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Abstract

The Political and Cultural Career of Philip Sidney, Lord Viscount Lisle,
Third Earl of Leicester, 1619-1698: Nobility and Identity in the
Seventeenth Century

This thesis provides for the first time a detailed examination of the political and
cultural career of the Philip Sidney, generally known by his courtesy title of Lord Lisle.
Lord Lisle was one of the members of the court nobility who joined the parliamentarian
opposition to Charles I in the 1640s and whose most eminent figures have not recently
been the subject of individual biographies. Unlike the rest of his class, however, Lisle,
appointed a councillor of state, supported the new governments of both the
Commonwealth and Protectorate; he even returned to opposition to the crown in the
Exclusion Crisis. It is suggested that such a stance was surprising, given Lisle’s descent
from a family elevated to the peerage through service at court and financially
dependent on court patronage. In addition, it is shown that Lisle was conscious of the
requirements of noble status and sought to maintain the style of life expected of one of
his class. To explain this paradox, it is argued that Lisle constructed his identity on the
perceived image of his celebrated namesake and great-uncle, Sir Philip Sidney. Above
all he was influenced in his move to political opposition by the reputation of Sir Philip
as defender of Protestantism against the perils of popery and arbitrary government.
Offering more than an account of one man’s political career and his cultural interests in
art collecting and literary patronage, this thesis also provides new insights into the
nature of religious affiliation in the Civil Wars and beyond, the factional politics of the
mid 1640s, the inner workings of the Protectorate and the emergence of changed values

after the Restoration.
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My greatest debt, however, is owed to my two supervisors, the late Barry
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customarily and ruefully admit. My heartfelt thanks, nevertheless, to all those who have
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Introduction

The career of Philip Sidney, who became third earl of Leicester in 1677 but who
was known for most of his life by his courtesy title of Lord Viscount Lisle, has never
been the subject of investigation in its own right. Great-nephew of the famous Sir
Philip, courtier, writer, and defender of Protestantism, Lisle was also closely related to
the earls of Warwick, Essex, Manchester, Holland, Northumberland and Salisbury, the
peers leading the opposition to Charles | in the early 1640s.! Elected to the Short
Parliament in April 1640, he was a member of the Long Parliament until its expulsion
by Cromwell in April 1653. A supporter of the political Independents in the Commons,
he was appointed Lord Lieutenant of Ireland for a year from 1646 to 1647. For nine
years, from 1649 until the collapse of Richard Cromwell’s Protectorate, he was elected
or nominated a councillor of state. He was also appointed ambassador for Sweden in
1652 and created a lord in Cromwell’s Other House in 1657. Returning to the lower
House in the summer of 1659, he perhaps attended until the final sessions of the Rump
in early 1660. Although Lisle distanced himself from the Restoration, his political
career did not end at that point. Having inherited the Sidney earldom in 1677, he was
one of the peers opposing the crown during the Exclusion Crisis of 1678-81. He
attended the Lords for the last time in 1689, only then retiring from politics.

Lisle’s political career was an exceptional one. As this summary indicates, he
was among those nobles who supported the parliamentary opposition during the Civil
Wars, but unlike the overwhelming majority of the nobility, he continued to play a
public role in politics throughout the Interregnum and later resumed political activity in
the Exclusion Crisis. No other member of the nobility could claim such continuity of
political activity. Perhaps even more surprisingly, by the late 1640s he was established
as a patron of religious Independency. He continued to be identified with Independency
for some ten years after the Restoration and the collapse of republican government. In
addition to his long political career, Lisle was also a major collector of works of art and
from the 1670s, a notable patron and host to the London literary world. Heir to an
under-funded noble family, he amassed considerable wealth by his own efforts.
Although unsuccessful in contesting a deeply unfavourable inheritance settlement, he
nevertheless managed to leave the family estates undiminished to his son and heir.

! Appendices A-C.
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Yet the almost unique nature of his career — that of a nobleman who supported
radical religion and the governments of the Interregnum, but who also upheld
aristocratic traditions of military valour, elite culture and concern for his lineage — has
largely escaped notice. His entry in the Oxford Dictionary of National Biography,
though providing an outline sketch of his political career, makes no mention of his
religious patronage or his art collecting and wrongly places his literary hospitality at his
country estate at Sheen, rather than in London. Elsewhere, misled by his difficult
relationship with an overcritical father and his later unconventional private life,
historians have dismissed his political career in passing. David Underdown has referred
to a ‘disturbed’ Lisle quarrelling with his father ‘almost incessantly ... obviously
jealous of parental preference for his younger brother Algernon’. Blair Worden
included Lisle as member of a group of Rump politicians with ‘pronounced
conservative views, extensive landed wealth and limited political stature’. For Gerard
Aylmer, Lisle was ‘proud, touchy, quarrelsome, with an irregular private life, one
wonders how he was tolerated on the council of state’, a verdict repeated almost
verbatim by Austin Woolrych, ‘arrogant, quarrelsome and loose in his morals’, Lisle,
‘scarcely rated highly for godliness and ‘good conversation’. 2

Only Lisle’s short-lived Lord Lieutenancy of Ireland in 1646-7 has received
detailed examination from historians. For Karl Bottigheimer, Lisle’s Lieutenancy was
merely the ‘curtain-raising farce to the uncomic Cromwellian conquest of two years
later’. On the other hand, John Adamson has suggested the Lieutenancy represented a
highly significant ‘imperial design’ by political Independents to reassert English
hegemony over the three kingdoms. Patrick Little has seen the influence of the group
he identifies as ‘Irish Independents’ as all-important in Lisle’s Irish expedition. Robert
Armstrong has offered a damning critique of the Lieutenancy with, in his view, an
‘inept” and ‘self-destructive’ Lisle wreaking havoc on the Protestant cause in Munster.
Such studies have only tended to entrench Lisle’s poor rating among historians. *

2 C.H. Firth, rev. by S. Kelsey, ‘Philip Sidney, 3" Earl of Leicester’, ODNB, 2008; D. Underdown,
Pride’s Purge (1971), 221; B. Worden, The Rump Parliament (1974), 179; G. Aylmer, The State’s
Servants : the Civil Service of the English Republic, 1649-1660 (1973), 210, 399; A. Woolrych,
Commonwealth to Protectorate (1982), 167, 382.

K. S. Bottigheimer, English Money and Irish Land: the ‘Adventurers’ in the Cromwellian Settlement of
Ireland (Oxford, 1971), 97-108; J. S. A. Adamson, ‘Strafford’s Ghost: the British Context of Viscount
Lisle’s Lieutenancy in Ireland’, in J. H. Ohlmeyer (ed.), Ireland from Independence to Occupation,
1641-1660 (Cambridge, 1995), 128-159; P. Little, “The Irish ‘Independents’ and Viscount’s Lisle’s
Lieutenancy of Ireland’, Historical Journal, xliv (2001), 941-961; R. Armstrong, ‘Ireland at
Westminster: the Long Parliament’s Irish Committees, 1641-1647’, in C. R. Kyle, J. Peacey (eds.),
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In part, the lack of attention to Lisle’s career reflects a gap in historical studies
on the noble opposition in the Civil War. In spite of, but perhaps because of,
Adamson’s work on the nobility in the 1640s, there have been no biographical studies
of leading oppositionist nobles such as Northumberland or Warwick, since the
publication of G.F Trevallyn Jones’s Saw-pit Wharton and Vernon Snow’s Essex the
Rebel over forty years ago. Interest in the Civil War notables has more recently focused
on the leaders of the New Model Army, such as David Farr’s John Lambert; Oliver
Cromwell continues to dominate the scene for biographies of the Interregnum. *

But in the main, Lisle has been unlucky in that the reputation of his English
political career has been eclipsed by the subsequent fame of his younger brother,
Algernon, the republican and ‘Whig martyr’. Algernon’s legacy, selected and
transmitted by Whig and radical supporters for their own purposes from the late
seventeenth century onwards, has proved of greater interest to later generations — and to
Lisle’s disadvantage.® The first biographer of the Sidney brothers, R.W. Blencowe, in
his introduction to the Sydney Papers was critical of Lisle’s acceptance of office under
Cromwell so allowing him to stress Algernon’s high-minded rejection. Blencowe also
pronounced (on the basis of a single violent row in 1652 between Lisle and his father),
Lisle’s temper to be ‘ungovernable’.® Such prejudice, as has been suggested above, has
been too readily adopted by later historians.

But Jonathan Scott in the most recent detailed biography of Algernon is more
dismissive of Lisle than most. He claims that Algernon was the only “intellectual heir to
his father and the Sidney heritage’, and that the *burden of that Sidney inheritance was
to fall squarely in his own generation onto Algernon’s shoulders’; the ‘precociously
able’ Algernon from an early age was able to shoulder his “dull and lazy’ elder brother
out of the limelight and form his own personality and intellect ... [in] the gap’. The
impression given is that Algernon excluded Lisle from public life as well as family
affairs. But Algernon’s celebrity is almost entirely posthumous: the consequence of his

Parliament at Work: Parliamentary Committees, Political Power and Public Access in Early Modern
England (Woodbridge, 2002), 79-99.

* G.F. T. Jones, Saw-pit Wharton: the Political Career of Philip, Fourth Lord Wharton from 1640 to
1691 (Sydney, 1967), V. F. Snow, Essex the Rebel: the Life of Robert Devereux, Third Earl of Essex,
1591-1646 (Lincoln, 1970); D. Farr, John Lambert: Parliamentary Soldier and Cromwellian Major-
General (Woodbridge, 2003); for instance, I. J. Gentles, Oliver Cromwell: God’s Warrior and the
English Revolution (Basingstoke, 2011).

® B. Worden, Roundhead Reputations: the English Civil Wars and the Passions of Posterity (2001), 13,
172-5.

® Sydney Papers: Consisting of a Journal of the Earl of Leicester and Original Letters of Algernon
Sydney, ed. R.W. Blencowe (1825), xxxii, XXXVvi.
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‘Whig martyrdom’, or execution, in 1683, and the publication almost twenty years later
of an edited version of his Discourses on Government. During their lifetimes it was
Lisle — a councillor of state for nine years as opposed to Algernon’s eight months —
who held by far the higher contemporary profile and took responsibility for the family’s
fortunes. Like Blencowe earlier, Scott marginalizes Lisle to enhance the limited
contemporary importance of Algernon.

‘Disturbed’, ‘arrogant, quarrelsome’, “‘self-destructive’, but also “dull and lazy’?
On the other hand, an earlier account by Vivian de Sola Pinto, has depicted Lisle as a
‘kindly and cultured patron’. In the most recent history of the Sidney family, Michael
Brennan suggests that the ‘overlooked but pragmatic’ Lisle was a useful figure in
ensuring the continuity of the family through troubled times, but he fails to examine his
career in detail.® Verdicts on Lisle from historians thus lack consistency and detailed
examination. It can be argued that they have seen his career largely refracted through
the posthumous fame of his younger brother Algernon, and dismissed it accordingly.
Never studied in its own right, historians have taken their assessment of Lisle the
politician at second hand and from others; his role as an art collector and patron of
literary figures has been almost entirely ignored.

This thesis therefore aims to provide for the first time a full account of both his
political and cultural career, not least because, as Malcolm Smuts has observed, no
distinction was made between culture and politics in the early modern period; art,
literature and politics were deeply enmeshed.® This first full appraisal of Lisle’s career
should help to fill the lacunae in the biographies of the mid seventeenth-century
opposition nobility, providing new insights into the formation of noble identity and
political and religious allegiances during the seventeenth century. It will also illuminate
a number of particular issues debated in the historiography of the period: the role of
religion in Civil Wars and beyond, the importance of Irish affairs in English politics,
the growth of factional politics during the wars, the stability of the Commonwealth
polity and the reality of power under the Protectorate. Lastly, given Lisle’s long life
spanning much of the seventeenth century, it will attempt to suggest the ways in which
his career indicates the differences between the world of the early Stuarts and that of

the later.

7 J. Scott, Algernon Sidney and the English Republic, 1623-1677 (Cambridge, 1988), 59, 49, 60.
8 V. de Sola Pinto, Peter Sterry: Platonist and Puritan, 1613-1672 (Cambridge, 1934), 40; M. G.
Brennan, The Sidneys of Penshurst and the Monarchy, 1500-1700 (Aldershot, 2006), 160.

% R. M. Smuts, Culture and Power in England, 1585-1685 (Basingstoke, 1999), 1-2.
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Four themes in the historiography of the period are key to an understanding of
Lisle’s career: the constituents of noble hegemony in society; religious affiliation; the
impact of political ideology; and the legacy of Sir Philip Sidney.

The first of these, the nature of noble pre-eminence, has been much debated.
The decline in the political and economic power, the confidence, authority and prestige
of the nobility on the eve of the Civil War, charted so convincingly by Lawrence Stone
as the “crisis of the aristocracy’ nearly fifty years ago, has given way to a more positive
view of the fortunes of the nobility in seventeenth-century.’® In more recent decades
historians, such as Jonathan Dewald, Hamish Scott, Hillay Zmora and Ronald Asch,
working on the longer time-scale of the sixteenth to eighteenth centuries and
incorporating specialist studies on a wide range of European nobilities in addition to the
English, have not only challenged Stone’s notion of a “crisis of the aristocracy’ in the
early seventeenth century, but have suggested the means by which the nobility across
Europe — and including the English — survived and flourished up until the nineteenth
century.’*  There is now some consensus that state formation and the growth of
princely absolutism in continental Europe during the seventeenth century, so far from
casting the nobility as victims, offered them new opportunities for employment and
status. With their place at court and privileged access to royal patronage, the aristocracy
were the beneficiaries and willing partners of the ancien régime. If in England the
political influence of the nobility saw a temporary eclipse during the Interregnum,
following the Restoration the nobility recovered their privileged position and
demonstrated a similar process of survival and success. The most recent challenge to
Stone’s thesis has come from the extensive writings of John Adamson who has
presented a case for the crucial role of aristocratic self-confidence and widely-accepted
leadership in the events leading up to the Civil War and beyond.*

Both Stone and later historians have suggested that adaptation to change was
the key to the survival of the English nobility. To fit themselves to rule in an
increasingly professionalised modern state, and from their desire to maintain their

rightful place at the head of the social and political hierarchy, from 1550 onwards

10| Stone, The Crisis of the Aristocracy, 1558-1641 (Oxford, 1965), 13, 15, 748-50.

11 ). Dewald, European Nobility, 1400-1800 (Cambridge, 1996), 4; H.M Scott, The European Nobilities
in the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries, 2 vols (1995), i, 8; H. Zmora, Monarchy, Aristocracy and
the State in Europe, 1300 —1800 (2001), 79; R.G. Asch, Nobilities in Transition, 1550-1700: Courtiers
and Rebels in Britain and Europe (2003), 125.

123.S. A. Adamson, The Noble Revolt: the Overthrow of Charles | (2007).
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members of the landed elite began to provide their children with an academic education
in humanist classical studies. Stone has shown that by the 1630s, matriculations at
Oxford of members of the combined gentry and peerage classes reached a level of 500
undergraduates a year, a total not exceeded again until 1870. Similarly John Stoye has
examined the increased popularity of foreign travel, the fashionable completion of an
upper-class education from the early seventeenth century onwards. This education too
was part driven by utilitarian motives — in this case the acquisition of language skills —
but also prompted by the wish of would-be courtiers and diplomats to acquire on their
travels the elite social skills of horsemanship, swordsmanship and courtly manners
taught only in the academies of France.™

Further studies since the publication of Stone’s Crisis, have examined other
ways by which the nobility modified their values and codes of conduct in order to adapt
to new influences in society and maintain their pre-eminence. Of greatest influence has
been the noble code of honour examined by Mervyn James in what has become a
classic study. He has argued for the predominance of individual assertiveness and
violence in a concept of honour which had developed out of the medieval military and
chivalric tradition, but he has also claimed that, by the seventeenth century the nobility
had come to accept the prior claims of internalized self-control. Decisive in this shift,
according to James, was the influence of Erasmian humanist scholars and their
Protestant successors who denigrated the traditional cult of honour based on deeds of
valour, as well as ‘lineage, ceremony and magnificence’. Instead, the reformers stressed
the priority of virtue over valour and ancestry; they also insisted on obedience to
authority, above all that of a *godly prince’. Thanks to the teaching of the humanists,
together with the efforts of the Tudor monarchy, the community of honour by the 1600s
had become centred on the crown; dignities were the reward for service to the state. *

James’s thesis has since come under attack on a number of fronts. For some
historians it overstated the violence of the late medieval period; for others, such as
Barbara Donegan, it underestimated the continuance of aristocratic violence even into
the period of the Civil Wars. On the other hand, Linda Pollock has argued that honour

should be seen predominately as a peace-keeping strategy for discord resolution in

3 For instance, Stone, Crisis, 7, 17, Asch, Nobilities, 132; Stone, Crisis, 672-3, 687-8; J. Stoye, English
Travellers Abroad: their Influence in English Society and Politics, rev.edn. (New Haven, 1989), 11-2,
38-9.

M. James, ‘English Politics and the Concept of Honour’ in Society, Politics and Culture: Studies in
Early Modern England (Cambridge, 1986), 308-9, 320-1, 376, 358, 373, 338.
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which violence played only an occasional part. James’s own evidence shows that even
in the early seventeenth century, honour was understood as external recognition of rank
and status or reputation, rather than an internalised moral directive, as he claims. In
addition, with its focus on noble violence, James’s account ignores other equally
important components of noble status, such as wealth and display. A final problem with
James’s study is that it ends in 1642; he offers no clue to the evolution of the honour
culture after the start of the Civil Wars. Nevertheless, James’s thesis has proved
enormously persuasive. lan Atherton, for instance, has stressed the all-encompassing
nature of the honour culture for the elite. The English gentry, he writes, ‘were born,
lived and died in an honour community’. The study of honour continues to be an
important theme in the most recent work on the nobility. °

But, as James points out, there was some tension between honour as conferred
by blood, and honour as acquired through humanist-lauded virtue. Richard Cust in an
essay on the “public man’ of late Tudor and early Stuart England has more recently
stressed the alternative ideal: that of virtue and the contention that ‘true nobility’ was
derived from virtue alone. Humanist teaching, in his account, revived the moral
precepts of classical authors, most notably the Stoics and above all Cicero, that man’s
highest duty was the active life, the vita activa, in the service of the state, or
commonwealth. Such service had to be disinterested; it had to be in the “public interest’
rather than for ‘private profit’. Honour, in the sense of title and recognition, might
follow such a career but was only a consequence of virtue and a secondary
consideration; virtue was the all-important moral and civil force. Though pagan in
origin, such a philosophy was readily incorporated into the Christian tradition. Cust
notes that Calvinist ministers promoted the importance of ‘godliness’ and the role of
the ‘godly magistrate’ as a vital component of the ‘public man’.*®

But as Cust has indicated elsewhere, during the early seventeenth century the
earlier aristocratic tradition of honour co-existed with, rather than replaced, the new

1> B. Donegan, “Varieties of Royalism’ in J. McElligott and D. L. Smith (eds.), Royalists and Royalism
During the English Civil Wars (Cambridge, 2007), 84; L. A. Pollock, ‘Honor, Gender and
Reconciliation in Elite Culture, 1570-1700°, Journal of British Studies, xIvi (2007), 29; James, ‘English
Politics’, 312; Sir Keith Thomas, The Ends of Life: Roads to Fulfilment in Early Modern England
(Oxford, 2009), 180-1; I. Atherton, Ambition and Failure in Stuart England: the Career of John, Lord
Scudamore (Manchester, 1999), 11; most recently, B. Kane, The Politics and Culture of Honour in
Britain and Ireland, 1541-1641 (Cambridge, 2010), K. M. Brown “‘Honour, Honours and Nobility
between the Reformation and the National Covenant’, Scottish Historical Review, xci (2012), 42-75.

16 James, ‘English Politics’, 332, 379-80; R. Cust, ‘The “Public Man” in late Tudor and early Stuart
England’, in P. Lake, S. Pincus (eds.), The Politics of the Public Sphere in Early Modern England
(Manchester, 2007), 116-126).
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stress on public service. In a feud between Sir Thomas Beaumont and Sir Henry
Hastings, for instance, Cust shows that the one took his stand on godliness, public
service and learning, the other on lineage and loyalty to the crown. Andrew Hopper has
revealed that at the start of the Civil War, the Fairfax family based their allegiance to
Parliament on a view of honour based on *‘godliness, service and humility’; their
opponents in Yorkshire, the Hothams, on one based on ‘blood, pedigree and lineage’.
Indeed, seventeenth-century writers such as Henry Peacham, saw little contradiction
between the two concepts. For Peacham, honour, in the sense of reputation and status,
was the reward for virtue and glorious actions, thus the non-noble could acquire
nobility by virtue. Nevertheless, he insisted, ‘genuine’ nobility was ‘the honour of
blood in a race or a lineage’. In a restatement of the military and chivalric tradition he
claimed that children of noble parents inherited the virtues and noble disposition of the
ancestors towards ‘industry and glorious action’. They needed, according to the book’s
dedication, no other pattern for their lives than the images of their forefathers, although
Peacham did offer them double honour if they acquired learning as well.*’

Some historians have noted evolution in other components of traditional noble
culture over the seventeenth century. Linda Levy Peck has argued for the growth in the
consumption of material goods as a new feature of the ‘magnificence’, or display,
mentioned in passing by James but nevertheless an essential requirement of aristocratic
status. In defining the status of the elite during this period, the acquisition of luxury
goods replaced the medieval and Tudor employment of hosts of retainers. She points in
particular to the collecting of Italianate art — inspired by the Caroline court — as a new
aspect of aristocratic identity. Felicity Heal has written of the decline of open-house
hospitality — aristocratic magnificence in the sense of sumptuous entertaining — and its
replacement by a new perception of civility encouraging social separation over the
Tudor and Stuart period. David Farr has instanced the continuing ties of lineage and
kinship as overriding the political divide of the civil war. *®

Anna Bryson has traced in more detail the codes of civility, or polite society

derived from humanist writers, above all, the courtier, Castiglione; these she considers
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transformed noble culture over the seventeenth century. She argues for the importance
of London, the growing centre of upper class life, in transmitting new ‘modes of
urbanity’, or civility, from the court to the nobility. London provided the elite with a
‘sense of shared identity’ and the ‘possession of a shared culture’, in contrast to the
‘modes of lordship’, or courtesy, the hierarchical relationships of the medieval nobility.
In Bryson’s view, cultural cohesion and distancing from lower social groups helped
underpin the power and authority of the elite: a strategy for noble adaptation and
survival. James Rosenheim has suggested a not dissimilar thesis for the years 1650-
1750. The experience of mid-seventeenth century upheaval, he argues, led to the
concern of the landed elite to secure their social position by the establishment of their
cultural claims to superiority. Remodelled great country houses, collections of fine art
and artefacts, the continued influence of a classical education (though no longer so
closely orientated towards civic duty), and foreign travel for the young, all served to
identify the landed classes with high culture and to separate elite from popular culture.
Longer stays in London, Rosenheim also claims, helped weld the elite into a more
‘self-aware social group’ both cosmopolitan and metropolitan, resulting in an
increasingly homogeneous and hegemonic landed class. If lan Warren has recently
effectively contested the role of London in creating an exclusive elite culture, Asch has
offered a less location-specific origin for the high culture of the later seventeenth
century by which the aristocracy separated themselves from the non-elite and
‘reasserted their cultural hegemony’: taste and elegance, urbanity and literary culture.®

But the social basis of noble pre-eminence was, Warren concludes, not cultural
but economic wealth, principally that of land ownership. In spite of the expansion of
the gentry class, it has been calculated that the nobility still held 20 per cent of the land
of England at the end of the seventeenth century, the same proportion as at the start of
the century. Heal points out the insistence of landowners in advice to their sons, on the
protection of the material interests of their family: inherited land must never be sold,
estates must be soundly managed. John Habakkuk has examined in detail the legal
strategies — primogeniture and the use of the strict settlement — by which the landed

classes conserved and enhanced their estates from the mid seventeenth century
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onwards. As in Europe, with the expansion of the state, the nobility profited from their
access to court and royal patronage, but kinship ties through descent or marriage, with
their creation of network relationships, continued as before to provide a further
strengthening of mutual noble support and opportunity. For writers throughout the
period, wealth was a pre-requisite for honour and the magnificence or the ‘port’, the
lifestyle of a nobleman. A study of Lisle’s career demonstrates all these elements of
noble predominance in society: honour, virtue, display, cultural patronage and the

acquisition of wealth. %

Secondly, given Lisle’s own patronage of religious Independency, some
consideration of the complexities of religious affiliation in the seventeenth century is
needed, not least because the sphere of religion, like that of culture, cannot be isolated
from that of politics in this period. Following John Morrill’s definition of the Civil War
as the last of the ‘wars of religion’, in which he stressed the role of religion as a
motivating — though not the sole or separable — factor in the coming of conflict, there
has been a revival of interest in English puritanism. For Christopher Durston and
Jacqueline Eales, the puritans, or ‘the godly’ (as they called themselves), were
indistinguishable from the mainstream Calvinist orthodoxy of the *Jacobethan’ church,
but were forced into opposition by the rise of Laudian Arminianism during the 1630s.
They were marked out by their sabbatarianism, days of fasting and humiliation, bible
study and searching of conscience for assurance of election; over the 1640s they tended
to support a Presbyterian framework for the English Church. Other opponents of
Laudianism also included under the umbrella term of puritan, turned to Independency.
Yule has defined Independency as a form of ‘decentralized Calvinism’; its adherents
differed from Presbyterianism, not so much in doctrine, but in their wish for self-
governing congregations. Independency has been less studied than other radical
alternatives to Anglicanism, and its differences from Presbyterianism (and its internal
diversities) less examined. If, during the Interregnum it was possible for ‘puritan’

religious values to coexist with elite cultural tastes in music, art and even drama, as
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Bernard Capp has suggested, this was due to the dominance of Independents rather than
Presbyterians in the governments in that period. %

Puritan ‘godliness’ had appealed to many gentry families in the early
seventeenth century, but opposition to Laudian church reforms in the 1630s — seen as
heralding a return to popery — involved a much wider section of the population, as
John Walter has shown.? Indeed, anti-popery has been defined as a staple of sixteenth-
and seventeenth-century Protestantism generally and especially of puritanism. Anti-
popery, formulated by Foxe’s Acts and Monuments was assessed by William Haller in
positive terms as providing an English national identity, but more recent historians, in
particular Peter Lake, have viewed it as the product of stress — the very real threat to the
survival of Protestant England for much of Elizabeth’s reign (and beyond). Lake
suggests that it was also the means to cope with that stress by emphasising the
‘otherness’ the foreignness of the papacy, as well as its cruelty and tyranny. > Some,
such as Jonathan Scott, have argued that the fear of Catholicism remained the motive
force of political conflict until the very end of the seventeenth-century; others, such as
Steven Pincus, have argued for some separation between religious belief and political
action by that time. * A study of Lisle’s religious commitment highlights distinctions
between the ‘godly’ puritans and Independents, the importance of Protestantism and
anti-popery in forming identity, and also changes in attitudes to religion over the later

seventeenth centu ry.

The third component of Lisle’s career to be considered, is political ideology.
Since its publication in 1978, Patrick Collinson’s The Monarchical Republic of Queen
Elizabeth 1, with its analysis of the late sixteenth-century state as a monarchy with
republican features, has stimulated much debate on the existence of quasi-republican

institutions and republican political thought in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth
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centuries. Peltonen has claimed a republican civic consciousness even without “fully
fledged republican theory’, due to the influence of the classical humanist vocabulary.?
For David Norbrook, the education of the time, exposing the young to texts such as
Lucan’s Pharsalia, more directly encouraged anti-monarchical and republican
attitudes. Algernon himself has been placed by Blair Worden amongst the group of
commonwealth “classical republicans’, whose idealism was “fuelled’ by their interest in
classical antiquity. Worden detected a “classicism of the household’, a transmission of
politically subversive ideas, derived principally from Tacitus, Livy and Machiavelli,
handed down the Sidney generations to Algernon. Jonathan Scott has also situated the
origins of Algernon’s thought within the family’s classical intellectual inheritance; this
included the sixteenth-century contacts of the Sidney with resistance-theory
monarchomachs in combination with the sceptical and relativist studies of his father as
well.?®

Such an influence is particularly relevant to Lisle’s political allegiance. In a
revealing comment, Thomas Bruce, earl of Ailesbury, observed of his friend, the then
earl of Leicester in the late seventeenth century, that ‘as to principles of government
they were suitable to those of his brother deceased, Mr Algernon Sidney’. Algernon, he
assessed as: ‘an implacable spirit ... and towards kingly government most of all’,
adding that his return to England after the Restoration was to ‘lay the foundations for a
second commonwealth’.” But the appearance of republican ideology in general and
amongst the Sidneys themselves should not be dated earlier than the Interregnum. In an
earlier study John Pocock claimed that republicanism (according to his definition of
‘civic consciousness’) only appeared in England after the establishment of the
Commonwealth. More recently again, Johann Sommerville has concluded that the
claim that there was any developed tradition of republican or neo-Roman thought

before the Civil War cannot be sustained. % Republican writings, such as the work of
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Marchamont Nedham and John Milton, appear only after the establishment of the
Commonwealth and then, patently, to justify it. Algernon’s writings, the Court Maxims
of 1665 and the Discourses of 1681-3, belong to a later generation and were never
published in his lifetime. For Alan Houston, these writings reveal that Algernon’s
republicanism was ‘originally and essentially anti-monarchical’, but this was an anti-
monarchism based on a ‘concept of liberty and an ideal of self-government’. Algernon
prescribed no particular formula for government, but the basis of government had to be
the separation of powers and the sovereignty of the people. * Such writings cannot
safely be used as evidence for his views in the much earlier period of the Civil War. In
an article of 1985, Worden has pointed to the discrepancy between Algernon’s
advocacy of regicide in his Discourses and his scruples thirty years earlier over the
execution of Charles in 1649.

As Worden himself points out, republicanism was not the only conclusion to be
reached from studies of classical political literature; neither Algernon’s grandfather nor
his father was a republican. Scott too admits that his reading did not make the second
earl a rebel in the Civil War. Loyal servants of the crown from Lord Burghley to
Clarendon, as well as republicans, such as Henry Neville, were also the product of
classical studies. Anthony Grafton, Lisa Jardine and lan Green, challenge Norbrook’s
claim of the subversive impact of classical studies, and stress that humanist-derived
methods of instruction fostered above all obedience and docility, while texts, especially
De Officiis, inculcated conformity to established authority. *° Nevertheless it can be
argued that Peltonen’s classical humanist ‘vocabulary’ — the language of ‘vita activa’
and service in the ‘public interest” did open up an area of potential political conflict.
What if the public good is threatened by the private will of the ruler? What should be
the response of the virtuous public servant? Such a distinction between the interests of
the ruler and the public could legitimise opposition to the crown. But on its own it
would not provoke it. The language of civic humanism might have been a necessary,

but it was not a sufficient cause of Civil War.

McDiarmid (ed.), The Monarchical Republic of Early Modern England: Essays in Response to Patrick
Collinson (Aldershot, 2007), 216.

2% A.C. Houston, Algernon Sidney and the Republican Heritage in England and America (Princeton, NJ,
1991), 4, 191.

% B. Worden, ‘The Commonwealth Kidney of Algernon Sidney’, Journal of British Studies, xxiv (1985),
6; Scott, English Republic, 58; A. Grafton and L. Jardine, From Humanism to the Humanities (1986),
24; 1. Green, Humanism and Protestantism in Early Modern Education (Farnham, 2009), 308.

22



Any explanation for the opposition of Lisle and his brother Algernon to the
crown, at least up until the execution of the king, should therefore be sought elsewhere
than in the legacy of classical republicanism. A possible clue can rather be located in
accounts of the Sidney family itself. In the most recent history of the Sidney family,
Michael Brennan has documented the family’s rise over the sixteenth century from
relatively obscure gentry status to wealth and fame through service at court and the
cultivation of networks of family relationships. Brennan suggests that the family took
inspiration from the ‘carefully promulgated identity’ of Sir William Sidney, who
established the family fortunes at court in the early sixteenth century, as a ‘warrior-
courtier’ demonstrating ‘military prowess in the royal service’. For his services Sir
William was granted Penshurst Place and estate in 1552. The marriage of his son, Sir
Henry, to Lady Mary Dudley, daughter of the duke of Northumberland and sister of
Robert Dudley, later Elizabethan favourite and earl of Leicester, not only related the
family to the noble ancestors of the Dudleys, but placed them amongst the leading
families of the court elite. Brennan’s stress on the identification of family fortunes and
loyalties with court service, of course, makes the political opposition from a younger
generation even more surprising.*

But, as Jonathan Scott rightly indicates, by the end of the century, the family
had a new role model, that of their most famous member, Sir Philip Sidney; his was to
be the image in which subsequent generations of Sidneys were to be raised. Philip’s
younger brother, Robert, was his companion in the Netherlands and witness to his
premature death there. Robert, later first earl of Leicester in the Sidney creation, had
been urged by his father from his youth to regard Philip as his pattern in ‘virtues,
exercises, studies and actions’. As Sir Henry insisted, ‘he hath the most rare virtues that
ever | found in any man... Once again, | say, imitate him’. Philip’s letters to Robert
guided his education for his role in active public life along humanist lines: study history
to ‘note the examples of virtue and vice with their good or evil successes’; ‘travel
abroad to “furnish yourself with the knowledge of such things as may be serviceable to
your country’. Above all *hold up your heart in courage and virtue’. Robert lived long
enough to hand on the essence of this legacy, not just to his son, Robert, the second
earl, but to his eldest grandson Philip, aged seven at the time of his death. This thesis
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will argue that it was the role model provided by Sir Philip that determined the political
and religious dissidence of the younger generation.*?

The image of that Sir Philip was still under construction during the childhood
and youth of the Sidney brothers. Fulke Greville’s A Life of Sir Philip Sidney with its
defining legend of Sir Philip as chivalric knight and loyal courtier was published only
in 1652. Henry Woudhuysen has pointed out that the selection of Sir Philip’s works in
print by 1598 — which excluded his political and religious compositions — tended to
give the impression of a merely literary and secular writer. Peter Herman has also
suggested that during the earlier seventeenth-century the fame of Sir Philip’s writings —
particularly the Arcadia and Astrophel and Stella — eclipsed the earlier reputation of his
political and military career. Blair Worden, however, has argued that much of Sir
Philip’s political and moral thought survived in his writings, above all in Arcadia,
Philip’s most successful and widely admired work. He suggests that Sidney’s purpose
in writing was essentially didactic. He aimed firstly to teach ‘what virtue is’ and to
inspire ‘virtuous action’. The heroes of Arcadia, Pyrocles and Musidorus, have
inherited the disposition to virtue and honourable actions through their blood, but also
their education. On the other hand, Basilius, the ruler of Arcadia, untrained in virtue, is
held up to criticism for his abdication of responsibilities and his retreat into retirement
and solitariness. Sidney’s “virtue’ according to Worden, represents not only conformity
to moral principles, it is also a military gift, necessitating action in the service of the
country when the ruler can no longer ensure the public good. It often conveys the sense
of Machiavelli’s virtu, valour or strength. Arcadia thus combines the earlier aristocratic
emphasis on lineage and great deeds with the humanist concept of virtue and public
service (a synthesis earlier noted by James). *

But, according to Worden, Sidney’s second aim in the writing of Arcadia was to
offer a veiled warning on current political and religious events. The first version (the
‘Old’ Arcadia), was his response to Elizabeth’s dangerous flirtation with the possibility
of marriage to the Catholic Duke of Anjou. A second version (the ‘new’ Arcadia)

introduces a scheming female ruler, Cecropia (the Catholic Mary Queen of Scots) and
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chronicles the near downfall of the heroes as they surrender to the passions of love and
abandon their careers of virtuous action. Only inner fortitude and detachment from the
vagaries of fortune, echoing the neo-Stoicism of Sidney’s friend Justus Lipsius, provide
salvation. Worden’s detailed relating of Arcadia to the political and religious crisis of
1579-81, reveals the importance of religious allegiance for the Sidneys. Mentioned by
Brennan, though not examined by him, is the identification of the Sidneys, as well as
the Dudleys, with the ‘true reformed religion’ of Protestantism from the 1540s
onwards. Though the family conformed under Mary I, Sir Philip, for many years the
sole male heir to the Dudleys (as well as life-long heir to the Sidneys), was educated as
a potential leader of a pan-European Protestant alliance. The palpable ambition of the
two families, including that of the talented Philip himself, proved counter-productive;
royal distrust withheld significant favour from the young Sidney. Only in 1585, as a
member of Leicester’s expedition to the Low Countries on behalf of the Dutch revolt
against the forces of Catholic Spain, did Sir Philip receive a significant appointment:
that of the governorship of Flushing. But within a year, he was dead of wounds
received at Zutphen. His death was commemorated by national mourning and a great
funeral at St Paul’s. Even if the memory of his heroic end faded over the following
decades from the popular imagination, for the family at least, as Scott notes, he retained
an iconic status as an exemplar of intellectual and literary endeavour, valour, virtue,
and, above all, the defence of international Protestantism.

Sir Philip’s ‘defence of international Protestantism’ has also been termed
‘forward Protestantism’, a military enterprise of the Sidney-Dudley circle to secure the
advancement of the reformed religion, an activist strategy that was to be consciously
upheld after Sidney’s death by the second earl of Essex (who married Sidney’s widow),
and, according to Timothy Wilkes, recreated in the household of the young Henry,
Prince of Wales, in the early seventeenth century.®® The phrase suggests a confident
taking of the initiative by the protestant leadership against catholic powers abroad. But
the reality was rather an embattled defensiveness against the reviving and threatening
power of counter-reformation Catholicism. Sidney’s circle, Leicester, Sir Henry
Sidney and Francis Walsingham (Sir Philip’s father-in-law), were noted patrons of
puritan writers, but there is no evidence that the Sidneys themselves demonstrated the
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concern for the ‘godly behaviour and search for assurance of salvation’ which have
been seen as markers of puritan commitment. Indeed, Katherine Duncan-Jones suggests
that at least for a time Sir Philip had crypto-Catholic sympathies, although under the
influence of Walsingham, he developed a commitment to the intellectual French brand
of Protestantism. Worden surmises convincingly that doctrinal codes of Protestantism
mattered less for Sir Philip than anti-Catholicism. Given Sir Philip’s own experience —
he himself had been a witness and near victim of the St Bartholomew’s Day Massacre
in France in 1572 — and his public opposition to the Anjou match, there can be little
doubt that he shared contemporary fears of popery and a corresponding anxiety for the
survival of Protestantism. To rephrase Worden: there was not so much a classicism, but
a Protestantism, of the Sidney household. *°

It can be suggested that Sir Philip’s religious connections offer clues to the
political choices of a future generation. As noted above, the Sidney-Dudley circle in the
1570s and 1580s were patrons of puritan writers. James Phillips has described the
circle’s contacts with even the most forthright exponent of the citizens’ right of
resistance to tyrants, the Scottish George Buchanan, though he admits he was a member
of the Sidney circle only ‘in absentia’. According to Worden, Sir Philip himself was
ready enough to advocate the legitimacy of resistance to tyrannical Catholic rulers
abroad, though insistent on the need for obedience to the Protestant government at
home. Faced with the threat of the Anjou marriage, however, Sir Philip seems to have
conceded in Arcadia, if in deliberately obscure language, the right of resistance to a
ruler who has become a tyrant. Glenn Burgess has downplayed the subsequent
influence of puritan resistance theory into the seventeenth century as being only
‘intermittent’, but argues that in the ideas of Protestants generally, a ‘subversive
potential’ remained. Such a ‘subversive potential’, it has been suggested, was also
contained in the classical humanist language of active service for the public good.
Nicholas Tyacke has recently attempted to trace the continuity of a puritan political
vision hostile to Catholic tyranny from the days of the Marian exiles to the regicide. If
his account fails to prove such continuity, nevertheless his linkage of religion and
politics in the years preceding the outbreak of the Civil War — above all the mantra of
‘popery and tyranny’ (or ‘arbitrary government’) in the rhetoric of puritan opposition to
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the government — connects the world of Sir Philip and the defence of embattled
Protestantism with that of Lord Lisle’s career of parliamentary resistance to the

Crown.*’

Unfortunately no diary, commonplace book or private account written by Lisle
to document his political and religious opinions survives — if they had ever existed. All
the information in this thesis examining his career and its motivation has been drawn
from a wide variety of other sources. The State Papers in the National Archives record
Lisle’s activities — his attendances and committee nominations — as a councillor of state
under the Commonwealth and the Protectorate; they also record his preparations in
England for his Irish Lieutenancy. None, however, records debates or lists votes taken
and thus indicates his political attitudes to key issues of the Interregnum. The printed
Journals of the House of Commons and the House of Lords list Lisle’s involvement in
parliamentary business, both as a member of parliament and later as a peer. From the
State Papers and parliamentary Journals a narrative outline for much of Lisle’s political
career covering the period 1640 to 1660 has been constructed for the first time. This
has been supplemented by the use of manuscript material in the Bodleian Library from
the Carte collection on his first expedition to Ireland in 1642-3 and from the Rawlinson
collection on his proposed ambassadorship to Sweden in 1653; the Clarendon
collection also contains information on Lisle’s activities during the Interregnum.
Manuscript accounts in the British Library, such as those of Bulstrode Whitelocke,
have also provided information. A range of printed material has been examined and
included to complement the official records for the period 1640-1653: newsletters and
journals, parliamentary diaries, private diaries, ambassadors’ reports and family papers,
many of which have been published by the Historical Manuscripts Commissions. All
have to be treated with care; Lisle’s contemporaries were not dispassionate
commentators, nor necessarily well-informed. Most seriously, the period 1654-58 is
notoriously lacking in private sources of inside information when Lisle, councillor of
state under the Protectorate was at the height of his career. There are few clues to the

inner workings of the Protectorate, and Lisle’s role in it.
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The Sidney family papers, the ‘Penshurst papers’ now housed at the Kent
History and Library Centre in Maidstone, have provided much material hitherto
unused. The majority of the seventy surviving letters written by Lisle between 1642
and 1668 and now at Maidstone, have been printed in the sixth volume of the Historical
Manuscripts Commission Report on the Manuscripts of the Right Honourable Viscount
De L’Isle. Others have been found in the Bodleian and the British Library. Most of
Lisle’s letters housed at Maidstone were written between 1649 and 1651 to his father —
largely to win his father’s approval — and are chiefly concerned with his father’s
interests. They do contain much political news, but avoid private information or
comment, as was to be expected of a councillor of state sworn to confidentiality. Lisle’s
attitude to public events, however, is occasionally conveyed and from this some
impression can be formed of his attitude to the Commonwealth. Information on Lisle’s
personal life has been derived from the family’s extensive household and personal
accounts, never systematically studied. These have provided evidence for the first time
of Lisle’s childhood and education in the 1620s and his life in retirement in the 1670s
and 1680s. They reveal in particular his enthusiastic art collecting in the latter years of
his life. His art collection is also documented by an inventory of 1660 and the records
of the dispersal of his art collection after his death in 1698, These latter records have
never previously been examined. Other sources also used for the first time add to the
picture of his cultural interests. A manuscript sonnet by Sir Charles Sedley, discovered
in the Beinecke collection in Yale, indicates Lisle’s literary circle in the 1670s. Two
funeral eulogies — one a manuscript in the Bodleian Library — throw new light on his
hospitality and patronage of poets in the years following his inheritance of the earldom.
Evidence for Lisle’s own acquisition of property and the bitter litigation that followed
his inheritance of the earldom and family estates in 1677, however, have to be
reconstructed from Exchequer papers in the National Archives and the Egerton
manuscripts in the British Library. His legacies to his family are amply documented in

his will.

An outline of Lisle’s political and cultural career is revealed in these
documents, demonstrating the values and codes of conduct of the nobility by which
historians have sought to explain their successful adaptation and survival in the
seventeenth century. Even if, given the limitations of the sources, Lisle’s motivation

will never be known for certain, the evidence suggests that, as heir to an earldom and
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then holder of the title and the family estates, Lisle was concerned to act in accordance
with the required roles of a nobleman, upholding traditional aristocratic values of
magnificence, hospitality and Kinship ties, as well as securing the financial well-being
of the family. But to explain why Lisle broke with the family tradition of court service,
this thesis will argue that Lisle constructed his identity primarily on that of his
namesake and most famous relative, Sir Philip Sidney. In particular he identified with
Sir Philip’s commitment to the defence of Protestantism, which by 1641 was again
reputedly under threat from ‘popery and tyranny’. With the establishment of a republic,
he attempted to uphold Sir Philip’s advocacy of the virtuous life in active public
service. If, after 1660 and the defeat of his political career, Lisle very largely retired
from politics, it will be suggested that he nevertheless continued to model his identity
on that of Sir Philip, protecting Protestant non-conformity in the 1660s and cultivating
the cultural legacy of Sir Philip as patron of the arts and literature.

In their lifetimes, it was very largely Lisle, not Algernon, who upheld the
Sidney heritage of the defence of Protestantism, political aspiration, cultural patronage
and family advancement. His career, of greater interest than previously thought, has
some claim to the narrative account which this study provides for the first time. This
thesis aims to offer an interpretation of how a member of the seventeenth-century
nobility constructed his identity; it also hopes to offer new insights into some of the

historiographical issues of the period.
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Chapter One
Background to the career of Philip Sidney, Lord Viscount Lisle

1. The Sidney family in the early seventeenth century

The future Lord Lisle was to inherit the values and ambitions of his great-uncle
Sir Philip Sidney. They were passed on to him as a living tradition by succeeding
Sidneys of the early seventeenth century who tried to follow in the footsteps of their
most celebrated relative. After the death of Sir Philip at Zutphen in 1586, his younger
brother, Robert Sidney (1563-1626), grandfather to the Philip Sidney, the subject of
this thesis, attempted to emulate Sir Philip’s career and to observe the humanist-
enshrined ideal of the vita activa. He continued to see active service in the wars of the
Netherlands fighting in defence of Protestantism, was appointed Governor of Flushing
in 1589 and won renown for his part in the siege at Turnhout, 1597. He undertook
diplomatic missions for the queen (one in 1589 to James VI), while following Sir
Philip’s instructions to continue his studies and record his findings in commonplace
books. Denied advancement at court during Elizabeth’s reign he found his position
transformed on the accession of James | in 1603. Remembering their earlier meeting
and also honouring the memory of Sir Philip, James readily dispensed favours to
Robert. On his arrival in England he appointed Robert Lord Chamberlain of Queen
Anne’s household and raised him to the peerage as Baron Sidney of Penshurst. Two
years later he created him Viscount Lisle; in 1616 a Knight of the Garter; and in 1618,
earl of Leicester (the title in abeyance since the death of his uncle, Robert Dudley in
1588).

As Lord Chamberlain, Robert organised the masques that were a central feature
of court entertainment and sociability. In close collaboration with the sons of his sister
Mary (William Herbert, third earl of Pembroke, and Philip, later fourth earl of
Pembroke), Robert and his daughter Lady Mary Wroth quickly established themselves
on terms of ‘friendly intimacy’ with the new king and queen. Both families were
prominent at important court occasions such as the creation of Henry as Prince of
Wales; Robert was one of four royal commissioners who escorted Henry’s sister
Elizabeth to Heidelberg on her marriage to the Elector of the Palatinate. Robert’s

much-disliked residence at Flushing was no longer insisted upon. In any case in 1616
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Flushing was handed back to the Dutch and Robert offered compensation for his loss of
the position. For Brennan, by 1618 the Sidneys and Herberts had ‘triumphantly
reasserted their influence with the monarch of England’.

Brennan, however, overstates the scale of Robert’s importance and success. In
spite of his high status at court, Robert never became a member of the Privy Council.
James’s closest attachments were to a series of favourites, including James Hay (later
earl of Carlisle) and most spectacularly, James Villiers (later duke of Buckingham).
Queen Anne was known to have almost no political influence over her husband and
was little regarded by courtiers and supplicants for favours. The profits of office — gifts
for access to the king — therefore rarely came the way of her Chamberlain. The costs of
living at court worsened the already precarious finances of the family. It was estimated
in 1625 that Robert’s income during 1603-16 had been some £3,390 a year, but £1,600
of this had come from his governorship of Flushing which ended in 1616; the pension
promised for the loss of this employment seems not to have been paid after 1618. The
running costs of his family and household were estimated at £3,400 a year. But the
daily expenses of court life amounted to at least another £1,100 a year, and there were
expensive extras: a single suit for a masque cost Robert as much as £220. His annual
fee as Lord Chamberlain amounted to a mere £100. Over the period of James’s reign,
Robert also faced additional expenses, chiefly for litigation and family marriages and
funerals, amounting to some £40,000 in all.?

Rather than lose his position at court and the hopes for a lucrative position to
recoup his losses, Robert chose to sell land: in all he sold £28,000 worth of land,
representing an annual income of £1,480, thus diminishing his family’s income and
their status as landowners.® In spite of the idyll of country innocence as opposed to
court corruption, depicted by his friend Ben Jonson in To Penshurst (ironically, as Ann
Hughes observes, itself a production of court culture), Robert gave priority to court life,
reducing his estates in the hope of royal patronage. Though he was sceptical of
monarchy as a political institution, his commonplace book entries were most probably

designed to instruct his sons in the ways of courts and the secrets of power, as Robert

! Brennan, The Sidneys, 114-30.

2BL, Add. MS 12066, Robert’s finances in ‘Nevitt’s Memorial’, fols 3r-v, 6r, 7r, 4r, 7v.

3 BL, “Nevitt’s’, fols 7r-v, Robert’s marriage to the Welsh heiress Barbara Gamage, however, brought
him land worth £600 a year; from 1612 onwards, he received £800 p.a. from land at Robertsbridge
bequeathed him by the countess of Rutland (Sir Philip’s only child and heiress). He was also promised
the inheritance of the Walsingham lands of Sir Henry Sidney, a cousin, ‘Nevitt’s’ 3r, 8r.
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Shephard has indicated.* Rarely staying for any length of time at Penshurst, he showed
little interest in building up his influence in the Kent county community. Everitt’s
picture of a self-contained and inward-looking Kentish gentry has long been
discounted, but his assessment that the Sidneys (of whom Philip and Robert were the
first generation of the family born at Penshurst), were concerned with national not
county affairs — and were essentially outsiders in the community — is clearly correct.”

Robert Sidney (1595-1677), the only surviving son and heir of the first earl, was
brought up to fulfil Sidney family aspirations unrealized in the event by his father. The
younger Robert was also educated at Christ Church, Oxford, introduced at court and
created a Knight of the Bath in 1610; by 1613 he was captain of a company at Flushing.
He too followed Sir Philip’s advice to record his reading in commonplace books. On
the return of Flushing to the Dutch in 1616 he was made colonel of a regiment of
English soldiers in the Netherlands. That year he made a prestigious marriage to
Dorothy Percy, elder daughter of the ninth earl of Northumberland. Not only were the
Percies, ‘the lions of the North’, among the oldest and most illustrious of the nobility,
they were also related to a number of currently prominent families: James Hay
(subsequently earl of Carlisle), Robert Devereux, third earl of Essex (whose mother
was Sir Philip’s widow), as well as the second earl of Warwick, his brother the earl of
Holland and his half-brother Lord Newport. On the Sidney side cousins included the
earls of Manchester and Pembroke. Robert’s Percy connection, firstly with Dorothy’s
father, and then with her brother Algernon, was to be the closest bond of his life,
paralleling that of his father with his Pembroke relatives.®

Though the marriage seems to have been an affectionate one at least in the early
years, Dorothy and the younger Robert were an ill-matched pair. Brought up in wealth
and society, the strong-willed Dorothy was, in the words of Clarendon, ‘scarcely less
active and tempestuous’ than her sister Lucy, a great political intriguer, and had no
liking for her Arcadian retreat in Kent. She was, according to her husband, ‘apt enough
to be melancholic’ at Penshurst, missing the social life of London and the court.

Surrounded by a large household and a growing family of children she tended to

*R. Shephard, ‘The Political Commonplace Books of Sir Robert Sidney’, Sidney Journal, xxi (2003).
> A. Everitt, The Community of Kent and the Great Rebellion, 1640-60 (Leicester, 1973), 35-44.
® Appendices A-C.
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complain of solitariness.” Robert, on the hand, was by temperament a retiring scholar,
absorbed by his studies. Clarendon famously assessed him as ‘of very great parts, very
conversant in books and much addicted to the mathematics ...rather a speculative
rather than a practical man’, noting that the disasters in his life proceeded from the
‘staggering and irresolution’ in his nature.® Robert’s surviving commonplace books do
not include his mathematical interests; but as Germaine Warkentin suggests, they show
an attempt through the humanist method of collation and comparison of a vast range of
historical, legal and biblical material to come to an understanding of ‘the divine plan
for human history’, a rather different aim from that of his father’s commonplace books.
He was a man of intense Protestant piety. Although no puritan, Clarendon commented
that Irish Catholics reckoned him as ‘more than ordinarily averse’ to their religion.®
Clarendon did not mention Robert’s irascibility. Loathing his military career,
Robert resigned from his regiment in 1623 but was no more immediately successful in
forging a public one, not least perhaps because of a violent quarrel with James Hay. He
then seems to have allied himself with the anti-Buckingham opposition. Only after the
assassination of Buckingham in 1628 and a rapprochement with Hay was Robert, by
then second earl of Leicester, again persona grata at court. Over the 1630s he became
identified as one of the Protestant courtiers who looked to Henrietta Maria for the
promotion of an active anti-Spanish foreign policy. As an indication of his renewed
hopes of a court career, in 1630 he bought land in St Martin in the Fields and began to
build Leicester House, the first London property to be owned by the family. Within
walking distance of Whitehall, it was the largest house to be built by a nobleman in
London in the early seventeenth century. Designed in the new lItalianate style
introduced to the court by Inigo Jones, it dramatically demonstrated the family’s

revived political ambitions.™®

" Edward, earl of Clarendon, The History of the Rebellion and Civil Wars in England begun in the Year
1641, ed. W. D. Mackray, 6 vols (Oxford, 1888), i, 434 (note); Collins, Letters, ii, 372; HMC De L’Isle,
vi, 64.

8 Clarendon, History, ii, 531.

® G. Warkentin, ‘Humanism in Hard Times: the Second Earl of Leicester (1595-1677) and his
Commonplace Books, 1630-60’, in T. Hoenselaars and A. F. Kinney (eds), Challenging Humanism:
Essays in Honour of Dominic Baker-Smith (Newark, Delaware, 2005), 238-246; Clarendon, History, i,
411.

9 Collins, Letters, i, 121-7; M. F. Keeler (ed.), Proceedings in Parliament, 1628 (New Haven, 1983), vi,
123; CSPD, 1628-9, 395; R. M. Smuts, ‘The Puritan Followers of Henrietta Maria in the 1630s’, EHR,
xciii (1978), 27, 44-5; Greater London Council, Survey of London, The Parish of St Anne Soho, 2 vols
(1966), ii, 441, does not, however, recognize the building’s architectural distinction.
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In the early years of the seventeenth century the leading Sidneys, Robert, first
earl of Leicester, and Robert, the second earl, had attempted to continue the family
traditions encapsulated by Sir Philip: those of military endeavour, the cause of
international Protestantism and the pursuit of virtue in a career of public service. Both
maintained intellectual interests: like Sir Philip, the elder Robert was also a poet and
patron of writers. If both displayed a critical attitude to the defects of monarchy in their
writings both, however, continued to look to the court for advancement and promotion.
Clarendon noted the second earl in particular, as a man ‘of honour and fidelity to the

» 11

king’.

2. The education of Philip Sidney, Lord Lisle

The birth of a first son in Baynard’s Castle London, in 1619 to the younger
Robert, sole male heir to the newly created earldom of Leicester, was an occasion for
great family celebration and demonstration of pride in the Sidney name.*? Significantly
the boy was named not Robert, after his father or grandfather, but Philip, after his
great-uncle, Sir Philip. The choice represented part commemoration of the family’s
most famous member, part aspiration that the child would live up to the legacy of his
namesake. For the young Philip, there was to be little escape from his famous name: the
most significant element in the construction of his noble identity was to be the
perceived image of his great-uncle.

Philip’s parents, as was to be expected of those of their class, were not to be
directly involved in his upbringing. Within two months of his birth his father, then
holding the courtesy title of Lord Lisle, travelled to Germany with his brother-in-law,
Lord Hay. Lisle was to be abroad for much of the following two years.*® At birth Philip
would have been handed over to a wet-nurse and from the age of about a year he would
have been cared for by nursemaids in a steadily growing nursery managed by a Nurse
Friday. Already in the nursery was his older sister, Dorothy, born 1618. Two brothers,
Robert and Henry, joined them in 1620 and 1621. Though both had died by the end of
1622 they were replaced in 1623 by a Lucy. She died in 1624, but a brother, Algernon

1 Clarendon, History, ii, 531.

12 Bodl., MS Tanner 74, fol. 237, Gerarde Herbert to Dr Ward, printed in G. Goodman, The Court of
King James I, 2 vols (1839), ii, 18.

13 KHLC, De L’Isle MS ‘Philip Maret’s accounts’, U1475 A41/1, U1475 A41/2.
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born that year, another Lucy born in 1625 and a fourth brother, Robert born in 1626, all
survived till adulthood as did six more sisters. In 1641 a final brother, Henry, was
born.**

For most of the time the nursery was based at Penshurst Place (the house had
been handed over to the parents as their home by the first earl, who remained in
London), but a pattern of visiting was established over the 1620s.® In January or
February the whole family would go to London to stay for a month or so in their
lodgings at Baynard’s Castle, home of their Herbert cousins, the earls of Pembroke, and
the family’s London base until the building of Leicester House. The children would
then return to Penshurst, while their parents would move on for weeks at a time to the
Percy houses at Syon or Petworth. During the summer months the parents would be at
home for the visits of relatives, in particular those of Lucy Hay, countess of Carlisle,
and the elder Robert Sidney. In the autumn the parents might return to the Percy
houses, but throughout the year they also made frequent visits to London. Unlike his
father, Lisle never seems to have resided at court for any length of time; with the saving
of this expense, the family finances seem to have recovered, at least partially and
temporarily, over the 1620s.

All Dorothy’s affection was reserved for her eldest child, also Dorothy, at least
until the birth of Henry, the youngest and most handsome of her children. For Philip,
she seems to have shown ambition, but little warmth. Her husband on the other hand
seems to have acquired a positive dislike of his son from an early age. Possibly shy and
hesitant, apparently pale and often sickly, Philip may well have represented too close a
mirror-image of his father for comfort.’® It was left to his grandfather, Robert, to
provide the affection for which his parents had little time. The old earl met up with the
family in London, and visited Penshurst in the summer months. Staying at Penshurst
from July 1625 to the following January (to conceal his poverty-stricken state from the
court), he is unlikely to have failed to have impress the young Philip - by then six and

old enough to remember the gist of earnest admonition — with the need to take Sir

¥ KHLC, De L’Isle MS U1475 A41/2, 21 June, 1621 first payments to Nurse Friday; U1475 A41/3,
burial of Robert, 26 July 1622, U1475 A41/4, burial of Henry, 27 December; U1475 A41/6, 16 May
1623, payments for Algernon; U1475 A41/10 reference to more children, 13 February 1625 and 30
June; U1475 A27/9, 19 September, Robert christened.

> KHLC, De L’Isle MSS U1475 A27/7, A27/8, A27/9, A28/1.

® TT, E.433 [15], M. Nedham, Mercurius Pragmaticus, 13-20 June, 1648 ‘Of the same complexion
with Ananias’; BL, Add. MS 53727, fol. 54, Algernon Sidney to Bulstrode Whitelock, ‘Oftimes very
sickly’.
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Philip, his elder brother, as his pattern in “virtues, exercises, studies and actions’ as his
own father had urged.” Even without such advice, there was at least one other contact
to remind Philip of his famous namesake: Sir Philip’s widow, Frances, then countess of
Clanricarde, lived until 1632 and during the younger Philip’s childhood was living near
Penshurst at Somerhill, Tonbridge.

In spite of their lack of warmth, the parents nevertheless took great care over the
education of their eldest son, educating him to fulfil family expectations as Sir Philip
Sidney’s heir. On 4 July 1622, aged three, he and Dorothy, were bought primers, the
first books of instruction, to learn their letters and the elements of the Christian faith. In
1624 a Mr Vale, graduate of the notably puritan Emmanuel College, Cambridge, was
appointed to teach the pair reading and writing. Philip’s birthday present for his seventh
birthday was a bible. Aged eight, in the spring of 1627 he was sent away to boarding
school, as his great-uncle Philip had been.*® The younger Philip’s school, however, was
not in provincial Shrewsbury, but housed in elegant premises in Cripplegate parish,
London. There the gifted Thomas Farnaby, ‘the chief grammarian, rhetorician, poet,
Latinist and Grecian of his day’, had created the most celebrated school of the 1620s
and 1630s, educating some hundreds of the sons of the nobility, gentry and London
elite.’® During the five years he was there, Philip, who acquired in 1626 the courtesy
title of Lord Viscount Lisle on his father’s inheritance of the earldom, would have
received the education shared by all members of the upper classes. It was almost
entirely based on Latin studies: first grammar and language, and then literature, the
works of Cicero above all (and particularly De Officiis), but also Terence, Ovid and
Virgil. An important text deployed in Norbrook’s argument that such studies helped
incite the young to rebellion is Lucan’s Pharsalia, an edition of which was published

by Farnaby himself.?

But Farnaby was to prove staunchly royalist in the Civil War
and, as Wood observed of his school, ‘more churchmen and statesmen issued thence

than from any other school taught by one man in England’.?* It can be suggested that

17 KHLC, De L’Isle MS U1475 A27/8, Leicester arrived at Penshurst 26 July and left 4 January;
Collins, Letters, i, 246.

¥ KHLC, De L’Isle MSS U1475 A41/3; U1475 A27/7, 24 April 1624, the first reference to Mr Vale;
U1475 A41/14, 11 January 1626; U1475 A41/11; U1475 A42/1, undated, ‘for carrying my Lord Lisle’s
furniture for his chambers to Mr Farnaby’s and 7 August 1627, payment of £11 5s to Farnaby for Lisle’s
diet, etc.

9 A, Wood, Athenae Oxoniensis, new ed., 4 vols (1813-20), iii, 214.

2 Norbrook, Writing, 23, 34-7.

2! Wood, Athenae, iii, 214.
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rather than rebellion, school would have inculcated Lisle with the importance of
obedience to authority as well as a thorough grounding in the Latin language.

Lisle probably stayed at Farnaby’s until his first experience of ‘matters of
embassies and legatine affairs’.?? Aged thirteen, in September 1632 he and Algernon,
then aged nine, were taken by their father on his first public appointment, a diplomatic
mission to Christian 1V, king of Denmark. The ostensible aim of the mission was to
offer condolences to the king on the death of his mother, Charles I’s grandmother. The
reality was to investigate the possibilities of Charles obtaining legacies from his
grandmother for his sister, Elizabeth, ‘the Winter Queen’, but more importantly
securing the help of the Danish king in forming an anti-Habsburg alliance to help
restore Elizabeth’s family to the Palatinate. Leicester’s entourage was an impressive
fifty-five strong and the cost for the embassy, which lasted till the end of November,
over £4,000, but other than a concession for English merchants based at Hamburg,
nothing was achieved.? The earl privately registered his critical attitude to the Danish
court in his journal. He thoroughly disapproved of Christian’s pattern of life, ‘to drink
all day and lie with a whore at night” (noting piously, ‘blessed be God that hath given
England so virtuous a king’). He was irritated with delays in securing his audience, and
his “ill lodgings’, and he loathed the heavy drinking at court entertainments. He
pronounced Hamburg, en route home, as ‘the dirtiest and stinkingest town that ever |
came in’ and disapproved of the ‘papist’ appearance of its Lutheran churches.
Nevertheless he was well-received by the king’s cousin, Duke Frederick Il of
Holstein-Gottorp, and honoured by the councillors of Hamburg for his ‘illustre
maison’. Philip perhaps noted the latter compliment and may have been more
favourably inclined; presented at court, he received a jewel from the king.?* He
possibly also welcomed the opportunity to spend time with Algernon; all the evidence
suggests a close and supportive relationship between the two for at least the next
twenty years.?

Back in England in January 1633, at the relatively young age of fourteen, but

having apparently acquired sufficient competence in Latin, Lisle entered Christ Church,

22 J. Howell, Finetti Philoxenis (1656), dedication to Lisle; Howell was Leicester’s secretary on the
embassy.

* R. Cant, ‘The Embassy of the Earl of Leicester to Denmark in 1632’, EHR, liv (1939), 252-262.
** HMC De L’Isle, vi, 14, 15, 26, 33, 34, 25, 30, 19, 26.

% There is evidence that he wrote to Algernon from Oxford in 1634, KHLC, De L’Isle MS U1500
A14/13; perhaps he viewed himself as elder brother-mentor to Algernon as Sir Philip was to Robert.
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Oxford, the second Philip Sidney and the third generation of his family to study there.?
Lisle’s university education would have consisted almost entirely of reading directed
by a tutor, since upper-class students were no longer required to take part in public
disputations as they had been in Sir Philip’s day, nor did they generally take degrees. In
spite of this, Mordecai Feingold asserts that the undergraduate curriculum was shared
by all students. It included logic, rhetoric, moral philosophy, civil law and
mathematical science, with much emphasis on the study of history and the lessons to be
learnt from it, in addition to literature and poetry. Latin, taught as a living language,
was the core of instruction, but for English style, the works of Sir Philip were studied.
At Christ Church, if not earlier, Lisle would have become acquainted with his
namesake’s Arcadia and its exaltation of virtuous action. Essentially humanistic in
content, Feingold argues that as a whole ‘the curriculum was dominated by the
doctrines of Cicero and Quintilian on the formation of the wise and virtuous man who
would strive for the common good’, with moral philosophy in particular based on the
‘Platonizing Stoic ethics of Cicero ...blended with traditional Aristotelian ethics.?’
Almost certainly the Dean of Christ Church, Brian Duppa, would have taken
particular responsibility for Lisle’s progress and would have lodged Lisle in his own
house (just as the Dean of Christ Church had entertained the earlier Philip), possibly
tutoring him himself. Duppa, a lover of literature and poetry, acclaimed by a
contemporary for ‘the comeliness of his presence, the gentleness of his carriage and the
variety and smoothness of his learning’, was soon to be appointed tutor to the royal
children.? But the Christ Church of the 1630s was no longer the bastion of Calvinist
orthodoxy that it had been in the days of Lisle’s great-uncle and grandfather. Duppa
was a leading light in the Laudian reform programme at Oxford inaugurated by Laud’s
election as Chancellor in 1629 which prioritized the drive for order and decorum in the
university and the introduction of ‘the beauty of holiness’ into college worship. This
latter signified a shift in the dominant theology of the university from Calvinism to
Arminianism, in politics parallel to, and enhancing the growth of, royal power in the

years of Charles’s ‘personal rule’.

%6 University of Oxford, Christ Church Archives, CCA, xiii.b.1,Caution Money Book, 1625-41:caution
money of £20, was received from Lord Viscount Lisle on 12 February 1632/3, 36; Dean’s Admission
Book, 1546-1635, CCA, D.P.i.a.1, ‘Philip Sidney, Viscount Lisle, matriculated 26 July’, 1634, 191.
" M. Feingold, ‘The Humanities’, in N. Tyacke (ed.), The History of the University of Oxford, vol. 4:
Seventeenth-century Oxford (Oxford, 1997), 217, 249, 213. 306.

%8 BL, MS Lansdowne 986, fol. 11.
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For Lisle, the influence of the new royalism was inescapable, however much the
church reforms challenged the *Jacobethan’ Protestantism regarded as the ‘true
reformed Protestantism’ by the Sidneys. In the year of his arrival at Christ Church he
contributed two poems in Latin to Oxford-produced volumes compiled by Duppa and
commemorating royal events. The first, Solis Britannici Perigaeum, celebrated Charles
I’s return from Scotland in July 1633, the second, Vitis Carolinee Gemma Altera, the
birth of James, Duke of York, in October that year. Three years later, another poem of
Lisle’s, this time celebrating the birth of Princess Elizabeth was published in Coronae
Carolin@ Quadratura. * Such volumes, demonstrating the loyalty of the academic
community, served to strengthen the mutually-supportive relationship between Crown
and University, ‘reinforcing the royalist vision of the Caroline decade’.*® As a mark of
his social status, Lisle’s contribution to the first of these, under his name of Philippus
Sydney, was the fifth item out of 126 such verses and took precedence over the
contributions of ten heads of Houses. His contribution to the second volume was an
equally conspicuous sixth, and to the third, a still-visible twelfth. If the King failed to
appreciate Lisle’s Latin style and sentiments: ‘Non castra Regnum, sed Thorus ampliat’
(not military camps but the bridal bed fills the kingdom), he would at least have
recognized the name of the author, and also assured himself of the effectiveness of the
head of his college, Duppa, as an educator of the elite.*

On his first summer vacation from Oxford, Lisle attended the country’s ‘third
university’. On 12 August 1633 he was admitted, as Sir Philip had been, to Gray’s Inn,
the most socially exclusive of the Inns, along with his brother Algernon, John Egerton,
Viscount Brackley, son of the earl of Bridgewater, President of the Council of Wales,
Thomas Egerton, John’s younger brother, George Carey, son of the Earl of Dover, and
Richard Lennard, son of the late Lord Dacre. The arrival on the same day of such a
group suggests pre-arrangement with a tutor to provide them with an introduction into
the legal system, a popular short course for members of the landowning classes.*” It

could also have been that a request from Lisle for the appropriate company he found

2% Solis Britannici Perigaeum, sive, Itineratis Caroli auspicatissima Periodus (Oxford, 1633); Vitis
Caroline Gemma Altera (Oxford, 1633); Coronae Caroline Quadratura (Oxford, 1636).

% R.A. Anselment, “The Oxford University Poets and Caroline Panegyric’, John Donne Journal, iii,
(1984), 187.

3 Coronae Carolina; Christ Church, was prominent for the size of its contributions in the first volume,
which was compiled by Duppa; there were some twenty-seven in all, in addition to Lisle’s.

%2 ). Foster (ed.), The Register of Admissions to Gray’s Inn, 1521-1887 (1889), 201; Lisle was
presumably back again in Oxford by October when the first volume of celebratory verses was prepared.
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lacking in Christ Church, and a chance to see Algernon again, prompted the
arrangement. *

In May 1636 Lisle’s education at Christ Church finished when he and Algernon
joined their father on a second diplomatic mission. This time the earl was appointed
ambassador extraordinary to Louis XIlII, king of France. The aim of the embassy was
much the same as the first: to secure by diplomatic means the restitution of Charles’
nephew to the Palatinate. The end result, after five years of negotiation, was similarly
fruitless. At the same time, Leicester unwisely undermined his position at home by his
instant rivalry with, and contempt for, his colleague, the resident ambassador, John,
Lord Scudamore, a loyal protégé of Laud. Leicester also conspicuously absented
himself from the English chapel in Paris, attending instead the Huguenot church at
Charenton. In spite of the friction, the lavishly funded earl — Leicester was promised
£7,700 for his first year in Paris — and his sons must have enjoyed their lodgings in the
sumptuous residence of the Hotel des Ambassadors and the splendours of the French
court. In Paris they became acquainted not only with the royal family, but also the
leading members of the French nobility, particularly the Huguenot aristocracy. Lisle’s
mother’s hopes were raised when she heard in March 1637 that Madam de Rohan, the
greatest Protestant heiress in France, had looked much at Lisle “as if she liked him
well’. ‘I pray let Philip take courage and try his fortune’, she urged, though nothing
more came of this.*

It seems, however, that Lisle spent the greater part of his years in France not in
Paris but in Saumur, where he arrived probably in August 1636. Saumur, with its
privileged Huguenot fortifications, was a symbol of Protestant resistance to an
encroaching Catholic absolutist monarchy. The town was also in a sense, Sidney
territory, since at the end of the sixteenth century Philippe du Plessis Mornay, the great
friend of the earlier Philip, had founded there a celebrated Protestant Academy for the
training of pastors. If Lisle attended the theological academy, he would probably have
also spent time at the riding academy, similarly founded by du Plessis Mornay in 1613
to provide the courtly and military skills required by the young nobility. Such
fashionable academies taught the ‘exercises’ of riding the great horse, fencing and

dancing, to inculcate the *natural grace’, the bodily control introduced by Italian courtly

¥ According to the Dean’s Admission Book, only one other member of the nobility (who would have
been considered a suitable friend for Lisle), Lord Lovelace, was admitted to Christ Church in 1633.
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ethics as the mark of the true aristocrat. Lisle should have become fluent in French
during his stay in the town, and would certainly have made the acquaintance of the
English upper-class young as they passed through Saumur on the first stage of their
‘grand tour’. %

But for Lisle there is no evidence that a grand tour was planned for him. In
December 1638 his mother, who remained at Penshurst, wrote complainingly to her

husband that

It troubles me that he [Lisle] lives so long in a country town where nothing can be learnt. If
you will neither suffer him at Paris nor send him into England, | wish he might go to Italy that

his time may not be so lost as | fear it is in that obscure place.*

There is no clue at all to Lisle’s whereabouts the following year and by early 1640 he
was back in Paris. The Giro d’ltalia was customarily undertaken from early summer
one year to summer the following year, leaving Lisle little time for such a journey,
though James Howell later indicated the possibility of a tour within a single calendar
year. All three of Lisle’s younger brothers are recorded as visiting Rome and it would
seem unlikely that Lisle was deprived of the experience, given the care taken of his
earlier education, but there is no record of such a tour.*

Whatever his travels during the previous year, by 1640, aged 21, Lisle was back
in Paris, preparing to return to England. His formal education and preparation for his
role in life had come to an end. All his training had been designed to fit him for the
humanist goal of the virtuous life in the service of his prince. He had received the
education of a Sidney: an intensive academic education in humanist studies, an
introduction to courts and public service, an experience of foreign travel and instruction
in the social graces expected of a courtier. Apart from his years at Oxford when he had
been exposed to the Laudianism favoured by the crown, he had been brought up in the
traditional Protestantism of the Sidneys: non-doctrinaire ‘Jacobethan’ Calvinism, by no
means puritanical, but resolutely anti-Catholic. In France he had encountered a growing

threat to Protestantism, with the defence of which his famous namesake was identified.
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Throughout his early life his famous name must have been universally recognized and
the expectations of his family reinforced by the reception he encountered from others.

3. First steps in a career, 1640-2

Within two years of Lisle’s return to England in 1640, preparations for a civil
war were under way. Assessment of the situation in the country in 1640 has been the
subject of major historiographical controversy for generations. One of the most
influential works of recent decades on the coming of the English Civil War has been
that of Conrad Russell’s The Fall of the British Monarchies, 1637-1642. Following the
approach of ‘revisionist’ historians such as John Morrill and Kevin Sharpe, Russell
challenged the determinist view of an earlier generation of Whig or Marxist historians
that the Civil War was inevitable. He denied that discontent in England in 1640, or
even eighteen months later, was at critical levels. The crisis, when it came, evolved
from the structural defects of the Stuart monarchy: the instability inherent in a
‘multiple-monarchy’ comprising three nations, England, Scotland and Ireland, each
with a different religious settlement. David Smith, however, has more convincingly
placed the origins of the collapse of royal authority primarily on Charles’s choices of
policies — in particular his religious reforms and decision to crush the Covenanters by
force — and his authoritarian style of government, rather than the institutional stresses
inherent in a multiple-monarchy.® Morrill, explaining his earlier claim that the Civil
Wars were the ‘last of the wars of religion’, has stressed the passionate and widespread
belief in a Popish plot to overthrow church and state from within, and claimed that it
was the force of religion rather than political considerations that drove minorities to
fight. lan Gentles has also argued emphatically for the motivating force of religion.
Jonathan Scott has seen the concerns of Parliament in 1640-2 as ‘fundamentally
religious’, claiming that the legitimating power of religion made rebellion possible. But
he notes that the civil war was caused by an intertwined fear that Protestantism and
parliament were under threat from popery and arbitrary government. Michael Braddick

similarly notes the connections made at the time between popish religion and tyranny.*
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For John Adamson in The Noble Revolt the inner-core of opposition peers — Bedford,
Warwick, Essex, Hertford, Mandeville and Saye — were determined on redefining the
powers of the monarchy to ensure the ‘liberties’ of the subject. Religion was of central
concern, but their primary goal was political, the destruction of the prerogative powers
of the monarchy, and the creation of an “aristocratic monarchy’ in order to advance the
cause of reformed Protestantism. Adamson undoubtedly reveals the importance of
puritan (in the sense of the ‘godly’ minority) noble leadership in organizing political
opposition to the crown. But, as noted above, John Walter has also revealed the extent
of resistance to Laudian innovation and fear of popery at a popular level. Earlier studies
have established the profound influence of anti-popery and very real fears of a Popish
plot in the early seventeenth century.*’ Religious motivation can thus been taken to be a
major factor in the coming of Civil War, and anti-popery a powerful component of that
factor, but religious and political concerns should be seen as intertwined and
inseparable.

Even before his twenty-first birthday and while still in France (or even ltaly),
Lisle was to be drawn into the growing political crisis. In December 1639 Sir Thomas
Wentworth, Lord Deputy for Ireland and Laud’s closest colleague in the development
of the “Personal Rule’, suggested to Lucy, Countess of Carlisle, that her nephew Lisle
should be colonel of a regiment of 500 horse in the army being formed for the second
‘Bishop’s war’ against the Scots. The suggestion was perhaps made to win favour with
Lucy, or her brother, Algernon, earl of Northumberland, the Lord Admiral — and no
friend of Laud — in order to secure the co-operation of the Percy-Sidney family
connection. Algernon, however, was cool in his reaction, perhaps aware of the political
implications of the proposal. He warned Leicester in Paris that this would cost probably
£600-£800 above the allowance offered, and suggested instead that Lisle could have the
command of a troop of horse in the Dutch service. As a third option, Northumberland
proposed that Lisle could have the command of the two troops of his own horse guards.
Given the worsening state of his finances with the allowance for his embassy in arrears,
Leicester agreed to the third and by the end of February Northumberland, newly

appointed general of the army for the north, was urging Lisle’s rapid return to England
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to take up his command.** At the same time it seems that Northumberland launched
Lisle’s political career. In the elections for the parliament that met on 13 April to
provide money for the northern campaign, Lisle was returned as member for Yarmouth,
Isle of Wight. This was a tiny borough with which the Sidneys had no connection, and
which Lisle apparently never visited, but one whose electors were under the direction
of Northumberland in his capacity as Lord Admiral.*

Not until 10 May, however, did Lisle return to England, by which time the
Short Parliament had been acrimoniously dissolved without voting supplies. With most
of his family — his parents, two younger brothers, three eldest sisters and his new
brother-in-law, Lord Spencer — by this stage in Paris, it was left to the Percies to look
after Lisle on his homecoming. His welcome was assured enough from all three of his
mother’s siblings, not least because none had a son of their own. For Northumberland,
his eldest nephew was of particular importance. Northumberland wrote to his parents
promising ‘we shall be as little asunder as my occupations will permit’. His younger
brother Henry, wrote of the “inclinations and reasons | have both to counsel and love
him” while Lucy declared to her sister that ‘we shall see my Lord Lisle shortly which I
joy me, not only as being yours, but from a particular inclination to his person’.** Early
impressions were highly complimentary. Northumberland informed his father that,
‘though he have little employment in this town, yet am | confident there is no danger of
his misspending his time in any place for | never saw a young man freer from
indiscretion or vice than | believe him to be’. For Lucy, ‘I am every day more pleased
with him ...l never heard word of him since his coming hither but extremely to his
advantage’. For their part the Percies kept their word: Northumberland was described
as being “very careful’ of his nephew, providing Lisle with lodgings in Lord Conway’s
house in Queen Street next to his own town house. Lady Carlisle and Henry Percy also
looked after Lisle, taking him in late May to the court then at Greenwich.**

Given that he had been abroad for the last four years, and arrived home to be
chaperoned by his mother’s family, Lisle had probably little exposure to the political
tensions in the country at large. As Northumberland put it, ‘his long absence hath made

him a stranger here’. How much Lisle would have learnt from his uncle of what
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Northumberland described as ‘broken times when the kingdom in general is infinitely
discontented’ is unknown. Adamson suggests that, even apart from the general
grievances of the political nation, militant Protestants such as Northumberland and
Leicester would have regarded a war with Scottish fellow Protestants as ‘profoundly
frustrating’.*> However, Leicester’s letters to Northumberland suggest uncompromising
support for the war. The Scottish rebels, he wrote, were *so presumptuous in their
wickedness’ that, ‘they lift up their hands against his Anointed’. They were also ‘stark
mad ... or that they think it a fine thing to live in a republic’. In September 1640
Leicester was proudly proclaiming that ‘he had one son in the King’s army and would
have more if they could bear arms’.*® The chance of ‘great deeds’ and ‘virtuous action’
in military service for the crown — in the Sidney family tradition — as advocated by his
father, must have been a powerful influence on Lisle. Leicester’s disapproval of the
Scots was also echoed by Northumberland’s hereditary contempt for that ‘beggarly
nation” ‘whose insolences and disorders ... are now greater than ever’. All the same,
increasingly detached from the court, Northumberland was fearful that leading the
army against them would ‘utterly ruin’ his reputation in England — at least among the
‘godly’. He made clear in the Privy Council his objection to any attempt to wage war
without resources: ‘what will the world judge of us abroad to see us enter into such an
action as this is not knowing how to maintain it for one month?’ Disapproving of
Charles’s policy, his letters over the summer became ever gloomier; the mutinous
soldiers being sent north were readier to draw their swords against their own officers
than fight the Scots, he told Leicester.*’

It was perhaps out of a desire to protect Lisle from such an unstable situation
that Northumberland insisted that Lisle remain with him in London in mid-June when
the order was issued for officers to join their companies. Nevertheless, Lisle seems to
have been eager to start out. According to the family’s man-of-affairs in London,
William Hawekins, he “‘hastened to be gone’, but had to obey his uncle who claimed to
be doubtful of any action that year. But the situation changed drastically in early
August as news came in of the Scots crossing the border into England on the suspected
encouragement of their English friends, Warwick, Bedford, Saye and Brooke.
Northumberland was preparing for his rapid departure when on 10 August he fell ill.

*® Collins, Letters, ii, 654; Adamson, Noble Revolt, 38 (note).
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Lisle therefore had to journey north to collect his troops without his uncle, attaching
himself to the party travelling with the secretary, Sir Henry Vane, senior. As a special
favour Charles agreed to Northumberland’s request that he would use Lisle’s two
troops of horse as his own horse guards, and allow Lisle to command them — a signal
honour for a young man of twenty-one with no military experience. *

What happened to Lisle in the north is sketchily recorded. On 28 August the
Scottish army forded the Tyne at Newburn and there routed an out-numbered and ill-
provisioned English force. The following day the Scots took Newcastle. The battle of
Newburn was a major humiliation for the army and a catastrophe for the King whose
political opponents in England now had allies entrenched in the north of the kingdom.
According to Hawkins, writing a few days later, Lisle had possibly reached Newcastle
before the battle, but, he wrote to Leicester, he was assured Lisle was not at ‘the
skirmish’. It seems likely that he was misinformed. Three weeks later Northumberland
wrote to Leicester that Lisle had arrived in the north ahead of his troop (presumably left
behind at York in Lisle’s concern to reach the scene of action), and he “pour chercher
I’occasion put himself into Sir Richard Grenville’s troop where he acquitted himself
very handsomely’. Since Sir Richard Grenville was praised for his bravery at Newburn,
this strongly suggests that Lisle, eager for action, had in fact taken part as a volunteer in
the battle under Sir Richard, a distant relative. Northumberland perhaps preferred not to
mention the name of this ‘infamous, irreparable rout’, in connection with his nephew.*°
But, even if he had failed, it seems that Lisle had at least attempted to acquire honour
through Sir Philip’s style of ‘great deeds’ and “virtuous action’.

A week or so later, however, Lisle was safely based at York and in high-profile
service of the king. On 25 September William Hawkins reported that Lisle attended the
king with his troops of guards in the field in the early morning and waited on him at
council meetings. On 1 October Hawkins wrote that at the council Lisle ‘with his
majesty sitting, his lordship waited on his chair where he missed not any one meeting
of the council’. But the opportunity of honour through proximity to the king did not go
uncontested. Henry Percy brought to York a company of a hundred cuirassiers formed
at his own expense, to rival that under Lisle’s command; the earl of Crawford formed
another. On 24 September Northumberland warned Leicester that there was likely to be

some dispute over the competing claims of the forces. A month later Hawkins reported
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rumours of a duel fought between Lisle and Percy over the precedence of their
regiments; if true, this is the one recorded example of self-assertive violence in defence
of his honour displayed by Lisle. But in spite of such friction, as Adamson points out,
many of the officers of the army were unsympathetic to the opposition to Charles and
particularly the petition of twelve peers for the recall of parliament. At least half the
army, including possibly Lisle himself, were keen to resume the war to avenge the
humiliation at Newburn. With his attendance at council meetings Lisle would have
heard of the King’s view of those peers and their clients who had committed treason by
inviting the Scots to invade. *° Given his privileged position, it would seem likely that
at this point his sympathies were with the king’s cause.

Possibly not until his return to London for the recall of parliament on 3
November, did Lisle encounter a wider section of public opinion. Lisle, perhaps
significantly, had been returned for two boroughs at the election, presumably as a
safeguard against the unpopularity of perceived court-party candidates. When
Parliament met, he opted to keep his former seat of Yarmouth, but renounced that for St
Ives, a small borough secured him by the Godolphin family (distant cousins of the
Sidneys); this seat was reallocated to the poet friend of the Sidneys, Edmund Waller.
Lisle was to be as assiduous in his attendance at the debates as he had been at the
Council in York. Hawkins reported to Paris two days after the opening of parliament
that Lisle was at the back of the king’s chair, a privilege reserved for heirs of the
nobility, when the speaker was presented. A week later he wrote that Lisle was ‘a
constant man in the house and a just observer of all passages’, and later again that Lisle
attended the Lower House with ‘great diligence where his Lordship heareth as high
speeches as hath been made in many years past’.>

What was Lisle’s response to these ‘high speeches’ — amongst which Hawkins
had in mind the impeachment of Wentworth (now earl of Strafford), criticism of
recently issued canons of the Church, and the attack on Ship Money? Given his absence
abroad from 1636-40, Lisle hardly shared the grievances of the majority against Ship
Money and the other prerogative impositions of the ‘Personal rule’. Hawkins’s
comment as Strafford was sent to the Tower, that *his integrity will be his best

defence’, expressed a cautiously sympathetic view of the Lord Deputy and one
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apparently shared by the whole family. Early the following year Sir John Temple, a
devoted Sidney client (his father had been Sir Philip’s secretary), wrote of ‘the great
hopes we are now in’, that Strafford would clear himself of the treason charges. Temple
also complained of the ‘animosities and distractions in the Lower House’, again
perhaps reflecting Lisle’s own opinion. According to Adamson, the opposition
leadership of Warwick and Bedford were attempting by the end of 1640 to force their
way to office and power, but it is clear that from early November Lisle’s Percy
relatives — by no means identified with the opposition at this point — had been angling
for his father’s promotion to one of the vacant offices of state from within the court and
through their friendship with the Queen.

At this time Lisle must have seen his best interests as more closely linked to
favour from the court than to the opposition in parliament. Indeed he had cause for
unease on occasion with the mood of the Commons. On 28 January, 1641, in perhaps
his first speech in the House, Lisle had to defend his father against the accusation of
treachery to parliament for his reception in Paris of the disgraced Secretary Windebank.
It was a speech which, the ever-supportive Hawkins wrote, ‘gave good satisfaction’.
But it cannot have been a comfortable occasion for Lisle. An equal cause for concern
was revealed on 4 March when Sir John Temple warned Leicester that Sir John
Clotworthy (brother-in-law of Pym and leading member of the ‘godly” faction in the
Commons), had indicated to him that Leicester was not puritan enough. In the same
letter, Temple ‘extremely’ commended Lisle to his father for his discretion in removing
pictures from Penshurst, following the order of the Commons on 23 January 1641 for
the removal of all images from places of worship. ‘As the times are now ... if those
pictures had remained where they were ...it would have been in any one[’s] power to
have done [Leicester] an affront’. Temple added pointedly, ‘so your Lordship must, in
this, needs acknowledge that he hath carried himself with great wisdom... as he doth in
all things ...1 find him not to be paralleled by any of his age and quality in this court’.>?

Lisle was not one of the fifty-nine members who voted against Strafford’s
Attainder Bill on 21 April, but as Russell concludes, ‘this was more than a party vote’,
given that many of the pro-Attainder voters included future stalwart royalists. On 3
May following the discovery of the Army Plot to seize the Tower and rescue Strafford,

Philip Sidney, Lord Lisle, was listed as taking the oath of Protestation to defend the
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‘true, reformed Protestant religion’ together with the privileges of parliament and the
rights and liberties of subjects. Even more than the attainder vote, the Protestation oath
was not especially indicative of loyalties; it was one taken by all attending members of
the House. The names listed in conjunction with Lisle’s suggest the company he was
keeping at the time: Edmund Waller, Sydney Godolphin, Sir John Alford
(Northumberland client and Sussex landowner) and Sir Charles Williams. With the
exception of Sir John Alford, all were future royalists, but for the moment prepared to
see the dismantling of the prerogative powers of the monarchy. The network of family
connections was perhaps the strongest link between the five; this was certainly a group
which did not represent the ‘Godly’ opposition interest. >

Other evidence suggests Lisle’s continued ties to the court. On 5 May, three
days after the failure of the plot to seize the Tower, a royal warrant named Lisle,
together with Sir John Alford and Hugh Potter, Northumberland’s solicitor and agent,
as feoffees in a trust to receive a crown annuity recently granted to Henry Percy
(clearly a reward for his clandestine activities). Russell suggests plausibly that the trust
was a device set up by the King to protect Percy’s income in the event of a subsequent
treason trial. Perhaps all three feoffees were chosen for their close connection with the
Percies, but it is also possible that Lisle was selected by the king for his perceived
loyalty. Indeed, although, according to Adamson, the Army Plot and the warning it
gave of the King’s determination to destroy opposition resulted in growing bitterness
and polarization of opinion, Lisle himself still had reason to regard the court with some
favour. Following the execution of Strafford in May, Leicester was appointed to the
Lord Lieutenantship of Ireland, an appointment finalized in June. Although Adamson
implies that this appointment was one of a number imposed on the King between May
and September by the opposition peers — in this case by Northumberland, now publicly
in the opposition camp — the evidence suggests rather that it was granted by the King at
the request of the Queen on the solicitation of her favourite Henry Jermyn, himself
importuned (and possibly bribed) by Temple. According to Clarendon, the appointment
had been agreed willingly enough even before Strafford’s execution, the king being
‘assured” of Leicester’s loyalty. Parliament accordingly was more critical, distrusting
Leicester for his Strafford connections. The Sidneys, for their part, were delighted; the

appointment was reckoned to be worth £8,000 a year, in addition to the profits of
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office. Dorothy Sidney congratulated her husband, “You are now in a fair way of doing
much good both in publick affairs and in your private fortune, if you will serve him [the
king] with all your heart who has blessed you in so great proportion’.>*

Lisle himself had every reason to continue to identify with the court. In July he
sent his servant Robert Turbridge to Ireland to pay £300 for the letters patent
recognizing his father’s new position.>®> On 3 August, as Charles prepared to journey to
Scotland to attempt — as was generally feared — to form a royalist party there to use
against the opposition at home, Lisle was given leave of the House to go to the army
‘on the motion of E[dmund] Waller’. Was this journey just a formality to arrange the
disbandment of his troop, or was Lisle preparing to help the king in a feared counter-
revolution? Though the latter never materialised, Waller by then was moving from
opposition to prerogative monarchy to opposition to ‘innovation’. At the very least,
Waller’s nomination of Lisle suggests some common bond of dislike of the anti-court
party between them. *°

Meanwhile Leicester had delayed taking up his position in Ireland, only
returning to London from France with his family on 5 October. But on 31 October,
shattering news arrived in England of what was described as a general rebellion and
intent to massacre all the Protestants in Ireland. Robert Armstrong has argued that the
imperative to crush the Catholic Irish rising was integral to parliament’s ‘self-
perception as guardian of the national interest’, but there can be little doubt that the
response to the Irish crisis always took second place to the struggle for power in
London.>” Both crown and parliament were determined to ensure control of any army
formed to crush the rising. On 2 November a joint Lords-Commons standing
Committee for the affairs of Ireland was set up, consisting of twenty-six Lords and
twice that number of Commons (to ensure that the opposition-dominated Commons

could always out-vote the royalist majority of the Lords), which was to meet on a daily
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basis to direct policy towards Ireland. Other Commons’ measures — for instance a bill
to recruit troops by impressment (to avoid the need for disbanded royalist
‘reformadoes’) — were blocked by the Lords throughout November and early
December, while the Commons, in spite of initial eagerness for action, failed as usual
to provide anything like adequate funding for the proposed force.

To add to the political impasse, Leicester himself showed little enthusiasm for
the venture. With the king still absent in Scotland, he was unwilling to act without royal
authority. Required on 1 and 4 November and on a number of occasions over the
following months to go to Ireland immediately, he made no attempt to do so. On 13
November he ‘made doubt’ as to the feasibility of a winter expedition; found £3,000 on
16 December to raise his regiment of 1,500 foot, by the following day he had refused to
do so. However, in spite of all the difficulties, including the breakdown of relations
between king and parliament after Charles’s abortive attempt on 4 January to arrest five
leading opposition members of the Commons, troops were raised and the first regiment
of foot, Sir Simon Harcourt’s, arrived in Ireland on the last day of 1641. Writing on 4
April to Ormond (Lieutenant-General of the Army in Ireland), Leicester assured him of
the greater availability of money for supplies, thanks to the passing of the Act of
Adventurers for Ireland in February, but said nothing about his own arrival in the
country.®

From the start of the crisis and for the first time, Lisle began to play an active
role in the Commons, largely as intermediary between the House and his father. He was
nominated to the 2 November committee for the affairs of Ireland, his first committee
nomination; on 28 December he promised the House that his father would go to Ireland
once provided with ‘necessaries’ for the journey. On 31 December he replied to Sir
John Hotham and Oliver Cromwell that his father would obey the command of the
House in offering commissions to their nominees; 26 January and 2 February, 1642, he
conveyed to his father further instructions from the Commons for the nomination of
officers. On 24 January he fiercely responded to Thomas Tomkins’ accusation that
delays in relieving Ireland were the fault of the Lord Lieutenant and that he should be
dismissed. During this period Lisle was also reactivating his military career. On 11
November, his name was reportedly one of the first to be considered for command in

*®CJ,ii, 301; LJ, iv, 476,481; CJ, ii, 301,305, CSPD, 1641-3, 164, The Journal of Sir Simonds
D’Ewes from the First Recess of the Long Parliament to the King’s Withdrawal from London, ed. W.H.
Coates (Hamden, 1970), 132, 301, 307; Bodl., MS Carte 2, 382, 3, 42.
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the army for Ireland by the Houses determined to appoint their own officers for the
service — an indication of his acceptability to the opposition leadership. The following
month commissions were issued for his regiment, one of the two horse regiments of the
army, the other under his former commander at Newburn, Sir Richard Grenville. Given
the rank of Lieutenant-General of the Horse on the recommendation of the Commons,
‘though very young’, according to Edmund Borlase, Lisle finally left London on 5
April and helped to organise the transportation of some 700 horse troops from Chester
to Dublin by 19 April.*®

At some date in perhaps April 1642, a pamphlet was published, calling
enthusiastically for *An Armie for Ireland conducted by the Lord Lithe [sic], son to the
right Honourable the Lord Licester [sic]’, but also warning of the dangers of treachery
at home, ‘as we have a serpent abroad, so we have a snake at home’. By early that year
it seems that Lisle was identified with the opposition. The day after Charles’s attempt
to arrest the Five Members, Lisle proposed in a defiant House reassembled in the
Guildhall that the Commons should be allowed to issue money for the Irish army; two
days later, acting as a select committee, the Commons voted £2,000 for troops already
at Chester. On 14 February Lisle took a message from the Commons to the Lords
thanking the King for assenting to two bills: the one for impressment for the Irish army,
the other for the disabling of the bishops in the Lords — the latter a vital opposition
demand to destroy the royalist majority in the Lords. As a mark of favour, just before
Lisle’s departure for Ireland, Pym requested Lisle be allowed to keep his seat in the
House during his absence and in May when news of Lisle’s first success arrived, Pym
proposed that a formal letter of congratulations be sent him.®°

When and why had Lisle joined the parliamentary opposition? It is possible
that he was following the lead of his Percy relatives. Clarendon reckoned that
Northumberland had publically defected from the crown by June 1641, while the
countess of Carlisle had reputedly become an enthusiastic supporter of Pym’s by the
late summer. Certainly by late 1641 Lisle’s mother was entertaining opposition leaders,

a remarkable reversal of her court allegiance earlier that year. According to Clarendon,

5 CJ,ii, 302, D’Ewes, Journal, 353; CJ, ii, 365, 398, 411; The Private Journals of the Long
Parliament ed. W.H. Coates, A.S. Young, V.F. Snow, 3 vols (New Haven, 1982-92), i, 156; CSPD,
1641-3, 164; HMC De L’Isle, vi, 419, E. Borlase, The History of the Irish Rebellion (Dublin, 1743),
102, TT, E.145[12], True Intelligence from Ireland, 25 April [1642], 5.

% TT, E.131[11], An Armie for Ireland conducted by the Lord Lithe, Son to the Right Honourable the
Lord Licester [1642], 3; D’Ewes, Journal, 386, 392; CJ, ii, 430; CJ, ii, 507, Private Journals, Coates,
ii, 118, 317.
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during that winter she ‘drew the principal persons who were most obnoxious to the
court and to whom the court was most obnoxious, to a constant conversation at
Leicester House, where all freedom of discourse was used of all things and all persons’.
Her guests included her cousins, Essex and Holland, perhaps Warwick, and possibly
her sister’s new friend Pym, as well.

Clarendon also notes, however, and no doubt accurately, that the Leicester
House “freedom of discourse’ was ‘not agreeable to the earl’s nature or his prudence’.
Lisle may well have shared his father’s instinctive response — at least for a time. If by
early 1642 Lisle was nevertheless working with the opposition, it can be suggested that
events over the winter were decisive in his shift away from the court: perhaps the
suspicion of Charles’s attempt in the ‘Incident’ in Scotland to seize and reputedly
murder the leading Scottish opposition nobles, Hamilton and Argyll; perhaps the
drawing up of the Grand Remonstrance on 8 November with its accusation of a popish
plot to subvert religion and liberty; and finally Charles’s attempt to seize five members
from the Commons with an armed force. A story of an improbable plot to poison four
earls at their dinner — Leicester, Northumberland, Essex and Holland ‘with some other
great personages’ — by a Frenchman ‘of the Popish faction’ at Leicester House on 11
January 1642, gives some indication of the paranoid mood of the Sidneys and their
circle, not to mention much of the country, at the time.*

But of the developments of the time, it can be argued that the Irish rebellion
must have had the greatest impact on Lisle; only after its outbreak did his parliamentary
activities, hitherto negligible, become conspicuous in the record. The news of the Irish
rebellion and the accounts of atrocities reputedly perpetrated in Ireland by Catholics in
the rising there horrified the English. Apparently corroborated by Phelim O’Neill’s
claims on 4 November to have a commission from the king, Pym’s warnings of the
threat from popery seemed by many to have been confirmed beyond doubt. These
were intensified by outpourings from a press skilfully manipulated by the opposition, as

Jason Peacey has pointed out.°? For the Sidneys, the Irish rebellion held a particular

81 Clarendon, History, i, 354, 480 (note); Sir P. Warwick, Memoires of the Reign of King Charles |
(1703), 204; Clarendon History, i, 434, TT, E.132 [16-17], A happy Deliverance, or a wonderful
Preservation of foure worthy and honourable Peeres of this kingdom, with some others (1642), 2-3.

62 K. M. Noonan, * “The Cruell Pressure of an Enraged, Barbarous People”: Irish and English Identity in
Seventeenth-century Policy and Propaganda’, Historical Journal, xli (1998), has argued for the
reception of Sir John Temple’s view that ethnic incompatibility rather than religion was the chief cause
of the rebellion, 152, 158, 160, 163; on the other hand E. H. Shagan, ‘Constructing Discord: Ideology,
Propaganda and English Responses to the Irish Rebellion of 1641’, Journal of British Studies, xxxvi
(1997), 7, 9, has made a more convincing case for the portrayal and reception of news of the Irish
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significance: Lisle’s father was the Lord Lieutenant, as his great-grandfather Sir Henry
Sidney had been. Sir Philip himself had spent some months in the country putting down
a local rising. Reports of Catholic massacres in lIreland revived the stories of Sir
Philip’s experience of the St Bartholomew’s Day massacre in France and his later
heroic defence of Protestantism in the Low Countries. For Lisle, it can be suggested
that the Irish rebellion corroborated the warnings of Pym of a new and deadly threat to
religion and state, but also provided him with a chance to follow the example of his

great uncle in “virtuous action’ — the defence of Protestantism and the nation.

This chapter has sought firstly to indicate the dependence of the Sidney family
on the favour of the court. Ambitious and talented, its members were under-funded and
lacked a territorial power base. It has also assessed the education of the second Philip
Sidney as one designed to enable him to realize family aspirations in achieving a court
career and emulating the virtues of his famous namesake. Although Underdown has
portrayed Lisle as “disturbed’” and constantly quarrelling with his father, the record
indicates rather by 1640-2 a dutiful young man concerned to support his father’s
interests and fulfil the expectations created by his name and status. In spite of the link
suggested by Norbrook between humanist studies and resistance to monarchy, there is
no evidence that Lisle was identified with the parliamentary opposition before 1642. If
he then broke with family tradition to oppose the crown, it can be suggested that he
made his choice on one important element in the reputation of Sir Philip on which he
modelled his identity: that of the defence of Protestantism. While Lisle’s name created
perhaps burdensome expectations, the Sidney connection with prominent courtiers such
as Northumberland also provided opportunity. With little or no effort on his part and
still only twenty-one, he had been elected into parliament twice and advanced into

high-ranking military command.

rebellion as warning of the aim of Catholicism for the total annihilation of Protestantism, a view echoed
by J. Cope, England and the 1641 Irish Rebellion (Woodbridge, 2009), 90-102. J. Peacey, Politicians
and Pamphleteers: Propaganda during the English Civil War and Interregnum (Aldershot, 2004) 240.
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Chapter Two
Lisle’s career 1642-45: Irish Rebellion and English politics

1. Ireland , 1642-3

Lisle arrived in Ireland in April 1642, no doubt convinced as were many in
England, that the Irish rising was a religious war of exceptional atrocity for the
advancement of popery. It has been argued in the previous chapter that he was keen to
fulfil his role as heir to Sir Philip in the defence of Protestantism. The part played by
religion in the outbreak of the Irish rebellion of 1641 has been much contested by
recent historians. For Maxwell-Perceval, in an argument developed further by Nicholas
Canny, political contingency and the legal concerns of the Irish gentry, rather than
religious fears, were the main causes of the rebellion. But Brian MacCuarta has more
convincingly made the case for the rising as a primarily religious pre-emptive strike
against the power of the Protestant church in Ulster.! Lisle’s experience in Ireland, it
will be suggested in this chapter, merely confirmed and intensified his belief that the
rising was essentially a religious war against Protestantism. This belief drew him into
active co-operation with the parliamentary opposition in England. His attitude to the
rising after fourteen months in Ireland was to be summed up with his admission in June
1643 of his inability to *‘make peace with those that have murdered so many thousand
English Protestants, nor converse with those that have the unchristian title of Mac’.?

From the time of his arrival in Ireland on 19 April 1642, he would have found
little to challenge any earlier preconception of the rising as a popish plot. His chief
civilian mentor and friend in Dublin was to be Sir John Temple, Sidney family client,
appointed Master of the Rolls there the previous year, and future author of The Irish
Rebellion, the most influential and damaging chronicle of catholic atrocities.®* Temple’s
New English colleagues on the Irish Council, Sir Adam Loftus, and the Lords Justices,
Sir John Borlase, and above all, Sir William Parsons, were equally committed to
Protestant rule in Ireland and deeply involved in plantation policies; they looked to the

! M. Perceval-Maxwell, The Outbreak of the Irish Rebellion of 1641 (Dublin, 1994), 285-6, 93, 290, N.
Canny, ‘What really happened in Ireland in 1641?°, in J. H. Ohlmeyer (ed.), Ireland from Independence
to Occupation, 1641-1669 (Cambridge, 1995), 28, 30, 31, 33, 40, B. MacCuarta, ‘Religious Violence
against Settlers in Ulster, 1641-2’, in D. Edwards, P. Lenihan and C. Tait (eds), Age of Atrocity: Violence
and Political Conflict in Early Modern Ireland (Dublin, 2007), 155-6, 167, 169, 159, 175.

2 Bodl., MS Carte 3, fol. 263.

¥ HMC De L’Isle, vi, 417.
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English parliament rather than the king for the defence of their interests. Lisle arrived
in Ireland with an introduction to James Butler, earl of Ormond, Lieutenant-general of
the army there and the leading member of the Old English, the long-established Anglo-
Irish nobility. A Protestant by upbringing, though from an overwhelmingly Catholic
extended family, Ormond could have offered Lisle a more nuanced assessment of the
origins of the rebellion. Whether he ever attempted to do so is unrecorded, but, as a
Protestant convert and Charles’s leading supporter in Ireland following the death of
Strafford, Ormond was increasingly distrusted by the New English interest, Lisle’s
political allies in Dublin. Lisle’s main army friends in Ireland (their acquaintance
dating to the second Bishop’s War) were to be the professional soldiers George Monck
and Sir Richard Grenville; though these two, as far as possible ignored political issues
and confined themselves to military matters.*

Though Grenville has earned a well-documented reputation for corruption and
brutality, he has also been described as ‘arousing a surprising degree of loyalty and
enthusiasm’ with his sense of *honour and comradeship’. It was Grenville who had the
closest and most immediate contact with Lisle. Within days of his arrival in Ireland and
in the company of Grenville, Lisle showed himself impetuously eager to take the
initiative and win ‘honour’ by stirring deeds. On 25 April it was reported that in
company with Grenville, Monck and a troop of horse, he had set out to seize the nearest
rebel-held house to Dublin, that of Sir Nicholas White at Leixlip, four miles from the
city. The small group were surprised by superior numbers, nearly surrounded and
forced into hasty retreat. Monck was shot through his coat; Grenville nearly shot. ‘My
Lord Lisle was like to have an ill welcome to Ireland’, as the report drily observed.
Two days later a better-prepared expedition of some 600 troops set out under Lisle’s
command. The object was to rescue Lettice, Lady Offaly (mother of Lisle’s fellow
officer, Robert, Lord Digby), besieged in her castle at Geashill. This seems to have
been intended as a chivalrous exploit, worthy of the virtuous heroes of Arcadia. Joining
up with the forces of Sir Charles Coote (governor of Dublin), within six days Lisle’s
contingent had relieved not only Geashill castle, but also Castlejordan, home of Sir
John Giffard and Lady Jephson. In addition they had captured and burnt a rebel fort at
Philipstown and, quite beyond the original plan, captured the thriving town of Trim,

twenty-five miles from Dublin, with the hope of establishing an English plantation

* Maxwell-Perceval, Outbreak , 15-17; Bodl., MS Carte 3, fol. 42; T. Barnard and J. Fenlon (eds), The
Dukes of Ormonde, 1610-1745 (Woodbridge, 2000), 13, 99.
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there. Nevertheless, homes, lands and crops had been burnt and prisoners summarily
executed. The laws of war, generally observed in England, were not seen to apply to
Catholic rebels in Ireland, the ‘rogues’ responsible for the wholesale murder of
Protestants. The expedition, however, could claim some chivalric credentials. Dr
Arnold Boate, the distinguished Dutch physician then at Dublin, reported favourably
that no women had been harmed on the journey. °

Ormond tactfully congratulated Leicester on his son’s success, ‘No man can
observe his gallant inclinations attended with suitable events with greater delight than |
do’. But the achievements of Lisle’s ‘gallant inclinations” were limited. In the event,
Lady Offaly, once rescued, decided to stay in her castle. Trim, surrounded by low,
ruined walls was largely indefensible; Colonel Richard Gibson, inspecting the place,
recommended that a better site would have been Kells, twelve miles away. On 7 May
with Lisle in Dublin demanding a troop of horse and 1,200 foot to be sent immediately
to garrison the town, the Catholic leader Gormanston launched a surprise counter-
attack. Though this was beaten off, Coote was killed. His death, and that of several
other officers, lowered morale and later was seen to mark a turning point in the fortunes
of the English campaign, which, in the early months of 1642 had been confidently
regaining the initiative in Ireland.® Though Trim was allowed a garrison, the Lords
Justices, principally concerned to ensure their own safety in Dublin, had apparently
written to Coote shortly before his death forbidding expeditions from the town, a letter
Lisle was suspecting of withholding in the interests of a more ‘forward’ policy. The
same restrictions were placed on Grenville, who replaced Coote as commander at Trim.

Four weeks later a major expedition was undertaken. Led by Ormond, 4,500
foot under Monck and 600 horse under Lisle and Grenville set out to relieve the
besieged castle of Athlone, held by Viscount Ranelagh, the Lord President of
Connaught. Lisle led the forces for the last stage of the journey and as the besiegers
hurriedly raised the siege, successfully installed in the castle a relieving force of 2,000.

But, according to one report, the return of the remainder to Dublin was near-disastrous.

> M.J. Stoyle, “The Last Refuge of a Scoundrel: Sir Richard Grenville and Cornish Particularism 1644-
6°, Historical Research, Ixxi (1998), 31-2: A. C. Miller, Sir Richard Grenville of the Civil War ( 1979),
43, 49; TT, E.145[12], True Intelligence from Ireland, 2 May, 1642, 6-7; TT, E.147[6], A True Relation
of the Chiefe Passages in Ireland, 25 April to this Present, (1642), 3-4; B. Donagan, War in England,
1642-1649 (Oxford, 2008), 149, 160-1; TT, E.148[8], A Remonstrance of Divers Remarkable Passages,
1-3; For Lisle’s financial interests in Ireland generally, see chapter eight; for map illustrating Lisle’s
campaigns in Ireland, Appendix D.

® Bodl., MS Carte 3, fols 116, 173v, 231; J. S. Wheeler, The Irish and British Wars, 1637-1654 (2002),
48-49; Borlase, History, 104.
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A number of soldiers, forced to sleep in the open in driving rain and extreme cold, died
or fell sick on their return to Dublin. At Maynooth, ‘Lord Lisle’s wagons and his
laundress [a likely euphemism for a bedfellow], coming before, were there surprised by
the rebels and she hanged and his carriage taken away’.

The same report lamented, ‘the summer stealing away and nothing to any
purpose done’. ’ Over the next few months, though raiding parties were sent out, no
more major campaigns against the Irish were launched by the English forces and the
momentum for recovery faltered. With Leicester still in England, the lack of overall
military direction was clearly a factor in the hiatus. Ormond failed to organize an
offensive operation, claiming an unwillingness to infringe the prerogative of the Lord
Lieutenant in his absence. But far more crippling to the English and Scottish armies
(the latter fighting in Ulster), was the lack of resources. It has been estimated that by
June 1643 there were some 42,000 soldiers nominally in the pay of parliament in
Ireland, costing an estimated £930,000 p.a. By the summer of 1642 no more than
£142,781 had been raised by the Adventurers Company, which had been given the task
of funding the war in exchange for land to be confiscated from the rebels. With civil
war approaching in England, £100,000 of this sum had probably been diverted to the
English parliament for its own army. Thereafter contributions to the Irish forces were
minuscule. As the Lords Justices bitterly complained to London on 20 July, not only
were wages in arrears, but there was also a dire shortage of all military equipment.
Troops, including Lisle’s, were diverted to farming the lands of dispossessed rebels
around Dublin to ensure food for the coming winter, as well as profits for their officers.
Even more seriously, over the summer, following the establishment of the
Confederation of Kilkenny in May, a national structure for the co-ordination of
Catholic resistance had been created with access to supplies and soldiers from Catholic
Europe. The advantage accordingly began to shift towards the Catholics.?

On 5 September the Lord Justices and council yet again vetoed an offensive
campaign. But with Ormond sick, Lisle seized his chance and demanded resources for a
campaign, which the Justices conceded, ‘with extreme difficulty considering our

wants’. On 23 September he set out with 1,500 men to Meath and Cavan. The troops,

" Bodl., MS Carte 3, fol. 128; TT, E.154[33], A Briefe Relation of the Proceedings of our Army in
Ireland, 2-5; TT, E.116[24], Exceeding Happy News from Ireland, 3, 5.
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burning and wasting the harvest as they went, defeated resistance at Clonmellon,
occupied Kells, disrupted the market there (in contravention of the rules that prevailed
even in lIreland), destroyed the houses of the Confederate leaders Fingal and
Gormanston, reached as far as Carrickmacross (an estate of the earl of Essex), and
installed a garrison there, returning to Dublin in mid October. The achievements of this
campaign were as short-lived as those of the Geashill expedition, though its conduct
had been even more brutal, a reflection perhaps of Lisle’s experience at Maynooth.
Carrickmacross was soon abandoned and other isolated strongholds, such as Geashill,
evacuated as Confederate forces steadily expanded their control over the hinterland.
Nevertheless Lisle remained committed to ‘forward’ actions. On 14 January 1643, on
news of his father’s recall from Chester, where the earl was awaiting ship for Ireland to
the court at Oxford, he wrote despondently, “The news of your Lordship’s return is
very sad to us and pray God it be not the loss of this next year’s service ... your
Lordship knows how those that are earnest in the business strive against the stream.
Our chief [Ormond] joins not with us, and indeed, 1 know no means to advance our
business but the continuance of his Lordship’s indisposition’. °

By then differences between Lisle and Ormond, reflecting the political divisions
in England, had come into the open. At first, in the spring of 1642, the formal
courtesies had been observed. Leicester thanked Ormond for the favourable reception
he had offered his son. As noted above, Ormond congratulated Leicester on Lisle’s
achievements in his Geashill expedition and he also agreed that Lisle from his “first
coming over’ could attend meetings of the Council of Ireland, a “civility’ offered to
Lisle by the Lords Justices. There, without having taken the councillors’ oath of
confidentiality, Lisle was allowed to be present at even the most ‘weighty and private
debates’ of the council. Ormond accepted this, he later claimed, as part of Lisle’s
concern to familiarize himself with the situation in Ireland. Though unenthusiastic for
risky military action — and frequently at loggerheads with him over this issue — the
Justices had nevertheless extended Lisle an unprecedented privilege. Lisle also
acquired other important positions. He was, ex officio, a member of the council of war.
On 1 August he took the oath of Supremacy to sit in the Irish House of Commons as
newly elected member for the county of Louth. During its brief session from 1 to 16

August, he was nominated to the committee to prepare a bill to authorize statutes for

® Bodl., MS Carte 3, fols, 532v, 533r,v; HMC De L’Isle, vi, 415.
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the attainting of rebels, a continuance of the war against popery by legal means.
Presumably he was also present at the later session of the Irish parliament, held 10
November to 14 December that year.™

For a time there was no apparent conflict between Lisle and Ormond, though
relations between Leicester and Ormond quickly soured with disputes over the
appointment of officers to the army. Ormond recorded Leicester’s observation that ‘he
had heard that it was given to the Irish nation to malign and oppose their governors but
he thought that was when they were amongst them, not when they were only designed
them’. In part to end the friction, on 20 August Charles sent Ormond a new commission
to hold his authority as Lieutenant-General of the army in Ireland directly from the
crown, thereby removing Leicester’s ability to challenge Ormond’s authority over the
army. As a mark of favour, Ormond was created a marquess. But Charles’s motive was
also political. Leicester was suspected of nominating parliamentarian officers to the
Irish army. Charles, now about to fight the first battles of the Civil War in England, was
aware that the loyalty of the Irish army (and its support if need be) could only be
guaranteed if it was in the safe hands of the trusted Ormond. At the English court
Ormond was seen as the heir to Strafford. As the courtier Endymion Porter assured
Ormond, ‘I am sure (if his Majesty will give your Lordship power), that you will
quickly make him an absolute Prince in his three dominions.*

In the autumn of 1642 parliament, aware of its neglect of Ireland, woke up to
the danger of losing control of the forces in Ireland. Two leading members of the
Commons’ committee for Irish affairs set up on 3 September, Robert Goodwin and
Robert Reynolds, together with an agent for the Adventurers for Ireland, Captain
William Tucker, were sent as a committee to Dublin in late October. Their declared
aim was to try to settle the grievances of the near-mutinous troops over lack of pay by
offering them confiscated rebel land instead. They also brought over £20,000 in cash,
as well as ammunition and powder. Their unavowed aim, however — and one in which
Lisle and the Justices were apparently ready to co-operate — was to secure the army for
Parliament. On 3 November, when Goodwin and Reynolds first appeared at the

Council, Ormond recorded in a scrawled note that ‘Lord Lisle spoke to my Lord

9 Bodl., MS Carte 3, fols, 111, 204; Bodl., MS Carte 4, fol. 356r,v; Bodl., MS Carte 66, Tucker’s
Journal, fols 42v, 43v; Journals of the House of Commons of the Kingdom of Ireland, from the
Eighteenth Day of May 1613... to the Seventh Day of August 1660, 19 vols (Dublin, 1796-1800), i, 300-
1. Lisle was expelled from the House on 9 April, 1644, for absence without leave, Journals, 320.
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Parsons in his [h]ear, [Parsons] commanded [the committee, i.e., Goodwin and
Reynolds] to sit down before instructions was seen’. For the next few months, without
consultation by Parsons of his fellow councillors, they freely attended the council. On
15 November the Justices ordered the puritan preacher Stephen Jerome to continue the
inflammatory lectures he had started two days earlier in St Patrick’s cathedral ‘to
instruct the soldiers in these times’. By 22 November Jerome was in the custody of the
Serjeant-at-arms, accused by the Irish House of Lords of having ‘traduced both their
majesties, his majesty’s council and his army’ as well as uttering ‘seditious words’.
Although Jerome was silenced, the Lords were again complaining in December that
others (presumably also under the sponsorship of the Justices) were continuing to
‘prosecute the same arguments’.12

The attempt to subvert the army by radical preaching failed and if anything was
counter-productive. Finding that the committee from parliament had brought only a
fraction of the sum owing to the troops, on 19 December senior officers of the army
presented a remonstrance to the Justices with a copy to the King. Avowing their loyalty
to the king, they not only set out their grievances over arrears of pay but also
complained of corruption within the Dublin administration, thus handing Ormond a
political weapon to use against Parsons and his New English fellow councillors.
Writing to his father on 19 January, Lisle dismissed the grievances of the officers as
merely the product of ‘some ill spirits’. He could not, however, ignore the worsening
military situation. In January, among other forts ceded to the Confederates, the garrison
at Athlone, placed there by Lisle himself the previous summer, had to be evacuated,
though Lisle admitted that the troops could be better used elsewhere. In fact, only
‘private interest’, he claimed, had continued to keep it there. Even more alarmingly for
Lisle, on 11 January the king issued a commission to Ormond to begin talks for a
cessation of arms with the Confederates in order to enable the English army to be
brought back to England and fight for the king.*

In the middle of January, with Ormond again sick, Lisle seized the chance to
wrest the loyalty of the army from Ormond and the king while plausibly offering a
solution to the problem of the failure of supplies. In mid January he suggested taking
nearly 2,000 troops out of Dublin — under his command — to live off the land over the

2 T.W. Moody, F.X. Martin, F.J. Byrne (eds), A New History of Ireland, vol. 3, Early Modern Ireland,
1534-1691 (Oxford, 1976), 303; Bodl., MS Carte 4, fol. 6v.;Bodl., MS Carte 4, fol. 37; Bodl., MS Carte
4, fols 40, 50; Bodl., MS Carte 4, fol. 85.
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summer and attack a major Confederate port, such as Wexford or New Ross. The
Justices, also anxious to wreck the prospect of a truce, supported his proposal and the
parliamentary committee borrowed money to finance the expedition. Ormond however
planned his counter-attack. On 8 February he sent Charles a frank warning: not only
was Lisle using his privileged attendance at the Council to ‘interrupt your majesty’s
designs and further those of parliament’ but that ‘the greatest credit that party have here
is derived from the countenance that is given to it by the Lord Lisle who hath more
publically avowed his inclinations than others now dare to do’.** On 3 February
Charles had already ordered the Justices to bar the parliamentary commissioners from
the council. Soon after, Lisle himself was apparently excluded and several weeks later,
with the king’s warrant out for their arrest, Goodwin and Reynolds left Dublin. But, in
the meantime, with Lisle’s preparations nearly complete, on 18 February Ormond
appeared before the Council to announce his full recovery and his intention of leading
the expedition himself. That night Tucker recorded in his diary a bitter argument with
his fellow commissioners, Goodwin and Reynolds. The latter two insisted that such
was the affront to Lisle (in reality, the failure to win control of the army for parliament)
that Ormond should not be given any of the money they had ‘taken up’. Tucker, the
agent for the Adventurers and less politically committed than the other two, admitted
the affront, but argued that the *service of the state’ claimed priority and that they had a
duty to make the funds promised to Lisle available to Ormond.*

Whatever the decision of the committee meeting, Lisle had little option but to
obey the Lieutenant-general of the army. On 1 March, with Ormond as commander-in-
chief, some 3,000 foot with 500 horse left Dublin under the demoted Lisle. Grenville
was appointed his second-in-command and his brother, Algernon, as a captain of a
troop. Though kept secret till the last stage of the march, their objective was the town
of New Ross. Failing to take the town, hindered by bad weather and fearful of attack
from a nearby Confederate army under Preston, Ormond ordered his army’s return to
Dublin. On 18 March, a few miles outside Ross, the English forces found Preston’s

waiting for them. The result was an overwhelming victory for the English, thanks to the

¥ HMC De L’Isle, vi, 417; TT. E.89[31], The Newest Intelligence from the Army in Ireland, 2-3; Bodl.,
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62



superior artillery and discipline of the English foot, but the start of bitter recriminations
between the rival leaders.'®

Lisle’s part in the battle had handed Ormond a propaganda victory.
Commanding the right wing of the horse, Lisle led a charge which was apparently
broken by a ditch too wide for the weaker horses to jump. With the line disrupted, a
detachment of enemy horse attacked and ‘intermingled’, with Lisle’s horse, slashing
with swords as they went. Lisle’s troops were forced back in confusion and panic,
beyond the line of the foot to the wagons at the rear. With Ormond back in Dublin by
the end of the month, care was taken to publicize Lisle’s inglorious role at Ross. On 12
April a letter was published in London declaring that in the battle the right wing of the
horse ‘was routed and the day given to be lost in which some of our commanders were
very much to blame’. There was also a more specific allegation, not printed at the time,
but widely circulated by Creichtoun, Ormond’s chaplain at the battle, that Lisle and
Grenville had attempted to flee the battle with Lisle calling out ‘ten pound for a guide
to Duncannon, twenty pound for a guide to Duncannon’ (the nearest safe haven and
port).*’

On 3 April an investigating committee under Monck and Sir Francis
Willoughby, an Ormond supporter, was set up in Dublin by order of the Council of War
to investigate the truth. Ormond was no doubt intending to find sufficient evidence to
court-martial Lisle and destroy his reputation. Lisle was equally hopeful of disproving
the accusation of attempted flight. Of the eleven witnesses who gave evidence under
oath and who had been present at the scene of confusion at the wagons, none recorded
hearing an appeal for a guide to Duncannon. The consensus was that, after a ‘bold and
resolute’ charge by Lisle, the counter-attack of the enemy had caused panic and flight —
one witness even heard the cry ‘we are betrayed’ — but that Lisle following his fleeing
troops managed to rally them at the wagons. Perhaps esprit de corps caused Lisle’s
officers to close ranks in his defence, but others were equally convinced that Lisle had
been traduced. An unidentified Dublin correspondent writing to a relative in London on
15 June warned her “for my Lord Lisle and Mr Sidney, you must be wary of what you
believe... for believe it (and many will make it good with their bloods), that the

greatest honour of that day’s service was due to the two brothers’. Another letter from

16 A. C. Miller, “The Battle of Ross: a Controversial Military Event’, The Irish Sword, x (1971), 141-
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an ‘English officer of quality’ published in London on 29 July, also challenged the
‘false blur’ of aspersion cast on Lisle, including him among those ‘well-affected’ to
religion and thus likely to be disgraced by the current government for his
‘forwardness’.*®

Lisle’s party attempted to counter the public relations disaster. On 4 April a
report from the Lords Justices was presented to Lenthall, speaker of the House of
Commons in London, which indicated obliquely that there had been a problem with the
500 horse, referred to as ‘not well armed and weakly horsed ... and much weakened by

. cold and rain and by want of man’s meat and horsemeat’, but nevertheless the
outcome was a ‘happy and glorious deliverance and victory’. Another letter published
in London on 12 April, and written apparently by an eyewitness, insisted that “truly he
[Lisle] and Sir Richard Grenville behaved themselves so that a great many of them
[Preston’s soldiers] fell in the skirmish ... they [Lisle and Grenville] fought gallantly
for an hour and a half’. The letter also attempted to shift the blame on to Ormond: he
had failed to bring up the foot in time to join the horse already outside Ross in order to
take the town before its gate shut, ‘this opportunity missed made the Lord Lisle and Sir
Richard Grenville chafe inwardly’. Ormond had also failed to bring scaling ladders to
avoid the need for a long siege, a “foul fault’. Years later Ormond’s Curtain Drawn,
published in 1646 to promote Lisle’s own Lord Lieutenancy, provided other examples
of Ormond’s thwarting of Lisle’s intended campaign and claimed that his real agenda
was to protect his fellow countrymen. Among other examples it mentioned his failure
to take the corn acquired after the capture of the first rebel-held fort on the expedition,
an indication that he had no intention of living off the land for the whole of the
summer, as had been Lisle’s original aim.*

But even if unfairly, the damage was done; as late as 1648 Lisle was still being
accused of flight and a call for ‘a guide to Duncannon’ by his political opponents. For
the present in Dublin, Ormond, now secure in power, could remodel the administration
in the king’s interest. Parsons was dismissed and replaced as Justice by the royalist Sir
Henry Tichbourne. On 16 May Lisle wrote bitterly to his mother that ‘the government
...grows insufferable, especially since the late change of the Lords Justices. They
afflict by all possible means those that have been in earnest in this war’. The army, he

8 HMC De L’Isle, vi, 419-428; Bodl., MS Carte, 5 fol. 452; A Letter from the Earl of Warwick
...together with an Apologie made by an English Officer of Quality..., 29 July, 1643, 7.

19 HMC Ormonde, new series, ii, 262-3; TT, E.96[8], The Late Prosperous Proceedings of the
Protestant Army, 12 April, 1643; Ormond’s Curtain Drawn (1646), 24-28.
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complained, was increasingly composed of Ormond’s dependents and the New English
of the council, in particular Temple, were under investigation for profiteering. By June
even Lisle’s own servants were under investigation.”> But most seriously of all for
Lisle, Ormond who had begun talks with the Confederation at Trim on 17 March, was
given full authority by the king on 23 April to arrange a one-year truce. Lisle regarded
the cessation as a forgone conclusion and a betrayal of the English interest in Ireland.
As he observed to his mother on 21 June, in a letter intercepted by chance by Ormond,
‘it is like to meet with few rubs for the king’s favour shining so fully on this person has
brought this place to a great adoration of him’ but “the poor English left here ... will be
in the power of the Irish, so upon the whole matter | think the treaty be concluded a
civil way of cutting their throats’. He also added, for the benefit of his mother’s
contacts with Pym, ‘I hope parliament will consider of [it] and it is in their power to get
better courses afoot’.**

Faced with ‘powerful persons malice’, Lisle responded with a lofty detachment,
claiming to his father on 23 June in another letter that also fell into Ormond’s hands
that ‘it gives me few unquiet hours’. His stoical response was also remarked on by
Temple on 22 June, in yet another intercepted letter: ‘he hath a mind so far above all
they can do to him as he goes on his course without any perturbations and lives very
handsomely and hath a good store of company with him’. Somewhat contradictorily
Temple also referred in the same letter, to ‘the affronts that are offered to my Lord
Lisle, whose high spirit is so impatient of them as he hath much to do to contain
himself in temper’.?* In company with Grenville and Monck, Lisle told his father on
23 June, that he had refused Ormond’s command to attend the first public meeting with
representatives of the Confederation. In secret he might even have been continuing his
efforts to win over the army: an undated record in the Ormond collection from around
this time notes, ‘My Lord Lisle says Ormond is not to be trusted but we must make use
of him. We must say we are for the king and not for parliament else we are undone... if
we get moneys we care not for breaking our bonds for not observing the cessation’.

In reality however, Lisle was acknowledging defeat and preparing to leave

Ireland. But returning to England meant taking sides in a divided family as well as in a

20 TT, E.448 [17], Mercurius Pragmaticus, 13-20 June, 1648, 2; HMC De L’Isle, vi, 431; Sir John
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divided kingdom. Lisle’s father was still nominally Lord Lieutenant of Ireland and with
the court in Oxford. Lisle’s mother, a parliamentarian supporter, was in London till late
July when she left for Penshurst; subsequently she was in correspondence with Pym.
Lisle’s brother-in-law, Robert Spencer, now the earl of Sunderland, husband of his
sister Dorothy, was fighting with the royal armies, though with the greatest distrust of
the ultra-royalist party.? In his letter of 16 May, Lisle had mentioned to his mother the
possibility of his going to Holland that summer, since in the ‘publick service... my
Lord Ormond will not suffer me the least means of getting honour or profit’. This plan
was referred to by Algernon on 18 June, and recommended by Temple on 22 June as a
way of Lisle avoiding the ‘most unhappy embroilments in England’. How seriously
Lisle intended this is unclear. But, on 23 June, the possibility of an oath of loyalty to
the king to be imposed by Ormond, persuaded Lisle into asking his father for an
immediate recall to England. ‘I am of the opinion that I shall not like it, and the refusers
(it is thought) will be imprisoned’ He stressed: ‘Indeed my Lord it is a fit time. No
good is to be done in this place. We must come once more to see the conquest of this
kingdom. Now it is otherwise designed’. %

It might have been deliberate disinformation rather than indecision that
prompted Lisle to write on 28 June to Dorothy, still in London, that ‘I can not satisfy
you what course | will take when | come into England. It is a matter of too great
difficulty to resolve upon alone. All that I know is that | shall take in Oxfor[d] on my
way to come to you’. However, he made clear his hostility to the king. ‘It is too late for
the king to show his willingness to send supplies into Ireland. His own act is cause that
... all money that is sent hither is cast away’. But more revealingly, the previous week
Lisle had written to an unidentified correspondent in London (presumably a
parliamentarian in some position of authority, perhaps Goodwin or Reynolds) that ‘now
our treaty is beginning and all hopes of doing good in this place ending, in some other
part better things may be done, of which I intend to speak more with you when | come
to London’. The strong expectation that Lisle in fact intended to go to London and
Parliament explains both the king’s later order in August that Lisle should attend him
‘on his allegiance’ and his mother’s otherwise enigmatic remark on 31 August, ‘I
cannot imagine what my son means to do for certainly he cannot avoid going to the

% Bodl., MS Carte 5, fol. 550r; Bodl., MS Carte 4, fol. 227; HMC De L’Isle, vi, 412 (misdated to 1642),
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king’.?® By then, however, having left Ireland on or by 10 August, Lisle was making

arrangements for his return to London.?

Lisle’s career in Ireland had not been long — from April 1642 to July 1643 — and
cannot be regarded as a success. Militarily, he had achieved nothing lasting towards the
defeat of the Irish rebellion, while acquiring, however unfairly, a reputation for
cowardice. Politically he had been outmanoeuvred in the struggle for control of
Protestant Ireland by Ormond. But he had revealed the essential constructs of his
identity as a second Sir Philip Sidney: ‘gallant inclinations’ and chivalric deeds (at
least in the early months of his stay), coupled with a humanist-inspired discourse of
‘public service’ versus “private advantage’, tempered (in the latter months of his stay),
with a stoical disregard for the vagaries of fortune. He had also revealed that he
considered ‘profit’ as an acceptable alternative to “honour’, an indication that for him
honour was not an all-embracing code of conduct. But the chief preoccupation of his
involvement in Ireland was to be ‘earnest in these wars’, in Sir Philip’s tradition of
militant Protestantism. He was identified as one of those ‘well-affected” to religion;
phrases in his letters, such as ‘pray God’, may indicate, not merely conventional
expressions, but also religious convictions otherwise undocumented. During this period
it had become apparent that Lisle saw his role as defending Protestantism not merely
against Catholic rebels in Ireland, but also against the government of a reputedly

papist-dominated monarchy in England.

2. English Politics, 1643-5

In early August Lisle and his party, which included Algernon and Grenville,
returned to England. On 28 September Lisle was welcomed back to the House of
Commons and, on the report of Goodwin and Reynolds’s committee, given public
thanks by the House for his ‘true and faithful service’. For the next year he was to be
conspicuous in the parliamentary record and identified with the opposition to the

crown.
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But the circumstances of Lisle’s return to London and Westminster are obscure.
According to Leicester, the king had ordered Lisle’s attendance when he was at
Gloucester, that is, sometime between 10 and 16 August. On 29 August order was sent
from parliament that Lisle, his horses having been detained in parliamentarian-held
Liverpool (where the party had chosen to land), ‘should come away freely with his
horses, retinue, servants and baggage’. Two days later, however, the order was
countermanded with the instruction that the whole party should be sent to London ‘in
safe custody ... guarded with a strong convoy’; this was apparently on the grounds that
Algernon had written to the royalist Orlando Bridgeman at Chester of his intention to
go to the king. Jonathan Scott has taken the second order from parliament at face value:
‘taken into custody ... and sent under guard to London ... from this uncertain
beginning Lisle and Sidney were to emerge as parliamentarians’. It seems more likely
that Algernon’s letter, reputedly intercepted, was a ruse to ensure the party a pre-
arranged, face-saving arrest (given that their father was at Oxford) and safe passage to
London. The only uncertainty in the proceedings was the order of 29 August, some
unfortunate bungle or misunderstanding, made presumably by parliamentarians not
privy to a secret arrangement. It was hastily rescinded. Certainly at the time the king
was recorded as suspecting ‘“management’ of the affair and took great offence. Once in
London, Lisle made no attempt to leave. Indeed, some months later when Grenville
defected to the king, Lisle, forgetting the original scenario, claimed to the House that
Grenville had only come to London on his persuasion. It seems therefore that the
journey to London was not under duress, but voluntary. Indeed, on 5 September,
Lenthall, the speaker of the Commons, referred to the ‘safe convoy’ rather than the
‘safe custody’ of the party from Liverpool. Since Goodwin was involved in the
arrangements for Lisle’s convoy, there seems every probability that he had been acting
for Lisle in London, arranging the safe passage to appear as ‘custody’. Lisle’s career as
a parliamentarian supporter, it can be concluded, had not emerged from any ‘uncertain
beginning’, but rather careful management in the interests of discretion.?’

If as suggested, Lisle’s return from Ireland to London and parliament was a
deliberate decision, it indicates his ready defiance of royal orders and the extent of his
commitment to the opposition; in August 1643, few can have had guessed that

2" HMC De L’Isle, vi, 432; CJ, iii, 221; CJ, iii, 223; HMC De L’lsle, vi, 433; Scott, Algernon Sidney
and the English Republic, 84; Collins, Letters, i, 148; BL, MS Harley 166, The Diary of Sir Symond
D’Ewes, fol. 21v; HMC De L’Isle, vi, 433; CJ, iii, 256, 247.
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parliament would prove the winning side. Although the previous autumn Charles had
failed to retake London after the inconclusive battle of Edgehill, from early 1643 his
armies had taken the initiative and their morale was high. By July, the earl of
Newecastle had won control of most of the north, much of the south-west had been
gained by the royalists, and Bristol had been forced to surrender to Prince Rupert. If
there were bitter rivalries in the royalist camp, there was also infighting in London.
Austin Woolrych has followed Jack Hexter’s view that from late 1642 to 1643 there
were three groups at Westminster: an uncompromising ‘war party’, a ‘peace party’
anxious for settlement on any terms and a third, a ‘middle group’, led by Pym,
determined to achieve a settlement from a position of strength. For David Scott,
following John Adamson’s analysis, whose interpretation is adopted here, there were
only two main groups at Westminster: a Saye-Pym ‘war party’ (allied to the Lord
General Essex), compromised by earlier dealings with the Scots and unable to
contemplate any settlement short of outright control of the government, and a
‘Northumberland-Holles’ group, prepared to negotiate with the king. By the middle of
August the “‘peace peers’, led by Northumberland, had left London and were looking
for reconciliation with the king. Parliament was saved for the moment by Essex’s
raising of the siege of Gloucester in early September, and in the longer term by the
treaty with the Scottish Covenanters which promised Scottish intervention, but even
then, the outcome of the war was uncertain. Given this prospect, and with his father
still at Oxford, his uncle Northumberland hoping to be welcomed there, his earlier
friend, Sidney Godolphin fighting in the royal army and another friend Edmund Waller,
imprisoned in London for his part in a royalist plot, Lisle’s decision in August to opt
for the parliamentary cause looks an even bolder demonstration of political
commitment. 2

His immediate concerns, however, were with his family, not with politics. On
his arrival on 28 September he asked leave of the House to go into the country for three
weeks. Just eight days earlier, his brother-in-law the earl of Sunderland, for whose
estate he was a trustee, had been killed at the battle of Newbury, and his sister,

Dorothy, left a widow with young children. Compounding this family tragedy, the
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Spencer estates were faced with sequestration, since Sunderland had died fighting for
the king. But with the earl of Leicester still at the court at Oxford, the Sidney properties
were also under threat. Early in July an attempt had been made to seize the movables at
Leicester House. Although the House of Lords had placed a protection order on the
house, in September the sequestration committee of Kent were preparing an order for
the confiscation of movable goods at Penshurst as well as the Sidney rental income.
Lisle returned to London within the three weeks’ leave he had been allowed. On 9
October he told the Commons of a second order from the king to attend him at Oxford;
this was duly forbidden by the House — useful documentation for Lisle against future
royal retribution. But the royal command was also a demonstration to the Commons of
Lisle’s commitment to them; at the same time he presented to the joint committee of
Lords and Commons for the sequestration of delinquents’ estates, a written refutation
by his mother of the charge of delinquency against his father. Two days later,
persuaded perhaps by the demonstration of Lisle’s loyalty, or behind-the-scenes
lobbying, the committee quashed the order from the Kent committee. The following
day Lisle again asked permission to return to the country, no doubt to take the good
news with him. Although he had not prevented the sequestration of the Spencer
estates, in January 1644 a committee of the Lords, including Northumberland (who had
returned to London by 17 October, but not apparently in time to help with the Sidney
sequestration), ruled that the Spencer sequestration be lifted. A committee of the
Commons, including Lisle, was set up to review the Lords’ decision, and by 8 March
agreed with the Lords that sequestration of the Spencer lands covered by the marriage
settlement, be lifted. * Lisle’s initiative must have been critical in preserving the
Sidney estates from sequestration; he also helped preserve the Spencer inheritance for
his sister’s family — an example of family loyalty transcending the political divide.
Returning to London, Lisle’s chief concern was to continue the war in Ireland.
On 19 October he was nominated for a Commons committee, including Reynolds,
Goodwin and the leading Ulster planter, Sir John Clotworthy, to consider papal
involvement in Ireland and the Cessation. On 30 October the committee reported
(unsurprisingly) that ‘the Cessation is dishonourable to the English nation’ and that the
war in Ireland ‘should be vigorously prosecuted’. However, the English forces under

Ormond were bound by the Cessation which had been concluded on 15 September;
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only the Scottish troops under Monro in Ulster were prepared to continue resistance.
According to George, Lord Digby, writing to Ormond on 10 November, the great
controversy in London was whether Monro or Lisle should be commander-in-chief
there. Lisle was attempting to persuade the Commons committee for Ireland that, if he
were made overall commander of the Ulster forces, he would draw the English forces
still in Dublin to continue the war there under his command. Lisle claimed that Monck,
Gibbs and Tillier were commanders who would be willing to join him, bringing with
them their regiments. Digby dismissed the idea: ‘I believe it a vanity of his whereby he
hopes to persuade them, for | hear gallantly enough of those men’. But Clotworthy,
hostile to a Scottish takeover of Ulster which might expropriate his estates, backed
Lisle’s plan, insisting to both members of parliament and London citizens that it was ‘a
thing very unfit’ that a Scot should have supreme command in Ulster. ‘He laboured
both by himself and by others that the Lord Lisle, the earl of Leicester’s son, might be
the very man and very fit’. Clotworthy and his associates carried their campaign, even
to the Royal Exchange, proclaiming there that Lisle was the ‘fittest” man to have
command in Ulster. However, Sir Henry Vane, junior and Oliver St John, architects of
the Scottish alliance and anxious not to offend their new allies, were able by 22
December to persuade the Commons to accept the overall command of Monro in
Ulster. %

Lisle, hoping to continue the struggle against popery in Ireland — perhaps also to
recover his reputation as well as gaining “honour or profit” — was therefore disappointed
in his ambitions of a new Irish command. A command in an English army of sufficient
seniority for one of his status was either not considered, or perhaps not available.
Instead Lisle maintained his involvement in the Irish wars by committee work in the
Commons. He became a member of a new and joint committee for Irish affairs set up
on 27 November: that of the Adventurers of London and of Irish Adventurers who were
also members of parliament. It was dominated by Clotworthy, Reynolds and Goodwin.
Lisle, though not an Adventurer himself, attended eight of the committee’s fifteen
meetings between January and July, 1644. From March to August he was also

nominated for a number of Commons’ committees on Ireland. He was involved in
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preparing proofs of ‘miscarriages in Ireland’ against officers captured at Nantwich,
investigating information on Confederate negotiations at Oxford, and considering the
appeal of the Protestants of Munster for supplies. On 12 August he was added to the
committee of the House for the Adventurers for Ireland, and a week later nominated to
the committee considering a remonstrance from them. **

Lisle’s partnership with Clotworthy was based on their shared dislike of the
Scots and their wish to exclude them from command in Ulster. But over more general
political issues they increasingly differed. Between late 1643 and early 1644 the
factions were realigned into a Holles-Essex peace group and a Saye-St John ‘war party’
supporting the Scots. Clotworthy, who was now giving priority to a settlement with the
king to free forces for crushing the Irish rebellion, was a prominent member of the
‘peace party’. The evidence suggests that Lisle’s sympathies were with the rival ‘war
party’ faction, ‘the fiery spirits’, now committed to all-out war on the crown. He was in
close contact with Northumberland, who, since his return to London, had become a
leading member of the war faction. Lisle, by his own account, had private discussions
with his uncle, for instance, over the appointment of Grenville as governor of
Plymouth. On 20 April Lisle was nominated to the committee to add to the ordinance
enabling the Committee of Both Kingdoms (the executive body set up, and controlled
by the war party in February) to prepare proposals for a safe peace, that is, on the most
stringent terms. Lisle was nominated for some eleven other committees between
December 1643 and September 1644 concerned with military matters and measures to
prosecute the war more vigorously. Among the most important were those of 8 April,
to consider recruitment to Essex’s army, and 13 September to discuss the availability of
forces from the City.

One of Lisle’s most significant committee nominations was that to the
committee set up on 28 June to recruit an army of 7,000 for Sir William Waller. This
was part of the ongoing effort by the Committee of Both Kingdoms to marginalise
Essex’s command, and prevent his attempts at peace. A spat in the Commons just
eleven days earlier had indicated Lisle’s attitude to the issue. According to Sir Symond
D’Ewes, when John Glynn, the recorder of London, asked that some encouragement
might be given to the earl of Essex, ‘the Lord Lisle stood up and said that he wondered

that any man should offer to make such a motion, seeing that the earl of Essex refused
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to obey the Committee of Both Kingdoms’. Glynn shot back that he wondered that
Lisle *should make a wonder at it’. Most significantly, on 15 July Lisle was one of
eighteen permanent commissioners appointed to a newly created court martial tribunal;
all, with the exception of Essex himself, were military hardliners.

Not only was Lisle involved in committees concerned with Irish and military
affairs; during this period, he was also named for several of those handling diplomatic
issues. On 19 June he was nominated for the committee considering the reception of the
ambassador from the United Provinces and on 7 August the same committee was asked
to consider the reception of the French resident. On 6 September Lisle was added to
another committee to treat with the Dutch ambassadors. In all, from October 1643 to
September 1644 Lisle had been nominated to take part in the work of some twenty
Commons committees out of the total of nearly 200 that had been set up during that
period. He was clearly not one of the driving forces in the Commons at the time, still
less a member of the all-important Committee of Both Kingdoms; all the same, he was
the only one of the several representatives of the great noble families still in the House
(others being the Cecil and Herbert brothers) who was conspicuous for committee
activity. Attendance at the Commons, however, was not however without its problems.
not only could Lisle be worsted on occasion by older politicians such as Glynn, but
when Grenville defected to the king in early March, 1644 — a defection which caused
public outrage — Lisle faced criticism in the House and had to defend himself against
serious accusations of complicity with Grenville and links with Oxford. As in his
defence of his father in December 1640, he reportedly answered to the satisfaction of
the House, but it must have been another difficult occasion.®

Nevertheless, nominated to eight committees from 1 August to 16 September,
Lisle was as busy during those weeks in the work of the House as at any time in the
previous nine months. But, most surprisingly, after his addition on 16 September to a
committee to treat with the committee for the militia, he was nominated for just two
committees over the next fifteen months until December 1645. What might explain this
withdrawal from parliamentary activity? It is possible he was absent from the
Commons through illness for several months — but he was still able to attend a meeting
of the Irish affairs committee on 7 December 1644. From January 1644 he was
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involved in arrangements for his marriage in May to Lady Catherine Cecil, a daughter
of the parliamentarian second earl of Salisbury — but this would not have taken up all
his time.** In the autumn of 1644, and despite the great victory at Marston Moor in
July, he was probably as despondent as any parliamentarian with the subsequent run of
military defeats, particularly the loss of Essex’s army in Cornwall. As a consequence of
the declining military situation, over the autumn the war party began a campaign to
remove both Essex and Manchester from their commands, and new model the armies
into a single, effective fighting force. Earlier in the summer Lisle had shown himself
keen to marginalize Essex’s command, and was unlikely to have objected to this policy
in the autumn. But that Lisle enthusiastically supported this new modelling and the
appointment of Sir Thomas Fairfax as general, was demonstrated on 31 March 1645.
As the Lords were hesitating over the commission to Fairfax to command the New
Model Army, Lisle led the members of House of Commons as a body to the Lords ‘to
acquaint them with the necessity of speedy passing the commission to Sir Thomas if
they desire to concur in saving the whole kingdom’. By this time the stumbling block
was the omission of the obligation to preserve the king’s person on the battlefield. As
lan Gentles points out, the omission was of the highest political significance,
abandoning the pretence that parliament was fighting the king’s evil counsellors and
not the king himself. Lisle must have been aware of such an implication but was still
prepared to urge the commission on the Lords. On 8 April he was nominated for the
joint committee on the replacement of army commanders who were members of
parliament and displaced by the Self-Denying Ordinance, passed six days earlier.*
Lisle, however, had not taken part in the earlier Commons’ committees which
had created the New Model Army. Nor, over this period, had he been nominated to the
committees on ambassadors from the United Provinces to which he had previously
been nominated. His lack of parliamentary activity is puzzling. David Scott has
portrayed ‘war party’ members as increasingly unsympathetic to the Scottish insistence
on the imposition of a Presbyterian settlement, which they disliked for its apparently
coercive power over the laity. They began to favour toleration for the religious radicals,

the Independents, the backbone of Cromwell’s forces, a group who were deeply

% For the marriage settlements, see chapter eight. Leicester was replaced as Lord Lieutenant by Ormond
in November 1643, and in July 1644 left Oxford for neutralism at Penshurst. In January 1645 the Sidney
family moved back, at least for the winter season, to Leicester House; Hatfield House archives, Private
accounts, Box K/2, 11 January 1645, ‘to a chairman for waiting on my Lady Katherine at Leicester
House’.
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distrusted by the Scottish Presbyterians. As a result, in October, the Scots, now seeing
a negotiated peace with the king as their only chance of introducing some form of
Presbyterianism in England, moved from alliance with the war party group into alliance
with Essex’s peace party allies.®® Lisle was not likely to be upset by such a reversal of
alliances. He was no friend of the Scots, and was probably himself becoming attracted
to the religious Independency he later supported. George Yule records that Independent
ministers, although few, made special efforts to gain influential converts and those of
‘eminent condition’. Perhaps Lisle was already in contact with one of these ministers in
particular. Among those attending the Westminster Assembly set up in 1643 to draft a
religious settlement for England, was Peter Sterry, formerly chaplain to the
parliamentarian Lord Brooke, the adopted son and heir of Fulke Greville, Sir Philip
Sidney’s secretary; Sterry was later to become Lisle’s own chaplain. It is possible that
they had met by this stage and that Lisle had already become attracted to Sterry’s
deeply spiritual religiosity as well as his connection with Sir Philip. The ‘lame
Erastian’ Presbyterian religious settlement adopted by parliament in the summer of
1645 seems unlikely to have alienated Lisle from his possible new religious allegiance.
Indeed, on 25 July he was nominated for a committee (only his second nomination
between October 1644 to December 1645) to set up a further committee to direct the
selection of elders for the presbyteries to be created in London, the first evidence of his
involvement in church matters. '

One possible explanation for Lisle’s absence from the parliamentary record is
that he was busy outside the House, playing some unrecorded role in the formation of
the new army. A suggestion of this is contained in Theophania, an anonymous roman a
clef, written by a royalist member of the inner Sidney circle in late 1644 or early 1645.
This refers to the two sons of the earl of Leicester, ‘Philemon and Gernolanus [Philip
and Algernon] ... no less esteemed by Corastus [Cromwell] than dangerous enemies to
the king’, visiting Penshurst, “either to raise new forces or for some other pernicious
design’. That Lisle had some standing in the army is suggested by a rumour, ‘and very
strong’, reported on 7 May from London, that Fairfax was about to be recalled and
replaced by Lisle as general. Or it is just possible that Lisle was one of those who,

according to Jason Peacey, was critical of the appearance of corruption and private
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interest in the running of the war, and had retired to the backbenches of the Commons

in disapproval. *®

If Lisle’s stay in Ireland 1642-3 had given him the chance to demonstrate his
identity as heir to Sir Philip Sidney in the defence of Protestantism, his career from
1643 to 1645 was less rewarding. It has been argued that Lisle chose to return to
parliament at the time when the parliamentary resistance to the king looked at its most
vulnerable, suggesting his principled identification with the parliamentary cause.
Disappointed in his initial hope of returning to Ireland as commander of the Ulster
forces, and either unable or unwilling to find a command in the English armies, he
opted instead for a role in the public service as a parliamentarian. His opposition to the
king was evident in his activities in the House in 1644 and 1645. However, though
personally in contact with Northumberland and perhaps with links to Cromwell, he was
not one of the inner core, the ‘grandees’ of the war party, the members of the
Committee of Both Kingdoms. For some reason now unascertainable, he played almost
no role in the work of parliament from October 1644 to December 1645. Nevertheless,
he supported the formation of the New Model Army, and it is possible that he was
already linked to religious Independency. If Lisle had an inconspicuous public profile
during the period September 1643 to December 1645 — in contrast to the prominent
political and military role he had enjoyed in Dublin the previous fifteen months — he
had at least ensured the preservation of the Sidney estates from sequestration and

provided for their future by his marriage.

% Anon, Theophania: or, Several Modern Histories, ed. R. Pigeon (Ottawa, 1999), 299; CSPD, 1644-5,
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Civil War: Conflict and Contexts, 1640-1649 (Basingstoke, 2009), 97-8.

76



Chapter Three
Lisle and the Lord Lieutenancy of Ireland, 1645-7

1. The Lord Lieutenancy of Ireland, 1645-September 1646

On 26 January 1646, Lisle was voted Chief Governor of Ireland by parliament;
on 16 March he was formally commissioned as Lord Lieutenant-General of that
country with a term of office to last for one year from 9 April 1646. It will be argued in
this chapter that Lisle, then aged only twenty-seven, readily seized the opportunity
provided by his appointment to one of the great offices of state. Held by Lisle’s great-
grandfather, Sir Henry Sidney, and his father, the second earl, the office of deputy to
the crown in lIreland had particular associations with the Sidney family and was
especially significant to Lisle. Given the continuing resistance of the Catholic
Confederates, it provided Lisle with a second chance to uphold Sir Philip Sidney’s
legacy of military service in the defence of Protestantism. He was perhaps keen to
redeem the military reputation damaged by his earlier expedition and concerned to
succeed in an office in which his father had been unsuccessful. The opportunity to
acquire reputation and profit may equally have attracted him. It will be suggested in
this chapter that his Lieutenancy demonstrates Lisle’s ties to the New Model Army and
its religious Independency as well as to his ties to the parliamentarian faction of the
political Independents. It thus provides new insights into the factional struggles for
power in the politics of the period.

Indisputably, however, and as will be shown, his Lord Lieutenancy ended in
failure. The origins and aims of his Lieutenancy have nevertheless been the subject of
more historiographical debate than any other aspect of his career. For Karl
Bottigheimer, Lisle’s appointment as Lord Lieutenant in January 1646 revealed the
contempt of parliamentary circles for effective action in Ireland. Lisle was chosen, he
claims, merely as a cipher, the *do-nothing figurehead of a do-nothing policy’, and his
Lieutenancy was but the farcical prelude to the subsequent tragedy of the Cromwellian
conquest. In complete contrast, John Adamson has made a case for its major political
importance. He argues that Lisle was chosen as the emissary of a single faction at
Westminster, one composed of an anti-Scottish interest, the political Independents and

‘Northumberland’s party’; a faction set on reviving the ‘imperial and Anglocentric’
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schemes of Strafford as a preliminary to the domination of the three kingdoms. Patrick
Little, on the other hand, has challenged this view, denying any such ‘dynamic Irish
policy’ among the Independents. He interprets the Lieutenancy (at least by December
1646) in terms of the activities of a determined and close-knit group of Irish
Independents who succeeded in imposing on a largely indifferent English Independent
faction their own ambitions for the establishment of a Protestant, planted Ireland.
Robert Armstrong has attacked the ‘brutally divisive and incompetent’ Irish campaign
of a ‘self-destructive’ Lisle. More recently, he has denied the need to look for a “‘new
ideological framework’ for Lisle’s Lieutenancy; it should rather be situated in the

context of a ‘new vigour” in Parliament to press forward the Irish war. *

Here it will be argued that parliament’s appointment of Lisle as Lord Lieutenant
can be ascribed not to any Imperial vision or to Irish Independency, and still less to
‘new vigour’ for victory in Ireland, but to factional rivalry at Westminster. This rivalry
created Lisle’s Lieutenancy, influenced it, and ultimately caused its demise. From early
1645 contemporaries were referring to the two leading factions in parliament by the
names of their friends in the Westminster Assembly: the ‘war party’, now entitled
Independents, and the ‘peace party’, in alliance with the Scots and now labelled as
Presbyterians. These ‘parties’, consisted of small groups managing the uncommitted
majority of members rather than parties in the modern sense; Jason Peacey
distinguishes the ‘Grandees’, the power brokers of both chambers, from their
parliamentary managers, the ‘politicks’, who sought to direct and manipulate the
majority of back-benchers, the *‘mechanics’. As Baillie noted, the Independent party,
though its numbers were very small, was composed of ‘prime men, active and diligent’,
well able to halt the policies of the Presbyterians. As Sir William Parsons also
observed, ‘under these [two main] denominations... do all other lesser divisions and
partialities rank themselves, as occasion serves’. 2

Michael Mahoney has examined the bitter in-fighting and counter-accusations
of treachery between the two leading factions over the summer of 1645 in the ‘Savile

affair’: the accusations by Saye, one of the leaders of the Independents in the Lords,

! Bottigheimer, English Money, 97; Adamson * Strafford’s Ghost’, 135-6, 156: Little, ‘The Irish
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that Holles, one of the Presbyterian leaders in the Commons, had had intelligence from
court the previous winter provided by Lord Savile. * On 1 July a new joint committee
of Lords and Commons, composed largely of Presbyterians and including Holles, was
created for the sending of supplies to Ireland and particularly Munster.* There its
beleaguered President, Murrough O’Brien, Lord Inchiquin, had been in revolt against
the Cessation since the previous year. Never previously noted, it is suggested here that
the timing of the creation of this new committee with the attack on Holles was no
coincidence. Inchiquin had close links with the Presbyterians in England, and like them
wished for a negotiated settlement with the king, though in his case to prioritize the war
in Ireland. For Holles, exonerated from the charges of treachery only by the end of
July, taking up the cause of neglected Ireland provided him and his faction with an
invaluable opportunity. It provided both a short-term distraction from the Saye
allegations and propaganda initiative — needed in the light of the recent success of the
Independent’s New Model Army at the battle of Naseby — and a committee base to
counter the reviving influence of the Independents at Westminster.

The new and largely Presbyterian bi-cameral Committee for Irish Affairs
meeting at the Star Chamber, quickly moved ahead to demand resources and troops. On
7 July it asked parliament to fund a force of 1,600 to be sent immediately to Munster
and on 29 July William Jephson, an ally of Inchiquin, was designated commander of a
regiment of horse for the province. Its demands for a loan from the Adventurers’
committee in London, however, eventually provoked a bitter complaint from the
Adventurers about the waste of the money previously raised; on 11 November the
London merchant and Adventurer, William Hawkins, urged the appointment of an
English Commander-in-Chief, or Lord Lieutenant, to revitalize the war effort. Such a
suggestion, although ignored for the moment, happened to fit in with current policies of
leading Independents. With the end of the war in England in sight, Cromwell was
apparently considering the possibility of taking the New Model Army to Ireland, to
keep it in being as well as to crush the Irish. In December one of the army’s captains,
Sir Hardress Waller, urged Inchiquin’s contact in London, Sir Philip Percival, to press
for Cromwell’s appointment as Lord Deputy to ensure effective action in Ireland. But
as David Scott has shown, from October onwards the Independents had also begun

¥ M. Mahoney, ‘The Savile Affair and the Politics of the Long Parliament’, Parliamentary History, vii
(1988), 212-7; CJ, iv, 191.
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unilaterally to redraw the peace proposals offered to the king at Uxbridge in 1645. The
intention of the new proposals, later known as the Newcastle Propositions, was to
exclude the Scots from all influence over English affairs — the ‘confederal union’ —
created by the English acceptance of the Covenant in 1643. For Scott, the proposals
reflected the anti-Scottish prejudices of the Independent leadership and a wish to
reassert the ‘superiority’ of England in its relationship with Ireland and Scotland. Here,
however, it is argued, in agreement with Little, that factional strife was the prime
motive behind the new proposals. The Independents aimed to break up the Presbyterian
alliance, by excluding the Scots, the powerful ally of the Presbyterians, from English
politics and preventing their plans for any joint peace deal with the king. °

A first step towards such exclusion came on 1 December with the passing of a
Commons resolution (among many others), to place the Irish war and the chief
Governorship for Ireland under the sole control of the English parliament. This offered
the opportunity of appointing an English Chief Governor or Lord Lieutenant to
override the authority of the Scottish earl of Leven, Commander-in-Chief of the British
and Irish forces in Ulster. Over the following weeks the Independents considered the
options for Ireland, though, as Little convincingly states, they had no ‘dynamic’ Irish
policy of their own. Sir Philip Percival told Waller that Cromwell had been privately
suggested for the governorship, though the suggestion had failed. According to Sir
Edward Nicholas in January, Cromwell had turned down an Irish generalship, being
more concerned to secure the power of the Independents in England. But on 12
December, the political Independent Sir John Evelyn of Wiltshire named Lisle for the
Lord Lieutenancy and eleven days later the ever-loyal Sidney client, Sir John Temple
(now back in England and member of parliament for Chichester), moved that a
governor for Ireland be created; no doubt with Lisle in mind. Neither proposal was
acted upon. However, as Percival also informed Waller, there was then a proposal in
the Presbyterian interest that affairs in Ireland be managed by commissioners. In the
early days of 1646, this was given powerful backing by the Adventurers now arguing
against the cost of a Lord Lieutenant in Ireland. It can be argued that it was only this
unwelcome response that goaded the Independents into action. On 5 January, after a
long debate, the Independents defeated a Presbyterian motion sponsored by Clotworthy

® CSPI, 1633-47, 405-6, 408-10; CPSI, 1633-47, 418; TNA SP 63/261, fol. 45r; HMC Egmont, i, 265;
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and Holles that a commission should run Irish affairs. The House agreed instead to the
rule of a single person, but as a concession to the Presbyterians, the Independents
conceded that the term of office ‘continue but for a year’. Whether they ever intended
to be bound by the time limitation is an open question. On 26 January Lisle was voted
‘Chief Governor’ of Ireland, a neutral term compatible with the crown-appointed
Ormond’s continuing Lieutenancy, his office to run from 9 April. On 16 March
however, Lisle was formally commissioned as ‘Lord Lieutenant-General’ of Ireland
with the power of Commander-in-Chief, a title which clearly challenged Ormond’s
authority while overriding that of Leven: an indication of the success of the
Independents’ strategy. °

Why was Lisle chosen by parliament as their ‘Chief Governor’ of Ireland? It
was not for his activity in the Commons. After his nomination on 25 July 1645 for the
committee for the choice of elders in London, he was nominated to a third committee
only on 8 December. This was to raise money for Ireland, by which time his selection
for the governorship was probably already under discussion. On 15 December, three
days after he was first named for the governorship, he was selected for the sub-
committee set up to consider the powers of the Chief Governor of Ireland. The
possibility of his appointment would seem to have revived his Commons activity; his
efforts in the Commons were not a factor in his appointment. Nor was he the focus of
an important political circle as detected by Adamson. According to Adamson, one of
the two chief figures in that circle was the leading Adventurer and City merchant
William Hawkins, who, he claims, had been the Sidney man of affairs since the 1630s.
Unfortunately this is a conflation: the records make clear the distinction between the
Adventurer Hawkins and his namesake, Mr William Hawkins, ‘of Westminster, gent.’,
who had been the Sidney agent in London. Lisle undoubtedly had a circle of
supporters; but it was small and limited to family, family clients, the Westminster
William Hawkins, Sir John Temple, and a handful of Independent MPs, including Sir

John Evelyn of Wiltshire. But as Little points out, there is no evidence these
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Independents favoured an ‘imperial policy’ as suggested by Adamson — ‘or indeed any
coherent policy at all’.”

Contemporaries were unimpressed by Lisle’s appointment. The following year,
Cheney Culpeper wrote, “Truly I never apprehended how my Lord Lisle was designed
for Ireland ... I never conceived the man of that raised spirit as to be eminently either
good or ill’. Adamson, claiming that Lisle was ‘the emissary of a particular interest at
Westminster’, refers to a comment by Juxon, the well-informed London Independent,
but he fails to quote it. The text in fact offers a very different view of Lisle’s
appointment. Juxon wrote in early 1647, ‘Tis a sad story that the Independents to
support their own party do not only court and do favours to the Lord Northumberland’s
party — whom they know are not godly — but send upon that account such men for the
conduct of the Irish business as they do pre-intend and know shall come to nothing, but
consume men and money; and all this for the support of the faction and it may be to the
intent Cromwell may hereafter go and have his own conditions’. The sentence indicates
little confidence in Lisle personally; it also reveals the perceived importance of
factional politics in the Independent interest behind his appointment. Significantly,
Juxon distinguished between the Independents and Northumberland’s “party’, a ‘lesser
division’ as defined by Parsons. If Adamson writes of a ‘single faction’, Juxon
indicates there were (at least) two distinct parties or factions. Juxon also suggests that
the wish to please the powerful Northumberland — by then in charge of the King’s
younger children and talked of as a possible lord protector of the kingdom — was the
main motive for the Independents’ choice of Lisle. Or, as Edmund Ludlow put it, with
no great trust in Inchiquin, parliament (i.e. the Independents) appointed Lisle as ‘the
most considerable person of integrity they could think upon’. Social status and political
reliability, as well as connection to Northumberland, were evidently Lisle’s main
qualifications for the job.®

There is some contemporary evidence, therefore, for Bottigheimer’s verdict that

Lisle was appointed as the ‘do-nothing figurehead of a do-nothing policy’. Certainly,
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having established a chief Governorship, the Independents soon lost interest in
‘carrying on the war in Ireland’, while the Presbyterians were uncooperative. On 16
February the Commons, on the recommendation of the Committee of Both Kingdoms,
voted Lisle £35,000 ‘forthwith’ to raise 5,000 foot and 1840 horse for the war, £30,000
for his own expenses in Ireland, and £10,000 for provisions. But no arrangements were
made to raise such sums immediately. Since 1644 the costs of the army in Ireland had
been met by a weekly assessment on the English counties, but such revenue had
regularly been anticipated by borrowings. The assessment for Lisle’s forces, promised
to begin on 1 April, was thus accounted for even before it had begun. As Jason Peacey
has shown, on his nomination in January, Lisle immediately faced opposition from the
Presbyterian-dominated Committee of Accounts. Not until 4 August was oversight of
the Irish finances handed over to Gabriel Beck, client of the Independent Lord Saye.

Little also reveals that the Star Chamber Committee for Irish Affairs continued
to be dominated by Presbyterians for some months. Only on 4 May, after the flight of
the king from Oxford, was Lisle elected a member of the committee by the Commons
and only then with the co-option onto the committee of his Independent allies, Temple,
Nathaniel Fiennes, Sir John Evelyn of Wiltshire and Thomas Chaloner, was he assured
of a working majority there. But Little fails to point out that this was only achieved by
Holles, Stapleton and their allies absenting themselves for a time; they remained
members, free to return whenever they chose. The Presbyterian Clotworthy, however,
continued active on the committee, his revived but temporary support for Lisle perhaps
secured by Lisle’s appointment of his business associate, John Davies, ‘wholly to
furnish him’. Not until 16 June, and then only after increasingly irate messages from
the Commons, did the predominantly Presbyterian House of Lords authorize Lisle’s
right to issue commissions for his forces.®

Once in control of the Committee for Irish Affairs, however, Lisle showed
himself to be anything but a ‘do-nothing figurehead’. If over the ten months from July
1645-April 1646 the Presbyterian-run committee had held fifty-six meetings, for the
five months from May to September 1646, Lisle’s committee held sixty-seven
meetings; of these, Lisle himself attended sixty-one, Temple sixty-two and Clotworthy
sixty. Not only did the Independent-run committee meet over twice as many times as
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the Presbyterian over a much shorter period, its agendas were consistently longer and
more wide-ranging. Particularly during the months of May and June, the records of the
committee under the direction of Lisle, Temple and Clotworthy suggest a hugely
energetic and resourceful attempt to create and equip a fighting force for Ireland. By
way of contrast, the Presbyterian-run committee had still not completed the two
regiments they had planned to send to Munster the previous year. From the middle of
May onwards, letters were sent to the larger county and association committees of the
west, south and east of England, asking for troops ‘on reducement’ at the end of the
Civil War and offering service in Ireland as an alternative to disbandment. By the end
of July some twenty individual officers had also been approached to provide troops by
contract. Lisle himself persuaded George Monck (then in the Tower having been
captured fighting for the king in 1644) to volunteer for Ireland. By the end of June it
can be estimated that 3,500 foot had been contracted for, many hundreds more
promised, and offers made amounting to over 2,000 horse. But at the same time,
following a major defeat of the Scottish-British army at Benburb in Ulster, the
committee was charged by the Commons with raising a second army. Similar
arrangements were set up to secure some 5,000 more foot and 1,500 horse on
reducement from the counties and by contract with officers, this time from the counties
of the North Midlands.°

Much effort was also made to secure the range of supplies needed by an
expeditionary force: cavalry equipment, horses, 10,000 pikes, artillery trains, a mortar
piece, ‘granado shells’, powder, shot, muskets, food, clothing, spades, shovels, and
even a surgeon’s chest and drugs.** Reflecting Lisle’s own experience in Ireland, 100
hand mills were to be ‘bargained for’; his servant, Robert Turbridge, was sent to
Ireland to supervise the stocking of winter feed for horses while the horses bought for
the army were to be branded with the mark of a *broad arrowhead’, the Sidney family
emblem later adopted as the mark of the Ordnance office. The provision of chaplains
was undertaken. Propaganda already in hand with the publication of Temple’s The Irish
Rebellion in April and later of Ormond’s Curtain undrawn and Henry Parker’s The
Irish Massacre, was also encouraged. In July, Sir Hardress Waller was ordered to
provide papers on the sufferings of the Protestants in Ireland ‘for the use of this
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committee’. ** To raise money, on 25 May agents were appointed to enforce the
collection of the assessment in nine counties. They were forcefully instructed to arrest
‘refractory or negligent’ assessors and hand them over to the county committees. The
instructions were repeated at intervals for other agents attempting to dragoon money
out of the remaining counties over the following months. Inevitably, the committee had
to look for loans in the meantime against the anticipated income: from May onwards
Lisle’s colleagues were approaching all available institutions — the Committee for
Excise, the Committee at Goldsmith’s Hall and that at Haberdashers — for cash to
‘expedite the assessment’. To fund the £50,000 promised by the Commons for the
Ulster force, the committee called for a new source of income: the sale of the estates of
English delinquents. By September some £20,000 had been raised in this way. In the
meantime, with limited funds raised from the parliamentary agencies, private
individuals, for instance Thomas Radberd and Nathan Wright of London, were
persuaded to advance much-needed money. In addition, John Davies offered the supply
of goods on credit and was guaranteed payment; by early July he had promised some
£55,000 worth of goods for both Munster and Ulster.*?

In the midst of all this activity, only Lisle’s destination remained uncertain. As
Percival had written on 13 April, ‘which way he [Lisle] intends to go | have not heard.
Some say he may safely go to Dublin with a small force’. The king’s flight from
Oxford to the Scottish army signified the effective defeat of the royalist cause in
England, but Ormond still held Dublin for the king against both parliament and the
Catholic Confederates, refusing to surrender it without royal consent. On 11 May, just a
week after the king’s flight, Lisle was teller in a Commons’ motion asking for the
Lords’ concurrence in a demand to the king that he should surrender all remaining
garrisons and leave the Irish war to parliament. Nothing came of this proposal, but on 3
July, Lisle, Holles, Clotworthy and others were instructed to prepare a letter to the king
asking him to ‘positively command” Ormond to surrender Dublin to its agents. The
hand-over of Ireland’s capital to Lisle, as a base to begin the fight against the
Confederates, was clearly his ideal scenario. With the king’s refusal to co-operate,

however, Lisle was compelled to consider the only alternative: an expedition to
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Inchiquin’s province of Munster. By early June this had become accepted as the only
practical option.**

But factional rivalries overshadowed relations with Munster from the start.
Nicholas reported to Ormond that the parliamentarians had given Inchiquin ‘much
trouble and discontent in preferring the Lord Lisle before him’ to the office of Lord
Lieutenant. For their part, Lisle and his Independent allies regarded Inchiquin with
suspicion. He was closely connected to the Presbyterian leadership and reckoned to be
in contact with the unswervingly royalist Ormond (who was Holles’s cousin). To warn
Inchiquin of the necessity of compliance with Lisle’s Lieutenantship, on 16 May the
Irish committee demanded he give an account of the money he had received from the
Commons since the previous year. Over the summer the Irish committee attempted to
reduce his authority by promoting his rival in Munster, Roger Boyle, Lord Broghill,
third son of the New English magnate, the earl of Cork, who had become a supporter of
Lisle’s Lieutenancy. (Lisle and Broghill would have met in Saumur in the late 1630s).
The committee possibly even resorted to discrediting Inchiquin’s reputation by the
circulation of ‘sundry false reports’ and a ‘private pamphlet’ claiming his secret
dealings and co-operation with the Irish and misappropriation of parliamentary funds.
Compounding factional rivalry was the anti-Irish prejudice of the New English, as
exemplified in Temple’s The Irish Rebellion. The underlying theme of the book, and
one which Lisle had almost certainly absorbed from his mentor for Irish affairs, was the
utter untrustworthiness of the Irish and their inability to co-exist with the English in
Ireland. Only separation of the two peoples, Temple argued, could ensure the safety of
the English in Ireland and the civilising process of English rule. Unfortunately,
Inchiquin, though Protestant, was of old Irish stock, and in Temple’s definition always
to be distrusted. *°

However divisive such a view was to prove in the future, more immediate
problems were to create serious difficulties for the planned expedition by the end of
July. Contractors failed to deliver the promised troops; other troops refused to go at all.
As the Venetian ambassador observed, employment in Ireland was ‘detested by all’.
Better pay in any case for disbanded soldiers was on offer in the armies of France and
Spain. The Irish committee urged that recruitment for foreign armies should be
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suspended, but to little effect. The fundamental problem was lack of adequate finance.
The £35,000 originally voted for an expedition should have covered the cost of
transporting 6,000 foot and 1,800 horse to Ireland. But this did not cover the cost of
their supplies, nor the wastage when contractors failed to deliver, nor the expense of the
attempted collection of the assessment and the anticipation of its cash by loans. Still
less did it provide for the maintenance of the troops once in Ireland. By 25 June the
Irish committee prepared to inform the House that the money voted for Lisle’s
expedition was already spent. There was no response, although the recruiting of the
forces continued. But on 30 July, the diarist John Harington recorded that Lisle, ‘his
person disliked of some’ (presumably the Presbyterians), complained in the House that
‘men and money appointed for Ireland fail greatly’. He offered, either in genuine
exasperation, or in a deliberate attempt to force the issue, to relinquish his Lieutenancy
and serve in Ireland as a colonel of horse instead. According to Lawrence Whitacre, in
a debate lasting all morning, the possibility of sending the New Model Army to Ireland
was raised, but further debate was postponed till the following day when, according to
the official record, it was agreed to discuss the recommendations of the Irish
committee. '

That afternoon, most unusually, Lisle was absent from the committee, which
was, equally unusually, attended by Holles and Stapleton. Though the minutes do not
record any decision reached on the issue, the following day the two Presbyterians
presented with ‘eagerness’ their recommendation to the Commons: that six regiments
of the New Model Army should be sent to Ireland. Factional considerations were, of
course, uppermost in their proposal, their aim being to remove the New Model Army,
the Independents’ power base, from England. Similar considerations inevitably
governed the response of the Independents. Cromwell, in a crucial debate that lasted all
day, argued that the New Model Army should not leave England ‘unprotected’ while
the Scottish army (the Presbyterian’s allies), remained. As an extraordinary gesture of
personal support, Cromwell even offered to forgo £10,000 of money voted to him
personally to pay for the levying of other troops by Lisle. Clearly, the priority for the
Independents was not Ireland but the retention of the New Model army in England for
their own security. As for Lisle, the evidence strongly suggests that he had privately
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connived at the Presbyterian proposal in order to gain the elite New Model Army
regiments to his Irish expedition. The motion to send the army, proposed by Holles and
Stapleton and opposed by the Independents Evelyn and Heselrige, was finally defeated
by ninety votes to ninety-one; no units of the New Model Army were to go to Ireland.
By the narrowest of margins the self-interest of the Independent leadership had
prevailed."’

In the event, Lisle did not resign. In compensation for the withholding of the
New Model Army regiments, the Commons offered Lisle a deal: members of
parliament who were also members of their county committees were to attend the
Committee for Irish Affairs the following day in order to indicate the forces on
disbandment available in their counties for service in Ireland. On 1 August, having
heard the reports of the members, the committee agreed that Cromwell and four
members of the committee should devise a plan for the sending of these forces to
Ireland. A new system of recruitment was set up with the backing of Cromwell,
perhaps anxious not to lose credibility over his refusal to allow the New Model Army
to go to Ireland but also indicating his personal support for Lisle. On 4 August the
county committee MPs were charged with the responsibility of supervising the
recruitment of troops for Ireland from the forces for disbandment in their counties; even
more usefully, they were also to provide from county revenues a month’s pay in
advance for those enlisting for Ireland, thus offering a token sum towards maintenance
of the forces. In all, the members of the county committees promised well in excess of
1,640 horse and 4,800 foot for Ireland. It was ruled that troops (including those for
Ulster), were to be at the ports of Bristol, Chester and Liverpool by 20 August. Sir John
Veale, Temple’s brother-in-law, was sent to Bristol, Henry Whalley, a rich City
Adventurer, to Chester to organize the shipping of men and equipment to Munster. The
Irish Affairs Committee nevertheless continued to press Goldsmith’s Hall for money
and to look for loans, claiming that *‘many men are ready to march, but cannot do so for
want of money”. 8

In the event, the new system proved little more effective than the old. By early
September the Irish committee was complaining of ‘obstructions’ in certain counties, as
well as the continuing presence of officers remaining in London. It was also

threatening to punish those dissuading soldiers from service in lIreland. It was still
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seeking to raise troops by contract with a further dozen or so officers. As an indication
of the on-going haemorrhage in troop numbers, on 17 September Sir Hardress Waller
was given warrant to raise four more regiments of 1,000 each. Nevertheless, at least on
paper 1,300 horse and 4,000 foot could be accounted for, and many of these, had
clearly arrived at the embarkation ports. On 29 September, Lisle and his committee
wrote to inform Inchiquin that the troops for Munster were then ready to ship. All their

efforts over the previous five months were about to come to fruition.™

It has been argued in this section that Lisle took his responsibilities as Lord
Lieutenant seriously over the period from April to September, energetically attempting
to organize an expedition to Munster, and to send help to Ulster. He even seems to have
used manipulation to try to gain the forces of the New Model Army for his expedition.
He was not, as Bottigheimer claimed, a “‘do-nothing figurehead’ as his sponsors seem to
have expected. But nor was he the emissary of a single powerful faction seeking to
impose English hegemony on the three kingdoms, as Adamson has argued. Appointed
primarily for his social status and relationship to Northumberland, he was little more
than a pawn in the factional struggle at Westminster between the Independents and
Presbyterians. His misfortune was to have been appointed to fill a position, the
Lieutenancy, created merely for tactical political motives by his allies, the
Independents, and of secondary concern to them, as their attitude to the deployment of
the New Model Army in Ireland demonstrated. Ireland, as ever, was of less importance
to parliament than the securing of a political settlement in England. There is no
evidence that, as Armstrong claims, ‘a new vigour’ to an Irish campaign infused
members’ attitude to the Irish war — at least not until 1649. In the circumstances,
inadequately funded and facing widespread opposition to service in Ireland, Lisle had
achieved more in the circumstances by September than he has been given credit for. It
can be suggested from his efforts to create a new expeditionary force for Ireland that he
demonstrated his identification with his great-uncle’s career of active service in Ireland

against Irish rebels and the popish threat.
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2. The Lord Lieutenancy of Ireland, September 1646 — January 1647

By the middle of September 1646, his forces for Munster on the point of
embarkation, Lisle must have also felt some confidence about the political situation in
England. The recruiter elections held from the summer of 1645 onwards had added to
the strength of the Independents in the Commons. The refusal of the king, by then in
the hands of the Scottish army, to respond to the Newcastle Propositions had deprived
the Presbyterians of a chance to mediate a peace. Parliament’s vote in August to pay off
the Scottish army promised to remove the Presbyterians’ military allies out of England
over the winter. The death of the earl of Essex, the retired but still revered elder
statesman of the Presbyterians, on 14 September, was another blow. His funeral on 22
October, the most elaborate since that of James I and in which his cousin Lisle played a
prominent role as one of the eight assistants to the chief mourner, was organised as an
occasion for national mourning, but all agreed on the loss to the Presbyterians in
particular. By then, according to Bellievre, the French ambassador, the Presbyterians
were losing heart, some preparing to come to terms with the Independents. There was
talk of the king treating with the Independents. Though they had been prepared to fight
until a settlement was imposed on the king, according to Sir Robert Moray, ‘they were
apt enough to turn their sails ... if they see themselves ready to be invested with the
whole power of the state and King’s person by offices and changes’. Indeed by the
middle of November there was talk of the Independents adjourning parliament and,
presumably with the King’s co-operation, setting up a new constitution, entrenching
their faction permanently in power.?

But before then, at the end of September, developments in Ireland had
unexpectedly opened a new opportunity for Lisle. The peace treaty finally concluded
by Ormond with the Catholic Confederates in August had been rejected by the clerical
party led by the Ultramontane Rinuccini, and the following month, two Confederate
armies, the one under Preston, the other under O’Neill, had taken the field to attack
Dublin itself. It seems that by 29 September the first reports had reached London that

Ormond, out of dire necessity, was about to seek the help of parliament. The factional
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response to this was predictable: the Presbyterians would prefer Ormond, their ally, to
stay in Dublin with the help of parliament; the Independents, inevitably, would wish to
be rid of the unshakeably royalist Lord Lieutenant. Unusually both Holles and
Stapleton attended the Irish committee that day, an indication that major developments
were afoot. At the end of the minutes recording routine business, including the sending
of the letter to Inchiquin that troops were ready to ship for Munster, quite contradictory
orders to Veale and Whalley to halt the shipping of troops were tacked on as the final
item. It seems very likely that Lisle, already seizing his opportunity to divert troops to
Dublin in order to take it over, but concerned to conceal his plans from the two
Presbyterians, sent the orders privately only after the two had left the meeting. By 5
October, however, the formal news of Ormond’s “capitulation’ had been received in the
House and the Irish committee ordered to send supplies to Dublin and consider
diverting troops there. That afternoon the committee sent a second, now official,
instruction to its agents, in particular to Veale, to delay shipping the troops for Munster,
‘until further order shall be given for the place where they shall be landed’. %

All Lisle’s hopes now depended on Ormond. He had first to hold off the
Confederate attack, but then to agree to hand over Dublin to him. For the moment,
however, both factions accepted that immediate help for Ormond could only come from
Inchiquin, and Lisle hastened to mend fences with the Munster president. By the time
of the meeting of the Irish Affairs Committee on 8 October, attended by Holles, a
provocative commission of Lisle’s in September for Broghill to command four
regiments of the Munster forces independently of Inchiquin had been cancelled. With
the ready co-operation of the Presbyterians, Lisle abandoned his Munster ally in the
interests of securing Inchiquin’s help for Ormond in Dublin. Factionalism nevertheless
returned to the fore on 12 October. That day, Ormond’s terms were presented to the
House. He was to continue his ‘employment’ in Dublin taking his orders from
parliament, or to retire and hand his office over to a nominee of parliament. The
Independents managed to refer consideration of the terms to the Independent-
dominated Committee of Both Kingdoms, with the addition of Lisle, Temple,
Clotworthy and Holles. As intended, on 14 October, the Commons duly agreed with its
recommendations that Ormond should be treated with “for his retirement” and that the

Committee of Both Kingdoms should be in charge of the negotiation “in respect of the
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secrecy and expedition thereunto necessary’. For the negotiations with Ormond, three
more members — Nathaniel Fiennes, Sir William Lewes and Robert Goodwin — were
added to the 12 October committee, creating a new committee, soon to be known as the
Derby House Committee from its meeting place. Lisle and the Independents had
achieved their main aim, the ‘retirement’ of Ormond, but the creation of the Derby
House Committee also provided a foothold for Presbyterians, such as Holles and
Lewes, in the decision-making process of the following months. This they were to
exploit to great effect the following year. %

Records of the Derby House Committee, which included Lisle (and frequently
Northumberland), are incomplete, but several days later it named five commissioners —
Clotworthy, Goodwin, (replaced by Major Salwey), Sir Robert King, Sir Thomas
Wharton and Sir Robert Meredith — to conduct negotiations with Ormond for the
handover of Dublin. By the end of the month they were in Chester, joining their
firebrand chaplain, the Independent Hugh Peters, who had been sent ahead to arrange
food, military supplies and the commandeering of some 2,300 troops originally
intended for Ulster, but now ordered to accompany the commissioners to Dublin. On 27
October, Northumberland reported from the committee to the House of Lords, on
Lisle’s “desire to go to Dublin (upon the surrender thereof), or to any other part of
Ireland ... And for that his Commission relates to instructions, to desire the Houses to
give order for the preparation thereof’. A draft of Lisle’s instructions was ready on 17
November for reporting to both Houses. At the request of Lisle, the meeting also
agreed to the appointment of Algernon Sidney (elected as a recruiter member of
parliament in 1645), as governor of Dublin, with Colonel Monck as his deputy.
Meanwhile, the Star Chamber Committee for the Affairs of Ireland under Lisle
continued its efforts to find money and men for Ireland. On 15 October it sent to
Inchiquin ordering him to create a diversion to help save Dublin before the
parliamentary forces arrived. From 19 October onwards records of this committee
cease, but on 6 November Ormond’s two commissioners remaining in London wrote to

Dublin that there was much activity in both committees, and that, on their warning of
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the imminent threat to Dublin, they were assured by the Star Chamber Committee that
‘all things should be done effectually’.?®

But Lisle was to be thwarted. O’Neill’s army abandoned the siege of Dublin on
the appearance of the parliamentary fleet with its supplies and forces, Preston’s soon
after. By the time the parliamentary commissioners arrived in Dublin on 14 November,
the immediate threat to the city had been removed. The welcome for the English party
from Ormond was cool. The English forces were allowed to land, but not to enter the
castle. After a week of negotiations which began to look increasingly like prevarication
on his part, Ormond ended the talks, declaring — to the fury of the commissioners — that
he needed royal permission to hand over the city (which, as Little points out, they had
failed to obtain). No doubt his overtures to parliament had been genuine enough in
September, but as he candidly admitted in November, ‘with the rebels marching away
from us’, the *necessity [for the treaty] is since removed’. Peters returned to London on
27 November with letters from the English commissioners for Lisle and the Irish
committees, warning that the outcome of the talks might be ‘doubtful’. Confirmation
of Ormond’s rejection of the parliamentary terms came on 1 December. The
commissioners, together with the troops, moved on to Scots-held Belfast and an even
chillier reception than they had received in Dublin. 2*

For Lisle the failure of the negotiations must have been a huge disappointment,
but one to which he energetically responded. Although some troops had been shipped
to Munster, most of the forces for the province had remained in the ports waiting for
orders to divert to Dublin. Two months had gone by and scarce resources wasted in
what turned out to be a futile delay. Lisle’s Lieutenancy, already under question in
September, when it was suggested that a Commander-in-Chief for Ireland be appointed
‘in the absence of the Lord Lieutenant’, was now in danger of losing credibility. It was
at this point that Little suggests that the group of New English now in London, Temple,
Sir Adam Loftus, Sir William Parsons and Sir Hardress Waller, whom he identifies as
Irish Independents, took the initiative and presented to the Derby House Committee on
10 December a detailed plan of action for the restoration of Ireland to the ‘due

subjection and government of the crown of England’. The plan’s first demand was the
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dispatch of the Lord Lieutenant to Munster. The preamble of the paper, however,
reveals it to have been compiled at Lisle’s request: *According to your Lordship’s
directions we have considered as well of the present state of the kingdom of Ireland in
general as of some expedients for the present’. Lisle himself, it seems, rather than the
Irish Independents had taken the lead in an initiative to press parliament for action.
Already on 3 December Lisle had requested in the House that he be sent to Ireland,
‘being resolved (had his Lordship but one county left), to maintain it to the uttermost of
his power’, (or, according to another version, ‘being resolved to spend his blood for the
settling of the kingdom in peace and prosperity and redeeming the poor distressed
Protestants from the barbarous and inhuman tyranny of the bloodthirsty papists’).
Already on 8 December the Derby House Committee had met in an all-day session to
plan for Lisle’s departure, amending the draft of Lisle’s instructions drawn up by 17
November. For Adamson, the decision that day to prepare a sword of state for Lisle
symbolized the regal powers claimed for his Lieutenancy and the aspirations of a single
faction for ultimately entrenching themselves in power over three kingdoms. %

It has, however, been argued in this chapter, following Little’s interpretation,
that there was no ‘single faction’ aiming at hegemonic control of the three kingdoms:
the Lieutenancy was of secondary concern to the Independents at Westminster whose
priority was the control of English affairs. Nevertheless the Independents were Lisle’s
sponsors and, to add to his problems, they were fast losing control of the Commons. In
the event, the departure of the Scottish army had benefited the Presbyterians. Its going
had removed a major cause of friction in the country which had provided much of the
support for the Independents. Resentment was now directed against the New Model
Army and the high taxation it required. The army, home for radical preachers, the
religious Independents, was depicted in Thomas Edwards’s influential Gangraena
(published at the end of the year) as representing a threat to the very fabric of society.
Many at Westminster, even the newly recruited MPs, were moving to a more
conservative stance, one more inclined to favour the Presbyterians. The Presbyterians
had also won back much support from the City by Holles’s device of paying off the
Scots on the security of bishops’ lands, a profitable source of investment for city
merchants. On 19 December the City organised a petition to parliament calling for the
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suppression of unordained preachers — the core of New Model Army religious
Independency — and the disbandment of the Army itself. Two days later, elections to
the Common Council of the City resulted in an overwhelmingly anti-Independent, pro-
Presbyterian majority. On 31 December, reflecting the swing to Presbyterianism in the
City, the Commons discussed the City Petition and even more significantly, voted to
ban lay preaching.?®

It was in this climate that, on 23 December the Commons considered the
recommendations of the Derby House Committee. They agreed that an ‘offensive war
in Ireland’ be prosecuted and that Lisle should ‘forthwith make his repair to Munster’
upon his “earnest desire and readiness’. Significantly, this motion was voted on as only
the last item of business when presumably the Presbyterians had mostly left. It was also
referred to the Derby House Committee to consider ‘what further number of forces will
be necessary to send over’. However, the Commons offered only £21,000 to be raised
on loan for the expedition, a small sum in comparison to the £200,000 found without
difficulty to pay off the Scottish army. The details of the campaign — including the vital
political decision on the unresolved method of maintaining an Irish army — were
referred back to the committee to arrange. The Commons thus effectively shelved
responsibility for maintaining the army. %’

Lisle, with the support of Northumberland on the Derby House Committee,
nevertheless pressed ahead with arrangements for his Lieutenancy. Two days after the
Commons’ vote the Derby House committee met to follow up the Commons’
recommendations, and on New Year’s day 1647 appointed a Privy Council to advise
Lisle as Lord Lieutenant, the first to be created without royal permission. For
Adamson, as with the order for the sword of state, this represented the aspirations of the
faction for power; but given that six of the Councillors had been Councillors in Ireland,
it can be suggested instead that the Council was simply concerned with bolstering
Lisle’s authority in Ireland. Again factional considerations were evident. Several
Presbyterians, including Inchiquin, were appointed as Councillors, but they were to
hold office only on a temporary basis. It was clear that Presbyterians would be tolerated

for the time being, but not for long.
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Four more meetings of the Derby House Committee are recorded before Lisle’s
departure at the end of the month. On 4 January the Commons approved his
instructions as amended by Derby House. He was to act in ‘all ways as Lord
Lieutenant’, with powers and responsibilities to abolish popery, grant commissions,
dispose of garrisons, displace the disaffected, dispose of lands, take musters and levy
taxes. Loans of £31,000 were to be secured on delinquents’ fines from Goldsmith’s
Hall and grants made available to Algernon Sidney and Sir Hardress Waller. Lisle
himself received £3,792 as salary. Later resolutions of the House called for Fairfax to
issue arms and munitions to Lisle’s forces. But yet again factional considerations were
evident. On 4 January, The Commons ruled that an ordinance should be passed that
Lisle was to impose the Presbyterian form of church government as established in
England. Nevertheless, on 25 January the House gave leave of absence to Thomas
Harrison, ‘the preaching major’, to join the expedition ‘upon the Lord Lieutenant’s
desire’. Lisle was apparently planning to introduce the radicals of New Model Army
Independency to Ireland. Perhaps accordingly, the Presbyterian-dominated Lords failed
to offer support to the expedition. On Saturday 30 January, two days after Lisle had
taken his formal leave of the Commons, wishing them a continual blessing on all their
proceedings, Northumberland informed the Lords, who had still not agreed to his
instructions, that his nephew ‘desires to know whether the House will command him
anything before he goes to Ireland, he being intended to set forward on Monday’. No
answer is recorded. Lisle left for Ireland the following Monday, eleven days after the
birth of his first son and heir; the boy was named Algernon, in honour of the uncle
whose prestige and support had brought Lisle the Lieutenancy. 2°

Lisle had been unlucky in the events of autumn 1646. His hopes had been raised
that the beleaguered Ormond, the King’s Lord Lieutenant, would hand over Dublin, the
centre of Irish government, and he had responded immediately to the opportunity this
offered. The failure of those hopes meant that valuable time and money had been
wasted. But over the winter, as during the summer, he pressed ahead indomitably with
a revived plan to launch his expedition to Munster. Factional rivalries continued to
shape events. It has been suggested that, though Lisle’s natural allies were the

2 TT, E.370[21] Perfect Occurrences, 1-8 January; CJ, v, 48 CJ, v, 40, 63; B. Whitelocke, Memorials
of the English Affairs from the Beginning of the Reign of Charles the First, new ed., 4 vols (Oxford,
1854), ii, 109; CJ, v, 68; LJ, viii, 646, 656, 676, 680; HMC De L’lIsle, vi, 560.

96



Independents, there was little sign as earlier, that the Independents were seriously
committed to his Lieutenancy, though they co-operated with him to remove Ormond
from Dublin. But at least by the end of the year Northumberland was playing a more
active role in supporting his nephew than had been evident earlier. On the eve of his
departure for Munster, revealing his support for New Model Army Independency, Lisle
had indicated his challenge to the Presbyterian attack on lay preaching. Ironically, his
best hope of success in Ireland, as earlier, lay in the possibility that his factional rivals,
the Presbyterians, now in a majority in the Commons, would send the New Model
Army over to Ireland to secure his main aim: the defence of Protestantism in Ireland.
Whether they would renew his Lieutenantship at the end of his year of office was a

chance he was prepared to take.

3. Munster, February-April 1647

Having crossed from Minehead to Cork, Lisle arrived in Munster on 21
February to take up his Lieutenancy; he was to leave Ireland less than two months later
in what was obviously humiliation and failure. If his short stay in Ireland has been seen
by Bottigheimer as merely a ‘farcical interlude’ in the unfolding tragedy of Irish
seventeenth-century history, it has been dismissed by Robert Armstrong as the ‘brutally
divisive and incompetent campaign’ of a “self-destructive’ Lisle. Here it will be argued
that Lisle’s Lieutenancy was more serious than Bottigheimer suggests. But if his
policies were to prove divisive, this was only to be expected. Lisle’s remit was to take
control in Munster, establishing a secure base there in preparation as he hoped, for the
arrival of units from the New Model Army. As soon as feasible, the campaign to crush
Catholic rebellion and restore English and Protestant rule over the whole country would
be launched. Some friction was likely enough as Lisle, the Lord Lieutenant, sought to
establish his authority over that of Lord Inchiquin, the current President of the
province. But given that Inchiquin was suspected of contact with the royalist Ormond
in Dublin, and was in any case an ally of the Presbyterians in London and — as it
transpired — more than ready to co-operate with them in the sabotage of Lisle’s

Lieutenancy, conflict was almost certain.*
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Lisle arrived in Munster with a large entourage: ‘the gentlemen of Ireland’, his
New English Privy Councillors — Temple, Lord Valentia, Sir Adam Loftus (with his
son Arthur) — together with a respected English lawyer, William Basil as his Attorney-
General, army officers such as Sir Hardress Waller and George Monck, and his brother
Algernon. A Captain Cromwell, identified as Richard, Oliver’s eldest surviving son,
was captain of his lifeguard, a significant indication of Lisle’s ties of friendship with,
and gratitude to, his father. Lisle carried some 600 troops over with him, although on
Inchiquin’s advice that there was a shortage of fodder, their horses were left behind.
Lisle also brought a number of chaplains, all apparently Independents (although their
names are not known), as well as £30,000 in coin. Waiting to greet him were the
English forces already shipped over, and also Broghill who had returned to Munster the
previous month. Observers expressed little confidence in their chances of success. On
13 January John Davies in Belfast had commented that ‘if destruction doth not befall
some of them, | know nothing ....Neither he [Lisle], nor any about him know the
condition of the place where he is to go and the business he goeth about; it will be more
hard than he is aware’. On 4 February had been reported that Lisle was on his way to
Bristol, ‘intending rather than seeing it possible to get footing in Ireland speedily’.
Edmund Smyth wrote to his brother-in-law, Sir Philip Percival that ‘neither you nor |
care by whom it is done, but I have no confidence in the one’s counsel [Temple’s] or in
the other’s action [Lisle’s]’. Smyth was later to complain of the ‘tender gent [Lisle] ...
with his vast sums and charge to Parliament’.*!

Lisle, however, set to work immediately ‘most industriously ... regulating
affairs, both martial and civil... sitting twice a day for that purpose’. He ordered his
officers to bring in lists of their forces; having found that out that only 6,000 foot and
300 horse were fit to march, major offensive action was ruled out for the moment. He
sent back to England for the 600 horses left behind, but transport was refused without
payment. A proposed expedition to send 4,000 foot to besiege a rebel-held castle on
the Blackwater was also discounted after a three-day debate, on the grounds that
provisions and an artillery train were lacking. In the meantime, Lisle took control of the
coastal strongholds of Cork, Youghal and Kinsale, replacing local troops with his own
‘redcoats’, apparently wearing the uniform of the New Model Army; local forces were

3 HMC De L’Isle, vi, 566; Calendar, Committee for the Advancement of Money, 59; P. Little, Oliver
Cromwell: New Perspectives (Basingstoke, 2009), 126; A. Laurence, Parliamentary Army Chaplains,
1642-1651 (Woodbridge, 1990), 61; HMC Egmont, i, 352; Bodl., MS Clarendon 29, fol. 91; HMC
Egmont, i, 364, 397.
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moved to hold the outlying garrisons in the Blackwater area, some twenty miles from
Cork. On 15 March Lisle led an expedition of some 3,000 foot and 600 horse first to
Youghal, and then to the Blackwater region to re-inforce the vulnerable, but forward-
placed, garrisons of Tallow, Lismore, and Fermoy. No significant attack on the rebels
was launched, but a fort, Knockmourne, was ceded by the Irish before the troops
returned to Cork. *

Lisle, expecting that more forces would soon follow, had at least established a
‘footing’, a secure base for the English army and useful staging posts for future
offensive action. A letter of 26 March to London from Cork stressed the need for
reinforcement: “The Lord Lieutenant ... is in no capacity to take the field, having no
addition of power since his arrival here; he hath fortified the places around the
Blackwater, settled the garrisons and is now ready, had he horse and men ... to take the
field and to show himself a faithful and true servant to the parliament’. Lisle had also
been much involved in administration and in reforming perceived abuses; he planned to
set up a Committee of Accounts on the English model. He also established the first
hospital for the soldiers in the province. He reallocated the custodiums so that income
from rebel property now went directly to the army, the first regular maintenance for the
army. He claimed, perhaps not unreasonably, to have made a ‘good beginning’ in
reforming the administration of the army and thus preparing the way for offensive
action against the Confederates.*

But if Lisle had secured his military control in the Protestant-held areas of the
province, he found, predictably, his political authority contested. In his speech on
taking office at Cork, as summarised by Inchiquin, Lisle had proclaimed the
disinterested principles of the humanist-educated, virtuous public servant declaring that
‘without his privity or desire the place was put upon him, and how really he would
follow the public good without bias or partiality’. Inchiquin, a combustible character
who had defected from the king to parliament on the King’s appointment of a courtier
as Lord President of Munster in 1644, was not likely to be co-operative. He had been
‘discontented’ by Lisle’s appointment in early 1646 and once Lisle was in Munster

took every opportunity to complain to England of his treatment. Within a day of his
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arrival, Inchiquin had taken offence at Lisle’s replacement of one of his officers with
one of Broghill’s. On 5 March Inchiquin wrote to his cousin Thomas Pigott attacking
the “‘excessively high hand” of Lisle’s administration and his exclusion from decisions.
There was little to choose, he wrote, between ‘the effects of his Lordship’s access and
those we might expect from being subdued by the rebels’. Lisle’s arrival had ‘the
semblance rather of a conquest than of relief’. On 13 March Inchiquin wrote to his
friend Sir Philip Percival in London complaining of the dominance of Broghill in
Lisle’s counsels. There was, he wrote, a ‘pre-designed aim’ to fasten ‘as many injuries
and affronts’ on him as could be found. He later complained of Lisle’s failure to launch
a major campaign against the Confederates. At the end of March he was declaring ‘my
person and authority daily affronted’. *

Personal pique on the part of Inchiquin was undoubtedly a factor in the
breakdown of relations, but his major complaints against Lisle were political and
designed to a factional agenda. Given his own links to the Presbyterians, he objected to
Lisle’s promotion of Independents. In his letter of 29 March he declared that ‘My Lord
Lieutenant hath nothing in design or action but plots how to place and displace such as
are, or are not Independents.” Also unacceptable was Lisle’s support for religious
Independency: ‘the doctrine here preached by the Lord Lieutenant’s chaplains is strong
and direct Independency and the government [of the Church] prescribed and pursued
by the Parliament both inveighed against and decried publicly in the pulpit’. On 16
March Inchiquin wrote directly to Lenthall, Speaker of the Commons. Other such
letters, now lost, may have been sent to friends in the Presbyterian leadership, Holles,
Clotworthy and the earl of Holland. Given that Lisle’s Lieutenancy was due to be
renewed by parliament in early April, the discrediting of Lisle’s leadership in Munster
was in the interests of the Presbyterian supporters in both kingdoms. Inchiquin was
more than ready to make his contribution. Indeed, Adamson concludes that there was a
campaign concerted by Inchiquin and his allies against Lisle ‘with an intensity not seen
since the prosecution of Strafford in 1641°. *

But even if Inchiquin’s complaints were designed for political purposes, there
can be little doubt that they were fair enough. In spite of various assurances of co-
operation, Lisle for his part distrusted Inchiquin for his suspected contacts with

Ormond and English Presbyterians, and had campaigned against him long before he
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had arrived in Munster. As Piggott observed of the party en route for Munster,
‘doubtless they mean much ill to Inchiquin’. Certainly Lisle’s active promotion of
Independency in Munster ranks as unnecessarily provocative. Lisle’s reallocation of
custodiums, though good for the army, harmed Inchiquin’s supporters. The movement
of local troops to out-garrisons also created offence. If Inchiquin briefed against Lisle,
Lisle also briefed against Inchiquin; in the middle of March he sent Sir Arthur Loftus to
London with letters accusing the Lord President of the protection of rebels as well as
corruption. These were read at the Derby House Committee and prompted an energetic
refutation from Inchiquin himself. *

But from Lisle’s point of view such policies were integral to his concept of his
role as Lord Lieutenant and required by his instructions. On 26 February Lisle wrote to
Lenthall promising him that, ‘with God’s assistance’ and ‘as God shall please to bless
me’, he would be ‘promoting the parliament’s interest in this kingdom’. This meant
ensuring control of the province, not only against Catholic rebels, but also against those
whose loyalties to parliament’s “interest’ (in Lisle’s reckoning), were suspect, above all
the Presbyterian-connected Inchiquin with his rumoured links to royalist Ormond. But
Inchiquin was also of old Irish descent and therefore, according to Temple,
irremediably treacherous. As the Adventurer, Henry Whalley, one of Lisle’s entourage,
let slip in writing to the City when commending Lisle’s abilities, ‘these Irish (though
protected) want nothing but opportunity to cut our throats’. It was not so much, as
Adamson claims, that Lisle and his New English councillors were to rule over a nation
they ‘manifestly despised’, rather that it was one they deeply feared. Exclusion for the
moment, and then wholesale population clearance and ‘a wall of separation” between
Irish and New English planters after military victory, as Temple advised, was most
probably Lisle’s own recipe for the long-term future of English, Protestant Ireland.*’

If Lisle failed in Ireland, where Cromwell later succeeded, it was not because
he was divisive in Munster (though he certainly was and inevitably so), but because he
was destroyed by his factional rivals in Westminster. His vulnerability was evident
even before his arrival in Munster. Within a week of his departure the Commons
ordered the Derby House Committee to make ‘all the haste they can’ in creating a
considerable army for an offensive war in lIreland. The Independent-dominated

% For Lisle’s assurances, HMC Egmont, i, 312, 357, 362, 376-8.
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committee met only twelve days after Lisle’s departure. Its recommendations on the
size of the forces for Ireland were not recorded and, whatever they were, they were
only reported to the commons on 6 March. Meanwhile, on 18 and 19 February Holles
and Stapleton secured votes in the Commons to reduce the cavalry in England to a mere
6,600 and to disband the infantry beyond that needed for garrisons. On 6 March,
following the report from the committee the Commons voted to send over to Ireland
4,200 horse and 8,400 foot otherwise to be disbanded from the New Model Army.
Though Lisle must have welcomed the prospect of the arrival of the best forces
available, the indication that the now dominant Presbyterian leadership was sufficiently
powerful to threaten the disbandment of the New Model Army or its removal to Ireland
was an ominous development.

Meanwhile, on 20 February, letters had been received in London from Ormond
again offering to hand over Dublin to parliament, but this time without the requirement
of the king’s formal consent. Holles and Stapleton attended the Derby House
Committee the same morning as the Commons accepted Ormond’s offer, and sent
orders to Lisle (and other commanders) to ‘make what diversion he can’ to protect
Dublin “till our forces arrive for the safety of that place’; some 4,600 troops together
with supplies were to be sent over. Significantly, there was no order for Lisle to go
there, but neither was an alternative arrangement made until 7 April, since the
Independents continued to dominate the Derby House committee while the
Presbyterians, parliament. As a result, the government of Ireland was left unresolved as
the Presbyterians began the task of organizing the removal of Army regiments to
Ireland, a task which by the end of the month erupted into major political confrontation
with the army. On 12 March, Inchiquin, probably still concerned to prevent any
possibility of the replacement of Ormond by Lisle, wrote to London complaining of the
ruin of Munster if Lisle removed his troops to Dublin. On 18 March the committee
finally named a commander for the force, Colonel Michael Jones, known to be
unsympathetic to the Independents. But he was appointed only as deputy-governor in
Dublin; he was still (at least nominally) subordinate ‘to Algernon Sidney in his

absence’. *°
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All the same, Lisle was steadily being sidelined. As early as 20 February there
was talk in England that he would be recalled and on 22 February it was commented
that his commission was unlikely to be renewed since the party that nominated him was
no longer the ‘swaying party’. In a letter to the Lords sent on 12 March, Lisle reported
on the state of the forces in Munster and informed the Lords that he had sent twenty
barrels of powder to Dublin by ship as requested, even though, he noted, there were no
rebels in that area. He was perhaps hoping to remind them of his equally easy access to
Dublin by ship and his readiness to go there. The letter, however, must have crossed
with one sent on 9 March to Inchiquin assuring him that there was no possibility of
Lisle’s commission being renewed and that Lisle was being informed of this by
Fairfax. There was no formal vote to end the Lieutenancy, but on 1 and 2 April the
Commons voted for the separation of the civil and military government in Ireland on
the expiry of Lisle’s commission, the civil to be under the Lords Justices and for the
military command to be under Skippon and the Presbyterian Massey. On 8 April
Algernon was replaced as Governor of Dublin. As a parliamentary agent commented,
“‘My Lord Lisle and all men that favour Independency will be outed’.*°

Lisle must have known by then of the non-renewal of his Lieutenancy. In an
account of his farewell speech to his council and officers which reached London by 6
April he promised that, ‘recalled by both Houses of Parliament unto that place’, he
would ‘endeavour to the utmost of his power to maintain the parliament’s interest there
[i.ein Ireland]’. To parliament he sent a letter which arrived the following day in which
he expressed his ‘readiness to serve the parliament to his uttermost in the service of
Ireland’, or return when required, but promising in the meantime to do *what service he
may for their assistance against the rebels’. It was not opened till 13 April, the day
before the termination of his Lieutenancy, by which time it could safely be ignored. **

Three days later Lisle and his advisors organised a last-ditch attempt to avoid
leaving the new forces in Munster under the sole control of the distrusted Inchiquin.
Lisle’s Lieutenancy terminated on the 15 April, but some days earlier his attorney

general, William Basil, had claimed that a commission, consisting of Inchiquin,
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Broghill, Algernon Sidney and Hardress Waller, could thereafter lawfully take charge
of the armies in the province, pending a decision from parliament. Only on the evening
of 15 April, by which time Lisle was merely a “private person’, did Inchiquin formally
reject the proposal. Lisle’s own regiment was ordered to stand in arms in Cork to
‘escort’ him to his ship the following day. Inchiquin’s forces were summoned in from
the countryside. All day, on 16 April, Lisle and his party delayed their departure,
presumably debating whether to order the troops to seize the city, but at some point lost
their nerve. Negotiations by Lisle’s councillors, Temple and Loftus, defused the
situation and prevented a fight for the control of Cork and Munster. On 17 April, as
Lisle’s party prepared to sail in ignominy and apparent failure, Inchiquin ordered, as a

parting insult, the searching of Lisle’s baggage.*

Lisle had not, however, completely failed as Lord Lieutenant. The greater part
of the forces he had taken over stayed, and with their help Inchiquin took the offensive
the following month against the Confederates, and by December had regained control
of almost the whole province.*® Perhaps if Lisle’s Lieutenancy had been renewed, he
could have achieved the same. It has been argued in this chapter that Lisle was
considerably more active than Bottigheimer’s ‘do-nothing figurehead’, though less than
Adamson’s ‘emissary’ of an ‘imperial design’. He was a certainly a patron of Little’s
Irish Independents, but sought their advice rather than their directions. He was not
‘self-destructive’ as Armstrong claims. If anything, at critical times such as late July
and early October, he had shown an ability to manipulate the political situation at
Westminster. In late July he even discretely pushed his own agenda — the acquisition of
New Model Army forces — against the interests of his own party. In the event, his
Lieutenancy was ended by his political opponents as part of the same factional struggle
at Westminster that had brought his Lieutenancy into being and influenced its
development throughout. For both Independents and Presbyterians the problems of
Ireland continued to take second place to the struggle for control in England.
Armstrong’s ‘new vigour’ in Parliament’s attitude to the Irish war is scarcely in

evidence until 1649.
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Though short-lived and ending in humiliation, Lisle’s Lieutenancy is
nevertheless significant for the evidence it provides of his continued identification with
the legacy of Sir Philip Sidney. As his efforts during 1646 reveal, he saw himself as a
‘“fighting Lord Lieutenant’, aiming to crush Catholic rebellion in Ireland and hoping to
acquire the forces of the New Model Army to do so. If he could use the discourse of the
humanist-inspired ‘public good’ on arrival in Munster, in his leave taking of the
Commons he had wished them a ‘continual blessing” and in his letters to Parliament he
acknowledged the need for ‘God’s help’ or ‘assistance’. Whether these phrases
represented an inner piety or merely a conventional expression, from late 1646 he had
demonstrated his support for the army’s religious Independency — his choice of a
Protestant alternative to Presbyterianism — and introduced it into Munster. The
importation of religious Independency as well as political independency into Munster
resulted in divisive confrontation with Inchiquin. But confrontation between Lisle and
Inchiquin also reflected a deeper hostility: the fear of the treachery of the Irish since the
massacres of 1641, depicted so convincingly by Temple in The Irish Rebellion. Yet
Lisle’s failure to attempt an offensive campaign or to pursue a coup in Munster
showed, that he suffered, to some extent at least, from the hesitancy and lack of
decisiveness so evident in his father. He was not, in spite of his role model, Sir Philip,
truly the stuff of which ‘fighting Lieutenants’ were made. *

4.CJ, v, 68, LJ, ix, 94, Bodl, MS Nalson, 6, fol. 66.
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Chapter Four

Lisle and English Politics 1647-54: From Parliament to the Council of
State

1. English Politics, 1647-9

For over a year after the ignominious loss of his Irish command in April 1647,
Lisle perhaps hoped to return to Ireland to continue Sir Philip’s legacy of the defence of
Protestantism there. During that year his political involvement in England languished.
But with the crisis of the Second Civil War in 1648 he returned to an active role in
politics as a member of the Derby House committee. He welcomed the expulsion of
Presbyterians in Pride’s Purge in December that year and although he stayed away from
the trial of the king, he supported the government set up in 1649. Elected councillor of
state for three of the five councils of the Commonwealth, he was to be at the centre of
affairs in England for much of the period until Cromwell’s dissolution of the Rump. In
the two years between 1647 and 1649 his career had been dramatically transformed
from failure and political marginalization to a central role in the creation of a kingless
state. What factors were responsible for the revival of Lisle’s political career? This
chapter will show that Lisle’s social status, in combination with his ties to the
Independent party and the army, ensured his place in the new government. But it will
also argue that Sir Philip Sidney’s humanist requirement of service to the country for
the public good profoundly influenced his readiness to support the new regime.

On his return from Ireland, Lisle would have found the Presbyterians
confidently arranging the disbandment or removal of the New Model to Ireland. His
own Independent party, according to one of Hyde’s correspondents, was by contrast
‘exceedingly sunk in spirits’. But by June the situation had changed dramatically. The
army, incensed by the *Declaration of Dislike’, drafted by Holles and passed by the
Commons on 27 March, which branded its petitioners as ‘enemies of the state’, refused
to disband. Instead it developed its own increasingly politicized organization with
agitators in each regiment and, later, a co-ordinating general council. Following Cornet
Joyce’s seizure of the king from his Presbyterian guards at Holdenby on 2 June, and the
army’s charges of treason against eleven leading Presbyterians, the Independents
regained the political initiative at Westminster. Though driven out of London at the end

of July by Presbyterian counter-attack, the Independents returned on 6 August as the
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army under Fairfax took control of the capital. With the army presence and the flight of
the eleven leading Presbyterians, the Independents now dominated the Lords, while the
Presbyterians could still rally a majority in the Commons. However, with the king’s
refusal of new peace offers, ‘the Heads of the Proposals’, a peace settlement remained
as distant as ever. !

There was no such rapid turn around in Lisle’s political fortunes. He arrived
back in England on 21 April with, for the most part, the group of Irish Independents
which had accompanied him to Munster in February. Hyde’s correspondent noted on
26 April that ‘the army is the more indisposed to the service of Ireland because the
Lord Lisle (one of their party) is returned and his people are all discontented at the
parliament’s ill-usage of them’. Ill-used was also the opinion of Lisle’s father on his
sons’ treatment in Ireland. Lisle himself, it can be suggested, was not so much
conscious of failure in Munster as furious with parliament for refusing to renew his
Lieutenancy. By 1 May he had arrived in London, having sent Sir Arthur Loftus on
ahead to present Lenthall with an account of his attempted coup of 16 April. On 5
May he was back in the Commons and two days later he gave the Commons a terse
account of the resources he had relinquished in Munster. He left it to Temple to provide
a detailed assessment of the situation there. The ‘particular thanks’ of the Speaker for
his good service in Ireland probably added insult to Lisle’s sense of injury.

But, if almost silent in the Commons, elsewhere Lisle ‘has much to say for
himself’, according to Fairfax. He was accusing Inchiquin of ‘unfaithfulness’ and
promising to prove it. The Commons agreed on 7 May to discuss accusations against
Inchiquin the following week, but no debate took place. On 2 June, Lisle, Temple and
Algernon Sidney launched an attack on Perceval, as proxy for Inchiquin (although Lisle
offered some defence of Perceval). A committee comprising the three, together with
eighty other members of parliament, was set up, but never met. Still in control, the
Presbyterians were able to halt the campaign against their ally in parliament. But when
the Independents’ regained the initiative later in the month, charges against Inchiquin
were included in the list of treasons alleged against the eleven leading Presbyterians.

Sometime after the Independents’ return to Parliament in August, Lisle presented

! Bodl., MS Clarendon 29, fol. 193; Woolrych, Britain, 353-365, 369-380.
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charges drawn up by Broghill against Inchiquin to the Commons.® However,
Inchiquin’s friends Richard Gething and William Jephson defended him in print, and a
letter from Inchiquin himself, defending his actions, was referred to the Derby House
committee supplemented by his ally Jephson, on 7 September. Though they may have
been debated at the next and unminuted meeting of 14 September, there is no indication
that the accusations were ever discussed. Military successes during late 1647
disproving hostile Independent propaganda helped to secure Inchiquin’s reputation.”
The Independents, now in possession of Dublin, were content to leave Inchiquin
underfunded and Munster to its own devices. Lisle had failed in his attempt to redeem
his reputation.

In spite of his promise to uphold the interests of Ireland on his departure from
Munster, Lisle failed to play an active role in Irish business at Westminster. He
attended just eight of the ninety-two meetings of the Derby House committee held from
May 1647 till the end of May 1648, and only four of the thirty-one Star Chamber
committee for Irish affairs meetings held from May 1647 to August 1648.
Nevertheless, he invested in Ireland, buying £300 worth of shares in the Adventurers
Company in November 1647.° In the summer of that year, William Prynne had
suggested that he was even hoping to regain office there. The following year, after
news arrived that Inchiquin had abandoned parliament for the king, Clement Walker
recorded a story that on 14 April, the “Lord Lisle (who gaped after his employment) ...
is to go general into Munster in his room’. Unconfirmed in the official record, the
appointment was never made. °

Lisle was similarly inactive on Commons’ committees during the same period.
He was nominated for only three out of the eighty-two set up during the year following
his return from Ireland; of those, the one on the Forest of Dean ironworks involved the
interests of his father-in-law, the earl of Salisbury. Indeed his only conspicuous
parliamentary activity from May 1647 to the following May was his part in the exodus
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of the fifty or so Independent MPs and six peers (including Northumberland) from
parliament in late July 1647; on 4 August they took an engagement “to live and die with
the army’. Though the surviving lists of the MPs are discrepant, his name, reflecting his
social status, is first on Rushworth’s list, and on that of the Old Parliamentary History,
second in the Lords Journals. Adamson’s claim, however, for the nobility’s leading
role in the compilation of the Heads of the Proposals for a settlement with Charles
during the summer has not convinced most historians and in any case there is no
indication that Lisle was present at the meetings Adamson conjectured to have been
held at Northumberland’s house.’

Lisle’s resentment over the non-renewal of his Lieutenantship must have been a
major factor in his detachment at this time from the Commons. His sympathies would
seem to have been rather with the army. These sympathies were no doubt reinforced by
the religious Independency he had sponsored in Ireland, though no evidence survives of
his religious affiliation at this time. Prynne noted in the summer of 1647 that he was ‘a
great Independent and friend of the army’s’. Implying connections with the army which
cannot now be identified, Prynne complained of Lisle’s ‘interest in the officers and
soldiers of the army at this time [which] hath obstructed the relief of Ireland of purpose
to gain a new commission for himself to be governor there, rather to promote his own
ends and the Independents’ interests and designs than the welfare of that bleeding
kingdom’. A personal connection with Cromwell (suggested earlier in the political
romance Theophania, of 1644-5), is indicated by a passing reference to Cromwell
returning home one night in April 1648 in Lisle’s coach and narrowly missing being
shot at by some ‘roaring boys’.?

The crisis of 1648 and the irruption of the second Civil War, however, brought
Lisle back into active politics. In the previous November, Charles’s attempted flight to
France from Hampton Court had convinced many, including perhaps Lisle himself, that
the king had no intention of settling with parliament. Held in subsequent custody on the

Isle of Wight, Charles was able to negotiate a secret treaty with Scots commissioners,
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Lieutenant-general’; J. S.A. Adamson, ‘The English Nobility and the Projected Settlement of 1647°, HJ,
XxX (1987), 567-602; for exhaustive refutation of Adamson’s interpretation, M. Kishlansky in ‘Saye No
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the Engagement, for a new invasion of England to be launched in conjunction with
royalist risings in order to restore him to power. On 3 January the Independents
persuaded the Commons to agree to halt all peace offers to the king, the “Vote of No
Addresses’. At the same time they reconstituted the earlier Committee of Both
Kingdoms to act as the executive body for parliament to deal with renewed war.
Dominated by Independents from both Houses, the Derby House committee, as it was
known, was soon taking the initiative from parliament itself. Overwhelmed by the
pressure of organizing the military response to the many English risings, the Lords
appealed for additional members. On 30 May a further twelve MPs, including both
Lisle and his brother-in-law Lord Cranborne, were voted on to the committee.’

According to Marchamont Nedham, Lisle had “pawn’d all his soul to the
Independent faction’, to avoid the ‘dreadful doomsday of accounts’ he still owed from
his Lieutenancy. ‘Of the same complexion with Ananias’ (i.e. deathly pale), he had
brought Cranbourne, ‘just such another stewed thing as himself that looks as if he had
been overwrought with purging confects’, onto the committee ‘to become his brother
by faction as well as alliance’. Certainly Nedham was right that there was a close
family tie between the two in spite of factional differences: Cranborne, unlike Lisle,
had supported demands in the House for a settlement with the king. But it is not clear,
as Nedham claims, that Lisle was about to be pressed for his accounts and that this was
his motive for joining the committee. It is more likely that he was prompted into action
by the seriousness of the situation and that, as in the autumn of 1643, he was prepared
to commit himself to resistance to the king when the parliamentarian cause was most
under threat. There must also have been some appeal for Lisle in the prospect of joining
the “grandees of parliament and the army acting as a council of state’ (words attributed
to Nedham). The talk that the Derby House committee might even adjourn parliament
and rule on its own might have attracted even more.*

Lisle was sworn in to the committee on 2 June, the day after Cranborne. For the
next week, during the tense period when London and parliament were threatened by
risings in Kent and Essex as well as by conspiracies within London itself, both attended
almost constantly. From 8 to 20 June, however, Lisle’s attendance was interrupted by
the death and burial at Penshurst of his only son and heir, Algernon. Thereafter, as the

% CJ, v, 415-6; Scott, Politics, 162-3; CJ, v, 579.

10TT, E.448[17] Mercurius Pragmaticus, 13-20 June, [2-3]; HMC De L’Isle, vi, 557, CJ, v, 547, 572;
TT E.433[15], Westminster Projects, or the Mysterie of Darby House discovered (1648), 7, C. Walker,
Relations and Observations Historical and Politick (1648), 75, 144-5.
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risings were put down and the Scottish invasion defeated, so the importance of the
committee declined and the attendance of both Lisle and Cranborne tailed off. From
July to September Lisle attended the sixty-six meetings of the committee only eight
times; Cranborne ten.!’ But from September onwards political crisis returned.
Following the end of the Second Civil War, the majority Presbyterian peace party in the
Commons had repealed the vote of No Addresses, and on 15 September had sent fifteen
commissioners, led by Northumberland, to the Isle of Wight to begin negotiations with
the king. In spite of the king’s prevarications — and his negotiations with Ormond, now
returned to Ireland, for military help — the Commons ruled on 5 December that
Charles’s answers were an acceptable basis for a settlement. But by then the
Remonstrance agreed by the army’s Council of Officers on 18 November (and read to
the Commons two days later) had demanded ‘exemplary justice being done in capital
punishment upon the principal author ... of our late wars and thereby the blood thereof
expiated’. They also called for supreme power in the state to be invested in parliament.
Since Cromwell was then in the North, Ireton, his son-in-law, ordered Charles to be
removed from the Isle of Wight to the more secure fortress of Hurst Castle on 1
December. The following day the army took control of Whitehall. Rejecting the option
of dissolving parliament, Ireton organised a purge of members on 6 and 7 December.
Those thought hostile to the army or favourable to the peace settlement were either
arrested or denied entry, the so-called “Pride’s Purge’. 2

From 16 October till 1 December, during the intensifying crisis, Lisle had
attended the Derby House committee’s thirty-three sessions on twenty occasions,
Cranborne, fifteen. From 7 November to 1 December he attended all bar one of the
committee’s fourteen meetings. On the meetings of 13, 14 and 16 November Lisle
would have learnt news of Charles’s latest attempts at escape from custody. From 26
September to 25 November he even attended seven of the twelve sessions of the Derby
House Irish committee. The careers of the brothers-in-law, however, diverged sharply
at Pride’s Purge. Cranborne, a teller in favour of the 5 December vote for a settlement,
though not actually excluded by the purge, absented himself from the Commons and
never returned to active politics. By contrast, Lisle was conspicuous in the reduced
membership of the Commons. He was listed as one of the seventy-two members who

1 CSPD, 1648-9, 91; CSPD, 1648-9, 109-261.
12.CSPD, 1648-9, 305-337, 320-337; Scott, Politics, 178; TT, E. 473[11] Remonstrance of his Excellency
Thomas, Lord Fairfax (1648), 64, 66; Scott, Politics, 186-8.
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reassembled in the House on 12 December and on 14 December he was listed in a
group, described as ‘purely for the army” who voted against a request to re-instate the
secluded Members. Two days later Lisle was added to the committee of the revenue,
one of the most influential committees of the Commons. On 19 December he attended
the last meeting of the Derby House committee. According to Nedham and Clement
Walker, on the following day he supported John Gourdon’s declaration registering
dissent from the Commons vote of 5 December for a peace settlement. Although David
Underdown dismisses Nedham’s list as ‘totally inaccurate’, it is still indicative of
Lisle’s reputation that both Nedham and Walker named Lisle as the first to register his
dissent. The recording of Lisle’s name with Henry Vane junior, Cromwell and Ireton in
the group ‘purely for the army’ may also have been guess work, but again, this
indicates a perception of Lisle’s political stance from a (usually) well-informed
commentator. The former New Model Army Colonel John Jubbes, in his moderate
version of radical Leveller demands published in December, included Lisle as one of
forty-two members of a committee of state he proposed to handle affairs in the intervals
between parliaments. *3

The evidence therefore suggests that Lisle readily supported the army’s purge of
parliament. The aims of the army, however, remain controversial. The recent work of
Sean Kelsey and Adamson has added new insights to Gardiner’s generally accepted
account of negotiations with the king over December and even January. Their analysis
suggested that the army leaders and Charles’s judges were reluctant regicides. Only
with the breakdown of negotiations with Charles did the king’s execution become
inevitable. But recently Mark Kishlansky and Clive Holmes have revived the earlier
interpretation of C.V. Wedgwood. Though using different evidence, both dismiss the
suggestion of ‘ongoing negotiations’ and stress the importance of the Remonstrance of
18 November, termed by lan Gentles the *masterplan’ for the army’s actions. For
Holmes, this clearly defined the army’s intention of bringing the king to judgment and
execution. In the weeks that followed, Holmes argues that apparent negotiations of
leaders such as Cromwell amounted to spin; demurrers distanced themselves. Since

Lisle was one of thirty-eight MPs on the Commons committee set up on 23 December
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to consider ‘how to proceed in a way of justice against the king and other capital
offenders’, this interpretation suggests that Lisle can be considered to have favoured the
army’s agenda for the trial and execution of the king. **

Although nominated for the first committee to consider procedure for the
king’s trial, Lisle was not nominated for the later committees. But, on 6 January,
together with Algernon, he was selected as one of the 135 commissioners nominated by
the Commons, in the expectation (though not the guarantee) of their co-operation for
the trial. His name was listed fifteenth out of the 135. He was one of just three Lords
nominated from the Commons, the others being Thomas, Baron Grey of Groby, and
William, Viscount Monson. ‘A golden number indeed’, commented Nedham, ‘enough
to set a gloss upon the business, but weigh them and you’ll find them dross’. Lisle
attended neither the meetings of the court nor the trial itself which began on 20
January, still less did he sign the death warrant of 27 January. Algernon later claimed to
have declared that the court had no authority to try the king, but all the same he
attended three preliminary sessions of the court.™

Scott wrongly states that, according to their father, both brothers were at
Penshurst at the time of the king’s execution, which took place on 30 January. In fact
the earl recorded in his journal that his ‘two sons Philip and Algernon came unexpected
to Penshurst Monday, 22, and stayed there till Monday, 29 January, so as neither of
them was at the condemnation of the king” (pronounced on 27 January). Thus (pace
Scott), their father’s account indicates that the brothers returned to London the day
before the execution. There was plenty of time on 28 January for the news of the
sentence to have reached Penshurst, which was only four hours’ fast ride from London.
The return of both brothers to London on the following day, once the sentence was
pronounced but before the death of the king, suggests their readiness to be part of the
political arrangements that were to follow. It is quite possible that, having returned to
London on 29 January, on the following day they were both in the Commons helping to

Y For instance, S. Kelsey “The Trial of Charles I’, EHR, cxviii, 477 (2003), 583- 614, and ‘The Death of
Charles I’, HJ, xlv (2002), 727-54; J. S.A. Adamson, ‘The Frightened Junto: Perceptions of Ireland and
the Last Attempts at Settlement with Charles I’, in J. Peacey, The Regicides and the Execution of Charles
I (Basingstoke, 2003), 36-70; M. Kishlansky, ‘Mission Impossible: Charles I, Oliver Cromwell and the
Regicide’, EHR, cxxv, 515 (2010), 844-74, particularly, 873-4; C. Holmes, ‘The Trial and Execution of
Charles I’, HJ, liv (2010), 289-316; also presenting the case for the army’s irreconcilable hostility to
Charles, 1. Gentles, The English Revolution and the Wars in the Three Kingdoms, 1638-1652 (Harlow,
2007), 356-7; TT, E.1013[22], William Prynne, A Full Declaration (1660), 23; CJ, vi, 103
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pass the bill prohibiting the proclamation of a new king. Their absence from London
during the previous week was not proof of their objection to the regicide, but perhaps
merely of their unwillingness, given their prominent social status, to take the risk of
involvement in the sentencing. A week’s stay in Penshurst provided a cast-iron alibi
against future possible charges of responsibility for king-killing. *°

Attending the council of state for the first time on 19 February, Lisle refused
(on unrecorded grounds) to take an oath for councillors recognizing the legality of the
proceedings against the late king. But as noted above, he had been a member of the 23
December committee which promised justice against capital offenders, including the
king. If Kishlansky and Holmes’s interpretation is accepted, he must have known of the
determination of the army officers to proceed to the execution of the king. What then
were Lisle’s objections to the proceedings? A possible clue is offered in a little-noticed
letter of Algernon’s to his father on 10 January in which Algernon wrote that the Lords
are ‘very seasonably passing an ordinance making it treason for any king to make war
on the parliament’, but that the precipitate claim of the Commons [on 4 Jan], for the
validity of laws passed on their authority alone, prevented the Lords from assenting to
the ordinance for the king’s trial. He added that the Lords were ‘now in a temper to
have given their assent’. If Algernon’s description of the Lords’ actions indicates his
acceptance of regicide, it also suggests his sympathy with the Lords’ opposition to the
Commons claim to sole sovereignty. The closeness of the brothers at the time suggests
that Lisle too, while supporting the king’s execution, may have objected to the legality
of the king’s treason trial following the exclusion of the constitutional rights of the
Lords by the Commons. *’

By 1 February, if not two days earlier, Lisle was back in the Commons,
recorded as one of the thirty-one members, including Lords Monson and Grey,
nominated to the committee to register the dissent of members from the 5 December
vote. Even though he registered his own dissent only on that day, he was evidently
regarded as sufficiently supportive of the new order to register the credentials of others.
On 6 February, Algernon, although not Lisle, was nominated for the committee to
abolish the House of Lords; the following day the same committee was charged with
drafting the act to abolish kingship. The next day, both brothers were placed on the

18 Scott, English Republic, 92; HMC De L’Isle, vi, 580
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committee to view JPs throughout the country. On 14 February, Lisle was elected to the
council of state set up to implement the decisions of the ‘Rump’ parliament, the
supreme power in the kingless new Commonwealth. David Underdown has categorized
Lisle as a ‘conformist’, rather than a ‘revolutionary’; an unenthusiastic moderate
prepared to work with the new government, or indeed any government, to avoid
anarchy. It has nevertheless been argued from the surviving evidence that Lisle
supported the army’s intention of bringing the king to trial and execution. His
appointment to the council of state was certainly in part due to his social status; it
provided reassurance to the public that traditional social structures were unaffected by
the removal of the king. But it also reflected his support for the radical courses of the

army, rather than his reluctance to endorse them. %

During 1647-8 Lisle had been thwarted in his ambition to revive the legacy of
Sir Philip’s defence of Protestantism in Ireland. He demonstrated little interest in
parliamentary business during these years. If his sympathies were apparently with the
army rather than parliament, this was perhaps not only due to disgruntlement with his
treatment over the Irish Lieutenancy and a distaste for parliamentary politics, but also a
reflection of the Sidney tradition of military endeavour. But the king’s attempts to
regain power in the Second Civil War prompted Lisle’s return to active politics and an
energetic resistance to the crown. The causes of opposition to the crown, however, had
changed since the early 1640s. By 1648 Charles was no longer portrayed as a monarch
led astray by papist evil councillors, but as a tyrant responsible for war on his own
people. It was also clear, at least to the army, that he would never abide by any
settlement extracted under duress. The army’s overwhelming hostility to a settlement
was in part a pragmatic recognition of political reality. Lisle had apparently come to
accept this by late 1648, if not earlier. But the army’s stance was also ideological. As
religious justification, the testimony of providence was invoked against Charles, “this
man against whom the Lord hath witnessed’: Charles’s blood-guilt also required
sacrifice. In political terms, the salus populi was declared by the army’s Remonstrance
of November 1648 to be the sole legitimizing authority for government. Stressed
throughout the document as the ‘public interest’, this encapsulated the humanist

requirement for the upholding of the public good. The influence of the fervour of army
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Independency, as well as Sir Philip’s advocacy of political virtue in the cause of the
public good, explain Lisle’s support for the trial and execution of a king who had

become a tyrant.*

2. A Councillor of State under the Commonwealth, 1649-52

Sarah Barber has traced the development of the regicides’ condemnation of
Charles for his personal misrule in 1649 into a rejection of the institution of monarchy
as a whole and an acceptance by some of the advantages of a republic. Certainly from
that date onwards Lisle, having abandoned his hopes of a military career, aimed to
fulfil Sir Philip’s requirements of the activa vita by service to a Commonwealth which
justified its actions in Sidneian terms for the ‘common good’ and whose ideology has
been identified as a “politics of virtue’.”> From February 1649 to October 1652, he was
elected councillor of state for the first, second and fourth councils of state set up to
implement the decisions of the Rump and take responsibility for foreign affairs,
security and trade. He was president of the council for a month from 23 February to 22
March 1652, a member throughout the existence of the ‘Rump’ parliament from
December 1648 to April 1653, and in 1653 appointed ambassador to Sweden. Lisle was
at the centre of the politics of the Commonwealth government set up after the execution
of the King.? For over four years the government survived, defeating all threats to its
survival from home and abroad. By 1650 it had effectively crushed the Irish rebellion;
the following year it had destroyed the royalist challenge from Scotland at the battles of
Dunbar and Worcester; by the summer of 1652 it was at war with the United Provinces,
the world’s most powerful maritime power. Its existence was only ended by the
intervention of the army — the very force that had brought it into being — when the
Rump was expelled by Cromwell in April 1653.

Given its military successes but short political life, there are sharply divergent
interpretations of the nature and identity of the regime. Sean Kelsey has drawn a picture

of proactive and purposeful Commonwealth politicians, accustomed to rule in their
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localities, readily settling into power at Whitehall and successfully creating ceremonies
and spectacle out of the forms of the old polity in order to establish the identity of the
new. He explains the dissolution of this government in terms of the jealousy of an army
fearful of a civilian regime permanently entrenching itself into power and access to the
profits of office. Jonathan Scott has suggested that the Rump’s military successes,
celebrated by its republican propagandists, ‘would have laid some basis for self-belief
in any government’. But in the historiography a more negative view of the
Commonwealth tends to prevail. If Underdown’s division of the MPs of the purged
Parliament into ‘conformists’ and a minority of ‘revolutionaries’, has since been
challenged as unhelpful, Worden has also depicted a regime beset with problems,
which for ‘much of the time did not know if it were coming or going’. Ronald Hutton
has seen the Rump, created by the army merely as an interim regime, remaining
‘somewhat insecure in its identity’. Kevin Sharpe has argued for the inability of the
Commonwealth to exorcise the images and the power of monarchy, thereby failing to
establish its identity as the government of the nation. David Smith has delineated the
failure of the Rump to fulfil the army’s hopes for social justice and religious reform; it
was this failure that ensured its dissolution by the army. Few historians would contest
Woolrych’s verdict that the Rump was unpopular during its lifetime and unlamented on
its dissolution.?

The State Papers and the Commons Journal provide a record of Lisle’s
attendances and committee nominations at the council of state and parliament, but
given the nature of the documentation, they provide no information on his political
views. However, forty-six letters of Lisle’s to his father from September 1649 to
February 1651 survive. Prompted by Lisle’s need to ensure his father’s favour
following the ‘great settlement’ of the Sidney estates in 1648, and demonstrating
Lisle’s anxiety to assure him that ‘not only in little things but in great ones |
exceedingly desire to obey your Lordship’, they are mostly concerned with the earl’s

own affairs. Lisle was also doubtless constrained by the councillors’ oath of
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confidentiality in the information he sent to Penshurst. Nevertheless, given the absence
of parliamentary diaries of the period, the letters provide rare and valuable insights into
the attitudes of a Commonwealth politician and those of Lisle in particular.

Although he may have had doubts over the legality of the king’s trial and
execution, both the official and the private sources suggest that Lisle was willing
enough to support a republican form of government. A non-retrospective oath,
promising loyalty to a new government “in the way of a republic without king or House
of Peers’, was devised by Cromwell in parliament on 22 February and must have been
taken by Lisle and the others the following day before they took their places on the
council. On 7 March, Lisle was nominated member of the committee for the third
reading of the ‘Act for the abolishing the king’s office’, justified on the grounds that it
was ‘unnecessary, burdensome and dangerous to the liberty, safety and public interest
of the people’. His thirty-eight fellow committee members included Ireton, Cromwell,
Harrison, Chaloner and Vane, the core of hardline opposition to the monarchy. The
same committee, including Lisle, gave the third reading to the act abolishing the House
of Lords. On 1 May, as a councillor of state he was nominated to a committee to ‘settle
the government of the Commonwealth’. On 11 May the act was passed declaring
England a ‘Commonwealth and free state’. 2

Lisle’s letters to his father from late 1649 onwards suggest his positive
identification with the new government. On 11 October he wrote that the Estates of
Holland ‘seem very resolute for us ... saying they are not to examine how those, which
govern now in England have got power, but that they have it by a great army and a
great fleet and by being victorious everywhere’. On 2 November he assured his father
that ‘the House of Parliament grows pretty full’ and that the Queen of Sweden ‘seems
to have a better opinion of the parliament than formerly’. Four days later he wrote that
the ministers in Switzerland ‘do publically give thanks for the establishment of the
republic’. Early the next year, he proudly reported that ‘parliament’s fleet this next
summer is as likely to be as good as, | think, England ever had’. In April that year he

assured his father, wrongly as it turned out, that Lord General Fairfax, known to be
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unwilling to lead the army against the Scots, would in fact be ‘hearty in his northern
journey, even as far as Scotland’. Some days later he promised that parliament’s agent
to Portugal had been received with ‘much civility’.?® In contrast his comments on the
Stuarts were tinged with malice. On 23 October 1649, he wrote that ‘from France we
hear that ... the English Queen is in such want that ...she sent lately to her sister of
France desiring that some course might be taken for bread for her domestics’.
According to Lisle, on 8 September 1650 the news of the death of William I, Prince of
Orange, brother-in-law and active supporter of Charles 1l, was sent to the council of
state by the Holland Commissioner, ‘full of the joy as many are here’. The following
month on receiving the news of Charles’s estrangement from his Presbyterian allies in
Scotland, Lisle wrote that the council would recommend sending his younger brother,
the Duke of Gloucester there, “the kirk now wanting a king’. %

Lisle would seem to have been one of those Commonwealthsmen considered by
Kelsey to have settled readily into public service in the new government. He would
have appreciated the councillors’ privilege of lodgings in Whitehall. He had relatives
on the council to keep him company: Salisbury, his father-in-law, for whose election
he had acted as teller, as well as the fourth earl of Pembroke, his father’s cousin. In
Kelsey’s definition, both earls, complicit in the events of December and January,
should be regarded as ‘revolutionaries’ rather than ‘conservatives’. On the morning of
20 April Lisle presented Pembroke, newly elected as a member of the Commons, to the
Speaker of the House. That afternoon a party of ten councillors — Lisle himself, the
earls of Pembroke and Denbigh, Lord Grey of Groby, together with Sir Henry
Mildmay, Sir Gilbert Pickering, Sir William Masham, William Heveningham, Thomas
Scot and Antony Stapley — all arrived late at the council, whose meetings began at 3
p.m. It seems that a celebratory dinner had been held and the party a good one. Of this
group, four (Grey, Heveningham, Scot and Stapley), were regicides and two (Mildmay
and Pickering) regarded as “fiery spirits’; all were to be enthusiastic supporters of the
Commonwealth. With the possible exception of Masham, none of the ten, including

Lisle, could be described as ‘conformists’.?’
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The group was not, however, particularly close-knit. Lisle was later to refer to
Scot as ‘the intelligencer of the council, at least that hath £800 a year for that service’,
suggesting friction between the two. Lisle’s closest working partnership was apparently
with his father-in-law, Salisbury, with whom he shared membership of a number of
committees. Another councillor, Sir Henry Vane the younger, was described in 1652 by
Lisle’s father as Lisle’s ‘great friend’. The tie could well have been forged years
earlier, created through a common bond of religious independency and family
connections. Some evidence of this ‘great friendship’ is suggested in a record of the
Admiralty committee. On 7 January, 1652, Lisle and Vane were the only two members
attending the committee and working through a pile of petitions. It looks as if Vane, the
driving force behind naval expansion, had summoned in an old friend in to help with a
tedious backlog of paper work. It seems likely that Lisle was already acquainted with
Peter Sterry, later to be his own chaplain, who was appointed preacher to the Council in
1649. But Lisle also retained his friendship with those outside the new government.
Although his uncle Northumberland had retired from national politics after the
execution of the king, he retained his offices in local government, and he and Lisle
conferred on political issues at least during the early years of the Commonwealth.
Retiring to Petworth in 1651, Northumberland left Lisle as his tenant in
Northumberland House, his London home. Algernon, nominally governor of Dover
Castle, was often away from 1649 onwards, but the two brothers were to continue their
mutually-supportive relationship during the lifetime of the Commonwealth.?®

Within days of taking his place on the council, Lisle was nominated for
committee work. His first concern, reflecting traditional Sidney interests and his own
experience, was with Ireland. On 27 February he was nominated to a committee to
liaise with the old Star Chamber committee for the affairs of Ireland to assess the state
of the funds for Ireland, and on 22 March to a committee to consider offers of money
for the proposed Irish expedition. On 16 April he was added to the council’s standing
committee for Irish affairs (set up on 31 March in his absence), and the following day,
together with Vane, Cromwell and Sir William Armyne, he was nominated for the
committee on relations with Scotland. He was reinstated on the Irish committee on 26
October, after absence from London during the summer, appointed to a temporary Irish

committee on the creation of the second council of state, and on 2 March 1650,
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nominated to the standing committee on Irish affairs. Again, on the establishment of the
fourth council of state, on 2 December he was nominated to the committee on Irish
Affairs, which by then included Scottish Affairs. He was also involved in Irish affairs
in parliament: on 6 July 1649 reporting to the House on a parliamentary committee’s
attempt to secure a loan of £150,000 from the City for Cromwell’s Irish expedition and
— in true Sidneian tradition — on 30 November nominated for a committee to
“encourage learning and true religion in Ireland” by the setting up of two colleges.”

As well as Irish affairs, and increasingly, Lisle was involved with foreign
relations, reflecting the European-wide outlook of his family. On 13 March 1649 he
was nominated for a standing committee to review alliances with foreign powers.
Though its existence was intermittent that year, and its membership undefined in the
early part of 1650, from the outset of the fourth council of State Lisle was a member of
the committee for foreign ambassadors. This was reconstituted on 17 December 1651,
as the committee for trade and foreign affairs, meeting twice weekly. In January 1650
Lisle was deputed to conferences with the two agents appointed to go to Spain and
Portugal; later in the year he was nominated for a committee to discuss the state of
France with Augier, the French agent, and added to a committee on Hamburg
business.*® On 21 January 1651 he reported to parliament the view of the council that a
‘public minister’ be sent to the United Provinces; the following day he was nominated
for the council committee to consider relations with the United Provinces. In April, not
a member of the third council, he was a member of a parliamentary committee on a
Treaty with Portugal; in May he was one of a committee for an audience to the
representative of the Grand Duchy of Tuscany. Having been voted back on the council
(the fourth) in December 1651, the following June he was on the council’s committee
to receive and report talks with the Danish ambassador extraordinary. On 12 October
that year, he was appointed to the council’s committee to treat with the ambassador
from Portugal.**

During the fourth council, relations with the United Provinces were Lisle’s
main foreign policy concern. Together with Pembroke and Sir Peter Wentworth, he was

deputed to receive the three Dutch ambassadors who arrived on 17 December and on
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16 January 1652 he was nominated to the committee to treat with them. Steven Pincus
has seen both groups, including Lisle, as ‘committed to the Protestant cause’. Lisle’s
traditional loyalties were, of course, with the Protestant United Provinces, in the cause
of whose independence from Catholic Spain his famous namesake had died fighting.
He certainly had a particular allegiance, as suggested by a letter of 12 June 1650, to the
republican province of Holland, where his younger brother, Robert, held a military
command. But, as noted earlier, he had welcomed the death of the prince of Orange in
1650. The continued prestige of the Orange family with its Stuart allegiances in the
other provinces and the rejection of the English offer of political union in 1651, had
created much distrust and resentment in England, no doubt shared by Lisle himself.*?
The distrust was further exacerbated, according to Pincus, by a press campaign
attacking the Dutch for worldliness and a falling-off from reformed Protestantism.
Xenophobic atrocity stories increased tensions and had particular impact on an already
highly politicized navy under the command of the republican Admiral Blake. Pincus
has argued that the Navigation Act of 1651 and the subsequent conflict resulted from
fear of royalist Orange influence in the United Provinces and dislike of Dutch religious
backsliding, rather than from commercial rivalries, the traditional interpretation for the
war. Woolrych, however, points out the two explanations are not incompatible, and
argues that the English wish to challenge the commercial domination of the United
Provinces was probably as important a factor in the causes of the war as alarm over
Orangist influence in the United Provinces. *

Lisle certainly shared popular fears of the Orange-Stuart connections in the
Netherlands; whether he also contemplated war with the Dutch on the grounds of their
‘worldliness’ is less clear. Hugh Peters, one of the chaplains to the council of state,
complained that the ambassadors’ party from the United Provinces were all strong
sympathizers with House of Orange, ‘which was an enemy of this state and would
never have the Lord’s blessing’. The distinguished scholar Van Vliet, a member of the
party, found the doors of Selden, Milton, and Junius closed to him. A courtesy call on
Lisle himself, from another member of the delegation on 8 March when he was
president of the council, found that he too was ‘not at home’. Perhaps that really was
the case, perhaps not. In this unpromising atmosphere, Lisle’s committee began

% CSPD, 1651-2, 46, 106; S. Pincus, Protestantism and Patriotism: Ideologies and the Making of
English Foreign Policy, 1650-1668 (Cambridge, 1996), 52; HMC De L’Isle, vi, 481, 483.
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negotiations on 19 January, meeting the Dutch ambassadors six, possibly seven, times
and acting as an intermediary between them, the council and its committee for foreign

affairs. 3

Almost from the first there was a note of belligerency in the council’s
demands and this continued while Lisle himself was president of the council. Within
two days of his taking office on 23 February, there was a demand that the committee
for foreign affairs bring in a paper listing the “affronts’ done to the Commonwealth. On
8 March, all ships requisitioned for the state were to gather at the Downs, there to
receive the orders of Admiral Blake. Guns and cannon were ordered to the Tower, the
navy commissioners were told to use their ‘utmost diligence in expediting the fleet ...
for the safety of the Commonwealth’, and customs officers in all ports were required to
survey shipping “fit and ready to be employed for the common defence and prevent all
attempts of affront to be put upon us’. *

The extent to which this belligerency reflected Lisle’s own personal opinion
rather than a majority view of the council, can be questioned. For Worden, the radicals,
Marten, Chaloner, Neville and Morley — a group Lisle was not associated with — had
won control of the council and were the driving proponents for war. They, and not their
president, were responsible for council decisions. Nevertheless, in the meantime and in
spite of tensions, the negotiations made steady progress and by May the Dutch
ambassadors, offering an alliance based on the earlier unsuccessful Treaty of 1651,
were confident of an imminent settlement. But on 19 May fighting broke out in the
Channel between the English navy under Blake and a Dutch fleet under the Orangist
Admiral Tromp, provocatively flying the Orange flag. Pressure for war became intense
and negotiations were suspended until the arrival of another Ambassador
Extraordinary, Lord Pauw, on 8 June. On 14 June Lisle was again placed on the
negotiating committee. This time the talks were more intensive and urgent, beginning
the same afternoon. Nevertheless, the insistence of the war party in the council on
compensation from the Dutch for Tromp’s attack ensured the breakdown of
negotiations and the return to the Netherlands of all ambassadors, with war formally
declared on 9 July. Lisle’s father, perhaps repeating information told him by Lisle,
observed in his journal that the ambassadors left England ‘much discontented’ and

‘very sorry’ that they had not been able to prevent war. No other clue to Lisle’s attitude
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to the war survives, but it would seem that he preferred peace to war with the
traditional allies of the Sidneys.*

In addition to these well-established Sidney concerns with Irish and foreign
affairs, Lisle was also nominated to a number of other committees: in March 1650 to
the standing committee of the council to liaise with the Army, and the following month,
to the standing committee on the Admiralty. In addition he was appointed to a number
of important ad hoc council committees: for instance, in 1649, one on the
amalgamation of financial departments into a single treasury and another on the
inspection of the new coinage in the Mint; in 1650, one on the affairs of Guernsey and
two on the reservation of items for the use of the state from the sale of the ‘late king’s
goods’; in December 1651 (a very busy) one on captured Scots prisoners; in 1652
another on the differences between the Mayor and Aldermen and the Common Council
of London, as well as a dozen or more on private business. '

In contrast to his earlier non-involvement in the work of the Commons, he was
even active in parliament. During the first council of state he was named to ten
committees of the House, presented five reports from the council and acted as teller
three times. In all he was nominated for thirty of the 378 committees set up during the
lifetime of the Rump, acted as teller sixteen times and seven times reported to the
House from the council of state. His commitment, however, declined. During the
second council, he was nominated for eleven committees, but seven of these were in
the last six weeks before the elections to the third council; Worden notes his perhaps
deliberately higher profile in the Commons just before the elections. From January
1652 until the dissolution of the Rump in 1653 Lisle presented no reports, was
nominated for just three committees (all on the reception of foreign ambassadors) and
acted as teller just three times. His comment on the prospect of elections to the council
in 1651, ‘the House, | believe, will have that pleasure’, suggests his lack of
identification with the Rump parliament; this lack of identification was apparently to
decline further thereafter.

But in other ways Lisle upheld Sir Philip’s ideal of the life of virtuous public
service. On 15 June 1649 when the outstanding accounts for his Irish Lieutenancy were
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presented to Parliament, Lisle declined to take £3,000 of the £7,868 4s 5d owing to him
on the grounds of the shortness of his stay in Ireland, a magnanimous gesture he could
ill afford. The following year on 26 March, when his father urged him to acquire the
Wardenship of Ashdown Forest on the death of the previous Warden, the fourth earl of
Pembroke, Lisle refused, declaring “Your Lordship will do me a great favour to
discharge me towards that pursuit, for it is extremely contrary to my judgment, that,
having never yet asked anything of gifts from the parliament and it being so
exceedingly contrary to my disposition to solicit such a thing, I should begin with a
thing of so little value’. On 7 August 1651, acting on similar principles, he was
nominated to a parliamentary committee preparing an act prohibiting public servants
from accepting gifts or pensions from foreign powers. He also showed awareness of the
government’s financial obligations: on 20 May 1649 his name was the first signature on
an order to the revenue committee for small sums to be paid to the servants of the late
king ‘to keep them from starving’. The same October he wrote to his father that
parliament had begun ‘a good work, the reforming of money matters, the conclusion of
which we hope will be the ease of the people in taxes’. He was also prominent in
attempting to secure pardons for the defeated opponents of the regime; he acted as a
teller (in favour of their appeals for pardons) in March 1649 to save five condemned
royalists and twice in the summer of 1651 to save the condemned Presbyterian
minister, Christopher Love.**

In addition to such public-spiritedness, Lisle also helped out with the more
particular interests of his family and friends. On 29 March 1649, together with
Salisbury, Armyne, Harrington and Heveningham, he was nominated for a committee
to “consider of the proposals of Colonel Sidney’. But whatever these proposals were,
the committee never met. When Algernon was later in trouble over some unrecorded
crisis in his governorship of Dover Castle, Lisle took care to be one of the
parliamentary committee on his threatened court-martial, declaring sympathetically to
his father that “truly I think he hath had very hard measure’. In 1649 Lisle also helped
arrange the transfer of guardianship of the royal children from Northumberland to his
mother, a guardianship worth £3,000 a year.” He used his contacts to forward his
father’s concerns and worked to secure the release of his aunt, Lady Carlisle, sent to the
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Tower in early 1649 for suspected contacts with exiled royalists. While he was
president of the council a number of petitions from family and friends were allowed:
one from Northumberland, another from Richard Lovell, former tutor at Penshurst,
while a post for Weckerlin, an old friend of Leicester’s, was recommended to the
committee for foreign affairs. **

In attendance at council, Lisle was conscientious enough, allowing that
councillors were not expected to be full-time administrators. For the first council, he
attended 124 out of the 319 sessions, ranking him fifteenth out of the forty-one
councillors for attendance. For the second, he attended 158 out of 295 sessions, ranking
him a similar fifteenth, but for the fourth council — his attendance interrupted by his
wife’s death — he attended only 113 out of 330 sessions, a ranking of twenty-fifth for
attendance. On the first council, however, his attendance was more assiduous than that
of his aristocratic colleagues, Denbigh, Pembroke, Salisbury and Lord Grey of Groby;
only on the fourth council were his attendances exceeded by the fifth earl of Pembroke.
His membership of committees was less notable: he was nominated for sixteen of the
182 committees set up during the first council, ranking him nineteenth in frequency of
nomination: for fourteen of the 111 committees of the second council, ranking him
seventeenth in frequency of nomination, and twelve of the fifty-six committees of the
fourth council, him ranking only twenty-second. (The council’s increasing tendency to
refer business to existing standing committees rather than creating individual ad hoc
committees, explains why fewer committees were set up during the later councils). In
comparison to his aristocratic colleagues he was surpassed only by Denbigh on the first
council, and the fifth earl of Pembroke on the fourth council for committee
nomination.*

Lisle’s attendance rate on any of the committees, however, cannot be
calculated. He is recorded as attending only six of the 131 sessions of the Admiralty
Committee, whose minutes survive for the period April 1650 and March 1651. Perhaps
he left naval affairs to the group of experts led by Vane. Between April and November
1652, he attended the committee for trade and foreign relations, whose records again

survive, only once out of fifty sessions; in the earlier months, however, he was involved
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with the Dutch negotiations, and between August and October absent from politics after
his wife’s death. Otherwise there are no records of his committee attendance. But it is
possible that he was more active on committees than these two sources suggest. For
example, the standing committee on Irish affairs (which from 1651 onwards included
Scottish affairs), was immensely busy, with some 174 items referred to the first
council, 147 to the second and 229 to the fourth. Lisle’s nomination as a member in all
three councils indicates willingness on his part to share in the work load. It also seems
highly likely, as Violet Rowe suggests, that notes in the council minutes of groups of
councillors arriving together and late after the start of business, provide evidence that
they were coming on from other committees. On the first council, Lisle came in late in
the company of at least two others, fifteen times; on the second, fifty times; on the
third, forty-five times. Almost all of these late arrivals of Lisle’s strongly suggest he
had been attending other committees first. His nomination as president of the council in
February 1652 also indicates some recognition of his reliability and usefulness in
committee work. For the month of his presidency he is recorded as attending all bar one
of its twenty-one sessions; he dealt with a total of 337 items, an average of almost
seventeen items a day. Whatever his committee attendance, he was almost certainly
more involved with the central administration of the state than any member of his
family since Sir Henry Sidney in the 1570s.%

In many ways, Lisle can be viewed as one of Kelsey’s archetypal
Commonwealth politicians, readily settling into power at Whitehall. On the prospect of
new elections to the council in early 1651, he declared revealingly to his father that
‘many of us, I think, have a mind to keep our seats’. On the other hand, there is also
evidence that he was only too aware of the unpopularity and fragility of the
government. In September 1649, writing to his father of the promise of new elections,
he reported warily that ‘some rules’ would be devised by parliament so that new
members ‘of the same temper’ of those previously excluded would not be elected. In
December he noted that, ‘our Levellers, we hear, are hard at work again’ and the
following March he wrote of the ‘contrivances we hear from many parts’. Chief of his
worries were his old opponents, the Presbyterians. In May 1650 he warned his father
that not only were the Scots, in alliance with “their king’, planning to invade England
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again, but that the ‘Presbyterian party of England are comprehended in this
agreement’.**

Lisle was therefore much involved with attempts from late 1649 onwards to
impose more widely the taking of the Engagement, the oath of loyalty to the
Commonwealth taken by the majority of councillors in February of that year. On 12
October he was nominated to the parliamentary committee to impose the oath on
existing members and on 9 November to the committee to consider the imposition of
the oath on the rest of the population. The following month he was put on a council
committee to examine the taking of the oath in Norfolk. Early the next year he was
writing to his father to persuade him of the necessity of taking the Engagement. But he
also advised circumspection: ‘not to be one of the first of your rank in this matter’,
since, ‘if things break now, we who are the engagers should carry a very ill character
upon us, but if it [i.e. taking the oath] grow general it will grow nothing [i.e. be of no
consequence]’. Lisle would seem to have held no very confident view of the survival of

the Commonwealth. *°

Lisle’s career as a councillor of state under the Commonwealth provides
evidence for a view of the regime as inherently unstable. Lisle played no part in
parliamentary committee work for the new elections or the legal reform urged by the
army. As such he contributed to the army’s disillusionment with the Rump and its
subsequent dissolution. Although prominent as an army supporter in the years up to,
and then immediately after, Pride’s Purge, he seems to have had no close connection
with the army after 1649, though as a member of the Irish committee and the
committee for officers he worked to support the army’s needs. The evidence also
suggests that Lisle was no friend of the parliamentary radical group of Neville,
Chaloner and Marten. Certainly he did not question the existing social order, but then,
nor did most politicians of the Rump. He preferred the more traditional and privileged
noble role of councillor to that of parliamentary activity. But if socially conservative,
politically he can hardly be considered of ‘pronounced conservative views’ as Worden
has claimed. A party to the coup which had overthrown monarchy, this in itself, as
Kelsey has argued, constituted complicity in revolution. The overwhelming majority of

his class reacted with horror to the execution of the king and withdrew from political

4 HMC De L’Isle, vi, 488, 456, 466, 476, 479.
4.¢J, vi, 307, 321; CSPD, 1649-50, 438; HMC De L’Isle, vi, 472.

128



life. Lisle was one of the very few of his rank prepared to engage with the new
government. Actively involved from the outset in the establishment of a
Commonwealth and councillor on three of the Commonwealth councils of State, he
showed himself to be a committed member of a kingless government. The evidence
suggests that he also continued to support religious Independency. In his activity on
both the council of state and in parliament, Lisle continued his family’s particular
interest in Irish and foreign affairs while also undertaking work of more general public
importance. In spite of the precarious nature of the government, of which he was only
too well aware, as a minister of state he sought to fulfil Sir Philip’s requirements of

public service and active political virtue. *°

3. Ambassador to Sweden, 1652-3

Lisle’s political career was disrupted from the summer of 1652 onwards by a
series of personal misfortunes. On 18 August his twenty-four year old wife died of
puerperal fever following the birth of their fourth child at their London home. Propped
up by Algernon in this unexpected tragedy, he found his father willing to take his two
older children into the Penshurst household. Within days the children had been moved
to Penshurst and Lisle’s immediate family circle broken up. Lisle, evidently badly
affected by his loss, did not return to the council until 20 October nor did he accept any
more committee nominations for the duration of that council. On 2 November,
however, he appeared at the Committee for Public Revenue, in the company of his
father-in-law. This was not a committee he was associated with, and the presence of the
two together suggests he was taken there by his father-in-law, in the hope of distracting
him from grief and depression.*” Given his lack of activity on the council and quite
probably in parliament too — though he did act as a teller in the House on 11 November
against a vote to resume the sitting of parliament on Saturdays and Mondays — not
surprisingly he failed to secure election to the fifth council of state at the end of
November. He was, however, unlucky. He tied for the last two places on the council
with two other members; a hat vote gave them the membership. On 16 December Lisle

then at Penshurst, was told by his father — four months after the death of his wife — that
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he would be reducing Lisle’s income from £800 to £600 a year as permitted by the
marriage articles. This seems to have been the final straw for a demoralised Lisle. After
a bitter row, he struck his father in the face. With this outrage to the values of a
patriarchal society, Lisle was at great risk of court proceedings, if not actual
disinheritance. He was rescued, as his father recorded, by his friends. On 31 December
his ‘great friend” Sir Henry Vane reported to parliament the council’s decision to send
Lisle as ambassador to Sweden.*

Links with Sweden had been set up with the mission of Daniel Lisle as agent to
the court of Queen Christiana earlier that summer, but following the outbreak of war
with the Dutch, the need for a more formal friendship and alliance was becoming
imperative. By early December, Denmark, in support of the United Provinces, had
closed the Sound to English shipping, threatening the supply of raw materials essential
for the English navy, and in January, formally allied to the Dutch, the Danish king
promised a fleet to enforce the blockade. With the help of Sweden, the Commonwealth
hoped to pressurize the Danes into re-opening the Sound, or at least to providing an
alternative trade route via Sweden. A failure in December to respond promptly to a
letter from the queen alarmed parliament, and, instead of sending another agent,
members called for the dispatch of an ambassador with full diplomatic status. Lisle,
underemployed, aristocratic, of unimpeachable Protestant reputation and
Commonwealth principles, was an appropriate choice. Lorenzo Paulucci, the Venetian
ambassador, favourably reported home that the new ambassador was of “high birth and
equal ability’. But no doubt the influence of Vane and Algernon (now on the council),
must have been a major factor in securing his nomination.*®

For Lisle, the attractions of such a posting were enormous. The prestige of his
new post provided some protection against possible recriminations from his father and
must have compensated for his failure to be re-elected to the council. He was offered a
substantial salary: £3,000 before his departure and £3,000 while abroad, ten times his
recently-reduced annual income. From the time of his appointment, he chose,
accordingly, to keep open house, able to maintain for the first time a truly aristocratic
lifestyle of hospitality and magnificence. A correspondent of Hyde’s noted that ‘he is
resolved to go over in a great deal of state’, reflecting the honour and power of the
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Commonwealth. Above all perhaps, ambassadorship had the appeal for Lisle of
maintaining family tradition of leading great embassies. But this embassy had especial
Sidney resonances since Queen Christina was the heir and daughter of Gustavus
Adolphus, the Protestant hero of the Thirty Years War. Lisle now had a new role. No
longer a military leader or civilian politician, he was to be a diplomat on the European
scene, his purpose to create a Protestant alliance: an aspiration worthy of Sir Philip
himself.>
Lisle’s choice of colleagues for the embassy provides rare information on his
religious affiliations and social world at that time. He appointed as his senior chaplain,
the irenic minister, John Dury, indefatigable traveller throughout Europe, who was
attempting to promote Protestant unity by the reconciliation of doctrinal divisions.
Disregarding precise doctrinal affiliation himself, Dury was also deeply dedicated to
social and educational reform, and, since the early 1640s, had been one of a group in
England connected to the reformist Samuel Hartlib. More recently he had become
prominent as a propagandist for the Commonwealth. A gifted linguist, who had spent
some years in Sweden and had accompanied Daniel Lisle on the earlier mission there in
1652, Dury was on practical grounds an obvious choice for Lisle, but a family
connection dating back to 1641, when he had been appointed chaplain to Lisle’s father
(though he never took up the post), suggests that there had been a long acquaintance
between the two and that Lisle knew him well. Lisle’s other chaplain was the
Independent minister, Nathaniel Ingelo. Formerly a fellow of Queens’ College,
Cambridge, then an Independent minister in Bristol, Ingelo had fallen out with his
congregation over his inappropriately fashionable dress and preoccupation with music-
making. He had left Bristol to take up a fellowship at Eton, where perhaps he became
known to Lisle through Peter Sterry’s contacts there. If Dury represented the
internationalist Protestant cause, Ingelo personified taste and cultural sophistication —
all elements of the Sidney agenda. **

As his secretary, Lisle chose Benjamin Worsley, formerly a surgeon to the army

in Ireland whom he would have met there in 1642-3. Later an enterprising projector,
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experimental scientist and secretary to the Board of Trade, he also was an appropriate
choice for an embassy which would be involved in matters of trade. Lisle must have
had a high regard for him, since he summoned him back from a new post in Ireland to
join his embassy. Worsley, a committed Commonwealth supporter and in religion
favouring an ‘“irenic piety’ similar to that of Dury, had many ties to the Hartlib circle.
He had a particularly close association with Dury; both were friends with the London-
based Lady Ranelagh, sister of Broghill, Lisle’s ally in Munster in 1647. Lisle himself
appears to have had a personal contact with Lady Ranelagh in the early 1650s, and on
the evidence of a letter in the Sidney family papers, Lisle’s mother apparently had
shared political and religious discussions with Worsley at this time.>2

The preparations for Lisle’s departure took several months. On 6 January 1653
the committee for foreign affairs was asked to draw up Lisle’s instructions; not till 22
March were these formally agreed. The instructions required Lisle to remind the queen
of the common interest of the two countries in the ‘true Protestant religion’, and to
warn her of the dangers to Sweden of the Dutch design to ‘engross to themselves the
trade of the world and particularly of the East Sea’, and then to persuade Queen
Christina into a ‘strict alliance and union’. She was also to be urged to avoid all
diplomatic contacts with the Stuarts, since they were ‘derogatory to the honour and
right of this Commonwealth’. In the secret and most important instructions, Lisle was
to find out what help the queen would provide if the Commonwealth sent a fleet into
the Baltic to break the Danish-Dutch blockade.®® Two days after Lisle’s instructions
were formalised and reported to parliament by Algernon, the council considered the
Admiralty’s offer of ships and a convoy for the journey. By the end of the month
Lisle’s letters credential had been assented to, on 7 April parliament ordered Lisle’s
commission to be authorised under the Great Seal, and two days later, Paulucci
reported Lisle’s readiness to leave, ‘with great pomp and a numerous retinue’. Hyde
wrote gloomily from France, ‘if Lisle ... can make a league between that crown and
this [i.e.France], Holland and the rebels at Westm[inster] he hath performed a great
work and one that will make all hearts ache’. But there were doubts emerging. On 18
March, one of Hyde’s correspondents had reported that Lisle’s voyage ‘seems to be
becalmed’. On 1 April the correspondent reported that, ‘it is believed by some he will

52 Leng, Trade, 8, 24-5, 28, 60, 81, 46, 26; HMC De L’Isle, vi, 468, Leng, Trade, 93-4 and HMC De
L’Isle, vi, 496-8.
%3 CJ. vii, 270; CSPD, 1652-3, 84, 91, 130, Bodl., MS Rawlinson A.2, fols 392, 364-7, 373.
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not go’; a week later that, “he will not go at all’. The same source also wrote that Lisle
was apparently considering travelling overland from Dunkirk to Sweden, a somewhat
desperate plan, suggesting his worries over the safety of the sea route during war with
the Dutch. Perhaps Lisle was also becoming alarmed by the threat of assassination once
in Sweden, the fate that had befallen the earlier Commonwealth ambassadors, Dorislaus
and Ascham.>

If Lisle was fast losing enthusiasm for going to Sweden, he was soon to be
given a let-out, at least temporarily. On 20 April, Cromwell expelled the Rump and in
the political uncertainty that followed, the journey, according to Dorothy Osborne
(whose fiancé, William Temple, was to have been one of the entourage), was ‘broke’,
but whether Lisle had abandoned his embassy altogether is unclear. On 12 May the new
council of state planned ‘to hear the Lord Viscount Lisle in what he hath to propound’.
There is no record of his proposals, but it seems that it was agreed to postpone the
embassy for the time being, since on 10 August the council of state resolved to
reactivate it. Thirteen days later, with Lisle evidently refusing to go, it was decided to
approach Bulstrode Whitelocke instead. On 4 September, it was left to the ever-
supportive Algernon, ‘sent by his brother to sift and try whether Whitelocke were likely
to undertake what he had left’, to browbeat Whitelocke into compliance. Algernon
forcefully (and disingenuously) denied that any fear of danger or failure had dissuaded
Lisle from the mission. It was merely the risk of a winter journey to his health. ‘My
brother’, he claimed, according to Whitelocke’s later accounts, ‘is a melancholy man,
and ofttimes very sickly, especially in the winter time ... cold not agreeing with his
constitution’. Indeed, ‘he could hardly endure the cold of England, much less of
Sweden’. Pressurized also by the possible displeasure of Cromwell, the deeply-
unwilling Whitelocke was forced to accept the position. “‘Want of health’ was given as
the official reason for Lisle’s refusal and in spite of his protests that he had *been at
great charge in keeping a table and maintaining a retinue and horses taken on’, he was
required to pay back £1,000 of the £3,000 salary he had been paid earlier and hand over
to Whitelocke the goods bought for the journey.>

> CJ, vii, 269, CSPD, 1652-3, 230; CJ, vii, 273, 276, CSPV, 1653-4, 58; Bodl., MS Clarendon 45, fol.
94r.; Bodl., MS Clarendon 45, 204v., 221v, 293.

% D. Oshorne, The Letters of Dorothy Osborne to Sir William Temple, 1652-1654, ed. K. Hart (1968),
57; TNA, SP 25/69, 48; CSPD, 1653-4, 84, BL, Add. MS 4992, Annals, fol. 30v; BL, Add. MS 53727,
54: BL, Add. MS 4902, fol. 4v.; CSPD, 1653-4, 146, CJ, vii, 318; CPSD, 1653-4, 156, TNA SP 25/71, 3.
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Of interest for the religious, intellectual, and cultural enthusiasms of his selected
companions, and the great style in which he intended to travel, Lisle’s Swedish
ambassadorship was nevertheless a non-event, for which he had only himself to blame.
Lisle’s political credibility in the late summer of 1653 must have been lower than in the
spring of 1647, when he returned from his Lieutenancy in Ireland. But in the
intervening years his career had flourished with his appointment as a member of the
council of state, and his role in the government of the new Commonwealth. It was not,
however, through his parliamentary reputation that he had come to power, but through
his social rank, his association with the army and with religious and political
Independency. His status as one of the very few nobles prepared to support the new
regime — as a ‘revolutionary’ rather than a ‘conformist” — ensured his selection for the
council. If he had been guided by the principles of Sir Philip in the 1640s, namely the
defence of Protestantism and military endeavour, other Sidney ideals, such as the
aspiration to political virtue in the cause of the public good, can be traced in his support
for the army’s execution of the king and the creation of a republic. It was adherence to
these principles of virtue and the public interest that accounts for his readiness to be
member of the Commonwealth government. And, if the principles of his great-uncle
inspired his political allegiance in the destruction of the monarchy and establishment of
the Commonwealth, so his most prominent activities as a civilian councillor reflected
traditional Sidney interests: Irish affairs and foreign policy, together with more general
issues of public concern, in accordance with high-minded virtuous rule.
Undistinguished as a parliamentarian and in the event unwilling to take on the hazards
of a mission to Sweden, Lisle nevertheless had found his niche as a member of the

council of state thereby demonstrating his identity as the heir to Sir Philip Sidney.
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Chapter Five
Lisle and English politics, 1653-1660

1. A Councillor of State under the Nominated Assembly, 1653

From the summer of 1653 onwards, and for the next six years without
interruption, Lisle resumed his role as councillor of state. He served firstly under the
Nominated Assembly, or ‘Barebone’s Parliament’, set up by Cromwell and the Council
of Officers in May 1653 following the expulsion of the Rump parliament. Then, after
the resignation of the assembly in December that year, he was appointed a councillor
under the Protectorates first of Oliver and then of Richard Cromwell. On the
dissolution of Richard’s Protectorate in April 1659 he returned to his seat in the
restored Rump. Not until early 1660 did Lisle retire from politics, at least for a time; he
returned to political activity only many years later during the Exclusion crisis.

The continuity of Lisle’s high-profile political service, unique among the
nobility, from his earlier parliamentarianism in the Civil War, to support of the
Commonwealth, the Nominated Assembly, the Protectorate and finally to a reversion to
republicanism, inevitably gives rise to charges of unprincipled opportunism. One
contemporary complained of his ‘changing with every change, and keeping still (like
his father-in-law, the earl of Salisbury and Peter Sterry), on that side which hath proved
trump’. In this chapter, however, the case will be made for his consistent adherence to
the Sidneian principles which had governed his career since the early 1640s: rejection
of the tyranny of Stuart monarchy in the public and Protestant interest following the
ideal of the virtuous, active life.! Such principles identified Lisle with the winning side
during and after the Civil War and ensured his acceptability to both the Commonwealth
and the Protectorate.

Lisle’s attitude to the expulsion of the Rump and the overthrow of the
Commonwealth is undocumented. His closest friends, the enthusiastic republicans
Vane and Algernon, retired from active politics in protest, only returning on the
downfall of Richard’s Protectorate. Lisle himself, perhaps unenthusiastic for

L TT, E.977[3#], G. Wharton, A Second Narrative of the Late Parliament (so-called) (1659), 15-6;
Dorothy Osborne warned her suitor William Temple that her family regarded him as having ‘Lord
Lisle’s principles. That religion or honour were things you did not consider at all and that ...you would
take any engagements, serve any employment or do anything to advance yourself’, Letters of Dorothy
Osborne, 157.
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parliamentary government in general, or disillusioned with the Rump in particular, was
apparently less outraged. As suggested in the previous chapter, in May 1653 he seems
to have come to an arrangement with the new council of state to postpone, but not
cancel, his Swedish embassy. The following month he was one of the five nominated
by Cromwell and the Council of Officers to represent Kent in an assembly of ‘men
fearing God and of approved fidelity’. Lisle’s ties to religious Independency and
sympathies with the army qualified him for selection, but his social status and earlier
friendship with Cromwell ensured it. A correspondent of Hyde’s noted that ‘Lord Lisle,
Fairfax and Ewers [Eure] ... are the most eminent among them [the new
representatives]. Those serve to gild the bill, the rest being a company of the most
obscure persons of the nation’. 2

Historians have been kinder to the assembly than were contemporaries.
Woolrych notes that the composition of the House was not dissimilar to that of an
elected parliament; an estimated four-fifths of the members were of the gentry class.
Lisle and Lord Eure were the only noble members of the House, since Fairfax never
attended. For Woolrych the assembly’s record of legislation was not ‘unimpressive’:
some thirty statutes in the five months of its existence, a more productive record of
legislation than that achieved by the Rump in its last year or by the whole of the
Protectorate’s first parliament. But within weeks divisions had emerged between
millenarian radicals and a more moderate majority; by September, Cromwell’s
disillusionment with the assembly was reported. *

Lisle’s own view of the Nominated Assembly is unrecorded and can only be
surmised from official accounts. Presumably he was one of the 120 present at the
opening of the assembly on 4 July when Cromwell handed over authority to the new
body. This was a day, Cromwell proclaimed, ‘of the power of Jesus Christ... Never
was a supreme authority ...in such a way of owning of God and being owned by Him’.
Perhaps Lisle also attended the ten-hour-long prayer and preaching session in the
assembly the following day. But he was probably absent on 9 July, since he then failed
to be nominated for membership of the first parliamentary committees, and absent
again on 20 July, when he was not named for any of the ten standing committees of the
House. Only nine of the 140 members of the parliament failed to receive nomination

2TT, 728[5], M. Nedham, A true State of the Case of the Commonwealth (1654), 12-3; Bodl., MS
Clarendon 45, fol. 498; TT, 669.7.17[14], A Catalogue of the Names of the New Representative (1654).
* Woolrych, Commonwealth, 169, 290-4, 235, 274.
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for at least one of these committees, but Lisle was one of the nine. Thereafter his
activities in the House are only recorded once: on 21 October as a teller in favour of the
motion for the forfeiture of two-thirds of the estates of recusants. Even this is
uncertain, as the teller is named as ‘Colonel Sidney’ and Algernon was not a member
of the assembly. Yet despite his almost non-existent profile in the assembly, Lisle was
re-elected as a councillor on 1 November. He came thirteenth (with fifty-eight votes) in
the election of sixteen existing members to continue in office. Woolrych, probably
correctly, ascribes his success to his social rank and moderate politics rather his
contribution to the assembly’s committee work. *

If Lisle distanced himself from the assembly almost from the start, he was
readier to return to his role as a councillor of state. Elected to the existing council of
state on 14 July, he resumed attendance on 3 August. His attendance from then
onwards was at much the same level as his attendance at earlier councils: for the next
four months or so of the assembly, he attended forty-nine of the 144 sessions of the
council, an average of just over twelve sessions a month (as opposed to an average of
ten a month for his membership of the first council of state, twelve for the second). But,
as Woolrych points out, assembly and council met more frequently than under the
Rump; both met six days a week and the council sometimes twice a day. Lisle’s
attendance rate — he attended only 34 per cent of these council sessions — was therefore
considerably lower than at, for instance, the second council when he attended some 53
per cent of council meetings. His total record of attendance ranked him only nineteenth
out of thirty-one councillors rather than fifteenth out of forty-one during the first
Councils of State. °

On the council of state, Lisle was nominated to sit on five ad hoc committees,
including a committee on Scottish affairs. But his chief interest, as before, lay in
foreign affairs. On 13 August he was nominated to the committee to treat with the
Spanish Ambassador and three days later to the standing committee for foreign affairs.
Ambassadors had commented critically on its lack of competent direction before the
assembly had met, but the criticisms continued. Overwhelmed by paperwork, on 27
October the committee was ordered to sit every morning at 7 a.m. until the backlog was
dispatched. Two weeks later this was reduced to three mornings a week, suggesting that

*TT, E.813[13], The Lord General Cromwel’s Speech delivered in the Council Chamber (1654), 22-3;
CJ, vii, 281, 283, 286, 337, 348, 344; Woolrych, Commonwealth, 313-4.

® CSPD, 1653-4, 25, 84; Woolrych, Commonwealth, 157; figures calculated from CPSD, 1653-4, xxxvi-
xl.
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the situation had been brought under control. It was perhaps in this area, Woolrych
suggests, that Lisle was one of four councillors who really brought their previous
experience to bear.®

But it was in the negotiations for the ending of the Dutch War, the conflict with
fellow Protestants, that Lisle played his most significant part in the government. Since
late June four ambassadors from the United Provinces had been in England seeking
negotiations. Two, Beverning and Nieupoort, were Hollanders with republican
sympathies, and two others, Jongstall and Van de Perre, were Orangists. News over the
summer that the Orangist party was gaining ground throughout the provinces seems to
have prompted the council of state to propose a federation of the two states, a proposal
anathema to the Dutch since it aimed to marginalize the House of Orange. But the
death and replacement of the Orangist admiral Tromp by the republican Opdam,
signalled the rapid collapse of the Orange party over the autumn and a new willingness
in both countries to negotiate. Lisle was not named one of the fourteen Commissioners
for renewed negotiations on 29 October, since he was absent from the council all that
week, but he is recorded as meeting the Ambassadors in the council chamber on 16
November, and in conference with them as a commissioner on 18 November when
Cromwell presented the draft treaty to them. ’

The Dutch regarded the English demands as overbearing and unacceptable. In
particular they objected to article 12 requiring that the Prince of Orange, given his
‘relation to the public enemy of this state [i.e. Charles I1]’, should be explicitly
excluded from all future positions in the Provinces. For Pincus, Cromwell, described by
a contemporary as dominus factotum, which Pincus interprets as ‘only the leader of a
faction’, was compelled to insist on draconian demands to outbid his factional rivals,
the millenarian radicals in Parliament who preferred to continue the war. A rather
different view is provided by the Oxford English Dictionary’s translation of dominus
factotum as ‘one who controls everything’. It can be argued that Cromwell, in reality
the de facto ruler of the state, had no great need to appease his Fifth Monarchist
opponents in parliament, nuisance though they were. It was more the case that he and

the council, buoyed up by English naval victories, fully intended to press harsh
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demands on the Dutch in order to secure the regime and also to win popular support at
home. Lisle, in the interest of the Protestant cause, was arguably more anxious for
peace than his fellow councillors, but at the same time he too was concerned to
strengthen the survival prospects of the republic by ensuring the exclusion of the
Orangist allies of the Stuarts. On 22 and 25 November the Dutch presented their written
objections to the draft treaty in the strongest possible terms. Following meetings with
the English commissioners on 1 and 3 December, the ambassadors despaired that their
objections would be met and a treaty concluded, and so applied on 3 December for
their passports to return home. They were further disheartened by the sudden death of
Van de Perre on 5 December. It was left to Lisle, apparently regarded as the most
sympathetic of the commissioners, to act as intermediary. On the evening of Friday, 9
December he visited the Dutch deputies in their lodgings, urging them (in their words),
not to leave, but to consider that ‘“matters of such great importance, concluded in haste
with such precise detail, will be neither well ordered nor perfected’ (my translation). He
promised them that the commissioners had full power to settle all matters — an
indication that the Dutch could look for more sympathetic terms from them than from
Cromwell and the rest of the council — and that his meeting on Monday 12 December to
report to the council could provide a “final determination’.®

But the ambassadors were to be disappointed. There was no council meeting on
Monday. Instead, in a pre-arranged coup, when most of the radicals of the parliament
were absent at their prayer meeting, the moderates voted to end the parliament. Led by
the Speaker, they processed to Whitehall to hand the mace, the symbol of political
authority, over to Cromwell. There would be no peace talks with the Dutch for over a
week until a new government was constructed. It is not recorded whether Lisle was part
of the day’s proceedings, but there can be little doubt that he supported the dissolution.
Whatever his earlier enthusiasms for the radical Independency of the army, formerly
represented by ‘the preaching major’ Harrison, he seems to have had no sympathy for
Harrison’s current millenarian and Fifth Monarchist sects, perhaps particularly
disliking their demand for the continuation of war with the United Provinces. Lisle

showed no interest in the useful social reforms achieved by members of the assembly

8 TNA, SP 105/98, 44v; Pincus, Protestantism, 162; TNA, SP 105/98, 38-9, 39-40;Verbael, 237, 240;
TT, E.723[12] Mercurius Politicus, 2-9 December, 3022; Verbael, 246-7, ‘saeken van soo groote
importantie, soo in den haest ende met sulchen preciesheyt niet kosten gemanieert noghte
geperfectioneert worden’. Bodl., MS Clarendon 47, fol. 166r. paraphrases Lisle’s words as “‘great affairs
must have a slow motion’; Pincus, ibid, 161, note 40.
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and almost certainly was alienated by the radicals’ plan to abolish the tithe system.
Abolition threatened established property rights as well as the removal of the funding
necessary for an educated clergy; the radicals aimed at the replacement of the class of
professionally educated clergy with self-taught laymen. Such a prospect was
irreconcilable with the Sidney respect for learning. A list of 1654 unsurprisingly
included Lisle as one of the members of Barebone’s parliament who were ‘for the
Godly Learned Ministry and Universities’. Although the list is in part conjectural,
Lisle’s inclusion was almost certainly appropriate. He might have rejected hierarchical
Laudianism and puritanical Presbyterianism in favour of the radical preaching of army
Independents during the mid to late 1640s, but by 1653 he can be seen as identified
with the reformed Protestantism of moderate Independency, led by learned and cultured
ministers such as John Dury and Nathaniel Ingelo.®

Lisle’s selection for the Nominated Assembly is clear evidence of his reputation
for religious piety. But he seems to have stood apart from the assembly almost from the
start. Probably he was uninterested in the assembly’s concern for social reform and
also wary of radical millenarian excesses. His experience of the ‘Assembly of the
Saints’, would seem to have confirmed him in his detached attitude to parliaments.
Nevertheless, in his more congenial role as a councillor of state, he had continued to
work for the public interest and in particular, in his negotiations for the ending of the

Dutch war, the cause of international Protestantism and regime security.

2. A Councillor of State under the Protectorate of Oliver Cromwell, 1653-8

Within four days of the self-dissolution of Barebone’s Parliament, a new
government was formed with Oliver Cromwell head of state as Lord Protector. Barry
Coward has challenged the earlier view of the Protectorate as a government of
increasing conservatism and reversion to monarchical forms, arguing the case that
Cromwell’s commitment to ‘godly reformation’ continued until the end of his life. But
he sees Cromwell as attempting to reconcile two fundamentally incompatible aims: that

of implementing ‘religion and liberty’, the goals for which the Civil Wars were fought,
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while at the same time attempting to win over the support of the traditional ruling
classes. David Smith has reckoned that Cromwell’s inability to realize the
incompatibility of these aims were a major factor in his unsuccessful relations with
parliament, and hence his failure to achieve the stability of the regime. Others, such as
Chris Durston and Peter Gaunt, have enlarged on the government’s aspiration to radical
and energetic reform, in particular the achievement of a ‘godly commonwealth’. It will
be suggested below that ‘godly reform’ was not incompatible with Cromwell’s aim of
‘healing and settling’; the root of the problem was that Cromwell and military rule were
simply unacceptable to the majority of the political nation.

Sources for the inner workings of the government are even more limited than
for those of the Rump: almost no private diaries or letters from those in power survive
and only one letter of Lisle’s is extant from this period. Given the lack of
documentation, the reality of power under the new constitution has also been debated.
Peter Gaunt has argued for a council of ‘vigour and independent resolve’, and stressed
Cromwell’s public declarations on the constraints on his power under the constitution.
Worden, however, argues against taking such Cromwellian protestations at face value.
Contemporaries, he points out, commented on the weakness rather than the
independence of the council, while Cromwell himself was generally seen, both at home
and abroad, as the real “initiator and arbiter of policy’. Cromwell tended to consult with
small groups of intimates in unofficial meetings, appoint committee members at will
and take decisions on his own authority, so undermining his council’s theoretical
powers. This, it will be shown, was very much Lisle’s own experience. *°

Lisle was one of the fourteen councillors appointed by Cromwell at the outset of
his Protectorate. According to Worden, Lisle’s stance as one of the moderates in
Barebone’s Parliament had earned him Cromwell’s trust and with it, his selection, but a
personal friendship and connection between Lisle and Cromwell has been traced in this
thesis from 1645 onwards. Lisle’s aristocratic status, as throughout his career, no doubt
also helped in his nomination. Although two other members of the nobility, the earl of

Mulgrave and Nathaniel Fiennes, second son of Lord Saye, were later appointed to the
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council, Lisle was the only representative of the nobility on the council in the first
months of its existence. Not only his social position, but also his name brought much
needed credibility to the government. Milton, extolling the virtues of the new
councillors (and hence their entitlement to rule) in his Pro Populo Anglicano Defensio
Secunda, published in 1654, was to single out ‘Sidney’ for special mention, rejoicing
that this ‘illustrious name’ had ever *been on our side’. The name of Sidney perhaps
was perhaps all the more celebrated since the publication in 1652 of Fulke Greville’s
The life of the Renowned Sir Philip Sidney, with its hagiographical account of the
Elizabethan Protestant hero (‘thy necessity is yet greater than mine’). **

For Lisle, the attractions of a councillorship under the Protectorate were
numerous. Whatever the political reality proved to be, a written constitution, the
Instrument of Government, defined the new government and by law limited the powers
of the Protector. He was required to act on the advice and consent of his council, whose
members were elected for life and irremovable, except for gross misconduct.
Cromwell soon added the incentive of a salary of £1,000 a year. Parliaments were to
meet triennially, but in the intervals between parliaments the council and Protector
together were responsible for the administration of the state. The ‘rule of royal will’ in
Worden’s words, had been replaced by that of ‘conciliar government’, in an apparently
mixed constitution that was acceptable to a Commonwealthsman like Lisle, who had
taken an oath against the rule of a single person. Membership of the Protectorate
council renewed Lisle’s opportunity to emulate Sir Philip’s aspiration to the vita activa
for the public good. But it can also be suggested that, ensuring both Lisle’s
appointment and acceptance of office, was a bond of personal loyalty to Cromwell,
initiated in the 1640s and subsequently strengthened by their shared political and
religious principles: rejection of Stuart monarchy, identification with a tolerant

Independency and concern for the cause of international Protestantism. 2

1B, Worden, ‘Oliver Cromwell’, in Little, Cromwellian Protectorate, 85-6; Theophania, 299; P. Little
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Lisle’s first task as a councillor was to press ahead with the Dutch negotiations,
suspended by the collapse of the Nominated Assembly. In these negotiations Lisle,
sympathetic to the cause of peace, again played a leading role as intermediary between
the Dutch and the new government. On 21 December, without apparently consulting
the council, Cromwell nominated four commissioners to begin negotiations the
following day. According to the Dutch account, Lisle, together with Walter Strickland,
Sir Charles Wolseley and Sir Anthony Ashley Cooper, met the ambassadors on 22
December. On the following day the three Dutch deputies went “ in person’ to Lisle at
his house before 8 a.m, to hand him a copy of the draft treaty with their notes
suggesting ‘alternatives’ on which they could compromise. As the account explained,
‘we thought it right to go all three to hand the viscount Lisle our considerations in
person, and remonstrated eagerly and seriously with him about the importance of the
business and the necessity of deciding it’. They asked Lisle to warn Cromwell that they
were tired of waiting and did not intend to stay any longer. They also insisted that
Cromwell now had a complete knowledge of ‘the whole work and an absolute power to
conclude it’. Lisle sent a message back to the Dutch that afternoon: he had reported ‘as
before’ to the Lord Protector and the council, and the whole afternoon would be spent
examining their proposals. On 26 December, having discussed the Dutch responses of
23 December, the council returned a paper to them that, among other emendations,
offered to omit the objectionable exclusion article 12 from the public treaty, provided
that it was included in a secret clause. Who devised the government’s solution to the
Dutch rejection of the Orange exclusion clause is not recorded, but it was a device
potentially acceptable to Beverning and Nieupoort, the two republican deputies. The
following evening Beverning recorded a private discussion with Cromwell, Lisle,
Thurloe (secretary to the Council, but not a councillor), and Lawrence, from which all
other officials had been dismissed. At this meeting Cromwell, insisting on the
incorporation of the exclusion clause into the Treaty, suggested that the agreement of
Holland alone would be sufficient for the English.*®

At 7 a.m. on 28 December Lisle collected the formal Dutch response to the
Council replies of 26 December for delivery to the council. The paper, however,
reiterated their demand for the exclusion clause to be omitted, while also insisting on

13 CSPD, 1653-4, 308; Verbael, 260, 265, TNA, SP 105/98, 42. | am indebted to Dr Faramerz
Dabhoiwala and Dr Johanneke Sytsema for these translations from the Dutch; TNA, SP 105/98, 44v;
Verbael, 276, The Writings and Speeches of Oliver Cromwell, ed. W.C. Abbott, 4 vols (Cambridge,
Mass., 1937-47), iii, 154.
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the incorporation of article 6, the inclusion of their Danish allies, in the treaty. On the
same day the ambassadors again requested their passports to return home. Nevertheless,
negotiations continued in private over the New Year, from which, to his anger,
Jongstall was excluded. Jongstall’s fears that his colleagues were exceeding their
instructions were well founded. In the private talks between Cromwell and the
commissioners, Beverning and Nieupoort accepted the exclusion clause as a secret
clause on their authority as representatives of the province of Holland.* By 3 January,
however, with the question of the Danish inclusion still unresolved, the Dutch
ambassadors prepared to leave, having failed to end the war. The French ambassador,
Bourdeaux, reported the chill on their departure: ‘beaucoup de froideur et non pas le
moins de ressentiment du people qui estoit assemblé en grand nombre dans Withehall
pour voir la fin’. Either, the consciousness of this public demand for peace, or
persuasion from his own commissioners, must have persuaded Cromwell of the
necessity of compromise. He is not recorded as attending the council that week and
therefore not cannot have consulted his councillors on a formal basis. Another
‘expedient” was devised by which the king of Denmark would be included in the Treaty
in return for a Dutch indemnity for losses to English shipping impounded by the Danes
during the war. Cromwell’s offer, sent in haste to Gravesend where the Dutch were on
the point of departing for Holland, was accepted, and the ambassadors were able to
return home with negotiations successfully completed. On 13 January, Beverning, then
back in The Hague wrote to ‘Colonel Sidney’ (in this context, Lisle’s brother Robert) at
Leicester House, ‘if my Lord your brother will continue his good affection to us, to
whom | desire to be recommended, | pray let me have a word’. It is apparent that Lisle,
throughout the negotiations, had been a good friend and ally of Protestant, republican
Holland and had been working to secure peace with the United Provinces. *

As the two Hollanders had reckoned, although news of the secret exclusion
clause provoked dismay when known, the treaty could be presented as a fait accompli,
which the States General had little alternative but to accept. Lisle himself continued his
‘good affection” and efforts for peace when the Dutch returned for the ratification of

the Treaty at the end of February. He was present at their formal reception on 4 March
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at the Banqueting House, when their ‘entertainment was stately’, and was appointed to
entertain them that night at supper. Several days later he was nominated, again on
Cromwell’s sole authority, as one of the six commissioners for the negotiations which
began on 15 March. At this point a new difficulty emerged: the unexpectedly large size
of the indemnity — nearly £150,000 — now claimed by the commissioners. *®

It is difficult to believe that this demand did not come from Cromwell himself,
anxious to make the maximum political capital out of the treaty and prepared to use
manipulation and bullying to achieve his objectives. Responding to the ambassadors’
protests at the amount demanded, he disclaimed all responsibility, insisting that his
commissioners had ‘knowledge of everything and full power’. But he threatened that if
the demand were not conceded the treaty would be broken off, since, he claimed, most
of his councillors of state (though not, apparently, his commissioners), were inclined to
war. Unwillingly, seeing ‘how it finally stood with the disposition of his Highness and
of the lords of this council’, and desperate for peace, the ambassadors conceded the
demand. The treaty was signed on 5 April and peace proclaimed on 26 April. At the
state dinner the following day, in recognition of his role as leading intermediary in the
talks, Lisle was especially marked out for honour, placed on the high table with the
ambassadors, the president of the council, and Cromwell himself. Lisle’s contribution
to the Treaty of Westminster was perhaps the high point of his career, but it had
introduced him to the reality of power in the new government. Whatever the Instrument
of Government had prescribed, the ‘advice and consent of the Council’ were limited
constraints on a Protector who was already regarded by the Dutch as having ‘an
absolute power’ to manage affairs."’

In the following years, foreign affairs in the Protestant interest continued to be
an important concern of Lisle’s. Historians of Cromwell’s foreign policy such as
Michael Roberts, Charles Korr and Timothy Venning have stressed its pragmatic,
rather than its ideological basis. Little, on the other hand, has claimed that ‘religion was
at the very heart of all his [Cromwell’s] decisions’. As Thurloe later claimed, although
the security of the regime was undoubtedly the priority, the role of religion was almost

as important. Thurloe recorded that Cromwell asserted ‘on all occasions’ the cause and
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interest of Protestants throughout Europe and sought to become their head and
protector. Cromwell himself claimed there was no inconsistency between the ‘interest
of Christians and the interest of nations’. The rhetoric of the Protestant cause can be
seen as a valuable device both to win legitimacy for the government and to promote
national unity, but religious faith was nonetheless Cromwell’s deepest conviction and
arguably held a particular importance for Lisle too. In 1655 Peter Julius Coyet, the
envoy from Sweden, wrote that he believed that Lisle, Lambert and others of the
government had ‘pretty well no religion’ but that, nevertheless they wished ‘to appear
as men of great piety and anxious for the liberty of religion against the papists’. Given
the other evidence for Lisle’s religious commitment, Coyet’s surmise as to Lisle’s
irreligion may probably be discounted, but his observation on Lisle’s keenness to
demonstrate his enthusiasm for the Protestant cause was certainly well-founded.®

After his experience with the Dutch negotiations, however, Lisle was apparently
more hesitant about involving himself in diplomacy. There was talk in March of his
appointment as ambassador to France, although, in the event, none was appointed till
1656. Instead, on 14 April as the Dutch war was drawing to a close and Cromwell was
considering the attractions of a future war with France or Spain, Lisle was nominated as
a commissioner for talks with Bourdeaux, the French ambassador, with a view to
forming an alliance with France. But no commissioners turned up as required that
evening, and four days later Lisle, being ‘out of town’, was replaced by Sydenham. A
conversation of 4 May between Beverning and Bourdeaux offered some explanation for
Lisle’s absence. Beverning warned his French colleague, that he had had a discourse “in
great confidence from one of the ‘ministers’ of the council’, that Cromwell, confident
in his strength at sea, was in no hurry to conclude a treaty with France and that the
minister had excused himself from the commission, not wishing to be involved in an
affair which would not succeed (‘mesler d’une affaire pour n’y pas réussir’).
Bourdeaux recognized the minister as ‘le fils de Mr Le Comte de Leicester’, since Lisle
had indicated to him that he was withdrawing from the talks on the pretext of a

malady. ™
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But there could have been another factor in Lisle’s opting out of talks with the
French ambassador: his links with the aristocratic Huguenot opposition. Lisle, it
appears, had a long-standing connection with Jean-Baptiste Stouppe, formerly tutor to
the eminent Huguenot Montbrun family (who most probably had become acquainted
with the Sidneys during the earl’s embassy in Paris in the 1630s). Since 1652 Stouppe
had been minister of the French Protestant congregation in London. In 1653 Lisle had
proposed that Stouppe should travel abroad, almost certainly to make contacts with
dissident Huguenots in order to investigate the possibility of a rebellion. Stouppe’s
consistory in London did not wish to forbid him, “in view of the respect and deference
we owe so important an individual [Lisle]’, but it seems he did not go that year. He
went, however, early the following year and was then acting in cooperation with Lisle:
mention is made on 18 April of a letter from a friend of Stouppe’s to be given to ‘le
milord Laile’ by the marquis de Montpouillon (son of the Duc de la Force, an opponent
of Mazarin’s), then planning to travel to England to arrange a secret meeting with
Cromwell. The hope of the aristocratic Huguenots was that Cromwell, with the help of
Spain, would back an uprising assisted by the leader of the opposition, the Prince of
Condé, to improve the lot of the Protector’s co-religionists in France. Lisle, who
subsequently requested the council to pay Stouppe £200 “for his dangers and charges in
his journey to France in the state’s service’, was upholding the Sidney commitment to
the cause of international Protestantism. But this required a realpolitik alliance with
Spain, not France, and might explain his unwillingness to act as a commissioner for
talks with Bourdeaux.?

In the event there was to be no English intervention in France on behalf of the
Huguenots since, in early July, with the majority of the Huguenots preferring a peaceful
settlement, Stouppe reported on the unlikelihood of a rising. Cromwell, keen to use the
large navy built up during the Dutch wars, not least because of his inability to pay it
off, now determined to attack the Spanish possessions in the West Indies. Although
Lambert is known to have argued energetically against the advisability of a war with

Spain, the attitude of the other councillors, including Lisle, is obscure. One hearsay
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account recorded that Cromwell insisted on the war ‘against the desire and consent of
the whole council’. Thurloe, on the other hand, later claimed that the majority of the
councillors had approved the policy, stating that Cromwell’s chief consideration was to
make war on the king of Spain and the House of Austria, the “head and protector of the
papists’.

Lisle certainly attended the two council meetings in late April, when the options
of war with France or Spain were discussed, as well as the meeting of 20 July, when the
crucial debate took place.”* Pincus has contrasted the Elizabethan policy of war in
Europe and harassment of Spain in its colonies with the Cromwellian concentration on
war in the Caribbean, but it is difficult to believe that, following family tradition and
influenced by current propaganda, Lisle would not have favoured war with Spain and
an activist Protestant foreign policy in the New World. In February the previous year,
he had reported from a committee on a petition from Rhode Island (in all probability
requesting reunion with the colony of Providence from which it had recently seceded).
This interest in colonial development echoed that of Sir Philip’s in overseas
exploration. It is perhaps suggestive of Lisle’s support for the Western Design that in
August he was nominated to the committee to pay the arrears of Colonel Venables,
chosen to lead the expedition to capture the Spanish island of Hispaniola and provided
with £30,000 for his forces. Although the attempt on Hispaniola proved a humiliating
failure, Jamaica was seized instead and became a new focus of enthusiasm as Cromwell
and his council regained their confidence. In September 1655, Lisle was nominated to a
committee for its development. In mid October 1655, when the council formally issued
a declaration of war on Spain, Lisle was placed on the committee to report on the
embargo of Spanish goods in preparation for the coming war. 2

In early 1657, after the naval campaign against Spain had failed to achieve
decisive results, Lisle was involved in the preparations for Cromwell’s new front in the
war with Spain: the campaign to capture the Flanders ports of Mardyke, Dunkirk and

Gravelines following the conclusion of an Anglo-French offensive treaty. According to

L TSP, ii, 262, 447; Roberts, Swedish Diplomats, 14, note 2, TSP, i, 761; Somers Tracts, vi, 330; CSPD,
1654, xxxvii, xI.

?2'S. Pincus, ‘England and the World in the 1650s’, in J. Morrill, (ed.), Revolution and Restoration:
England in the 1650s (1992), 141; TNA, SP 25/75, 112, 124; CSPD, 1654, 338, 357; Duncan-Jones, Sir
Philip, 273; Venning, Cromwellian, 107; CSPD, 1655, 65, 330. For the work referred to this committee,
Calendar of State Papers, Colonial, 1574-1660, 428, 429, 430, 431 434, onwards; CPSD, 1655, 394; in
March, 1655 Lisle had already become member of a standing committee for foreign plantations, CPSD,
1655, 65; CSPD, 1655-6, 12.

148



Thurloe, Cromwell’s alliances were principally designed to deprive Charles Il of
foreign support in order to ensure the security of the regime. The aim of the Anglo-
French alliance was to prevent France from making a separate peace with Spain which
might threaten England, while Cromwell also hoped to gain a base on the continent in
order to forestall invasion. But Thurloe also claimed this as a Protestant interest since
the possession of Dunkirk gave Cromwell, now considered the “patron and protector of
Protestant religion’, a base from which to liberate his co-religionists from Spanish
persecution in Flanders and to secure the better treatment of French Huguenots. Lisle’s
view of the plan is unrecorded; Bourdeaux claimed that most of Cromwell’s councillors
disapproved of the conquest on the grounds of cost. As with the Western Design,
however, Lisle’s involvement in the administration of the campaign is suggestive of his
support. On 5 May 1657 he was nominated for the committee responsible for providing
equipment and directions for the six regiments assembling at Dover and on 16 July he
was placed on the committee to examine accounts of provisions and to consider money
supplies for the expedition. On 19 January, after the capture of Mardyke, he was
nominated for another committee responsible for provisioning and supplying money to
the new garrison there. A reference to the ‘Mardyke committee’ in April apparently
refers to this committee and suggests that it had the character of a standing committee.
The capture of first Mardyke and then, in June 1658, of Dunkirk, England’s first
acquisition of continental territory since the early Tudors, was a major propaganda
boost for the government. For Lisle, the campaign must have resonated more
personally than the Hispaniola campaign; it evoked his family’s military record fighting
Spain in the Low Countries in the Protestant cause.”

But if, as argued, Lisle had come to support war with Spain, he had been less
ready to treat for a French alliance. In early 1654, as shown above, he had opted out of
talks for a French alliance, nor was he ever recorded as a commissioner for subsequent
negotiations. In early May 1655 he would have been outraged by the news of atrocities
against Protestants in the Vaudois, for which the French government was partially
blamed. As with all his colleagues, he joined the council committee for the Protestants
in Piedmont organising a relief fund. Only towards the end of 1655, did he become
involved in the final stages of the treaty. Perhaps by then he had been won over by

promises of better treatment of the Huguenots, as well as the security advantages
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offered by the treaty. Although not a signatory to its main articles signed in October, he
was one of the three commissioners who, on 2 November, signed the treaty’s secret
articles requiring the French government to expel named Stuarts and royalists.**

Other brief references connect him with French diplomacy. Henry Neville’s
satire, A Game of Pickquet, written in 1655, warned that if Lisle went to France, he
would be ‘over-reacht by Mazarin’, suggesting there was still talk of Lisle as
ambassador in Paris. Two years later, Thomas Tanner’s work on French politics was
dedicated to Lisle, ‘a great authority to any intelligence of this nature (especially
France)’. All the same, there is no evidence that he was involved in the negotiations for
the offensive Anglo-French alliance of early 1657. Later that year, having presented
papers from the newly arrived Portuguese ambassador, he was appointed a
commissioner to negotiate with him. Though the ambassador’s brief was to discuss
financial claims outstanding from a treaty of 1654, his secret instructions were to
negotiate a general offensive and defensive alliance, comprising England, France,
Sweden and Portugal against Spain. Nothing more, however, was heard of the project,
chiefly because of Mazarin’s approaches to Spain for a general peace.”

If religious sympathies constrained Lisle’s attitude to relations with France, he
was able to show greater enthusiasm for good relations with Protestant Sweden. In
1655 two envoys were sent to England from the new king, Charles X, who was anxious
to build up alliances and forces for his expansionist policy in the Baltic. Coyet, who
arrived first, thought it expedient to visit Lisle “at his estate at Richmond’ describing
him as ‘one of the Lord Protector’s council and well-affected to the Crown of Sweden’,
in order to take soundings as to Cromwell’s interests and to see how best to expedite
talks. In spite of the prohibition on the communication of servants of the state with
foreign powers, Coyet arranged with one of Lisle’s close friends that ‘he should make
no difficulty about my visiting him’. At their meeting Lisle assured Coyet of his
country’s “‘great disposition’ in favour of Charles X and the particular regard (as heir to
the Protestant hero Gustavus Adolphus) in which he was held. Lisle also indicated that

the Swedish king might be able to recruit soldiers from Scotland for his forthcoming
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campaign and promised he would do all in his power to assist him. Nominated a
commissioner to deal with Coyet’s colleague, Christer Bonde, Lisle, however, failed to
attend the first meeting on 15 August on the grounds of illness, though he attended a
subsequent meeting on 5 December. By then, Cromwell had set up a second committee
to conduct negotiations for a formal alliance, and to add to the confusion the following
month announced that he himself would be conducting negotiations in secret with
Bonde. On 28 January Lisle was replaced by Fiennes on the first committee, by then
concerned with commercial questions. Whatever Lisle’s Protestant sympathies with the
heir to Gustavus Adolphus he, like Cromwell, had perhaps come to realize the
complexities of a Northern Design: alliance with Sweden might threaten relations with
the United Provinces, whose own interests in Baltic trade ranged them against Swedish
expansionism and threatened to impel the Dutch into an alliance with Spain.?®

Perhaps Lisle failed to take part in subsequent talks with the Swedish
representatives because of his greater sympathies with the Dutch republic. Following
the Treaty of Westminster he sat on a number of ad hoc committees (set up on 11
January and 5 June 1655, 4 March, 24 June and 25 November 1656, and 26 May 1657),
to deal with Dutch complaints of English harassment of their shipping in the interests
of maintaining good relations. On 6 March 1656 he was placed on a committee for the
regulation of trade between the two countries established at the request of Nieupoort.
At the end of 1657, Hyde was informed from Breda that there was talk that Lisle would
shortly arrive as ambassador to the States — some indication of his continuing
sympathies with the Protestant, republican Dutch. ¥’

Not only in foreign affairs, but also in domestic matters, Lisle’s conciliar
activities during the Interregnum reveal his commitment to reformed Protestantism and
the ‘godly reformation’ of the Protectorate. Although Coward has argued for the
incompatibility between this policy and Cromwell’s hope for reconciliation with the
traditional ruling classes, many of the *godly’ reforms were in line with long-standing
efforts to raise religious and moral standards, and so could have been expected to
appeal to a wider section of the political nation. As with Cromwell’s Protestant foreign
policy, attempts at such reforms helped provide legitimation for the regime. In March
1654 Lisle was added to the committee for the trial of public preachers and lecturers
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and in August he was appointed one of the commissioners to eject scandalous and
ignorant ministers in Kent, Surrey and South Wales; he was nominated for later
conciliar committees designed to raise the standard of the clergy. On 4 October 1655
Lisle was one of those nominated to report on Lambert’s paper on additional
instructions for the newly appointed major-generals; this included further
responsibilities for the major-generals to implement ‘godly reformation’ in their
localities. The report was accepted four days later. In April 1656 he was nominated to a
committee to investigate violence against immigrant communities of ‘poor Protestant
strangers’ in the north and east, and he was also nominated for a committee considering
the propagation of the gospel in the Commonwealth’s plantations. As a demonstration
of his rejection of surviving popish festivals, he unfailingly attended meetings of the
council of state on Christmas Day. Out of all his fellow Protectoral councillors, he
seems to have had closest personal ties with the pious Sir Charles Wolseley. 2

Another indication of Lisle’s religious sympathies is shown by his membership
of the committee for the legal readmission of the Jews to England in late 1655. David
Katz has narrated the increasingly sympathetic approach to Judaism and Jewry in the
early seventeenth century England from academics such as the irenic John Dury and the
Independent Peter Sterry, both connections of Lisle’s. Cromwell himself was drawn to
the policy of readmission. No doubt his aspiration for the conversion of the Jews gave
him a religious motive, but it was mixed with a charitable compassion for a persecuted
minority and with more mundane considerations of financial gain and possible access
to new sources of foreign intelligence. Lisle himself seems to have shared his views; in
November 1654 he was nominated for a committee to consider an application for
citizenship from Manuel Martinez Dormido, a Jew originally from Spain, but one of a
handful of Jews living inconspicuously in London. Although the committee failed to
respond positively, the following year Cromwell determined to press the matter. On 14
November, after the presentation of a petition from Menasseh ben Israel, a rabbi of
Amsterdam, asking for citizenship and freedom of worship ‘on behalf of the Hebrew
nation’, Lisle, Wolseley, Lawrence and Pickering were, by Cromwell’s special order,
appointed as a sub-committee of four from a larger council committee of seven (the
others being Rous, Lambert and Sydenham), set up to consider the petition. The task of
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the sub-committee was to draw up a list of clergy, lawyers and merchants who would
discuss the proposals with the full committee. The list containing some twenty-eight
names was presented on 15 November and the following day those named were
notified to attend the council committee at Whitehall on 4 December to discuss the
petition. %

Cromwell clearly intended a public relations exercise which would win backing
from a carefully-selected group in order to legitimize a radical innovation in national
life. But the Whitehall Conference proved counter-productive. The atmosphere at two
closed meetings held on 4 and 7 December was apparently unfavourable, since an
additional three committed Independent supporters of the project, Peter Sterry, Hugh
Peter and a Mr Bulkeley ‘of Eton” were hastily drafted into a third and public meeting
on 12 December. On 18 December, in spite of an impassioned speech by Cromwell, the
meeting failed to reach agreement, thanks not least to the impact of a vitriolic pamphlet
published by Prynne. The equivocal report which Lisle’s committee produced, reflected
its members’ divergent opinions but also the public opposition. ‘As to point of
conscience we judge lawfull for the magistrate to admit’, but the report also stated that
until certain ‘material and weighty considerations ... be provided for [e.g. a prohibition
on Jews holding office], we cannot but in conscience suspend our resolution in this
matter’. Cromwell allowed the matter to drop in public, but went ahead ‘by
connivance’. From the evidence of a petition from seven ‘Hebrews’ of the city of
London dated 24 March 1656, he had by then given them verbal assurance of
protection in their ‘private devotions’. His referral to the Council of the petition, which
requested written confirmation of the privilege, indicates that he expected their
compliance. Lisle’s sub-committee had failed to ensure public acceptance of
readmission and a refuge for Menasseh ben Israel, as Cromwell had hoped, but the
legality of readmission had been stated and the tiny Jewish community in London given
some protection, at least while Cromwell lived. Lisle’s nomination for the sub-
committee ‘by the special order’ of Cromwell himself, strongly suggests his sympathy

with Cromwell’s policy as advocated by leading Independents; the outcome of the
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affair yet again shows Cromwell’s determination to achieve his aims by one means or
another.*

In all, Lisle was nominated for some 328 committees during the four and a half
years of Oliver Cromwell’s Protectorate. These nominations, as under the Rump,
reflected his willingness to accept committee nominations and provide clues to his
interests already evident, although, as noted earlier, they do not document his
committee attendance. By March 1654, as during the period 1649-52, he was recorded
as a member of the committee for the ‘business of Ireland’, which presumably was
acting as a standing committee. For some unknown reason (perhaps illness) he was
absent from the council for seven weeks in May and June 1654 when the membership
of the standing committees was allocated. Nevertheless he was recorded as a member
of the standing committee for the affairs of Ireland in December 1655 and a month later
that for Scottish affairs. In April 1658 the two committees re-established after
Cromwell’s second investiture as Protector were ordered to meet ‘constantly’ on
Wednesday afternoons and Friday mornings.®* As earlier, Lisle was also involved in
army concerns. He was named for committees to consider the pay of the forces in
January 1655, the new county militia of the major-generals (twice) in January and
February 1656 and for committees on the navy. He was nominated for three
committees concerned with the assessment, the tax which supported the army, in 1655,
1656 and 1657. ** In addition he was involved in the more general issue of money
supplies. In July 1657 he became a member of two committees, the one on the “‘public
faith’, the government’s obligations to its creditors, the other on ‘the whole affair of
public money’, the government’s expenditure. As the financial situation grew
increasingly desperate, in April 1658 he was placed on a committee to find £2,719 to
pay the country’s ambassadors. On the morning of 27 July the financial situation was

so bad that he and three others were deputed to consider the names of anyone who
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might lend the government £6,000 for the immediate needs of the newly captured
Dunkirk. *

During the Protectorate, as during the Rump, Lisle’s membership of committees
suggests his very real concern for the security of the regime at home. In March 1655,
on the collapse of Penruddock’s rising, the one organised if ineffectual challenge to the
government, Lisle was nominated for the committee ‘to consider the whole business of
the trials of the rebels’. His involvement in the committee discussing Lambert’s
additional instructions for the major-generals led to further security demands for them
to implement. A petition from the inhabitants of Salisbury in February 1656 (the centre
of Penruddock’s rising the previous year) that ‘godliness may be encouraged and good
government established’, resulted in the establishment of a committee, including Lisle,
to consider its charter. A week later the same committee was ordered to consider more
general business ‘concerning the renewing of charters’. Based on the rule of the major-
generals, the government began to implement a policy of remodelling municipal
corporations to entrench the power of its local allies. Though membership of the
committee for charters fluctuated, Lisle was still involved in its work at least until late
1657. In April 1658, along with the majority of his colleagues, he was one of a
committee to consider the date and place of a High Court of Justice set up to try the
most recent rebels; the following month he was on the committee to arrange the
management of the trials. The subsequent execution of the accused, Dr Hewitt and Sir
Henry Slingsby, which outraged royalist opinion, reflected the government’s
continuing sense of insecurity. **

The overwhelming majority of Lisle’s committees, however, were of a less
high-profile political nature and concerned with routine administration. They covered a
wide range of topics, from one on ‘the whole business of transporting horses out of this
nation’, to another on the repair of Weymouth harbour. A few may have been
particularly congenial: in 1656 Lisle was nominated to a committee for the setting up of
a college in Durham and in 1657 to another for the establishment of a music college
(musicians having lost employment with the abolition of cathedral choirs). But the
majority of committees must have been of no personal concern to Lisle. Some hundred

of his committees were set up to deal with private petitions from individuals. A few,

%% CSPD, 1657-8, 32-3; 1657-8, 370; 1658-9, 102.
% CPSD, 1655, 89; 1655, 370, 373-4, Durston, Cromwell’s Major-Generals, 26; CSPD, 1655-6, 195,
1657-8, 169, Durston, Major-Generals, 88-91; CSPD 1657-8, 381, 1658-9, 53.
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such as those from the earl of Northumberland and Sir John Temple, were from
connections whom he would wish to oblige.*> Several indicate Lisle’s interest in
entrepreneurial development: for instance, the petitions from Sir Cornelius Vermuyden
for the draining of Sedgemoor, from John Potter for a patent for his pumping engine for
the drainage of mines, and from John Taylor for a patent for ‘the better making of white
salt’. But the great majority were from strangers. Some forty or so other committees to
which he was nominated, were prompted by petitions from groups, a handful of them
from merchant groups. His membership of the committee on a petition from ‘several
companies of the City of London’, for instance, may suggest an interest in cultivating
good relations with the City. As a shareholder, he certainly had a vested interest in the
committee set up on a petition from the East India Company. So numerous were the
petitions — some 600 had been listed by 1656 — that a committee was set up in March
1655 ‘to peruse and report’ on them and in September Lisle joined the committee to
help speed the work. In November this was constituted a standing committee and
ordered to meet every Thursday afternoon.*®

The evidence of Lisle’s committee nominations not only indicates his political,
religious and private concerns, but also his willingness to undertake tasks in the general
public interest. It is also a reminder of the sheer weight of administrative, as well as
executive responsibility that was placed on the councillors of the Protectorate. As
Worden points out, if the burden of government had been substantial before the Civil
Wars, it had been made enormous by the problems bequeathed by them. Councillors,
he remarks, were there to work. Peter Gaunt has recently examined the Ordinances
produced by the council in the nine months before the sitting of the first Protectorate
parliament, pointing out that they comfortably exceeded the rate at which most
seventeenth-century parliaments produced legislation. As Bonde noted in 1655,
admittedly in a tense time, “His highness is so extremely busy with his council ... that
neither he nor they give themselves time to eat, but are meeting every day’. By March

1658 the Venetian ambassador famously reported that the council was meeting ‘without

¥ TNA, SP, 25/76, 531, CSPD, 1658-9, 27; CSPD, 1655-6, 213, 1656-7, 285; CSPD, 1654, 72, 168,
1656-7, 236. On a number of occasions Lisle also requested passes for relatives, e.g. his brother-in-law,
Lord Cranborne, TNA, SP 25/77, 818, and even the agent of his royalist uncle Henry Percy, CSPD,
1658-9, 115.

% See HMC De L’Isle, vi, 464, CSPD, 1655, 302, 1655-6, 202, 329; TNA, SP 25/76, 112, SP 25/75,
688; CSPD, 1655, 106, 352, 1655-6, 148-154, 1655-6, 2.
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intermission and every hour of the day’, (although significantly, there is little indication
of this in the official record). ¥’

Lisle’s nominations, more numerous in the State Papers than in the printed
Calendars (but that was also the case for his colleagues), do not, however, show his
rate of attendance at the committees. For the less important, ad hoc committees perhaps
six councillors would typically be named for a particular committee; business would
then be handed over to any two or three of them. Most councillors, therefore, did not sit
on the majority of the ad hoc committees they were nominated to. The only evidence
of attendance in the Protectorate comes from the council minutes listing those present.
The table of attendances of the councils of state in the Calendars of State Papers
Domestic, shows that out of 779 sessions for the period of Oliver’s Protectorate,
Lawrence, the president of the council, attended 767 times, Strickland 669, Philip Jones
629, Sydenham 548, Wolseley 533, and Lisle 525 times. From these it appears that out
of sixteen colleagues Lisle was the sixth most frequent attender at the council during
Oliver’s Protectorate. From the frequency of references to Councillors’ committee
work printed in the Calendars, a roughly similar pattern emerges. Philip Jones appears
743 times, Strickland 668, Sydenham 547, Desborough 498, Lambert 446, Wolseley
439 and Lisle 325 times, making Lisle the councillor with the seventh most numerous
entries.*®

The latter gap, however, between Lisle and the most active councillors is more
marked than that in the council attendance lists. It can be concluded, as for his career
under the Rump, that Lisle was conscientious enough in his attendance, but he was not
one of the workhorses of the Protectorate administration. There were three of these:
Jones, Strickland and Sydenham. Indeed, Lisle’s attendance record looks still less
impressive when it is considered that some, though not all, of the lower scoring
councillors, for instance, Desborough (with 415 attendances) and Montagu (with 331),
were also involved in non-conciliar roles, Desborough for a time as major-general in
the west country and Montagu from 1656 onwards as a general of the fleet. Lisle,
significantly, was the only councillor who was not elected to either of Oliver’s
Protectorate parliaments. Perhaps this reflected his earlier detachment from
parliamentary affairs, but it could also reflect Lisle’s apprehension of likely conflict

3" \Worden, in Little, Cromwellian Protectorate, 87; Gaunt, ‘The Protectoral Ordinances’ 117; Roberts,
Swedish Diplomats, 303; CSPV, 1657-9, 173.

% CSPD, 1653-4, 1655, 1655-6, 1656-7, 1657-8, 1658-9; figures taken from the CPSD indexes. NB.
Lawrence, as president of the council, did not sit on committees.
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with these parliaments. Whatever the reason, his absence represented a failure to join
his fellow-councillors in supporting the government.

All the same, he must have been regarded with some respect and trust by his
colleagues. On twenty-four occasions from August 1655 to August 1658 he was
selected by his fellow councillors as temporary president of the council in the
Lawrence’s absence. Worden suggests that Lisle and the earl of Mulgrave tended to be
chosen as acting presidents due to their social rank or distance from factional fighting.
In fact, Mulgrave took the chair only once, and in Lisle’s absence; on fourteen other
occasions Lisle was in the chair with Mulgrave present. Fiennes was the other choice as
deputy for Lawrence, but he took the chair on only four occasions. Lisle’s selection for
the presidency would seem therefore have been determined, not by social rank but
rather by his colleagues’ recognition of his competence. His activity as a councillor
may have been only average but, given the huge demands on the council, conciliar
service nevertheless represented a heavy burden, of which he took a fair share.*

The side he might have taken in the factional divisions of the council, reckoned
to have become divided between the civilian and military councillors is, however,
indiscernible. Worden writes of his ‘distance from factional fighting’ and of his *semi-
detachment’ from the regime. Burnet later described Lisle’s attempt to discredit the
civilian Thurloe, ‘whom he hated’, over the Sindercombe plot. Such hatred, however,
perhaps reflected Lisle’s personal resentment of an all-powerful secretary who
controlled access to the Protector and the intelligence networks of the government.
Remembering his own army career, Lisle may well have identified with the army
councillors and favoured Lambert’s scheme for the rule of major-generals. He sat on
several committees connected with the rule of the major-generals. On the other hand,
these included the 1656 committee to consider petitions for exemptions from their
proceedings. Durston indicates that the committee was so generous in allowing
exemptions that it significantly reduced the major-generals’ income and effectiveness.
Perhaps this was Lisle’s intention. Nevertheless, two days before the second
Protectorate parliament was expected to defeat Desborough’s Militia bill in 1657,
thereby removing the funding for the major-generals, Lisle was nominated for a
committee to ‘consider a supply of money for the new militia forces’. This would seem

to represent an attempt to find an alternative source of supply for the major-generals

% For Desborough and Montagu, ODNB; TT, E.230[17], Severall Proceedings, 13-20 July, 1654, 3980-
4; Worden in Little, Cromwellian Protectorate, 86, note 12;

158



and thus to ensure the perpetuation of military rule. If Lisle was a supporter of the
major-generals’ work for ‘godly reformation’, he may equally have valued the army’s
contribution to the security of the government. *°

Over the most important political issue of the Protectorate, the offer of the
crown to Cromwell in 1657, Lisle was again perhaps on the side of the army
councillors. The possibility of Cromwell taking the crown had been raised in the first
Protectorate parliament, but following the opening of the second Protectorate
parliament in September 1656, gentry resentment at the rule of the major-generals had
made them more receptive to the restoration of traditional forms of government. The
demand for “settlement” was led by the regime’s civilian elite, anxious to entrench the
government’s authority on a traditional legal basis and to provide for the succession. In
February 1657, Sir Christopher Pack’s remonstrance was the first formal request to
Cromwell to abandon the Instrument of Government and to return to a fully
monarchical constitution. Subsequent speeches in parliament revealed marked factional
division amongst the councillors. The army councillors, and some others, argued
forcefully against the proposals, the civilian councillors, and many others, argued in
favour. Lisle’s name was not included in a list sent to Henry Cromwell in Ireland from
Anthony Morgan, his trusted lobbyist in London, of those Councillors “highly for it’,
namely, Lawrence, Jones, Mountagu, Wolseley, Fiennes, Skippon and Thurloe. But nor
did Morgan mention him by name among the councillors opposing the kingship
proposal, namely Desborough, Sydenham, the Lord Deputy [Fleetwood], Strickland
and Pickering, although he added that ‘some others of the Council are against it’. Since
there were only four other members of the council left unidentified — Lisle, Lambert,
Rous and Mulgrave — it seems quite possible that Lisle was one of those also opposing
the change.**

But it could also have been the case that Lisle was torn between two unwelcome
options and unwilling to commit himself to either. The narrative of events has generally
portrayed a Cromwell initially undecided about the kingship offer, gradually persuaded
over the following months, and only dissuaded in early May by the threat of resignation
from Desborough and Fleetwood. Woolrych suggests that Cromwell was attracted by
the constitutional package offered by the Humble Petition and Advice, which planned,

“0Worden, Little, Cromwellian Protectorate, 86, note 12; Burnet, A Supplement, 238-9 ; CPSD, 1655-6,
89, Durston, Cromwell’s Major-generals, 108-111; CSPD, 1656-7, 256.

*! The Correspondence of Henry Cromwell, 1655-1659, ed. P. Gaunt, Camden fifth series, xxxi
(Cambridge, 2007), 205.
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among other reforms, to revive an upper House of Lords, now to be nominated by the
Protector. If Cromwell delayed his response to parliament, it was, according to
Woolrych to give him time to win parliament’s agreement to the acceptance of the
package as a whole — which he wanted — but without the kingship title, which he did
not want and never intended to accept. But Patrick Little has recently offered evidence
for an alternative scenario. He argues that the kingship proposal was in fact driven by
Thurloe with the tacit support of Cromwell, the latter now in favour of the title. By 3
April, however, Cromwell had turned against the idea, not so much because of the
opposition of the army’s leaders but because of the verdict of his own conscience.
Little’s version of events provides a possible explanation for Lisle’s reticence on the
issue. Given his years of opposition to Stuart monarchy and his acceptance of a
republican constitution after the regicide, Lisle seems most likely to have opposed the
return of a monarchy on principle and to have been in agreement with the army on this
issue. On the other hand, he had personal ties of loyalty to Cromwell and was quite
possibly loathe to challenge Cromwell’s private wishes in the matter. To other aspects
of the Humble Petition and Advice, Lisle apparently had no objection. He supported the
revival of a second chamber and proved willing enough to be nominated a Lord of
Cromwell’s “other house’, which was, in Thurloe’s words, designed to be a ‘security
and bulwark’ of the protectoral interest against an unreliable lower house. **

In the event, Cromwell’s final refusal of the crown on 8 May solved Lisle’s
dilemma. The title of king having been rejected, he was able to continue his
commitment to the Protectorate and its revised constitution without difficulty. On 26
June 1657, Lisle played a prominent role in Cromwell’s second, and more splendid,
investiture as Protector in Westminster Hall. In the presence of members of parliament,
ambassadors, officers of state, judges, alderman of the City, and Cromwell’s family, the
Protector was invested with the regal symbols of sword, sceptre and robe of purple. On
Cromwell’s right, representing the nobility, stood the earl of Warwick, holding the
sword of state and on his left, representing the City, the Mayor of London with a drawn
sword. A few steps below Warwick, stood Lisle and Edward Montagu (nephew of the
first earl of Manchester), with drawn swords, two more representatives of the nobility,
and on the left, also with a drawn sword and representing the law, Bulstrode

Whitelocke. The ceremony over, Lisle, Montagu and Whitelocke, still with their drawn

*2 Woolrych, Britain, 655-60; Little, Oliver Cromwell, 232-6.
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swords, sat on either side of Cromwell on the journey back to Whitehall in the coach of
state.®

Lisle was among the nine who were sworn in as councillors in the following
month, at the first meeting of the new council, now the privy council. On the opening
of Cromwell’s ‘Other House’ at the second session of the second Protectorate
Parliament in January 1658, Lisle took his seat as one of Cromwell’s newly created
Lords. He attended all fourteen sessions of parliament in the ‘Other House’ until the
premature dismissal of the parliament the following month. He was even nominated for
the House’s committee of privileges, a notable contrast to his lack of activity in
previous parliaments. During the last year of Cromwell’s rule, he was more assiduous
than ever in attending councils. If, during the first year of the Protectorate (from
December 1653 to December 1654), he had attended some 117 of the 227 sessions of
the council, an attendance of 51.5 per cent, ranking him tenth out of sixteen (excluding
Lawrence) for attendance, in 1658, the final year of Cromwell’s life, he attended 56 of
the 64 council sessions, an attendance of 87 per cent, which ranked third for attendance.
The decline in the number of councils, however, is an indication that policy decisions
were being taken elsewhere. Nevertheless, in August, the last month of Oliver’s
Protectorate, he attended all nine sessions of the council. As the Protectorate faced
multiple crises of bankruptcy, unpopularity, subversion and the failing health of its
head, it seems his commitment to the regime, founded on personal loyalty to Cromwell,
shared religious ideals, and anxiety for the survival of the government, merely
intensified. **

Lisle was not one of the three most significant figures of the Protectorate (after
Cromwell himself). These were Lambert (until his resignation over Cromwell’s
acceptance of the Humble Petition and Advice), Desborough and Fleetwood. Nor,
apparently, was he one of Cromwell’s inner circle of friends and advisors, Thurloe,
Broghill, Wolseley and Whitelocke, invited by Cromwell to private social gatherings in
the last years of the Protectorate, when he ‘laid aside his greatness’. Yet Lisle’s relation
to the government was far closer than the ‘semi-detachment’ observed by Worden. His
loyalty to Cromwell remained constant. The one letter of his that survives from this
period written probably in June 1656, reveals his fury with his family at a *public

* TT, E.505[1], Mercurius Politics, 25 June-2 July, 7881-4.
* CSPD, 1657-8, 26; HMC, House of Lords Manuscripts, 15 vols, new series (1887-1977), iv,
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affront” to Cromwell at Leicester House ‘which doth much entertain the town’. It
appears that Algernon, then occupying Leicester House had put on a play there with
himself as ‘chief actor’. Whatever the play, later claimed (without any evidence) to
have been Julius Caesar with Algernon playing Brutus, it had apparently become the
talk of London for what must have been a scurrilous take-off of Cromwell by Algernon.
It would have been better, wrote Lisle to his father in Penshurst, to have done a
‘seasonable courtesy to my Lord Protector’ rather than to have had such a play acted
there.*

The letter also indicated another vital element of Lisle’s office-holding: his wish
to be known for his detachment from self-serving private interests in favour of the
public good. He stressed, obviously in rebuttal of a charge from his father, that he
himself had received no favours from Cromwell, beyond the office of Custos
Rotulorum in Kent. And this, he wrote, he had requested Cromwell to give to his father
instead, although Cromwell had not done so; he added, in a uniquely revealing cri de
coeur, that it was his ‘most constant sorrow that your lordship never fails of an
opportunity of reproach to me’. Lisle’s aspiration for virtue was more publicly
celebrated in 1656 by James Howell, who had accompanied Leicester and Lisle on the
1632 embassy to Denmark. In the forward to his book on the reception of foreign
ambassadors, which was dedicated to Lisle, he praised in Lisle, ‘the true Sidneyan soul,
which by a peculiar noble genius is observed to be extraordinarily inclined to the theory
and speculative part of virtue as well as the practical’. The following year Thomas
Tanner reminded Lisle of his position as ‘heir’ to the perfections of the “‘glorious name
of Sir Philip Sidney’ and his status as of a ‘higher quality to adorn them®.*

As Oliver’s Protectorate came to an end, Lisle was active in ensuring the
smooth transition of power to his son, Richard. On 2 September, as Oliver’s condition
worsened on the day before his death, Lisle had attended a council with a full agenda.
He was not present at the council meeting the next day, but following Cromwell’s death
around 4 p.m. and the reassembling of the council, Lisle was one of the councillors
signing the proclamation declaring Richard Protector some four hours later. Jonathan
Fitzgibbon has recently provided new insights into the events of that evening.
Examining the discrepancies in the accounts of Richard’s nomination, he has argued

*> HMC De L’Isle, vi, 499; the affront would surely have been much greater if, allowing the play were
Julius Caesar, Algernon had played Caesar, rather than Brutus.
*® HMC De L’Isle, vi, 499; Howell, Finetti, preface; Tanner, Entrance, preface.
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convincingly that Cromwell had, in fact, failed to nominate his successor as required by
the Humble Petition and Advice. It was left to the 