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            NOTE ON DATES, NAMES AND

CURRENCIES

         

         England in the 17th century followed the Old Style, Julian, calendar, whilst the New Style, Gregorian, calendar, which England did not adopt until the middle of the 18th century, was used on the European continent. This book follows the New Style throughout, except where the context makes the difference significant, when both styles are given.

         
             

         

         Place names present a little difficulty – the Meuse in Belgium becomes the Maas when it flows into the Dutch Republic, and so forth. To arrive at some consistency, therefore, modern German practice has been adopted, which readers will hopefully not find difficult to follow; though we have retained the English version of ‘Rhine’. Leyden is given rather than the modern spelling of Leiden, since that was how it was spelt in the 17th century. Names of people are very variously spelt in the sources, and we have tried to make them consistent throughout.

         
             

         

         Like all exchange rates the Dutch guilder fluctuated, but to give some indication of values the exchange rate has been taken at 10 guilders to the English pound, and similarly the French livre has been taken at 12.5 livres to the pound. Converting historic currencies to present-day values is a very inexact exercise, but for what it is worth the Bank of England’s inflation calculator produces a multiple of 203.5 at 2019 for 1675 prices (£10 in 1675 = £2,035.15 in 2019).
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            PREFACE

         

         William III was so called not only because he was the third Prince of Orange of that name, but also because he was the third king named William to accede to the throne of England. Although he invaded England from the Dutch Republic, he was neither Dutch nor English, but a cosmopolitan European aristocrat. His family’s origins did not lie in the Principality of Orange, which William never visited, which was situated far away in the south of France, and which was tiny and insignificant in every way, save for one supremely important and overriding attribute – it conferred sovereignty. The Princes of Orange were independent sovereign princes.

         
             

         

         Where their origins did lie was in Germany, and the clan never lost touch with their German roots.

         
             

         

         They acquired – largely through marriage – considerable wealth in the Low Countries and the other lands that the dukes of Burgundy governed; by this means and through their prestige as sovereign princes, the clan acquired formidable powers of patronage and an extensive client system in the Netherlands and Germany. Through the marriage of William’s father, William II of Orange, to Mary, the daughter of King Charles I, this was extended into England.

         
             

         

         The clan’s system could be put at the disposal of the Dutch political class when the Low Countries rebelled against the Habsburg successors of the dukes of Burgundy and established their independence in the Dutch Republic after a war lasting 80 years. It could also be put at the disposal of the English political class when they turned against King James II in 1688.

         
             

         

         A number of books have been written about William III, but this one deals with his career before he became King of England; it examines in detail how his patron/client relationships worked across the European scene and explores the inevitable conflict that arose with the rival system of King Louis XIV of France.
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            1 1650: THE DYNASTIC LEGACY

         

         He did not know that he was dying as the waters lapped against the yacht that was carrying him through the river and canal systems of the United Provinces to The Hague. The day before he had been hunting at his country house at Dieren, near Arnhem, returning with a fever. But a couple of days after his arrival at his quarters at the Binnenhof at The Hague the rash that had broken out over his body was recognised as smallpox. On Sunday 6 November 1650, at about 9 o’clock in the evening, Prince William II of Orange died.1

         In the same quarters, in the evening of Monday 14 November, between 8 and 9 o’clock, his son, William III, was born.2

         It was the birthday of his mother, Mary, who was 19 years old.

         William III’s family of Orange-Nassau derives its origins from the hilly country of Nassau in Germany, through whose territory there flows the pleasant Lahn river, which joins the Rhine just south of Coblenz; and in the surrounding areas the little towns of Dillenburg, of Siegen and of Dietz provided the different branches of the family with distinguishing suffixes to add to the Nassau name. By the second half of the 12th century the counts of Nassau had acquired a modest significance, accompanying the Holy Roman Emperor, Frederick Barbarossa, on his wars in Italy, in the Holy Land, and in Germany itself.3 Their aims were those of their military caste, to gain reputation, to increase their status, and to extend their territorial possessions. But, until the latter end of the Middle Ages, they remained on a middling footing.

         What raised them from the position of run-of-the-mill German counts were shrewd marriages and the skilful exploitation of relations with the powerful dynasties of their day. In 1403 one of them married an heiress, the great-niece of a banker who had financed the princes and rulers of the Netherlands, and whose political influence had become as extensive as his fortune.4 The Nassaus were solidly established in the Netherlands, a position, as the Dutch royal family, they have retained to this day.

         Making use of these firm foundations, they developed ties, which, despite some setbacks, became ever closer, with the dukes of Burgundy,5 a cadet branch of the French royal family, who had in the 15th century become the major power in the Low Countries.

         When in 1482 the line of the Burgundian dukes in the Netherlands became extinct and the rich inheritance passed to the Habsburgs6 the ascent of the Nassaus was not impeded; rather it accelerated. Count Henry became a confidential friend of the Habsburg emperor, Charles V. In 1515 he was appointed Stadholder, or Governor, of Holland, Zeeland, and West Friesland,7 14offices which it was to become a tradition for members of his family to hold and which were to be of the first importance in the future political roles they were able to play.

         Count Henry entered into yet another propitious marriage for his House by marrying Claudia of Châlons.8 The Châlons had extensive properties in France and Germany, especially in Burgundy and Franche-Comté, and tucked away amongst their possessions was the little Principality of Orange, in the south of France. When the Châlons’s male line became defunct the inheritance passed to Henry’s and Claudia’s son, René, in 1530; and with it the Châlons’s motto ‘Je maintiendrai Châlons’, later to be adapted to ‘Je maintiendrai Nassau’,9 and later still to the rather more pithy, and perhaps more usefully vague ‘Je Maintiendrai’, in which form – whether attracted to the first or to the second quality is not recorded – it was taken up by the English royal family after William III became king of England.

         But more important than the motto was the Principality of Orange. Small and insignificant in every other way, it brought with it one overriding attribute. The sovereignty, which had once been bestowed upon it by the Holy Roman Emperor, Barbarossa, had been confirmed by Louis XII of France.10 The Princes of Orange were accordingly sovereigns in their own right. The House of Nassau had become the House of Orange-Nassau and it had risen to the foremost rank in the Netherlands.

         René too became Stadholder of Holland and Zeeland, as well as Utrecht, and, at the end of his life, of Gelderland11 too. When he died of wounds in battle, in 1544, he named as his heir his eleven-year-old cousin, William, who, as the son of Henry’s younger brother, William, Count of Nassau-Dillenburg, had been brought up in the considerably less glittering Dillenburg milieu.12 Later he was to be called ‘the Silent’ and he was William III’s great-grandfather.

         William the Silent was the first, and the greatest, of three outstanding men who preceded William III as head of the House of Orange-Nassau and who secured the independence of the Northern Netherlands from Habsburg rule. In doing so they vouchsafed for the House a unique position of prestige and acquired an almost royal eminence.

         The close relationship between Nassau and Habsburg at first continued; and Charles V took a personal interest in the education of the young Prince of Orange, who was by far the richest nobleman in the Netherlands. Indeed, his position was deemed so important that it was Charles V who had persuaded René to skip a generation and to draw up his will, not in favour of the natural heir, his uncle the Count of Nassau-Dillenburg, a Lutheran, but in favour of his still young cousin, whose religion could yet be changed.13 When the world-weary emperor decided to transfer the sovereignty of the Netherlands to his son, Philip, in 1555 it was on the shoulder of the Prince that he leaned to deliver his abdication speech to the assembled States-General and dignitaries in Brussels.14

         Things changed under the son, who became Philip II of Spain, when his father also abdicated from Spain and its empire a year later, with the Holy Roman Empire ending up 15in the hands of the Austrian branch of the Habsburgs. At first, indeed, there was a good relationship between the Prince of Orange and the new King: and the Prince, like the earlier members of his family, was appointed Stadholder of Holland and Zeeland, and also of Utrecht.15 But the middle of the 16th century was beset by the storms of the Reformation, and everywhere in the Low Countries disturbances were taking place. Philip saw himself as the defender of the Catholic Church and was determined upon the eradication of Protestant heresy, using the Inquisition as one of his instruments.

         William the Silent, moved by a combination of his self-interest, his ambition, and his humanity, his hand finally forced by Philip’s inept confiscation of his property and abduction of his eldest son and heir, changed from being a supporter to being an opponent of the dynasty in whose service his family had risen so high. At the beginning of 1568 he came out in open rebellion.16 The revolt of the Netherlands against Philip II of Spain had found its leader.

         In July 1572 a majority of the large towns of the Province of Holland met as the States of Holland. They accepted Orange’s claim that he was still Stadholder of Holland, Zeeland and Utrecht (he was not present, but was represented by his secretary, Marnix) and recognised him as Captain-General of these Provinces.17 The fiction was maintained that the revolt was directed against the evil advisers of the King, not the King himself.18 Hence the vexed question, which was to bedevil the future, of where sovereignty was to lie was not then addressed, at any rate for the time being. It remained with the King.

         In 1575 the Provinces of Holland and Zeeland formed a Union which was followed in 1579 by the Union of Utrecht: this was entered into initially and in the main by the Provinces of Holland, Zeeland and Utrecht, to be followed by most of the other Northern Provinces.19 There were existing fault lines20 between the Northern and Southern Provinces – the Catholic Church and its institutions and the nobility were more powerfully entrenched in the south – but the fault lines now widened further; and they still exist in modern times in the present-day form of the Netherlands and Belgium. Whilst the Southern Provinces gradually returned to Spanish rule, the Northern Republic, which owed its origins to the Union of Utrecht, was to continue the long struggle against Spain until complete independence was recognised at the treaty of Westphalia in 1648, after a war which had lasted eighty years.

         With Spanish successes in the south, Orange was to leave the Southern Netherlands in 1583 and establish himself in a former convent at Delft in Holland. He was to be followed by the States-General who left Antwerp and who too ended up in Delft before moving to The Hague, where the Southern Provinces eventually lost their representation.21 The Province of Holland was increasingly confirmed as the core centre from which the revolt against Spain was to be conducted.

         The Union of Utrecht made up the constitution of the United Provinces, as they were to 16become known. It was improvised in the midst of the turbulence of a desperate revolt; it inherited many of the institutions from the Burgundian dukes and their Habsburg successors, although not, however, without modifications, which we will come to examine in due course. Amongst these institutions were the Provincial Stadholderships, which were looked up to as providing a role of leadership politically, diplomatically, and, especially, militarily in time of war; and which were already closely associated with the House of Orange.

         The issue of sovereignty could not be wholly ignored for much longer. In June 1580 Philip issued a ban on William the Silent which laid him open to assassination with impunity. In July 1581 the States-General entered into an act of abjuration with the formal renunciation of Philip’s sovereignty. An attempt was by then already under way to arrive at a new answer to address the issue of sovereignty by bestowing it, with strict limitations, on the brother of the King of France, the Duke of Anjou.22 It proved not to be workable, however, and, after a failed coup by Anjou, he returned, disappointed, to his homeland in 1583.23

         Negotiations were under way to bestow sovereignty on Orange when he was struck down in his former convent by an assassin’s bullets on 10 July 1584. ‘Mon dieu, mon dieu’, he muttered in his dying moments, ‘aye pitié de mon âme et de ce pauvre people.’24

         William the Silent was succeeded by his eldest son, Philip William, as Prince of Orange until his death in February 1618. However, as we have mentioned, this son had been abducted by the Spaniards when still a boy, and, having been brought up by them, retained his allegiance to the Spanish cause throughout his life. The headship of the House of Orange in the United Provinces consequently devolved upon William the Silent’s second son, the sixteen-year-old Maurits, the second of the remarkable leaders produced by the House in the struggle against Spain. Although he was called such he did not in fact become Prince of Orange until he succeeded his brother in 1618; but in 1585 the traditional appointments of Stadholder of Holland and Zeeland were granted to him and he became as well Captain and Admiral-General of those provinces.25 The Province of Friesland in the meanwhile appointed (in 1584) his cousin, William Louis, the eldest son of William the Silent’s brother, Johan, as its Stadholder; whilst Maurits was also in due course to become Stadholder of Utrecht, Gelderland and Overijssel.26

         There was a short interregnum from 1584 to 1586 when, as a result of an alliance entered into with Elizabeth I of England, her favourite, the Earl of Leicester, became Governor-General of the United Provinces. But this arrangement, like the one with Anjou, was also unsuccessful and after his return to England the leading figure in the country was not Maurits but Johan van Oldenbarnevelt, the ‘Advocate’ of the Province of Holland since 1586 and the Province’s chief spokesman at the States-General of the Republic as a whole.27 The wealth of Holland gave it the most powerful single voice in the assembly and Oldenbarnevelt was established in a position that has been described as analogous to prime minister and foreign minister of the Republic.2817

         Maurits initially matched, in the military sphere, Oldenbarnevelt’s achievements in the political. He was perhaps the greatest general on the European stage during his lifetime; the Dutch army under his leadership was the model of its age; and he led it to a series of dazzling successes against the Spaniards in the 1590s.29

         But the partnership was soured when Oldenbarnevelt manoeuvred a 12-year truce with the Spaniards in 1609, in the teeth of the opposition of Maurits, for whom the Spaniards were the arch-enemy. In his mind the seed was sown that Oldenbarnevelt might be prepared to betray the country to that arch-enemy; and that it might become his duty to prevent this from happening. In Oldenbarnevelt’s mind, on the other hand, the suspicion was sown that Maurits was aiming at supreme power, sovereignty, which the continuance of war would facilitate.30

         The rift was widened by a religious conflict, which began as a sophisticated theological dispute between two Dutch theologians, Jacobus Arminius and Franciscus Gomarus, relating to the refinements of the doctrine of predestination; but which, in accordance with the temper of the times, widened into a serious political confrontation that threatened to tear the young Republic apart.

         Theologically, Gomarus adhered to the strict orthodox Calvinist doctrine of predestination, which derives from St Paul and St Augustine, and which holds that God has for all time predestined certain people to eternal salvation, with the concomitant that the rest are predestined to eternal damnation. Arminius modified the doctrine by stating that the damned are those who chose to reject the offer by God of His grace, something foreseen, but not decided, by God.31

         Politically, the adherents of Arminius, who coalesced into a party to be called the Remonstrants, aimed at a Calvinist church which was as broad and tolerant as possible, and subject to the civil authority. The adherents of Gomarus, who became known as the Counter-Remonstrants, aimed at theological purity and a Church independent from the civil authority; in their minds lay the fear that the toleration advocated by the Remonstrants would lead to Catholics re-establishing themselves and hence open up a fifth column.

         Oldenbarnevelt was drawn into the dispute on the side of the Remonstrants because he believed that the Church should be subordinate to the civil powers, by which he meant not the States-General, but the individual provinces, his own Province of Holland in particular. Ultimately Maurits, a military man whose grasp of the slippery subtleties of predestination never reached even the elementary stage, came down on the other side; he saw an attack on the orthodox Calvinist Church, the true Reformed Church, the symbol of the revolt against Catholic Spain, as treason; and he feared for the unity of the country and for its continued independence.32

         Underlying the political struggle between the two lay the rivalry between the two main power centres that had evolved in the United Provinces. The striking expansion in commerce 18had created a wealthy, self-confident ruling class, known as the Regents, which had taken root as an urban elite particularly in the Western Provinces, and especially in Holland and Amsterdam.33 In Holland, the wealthiest and most important of the provinces, they commanded the Town Councils, who elected the representatives to the Holland Provincial States; they, in turn, appointed their representatives at the States-General. A sufficient number of them in the province had seen their financial interest in supporting the 12-year truce with Spain – they were persuaded that the war against Spain could not continue without a further major fiscal effort.34 And in the Remonstrants’ support for the civil authority to supervise the Church there was a further appeal to many of them; for as rulers of the Town Councils that authority was wielded by them. Oldenbarnevelt’s strength lay in the support he could garner from these Regents; his weakness lay in their not constituting a homogeneous and united group in all circumstances.

         The alternative main centre of power lay with the House of Orange. Its influence was sustained by its own enormous wealth; by its customary hold on the offices of Stadholder and of the armed forces, with the patronage that both bestowed; by its prestige in leading the struggle against Spain; and by its supporters in the more backward provinces outside Holland. Everywhere it had widespread popular support. Peace diminished its power base in the armed forces and the scope for enhancing its leadership in war. In the religious dispute the Counter-Remonstrants were adamantly opposed both to the peace with Spain,35 the Catholic arch-enemy, and the interference by the State in Church affairs,36 and its preachers were fervent supporters of the House of Orange.

         Whilst the strength of Oldenbarnevelt lay with his Regent supporters in Holland his support there was far from unanimous,37 and in the States-General Maurits had a majority.38

         The religious and the associated political dispute developed by twists and turns over the years until events moved to a crisis in 1617, when it became clear that Maurits was not prepared to use regular troops to curb disturbances caused by Counter-Remonstrants. Oldenbarnevelt and the Remonstrants took measures in Holland to raise auxiliary troops who were to owe their obedience not to the central authority of the Republic, the States-General, but to the town which paid them; and at the same time they issued instructions to those units of the regular army whom the province was paying that they also owed their first allegiance to that province.

         Maurits took this as a personal affront.39 It was a threat to his own authority over the armed forces, and to the union of the United Provinces; and to be asked to use troops against orthodox Calvinists confirmed his worst suspicions that Oldenbarnevelt was planning to betray the Dutch revolt and the country.40 In his slow, ponderous, but deadly way he took time to prepare his ground and his support in the States-General, until finally, using his majority there, he arrested Oldenbarnevelt and some of his main adherents on 29 19August 1618; on 13 May of the following year the old statesman’s head was severed by the executioner’s sword.41

         Maurits had by then set about reviving the historical powers of the Stadholder, dating from Burgundian times – using, however, methods that lay outside the law42 – to supervise municipal elections to purge the Town Councils in Holland and replacing Oldenbarnevelt’s supporters with his own.43 And in Oldenbarnevelt’s place as ‘Advocate’ he appointed a nominee, in future to be called ‘the Pensionary’ of Holland.44

         The 12-year truce with Spain expired in 1621 and the long struggle resumed. But Maurits’s old vigour was lacking. Sunk in gloom and prematurely aged, he died four years later.

         He was succeeded by his half-bother, the 41-year-old Frederick-Henry, grandfather of William III. Following the now very strong historical tradition the new Prince of Orange was appointed Captain-General of the Union by the States-General and he became Stadholder of Holland and Zeeland.45 As a general he showed a mastery of war on the same level as that of Maurits.46

         The Dutch Republic had now become a great power and one of the wealthiest countries in Europe, and it may be helpful to pause to appreciate how power operated at this stage in its development. Every province had its own Provincial States, whose membership was determined by the widely differing constitutions each province possessed; and the Provincial States sent delegates to the States-General of the Republic as a whole. In Holland, for example, there were 18 towns – of which Amsterdam was by far the most powerful – who could vote in that province’s States. In addition the nobility was represented collectively, not individually, its representatives being elected through co-option; and it always spoke and voted first. In Zeeland there were seven voting towns in its Provincial States, with the nobility represented by the First Noble, who was the Prince of Orange.47

         From 1620 each province chose its own Stadholder, which it was the custom to pair with the Captaincy-General. There was also a Captain-General and Admiral-General of the Union who was appointed by the States-General. The Stadholders had responsibility for the oversight of the administration of justice in each province where he held the post and he could exert influence in judicial appointments. He appointed magistrates in the towns from lists submitted by the Town Councils, and he could supervise the electoral processes under which these were chosen; and in some towns – Amsterdam was an important exception – he had the right to choose Burgomasters from lists provided by the Councils; and through these means of influence he could predispose those by whom he himself was ultimately elected. He also had a duty to maintain the Reformed Religion.48

         In foreign affairs Frederick-Henry was able to exert considerable influence by means of a committee, the Secrète Besogne, on which he sat and which could take binding decisions.

         As part of the arrangements for his succession Maurits, himself a confirmed bachelor with 20a vigorously irregular private life, to which his illegitimate offspring bore fruitful testimony, but no doubt anxious that there should be a legitimate Orange heir, saw no contradiction between the life he himself led and bringing pressure to bear on Frederick-Henry to marry his long-standing mistress, Amalia von Soms-Braunfels.49 She was a relation of the Nassaus – she was a great-granddaughter of a sister of William the Silent50 – and she had been a lady-in-waiting to Queen Elizabeth of Bohemia, the daughter of James I of England, the ‘Winter Queen’ (so-called because of her short tenure for a winter as Queen of Bohemia), who had taken refuge in the Dutch Republic after her husband, the Elector Palatine, had launched a disastrous attempt to assume the crown of Bohemia, thus igniting the Thirty Years’ War, which was now devastating Europe.

         The court of the Nassaus now moved on to a higher, more splendid, more ostentatious and more cosmopolitan plane. Frederick-Henry’s mother, Louise de Coligny, was French and in his youth he had been sent to France, mingling with his mother’s relations in the high nobility.51 French was generally spoken at his court52 and it was dominated by French culture. His income in 1627 has been estimated to amount to 250,000 guilders from his offices and to 573,000 guilders from his private resources,53 and it was matched by the gleam and glitter of his court. He built new palaces and restored old ones; he installed gardens; and he collected art. His collection of paintings included works by Rembrandt, by Honthorst, by Rubens and by Van Dyck – but Rembrandt fell out of favour, being somewhat dilatory in the completion of his commissions.54

         The dynastic ambitions of Frederick-Henry and Amalia, too, were on a large scale. In 1630 they arranged for their son, the future William II, to be appointed a general of cavalry at the age of three. Holland and Zeeland granted the boy the continuance of the Stadholderships in their provinces, in which they followed the example of Utrecht and Overijssel; but perhaps with a degree of reluctance evinced by the proviso that he should be of age at his father’s death.55 Nevertheless an element of heredity was thus unmistakably attached to the Orange grip on the Stadholderships. It was reinforced by a change in style in addressing Frederick-Henry. In 1636 Louis XIII decreed that he should be addressed as ‘Altesse’, instead of ‘Excellence’, a style adopted by the States-General the following year.56

         In 1638 Marie de Médici, the Queen Mother of France, paid a visit to the Netherlands – she had fled France and was then kept in exile by her son, Louis XIII, who had finally been driven to exasperation by the old woman’s incessant intrigues against his chief minister, Richelieu. She was received sumptuously and was much impressed by the palaces of the princes, of the nobility, and of the leading burgesses.57 As she was about to depart for England, on her way to her daughter, Henrietta Maria, Charles I’s Queen, Amalia waited on her to bid her farewell. The two arch-intriguers then hatched a plot to marry the future William II of Orange to the daughter of the King of England.58

         The negotiations for this marriage were much prolonged, but at each stage the negotiating 21stance of Charles and Henrietta Maria was weakened both by their political position, which was to lead to the English Civil War, and by their need for finance, which they hoped the wealthy House of Orange would help to alleviate. It was not until 21 February 1641 that Charles I wrote to Frederick-Henry agreeing to the marriage of his eldest daughter, Mary, instead of her younger sister, which was all the English royal couple had originally been prepared to contemplate for the, in their eyes, comparatively arriviste Orange House.59

         They were anxious to do all they could to maintain their daughter’s royal status. The marriage contract stipulated that she should retain all the English servants chosen by her father, provided they did not exceed more than 26 male, and not more than 14 female, attendants.60 The head of the household was to be Jan van der Kerkhoven, Lord of Heenvliet, whom Frederick-Henry had sent to England to conduct the marriage negotiations in their earlier stages, and who was married to an English widow, Lady Stanhope.

         Young Prince William arrived in England in splendid manner. He was escorted across the North Sea by 20 vessels commanded by the renowned admiral Maarten Tromp; and when he arrived in the English capital61 he was greeted by the sound of 100 cannon fired from the Tower of London. The marriage took place, with full royal ritual, pomp and pageantry, on 2 May 1641. Mary was nine years old and her husband was just short of his 15th birthday.62 We find the Venetian ambassador reporting: ‘to render it [the marriage] irrevocable so far as the tender age of the bride would allow, their Majesties agreed that the Prince should associate with her [sunisco seco]. This was done for two hours only in the presence of their Majesties and all the Court…’.63

         The young husband returned to the Dutch Republic on his own at the end of May 1641; and it was not until March 1642 that Mary left England to join him, with an English civil war now increasingly likely. She was accompanied by her mother, Henrietta Maria, who was to seek money, arms and support from Frederick-Henry for her husband’s increasingly difficult position. It was a sad parting, as the Venetian ambassador again noted. ‘His Majesty accompanied his wife as far as the shore, and did not know how to tear himself away from her, conversing with her in sweet discourse and affectionate embraces, nor could they restrain their tears, moving all those who were present.’64 As the ship departed, escorted by a fleet of 15 sail, once more commanded by Tromp, he climbed the battlements of Dover castle to gaze after it until it was lost to view.65 Mary was never to see him again.

         The Queen and the little Princess were met outside The Hague by the King’s sister, Elizabeth of Bohemia, together with one of her sons, Prince Rupert – known in English history as Rupert of the Rhine – and two of her daughters.66 Mary was treated with great, perhaps inordinate, respect by her father-in-law, Frederick-Henry. ‘The princess … was received by … the old Prince of Orange as did become the daughter of so great a king, into whose presence he would never approach but with a reverence more like a subject towards his sovereign than the freedom of a father towards his son’s wife; by no means suffering either himself or his son, much less his servants, to come near the place of her residence, but bare-headed, and to his dying day – yea, even in his death-bed – maintained the same, as due to the greatness of her birth and excellent virtues.’6722
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         23It was an obsequiousness which may well have irked the Prince’s wife Amalia von Solms. We hear of a quarrel between her and Mary in September 1642. ‘The Princess Mary, in speaking recently with the Princess of Orange, her mother-in-law, of the interests of her House, and complaining to her of the suspicion shown by frequently sending spies to her apartments, gave way to a passion of anger against her, clearly expressing her contempt, hatred and dissatisfaction, affording an unhappy augury for the marriage of the Prince’s son.’68

         Charles I raised his standard at Nottingham, thus formally commencing the English Civil War, on 22 August: and at the beginning of 1643 Henrietta Maria departed from the United Provinces,69 leaving her little daughter to face married life alone. In February 1644 Mary was officially installed in her full conjugal position.70 Her husband was frequently absent, campaigning with the army, but, despite his infidelities, she clearly became greatly attached to him, as her grief at his early death was to testify. And she was much comforted by her aunt, the Queen of Bohemia, who took a maternal interest in her. Devoted to her clan and her family and living in exile from the Palatinate, her dead husband’s electorate, this good woman had established a somewhat rickety and financially precarious court in The Hague.

         Mary fought to preserve her royal dignities, and she refused to attend the wedding of the Elector of Brandenburg at the end of 1646 to Louisa, the eldest daughter of Frederick-Henry and Amalia von Solms, when it was claimed that henceforth Louisa, as the new Electress, should take precedence over her.71

         Frederick-Henry and Amalia had advanced their ambitions by an impressive marriage into one of the major royal houses of Europe, however uncertain the fortunes of that house at present appeared to be. But there was a price to be paid. The pretensions of the House of Orange, or the Maison as it was universally called, smacked too much of royalist ambitions and were greeted with suspicion by many of the Dutch Regents. There were fears, as there had been with Maurits, that Frederick-Henry was aiming to make himself sovereign of the country. He was also supporting his Stuart in-laws in England, financially and with arms, a further cause for concern in the Regent circles in Holland and Amsterdam who wished to maintain neutrality in the English Civil War.72

         Frederick-Henry’s power base was dependent on divisions within the Province of Holland, which had arisen during the 12-year truce with Spain and which both Maurits and he had been able to exploit. In the 1640s these divisions lessened and with it the influence of Orange.73 In the 1630s a peace party, under the leadership of Amsterdam, had come into existence, which was opposed by a faction led by the textile towns of Leyden and Haarlem. 24After the capture of Breda from the Spaniards in 1637 and the safeguarding of Holland’s territory the peace party gained in strength, with many of the smaller Holland towns as well as the eastern provinces adhering to Amsterdam’s position. Frederick-Henry, however, supported by Leyden and the provinces of Zeeland and Utrecht, favoured the continuance of the war until the borders of the Republic were secured by a series of fortresses on the Ijssel, the Rhine and the Mosel. By 1646 this had been achieved and the ageing and sickly Frederick-Henry was at last prepared to yield to the Amsterdam faction and enter into peace negotiations with Spain.74

         But not everybody in the Orange clan was so amenable and willing to cede ground to the pre-eminence of Amsterdam. The conflicts between the two major power centres in the United Provinces, the House of Orange and the Province of Holland led by Amsterdam, would soon again become manifest when Frederick-Henry, who, like Maurits, aged prematurely, died on 17 March 1647.

         The life of William III’s father was as filled with drama as it was short. At the time he succeeded, as Prince William II of Orange, negotiations were far advanced for the Peace Treaty of Westphalia which was to end both the Thirty Years’ War in Europe and the long war of independence between the Dutch and the Spaniards. As with Maurits, when Oldenbarnevelt had entered into the 12-year truce with Spain a split now occurred between the two Dutch power centres. The Regents of Holland and Amsterdam, oppressed by the costs of the war and seeing that Spain was prepared to give full recognition to the independence of the United Provinces, saw no further gain in continuing the fight. William, however, with a relentless hatred of Spain, and no doubt aware of the diminution in his power base if peace were established, wished to continue the war to liberate the Southern Netherlands. Besides, the United Provinces had entered into an alliance with France in 1635 under which both sides had agreed not to enter into a separate peace with Spain without the consent of the other. And France wished to continue the war.

         Furthermore, a split had occurred within the Orange clan itself: Amalia von Solms, who had been promised substantial territorial concessions in the Spanish Netherlands by the Spaniards, was supporting the peace party.75

         Then, as well, William II was much more eager than Frederick-Henry had been to support the Stuarts. Frederick-Henry had followed a nuanced policy; whilst lending support to the Stuarts, he had also tried to pursue a policy of mediation between Parliament and Charles I. William II wanted to give active support to his brother-in-law, the future Charles II – who in 1648 had arrived in the Dutch Republic – very much against the wishes of the Holland towns, anxious as ever to avoid Dutch involvement in the English Civil War.76

         Amsterdam and Holland were successful in pushing through the peace with Spain in the spring of 1648;77 and with its coming into effect the size of the army was reduced. By 1648 it was down to 35,000 men; but Holland pressed for greater cuts. To this William II was 25strongly opposed and, whilst the final figure between him and Holland was reduced to a few hundred men, deadlock ensued.

         Behind the numbers lay hidden a constitutional conundrum. Holland wished to have the right to disband those troops for which she paid under the prevailing system of quotas for sharing the financial burden of the army between the provinces. But if an individual province was able to do this in disregard of the States-General and the Stadholder it would imply a major diminution in the power of these authorities and an increase in that of the individual provinces, particularly Holland and its wealthy and powerful city, Amsterdam. In William’s eyes, this was a major threat to the Union and, worse, to his own position.78 The dispute thus shares many similarities to that between Maurits and Oldenbarneveldt.

         To counter this William planned a coup, with his cousin, William-Frederick, the Stadholder of Friesland. On 30 July 1650 he arrested six principal Regents in The Hague; and this was followed by the appearance of William-Frederick before the gates of Amsterdam with 12,000 troops. Unfortunately, however, a postal courier, on his way from Hamburg, had passed through this army in the night, and Amsterdam had been alerted. William-Frederick found the gates of the city closed against him. Nevertheless when William II himself arrived he was able to demand the dismissal of two leading Regents from the Amsterdam Town Council; Holland agreed to cancel the orders for the disbandment of the troops whom she financed; and she submitted to accepting such troop levels for the army as was decided by the States-General.79

         The authority of William had – very narrowly – been asserted.

         But then, as we have seen, he caught smallpox, and died on 6 November. He left behind him an affronted and offended section of the Regent class; and these Regents were to take immediate advantage of the gaping political void left by his death. A counter-coup against Orange was soon set in motion.

         When she was told of her husband’s death the destitute and distraught Mary was led weeping to her bed.80

         For this she had much cause.

         
            1 A. Wicquefort, Histoire des Provinces-Unies, Amsterdam, 1861, I, pp.327–28; Journaal. Heenvliet. Historish Genootshap, Utrecht, 1869, pp.541–4.

            2 L. van Aitzema, Saken van staet en oorlog, The Hague, 1669, III, p.459. Journaal Heenvliet, p.552.

            3 N. Japikse, De Geschiedenis Van Het Huis Van Oranje-Nassau, The Hague, Zuid-Hollandsche Uitgevers Maatschappij, 1937–38, I, p.24. One of them indeed was elected to be king of Rome, but rather because of his weakness than his strength. Those who elected him did not want a strong king; and when he tried to exert himself he was soon deposed in favour of a Habsburg. See also article by H.P.H. Jansen in Nassau en Oranje, ed. C.A. Tamse, Alphen, 1979, p.16.

            4 Japikse, op. cit., I, p.34; Jansen, op. cit., pp.17–21.

            5 Japikse, op. cit., I, p.37; Jansen, op. cit., p.32.

            6 Through the marriage of Mary of Burgundy to Maximilian of Habsburg. J. Israel, The Dutch Republic: Its Rise, Greatness, and Fall 1477–1806, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1995, p.29.26

            7 Japikse, op. cit., I, p.45; Jansen, op. cit., pp.36–7.

            8 Count Henry made no bones about his motives. As he bluntly wrote to his father, he did it to please both his own sovereign and the French king and ‘in particular for my own renown and profit’ (‘sonderlinge om mijnder eere ende proufijtswille’). See Japikse, op. cit., I, p 48.

            9 Ibid., I, pp. 58–61.

            10 Ibid., I, p.63.

            11 Ibid., I, p.58; K.W. Swart in Nassau en Oranje, p.48.

            12 C.V. Wedgwood, William the Silent: William of Nassau, Prince of Orange, 1553–1584, Cassell, London, 1944, p.11.

            13 Ibid., p.11.

            14 Japikse, op. cit., I, p.71. Swart, op. cit., p.48.

            15 Ibid., p.49; H. Rowen, The Princes of Orange: the Stadholders in the Dutch Republic, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1988, p.16.

            16 Swart, op. cit., pp.51–59.

            17 Israel, op. cit., p.175.

            18 Swart, op. cit., p.65; Rowen, op. cit., p.16.

            19 Israel, op. cit., pp.197, 201–2.

            20 Swart, op. cit., p.69.

            21 Israel, op. cit., pp.213–14, 225.

            22 Ibid., pp.209–10.

            23 Ibid., p.213.

            24 Japikse, op. cit., I, p.124.

            25 Rowen, op. cit., p.35; Israel, op. cit., p.224; A. Th. van Deursen in Nassau en Oranje, pp.87–8.

            26 Rowen, op. cit., pp.34, 38.

            27 Israel, op. cit., p.223; van Deursen, op. cit., p.93.

            28 Rowen, op. cit., p.37.

            29 Israel, op. cit., pp.242–3; van Deursen, op. cit., p.96.

            30 Israel, op. cit., pp.403–5; van Deursen, op. cit., pp.100, 103; Rowen, op. cit., p.45.

            31 Diarmaid MacCulloch, Reformation Europe’s House Divided 1490–1700, Penguin, 2003, p.376.

            32 Rowen, op. cit., pp.41, 46; Israel, op. cit., p.433; Van Deursen, op. cit., pp.103, 105.

            33 Israel, op. cit., pp.341–2, 344–5.

            34 Ibid., p.404.

            35 Ibid., p.423.

            36 Ibid., p.426; P.J. Blok, Geschiedenis van het Nederlandsche Volk, Groningen, J.B. Wolters, 1892–1908, 1899, IV, p.108.

            37 Blok, op. cit., IV, p.145.

            38 Ibid., IV, p.136.

            39 Israel, op. cit., p.441; Jan den Tex, Oldenbarnevelt, Cambridge, 1973, p.583. \

            40 Van Deursen, op. cit., p.106.

            41 Israel, op. cit., pp.449, 459.

            42 Blok, op. cit., IV, p.177.

            43 Israel, op. cit., p.453.

            44 Ibid., p.454.

            45 Rowen, op. cit., pp.56, 58, 59.

            46 Ibid., p.61.

            47 Israel, op. cit., pp.278–81.

            48 Ibid., pp.304–5.

            49 Rowen, op. cit., p.59.

            50 J.J. Poelhekke, Frederik Hendrik, Prins van Oranje: een biografisch drieluik Zutphen, Walburg, 1978, pp.568–9.

            51 Rowen, op. cit., p.60.

            52 Japikse, op. cit., p.202.

            53 Ibid., p.196. As Japikse points out, these figures must have been subject to considerable fluctuations.

            54 Japikse, op. cit., p.200.

            55 Rowen, op. cit., p.71.

            56 Israel, op. cit., p.537.27

            57 Japikse, op. cit., p.210; A. Levi, Cardinal Richelieu and the Making of France, Constable, London, 2000, pp.133–4.

            58 Japikse, op. cit., p.211. However, P. Geyl, Orange and Stuart 1641–72, Weidenfeld & Nicolson, London, 1969, p.6, n.8 doubts that Marie de Médici favoured the match, preferring, as did Henrietta Maria, a Spanish alliance.

            59 G. Groen van Prinsterer, Archives ou corréspondance inédite de la maison d’Orange-Nassau, Leyden, 1847, series 2, III, p.357.

            60 M.A. Everett Green, Lives of the Princesses of England, Henry Colburn, London, 1855, VI, p.109.

            61 Ibid., VI, p.111.

            62 William II was born on 27 May 1626. Poelhekke, op. cit., p.150; Everett Green, op. cit., VI, p.113.

            63 Venetian State Papers, 1640–42, XXV. The French ambassador’s despatch, with less theatre, stipulates half an hour with the bed curtains undrawn.

            64 Venetian State Papers, 1642–3, XXVI, p.5. She stayed in the Netherlands until 26 February. S. van Zuylen van Nyevelt, Court Life in the Dutch Republic, 1638–1689, J.M. Dent & Co., London, 1906, p.60.

            65 Everett Green, op. cit., VI, pp.125–26.

            66 Ibid., VI, p.127.

            67 Quoted by Everett Green, op. cit., VI, p.128.

            68 Venetian State Papers, 1642–3, XXVI, p.158.

            69 Geyl, op. cit., p.16.

            70 Entry on Mary by Marika Keblusek in Oxford Dictionary of National Biography, Oxford, 2004.

            71 Everett Green, op. cit., VI, p.138.

            72 Geyl, op. cit., pp.13–14.

            73 Israel, op. cit., pp.540–1.

            74 S. Groenveld, The House of Orange and the House of Stuart, 1639–1650: A Revision, Historic Journal XXXIV (1991), pp.956–7, 964; Poelhekke, op. cit., p.139.

            75 See Groen van Prinsterer, Archives, series 2, IV, pp.159, 163.

            76 See Groenveld’s article, The House of Orange and the House of Stuart, pp.967, 970. I have tried to steer a somewhat middle course between Groenveld’s revisionist article and Geyl’s version in Orange and Stuart (op. cit.).

            77 Israel, op. cit., pp.596–7.

            78 Ibid., pp.602–4; Rowen, op. cit., pp.84, 85, 87.

            79 Israel, op. cit., p.607; Rowen, op. cit., pp.90–91.

            80 Journaal Heenvliet, p.545.

         

      

   


   
      
         
28
            2 THE DYNASTY AT BAY

         

         THE FAMILY IN DISARRAY

         In the middle of the 17th century three dynasties, bound by ties of blood and by marriage, the Bourbons, the House of Orange and the Stuarts, were in disarray. Yet they had the potential of being, with the Habsburgs, the four most influential in Europe. We will come to the Stuarts. Let us glance at the Bourbons.

         All his adult life William III was to battle with the hegemonic power of France and of her Bourbon king, Louis XIV, a confrontation which was to be the central facet of his life; hence in this story we will need to give a special focus to France and her king. Louis has been seen as the exemplar of Absolute Monarchy in his lifetime and since; and yet his youth and his early manhood were precarious in the extreme. On that gloomy day in November 1650 when William was born, Louis was 12 years old and France was enveloped in the civil wars known as the Frondes.

         The administration of France had broken down; and during the minority of her son, Louis’s mother, Anne of Austria, and her wily Italian minister, Mazarin, were clinging to the maintenance of an uncertain regency. In 1648 the Crown had defaulted on its debts. The country’s highest court of law, the Parlement of Paris, which could also cluster around itself formidable political power, was in opposition to the regime. There were disorders amongst the peasants in the countryside and amongst the mobs in Paris. The plots and revolts of the nobility were endemic. Whilst one of France’s leading generals, Turenne, was in open revolt, another, Condé, was under arrest, and the king’s uncle, Gaston of Orléans, was plotting against his sister-in-law’s minister.

         In February 1651 Mazarin left Paris to go into exile. On the night of 9 February it was rumoured that Louis and his mother were about to flee the capital. To reassure the Parisian mob that that was not the case, a delegation was allowed into the Palais-Royal. There, whilst Louis pretended to be asleep, it filed past his bed.1

         In the north, in the United Provinces, it might have been thought that there was little to be feared from the might of France.

         There in The Hague William and his clan of Orange-Nassau too confronted an unstable present and a precarious future. Family discord stalked around the cot of the new-born Prince. At once disturbing questions began to trouble the minds of his immediate family, and of its various supporters. Who amongst the members of the clan were to be his guardians and who would become master, or mistress, of the wealth, the political position, and the patronage of the House? And who would safeguard it against 29its enemies amongst those groups of Regents whom it had so recently and so deeply offended?

         Both the chief protagonists within the family turned towards the States of Holland for support for their antagonistic positions. To them Mary submitted a memorandum, as did her formidable mother-in-law, the Princess Dowager, Amalia von Solms-Braunfels. Amalia asked their Noble High Mightinesses, as the States of Holland were termed, to appoint guardians for the child. Mary, who, as the eldest daughter of Charles I of England, bore the title of Princess Royal, submitted a claim, based on the unsigned will of her dead husband, that she and nominees appointed by the States of Holland should assume the task. She left vague the exact role to be played by the Holland nominees, manifesting the clear intention that the foremost role should be played by herself. To this the Princess Dowager retorted that, as the Princess Royal was herself under age, she could scarcely take on the tutelage of her under-age child.2

         Not to be left behind in the dispute, another member of the clan, related by marriage, and, more distantly, by blood,3 and also of high status, the Elector of Brandenburg, hastened to intervene. He was married to Louise-Henrietta, the eldest daughter of Amalia and Frederick-Henry; and, in the event of the death of William, she would become the heiress of the House of Orange.

         ‘It has come to the astonished notice of His Electoral Serene Highness’, it was reported in a memorandum to their Noble High Mightinesses, the States of Holland, ‘that attempts were here in progress to dismiss and completely exclude Her Most Excellent Serene Highness and Beloved and Most Esteemed Lady, his Mother-in-Law, as well as other close Blood Relations, from the Guardianship and Administration of the Infant’s estate, in an unheard of manner and against all justice, reason, and fairness, which His Electoral Serene Highness views in the most fraught and serious terms.’4

         Thus confronted, their Noble High Mightinesses judged it best to refer the matter, and the attendant files, to the Province’s Court of Justice, to see whether it couldn’t find some middle way, or ‘viam concordiae’, as their Noble High Mightinesses, rather optimistically, put it, between the wrangling relatives.5

         In the midst of all this there was the baptism of the child and the burial of the father to attend to. The baptism came first. It occurred at the beginning of 1651, in the afternoon of 15 January, a Sunday.

         The long-standing custom of deference towards the House of Orange was too long established, too widespread, and too deeply rooted in the history of the Republic to be disregarded. The baptism was attended by delegates from the States-General, from the States of Holland and of Zeeland, and from the towns of Delft, Leyden, and Amsterdam, all of whom were to act as sponsors. A large crowd had gathered in the church, the Groote Kerk, or Great Church, in The Hague. Driven by curiosity to see the spectacle, they had 30clambered wherever they could, up to the organ, up the walls, up to the church furnishings, the better to obtain a view. As the crowd, and the tumult, increased, the pastor, the Reverend Tegnejus, was reduced to clapping his hands for silence, so that he could deliver his address; but, this producing no effect, he judiciously decided that the best course was to cut it short.

         The Stuart representative, James, Duke of York, brother of the Princess Royal, had taken refuge in The Hague from a troubled England, which was beset by its civil war, and which would cost their father, Charles I, his head. But the duke refused to attend the ceremony. Some said he thought it beneath his dignity; others that it was because of the disagreements between his sister and her mother-in-law.

         There were bitter disputes as to who was to carry the child, and who was to carry his train. Finally, the admirable Elizabeth of Bohemia, the exiled queen, managed to present the baby for baptism. The Princess Royal, it was rumoured, had wanted to have him called Charles William, so linking a Stuart with an Orange name. But the Princess Dowager was adamantly opposed to this; and she made it clear that if it were insisted upon she would absent herself from the proceedings. In the end he was christened William Henry.6

         The scene was indeed reminiscent of a Jan Steen picture with the Lord of Misrule firmly installed on the House of Orange’s ancestral seat of authority.

         But matters did then somehow take a turn for the better. The States-General waited upon the Princess Royal after the ceremony; and the presentation of their compliments was attended with the donation of an elegant golden box containing securities worth 8,000 guilders (£800) per annum. And similar douceurs arrived from Holland, Zeeland, Delft, Leyden and Amsterdam. These were welcome additions to the income of the princely House, which at this time, we are told, amounting to 500,000 guilders (£50,000), was exceeded by its outgoings.7 The princes of Orange had received prize money from the Dutch fleet and from the fleets of the Dutch East India and West India Companies, as well as booty gained from the Republic’s military campaigns. After the Treaty of Westphalia these were partly lost, and, after the death of William II, entirely so. The House now had to rely solely on the income from its private domains; and whilst these were generally sufficient to cover its ordinary expenses – the Princess Royal and the Princess Dowager between them cost 189,000 guilders (just under £19,000) a year – they were insufficient to cover extraordinary expenses, including interest on its substantial debts, or the repayment of the debts.8

         It was taken amiss by staid republicans that the little Prince had been accompanied by halberdiers, and that his baptismal swaddling clothes were lined with ermine.9 It smacked, the staid republicans thought, too much of royal symbolism.

         The baptism was followed by the burial of William II on Wednesday 8 March, attended by more pomp and ceremony – the mourning and the burial cost 118,277 guilders (nearly £12,000).10 Too much royalism again.

         There is a portrait of Princess Mary by Van der Helst in the Rijksmuseum in Amsterdam 31which shows a face weary, haughty, defensive and worn. She sits a little stiffly and awkwardly, conveying a sense of precarious self-control, ‘my poor Neece,’ wrote her aunt, Elizabeth of Bohemia, when Mary’s husband died, ‘is the most afflicted creature that ever I saw and is changed as she is nothing as skin and bone…’.11

         She lacked the common touch and the cynical, polished, political skills of her brother, Charles II, and gave the appearance of taking for granted the services rendered to the House of Orange by its supporters. A French observer noted that ‘elle ne descend pas volontiers a des demonstrations de bonté et de caresses aux personnes de l’Etat, croyant les choses trop au dessous de sa condition et se persuadent que les amis de la Maison d’Orange, en luy demeurant fidelles, ne feront que ce qu’ils doivent’.12 She never learnt Dutch,13 preferring English and French, and she developed an aversion to the country in which she lived.14 She travelled incessantly outside that country, visiting her Stuart relations, and she has been accused of neglecting the true interests of her son.15 But such charges, often repeated by historians, do not give full weight to her predicament nor to the values of the times in which she lived.

         Two years before the baptism of her son, almost to the day, her father, King Charles I, had stretched out before the executioner’s block on the scaffold in Whitehall in London before a taut and silent crowd. He extended his arms as a signal to the executioner to do his work, and his head was severed by a single blow. A strange sound, a sort of groan,16 emanated from the watching multitude. By the quality of the speeches he delivered before a large audience at his trial; by his address to the little group that surrounded him on the scaffold; by the dignity of his bearing; and by his courage he had metamorphosed from an inept into a martyr king. The snow fell heavily as his coffin was carried to the entrance of St George’s Chapel at Windsor Castle for burial so that the funeral pall was covered in white, the colour associated with innocence.17 Parliament had destroyed the king; the ‘White King’, the ‘Martyr King’, had taken the first step towards the restoration of the monarchy.

         But that was not, at this time, apparent.

         In The Hague with Mary then was her refugee brother, now become Charles II. He did not yet know that he had inherited the throne, nor for many years did it become discernible that the manner of his father’s death had helped to open a path, however long and tortuous, to the Restoration. Still hoping for his father’s reprieve, he was anxiously waiting for news. It was brought to him by his chaplain, Dr Goffe. He heard himself addressed as ‘Your Majesty’. He realised the import at once: he broke down in tears, and gestured to bear the shock and grief alone.18

         To Charles, and to Mary, brought up on the doctrine of divine right, this was a horror which was more than the execution of a father: it was the murder of a divinely appointed monarch, the Lord’s Anointed. The shock reverberated across Europe. And the trauma was never fully erased from the minds of William III’s English royal uncles, Charles II and 32James II, with, in the case of the latter, important consequences for his conduct when he fled from England on William’s invasion of England in 1688.
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         33For Mary, a teenager still at the birth of her son, the shock of her father’s death was followed by that of her husband’s. She was now isolated in a foreign country, a large part of whose power elite were republican in sentiment, and she had to contend within the House of Orange with her formidable mother-in-law. It was both very natural and, as events in the end were to prove, very shrewd that she now directed all her energies towards her Stuart family.

         But at the beginning of 1651 their plight seemed to carry with it very little hope. At the end of April 1648 James, as the Duke of York, had arrived in The Hague, having contrived to escape from England, dressed as a girl.19 Mary’s younger sister, Elizabeth, had died – in September 1650 – a captive of Parliament whose prisoner as yet was still another brother, the Duke of Gloucester. Her eldest brother, Charles II, was by now, in 1651, in Scotland where his coronation as king of that country had just taken place; but only as the result of the support of the severe Calvinist party, whose inflexible principles he had been forced to swear to uphold and which, in every way, were wholly abhorrent to him.20 He was to embark later in the year on a desperate campaign from Scotland to recover his English crown. Mary’s mother, Henrietta Maria, the aunt of Louis XIV, had sought refuge in Paris, dependent on the uncertain charity of her French royal relations, themselves facing the turbulence of the Frondes.

         In attaching importance to her family and to her clan, and in the manner in which she did it, Mary was a creature of her times. 17th-century Europe was dominated by these identities, with their inseparable adjuncts, the complicated substructures of patrons and clients, on which we shall expand later in this chapter.

         Mary indeed laid enormous emphasis on her royal status, all the more so, perhaps, because she was aware that her marriage into the House of Orange was not as elevated as it would have been had her parents not been forced into it by the harsh realities of the circumstances they faced. But rank, or degree, was supremely important in an age in which all authority, whether in the Catholic monarchy of France or in the Calvinistic republic of the United Provinces, carried divine sanction – ‘the powers that be are ordained of God’.21 Even republicans recognised that royal rank was a political fact going beyond mere status. The Orange-Nassaus attached the importance they did to the minute Principality of Orange, which had no strategic or economic value, precisely because it conferred sovereignty upon them, even if only as princes and not as kings, and they were prepared to spend very large sums of money on its defences as a result. Hence also what appear to us now absurd disputes over precedence. But precedence was politically supremely important and it brought with it material benefits. It could not be ignored, which is why the disputes were carried to such inordinate lengths.34

         Mary’s rival within the House of Orange, Amalia von Solms, was 49 in 1651. The sexual allure of her earlier portraits stares brazenly at us across the centuries and she remained still a handsome woman. She was intelligent and worldly, with a practical appreciation of the importance of money. Her relationship with the Elector of Brandenburg was influenced not only by the prestige brought by his marriage to her daughter, Louise-Henrietta, but also by the consideration that should William III, a weakly child, die, Louise-Henrietta would be heiress to the Orange fortune.22 And the stance she adopted with regard to the States of Holland was tempered by her hopes of obtaining a pension from them, as was usual for the widow of a Stadholder23 – although she, uncharacteristically, did not help herself when she rejected one offer and insisted on receiving double the amount decreed by custom.24 Mature, experienced, earthy, and with far greater roots in the Netherlands, she had more developed political skills than her teenage daughter-in-law. It has been pointed out that she was from now on to become a central figure on the Dutch scene, recognised as such internationally.25

         She was closely connected to the Nassaus. We have seen that her grandmother on her father’s side was a sister of William the Silent. Her mother, who died young, was Agnes von Sayn-Wittgenstein, and had Orange blood, as did her stepmother, who succeeded Agnes as the wife of her father, the ruling Count of Solms-Braunfels. He had been the Court Chamberlain at the court of the Palatinate, where his nephew was the Elector, and Amalia’s early years were spent at the castle at Heidelberg. Unlike Mary, she did speak Dutch, although French was her working language – her version of it was atrocious, but, like most things about her, very effective. Her mother tongue, German, was just as bad. Her husband, Frederick-Henry, had very much relied on her political abilities and she exercised considerable influence on her son-in-law, the Elector of Brandenburg. Like Mary, she travelled extensively, for example to Spa, and most of the winter of 1655 was spent with her daughter in Berlin, who together with the Elector also spent much time at Cleves within easy reach of her mother. The family connections in Germany were further extended by Amalia’s marrying two of her other daughters to Johann Georg, Prince of Anhalt-Dessau (in 1659), and Louis of Zimmern, the Count Palatine (in 1666).26

         The antagonism between the Princess Royal and the Princess Dowager has been seen by historians as a source of weakness that divided the Orange camp; and this to a degree it did. But – much more importantly – the antagonists supplemented and complemented what each could bring to the cause; Amalia with her shrewd and practical comprehension of Dutch politics assisted the House to survive in the present; Mary, by insisting on maintaining close contact with her Stuart clan and on her royal status, prepared the ground for the future – culminating in the throne of England for her son. It was a future to which Amalia also contributed by maintaining the extensive relationships that the clan of Orange-Nassau had in Germany, which it derived from its origins there and which it had never lost – the marriages of her daughters were part of this. Both sets of relationship constituted 35a potentially invaluable asset for the House, for both, if the House wished to act as broker, could be put to work on behalf of the Dutch Regents – and indeed, subsequently, on behalf of the English political class as well. But that, for the moment, was not apparent – the relationship with the English royal house, indeed, was viewed as a particular disadvantage. The two princesses were flanked by their advisers, Jan van Kerckhoven, Lord of Heenvliet, and Constantijn Huygens. Heenvliet had been head of Mary’s household since her marriage and his English wife, Lady Stanhope, had been Mary’s governess. He has been depicted as an upstart, ‘the son of a Leyden professor of theology’ who ‘had merely bought the manor of Heenvliet’.27
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         Constantijn Huygens was of a different hue. As Frederick-Henry’s former secretary he was devoted to the House of Orange; he was a man of great culture, a leading connoisseur, and a poet;28 he was instrumental in extending Frederick-Henry’s patronage to Rembrandt,29 and he was involved in the building of the Orange palaces, the Mauritshuis and the Huis ten Bosch, both in The Hague.30

         There was one other figure circulating within the firmament of the House, Count William-Frederick of Nassau-Siegen, head of the cadet branch of the Nassaus, whose side of the family were traditionally Stadholders of Friesland. With William III but a child, he saw himself as the potential candidate to become the leader of the Orange party. But he was suspected by both Mary and Amalia of wanting to pursue his own ends at the expense of the child Prince, particularly after December 1650, when he had accomplished his aim of becoming Stadholder of Groningen to add to the position he held in Friesland.31 But whatever his ambitions might have been to fill the leadership void in the country as a whole, they were frustrated by his association with William II’s coup before the gates of Amsterdam in 1650; and after William’s death he went in fear of reprisals from the Holland Regents.32

         It was thus that the family and clan of William III was to face a very hostile world.

         
THE REGENTS ON THE OFFENSIVE


         If the question as to who should gain control of the House of Orange was preoccupying the members of the family, the question as to how to fill the constitutional void in the country as a whole was preoccupying the whole Dutch political elite. Events evolved with great rapidity. Mary’s concern for the position of her son, who, however young, was the nominal head of the Orange clan, was evinced by despatching, on the day itself of her son’s birth, a request to the States-General that he should acquire the dignities of his father. Amalia von Solms followed suit a few days later.33

         It was to no avail. Able and determined Regents in the Province of Holland were moving with equal despatch to take over the leadership of the Union left vacant by the death of William II, in a series of movements so swift as to amount to a counter-coup. It was decided at once, in November 1650, to leave unfilled the position of Stadholder in Holland and 37pressure was put on a wobbly Zeeland, where there was a strong Orangist faction, to do the same.34 On 8 December the powers which the Stadholder had had in Holland over political appointments in the towns with votes in the Province’s States were acquired by the towns themselves; whilst, at the same time, the town councils were to appoint their own membership through co-option. The councils of towns without votes were in future to be appointed by the Holland States.35 The ruling elites, it was clear, intended to become self-perpetuating.

         The other Provinces adopted similar regimes and also left their Stadholderships vacant, except for Friesland and Groningen. There, in the east of the country, William-Frederick hurried to have himself elected Stadholder of Groningen to add to that of Friesland, which he already held.36 The Regents in Holland did not allow the pace to slacken. They summoned a Great Assembly to determine the measures that would be required to govern the Union in the new circumstances, and this was attended by delegates from all the Provinces. They began to arrive at the end of December and the official opening took place on 18 January 1651 in the splendid surroundings of the Knights’ Hall in the Binnenhof at The Hague.37 There the Holland Pensionary, Jacob Catz, addressed the crucial question of the command of the armed forces, a role which, as Captain-General and Admiral-General, had traditionally been performed by a member of the House of Orange. In presenting the case for leaving these positions unfilled he observed that the country had been free from war since the conclusion of peace with Spain; that the House of Orange had no one who could aspire to the command of the army; and that for several years there had been a field-marshal who could and should command the army.38

         But Holland did not have it all its own way. The deputies of Friesland, thereto motivated by William-Frederick, championed, if not entirely the rights of the infant Prince, at least those of the House of Orange; or, if not entirely the House of Orange, then those of the cadet branch, the House of Nassau, in the shape of William-Frederick himself. In times of peace, they said, one should not neglect to prepare for war; and, while it remained that in the House of Orange there was at present no person who could exercise the actual command of the armies, there was such a one in the House of Nassau. Whilst the country would gain immortal glory in appointing the young Prince as Captain-General, so that he could enter into the actual exercise of his duties at such time as his age would allow him to add his personal capacities and merit to the services which his predecessors had performed, William-Frederick could in the meantime stand in for him.39

         To this the Holland representatives responded that the post of Captain-General was not hereditary and it was unheard of, in a free republic, for such a charge to be given to an infant in swaddling clothes.40

         Furthermore, to appoint William-Frederick as deputy, in the guise of Lieutenant-General, as far as the army was concerned, would cause offence to Van Brederode, who was 38already Field-Marshal, and, as far as the navy was concerned, to Tromp who was already Lieutenant-Admiral.41

         There was, of course, deep suspicion of William-Frederick, because of the role he had played in William II’s coup against the Amsterdam Regents in the previous year; and it was universally recognised that, once he had established himself by deputising for the infant William III in the traditional roles carried out by the princes of Orange, the true heir would find it very difficult to replace him when he, William, came of age.42

         The two princesses, despite their differences, did their best to stem the currents which were flowing so strongly against the interests of the baby Prince. They had after all a joint interest in preserving as much as they could of the influence of the House, even if each then sought to capture it for herself. In February Amalia von Solms made another move on behalf of her grandson by submitting a memorandum in which she observed that she was aware that the military and political offices of her deceased husband were under discussion and that she hoped cognisance would be taken of the young Prince. She acknowledged that the eminent offices held by his predecessors were not hereditary, but expressed the wish that the Prince might receive them as a pure grace and favour, and as a mark of respect for the memory of his ancestors.43

         This initiative again proved fruitless, as did an intervention by Mary in Zeeland. There the position of First Noble, who represented the nobility in the States of this Province, had become vacant as the result of her husband’s death, and Mary maintained that this was a position tantamount to being hereditary in the family, both because of the important services which the princes of Orange had rendered to the country in general and to Zeeland in particular, and because of the extensive property interests the family possessed there. And, she indicated, if the position were left open it would, in effect, leave a constitutional void in the Province.44

         Although Mary was to fail in her immediate aim, it nevertheless became apparent that she had managed to arouse sufficient feeling in Zeeland to cause alarm in Holland that the Province was wavering in its support on the issue of the young Prince’s appointment as Captain-General. Holland was compelled to send a delegation to steady Zeeland’s resolve.45 It was successful, thanks in large part to a rising young politician from Dort, a town in Holland where he had just become Pensionary. He was destined in a short time to take over the leadership of the Republic for nearly two decades and his complicated relationship with the young Prince was to be central to both their lives. His name was Johan De Witt, and he was not yet 26 years old.

         The upshot of the Great Assembly when it came to an end in August was that no Captain-General and no Admiral-General were appointed. In the Dutch Republic the Regents tended to leave military leadership to the traditional aristocracy, at any rate as far as the army was concerned. Nor was there a lack of supplicants amongst the higher aristocracy to take 39on this role. However much they were previously identified with William II, immediately after his death military members of his own family such as William-Frederick, Johan Maurits of Nassau-Siegen, and Jan Wolfert van Brederode, a brother-in-law of Amelia von Solms, had not hesitated to recommend themselves to the States-General;46 and Holland’s championship of Brederode, a citizen of that Province, confirmed his appointment as Field-Marshal.

         But the position Brederode was to hold was infinitely weaker than the traditional military-political position of the princes of Orange. Holland made certain that it was entangled by a lumbering, complicated system under which the Provinces assumed control of the troops they paid for and of troop movements. It was further debilitated by jurisdiction over the troops being transferred to magistrates, with the army’s own jurisdiction being confined solely to cases of desertion and insubordination.47 The settlement of the Great Assembly before its dissolution in August left the Republic considerably enfeebled militarily, particularly on land. Whilst she was about to be proved vulnerable on the sea as well, it was fortunate that no land threat was to develop for many years. But when it did it was to prove devastating.

         Despite their efforts on behalf of the young Prince there was little that Mary, or her dowager mother-in-law, could do to prevent the coup d’état that was occurring under Holland’s leadership. And further dangers still were emerging from a background already sufficiently bleak.

         EXCLUSION

         Even whilst the Great Assembly was still sitting there disembarked at Rotterdam towards the end of March 1651 Oliver St John, Chief Justice of England, and his fellow ambassador, Walter Strickland.48 They had come on a mission to settle the strained relations between their country and the Republic.

         The economic differences between the two were of long standing. But they were affected by two very new developments. The Dutch were the pre-eminent trading power in the world and the English were finding it increasingly difficult to compete. As Jonathan Israel49 has pointed out, the English had lost their markets to the Dutch in the northern reaches of Europe, but the trade embargoes imposed by the Spaniards in their wars against the Dutch and the privateering activities carried out by them and their Flemish subjects had enabled the English to compensate in southern Europe and the Mediterranean for what they had lost in the north. With the peace established between the Dutch and the Spaniards in 1648, this position was transformed and transformed very rapidly. In the face of Dutch competition the English became as helpless in the south as they had been in the north.

         The second major development was that the new Commonwealth or Republic which had come into existence as a result of the Civil War in England had built a powerful and large navy, more modern than the Dutch. There was the temptation at hand, therefore, to seek 40assuagement on the military front for England’s deficiencies on the economic. Would she succumb to that temptation?

         The auspices for the English mission were not good. A previous mission had been sent a couple of years before, which was in Holland at the time of Charles I’s execution; its main aim had been to expel English royalists from the Republic and royalist ships from Dutch ports. A member of that mission, Isaac Dorislaus, an Englishman of Dutch extraction, had been assassinated by the royalists and the mission had been withdrawn.50

         The present mission, too, began badly. It was very large, consisting of 246 people.51 The official lodgings reserved for Ambassadors Extraordinary were occupied by the French ambassador, who refused to vacate them. In the alternative and dispersed lodgings that were found for the English ambassadors and their suite they were exposed to the insults of the mob, then, as always, staunchly Orangist in its sympathies and hence strongly in favour of the Stuarts with whom the House was so closely associated.52

         From the moment they arrived in The Hague the servants of the Princess Royal and of the Queen of Bohemia harassed the ambassadors and their train. Mary’s brother, the Duke of York, and the Queen of Bohemia’s sons, Prince Edward of the Palatinate and his brother, Prince Rupert of the Rhine, who had commanded the troops of Charles I in the English Civil War, took the lead. Shouts of ‘king-murderers’ and ‘Cromwell’s bastards’ were hurled at the mission.

         The States of Holland did their utmost to quell these disturbances. They provided a guard for their diplomatic guests whilst the Provincial court took proceedings against Prince Edward – who, however, escaped punishment – and others, who, it was felt by the ambassadors, got off very lightly.53

         In this atmosphere it was not surprising that the negotiations between the English and Dutch proved difficult to resolve. The English ambassadors were rather vague in their proposals, but it gradually became apparent that what they had in mind was a full political union between the two countries, a single state. The rather startled Dutch quickly saw this as a somewhat naïve and crude attempt to subordinate them, which, of course, it was.54 Then the English were also showing considerable concern for the threat that the Stuarts presented to their fledgling English Republic. They had seen both the popular support which could be mustered on the Stuarts’ behalf and the numbers and distinction of the royalist exiles. They submitted a clause to be inserted in the draft treaty which barred the Princess Royal and, for good measure, the baby Prince, her son, from sheltering or assisting the enemies of the English Republic on pain of confiscation of their property.55

         This was a politically impossible demand, for, despite the disarray in the Orange camp, popular opinion in the streets would never have tolerated it. The English ambassadors concluded that there was little point in their remaining in the Dutch Republic and on 30 June they took their formal leave and departed its shores the following day.5641

         The Orangist party and the Princess Royal in particular have been blamed for the breakdown in negotiations, and the outbreak of the subsequent war.57 But the causes of dispute between England and the Dutch Republic, such as the resentment of powerful merchant interests at Dutch competition, were well beyond the powers of the Princess Royal either to instigate or to control. They continued to operate when the Stuarts were restored and were a factor in contributing to two further Anglo-Dutch wars.

         From Mary’s point of view the representatives of the new English Republic were a threat. They had chopped off her father’s head and she was right to anticipate that they would soon be menacing the interests of her son.

         Aside from Anglo-Dutch relations, and prior to the end of the year, in August, the legal dispute between Mary and Amalia von Solms and the Elector of Brandenburg over the guardianship of William III was resolved. All three were to act as co-guardians with Mary having one vote and the other two one vote between them: thus creating a deadlock position, which would require mutual agreement to make it work.58

         Then, in September, further disaster overtook the Stuarts. Charles II’s invasion of England at the head of the Scottish army had ended in total defeat at the battle of Worcester.59 He was now wandering in the English countryside to find a means of escape from Cromwell’s searching soldiers.

         In the meantime the Dutch and English Republics were gradually moving towards war, which was to bring further set-backs to Mary and her cause. England passed the Navigation Act, directed against the use of Dutch shipping for goods traded with England. It was accompanied by increasing harassment of Dutch shipping at sea by the English navy and privateers. By the end of June 1652 the English and Dutch were at war.60

         The outbreak of war was to bring Johan De Witt, in rapid succession, first to greater prominence and then to the supreme leadership of the Dutch Republic. The absence of a suitable member of the House of Orange to lead the country had left a gap and the pressures of war were to demonstrate that the collegiate system of government of the Regent oligarchies was not sufficient to fill it. A strong leader was required. De Witt, by family background – his father had been one of the Regents imprisoned by William II – and deep conviction, carried the banner of the anti-Orangist republican party. This had always been profoundly suspicious of the position of ‘eminent head’, which, since the origins of the Dutch Republic, had been filled by members of the House of Orange. It was therefore not without irony that a not dissimilar role should be played by De Witt himself.

         At the conclusion of the Great Assembly the aged Jacob Catz had resigned as Pensionary of Holland, to be succeeded by another aged elder statesman, Adriaan Pauw, who had played a leading part in negotiating the peace with Spain in 1648. Now that war had broken out it was decided to send Pauw, as Ambassador Extraordinary, to England to see what he could rescue. Dort, where De Witt was Pensionary, was historically the first town in the Province 42of Holland and accordingly and fortuitously the task of deputising for Pauw fell to him; and he continued to act as Pauw’s assistant on his return a short while later.61

         The war, from the Dutch viewpoint, did not open well and the interruption of trade and of the fishing industry began to be manifested in social unrest, which was fomented by preachers and expressed itself in a strong surge in Orangist sentiment. Once again Zeeland was vacillating and in August 1652 the town of Middelburg in that Province had submitted to the Provinces’ States proposals to appoint William III as Captain – and Admiral-General. Holland at once reacted by despatching a mission which included De Witt. The delegation was menaced by mobs and was in some danger, although it was successful in heading off the immediate threat. But feeling in favour of the young Prince was not stilled,62 and it grew as the failures of the war increased and the economic situation deteriorated further.

         The Regents in Holland, who had in any case always dreaded the war, were therefore under considerable pressure to reach a settlement with the English before its economic and social effects were to become too menacing. They were assisted by the growing power of Cromwell in England, who had been sceptical from the beginning about the purposes of a war with as Protestant a country as the Dutch Republic. By the end of 1652 it became clear that Holland, the strongest, but not the exclusive, voice in the Dutch Republic, and Cromwell, the most influential, but not yet the all-powerful, voice in that of England, were ready to parley.

         But they both had to carry others with them. A curious duality of parallel negotiations therefore commenced, partly in the open and partly secretly. Shortly before he died, in February 1653,63 Pauw had written a letter to the English government in a personal capacity, indicating Holland’s desire for peace. The States of Holland, persuaded by De Witt, followed this up in March with an official letter;64 that is to say, Holland was taking the initiative in commencing negotiations itself, rather than doing so through the States-General, who of course represented the country as a whole. The secret letter was published in England as a piece of propaganda as evidence that the States of Holland were suing for peace, and, although De Witt was subsequently able to gain the support of the States-General, it caused a stir in the Orangist party, which accused Holland of acting unconstitutionally.65

         Following his crushing defeat at the battle of Worcester, Mary’s brother, Charles II, after many adventures which for the rest of his life he never tired of telling – either always in complete accordance with the facts or consistently66 – had at length managed to make his way to France. In the spring of 1653 he was in Paris and contacted the Dutch ambassador there with the suggestion that, if the Dutch were to provide him with a fleet, he would personally join it for an expedition against England. De Witt and the Holland Regents took the view that an alliance of this nature would scupper any hopes of peace.67 And when it became apparent that Charles planned to come to The Hague, the States of Holland made it clear to Mary, in the politest but most unmistakable terms, that they considered it 43inadvisable, adding that any future visit should be cleared both with them and the States-General.68

         Meanwhile in England Cromwell seized supreme power. On 20 April he stalked into the House of Commons and called in his soldiers to disperse the members. Although it was not to be until the middle of December that he was formally installed as Lord Protector, from now on he was able to pursue his own policy towards the Dutch unhampered. The English, too, were experiencing the penalties of war. If the Dutch were facing set-backs in the North Sea, everywhere else they were inflicting losses as great if not greater on the English in the Baltic, in the Mediterranean, in the Indian Ocean and in the Far East.69

         In June the Dutch Admiral, Maarten Tromp, suffered a major naval defeat, which set off the most violent Orangist riots everywhere, including the Province of Holland. William-Frederick took occasion to visit Texel in the northern part of the Province and was treated and cheered as though he was a sovereign.70 Mary saw him as a clear threat to her baby son. ‘The Princess Royal’, it was recorded, ‘is passionately against the having of Count William to be Lieut.-General’.71 In The Hague a mob shot a flag to pieces from which the arms of the Prince of Orange had been removed. Cromwell’s spies reported from The Hague in August, ‘The young Prince with the Princess-Royal, are to return hither this week. Already the boys at The Hague are eagerly carrying Orange placards about, but at the coming of the Prince this will be redoubled. All the people, except in Holland, are for the Princess-royal and her son, and Prince William [i.e. William-Frederick] his deputy.’ And a month later, ‘The young Prince, being sent for, is come to The Hague with his mother, whom to congratulate the young fry were in arms after their fashion, and broke the windows of those who offered to oppose them. If no agreement is made in England, ’tis thought the States will have the young babe, and make them their general.’72

         The rise to supreme power of Oliver Cromwell, the opponent of the House of Stuart in England, was echoed on 30 July by the appointment, as Pensionary of Holland, of Johan De Witt, the opponent of the House of Orange in the Dutch Republic. Negotiations with England could now begin in earnest. Four ambassadors, two from Holland, one from Zeeland, and a fourth from Friesland to keep an eye on the negotiations on behalf of William-Frederick, had already been appointed. The first of them, Hieronymus van Beverninck, who was very close to De Witt, arrived in London on 17 June, and the others were not far behind.73 The negotiations dragged on until the spring of 1653 when the key outstanding question was the position of William of Orange and his family.

         Cromwell was most concerned that the security of the new regime in England should not be undermined by the Stuarts operating from a Dutch base and supported by their relations in the House of Orange. He demanded a clause in the peace treaty which would debar William ‘and all members of his family’ from the traditional high offices held by his family of Stadholder, Captain-General or Admiral-General. This, as it stood, was wholly 44unacceptable to the States-General, who felt unable to face down the ensuing popular uproar. But a clever compromise, which became known as ‘the temperament’, was devised. The treaty was to contain an article by which both countries undertook not to aid each other’s rebels; and the clause explicitly debarring, or excluding, the Prince from the traditional high offices was dropped. However, if he did accept those offices he would have to swear to abide by the terms of the treaty, including the clause relating to rebels, which, of course, would include his Stuart relations. All seemed well. This was acceptable to the States-General, who approved the Treaty on 22 April 1654.

         But all was not as it seemed. ‘The temperament’ by itself had not after all satisfied Cromwell. He had insisted that a secret Act of Exclusion should be entered into by the Province of Holland, which would give an undertaking that the Province would exclude the Prince from the traditional high offices. De Witt had withheld this not only from the States-General but also from the States of Holland themselves. Nevertheless, by extremely able manoeuvring, he managed to get the States of Holland to pass the Act of Exclusion on 4 May; and Cromwell’s ratification arrived on the 7th.74

         However, De Witt’s clerk had revealed the passing of the secret Act by Holland to Count William-Frederick; and a huge Orangist furore broke out.75 But, once again, not all the members of the House were solidly on the same side. Amalia von Solms played an ambivalent role with the powers of the hour. Her ostensible opposition to exclusion in public was tempered in private when she told De Witt that if she had been a Holland deputy she would have voted in its favour. It was whispered that her position was not uninfluenced by her hopes of receiving fruitful compensation in the form of the pension she had been claiming from Holland since the death of Frederick-Henry.76 And Field Marshal Brederode, who had his own interests to secure in safeguarding his military position, played a key role in managing to get the Holland nobility to support De Witt.77

         The House faced a fait accompli. The situation was succinctly summed up by Mary when she received a delegation from Holland, led by De Witt, who had arrived to explain Holland’s stance. ‘Things now are as they are,’ she said. ‘I must be patient and know how to accept things as long as I am in the country.’78

         It is still disputed by historians whether De Witt contrived to persuade Cromwell in demanding the Act of Exclusion, or whether the two were complicit in achieving their joint objective of excluding the House of Orange from positions of power.79 But whatever the truth of the matter, one of the most authoritative of Dutch historians has argued convincingly that the Act of Exclusion was a mistake committed by both Cromwell and De Witt. It enduringly embittered popular feeling against De Witt’s regime and undermined it, thereby in the long run strengthening the cause of Orange.80

         The man who was now the leading figure in the United Provinces has been described as the head and chief proponent of the ‘Republican Party’. But De Witt’s republicanism was 45not the result of abstract principle, but of pragmatic consideration. He told William Temple that ‘if he had been born under a king, he could never have consented to what his ancestors did towards the king of Spain; but being born under a commonwealth [republic], and sworn to maintain it, he could consent to nothing that should destroy it.’81

         His political principles are enunciated in a document called, in shorthand, ‘the Deduction’, which was written by him as an apologia for the Act of Exclusion; and as such it was inevitably directed at the House of Orange and its adherents. He insisted that the individual Provinces within the United Provinces fully retained their sovereignty, thus bestowing authority on the main alternative power centre to the House of Orange, the Province of Holland; he denied that the Prince of Orange, or anyone else, could hold high office by right of birth; he warned of the dangers of conferring high military offices on a hereditary basis, citing the example of the Visconti in Milan, who had turned themselves into sovereign princes; and the combination of high civil with high military office was full of danger and totally unacceptable.82

         Johan De Witt was from an old Regent family and he was a Regent through and through. His philosophy was rooted in Dutch history from the second half of the 16th century up to his own time, with its conflicts between the Regent class and the House of Orange: it was essentially a justification of the system of rule by a predominant Regent class to which the House of Orange should only be allowed to make a contribution provided its position was subordinated to the authority and the interests of that class, which De Witt also considered to be the interests of the country as a whole.

         We need to be careful, when considering the language he used, not to give it too much of a modern slant. In practice the Regents, whose power base rested on co-option and family and clan relationship, were themselves firmly rooted in heredity; they believed solidly in hierarchy; and, like most people in De Witt’s time, they tended to seek divine sanction for their authority. This tendency was not to be seriously undermined until the new writing of such as Spinoza, in particular, began the very long process – it is easy to underestimate how long – of challenging this element in all the ancient regimes. When the process did finally result in turning upside down the notion that political legitimacy descended not from above, from God, to the political authorities set over the people, but that it ascended from below, resting in the people themselves, it did so with revolutionary force.

         The political philosophy of De Witt was to prevail and to hold sway in the United Provinces for nearly two decades. Sincerely, honestly, and honourably held, it was to become known as the ‘True Freedom’.

         
MARY’S TRAVELS WITH CHARLES II


         With the tide running so strongly against her and her son there was nothing for it but for Mary to prepare for the future as best she could. Arrangements for William’s upbringing 46had already been made. In May 1653 an independent household had been established for him, which consisted of some 20 people, including a doctor and two pages. It was by the standards of the time not lavish. Some time earlier a governess had been appointed. She was Mrs Howard, a daughter of Heenvliet and the widower of Thomas Howard, who had been Mary’s Master of Horse. The total cost of William’s establishment was about 30,000 guilders (£3,000), on top of the salary of 1,000 guilders (£100) for Mrs Howard, 10,500 (£1,050) for living expenses, 3,500 (£350) for clothes, and more than 2,400 (£240) for the stables.83

         With William so taken care of Mary could take steps to keep the closest possible contact with the Stuart clan and its connections. She never wavered in her fundamental belief that there ultimately lay the salvation for her son’s cause. To this end she travelled extensively. The storm over the Act of Exclusion was still raging in the United Provinces when at the beginning of July 1654 she set out on a journey to meet her brother Charles II at Spa.

         She did not forget her son. On the way she wrote to Mrs Howard (in French), setting out her instructions. The young Prince should be taken for walks when the weather was fine, or he should be taken to see his grandmother – the relationship between Mary and Amalia von Solms, it appears, was not totally disharmonious (Constantijn Huygens observed in January 1656, for example, that the Princess Royal had assured him that she was on a very good footing with her mother-in-law84). William was to be available to callers twice a day at 11 o’clock in the morning and at 3 o’clock in the afternoon. At such time the lackeys should be standing at the door or in the gallery and the halberdiers should also be in their appointed places.85

         When brother and sister met the royal party made the best of their reduced circumstances and took their pleasures where they could. When smallpox broke out at Spa they moved on to Aix-la-Chapelle, where Mary booked the two largest hostels for their use. The king’s train consisted of 80 people and the expenses were borne by Mary.86 At the beginning of October they moved on to Cologne, where they were greeted by the salute of 30 cannon, followed by the firing of a triple salute by 300 musketeers.87 Their sumptuous entertainment culminated in a final banquet at the hôtel de ville arranged by the magistrates of Cologne and they embarked to sail along the Rhine to Düsseldorf on the 29th.88 At the end of the journey Mary made her way along the Rhine first to Delfthaven and then to her country house at Teyling, where she arrived in November to be met by her son. There the winter was enlivened by frequent visits from Elizabeth of Bohemia.89

         We hear of William in January 1655, in a report from Elizabeth, writing to Charles II’s Secretary of State, Sir Edward Nicholas, on the 10th. ‘Mr Secretarie, I beleeue you will hear at Collein [Cologne] how I haue beene debauched this last week in sitting up late to see dancing. Wee made Friday out and every night, which lasted till Saterday at fiue a clock in the morning, and yesterday was the christening of P.Will; childe90 [William-Frederick’s 47child]; I was at the supper: my Neece the Ps douager, the little Prince [William III] and P. Maurice were gossips: the States generall. I mean their Deputies and the Counsell of State … were there as guests after supper was dancing [till] three a clock. My little Nephue was at the super and satt verie still all the time: those States that were there were verie much taken with him.’91

         It is the first time that we hear of taciturnity with regard to William. Like his ancestor, William the Silent, it was a feature which he was to cultivate as he grew older.

         On the next day Elizabeth again wrote: ‘We had a Royaltie, though not vpon twelf night, at Teiling, where my Neece [Mary] was a gipsie and became her dress extreame well…; Mrs Hide a sheperdess and I assure [you] was verie handsome in it, none but her Mistress looked better than she did.’92 The ‘Mrs Hide’ here referred to was Anne Hyde and the looks the Queen of Bohemia commented on were not without effect on James, Duke of York. She was indeed first to become pregnant by him and then to marry him, eventually becoming the mother of two queens of England. One daughter became the wife of William III, and the second succeeded him as Queen Anne.

         This was not the only gallantry taking place. On 21 June Mary wrote to Charles II: ‘Your wife desires me to present her humble duty to you, which is all she can say. I tell her, it is because she thinks of another husband, and does not follow your example of being as constant a wife as you are a husband it is a frailty they say is given to the sex therefore you will pardon her, I hope.’93

         ‘The wife’, who was no wife, but the butt of Mary’s teasing of her brother, was Lucy Walters, and this liaison, too, had far-reaching consequences. The illegitimate son it produced, the Duke of Monmouth, was to lead his ill-conceived rebellion against James, when James became king after Charles, and he received his retribution by perishing on the block.94

         In July Mary again travelled to meet Charles in Germany and they spent the summer in much the same way as the previous year, with Mary returning home in November.95

         There, according to Constantijn Huygens, Prince William was no longer a child; Huygens saw with astonishment how much he had grown in body and in mind.96 Mary’s health, on the other hand, was not good. ‘I have not been well since I came home,’ she wrote to Charles from The Hague on 2 December.97 It was one of the reasons why she was now planning a trip to Paris, where she would be able to obtain medical advice.98 From her brother Charles’s point of view there were diplomatic reasons against the trip. In October Cromwell had entered into a treaty of friendship with France, which country was now denied to Charles as a refuge.99 He was negotiating for the support of the Spaniards, who continued to be at war with France and who since the autumn of 1655 were also at war with Cromwell.100 But there was no moving Mary: ‘[I] beseech you first to consider,’ she wrote to him, ‘how reasonable a thing all the world must think it in me to desire to see the queen, my mother, which I have 48not done since I was a child, and next you know that there has been ill offices done me to her majesty, which I hope, by my going quite to remove, as also to put it out of all malicious people’s power to make me again so unhappy.’101 One of the points at issue between mother and daughter was Mary’s intention to appoint Anne Hyde as a maid of honour.102

         Mary left The Hague on 17 January 1656 with a large train and with no expense stinted so that she might appear with appropriate splendour in the French capital.103

         
MARY’S VISIT TO FRANCE AND REFLECTIONS ON EARLY MODERN EUROPEAN SOCIETY


         The war between France and Spain did not prevent Mary travelling through the Spanish Netherlands on her way south. She was treated with as much ceremony there as she was when she entered French territory.104 At length, on 3 February, Mary met her mother just outside Paris. They had not met for a couple of decades, and Mary and her younger sister, Henrietta, who was with her mother, had never met at all. Shortly afterwards, at St-Denis, Mary was met by the whole court of France, the 17-year-old King, Louis XIV, the Queen Mother, Louis’s brother, the Duke of Anjou, and Cardinal Mazarin; and so she was accompanied to the apartments at the Palais Royal which had been prepared for her.

         The Paris Mary entered was settling down in the aftermath of the storms caused by the Frondes. Louis’s majority, which he reached at the age of 13, had been officially declared in September 1651,105 and his coronation had taken place in June 1654. His mother’s regency was at an end. It was no longer possible for those challenging the king’s government to cast a doubt on the authority of those acting on his behalf: authority now stemmed directly from the king himself. Mazarin had returned from exile in February 1653.106 But, although Turenne had resumed his allegiance to the Crown as early as April 1651, Condé was still in open revolt, fighting for the Spaniards, and the upper nobility, of which he was so potent an example, still needed to be managed; the memory of what it had been capable of remained a constant undercurrent in Louis’s considerations.

         As Mary settled into her quarters in the Palais Royal, she was treated by the French court as one of its own, with a mother who was the daughter, the sister and the aunt of French kings. Amid the sparkle and glitter by which she was surrounded she was able to observe the French court with which she, her Stuart family, and the retinue of the House of Orange strongly empathised, which they tried to emulate and whose values they absorbed.

         Throughout Europe loyalties were much more concrete and personal and much less centred on the abstractions which we call the ‘State’, the ‘People’ or the ‘Nation’. The complicated webs of family, clan and patron/client relationships operated within states but they could also transcend frontiers and, at the level of Louis XIV and William III, they extended over the whole of Europe. Power had to be exercised through these relationships. If, for example, the king were to attempt to dismiss a minister or secretary of state he could not 49ignore the fact that their departure was likely to be accompanied by that of their immediate personnel and their own webs of clients, who regarded themselves as being beholden to them personally. Hence the families who provided the membership of the Conseil d’en Haut, effectively the king’s cabinet, amounted to little more than a handful in over half a century of Louis’s personal rule – he rarely dismissed them because the implementation of effective government occurred through the channels of their personal networks of influence. He rarely dismissed them, in short, because he rarely could. The king’s territorial disputes were framed in terms of his personal rights, not those of the State, the People or the Nation.107

         Throughout Europe anyone in authority was expected to display his status. This, of course, Louis XIV was to carry to its apogee. A great man had to behave as a great man, with all the appropriate pomp, circumstance and the pursuit of the appropriate codes which at the same time was both an expression of status and a buttress to it. At every turn standing and renown, particularly in the eyes of history, was a consideration, what was called gloire.108 La Gloire was something of practical political importance, and the primary aim of display, which was a constituent of it, was the outward manifestation of political strength, more than an indulgence in personal vanity. The greater one’s gloire, the greater one’s following. They fed on each other.

         Amongst the French aristocracy, and the European aristocracies which emulated this example, including the House of Orange, every generation aimed to rise to a higher rank, or, if one was a king, to a higher rank in the order of European monarchs. Gloire could be passed on to the next generation. Nobody expressed it better than Louis XIV himself in his Mémoires, written for the instruction of the Dauphin: ‘…quand il s’agira du rang que vous tenez dans le monde, des droits de votre coronne, du Roi enfin et non pas du particulier, pressez hardiment l’élévation de coeur et d’esprit dont vous serez capable, ne trahissez point la gloire de vos prédécesseurs ni l’intérêt de vos successeurs à venir, dont vous n’êtes que le dépositaire….’ Hence the great importance attached to precedence. Battles lost there would diminish the family’s standing, its influence amongst potential clients would melt away, and its own claims to rewards and to advancement would be that much reduced.109

         Loyalty to country as a vague concept existed but it was not yet what nationalism or patriotism in the future was to make it, the supreme good that overrode all family and other personal considerations. In the middle of the 17th century it lay side by side with, and could be tempered, and was as often as not overridden, by personal loyalties based on family, clientship and local and communal ties – and by religion, another form of patron/client relationship, but this time with God.

         Mary’s insistence on her royal rank, her constant travelling to keep in touch with her clan, her financial support for her brothers so that they could maintain their state, especially that of Charles, king and head of the clan, her own expenditure for this visit to France, her use of French (the common language of cosmopolitan aristocratic society) in preference to 50Dutch, were not only the common currency of her time but were reinforced by very practical political considerations.110 Her style of behaviour was indeed the subject of reproaches by her contemporaries and these have been repeated by modern historians. Frequently they originate with political opponents of the House of Stuart and the House of Orange in Mary’s own times. But those opponents themselves could not, in the 17th century, avoid the overarching presence of clanship, with its adjuncts of client/patron relationships, even in the Dutch Republic where the old aristocracy had ceded so much of its power and influence to the predominant Regent families – in the Province of Holland in particular, although less so elsewhere.

         These Regent families were small in number, and not the least of the pillars supporting De Witt’s power was his blood ties with many of them. He had married the daughter of a former Amsterdam burgomaster, Wendela Bicker, and the Amsterdam clans of the Bickers, De Graeffs, the Trips (whose wizened faces Rembrandt captured) and the Deutzen intermingled their influence with the clans closely allied with the De Witts, the Van Sypesteyns, Van Beverens, Van Slingelandts, Hoeufts, De Veers, Coolwijcks and Viviens. For his brother De Witt procured the position of steward of Putten, for his father the membership of the audit office in The Hague, for Van Slingelandt and for Van Vivien the posts of Pensionary, which he had himself held, of Dordrecht, and numerous relations were embedded in town and provincial posts. It was their knowledge of local problems, local personalities and local politics that made government possible just as the webs of clan and clientship did in France and England.111

         The Regents, too, were jealous of their reputations, their ‘Honour’ – only honourable people, those recognised as honourable, could hold public office, although the Regent code of honour had different emphases reflecting the mercantile society of the Dutch Republic. An essential component of honour among the Regents, for instance, was creditworthiness. Nevertheless a Regent’s honour was to him and to his family as important as was gloire to Louis XIV; and the Regents too were as obsessed as Louis with precedence and protocol, for example in the seating arrangements at the States-General, lest these reflect on their honour.112 But the values of the Dutch aristocracy, of its gentry, and of its military class – those who moved most closely in the ambit of the House of Orange – were nearer the mores of France.

         Mary’s stay in France extended to almost a year. Even by the high standards of the French court she cut a splendid figure, which impressed no less a personage than Louis XIV’s very rich niece, la Grande Mademoiselle. As Princess of Orange and as Princess Royal she was surrounded by her magnificent entourage, whilst her imposing ear pendants, her pearls, her clasps of large diamond bracelets and her diamond rings were set off by the black widow’s weeds she wore in memory of her dead husband. It was to la Grande Mademoiselle that she confided that she was very happy in France, that she had an ‘aversion horrible’ for her 51adopted country and that as soon as the king, her brother, was re-established in England she would go to live with him.113

         Her eventual departure was hastened by the news that her son had smallpox, which in the event turned out to be measles and from which he made a good recovery.114 On 21 November she left Paris, and she met Charles at Bruges on the 29th.115 She returned to The Hague on 2 February 1657.

         
MARY’S COURT


         On her return to the Dutch Republic her first care was the restoration of her son’s health. After his recovery mother and son were able to make full use of the various Orange palaces in the Republic. One of these was close to Breda, which had for generations been a major seat of the princes of Orange. Their ancient palace lay a short distance from the small town and enjoyed both spacious rooms and splendid gardens.116 It was convenient for Bruges, where Charles had established himself with his brother Henry, the Duke of Gloucester, and where he summoned his other brother, James, who was thus compelled to leave the French army. In the Spanish army he was soon fighting against his old comrades.

         A major event was the betrothal of the Queen of Bohemia’s youngest daughter, Sophie, to Duke Ernest Augustus of Hanover. On 24 June 1658 the Queen wrote archly to her son Charles Louis, the Elector of Palatine, complaining of being kept uninformed of the progress of the match. She had no objection to Ernest Augustus: ‘I doe not all dislike the match concerning the person, being no exceptions against him, for whome I haue a great esteeme’; but, she continued, ‘since neither my opinion nor consent hath bene asked, I haue no more to say, but uish that it may proue for Sophies content and happiness.’117

         In one of the ironies of history Ernest Augustus was not deemed a great catch. ‘In the present condition of our family,’ Charles Louis remarked, ‘we must be satisfied to take hold of what we can.’118 It was not to be anticipated that the young couple’s son was to succeed to the English throne as George I.

         A more dramatic event was to electrify the exiled royalists. Cromwell died on 3 September 1658. On the 30th the Queen of Bohemia wrote to her son: ‘…he liued uith the curse of all good people and is dead to their great ioye so as, though he haue gained three kingdoms by undoubted wrong and uickedness, wants that honnour to leaue a good name behinde him in this worlde, and I feare, he is not now much at his ease where he now is. All the French court went to congratylat this monsters death uith the Queene my sister [Henrietta Maria], and the Cardinal himself, and he called him ce vipere.’119

         For the moment, however, there was no sign of a possible Restoration of Charles II. Indeed, so remote did this prospect seem that that most astute of social climbers, Amalia von Solms, let slip a gilded prize and vetoed the proposed marriage to the king-in-exile of her daughter Henrietta,120 who subsequently married the Prince of Anhalt. That did, 52however, strengthen the clan’s connections in Germany, and Anhalt was to become a useful component in Prince William’s German system of patronage.

         
WILLIAM’S EARLY UPBRINGING


         In the meantime thought was being given to William’s education, although there are few hard facts as to what he was actually taught as opposed to instructions on what he should be taught. But from the man whom we subsequently get to know we must strongly suspect that some of the instructions given for his education were not without lasting effect.

         The first of these instructions is an undated and anonymous memorandum, ‘Discourse sur la nourriture de S.A. Monseigneur le Prince d’Orange’ – Dr Japikse dates this from the earliest period in the Prince’s life, as it envisages an education from the fourth to the sixteenth years. It lays stress on physical exercise; on current affairs; on geography and history to develop his judgement; the Calvinist religion; and the study of warfare. It contains a conventional warning against gambling, wine and women – although, perhaps, given the character of William’s father, the author may also have been reflecting, as much as he dared, on the hard facts of recent experience.

         It contains one element of practical advice, which the Prince did not imbibe. It draws a distinction between ‘deception’, which is not acceptable, and ‘dissimulation’, which is, because ‘il appartient quelques fois à la civilité de faire paroitre de ne voir ou de n’ouir point ce que l’on sçait ou voit ou oyt’. Whatever William was prepared to acknowledge in the sphere of manners, in the sphere of politics certainly he was to prove himself to be a performer in the first rank as a dissimulator, and deception also was not always far absent from his repertoire. But in politics, as in war, these are not always heinous qualities. Breaching his given word, however, was another matter – that would have been in contradiction with his gloire, which was to become as important to him as to his cousin, Louis.

         Other advice was absorbed, such as the dictum ‘Qui est maistre de soy mesme, il est maistre de tout autres.’ Whilst William did have a temper, to which he was known to give vent on occasion – sometimes with calculation – he was from his earliest years known for his deep reserve, and his ability to hide his thoughts and emotions. He was not, when he so wished, a man easy to read.

         There was a word of political advice, which did not go unheeded and which was to prove of the first importance – the Prince should maintain a strict understanding with the Province of Holland. There were occasions when he found it difficult to adhere to this principle, and, indeed, there were occasions when the Province of Holland – Amsterdam in particular – had to learn the corollary of cooperating with him. But when the two power centres in the Dutch Republic found ways of uniting they became, together, one of the great powers of Europe.121

         Whilst Mary was away in France, Amelia von Solms had, in 1656, turned to the States 53of Holland to appoint tutors for the Prince, a request which these States refused. A minister of religion, however, took office in April 1656, Cornelius Trigland, to address his spiritual education. The substantial time of one and a half hours a day was set aside for this. Although no religious fanatic, Trigland, who was noted for his learning, was an orthodox Calvinist, with the unavoidable attachment to the Calvinist doctrine of predestination.122

         Trigland was an adherent of the Voetian school of Calvinism and his appointment should be seen in the context of the division in the Dutch Church at this time between the adherents of Voetius and Cocceius, which was reminiscent, but not so divisive, as the dispute between the Remonstrants and Counter-Remonstrants earlier in the century.

         The Voetians were the stricter Calvinists; they believed in the literal truth of the Bible; and this led them to be proponents of a more Godly way of life, particularly on Sundays. The Cocceians did not adhere to a literal interpretation of the Bible, parts of which, they maintained, should be understood in the context of the development of the ancient Israelites at the time. In this they were more in tune with the new science and the new sceptical philosophy which was emerging and one of whose major proponents was Descartes.123 But for many in Dutch 17th-century society to question the literal meaning of the Bible, the source of all religious authority in a Protestant society, was to question faith itself: it was the first step to atheism.

         And, of course, these religious divisions had, as usual, a political dimension. At its centre was the old Erastian dispute as to whether ecclesiastical affairs should be subordinate to the State, or whether the Church should maintain its independence. The Cocceians supported the first principle, and had the sympathy of many of the Regents. The Voetians championed a Church independent of the State, that is to say independent from the predominant Regent party to whom the Orangists were also opposed. It was natural therefore that a Voetian should have been chosen as Prince William’s religious instructor, albeit not one who was an extreme proponent of his school.124

         When William was 16 Trigland published the ‘idea or portrait of a Christian Prince’, which contained maxims clearly directed at the young Prince of Orange. Much of Trigland’s tract contains the commonplace pieties of the age, but one or two quotations have resonance in the way the Prince behaved throughout his life.

         ‘It is required of kings and princes’, Trigland says in his opening paragraph, ‘that they foster piety and judgement…. O blessed servitude, sole method of happy government: above all for thee, Most Noble Prince, since God brought thee in such wondrous wise into this earthly scene’. The Prince, thus, would be called upon to fulfil a special political destiny in his life to accompany his special status.

         At a less elevated level there is the admonishment that ‘A faithful friend is a strong defence and he that hath found him hath found a treasure…. A faithful friend is a medicine for life, and they that fear the Lord shall find him.’125 It was an admonishment that may 54perhaps have encouraged what was in any case already in William’s nature; it was to be a characteristic, perhaps to a fault, that he relied on a very small but very close coterie of friends throughout his life – a characteristic that left an opening for his political opponents to exploit, to the point of accusations of homosexual scandal.

         It was not till the end of 1659 that William’s education was put on a more formal footing when it was decided that he should attend the university of Leyden, a strongly Orangist institution which had been attended by the Princes Maurits and Frederick-Henry before him – it had also been attended by his uncle, the Elector of Brandenburg. His household was expanded and a governor was appointed to head it, who was to oversee the young Prince’s education. He was Frederick of Nassau, Lord of Zuylenstein, an illegitimate son of Frederick-Henry, and another uncle of William. He was married to an Englishwoman, Mary Killigrew. With his preoccupations markedly more centred on this world than were those of Trigland, he was somewhat idle and he had had a reputation of being something of a rake in his youth. William became very attached to him.126

         Charles Henri van den Kerckhoven, Baron Wotton and Lord of Blydenstein, a son of Heenvliet, became Gentleman of the Bed Chamber, and two other appointments, Johan Boreel, Steward of the Household, and Frederick van Reede, Master of the Horse, were to remain closely associated with the Prince in the future.

         We now come to the second set of instructions for the Prince’s upbringing; they were detailed and they were drawn up by Constantijn Huygens.127 The reader will note echoes in places of the earlier ‘Discours’. The structure of Huygens’s Mémoire follows a hierarchical pattern that was almost second nature to the 17th-century mind; it begins with God, it moves on to the Prince’s personal education, and it ends with the regulation of the personnel of his household.

         The first and principal care of his governor was to bring up the Prince in the love and fear of God, from whom his every action, every word and every thought was never hidden. Every day he should study extracts from the Bible, with explanations being given of the more obscure passages. He should be armed with quotations to counter the arguments of the Popish religion and great care should be taken to bar from his presence any advocates of atheism. Combining religious instruction with the practical, Huygens stipulates that the Prince should attend sermons twice on Sundays alternating between the Dutch and the French churches, to enable him to acquire facility in both languages.

         Huygens then addresses the Prince’s political education. He should acquire a style of conversation suitable to his rank, honest, civil, and obliging to all. And Huygens goes on to reinforce and expand on the principles set out in the earlier Discours relating to relations with the Regents. William should be taught that, following the eclipse of the fortunes of his House, the goodwill which the people of the country owed to his illustrious predecessors should be re-established by a manner of behaviour which would remove the rancour of the 55opposition whilst animating the affections of the well-disposed. Neither the Prince nor any in his entourage should speak with disrespect of the government of the country or of its leading figures. On the contrary he should be made aware that his princely ancestors had always deferred to the Republic and its component members and by these means had strengthened the basis of their authority and standing. This profound principle must have stuck in the memory of the Prince, for he eventually followed it, although not without difficulty, first in the Dutch Republic and later, mutatis mutandis, in England.

         If the central political precepts were thus once more reiterated on the lines of the first Discours, Prince William was at the same time also to be imbued, from the start, with the gloire of the House to which he belonged; the glorious acts of his ancestors for the good and for the service of the country should be held before him and he should be taught history in general and the history of the United Provinces in particular, in which connection he should compare and contrast the actions of the great men of old.

         Huygens touches on the general tone of the company surrounding the Prince, which should be devoid of blasphemy or coarse language, and rigorous measures should be taken against any vices such as drunkenness, gluttony and suchlike. Precautions should be taken against his being furnished with lewd books.

         Huygens hints at a short temper in the Prince, due either to a natural inclination or to his tender years – it was in fact the former – and should it manifest itself, it should be corrected on the spot with as much discretion as possible, whilst he should be taught the need for self-control in dealing with servitors – which was not always to be the case.

         The governor should let the Prince out of his sight as little as possible and to this end he should sleep in his bedchamber, it not being reasonable to leave him under the sole watch of his valets. Privacy was not a requisite in a prince’s education in the 17th century.

         As regards the Prince’s studies, Huygens lays great emphasis on the need for him to be able to write letters in an easy and gracious style, dignified and appropriate to a prince. As regards languages, without detracting from the importance of Latin, at that stage in his life it wouldn’t be necessary to press it too hard. As his mind matured it was important that he should be thoroughly drilled in the two languages that were most necessary to him, apart from Latin, that is to say Dutch and French, whilst the English which he had already acquired should be retained. Care should be taken that he should learn to spell correctly in all three languages and to acquire a flawless pronunciation.

         It appears therefore that, in the very English environment with which Mary had surrounded him, William’s first language was English. But it seems equally likely that he would have heard a great deal of French from his earliest infancy spoken both by Mary and her court – Huygens’s Mémoire, for example, is most typically written in French. And he must, of course, have heard Dutch spoken on a daily basis. The evidence of his correspondence is that he used French, the language of the officer corps in the Dutch army, of the Dutch 56aristocracy and of diplomacy, and Dutch, the language used in the Provincial Estates and the States-General, with equal facility; but that he was less comfortable in English – the later English ambassador in The Hague, Sir William Temple, for example, makes mention of the occasions when the Prince used English expressions in their conversations, making clear that the bulk of their intercourse was in French.

         As regards other subjects Huygens lays particular emphasis on arithmetic, and on mathematics generally, which he calls ‘la vraye science des Princes, et de laquelle ils ne sçauroyent se passer ni en paix ni en guerre.’ As far as music is concerned, if the Prince had a disposition towards singing no harm could result. More important was drawing, which could be used to employ an idle hour.

         These, in summary, says Huygens, are more or less the preliminary disciplines which the tender years of the Prince would allow. As he increases in age, by God’s good grace, their Highnesses (the two princesses) would be able, through appropriately qualified people, to regulate and adjust the process by which he could acquire the skills and knowledge to render him capable of the great employments for which it was hoped he was destined through the bounty of God.

         On bodily nourishment and exercise, Huygens admonishes Zuylenstein to have a care of the Prince’s constitution ‘qui n’estant pas des plus robustes doibt estre mesnagée discrètement’. It would appear appropriate that he should go to bed between 9 and 10 at night and rise between 7 and 8 in the morning. The morning should be devoted to his lessons, and, if there is time before dinner, that would be the most appropriate time to have dancing lessons to improve his deportment. More violent exercises such as fencing, horse manège and tennis would have to be postponed until his physical strength allowed. He could, however, play billiards indoors, and out of doors he could take the air in a carriage, on foot or on horseback. In this way a good part of the time after dinner could be employed and if any time remained before supper some of the morning’s lessons could be revised.

         We have here one of the first hints that Prince William had a weak constitution, of which historians have made a great deal; but we will need to judge the evidence carefully as to how serious a defect this was at various stages during his life; certainly in his earlier years as a military commander he was capable of great physical energy, living in very rough conditions whilst on campaign, and he was capable as well of sustaining long periods in the saddle in pursuing his favourite form of relaxation, hunting.

         The Mémoire finishes with short instructions as to how the staff of the Prince’s establishment are to be managed. On no account were any of the servants to be allowed to behave in an insolent or disorderly fashion either indoors or out and become a source of scandal.

         In view of Governor Nassau-Zuylenstein’s rakish antecedents, one cannot but be aware of a certain irony in some of Huygens’s stricter admonishments. Indeed, we do not know how much of these instructions was put into practice but equally, as we have indicated in 57the case of the first Discours, the subsequent development of the Prince’s character leaves ample scope for believing that they were by no means ignored. It is true that the French ambassador remarked in August 1660, thus getting on for a year after the Prince moved to Leyden, that not enough care was being taken of his education, ‘estant encore en quelque façon entre les mains des femmes, qui le destournent de ses estudes’; and he made mention of it to the Princess Dowager, who undertook to remedy this.128 Thus the easy-going Nassau-Zuylenstein may himself, on occasion, have had need of correction.

         It is to the point, however, that in these instructions of Huygens, there is no mention at all of the military education which had been mentioned in the first Discours. This was a marked gap in the Prince’s upbringing, and was to handicap him throughout his career. In contrast to William the Silent’s two sons, who were regarded as amongst the great generals of their age, William was to be a very brave but pedestrian military commander.

         But despite Nassau-Zuylenstein’s possible shortcomings, Huygens’s design for the Prince’s education, combined as it later was with De Witt’s practical instructions in statecraft, even if it was an ill preparation for the career of a general, was a very solid preparation for that of a statesman.

         On 4 November 1659, ten days before his ninth birthday, Prince William rode through cheering crowds in Delft to take up his residence and commence his studies, accompanied by the Princess Royal and his grandmother, and a few days later he was regaled by one of the professors on the deeds of the House of Orange.129 The weight of his family’s role in history – so important a constituent of his gloire – was never to be kept from his mind. And nor were the expectations that rested on this boy with a constitution which, it was said, was not amongst the most robust.

         
DISPUTES OVER THE PRINCIPALITY OF ORANGE. LOUIS XIV’S OCCUPATION


         On 20 January 1660 Elizabeth of Bohemia wrote to her son, the Elector Palatine, ‘…there is an ill favoured business fallen out between my Neece [Mary] and the governor of [the Principality of] Orenge, which I feare vill go neere to a cause of the loss of that place. It is too long to relate, I beleeue there is fault on both sides. The French king takes my Neeces part highlie, the Elec[tor] of Brandenburg and the dowager, the Count of Donas’, that is to say of the governor.

         Elizabeth was referring to a long-standing dispute between Mary, Amalia von Solms, and the Great Elector over the guardianship of the Principality of Orange which had existed ever since the death of William II in 1650. Prior to his death, Mary’s husband had given instructions to Count Donha that he was to obey Mary’s orders concerning Orange and ‘to hold the place on her behalf against all others laying claim to it’. But the governor, who had been appointed in 1649, was both the son of Amalia’s elder sister and a subject of the Elector 58of Brandenburg, in whose territories his estates lay.130 He was also related to the Elector by marriage through the Elector’s marriage to Louise-Henrietta, the daughter of Amalia and Frederick-Henry. Louise-Henrietta, it will be remembered, was the potential heiress of the House of Orange’s estates and of the Principality in the event of the demise of William III, and hence the Elector had a direct interest in the Principality’s affairs. The essence of the dispute was Mary’s claim of sole guardianship of the Principality on behalf of her infant son against the claim of Amalia and of the Elector, on behalf of his wife, for a joint guardianship between all three. This, of course, would result in Mary being outvoted by the other two acting in concert131 – unlike the settlement of the guardianship in the United Provinces where Mary had one vote and the other two one vote between them.

         The geographical situation of the Principality had always presented a problem of control for the princes of Orange and there had been a long history of the governors they appointed establishing semi-autonomy.132 Donha acted in accordance with this tradition to assert as high a degree of independence as possible.

         Key to the situation was the Parlement (the Supreme Court) of the Principality, which would have to decide on the legalities of the conflicting claims. Mary sent emissaries to the Principality who were, however, promptly arrested by Donha, and counter-representations were produced by the emissaries of Amalia and the Elector. In these circumstances, and in the light of the pressure that the governor was able to exert on the spot, it was perhaps not surprising that the Parlement gave judgement in 1652 in favour of joint guardianship.

         Mary eventually decided to bow to the fait accompli by entering into an agreement in 1654 with Amalia and the Elector to allow the status quo thus established by the court to stand until 17 February 1657, but without prejudice to her rights in the future.133 Donha’s own commission expired on 13 June of that year.

         Nevertheless, in 1658 Donha was still in practical control of the Principality; but he was then no longer assured of the support of the Parlement, and he accordingly took steps to protect his position by arranging for the appointment of two new members to this body.134 Far from achieving his end, however, this démarche infuriated the Parlement, which, on 24 August, decreed in favour of Mary as the sole regent of the Principality. Donha retorted by imprisoning Mary’s supporters and confiscating their property, amongst whom were the advocate-general, Sylvius, and his father.135

         Mary sought the intercession of her mother, Henrietta Maria, in Paris, who in turn sought the intervention of the French Queen Mother, Anne of Austria, who turned to Cardinal Mazarin.136 A precedent for such an appeal to a king of France existed when Philip William, the then Prince of Orange, had appealed to Henri IV, Louis XIV’s grandfather, for his support against a similarly recalcitrant governor of Orange. Indeed, the situation of the Principality had always meant that its tenure by the princes of Orange necessarily involved the goodwill of the kings of France.59

         In response to Mary’s appeal the French sent a frigate up the Rhône to compel the payment of the river tolls, which amounted to more than half the revenues of the Principality, to Mary’s representative. Then, at the beginning of 1660, Louis XIV was himself in Provence both to quell disturbances in that part of France and because he was on his way to marry Maria-Theresa of Spain in accordance with the Treaty of the Pyrenees which had established peace between that country and France in 1659.

         Negotiations were entered into with Donha, who, once his own interests were safeguarded – including the payment of a hefty sum of money – surrendered the Principality to the French under an agreement reached on 20 March 1660. Donha was to remain as nominal governor, but without discharging the functions of the office, whilst Louis took possession of the Principality during the minority of Prince William, promising to return it to him when he became of age. In the event of his death it would revert to the Elector of Brandenburg.137

         A symbolic story is told that on 27 March, the Saturday before Easter, Louis XIV paid a visit to Orange and climbed the highest bastion of the citadel. There he remained in silence, affronted by the sight of this proud fortification appearing so challenging in the midst of his demesnes. He took a stone and let it fall over the parapet. To his entourage it was taken as a signal that the place should be demolished without delay. Still in silence, Louis descended into the town where the local notabilities vainly tried to persuade him to partake of the collation prepared for him. But he would partake of neither the food nor the drink. He mounted his horse and left for Avignon.138

         To Louis the signal to demolish the fortifications at Orange was an assertion of his royal authority. To Prince William, when the news reached him, it was the declaration of a challenge to his very status as a sovereign prince.

         Before the reports of these events reached the two princesses in the Netherlands they had realised that their quarrels were threatening the total loss of the Principality. They patched up their differences and appealed to the Dutch States-General to lend their diplomatic support to their intercession with the French King, which the States agreed to do.139

         But to no avail. The fortifications of Orange were levelled – their remains can be seen to this day, still gazing across the plains of Louis’s former kingdom – and the reply came from the French court that these served no other purpose but to be a charge on the resources of the Prince of Orange and to disturb the peace of the kingdom of France.140

         The French ambassador, De Thou, was aware of the long-standing damage this could do to relations with the House of Orange. ‘Je fus hier à Honslardick’, he reported on 11 June, ‘voir la Princesse mais je la trouvay fort esmue et toute affligée de la nouvelle qu’elle avoit recue d’Orange, me disant qu’on n’en vouloit pas seulement aux fortifications, mais aux droits et prérogatives de la souveraineté; qu’on ne manqueroit pas d’aigrir le Roy son frére sur ce sujet.’141

         Two major European clans were thus involved in Mary’s mind, the House of Orange as 60well as the more senior House of Stuart. In everyone’s thoughts there was the threat to the sovereign status possessed by the House of Orange through the medium of the Principality.

         De Thou suggested a solution. The King of France could augment the revenues of the Principality. This would turn the Prince into a ‘pensionnaire de France’, binding him to the King’s interests,142 that is, the Prince would become part of Louis’s European network of clients. We shall see that this was a theme which for some time formed a continuum in Louis’s policy towards the House of Orange and the Dutch Republic. It was to prove a grave miscalculation.

         In a despatch to Cardinal Mazarin on 26 August De Thou again suggested that it might be opportune to do the young Prince a good turn ‘pour adoucir un peu cette amertume de la démolition de la place [i.e of Orange’s fortifications],’ adding ‘dont il sera difficile qu’il ne se souvienne quelque temps et que le mal-intentionnez contre nous se servent de ce prétexte pour envenimer l’esprit de ce jeune Prince, dans l’esprit duquel se descouvre desjá quelque semence de fierté.’143

         It remained that in 17th-century terms Louis had inflicted a personal insult, a mortal insult. A threatening shadow had emerged, a challenge both to the pride and to the very status on which William’s House depended for its position in the constellation of the powers of Europe, a threat to his gloire.

         After long negotiations extending over five years Constantijn Huygens eventually managed to gain the return of the Principality and the French troops withdrew on 25 March 1665.144

         But its vulnerability and the menace from Louis remained.
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            3 THE STUART RESTORATION

         

         
THE DUTCH WELCOME


         William had barely been at his studies at Leyden for a few months when events in the spring of 1660 at long last portended the restoration of his uncle, Charles II, to his throne in England. The French ambassador, De Thou, in a despatch in April, noted the possible implications that the restoration of the uncle to the throne of his ancestors would have for the restoration of the nephew to the traditional offices held by his. He reported that De Witt had held a dinner, to which had been invited several adherents of the House of Orange. There a toast to the young Prince’s health was solemnly drunk and proposed by De Witt’s father, who had always been a leader of the anti-Orangist party.1 Barely nine months earlier De Witt had refused Mary’s request that her brothers, the dukes of York and Gloucester, should be allowed to visit her for a few days at her country house at Honselaarsdijk.2

         On 14 May the Princess Royal received the news at Breda that Charles had been proclaimed king in London on the 11th; and, writing in her own hand, she immediately conveyed this to the States-General.3 As it happened Charles and the dukes were staying with her, and both the States-General and the States of Holland resolved to send delegations to Breda to invite him to make his way to England via the United Provinces and for the party to stay as their guests. The two sets of delegates were soon vying with each other over precedence and over who should do the honours in entertaining the restored monarch. Underlying the bickering there was, as always in the 17th century, an important issue. It was the old question in the United Provinces of where sovereignty lay. The States-General claimed overall sovereignty, and hence overall precedence. The States of Holland claimed sovereignty within their Province and hence precedence in entertaining the King whilst he was there.4

         The King and his entourage departed from Breda on 24 May by boat, wending their way to Moerdijk, in the Province of Holland, where De Witt had arranged a military reception.5 From there they proceeded to Dordrecht, De Witt’s home town, to be greeted by the local militia decked out in orange ribbons, and from there to Delft where the Grand Pensionary himself greeted the royal party. A very large number of coaches had been assembled. The Princess Royal and the King settled into one of these with their backs to the coachman, and were faced by the two royal dukes, York and Gloucester, whilst young Prince William had to be content with being deposited near the window. So arranged, the procession of 72 coaches progressed to The Hague, where the militia and a regiment of guards formed a double hedge at the entrance of the palace of Prince Maurits of Nassau-Siegen – nowadays the Mauritshuis museum with its magnificent collection of Dutch art. Here the King 65was to lodge during his stay in the United Provinces, and this was where he was officially proclaimed king by a delegation from the English Parliament.

         The States-General had allocated 300,000 guilders (about £30,000) just to provide for the King’s table, at which there were always present eight of its deputies to attend upon him. The table took the form of a double T, in the midst of which the King was seated between the Queen of Bohemia and the Princess Royal, whenever they were present. The royal dukes occupied one end of the table and young Prince William another, whilst in between were ranged the deputies to the States-General. The service, the food and the wines were of equal splendour. And outside in the city of The Hague the fountains ran with wine, without intermission, day and night.6

         Everything possible was done by the Dutch to gain the goodwill of the restored King of England and of his family. The States of Holland, not to be outdone by the States-General, allocated 600,000 guilders (£60,000) for the royal party and for donations which it was judged the circumstances required. The dukes of York and Gloucester received 60,000 guilders (£6,000) each. For Charles himself a number of rare articles were to be assembled, but, as these would not yet be ready prior to his departure, he was initially presented with a splendid bedstead – are we permitted a wry smile? It had originally been ordered by William II for Mary’s lying-in and was purchased from her for 100,000 guilders (£10,000).7

         When the so-called ‘Dutch gift’ was finally delivered to the King at the Banqueting House in London in November it included a Titian, a Tintoretto, a Saenredam, two Gerhard Dous and antiquities from the ancient world. And all of this was rounded off with a yacht, provided by Amsterdam.8

         What were the aims of the Dutch in organising these effusive arrangements? A cynic amongst them observed that the expense would have been better employed in the purchase of powder and lead.9 And indeed it was to be not many years before the Dutch and the English were once again engaged in war. For the Dutch Republic, however, trade was everything. The Dutch merchant establishment remembered the costly first Dutch war with its devastating effect on the country’s trade and wealth. Cromwell and De Witt had brought that war to an end. It was in the minds of all at The Hague at this time that part of Cromwell’s price for ending it had been the Act of Exclusion, banning the young Prince of Orange from the offices held by his forefathers, and effectively banning the Stuarts, other than Mary herself and her son, from the Republic. Others could have added that De Witt instigated this. The Regents were now as eager to maintain good relations with the English government under the restored Charles II as they had previously been when the English were governed by the Lord Protector.

         The actions taken against the Stuarts were accordingly explained away as dictated by the necessities of the times. At a ceremony attended by the King and the States of Holland the day after Charles arrived in The Hague, De Witt delivered a speech pleading in extenuation 66for the events of the past ‘interest of state’ and proposing a formal alliance between the two countries. To this the King replied that he too was determined on such an alliance and that he would be jealous if the States should enter into a closer alliance with anyone else.10

         Perhaps these general terms of friendship were all that time allowed, for the King was under pressure to leave for England as soon as possible. But for him these were early days and he needed to assess the state of opinion in England before committing himself definitively to Continental alliances. For De Witt it might have been another matter to safeguard the mercantile interests of the Republic by negotiating and signing an alliance there and then.11

         There was, however, another issue which raised itself with obvious clarity in the new circumstances. What was to be the position of the young Prince, Charles’s nephew, William III of Orange? Would Charles demand that he should be raised to the offices traditionally held by the Prince’s ancestors, as Stadholder of Holland and of other Provinces and as Captain-General and Admiral-General of the Dutch Union? It clearly presented De Witt with a considerable dilemma. He needed the goodwill of the uncle: his republican principles opposed the elevation of the nephew. De Witt finessed. He advised the King against haste on the issue and suggested that he should content himself with recommending the Prince to the goodwill of the States of Holland. One should allow a free people, he added, to advance in their own free way.12

         Charles conducted himself in accordance with this advice. On the day before his departure for England, at De Witt’s request he penned a note in the room of the Princess Royal to the States of Holland: ‘Gentlemen, as I am leaving here in your hands the Princess, my sister, and the Prince of Orange, my nephew, two people who are extremely dear to me I pray you, Gentlemen, to take their interests to heart and to let them have the benefits of your favour, on those occasions when the Princess, my sister, asks you for it, whether for herself, or for the Prince, her son. Assuring you that the outcome of your goodwill towards them will be recognised by me as though I had received them in my own person.’13

         De Witt had played for time. He had gained it. He knew however that matters could not remain as they had been and that the question of the Prince of Orange would soon have to be addressed.

         In writing the note Charles failed, by accident or design, to make mention of Amalia von Solms, an omission which caused such pique in William’s grandmother that she said that she no longer wished to meddle in the affairs of the Prince, and even that she wished to resign her position as guardian.14 It must indeed have been hard for the old lady to see the attention and deference with which Mary, her adversary of old, was now treated. She must have smarted at the difference in rank between herself and her royal daughter-in-law, which was now so clearly emphasised. ‘My neighbour in the Northend would faine haue bene the States guest at the feasts but they answered all was done onelie for the king and his familie and for none else,’ wrote Elizabeth of Bohemia about Amalia.1567

         The next day, 2 June, the royal party made for Scheveningen, just outside The Hague, where the English fleet was awaiting them, accompanied by Prince William, his mother the Princess Royal, and the Queen of Bohemia. A huge crowd had gathered, which Elizabeth of Bohemia estimated to be ‘at least aboue an hundred thousand men’,16 and the departing members of the royal family were escorted to the very edge of the beach by the solicitous delegates of the States of Holland.17 Elizabeth and the King travelled out together to the fleet in a long boat amidst cries, as she reports – with rather inconsistent spelling – of ‘we haue him, wee haue him, God bless King Charles!’18

         At length the King, the two royal dukes, the Queen of Bohemia, the Princess Royal and young Prince William came aboard the man-of-war. There Samuel Pepys, obsequious, watchful, ready to record every detail, awaited them to kiss their hands. Finally, having eaten a repast together for the last time, the moment for departure arrived: ‘…the Queen’, the observant Pepys duly recorded in his diary, ‘Princesse Royalle, and Prince of Orange, took leave of the King, and the Duke of York went on board the London, and the Duke of Gloucester, the Swiftsure. Wich done, we weighed anchor, and with a fresh gale and most happy weather we set sail for England.’19

         Sad, cynical, witty King Charles had developed a genuine fondness for his young nephew. As his fleet disappeared over the horizon, what had William made of him?

         
GUARDIANSHIP OF THE PRINCE: DE WITT AND MARY


         A series of reactions followed the radical change in the circumstances of the House of Orange. The French ambassador expressed his view that, there being no longer any doubt that the Prince of Orange would acquire the offices of his forefathers, it was absolutely necessary to gain the favour of the Prince’s governor, Nassau-Zuylenstein, and that of his English wife – whose influence over the Prince, he maintained, was as great as that of her husband – by means of ‘quelque gratification considerable et réglée’.20 The combination of a considerable bribe regularly administered adds an undoubted savour to the prescription recommended by this seasoned practitioner.

         But he was reckoning without De Witt, who, on principle, was as determined to prevent the elevation of the Prince to his family’s ancestral offices as he was to forestall the interference of English influence in the internal affairs of the United Provinces. Nevertheless, in achieving these aims he had to take account of the surge in support for the Prince of Orange.

         William and his mother were invited to visit Amsterdam and Haarlem during June and the first two days of July 1660.21 There they were greeted with glittering receptions by the notabilities of the two cities and with rapturous joy by the common people. On 27 June, in the Province of Gelderland, the Nijmegen Quarter passed a resolution to designate William as Captain-General of the Union, supported by the appointment of Prince William-Frederick of Friesland and Prince Maurits of Nassau-Siegen as field-marshals.2268

         Mary supported the resolution – whilst, however, warily omitting the proposals relating to the field-marshals. In so doing she, of course, revealed both her suspicions of other members of the House of Orange and the disunity in the Orangist camp. She made overtures to an influential Regent in Amsterdam, Cornelis de Graeff, Lord of Zuidpolsbroek, who, as an ex-burgomaster, retained substantial influence in the city. A connoisseur of art, he had been instrumental in arranging the ‘Dutch gift’ for King Charles;23 but he was also an uncle of De Witt’s wife, and De Witt was in close touch with him.

         At the same time Mary also entered into discussions on a couple of occasions with De Witt himself. The second of these occurred in The Hague on 22 July, of which De Witt wrote a detailed report to de Graeff on the 23rd.24 She urged the designation of William in accordance with the Nijmegen resolution (without the appointment of the field-marshals); and she asked De Witt for his views and advice. De Witt demurred and suggested instead that the Prince’s upbringing should be supervised by the States of Holland, who, he added as inducement, would also provide him with a substantial yearly pension.

         This seemed to strike a chord. But, whilst De Witt gained the impression that the Princess herself was persuaded of his view, she nevertheless replied that she would have to consult her brother, King Charles. When Charles duly replied that he had come down in favour of the designation Mary read out his letter to De Witt, and to his every objection answered ‘that it was the King’s command, which she dared not disregard in the least detail’ (‘que c’estoit le commandement du Roy, qu’elle n’oseroit s’en dispenser en le moindre circumstance’). It summed up in succinct form Mary’s attitude towards her royal brother, the head of her clan. She added, however, that De Witt could convey his reasons for rejecting the designation through the medium of the Dutch ambassador in London, Nassau-Beverweert. She was about to arrive in Amsterdam and De Witt added in his letter to de Graeff that he hoped that the latter with his prudent and wise advice would succeed in persuading her Royal Highness to accept his proposal that the Prince’s upbringing should come under the supervision of the States of Holland. This, in his judgement, would be far better for the House of Orange and for the Prince and would avoid trouble and disunity in the State.

         Mary was under no illusions as to the difficulties she faced. ‘…de Witt does continue so wilfully in the opinion I ought not to desire my son’s designation, that that will give me many difficulties to surmount’, she wrote to Charles on 22 July. She made clear what her aims were. The States of Holland were about to recess ‘so that’, wrote Mary, ‘if I possibly can, I will make some proposition before they separate, that at their next coming together, which will be about a month hence, they may make some resolution, that at the least I may know who are my friends and who are not’.25

         She arrived in Amsterdam on the same day and began to sound out opinion there through De Graeff. She soon discovered that in the upshot she could make no further progress with him in Amsterdam than she had done with De Witt in The Hague. De Graeff, as flexible as 69a politician as he was cultured as a man, may at first have been disposed to make concessions to the Princess. But if that was indeed the case he was headed off by the Burgomasters of the city. Nor was this surprising, as the equally elastic De Witt had taken the double precaution of priming them as well through one of his allies among their number.26 De Graeff accordingly informed Mary of their position27 and she was compelled to moderate her stance.

         She announced to the States of Holland on 30 July that she was planning a visit to England and dangled a carrot by offering her support in the diplomatic negotiations which were taking place with Charles to settle relations with the Republic. In her absence she recommended her son to them. She mentioned that she in no way doubted that they would – in consideration of the services which had been rendered by his eminent forefathers to the country as a whole and in particular to the Province of Holland – wish to employ him when he came of age in the offices and dignities held by them. She went on to indicate that she would find it most pleasing if they would give her cause for hope to that end now by taking on the task of educating him as a Child of State so that he could be brought up in the true Protestant religion, in all the princely virtues, and in the knowledge of the humours, laws and customs of the country. In that way he would become fit to discharge the offices in question.28

         She had to content herself, in short, with no more than the ‘hope’ that in due course her son would be elevated to the offices of his ancestors.

         A similar memorandum was presented by Mary to the States-General, who responded on the same day. They accepted her offer of support in the negotiations with England and they established a commission, of which De Witt was to be a member, to look into the matter of the Prince’s upbringing.

         It looked as though the Grand Pensionary had succeeded in blocking Mary’s aim to obtain the designation of her son to the ancestral offices and that she had had to bow to political realities. But then on 7 August her position was forcibly strengthened when the States of Zeeland passed a resolution to ask the States-General to designate the Prince with the Captain-Generalship and Admiral-Generalship of the Union. And they accompanied this by designating him to become First Noble of the Province, at the same time inviting the States of Holland to designate him as Stadholder of both Provinces – ‘designate’ because all the appointments were to become effective not immediately but on the Prince’s 18th birthday. The Stuart clan in unison – that is, the Princess Royal, King Charles II, and the Duke of York – as well as Amalia von Solms on behalf of the Orange clan, all wrote to Zeeland to express their thanks.29

         The designation as First Noble would give the Prince, on his 18th birthday, one of the seven votes in the States of Zeeland, of which he already had two by virtue of his ownership of two of the six towns with the remaining votes.30 The combination of the federal military offices with the Stadholderships, which, as we have noted, carried with them rights of 70appointment to the town councils choosing the representatives to the Provincial States, who in turn were represented in the States-General – the highest bodies, on the one hand, in the Provinces and, on the other, in the whole country – was tantamount, in De Witt’s eyes, to creating a ‘sovereign’. The danger was particularly threatening as the young Prince was the nephew of the King of England, whose influence in the Republic by means of these clan relationships De Witt wished to forestall.31 A formidable movement, it seemed, was deploying in favour of Prince William.

         But then the very wellspring wavered that Mary counted on most to sustain her. Charles was still uncertain of his position in England and was aware that the financial resources of the Dutch might not come amiss in assisting him to maintain his political independence.32 The search for foreign financial help to bolster his domestic position was a constant throughout his reign and he engaged in it from the start. He made soundings in the Netherlands to ascertain the political practicality of designating Prince William at this stage. And Nassau-Beverweert, the Dutch ambassador in London, was a persuasive force in putting De Witt’s point of view. An illegitimate member of the House of Orange, he maintained good relations with both the Princess Royal’s faction in that House and with De Witt’s faction amongst the Regents.33 Charles seems to have decided that the time was not ripe to press for the designation and through the medium of Mary’s secretary, Nicholas Oudart, she was asked to desist from her efforts.34

         Mary’s discouragement was reflected when she wrote to her brother from her country house, Honselaarsdijk, on 20 August: ‘I hear you are changed in your opinion concerning my son, which if it be true and that you continue in it, I fear it will be our total ruin, in this conjuncture of time that our friends are so well disposed. The party in the province of Holland that are against us, though now governing, are so few that, if you will but continue in your first resolution, they will not be able to resist, for you will so encourage our friends that they will not fear to avow themselves to be so; as for example, Zeeland, who were strangely much encouraged to do what they did, with the assurance I gave them that their kindness to my son would be acceptable to you. M. Beverweert is I am confident, deceived into that opinion, for otherwise I am sure he considers his relations too near my son’s to be against his interest; and though I am far from trusting to my own reason, yet I will believe, by the justice of my opinion, to change his, when I see him. Therefore I humbly pray you that no aplausible story work any effect upon you, till I have the happiness to see you; for hearing all sides, you will then be better able to judge who is in the right.’35

         Mary was looking to the head of her clan to extend his protection. At the same time she was, as part of that clan, exerting herself in every way she could to promote the clan’s interest through her son. She saw Nassau-Beverweert as fitting in as part of the structure of the clan/client relationships of the Stuart and Orange families, notwithstanding his ties with De Witt. It may be remarked, too, that her indefatigable efforts on behalf of her son 71sit ill with the accusations of her neglecting him which have been levelled by historians. At the same time she also reveals a touching consciousness in this letter of her limited political judgement: ‘I am far from trusting to my own reason’.

         She was indeed, as she seemed to recognise, no match for De Witt, and her judgement was indeed at fault. When the French ambassador met with her after dinner at Honselaarsdijk in August he suggested that, with the young Prince being the grandson of a daughter of France and the son of a daughter of England, combined support from both countries for his designation should be more than enough to overcome all opposition. Whether or not he was right in this, Mary did not even try to finesse this formidable combination, being, in the ambassador’s opinion, of the view that the King of England was sufficiently influential to carry the matter alone and that the Dutch were too much in fear, and had too much need, of England not to defer entirely in the matter.36

         De Witt, on his side, was totally confident that he would carry matters against the Princess. He genuinely thought that she was playing her hand badly by trying to force matters through. The way to handle Holland was not through ‘force and constraint, but through gentleness and with time’. As for her reliance on Charles II, his shrewd assessment was ‘that one should not expect the same vigour of the present government of England as of that of the former Protector’ (‘qu’on ne debvoit pas attendre le mesme vigour du gouvernement présent d’Angleterre que de celuy du defunct Protecteur’).37

         He still had to deal with Zeeland, however. On 9 September a delegation from that Province arrived at The Hague to submit their proposals to the States of Holland. They soon obtained the support of Friesland and of Gelderland, whilst in Holland itself De Witt was having more difficulty in agreeing a common line than he had anticipated.

         But his assessment of Charles II’s lack of ‘vigour’ was to prove correct. On 22 September an English fleet arrived at Hellevoetsluis to carry Mary over to England. It brought with it a messenger, Daniel O’Neile, from the King to De Witt. O’Neile raised the question of Charles’s obtaining a loan from the Dutch for 2 million guilders. And as far as designation was concerned, the message he carried was that, whilst Charles’s initial opinion was based on the advice he had received, he was not so wedded to it that if the Dutch gave sufficient reasons he would not submit to their views.38

         The response of the Holland States on the 25th was to agree to undertake the education of William ‘so that he could become fit to serve in the high charges and offices’ held by his ancestors. They would also supervise his estate and there was to be a yearly pension of 5,000 guilders (about £500). On the 26th they repealed the Act of Exclusion. Whilst Mary thanked them for their goodwill she indicated that she looked forward to a ‘further and complete’ resolution – that is to say the designation to the offices now – which would encourage her all the more to support the interests of the Republic when she arrived in England.39 And with that sally she joined the fleet which was waiting to take her there.72

         On the surface it appeared that, despite their differences, there was the making of an understanding between Mary and De Witt. Before her departure she nominated the committee to supervise William’s education and the most significant name amongst the members was that of the Grand Pensionary himself. It seemed a shrewd and far-seeing move. No one was more fitted to prepare William for the role of statesman than the great statesman himself, who was then ruling the Dutch Republic. Furthermore, De Witt and his supporters were under enormous pressure to maintain good relations with Charles II. And the leverage this gave Mary could, in her eyes, be used to inch her son closer towards his elevation to the ancestral offices.

         From De Witt’s point of view it was a matter of ‘needs must’. The House of Orange was a force too strong to resist. The policy of attempting its almost complete marginalisation, which had been pursued with some success since the death of William II, was no longer feasible after the restoration of the House of Stuart with which it was so powerfully linked. Instead De Witt was prepared to explore the possibility of deflecting the strength of Orange and to use it to further his perception of the interests of the Dutch Republic. With himself in charge of the young Prince’s upbringing, he would educate him as far as possible with a thorough understanding of the ‘True Interests’ of the Republic, as De Witt saw them, and to remove him as far as possible from the baleful influence of his Stuart uncle. If, at some indeterminate point in the future, the Prince was to play a role in public affairs, De Witt was determined that he should at least do so imbued with the right principles.

         But it could, of course, be a short step from exerting influence over the House through the education of its prince to the subordination of its power, patronage and prestige to meet De Witt’s objectives. It was a danger which was soon to be presented to Mary’s eyes.

         In making her nominations to the education committee she had conceded a great deal, whether by accident or design. The members of the committee did not include Orangist supporters – no one from the loyal Province of Zeeland, no one from the loyal town of Leyden. Amelia von Solms, with her earthy sense of reality, was quick to seize the point. Her temper is not likely to have been improved by her having travelled to Mary’s port of departure, Delfshaven, only to find that she had set sail on 1 October without bidding her farewell. On the 6th she wrote in her usual forceful way to the Holland States complaining that Mary’s nominations had been made without the consent of the Prince’s other guardians, that is, herself and the Elector of Brandenburg; and she put forward a number of names for inclusion from staunchly Orangist towns and from the nobility. Nor would it have improved her mood any further when she found she could make no progress with these demands.40

         But the fundamental difficulties of the understanding between Mary and De Witt, which the old dowager had pinpointed, were real enough. The education committee met on 7 December, when its minutes made clear what De Witt’s objectives were: ‘The knowledge of the rights and customs of this country and the character and humour of this nation’ 73were to be instilled into the Prince. He was to move from Leyden to the Binnenhof at The Hague, which was also used by the States of Holland and therefore physically immediately ‘under their eye.’ And his present governor, Nassau-Zuylenstein, to whom William was very attached, was to be removed, his removal being sweetened by his appointment to the Governorship of Orange.41

         When this was reported to Mary in London by Nassau-Beverweert she was agreeable enough to Prince William’s moving from Leyden to The Hague but her body language revealed that she jibbed at the replacement of Nassau-Zuylenstein.42 De Witt wrote to the ambassador on 23 December emphasising that the committee ‘had no other object but to procure and to advance the good of monsieur the Prince of Orange and to neglect nothing which could serve his advancement, which is also the wish of madame the Princess Royal’ (‘n’ont autre but que de procurer et avancer le bien de monsieur le Prince d’Orange et de négliger rien de ce qui pourrait servir à son avancement, qui est aussy le souhait de madame la Princesse Royale’).43 Which was all very well – but the removal of Nassau-Zuylenstein, a member of the Orange clan, was a step too far for Mary. It is true that he would have taken over the governorship of the Principality of Orange from Count Donha, with whom Mary was in bitter conflict. Nevertheless, it is not unlikely that she may have felt that she had already gone very far in ignoring the House’s supporters when she nominated the education committee. If she was now to be seen to consent to the removal of members of the family – even those on the wrong side of the blanket – from positions of patronage in the House of Orange, would she not be in danger of undermining the morale of the House’s supporters and the prestige of the House itself?

         De Witt’s motivation was certainly to remove the English influence which Nassau-Zuylenstein, with his English wife, could exercise over Prince William; but he must also have been conscious of the impact that it would have on the standing of the Orange clan, just as he must have been fully aware that the appointment of Nassau-Zuylenstein to the governorship of Orange was a sop to disguise the reality in a wider struggle for power.

         The Regents whom De Witt represented were part of complexes of familial and patron/client relationships, the interests of which were, De Witt thought, at odds with those of the Stuarts and the House of Orange. He genuinely identified their interests with those of the Republic, whilst in practice making the Republic the servant of those interests. He himself, as we have indicated, was at the centre of a web of familial relationships amongst the powerful ruling Regent clans. With the passage of time the Regents were becoming a closed hereditary caste, holding office through co-option and birth.44 The struggle for power in the Republic, at every turn, was set in the framework of struggles between contesting and ever-changing family and clan alliances. The importance of clan would have been imbued in both Mary and De Witt with their mothers’ milk.

         Of all the clans in the Dutch Republic that of the House of Orange, because of its 74international connections, its historical role, its status and its prestige, was the most prominent and the most complex. For De Witt this political reality was a constant consideration for the maintenance of his power and for the pursuit of his political beliefs. How was he to manage the most important clan of all?

         We do not know how the relationship between the Grand Pensionary and the Princess Royal would have been resolved. Mary was engaged in another demonstration of clan and patron/client politics. True to her word, she did intercede on behalf of the United Provinces with her brother the King and pleaded the case for an alliance between the Dutch and the English. The Dutch, she said, in a memorandum she submitted to him after she had arrived at Whitehall, ‘have requested me, both in confidential letters and in interviews, to intercede on their behalf, well knowing that my welfare and their own also depends on the good and peaceable conditions of the United Netherlands.’45 She was, in short, to take on the role of patron using her power of patronage with her brother to broker an understanding between the rulers of her country by adoption (‘yea, as a fellow citizen of the same’, as she put it) and the King of her country by birth. It was exactly the role, making full use of birth and clan, which a powerful noble was expected to play in 17th-century Europe, in both internal and international politics, with suitable reciprocal obligations being, of course, expected from the client.

         
DEATH OF MARY


         But Mary’s powers of patronage were not to be brought to a conclusion. Even as she had arrived at the fleet waiting to take her across the North Sea to England the black wings of the smallpox were beating relentlessly above her. She then learnt that it had killed her brother, the Duke of Gloucester. And on 3 January 1661 it killed her, too.

         On her deathbed her thoughts were on her absent son: ‘My greatest pain is to depart from him. Oh my child, give him my blessing.’46 She lies in Westminster Abbey amongst her Stuart relations, close to where her son was eventually to join her.

         William had accompanied her to the fleet to say farewell. Not yet eleven years old, he had rested his eyes on her for the last time on the day before her fleet, delayed by the tides, finally set sail. We have it from one authority that William – when told of the news at Leyden, by Elizabeth of Bohemia – was laid low by grief and that ‘shortly afterwards he fell seriously ill’.47 With no siblings, with a mother from whom, however committed she was, he was separated for long periods, and inevitably aware of the feuding between her and his other nearest relation, his grandmother, Amalia von Solms, William developed deep reserves. But, nevertheless, beneath these reserves, he was able, all his life long, to develop strong emotional attachments to those very few he came to trust.

         His mother’s legacy in the United Provinces had immediate repercussions. ‘I, Mary, princess of Great Britain, Dowager of Orange. ec., being visited with sickness, and probably 75at this time to exchange this life for a better, do hereby resign my soul into the hands of God my Creator…. My body I bequeath to the earth, to be buried in such decent, Christian manner, and in such place, as the king my royal brother, shall be pleased to appoint…. I earnestly beseech his majesty, as also the queen my royal mother, to take upon them the care of the Prince of Orange, my son, as the best parents and friends I can commend him unto, and from whom he is with most reason, to expect all good helps, both at home and abroad, praying to God to bless and make him a happy instrument to his glory, and to his country’s good, as well as to the satisfaction and advantage of his nearest friends and allies. I entreat his majesty most especially to be protector and tutor to him and to his interests by his royal favour and influence.’48

         Thus sounds the last will and testament of the Princess Royal, made on the day she died. As a creature of her age, it succinctly encapsulates the interaction in her mind between God, Clan, Patron, Client, and Country.

         
THE GUARDIANSHIP OF THE PRINCE: DE WITT AND AMALIA VON SOLMS


         To De Witt it was all very unwelcome. He expressed his alarm shortly after the news of Mary’s death was received in The Hague on 13 January 1661. At this time he had an extract but no exact copy of the will. He was concerned that the King would arrogate too much to himself in assuming the rights of guardianship that it looked as though the will had bequeathed him. The best course of action would be to persuade the King, as well as Amalia von Solms, to leave the Prince’s education in the hands of the States of Holland, although only time would tell if this could be successfully done.49

         In a further letter, written on 21 January, he expressed the view that if this could not be done then the Holland States should wash their hands of the affair and ‘leave the high born claimants to worrit amongst themselves’.50

         The King, as it turned out, wrote a conciliatory letter to the Prince’s education committee on the same day, noting that their correspondence with Mary indicated that they were in agreement with her on ‘the form and manner of proceeding’, as he also wished to be.51

         But De Witt remained unsatisfied. ‘The Princess Royal makes a will’, he tartly wrote on the 27th, ‘and not only does she not name her only son her sole heir, but leaves him not so much as a penny; recommends him true enough to the care of the King her brother, and of the Queen, her mother, but makes not the least mention of the States, or even those of Holland, to whom she entrusted her child whilst she was alive as his chief guardians.’52

         Apart from giving vent to his views of the defunct Princess Royal, however, the letter also indicates very clearly that, in De Witt’s opinion, by accepting Holland as having responsibility for the education of the Prince, the Province had also become the Prince’s ‘chief guardian’. However, putting this across to a King, Charles II, and eliminating his claim to guardianship under Mary’s will, was something that, De Witt was aware, would – 76as he noted in an earlier letter – require proceeding with ‘exceptional moderation and great discretion’.53

         In the same letter of the 27th in which he berated Mary he also expressed his views of Charles II, this time in the context of events unfolding in London. Before her death Mary, as well as her mother, Henrietta Maria, who had hurried to come there from France, had done all they could to prevent the recognition of the marriage of James, Duke of York, to Anne Hyde, who, as we have seen, had been a Lady-in-Waiting to Mary, a marriage which was considered beneath the rank of the royal duke. Nassau-Beverweert reported that the English court was so transfixed by the affair as to preclude the pursuit of his diplomatic business,54 and it was finally left to Charles II to insist that there was nothing for it but that his brother’s marriage should be endorsed. ‘The king, so it appears,’ wrote De Witt, resorting to the cadences of bitter invective, ‘allows himself to be led by the nose by his servants; the king’s only brother clandestinely marries a miss in waiting to his sister and his majesty is not alone not jealous of his vilified authority, but takes the part of the aggrieved lady against his recalcitrant brother, against his own mother and against his sister, and deems it glory to force the marriage through.’ Where a modern republican would have applauded the King, the leading European republican of the times condemned the lack of decorum. The Dutch republican oligarchy, it must be observed, was nothing if not hierarchical.

         In the end, however, it seemed that the relationship with the King could be satisfactorily managed. On 4 February Nassau-Beverweert reported from London with assurances that the King was prepared to entrust not just the education of the Prince but the whole guardianship to the States of Holland – provided he could acquire the Regency of the Principality of Orange during William’s minority….55 Whatever else Charles failed to be true to, he was always true to himself.

         But then a notorious episode, the episode of the iron chest, intrudes itself into our story. This chest, which had been in Mary’s safekeeping, contained documentary material relating to William II’s coup of 1650 which could be used against prominent supporters of the House of Orange. On Mary’s death the education commission asked for it but it was refused by the Prince’s council, who had overall responsibility for his possessions and estate. On 1 February the education commission, of whom, we must remember, De Witt was a member, very unwisely prevailed upon the court of Holland to send the clerk of the court, accompanied by court servants and a locksmith, to force open the room containing the chest and remove it to the court, ostensibly so that the contents could be kept in safekeeping until the Prince came of age.56

         Amalia von Solms wrote from Cleves, where she was staying, to object to this high-handed measure, as did the Elector of Brandenburg, both of whom still regarded themselves as the Prince’s guardians. It caused De Witt to write with great pungency to Nassau-Beverweert on 11 February that to claim that the Prince and his council were not subordinate to the 77court of Holland was ‘something which no Prince of Orange had ever dared to raise his mind to’ and that if these sentiments were instilled into the young Prince it would ‘oblige the State never to entrust him with any authority or power.’57

         In the meantime, in one of the earliest letters we have written by him, William had written to Charles II from Leyden on 2 February thanking him for extending his protection and for declaring himself his guardian and pleading that the King should exert pressure for him to obtain the offices held by his predecessors in the United Provinces. Clearly, given his age, the instigation must have come from someone in his circle, possibly Nassau-Zuylenstein, who had become aware of De Witt’s manoeuvrings to remove him from his position as the Prince’s governor.58

         Amalia and the Elector of Brandenburg decided on sending an embassy to King Charles, consisting of Prince Maurits of Nassau-Siegen, on behalf of Amalia, and Daniel Weiman, on behalf of the Elector – the ties between Maurits and the Elector were in fact also very close, Maurits having served the Elector in numerous capacities, militarily, diplomatically and politically, as we shall later see.59 Their instructions, dated 11 February, were to argue the case that it had not lain within the powers of Mary to appoint the King as sole guardian.60 Their aim was to persuade Charles to hand over the guardianship entirely to Amalia; and on their way to England they stopped off to meet De Witt at The Hague. The removal of the King was, of course, in accordance with the policy of De Witt but the substitution of Amalia was, just as obviously, not.61 He made it clear that if difficulties were to arise concerning Holland’s assumption of responsibility for the Prince’s education it would be best for Holland to withdraw completely from the matter.

         At this stage the iron chest again obtruded itself, creating an even greater commotion than on its first appearance. The States of Holland passed a resolution on 9 March, with total unanimity, stating that they approved everything that the education commission had done, including both the seizure of the iron chest and the commission’s plans for the education of the Prince. For good measure they issued instructions to transfer the chest from the court of Holland to their own safekeeping. The iron chest thus became the instigator of deep diplomatic discord.

         At once an official protest flew in from the Princess Dowager, Amalia, and, quite as inevitably, from the Elector of Brandenburg, Frederick-William. And from London ominous rumblings of regal thunder rolled across the North Sea. There the ambassadors from Amalia and the Elector had arrived, and they were only too ready to exacerbate matters by emphasising the significance of Holland’s actions, which was already obvious enough to the King and his advisers. Both to take possession of the Prince’s property and to take command of his education, without reference to the other guardians, manifestly demonstrated De Witt’s presumption that the Prince’s chief guardian was the Province of Holland.

         Nassau-Beverweert and one of his ambassadorial colleagues were admonished in London 78by the Lord Chancellor, Clarendon, who conveyed the King’s great displeasure that the States of Holland were acting as if the Prince’s guardians did not exist, and this at the very time when he was pondering over how best to regulate the guardianship. Never, Clarendon was able to assure them, had he seen the King so angry.62

         However, Charles’s shift in stance was not entirely through considerations relating to the guardianship. The old English antagonisms against the Dutch that had manifested themselves in the first Dutch war under the Commonwealth were very deep-rooted and were not altered by the restoration of the monarchy. It was too strong a tide to be left out of the considerations of a newly restored King, still testing the strength of his position. The Navigation Act, on the repeal of which the Dutch set great store, had instead been renewed in September 1660. This in turn, alas, put paid to Charles’s hopes of obtaining a Dutch loan. At the same time commercial rivalries across the globe were as acute as ever and, nearer to home, there were disputes over the fisheries in English waters involving the formidable Dutch fishing industry.63

         The response from the States of Holland to Clarendon’s admonishment to the Dutch ambassadors was not long in coming. They intimated on 1 April that they would withdraw from taking responsibility for the Prince’s education if the King and the Great Elector persisted in their opposition and unless they were recognised as guardians-in-chief.64

         It was clear to Charles, a keen sailor, that he would have to go about and complete another of his tacks. On the one hand he did not want to lose all influence over so important a member of his clan, his nephew William, who after the death of Mary and the Duke of Gloucester had moved closer to the English throne. William was next in succession immediately after James and his offspring, and behind the King’s last remaining sibling, his sister, Henrietta, known as Minette, who had just married Philippe, Duke of Orléans, the brother of Louis XIV. Then there was also the influence which could be exercised through the guardianship in internal Dutch affairs by means of the House of Orange, a theme which, as we shall see, was to characterise his foreign policy both in peace, and when it came to it, in war.

         On the other hand, he could not go bull-headed at the States of Holland in view of the firm stance they had taken. Charles, and particularly Clarendon, realised that the States of Holland would never tolerate the foreign ruler of a substantial European power being allowed to exercise so much blatant influence in their country.65 An understanding with the Princess Dowager and the Great Elector suggested itself as a possible means to address the King’s predicament. This was entered into on 17 May and under it Amalia von Solms was to exercise the guardianship on behalf of the King and the Elector, thereby lowering the profile of the two foreign rulers. Holland would be asked to nominate a new education committee to advise Amalia, with a good sprinkling of representatives from Orangist towns. And Nassau-Zuylenstein was to continue as the Prince’s governor.

         These proposals were put to Holland by George Downing, who had arrived in The Hague 79in June, and from the Dutch perspective it could not have been a more ominous choice. His father had been a puritan lawyer who had emigrated to America and Downing had been educated at Harvard to enter the ministry. He had risen in the Commonwealth to serve in the same ambassadorial role he was now undertaking, and, like so many important servitors of that regime, he had exchanged his allegiance to the Crown with lithe timing just before the Restoration. Evelyn said of him that ‘from a pedagogue and a fanatic preacher, not worth a groat’ he was ‘becoming excessive rich’. He has lent his name to Downing Street. He combined his ambassadorial role with being Member of Parliament for Morpeth. He had an extensive knowledge of commerce and was a major protagonist of those commercial interests in England imbued with animosity towards the Dutch. He was indeed the chief instigator of the renewal of the Navigation Act.66

         But if during Downing’s embassy mercantile matters were to be a matter of acute concern, a prime objective of the King was to foster and maintain the edifice of his clan, of his clients and of his related allies on the continent of Europe. In his instructions relating to the Prince of Orange, Downing was told:

         
	That he should keep good correspondence with the Princess Dowager or the ministers of the Elector of Brandenburg.

            	That with them he shall consider of what is to be demanded to the benefit of the Prince of Orange, and consequently

            	That with them he shall endeavour as much as possible he can, to the end that the true friends of the house of Orange may be conserved … to the service of those houses, that are interested.67


         

Downing, the instructions made clear, should so endeavour matters that Holland, under pressure from the other Provinces, would ‘give the Prince of Orange some assurance, that at his coming to his aage [sic] of discretion he shall be provided with those charges, which his ancestors have been provided withal.’ In addition he was to pursue Holland’s involvement in William’s education, but in accordance with the agreement reached on 17 May between the three guardians, Charles II, Amalia and the Elector.

         Downing was completely clear in his mind that the Prince of Orange was the key to Charles II establishing a power base in the United Provinces, a tenet which was to run through Charles’s foreign policy in the coming years: ‘…its a playne case’, he wrote to Clarendon on 1 July 1661, ‘that the King can have no firme friendship in this Country without the Prince of Orange, and his restitution and his designation for the present in order thereunto would be matter of great reputation to the King’.68 He ignored De Witt’s warning ‘that any foreign interposition’ on the Prince’s behalf ‘would but make it recayle [recoil]’.69

         He set about it with a will to garner support for William on two fronts – the elevation to 80the ancestral offices, and acceptance by the States of Holland of the understanding between Charles, Amalia and the Elector for the education of the Prince. He met with Prince William himself in Leyden and held discussions with leading Orange supporters. But on the Prince’s elevation he made little progress.

         In England Clarendon, who did not want to risk a break with the Dutch, was trying to exert a moderating influence whilst the Grand Elector, an ultra-cautious man, was also reluctant to antagonise them.70 Clarendon contended that the best way to promote William’s interests was for England first to enter into a trade treaty with the Dutch. After such a treaty had been made, Dutch mercantile interests would have too much to lose to risk the loss of English friendship and at that stage the English King would be in a position to assert maximum pressure in favour of the Prince of Orange. He was very concerned that the newly restored English monarchy was insecurely based, both domestically and internationally. Domestically there was ‘nothinge the seditious and discontented people do so much feare as a peace with Hollande, from the contrary to which they promise themselves infinite advantages.’ Internationally the restored monarchy was without allies – ‘we have yet no alliance made with France, Spain, or the United Provinces’.71

         But Clarendon’s policy was based on very uncertain foundations, given Downing’s simultaneous policy of aggressively pursuing English mercantile interests. The Dutch Regents, in bestowing the ‘Dutch Gift’ on King Charles, had been seeking the English King’s patronage to further their commercial interest. If it became obvious that Charles was one-sidedly extending his patronage to that alternative Amsterdam, the City of London, without seeking in any way to address Dutch concerns, they would need to revise their views. And there were sound reasons for believing that Charles was moving in that direction. There was the renewal of the Navigation Act; there were frictions off the coast of Africa, where an English fleet under Sir Robert Holmes had appeared to challenge Dutch interests;72 and the very points at issue which were on the agenda for the negotiations for the proposed Trade Treaty revealed the extent of the commercial differences between the two countries.

         Neither King Charles nor Downing appreciated the repercussions this would have on the position of the Prince of Orange and his House within the Republic. If the patronage of King Charles was becoming of somewhat uncertain value, so was the need to reach a compromise with the House of Orange through the education of the Prince. At the end of September the Grand Pensionary formally informed the States of Holland of what they already knew, that William’s three guardians had rescinded the proposal that Holland should take charge of his education; and on 30 September the Holland States themselves resolved to withdraw from that commitment and disbanded the education committee.73 Far from strengthening the position of the Prince, the King and Downing had strengthened that of De Witt at the Prince’s expense. De Witt drove through his advantage to reach an 81agreement between Holland and Zeeland under which the two Provinces undertook not to consider the elevation of William until he was 18.74

         The surge in Orangist fortunes resulting from the Stuart restoration had been contained.

         
THE ORANGE COURT AFTER THE DEATH OF MARY


         William III matured early. The Queen of Bohemia had reported in April 1661 that ‘You cannot imagine the witt that he has, it is not a witt of a childe who is suffisant, but of a man, that doth not pretend to it, he is a verie extraordinary childe….’75 And when Amalia von Solms took him for a visit to Cleves in the same month to stay with the Elector of Brandenburg, Frederick-William had observed that ‘he is the dearest child that can be, and for his age very mature’. It was the Elector who had introduced him to hunting, a passion that was to remain with him all his life. Some symptoms of bad health, it seems, may again have begun to manifest themselves. There is some evidence that he had begun to develop a hump-back and that he wore a corset as a counter-measure, as well as signs that he had begun to suffer from the asthma that later was to become such a burden – but there is no evidence that the symptoms became serious until 1688. Another uncle, the Prince of Anhalt, was also there as part of the family party and extended clan, a further connection of which Prince William was to make full use later in his career.76

         Constantijn Huygens noted that there were bickerings amongst his Leyden tutors and entourage, who had accompanied him to Cleves, with disputes regarding precedence; and one of them complained openly about ‘la vie de Leyden’, which may have been indicative of a lack of control over his upbringing.77 Certainly within nine months it was being reported that Amalia was aiming at removing Nassau-Zuylenstein from his governorship and substituting her nephew, Count Donha, the former governor of Orange, in his place.78 William left Cleves on 8 June by yacht to travel to Leyden by way of Utrecht, where he was received with considerable pomp and ceremony.79

         The issue of his education was continuing to exercise Amalia after the States of Holland washed their hands of all responsibility at the end of September. Moreover, she was now confronted by the agreement between Holland and Zeeland to leave any decision on the Prince’s elevation until his 18th birthday. In the light of this she gradually began to waver in her resolution on the question of the guardianship. By July 1662 she approached the States of Holland, asking them to reconsider their position, although she did not yet unequivocally meet De Witt’s stipulation that Holland should have sole control.80 But at the same time she was getting very little support from Charles II – he omitted to take the opportunity to exert pressure on Louis to return the Principality of Orange when he was negotiating the sale of Dunkirk to the French in September and October 1662 – and by the beginning of 1663 she was ready to surrender totally to De Witt’s demand when she persuaded Charles that meeting De Witt’s criterion was a prerequisite to the Prince’s prospects of elevation.82

         With that somewhat lackadaisical inconsistency which characterised so much of his policy-making, good uncle Charles concurred. ‘Nephew,’ he wrote to William on 28 February O.S., ‘The Princess Dowager, your grandmother, hath sent hither an express to mee, desiring I would concur in the opinion of having your person and affaires put into the care of the States of Holland to which I have – as far as depends on mee – consented, assuring myself that your grandmother cannot but know what is best for you … and I presume likewise your owne inclinations concurre therein because I have nothing from you or any body, relating to you, contradicting this opinion….’81

         Consequently, on 17 March, the Princess Dowager formally approached the States of Holland and asked them to take responsibility for William’s upbringing. But to this the Holland States gave a negative reply.82 Their mood had changed; the resurging power of the House of Orange in the wake of the Stuart Restoration had been contained – and even pushed back; and the considerations which had led to the understanding between Mary and De Witt – so far as they went – had become, from Holland’s point of view, no longer applicable.

         As for Amalia, she received the rebuff with some equanimity and it was not long before, in June, she was dining amicably with De Witt.83 He on his part supported her in August in her attempt to get Charles to repay the debt that the Stuarts owed the House of Orange, a matter of some 2 million guilders or about £200,000, and a month later he did so in relation to the even larger debts owed to the House by the Spanish King,84 although both attempts proved abortive.

         William, meanwhile, had been moved from Leyden to The Hague at the end of 1662. The control of his education remained with Nassau-Zuylenstein as governor – despite Amalia’s misgivings – and his religious education continued to be conducted by Pastor Trigland. The routine was that he received instruction in religion from Trigland from 8 to 9am and another tutor, Bornius, taught him Latin, further languages and other disciplines from 9 to 11am and then for another two hours in the afternoon.85

         In his entourage there was a swashbuckling French soldier, somewhat in the same mould as Nassau-Zuylenstein in his youth, hard-drinking and of a dissolute disposition. With English connections Buat was in nominal receipt of a pension of £500 from Charles II and he bore a marked antipathy to the States party led by De Witt. We shall encounter him later in William’s life, when he has a not unimportant part to play in our story.86

         One other figure also enters the stage, to remain a dominant feature throughout William’s life. Hans Willem Bentinck, later Duke of Portland, came from an old gentry family from Overijssel, in the eastern Netherlands, and joined William’s household as a page in 1664.87 In a life which was to have very few close personal relationships this bond was to become perhaps the closest, equalled perhaps only by William’s future wife, Mary, and, possibly, and for a much shorter time, with somebody of the same familial background as Bentinck, Joost 83Keppel, created by William Earl of Albemarle.88 Despite vicissitudes the relationship with Bentinck was to survive until William’s deathbed.

         At this time also we can perceive the beginnings of another relationship which – despite their never meeting and being conducted at long distance – was to develop and remain with him to his dying day, his relationship with his cousin, Louis XIV. Amalia had sent Constantijn Huygens to France in 1661 to negotiate the return of the Principality of Orange. He complained bitterly about the behaviour of the French: ‘they are self-satisfied and proud beyond measure, so that in the matter of our authority in Orange I have had to swallow a lot of talk and arrogant conclusions…’.89 The Princess Dowager was deeply affronted. ‘I would say to you,’ she had written in November 1661 to Huygens, ‘that the princes of Orange have always been of service to the Kings of France, but never their subjects, and much less their slaves.’90 Nor was she very pleased when she and William had an interview with the new French ambassador, D’Estrades, in The Hague in January 1663 who indicated that it was Louis’s intention to return Orange, provided that it should have a Catholic governor.91 Given the intense sensitivity about the sovereignty of the Principality, the imposition of such a condition was bound to cause unease.

         At the interview William made an impression on the ambassador: ‘This little Prince promises much in himself.’ He was soon to have a further sharp encounter with ‘the little Prince’, in which it is reasonable to suppose that the rancour, the personal insult, over Orange played no small part. On May Day afternoon in 1664 William took to his coach to enjoy the kermis, or annual fair, in The Hague. He encountered D’Estrades going in the other direction on his way home in a fashionable thoroughfare, the Voorhout. William’s coach hugged the recognised place of honour near the railing bordering the road and neither side was prepared to give way on this issue of precedence.

         An ugly scene began to develop. There was a large crowd attracted by the kermis. This began to congregate around the contestants and became menacing to the point where matters might have got completely out of control had the situation not been rescued, according to d’Estrades’s despatch to Louis XIV, by the arrival of De Witt on the scene. The Pensionary persuaded William to send a messenger – Nassau-Zuylenstein, it transpired, who was with him in the coach – to give warning to Amalia. Acting on De Witt’s advice, which was conveyed to her by this means, she gave orders for the Prince’s coach to turn round, which was done, but only after he had vacated it to observe the fun of the fair on foot. The point of precedence was thus neatly averted.92

         The incident attracted a great deal of attention at the time. William’s claim to precedence over the ambassador was based on his being a grandson of a King of England. Now, Louis XIV much savoured matters of precedence; he had made of them a particular study – there was no one who could possibly dispute precedence with himself, and, from this elevated vantage point, he was able to appraise the scramble below with detached nicety. Carefully 84assessing all the relevant considerations in the present circumstances, he waved aside William’s pretensions. In a despatch to D’Estrades his full authority on the subject was displayed; and he concluded, magisterially, that William’s claims came through the female line, which ‘signified nothing in the case in question’.93

         In April 1665 Louis returned the Principality of Orange to William but only after four years of hard negotiation by Constantijn Huygens; and the stipulation that its governor should be Catholic was met.94

         If William had displayed a flash of steel in his make-up when confronting the ambassador of his French cousin, we also have another glimpse of him. In June 1665 he wrote a letter in his own hand to Johan Theodore, Baron van Friesheim, a former page in his service, who was now serving as an ensign in the army: ‘I hope that you have not been debauched by drink’, he wrote, before continuing, ‘I fear that you have become much more so by women.’

         What escapades the deficient Baron, who was about 23 years old, had enacted to deserve these strictures from the Prince, who was 14, is not detailed in the sources, but the matter did not end there. A further letter followed in September in which the Prince assured the Baron of his regard and that he would not forget him, before returning to the former theme, ‘abstain as far as you can from drink and principally from women’.95

         As it happened neither the drink nor the women retarded the delinquent Baron. He ended his days as a general of infantry and died in his 91st year.

         But at the age of 14 there does seem to have been somebody in the Prince’s entourage – certainly not Nassau-Zuylenstein; possibly Trigland – prompting in him a touch of the prig.
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