manoeuvring by Scotland as a violation of the Anglo-Scottish peace treaty of 1586.  It perplexed the English that James did not take stronger steps to control Huntly, a known conspirator.  Lee argues that the leniency he extended to Huntly was one of James’ great mistakes.  But James maintained a delicate political balance: “Persistent favour to the leading catholic earl, to the kirk, and to [Elizabeth]…allowed the king to play off catholic against protestant in government in court circles, create a means of pressurizing kirk, while using the kirk to control the excesses of [the Catholics] and keep Elizabeth guessing about his foreign policy.  It is the supreme example of his ability to maintain political and ecclesiastical equilibrium, through the unlikely medium of the most powerful catholic in Scotland.”
  Though the all-important peace with England may have been strained, it was never broken.

James was ahead of his time in attempting to accommodate Catholics and Protestants in England.  He told Cecil that he would “never allow my conscience that the blood of any man shall be shed for diversity of opinions in religion.”  Although James wrote so prolifically, and it is often difficult to sort out what spoken or written dogma actually manifested in practices, Nicholls argues that James did act on this particular sentiment: “The years 1603-1625 show him actually pursuing the remarkably ambitious goal of Christian unity…allowed him to make men of all persuasion suspect he had their interests at heart.”
 C. Lee agrees that James’ religious policy “was a more relaxed attitude to different religious persuasions in England.”

According to Wormald: “…his reign was a quiescent time for the church, between the troubled periods under Elizabeth and Charles I.”
  One may wonder how a reign in which Catholics attempted to blow up Parliament, Jesuits were expelled, and puritans so actively pursued reform could be characterized as quiescent.  Yet many of James’ actions against Catholics were supported by Parliament.  In exiling the Jesuits, James was pursuing a less severe policy than many members of Parliament were pressing for.  “Yet even against the Jesuits, James inclined to a moderate course, inasmuch as he had a clear policy in the matter, the king saw it as a problem to be solved by expulsion rather than execution.”
 At the time, there were a mere 40,000 Catholics in England, and they were detested in the eyes of the Anglican majority.  That James was granting them more freedom was a political risk, but is it not more important that Catholics be spared their lives than for James to be popular?  


 James demonstrated tact in dealing with the puritans of England.  Upon his arrival in England, he received a petition from puritans lobbying for reforms in liturgy and reform.  These objections were not received with nearly as open an ear by Elizabeth. James agreed to meet with puritan representatives and the bishops, representing the Anglican Church, to discuss these reforms at the Hampton Court Conference in 1604.  This was an environment in which he could succeed:  he was a skilled debater, and utilized this ability often in Scotland often when dealing with legislators there.  At least 15 points were resolved at the conference, most significantly, James commissioned the King James Bible.  One of the most vehement critics of the conference, Hugh Ross Williamson, writes that “…the conference deserves equal fame for the puritan defeat in other matters, since the origin of the civil war lies hear.”
  Other critics point to the radical puritans not satisfied by the conference, to Parliament that did subsequently object to some of the unresolved issues, the ministers stripped of their jobs for non-conformity, and James inflexibility to future alterations.  But these criticisms are cavils, and miss the most important aspects of the conference: first, the fact that a monarch would condescend to preside over and participate in a religious forum is a tribute to James’ open-mindedness.  It is true that there were dissenters, but this comprised a very small minority: “80 ministers, less than one percent of the total number were deprived of their living for refusing to…conform in matters of dress and ceremonies.”
 The measures taken by Mary and Elizabeth towards religious foes were far more stringent.  Although there were Parliamentary objections, “…there was no repetition of the repeated puritan efforts of Elizabethan times to alter the church’s liturgy… by Parliamentary legislation.”
  Historians have wisely considered Williamson’s claim that the Hampton Conference was a harbinger to the civil war as beneath consideration.



So James emerges in both Scotland and England as a king willing to compromise on religious matters, and who will be firm, but (rarely) fatal in pursuing his goals.  In both countries, he worked to strength the official religion, and would offer toleration, but by no means equality, to minority religions.  Finally, he would punish dissenters and radicals, but the punishment was usually imprisonment or banishment instead of death.  

Much has been written about James poor relationship to and understanding of the English Parliament.   But yet again, modern scholarship casts a different light on the subject.  Major issues of contention between the crown and Parliament during James reign include the unification of Scotland and England and impositions.  Moreover, historians often point to the fact that James saw himself as an absolute monarch, and that he believed the existence of Parliament was a privilege rather than a right.  Although there are primary sources that support this assertion, there is also an overwhelming amount of evidence suggesting James valued Parliament and respected the idea of balanced powers.  Finally, much of the frustration James had for Parliament must be seen in context:  buearocracy was slow and sessions would often degenerate to shouting matches.  

Impositions were not new in England.  Mary first imposed the tax, and Elizabeth also depended on them for income.  The issued came to the fore when a merchant challenged the legality of impositions in 1606.  The judge awarded James the victory because it was within the royal prerogative to impose the tax.  In 1610, impositions became an issue in Parliament.  More specifically, it was an issue in the House of Commons:  The House of Lords supported the king.  There were fears expressed by some members that impositions were the device of an absolute monarchy. Yet impositions had a precedent in the monarchs preceding James. The battle for impositions came up again in 1614 at the Addled Parliament.  Traditionally, this Parliament is cited as a major showdown, where Parliament refuses to subsidize James unless he puts an end to impositions.  The traditional view that the Commons were uniformly opposed to the king is not true.  The Commons were far from a unanimous force, “By my count, the speakers in the final debate on where to grant the king an immediate supply were 14 on each side.” 
  


James’ greatest failure in legislation was his attempt to form a union between Scotland and England.  From the perspective of the English, the idea that their sovereign Kingdom could have anything in common with the inferior Scots was ludicrous: it was not so long ago that the two had been at war.  There were some practical issues to consider:  would Scottish poverty be a heavy burden on the English?  Were Scots entitled to English jobs and education?  Neither were the Scots enthusiastic.  They feared that an alliance with a country so much stronger than their own would lead to English hegemony.



Historians do offer defences to soften the blow, but are unanimous in deeming the move to unionise as premature.  Durston points out that James remained in contact with the English Parliament throughout the affair, that he was clear in his intent that England would be favoured in some policy areas (though this did not please the Scots any), and that not only the Commons, but the Privy Council (including Cecil) were secretly against a union too, making life all the more difficult for James.   It may be argued that it was the Council’s fault in not advising James better, as James himself would later say “I was led by the old counsellors that I found which the old queen had left, there was a misleading between us, which bred an abruption.”  Yet James stubbornly persisted until 1608 in pushing the issue.  Smith praises James for giving up “…he was able to recognize when to make a political retreat.”
.  But this is five years after he began work on the proposal, James should have recognized the project as flawed far earlier. So like Hilary Clinton’s efforts at forcing socialized medicine through the US Congress, James’ unionisation scheme was vastly ahead of its time, but a total failure at the time.


Historically the most controversial issue separating the king and Parliament was an ideological one.  To this day, James I is portrayed as an arrogant absolutist monarch, who despised Parliament.   But revisions historians warn of falling into the trap of finding links from James to the civil war that do not really exist.  In making their case for James’ perception of himself as an absolutist monarch, historians often cite James’ speech to Parliament on March 21, 1610: “…the state of monarchy is the supremest thing upon Earth, and sit upon God’s throne, but even by God himself, they are called Gods.”  But, argues David Smith “None of his utterances has suffered so badly over the centuries from selective quotation.”
  Indeed, for James goes on to qualify this statement: “…every just king is bound to observe that paction made to his people by the law,….for a king of England to despise the Common Law, it is to neglect his own crown.”  Another frequently cited manifestation of James overstepping his bounds is the famous Goodwin vs. Fortescue case of 1604.    Briefly, the case was at a deadlock and James interceded ordering Parliament to consult with the House of Lords.  The Commons expressed their irritation at James’ intervention to James, who told them that he “had no purpose to impeach their privilege, but since they derived all matters of privilege from him, he expected they should not turn against him.”  The Commons wrote up a document on their position with regards to privilege, the king attempted to clarify his position:  “Carries as great respect to Parliaments privileges as any prince ever did.”  According to Willson, the event “augured ill for the future, for James at once broke every rule that caution should have dictated”
 and that James had “lost much and gained nothing.”
   Yet more recent research by Munden has debunked Willson’s ominous forecasts “James did not seriously sour the attitude of the Commons towards their new king.”  James may have incited Parliamentary anger, but he later placated them, and the relationship between king and Parliament was not significantly strained by the event. 


James frustration with Parliament stemmed partly from his experience with Scotland’s Parliament.  Wormald suggests that: “The Scottish Parliament was apparently more effective at getting business done.  In England, the very sophistication of Parliament…made it unwieldy.”
  James once vented his impatience to Gondomar, the Spanish ambassador: ‘members [of the Commons] give their opinions in a disorderly manner.  At their meetings nothing is heard but cries, shouts and confusion.  I am surprised that my ancestors should ever have permitted such an institution to come into existence.’  This letter is not a sincere wish for an absolute monarchy, but merely a statement of the truth: “Many of the [MP’s] were inexperienced, had no understanding of what they were trying to do, other than to do it as noisily as possible.”
  James may have been one of the rare leaders who, if he was less restricted by Parliament and had more power, would have used that power benevolently.  “There was a clash between a king with long experience of rule and his new subjects, confident in the rightness of their political approach,”
 suggesting it was not the case that the foreign born James was not equipped to deal with Parliament, it was that Parliament was not equipped to deal with James.

Finally it is worth pointing out that even though James was frustrated by Parliament, he did not actively try to avoid it.  During his reign, Parliament met for a total of 36 months, the same amount of time as during Elizabeth’s reign, which was over 20 years longer.
  James did make mistakes with Parliament:  his attempt at unionisation was a disaster.  But unionisation may be counted as a failure for both James VI and James I, and therefore does not cast a light on which of James reigns may have been superior.  He was slow in adapting to a much more sophisticated Parliament than the one in Scotland.  But the idea that a king alone was responsible for the disputes is untrue, it takes the proverbial ‘two to tango.’  Parliament was somewhat more tolerant of the regal Elizabeth than the foreign-born James, and would cling to outdated policies. Moreover, James was not the first English monarch to battle with Parliament: “Just as Elizabeth’s differences with her Parliaments should not be minimized, so James’ should not be exaggerated.”
  Most importantly, there was not a unified Parliamentary movement against James on most issues, the war with Spain being a notable exception.


I shall not contest James’ poor ability in handling royal finances.  However, his financial mismanagement was present in Scotland, it was not unique to England.  Moreover, his reputation in England is exaggerated.  Jenny Wormald brought to light James vice in Scotland with a correspondence between James VI and the exchequer.  In response to James’ request for a financial report, the exchequer replied that James should “begin to prove as careful of your own necessity as your majesteies has done and daily does of others.”
  A sentiment which would be echoed by James’ English treasure Salisbury: “Sir, though the liberality and goodness that lieth in you are virtues, worth of you as you are a great king, yet they are somewhat improper for this kingdom, which being compared with other monarchies may certainly be counted potent, but not opulent”.


When James was crowned king, he inherited a £400,000 debt from Elizabeth.  In fact, there was an increasing deficit in Elizabeth’s last years, so that it may have been convenient to blame James’ the smelly Scot for the economic woes, but some of the burden must partly fall on the warring Virgin Queen.  James’ spending was not unprecedented: “James I’s annual expenditure was equivalent to Henry VII, and less than Henry VIII.”
  Yet still, this does not excuse the fact that James made “his household at least £80,000 more expensive” that that of Elizabeth’s, his disproportional shelling out of pensions’ for Scots and a £16,000 funeral for Prince Henry.


It is difficult to compare the welfare of the national economies under James.  More accurately, it is difficult to know which national financial trends may be attributed to James, and which were beyond the control of the monarch.  In general, James’ administration improved Scotland’s economy.  James work in establishing a more central government nourished Scotland’s economy.  Lythe writes glowingly that “An industrial history of the Scotland of James VI…would present a nation bursting with entrepreneurial skill, new technology and insatiable customers,”
 and that “The economic heart of Scotland was beating more soundly in 1625 that it had in 1567: indeed more soundly than it had ever beaten before.”
  Yet even at this economic zenith, Scotland was still vastly underdeveloped compared with the contingent and England.  Smith points out that prices rose 400% between 1550 and 1625, and that the country was still 80% agrarian when James died.  According to Lythe, James removed the two main obstacles to economic development, turbulent foreign relations and domestic strife by delivering peace with England in 1586 and relative religious stability at home.  Finally, James’ centralizing of Scottish government brought a focus to economic policy that previously did not exist.


Despite James’ extravagance, the English economy was more or less stable under his administration.  James met with financial problems that were not altogether his fault. He was at a disadvantage in that he inherited a declining economy due to the costly war with Spain.    He did, of course, exacerbate the situation, but he made some wise moves too.  According to Smith, the English reaped economic benefits from the peace with Spain.  This came in the form of increased trade with Spain, and greater freedom to “explore and exploit.” Most notably English traders had expanded access to the New World.  Smith also points out a commercial trade treaty with France.  On the other hand, there were recessions, especially in the 1620’s, and even food shortages throughout the period, but they occurred in intervals and of a magnitude not uncommon in the time.


So when comparing the health of Scotland and England’s economy under James, there is an apparent trend: the much-criticized peace that James brought bred new economic opportunities in his realms.  In England, he was hampered by his spend-thrifty ways, but he suffered from the same flaw in Scotland, as has been shown.  In the arena of economics, we are forced to conclude a draw between James VI and James I.


On James’ pursuit of a Spanish wife for his son, Whig and revisionist historians are in agreement: it was an enormous mistake.  Even Maurice Lee, perhaps James’ greatest advocate, refers to the blunder as “The most serious tactical error [James] ever made in the conduct of his foreign policy.”
  The effort at achieving this union came in the wake of the highly successful marriage of James’ daughter, Elizabeth, to the protestant Frederick V, Elector Palatine of the Rhine.  Houston argues that James though he would achieve a balance of power if each of his offspring was married to royalty of opposing religious factions.
  But in this matter, James was naïve.  He should have had the foresight to know that these two factions would inevitably war, and that he would be stuck in the middle.


Sorting out the complexities of the affairs of the continent between 1620-1625 is beyond the scope of this paper.  Briefly, in 1619 Frederick (James’ son in law) was offered the crown of Bohemia.  Frederick accepted, despite James’ adamant objections.  Frederick was a poor leader, and incensed the Empire, leaving James in an awkward position: he detested Frederick, and loathed to take part in a war on his behalf, yet he also had to protect his daughter.  Some historians suggest that James should not have become involved, but with the death of his son Henry fresh in his mind, non-intervention was not an option. When the bungling Frederick did inevitably provoke the empire, James rested all his hope in the idea that Spain (the ally of the Empire) would intercede and help James rescue the foolish Frederick, and more importantly Elizabeth.  James’ plan was to threaten the Spanish with war if they did not comply, though he did not really want a war.  But to wage a war, he needed Parliamentary support, and Parliament, unlike James, very much wanted a war with Spain.  Parliament demanded the pre-condition for waging a war (which was James’ bluff), that the marriage negotiations with the Spanish princess be called off.  James stubbornly insisted that Charles would marry the Infanta, and the result was a disaster.  A heated exchange followed between King and Parliament ensued.  The king, furious with the audacity of Parliament ordered them not to “…treat of matters concerning government…and not to deal with the match of our dear son with the daughter of Spain.”  Parliament took this letter as an assault on their privileges: “The Liberties, Franchises, Privileges and Jurisdiction of Parliament are the ancient and undoubted Birthright and Inheritance of the Subjects of England.”  The King further backfired: “Your privileges were derived from the grace and permission of our ancestors and us.”
  With Parliament and the king at odds, there could be no chance of war, or more importantly to James, no threat of war against Spain.  This, of course, delighted Spain.  James’ mistakes were compounded by the foolishness of others, especially Frederick.  James knew it was a mistake for Frederick to accept the crown of Bohemia.  James certainly could not have predicted that Frederick would later seek refuge in The Hague.  This was the worst place for him to go.  With Spain at war with the Netherlands, the flight of Frederick could not have helped James’ negotiations with Spain.  Maurice Lee lashes out in frustration: “Historians who criticize James…should in fairness point out that the policies of many of his contemporaries were equally or even more mistaken and that some of James’ errors stemmed from his failure to realize just how stupid some of his contemporaries were.”
  It would not be until the war hungry Charles (but indeed- the entire country wanted war) became king that war would break out.  


What was it, then, that motivated the authors of 1066 And All That to dub James a “Bad King”?  The answer is a combination of several factors: most importantly, his predecessor and his successor. In Scotland, James’ prestige increased when he received the British crown.  Without doubt, his reign was successful in Scotland, but perhaps not enough credit is given to the Earl of Dunbar, who was responsible for implementing James’ decrees in Scotland.  In England, James had the unfortunate fate of reigning immediately after Elizabeth, who had elevated to a nearly god-like status in the eyes of much of the public, and Charles, the anti-thesis.    Elizabeth was popular, but there were those (especially in the Commons), who had less than favourable opinions on many of her policies, but were willing to put up with them under her.  This toleration would not be extended to the Scot.  It fell upon James to remedy some of the problems (e.g. outdated system of taxation, the Spanish problem and the puritan movement) that had been allowed to fester under Elizabeth.  James’ style of leadership was also incompatible with that of Elizabeth’s.  Elizabeth had done much to promote the image of her office:  she would make appearance with great pomp, never appeared in less than the finest habiliments.  James’ speech impediment, bluntness, alleged homosexuality, and the crudity of his hunting expeditions did not have a positive effect on his image, and he would suffer the wrath of the historians:  “…his ungainly presence, mumbling speech and dirty ways did not inspire respect.  Reports of his blatantly homosexual attachments and his alcoholic excesses were diligently spread back to a horrified country side,”
 writes Stone.   We already know the verdict of Yeatman and Sellar:   “James I slobbered at the mouth and had favourites; he was, thus, a bad King.”
  Finally, there is Williamson, who is the least sympathetic: “James I, shambling untidily between the Virgin Queen and the Martyr King, has the air of a grotesque in the pageant of English Monarchs.”


Yet historians would not have dwelt on James’ character defects were it not for the precedent set by Anthony Weldon, the king’s first (unofficial) biographer:  “he was…fat enough, his tongue too large for his mouth, …he never washed his hands…his legs were weak…his walk ever circular.”   This was to be the primary impression of James for years to come.  


Tracing cause and effect back one step further, Weldon’s ideas may not have been so easily absorbed by a less xenophobic England.    Unfortunately, the British looked at the Scots with overwhelming condescension and hostility.  Wormald writes of the attempt at unionisation: “…the debate over the name ‘Britain’ brought contempt for the Scots clearly into the open, a contempt heightened by the embarrassing failure of England to conquer this inferior race.”
  Durston contends that xenophobia was common of both MP’s and the Privy Council,
 and Lawerence Stone writes that “As a hated Scot, James was suspect to the English from the beginning.”
  Imagine the difficulty of the situation James is in.  He faces immediate hostility from the governing bodies because of his race, his advisor Weldon, who he rightfully fires goes on to claim his revenge on James by writing a one-sided tract which is considered part of the foundation for future historians.  James has hardly received a fair trial.


Finally, the impulse of historians to trace causes of the civil war to James have contributed to James’ ignominious reputation.  Even Gardiner writes that James’ actions “sowed the seeds of revolution and disaster.”
  This is not so. His relationship with Parliament was strained at times, but the supposition that Parliament was divided into government and opposition as early as the reign of  James is unfounded.  Houston asserts that “revisionists have shown.…that the connection between James and the causes of the civil war is remote.”
  Indeed, the only fault that can be positively pinned on James with regard to the civil war is poor parenting.

Modern historians have painted a nearly opposite picture of James than the traditionalists.  These scholars write of a James who is wise and political, who brings peace to England who is not responsible for the civil war.  Maurice Lee, in his biography of James, writes in the opening pages that James “…be it said at once, a successful king.”  Houston reaches a similar conclusion: “James was a successful ruler.”
.  Conrad Russell takes the radical view that James was ”…as successful as Queen Elizabeth, or even more so.”
  Lockyer takes a slightly more, but on the whole positive position that “There are no grounds for calling [James] ‘James the Great’, but…James’ subjects were lucky to have him as their king.”

So where does this leave us?  Clearly James was not as bad a king of England as earlier historians suspected.  His ability to achieve relative religious harmony and his elusion of conflict abroad must be counted as successes.  He had his failures too: the Spanish marriage fiasco, and his finances.  Although James cannot be exonerated from these losses, he was at least in part a victim of circumstances beyond his control.  In some cases, his successes and failure in Scotland were the same as those in England: the unionisation debacle, his poor business acumen, religious tranquillity and international peace.  Now, at least, we can answer Jenny Wormald’s question: James VI and James I were indeed the same king.


How does one gauge the success of a monarch?  Is James’ success in centralizing power in Scotland a greater gain than his failed border policy?  Should the fact that he was one of the only English monarchs without a war outweigh his poor relationship with Parliament?  In the eyes of this historicus pacificus, the answer is a definite yes.  The fact that so little blood was shed in his reign is an extraordinarily underemphasized point, which qualifies him as a successful king in both nations.  The unprecedented prosperity of Scotland under James VI is matched by the unprecedented peace of England James I.  In the words of Gardiner: “To him belongs a place amongst those who heralded the dawn of a new era, when differences of religion should no longer be regarded as reasons for war.”
  Amen.
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