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To my two Fs





Alas! they had been friends in youth;
But whispering tongues can poison truth;
And constancy lives in realms above;
And life is thorny; and youth is vain;
And to be wroth with one we love
Doth work like madness in the brain.

Samuel Taylor Coleridge, Christabel
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Historical Background

Bulstrode Whitelocke and Edward (Ned) Hyde, the two principal subjects of this book, were both born after the accession, in 1603, of King James VI of Scotland to the English and Irish thrones as James I. They grew up in a country that had consumed the formative legends of the Elizabethan age, tales of Gloriana, the Faerie Queene who had conquered the Armada, seemingly beyond the point of surfeit. To the uncertainty of an all too uneternal Virgin Queen, self-evidently the last of her line, there succeeded a fecund royal family of indisputable, long-standing status, its male issue comparatively inexhaustible. Dynastic insecurity was to give way to patriotic, political, and religious tensions, but, at the outset of Stuart rule in England, such conflicts did not pose inevitably insurmountable or decisive problems.

If James represented a return to the reassuringly traditional model of male royal succession, in religion he also perpetuated Queen Elizabeth’s most stable and successful policy. The Elizabethan compromise of Protestant doctrine and conservative hierarchy suited him perfectly. Although the new King’s aesthetic tastes were a little plainer than those of his predecessor and godmother, and his appetite for theological disputation considerably greater, James adopted the episcopal structure he had inherited with an enthusiasm that court-inclined families like the Hydes noted with relief. Rumours that his Catholic mother, Mary, Queen of Scots, or his Presbyterian upbringing might have tugged James to one extreme or the other on the religious spectrum proved ill-founded.

After the shock of the Gunpowder Plot attempted by Catholics against both King and Parliament in November 1605, the nation and monarch seemed bound together behind the Church of England’s median settlement. The Whitelockes admittedly lay a degree outside this consensus, being broadly identifiable by the slippery term of ‘Puritans’, by no means joyless in their personal habits, but tending towards hotter Protestantism and lukewarm about the role of bishops in both church and state government. At the opposite pole of religious dissension, Captain Edmund Whitelocke, Bulstrode Whitelocke’s turbulent uncle, managed to fall under suspicion of involvement in the Gunpowder Plot (he was indeed to be implicated in practically every conspiracy of note during his lifetime), only a few months after serving as a riotously voluble godfather to the young Bulstrode.

The new King’s advantages as royal paterfamilias and moderate religious continuity candidate were offset both by his Scottish origins, and his irritation with the institution of the English Parliament, honed over the previous century as the preeminent instrument of Tudor royal governance. Bulstrode’s father, James Whitelocke, and Ned Hyde’s paternal uncles, Nicholas and Lawrence, all three ambitious and industrious lawyers, rose to distinction as MPs, with Nicholas Hyde initially, James Whitelocke persistently, in opposition to the court.

The dazzling career of George Villiers, later Duke of Buckingham, from 1614 increasingly dominated King James’s patronage, policy, and popular image. The Hydes, among many other courtly families such as the Carys, soon Viscounts Falkland, partook of the bounty that flowed towards those willing to serve the new favourite’s interests alongside their own. James Whitelocke continued to criticize the court, and also Buckingham, as long as this was reconcilable with his own professional ascent, but eventually he allowed himself to be brought into the ever-extending Villiers clientele through his friends in Buckingham’s following, men such as Humphrey May and William Laud.

Laud, like May, had been an Oxford contemporary and friend of James Whitelocke, and felt for him a warm regard that was returned not without reservation. Laud later extended this feeling, benign if at times overbearing, to James’s son Bulstrode as an undergraduate and then a rising young lawyer; he was also to become Ned Hyde’s most important early professional patron. At heart Laud was a bibliophile, politician, and aesthete rather than a theologian. For political and personal rather than doctrinal reasons, he veered away from the Church of England’s existing Calvinism, with its beliefs in predestination, salvation by faith alone, rather than good works or ritual, reserved for a limited few (the ‘elect’), and absolute identity of the Papacy with Antichrist.

Like many English prelates Laud was instead moving closer to the group of tenets that had in Holland acquired the name of ‘Arminianism’, including a greater role for free will, works, and sacraments. To its traditionally Calvinist, ‘Puritan’ opponents such thinking seemed tantamount to Catholic backsliding. But to Laud, to Buckingham, and to Prince Charles – King James’s heir since the death of Charles’s popular, conventionally and militantly Protestant elder brother Henry in 1612 – the home-grown English strand of ‘Arminianism’ represented instead the ideal architecture by which a strong Crown and dignified Church stood tall together. James himself veered between grandly pacific intellectual projects for the reunification of Christendom itself, or for the English Church to find allies as far afield as Venice or Greece, and caution about letting ‘Arminian’ churchmen appear too influential. While James ruled, Laud and those of his mind were to some extent leashed.

In 1619 both theological and political developments on the continent were to raise the religious temperature. At the Dutch Synod of Dordrecht, better known in English as Dort, Protestant clergymen from the Netherlands, Germany, Switzerland, England, and Scotland met to determine the validity of Arminianism and unanimously condemned it. But this granitic verdict concealed considerable dissent, including among the British contingents. One English cleric present, John Hales, later one of the eminent company of theologians to be found as guests at Lord Falkland’s manor of Great Tew, and as such a revered friend of Ned Hyde, declared he ‘bid John Calvin good-night’ as a result of the Synod’s extreme judgement.

Meanwhile in Germany, the Calvinist Elector Palatine, Frederick V, married to the Stuart princess Elizabeth (sister of Charles), a cynosure of poetic celebration and popular Protestantism as her deceased brother Henry had been, accepted the Crown of Bohemia from a Protestant faction of nobles, in defiance of the Catholic Habsburg candidate, Ferdinand, who had recently become Holy Roman Emperor. Frederick’s unwarlike father-in-law James VI watched his daughter’s elevation to so precarious a crown with alarm, and his characteristic timidity was soon to be vindicated by the overthrow of the ‘Winter King and Queen’ at the hands of invading Habsburg armies. Frederick soon lost not just his sudden kingdom but his hereditary patrimony of the Palatinate, and King James and his heir Charles would both henceforth be under immense patriotic and religious pressure to restore their exiled relatives to at least some territory by force or (the old King’s preference) negotiation.

Prince Charles had once been hurt by his father’s doting deferral to the favourite Buckingham, but Buckingham was too instinctive a courtier to let this feud last and managed to become all but as inseparable a friend to the heir as to the monarch. As King James devoted his waning powers to seemingly interminable negotiations with Habsburg Spain, essentially trying to gain both a Spanish bride for Charles and the Palatinate’s return to the exiled Elector, Buckingham convinced Charles to burst the dam with an extraordinary diplomatic intervention, and the pair of them travelled to Madrid incognito. This escapade, which sabotaged James’s peaceful policy beyond redemption, was also psychologically crucial in the formation of the future Charles I. The young prince, like Laud a natural, hierarchical aesthete, readily absorbed the Spanish Habsburg conceit of splendidly elevated monarchical dignity during the months he spent at Madrid, Toledo, and elsewhere in Spain.

In 1625 the old King at last died, amid hysterical rumours of poisoning by Buckingham with Prince Charles’s connivance. Nevertheless, real power still lay with the irresistible Buckingham. Despite marrying in the year of his accession the young, passionate-tempered French princess Henrietta Maria, the new King Charles soon found himself at war with France and Spain. These Catholic realms, normally bitterly at odds with one another, were each alone considerably more powerful than the British kingdoms. Theoretically Charles waged war in the popular, martial Protestant interest; while Buckingham, now advanced to Lord Admiral, believed himself a hero destined to capture the nation’s still elusive heart by way of victory.

But victory was to prove an equally elusive mistress. Parliaments raised early in the reign to secure funds for the prosecution of war increasingly proved more interested in bringing down the ever more hated Buckingham. At the brief, truculent Parliament of 1626, the now Sir James Whitelocke, Judge of the King’s Bench, found a Commons seat for his son Bulstrode by the contrivance of his courtier friend, and Buckingham’s ally, Sir Humphrey May. Yet the younger Whitelocke himself still gravitated as a green MP towards the movement for Buckingham’s impeachment.

In the aftermath of Buckingham’s utterly courageous yet lethally incompetent attempt to relieve besieged French Protestants at the Île de Ré off the Atlantic coast of France, young Ned Hyde remembered London as filled with dissolute, swaggering soldiers. Most veterans were seldom or never paid, and in 1628 one of them, a depressive wounded officer, John Felton, passed over for promotion and drawn to religious and political radicalism, at last ended Buckingham’s ‘reign’ with a stab through the heart in a Portsmouth inn. Ned Hyde and Bulstrode Whitelocke, by now close friends and jocular sparring partners at the Inns of Court, expressed, respectively, courtly horror at and prevalent national sympathy for the deed.

For King Charles the loss of his best friend and chief minister was simultaneously a crippling sorrow and a fresh start. His so far jagged relations with his French consort changed rapidly into a deep love, through which Queen Henrietta Maria acquired access to profound influence (over the succeeding years she would consistently charm Whitelocke and infuriate Hyde). The King had had enough both of ill-starred wars and of the Parliaments that had so irregularly paid for them. From 1629 onwards he ruled peacefully, alone and, at last, to many if not all his subjects, with some aplomb.

Young Hyde and Whitelocke came to maturity amid a broad picture of national prosperity. In 1634, encouraged and probably selected by John Selden, the older lawyer and antiquary they both respected most, they helped to arrange The Triumph of Peace. This was a masque laid on by lawyers both old and young, oppositional and courtly, to express the loyalty and gratitude of the Inns of Court to King, Queen, and their pacific foreign policy alike. It also served to disassociate the entire legal profession from its most tactless son, the vehemently prolific pamphleteer William Prynne, who had recently implied that the Queen was a ‘Notorious Whore’ because of her fondness for amateur theatricals. Prynne had been prosecuted at Laud’s urging through the Star Chamber, a court of appeal operating under the royal prerogative alone, on whose overmighty abuses Hyde, Whitelocke, and their friends among the young lawyers, whatever they thought of the obnoxious Prynne, were wont to compose satirical, probably beer-inflected orations.

By now Hyde was often to be found at Great Tew, the house of young Lord Falkland within convenient reach of Oxford, an intellectually eclectic, doctrinally ecumenical atmosphere where an affinity of bookish friends mingled, debated, and joked with light hearts, free consciences, but serious and idealistic intentions. Here divergent attitudes to the Church of England, to Laud, to the King’s court and government, to Parliament, to power and to literature, were to be found and enjoyed in refreshing variety.

Falkland himself exemplified this group’s complexity. He was politically sceptical of Laud’s influence and of the reasserted lay powers of English bishops. He had developed from university Calvinism towards subtler, less combative Arminianism. The fanatical family decisions of his intellectually brilliant Catholic mother had dissolved his initially tolerant courtesy towards Catholicism. He disapproved strongly of the juridically obscure means by which the King raised money without Parliament’s consent, especially Ship Money, the extra-parliamentary levy controversially extended by Charles from coastal regions to the whole country. Yet Falkland remained fundamentally, fatefully loyal to the Crown.

Although Hyde had connections at court through two marriages and both he and Whitelocke had achieved success in their profession, they chafed, like Falkland and so many other Englishmen of birth, means, and talent, at their continuing exclusion from the share in their country’s counsels that their fathers and uncles had long possessed. Whitelocke and Hyde were both personally well-disposed towards Laud, one of Charles’s dominant counsellors and since 1633 Archbishop of Canterbury, but they also knew his faults as a man and politician better than most. For other leading royal ministers, especially Thomas, Lord Wentworth, a bitter enemy of Buckingham whose hard-line, ‘Thorough’ competence by now made him most plausible as the slain favourite’s successor, these friends’ attitudes veered between hostile respect and personal loathing.

The chance for the younger generation to enter history proper came with the rebellion in Scotland, from 1637, against the Anglicized Prayer Book, in greater uniformity with the Church of England, imposed north of the border at Laud’s urging. Neither Hyde, Whitelocke nor Falkland actually sympathized with the Scots rebels, to Whitelocke ‘a foreign nation’ in rebellion against their natural prince; Falkland went so far as to volunteer to fight under the Earl of Essex against the Scots. But many English peers were in fact in secret communication with the Scots ‘Covenanters’ (so-called for the National Covenant they had sworn to uphold a Presbyterian Scots Kirk), regarding them as politically and religiously more sympathetic than an exclusive, Arminian, Catholic-tinged royal court.

After the poor performance of the royal army raised against the Scots without parliamentary assent or funds in the First Bishops’ War of 1639, which retreated without daring to engage the enemy, the King was left with no choice but to summon Parliament for the first time since 1629. Hyde obtained election to the body that assembled in April 1640, and regarded its swift dissolution – it would become known as the Short Parliament, especially by contrast to its epochal twenty-year-long successor – as a tragically squandered opportunity for governmental cooperation. The summer brought an even more humiliating defeat by the Covenanters, with a Scots army invading England and occupying Newcastle. Hyde and (after an electoral squabble) Whitelocke sat in the second, December, Parliament of 1640, the future Long Parliament.

This new Parliament was dominated by the verbosely managerial John Pym. Pym, like his immensely rich and ambitious patron, the Earl of Bedford, regarded the Scots not principally as enemies, invaders, or rebels but as pragmatic and religious allies whose armed presence at Newcastle was useful, indeed essential, for putting pressure on the King. Hyde, Whitelocke, and Falkland initially accepted Pym’s seniority and his extensive reforming programme, especially his determination to bring down Thomas Wentworth, lately made Earl of Strafford, now the King’s paramount minister after returning from a controversial but successful term as Lord Deputy of Ireland. Strafford had urged Parliament’s recall but also tough handling of the Scots. Partly because of political antipathies that reached back to the sway of Buckingham, Whitelocke, Falkland, and Hyde all played more or less prominent roles, with differing degrees of regret, in Strafford’s prosecution and eventual execution. The demise of Strafford in the State had its counterpart in the Church with the downfall of Archbishop Laud, though Laud was for the present only imprisoned.

In the first half of 1641 a number of political reforms favoured, at least at the time, by Whitelocke, Hyde and Falkland resulted. They included the abolition of several prerogative courts such as the Star Chamber; a bill to ensure Parliament could not be dissolved without its own consent; the condemnation of Ship Money; and the exile of ministers involved in Charles’s Personal Rule. But a series of initiatives, to which Hyde was party, for the reformers themselves to become Charles’s leading counsellors, broke down with the death of Pym’s noble protector, the ambitious but tactful Bedford.

Moderate unanimity regarding reform began to wane over the question of Church government, with Hyde stalwart for the ancient historical lay rights of the bishops (with the support of his and Whitelocke’s long-time intellectual mentor, John Selden), Whitelocke among many others working with Pym and his faction (soon known as ‘the Junto’) against the bishops, and Falkland wavering between the two sides. In this context the King, who in the summer of 1641 was about to depart to seek political support in the apparently unlikely turf of his native northern realm, reached out to Hyde and made a tentative beginning to what would become for both of them a life-defining alliance.

That autumn the stakes rose sharply with news of a fresh rebellion in Charles’s third kingdom, Ireland. In the absence of Strafford’s heavy but effectual hand as the former Lord Deputy there, Catholics in Ireland had decided to drive the sort of hard bargain so successfully practised by Scots Presbyterians. These new rebels could only be stopped by an army that, by ancient, definitive tradition and law, answered to the king. Pym and his allies, horrified by the idea of such an expedition in royal hands, exploited rumours that the Catholic rebels were secretly sanctioned by the Queen, the King, or both. The ‘Junto’ argued that this crisis warranted the transferral of the King’s ability to appoint and control generals to the Lords and Commons, shepherded by itself.

In December 1641 emerged the decisive reckoning of the debate over the Grand Remonstrance, a bitter catalogue of grievances addressed by the Commons, under Pym’s leadership, notionally to the King, but increasingly, in reality, to the wider country. Whitelocke, quite as much as Hyde and Falkland, recognized the Grand Remonstrance as an act of political sabotage, scuppering any potential cooperation between the court and Parliament – an indication of Pym and his allies’ true intent no longer to counsel the King, but to take over his powers. Almost a whole night of rhetorical struggle ensued, at the end of which the party sympathetic to the King, of which Hyde had by now become the most crucial leader and organizer, lost by only eleven votes. But this was enough to set Parliament and country alike continuing on the way to irretrievable confrontation.

In the aftermath of the Remonstrance’s narrow passage, the King took the leading moderates who had fought to block it, including Hyde and Falkland, into his inner circle, but almost simultaneously succumbed to counsel that his new moderate advisors wholly abhorred. On 4 January 1642 King Charles attempted to arrest Pym, four other anti-court MPs, and a ‘popular’ peer, in one of the violent-seeming but incompetently managed operations that were all too characteristic of the King’s unsteady career. This overreach lost the King support in London, as it was to turn out permanently, and he retired initially to Hampton Court, in due course as far as York.

Nonetheless, Pym’s case to supplant the King’s lawful control over the realm’s armed forces was no more watertight, however unpopular Charles had now made himself in the capital. At a crucial debate over the status of the militia in February, Hyde was one of the minority in the Commons to assert the King’s rights, while Whitelocke delicately framed a more equivocal position. After the debate’s conclusion Whitelocke courteously declined an invitation from Hyde and another court-inclined friend to leave the Commons for the King’s side.

It took until May for Hyde to slip away, on a medical pretext, to the King’s makeshift court. Whitelocke was in the meantime engaged in the drafting of the unyielding Nineteen Propositions, stripping the King of most of his prerogative powers. Internecine hostilities truly began in August, after a last-ditch appeal for peaceful accommodation by Whitelocke. While Hyde remained a civilian advisor, ultimately based in the King’s longest-term alternative capital at Oxford, Whitelocke, still an MP at Westminster, found time to ‘trail a pike’, raise troops, kidnap one Royalist notable, and offer to his cause his copious opinions on law, diplomacy, strategy, and theology.

In October 1642 a surprisingly numerous and well-led Royalist army confronted Parliament’s scarcely superior forces at the Battle of Edgehill in southern Warwickshire, the only field of the war to be witnessed in person by Hyde. An apparently decisive royal victory was flung away partly by Prince Rupert, the exiled younger son of Elizabeth, Queen of Bohemia and so the King’s nephew, of whose haughty, hot-headed aggression Hyde and Falkland greatly disapproved. An advance on London urged by Rupert but opposed by Hyde followed, in the course of which Whitelocke’s estates near Henley were despoiled with cruel specificity by the Prince’s cavalry. Rupert’s subsequent sack of Brentford and the retirement of the King’s army from Turnham Green were to reveal, as Hyde had feared, that the Royalists had the strength to panic and further alienate London, but not to conquer it.

The following year of 1643 at first brought a gradually improving situation for the King, and correspondingly serious attempts by Parliament to treat for peace. As a result Whitelocke, dispatched by Parliament as one of the moderately inclined members both best suited and most eager to undertake peace negotiations, encountered his old friend Hyde once more, soon to be elevated as Sir Edward Hyde, Chancellor of the Exchequer.

Overlapping with such official overtures was a more discreet and mysterious set of Royalist intrigues based on winning back majority opinion in London. After the failure and exposure of these schemes they would be dubbed Waller’s Plot, after Edmund Waller, the deep-pocketed poet who incompetently steered some of them. Waller had been one of the friends assembled at Great Tew and was operating with the knowledge and cautious support of his former host Falkland, now the King’s Secretary of State.

After neither diplomacy nor subterfuge succeeded in curtailing the war, the Royalists began, after a high summer when Prince Rupert took Bristol, to lose momentum. Their siege of Gloucester was an ill-chosen, mishandled failure for which Falkland bore some blame and felt much guilt. Royalist attempts also overseen by Falkland to keep the Scots neutral gradually, inexorably failed, while the understanding that the King reached with the Irish rebels, privately deplored by Hyde, did more harm to his reputation than good to his armies. The English Civil War was on the point of becoming British when Falkland, who had long since become Hyde’s moral and political ideal as well as his inseparable closest friend, fell at the Battle of Newbury in September. Falkland perished in a state of evident despair, leaving Whitelocke a ring in his will, eulogized and lamented by many of his moderate parliamentary opponents.

The war’s intensification in 1644 saw the Royalists under Prince Rupert beaten in July at Marston Moor in Yorkshire by an alliance of English Parliamentarians and Scots Covenanters, the battle at which Oliver Cromwell’s legend and power together came into being. Yet that September the King partly made up for this by his conclusive defeat of the Earl of Essex at Lostwithiel, while at the same time Scots and Irish Royalists under the Marquess of Montrose were menacing the heartlands of Parliament’s new Covenanter allies.

Parliament showed its teeth with the execution in January 1645 of Whitelocke and Hyde’s former patron Archbishop Laud, but immediately afterwards it returned to the negotiating table at Uxbridge. Here both old friends united for one final, weary, jaundiced and desperate but genuine effort to achieve a peace against very long odds. Three deputations, Royalist, Parliamentarian, and Covenanter, attended, and despite several obviously incompatible interests, all showed genuine desire to achieve breakthroughs on the major subjects of religion, the militia, and Ireland. But no amount of willingness by those involved in the Treaty of Uxbridge could alter the fundamental irreconcilability of their political masters.

This is the story of how two close friends, themselves divided by few if any serious differences of political opinion, united both by generous measures of idealistic vision for their country’s better governance and reasonable ambition for their own personal distinction, inadvertently contributed to their country’s division, and gave their all, in vain, to calm the ensuing turmoil.

Whitelocke and Hyde’s joint, industrious, conscientious human failure in 1640–45 forms only the first part of the wider historical saga that led approximately to the institutions that still govern Britain. Whitelocke at the elbow of Cromwell, and then Hyde, by then Earl of Clarendon, beside Charles II, would take their turns again to bequeath to their country a workable political settlement, in days of greater power, grandeur, experience, and influence. On their second, mature failures would be built the eventually long-lasting, if not always edifying, monument of 1688, namely parliamentary sovereignty patchily gilded by constitutional monarchy.

But this book concerns an earlier, more sombre and, I believe, less familiar story: how Whitelocke and Hyde came to be, from their early youth in 1628, united by their friends and ideals, part of a consistent group of ‘liberal-minded’ and ‘sober men’, thinking and acting very largely in harmony as rising statesmen; yet how, entirely against their wills, they were, with their England, wrenched apart. In these friends’ instinctive likeness, and their gradual, reluctant estrangement, is to be found a tragedy as revealing of their times as sadly instructive to ours.




On Texts, Dates, and Names

The ‘Diary’ and ‘Memorials’ of Bulstrode Whitelocke

Bulstrode Whitelocke’s journal, or ‘Diary’ as its rediscoverer and editor Ruth Spalding chose to call it, was commenced after the Restoration (and Whitelocke’s involuntary retirement from public affairs) in 1660, and continued until his death in July 1675. Its narrative of the decades preceding its writing are thus largely, but not entirely, a retrospective reconstruction; it clearly, at times explicitly, incorporates notes and letters that were written either prior to or during the civil war. The Diary’s intended audience is stated to be Whitelocke’s many children, continuing and elaborating the family tradition set by his father Sir James Whitelocke’s Liber Famelicus, though the reader will often feel that the ‘diarist’ cannot help soliciting the longer-term attention of posterity.

These writings were, however, first published in 1681 as the Memorials of the English Affairs, only six years after their author’s death, extensively edited by (or at the behest of) the Anglo-Irish politician Arthur Annesley, Earl of Anglesey. Compared to the manuscript unearthed centuries later by Spalding, the Memorials reveal a smoother style and an increased tendency towards political moderation. The versions differ as to detail, each at different points providing more meat and salt than the other. Even before being compared to the more unspun-seeming Diary, the Memorials have generally received a mixed press from historians, who tend to discern in them more of their editor’s accommodations than their author’s experience. However, Anglesey’s career, ideals, and character had much in common with those of Whitelocke, for whom in his preface he expresses wholehearted admiration. The extent of Whitelocke’s own involvement in, or nature of his attitude to, preparing his account for publication before his death, is neither known nor recoverable. I find value in both the Diary and the Memorials, and do not discount the possibility that the more nuanced opinions of the latter reflect authorial development as probably as politically motivated interference.

Whitelocke would be knighted in 1656 by Oliver Cromwell as Lord Protector, then in 1658 briefly dispatched as Lord Whitelocke to Cromwell’s Other House, but neither elevation concerns our story or complicates the writer’s nomenclature.

The ‘History’ and ‘Life’ of Edward Hyde, Earl of Clarendon

The historical writings of Edward Hyde, later Earl of Clarendon, are more copious, more renowned, and greatly more historiographically complicated than those of his friend. Like Whitelocke, Hyde was a prodigious amateur devotee of history in early youth, though his ambitions as an author were also more literary and poetic. Whitelocke as a young man dabbled in historical writing (and musical composition) for pleasure, but acknowledged no public or private work. Hyde, by contrast, wrote a comparison between Robert Devereux, Earl of Essex, and George Villiers, Duke of Buckingham, scarcely a year after the duke’s murder in 1628, and at the time of Hyde’s own marriage into the Villiers family, and his description passed from hand to hand at court until it reached the notice of Charles I himself.

Hyde’s older friend Ben Jonson was right, if resentful, in noticing the young man’s distraction from his considerable literary potential by his profession, the law, and the ensuing ‘business’ of politics. It was only after the serious reversal in the first English Civil War to the cause Hyde had reluctantly but, eventually, fully embraced – in 1646, after all the events of this book – that he found the time and the will to concentrate on beginning his History of the Rebellion in earnest. Although the (much later) published text claims to have been begun in 1640 and evidently draws upon even earlier material, such as the Buckingham essay, the first part of the History, which ends with the events of March 1644, is fundamentally a creation of Hyde’s years in political exile on Jersey in 1646–8. The History was at this point, at least theoretically, written primarily for the eyes and counsel of Charles I, defeated, imprisoned, but still alive, often defiant, and by no means altogether despairing. Hyde courteously analyzes the past mistakes of the King and his advisors, and warns him against possible future ones, whether failure to compromise or concessions in the wrong direction.

Called back to politics by the executed king’s son Charles II, Hyde would return to his historical vocation almost exactly two decades later, after undergoing extremes of fortune unusual even by the standards of the mid-seventeenth century. As Lord Chancellor in exile, Hyde oversaw the exiled young king’s policy, political education, and spy network, from 1651 until the Restoration of 1660. After in large part engineering his royal charge’s astonishingly seamless return to power that year, Hyde became the restored monarchy’s de facto prime minister. Shortly afterwards he found himself the unwilling father-in-law of the Duke of York and heir presumptive to boot, a dubious honour that also resulted in Hyde’s 1661 elevation as Earl of Clarendon. In 1667 Clarendon’s enemies succeeded in scapegoating him for the government’s failures in peace and war, and Charles II, with singular but characteristic ingratitude, contentedly acquiesced in his mentor and minister’s banishment, one that would turn out to be permanent. Exiled in France, tormented by gout, Clarendon took up his pen again, now writing from a more personal and intimate perspective, without the aid of state papers or the remniscences of friendly fellow counsellors and talkative soldiers in defeat. The resulting Life occupied him between 1668 and 1670. From 1671 until his death three years later he resumed the History from 1644 onwards, uneasily fitting the Life within it.

Unlike Whitelocke, Clarendon in his second exile self-confessedly wrote for a reading public in some unknown future, deliberating carefully over what to include and what to omit. But like his former friend, he would not live to oversee his work’s publication, undertaken by his younger son, the gifted and opportunistic Tory politician Lawrence Hyde, Earl of Rochester. The History, encompassing the Life, first emerged in two volumes during 1702–3, in the reign of Clarendon’s granddaughter Queen Anne, as part of a party-political paper war between Whigs and Tories. Whitelocke’s Memorials were frequently cited on the contrary side, further occluding the considerable common ground the two erstwhile friends had in fact shared.

Hyde composed the first part of the History on Jersey as Sir Edward Hyde, but all the rest as Earl of Clarendon, his title after 1661, and his historical writing was published under this later style. I have called him ‘Clarendon’ when referring to later historical writing, thinking it useful to keep his prevalent post-Restoration point of view in mind.
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Prelude: The Pit’s Brink


If all men, by thy great Example lead,
Would that prepared way to Vertue tread …

George Sandys, ‘A Panegyrick to the King’, Ovids Metamorphosis Englished, 1640



In Pursuit of ‘Purer Air’: Near Ditchley, Oxfordshire, May 1642fn1

The traveller from London now sticking to the obscurer county byways scarcely gave the impression of being a desperate cavalier, or even a particularly practised horseman. He was still in his early thirties, but his carefully composed dignity and stubborn paunch already gave him an older, statelier appearance. Both his unflustered bearing and his costume, sober but well-made and presentable, the dark garb of an industrious lawyer, expressed his adequate means. His eyes, bulging from a precociously crimson face, were often bright by nature whether with amusement or impatience, but now he appeared to have them mastered, dulled, sealed away from undue attention. Only his voice was impossible to dress down with any such assumed modesty. It was the one extravagant thing about him, melodious in timbre, courteous on the whole, argumentative when necessary, but always innately persuasive.

A cynical, reasonably well-informed observer might have taken this slightly comical-looking fellow for a sensible man clearing out of the capital, seeking refuge ahead of the foreboding rumour of civil war. But there were those in Oxfordshire, and especially in the university city, who could have guessed at the much more dramatic narrative urging on such an apparently respectable figure. For this prosperous gentleman was Edward Hyde, familiarly known as Ned; the offshoot of a distinguished legal dynasty, himself a highly successful Middle Temple barrister, and Member of Parliament for the far-off Cornish town of Saltash (a seat bestowed upon Hyde by his original political patron the Earl of Pembroke, to which he had no personal connection). Hyde’s present journey was, in fact, a risky adventure, and one that marked a point of no return.

Hyde had told the Speaker of the House of Commons, his old acquaintance William Lenthall, that his journey was necessitated by urgent medical advice. The renowned physician Dr Thomas Winston had recommended that the overworked member for Saltash, troubled by a gallstone, should take a country rest-cure at Purton, the modest Wiltshire estate Hyde had inherited from his father. Speaker Lenthall, a very rich, temperamentally prudent lawyer, had recently become a national hero by his refusal to deliver up five rebellious members of the House of Commons to the ire of their vengeful king, Charles I. Lenthall, not in fact himself a fervid political idealist, had probably not interrogated Mr Hyde’s excuses in an especially sceptical spirit. Just as the Speaker had shielded John Pym, John Hampden, Denzil Holles, Arthur Haselrig, and William Strode from King Charles in January, so he now quite as easily condoned Hyde’s evasion, in turn, of the by now ascendant Pym and company. Hyde, who had once counted among Pym’s most active and articulate younger supporters, had become his faction’s enemy and, increasingly, its target. Lenthall probably assumed, with both humane relief and political satisfaction, that Hyde was now prudently, with any luck permanently, withdrawing from the national stage.fn2

Hyde’s journey took him ten miles north of Lenthall’s own Oxfordshire estate at Burford, purchased almost a decade previously from a much closer personal and political friend of Hyde’s. This was Sir Lucius Cary, 2nd Viscount Falkland, since that January one of the King’s Secretaries of State. The complexities of Stuart politics had made Falkland, born at Burford into a West Country courtly family, a Dublin graduate, a Scots peer, and an English MP. Like his friend Hyde, Falkland occupied a pocket borough. Saltash had been presented to Hyde by the powerful, equivocal Earl of Pembroke, while Falkland’s seat, Newport on the Isle of Wight, was arranged at the behest of the Earl of Portland, a personally proud, politically cautious Catholic sympathizer. Both royal office and parliamentary business detained Falkland for the present in London.fn3 Since Burford’s sale to Lenthall, Falkland’s remaining Oxfordshire manor was Great Tew, even closer to Hyde’s immediate destination. There, Falkland, Hyde, and other like-minded friends – two of them about to prove instrumental to the officially ailing Hyde’s true mission – had passed their happiest, most rewarding years, in sympathetic, scholarly tranquillity. In the words of the learned gossip, John Aubrey, the company at Great Tew had constituted ‘all the excellent of that peaceable time’. Hyde himself would later liken the atmosphere of this interlude, one of both essential formative importance and lasting, sustaining pleasure, to that of ‘a college situated in a purer air’.

Earlier in Hyde’s journey from London, he had passed by Henley-on-Thames, where the principal property holder, another lawyer MP, was an older friend even than Falkland. This was Bulstrode Whitelocke, whom Hyde had lately urged to take a similar path. Whitelocke instead stayed in Parliamentarian London, and would soon prove a loyal and diligent representative of its cause, yet this decision would not, now or for several war-torn years to come, put him personally at odds with his old friend.

Bulstrode Whitelocke and Ned Hyde were steadfast companions, who had already stood by one another in law and love, in sociable, aesthetic, marital, and political concerns. Nonetheless they were now fixed – more irreversibly than either would, for some years, wholly accept – on not merely divergent, but directly opposed courses. Neither man had, as yet, profoundly changed; both continued to believe in many of the same ideals, to desire similar outcomes, through much of the eventful period to follow. Whitelocke had entered politics in earnest with Hyde’s explicit encouragement and assistance. These two talented, ambitious, conscientious lawyers had in common friends, patrons, tastes, and inclinations, all acquired during the peaceful years of their youth and early maturity. Whitelocke and Hyde had benefited from the eerie calm of the eleven years (1629–40) when Charles I ruled without Parliament, while keeping their eyes candidly open to defects in the Crown and the Church’s government that they had hoped, in vain, together to reform. Despite their complete lack of antagonism, for all their continuing private friendship, they were now fated to contest the consequences of such failures.

‘Arcanum Imperii’: Westminster, February/March 1642

Since the previous autumn, the already quarrelsome House of Commons had been confronted with a fresh emergency: the rising of Ireland in armed, bloody rebellion. The facts of the crisis were grim enough, the stories it fomented even, and ever, wilder. The leaders of the parliamentary opposition to the court of Charles I, King of England, Scotland, and Ireland, now had all too much to lose or gain. Their sincerely felt horror of the Irish rebels, religiously and racially inflected, combined with their solemn awareness of the opportunity before them. Although the House was genuinely united in its desire to address the crisis, the question of that resolution’s shape soon proved to be extremely divisive.

The Irish revolt had rapidly accumulated a momentum that could be arrested only by countervailing force. A fresh English army needed to be raised, paid for, and commanded. The right to raise forces belonged by tradition to the King, to the extent that it all but defined his office. But Parliament was increasingly certain it had permanently wrested from royal control the right to raise money to pay for war. The question of leadership was the most opaque, and urgent, of all. The King had briefly advanced the startling suggestion that he himself should lead the Irish expedition; one of many manoeuvres towards his real objective, appointing commanders of his own choosing. But the leaders of the prevailing majority in the House of Commons were still more determined to pick their own nominees in control of any army – regardless of the infringement of anciently established law and custom that this entailed.

Since the reign of England’s firmly Protestant boy-king, Edward VI, almost a century earlier, the Commons had been permitted to meet in St Stephen’s Chapel within the Palace of Westminster. This cramped precinct made the endemic absenteeism among members something of a necessity for the smooth running of normal business. Only the Speaker, the clerk, and his assistant could be guaranteed physical seats. While the rest of the members jostled for places in the chapel’s pews, those who had already gained a name for themselves (or been born to one) had better chances of securing a suitable perch from which to catch the Speaker’s glance. The ‘House’ of Commons was not really a building at all, but a political conceit: its unity both essential to and definitive of its proper function.

The generally accepted master of the Commons, by virtue of his long parliamentary experience and instinct for political procedure, was John Pym. Pym, a Somerset minor gentleman and former Exchequer official on the cusp of old age, possessed a prodigious capacity for industry, and useful familial and professional connections besides, which just about counteracted his alarming debts and lack of finesse. In the House, Pym spoke with unrivalled passion and stamina, but could not lay claim either to a euphonious style or invariably consistent reasoning. In 1640, when Parliament was recalled after eleven years of rule by the King alone, Pym had instantly been recognized as the effective leader of the ‘anticourt’ party. He maintained this primacy with the invaluable support of his smoother, richer associate, John Hampden, and of Oliver St John, wiliest of the many lawyers among their adherents. St John, showing remarkable and characteristic flexibility, had accepted office as the King’s Solicitor-General in January 1641, and still purported to represent the true royal interest.

Ned Hyde had entered Parliament as one of Pym’s most promising supporters, a personal friend of Hampden, and a connection by marriage of St John. But after a period of productive and significant collaboration with this dynamic troika, Hyde had become disenchanted by his associates’ increasing radicalism. In midwinter 1641–2 he entered fully into the professional and personal orbit of the King. Both prudence and preference at first inclined Hyde to limit his activities to anonymous drafting on Charles’s behalf, accompanied by backstage bargaining towards some kind of accommodation. In the debates over control of the militia, Hyde was far from the conspicuous oratorical standard-bearer he would later, in his subsequent role as a historian, claim to have been. During the most decisive debate on the militia question it was not Hyde but his old companion Whitelocke, the member for Great Marlow in Buckinghamshire, who came forward and dared to express an elegant, logical, and lasting solution to the deadlock.fn4

Whitelocke presented a much more outwardly impressive carriage than the plump and sedentary Hyde. Four years his friend’s senior, he looked rather younger, tall and slight, with striking black hair and a pale complexion, a fashionably pointed beard, a faint but intriguing scar near his mouth, and the sort of immaculately tailored, Frenchified black garments whose glistening sobriety was intended to be noticed. He walked with a slight limp, and as a result did not generally dance. Following the chase on foot in his Oxford days – the undergraduate Whitelocke was as yet no affluent man about town – in the company of William Juxon, the kindliest and grandest of High Church dons, young Whitelocke had suffered a serious and permanent leg injury. Despite this setback, he grew up as game as ever for physical adventure, engaging in a couple of picturesque escapades assisting the elopements of his friends, then later his own, and at one point coming close to accepting a French cavalry commission. Women ranging from rural landladies to Queen Henrietta Maria herself found Whitelocke an interesting conversational prospect. Those men who thought his confidence tinged with pomposity sometimes teased him by implying he looked like a clergyman. A tactful man, Bulstrode Whitelocke generally chose not to take such sport amiss.

On this occasion Whitelocke began mellifluously, if a little ponderously, telling the House of Commons what they hardly needed to learn, that the matter under question was ‘of the greatest concernment’. He widened his address to ‘us all, and our posterity after us’, displaying the instinct both of the lawyer he was and the memoirist he was to become. It was in deploring the expedient now before the House – while admitting its possible necessity – that Whitelocke’s caution became touched with rhetorical fire:


… I do heartily wish that this great word, this new word, the Militia, this hard word might never have come within these walls: But that this House may be as the Temple of Janus, ever shut against it …



According to legend, the temple to the two-faced god in the ancient forum at Rome had been raised by Numa Pompilius, the city’s most pious king and lawgiver. The temple gates were open in times of war, shut during ever rarer spells of peace. The emperor Augustus boasted of having closed them three times. Whitelocke, in transferring the temple to London and the Commons, would have brought to mind two axiomatically peaceful periods in living memory, the whole reign of the late King James, and the controversial, but undeniably pacific, personal rule of his son Charles.

After a little legal badinage Whitelocke proceeded to the crux of his argument:


I humbly apprehend that this power of the Militia, is neither in the King only, nor in the Parliament; and if the Law hath placed it anywhere, it is both in the King and Parliament, when they join together.



The matter, Whitelocke contended, was perhaps a fine, difficult, and puzzling one, but there were benefits to be drawn from its inexactly defined mystery:


… it is a wise Institution of our Law, not to settle this power anywhere … that the People might be kept in ignorance thereof as a thing not fit to be known, not to be pried into. It is the great Arcanum Imperii, and the less it is meddled with, the less acquaintance we have with it, the better it will be for all sorts of persons, both for King and People.



Here Whitelocke spoke like the specifically English common lawyer he was, wedded to the ineffable, organic meandering of a system based upon precedent and adaptability. He displayed both his suspicion of the executive and his scepticism of rule by demagoguery, and suggested that the law’s apparent lack of clarity protected monarch and populace both from one another and themselves.

Whitelocke went on to illustrate that not merely principles but practical considerations gave rise to his attitude:


… if the power of the Militia should be in the King, yet the power of money being in the Parliament, they must both agree, or else keep the sword in the scabbard, which is the best place for it. It is true, that the King by his tenures may require the service in war, of those that hold of him [i.e. the monarch’s feudal inferiors, that is, all English, Scots, and Irish subjects]; but if they stay above forty days with him, unless he give them pay they will stay no longer.



Expressing his widely shared yearning for the preservation of peace, Whitelocke then demonstrated that his doctrine of royal and parliamentary cooperation made war a more distant prospect. He was not even quite willing to specify that King and Parliament acting together necessarily possessed the automatic legal right to command military force: ‘neither in the King alone, nor in the Parliament: but if anywhere in the eye of our Law, it is in the King and Parliament both consenting together.’

Whitelocke’s intervention was not quite as perfectly balanced as it was designed to appear. From his rich larder of legal examples, and historical or scriptural instances, he selected a pair – the Jewish Sanhedrin and the laws of King Edward III – that tended to undermine the royal as opposed to the parliamentary position. With a clear majority in the House, Pym’s side was evidently, at last, about to prevail and seize control of the kingdom’s military apparatus. Yet Whitelocke trained most of his fire on the large Royalist minority, which included many friends of his, Ned Hyde being the closest and most prominent. Nor was the application of Whitelocke’s advice to the Irish situation particularly useful to the weary members; he spoke incidentally of the well-established right of local sheriffs to put down domestic disturbances – hardly sufficient to meet the demands of a rebellious island kingdom. His avowed solution was more of a polite request. He declined on this occasion to support Pym’s Militia bill, instead suggesting:


… that we yet again should petition his Majesty, that the Militia may be settled in such hands as both he and you shall agree upon whom you may trust; and who I hope will be more careful to keep it sheathed than to draw it.



The peripheral relationship of the actual Irish rising to Whitelocke’s whole line of thought is revealing. Every man in the Commons and Lords by now knew that the militia question had widened to determine the lasting superiority in the government of England. Whitelocke was all too aware that both sides were now simply trying to grab whatever arms lay to hand. His real desire was to preserve some threadbare form of peace and collaboration, without drawing too much ire from the dominant Pym faction that he sought to moderate from within.

Ned Hyde might have disagreed with certain points of theory here advanced by Whitelocke. He would soon state in private and in published writing his own preferred, more traditional model of the ‘mixed monarchy’, with the King as head of the body politic, ruling in concert with Parliament, but undoubtedly its superior. But between the political preferences of Whitelocke and those of Hyde’s other closest friend, Falkland, there was not even this delicate distinction. Unquestionably Hyde, as much as Falkland, would have welcomed, even if he had not actually encouraged, Whitelocke’s speech, and still entertained hopes that it might be the portent of a favourable settlement.

Such hopes were not to flourish. In the early days of March 1642, Pym’s impatient House of Commons presented a new Militia Ordinance, taking hold of the right to raise troops. Hyde, along with Geoffrey Palmer – another old Middle Temple friend of his and Whitelocke’s, renowned as a barrister for his courtly politesse, yet in the Commons a rowdier, more open, and resolute Royalist than even Hyde as yet chose to appear – determined to leave London as soon as the Ordinance had, inevitably, passed. Hyde and Palmer begged Whitelocke to accompany them, united as of old, in their youthful days as carefree students of the law. But their friend now claimed to be persuaded by ‘the solemn protestations of the most powerful and active members’ that Pym and his allies would only use their new power defensively, and that war upon the King by Parliament was still unthinkable. Although Whitelocke was to confess in his later writings that he was at this point ‘not yet clear of this opinion’, he had been particularly convinced by the support for the Militia Ordinance of the Lord Keeper, Edward Littleton, the senior legal authority in the country. Whitelocke consequently decided to vote, after all, in favour of the Ordinance.

Behind Whitelocke’s invocation of Lord Keeper Littleton in his excuses to Hyde, there hung unspoken another name, not so exalted in the formal legal or political hierarchy of England, but far more honoured by the learned men of Europe. John Selden, lawyer, Parliamentarian, pioneering secular historian, and antiquary, had been the most important influence upon the young Whitelocke and Hyde, less as a legal or even literary authority than as both a family and a personal friend, a generous host, giver of wise counsel, arranger of influential meetings, and model of civilized conduct. Like Whitelocke, Selden had openly expressed his doubts about the Militia Ordinance; like Whitelocke, he would stay in London and offer Parliament carefully nuanced support. As a protégé of Selden, Hyde had become a fairly close friend of the Lord Keeper Littleton, another of Selden’s powerful friends, of a similar age and approximate political position. By stoutly quoting Littleton to Hyde, Whitelocke was really reminding him of the painstakingly moderate policy of Selden. But even so old and close an associate as Whitelocke was not to guess that Hyde’s own friendship with the Lord Keeper, like his bond to Falkland, and, increasingly, even to the King himself, would shortly assume an independent, momentous, and partisan form.

Whitelocke thus offered in answer to Hyde and Palmer, his dismayed Royalist friends, not just an appeal to political trust – none of these men were so naïve – nor to political hierarchy, for neither were they pure conformists; but to a personally rooted idealism, a continuing quest after peace, wisdom, and compromise within Parliament. Hyde, for one, now considered, with great regret, that this position was too optimistic. Besides, it was impossible for him personally to adopt it, since he was already too far committed to a riskier path. The choice for him now lay between danger allied to influence on the King, and danger in obscurity and finding himself alone.

Hyde also suspected that Whitelocke’s fine reasoning was motivated by fear: for influence, safety, fortune, most of all for the large inherited Whitelocke estates near Henley, close to the capital and the centre of parliamentary power. Having already launched himself upon the highest and most secret intrigues in pursuit of the elusive moderate settlement that all his friends desired, Hyde might reasonably have felt some contempt for Whitelocke’s graceful neutrality. But then, again, his own, smaller Wiltshire patrimony was more distant, safer in the predominantly Royalist west.

Like the friends’ common mentor Selden, Whitelocke still enjoyed continuing credit with both sides. When forced to make a definitive choice, he understandably, and in the main sincerely, held to the safer path. His reward, had he gone along with Hyde and Palmer, might at this point have been more immediately spectacular. Although a natural courtier, he would have been a surprising as well as an eloquent recruit for the King’s party. But in resisting whatever lure of ambition or appeal to friendship he may have felt, Whitelocke committed himself to a career path that would prove for almost two decades to be more stable and powerful than those of his old associates.

Whatever disappointment they felt or expressed, the Royalist lawyers parted from Whitelocke as still avowed friends. Whitelocke remained on such intimate terms with Palmer that they were soon, in defiance of open civil war, living together as fellow tenants of a handsome and convenient town house. But, after Hyde contrived to leave London in May, it would be eight months before he and Whitelocke met again, both by then committed to opposing sides, Whitelocke as a Parliamentarian Peace Commissioner and Hyde as a Royalist counsellor.

‘Time too swift’: Ditchley to Nostell, May 1642

After a fleeting stop at Oxford to conspire with Gilbert Sheldon, Warden of All Souls, his closest friend among the dons and another intimate of Great Tew, Ned Hyde headed for the manor of Ditchley, his next breathing-space on his way to his true destination: King Charles’s makeshift court at York. His route was, contrary to his excuse to William Lenthall, by this point all too obviously northern rather than western, should it be discerned by unfriendly observers. Ditchley was a less obvious refuge than, for instance, Great Tew itself, where Hyde’s presence if noted could have caused complications for its owner Falkland, who was obliged to remain for now in London.

The recently widowed Lady Lee, chatelaine of Ditchley, had been born Anne St John. She was a cousin of Oliver St John, the King’s unfaithful Solicitor, Pym’s legal left-hand man. The house was thus on the face of it an unlikely stopping point for a runaway Royalist MP. But Lady Lee was also a relative of Hyde’s own deceased first wife, another Anne (née Ayliffe). That match had been suitable, impassioned, and brief; cut short by the pregnant Anne Hyde’s death from smallpox after six months of happy marriage. Hyde had mourned his first wife conspicuously and, even after his remarriage, remained devoted to her family. His and Falkland’s trust in the connection was now wholehearted.

Unlike his friend Whitelocke, Hyde was not particularly musical, but as he neared the great Elizabethan manor house of Ditchley, even he might have remembered the words of an old song by a hack poet, set to John Dowland’s lute music:


His golden locks Time hath to silver turn’d;

O Time too swift, O swiftness never ceasing!

His youth ’gainst time and age hath ever spurn’d,

But spurn’d in vain; youth waneth by increasing:

Beauty, strength, youth, are flowers but fading seen;

Duty, faith, love, are roots, and ever green.



For Ditchley, as much as anywhere in England, encapsulated the nostalgic memory of Queen Elizabeth’s reign; a memory of whose legend Hyde was personally somewhat sceptical, but whose continuing appeal to most of his countrymen he recognized. While Burford and Great Tew, to either side of Ditchley, had in the old Queen’s day been subject to the exacting proprietorship of Falkland’s widely hated Tanfield grandparents, Ditchley itself had been built by a glamorous and popular landlord. Sir Henry Lee had held the ceremonial, chivalric post of Queen’s Champion. At Ditchley, Lee had once entertained the Queen (twice, he had complained, would have altogether worn out his resources), lived in sin with one of her court ladies, and commissioned one of Gloriana’s most famous portraits. ‘His golden locks’ had been scribbled to commemorate the Champion’s retirement from the tourney lists. It was this Sir Henry’s namesake, cousin, and heir whose widow now, with whatever trepidation, gave Ned Hyde shelter.

Lady Lee was a woman whose high intelligence, firm religious principles, and formidable character would become more conspicuous later in the century, in her dealings with her youngest child, the libertine poet Lord Rochester. Her marriage to Rochester’s boozily gallant father, Henry Wilmot, still lay in that unknown, martial future soon to descend upon her, Hyde, and everyone else in the three Stuart kingdoms. In both religion and in politics Lady Lee closely fitted the widespread label of ‘Puritan’, arguably nearer in sympathy to, for example, Bulstrode Whitelocke than to his friend, her sudden guest, Ned Hyde. Lady Lee’s ‘Puritanism’, or ‘high Calvinism’, was, in fact, the traditional position of the Elizabethan aristocracy: sceptical about royal prerogative power and bishops who presumed to meddle in politics. But she did her duty towards Hyde. After a few days spent successfully lying low, while usefully employed in drafting royal negotiations with Parliament, Hyde was tracked to her house not by any hostile authority, but two reliable friends.

The first of these confidential visitors to the leisurely Oxfordshire fugitive came at Hyde’s own request, and Falkland’s command. Pace his medical account to Lenthall, it was a doctor of theology whom Hyde had summoned to his side. Dr William Chillingworth, another bookish equestrian, galloped over to Ditchley from Trinity College, Oxford. He was a small man of intoxicatingly rapid speech, his eyes unsteadily gleaming, destined to enter the gallery of Hyde’s most vital and evocative pen-portraits:


… a man of so great a subtlety of understanding … so rare a temper in debate, that, as it was impossible to provoke him into any passion, so it was very difficult to keep … from being a little discomposed by his sharpness and quickness of argument …

Such a levity, and propensity to change, is commonly attended with great infirmities … but the sincerity of his heart was so conspicuous, and without the least temptation of any corrupt end … that all who knew him clearly discerned, that all those restless motions and fluctuations proceeded only from the warmth and jealousy of his own thoughts …

… all his doubts grew out of himself, when he assisted his scruples with all the strength of his own reason, and was then too hard for himself …

… a man of excellent parts … of a cheerful disposition … of a very public heart, and an indefatigable desire to do good; his only unhappiness proceeded from his sleeping too little, and thinking too much; which sometimes threw him into violent fevers.



Chillingworth was generally a man more likely to be called upon for intellectual than practical assistance. His unorthodox brilliance had led him into perilous, and ludicrous, scrapes before and would do so again. But it had occurred to both Hyde and Falkland that Chillingworth was the right man for the present difficulty. Like his godfather, William Laud, Archbishop of Canterbury, Chillingworth came from a huge family of well-to-do provincial drapers and farmers. Ties of blood, of collegiate and clerical life lent him access to safe houses from Oxford ‘almost as far as Yorkshire’.

What Lady Lee made of Chillingworth, whose theoretical and experimental boldness of mind – as convinced of the absolute power of princes as of the free will of human souls – represented the antithesis of her own cast-iron country outlook, is sadly unrecorded. Before too long, urgent news followed the doctor to Ditchley, brought by a second close friend. Of John Ayliffe little is known except that Hyde ‘dearly loved’ him, which are not much-lavished words in Hyde’s huge corpus of memoir. Ayliffe may not have been identical with Hyde’s brother-in-law of the same name, but he was surely in some way related to the first Mrs Hyde, and therefore also to Lady Lee. He brought a dire warning from Falkland and another of the Great Tew friends, Dr George Morley.

Dr Morley, though certainly no Puritan in the stereotypical, joy-averse sense, was, like Lady Lee, a conventionally pious Calvinist, Reformed, or ‘hot’ Protestant; committed to belief in double predestination, whereby the elect few are saved, and the rest damned, according to divine foreknowledge. He was at odds with Archbishop Laud and, more amiably, with many of his companions at Great Tew. Under Chillingworth’s influence Falkland and his friends, including Hyde, were coming to look with favour on the Arminian doctrine, increasingly favoured at court, which placed more emphasis upon salvation by divine grace and human free will. As asserted by a somewhat younger contemporary, the ever-gossipy but often well-informed writer John Aubrey, Chillingworth became Falkland’s ‘most intimate and beloved favourite’. They were indeed sometimes labelled, usually by hostile Calvinists, as ‘Socinians’ (or even ‘Pelagians’), rejecting the doctrines of original sin and the Trinity; and there would come to be a certain amount of truth in such rumours, since Chillingworth encouraged flexibility, adventurousness, reason, and speculation, above all in spiritual and philosophical matters.

But at this juncture Dr Morley’s more run-of-the-mill reputation proved of great use to Falkland and Hyde. Confident of Morley’s Calvinist credentials, ‘a person of great authority in the Parliament’ approached him as he loitered in Westminster on the lookout for news. This ally of Pym, assuming that the godly Dr Morley was a man of his own political outlook, hurriedly informed him that the Lord Keeper of the Great Seal – Lord Littleton, the de facto Lord Chancellor and highest legal office-holder in the land, the dignitary whose opinion in favour of the Militia Ordinance had formed Whitelocke’s pretext for eventually supporting it – had just fled for the King’s court at York. Worse still, Littleton had sent the Great Seal, required for the normal
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[image: A portrait of Bulstrode Whitelocke wearing a dark robe and a detailed ruff collar adorned with intricate lace. His curled hair frames his face, complemented by a small moustache and goatee.]
1. Bulstrode Whitelocke at just under thirty, painted in the year he would triumph at court, travel to France, lose one wife and win another.
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2. Edward (Ned) Hyde in the plain apparel of his legal profession, relatively youthful if already looking somewhat older than his years, well-fed and ebullient.

[image: A stone-built house with multiple dormer windows, a sloping tiled roof and chimneys. The building is surrounded by a stone wall with a wrought-iron gate and shrubs lining the path.]
3. Purton ‘College Farm’, the Wiltshire Hyde cadet property to which Ned Hyde’s father, Henry Hyde the Elder, moved from Dinton around 1626, and which Hyde inherited from him in 1634.

[image: A portrait of John Selden, dressed in dark robes with a collar. He has shoulder-length wavy hair, with one hand resting on his chest. The background is dark, with faint decorative details, including a draped curtain on the right. His name is inscribed on the left.]
4. John Selden, lawyer, Hebraicist, antiquarian, parliamentarian, lover and wit, and an ideal mentor and host, played a formative part in Whitelocke and Hyde’s private lives and public ideals.

[image: A circular painting depicts men and women during a celebration. The people at the centre are draped and hold each other. The women on the left carry a wreath. The people in the surroundings watch on.]
5. George Villiers, 1st Duke of Buckingham, patron of the Hydes, the Carys and many others, was murdered scant years after this celebratory vision was painted by his great protégé, Rubens.

[image: A portrait of Sir Lucius Cary posing with one arm resting on his side. He wears a dark, finely detailed garment adorned with a large lace collar and cuffs.]
6. Sir Lucius Cary at about the time he inherited the Falkland viscountcy from his estranged, extravagant father, early in his friendship with Ned Hyde.

[image: A portrait of Lettice, dressed in an elegant gown featuring intricate lace details on the neckline and sleeves. She wears a pearl necklace and drop earrings, with a bow and an ornament embellishing her attire. Her softly curled hair frames her face.]
7. Cary impulsively married the penniless, pious and, Hyde says, beautiful Lettice, sister of his deceased bosom friend Sir Harry Morison, early in 1630.

[image: An old stone building features large bay windows, arched windows and decorative carvings. Parts of the building are overgrown with ivy, and one section is in ruins.]
8. Lucius Cary was born at Burford, and inherited it along with Great Tew, but sold Burford to William Lenthall, later Speaker of the Commons, to pay his father’s debts.

[image: A portrait of Sir Kenelm Digby dressed in a dark robe. He poses turning sidewards with one hand on his chest.]
9. Sir Kenelm Digby, natural philosopher, romancer and pirate, was one of various remarkable figures the young Ned Hyde got to know in the circle of the ageing poet Ben Jonson.

[image: A portrait of the fourth Earl of Pembroke, dressed in an ornate light fur-trimmed robe with a dark interior, a detailed lace collar and an intricately designed outfit adorned with jewels. He holds a sceptre in one hand and stands near a crown resting on a table covered with a dark cloth.]
10. The 4th Earl of Pembroke as Lord Great Chamberlain, the capacity in which he first encountered Whitelocke and Hyde. He soon became Hyde’s patron, and would remain politically sympathetic to both friends.

[image: A portrait of a king and a queen standing together in ornate attire. The king is dressed in a richly embroidered outfit with a lace collar, while the queen wears a gown adorned with lace and bows. The queen holds a wreath and the king's hand extends forwards.]
11. The King and Queen, soon to reject Hyde’s suit on a matter of honour at Greenwich, but shortly thereafter to receive Whitelocke and Hyde graciously at Whitehall.

[image: A portrait of Sir Thomas Aylesbury, seated wearing dark robes with a light lace collar and holding a document in one hand. A bust of a person is positioned behind him, and the background includes a view of a building and trees under the sky.]
12. Sir Thomas Aylesbury, patron of mathematics, Surveyor of the Navy, Master of Requests and then of the Mint, was from 1634 Ned Hyde’s affectionate and useful father-in-law.

[image: A portrait of William Laud in a light robe with dark vestments and a dark cap. He leans against a column, with one arm resting on the column.]
13. William Laud, Archbishop of Canterbury, a longstanding if interfering family friend to Whitelocke, became Hyde’s most important employer, and had a close though often double-edged interest in the Great Tew friends.

[image: A painting depicts Thomas Wentworth sitting in formal dark attire and holding a document. Beside him, a man in a vibrant robe writes on a piece of paper, glancing towards Wentworth. The window reveals a landscape in the background.]
14. Thomas Wentworth, ultimately Earl of Strafford, was, along with Laud, said to ‘govern England like the sun and moon’. He was to be brought down by a coalition including Hyde, Falkland and a more reluctant Whitelocke.

[image: ]
15. John Pym, the universally respected de facto leader of the reformers in the Parliaments of 1640, gradually forfeited Hyde’s support by his deliberately obstructive radicalism.

[image: ]
16. William Lenthall, initially regarded as a timid Speaker, showed both civility and calibre at Charles I’s attempted seizure of the Five Members. Later he inadvertently abetted Hyde’s flight to the King.

[image: A painting features George, Lord Digby standing and posing with his brother-in-law. The man on the left is dressed in a dark outfit with light lace cuffs and a lace collar. The man on the right wears a striking outfit adorned with a lace collar. A breastplate and helmet, are at their feet.]
17. The mercurial, divisive, over-talented and spectacularly devious George, Lord Digby (left), who first drew Hyde into direct if discreet royal service, painted alongside his more cautious brother-in-law.

[image: A portrait of King Charles as a young man dressed in an outfit featuring a decorated doublet and breeches with embellishments, a lace collar and a sash. He holds a staff in one hand, and a sword hangs at his side. The setting includes a drapery and a balustrade overlooking a landscape.]
18. This portrait of a youthful King Charles also implies the dandiacally pensive intimacy that seems to have characterised the monarch’s first private meeting with Hyde, at Whitehall in 1641.

[image: ]
19. The 3rd Earl of Essex, son of the Elizabethan hero and rebel, was an experienced soldier and genuinely popular national figure who had met with repeated humiliations at court. As Parliament’s Lord General he was respected, if hardly inspiring.

[image: A painting of Prince Rupert of the Rhine holding a scroll and dressed in dark formal attire. Two other men engage in conversation at a table covered with a cloth and a woven bottle.]
20. Prince Rupert of the Rhine (left), King Charles’s nephew, alias ‘Prince Robber’; Rupert’s tactlessness, aggression and pitiless raids (one on Whitelocke’s country seat), attracted the censure of both camps’ moderates.

[image: A portrait of Sir John Byron dressed in an attire adorned with intricate patterns and a lace collar. He wears a large sash tied around his waist, standing in a pose with one hand gesturing and pointing and the other holding a staff. Behind him, a horse is held by a man in a livery.]
21. Sir John Byron, Royalist cavalry commander at the First Battle of Newbury in 1643, concisely and erroneously reported the death there of Lord Falkland to be the consequence of bungled enthusiasm.

[image: A portrait of Sir Edmund Verney in polished armour. He has shoulder-length wavy hair, a moustache, and a trimmed goatee. One hand holds a baton, while the other rests on a helmet placed atop a table. The background includes a dark curtain and an open sky.]
22. Sir Edmund Verney, the King’s knight-marshal and doomed standard bearer at Edgehill, before the battle confided to Hyde his profound personal misgivings about the Royalist cause.

[image: A painting of the Prince of Wales, standing alongside a young prince. The Prince of Wales wears ornate armour, a lace collar and a sash tied around his waist and holds a baton in one hand. The other prince holds a gilded helmet.]
23. This portrait of the Prince of Wales was commissioned by the King as a gift to Dr. William Harvey, who, along with Hyde, precariously ensured the Stuart princes’ safety at Edgehill.

[image: A portrait of Hyde reclining in a pose. He wears a richly coloured outfit with golden accents, a lace collar, and a breastplate over his attire. His long wavy hair frames his face. A sword hangs at his side.]
24. Hyde, by now a knight, Privy Counsellor and Chancellor of the Exchequer, seems here more sybarite than warrior; the Oxford courtiers, despite the war, lived well, if ‘chargeably’.

[image: ]
25. Whitelocke, plainly but richly dressed in the Puritan fashion and looking well preserved in his middle years, as a grandee of the Commonwealth governing class.

[image: A portrait of the tenth Earl of Northumberland standing and posing. He wears armour and a doublet, paired with breeches. He holds a baton in one hand while resting the other on the hilt of his sword. The backdrop features a naval battle scene with ships and billowing smoke under a cloudy sky.]
26. One of the most powerful of the great ‘popular peers’ who formed the Parliamentarian ‘Junto’, the 10th Earl of Northumberland would prove profoundly equivocal in his attitude to the civil war.

[image: A portrait of Lady Dorothy Sidney wearing a gown, a dark bodice and adorned with jewels. Her hair is styled in soft curls and decorated with flowers. She wears a pearl necklace and earrings. One hand rests on a stone ledge, while the other gestures towards a bush in the background.]
27. Lady Dorothy Sidney, wooed under the name of ‘Sacharissa’ by the poet Edmund Waller, instead married Henry, Lord Spencer. Both of her suitors were associates of Great Tew.

[image: A portrait of Lucy, Countess of Carlisle posing beside a fountain. She wears a gown and a fur stole draped over her shoulder. Her hair is styled in tight curls and decorated with flowers. She wears a pearl necklace and earrings. One hand touches the flowing water from the fountain.]
28. Lucy, Countess of Carlisle, Northumberland’s notoriously intriguante sister, was reputed to have been the lover in succession of Buckingham, Strafford and Pym during their respective ascendancies.

[image: ]
29. After a varied and chequered career, Sir Henry Vane the Younger emerged as the leading man in the Commons after Pym’s death. Lady Ranelagh commented that his tyranny was palpably worse than the King’s.

[image: ]
30. Unlike the seventeenth-century manor of Great Tew, the nearby church still stands. Falkland was buried in its cemetery in an unmarked grave, presumably owing to the suspicion of suicide.
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