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Preface

Armies were the agencies of modern European statehood. Navies transported them across the Atlantic (and around the world) to conquer colonies and command empires. The Governors-General depicted the military nationalization of England and the militant organization of its emerging empire, from the royal arquebusiers’ defeat of the northern earls’ tribesmen in 1569 down to the imperial compromise between the armed executive and the civilian legislatures in 1681. The central finding of The Governors-General—that Anglo-America was an empire and, like all modern empires, was administered by the army officer corps—has been called “the most provocatively revisionist interpretation of the British Empire to appear in this century, so sweeping that if it is finally accepted, even the history of the realm will have to be restructured to give greater weight to the army and much less to the county community.” In Lord Churchill’s Coup, that restructuring moves toward the eighteenth century to recast the so-called “Glorious Revolution” of 1688 (in England) and 1689 (in America) as a military coup and the beginning of a hundred years of war for American empire.1

In the age of European empire, war was the adjustor of competing colonial claims. In centuries of endemic imperial conflict, war drove the cycles of both economics and politics. In the new states mobilized for empire, war recruited, educated, and culled the new bureaucratic, meritocratic, militarized elite. War, therefore, ought to provide the narrative thread and the analytical impulse of overarching accounts of the Anglo-American empire. Yet only recently has 1676: The End of American Independence has been credited with “the rediscovery of war” as the driving force in the western world during the century prior to American independence. Lord Churchill’s Coup finds war and warriors at the center of the public life of Anglo-America as our ancien régime begins.2

As this set of subjects suggests, much of what follows is a narrative of Anglo-American events (there were no distinct “English” or “American” histories until the American revolution eventuated in Jacksonian democracy). Only extended narrative can convey that depth of detail which authenticates historical rediscovery. The same reviewer of 1676 who applauded “the rediscovery of war” invoked the name of Francis Parkman, the master narrator of England and France in North America. Parkman has never had an equal as a history painter, but if the composition, the excitement, and the humanity of our past are to be recovered for the enlightenment and enjoyment of the present, he should have more emulators. What Parkman never forgot is that personality is the lifeblood of history.

Events, tendencies, and ideas were personified in 1676. “17th century practitioners of Realpolitik,” such as James, duke of York, were “unexpected.” Others, like Garacontié of Onondaga, are “fascinating.” New to the American story is the protagonist of Lord Churchill’s Coup, John Churchill. These figures embody a conviction that individuals matter in history. As responsibility is personal, so change and consequence can be ascribed to persons, both as types and as actors. The unlikely alliance of the English absolutist, the Iroquoian aristocrat, and the Anglican officer to defend the American frontier against Louis XIV’s aggression defined the boundaries of American empires until 1794. The alliance of the sovereign, the sachem, and the soldier, extended beyond the Restoration Empire by the greatest general of the age, also imposed centuries of anglican cultural hegemony on North America.3

Both the Iroquoian sphere and the Anglo-American were essentially religious regimes. These confessional cultures pursued the goal of perpetual peace by unending war. Such was the unity of transatlantic culture by the second half of the seventeenth century, that both the league of the Longhouse and the empire of the English were riven by the counter-reformation of European Catholicism. Religious rivalry motivated empire and incited war. In underdeveloped polities, then and now, religion and force prevail in public life, churches and armies are dominant institutions. Anglo-America was just such a primitive polity in 1688. Where priests and soldiers prevailed, “sugar and tobacco” could not be more important than “politics, war, and religion.” Yet this is the mercantile mirage of the prevailing historical paradigm.4

In its place Lord Churchill’s Coup places the hierarchies of the army and the church. These ordered institutions prevailed both in the politics of Stuart court and in the administration of the American colonies. The authoritarian alliance of the episcopacy and the officers with the Stuart monarchs was execrated by traditional elites—landed aristocrats and urban patriciates—in their parliaments and assemblies, as well as by religious dissenters and republican rebels. As the violent presages of lord Churchill’s coup proved, however, the opponents of absolutism were helpless to resist a modern monarchy so long as the king could rely upon “the black coats and the red coats.” But uniformed support for the king was conditional upon his preservation of the Anglican monopoly of office. When a bigoted Catholic sought absolute sovereignty in order to impose the counterreformation on an Anglican empire, the priests defected and the soldiers deserted. A religiously driven military coup, the Protestant putsch of 1688, felled James II.

Across the Atlantic, where extreme underdevelopment mandated even larger roles for religion and for force than they did in England, copycat coups toppled the various experiments in authoritarianism that had been imposed on American provinces in the wake of 1676. Yet, in America as in England, the advent of war with France limited the constitutional conclusions of lord Churchill’s coup to a restoration of the imperial settlement of 1681. These post-exclusion constitutional compromises, in England and America, between authoritarian executive and elite parliaments, became the political parameters of the coming century, with one major militant modification. On both sides of the Atlantic, the forcible lessons of the coup, followed by the all-consuming war with France, rapidly institutionalized the military and its officers, regular and provincial, in the imperial polities. Instantly, military expenditure and army administration became the largest concerns of Anglo-American governance.

“The chief” of the politicized military officers was the premier of the putsch, John Churchill. As he continued his ascent from page to prince, he still personified the evolution of a militarized and meritocratic bureaucracy. Its leaders had emerged as the administrative “new class” of the Restoration Empire. Led by Churchill, as the duke of Marlborough and a prince of the empire, they became an oligarchy in the age of Anne. The most aspirant and accomplished officers of this new class, the men of Marlborough’s staff, impressed English empire and Augustan culture on an anglicizing America, Marlborough’s America.

Stephen Saunders Webb
Stella Point, Amherst Island
November 5, 1994
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Introduction

JOHN CHURCHILL rose through the disreputable Restoration court to become the greatest subject in Europe, the ablest general of the age, the first minister of Great Britain, and the arbiter of Augustan America. Churchill ascended from utter obscurity to princely power, wealth, and rank by the sword. In 1667, the favor of the duke of York made Churchill an ensign in the royal bodyguard. He was a colonel in eight years, a general in eleven. As the military favorite of James Stuart, duke of York and king of England, Churchill was an executor of absolutism. His identity with militant monarchy was enhanced because, from 1673 to 1675, Churchill received his advanced military training, found battlefield glory, and won rapid promotion in the mercenary service of Louis XIV, the would-be dictator of Europe and America. Churchill then became James Stuart’s envoy to the French Hitler. He forwarded the secret diplomacy by which the two Catholic absolutists sought to secure James’s succession to the imperial throne.

How much Colonel Churchill knew of the Catholic cousins’ intent to have James restore the old religion in England as the ideological heart of absolutism is unknowable, but Churchill’s growing alarm was closely linked to American developments. At the outset of Churchill’s public life the only apparent alternative to authoritarian rule was anarchy. Such had been the lesson of the civil war and interregnum. As the Restoration wore on and the Atlantic world widened, however, political alternatives were tested in America and the imperial stakes there rose. After his return from France in 1675, Churchill was ever more involved in the military administration of English America. The American outcomes of the absolutist entente between Louis and James increasingly alarmed this soldier-diplomat. Churchill was ambitious for himself and for his nation. To both, America represented the future. Churchill grew increasingly unwilling to abandon the American future to France.

In 1685, James ascended the imperial throne and Churchill succeeded his master as the chief executive of the Hudson’s Bay Company. During Churchill’s governorship the Hudson’s Bay Company became the most profitable and aggressive of English enterprises in America, and lord Churchill became the outspoken opponent of the 1686 Treaty of American Neutrality between James II and Louis XIV. In Churchill’s eyes “the Treaty of Whitehall” rewarded French aggression on every contested frontier in America. The treaty established interventionist principles that would endanger whichever of England’s colonies the French king might covet. Already, King Louis publicly, violently, coveted all the contested frontiers between England and France from the sub-Arctic to the Lesser Antilles. In Hudson Bay, in Newfoundland and in Maine, in the Anglo-Iroquoian condominium of the Great Lakes basin (and its marchlands west and south to the Mississippi and the Gulf), and in the West Indies, lay England’s makeweights against the otherwise overwhelming might of France. So lord Churchill resisted his master’s willingness to concede the American future to France.

Resistance to France entailed resistance to Catholicism. Churchill’s opposition to French imperialism was doubled when he realized that King James was sacrificing America to purchase King Louis’s help in imposing Catholicism on England. That imposition had political as well as spiritual objectives. Counter-reformation, in the eyes of the two kings, was essential to complete monarchy’s restoration. So it was as an Anglican and as a patriot, as a legalist and as an imperialist, that Churchill overcame gratitude and duty to challenge King James over America.

To all other appearances, during the twenty years from 1667 to 1687 in which John Churchill advanced from page to baron and from ensign to general in James Stuart’s service, he was the sharp sword of his royal master’s authoritarian intent. A year after being commissioned to carry the colors in the king’s own company of the Guards, Churchill went out to soldier in Tangier, the particularly authoritarian outpost that James supervised. In 1672, Ensign Churchill fought against the Dutch aboard James’s own flagship at Sole Bay and was promoted captain of a company of the royal duke’s own marines. In 1673, Churchill took his company to France to fight for Louis XIV against the Dutch. He returned to England as a French colonel in 1675 and entered James’s household. The subsequent interlude of pseudo-alliance and Protestant league with the Dutch introduced Colonel Churchill to William of Orange, the Protestant champion. The brief episode of the Triple Alliance only emphasized Protestant and parliamentary fear and hatred of Churchill’s Catholic master, and of the monarchy and the military. The exclusion parliament drove King Charles to exile the duke of York. Colonel Churchill (accompanied by his new wife, Sarah Jenyns, maid of honor to the duchess) followed his master to Flanders. Two years later, in 1681, James was transferred to Scotland. “Church” (as the duke called his Anglican aide) followed him once more. He shared in the duke’s harsh rule of the northern kingdom. After Churchill successfully negotiated James’s recall to Charles’s court, he saved the duke from the wreck of the Gloucester.

Back at his brother’s court, James helped to inspire “the Stuart Revenge.” The royal reaction against attempted exclusion and resurgent republicanism destroyed civic self-rule in old England and New. The Restoration Empire’s assault on local autonomy was typical of those challenges to local self-government that marked the progress of absolutism in the Atlantic world. Churchill was a strong link in the military chain of command by which the absolutists tried to displace the traditional ruling classes. Churchill was the most talented of the English army officers who repressed rebels against militant monarchy. As the armed agent of an authoritarian executive, Colonel Churchill helped to dispatch the duke’s marines to Virginia in 1676 and to convey Covenanters to Carolina after 1679, even before the crisis of his master’s accession to the imperial throne.

Anticipating rebellion if not civil war on the accession of an avowedly Catholic king, in 1683 the crown recalled to England its most professional troops, the great garrison of Tangier. The Tangerines took control of the port cities of the south and east, and made possible the development of a field army in England. One of the elite units of that new army was the Royal Dragoons, whose cadres Churchill took from the Tangier Horse. His dragoon officers, ardent Anglicans and veteran soldiers, became the core of their colonel’s own military “connection.” That connection found its essential aegis, a royal patroness, when, in the same year, the duke of York’s younger daughter, Princess Anne, married Prince George of Denmark. John and Sarah Churchill became the guiding spirits of the Denmark household. Its members came to constitute a countercourt, a military and political focus for succession politics.

Two years later, in 1685, Protestant and republican rebels rose to reject the Catholic James’s accession to the imperial throne. Churchill and his dragoons crushed the rebels at Sedgemoor, eviscerated the survivors after the Bloody Assizes, and marched transportees in slave coffles for shipment to America. New England was excepted as already overinfected with puritan rebels. Instead the northern colonies were incorporated into a French-style dominion. The most notorious of the Tangerines, Colonel Piercy Kirke, lord Churchill’s subordinate at Sedgemoor, was named to command the dominion of New England. Because he had sold pardons to rebels, however, Kirke was superseded by James’s former governor of New York, the author of the Anglo-Iroquoian Covenant Chain, Churchill’s old messmate and present colleague in the suppression of Monmouth’s revolt, Sir Edmund Andros. England had had its dragonnade, New England its dominion. The parallel with France was all but complete. Authoritarianism needed only Catholicism to become absolutism.

King James rapidly embarked on a Catholicizing course. Lord Churchill was forced to choose between his conscience and his king. In the spring of 1687, at the apogee of his meteoric rise through James Stuart’s service to a commanding position in the Restoration Empire, as a middle-aged general and a consummate courtier, lord Churchill made the most important decision of his life and age. He offered his services to William of Orange, the Protestant champion of Europe, if William would invade England to save it from King James’s campaign to Catholicize the army and so to dragoon the empire of England.

England’s leading soldier joined her most militant clerics to resist Catholicism. Lord Churchill openly facilitated the efforts of the American diocesan, Henry Compton, bishop of London, to protect Princess Anne from the crude Catholic canvass of her father the king and her stepmother, the devout Mary of Modena. Secretly, authorized by his confessor, Francis Turner, bishop of Ely, and under the aegis of Princess Anne, Churchill began to recruit the most Protestant and professional army officers for a putsch to protect their religion and the law (the law that preserved the Anglican monopoly of office, spiritual, military, and civil).

Disaffection on so large a scale could not be kept secret for long, but it was discounted by King James. He relied on the erastianism of the established church, the professional duty of the officer corps, and the gratitude of the “new class” of administrators whom he had raised from obscurity. James was a good general, a competent admiral, and (for a king) a splendid administrator, but he had never had much political sense and he had no liking for legalism. The English governing class was Anglican by law. To destroy that monopoly by fiat, as James attempted to do in 1687, might not be illegal, for his courts agreed that the king could dispense with the law, but it was unconstitutional, for the English state and the Church of England had been identical for a century and a half.

To preserve the church and the constitution, and to defy Catholicism and France, lord Churchill pledged that the military-political connection which Princess Anne emblemized would hamstring the defense of the realm against Prince William’s invasion. William landed unopposed at Torbay on November 5, 1688, because the Channel Fleet had been paralyzed by the extension of the army conspiracy to the navy by Churchill’s brother and by the kinsmen and brother officers of lord Churchill’s co-conspirators. Then, between November 15 and 23, Churchill led hundreds of his Protestant, professional, patriotic officer comrades in a mass desertion from the field army of King James to that of Prince William. Abandoned by its professional officer elite and threatened by an invading army, King James’s army collapsed. A series of garrison revolts seized the ports and citadels in England. In America, the king’s governors-general and their red-coated bodyguards were overwhelmed by provincial armies.

The instant that its military instruments were dismantled, the monarchy of James II disintegrated. So did the monarch. “My daughter hath deserted me, my army also, and him that I raised from nothing, the same, on whom I heaped all favours; and if such betrays me, what can I expect from those I have done so little for,” asked the king. Finding no answer, he fled to France. James II’s assumption that loyalty was a function of favor missed the point of lord Churchill’s coup. Neither profound personal debt nor royalist political principle, Churchill wrote to his king, could convince him to help James conquer his own subjects and deprive them of their religion by force, as King Louis had the Huguenots. Rather than do that, lord Churchill wrote, he had deserted to the invaders: “This, Sr. cou’d proceed from nothing but the inviolable dictates of my conscience, & a necessary concarn for my religion, (wich noe good man can oppose) & with which I am instructed nothing ought to come in competition.” So John Churchill, personally, decisively, forcefully, and irrevocably, directed the course of Anglo-American history toward anglicanism.

Between January and July 1689, the distilled product of lord Churchill’s coup and Prince William’s invasion, a Protestant putsch, overspread America. In Maine and in Massachusetts, in New York and in Maryland, religious and military coups overthrew authoritarian or Catholic provincial or proprietary regimes. Each episode of the Protestant putsch enacted by American provincial armies reemphasized, even exaggerated, the religious and military themes of the decade-long debate between absolutism and exclusion. To leftover puritanism as to emergent whiggery, absolutism and Catholicism were one. So the same logic that had sent the earl of Danby to the Tower in the popish plot of 1679 chained Sir Edmund Andros to the walls of the Boston gaol in the Protestant putsch of 1689. Less logical appeals were made by demagogues to the demos. The pretended popish plot of 1679 provided a cast of fantastic characters for the Irish fright of 1688. The nightmare of Catholic conspiracy and Celtic native massacre that toppled the last loyalist authorities in England excited the hysterical reaction to a purported Jesuit and Indian invasion that propelled a Protestant putsch in the American provinces in the spring of 1689.

In each of England’s American provinces, the Protestant putsch found its political resolution in the imperial constitution of 1681. Now revived and widened to include the growing number of royal provinces, this constitutionally conservative compromise extended while it defined executive authority, but it also recognized the rights of local elites to participation and representation. The balance that had been struck in 1681 between kingdom and colonies, monarchy and aristocracy, military and civilian, executive and elites, crown and parliament, became the English empire’s “revolution settlement.” This is something of a misnomer, wherever in the empire it is applied. Lord Churchill’s coup in England and the Protestant putsch in America was a religious and military revolt in a politically underdeveloped polity. It was not a revolution, “glorious” or otherwise, unless by “revolution” is meant merely the turn of time. “Revolution,” in England and America, had put the constitutional clock back to 1681. The revolution of consequences, as imperial war impelled the construction of a modern state, took Churchill’s whole life to accomplish.

In postputsch politics, lord Churchill at first took a second place to veteran imperial politicians of superior rank, the earl of Danby (now marquis of Carmarthen) and George Savile, the marquis of Halifax. Churchill had little experience of or faith in politics and parliaments but the lieutenant general would be driven toward both by the military fact that England was now commanded by a conquering prince and occupied by an alien army. Naïvely, the Protestant putschists had presumed that Prince William would lend them his might merely to force a wayward Catholic authoritarian away from the counterreformation and so away from France. Instead, Churchill and his co-conspirators found that William intended to be king himself. To seize the imperial crown, William displaced the English guards and replaced them with Dutch regiments in the metropolis. He commissioned his own generals to conquer the British kingdoms. He exiled the English army to fight against France in Flanders, Ireland, and America.

Bypassed and subordinated when he had thought to direct and command, Churchill had nonetheless to purge the English officer corps on the principles of the Protestant putsch. It was a wonderful opportunity to extend his military ascendancy, but Churchill had then to apply that ascendancy to distasteful ends. He had to neutralize the royal army while William made himself king. Churchill had to persuade his Anglican aegis, Princess Anne, to acquiesce in William’s ascent to the imperial throne. He had to carry their “connection” with him in the convention parliament so that they did not vote against the accession of William and Mary. In the process Churchill began to create a political persona. In effect, he had begun to institutionalize the English army in domestic politics, as it had long been institutionalized in imperial administration, both in the other British kingdoms and in the royal provinces in America. Lord Churchill was rewarded at the coronation of William and Mary with the earldom of Marlborough, a title taken from his family’s leading imperialist.

In the course of his transformation from English general to imperial politician, the new earl of Marlborough also had to assist William the Conqueror in Flanders against France in 1689. Marlborough commanded England’s own defenses in 1690 while King William defeated King James at the Boyne. Marlborough then seized the Munster ports. Each of these military victories had immediate political effects. Marlborough’s distinction in command of the English division at Walcourt, August 25, 1689, underlay his parliamentary assertion of Princess Anne’s fiscal independence of William and Mary. Marlborough’s defense of southern England during the summer of 1690 and his victories at Cork on September 25 and Kinsale on October 15 cemented his ascendancy over the English army and made him a menace to King William’s armed and alien administration. The king disgraced Marlborough in January 1692. Queen Mary had him imprisoned in May. In the autumn, the house of lords refused to do business until Marlborough was released. The six subsequent years in unrelenting opposition were Marlborough’s unpleasant but effective political and parliamentary education, in American affairs as well as English. Marlborough personified and directed the English army’s resentment of the uncivil prince and his boorish generals. This bad blood bedeviled the conduct of both war and politics until it eventuated in the last of the standing army debates that had punctuated English politics for seventy years, and ever more frequently since the redcoats restored the Stuarts. All during the decade of the 1690s, Marlborough had advocated as that debate’s essential outcome the removal of the Dutch army of occupation from England.

Once that was accomplished, the king was forced to return Marlborough to power as the favorite of the English army and the English princess. In June 1698, the king made Marlborough head of the new royal household established for Princess Anne’s son. Then the king named Marlborough one of the lords justices. Finally, in July 1701, the king recommissioned Marlborough general of the English army and appointed him plenipotentiary to rebuild the grand alliance against France. As general, Marlborough would secure the succession of his princess as Queen Anne. As plenipotentiary, Marlborough would negotiate the terms under which England resumed the war against Louis XIV, a war for liberty in Europe and empire in America.
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A SOLDIER’S SCHOOLS


Military men have seldom much knowledge of books,

their education does not allow it;

but what makes great amends for that want is,

that they generally know a great deal of the world;

they are thrown into it young;

they see variety of nations and characters;

and they find that to rise, which is the aim of them all,

they must first please;

these concurrent causes almost always give them manners and politeness.

In consequence of which,

you see them always distinguished at Courts,

and favoured by women.

—Lord Chesterfield to his son, London, June 1752






CHAPTER ONE
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The “Handsome Englishman”: An Apprentice to Army and Empire: 1667–1679

ON AN AFTERNOON late in August 1667, beyond a screen of elm trees, sprawled the London suburb called Whitehall Palace. At a rickety back porch opening onto the palace park waited the king’s coach and its six white horses. The king himself, a long-legged monarch, led a breathless band of courtiers down a shady park path at a furious pace. The royal rate, as his majesty often explained, exercised himself, entertained his spaniels, and silenced his courtiers. Oblivious to the royal passage, the palace dairy herd grazed alongside the path. So did sheep, kine, and a very handsome billy goat.

Across the background of this sylvan scene appeared a less bucolic, more royal reality. Mounted troopers of the household cavalry patrolled the park perimeter. Red-coated sentinels guarded the park gates. Cannon were “parked” on the premises, flanked by gunners. A company of the Coldstream Guards was on parade. Pikemen and musketeers, in black beaver hats and red uniforms, were aligned in rank and file by sergeants with their halberds. At the company’s head stood a captain and a lieutenant carrying half-pikes. Their orders were echoed by young drummers. The focus of every eye in the company was its junior officer. The ensign bore aloft a silk standard, the red cross of St. George on a blue field, the symbol of English honor and royal identity, the company’s own color, presented by the king, the commander-in-chief.1

The king’s brother and heir, James Stuart, duke of York, drilled the company of his brother’s Guards. The royal duke “placed his chief Delight in the Exercise of Arms.” Formerly a lieutenant general in the French army and now a serving admiral in the English navy, the duke directed each of the sixteen steps by which the musketeers loaded and fired their matchlocks. He ordered the march and countermarch that moved the reloading firemen to shelter behind the hedge of sixteen-foot-long, steel-shod pikes borne by the biggest guardsmen. A step behind and beside the royal duke stood his beautiful page, the cynosure of the court, John Churchill. At seventeen, Churchill was already noted for “a most Genteel Air and obliging Deportment.” His enchantment with the martial moment amused his master. “What,” James Stuart asked his page, “should he do for him, as the first Step in his fortune.” Churchill knelt before the duke and asked for “a Pair of Colours in the Guards.” On September 14, 1667, “to Humour His forward Inclination to Martial Affairs,” there was recorded in the royal army commission register John Churchill’s ensigncy in the senior unit of the English infantry. Here, in the king’s own company in the First Guards, began the career that would depose James Stuart from the imperial throne of England, deflate the dominions of France in both Europe and America, and transform Whitehall from a sylvan suburb of mercantile London into the military headquarters of the British empire.2

Empire began in England: “the King, being in authority at home, as he is at present, cannot fail of respect abroad.” The restored monarchy’s seven-year occupation of England, after twenty years of civil war and military dictatorship, was concluded in 1667. Under the relentless pressure of the duke of York, King Charles had regarrisoned the military strongholds of the former Cromwellian dictatorship. Now, 6,600 men in garrison companies provided a physical presence for the crown in every important port, provincial capital, and strategic town. No matter how shabby and ill-equipped they might be, the men of these infantry companies had no organized rivals. An equal number of regimented redcoats formed the royal bodyguard, garrisoned the Tower of London and the Thames Forts, held the administrative center, Westminster, and provided a mobile reserve with which to repress rebellion in the realm or, as in the cases of Barbados and Virginia, in overseas dominions of the imperial crown. During John Churchill’s apprenticeship to army and empire, the Guards reinforced royal authority not just in England but in English outposts as far apart as the Channel Islands and the West Indies, North Africa and North America.3

“The sleeping lion” of executive power was now awakening in England. By 1667 it seemed that “the Guards and Garrisons,” hitherto a mere gendarmerie, might move from peacekeeping to politics. “The design is, and the duke of York … is hot for it, to have a land army and to make the Government like that of France,” but there were difficulties. “Our princes have not the brains or at least care and foresight enough,” said one of their military bureaucrats, to use the army to make themselves absolute. In the words of Churchill’s chaplain, in “the Unactive, Lazy Reign of Charles II … there was ever more business for the Cabinet than the Camp and greater Application to Luxury and Riot than either.” King Charles was irresolute. Duke James was inflexible. Nonetheless, they now had soldiers enough to outfight their domestic opponents and officers enough to staff the royal governments overseas. Such new officers as Ensign Churchill, who, from his entry into the Guards displayed a “Natural Genius in Martial Affairs,” became the willing instruments of the Stuarts’ imperial authority.4

Imperial authority rested on the Cromwellian military model. Makers of that model were still present in the royal army when, in the autumn of 1667, John Churchill hired a veteran Cromwellian sergeant to teach him the drills of march, pike, and musket. The sergeant probably instructed Ensign Churchill in keeping the company orderly book and accounts, for the literacy and numeracy of Cromwellian noncommissioned officers was the foundation of the military bureaucracy that modernized English government. Then, as afterwards, senior sergeants ran the army, and the army ran the empire. Churchill learned this early. Subsequently, he sent sergeants by the score to organize and officer American companies of the imperial army.

So the ironic indispensability of the dictator’s soldiers to the royal army extended from the routines of the drill field to the direction of the empire, and from noncommissioned officers, such as the sergeant who instructed Ensign Churchill, to the king’s captain general himself, George Monck, the duke of Albemarle. He had formerly fought in Ireland, commanded Scotland, and reinforced Jamaica as a general of the Commonwealth and the Protectorate. Nonetheless, Monck had managed the royal restoration. What had been his own regiment in the dictator’s army had become the king’s Coldstream Guards on Valentine’s Day 1660. Its title commemorated—and it still recalls—the then General Monck’s headquarters and his regiment’s river crossing from Scotland into England en route to the occupation of London and the restoration of King Charles. Monck, now duke of Albemarle, was still colonel of the Coldstream Guards and, as the king’s captain general, Churchill’s superior officer. So that most royalist of officers, Ensign John Churchill, was “Grounded in the Rudiments of War” by Cromwellian veterans.5

Churchill’s commanders in the First (afterwards “Grenadier”) Guards, however, were “king’s men,” veterans in the cause of the martyred King Charles I. They had followed his son, Charles II, into an impoverished exile, formed his first Guard in Flanders, and fought for their young king at the Battle of the Dunes. English patriots and Protestants, these senior Guards officers rejoiced in the royal restoration, and their own. Restored by one army and sustained by another, the king was bracketed between the Anglicanism of the Grenadiers and the puritanism of the Coldstream (to this day, when both of these regiments are on parade, they take opposite ends of the line). So the tolerant, even crypto-Catholic king reluctantly dismissed from his Guards all Roman Catholic officers. John Churchill stepped into one of their places. Indeed, for the next twenty years, every one of his promotions, from ensign to general, would be at the expense of a Catholic officer. For Churchill, even more than for most officers in an army Protestant by law, the exclusion of Catholics from the service was the essence of his professional identity.6

Although Churchill’s career depended upon the continued exclusion of Catholics from command, he rose by the favor of the Catholic duke. James’s public status as a noncommunicant in the Church of England, from Easter of 1667, was not yet, nor, for many years to come, would be seen by the duke’s Anglican followers as an irreversible commitment to Catholicism. In the factions of the First Guards, Ensign Churchill was marked not as a king’s man or an Anglican but rather as one of “the duke’s men,” a servant and protégé of that martial monarchist, closet Catholic, and public francophile, James Stuart, duke of York. Churchill’s elders among the duke’s aides and servants had followed their exiled master to distinguished, rewarding careers in the army of France. Only after 1656, when Cromwellian diplomacy had forced the duke and many of his men from the French service to the Spanish, and so from pay to penury, did they encounter the hardship that had been the lot of the king’s men for seven years already. The king’s men, at the shabby Stuart court in Brussels, lived scantily on royalist loyalty, Anglican piety, and a decade of dashed hopes for their master’s restoration (and their reward). When that long-awaited event occurred, however, both sets of royalists were received as poor relations by the Cromwellian garrison of Dunkirk (small wonder the royal military acquiesced so easily in King Charles’s sale of the hated port to Louis XIV). Only after the restored monarch was forcibly challenged by republican, religious, and military irreconcilables, were both bands of exiles brought home and incorporated as the First Guards. The better fortunes and greater discipline of the duke’s men still kept them loyal to their patron and long inclined them toward the absolutism he personified. The king’s men, however, conditioned their loyalty to the crown on its alliance with the Church of England and on the king’s adherence to legal forms in government.7

Ultimately, the Anglican allegiance of the royalists would wean John Churchill from the duke for, as the good child of a gentle family, Ensign Churchill aspired both to military honor and landed gentility, and he deplored deviation, religious or political, from the standards of an English officer and an Anglican gentleman. Religion and politics were one, as became clear when the Clarendon code and the Test Act combined to make English public life the exclusive preserve of communicants of the state church. These acts, like Churchill himself and his education, were the creations of cavaliers, royalists defeated in the civil wars, to whom their persecuted religion alone had remained during the Interregnum.

John was the eldest surviving son of Sir Winston Churchill, a royalist cavalry officer broken by physical wounds and military defeat, proscribed by puritans and fined by parliamentarians, living in the house (half-burnt by royalists) of his parliamentarian mother-in-law. Sir Winston spent his years of internal exile writing Divi Britannici, a tract justifying the divine right of kings from the moment of creation, and educating his children, with the assistance of the family chaplain, himself deprived of an Anglican benefice by a secular state. Together they educated young John in “the Church of England Principles” of religious royalism and Protestant patriotism.8

A defeated officer and a deprived clergyman bent their combined efforts to teach young John those “Sound Principles of Religion” that would compel him to help restore the authority of church and king and to rescue his family from the obscurity and penury imposed upon them by the republicans of the Commonwealth and the dictators of the Protectorate. It was the irredentism of such Anglican indoctrination that made the authorities of the Protectorate despair of making England one nation with the cavaliers who “have bred and educated their children by the sequestered and ejected clergy, and very much confined their marriages and alliances within their own party, as if they meant to entail their quarrel and prevent the means to reconcile posterity.” The Church of England to which John Churchill was devoted from his youth was royalist and legalist. It was an institution concerned with governmental authority and national identity. It was as given to political rancor as it was to religious worship.9

Yet the Church of England was the avenue to divinity for Ensign John Churchill. The senior member of his family, from whom Churchill would take an aristocratic title, was the earl of Marlborough, James Ley. In John Churchill’s youth Marlborough was famous as a soldier, a royalist, and an imperialist, an artilleryman who exercised his skill at Naseby, in Massachusetts, and in Bombay, but Marlborough was most marked as a fighting man whose faith became publicly eloquent on the eve of his fatal fleet action with the Dutch. As James Ley’s successor in the title, John Churchill, earl and duke of Marlborough, ordered his chaplains to celebrate divine service at the head of his regiments and for his own staff in the last moments before battle. He rode into combat in a state of grace. He might literally be said to have “made a parade of his faith.” For that faith, Churchill would subvert a Catholic king, just as his father had resisted puritan parliamentarians and the anti-Anglican protector. Both Sir Winston and his son were passionate defenders of Anglican moderation, the via media between popery and puritanism (and, as it would appear, of a parallel political moderation, a constitutional monarchy, midway between absolutism and republicanism).10

Ensign Churchill entered an army whose extensive, contentious, and decisive political history would offer him a variety of governmental commands as he rose rapidly through the commissioned ranks. His services to the state, to six sovereigns, and to the imperial army, during a professional career that covered fifty-five years, from 1667 to 1722 provide proof that the English military, for generations after the demise of the Cromwellian dictatorship, remained a decisive element in English politics. The army was as important to imperial politics as the crown or the parliament. Indeed, the army and the executive were one, and until 1689, parliament was only an occasional political participant. Before this date, and probably until 1697, the army was the key to an absolutism checked more effectively by the professional and Protestant self-interest of its own officers than by the parliamentary opposition to the Stuarts.

The army was the cadre of royal administration, increasing in governmental importance abroad as well as at home throughout Churchill’s military career. In 1667, therefore, the flagrant factionalism of the Guards at home was even more apparent in the army’s overseas administrations. The distinctions between royalists and absolutists, between religious ideologues and statist politiques, between the king’s men, the duke’s men, and the general’s men, were clarified by the strictures of military service in the infant Englands overseas. Each colony’s administration continued to be an English political experiment. Some were successful, in that the experience of garrison government formed the institutions and ideologies of successor states, a new nation, and an American empire. More immediately, what transpired in England’s colonies offered options for England’s own transformation from an association of late medieval counties and corporations into a modern, militarized nation-state.

One option was Cromwellian. In both Ireland and Jamaica, Albemarle’s enormous influence as the maker of the Restoration and as captain general of the royal army helped preserve the Cromwellian regimental plantations. In them survived the Protestant, republican, legacy of the Commonwealth and the Protectorate, despite the arrival of newly ennobled royal governors, Charles II’s “young lords.” In Tangier, Cromwellian garrisons, commanders, and institutions coexisted uneasily with the Catholic protégés and absolutist programs of the duke of York. Virginia’s royalist elite sought, as did Treasurer Southampton and Chancellor Clarendon at home, to turn the social and constitution clock back to 1641, an era before professional armies and secular bureaucracies and imperial income gave undue weight to the executive and challenged the sway of the church. Massachusetts still showed what could be wrong with such an autonomous model, from an Anglican, a royalist, or an imperialist viewpoint. The colonies, England’s political laboratories, now, as always, exhibited more starkly, anticipated more clearly, the political issues masked and moderated in England by region and by class, by tradition and by time.11

In the ensuing conflicts of imperial authority with provincial elites, within England as well as overseas, the key players now became the faction-ridden royal regiments. Three of these regiments were cavalry formations, each composed of three to six troops, perhaps three hundred horsemen to the regiment. In 1667, the year of John Churchill’s commission, the crown also employed eleven infantry regiments, each made up of between six and twenty-four companies, nominally of one hundred men per company. The fourteen royal regiments, three horse and eleven foot, were known collectively as “the Guards.” The sixty-six independent companies were labeled “the Garrisons.” In theory, the guards protected the king while the garrisons supported his governors, but increased centralization quickly eroded this distinction, and with it the autonomy of the provincial executives. When, in the fall of 1667, John Churchill joined the senior battalion of the first regiment of the household infantry, “the Guards” proper, many of its officers were on detached service in local governments. First Guards officers commanded the metropolitan garrison, housed in the Tower of London, the barracks of Westminster, the taverns of Southwark, and in three royal palaces. First Guards officers also served the crown as the governors of Guernsey, Portsmouth, old York, New York, and Barbados. Often these Guards officers and governors took their own companies with them to the provinces as their personal escorts and to stiffen local garrisons. Churchill’s two seniors among the subalterns of the king’s own company would command companies in the Guards battalion subsequently dispatched to Virginia. Four other First Guards contemporaries of Churchill joined the Virginia expedition, survived it, and returned to serve under Churchill’s command. The imperial administrative service of the First Guards in the repression of Bacon’s Revolution was one element in the Guards’ developing “regimental connection.” It created an institutional and personal link between the Old Dominion and the First Guards that grew throughout John Churchill’s career until at last, now the colonel of the First Guards, he assigned his own staff officers to command the colony, which they transformed into an English province.12

On the first anniversary of his commission in the Guards, Ensign Churchill himself sailed for service in England’s greatest overseas garrison, the embattled Mediterranean fortress port of Tangier. Tangier was the particular province of Churchill’s patron, James, duke of York, the president of the Tangier commission. After the death of the captain general, Albemarle, in 1670 his institutional heir at court and in the empire, James Stuart, became the unchallenged director of the Tangier garrison and government. Its three British infantry battalions, plus cavalry and artillery, commanded by a governor-general, constituted the largest concentration of military force in the English empire, outside the garrison of the imperial metropolis itself.13

When, in the summer of 1668, Churchill prepared to join the relief fleet bound for Tangier, the colony was being spoken of as “the foundation of a new empire.” If it could be made an all-weather, deepwater port by the construction of the mole, certainly the greatest engineering project undertaken by Englishmen in the seventeenth century, Tangier would command the straits of Gibraltar, “the great passage to the wealth of Africa and America.” It was designedly a check on French imperial expansion and its garrison set itself to challenge the French monopoly of military reputation. At the same time, in the ancient terms of European militarism and expansion, Tangier was avowedly a Christian crusaders’ bastion. It was besieged by Moslem beys on land and beset by Algerian corsairs at sea. In ways both ancient and modern, crusading and imperialistic, when John Churchill was ordered there Tangier was intended to be the English crown’s “Nursery of its own for soldiers … without being altogether beholding to our Neighbours for their Education and breeding.”14

There was fighting on other frontiers of the English empire in 1668. In the Leeward Islands the Barbados Regiment was led by a former First Guards ensign, Major Edmund Andros. In the spring of the year that Churchill joined the regiment, Andros had been jumped up to major to fight in the Antilles against the French, the Caribs, and the Dutch, and to overawe the English republicans of Barbados. On the other side of the world from Barbados, the first English commander of Bombay (beset by the mutinies of unpaid troops symptomatic of England’s imperial infancy, mutinies that compelled the transfer of the colony’s administration to the East India Company, itself, especially in the 1690s, an employer and educator of soldier-administrators) was Churchill’s exemplar, his cousin and predecessor, James Ley, earl of Marlborough.15

More than either of these imperial outposts, however, Tangier was the chief example of what each English colony was supposed to be, a self-supporting “Magazine of Arms and a Military School or Seminary to breed up Soldiers” without cost to the crown or reliance upon parliament. For Churchill, an ambitious young soldier who wanted to learn “the rudiments of Military Discipline” in the service of his own country, and so to lay “the groundwork of that Reputation, which was the wonder of his Time,” Tangier service was indispensable.16

Personal alliances as well as professional considerations presumably promoted Churchill in the Guards and won him an assignment to Tangier. His sister Arabella had fallen from her horse into the arms of the duke of York. From January 1668, she received a ducal douceur of £1,000 a year. For five years, Arabella Churchill was James’s obsession, much to her astonishment, for she was plain and James was incapable of appreciating her wit. Still, she bore him four children (one of whom, James duke of Berwick, became a marshal of France and, after his uncle John, was perhaps the greatest general of the age). Although the duke of York married the beautiful and spirited Mary of Modena in 1673, he remained interested in Arabella, at least until her marriage to John Churchill’s comrade, the army officer Charles Godfrey. Doubtless the ducal involvement with his sister helped John Churchill’s career, but the duke, as was the responsibility of royalty, “did not want Judgement to discern the early Promise [Churchill] made of being a Great Man, and therefore was not backward to Support him with his Favour.” Obviously, it extended to the garrison of Tangier, which the duke directed and where Churchill could find combat experience, see imperial service, and observe a foreign culture—in short, where a young officer could find professional opportunity.17

In the summer of 1668, Churchill embarked in the royal fleet bound for the Mediterranean. The fleet made port first in Lisbon to pick up four hundred Cromwellian troopers, the survivors of a force sent out at the Restoration to relieve England of their politically dangerous presence and to protect Portugal, England’s new imperial ally. To command the cavalry, Irish royalist officers had been commissioned, among them O’Briens and Dongans of the American gubernatorial families. English cavaliers also commanded in this fabled force of expatriates. One was Major Guy Molesworth, already a veteran of Bermuda and Virginia service. An amalgam of enemies, these British soldiers nonetheless had won a wide reputation under Schomberg’s command, defending Portugal from Spanish imperialism. Now they reinforced the Tangier cavalry to help hold the African colony that England had acquired from Portugal. These troopers would become the veteran cadres of Churchill’s first cavalry command, the Royal Dragoons, in 1683. His immediate assignment, however, was to the staff of “the Governor’s Regiment” commanded by Tangier’s lieutenant governor, Colonel Henry Norwood.18

An exiled officer of Charles I’s army, Harry Norwood had spent the Interregnum in Virginia and he was still treasurer of that colony. Now Norwood alternated between military combat with the Moorish army and political encounters with the Tangier city corporation. Tangier’s first mayor, John Bland, had his son Giles accuse Colonel Norwood of embezzling his soldiers’ pay and provisions. Giles afterwards went out to Virginia and made equivalent accusations against Norwood’s old comrade and commander, Governor Sir William Berkeley. Berkeley court-martialed and hanged Giles Bland but Norwood was merely amused at the Blands’ badgering. “I am gotten out of the frying-pan into the fire,” he wrote, “no sooner escaped the fury of the Turkes, but I am by the ears with the Mayor of Tangiers.” Mayor Bland rejoined that the officers of the garrison were determined to “buy all, keep all, make slaves of all and get all, destroy all that will not doe as they doe, and make all fish that comes to their net.”19

A winter on Norwood’s staff introduced Churchill to the sordid squabbles of the military officers with the civilian authorities. These were envenomed by Tangier’s constitutional place (like that of the American colonies) outside the realm of the common law and so subject to absolute, royal, martial authority. This extraconstitutional status would lead to parliamentary efforts to make Tangier (as well as Jamaica and Virginia) an English dominion by statute. The subjection of Tangier to martial law gave a political dimension to Governor Norwood’s earnest efforts to quell the national quarrels of his garrison’s English, Scots, and Irish regiments. In his resolution of both civil and military contests, Norwood attempted to preserve and express every Tangerine’s especial respect for their royal commander, Ensign Churchill’s patron, James, duke of York.20

In attitudes and in activities, Churchill became more martial daily. He wore the new tropical uniform that was being developed simultaneously by the English regiments in Tangier and Barbados. No doubt he shared his fellow officers’ contempt for civilian concerns and behavior: “the effeminate designs and stupid procedures of the burghers.” He helped supervise the perpetual digging that extended and reinforced Tangier’s medieval walls with modern earthworks, places of arms, and artillery bastions. Tangier was notoriously a place of pleasure as well as danger. Garrisons always are. In Tangier, Churchill was subject to temptations that shocked even such a lubricious Londoner as Samuel Pepys. Certainly the Anglo-African colony had women enough to permit the officer polygamy by which 40 officers provided for 129 “wives” and 173 children.21

Perhaps some of these wives were other officers’ widows rather than the mates or concubines of the officers in whose households they were listed. And serial remarriage of regimental widows to the men of the regiment was common at all ranks. The ever more extensive intermarriage of officers’ families, and their marital alliances with families of provincial pooh-bahs in Port Royal, say, or New York, or Edinburgh, or Dublin was followed by the enlistment of their sons into what were, in every sense of the word, “parent” corps. These military generations quickly created imperial “interests” that were at once familial and professional. Then military service under the command of the regiment’s actual commandants, its honorary colonels, general officers, and noble patrons, gave the children of the regiment English political and patrician contacts. These in turn facilitated military and imperial promotion, ideally capped by a triumphal return by the successful officer to his natal garrison government as governor-general. The Matthews of Antigua, the Lynch-Littletons of Jamaica, the Codringtons of Barbados and St. Kitts, the Parke-Evelyns and Elliot-Spotswoods of Virginia, the Carolinas and Edinburgh, the Mascarenes of Nova Scotia and Massachusetts, are but a few Anglo-American examples of the regimental families that Churchill found forming in the Tangier garrison. A Tangier regiment’s garrison intermarriages produced two of Churchill’s most distinguished future subordinates. Roger Elliot became a regimental commander under Churchill, who had him commissioned governor-general of Gibraltar. Elliot’s younger half-brother, Alexander Spotswood, was the son of the garrison’s surgeon during Churchill’s service in Tangier. Spotswood was educated in the regimental school and commissioned an officer in the regiment’s daughter unit in his teens. Spotswood rose to become Churchill’s deputy quartermaster general (i.e., deputy chief of staff) and received the command of Virginia as the reward of his staff service.22

The commission to govern in Virginia that Churchill secured for the son of his Tangier surgeon completed another of the innumerable circles of army associations that connected Churchill—and so many other English officers—to Virginia. Information about the king’s Old Dominion in America was wholesaled to Ensign Churchill when he dined at the table that Colonel Norwood kept for his officer “family.” There the ensign inevitably heard the colonel’s famous tale of his flight from republican usurpers in England to royalist refuge in Virginia. The governor told of a storm-racked voyage, of being marooned on the coast of Maryland, and of his rescue by the Accomacs. He described his venturesome voyage down the Chesapeake to Jamestown. He discussed the strange English province he had finally reached, beset by the natives, troubled by servant conspiracies, divided between west country Anglican royalist planters—Sir William Berkeley was their patriarch—and the scions of London merchant families like the Blands. Churchill himself would recruit the troops that finally settled the quarrel of Virginia’s squires against its cosmopolites. Bacon’s Revolution was Virginia’s recapitulation of England’s civil war and it anticipated the American revolution.23

The Virginia conflict was astutely analyzed by Norwood who, although he was Tangier’s chief executive, remained a trader in tobacco with Sir William Berkeley of Virginia and Colonel Richard Nicolls of New York. Nicolls, formerly the duke of York’s Catholic deputy governor at Portsmouth, had been transferred to America to conquer and govern the duke’s new province, New York. Norwood not only facilitated New York’s Iberian trade via Tangier (as he did that of Virginia), he also oversaw Tangier’s entrepôt services for Newfoundland, Barbados, and Jamaica. Fleets of fishing ketches were convoyed by ships of the royal navy from Newfoundland banks to Tangier. Traders from American continental and Caribbean island ports also filled the Tangier roadstead during Churchill’s term. Their captains came to dine at Governor Norwood’s table to tell their tales of Englands overseas to his officers and to receive his licenses to trade and take convoy from Tangier.24

Besides offering Churchill an education in the economics, politics, and communications of the king’s expanding empire, his service on Norwood’s staff introduced the young officer to the ample authority of independent overseas command, that is, to garrison government. The king’s commission promoting Norwood governor-general made him absolute. He was royal captain general, vice admiral, and chief governor of Tangier. As the king’s governor-general, Churchill’s commander could commission, discipline, and train the men of his garrison, subdue and slay rebels and traitors, legislate and judge and pardon, license or restrict commerce “as may best suite with your interests,” restricted only occasionally by royal (that is, ducal) instructions.25

As viceroy, Norwood personified the absolutist union of army and empire. Ensign Churchill observed the governor-general exercise the sovereign’s military authority not only to preserve and protect England’s physical presence at this oceanic intersection but also to tie Tangier to the king’s governments and colonial economies in North America and the West Indies. When, in later years, observers marveled at the imperial range of Churchill’s strategic, imperial, and economic planning, they had forgotten his years of service in the Mediterranean outpost of the Restoration Empire.

The only missing element in Ensign Churchill’s military curriculum was supplied at dawn on July 2, 1669. The forces of El Rasheed II, “the emperor of Morocco,” attacked Tangier’s James Fort. A red-coated sally beat them back. The Moors attacked again on July 18, only to be rebuffed by the entrenched garrison’s gunfire. There followed two years of English patrol and native ambush, of the garrison’s foraging forays, and its steady shrinkage from casualties and malnutrition, illness and neglect.26

On pain of summary court martial and, worse, loss of professional reputation, Ensign Churchill taught each of his men: “to defend his [company’s] colors day and night”; to subordinate material gain to military community by awaiting pay patiently, eschewing freebooting, sharing plunder, provisions, and dangerous duty equally with his comrades; to be sober on watch and peaceable in garrison; to fight, march, drill, camp, quarter, and guard, never absenting himself from duty without leave; to maintain and to preserve his weapons; and in all times and circumstances to attend, respect, and obey his superiors.27

Two years of unending obedience to the commands of the king’s officers in Tangier indoctrinated Churchill in a martial code of duty, first to God and to public worship, second to the king and to the duke, third to the army and his superior officers. To a garrison composed of civil war veterans and their sons, however, it was all too clear that these duties might conflict. Memories of civil war taught them the mathematics of military allegiance: the officer’s first duty, to religion, if combined with his third duty, to profession, might outweigh his secondary loyalty, to the crown. And Tangier, as the decisive roles of its former garrison in 1688 would show, bred Protestant, patriotic, professional military values. From Tangier came the core of Churchill’s own regiment. Tangier’s military values shaped his fateful political decision. Tangier veterans executed his Protestant putsch itself, both on the land and on the sea.

The Tangier naval connection was nearly as portentous, professionally and politically, as was the Tangier garrison culture and its regimental connections. Churchill partook of both. On March 21, 1670, orders were issued in London for Ensign Churchill’s naval equipment. He was assigned to the staff of Admiral Sir Thomas Allin. Churchill was the first of a succession of young officers from the Tangier garrison who, after they had fought “every fight on land … when their [sic] appeared no chance of [further] fighting, they went with the seamen after the Algerine Corsairs.” Others were Charles Mordaunt (afterwards the famous fighting earl of Peterborough and a cat’s-paw for Churchill’s enemies in England, Iberia, and Jamaica) and William O’Brien (afterwards governor-general both of Tangier and of Jamaica), who lost an eye fighting the Algerines at sea.28

Admiral Allin and his Anglo-Dutch squadron were under the orders of the duke of York, as lord high admiral, to blockade Algiers and attack the corsairs. Presumably, Churchill was aboard the flagship when, on August 12, 1670, it met the Algerine fleet off Cape Spartel. Allin’s command forced ashore or captured six Algerine warships and rescued 250 Christian captives. When Allin’s battleships sailed home to England in the autumn of 1670, Churchill sailed with them, under the special orders of the duke of York to return to court.29

Disciplined, battle-tested, tanned, and hardened, the twenty-year-old officer of the Guards reentered Charles II’s court “form’d with all the Advantages imaginable, both of Person and Address, to inspire Love,” particularly in Churchill’s cousin, Barbara Villiers, duchess of Cleveland. “Aging,” at twenty-nine, and losing her preeminence in King Charles’s affections, Cleveland shared her contemporaries’ view that Churchill’s “figure was beautiful, but his manner was irresistible.” He offered romance and consideration to a sensual and spirited woman much put upon by royal machismo (if Charles was not the brute in bed that his brother was, still “there was nothing seraphic” in his lovemaking). Barbara was enraptured by “Jack” Churchill. Soon “it was visible to the whole Court,” but it was some time before the jaded, unjudgmental, and otherwise occupied king was forced to acknowledge the affair between the duchess and the ensign.30

One afternoon, a year into the Cleveland-Churchill affair, King Charles unexpectedly entered Cleveland’s bedroom. Her naked visitor dove through the window. It was three stories up, over a cobblestone courtyard. Such was the sanitary standard of the royal palace, however, that
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