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Summary

This thesis examines the poHtical role of the Cromwellian army in Ireland during 

the interregnum of 1649 to 1660. Despite the importance of this institution, it 

has received relatively little  treatment in the historiography, particularly from a 

political perspective; this thesis seeks to address this gap. In doing so, it 

examines how the Cromwellian army in Ireland evolved politically; influenced 

legislation in Ireland; and played an important role in the government both at 

local and national levels. It w ill also explore how changes in government in 

England and Scotland were regarded by the army in Ireland during this period 

and to what extent it participated in or reacted to these changes. It w ill consider 

how and why the army's political power was diminished when Henry Cromwell 

replaced Charles Fleetwood as the de facto governor of Ireland in 1655 and 

whether disaffection engendered at this time, in Ireland and across England and 

Scotland, affected the long-term viability of the Cromwellian regime.

The structure of the thesis w ill be largely chronological. In order to understand 

how ‘political’ the officers and soldiers were in advance of their landing on Irish 

soil, the nature of the regiments selected for the Cromwellian m ilitary campaign 

in Ireland is examined in Chapter 1. Chapter 2 investigates how civil government 

was established in Ireland in the early 1650s and to what extent army officers 

were involved in its administration. It w ill also examine whether army officers 

were encouraged to engage in the political process due to the personal 

leadership style of Henry Ireton, the Lord Deputy of Ireland. Chapter 3 traces 

how the army in Ireland involved itself in Irish legislative affairs at Westminster 

and contributed to the deterioration in army-Rump relations. Chapter 4 explores 

how the calling of the Nominated Assembly invigorated radicals in the army in 

Ireland and also had far-reaching consequences for the Irish land settlement. The 

establishment of the Protectorate in December 1653, and the reception of news 

of the regime change in Ireland, is examined in Chapter 5. Oliver Cromwell's 

inauguration as Lord Protector is a pivotal moment in the intensification of 

subversive politics in the army in Ireland. Chapter 6 examines how Irish army

iv



officers became increasingly politicised during their campaign to influence the 

Irish land settlem ent to their advantage, and the extent to which the campaign 

contributed to the fallout betw een them  and the Protectorate authorities. 

Dissident activity linking the Irish arm y to sympathisers in England and Scotland 

is also explored. Chapter 7 examines Henry Cromwell's reign as [consecutively) 

com mander-in-chief Lord Deputy and Lord Lieutenant in Ireland and how  the 

policies he sought to enforce, particularly the establishment of a militia and the 

reintroduction of tithes, contributed to growing disaffection among radical arm y 

officers. It is argued in Chapter 8 tha t growing rancour in the arm y in Ireland 

contributed to the rise of Fleetwood’s personal support base at Wallingford 

House, which allowed the arm y to m ount a devastating challenge to Richard 

Cromwell’s rule in April 1659.
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Introduction

Although Oliver Cromwell crossed the Irish Sea for a m ere nine-month military 

campaign in 1649-50, his ‘entanglem ent with Ireland perennially fascinates’, in 

the w ords of the historian Toby Barnard.i The public discourse in Ireland, even 

in m ore recent years, is indicative of the fact that ‘Cromwell still evokes 

extremely strong emotions in Ireland 350 years after his death', as Micheal 6  

Siochru has recently noted.^ To the Irish public, the religious gentleman farmer 

from Cambridgeshire, who rose to the top of the military and political 

establishm ent in England, is the  personification of everything tha t was negative 

in the history of Anglo-Irish relations. Despite this popular fascination with the 

man there  w ere until recently very few serious studies devoted to Cromwell’s 

Irish career.3 As for the officers and soldiers who accompanied Cromwell on his 

military campaign in Ireland, the ir  military exploits have been well documented, 

bu t their political activities after the w ar w ound down in 1652 have received 

'short shrift’ by historians, a fact acknowledged by Barnard on his own beha lf‘s

The political role of the arm y in England was particularly salient in the 1647-9 

period, w hen m em bers of the arm y captured Charles I from Parliamentary 

control and purged the Long Parliament; however English historians also accept 

tha t the arm y was crucial to politics during the in terregnum  of 1649-60. As 

Derek Massarella rem arked  th irty  years ago, the ‘politics of the 1650s are no 

longer seen by historians m erely as an epilogue to the civil w ar and prologue to 

the Restoration of the Stuarts in 1660'. For Massarella, however, the fact tha t the 

English arm y was, after 1649, forced to be divided due to the military campaigns 

in Ireland and Scotland, m eant tha t ‘officers in or around London came to

1 T. C. Barnard, Review of J. S. W heeler, Cromwell in Ireland (Dublin, 19 9 9 ]’ EHR, cxv, no. 463  
(2000), pp. 972-3.
2 Micheal 6  Siochru, God's Executioner: Oliver Cromwell and the Conquest o f  Ireland [London,
2008], p. 1.
3 The m ost important accounts of Cromwell’s military campaign in Ireland are 6  Siochru, God's 
Executioner and J. S. W heeler, Cromwell in Ireland (Dubhn, 1999]. In Tom Reilly, Cromwell - An 
Honourable Enemy: The Untold Story o f  the Cromwellian Invasion o f  Ireland (London, 1999] the 
author takes a more polemical stance on this topic.
* T. C. Barnard, Cromwellian Ireland: English Government and Reform in Ireland 1649-1660  (2"‘* 
edn., Oxford, 2000], p. xxix.



Introduction

assum e the leading position in arm y politics... [and the] dividing of regiments 

considerable w eakened arm y unity'.^ In tha t case one might suppose tha t the 

arm y in Ireland would be of little political importance.

By investigating the political dimension of the Cromwellian arm y in Ireland 

during the interregnum, and its role in shaping the course of history in both 

Ireland and England, the p resen t study will show th a t  Massarella's 

characterisation of the arm y during the 1650s is deficient. Politically, the 

Cromwellian arm y in Ireland during the decade betw een 1649 and 1660 was 

im portan t for two main reasons. First, it played a significant role in the 

governm ent of Ireland and in the developm ent of im portan t legislation in regard 

to Ireland; second, this had a substantial effect on politics in England. In arguing 

these two points, this thesis will disprove the notion th a t  the geographical 

separation of the Cromwellian armies resulted  in the political marginalisation of 

the armies on the periphery  and it will contend tha t the Cromwellian army in 

Ireland had a decisive impact on events in the metropole.

The historiography of the interregnum provides extremely valuable examples of 

w here  the armies on the periphery  asserted  the ir  influence at key political 

moments. In 1992, Sarah Barber suggested tha t differences betw een republican 

and arm y attitudes on Irish policy might have influenced the army's decision to 

dissolve the Rump Parliament in 1653.^ More recently, John Morrill examined 

the Irish dimension of the political fallout from the Rump's decision to abolish 

the position of Lord Lieutenant of Ireland in 1652.^ Barbara Taft's illuminating 

article, 'The Humble Petition of Several Colonels of the Army’ examined the 

period after the establishment of the Protectorate  in late 1653 and suggested the 

existence of subversive arm y networks across England, Ireland and Scotland.^ 

Irish historiography also refers to the relationship betw een the politics at the 

metropole and the soldiers on the periphery. Aidan Clarke's Prelude to

 ̂Derek Massarella, 'The Politics of the Army and the Quest for Settlem ent' in Ivan Roots (ed),
'Into Another Mould': Aspects o f  the Interregnum  (Exeter, 1 9 8 1 ] ,pp. 101, 111.
® Sarah Barber, 'Irish Undercurrents to the Politics o f April 1653', Historical Research, Ixv, no. 158  
(October 1992), pp. 3 1 5 -3 5 .
 ̂John Morrill, 'Cromwell, Parliament, Ireland and a Commonwealth in Crisis: 1652 Revisited', 

Parliam entary History, xxx, pt. 2 (2011), pp. 1 9 3 -214 .
® Barbara Taft, '"The Humble Petition of Several Colonels of the Army": Causes, Character, and 
Results o f Military Opposition to Cromwell's Protectorate', The Huntington Library Quarterly, 
xxxxii (1978), pp. 15-41 .
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Introduction

Restoration concentrated on the political developments of a single year: 1659.^ 

He clarified how the Protectorate regime fell in Ireland, who was in control after 

the army coup of April and under the restored Rump, and how news of the 

restitution of the Long Parliament was received in Ireland. The involvement of 

officers in the Irish army in these political events is of particular interest: 

remarkably, five senior army officers from Ireland were prominent instigators of 

the April coup against the Protectorate.

By viewing the events of 1659 in isolation, the reader may get the mistaken 

impression that army disaffection in Ireland was only significant under the 

feeble leadership of Richard Cromwell. The evidence suggests, however, that the 

army in Ireland demonstrated considerable disaffection with the Protectorate as 

soon as it was inaugurated in 1653. The leader that benefitted from Richard’s fall 

was, of course, his brother-in-law Charles Fleetwood, who was Ireland’s de-facto 

ruler between 1652 and 1655, and its titular ruler (as Lord Deputy) until 1657. 

Fleetwood’s potential to cause trouble for Cromwell was obvious during his 

tenure in Ireland and his indulgence of the army was greatly resented by the Old 

Protestant community.io Both the prestige of his position and his patronage of 

subversive army officers in Ireland gave him a support base that would be 

invaluable when he ultimately decided to pull the plug on the Cromwellian 

regime in late 1658.

There are other indications of political activity on the part of the army in Ireland. 

It need hardly be said that the Irish land settlement looms large in the Irish 

consciousness, and recent historiography has contributed significantly to earlier 

scholarly work on this sensitive subject.^i It has long been known that 35,000 

Cromwellian soldiers were, in principle at least, to receive payments of their

 ̂Aidan Clarke, Prelude to Restoration in Ireland: the end o f  the Commonwealth, 1659-60  
(Cambridge, 1999],

T. C. Barnard, 'Planters and Policies in Cromwellian Ireland’, Past and Present, Ixi [1973], pp. 
31-69; Patrick Little, Lord Broghill and the Cromwellian Union with Ireland and Scotland 
(Woodbridge, 2004]; see also Patrick Little, ‘Irish Representation in the Protectorate 
Parliaments’, Parliam entary History, xxiii (2004], pp. 3 3 6 -5 6

K. S. Bottigheimer, English Money and Irish Land (Oxford, 1971); Kevin McKenny, 'The 
seventeenth-century land settlem ent in Ireland: towards a statistical interpretation’ in Ohlmeyer, 
J. [ed.], Ireland from  Independence to Occupation, 1641-1660  (Cambridge, 1995]; John 
Cunningham, Conquest and Land in Ireland: The Transplantation to Connacht, 1649 -1680  
(Woodbridge, 2011); Kevin McKenny, 'The Restoration Land Settlem ent’ in C. A. Dennehy (ed.). 
Restoration Ireland: Always Settling and Never Settled  (Aldershot, 2008], pp. 35 -5 2 .
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Introduction

salaries and arrears  in the form of Irish land; how ever there  has been 

surprisingly little w ritten  on their involvement in legislation on the land 

settlement. Surely the need to guarantee  a settlem ent tha t would be in the 

in terests of the soldiers would encourage them  to mobilise politically? There are 

also o ther reasons to suspect serious political activity on the p a r t  of the 

Cromwellian arm y in Ireland. Several excellent studies on its religious dimension 

suggest the presence of a powerful radical elem ent in the officer corps.^^ It is 

clear from the English and Scottish historiography that radical arm y officers 

played an im portan t role in political events in England during the 1650s; this 

suggests tha t the ir  b re th ren  in Ireland may have been similarly engaged.

By drawing the s trands from the existing historiography together it becomes 

clear tha t the Cromwellian arm y in Ireland is a subject that deserves attention; it 

is equally apparen t that, until now, it has received relatively little consideration. 

The 1650s is a decade tha t is often seen as an anomalous interlude in the context 

of Ireland's early-modern history. An investigation of the Cromwellian arm y in 

Ireland will, however, reveal much not just about Ireland specifically bu t about 

politics in England, Ireland and Scotland generally and about the links between 

all th ree  countries during a period of major upheaval.

The structure  of the thesis will be largely chronological in o rder  to emphasise the 

evolution of the army's political role in Ireland and the effect of contem porary  

events on this process. In o rder  to unders tand  how  'political' the  officers and 

soldiers w ere  in advance of their landing on Irish soil, the  natu re  of the 

regiments selected for the Cromwellian military campaign in Ireland is examined 

in Chapter 1. Chapter 2 investigates how  civil governm ent w as established in 

Ireland in the early 1650s and to w hat extent arm y officers w ere  involved in its 

administration. It will also examine w hether  arm y officers w ere  encouraged to 

engage in the political process due to the personal leadership style of Henry

Crawford Gribben, God’s Irishmen: Theological Debates in Cromwellian Ireland (Oxford, 2007]; 
Kevin Herlihy, The Irish Baptists, 1650-1780  (unpublished Ph.D. thesis, TCD, 1992]; Phil Kilroy, 
'Radical religion in Ireland, 1 6 4 1 -1 6 6 0 ’ in Ohlmeyer (ed.]. Independence to Occupation; Kevin 
Herlihy (ed.]. The Irish Dissenting Tradition, 1650-1750  (Dublin, 1995].

L. F. Brow^n, Baptists and Fifth Monarchy Men (New^ York, 1964]; Scott Spurlock, Cromwell and  
Scotland  (Edinburgh, 2007]; Barbara Taft, 'They that pursew' perfaction on earth...’: the political 
progress o f Robert Overton' in Ian Gentles, John Morrill and Blair W orden (eds.]. Soldiers, W riters 
and Statesm en o f  the English Revolution  (Cambridge, 1998]; Austin Woolrych, Commonwealth to 
Protectorate  (London, 2000], esp. pp. 142-64 .
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Introduction

Ireton, the Lord Deputy of Ireland. Chapter 3 traces how the army in Ireland 

involved itself in Irish legislative affairs at Westminster and contributed to the 

deterioration in army-Rump relations. Chapter 4 explores how the calling of the 

Nominated Assembly invigorated radicals in the army in Ireland and also had 

far-reaching consequences for the Irish land settlement. The establishment of the 

Protectorate in December 1653, and the reception of news of the regime change 

in Ireland, is examined in Chapter 5. Oliver Cromwell's inauguration as Lord 

Protector is a pivotal moment in the intensification of subversive politics in the 

army in Ireland. Chapter 6 examines how Irish army officers became increasingly 

politicised during their campaign to influence the Irish land settlement to their 

advantage, and the extent to which the campaign contributed to the fallout 

between them and the Protectorate authorities. Dissident activity linking the 

Irish army to sympathisers in England and Scotland is also explored. Chapter 7 

examines Henry Cromwell’s reign as (consecutively) commander-in-chief. Lord 

Deputy and Lord Lieutenant of Ireland and how the policies he sought to enforce, 

particularly the establishment of a m ilitia and the reintroduction of tithes, 

contributed to growing disaffection among radical army officers. It is argued in 

Chapter 8 that growing rancour in the army in Ireland contributed to the rise of 

Fleetwood’s personal support base at Wallingford House, which allowed the 

army to mount a devastating challenge to Richard Cromwell’s rule in April 1659.
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Chapter 1

Preparing the Irish Reconquest, 1647-9

This chapter traces the Enghsh Parhament’s mihtary response to the Irish 

rebelhon in order to elucidate its political implications. Although MPs initially 

presented a united front in response to pleas from distressed Protestants in 

Ireland, the proposed military campaign to relieve them became a divisive issue 

and contributed to the growing mistrust between what historians have termed 

the 'presbyterian' and 'independent' factions in Parliament. The Irish expedition 

also became a flashpoint issue between Parliament and its army, particularly in 

the crucial months after February 1647. This period witnessed the soldiers 

famously declaring that they belonged to 'no mere mercenary army' and the 

seizure of King Charles I from Parliamentary custody. The tensions engendered 

by debates on the Irish campaign between 1647 and 1649 were crucial to the 

politicisation of the army. Disputes over the nomination of commanders for the 

campaign and problems with military pay were critical in the political struggle 

between members of Parliament and the army. The widespread discontent 

among the rank and file contributed to a new phenomenon: the emergence of 

'agitator’ representatives of the soldiers. The army leadership was compelled to 

adopt temporary democratic structures that allowed civilians and ordinary 

soldiers to participate in the army’s decision-making process. Members of the 

army who were prominent in the seismic events of these years were 

subsequently involved in Oliver Cromwell's Irish campaign that was launched in 

June 1649. Their experience in the 1640s undoubtedly inspired their political 

expectations and activities in Ireland during the 1650s.



Chapter 1: Preparing the Irish Reconquest, 1 6 4 7 -9

News of the Irish rebeUion first reached parham ent on 1 November 1641. 

Startled MPs w ere informed tha t 'the Irish Papists in Ireland' had seized the 

King's forts and w ere  intent on 'cutting off all the Protestants in Ireland’.̂  

London’s prolific printing presses kept the w ider public in London abreast of the 

violence; in terest was such tha t over tw enty  per cent of surviving pam phlet 

material published betw een October and December 1641 contained references 

to events in Ireland.^ The trickle of atrocity literature became a flood when 

refugees from Ireland began to arrive on English shores. In April 1642, hysterical 

new spapers  claimed tha t 154,000 P rotestant settlers had been killed in Ireland, 

bu t this estimate was raised to 300,000 in John Temple's jingoistic The Irish 

Rebellion, published in 1646; it is now believed that there w ere  no m ore than 

100,000 Protestant settlers in Ireland in October 1641. It is impossible to 

ascertain the num ber of Protestants tha t w ere  'massacred', as Aidan Clarke has 

recently acknowledged, but it is it is clear tha t death from violence, hunger, 

disease and exposure caused the deaths o f 'm any  thousands'.^

Unsurprisingly, English attitudes tow ards the Irish hardened in the months 

following the outbreak of the rebellion. One example of a widely read account is 

The teares o f  Ireland, which James Cranford, a London-based puritan author, 

p roduced in 1642. This pam phlet contained a lurid narrative of alleged atrocities 

perpe tra ted  by 'bloudy Papists’ against Protestants in Ireland alongside graphic 

w oodcut images tha t reinforced the horror.'^ The large num ber of surviving 

copies, and the fact tha t The teares o f  Ireland was translated  into Dutch and 

German, suggest tha t Cranford's gory composition entertained and outraged a 

large audience.^ Such shocking literature inspired, initially at least, a vigorous 

political response to the Irish rebellion. On the day it received news of the

1 1 Nov. 1641, C], ii, p. 300.
2 K. ]. Lindley, ‘The impact o f the 1641 Rebellion upon England and Wales, 1 6 4 1 -5 ’ in Irish 
Historical Studies, no. 70 (1972], p. 144. See also David O'Hara, English newsbooks and Irish 
rebellion, 1641-1649  (Dublin, 2006], pp. 27 -54 .
3 John Temple, The Irish Rebellion (London, 1646]; Aidan Clarke, "The '1641 m assacres” in 
Seamus Lawless et al. (eds.], The 1641 Depositions Project: Experiences o f  a Large-Scale 
Digitisation and Digital Enhancement Initiative (forthcoming, 2012].
* James Cranford, The teares o f  Ireland (London, 1642], p. 2.
5 M. A. Lyons, 'Foreign Language Books, 1 5 5 0 -1 7 0 0 ’ in Raymond Gillespie and Andrew Hadfield 
(eds.], The Irish book in English, 1550-1800  (Oxford, 2006], p. 353.
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Chapter 1: Preparing the Irish Reconquest, 1647-9

rebellion, Parliament committed to sending £20,000 to Ireland to assist 

Protestant subjects there and it quickly set about finding ways to raise the men 

and money which the Dublin administration deemed necessary: 10,000 foot 

soldiers, 1,000 cavalry and £100,000.^ In December 1641, Sir Simon Harcourt 

arrived in Ireland with 1,100 men who were financed by voluntary 

subscriptions, and over the coming months Parliament contrived to send over 

more money and troops. By the early summer of 1642, 10,000 English troops 

had landed in Ireland and, by the autumn, 10,000 Scottish troops had been 

dispatched to Ulster/

Robert Armstrong has shown that MPs were committed to prosecuting a 

successful war against Catholic forces in Ireland but that, despite their 

enthusiasm, acquiring the requisite financial resources was difficult. One way to 

raise money was to privatise, in effect, the English w ar effort in Ireland by 

allowing speculators to advance money for a military expedition in the 

expectation of being repaid in Irish land. Parliament passed the Adventurers’ Act 

on 19 March 1642, which set aside 2.5 million acres of rebels' lands in Ireland on 

the assumption of an unconditional Catholic defeat there. It was hoped that the 

legislation would raise £1 million and, in a show of commitment to the war (and 

a canny appreciation of the investment opportunity it presented), over a 

hundred MPs subscribed to the scheme. A small force of 1,000 men under the 

command of Alexander Lord Forbes reached Munster in early July 1642, but over 

the coming months much of the money raised by the Adventurers was diverted 

to Parliament’s domestic campaign against Charles I, which officially began in 

August 1642.S Old Protestant landowners from Ireland, who hoped to recover 

estates lost to the rebels, continued to lobby vigorously for a more aggressive 

military policy on Ireland but the ongoing w ar with Charles was Parliament’s

 ̂Robert Armstrong, 'The Long Parliament goes to war: the Irish campaigns, 1641-3 ’, Historical 
Research, Ixxx, no. 207 (2007), pp. 75-6.
 ̂Richard Bagwell, Ireland under the Stuarts and during the interregnum [3 vols, London, 1909- 

16), i, p. 332; Wheeler, Cromwell in Ireland, p. 11; Armstrong, 'The Long Parliament goes to war’, 
p. 85; David Stevenson, Scottish Covenanters and Irish Confederates: Scottish-Irish Relations in the 
mid-seventeenth century (Belfast, 1981], p. 325-39.
® Bottigheimer, English Money for Irish Land, pp. 40-5 , 81-6. Armstrong has shown that, despite 
the diversion of many Adventurer troops to Essex’s army in Edgehill, Parliament was not as 
neglectful of the Irish war effort as Bottigheimer has supposed. He estimated that a third to a half 
of the Adventurer troops initially intended for Ireland were actually dispatched there:
Armstrong, ‘The Long Parliament goes to war', pp. 89-91.
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m ost pressing concern.^ Apart from the Doubling Ordinance of June 1643, which 

gave Irish Adventurers the opportunity  to double their re tu rn  for an additional 

25 per cent investment on their original venture, little progress was made 

betw een 1643 and 1646 on the Irish issue.^o

By May 1646 the First Civil W ar was, 'to all intents and purposes', over after the 

capitulation of Oxford, the Royalists' h e a d q u a r t e r s .O v e r  the course of the 

sum m er of 1646, Parliamentary representatives and commissioners from 

Scotland negotiated with Charles, who was in custody in Newcastle. MPs were, 

however, divided on w hat terms they should dem and of their king. Historians 

have identified the main opposing factions as 'presbyterians' and 'independents '. 

Religion, as the nomenclature suggests, was the main difference betw een these 

groups: the 'presbyterians' favoured a Presbyterian national church w hereas 

‘independents ' favoured independency or C o n g r e g a t i o n a l i s m . Presbyterians 

w ere  also, in general, m ore inclined to come to term s with Charles early on in the 

civil w ar and reduce the arm y in o rder  to mitigate taxation; independents, on the 

o ther hand, had strong links with the New Model arm y (a bastion of religious 

Independency] and adopted a pro-w ar stance. The English independents  w ere 

strongly supported  by Irish Protestant MPs at W estminster, in particular by 

Roger Boyle, Arthur Annesley, Adam Loftus, Sir Hardress Waller and John 

Temple. These men aligned themselves with the independents in Parliament to 

such an obvious extent that Patrick Little has te rm ed  them  the 'Irish 

I n d e p e n d e n t s ' . ^ ^  j h e  group enjoyed close family connections to independents in

 ̂ In December 1645, Sir Hardress Waller, a Munster landowner, claimed that his 'greatest hopes 
for Ireland is from this army, about which I have had many free & serious discourses with Lieut: 
Gen: Crumwell, w hose spirritt leads much that w ay’, HMC Egmont, i, p. 2 6 4 -5  and quoted in Little, 
'Viscount Lisle', p. 949.
10 'An Ordinance for the encouragem ent of Adventurers, to make new  Subscriptions for Towns. 
Cities, and Lands in Ireland’, Firth and Rait, i, pp. 192-7 .
11 The words are Austin W oolrych’s, Britain in Revolution, 1625-1660  (Oxford, 2002], p. 330.
121 use the term s 'presbyterians’ and 'independents’ in the low er case to denote the two main 
political groupings in the Long Parliament as distinct; by contrast, the capitalised words 
'Presbyterianism' and 'Independency’ refers only to the respective religious denom inations. In 
this I have followed W oolrych and Gentles: Ian Gentles, ‘The Impact of the New Model Army’ in 
John Morrill (ed.]. The Im pact o f  the English Civil War (London, 1991), p. 91; Austin Woolrych, 
Soldiers and Statesmen: The General Council o f  the Army and its Debates, 1647 -1648  (Oxford, 
1987], pp. 5-8 .
13 Patrick Little, 'The Irish 'Independents' and Viscount Lisle's Lieutenancy of Ireland', H], xliv, no. 
4 (2001], pp. 9 4 7 -9 . Little convincingly dem onstrates that Irish Protestants, rather than English 
independency, drove the policies and politics o f Lisle's short sojourn in Ireland, which contrasts 
with an earlier analysis in )ohn Adamson, 'Strafford's ghost: the British context of Viscount Lisle's
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Parliament whereas longstanding political rivals in Ireland, such as the Earls of 

Inchiquin and Ormonde enjoyed the support of presbyterian peers and MPs; 

moreover Waller was a prominent member of the New Model Army, which was 

closely linked to the independent faction. The English independents were, 

however, somewhat lack-lustre political allies: their priority was to exclude 

presbyterians and Scots from negotiations with the king and their focus on the 

recovery of Ireland was compromised, not least because a military expedition to 

Ireland would reduce the independents' army support base in England.

On 21 January 1646, the ‘Irish independents' enjoyed their first major political 

success when, with the joint support of Irish Protestants and English 

independents, Parliament voted that the independent Lord Lisle be Lord 

Lieutenant of I r e l a n d . I t  was the presbyterians, however, who took the 

initiative in planning an assault on Ireland. On 31 July 1646, Denzil Holies and Sir 

Philip Stapleton, two leading presbyterian MPs, proposed to send two cavalry 

regiments and four foot regiments from the New Model Army to relieve Ireland. 

When the motion was put to the House the independents defeated it by one vote 

only. Ludlow avers that the presbyterian faction had hatched this plan in order 

‘to break the army', and to mitigate its political and military power.^^ Meanwhile, 

the independents planned an alternative expedition. In February 1647 Lisle, in 

the company of Waller, Loftus and Annesley, arrived in Munster where he 

quickly made his presence felt, much to the annoyance of Inchiquin, the Lord 

President of Munster.

When Lisle arrived in Ireland he was accompanied by a limited number of troops 

and few officers.!^ For several months he 'waited upon the arrival of the 

detachments of the New Model Army that were expected to form the core of his 

fighting {orce’P  On 27 February 1647, the Derby House Committee (the 

Parliamentary committee for Irish affairs] ordered one horse and three foot 

regiments to be dispatched to Dublin under the command of Colonel Michael

lieutenancy of Ireland’, in Jane Ohlmeyer (ed.], Ireland from  Independence to  Occupation, 1641-  
1660  (Cambridge, 1995], pp. 128-59 . 
iMbid., p. 135.

31 Jul. 1646, CJ, iv, pp. 631-2; Ludlow, i, p. 141.
C. H. Firth and Godfrey Davies, Regimental History (2 vols., Oxford, 1991], i, pp. 9 2 ,1 7 9  and ii, 

642; 25 Jan. 1647 and 7 May 1647, CJ, v, pp. 6 3 ,1 6 6 .
Adamson, 'Strafford's ghost’, p. 147.
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Jones, a successful Parliamentarian officer and a nephew  of James Ussher. A 

w eek later the Commons voted tha t a much larger force consisting of three 

thousand cavalry soldiers and nearly ten thousand foot soldiers and dragoons be 

sent to I r e l a n d . T h e  Derby House Committee selected four Commissioners -  

Lord W harton, Richard Salwey, Sir John Clotworthy and Sir William Waller (not 

to be confused with Sir Hardress Waller] -  to discuss with Sir Thomas Fairfax, 

the commander-in-chief of the New Model Army, and his officers the 

arrangem ents  for the proposed military venture  in I r e l a n d . B y  the spring of 

1647, however. Parliament's soldiers had becom e m ore politicised and w ere 

reluctant to unquestioningly receive orders from an institution that was 

becoming dominated by the increasingly anti-arm y presbyterian faction; this is 

borne out by the pro tracted  wrangling over the Irish expedition. On 21 March, 

forty-three officers, including Fairfax (who acted as chairman], held a meeting on 

the Irish expedition in Saffron Walden, a town in Essex tha t was occupied by 

Parliamentary forces. The officers resolved to 'fu rther and advance' Parliament's 

efforts to raise forces for Ireland, but before personally engaging for the 

expedition the officers wished to discuss four questions. First, which regiments 

and troops w ere  to be continued in service in England; second, who would lead 

the expedition; third, w hat assurances on pay and subsistence would be 

provided for those soldiers em barked on it; and fourth, would satisfaction for 

a rrears  and indemnity for past military actions be guaranteed. With majorities 

on the first and second questions, and unanimously on the third and fourth, the 

officers voted that Parliament respond to its queries before they engaged for the 

Irish expedition.2o The unanimous votes on the questions of pay and indemnity 

dem onstra te  how im portan t these issues w ere to the officer corps. The soldiers' 

restlessness was understandable: the pay of foot soldiers was eighteen months 

in arrears, and the cavalry and dragoons had gone forty-three weeks w ithout

18 W heeler, C rom w ell in Ireland, p. 33; 6 Mar. 1 647 , CJ, v, p. 107 . For the form ation o f the Derby  
H ouse C om m ittee see  R obert A rm strong, 'Ireland at W estm inster: the Long Parliam ent's Irish 
com m ittees, 1 6 4 1 -1 6 4 7 ’ in C. R. Kyle, and Jason P eacey [eds.], P arliam en t a t  w ork: p a rlia m en ta ry  
com m ittees , p o litica l p o w e r  an d  public  access in early  m odern  E ngland  (W oodbridge: B oydell 
Press, 2 0 0 2 ], pp. 9 5 -6 ;  Patrick Little, 'M ichael Jones (d. 1649 ]', DIB [on line edn., accessed  1 May 
2012],

W illiam  W aller, Vindication  (1 7 9 3 ], pp. 4 2 -3 . Sir W illiam  W aller had no fam ilial relationsh ip  
w ith  Sir H ardress W aller.
20 'The H um ble P etition  o f  th e  Officers and S o ld iers’ in LJ, ix, p. 114.
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pay.2i Indemnity had become a pressing issue because, after 1645, hundreds of 

civil cases were taken against soldiers for their actions during the course of the 

civil war.22 it was also becoming clear that presbyterian MPs were in the 

ascendancy in the House of Commons, and there were fears that a restrictive 

religious settlement -  which was anathema to Independents in the New Model 

Army -  would ensue.

The boldness of the army's resolutions stunned the Parliamentary 

commissioners who had travelled to Saffron Walden to negotiate with the 

officers. '[I]f it should have pleased the Houses to constitute and appoint a 

Corporall be their Generali’, Waller remarked indignantly, 'it would have been 

their duty to accept him’. Waller requested a meeting on 22 March, where he 

informed the officers of Parliament's recent undertaking to supply the army with 

£60,000 a month. A few officers were mollified and adopted a more conciliatory 

approach to the commissioners but they were, according to Waller, shouted 

down at the meeting. Twenty-nine officers and soldiers, most of whom were not 

present at the meeting on 22 March, decided to engage for the Irish service and 

they signed a letter to Parliament to that effect. In a private army meeting on the 

evening of the same day several other officers, including Commissary General 

Henry Ireton, Colonel Robert Lilburne, Colonel Nathaniel Rich, Colonel John 

Okey, Colonel Thomas Pride and Colonel John Hewson, openly endorsed a 

petition to Parliament. Fairfax denied any knowledge of a petition, despite the 

fact that the meeting took place in a room under his own bedchamber and 

several officers in his regiment actively supported the petition at the meeting.^^

On 29 March, news of the petition reached the Houses of Parliament.24 it 

demanded the payment of arrears, indemnity, and that 'those who have 

voluntarily served the Parliament in the late Wars may not hereafter be 

compelled, by Press or otherwise, to serve as Soldiers out of this Kingdom; nor 

those that have served as Horsemen may be compelled by Press to serve on Foot

S. R. Gardiner, History of the Great Civil War, iii, p. 225.
22 Ibid., p. 225; The declaration o f the armie under His Excellency Sir Thomas Fairfax... [London, 
1647), p. 2; Ian Gentles, The New Model Army in England, Ireland, and Scotland, 1645-1653 
[Oxford, 1992), pp. 121-3.
23 Waller, Vindication, pp. 50, 72.
2“* The declaration of the armie, p. 4.
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in any future Case’. The la tter  was clearly an allusion to service in Ireland, since 

the Commons had resolved several weeks earlier tha t those who w ere  to serve 

as foot soldiers in Ireland w ere  to be draw n from cavalry r e g i m e n t s . ^ s  The MPs 

w ere  incensed and debated the petition long into the night. Eventually, in the 

small hours of 30 March, presbyterian  MPs won a vote to declare Parliament’s 

'high Dislike of tha t Petition, their Approbation and Esteem of their good Service 

w ho first discovered it, and of all such Officers and Soldiers as have refused to 

join in it’.^̂  The declaration affronted the soldiery, and accusations that 

Parliament’s resolution had been taken in the middle of the night in order to 

avoid objections by pro-arm y MPs a b o u n d e d . ^ ^  On the same day tha t Parliament 

had been confronted with the petition, it received the le tter  of the 'undertakers’ -  

I.e. the twenty-nine officers who had engaged for the Irish service. The House of 

Lords and Commons responded graciously to the undertakers, in marked 

contrast to its high-handed response to the petitioners: '[We] do accept of this 

Engagement of those Officers, and do give them  Thanks for it; and do declare, 

That, as the res t that have engaged for Ireland have Two Months Arrears paid, 

and a Month's Advance, w hen they are  on Ship-board...’ Outside Parliament there 

w ere  mutterings tha t the officers w ere  'knaves’ who would 'draw e their men upp 

to the sea side and never m eane to goe’ to I r e l a n d . ^8

On 2 April, the Commons voted tha t the com m ander of the Irish expedition 

would be a Field Marshal, and they appointed Major General Skippon to this role 

with Lieutenant Colonel Massey as Lieutenant General of the Horse. Both men, 

unsurprisingly, had presbyterian  sympathies. Lisle’s commission as Lord 

Lieutenant, which was due to expire on 15 April was not renew ed  and he and his 

entourage in Ireland -  including the New Model officer, Thomas Harrison -  w ere 

forced to beat an undignified re trea t  to E n g l a n d . ^ ^  On 2 April, the House also 

resolved tha t the Committee 'appointed to go into the City for the Borrowing of

25 6 Mar. 1647, CJ. v, p. 107.
26 30M ar. 1647,L y,ix ,p . 115.
2̂  Waller, Vindication, p. 63.
28 30 Mar. 1647, L], ix, 114; 'Letters from a correspondent in London to a friend in the Army’ in C. 
H. Firth [ed.], The Clarke Papers: Selections from  the Papers o f  William Clarke, Secretary to the 
Council o f  the Army, 1647-1649, and to General Monck and the Commanders o f  the Arm y in 
Scotland, 1651-1660, (4 vols, London, 1 8 9 1 -1 9 0 1 ], i, pp. 1-2 .
25 Parliament did, however, formally thank them  'in Acknowledgm ent and Approbation of the 
good Services they have done in Ireland’, 7 May 1647, CJ, v, p. 166.
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Two hundred thousand Pounds' should acquaint the City of ‘[w]hat Progress the 

House has made in the Business of I r e l a n d ’.^o Several days later, the Irish 

Committee at Derby House requested Waller, the Earl of Warwick, Lord Dacres, 

Lieutenant General Massey and Richard Salwey to attend Fairfax to discuss the 

selection of soldiers for Ireland. The Parliamentary commissioners arrived at 

Saffron Walden on 14 April, amid rumours that the soldiers, particularly the 

cavalry regiments, were ill disposed towards the Irish expedition. The following 

day they met with Fairfax; they urged him to declare his dislike of agitation 

against service for Ireland within the army and to sign a document, which the 

commissioners themselves had drafted, to that effect. Fairfax refused, in no 

uncertain terms, to sign the declaration or anything that tended to 'put a 

restraint upon the army, and to curb them from speaking'.^i Fairfax did agree, 

however, to make it known to his officers that he fully supported the Irish 

mission. The officers at Saffron Walden, aware of the meeting at Fairfax's 

residence, met at the town’s church in order to discuss the Irish mission. The 

rank and file soldiers were, however, extremely reluctant to volunteer. On 25 

April, alarming reports emanated from Saffron Walden: officers were reportedly 

plying their men with drink in order to procure their consent to serve in Ireland. 

Not one man of Colonel John Hewson's regiment volunteered for Irish service, 

perhaps because Hewson's intense religiosity may have prevented him from 

using alcohol in order to achieve his endsP^

In late April, the ordinary soldiers decided to take matters in to their own hands. 

Troopers from the eight cavalry regiments met at 'severall places’ and composed 

a letter to Fairfax, Cromwell and Major-General Skippon. They called on them to 

protect them from Parliament, who treated them like ‘enemies’ and were 

undoubtedly referring to MPs when they lambasted those who had ‘lately tasted 

of Sovereignty, and, being lifted beyond their ordinary Sphere of Servants, seek 

to become Masters, and degenerate into Tyrants’. They reminded the officers of 

the dangers that confronted them when they were not indemnified: 'our Fellow 

Soldiers suffer at every Assize for Acts merely relating to the War’. They

30 2Apr. 1 6 4 7 ,c ; ,v , p. 133.
Waller, Vindication, p. 81.
Ibid., pp. 78 ,81; 'A Narrative of the Proceedings at Saffron-Walden’ and ‘Nevi^s-Letters from 

Saffron W alden’, Clarke Papers, i, pp. 6 -7 ,1 6 .
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criticised the undertakers  for Irish service and w ere suspicious of the officers 

Parliament had appointed to lead the expedition: 'why are not those who have 

been made Instruments in our Country's Deliverance again thought w orthy  to be 

employed?’ The Irish expedition was, in their view, nothing less than 'a Design to 

ruin and break this Army in Pieces'. They asserted, however, tha t they were 

'sensible, of the bleeding Condition of Ireland, crying aloud for a brotherly  

Assistance' and promised tha t they would 'willingly contribute the Utmost of 

[their] Abilities tow ards their Relief once their dem ands had been met.^^ Two 

soldiers from each regiment subscribed to the letter, bu t just th ree  men 

presented it to Fairfax: William Allen, Edward Sexby, and Thomas Shepherd. The 

three men w ere  examined closely the following day. Allen was the main speaker: 

he was a Warwickshire man and a felt-maker by trade. His story was typical: he 

had been in Lord Essex’s arm y under Holies, then in Skippon’s regim ent and now 

he was in Cromwell's horse regiment. He had suffered various injuries and had 

been captured by Royalists at one stage, only narrowly escaping execution at 

their hands. He was questioned closely on the sentence in the petition touching 

those who had become ‘tyrants', but Allen evasively responded tha t as 'it was the 

joynt Act of the Eight Regiments to contrive [the petition], they will joyntly 

answ er it'. '̂  ̂ The officers decided to p resen t the soldiers' petition to Parliament 

on 30 April, implicitly indicating their approval of it. The petition further 

dem onstrates  how  the issue of a military expedition to Ireland was instrum ental 

in the growing rift between Parliament and the army and even prom pted  the 

trend of electing 'agitators’. The rank and file elected agitators to rep resen t their 

views and in June, the officers decided to formally allow them  to participate in 

the General Council of the Army, which sat betw een July 1647 and January 

1648.35 Giving a voice to soldiers at a time when officers w ere  em pow ered to 

make decisions was highly progressive and tem porarily  steered the arm y on a 

m ore radical political course during the latter half of 1647. Sexby became a

33 The original petition w as addressed to Fairfax, Cromwell and Skippon but w hen Fairfax 
subsequently referred it to Parliament it was addressed to Fairfax only. Copies of the petition can 
be found in Folger Shakespeare Library, Papers of Robert Bennet, iViS X.d.483 f. 198 and LJ, ix, pp. 
164-5 .
3'̂  'An examination of the three troopers w ho delivered the letter of the soldiers’, Appendix B, 
Clarke Papers, i, p. 430.
35 Gentles, New Model Army, pp. 159 -60 .

15



Chapter 1: Preparing the Irish Reconquest, 1 6 4 7 -9

prominent Leveller and he and his associate Allen played important roles at the 

famous debates of the General Council of the Army at Putney in October 1647, at 

which the army discussed the constitutional settlement of the Three Kingdoms. 

Allen also became an Adjutant-General in Ireland, and the experience he 

acquired during the course of 1647 prepared him to play a major role in politics 

in Ireland during the 1650s.

Meanwhile, by May 1647, relations between the army and Parliament were at 

their lowest ebb. On 31 May, the army secured the king, in order to prevent a 

settlement between him and presbyterians in the Commons. Political turmoil 

ensued in the following weeks: on 1 June Parliament received two letters from 

Fairfax indicating that the army would not obey its orders to disband -  a stance 

tantamount to a mutiny -  and by 12 June the army had set up its headquarters in 

St Alban’s, which was, ominously, only a one-day ride to London. Three days 

later, on 15 June, independents in Parliament called for the impeachment of 

twelve presbyterian MPs, including Holies and Stapleton. Events quickly 

spiralled and, by August 1647, the army had effectively purged Parliament of the 

presbyterian faction and army sympathisers had wrested political control.

No large-scale military expedition was sent to Ireland in 1647 due to the political 

uncertainty and the unwillingness of New Model Army officers and soldiers to 

engage for that service; however Colonel Michael Jones arrived in Dublin on 7 

June with 2,000 soldiers and secured the surrender of the Marquis of Ormond, 

Charles I’s Lord Lieutenant in Ireland, on 18 June under the terms that became 

known as the Dublin Articles. As war continued in Ireland between the 

Protestant and Confederate forces in Ireland, the outbreak of the Second Civil 

War in Scotland in the spring of 1648 meant that the Irish situation was not 

afforded substantial consideration again until late 1648. At that time there was a 

Parliamentary army of 10,000 men under Jones in the field in Leinster, but Firth 

and Davies estimate that less than half of these were raised in England in 1647- 

8: the rest of the soldiers were former Royalists from Ormond’s army.^6 The 

military situation in Ireland, from Parliament’s perspective, had deteriorated. 

Ormonde returned to Ireland in September 1648 and by the following January he

Firth and D avies, R egim en ta l H istory, i, p. xxii.
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had formed an alliance with the Earl of Inchiquin and the Confederate 

Catholics.37

By the time Parliament was in a position to consider a full-scale military 

expedition to Ireland again, in early 1649, the political landscape had changed 

utterly. The arm y forcibly purged the Long Parliament of scores of its m em bers 

and arrested  dozens of MPs on 6 December 1648. When Cromwell re tu rned  from 

Pontefract the following day only eighty MPs w ere  p resen t in the House to 

congratulate him. On 4 January 1649 the rem nant of the Long Parliament, the so- 

called ‘Rump’, declared itself the suprem e authority  in the land, with the pow er 

to pass all laws w ithout the king or the House of Lords. On 20 January the trial of 

Charles I commenced and exactly one w eek later he was sentenced to death. On 

the morning of 30 January, soldiers lined the route Charles walked from St 

James’s to Whitehall, the place of execution. As the axe struck clouds gathered in 

the sky, and the black pall covering Charles’s body as it was removed was soon 

covered with the w hitest snow. The regicide shocked the international 

community -  '[hjistory affords no example of the like' an astonished Italian 

diplomat observed -  but the arm y and Rumpers did not have the luxury of 

contemplating the seismic political changes tha t had just occurred.^s in 

particular, the military situation in Ireland required urgent attention. On 9 March 

1649, Parliament ordered General Fairfax to consult with the officers on how to 

choose regiments for service in Ireland. They resolved tha t the selection process 

should not be a ttem pted until the commander-in-chief for the expedition was 

nominated.3^

On 15 March, the Council of State assigned Oliver Cromwell to the role, and a 

w eek later arm y officers held a General Council at Whitehall to discuss the Irish 

expedition. The officers urged Cromwell to declare w hether  he would accept his 

appointment, bu t Cromwell’s reply was lengthy and, in some respects, 

dissembling. He adm itted to three  qualms. First, he avowed tha t he m ust be 

spiritually certain that he should take command: 'inasmuch as this businesse is

Micheal 6 Siochru, Confederate Ireland, 1642-1649  [Dublin, 1999), pp. 177-201.
38 Alvise Contarini, Venetian Ambassador a t M unster, to the Doge and Senate, 26 Feb. 1649, A. B. 
Hinds, Calendar of State Papers Relating to English Affairs in the Archives of Venice, Volume 28: 
1647-1652, p. 87.

Gardiner, History of the Commonwealth and Protectorate, i, p. 24.
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of soe great importance as itt is, itt was fitt for mee in the first place to consider, 

how God would incline my heart to itt...' Second, he felt that he must delay his 

decision in order to make sure that 'just and fitting provision’ for the expedition 

had been made for his officers and soldiers. Third, Cromwell claimed that 'the 

worke being soe weighty, I did thinke itt would require many thinges', and that 

he needed time to consider the offer made to him by the Council of State (these 

‘thinges’ was probably another allusion to securing finances in advance of the 

expedition). He urged the officers to select regiments for service in Ireland in the 

absence of a firm commitment from him to lead the expedition. This process 

would take only a week, by which time Cromwell’s decision would be known. 

Cromwell seemed somewhat uneasy about engaging with the Irish. 'All the world 

knowes of their barbarisme’, he declared before admitting, 'I had rather bee 

overrun with a Cavaleerish interest [than] of a Scotch interest [and] I had rather 

bee overrun with a Scotch interest then an Irish interest’.'̂ o

On 23 March, the General Council of the Officers appointed two officers from 

each regiment and officers from several garrisons, to meet the following day to 

decide 'what advice to offer to the General concerning the expedition for 

Ireland’.' î After much prayer and fasting the army representatives drafted a list 

of proposals to be presented to Parliament. They were primarily concerned with 

soldiers’ pay, and they insisted that 'such as shall go have three moneth’s 

advance of their pay, and one moneth’s advance of their arrear’ and that their 

salaries 'be audited, and security given for them, and to be paid at a certain time, 

when the Parliament shall appoint’. They settled that eight regiments of foot, six 

regiments of horse, and one regiment of dragoons be selected for the Irish 

venture but they did not specify which regiments should be s e l e c t e d . ' ^ ^  On 30 

March, Cromwell was confirmed by Parliament as the commander-in-chief of the 

forces in Ireland.^^^

At this time disaffected Levellers in the army commenced a campaign of agitation 

and protest against the power of the General Council of Officers. The Levellers

Records from a General Council o f Officers, 23 Mar. 1649, Clarke Papers, i, p. 2 0 0 -7 .
At the General Council o f Officers, 23 Mar. 1649, The Moderate, 2 0 -2 7  Mar. 1649, p. 384. 
At the General Council o f Officers, [26?] Mar. 1649, Clarke Papers, i, p. 209.
30 Mar. 1649, CJ, vi, p. 176.
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w ere highly disaffected by early 1649. Cromwell and Ireton had curried favour 

with them  at the army debates in Putney in October 1647, w here they jointly 

au thored T h e  Agreement of the People’ -  a proto-constitution for a 

Parliamentary democracy. Army officers and Levellers re tu rned  to that 

docum ent at the Council of Officers' debates in Whitehall in early December 

1648, and redrafted  it to take into account new  political possibilities. More 

radical policies w ere  included in the revised edition, including the extension of 

the franchise to all men over 21 years of age and the abolition of tithes. The 

Whitehall Debates occurred at the same time as the arm y purge of the Long 

Parliament -  a time when arm y grandees required as much political support as 

possible, including from the Levellers. In the weeks after Pride’s Purge, the 

officers failed to put p ressure  on the Rump to im plem ent the Agreement of the 

People, causing outrage among the Levellers. By the early spring 1649, the 

Levellers w ere  on the offensive and their w rath  was directed at arm y grandees. 

On 21 March, a Leveller tract, entitled The Hunting o f  the Foxes, appeared, which 

criticised the exclusion of ordinary soldier 'agitators’ from arm y council meeting, 

the ban on soldiers’ petitions, and the rise to pow er of Ireton and Cromwell. It 

loudly declared tha t the 'conclave of officers at White Hall hath suckt into it the 

venome of all former corrupt courts and interests tha t w ere before them ’.^̂  

Colonel John Hewson, who would later lead a regim ent in the Irish campaign, 

was singled out for a particularly slanderous diatribe; it alleged tha t he sought to 

do away with the civil prosecution of disobedient soldiers and tha t he was 

violently anti-agitator:

Col. Huson answered, We have had tryal enough of civil courts; w e can hang 20 before 

they will hang one... the said Huson, breathing out bitter invectives against us petitioners, 

w ho then w ere waiting at the dore for an answer to our petition, said thus openly, 0  that 

any of them [speaking of the petitioners) durst come into my regiment, they should never 

go out! We shall never be quite till som e of them be cut off for example, and then the rest

Walter Scott [ed.], A Collection of Scarce and Valuable Tracts... particularly [those]... o f the late 
Lord Somers [13 vols., London, 1809-15], vi, p. 52; The hunting o f the foxes from New-Market and 
Triploe-Heaths to White-Hall, by five small beagles (late of the Armie.) Or The grandie-deceivers 
unmasked (thatyou may know them.), (London, 1649], p. 14.
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shall be quashed. There are 10 about this town that better deserve to be hanged than 

those lords that are at their tryal before the high court’.̂ s

On 24 March John Lilburne stoked the fires of discontent among the ordinary 

soldiery u^ith his pubhcation of The Second Part o f England's New Chaines 

Discovered. It lambasted the General Council of the Army, and called on 

Parliament to defy the officers that had purged it only three months previously. 

It also demanded the election of agitators to the General Council and the 

implementation of the Agreement of the People.^^ Cromwell appealed to the 

army for harmony: 'I thinke there is more cause of danger from disunion 

amongst ourselves then by any thinge from our enemies'; but Parliament was in 

no mood to countenance army subversion in the aftermath of the controversial 

execution of Charles I on 30 January 1649.' '̂  ̂ It proclaimed Lilburne's pamphlet 

to be 'highly seditious, and destructive to the present Government; as it is now 

declared and settled by Parliament; tends to Division and Mutiny in the Army, 

and the Raising of a new War in the Commonwealth'. Parliament added that the 

Levellers were endeavouring 'to hinder the present Relief of Ireland'.'^^

It was clear that the increased volatility engendered by the Levellers was a worry 

at a time when the army was preparing itself for a major military campaign in 

Ireland. On 11 April, Parliament urged the Council of State to consider matters in 

relation to the expedition and, a fortnight later, the MP Thomas Scott reported 

back to Parliament ‘touching the modelling the Forces to go for Ireland' and 

proposals proffered by Cromwell and the Council of War. The Council of State's 

recommendations were lengthy, generous and obviously designed to render the 

Irish service as enticing to the soldiery as possible; Parliament was quick to 

endorse them. It resolved that all regiments designated for Irish service would, 

before setting forth on the campaign, have their arrears computed and that 

debentures, with security, would be issued to them before the regiments that 

remained in England. It allocated the army in England, Scotland and Ireland a

Scott, Somers Tracts, vi, p. 50.
John Lilburne, The second part ofEnglands new-chaines discovered: or a sad representation of 

the uncertain and dangerous condition o f the Common-Wealth (London, 1649), p. 12.
‘Generali Councill’, 23 Mar. 1649, Clarke Papers, ii, 203-4.

‘‘s 27 Mar. 1649, CJ, vi, pp 174-5
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generous £120 ,000  per m onth and ordered three m onths pay to the soldiers for 

Ireland. The forces for Ireland w ere also prom ised the follow ing perquisite:

That the private Soldier and Non Commission Officer shall, before their Departure out of 

England, receive Two Months Pay out of their Arrears: And that all Commission Officers, 

under the Degree of Captain, shall receive One Month’s Pay of their Arrears, in case so 

much shall appear to be due to each respective Person.

The sold iers and officers w ere to be paid according to Irish rates o f pay that 

w ould be paid from be Public Faith m oney or ‘out o f Land, or other Revenue, in 

Ireland; in such m anner as the Parliament shall appoint'.^^ Indeed Irish lands 

w ere already in the contem plation of the cash-strapped Parliament as far back as 

1 6 4 3 . ^ 0  Just over a w eek  later, on 17 April, the officers convened at Whitehall, 

and lots w ere drawn to decide the regim ents for Ireland. These com prised of 

four horse regim ents (Scrope's, Lambert's, Ireton’s and Horton’s), four foot 

regim ents (H ew son’s, Ewer's, Cooke’s and Deane's] and five troops o f Okey’s 

dragoons. One new spaper correctly reported that three other Regiments w ere  

being form ed for Ireland: 'a Regiment o f Foot for Lieutenant Generali Cromwell, 

another for Collonell Venables, and the third for Collonel Faire'; Cromwell's foot 

regim ent w as a double regim ent, and he also com m anded a cavalry regiment.^^

Ireland w as not a popular destination for the w ar-w eary soldiery: the prospects 

of surviving the m ission w ere low  due to lack of proper clothing and provisions, 

poor w eather and disease. Soldiers w h ose  regim ents w ere selected for Irish 

service w ere allow ed to remain in England but, if they did so, they w ould be 

im m ediately discharged from the army. This w as particularly galling w hen  

arrears o f pay for service in England w ere outstanding. The day after the lots 

w ere drawn, three hundred m en from Colonel H ew son’s troops laid dow n their 

arms in protest at being chosen for service in Ireland. A Leveller tract, which was 

scattered on the streets of London several days later, claim ed that H ewson -  a 

target beloved of the Levellers -  had disbanded those soldiers that refused to go

■*5 11 Apr. 1649, C], vi, p. 184.
See chapter 6 below.
Firth and Davies, Regimental History, pp. xxi-ii; Richard Collings (ed.], The kingdomes weekly  

intelligence, 17-24 Mar. 1649 [London, 1649], p. 1335.
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to Ireland and filled his regiment with 'servile' and 'ignorant' men i n s t e a d . ^ ^  On 

16 April, disaffection over pay appears to have instigated a mutiny in London, 

when thirty troopers in Whalley's regiment refused to rendezvous at Mile End 

Green. A much-respected soldier who was involved, Robert Lockyer, was 

executed by order of a court martial and his funeral in London attracted 

thousands of mourners.53

Another serious incident occurred on 1 May when men in Colonel Scrope’s 

regiment, having started its long journey to Ireland from Salisbury, mutinied. 4̂ 

Their objections to the Irish expedition were printed in The Moderate 

newspaper. The tone was emotional -  'All of us have adventured our lives, and 

undergone much hardship' -  and there were calls for Parliament and the officers 

to make good their promise to bring about 'Freedom, Peace, and Happiness’. 

Their distress had, however, more material foundations. The terms for going to 

Ireland appeared thus to the soldiers: 'as if a man should owe a servant twenty 

pounds, and then tell him he will give him five pounds of the same, upon 

condition. That he will do another service for him (which is greater) in another 

place, and furnish himself for that service with the money which he receives'. 

The two months' payment of arrears that Parliament had awarded the soldiers 

for Ireland was scoffed at: 'Is not the two moneths pay we are to have as our 

advance, a part of that which is due unto us, for the service we have already 

done?' To add insult to injury, the horses that Scrope's cavalry regiment used, 

were to be bought out of the soldiers' own money. They declared indignantly:

Have w e left our Trades and Callings, spent the prime of our youth, exposed ourselves to 

so many dangers, and many of us spent our estates to buy us Horse and Arms; and now to 

be thus dealth withal! And not only so, but to be made a reproach to the people, and to be 

accounted falsest of men, by reason of your not fulfilling your prom ises made to the 

people and us, in your Remonstrances and Declarations, and now to engage us to go out of 

the Land before w ee see them fulfilled...

Anon, AU worthy officers and souldiers, who are y e t  mindful, that you engaged not as a meer 
mercenary army... (London, 1649), p. 1.

Gentles, New Model Army, pp. 327-9.
Gardiner, Commonwealth and Protectorate, i, p. 48
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The declaration ended, however, with a promise to serve in Ireland once 

'Freedom and Liberty' was established in England.^^ Several days after the 

incident in Salisbury, General Lambert reported  tha t the troops in Lancashire 

destined for Ireland w ere so 'disorderly and troublesom e' tha t there  was no 

option but to disband them.^^ In early May, soldiers in Colonel John Reynolds’s 

horse regim ent also mutinied under the leadership of the Leveller officer William 

Thompson. Thompson outlined his concerns in a trac t published on 6 May in 

Banbury. He was less concerned with soldiers' material grievances than with the 

non-im plem entation of aspects of the Agreement of the People. The mutiny only 

lasted a day. Reynolds pursued the m utineers and quickly overcame them  and, 

although he escaped, Thompson was killed in another skirmish several days 

later.57

The arm y leadership and the Rump attem pted  to quell the rebellious spirit that 

pervaded the army with a combination of discipline and incentives. On 4 May, 

the Rump voted to commence discussion on elections for a new  parliam ent and 

on 9 May it brought in an Act that would charge soldiers' a rrears  to royal lands. 

Fairfax and Cromwell reviewed their soldiers in Hyde Park on 9 May and 

Cromwell addressed  them  personally, assuring them  tha t all arrears  would be 

paid in full. Leveller mutineers, mainly from Scrope's regiment, gathered at 

Burford in Oxfordshire, however, and on 14 May Cromwell led an assault on the 

town. Three of the ringleaders -  one of w hom  was William Thom pson's b ro ther  -  

w ere  caught in the ensuing struggle and w ere  subsequently executed.^^ Now that 

the Leveller mutinies had been suppressed, and order restored, the army 

leadership focused on the Irish campaign. On 31 May, a new spaper reported  that 

the regim ents of Colonels Phaire, Huncks and Venables w ere  ready for service in 

Ireland; tha t Stubber's regiment had m ustered on Hounslow Heath tha t very day; 

and tha t Reynolds's regiment would shortly be ready for the expedition. Tothill's 

reg im ent had landed in Ireland on 20 May. In late July, Venables's, Moore's and

The M oderate, 1 -8  May 1649 [London, 1649], unpaginated.
56 The perfect weekly account, 2 -9  May 1649 (London, 1649), p. 471.

Gentles, N ew Model Army, pp. 331 -3 .
58 Ibid., pp. 338-45; Gardiner, Commonwealth and Protectorate, i, p. 50.

23



Chapter 1: Preparing the Irish Reconquest, 164 7 -9

Reynolds’s regiments all landed in Ireland. On 15 August, Cromwell docked in 

Dublin with thirty-five ships and Ireton followed a week later.^^

Valiant a ttem pts by Norah Carlin and Christopher Durston to connect opposition 

to the Irish mission with a sympathetic stance to Ireland am ong Levellers have 

produced unconvincing results.^° Hostile contem porary  com mentators 

attem pted  to sm ear the Levellers by crediting them  with a pro-Irish stance, but 

the only evidence of the la tter is contained in a pam phlet entitled Certain Queries 

propounded to the consideration o f  those who are intended fo r  the service o f  

Ireland. It cannot be ascertained, however, tha t this text w as actually distributed 

among the soldiery: it appeared  in an anti-Leveller trac t tha t merely alleged that 

the Levellers had authored Certain Queriesfi'^ The unpublished writings of the 

republican and radical MP Henry Marten are also notable for the ir  moderate 

stance on Ireland, bu t Sarah Barber's suggestion that his was a common attitude 

among English republicans is not credible and extant sources, which are 

examined below, suggest M arten’s view w ere  virtually u n i q u e . ^ ^  Considering the 

plethora of ephem eral political material that survives from this period, one 

might suppose that, if there  was a significant pro-Irish a ttitude among the 

soldiery and Levellers, there  would be m ore evidence than the scant sources 

Durston and Carlin have throw n up. The soldiers did not object to service in 

Ireland for ideological reasons: ra the r  they w ere  concerned with pay and, among 

those with Leveller sympathies, the perceived authoritarianism  of the Rump and 

senior arm y officers.

Surviving sources tha t cast light on Cromwellian soldiers’ attitude tow ards the 

Irish suggest an extreme antipathy tow ards Irish Catholics th a t  was inspired or 

at least justified by the slaughter of Protestants during the 1641 rebellion. Daniel

Perfect occurrences o f  every dayes journall in Parliament, 25 May-1 Jun. 1649 (London, 1649), 
p. 1063; Colonel Michael Jones to William Lenthall, 6 Aug. 1649 in Henry Cary (ed.), Memorials o f  
the g re a t civil w ar in England from  1646 to 1652  (2 vols., London, 1842), ii, pp. 159-60; Wheeler, 
Cromwell in Ireland, p. 81.
“  Norah Carlin, 'The Levellers and the Conquest of Ireland in 1649’, The Historical Journal, xxx 
(1987], pp. 269-88; Christopher Durston, "Let Ireland Be Quiet': Opposition in England to the 
Cromwellian Conquest o f Ireland', History Workshop, no. 21 (1986], pp. 1 0 5 -1 2 .
6' The M oderate Intelligencer, 2 -1 0  May 1649, pp. 202 5 -7 .
“  Sarah Barber, 'Irish Undercurrents to the Politics o f April 1653', Historical Research, Ixv, no.
158 (October 1992], pp. 318 -9 .
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Axtell was notoriously cruel tow ards the Irish, and he himself later articulated 

his motivations thus:

1 can say in humility, that God did use me as an instrum ent in my place, for the suppressing of  

that bloody enem y, and w hen I considered that bloody cruelty in murdering so many 

thousands of Protestants and innocent souls; that word w as much upon my heart, Give her 

blood to drink, for she is worthy; and som etim es w e neither gave nor took quarter, though self  

preservation would have said, give that which you may expect to have.®^

The republican arm y com m ander and Parliamentary Commissioner for Ireland, 

Edmund Ludlow, was of the opinion tha t the Irish 'had barbarously  m urdered  all 

the English tha t fell into the ir  hands, robbed them  of their goods which they had 

gained by their industry, and taken away the lands which they had purchased 

with their money'.^'* In March 1652, the officers in Ireland enquired  of Ludlow 

(who was tem porarily  commander-in-chief after Ireton's death the previous 

November] w he ther  they should offer term s of su rrender to those who had 

participated in the 1641 rebellion directly or indirectly. He responded that all 

those 'who are guilty of a bloody and cruel massacre -  [or] at least engaged in the 

withholding of them  from justice who are so -  whom  the righteous hand of God 

hath prosecuted from ffield to ffield, from Citty to Citty even to the Gates of 

Galway' should be adm itted  to treat. Ludlow was ultimately a pragmatist, bu t the 

scruples of his officers are indicative of their obsession with the slaughter of 

Protestant bre th ren  during 1641.

Cromwell deliberately invoked support for his expensive Irish campaign among 

the public when he notoriously declared in a public letter to Parliament tha t the 

bloodbath at Drogheda was 'a righteous judgment of God upon these barbarous 

wretches, who have im brued the ir  hands in so much innocent blood'. His w ords 

became a trope tha t w as used in subsequent publications: in 1651 an English

T. B. Howell [ed.], A com plete collection o f  s ta te  trials and proceedings fo r  high treason and other 
crimes and m isdem eanors from  the earliest period to the y e a r  1783: with notes and other 
illustrations (21 vols., London, 1816], v, p. 1287.

Ludlow, i, p. 289; Dunlop, i, p. 242. Ludlow's Memoirs were, o f course, heavily edited in the 
1690s, probably by John Toland. They must therefore be treated with caution. There is good  
reason to suppose that his narration of events in Ireland are m ore reliable that other parts of his 
account: Worden suggests that Ludlow probably kept a diary during his time in Ireland and, as an 
eye w itness to events there, he w as less reliant on secondary information which he [or Toland] 
used elsew here in Memoirs. In any event, surviving unedited material written by Ludlow that 
discusses events in the late 1650s, show s that Ludlow w as highly critical o f the native Irish, 
whom  he blamed for the slaughter of 150,000 Protestants. Blair Worden, Edmund Ludlow: a 
voycefrom  the w atch tow er  (Camden Fourth Series, xxi, London, 1978), pp. 6 0 -6 ,1 3 0 , 206, 300.
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newspaper referred to 'Eminent persons' in Ireland who 'have had their hands 

deeply imbrewed in the innocent bloud of the Protestants’ during the 1641 

rebellion.^5 The Parliamentary Commissioner and army officer, Colonel John 

Jones, reviled Phelim O’Neill as a 'cruell monster of men’ at the latter’s trial in 

1653. Writing two years later, Colonel Richard Lawrence described the Irish 

rebellion in the following terms:

[It] was the m ost horrid causless Rebellion, and bloudy Massacre that hath been heard o f in 

these later Ages o f the world, and the Offenders not particular persons or parties o f the Irish 

Nation (for that had been another case) but the w hole Irish nation it self consisting of Nobility, 

Gentry, Clergy and Commonalty... [They] com m itted that inhumane massacre... the Infants in 

the wom b were not spared from their m erciless butchery, but even the wom en with child 

w ere ript up. Virgins deflowred, and Wives ravished in sight of their parents and husbands...^

In a book penned by the same author in the 1680s, his views had softened 

somewhat, but Lawrence remained convinced that the piteous scenes of famine 

and plague he had encountered in Ireland during the Cromwellian military 

campaign there, represented 'the Vengeance of God’ on 'that bloody
G eneration’.̂ ^

It is unsurprising that Cromwellian army officers held strong views on their Irish 

enemies considering the political nature of the New Model Army. It is well 

known how members of the army wrested control over the future of their 

country and their own personal destinies in 1647; however this chapter has 

demonstrated how the events of this climacteric year were inextricably linked 

with the prospect of a large scale Irish military campaign. The rumblings of 

discontent over the Irish expedition at Saffron Walden in March 1647 resulted in 

a direct confrontation with Parliament in the form of the Army’s 'Declaration’ of 

the same month. Moreover, the soldiers’ material concerns in regard to the Irish 

venture gave scope to Levellers and soldier 'agitators’ to become their 

mouthpieces. The disaffection engendered by proposals for the Irish campaign 

and the structures that evolved for vocalising it -  in the form of petitioning, the 

election of 'agitator’ representatives and the convening of a 'General Council of

Perfect Diurnall, 14 -2 1  April 1651, p. 963.
“  Ibid., p. 12.

Richard Lawrence, The in terest o f  Ireland in its trade and wealth sta ted  in tw o parts  (2 vols., 
Dublin, 1682), ii, p. 87.
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the Army’ -  had seismic repercussions for the Three Kingdoms. The poUtical 

aw akening of the soldiers and officers who w ent on to serve in the Cromwellian 

expedition to Ireland in 1649 influenced the way Ireland was to be governed for 

the following decade. M embers of the arm y had become politically engaged and 

accustomed to pow er and this became evident as soon as Parliament tried to re 

establish civil s tructures in Ireland: the subject of the next chapter.

27



Chapter 2

Establishing the Government in Ireland, 1650-2

How was Ireland governed between 1650 and 1652? It is a question tha t lacks an 

adequate  answer. Cromwellian scholars have directed their a ttention at the 

military campaign in Ireland,^ the land transplantations^ and the administrative 

or civic policies^ adopted by the Cromwellian government; but the politics of the 

governm ent of this period have been neglected.'^ The role of Oliver Cromwell 

and, after his departu re  from Ireland, the roles of his sons-in-law, Henry Ireton 

and Charles Fleetwood, have been studied, bu t at the expense of less prom inent 

individuals, in particular, the four Parliamentary Commissioners for Ireland and 

senior arm y officers.

This chapter will address lacunae in the historiography by examining how 

Parliament established a civil adm inistration in Ireland in the midst of a 

pro tracted  w ar and to which groups and individuals it devolved power. It will 

suggest that, from the outset, arm y officers played a major role in central and 

local government; tha t this was largely due to Ireton’s own political preferences; 

and tha t the Commissioners and Ireton’s successor, Charles Fleetwood, allowed 

this trend  to continue in later years. Parliament lacked a blueprint for a post-w ar 

civil administration. Day-to-day governm ent was, therefore, improvised and 

involved the collaboration of Ireton, the Commissioners, army officers, and Old

1 Notably: Bagwell, Ireland under the Stuarts, ii, pp. 212-25; P. J. Corish, 'The Cromwellian 
Conquest, 1 6 4 9 -1 6 5 3 ’ in T. W. Moody et al. (eds.), A New History o f  Ireland, III: Early Modern 
Ireland  [Oxford, 1976], pp. 336-52; Reilly, Cromwell: An Honourable Enemy; W heeler, Cromwell in 
Ireland; 6  Siochrii, God's Executioner: Oliver Cromwell and the conquest o f  Ireland.
2 Prendergast, The Cromwellian Land Settlem ent [New York, 1968]; Cunningham, Conquest and 
Land.
3 Barnard, Cromwellian Ireland.
* Limited accounts are contained in Bagwell, Ireland under the Stuarts; P. ]. Corish ‘The 
Cromwellian Regime, 1 6 5 0 -6 0 ’ in Moody et al [eds.], A New History, pp. 353 -86 .
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Protestants. The lack of political certainty enabled arm y officers to become 

prominent, if not dominant, in making decisions on the future of Ireland and to 

establish themselves as a powerful political force in Ireland.

In the sum m er of 1650, Cromwell re tu rned  to London from Ireland, after a 

bloody nine-month campaign there, because of deteriorating relations between 

the fledgling English Commonwealth and Scotland. On 27 May, the Lord 

Lieutenant set sail from Youghal, County Cork, leaving behind his son-in-law, 

Henry Ireton -  also the Lord President of Munster -  as his de facto deputy in 

Ireland.s The viability of the Commonwealth was uncertain and its government, 

the purged Long Parliament or, as it became known, ‘the Rump', faced enormous 

political obstacles. The 470 MPs elected to the Long Parliament had dwindled to 

a mere 211 men and, of these, only sixty attended Parliament on a regular basis.^ 

The Rump's main preoccupations w ere  security and legitimacy, both on the 

foreign and the domestic fronts. The regicide had shocked the international 

community and the Rumpers w ere  painfully aw are of the ir  diplomatic isolation. 

John Bradshaw attested  that '[v]ery hott manie [were] for ownings and 

applications from Forrein States', but diplomatic success proved elusive.'^ France 

and Spain refused to recognise the Commonwealth and two of the Rump's 

foreign ambassadors, Isaac Dorislaus and Anthony Ascham, w ere  m urdered 

abroad in 1649 and 1650 respectively. '[I]t seemes to me by the m urder and 

disgrace of our Ministers sent abroad, that God thought fyt to give our 

forwardness that w ay a check', Bradshaw w rote despairingly to Cromwell.^

5 Ireton was appointed Lord President of Munster on 4 Jan. 1650, CJ, vi, p. 343; Parliament 
formally approved of Cromwell’s appointm ent of him as Lord Deputy on 2 Jul. 1650, CJ, vi, 435. 
® Worden, Rump, pp. 23, 387 -9 1 .

Bradshaw to Cromwell, 24 Dec. 1650, Nickolls (ed.], Original Letters, p. 40; Timothy Venning, 
Cromwellian Foreign Policy (Basingstoke, 1996], p. 14.
® Bradshaw to Cromwell, 24 Dec. 1650, Nickolls [ed.], Original Letters, p. 40.
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Although English and Scottish Royalists w^ere responsible for the m urders, the  

Dutch and Spanish governm ents initially did little to secure their p r o s e c u t io n

Closer to home, the campaign in Ireland proved alarmingly pro trac ted  and  

expensive; a v̂ âr w ith the Scots was im minent and a royalist resurgence in 

England was on the horizon. Worse still, the re  was a possibility tha t the  

politically disaffected across the form er Three Kingdoms would unite: in 

particular, there  w ere  well-founded fears tha t Scottish and English 

'presbyterians' (i.e. those sympathetic to a Presbyterian settlem ent with  Charles 

II as monarch) would form an alliance.^o Worden, with some justification, 

speculates that, in the sum m er of 1650, the 'spirits of [the Rump’s] m em bers 

sank low’.ii

Cromwell's arrival in London on 1 June 1650, fresh from a largely successful 

campaign in Ireland, provided a much-needed boost to both public and political 

morale. Fairfax greeted him with ceremony at Hounslow Heath and a 'great train 

of the m em bers of Parliament and Council of State, divers companies and troops 

of horse and foot and many thousands of the well affected’ thronged the route to 

W estm inster along which the arm y processed. MPs and aldermen loudly praised 

the man w hose victories in Ireland, according to one newspaper, 'crowned him 

in the opinion of all the world for one of the w isest and most accomplished 

leaders, among the p resen t and past generations’. A s  a result of his popularity, 

Cromwell enjoyed considerable political clout in the sum m er of 1650. On 11 

June, shortly after his return. Parliament requested him to inform it of the state 

of affairs in Ireland. His repo rt  inspired a sense of urgency among MPs: they 

immediately ordered  the Council of State to send extra supplies of money to 

Ireland and to consider how  the country could be reduced and s e t t l e d . I n  

response the Council of State, of which Cromwell himself was a member, 

required him to consult with its Irish Committee and Parliament’s Committee of

 ̂Jason Peacey, ‘Order and Disorder in Europe: Parliamentary Agents and Royalist Thugs 1 6 4 9 -  
1650’, HJ, xl„ no. 4 (1997), pp. 9 5 3 -7 6 .

Steven Pincus, Protestantism  and Patriotism: Ideologies and the Making o f English Foreign Policy 
(Cambridge, 1996], pp. 26-33; Worden, Rump, p. 226; David Underdown, Royalist conspiracy in 
England, 1649 -1660  (Hamden, 1971), pp. 29 -4 1 .

Worden, Rump, pp. 2 2 4 -5 .
12 Mercurius PoUticus, 6 -1 3  Jun. 1650 (London, 1650), p. 3.
1311 Jun. 1650, C;, vi, p. 422.
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the Army.i'’̂ Proposals w ere  not immediately forthcoming: planning the 

campaign against the Scots was a more pressing concern because, by 20 June, the 

Council of State had decided to launch a pre-emptive attack on its northern  

neighbour.15 The political fallout was momentous: Fairfax balked at contravening 

(as he saw  it) the Solemn League and Covenant and, two days later, he informed 

the Council of State tha t he would not lead the e x p e d i t io n .O n  26 June, Fairfax 

resigned his commission as Lord General of the Commonwealth’s arm y and 

Oliver Cromwell replaced him.

Despite the impending war. Parliament was intent on putting a plan in place for 

an Irish government. Before the w ars of the 1640s, the Irish central governm ent 

was a viceroyalty staffed mainly by Old Protestants headed, of course, by an 

English Lord Deputy.^^ The involvement of many Old Protestants in the Royalist 

cause, and the remodelling of governm ent institutions in England -  the ‘Council 

of State' was constituted in February 1649 and the House of Lords was abolished 

the following month -  m eant that a civil administration had to be created from 

scratch. On 26 June, the Council of State was moved 'to consider how the 

Government of Ireland, and the Affairs there, may be managed and carried on to 

the best Advantage of the Commonwealth'. The following day, the Council of 

State decided to recom mend that Parliament retain Cromwell as Lord Lieutenant 

and endorsed  the appointm ent of Ireton as his Deputy. It also formulated the 

proposal that ‘fit persons may be commissioned to assist the Lord Deputy in 

managing the civil affairs’, and nominated two of its own members, Edmund 

Ludlow and Colonel John Jones, for this new  role. Cromwell, who was in constant 

a ttendance at the Council of State at this time, undoubtedly influenced these 

suggestions, but the appointm ent of Ireton as Lord Deputy and two 

Commissioners to assist him was inspired by political expediency ra th e r  than by 

creative energy. The Rump was undoubtedly suspicious of both the pow er 

attained by Ireton in the New Model Army and his ideas for a political settlement.

I”* 11 ]un. 1650, Proceedings o fth e  Council of State, Cal. S. P. Dom., 1650, p. 198.
Ibid., p. 210.
Gardiner, Commonwealth and Protectorate, i, pp. 289; Bulstrode W hitelocke, M emorials o fth e  

English affairs: or, an historical account o f  w hat passed from  the beginning o f  the reign o f  King 
Charles the First, to King Charles the Second his happy restauration... [1732], pp. 4 6 0 -2 .

G. E. Aylmer, The S ta te’s Servants: The Civil Service o f  the English Republic, 1649 -1660  (London, 
1973], p. 34.
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In 1647 he was behind radical proposals that would have seen regular elections 

to a reformed Parliament and he directed the army debates on the constitutional 

settlement of the Three Kingdoms in November 1648 that resulted in the 

Officers’ Agreement of the People, a document that the Rump failed to endorse.!^ 

When he stood for election to the Council of State in February 1649, he failed to 

muster sufficient v o te s .C ro m w ell  and the Council of State recognised that MPs 

were hardly likely, therefore, to place de facto power over the government of 

Ireland in his hands without it being circumscribed, and a compromise was 

needed.

On 2 July 1650 the Council of State presented to Parliament their proposals for 

the government of Ireland by a Lord Deputy and Commissioners, and 

additionally recommended that Ludlow be appointed Lieutenant General of the 

Horse in Ireland. Parliament immediately approved of the Council of State’s 

proposals, but requested it to suggest 'some other fit Persons’ to assist the 

Commissioners in Ireland and 'act according to such Instructions, as shall be 

given them by the Parliament’. Parliament was obviously keen to exercise 

control over Irish affairs via the Commissioners and, rather than accept 

nominees from the Council of State, the Rumpers themselves proposed and 

selected two more Commissioners for Ireland, John Weaver and Richard Salwey, 

although the latter requested to be excused from his appointment and was later 

replaced by the Miles Corbet.^i^ These men were MPs and, significantly, civilians, 

in contrast to the army men Jones and Ludlow, who also sat on the Council of 

State. The government of Ireland, from the moment of its inception, was clearly 

intended to be a joint army-Rump endeavour.

The inclusion of civilians as well as military men among the Commissioners may 

have been in Cromwell’s interest too: it neutralised the power of the army in 

Ireland at a time of deep controversy over the war with Scotland. In July 1650, 

Ireton and his officers signed a strident epistle to Cromwell, condemning the

Barbara Taft, Trom  Reading to Whitehall: Henry Ireton’s Journey’ in Michael Mendle (ed.], The 
Putney Debates o f 1647: The Army, the Levellers and the English S tate  (Cambridge, 2001}, pp. 1 7 7 -  
8 1 ,1 8 7 -9 6 .

14 Feb. 1649, CJ, vi, p. 141.
20 27 Jun. and 14 Sept. 1650, Cal. S. P. Dorn., 1650, pp. xxii-iii, 219, 339; 26 Jun., 2 Jul., 4 Oct., 20 
Nov, 27 Nov. 1650, CJ. vi, pp. 432, 435, 480, 499, 501.
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decision to invade Scotland, which was not made in ‘a spiritt of forbearance 

tow ards the  people of that nation’ and which was adopted with ‘too much 

hast[e]’.2i There may have been radical elements of the army in Ireland whom 

Cromwell distrusted: Ludlow contended that Cromwell worried that, if Ireton 

w ere  to die, control of the arm y 'would probably fall into the hands of such men 

as either by principle or in terest w ere not p roper for tha t trust'.^^

The Council of State had begun to draw  up instructions for the Commissioners in 

July 1650, bu t  they w ere not finally presented  to Parliament until 4 October. On 

tha t morning, a businesslike atm osphere pervaded the Commons: following 

morning prayers, the doors of the House w ere ordered  to be shut until midday. 

After reading a le tter written by Cromwell, who was on campaign in Scotland, 

the MPs se t about debating instructions that would determ ine the role of their 

Commissioners in Ireland. Sir William Armyne, an active m em ber of the Council 

of State w hose with a keen in terest in Irish affairs, reported  draft instructions for 

the Parliamentary Commissioners from the Council of State. These instructions 

w ere  to be carried out 'with the Advice and Approbation of Oliver Cromwell, 

Lieutenant General and General Governor of Ireland, and Henry Ireton, Deputy 

Governor of Ireland' -  a clear political concession to the authority  of the Lord 

General and his Deputy.23 It is also clear that, from the m om ent the ir  role was 

defined, the Commissioners w ere to interact closely with the arm y in the 

governm ent of Ireland.

The instructions contained seventeen c l a u s e s . T h e  first five concerned religion: 

Parliament w as eager to encourage the propagation of the Gospel, advance 

religious education, employ com petent ministers and remove any of their less 

deserving brethren. The third clause was notably harsh  on the Catholic Irish: it 

specified tha t the Commissioners put into force 'all [English] Laws, now  in Force, 

made against Papists, and Popish Recusants’. Cromwell had prophesied the

21 ]. Nickolls (ed.), Original Letters and Papers o f  S tate Addressed to Oliver Cromwell; Concerning 
the Affairs o f  Great Britain From the Year MDCLVlll. Found am ong the Political Collections o f  Mr. 
John Milton. Now Published from  the Originals (London, 1743], p. 73.
22 Ludlow, i, p. 247.
23 2 Jul. and 4 Oct. 1650 CJ, vi, pp. 4 3 6 ,4 7 9 -8 0 . David Scott considers Armyne 'a major figure in 
the formulation of the Rump's Irish policy’, History of Parliament Trust, London, unpublished  
article on Sir William Armyne for 1 6 4 0 -6 0  section by David Scott. I am very grateful to the 
History of Parliament Trust for allowing me to see this article in draft.
2+ The ‘Instructions' can be found in 4 Oct. 1650, Cj, vi, p. 480  and Dunlop, i, pp. 1-4 .
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Rump’s harsh attitude towards Catholicism the previous October when the 

governor of New Ross requested the extension of liberty of conscience to those 

who surrendered to Parliament. Cromwell replied that he 'meddled not with any 

man's conscience; but, if by liberty of conscience was meant a liberty to exercise 

the Mass, I judge it best to use plain dealing, and to let you know. Where the 

Parliament of England have power, thatwiW not be allowed of.^s

The sixth and seventh clauses dealt with the administration of justice, an issue 

that was seen as vital to the encouragement of Ireland's settler community. Laws 

were needed so 'that the People may enjoy their Properties, Planters may be 

encouraged, and the Inhabitants governed according to the Laws and 

Constitutions of England’. The eighth and ninth clauses specified that laws 

governing sequestration in England be enforced in Ireland, and that the 

Commissioners determine what profits could be derived from forfeited lands. 

The ninth clause also allowed the Commissioners to rent lands in Ireland at the 

disposal of Parliament for a period of seven years. The tenth, eleventh and 

twelfth clauses dealt with taxation and fiscal matters: they empowered the 

Commissioners to enforce English excise and customs rates in Ireland, or set new 

rates more appropriate to Irish trade.^^ One of the Commissioners' most 

important tasks was, therefore, to raise revenue in Ireland and thus hopefully 

offset the huge cost of the Parliamentary campaign there.

The thirteenth and fourteenth clauses are particularly striking: they clearly 

envisaged that Ireland’s civilian governors would cooperate closely with their 

military counterparts. The thirteenth clause instructed that the Commissioners 

could sit and vote at Councils of War in order to ensure that the quarters of the 

standing army were equally distributed across the country and the fourteenth 

clause enabled the Commissioners to disband unnecessary forces, demolish 

garrisons, and regulate army pay in order to reduce the charge of the army. The 

fifteenth clause allowed the Commissioners to establish civil government in 

Ireland by appointing civil officers, setting their pay, and dispensing with officers

25 Dunlop, 1, p. 1; Cromwell to Lucas Taaff, 19 Oct. 1649, Thomas Carlyle (ed.]. The Letters and  
Speeches o f  Oliver Cromwell with Elucidations (3 vols., London, 1904], S. C. Lomas (ed.], i, p. 493  
[italics in the original],

‘Instructions for Edmund Ludlow, Esq., Lt-General o f the Horse in Ireland, Miles Corbett, John 
Jones and John W eaver Esqs., Commissioners...', 4 Oct. 1650, Dunlop, i, pp. 2 -3 .
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w hom  ‘they shall find useless, or not faithful in the Discharge of their T r u s t s ’.^^ 

The sixteenth clause allowed the Lord Deputy to issue w arran ts  relating to army 

pay and ammunition, bu t the authorisation of all o ther financial w arran ts  was a 

pow er confined to the Commissioners. The seventeenth clause em pow ered the 

Commissioners to grant indemnity to soldiers for actions carried out on behalf of 

the state and also suggests that Ireland’s new  form of governm ent was 

som ew hat experimental, because it contemplated changes to its overall 

structure:

The said Commissioners are upon all occasions to certify their proceedings, and what 

obstructions they meet with in the execution of the premises (?) to the Parliament or Council 

of State, to the end fitting means may be used for removing of impediments and supply of 

power as there shall be occasion.^s

Ruling Ireland through Commissioners was a tem porary  solution to Ireland's 

governmental crisis. The Commissioners’ instructions contained no clear 

b lueprint of Ireland’s wartim e and post-w ar governm ent and this resulted in a 

ra th e r  unusual political settlem ent tha t would see the army and the 

Commissioners jointly govern the country. The instructions clearly show tha t the 

Commissioners’ prim ary responsibilities w ere  threefold: to establish civil 

governm ent in Ireland; to reinstate the judiciary; and to raise revenue through 

the confiscation of delinquents’ lands and by taxation. It is also apparen t tha t the 

Commissioners had extensive responsibilities concerning military matters. They 

w ere  expected to involve themselves in Councils of W ar and take charge of the 

highly contentious issue of pay and disbanding soldiers. Moreover one of their 

members, Ludlow, would be closely involved in the w ar in his capacity as 

Lieutenant General of the Horse; Jones also had extensive military experience 

and retained command of a regiment in England throughout his political tenure 

in Ireland. The Rump was also p repared  to bequeath  some pow er to army 

com m anders in civil affairs: legislation enacted on Christmas Day 1650 gave the 

Lord Lieutenant, his Deputy, the four Commissioners, or any three  or more of 

them, the pow er to raise a maximum of £30,000 per  month in assessm ent taxes

27 Ibid., pp. 3-4.
28 D u n l o p ,  i, p. 4. The Commissioners were given the equivalent authority of the indemnity 
committee in Parliament, for which see J. A. Shedd, 'Legalism over Revolution: The Parliamentary 
Committee of Indemnity and Property Confiscation Disputes, 1647-1650, HJ, Volume 43, Issue 
04 (Dec., 2000], pp. 1093-107.
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in Ireland tha t would go tow ards paym ent of the army.^^ Ireton’s summoning of 

his wife Bridget, a daughter of Oliver Cromwell, to Ireland in January 1651 

suggests he intended to remain there  in the m edium -term  a t least and tha t he 

envisaged his role in Ireland would endure  beyond the military campaign. 

Although establishing Ireland’s governm ent as a joint military-parliamentary 

enterprise  represented  a political compromise, it was also a pragmatic approach 

to dealing with a country in the throes of a bloody w ar  tha t had few civilian 

personnel to implement governm ent policy.

But w hat of the Commissioners Ludlow, Jones, W eaver and Corbet: w ere  their 

appointm ents  politically motivated and do they tell us anything about England's 

expectations of Ireland's future? All four men, whilst lacking the notoriety 

enjoyed by Cromwell among Irish scholars, were, in fact, high-profile politicians 

with substantial experience of Anglo-Irish affairs. Ludlow, Jones and Corbet had 

signed Charles I's death w arran t  -  a guarantee of loyalty to the Commonwealth -  

and Corbet and Jones w ere  two of the m ost active MPs in the Rump.^^ Ludlow’s 

recollection of a conversation with Cromwell prior to the Commissioners’ 

appointm ents  suggests tha t legal and military expertise w ere im portan t 

considerations in selecting the Commissioners. Cromwell was eager tha t an 

efficient judiciary be established in Ireland that would serve as 'a good precedent 

to England itself bu t was also anxious that, in his absence, Ireton would receive 

assistance in military matters.^^

Their m em bership  of the Council of State, which was heavily involved in 

logistical aspects of the Irish campaign, ensured tha t both Ludlow and Jones had 

been exposed to Irish affairs; Jones had also served on a Council of State 

committee that was constituted in March 1650 in order  'to carry on the affairs of 

Ireland’. The skills and experience Ludlow gained during his time as com m ander 

of a cavalry regim ent during the civil w ars  rendered him an ideal candidate for 

the position of Lieutenant General of the Horse. Both men w ere intensely

25 Firth and Rait, ii, pp. 4 9 4 -5 .
W orden, Rump, pp. 3 8 9 -9 0 . 

31 Ludlow, i, pp. 247.
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religious: Ludlow was a Baptist, w hereas Jones was an Independent of a 

millenarian hue.^^

Salwey, w ho was subsequently  replaced by Corbet, was one of five 

Commissioners appointed to trea t with Ormonde over the handover of royalist 

garrisons to Parliament in October 1646, and had travelled to Ireland for that 

purpose.33 W orden considers him to have been one of the most im portant 

Parliamentarians of the Rump period.^^ His replacement, Corbet, had no 

particular connection with Ireland, apart  from a £1500 investment in Ireland’s 

reconquest as an Adventurer. A la v ^ e r  by training, Corbet was an ‘extremely 

energetic’ Rumper and regicide. He was active on various Parliamentary 

committees, particularly those concerned with the sequestration of lands in 

England -  a policy that Parliament was keen to extend to Ireland. During the 

1640s, Corbet’s most im portan t position was tha t of chairman of the despised 

Committee of Examinations, which was em pow ered to determ ine delinquency 

and sequester  estates accordingly. Corbet was reviled as ‘Corbet the Jew’ and 

'[ tjha t Bacon-faced Jew, Corbet’; his wife, the ‘Qu[eenJ of Sluts’, did not escape 

the ire of R o y a l i s t s . H i s  religious credentials w ere  impeccable: he was a 

committed Independent and had chaired the committee tha t p repared  a bill for 

the removal of scandalous ministers. He also drafted a bill for abolishing 

‘superstitious’ public holidays, such as All Saints’ Day.^^ With a s trong legal 

background, and experience of enforcing sequestrations, Corbet was ideally 

placed to facilitate the re-establishment of the legal system and oversee the mass 

confiscation of Royalist and Catholic lands in Ireland.

32 2 Mar., 1650, Cal. S. P. Dom., 1650, p. 18; Ludlow w as particularly active as a Bapist in Ireland 
from 1654: C. H, Firth, 'Ludlow, Edmund (1 6 1 6 /1 7 -1 6 9 2 ] ’, rev. Blair W orden, ODNB (online edn., 
accessed 12 Apr. 2012]; Jones’s correspondence is strongly suggestive of his Independency: 
Joseph Mayer (ed.], 'Inedited Letters o f Cromwell, Colonel Jones, Bradshaw and other regicides’, 
Transactions o f  the Royal History Society o f  Lancashire and Cheshire, n.s. 1 (Liverpool, 1861], pp. 
185, 213, 245-6; S. K. Roberts, 'Jones, John (c .1 5 9 7 -1 6 6 0 )’, ODNB (online edn., accessed 1 May 
2011].
33 C. H. Firth, 'Salwey, Richard’, rev. Sean Kelsey, ODNB (online edn., accessed 1 Jun. 2012].
3“* Worden, Rump, p. 184.
35 J. R. MacCormack, 'The Irish Adventurers and the English Civil War', Irish Historical Studies, x, 
no. 37 (1958], p. 46; Barnard, Cromwellian Ireland, p. 283; Worden, Rump, p. 59; 14 Oct. 1644, CJ, 
iii, p. 662; Charles Mackay, The Cavaliers Songs and Ballads o f  England from  1642 to 1684  
(London, 1863], p. 140; Jason McElligott, Royalism, prin t and censorship in revolutionary England 
(W oodbridge, 2007], p. 46.
36 25 Oct. 1650 ,C y,v i,p .488 .

37



Chapter 2; Establishing the Government o f Ireland, 1 6 5 0 -2

Weaver also had Irish experience, having been appointed to Parliament's 

Committee for Irish Affairs, which convened in the Star Chamber, in July 1649. 

He was a very active MP, and sat on no fewer than eighty committees during the 

lifetime of the Rump. He was particularly concerned with the 'maintenance of a 

godly ministry and the suppression of vice and unorthodoxy’, as David Scott has 

observed.3^ Notably, he chaired the committee for the 'Suppression of the 

obscene, licentious, and impious Practices, used by Persons, under Pretence of 

Liberty, Religion’ in June 1650. Weaver’s religious conservatism would later lead 

him to clash with radical army officers. It is possible that Weaver had received a 

legal education, as he was appointed a judge advocate in the Parliamentarian 

army during the 1640s. Parliament, when confirming Weaver’s salary in October 

1650, also ordered that his brother-in-law, the Independent minister Samuel 

Winter, 'go into Ireland, with the Commissioners’, a move that reflects 

Parliament’s initial obsession with propagating the gospel in Ireland and 

encouraging Independency th e re .^ s

The office of Commissioner was not without reward and the four men set 

themselves up in style in their new country of residence. Jones, Weaver and 

Corbet received remuneration of £1000 per annum, the first instalment of which 

was to be paid in advance on 23 October 1650. On the same day. Parliament 

ordered that Ludlow’s arrears be enquired about, and he was also granted an 

advance of £1000, although his earnings were greater than those of his 

colleagues due to his additional military service.^^ These salaries were 

substantial, considering the Chief Justice of Ireland could only expect yearly 

earnings of £500, and the Provost of Trinity College was entitled to a mere £100 

per annum.40 Ludlow set up residence in the thatched Monkstown Castle 

[recently vacated by Walter Cheevers, who petitioned for its return), which 

overlooked an estate of 434 acres; John Jones acquired a lease for hundreds of 

acres in Dublin; Weaver had an interest and may have resided in Simmonscourt

David Scott, unpublished article on John W eaver for 1 6 4 0 -6 0  section, HPT.
3814 Jun. and 23 Oct. 1650, CJ, vi, p. 4 2 3 ,4 8 6 ; T. C. Barnard, 'John W eaver [d. 1685}’, ODNB 
(onlined edn., accessed 12 Apr. 2012]; 'An exam ination of John Weaver, Judge Advocate’, 12 Dec. 
1644, Cal. S. P. Dorn., 1644-5 , pp. 152 -3 .
39 23 Oct. 1650, Cy, Vi, p. 486.

Fellows of TCD to Henry Cromwell, 18 Jan. 1659, TCD MS 11020 /1 ; 'Civil list for Ireland, 1654', 
BLAdd. MS. 19,833.

38



Chapter 2: Establishing the Government of Ireland, 1650 -2

Castle and estate; and Corbet procured the very fine Malahide Castle, which had 

been in the ownership of the powerful Talbot family.^i

The Commissioners did not arrive in Ireland until January 1651, after bad 

weather hampered their progress by several weeks. Corbet, Jones, Weaver and 

Lady Ireton set sail from Milford Haven on 13 January aboard the President 

frigate and, after a remarkably calm sea voyage, landed at Duncannon. After his 

troops were mustered, Ludlow departed three days later aboard the Guinea 

frigate, leading a convoy of vessels conveying soldiers and horse. On 25 January, 

the four Commissioners wrote to Parliament from Waterford confirming their 

safe arrival, but Ireton, who was in the field, had not yet met them. After a 

consultation with army officers there the Commissioners reported that the army 

was in a 'worse condition, and the enemie uppon more daringe termes then wee
expected’.42

The Commissioners had arrived in a country ravaged by war, plague and famine. 

There was a 'great scarcity' of sheep, cattle stocks were 'almost spent’, and the 

Commissioners estimated that 'four parts in five of the best and most fertile 

lands in Ireland [layj waste and uninhabited’. There was a dearth of people too: 

the Commissioners wrote to the Council of State that Ireland 'hath not an English 

Protestant inhabiting within it, in any place that we have yet come unto, except it 

be within a garrison’, but even within garrison towns, such as Dublin, houses 

stood empty.'^^ The Catholic population had also diminished, as Ludlow later 

recalled: 'the country... had been so exhausted by the wars, that many of the 

natives... were driven to such extremities that they starved with hunger’. Famine 

had been so severe that there were reports that the Irish 'roasted men, and [ate] 

them, to supply their n e c e s s i t i e s ’ .'^^ j h e  plague caused the deaths of tens of 

thousands of people, both English and Irish. The conditions were so dire that the

R. C. Simington, The Civil Survey, 165 4 -6  (Dublin, IMC, 1961], pp. 195, 223; Prendergast MS, i, 
pp. 576-7 ; Ludlow, p. 381; John D’Alton, The History o f  County Dublin [Dublin, 1838], p. 837; 
Mayer (ed.], 'Inedited Letters’, pp. 59 -6 1 , 72-3; 'Order to the Revenue Comm issioners in Dublin’,
5 Mar. 1653, Egerton MS 1762, f. 143; M. J. Tutty, 'Malahide Castle’ in Dublin Historical Record, 
xxxi, no 3 ,(1978], p. 94; Prendergast, Cromwellian Settlem ent, p. 89.
“̂2 Ludlow, i, pp. 259-60; Perfect Diurnall, 3 -1 0  Mar. 1651 (London 1651], p 871; Severall 
Proceedings, 27 Feb.-6  Mar. 1651, pp. 1138-9; Grey, Appendix 48, p. 81; Ludlow erroneously  
claimed that he m et with Ireton '[ijmm ediately after [his] arrival’, Ludlow, i, pp. 260, 486.

Com m issioners to the Council of State, 1 Jul. 1651, and Order, 6 Dec. 1651 in Dunlop, i. pp. 7 -8 , 
109.

Ludlow, i, p. 261.
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Commissioners felt compelled to insist that Parliament 'take the affaire of this 

nation to hart’.'̂ ^

On 11 February, Ireton reached Waterford. He outwardly welcomed both the 

appointment and arrival of the Commissioners in a somewhat weary letter to 

Lenthall:

I... acknowledge with all Thankfullness your Favor and Care in sending Comm issioners soe  

im powered and instructed, wherein I am apte to hope you did not onely intende and take care 

for the better manageing of your Affayres here, but considered and minded withal) the 

Assistance, Ease and Refreshm ent of your poore w eake Servant, under those Burdens of every  

Kinde, which hitherto have pressed too heavyly uppon a single Shoulder..."*®

Within days of their arrival in Ireland, the Commissioners and Ireton jointly 

issued orders to promote tillage and prevent the slaughter of young livestock in 

order to ease the chronic food shortage. On 10 February, the Commissioners 

ordered civil officers at the port of Waterford and its Custom House to impose 

duties on all imports and exports according to English rates. Money raised 

thereby was to be used to pay for 'ye fforces or for any other incident Charges 

concerninge the Warre’ on warrant by the Lord Lieutenant, Lord Deputy or 

Commissioners.'*'^ It was clear from these early executive orders that the 

Commissioners and Ireton were careful to share authority in these matters and 

their working relationship appears to have been effective.

In February, the Commissioners and Ireton established the machinery of local 

government. They were particularly concerned with developing processes for 

raising revenue and decided to appoint three to four 'Commissioners of the 

Revenue' for each of Ireland’s nine administrative precincts.'*^ The Revenue 

Commissioners were notionally responsible for collecting the assessment tax, 

but they were, in fact, used to implement a range of policies that the

Wheeler, Cromwell in Ireland [Dublin, 1999], pp. 194, 226; W. ]. Smyth, Map-making,
Landscapes and Memory: A Geography o f  Colonial and Early Modern Ireland, p. 160; Appendix iv, 
Ludlow, i, p. 486.

Grey, iv. Appendix 48, pp. 81 -2 .
Egerton MS 1761, ff. 1 -5 , 5 -6 , 7-12; Sever ail Proceedings, 1 -8  May 1651 (London, 1651) pp. 

127 8 -1 2 7 9 .
"s The initial nine precincts w ere Limerick, Waterford, Dublin, Cork, Clonmel, Kilkenny, Wexford, 
Connaught, Ulster [Dunlop, i, p. 139}; by ]uL 1654  there w ere fourteen precincts ('Commonwealth  
State Accounts’, no. 15, Analecta Hibernica, p. 258); and ultimately there w ere fifteen 
administrative precincts (Prendergast, Cromwellian Settlement, p. 20; Orders of Parliament’s 
Comm issioners in Ireland, 1 6 50-4 , Egerton MS, ff. 4 1 -4 3 ).
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Commissioners developed over the coming months. The Parhamentary 

Commissioners and Ireton set the rate of taxation to be paid by each precinct, 

and the Revenue Commissioners assessed what each landowner, farmer or 

tenant should pay in accordance with the size of their estates or the extent of 

their other sources of wealth in order to make up the sum specified. Where a 

person failed to pay the assessment, the whole barony was compelled to 

compensate for the shortfall, and the defaulter’s land and chattels would be 

seized until he had repaid the barony. The native inhabitants were, however, 

protected from free quarter in areas under Parliamentary control, and the 

Commissioners expressly ordered that the army could not confiscate meat or 

grain unless it were presented voluntarily in lieu of tax or taken by special 

license of the Commander in Chief. Furthermore, no taxes could be levied 

without the authority of the Commander in Chief or the Parliamentary 

Commissioners.'^^

The Revenue Commissioners were also charged with maintaining food stores 

and implementing central government’s policy at a local level and prosecuting 

those guilty of crimes such as adultery and theft. In addition, they were 

responsible for ensuring the accuracy of muster rolls, issuing warrants for the 

payment of the army within their respective precincts and punishing any soldier 

responsible for ‘oppression, injuries, or violence to bee done to, or practised 

upon, ye inhabitants of ye Countrey, who live peaceable within ye Parliaments 

Quarters’. Any revenues accrued from tithes, parsonages and vicarages were to 

be used by the Revenue Commissioners to pay for the maintenance of ministers 

and schoolmasters appointed by the Parliamentary Commissioners and, where 

there was residual money, to ill or maimed soldiers.^o

The Parliamentary Commissioners selected Revenue Commissioners from a pool 

of trusted local Protestant aldermen and army officers. In early 1653, of the four 

Revenue Commissioners for Dublin, two were aldermen and two were 

Cromwellian army officers.^i Aldermen were obvious candidates for Revenue

Ibid., ff. 2, 8 -9 ;  An A ssessm en t upon the Precinct o f  [blank]’ [Dublin, 1 6 5 2 ], p. 1.
50 Barnard, Cromwellian Ireland, p. 258; Orders o f  Parliam ent’s C om m issioners in Ireland, 1 6 5 0 -  
4, Egerton MS 1761 , ff. 3 6 -7 ,4 3 .
51 The a lderm en  w ere D aniel H utchinson and T hom as Hooke; th e  arm y officers w ere  John 
H ew son  and Isaac Dobson: C om m issioners' order, 16 Feb. 1 6 5 3 , E gerton MS 1 762 , f. 132.
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Commissioners: they had experience as municipal governors and w ere  familiar 

with the real and personal p roperty  of local inhabitants -  knowledge that was 

crucial to tax collection. 2̂ The military governors of towns and precincts 

automatically became Revenue Commissioners and among their ranks w ere  

Colonel John Hewson for Dublin, Sir Charles Coote and Colonel Robert Venables 

for Ulster, Colonel Daniel Axtell for Kilkenny, Colonel Hierome Sankey for 

Clonmel, Colonel Robert Phaire for Cork and Colonel Richard Lawrence for 

Waterford. Two arm y officers. Colonels Thomas Herbert and Henry Markham, 

w ere  appointed inspectors of the Revenue Commissioners, in which role they 

w ere  to ensure tha t the Parliamentary Commissioners' orders w ere  put into 

e x e c u t i o n . The Revenue Commissioners w ere  paid £100 per annum; military 

governors did not receive an income supplemental to their military pay, although 

they w ere housed and assigned profitable land: for example, Dublin’s governor. 

Colonel John Hewson, lodged on Thomas Luttrell’s valuable estate near the 

Phoenix Park. The Revenue Commissioners w ere  allowed one secretary  and one 

clerk per precinct, and a T reasurer  or ‘High Collector', with an a t tendan t yearly 

salary of £100, was also appointed to each precinct in order  to receive all income 

derived from customs, the excise, rents and contributions.^'^

The melange of Cromwellians and Old Protestants in local governm ent was also 

in evidence in the judiciary. In November 1651, Sir Edward Bolton and James 

Donnellan -  both Old Protestants -  w ere  appointed Commissioners for the 

Administration of Justice in Leinster, with a salary of £200 per  annum. This office 

effectively am algam ated the jurisdictions of the King’s Bench, Common Pleas, the 

Exchequer and Chancery. Between 1651 and 1653 the Justice Commissioners 

w ere  occasionally despatched to o ther parts  of the country to hold court.^^ 

Cromwell appointed John Cooke, the English barr is te r  who drew  up the charges 

against Charles 1, Chief Justice of Munster. Parliament, which had many

R. D. Edwards, 'The beginnings of municipal governm ent in Dublin', Dublin Historical Record, 
vol. i, no. 1 (Dublin, 1938], p. 8; in Dublin, Aldermen Daniel Hutchinson, Thomas Hooke, John 
Preston and Richard Tighe w ere particularly loyal com m onwealthsm en.
53 Ludlow, i, p. 261; Prendergast, Cromwellian Settlem ent, p. 20.

Orders of Parliament's Comm issioners in Ireland, 165 0 -4 , Egerton MS 1761, ff. 2 2 -3 ,4 1 -3 ;  
Prendergast, Cromwellian Settlem ent, p. 88.
55 MacLysaght, ‘Commonwealth State Accounts Ireland, 1650-1656 ', p. 316; 'Copie of the 
com m ission for Administracon of Justice’, 16 Mar. 1651, TCD MS 844, ff. 104-5; Barnard, 
Cromwellian Ireland, pp. 2 5 0 -1 , 253, 257.
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conservative lawyers among its ranks and was slow to prom ote legal change, had 

neglected to formulate hard  policies on the legal adm inistration in Ireland. This 

gave reform ers such as Cooke scope for modifying the law, as he boasted in a 

letter to a colleague;

We have a great opportunity to set up, until the Parliament shall determ ine otherw ise, a way 

of doing justice am ongst the poor people... who have been accustom ed to as much injustice, 

tyranny and oppression from their landlords, the great men, and those that should have done 

them right...^^

In November 1651, the Parliamentary Commissioners made nominations to the 

office of Justice of the Peace in Leinster. The Justices of the Peace were, for the 

most part, military officers [John Hewson, Daniel Axtell, Francis Foulk, Henry 

Prettie) bu t several members of the civil administration [Henry Markham, 

Thomas Herbert) and Old Protestant aldermen [Daniel Hutchinson, John Hosy) 

w ere  also appointed. The Justices of the Peace, in groups of three  of more, were 

'to enquire of, heare  and determ ine all Treasons, Murthers, Rapes, Thefts, 

Burglaries, Robberies, ffelonies and all [minorj offences and m isdem eanours 

done or com itted’ in Leinster. Sheriffs -  w hose largely ceremonial office was 

normally occupied by the landed elite -  w ere almost exclusively arm y officers 

during this period: for example, in early 1653 Colonel Daniel Axtell was sheriff of 

Kilkenny, Colonel Thomas Sadleir was sheriff of County Wexford and Colonel 

Prettie was sheriff of Carlow.^^

The Parliamentary Commissioners w ere  also under p ressure  to bring those 

guilty of crimes perpetra ted  during the rebellion of 1641 to justice both for 

practical purposes and in o rder  to legitimise the avenging [but expensive) 

Cromwellian crusade in Ireland. In April 1651 they called on Justices of the Peace 

and Revenue Commissioners to 'make dilligent enquiry of, and concerning, all 

and every such person and persons [both principalis and Accessaryes) who since 

The first Day of October 1641, have killed, sleyne, or otherwise destroyed any

Geoffrey Robertson, The Tyrannicide Brief: The S tory o f  the Man who sen t Charles I to the 
Scaffold (London, 2005}, p. 234.

Jean Mather, 'The Civil War Sheriff; His Person and Office’, Albion, xiii, no. 3 [1981], p. 244; 
Orders by the Commissioners of Parliament, 4 and 5 Nov. 1651, TCD MS 844, f. 10 9 ,1 1 0 . Only the 
nam es of the sheriffs for Leinster at this time are known: appointm ent of sheriffs, 21 Jan. 1653  
and (Feb.?) 1656 Prendergast MS, i, ff. 4 6 ,4 0 8 -9 ;  Orders of Parliament's Comm issioners in 
Ireland, 165 0 -4 , Egerton MS 1761, ff. 120-1 .
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person, or persons, in Ireland’.^̂  Although the above w as allegedly only 

concerned with the prosecution of those who had killed civilian Protestants [i.e. 

a soldier in the pay of the Irish army, who killed a soldier in the pay of the 

English army, was not to be prosecuted] a governm ent publication from the 

sam e month suggested ‘Eminent’ leaders of the rebellion w ho 'had the ir  hands 

deeply im brewed in the innocent bloud of the Protestants of this Nation, upon 

the first horrid Massacre' would be treated  harshly.^^ A High Court of Justice was 

erected the following year in o rder  to try Irish leaders. The High Court will be 

discussed in the following chapter, bu t for p resen t purposes it is w orth  

mentioning that both Cromwellian officers and Old Protestants conducted 

enquiries into the crimes and presided over this court as ‘judges'.

Councils of W ar w ere  generally held in Kilkenny, the former capital of the Irish 

Confederacy, presum ably because of its central geographic location, and the 

Commissioners travelled throughout Ireland during their first two years of 

office; however, Dublin was the centre of Ireland's civil adm inistration by late 

1651. Administrators who dealt with financial affairs w ere housed in the new 

Custom House and customs officers operated from the old Custom House. The 

Earl of Cork's residence, Cork House -  which was situated on the site w here  City 

Hall stands today, in convenient reach of Dublin Castle -  contained the offices for 

the Dublin Commissioners of the Revenue. The building was refurbished in 1652 

to house the Parliamentary Commissioners' clerks and the Commissioners of the 

Revenue w ere  moved to the new  Custom House.^° Ad hoc governm ent 

committees, comprised of alderm en and arm y officers, also m et at Cork House. 

For example, in January 1652 the Parliamentary Commissioners appointed 

Colonels Hewson and Sankey, Dr Henry Jones, Adjutant-General William Allen, 

Major Anthony Morgan, and the Old Protestants James Standish, Thomas 

Richardson and Thomas Hooke to a committee in order  to consider, in ter alia, if 

and how  lands could be settled on those in the pay of the governm ent in lieu of

58 Orders of Parliament’s Commissioners in Ireland, 1 6 5 0 -4 , Egerton MS 1761, ff. 25 -6 .
Perfect Diurnall, 14 -2 1  Apr. 1651 (London, 1651), p. 968.
Comm issioners to Alderman Daniel Hutchinson, 7 Jul. 1651, Dunlop, i, p. 11; Orders of 

Parliament’s Commissioners in Ireland, 165 1 -5 , Egerton MS 1762, ff. 106-8; Orders concerning 
Cork House, 13 Oct. 1651 and 20 Jan. 1654, Prendergast MS, i, ff. 3 ,45 .
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s a l a r i e s . A n o t h e r  committee sa t across the Liffey in the Four Courts to 

determ ine dehnquency and the validity of titles; it comprised Old Protestants 

(Sir Gerard Lowther, William Basil, Sir John Temple and Waller Carwardine), 

Adjutant-General William Allen and the Parliamentary Commissioner Miles 

C o r b e t . ^ 2  xhe committee appointed in late 1652 to consider how w aste  lands 

could be improved and o ther lands used to pay the arm y was, however, 

dom inated by army officers, including Commissary General John Reynolds, 

Colonel Robert Venables, Colonels Henry Cromwell, John Hewson, Hierome 

Sankey, John Foulk, Hercules Huncks, Major Anthony Morgan, Adjutant-General 

William Allen, and Quartermaster-General John Vernon.^^

One of the main reasons army officers gained political pow er in Ireland was 

because Ireton (and later Fleetwood) and the Commissioners encouraged it. The 

Leveller, John Lilburne, had once described Ireton as ‘an absolute King if not an 

Emperor, against whose will no man m ust d ispute’; yet as an army com m ander 

and ruler, Ireton was in favour of consulting colleagues on im portan t decisions.^'^ 

He collaborated closely with the Parliamentary Commissioners: w hen the Old 

Protestant com m ander Roger Boyle -  also styled Lord Broghill -  complained to 

Ireton on being overlooked for the position of Lieutenant General of the horse 

(Parliament appointed Ludlow instead), Ireton held a meeting with the 

Commissioners to decide on the appropria te  course of action. On another 

occasion, Charles Coote complained to the Commissioners regarding the 

contribution tax, bu t the Commissioners explained tha t they w ere  'at p resent 

putting those resolutions in execution which we took at Kilkenny, by the joint 

advice of the Lord Deputy and the  Lieutenant General' and tha t Coote had better  

query  the m a tte r  with Ireton. As w e shall see in Chapter 3, the Commissioners 

discussed with Ireton w hat te rm s or 'qualifications’ should be held out to the 

Irish if they s u r re n d e re d .^ ^  General Councils of Officers w ere  used as 

opportunities to decide on both military and civic policy. In August 1651 the

Comm issioners’ order, 4 Jan. 1653 in Prendergast MS, i, p. 41, Egerton MS 1762, f. 117 and 
Dunlop, ii, p. 309.

‘Commission concerning Titles & qualifications’, 21 Nov. 1653, Prendergast MS, i, f  177.
Commissioners' Order, 29 Nov. 1652, Egerton MS 1762, f. 106.
John Lilburne, Legall Fundamental! Liberties, p. 35
Ludlow, Memoirs, i, pp. 363-4; Comm issioners to Charles Coote, 11 Jul. 1651 and 

Commissioners to the Council o f State’s Committee for Irish Affairs 25 Aug. 1651, Dunlop, i, pp.
14, 28-9 .
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officers debated the Irish land settlement but when no decision was reached 

Ireton and the Commissioners declined to make an order until the officers met 

again: 'the Lord Deputy and Lieutenant-General having no time to bring that 

debate to a result, so as to perfect the same before their going into the field, we 

were fain to lay them aside until we meet again...' John Cooke recalled that 

although Ireton

satt in Councell till eight or nine at night, yet by his good will the discourse should not be the 

shorter... and w hen others had spoken to any disputable and usefull question, hee would  

speake with that depth of ludgem ent ever tending to unity and unanimity in opinions and 

affections...®®

It is unsurprising that Ireton adopted such democratic decision making 

processes considering his experience at the army debates in Putney in 1647 and 

the debates of the Council of Officers at Whitehall in late 1648. Ireton’s style of 

leadership in Ireland lends further support to Mark Kishlansky’s thesis that 

arriving at consensus was the aim of Cromwell and Ireton at Putney and, indeed, 

the very purpose of seventeenth-century debate.^'^ Barbara Taft’s analysis of 

voting patterns during the Whitehall debates in 1648 also shows that officers 

frequently voted against their superiors, including Ireton himself. She contends 

that the surviving records of the debates demonstrate the 'democratic character 

of the council of officers and the independence of individual participants'. The 

results of Derek Massarella's examination of army voting are similar: he 

concludes that on 'certain issues [army] Grandees could be outvoted and were 

prepared to accept the outcome'.^^ Achieving consensus was politically 

expedient. Ireton knew that the officer corps contained many outspoken officers 

who were accustomed to having their voices heard: Axtell, Hewson, Waller and 

Allen were all alumni of Putney and Allen was considered one of the 'two... most 

vocal agitators' at Putney. Hewson, moreover, was an extremely active

“  John Cook, Monarchy, no creature o f  Gods making..., (London, 1651], unpaginated.
M. A. Kishlansky, 'Consensus Politics and the Structure of Debate at Putney', The Journal o f  

British Studies, xx, no. 2 (1981), p. 57.
Barbara Taft, 'Voting Lists o f the Council o f Officers, Dec. 1648’, Historical Reseach, lii, no. 126 

(1979], pp. 138-54; Derek Massarella, 'The Politics of the Army, 1 6 4 7 -1 6 6 0 ’ (2 vols., D.Phil. 
thesis, University of York, 1977], i, p. 175.
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participant at the Whitehall debates.^^ By involving them in decision making, 

Ireton ensured that army officers were  less likely to oppose the resulting policy.

Ireton’s sudden death of fever at Limerick on 26 November 1651 marked a 

political watershed. It deprived the army of a brilliant intellect and a forceful 

military leader. Puritan army officers mourned his passing; he v^as reputedly the 

'best prayer-maker and preacher in the army’. John Hev^son penned the 

following eulogy:

W ee that knew  him can and m ust say truly, w ee know no man like minded; m ost seeking their 

own things, few so singly minde the things of Jesus Christ, of publique concernm ent, of the 

interest of the precious sons of Zion.

Cook declared that 'never had Commonwealth a greater losse, because 

undoubtedly there was never a more able painefull, provident and industrious 

s e rv a n t ' .E d m u n d  Ludlow complained that Ireton’s magnificent public funeral 

and burial in Westminster was excessive only because 'his affection to his 

country, his abilities of mind, his impartial justice, his diligence in the publick 

service, and his other vertues... were a far greater honour to his memory, than a 

dormitory amongst the ashes of kings’.'̂ i

Ludlow became the interim commander-in-chief of the forces in Ireland and the 

other three Commissioners were also compelled to take a more active role in 

military affairs. On 18 December 1651, less than a month after Ireton's death the 

Commissioners wrote to the Council of State:

This day w e take our journey for Kilkenny, and from thence w e intend (if the Lord please] to 

go into Connaught, to endeavour the settlem ent of your affairs in those parts until the 

Parliament or your Lordships shall appoint how  the military affairs shall be managed for the 

future.^2

It is clear from the above, and Commissioners’ other anxious missives to 

colleagues in the Rump, that they were uncertain as to how Ireland should be 

governed and how military operations should be led in the aftermath of Ireton’s

Woolrych, Soldiers and Statesmen, p. 249; Hewson attended every session: Taft, 'Voting Lists’, 
p. 142.
0̂ James Heath, Flagellum, or the Life and Death, Birth and Burial, o f  0. Cromwell... (London, 1665], 

p. 124; Severall Proceedings in Parliament, 4 -1 1  Dec 1651, p. 1780; Cook, Monarchy, unpaginated. 
Ludlow, i, pp. 295 -6 .
Com m issioners’ Orders, 2 Dec. 1651 and Commissioners to the Council o f State 18 Dec. 1651, 

Dunlop, i, pp. 100, 111.
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death. The military situation was precarious: during the winter of 1651, the 

Commissioners met with senior army officers -  including Lord Broghill, Hardress 

Waller, Hierome Sankey and Daniel Axtell -  who informed them that 'the enemy’ 

numbered some 30,000 men and that Irish civilians were 'generally ready to join

with them upon any o c c a s i o n ’ .'^^

Apart from the obvious concern with winning the war, there were pressing 

financial issues to consider. The campaign in Ireland was extremely costly, and 

required constant shipments of clothes, material and food. The plague, harsh 

weather conditions, and warfare caused the deaths of thousands of English 

soldiers; the siege of Limerick alone cost the lives of 2,000 men. Parliament was 

consequently compelled to send thousands of fresh recruits to Ireland between 

1649 and 1652: between August 1649 and May 1650 alone 10,000 men were 

sent to Ireland to replenish forces there.^^ In January 1652, the Commissioners 

informed Parliament that there were over 350 garrisons in Ireland, that 

Parliment's army numbered some 30,000 men, but that 100 more garrisons 

were needed. Two months later. Parliament passed 'An Act for the Impresting of 

Soldiers for the Service of the Commonwealth in Ireland’, which allowed 

Commissioners for the Militia in England and Wales to impress a further 10,000 

men [and imprison anyone refusing service] to fight in I r e l a n d . T h e  charge of 

the forces in Ireland was almost £20,000 per month but the total cost of 

payments to the army, holders of civil office and other incident charges came to 

almost £40,000 a month. Roughly half of the money used to pay these expenses 

came in the form of cash or bills of exchange from England; the other half was 

paid by the assessment tax and rental revenues from sequestered lands.'^^ The 

assessment tax in Ireland, therefore, constantly fell short of what was required to

”  Comm issioners and army officers to the Council o f State, 26 Dec. 1651, ibid., i, p. 113.
See, for example, TNA, SP 46, ff. 1 0 5 ,1 0 8 ,1 3 4 ,1 4 5 ,1 4 9 ,1 5 1 ,1 5 3 ,1 5 5 ,1 5 7 ,1 6 2 ,1 7 2 ;  CJ, vi, pp. 

499, 521, 553; Cal. S. P. Dorn., 1650, pp. 62, 98 ,1 5 7 ; Cal. S. P. Dom., 1651, pp. 1 0 0 ,1 0 5 ,1 1 0 ,1 3 3 ;  
Dunlop, i, pp. 6 -9 ,1 4 , 50, 74; J. S. W heeler, ‘Logistics and Supply in Cromwell’s Conquest of 
Ireland’ in M. C. Fissel (ed.], W ar and Government in Britain, 159 8 -1 6 5 0  (Manchester, 1991], p.
51.

Comm issioners to the Council o f State, 7 Jan. 1652, Dunlop, i, p. 118; Firth and Rait, ii, pp. 5 1 3 -
4.

Comm issioners to the Council o f State, 7 Jan. 1652, Dunlop, i, p. 117; 17 Dec. 1651, CJ, vii, p. 52; 
Paym ents to the Army in Ireland, Jul. 1649 to Nov. 1656, TCD MS 6 5 0 /7  [this MS estim ates that 
betw een  July 1649 and Novem ber 1656 £3,485,170 was expended on the army the civil 
administration: i.e. £40 ,000  per month).
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maintain the forces. In October 1651, the Commissioners explained to 

Parliament that the 'little part of this wasted country that do pay contribution is 

so preyed and burnt by the enemy, that w e know not how the poor soldiery can 

(out of their assessm ents] be paid'. By December 1651 the Commissioners 

warned the Revenue Commissioners in Ulster that 'the Council of State and 

ourselves do expect that Ulster must bear its own burden’, and recommended 

the reduction of forces there, but the tenacity of the remaining Confederate 

forces meant that it would not be possible to disband troops elsewhere in 

Ireland for many months.^^

Another problem was that many of the Cromwellian soldiers and a large number 

of w idows were owed arrears from service in the 1640s. The legislative 

precedent of the Adventurers’ Act of 1642, and preparations for passing the Sale 

of Crown Lands Act, which was passed in July 1649, meant that the Rump was 

ready to endorse the payment to the army ‘out of Land, or other Revenue, in 

Ireland; in such manner as the Parliament shall appoint’. S o m e  officers 

personally lobbied Parliament for payment of their arrears and several 

successfully received payment in the form of Irish land; on 10 December 1651 

Venables was given Irish lands worth £220 per annum in satisfaction of his 

arrears and in the following months lands worth £500 per annum were awarded 

to Commissary-General Reynolds and £200 per annum to Colonels John Hewson 

and Hierome Sankey respectively. Charles Coote gained possession of the 

'manors, castles, towns, and lands of Gormanstown and Tullock... in pursuance of 

an Order of Parliament for the settlem ent on him of £500 a year' at the end of 

1651.79

Lower-ranking officers and ordinary soldiers were unable to gain redress 

through political means, and their frustration was palpable. In January 1652, the 

Commissioners requested £750 from the Treasurers at War to pay for a 

quarter's salary to them, but they 'fear[ed] some occasions of exception may be

Commissioners to the Council of State, 8 Oct 1651 and Commissioners to the Revenue 
Commissioners at Belfast, 17 Dec. 1651, D u n lo p ,  i, pp. 64,110.
7811 Apr. 1649, C/, V i, p. 184.
75 Commissioners’ Order, 10 Dec. 1651, ibid., i, p. 109; 'Lands of value of £200 per ann. settled on 
Col. Sankey & his heirs’, Prendergast MS, i, f. 62; 11 Apr. 1649,12 Mar. 1651,8  Apr. 1651, CJ, vii, 
p. 105,118.
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given to the soldiery thereby (especially as things now stand] when they shall 

observe so great a diminution made of the treasury whereby they are supported'. 

At the time of Ireton’s death, the non-payment of soldiers had already, according 

to the Commissioners, caused 'great distress’. The Commissioners feared the 

want of pay, coupled with the blow to soldiers’ morale due to Ireton’s death, 

would agitate the soldiers:

We... request your speedy sending away the next proportion of money appointed for these 

forces, that, under their and our sad sense of the great loss of your late faithful servant our 

General, they might not be further exposed to the distraction, that (if not so timely supplied] 

may attend their too intolerable exigency.®*^

It is not surprising, therefore, that the Commissioners were concerned about a 

lack of discipline in the army towards the end of 1651. '[T]hose that serve your 

Lordships here,’ they diffidently reminded the Council of State, less than a month 

after Ireton’s death, 'have not those advantages in the affections of the soldiers, 

nor that power over them to prevent or quiet irregularities, as his Excellency 

[Ireton] had'. There were rumours afoot that most of the principal officers and 

commanders of the army were promoting a 'dangerous interest' in the army and 

the Commissioners urged that Ireton be replaced: 'wee are here in a longing 

expectacon of some persons armed with authority to Exersize the power 

formerly placed in the Deputy Generali to be sent over to ease those that are 

unskillfull of such importance, and doe really and cordially desier to be eased 

therein’.si

Ireton’s death also had ramifications for the relationship between the army and 

the Commissioners. Ireton, through constant consultation with the officers and 

Commissioners and his own natural leadership abilities, had managed Ireland’s 

joint Rump-army government structure skillfully, but his death threatened to 

unbalance the political situation. In particular, army officers began to resent the 

involvement of the civilian Commissioner and MP, John Weaver. This is borne 

out by a letter from the officers in Ireland that was presented to Parliament in 

January 1653. It will be examined in detail in Chapter 3 below, but the subject of

Commissioners to the Council of State, 17 and 23 Dec. 1651, D u n lo p ,  i, pp. 110,113. 
Commissioners to the Council of State, 23 Dec. 1651, ibid., i, p. I l l ;  John Jones to Major General 

Thomas Harrison, 21 Jun. 1652, Mayer (ed.), 'Inedited Letters’, p. 34.
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the letter related to Weaver's activites betw een 1651 and the spring of 1652 and 

it is of relevance to the p resen t discussion. The officers alleged that, in the 

aftermath of Ireton's death. Weaver had 'labour[ed] to persw ade the res t of [the] 

Commissioners to keep the Command of the Armie to themselves, and not to 

en trust any Single Person therew ith ’. It is probable, to judge from his 

conservative stance on religious issues in Parliament during the 1640s, that 

Weaver was suspicious of religious sectaries, and the officers accused him of 

hostility tow ards arm y Baptists. He had provoked consternation among the 

officers not long after he arrived in Ireland in January 1651, when he w rote a 

le tter protesting against the leniency of a sentence passed by a court martial 

against Colonel Daniel Axtell, who was suspended from the arm y for the m urder 

of Irish c i v i l i a n s . j h e  officers highly resented his 'takeing upon him to judge 

military Actions, and Question a Councill of War for discharging their Duty'. One 

incident, which took place at a Council of Officers in Kilkenny in January 1652, 

was particularly galling. Ludlow, in his tem porary  capacity of commander-in- 

chief, resolved to grant Colonel Richard’s Lawrence's request for a commission of 

martial law to be issued in respect of Waterford, but Weaver reportedly  spoke 

out against it, which ‘strangely astonished the Officers then p resen t’.^̂  There was 

a serious fall-out as a result. The Commissioners decided to dispatch Weaver to 

London in April 1652, in order  to lobby for legislation on Ireland, bu t it may also 

have been due to the fact tha t W eaver’s relationship with the officers had made 

the w orking relationship betw een them  impossible. Indeed the officers also 

suggested that the o ther Commissioners disapproved of Weaver's behaviour, 

alleging tha t they w ere  'much troubled at his Deportment' and tha t they had 

refused to countenance W eaver’s proposal to 'keep the Command of the Armie to

The allegations are contained in ‘The humble Representation of the Officers o f their Armie in 
Ireland’, MS Carte 67, ff. 2 8 9 -97 . An abridged version of the petition is in HMC Portland, i, pp. 
6 7 1 -7 2 . Barber w as unaware of the content of the petition which is contained among the Carte 
MSS, 'Irish Undercurrents’, p. 327 but Barnard w as aware of the abridged version in HMC 
Portland, Cromwellian Ireland, p. 18. The court martial is contained in TCD MS 8 4 4 ,1 3 1 -3 . Daniel 
Axtell was restored to his command shortly thereafter, Micheal 6  Siochrii, Atrocity, Codes of 
Conduct and the Irish in the British Civil Wars, 1 6 4 1 -1 6 5 3 ’, Past& Present, no. 195 (2007], pp. 
55-86; Ludlow, i, p. 265. For W eaver’s involvem ent in legislation on religious legislation see 
David Scott, unpublished article on John W eaver for 1 6 4 0 -6 0  section, HPT.

'The humble Representation of the Officers’, f. 292. The Council o f Officers in question was 
undoubtedly in January 1652, as that is the only Council of Officers that took place after Ireton’s 
death and before Weaver w ent to England in April 1652.
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themselves, and not to entrust any Single Person therev^ith'.^"^ But worse was to 

come: a month after arriving in London, Weaver used his presence in Parliament 

to lobby against Lambert's appointment as Lord Deputy of Ireland.

The officers’ dispute with Weaver is indicative of the difficulties that arose when 

the civilian and military aspects of Ireland's government were the joint 

responsibility of the Rump and the army. Weaver was, according to the 

Commissioners’ instructions, perfectly entitled to attend councils of the army, 

but ultimately the boundaries separating the civil and military spheres were 

unclear and led to confusion. During his lifetime, Ireton demonstrated his 

aptitude for conciliation, but the political situation was fundamentally unstable. 

Ireton’s death brought underlying political tensions to the fore, and these were 

further exacerbated when the army clashed with members of the Rump over 

legislation in Ireland, which is the subject of the next chapter.

Ibid., ff. 291. For W eaver’s activities in Parliament in April 1652 see  Chapter 3 below.
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Chapter 3

Ireland and the Deterioration in Army-Rump relations,

1651-3.

After Ireton’s death in November 1651, the ParHamentary Commissioners took 

stock of the mihtary situation in Ireland. The outlook remained uncertain and 

their analysis was bleak: they estimated that the Royalists and Confederates 

could boast 30,000 armed men -  the same number as Parliament’s forces -  and 

that the native population was 'generally ready to join with them upon any 

occasion’.! jj; ^vas ^ot until the surrender of the Confederate commander. Colonel 

John Fitzpatrick, in February 1652, that the war began to move towards a 

conclusion. Fitzpatrick's capitulation encouraged others to come to terms with 

Parliament and, from then on, guerrilla attacks from loose bands of Irish soldiers, 

or 'Tories’, constituted the main threat to Parliamentary forces.^

As the war wound down and the Parliamentary Commissioners attempted to 

revive local and central governmental structures, politicians in London and 

soldiers alike directed their attention to the settlement of Ireland. Two 

interrelated questions had to be resolved: first, how should the Irish who were 

involved in the 1641 rebellion and in the subsequent war against Parliament be 

punished and, second, how could this be connected to a land settlement that 

would pay for the cost of the military campaign? The Adventurers had, 

chronologically at least, the first claim on Irish land: they had ventured money 

towards the Irish campaign in accordance with the Adventurers’ Act of March 

1642. Officers in the army had expressed an interest in the attractive financial

' Letters from the Comm issioners to the Council o f State, 26 Dec. 1651 and 7 Jan. 1652, Dunlop, 1, 
pp. 1 1 3 ,1 1 6 -8 .
2 6  Siochru, God’s Executioner, pp. 216 -20 .
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investment that the reconquest of Ireland presented from the early 1640s but, by

1652, it was certain that ordinary soldiers would also be paid for their service in 

the form of Irish land. Consequently, the army in Ireland sought to influence the 

Parliamentary debates on Irish legislation. Disagreement between MPs and 

officers on these momentous questions exacerbated tensions between these two 

groups and contributed to the army's decision to dissolve the Rump in April

1653.

The idea that the conquering English army could be remunerated with Irish land 

was mooted only months after the Irish rebellion commenced in October 1641.  ̂

The prospect of confiscated land was attractive both to a cash-strapped 

Parliament and to members of the army. On 11 February 1642 a group of'Loyal 

Subjects’ presented Parliament with a petition. It is clear from their four 

proposals that these men were, in fact, soldiers who were volunteering 

themselves to fight for Parliament in Ireland. First, these ‘free-will Offerers' 

wished to name their own officers; third, that they would be armed with 

ammunition from state stores; fourth, that they would be allowed recruit or 

impress others to fight in their cause. Their second proposal is, however, most 

noteworthy: they requested 'such Satisfaction out of the Rebels Estates, (the War 

being ended] as shall be thought reasonable, by the honourable Houses, upon 

their present humble Demands and future Merits'."^ Parliament declined to 

answer the petition and referred it to the Irish Committee, but several MPs 

supported the idea of paying Ireland's conquerors with land. Five days after the 

House heard the petition, Nathaniel Fiennes MP proposed that Parliamentary 

soldiers destined for service in Ireland should be encouraged to adventure 

money on the reconquest. 'By this means,' Fiennes reasoned, 'the Souldiers will

3 John Cunningham, 'Transplantation to Connacht, 1641-1660: Theory and Practice’, (Ph.D. 
thesis. National University of Ireland, Galway, 2009], pp. 12-3.
^ 11 Feb. 1642, CJ, ii, p. 425; the petition is noted by Cunningham but he does not identify the 
petitioners as soldiers, ‘Transplantation to Connacht’, p. 12.
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be much animated and incouraged to fight, when they shal fight no t onely for 

Rehgion, the ir  King and Countrey, bu t also for their owne profits and particular 

benefit, tha t w hat they valiantly win is their owne'.^

The Adventurers ' Act, which became law on 19 March 1642, did not specifically 

mention soldiers.^ The Act was designed to a ttract badly needed cash for a 

putative military campaign in Ireland in re turn  for defeated rebels’ lands. The 

Act assigned 2.5 million acres of Irish 'Meadowe Arable and profitable Pasture’ to 

those willing to pay at the following rates:

For... tw o hundred pounds one thousand Acres in Ulster; For three hundred pounds one 

thousand Acres in Conaght; For foure hundred and fifty pounds one thousand Acres in 

Munster; For six hundred pounds one thousand Acres in Leinster.'^

Anyone with ready cash -  MPs, financiers and ordinary citizens -  was 

encouraged to participate in the scheme. The legislation also received attention 

in arm y circles. Only two weeks before the bill was enacted, a group of officers 

made the following proposal to Parliament: that an officer w ithout ready money 

would be allowed to put his unpaid arm y salary tow ards the Irish adventure  and 

afterwards receive land in Ireland on the same term s as the Adventurers when 

the w ar ended.^ Although Parliament assented to the officers’ proposals, the 

Adventurers’ Act made no provision for such a scheme. The Doubling Ordinance 

of June 1643, however, which allowed Adventurers to double the re tu rn  on their 

investm ent in return  for stumping up an additional 25 pe r  cent on the ir  original 

investm ent in cash, did contain a provision for the rem uneration of officers with 

Irish land:

[A]ll and every Officers and Commanders, in all or any the British Armies in Ireland, that shall 

and do continue in the said Service, and within six m oneths next after the day of the date of

 ̂Nathaniel Fiennes, M aster Fynes his speech in Parliam ent (London, 1642], p. 2; Cunningham  
presents these proposals as those put forward by the City of London, but the Lords’ journal, and a 
speech by Bulstrode Whitelocke, suggest that Fiennes's suggestion to encourage soldiers to 
becom e adventurers was his own: Cunningham, 'Transplantation to Connacht', pp. 12-3; 18 Feb. 
1642, LJ, iv, 593-5; The speech o f  Bulstrode W hitelocke Esquire, to the righ t honourable the Lords, 
a t a conference o f  both Houses on Thursday the seventeenth o f  Feb. last [London, 1642).
® 'An Act for the speedy and effectuall reducing of the Rebells in his Majesties Kingdome of 
Ireland to theire due obedience to his Majesty & the Crowne of England', Statu tes o f  the Realm: 
volume 5 :1 6 2 8 -8 0  (1819), pp. 168-72 .
 ̂ Ibid., p. 168.

® 28 Feb. 1642, C], ii, p. 461.
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this Ordinance, shall subscribe all or any part of such sum and sums of m oney, as now is, or 

shall grow due and owing unto him and them, or any of them, for his and their pay and 

entertainment... shall have and enjoy such proportion and proportions of Lands or of Cities,

Towns and Corporations, for the sum and sum s of m oney to be subscribed, and in manner and  

form  in all things as o ther the Adventurers herein aforesaid, are for to have theirs granted and 

set out unto them by and according to the limitation of this present Ordinance [my italics].^

From the above it is clear that officers would be afforded the benefits that the 

Adventurers had won. The Adventurers were keen to ensure they would have 

precedence in the distribution of Irish territorial spoils and in January 1646 they 

declared to Parliament that 'the Adventurer, that brings in ready Money, have 

the priority to be satisfied; next, that the souldier may be allowed all, or part of 

his pay and entertainment out of these Rebels Lands at least'.

Before launching the Irish expedition, Cromwell and his Council of War drew up 

proposals regarding the payments of the forces destined for Ireland, which were 

approved by Parliament on 11 April 1649. Among the resolutions was the 

following:

[T]he Officers only to receive, in ready Money, for present Pay, according to the Establishment 

of this Army; and the Residue to be respited, upon the Publick Faith, to be paid out of Land, or 

other Revenue, in Ireland; in such manner as the Parliament shall appoint.**

This signified that, although present pay was to be made over to officers in cash, 

satisfaction for their arrears could be made in the form of Irish land. Crucially, 

however, the officers did not specify that they should benefit on the same terms 

as the Adventurers: Parliament would decide on the terms at a later stage.

Despite the prevalent notion among contemporaries that the cost of the Irish 

campaign could be paid for by raising money on Irish land, the initial scheme 

failed for two main reasons. First, most of the money raised from Adventurers 

was diverted to Parliament’s campaign against Charles I in England; second, the 

market in land declined and many Adventurers did not supply promised

5 'An Ordinance for the encouragem ent o f Adventurers, to make new  Subscriptions for Towns, 
Cities, and Lands in Ireland’, Firth and Rait, i, pp. 19 2 -7  

‘The state of the Irish affairs, for the honourable mem bers of the Houses o f Parliament’ 
[London, 1646), p. 20.
11 l lA p r .  1649,Cy,vi, p. 184.
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money.12 As the value of land plummeted, it became d e a r  that Irish land could be 

used more effectively to pay off existing government debt at official rates rather 

than raise new capital at market prices. Indeed, as with the sale of Crown lands 

in England during the 1640s, a subject examined by Ian Gentles, ‘it was the 

Commonwealth's debts rather than any intention to exterminate its enemies’ 

that was the main motive behind the Cromwellian land settlement in Ireland.

Historians have not determined at what point Parliament decided to, as 

Bottigheimer terms it, ‘convert what began in 1643 as the right of a soldier 

fighting in Ireland to receive his pay in Irish land, into an obligation to do so’.̂ "̂  

The first mention of such an arrangement occurred in January 1652, when the 

Commissioners dispatched an anxious letter on the subject of army arrears to 

Parliament. Their missive was composed in the aftermath of an eight-day 

meeting in Kilkenny with all the general officers and most of the field officers and 

contained detailed suggestions about how the Adventurers should be allocated 

lands in Ireland.^^ It also contained this proposal: ‘that all the forces may be fixed 

to their respective garrisons and quarters, and have lands assigned to them as 

well for their arrears, as in lieu (at least part) of their present pay, to the end they 

may be encouraged to follow husbandry, and to maintain their own interest, as 

well as that of the Commonwealth’ [my ita lics] .Suggesting  that the current pay 

of all soldiers could be made in the form of land was a significant development: 

previous proposals had specified that only officers would receive land in 

payment for their arrears.

Remunerating soldiers with Irish land made sense. Cash from England arrived in 

Ireland only intermittently and money raised through excise and custom taxes 

was insufficient to pay for the army there. In a letter to Ludlow in September

1651, John Jones complained of the dire financial situation. Food was required to 

keep the soldiers alive, but it was also necessary to pay some troops that were

Armstrong, 'The Long Parliament goes to w ar’, pp. 89-91; Bottigheimer, English Money, pp. 
117-9; 29 Jan. 1652, Cal. S. P. Dorn., 1651 -1 6 5 2 , p. 124.

Ian Gentles, 'The Sales of Crown Lands during the English Revolution', The Economic History 
Review, xxvi, no. 4 [1973), p. 614.

Bottigheimer, English Money, p. 119.
Mercurius Politicus, 2 2 -2 9  Jan. 1652, p. 1375; Commissioners to the Council o f State, 7 Jan.

1652, Dunlop, i. p. 121.
Ibid., p. 121.
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'much in arrears’. The little money left in the public treasuries vv̂ as 'the last 

dropp of oyle in our cruce’, Jones wrote with exasperation, 'and that being spent 

wee know not what to do’.̂  ̂ It is clear from others letters sent throughout 1651 

and 1652 that the Irish assessment tax fell far short of what was required to pay 

the soldiers. In February 1652, the Commissioners sent a document to the 

Council of State that showed that all the precincts in Ireland were in deficit. The 

cost of the army in Limerick, for example, was £8,000 per month, but the 

assessment money collected amounted to only just over £3,000.^^ Furthermore, 

many counties were still under enemy control or were so desolate that taxes 

could not be collected at all. The Commissioners warned that if 'the monthly 

supply be not sent over in money... it is impossible to prevent soldiers taking of 

free quarter, which will immediately destroy the monthly assessments, contract 

great arrears upon the State and disable such as serve the Parliament here to 

make provision for the forces when they march'.^^

The Commissioners' idea of paying soldiers with Irish land, coming on the heels 

of a marathon meeting with the most important military officers, at least 

appealed to the army, if it did not actually emanate from it. Officers themselves 

also successfully lobbied Parliament for the payment of their personal arrears 

with Irish land.^o In the January letter the Commissioners proposed that sixteen 

of Ireland's counties would be reserved for the exclusive satisfaction of the 

Adventurers. These sixteen counties would be divided into four allotments and 

lots would be cast by the Adventurers in order to determine in which allotment, 

or province, they would receive land. The letter proposed that the allotments 

should be in the following counties, which indicates that the scheme of 

transplanting the Irish to Connacht had not yet been devised:

The first allotment to consist of the counties of Limerick and Kerry in Munster, and Clare and 

Galway in Connaught.

The second allotment to consist of the counties of Kilkenny, Wexford, Wicklow and Carlow in 

Leinster.

John Jones to Edmund Ludlow, 3 Sept. 1651, Mayer (ed.], ‘Inedited Letters’, p. 4. 
Commissioners to the Council of State, 20 Feb. 1652, D u n lo p ,  i, p. 139-40.

15 Ibid., i, p. 140.
2° See p. 49
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T he third a llo tm en t to  co n sist o f  the cou n ties o f W estm eath  and Longford in L einster, and

Cavan and M onaghan in Ulster.

T he fourth a llo tm en t to con sist o f  the cou n ties o f  Ferm anagh and D onegal in U lster and

Leitrim and Sligo in Connaught.^i

Dunlop noted that the land recommended for the Adventurers ŵ as 'some of the 

worst lands in Ireland’; in addition, many of these counties were still under 

enemy control.22 They also recommended the establishment of a new Pale inside 

the area on which the rivers Barrow and the Boyne bordered, but obviously only 

the second allotment would provide Adventurers with a chance of inhabiting this 

area. The Commissioners and officers were anxious that the Adventurers would 

begin to plant immediately 'notwithstanding the war is not yet ended' but that 

they 'may plant together to their mutual strength’. ŝ Obviously populating land 

that was waste or uninhabited with planters would yield contribution tax and 

food in a country which was financially, and indeed literally, starved.

The proposals were coldly received by the Adventurers whom Parliament 

immediately ordered to attend 'the Committee sitting in the Speaker's Chamber, 

to consider of publick Business, for settling some speedy Way for the satisfying 

of their Adventures out of [Irish] L a n d s '.^ ^  The Adventurers devised counter 

proposals, which were presented to Parliament on 6 April.^s They calculated that 

the Adventurers Act and the Doubling Ordinance entitled them to over one 

million Irish acres of 'profitable' land (i.e. excluding 'bogs, woods and barren 

mountains'] in the four provinces and, as the Doubling Ordinance entitled them 

to extra land from a province of their choice, Munster was selected for this 

purpose. They argued that it was 'impossible at this time' to undertake the 

plantation unless 'far greater encouragements than all the acts and ordinances 

do yet hold out' were provided, such as half a million acres more in Ireland, to be 

divided up between them. If such an acceptable compromise were not held out,

21 C om m issioners to the Council o f  State, 7 |an . 1 6 52 , Dunlop, i. p. 121.
22 Ibid., p. 121n . In a le tter  to  th e Council o f State sen t in February 1652 , th e C om m issioners  
noted  that Ferm anagh, M onaghan, Leitrim and Sligo w ere  'under th e  control o f  the enem y... 
w h o lly ’ and th at Longford, W icklow  and W estm eath  w ere  ‘w h olly  in rebellion  or w a ste , excep t a 
little  w e  have o u t o f  W estm eath', 20 Feb. 1652 , ibid., 1, p. 140.
23 C om m issioners to the Council o f  State, 7 Jan. 1 6 52 , ibid., p. 120.
2"̂ 30  ]an. 1 6 5 2 , Cj, vii, p. 79.
25 B ottigheim er, English M oney, pp. 1 2 1 -2 .
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they boldly suggested that they were entitled to receive cash returns on their 

investments with 8 per cent interest per annum.^^ The Adventurers held one 

strong card; if Ireland was not planted, it would become 'a wild, howling, 

wilderness’ that would not be able to pay for its own g o v ern an ce .^ ^  Parliament 

referred these proposals to the Council of State, and the latter was also enjoined 

‘to consider how the Soldiers that have been, or shall be, disbanded in Ireland, 

and those Officers there, for whom there hath been no Provision made here, may 

have reasonable Satisfaction given to them in Ireland, for their S erv ice ’.^e It had 

become obvious at this stage that the Adventurers and soldiers were struggling 

for control over the land settlement in Ireland, but the power to design it 

ultimately rested with Parliament.

Little progress could be made on the Irish land settlement until Parliament 

enacted legislation specifying who in Ireland was liable for land confiscation, a 

point that was made by the Adventurers, in May 1652: 'albeit [we] neither do nor 

can plead for the Irish, yet for that the Parliament hath not declared their 

pleasure touching the natives, whether Protestants or others, the Adventurers 

can say nothing to the exempting or admitting of the Irish until the Parliament 

hath disposed of them’.^̂  Parliament waited until August 1652, however, to 

approve of the Act of Settlement, the legislation that categorised the delinquency 

of rebels in Ireland and determined what proportions of Irish estates would be 

confiscated.

But who was responsible for the Act of Settlement? Richard Bagwell, who 

remains one of the main authorities for the political history of Cromwellian 

Ireland, largely skirted this issue. He assumed that the contents of the legislation 

were influenced by events in 1652, in particular the winding down of the war 

and Henry Jones's presentation of an abstract of Irish atrocities, which had 

allegedly occurred in 1641, to Parliament in the spring of 1652.30 Bagwell 

appears to have been unaware of evidence contained among the Egerton MSS in

26 Carte MS 67, f. 230.
27 Ibid., f. 230.
28 20 Apr. 1652,Cy,vii, p. 123.
2̂  ‘The Committee of the Adventurers to the Committee for Proposals’, 14 May 1652, HMC 
Portland, i, p. 649.
30 Bagwell, Ireland under the Stuarts, ii, p. 317.
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the British Library, and the Tanner MSS in the Bodleian Library, which prove 

that the main provisions of the Act of Settlement w ere  draw n up as early as 

March 1651. In tha t month, Ireton and the Commissioners sent a le tter to 

parliament, which contained the following

And therefore upon ser iou s consideration  o f the p resen t state o f affairs here, and that the 

justice and m ercy o f  the parliam ent m ight be extended  to all th e peop le h ere in som e  

m easure p rop ortionab le to their resp ective dem erits, w e  have framed the en closed  

qualifications to  be ten d ered  (if thought fit] to the consideration  of Parliam ent-.^i

These qualifications -  which John Cunningham term s ‘Ireton’s Qualifications', but 

which shall here  be te rm ed  the 'Original Qualifications’ -  w ere received by 

Parliament the following month, on 22 April, and debated on 24 April.32 They 

w ere referred to the Council of State and the Irish Committee for correction and 

am endments, and they reappeared  in the form of a bill over a year later on 10 

August 1652. It will become clear tha t the im portant provisions of the Act of 

Settlement w ere actually drawn up in Ireland and w ere  contained in the 

qualifications sent to Parliament.

Cunningham contests tha t the Original Qualifications w ere  undoubtedly the 

handiwork of Henry Ireton; however, the only evidence Cunningham advances in 

support of his assertion is a reference in Hierome’s Sankey's trea ty  with Colonel 

Edmund O’Dwyer in March 1652 to the ‘Qualifications of the late L[ord] 

Deputy’.33 Other sources suggest, however, tha t Ireton framed the qualifications 

in conjunction with the Commissioners. The letter that was attached to the 

Original Qualifications, and that Ireton and the Commissioners w ro te  to the 

Council of State, first m entions the qualifications in the following line:

[U]pon seriou s con sid eration  o f the p resen t state of affairs here, and that the justice and 

m ercy o f the parliam ent m ight be extended  to all the peop le h ere in som e m easure  

p roportionable to their resp ective  dem erits, w e h ave fram ed the en closed qualifications  to 

be ten dered  (if thou ght fit] to the consideration  o f Parliament...^^ [m y italics]

Ireton and Comm issioners to John Bradshaw, 24 Mar. 1651, IMC Tanner, p. 331.
32 22 and 14 April, CJ, vi, pp. 564, 566 -7 .
33 Severall proceedings in Parliam ent, 8 -1 5  Apr. 1652 (London, 1652], p. 2070.
3“̂ Ireton and Com m issioners to Bradshaw, 24 Mar. 1651, IMC Tanner, p. 331.
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The le tter is signed by all five Commissioners and was referred to in the 

Commons Journal as a 'Letter from the Commissioners of the Parliam ent in 

Ireland from K i l k e n n y ' . ^ s  There are o ther reasons for assuming the 

Commissioners w ere  involved in framing the Original Qualifications. The 

am endm ents to the Original Qualifications tha t w ere  sent to the Council of State 

in August 1651 w ere  included in a le tter from the Commissioners in Dublin, 

when Ireton was heading military operations in Limerick; indeed the  Council of 

State referred  to the qualifications as 'the qualifications offered by the Lord 

Deputy General, and the C o m m i s s i o n e r s ’.^s Ireton was undoubtedly  a forceful 

personality bu t he was not autocratic. As discussed in Chapter 2, w hen it came to 

im portan t decisions on w ar  and governm ent policy in Ireland, Ireton constantly 

consulted senior arm y officers and the o ther Commissioners. This was 

particularly the case during the spring of 1651, w hen the Commissioners and 

Ireton discussed a range of issues whilst in Kilkenny.

The Original Qualifications tha t the Commissioners sent to Parliament in March 

1651 can be found among the Egerton MSS and also, in an abridged form, in the 

Commons J o u r n a l . They w ere  debated by the MPs almost immediately after 

they w ere  received in London and, on 24 April, the first th ree  articles w ere  read 

and approved with only m inor am endments. The fourth article, which outlined 

which individuals (106 w ere  nam ed in total) would be prohibited from seeking 

pardon for life and estate, was debated and approved of and subsequently 

referred to the Council of State so that it could consider o ther rebel leaders for

i n c l u s i o n . 3 8  Debate on the qualifications was postponed until 22 and 24 July,

w hen all the remaining articles w ere  debated and approved of, w ith  only minor 

amendments.3^ Three weeks later, Parliament ordered the Council of State to 

report  its list of individuals to be excepted from pardon for life and estate.'’̂'’ No 

list was presented  and Parliament requested a list of names in October and again

35 22 Apr. 1651, cy, Vi, p. 564.
W heeler, Cromwell in Ireland, pp. 214-29; Commissioners to the Council o f State’s com m ittee 

for Irish affairs, 25 Aug. 1651, Dunlop, i, pp. 28-9; 24 Apr. 1651, Cal. S. P. Dorn. 1651, p. 164.
Draft of the Act of Settlem ent and Qualifications, 22 Apr. 1651, am ended 22 and 24 Jul. 1651,

BL Egerton MS 1048, ff. 123-5; 24  Apr. 1651, CJ, vi, pp. 566 -7 .
38 Ibid., pp. 567; 24 Apr. 1651, Cal. S. P. Dorn. 1651, p. 164.
39 22 and 24 Jul. 1651, C], vi, pp. 607, 609.

13 Aug. 1651, ibid., vi, p. 621.
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in January and in April 1652.^^ It is difficult to reach a satisfactory explanation of 

the dilatoriness of W estm inster’s enactm ent of the Qualifications, particularly as 

they  w ere crucial to facilitating the su rrender  of Irish troops. John Jones 

complained tha t in the absence of qualifications, the common people were 

persuaded  tha t 'Pari': win grant them noe term es for Religion, Lives, or Estates’ 

and continued to fight Parliamentary forces as a result.'^^ The Council of State 

may have been chary of drawing up a list of names that could divide opinion in 

Parliament but, despite the Rump's reputation for slackness, the stalemate on the 

Qualifications is nothing short of remarkable.

Parliam ent’s representatives in Ireland became impatient. In August 1651 the 

Commissioners sent a letter to the Council of State, which recom m ended several 

am endm ents  to the Original Qualifications. They w ere concerned tha t the ninth 

qualification, which excused every ‘Person and Persons, having not real Estate in 

Ireland, nor personal Estate to the Value of Ten Pounds’, would acquit those 

guilty of murder. They also requested that the seventh article, which guaranteed 

tha t Parliament would not execute those who laid down arms within twenty- 

eight days of the publication of the qualifications, be am ended so tha t only ‘the 

Lord Deputy-General shall have pow er to hold forth such a Qualification to such 

only of them as he shall think fit'. They explained this change was necessary 

because the Original Qualifications w ere  to act as an inducem ent to those in 

Connacht, when they first tried to conquer that province, to lay down arms.^3 

Now tha t the Parliamentary forces there  w ere  in a superior position, they did not 

w an t those who had previously rejected summons to su rrender  to benefit from 

this article. These changes w ere ultimately implemented and dem onstra te  that 

opinion in Ireland inclined tow ard a harsher  settlem ent in relation to Irish and 

Royalist delinquents.^^

«  25 Jan. 1652, C a l S. P. Dorn., 1651-1652, p. 125; 6 Apr. 1652, CJ, vii, p. 115.
John Jones to Thomas Scott, 19 Nov. 1651, Mayer [ed.], 'Inedited Letters', p. 21.
Commissioners to the Council of State’s committee for Irish affairs, 25 Aug. 1651, D u n lo p , i, pp. 

28-9.
The Commissioners’ letter of August 1651 exemplifies the problem with Barber’s assertion 

that the Commissioners advocated a more lenient policy in regard to the Irish than the army. 
Barber, 'Irish Undercurrents', 318-20.
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After Ireton's death, the Commissioners repeatedly wrote to Parhament urging 

the enactment of the quahfications. Jones privately beseeched Thomas Scott, a 

member of the Council of State, to assist in Irish affairs and declared that it was 

'high time’ the qualifications were officially endorsed.'^^ A letter from the 

Commissioners to the Parliament on 4 February 1652 highlights the problems 

that arose when Parliamentary officers were faced with the prospect of 

negotiating the surrender of Irish forces without approved qualifications, but is 

another example of how the Commissioners and officers cooperated closely:

Several of the enemy's party have made some overtures to come in and submit, and at our 

being at Kilkenny and Portumna, with advice of your officers there, some rules have been 

given to those commanding in chief in several quarters to receive such whose coming in 

may be for your service; but the not knowing your pleasure, concerning the qualifications 

or terms to be held out to the Irish, doth render us not so serviceable in those particulars 

as otherwise we conceive we might be.'̂ ®

In practice, Parliamentary officers entered into treaties with their Irish 

counterparts on a case-by-case basis. These treaties demonstrate that the 

officers anticipated legislation on qualifications, as can be seen from the sixth 

clause of a treaty with Irish commanders under the Earl of Westmeath in May 

1652: T ha t as to the real estates of any comprehended in these Articles they 

shall have equal benefit with others under the like qualifications with 

themselves, in any offers that shall be hereafter held out by the Parliament of the 

Commonwealth of England’."̂  ̂ The treaties also show that the Commissioners 

and army officers collaborated during surrender negotiations. When Clanricarde 

sought to negotiate a peace treaty with the Parliamentarian army, Ludlow 

replied that it was his view, and that of 'the  Commissioners of the Parliament of 

England and divers General and Field Officers of their army', that they should not 

'capitulate with those who ought to be in submission'.^^ A despatch from the 

Commissioners to the Council of State on the subject of John Fitzpatrick’s 

surrender several weeks later also indicates the preeminent role of the officers

“̂5 Commissioners and army officers to the Council of State, 26 Dec. 1651 and Commissioners to 
Parliament 8 Jan. 1652, ibid., i, pp. 114,123; John Jones to Thomas Scott, 19 Nov. 1651, Mayer 
(ed.), 'Inedited Letters’, p. 21 

Commissioners to Parliament, 4 Feb. 1652, D unlop, i, p. 129.
Terms of the Treaty of Kilkenny, 12 May 1652, ibid, i, p. 200.
Edmund Ludlow to the Earl of Clanricarde, 24 Feb. 1652, ibid., i, pp. 145-6.
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in deciding on the possibility of his surrender. 'The directions to treat with 

[Fitzpatrick]’, the Commissioners wrote, 'were agreed on by advice of so many of 

your officers as could well be got together, who upon return of the same to us 

w ere again consulted with, and it was conceived in all their opinions here upon 

the place, that the consenting to these Articles much conduced to your service’. 

The officers also decided on the terms of surrender, as the Commissioners 

explained;

the  ag reem en t w ith F itzpatrick  is ready for a conclusion, and to  th a t end the Com m issary- 

General [Venables], Col. Hewson, Col. Lawrence, Col. Axtell, A djutant-G eneral Allen, w ith 

som e o th ers  are  gone w ith instructions, ag reed  on a t a Council of Officers, by an 

unan im ous consent, the  effect w h ereo f are  the  conditions Col. V enables w as au tho rised  to 

give to  those  in Ulster... and th a t ag reem ent ha th  since been  approved  by us (by advice of 

a Genera! Council of Officers).'*^

The officers were in favour of treating with Fitzpatrick in order to prevent 'a 

general rising of the nation’ and to 'conduce to the breaking [the] generally 

endeavoured union' of the rebels.^*’ Their anxiety to effect a settlem ent was such 

that they were prepared to make concessions on the vexed issue of religion. An 

additional article appended to the main surrender terms agreed to by the 

Leinster army contained the following provision:

W e do declare  th a t it is the in ten tion  of the C om m issioners of P arliam ent th a t all persons 

living in th is  nation of Ireland shall have the benefit of the  Act of P arliam ent en titled  'An 

Act for the re lief of the  religious and peaceable people from  the rigour of fo rm er Acts of 

P arliam en t in m a tte rs  of Religion’ bearing  da te  27th S ep tem ber 1650. And w e do fu rth er 

declare  th a t it is th e ir  in ten tion , and the in ten tion  of th e ir  m in isters  h ere  no t to com pel 

any th e  R ecusants in th is nation  to th e ir  w orsh ip  or divine service co n tra ry  to  th e ir 

consciences.^1

These treaties had to be ratified by Parliament but the latter was less willing to 

guarantee freedom of religion than the officers and Commissioners: in June 

1652, Parliament voted that the Relief Act should only extend to those Irish who

Commissioners to the Council of State, 22 Mar. 1652 and Commissioners to Parliament, 6 May 
1652, ibid., i, pp. 1 4 7 -8 ,185 -6 .
50 Commissioners to the Council of State, 22 Mar. 1652, ibid., i, p. 148.
51 Explanation o fthe  Treaty of Kilkenny, 12 May 1652, ibid., i, p. 203; this provision is also 
discussed by Cunningham, ‘Transplantation to Connacht', pp. 56-7.
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w ere not C a t h o l i c . ^ ^  Altering the treaty with the Leinster army was a provocative 

act because the honouring of articles of war was hugely important to officers, as 

the historian of the New Model Army has written:

To every  com m ander from  Fairfax dow nw ard  it w as of the  u tm ost im portance  th a t the  

te rm s w hich they  g ran ted  to th e ir  defeated  foes should be upheld  by P arliam ent and  the  

courts. A nything less w ould be highly destructive  of m ilitary  s e l f - r e s p e c t . ^ ^

In a petition of August 1652, the army officers in England specifically demanded 

that 'all Articles of war given to the enemy, may be made good’ and Parliament 

enacted legislation to that effect in September 1652 -  a move that historians 

perceive as a concession to the army.^^ in 1654, when the Act of Settlement 

appeared to conflict with the articles of surrender afforded to the Leinster army, 

Cromwell urged for the performance of the latter, 'being sensible how much the 

faith of the army and our own honour and justice is concerned in the just 

performance of articles’.̂ s

On 5 May, the Commissioners and officers sent a letter to Parliament, which was 

composed in the aftermath of a meeting with the general and field officers. It 

contained abstracts from Henry Jones’s depositions from victims of the 1641 

rebellion. The letter memorably implored Parliament, when deciding Ireland’s 

future, not to deal with the nation leniently:

And indeed so deeply w ere all affected with the barbarous wickedness of the actors in these 

cruel m urders and m assacres... th a t we are much afraid our behaviour tow ards this people 

may never sufficiently avenge the same. And fearing lest others who are at greater distance 

might be moved to the lenity which we have found no small tem ptation in ourselves, and we 

not knowing but tha t the parliam ent might be shortly in pursuance if a speedy settlem ent of 

this nation, and thereby some tender concessions might be concluded through your being 

unacquainted w ith the abominations, we have caused this enclosed abstract to be transcribed 

and made fit for your view.^®

521 Jun. 1652, CJ, vii, pp. 137-8.
53 Gentles, New Model Army, p. 421.
5̂  ̂Massarella, 'Politics of the Army’, i, p. 289; 'An Act for reviving a form er Act for Relief of 
Persons upon Articles’, Firth and Rait, ii, pp. 618-20; Gentles, New Model Army, pp. 421-2; A 
Perfect Diurnall, 9 -16  Aug. 1652 (London, 1652), p. 2091.
55 Cromwell to the Commissioners, 1 Apr. 1654, Dunlop, ii, p. 414.
5® Commissioners to Parliament, 5 May 1652, ibid., i, pp. 179-80 and IMC Tanner, p. 355.
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Cunningham has recently disputed Bagwell’s contention that the le tter and its 

gory abstract of atrocities was intended to influence, or actually influenced, w hat 

came to be the Act of Settlement.^'^ He notes how  Jones and o ther senior 

Cromwellian officers were, at the time the abstract was publicised, involved in 

su rrender  negotiations with the Irish in which the latter gained significant 

concessions. In particular, the second clause of the Original Quafications, which 

exempted all those involved in the Confederates’ General Assembly and Supreme 

Council, was excluded from the articles with the Leinster army in May 1652. 

Cunningham had previously considered Jones's actions ‘contradictory’ because 

'one w eek he was graphically publicising the m urders  allegedly committed by 

the Irish while the next he was negotiating concessions with them'; more 

recently he has concluded that ‘it was perhaps inevitable that some concessions 

would be made once negotations took place’.^̂

There is nothing incoherent in the army's attitude at this time and the pow er of 

the spectre of the 1641 rebellion should not be underestimated. While the 

officers w ere  keen to come to term s with their Irish counterparts  for practical 

military considerations, they w ere always insistent tha t those responsible for the 

m urders  and massacres of the first year of the rebellion be held to account. In 

August 1652, the Commissioners w rote  a letter to Parliament requesting the 

establishment of a High Court of Justice to try  the rebels.^^ On the same day the 

Commissioners despatched a letter to the Council of State, in which they they 

explained that the catastrophic outbreak of plague, which resulted in the deaths 

of thousands of English soldiers in Ireland, was perceived as a signal of God’s 

displeasure tha t those responsible for the m urders  of 1641 had not received 

justice:

It having pleased God... to make inquiry after the cruel murders, it being much on the spirits of 

som e that the tokens of God’s displeasure [in the breaking out of the plague} is continued in 

many tow ns and garrisons and spread in many places of the country, because the said 

murders and m assacres, which have provoked the Lord to pour out the vials o f his wrath upon

John Cunningham, ‘1641 and the Shaping of Cromwellian Ireland’, in Eamon Darcy et al. (eds.]. 
The 1641 Deposition and the Irish Rebellion (London, 2012], pp.156-65 .
58 Cunningham, 'Transplantation to Connacht’, p. 57; Cunningham, 'Shaping of Cromwellian 
Ireland', p. 164.

Comm issioners to Parliament, 11 Aug. 1652, Dunlop, p. 245.
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this nation, have not been effectually inquired after and prosccuted, and thereby his justice

vindicated.®o

On C hristm as Day 1 6 5 2 , th e  C om m ission ers w ro te  to Colonel R obert Phaire, th e  

go v ern o r  o f  Cork, urging h im  to  carry ou t th e execu tion  o f th o se  sen ten ced  to  

death  by th e High Court o f  Justice in Cork w ith o u t delay, urging: 'w e dare n ot  

d raw  upon our h ead s th e gu ilt o f  d elay ing  th e execu tin g  th at ju stice ’.^i F ocusing  

on the gu ilt o f  th o se  re sp o n sib le  for m urders in 16 4 1  w a s n ot sim p ly  a p olem ical 

ploy: as d iscu ssed  in Chapter 1, m any officers sa w  th e cam paign in Ireland as 

noth in g  sh ort o f an aven g in g  crusade on  b eh a lf o f  fe llo w  P rotestan ts in Ireland. 

M oreover, it is u n su rp risin g  that th ey  w ou ld  in sist on th e p u n ish m en t o f th o se  

resp o n sib le  for m urders and m a ssa cres in v io la tion  o f gen era lly  accep ted  ru les  

o f  w a r .^2 In March 1 6 5 2 , L udlow  castigated  th e C onfederate lead er Sir Richard  

Blake for not d eliverin g  'up th o se  A chans to ju stice for w h o se  in iquity  th e land  

mourns'.^^ But it w ou ld  b e naive n o t to  recogn ise  that, by em p h asisin g  th e  

horrific nature o f  th e a lleged  crim es com m itted  in the cou rse o f  the Irish  

rebellion , th e C om m ission ers and so ld iers  w e re  a lso  a ttem p tin g  to spur lethargic  

MPs to push  through Irish leg isla tion  ev en  if the su b stan ce o f  that leg isla tion  had  

b een  a lready largely  d ecid ed  on.

T he Rump's d ila tor in ess in confirm ing th e Original Q ualifications and all artic les  

o f su rren d er hardly en d eared  itse lf  to  th e arm y in Ireland. In order to sp eed  up 

th e p rogress o f  leg isla tion  on  Ireland and p o ssib ly  due to h is w o rsen in g  rela tions  

w ith  arm y officers, th e  Parliam entary C om m issioners d esp atch ed  on e o f th eir  

num ber, th e  republican  MP John W eaver, to  London. He arrived in April 1 6 5 2  

and m ade th ree im p ortan t p rop osa ls  to  th e Council o f  State: first, that the  

A dventurers cast lo ts  for Irish land im m ediately; second , that a 'pale' area  

b etw e en  th e B oyne and B arrow  be secured; and third, that Irish land w ou ld  be

Commissioners to the Council o f State, 11 Aug. 1652, ibid., i, p. 248.
** Commissioners to Phaire, 25 December 1652, ibid., ii, p. 310.
“  For a discussion o f the relevant rules of war see, Barbara Donagan, 'Codes and Conduct in the 
English Civil War’, Past and Present, no. 118 (Feb. 1988], pp. 74 -6 .

Ludlow to Blake, 19 March 1652, Dunlop, i, p. 159. According to the Book of Joshua, Achan’s 
m isdem eanours resulted in the collective punishm ent of the Israelites [Joshua 7 :1 -26] but 
biblical scholars have noted that Achan is, in fact, representative of the Israelite community, 
som ething which suggests Ludlow may have view ed the Irish Catholic nation as collectively  
responsible for the murder of Protestants during the 1641 rebellion: F. A. Spina, The Faith Of The 
Outsider: Exclusion And Inclusion In The Biblical Story, p. 65.

6 8



Chapter 3: Ireland and the Deterioration in Army-Rump relations, 1651-3

assigned to the soldiers in lieu of p resen t pay and arrears  in order  to save money 

and encourage husbandry. In response, Weaver w^as appointed chairman of a 

Committee for Proposals for the Adventurers for Ireland and he was also 

ordered to advise the Council of State’s Irish Committee on the issue of 

q u a l i f i c a t i o n s I n  the midst of debates on the qualifications, however, the 

unthinkable occurred: on 19 May, in a ‘suddaine and unexpected’ move, the 

Rump voted to abolish the Lord Lieutenancy.^^

The abolition of the Lord Lieutenancy was a w atershed  m om ent in Rump-army 

relations. Until recently, it had not received significant trea tm en t in the 

historiography. Brief accounts by S. R. Gardiner, Richard Bagwell, Austin 

Woolrych and David Farr focussed on the associated abolition of the Deputy Lord 

Lieutenancy, to which office Lambert had been prom oted  in January 1652. 

Blair W orden merely refers to the episode in passing; indeed, W orden’s seminal 

study of the Rump is notably deficient in its trea tm en t of one of the most 

contentious political issues in 1652 and 1653: the Irish settlement. The apparent 

lack of in teres t in Irish affairs in London during this period can be partly 

explained by the fact that, for the first time, the Commonwealth was preparing 

itself for war. The naval conflict with Holland erupted in May 1652 and it looms 

large in the Rump’s historiography. The o ther problem relating to investigating 

Irish political affairs is the absence of reliable sources for the period: Worden 

complains tha t the House of Commons Journal becomes 'increasingly scanty’ 

during the last year of the Rump and that o ther  sources are either 

'unforthcoming or unreliable’.^̂  Any analysis of Rump politics during this period 

must, therefore, contain a good m easure of speculation.

Recently, however, there has been a renew ed in teres t in the abolition of the 

office of the Lord Lieutenant of Ireland. John Morrill was perplexed that both

6'*̂ Resolutions o f Parliament’s com m ittee for proposals from the Adventurers, 12 May 1652, ]. T. 
Gilbert, i4 Contem porary History o f  Affairs in Ireland, from  1641 to 1652, iii, p. 319; 18 May, 1652, 
C], vii, p. 133.

New sletter of 22 May 1652, Clarke MS 22, f. 95v.
66 Morrill, 'Cromwell, Parliament, Ireland’, pp. 193-214; Worden, Rump-, Gardiner, Commonwealth  
and Protectorate; Bagwell, Ireland under the Stuarts, ii, p. 319; Woolrych, Britain in Revolution, p. 
522; David Farr, John Lambert, parliam entary soldier and Cromwellian major-general, 1619-1684  
(Woodbridge, 2003], p. 119.
67 Worden, Rump, p. 300.
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prim ary and secondary sources fail to recognise tha t Lambert was not the only 

victim of Parliament’s vote on 19 May: Oliver Cromwell was also stripped of the 

prestigious title of Lord Lieutenant.^^ Morrill suspected tha t the silence of 

contem porary  newsbooks on this dimension of the affair indicates that the 

censors deem ed it was too politically sensitive to be w ritten  about. He also 

expressed the following tentative hypothesis: '[m]y preference, weakening as I 

have w ritten  this article, bu t still a preference, is tha t policy, as well as 

personality, lay behind the events of 19 -20  May 1652’. The policy Morrill alludes 

to is the Irish settlement, in particular the Qualifications. Morrill connects the 

abolition of the Lord Lieutenancy with Cromwell's personal stance on the 

Qualifications: 'in o rder  to push through its Irish settlement, the Rump may have 

thought it necessary to remove Cromwell from his dom inant position in Irish 

affairs’. Indeed he argues that ‘there  is quite a lot of evidence tha t [Cromwell] 

was opposed’ to the Irish settlement. The only evidence that supports  this 

assertion is first, Cromwell’s various declarations after Dunbar and W orcester 

that suggest he was in favour of showing ‘mercy’ to those he conquered; second, 

his associated policy of punishing but not extirpating English Royalist Catholics 

after the Protectorate was established; third, the Council of State’s decision to 

order him to go to Dover on 20 May, when the Irish sett lem ent was being 

debated, in o rder  to p repare  for impending w ar with Holland, looks suspiciously 

like a design to remove Cromwell from Parliament w hen Irish legislation was 

being pushed through.

There w ere  few grounds for believing Cromwell adopted a lenient position on 

the Irish settlement, or tha t he needed to be got rid of in o rder  to legislate for it, 

until Cunningham investigated the issue.^^ The Act of Settlement made only 

minor am endm ents to the Original Qualifications, which w ere  drafted by Ireton, 

the arm y and the Commissioners and it is unlikely tha t Ire ton’s view of the Irish 

settlem ent diverged significantly from tha t of his father-in-law. As noted in 

Chapter 1, Cromwell was m ore than willing to allude to the atrocities of 1641 in

Morrill, 'Cromwell, Parliament, Ireland', p. 203.
69 Ibid., p. 198.
™ Cunningham, ‘Oliver Cromwell and the "Cromwellian” Settlement of Ireland’, H J, lii, no. 4 
(2012], pp. 919-37.
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o rd e r  to  popu lar ise  his cam paign  in Ireland; m oreover, his a t t i tu d e  to  the  Godly 

P resby te rian s  of Scotland, o r  to his com patr io ts  for th a t  m atte r ,  h a rd ly  suggests 

an  identical policy in regard  to  th e  'b a rb a ro u s '  Irish. C unningham  d e m o n s tra te d  

that, in 1653, Cromwell offered considerab le  concessions to individual Irish 

Catholics w h o  lobbied  him in London. After in te rven tions  by Cromwell, Oliver 

Fitzpatrick  re ta in ed  lands in Dublin and  John Grace, w h o  had  se rved  in the  

C onfedera tes’ General Assembly, w as  a llowed com p o u n d  for his e s ta te  r a th e r  

th an  tran sp lan t .  The concession to  the  fo rm er  was, how ever ,  p robab ly  due  to  his 

connections  w ith  th e  Holies family and  the  la t te r  rece ived  a g u a ra n tee  from 

Ireton  th a t  'he shou ld  be adm itted  to a com position  for his esta tes , a t  an easy 

r a t e ’, for n u m e ro u s  services th a t  Grace had  p e r f o r m e d . T h e s e  individual 

d ispensa tions  do n o t  necessarily  d e m o n s t ra te  a p a r t icu la r  a t t i tu d e  to w a rd s  the 

Irish Catholic na tion  generally. Cunningham  also po in ts  ou t that, in 1654, 

Cromwell w as  insistent, desp ite  opposition  from the  C om m issioners  in Ireland, 

th a t  all t rea tie s  nego tia ted  w ith  the  Irish be  honou red , even if they  held o u t  m ore  

generous  te rm s  th a n  the  Act of Settlement.'^^ This is m o re  indicative of the  fact 

th a t  honouring  t re a t ie s  w as  fundam en ta l  to the  h o n o u r  of the  a rm y  and  th a t  

Cromwell w as  keen  to  b ro ad e n  the  C om m onw ea lth ’s political base  of support .  

During the  lifetime of the  Rump, Cromwell w as s trong ly  in favour of g ran ting  

concessions to  Royalists and  vehem en tly  opposed  any  a t tem p ts  to w a te r  dow n 

the  concessions g ran ted  to  th em  in the  Act of Oblivion, w hich w as  enac ted  in 

Feb ruary  1 6 5 2 . i ndeed the  fact th a t  Cromwell in te rvened  on beha lf  of 

individual Irish lan d o w n e rs  is en tire ly  in keeping  w ith  his t r e a tm e n t  of several 

Royalists in England: in 1652 he lobbied P ar liam en t to ex tend  the  provis ions  of 

the  Act of Oblivion to  various  Royalists, including, Charles Cavendish [the 

b ro th e r  of th e  Duke of Newcastle], th e  Earl of Norwich and  his son. Lord 

Goring.^'^

In respec t  of Ireland, the  instinct to  conciliate w as  o v e rb o rn e  by  practical 

considerations . Cromwell w as  t read in g  a t igh trope: a lthough  he  w as  eager  to

Ibid., pp. 930 -1 .
2̂ Oliver Cromwell to the Commissioners, 29 Mar. 1654, Dunlop, ii, p. 414; Cunningham, 'Oliver 

Cromwell’, p. 929.
3̂ Gentles, New Model Army, pp. 416 -8 .

Barry Coward, Oliver Cromwell (Harlow, 1991), p. 83.
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render the Commonwealth as palatable to as many of its citizens as possible, it 

was important to secure sufficient land to satisfy the arrears of the war-weary 

soldiery. The most obvious reason to doubt the contention that Cromwell 

desired that Irish Catholics, whom the Act of Settlement particularly targeted, be 

treated more leniently is the fact that Cromwell subsequently authorised the 

whole-scale transplantation of Irish landowners. After the dissolution of the 

Rump, in April 1653, Cromwell and his officers made three executive orders that 

were then enshrined in the Act of Satisfaction. The implications of one order was 

that Irish proprietors who failed to transplant to Connacht by 1 May 1654 would 

be accounted 'spies or enemies... [and] for the same offence suffer death’.'̂  ̂

Where personal honour was not compromised, Cromwell and his officers were 

unforgiving pragmatists. In any event, one of the tellers in favour of the abolition 

of the Lord Lieutenancy, Henry Marten, was a strong advocate of treating the 

Irish leniently; why then would he vote to get rid of a Lord Lieutenant that had a 

similar agenda?^^

The real target of Parliament on 19 May was not simply Cromwell personally, 

although he had clearly suffered a grave insult: it was the army in general. The 

Lord Lieutenant of Ireland was mainly significant in a titular sense, but the Lord 

Deputy, as the reign of Ireton showed, was the real political powerhouse in 

Ireland; without him. Parliament's Commissioners were Ireland’s governors. The 

Lord Deputy was uniquely placed to promote the interests of the army and this 

was of crucial importance in the summer of 1652, when the Irish settlement -  on 

which the fortunes of 30,000 soldiers were dependant -  was being debated. 

Lambert was one of the ablest and most educated members of the Council of 

Officers and, by the time of his appointement as Lord Deputy, had become 'one of 

the most powerful men in the army'.' '̂  ̂He was keen on taking up the role of Lord 

Deputy and spent vast amounts of money preparing a stylish equipage for his 

new post. All of the (few) contemporary sources that mention the affair and 

which were not subject to censorship [Hutchinson, Whitelocke, Ludlow)

Futher Instructions unto Charles Fleetwood, Esq; Lieutenant General o f  the Arm y in Ireland, 
Edmund Ludlow, Esq; Lieutenant General o f  the Horse, Miles Corbet, Esq; and John lones, Esq... 
[London, 1653], p. 24.

For H eniy Marten see p. 86 below.
Gentles, New Model Army, pp. 4 1 8 -9 .
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concentrate on the abolition of the Deputy Lord Lieutenancy rather than of the 

Lord Lieutenancy.^^

The army itself saw the vote of 19 May as a way to prevent Lambert from coming 

to Ireland. In a lengthy and vituperative petition presented to Parliament many 

months after the event, in February 1653, the most senior officers in Ireland 

alleged that Weaver had agitated to abolish the Lord Lieutenancy, in order to 

arrogate power to himself:

[W eaver,] understan d in g  th a t Major Generali L am bert w as com eing over as Lord D eputy 

[w hose Pow er and Spirit he declared  w ould p rev en t his p u rp o ses  as the  Pow er of the  late 

Lord D eputy had form erly  done) he then  takeing  the  A dvantage of a p rivate  Business bu t 

chiefly in tend ing  to p rev en t the  M ajor Generalls comeing... goes over into England, w here  

(as to  th is Business] w e are  persw aded  he hoped  to  m anage his sp leen  against the  Armie 

to  b e tte r  Advantage..

It is also likely that the army and Weaver held different view s on the Articles of 

Dublin. These articles were agreed on by Ormonde and the English Parliament 

when Dublin surrendered in June 1647. The articles could not be relied on by 

those who subsequently joined Ormond’s alliance with the Confederates in 1649, 

but several prominent royalist landowners, who had not fought against 

Parliament, wished to invoke them. Edward Conway, Viscount Killultagh was one 

of their number, but his correspondence clearly demonstrates that Weaver was 

vehemently opposed to allowing anyone to benefit from the Articles of Dublin. 

Conway’s letter to his agent in June 1650 is revealing:

Mr W eauer is a very  v io len t m an to haue all p e rsons seq u estrd , and [declares?] a t the 

C om m ittee for Irish affaires to haue it rep o rted  to the Howse, th a t w e ought no t to  haue 

benefit by the  Articles of Dublin...®°

Lucy Hutchinson, Memoirs o f the Life o f Colonel Hutchinson [J. Hutchinson ed., London, 1808), 
pp. 330-1; Whitelocke, Memorials, p. 549; Ludlow, ii, pp. 318-20.

'The humble Representation of the Officers of the ir Armie in Ireland’, 18 Feb. 1653, Carte MS 
67, ff. 292-3. The Carte MS does not contain the date but an abridged version of the docum ent is 
contained, with the above date, in HMC Portland, i, 671-2.

Conway to Rawdon, 30 June 1652, Hastings MS, HA 14355, f. 2.1 am grateful to Dr Eamon 
Darcy for this reference. W eaver's stance was shared by the o ther Commissioners who, when the 
Articles of Dublin w ere confirmed by the Committee of Articles in Jan. 1653, angrily w rote 'we 
desire you and those entrusted  on the Commonwealth's behalf w ith you, to consider tha t by this 
vote there  is [lost] £100,000 at least a t one clap’, Commissioners to A rthur Haselrig, n.d., Dunlop, 
ii, p. 295; Order by the Commissioner for Articles, 7 Jan. 1653, Cal. S. P. Ire., 1647-1660, pp. 388-
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Denying Irish Royalists the benefit of the Dublin Articles would seriously damage 

the army’s honour.

There is further evidence of the Rump's attempting to dilute the army's authority 

over Irish affairs. In May 1652, Quartermaster-General John Vernon, who had 

formerly been Ireton's secretary, crossed the Irish Sea and spoke to the House 

during a debate on the Irish settlement, presumably to represent the army's 

views on Irish affairs and to clarify the terms of the treaty with Fitzpatrick.^^ The 

Council of State requested that Vernon be made a commissioner of the army in 

Ireland [presumably an administrative position), alongside two other men who 

w ere already serving as commissioners, due to 'the Necessity of a constant 

Attendance upon the Affairs in Ireland'. They proposed that Vernon's salary 

would be paid from money assigned to the army in Ireland. Parliament’s 

response was inflammatory: not only did Parliament refuse to appoint Vernon a 

Commissioner of the army in Ireland, but they also immediately got rid of the 

other two army c o m m i s s i o n e r s . ^ ^  j ^ e  move undoubtedly discomfitted officers in 

Ireland: Vernon was a well-connected senior officer with a high political profile. 

Moreover this event occured only one week before the Lord Lieutenancy was 

abolished. In later months, the army sought to reverse Parliament's decision and 

demanded that Vernon permanently reside in London, in order to represent 

their interests directly to Parliament.^^

Not only did the army have to deal with MPs who had become positively hostile 

towards it, but also the Rump had become extremely lax in all legislative areas. 

Gentles avers that, as a result of the outbreak of the Anglo-Dutch war on 19 May, 

when English and Dutch ships clashed in the Channel, the Rump ‘did next to 

nothing about tithes, law reform or the propagation of the gospel, all issues close 

to the officers' hearts’.̂ '̂  The Irish land settlement and the confirmation of terms 

of surrender were also issues close to the officers’ hearts, and the army was

9. This constitutes further evidence against Barber’s assertion that the Comm issioners w ere pro- 
Irish republicans and that the army w anted a m ore hard-line settlem ent. Barber, 'Irish 
Undercurrents’, pp. 318 -2 0 .
8 i2 8 M a y  1652,C ;,vii, p. 137.

The tw o other men w ere Thomas Herbert and Vincent Potter, 12 May 1652, ibid., vii, p. 131.
'The proposals of the officers for disbanding’, 9 Jun. 1653, Dunlop, ii, p. 368; Prendergast MS, ii, 

f f  201 -4 .
Gentles, New Model Army, p. 418.
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forced to take political action to break the stalemate. In June 1652 the officers in 

Ireland requested the Parliamentary Commissioners to attend a meeting of all 

the general and field officers. It took place on 8 July in Clonmel to accommodate 

Ludlow, who was en route from Kerry.®  ̂There, they resolved

to  add to Captain Vernon, Colonell Hewson, and A djutant Generali Allen, as Agents into 

England fully em pow ered  by Us, in ou r Nam es and on our behalfe, no t onely to  endeavour 

the  ob taineing  of M ajor Generali L am bert o r M ajor Generali F leetw ood to Com m and us, 

and  to  rep re sen t to  the  Parliam ent or Councill of State o u r Condition and the 

u n reasonab leness of the  D eductions p ropounded  by Mr W eaver, But also to  acquain t 

them  w ith  his dealings w ith  us, and  thereby  endeavour to  persw ade them  to rem ove him 

from  having any R elation to  th is Armie.®®

The 'deductions’ referred to were, according to the officers, Weaver’s proposals 

to reduce the pay of the army in Ireland and make subtractions from arrears on 

the basis that the army had availed itself of free quarter in Ire la n d .^ ^  At the same 

time Parliament considered similar cost-cutting proposals to apply to the armies 

elsew here in England and Scotland.^^ In regard to Weaver, the officers felt that it 

was their ‘Duty not to remain Silent being so much traduced by a Man that did 

not love us’; however, in deference to Weaver’s status as an MP, they decided not 

to name Weaver specifically in their representations to Parliament at this time.^^ 

The Commissioners also reported the Clonmel meeting to Parliament:

There hath been a late meeting of very many of your officers at Clonmel, of which they gave us 

notice a t Cork, and desired our coming th ither to them, where we w ere p resen t with them  in 

all th e ir debates and consultations, the result w hereof was put into w riting and sen t by Col. 

Hewson and Adjutant-General Allen...®®

The Commissioners w ere eager to emphasise the army’s good will to Parliament, 

perhaps fearing the hostile tenor of the petition: 'we did observe in every one of 

them met, a general desire to testify their due thankfulness for the great care of 

the Parliament in the plentiful provisions made for them hitherto, and that

See the Commissioners’ various correspondences in July 1653, Dunlop, i, pp. 231, 233, 236.
T h e  humble Representation of the Officers of the ir Armie in Ireland’, 18 Feb. 1653, Carte MS 

67, f. 293.
Ibid., f. 293. The arm y had previously prided itself on not exacting free q uarter from Irish 

inhabitants; Whitelocke, Memorials, p. 434.
Gentles, New Model Army, p. 424.
'The humble Representation of the Officers of their Armie in Ireland’, f. 293.
Commissioners to Parliament, 22 Jul. 1652, Dunlop, i, p. 236.
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nothing should be by them presented that might any way seem contrary to any 

resolutions of the Parliament concerning them, but in all things are most willing 

to be ordered by you’.̂ ^

Hewson and Allen travelled to London immediately (Vernon was already there), 

but one of their proposals, which were referred to the Irish and Scottish 

Committee, was already implemented by the time of their a r r i v a l on 8 July, 

the Council of State recommended Charles Fleetwood to serve as commander- 

in-chief in Ireland and the appointment was approved of by Parliament the 

following day.^3 Fleetwood was also appointed Commissioner in Ireland.

Fleetwood’s promotion was popular in Ireland. He had become extremely close 

to Cromwell over the course of the campaign in Scotland, in 1650-1, when he 

was made Lieutenant General of the horse, and his appointment came only four 

weeks after he married Ireton's widow and Cromwell's daughter, Bridget. 

Fleetwood’s in-laws and military experience rendered him a high-profile 

appointee. He arrived in Ireland on 11 September 1652 and he and the 

Parliamentary Commissioners imitated Ireton’s consultative process with army 

officers. Votes on important decisions were taken regularly, and the 

commander-in-chief was bound by them. At a Council of War in Kilkenny in 

September, Fleetv^ood, Ludlow, and the army officers decided that those 

excepted from pardon according to the Act of Settlement should be given 

‘licence to go into foreign parts in some convenient time’. Characteristically, this 

decision was arrived at democratically: Fleetwood and Ludlow voted against 

the motion but it was carried by the rest of the army officers present.^"^ The 

degree to which the army gained a prominent political role in Ireland had wider 

implications: it imbued officers with the confidence to lobby for an Irish 

settlement that was in the army’s interests.

Before Fleetwood’s departure, Hewson and Allen met with Cromwell, 

Fleetwood and several religious men at Cromwell’s residence at the Cockpit on 

20 July. The official record notes that the purpose of the meeting was to discuss

« Ibid., p. 236.
92 26 Jul. 1652, Cal. S. P. Dorn., 1 6 5 1 -1 6 5 2 , p. 347.
«  8 Jul. 1652, ibid., p. 322; 9 Jul. 1652, CJ, vii, p. 152.

‘At a Council of War held at Kilkenny 30 Sept. 1652 ’, Egerton MS 1762, f. 78.
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the sending of ministers to preach the Gospel in Ireland but it is hardly a 

coincidence that on the same day the Council of State resolved to move 

Parliament ‘to consider the  speedy passing of the Act before them, for satisfying 

the adventurers  for Ireland their proportion, the soldiers the ir  arrears, and for 

giving encouragement to p lan ters’.̂  ̂ In August 1652 there  v^as an intense bout 

of Parliamentary activity on the Irish settlement. The Qualifications had not yet 

been passed but Parliament decided to debate a bill on how  land w^ould be 

apportioned to Adventurers and soldiers. ‘An Act for the speedy and effectual 

Satisfaction of the Adventurers for Lands in Ireland, and of the Arrears due to 

the Soldiery; and for the Encouragement of Protestants, to plant and inhabit in 

Ireland' was read twice on 5 and 6 August. This was then abandoned and 

referred to a new  committee that was -  gallingly -  chaired by W eaver and his 

republican colleague. Colonel Algernon Sidney.

Between 10 and 12 August the Qualifications w ere  debated, am ended to a minor 

extent, and then swiftly enacted as the Act of Settlement on 12 August.^^ All of 

this took place at a time when Rump-army relations w ere  at a nadir. On 10 

August, after more than a week of meetings in London, senior officers had 

published a list of dem ands in the form of a le tter to Cromwell, including that the 

Rump should resign immediately; Cromwell urged his officers to modify the 

language and a less s tr iden t version of the text was presented  to Parliament on 

14 August.^'^ The arm y desired, inter alia, reform in law and religion, the 

paym ent of arrears, the guarantee of articles of surrender, and the holding of 

fresh Parliamentary elections.

It is unlikely that Hewson and Allen did not participate in the drafting of the 

petition: they remained very politically active during the month of August. On 18 

August they presented  Parliament with a petition that urged tha t ‘a com petent 

Maintenance might be speedily provided for maimed Soldiers, and the Widows 

and Orphans of those who died in the Service in Ireland’ and on 27 August they

The men were Sidrach Simpson, Nicholas Lockyer, Thankfull Owen, Hugh Peters, joseph Caryl, 
Thomas Goodwin and William Strong, Cal. S. P. Dom., 1 651 -1652 , p. 351.

‘Act for Settling Ireland’, 12 August 1652, Firth and Rait, ii, pp. 5 9 8 -603 .
A Declaration o f  the Arm y to his Excellency the Lord General Cromwell, fo r  the Dissolving o f  this 

presen t Parliam ent (1652), pp. 3 -8; A Perfect Diurnall, 9 -1 6  Aug. 1652, pp. 2091-4; Woolrych, 
Britain in Revolution, pp. 5 2 2 -3 .
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presented another petition, calling for royal lands to be used as payment for the 

arrears of officers in Ireland. It appears that members of the army in Ireland, 

who were guaranteed satisfaction for some of their arrears from the sale of 

Crown lands, lost out due to their absence from England. As we shall see below, 

Parliament was not in a hurry to compensate them. The commission of the 

Commissioners in Ireland was up for renewal and, promisingly, the Council of 

State re-nominated all the Commissioners except Weaver. On 24 August, 

however, the army was dealt a blow when Parliament decided to reappoint 

Weaver to the role of Commissioner for Ireland, against the advice of the Council 

of State.^^

On 25 August, the House passed a bill 'for stating and determining the Accompts 

of such Officers and Soldiers as are or have been employed in the Service of this 

Commonwealth in Ireland'. This piece of legislation has not attracted much 

comment from historians.^^ It outlined the administrative machinery and 

process by which soldiers would be granted debentures, which would be 

subsequently redeemed with Irish land. The Act commenced as follows:

The Parliam ent o f  England taking into con sid eration  the great A rrears o f  pay due to the  

Officers and Soldiers th at have faithfully served  th is Commonw^ealth in Ireland, for their  

Service th ere and in England; and being  d esirou s to have their A ccom pts Exam ined and Stated, 

and D ebentures g iven  to  them , to  the end  Just Satisfaction m ay be m ade for such th eir  Services 

out o f  th e  R ebels Lands in Ire la n d -

All arrears for service in Ireland, England and Scotland due to the soldiers and 

officers in Ireland were to be paid with confiscated Irish land. Seven 

Commissioners were appointed to determine what was owed to the soldiery and 

these men moved from England to Ireland with their families to take up their 

positions there.i°°

On the same day the Act was passed. Parliament issued new instructions to the 

Commissioners, Oliver Cromwell and Charles Fleetwood; the latter two were 

styled 'Captain-General' and 'Commander-in-Chief respectively of Parliament’s

5818, 24  and 27  Aug. 1 6 5 2 , C], vii, pp. 1 6 6 ,1 6 7 ,1 7 1 .
Morrill su ggests  that th is bill vi^as 'abandoned' but it w as, in fact, enacted: Morrill, 'Crom well, 

Parliam ent, Ireland’, p. 2 09 .
10° The m en w ere  R obert G eoffreys, R ow land W ilson , James Standish, John Gay, T hom as Dancer, 
R ow land Oakley and R obert Harding: M acLysaght (ed.), 'C om m onw ealth  State A ccounts', p. 270.
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forces. They w ere  broadly the same as those issued in October 1650. Notably, 

they maintained the provision tha t the Commissioners be p resen t at all Councils 

of W ar and added a new  one:

All Officers and Soldiers of the Forces of this Commonwealth in Ireland, and all other 

Persons residing or being there, within the Power and Protection of this Commonwealth, 

are hereby commanded to be aiding and assisting to you, for the better Execution of these 

Instructions.i°i

The Commissioners w ere also to consult with the Commander-in-Chief on how 

to reduce the arm y in Ireland in o rder  to decrease governm ent expenditure on 

the military. Remarkably, the following day, Oliver Cromwell was made a 

Commissioner, perhaps as a sop to the army, but he never seems to have 

performed any duties in the role.^^^

The army was clearly concerned, however, at developments at W estminster. On 

20 September 1652 the officers held an acrimonious Council of W ar at Kilkenny, 

at which the newly arrived Fleetwood and the o ther Commissioners w ere 

present. The Old Protestant landowner, John Perceval, described it as follows:

Such is the miserableness of this place, I can compare it to nothing but the first chaos, rudis 

indigestaque moles, or as Justice Cooke called it, at the late meeting of the officers (where was 

much exercising], a white paper. Indeed poor Ireland has lost much blood and I cannot wonder 

it shall be pale-faced now, and it may be called paper in that it may be quickly set on fire with 

faction, but that 'tis white paper ready to have anything writ in it that the state shall think fit, 

that is denied by some. They would have the soldiers allow a fourth of their arrears for free 

quarter, which the others deny; they would have a present reducement of some regiments, 

which the soldiers think not fit...i°3

The soJdiers w ere  uneasy with taJk of disbandm ent and the reduction of arrears  

w hen it was still unclear w hat paym ent they would receive for their bloody 

travails in Ireland. In October 1652, another general council of officers was held, 

which the Commissioners attended. It appears to have been convened after the 

Commissioners received a copy of new  draft legislation for the A dventurers and 

soldiers from Sidney who, along with Weaver, chaired the committee drafting

24 Aug. 1652, CJ, vii, ibid., pp. 168-9.
Ibid., p. 169; S. R. Gardiner, 'Transplantation to Connaught’ in EHR, xiv, no. 56 (1899], pp. 707- 

8, fn 16.
103 John Percival to Thomas Pigott, 25 Sept. 1652, H M C  E g m o n t ,  i, p. 514.
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it.i04 7he content of the draft is not known, but the response of the army is. 

Despite the specification in the Act for Adventurers of 1642 that the claims of the 

Adventurers on Irish lands had strict priority, the soldiers demanded that lands 

owed to them for the payment of their arrears should be apportioned 

immediately. Their most compelling argument was that the allocation of the 

Adventurers' land would be time consuming and, since the army could not be 

disbanded in the interim, they would have to be maintained at a high cost to the 

government and heavily-taxed proprietors, including the Adventurers 

themselves. Such claims, although convincing, exaggerated the situation: after all, 

only 1,500 Adventurers needed to be satisfied in Ireland, compared to 35,000 

soldiers. The officers boldly requested 'the same rates by the acre according to 

the method prescribed in the Act for the Adventurers, with those other 

advantages which the Adventurers are to have’ in the satisfaction of their 

arrears. It had previously been thought that the soldiers should be paid 

according to the value of the land as it was in 1640 but the soldiers reasoned that 

it would be impossible to determine the true value of the land since the 

inhabitants had been 'destroyed or removed as none can be found to give 

evidence of the value of the land when it was inhabited'.io^

The army appointed three officers to attend Parliament -  Major-General Sir 

Hardress Waller, Colonel Richard Lawrence and Dr Philip Carteret -  to present 

the army's demands. This troika was also commended to Parliament by the 

Commissioners.io^ They wrote that, having 'read and perused' the proposed Act, 

they wished ‘to offer also to you our sense upon it, and to add certain clauses and 

provisos to it[, t]he reasons for which we refer ourselves to Sir Hardress Waller 

and the rest of the gentlemen with him that are gone over, to give you a more full

^0* 6 Aug. 1652, CJ, vii, pp. 161 -2 .
Resolutions of a General Council of Officers, 21 Oct. 1652, Dunlop, ii, pp. 288-9; Prendergast 

MS, i, p. 26. Although the proposal to calculate the price of land according to its value in 1640 w as  
not an explicit provision in the Adventurers' Act of 1642, in Decem ber 1651 Colonel Robert 
Venables received land in Ireland on the basis o f its worth in 1640 in lieu o f  arrears of army pay. 
Subsequently, the Act o f Satisfaction was clear that value land would be calculated according to 
its worth in 1640: Dunlop, i, p. 109; 'An Act for the speedy and effectual Satisfaction of the 
Adventurers for Lands in Ireland, and of the Arrears due to Soldiery there...’, 26 Sept. 1653, Firth 
and Rait, ii, pp. 722 -53 .
106 Commissioners to the Council o f State, 23 Oct. 1652 and to Parliament, 23 Oct. 1652, Dunlop. 
ii, pp. 2 9 0 ,2 9 1 -2 .

8 0



Chapter 3: Ireland and the Deterioration in Army-Rump relations, 165 1 -3

account When the three officers appeared in Parhament with the army’s 

proposals, on 11 November, Parhament courteously extended its ‘hearty Thanks’ 

to the Irish army for its 'eminent and faithful Service for this Commonw/ealth’; 

their letter was referred to the parliamentary committee for drafting a bill on the 

land settlement, which was ordered to meet that very afternoon in the Speaker’s 

Chamber to discuss the proposals.

By this point, however, the committee’s obstructive attitude towards the soldiers 

was palpable: it took two months for it to respond to the petition. When it did, on 

4 January 1653, it recommended that ordinary soldiers should be awarded lands 

at the same rate that applied to the Adventurers; that 'all Lieutenants of Horse 

and Foot, Cornets, Ensigns, Quarter-masters of Horse and Foot' should receive 

lands at two-thirds of the Adventurers' rate; and that 'all Captains, and other 

Officers above the Degree of Captains' should receive half the Adventurers’ rate. 

Since the committee proposed that the 'proportions due unto every officer and 

soldier, shall be measured out unto them, according to the number of acres’ this 

meant that some army officers would receive for the sum of their arrears as little 

as half the land the Adventurers would get for their speculation. The committee 

did have two proposals that would be of advantage to the officers. First, officers 

who desired a particular plot of land could apply for it without drawing lots. 

Second, officers or the heirs of officers who died in Ireland, who did not benefit 

from the sale of Crown lands in England due to their absence, could claim land in 

Ireland instead. Parliament held a vote on these placatory provisions but roundly 

rejected them.^o^

The army in Ireland got wind of the unfavourable turn of events. On 18 February 

1653, Sir Hardress Waller and at least three other army officers entered the 

Commons bearing a new petition, entitled 'The humble Representation of the 

Officers of their Army in Ireland’, which was signed by over thirty officers.^io It 

levelled extremely serious accusations against Commissioner John Weaver, most

10̂  Ibid., ii, p. 290.
108 1 1  Nov. 1652 , C /,vii, p. 213. 
lo ^ J a n . 1653 , ibid., p. 2 4 2 -3 .
11° Probably C olonels H ew son  and Vernon and A djutant-G eneral Allen, se e  ‘The hum ble  
R ep resentation  o f  the Officers o f  their  Arm ie in Ireland’, Carte MS 67 , ff. 2 8 9 -9 7 ;  18 Feb. 1 653 , CJ, 
vii, p. 260.
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of which have been outUned in Chapter 2. The officers accused him o f hostility  

towards the army in Ireland, which had led him to spread false rumours 

concerning Anabaptist plotting in the army in late 1651, and he w as castigated  

for his support o f the abolition of the Lord Lieutenancy in May 1652. The petition  

dem anded his im m ediate removal, but it did not finish there: the officers insisted  

that his replacem ent w ould reside in England in order to 'represent our 

Conditions to you’ -  a m atter o f urgent relevance during the drafting o f the Irish 

bill -  and that either General Charles Fleetw ood or General John Lambert w ould  

be appointed to 'com m and’ the army in Ire la n d .^  Since Fleetw ood w as already 

com m ander-in-chief, the army m ust have been referring to an appointm ent to 

the office o f Lord Deputy. The MPs took the m atter seriously: they im m ediately  

ordered the com m ittee considering the bill for settling Ireland to m eet every day 

and report to the House as soon as possible. W hen Parliam ent next met, the 

following Tuesday, W eaver tendered his resignation, which w as accepted. As an 

apparent slight to the officers, how ever, they resolved that the army's petition  

'be delivered back to the Persons w ho presented the sam e’ rather than refer it to 

a com m ittee.1^2

During the follow ing m onth Parliam ent w as inundated w ith petitions from 

Ireland. A letter subscribed to by the officers in Ireland w as delivered by Colonel 

Hewson to Parliament, w here it w as read, but the contents o f which are 

unknown. A few  days later, Carteret and W aller appeared in the Commons; they 

w ere referred to as 'agents, em ployed by the Army in Ireland’ in the House, but 

their petition appears to have been i g n o r e d . O n  14 April, the House endorsed  

the com m ittee's v iew  that the army should be treated less favourably than the 

Adventurers, and passed a section of the bill that specified that all soldiers and 

officers should be paid at two-thirds o f the rate that applied to the Adventurers. 

In an insensitive m ove, the MPs voted that confiscated lands o f the value o f £250

m  The hum ble Representation of the Officers o f their Armie in Ireland’, Carte MS. 67, ff. 289-95 . 
The officers problem s with W eaver w ere discussed at their General Council in Clonmel in July 
1652 (this is clear from f  293). It is possible that the petition was drawn then (which would  
explain the reference to W eaver] but that the officers thought it w as too inflammatory to present 
at that point in time.
112 22Feb. 1653,Cy,vii, p. 261.
113 21 and 22 Mar. 1653, Cal S. P. Dorn, 1652-1653, pp. 223, 226; C], vii, p. 270; Barber, ‘Irish 
Undercurrents’, p. 327.

8 2



Chapter 3: Ireland and the Deterioration in Army-Rump relations, 165 1 -3

per annum  be granted to Weaver, ‘in respect of his faithful Services to the 

P a r l i a m e n t ' . T h e  following day, Sidney reported  to the House on the rates to 

be held out to the soldiers and officers in light of the vote from the previous day. 

Sidney's proposed rates, (a] in table below, m eant tha t soldiers would effectively 

pay a third  more money than the adventurers  for the same am ount of land.^^^ 

But this was rejected as being contrary to w hat was agreed to the day before. 

The soldiers should, in fact, receive two-thirds the am ount of land for the same 

am oun t of money. The la tter rate is represen ted  by (b) and, as can be seen from 

the table below, it entitled soldiers to even less land than  under Sidney’s 

proposals.

Rates £/per 1000 acres

Ulster Connacht Munster Leinster

Adventurers’ Rates according to 

Adventurers' Act, 1642 200 300 450 600

Rates for soldiers proposed by 

Sidney on i 5 April 1653 [a] 266.13.04 400 600 800

Rates for soldiers proposed on 

15 April 1653 [h] 300 Missing? 675 900

This was a highly provocative action. The arm y had petitioned for m onths for the 

sam e rates as the Adventurers and had probably expected a favourable outcome, 

especially since the Doubling Ordinance of 1643, which allowed for voluntary

Barber, ‘Irish Undercurrents’, p. 330; 14 Apr. 1653, CJ, vii, p. 278.
1151 5  Apr. 1653, ibid., vii, pp. 278-9; Barber also discusses the rates, 'Irish Undercurrents’, p. 
330.
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subscriptions for the payment of military salaries, afforded equal rates to 

soldiers and Adventurers.

As 15 April was a Friday, and Parliament did not sit on Monday, the next sitting 

of Parliament took place on the 19 April. Parliament spent most of the day on the 

Irish legislation, and the debates were controversial: five proposed amendments 

were re je c te d .U n fo r tu n a te ly  no draft of the bill exists, and therefore it is not 

known what the source of contention in the clauses was. One clause was 

committed for re-drafting to 'Mr. Weaver, Col. Lister, and Col. Sidney, or any Two 

of them ’.iis The inclusion of Weaver was an obvious affront to the army and 

Sidney had not promoted the army interest in his previous proposals. The 

following day the House, according to contemporary sources, had a debate on the 

bill for a New Representative, but Cromwell halted proceedings when he strode 

into the Commons with a group of soldiers, waited several minute before seizing 

the Speaker's Mace and finally roaring at the MPs: 'In the name of God -  gol’ii^ 

Looking at Sidney, who wrote one of only two eyewitness accounts of the event, 

Cromwell ordered a soldier to 'put him outl’̂ ô

The sudden dissolution of the Rump on the morning of 20 April has been 

attributed mainly to Cromwell’s displeasure when Parliament attempted to pass 

a bill for a New Representative without the army’s a p p r o v a l . The Rump had 

agreed to adjourn in November 1653, in order that elections for a new 

Parliament could be held, but it had been dilatory in legislating on the format of 

the elections and on the screening of MPs that were elected. In April, however, it 

proceeded to consider a bill for a New Representative with haste. Cromwell 

asked MPs to delay debates on the bill on the evening of 19 April and, when he 

found Parliament reading the bill the following morning, he decided to abolish 

the Rump. The traditional view of this event, supported by contemporary army

116 See pp. 5 5 -6 , 59 above. 
iiM O  Apr. 1653, C;,vii, p. 280.
118 Ibid., vii, p. 280.
11̂  Cromwell’s dism issal of the Rump, 20 April 1653, Carlyle (ed.], Letters and Speeches, ii, p. 265; 
see  also Firth (ed.], Clarke Papers, i, pp. 1-3 .
120 R. W. Blencowe (ed.], Sydney papers: consisting o f  a journal o f  the Earl o f  Leicester, and original 
le tters o f  Algernon Sydney (London, 1825], p. 141.
121 Worden, Rump, pp. 345-51; W orden, 'The Bill for a New Representative: The Dissolution of 
the Long Parliament, Apr. 1653’, EHR, Ixxxvi, no. 340 (1971], pp. 473-96; Woolrych, 
Commonwealth to Protectorate, pp. 8 0 -7 ; Gentles, New Model Army, pp. 434 -6 .
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reports, was that the bill for the New Representative allowed for recruiter 

elections: i.e. that vacant seats in the Rump would be filled by election but that 

curren t MPs would retain their s e a t s . 122 Army pam phlets  in the afterm ath of the 

dissolution alleged tha t a section of the Rump harboured  'the desire... of 

perpetuating themselves in the Supream Government' and tha t is w hy they 

decided to try  to rush through the l e g i s l a t i o n . W orden contends, however, that 

the army's problem with the bill was not tha t it provided for recru iter elections, 

bu t that it provided for elections at all. In fact, the re  is convincing evidence that 

the bill contained provisions for new elections and biennial P a r l i a m e n t s . 124

W orden proposes tha t the real reason for the dissolution was tha t Cromwell had 

become 'infect[ed] by millenarian elitism’ and had decided tha t a handpicked 

assembly of religious radicals was preferable to Parliament. This would avoid 

holding elections that would, in all likelihood, re tu rn  'presbyterians ' or 'neu te rs’ 

inimical to the Commonwealth. This highlights the paradox of the revolution: 

although the army had fought for full and free elections to an independent 

Parliament, such elections would probably re tu rn  substantial num bers of MPs to 

Parliament who w ere  hostile to the arm y and the Commonwealth, thereby 

endangering both. In late 1651, John Jones was concerned tha t voters, oppressed 

by the heavy burden of taxation as a result of a high military expenditure, would 

vote for an anti-Commonwealth lobby. He concluded tha t he would ra ther 

restric t the right to vote to 'doe a people good though against the ir  wills, than 

please them  in shew onely, to the hazarding of ye peace, and wel b e i n g ’. ^ ^ s  These 

reasons spurred  the officers to propose, in the ir  debates with Cromwell on the 

settlem ent of the Commonwealth on 19 April, tha t only those who w ere  'known 

to be of good affection to the Commonwealth' would be adm itted to sit in

Parliament. ̂ 2̂6

122 Gardiner, C om m onw ealth  and P ro tec to ra te , li, p. 254; W oolrych, 'The Calling o f  B arebone's 
Parliam ent', EHR, p. 493; W oolrych, C om m onw ealth  to  P ro tec to ra te , pp. 8 0 -1 .
123 Q uoted in W orden, 'N ew  R ep resen ta tive’, p. 478 .
12‘t Ibid., p. 494 .
125 John Jones to  W illiam  Stane, 19 Nov. 1651 , Mayer, 'Inedited L etters’, p. 17.
126 C rom w ell's sp eech  to the N om inated  A ssem bly, 4  Jul. 1 6 5 3 , Carlyle [ed.], L ette rs  and Speeches, 
ii, p. 287.

85



Chapter 3: Ireland and the Deterioration in Army-Rump relations, 1 6 5 1 -3

The Irish dimension to the events of April 1653 has received Httle scholarly 

attention. Woolrych, in his trea tm en t of the issue, neglected to m ention the fact 

tha t the settlem ent of Ireland had been intensely discussed in the v^eeks leading 

up to the Rump's dissolution; W orden supposes that the bill for Ireland, w^hich 

had implications for the future of tens of thousands of soldiers, was 'blandly 

debated ' only hours before Cromwell and his officers decided to overthrow  the 

Rump.127 It is rem arkable tha t neither have recognised the anger tha t the 

pro tracted  debate on Ireland's settlem ent -  an issue that deeply affected the 

future of well over 35,000 soldiers -  engendered in the breasts of arm y officers. 

Sarah Barber is to be lauded for being the first historian to devote sustained 

attention to the Irish aspect of deteriorating army-Rump relations, bu t her 

account of the political situation in Ireland contains serious flaws. In particular, 

her  contention tha t the Commissioners harboured  republican pro-Irish views, 

which w ere  in opposition to the stance adopted by army officers, is difficult to 

sustain. The only evidence of a pro-Irish stance among republican MPs is 

contained in the writings of Henry Marten, a subject of particular in terest to 

Barber. But Marten's views on Ireland, and o ther subjects, w ere  highly 

individualist and the Commissioners in Ireland simply did not share them.i^s 

Other errors  abound: a petition which she attributes to the English arm y was, in 

fact, a petition from the Confederate forces in Leinster^^^; she misreads a letter 

from the Commissioners in which they criticised 'Presidents of Provinces' as a 

reference to the Lord Deputyship^^O; she consistently refers to the 'four civilian 

com missioners’ even though Jones and Ludlow maintained active military

127 Worden, R u m p ,  p. 332.
128 Barber, 'Irish Undercurrents’, pp. 318-20.

Ibid., p. 322; Barber declares that the Parliamentary army was ‘particularly unhappy’ with the 
terms that were agreed on with the Confederate leader, John Fitzpatrick, and reveals that the 
army sent ‘a petition from Leinster against making terms with Fitzpatrick’ to the Rump. Two 
things are worth mentioning on this point. First, a letter from the Commissioners to the Council 
of State clearly indicates that the officers themselves agreed on the terms to be offered to 
Fitzpatrick. Second, the petition from Leinster was not a petition from the army, as Barber states; 
it was, in fact, a letter from the Catholic clergy and gentry who viewed Fitzpatrick’s surrender to 
the Cromwellians an appalling betrayal. See Commissioners to the Council of State, 22 March 
1652, D u n lo p ,  i, pp. 147-8; 'A Declaration, by the Nobility, Clergy, Gentry, Commanders, and 
Officers, of the Provinces of Lemster, against Colonel John Fitz Patrick’ was read in Parliament on 
18 May 1652 [CJ, vii, p. 133] and is contained in D u n lo p ,  ii, pp. 187-8.
130 Barber, ‘Irish Undercurrents’, p. 317. They were, of course, referring to the Lord Presidencies 
of Connacht and Munster, at a time when Broghill had his eye on the latter.
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commissions during the period in questions^^i; and she was unaw are  of the 

contents of the army's petition against Weaver, which is contained in Carte MS, 

in HMC Portland  and is referred to Barnard’s Cromwellian Ireland.^^'^ These 

inaccuracies lead to a serious misunderstanding of the relationship betw een the 

Commissioners and the arm y and of the attitudes of both institutions.

None of the arm y’s subsequent justifications of the dissolution mentions the Irish 

settlement, bu t this does not underm ine the thesis that the Irish settlem ent was a 

pivotal issue. Worden found the arm y’s post-facto rationalisations of the 

dissolution as bearing 'all the marks of special p l e a d i n g ' . Blaming the Rump 

for its failure to rew ard the soldiers with Irish lands would hardly have endeared 

Cromwell and his officers to a public tha t showed little enthusiasm, for the 

Commonwealth. Indeed, accusing the MPs of venality made m ore sense than 

exposing the arm y to similar charges.

If the bill for the New Representative had been passed, the Rump would have 

adjourned immediately and the Irish land settlem ent would have been put on ice. 

If elections in November allowed for the entry of anti-military MPs, the army 

might have got an even w orse deal from a new Parliament. Opting for a 

handpicked Parliament did not represen t a ‘rush of millenarian blood to 

[Cromwell's] head': it was the only way a land settlem ent tha t was favourable to 

the arm y in Ireland could be legislated for.^^^ This is borne out by the army's 

activities in the immediate aftermath of the dissolution and during the short 

lifetime of its successor, the Nominated Assembly.

131 Ibid., pp. 316, 318.
132 See p. 51n above.
133 Worden, ‘New Representative’, p. 477.
13'* W oolrych uses these words to characterise W orden’s contention that Cromwell decided  
against a 'new representative’, or parliament, because he had been temporarily converted to a 
Fifth Monarchist ideal of government: Woolrych, Britain in Revolution, p. 532.
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The Nominated Assembly and the Zenith of Army Power, 1653

The wars of the 1640s and 1650s gave spiritual leaders new opportunities for 

increasing their flocks. The Cromwellian soldiers brought chaplains and 

ministers with them to Ireland, and several officers even tried their hand at 

preaching to their men. New religious groups, such as the Baptists, and even 

radical religious ideology, such as Fifth Monarchism, won converts among the 

rank and file and even among more influential officers, although the native 

Irish and existing Protestant communities in Ireland remained aloof from these 

developments. The demise of the Rump gave a new impetus to the idea that 

government could be used to encourage and promote the ends of the godly -  

often termed ‘the Saints' -  and the hopes of those of a radical ilk were high in 

the late spring and early summer of 1653. The army’s role in dissolving the 

Rump instilled in it a sense of political purpose and presented it with real 

power: it was the army who made many of the appointments to the Nominated 

Assembly, the Rump’s successor, and they used the opportunity to promote 

comrades-in-arms and religious leaders. The army’s enhanced political role 

was also in evidence in Ireland, where important decisions on the land 

settlement and the fate of Irish inhabitants were delegated to army officers. 

The army would be sorely disappointed, however, when the project in godly 

government, which the calling of the Nominated Assembly constituted, proved 

of such short duration.
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'Nothing could be more pleasing to all degrees of men than the dissolution of 

these Parliament men', Viscount Conway and Killultagh w ro te  with equanimity, 

to his son in Ireland.^ Few lamented the Rump’s demise and, although the army 

stepped up its presence in London, there  w ere  no displays of disaffection 

among the public. The reaction in Ireland was also muted. The Commissioners 

issued a declaration tha t calmly requested those 'in trusted with the 

m anagem ent of Publique affairs in this Country’ to continue to discharge their 

duties despite 'the p resen t alteration’. They set aside two days to pray for 

those in England 'upon whom  the burthen  and care of preserving the 

Commonwealth in Peace, and settling the same in Righteousness, doeth 

Principally l y e ’.̂

The Commissioners’ quiet piety concealed a m ore voluble religious energy. In 

early 1653, Cromwell aligned himself with radicals in the army and the London 

churches as his relationship with MPs in the Rump deteriorated. Relying on 

m ore radical support was not a new tactic, as the arm y’s short-lived alliance 

with the Levellers in 1647 and 1648 demonstrated.^ Fifth Monarchism became 

particularly im portant in a political sense at this time and the m ovem ent had 

powerful adherents  in the army: most notably Major General Thomas Harrison. 

Fifth Monarchism developed from the millenarian enthusiasm of the 1640s, but 

the ideology only achieved popularity in the aftermath of the battle of 

Worcester, on 3 September 1651.'* Two months later, a group of preachers  and 

officers held a meeting and agreed upon 'six general heads of p rayer’ that 

represen ted  'their p resent cause’. Most notably, the Fifth Monarchists wished 

tha t to facilitate the  establishment o f ' th e  Kingdom of our Lord Jesus Christ... in 

these Nations, and also in all the ea r th ’; anything tha t stood in the way should 

'be utterly pulled down, and brought to nothing’. The obstacles to achieving 

this aim were, in ter alia, 'corrupt. Wicked, and ungodly Magistrates’ and an 

'Idle, Ignorant and Scandalous Ministry’.̂  The Rump’s reluctance to undertake

1 Viscount Conway and Killultagh to his son, 26 Apr. 1653, Cal. S. P. Dom., 1652-1653 , p. 298.
2 ‘Declaration’, 16 Apr. 1653, Egerton MS 1761, ff. 307 -8 .
3 Gentles, New Model Army, pp. 315 -4 9 .
* Bernard Capp, The Fifth Monarchy Men (London, 1972], pp. 58 -60 .
5 Christopher Feake, 'A beam of light, shining in the m idst of much darkness and confusion' 
(London, 1659], pp. 39 -41 .
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the m ore radical aspects of the Fifth Monarchists' reform agenda, such as the 

abolition of tithes, incurred increasingly vituperative attacks in its final 

months.

The majority of Fifth Monarchist preachers  w ere  Baptists and, although the 

Fifth Monarchists advocated m ore radical policies than Baptists generally, they 

had very similar attitudes tow ards  governm ent policy; in particular they 

sought reform of the law and the  abolition of tithes.^ Therefore, although it is 

difficult to gauge the extent to which Fifth Monarchist ideas w ere  popular in 

Ireland, the significant num ber of Baptists among senior arm y and civilian 

officers suggests tha t the Fifth Monarchy had sym pathisers there. 

Independents dom inated the upper  echelons of the officer corps tha t arrived in 

Ireland in 1649 and 1650, bu t religious affiliations changed with the forceful 

proselytising of the Baptists. Thomas Patient, the m ost prom inent Baptist 

preacher, had arrived in Ireland by spring 1651 and was an arm y chaplain in 

Ireton's foot regiment.'^ He was a form er New England exile and was extremely 

successful in gaining influential converts.^ In a le tter to Cromwell in April 1651, 

he assured him tha t his daughter. Lady Ireton, had ‘the pow er of God’s grace in 

her  soule' bu t found his son, Henry, a m ore challenging interlocutor:

Corronall Henry Cromwell, your sonne, to my great rejoiceing, it hath please God, 1 am 

perswaded, to begin a work o f grace in his soule; I have had great incouradgm ent that the 

word o f God takes greate efect upon him, he hath had inward tem tations in his soule... and 

[he is] very forward to propound doubts and cases of conscience, betw ixt him and

He also discoursed with Ireton.^o Patient initially preached  in Kilkenny and 

Waterford, w here  he converted the tow ns’ respective governors. Colonels 

Daniel Axtell and Richard Lawrence.^^

® Brown, Baptists and Fifth Monarchy Men, p. 22.
 ̂Anne Laurence, Parliam entary Army Chaplains, 1642-1651  (W oodbridge, 1990], p. 162.

® Phil Kilroy, 'Radical religion in Ireland, 1 6 4 1 -1 6 6 0 ’ in Jane Ohlmeyer (ed.] Ireland from  
Independence to  Occupation, 1641 -1660  (Cambridge, 1995), p. 210.
9 John Nickolls (ed.]. Original Letters, p. 7. This letter is dated 15 Apr. 1650  but, as Lady Ireton 
did not arrive in Ireland until Jan. 1651, and Patient discusses the atm osphere after Cromwell 
left Ireland, the letter m ust have been w ritten in 1651. Various historians have relied on this 
m isdating to estim ate w hen Patient arrived in Ireland: Kilroy, 'Radical Religion’, p. 210; 
Seymour, Puritans, p. 86.

John Cook, Monarchy, no creature o f  Gods making, unpaginated.
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By 1652, Patient's proselytising had become more aggressive. In January he 

w rote from W aterford to Baptists in Dublin, warning them  of the sinfulness of 

communing with those who had not been re-baptised. Quartermaster-General 

John Vernon and Adjutant-General Allen, both Baptists, who infiltrated John 

Rogers’s mixed Independent and Baptist congregation in Christ Church, took 

this letter to Dublin and distributed it there.^^ It is no coincidence tha t Patient 

w as particularly in tent on penetrating Christ Church’s congregation: Rogers's 

fellowship included m ore influential arm y f i g u r e s . T h i s  made it easier for 

Patient's mainly military supporters  to achieve conversions, and it was also 

politically expedient for Patient himself. Rogers, who found the threatening 

behaviour of Patient and his followers at odds with his experience of more 

m oderate  London Baptists, left Dublin in 1652, and Patient swiftly replaced 

him as preacher a t Christ C h u r c h . There he preached to senior arm y officers, 

including Fleetwood himself, and converted significant military figures, 

including Colonel Hierome Sankey, who had been appointed governor of 

Clonmel in 1651; he also received support from Dublin's military governor, 

Colonel John Hewson.^^ Kilroy argues tha t the theology of Baptism appealed to 

the soldiery during these uncertain years because it imbued its adherents  with 

a sense of confidence: 'it fed the conviction of being the elect of God not just in 

a religious bu t also a political sense'.^^

Those of an Independent ilk w ere  concerned at Baptist elitism; as John Jones, a 

senior m em ber of the governm ent of Ireland during the 1650s, com mented to a

Barnard, Cromwellian Ireland, p. 101. Stephen Wright erroneously states that Lawrence was 
'almost definitely' not a Baptist because he did not sign a letter from the Waterford Baptists to 
their English brethren in Jan. 1653: Stephen Wright, The Early English Baptists, 1603-1649  
(W oodbridge, 2006), p. 187. The reason for this is that Lawrence was in England at the time. 
Extant sources provide irrefutable evidence that Lawrence was a Baptist: in 1656, for example, 
he signed an address by the Baptists to Oliver Cromwell: Nickolls (ed.], Original Letters, p. 148. 
He remained an active Baptist after the Restoration: T. C. Barnard, ‘Interests in Ireland: the 
fanatic zeal and irregular ambition of Richard Lawrence’ in Ciaran Brady and ]. H. Ohlmeyer 
[eds.}, British Interventions in Early Modern Ireland (Cambridge, 2005], p. 302.
12 John Rogers, Ohel or Beth-shemesh  (London, 1653), pp. 303-6; Gribben, God's Irishmen, p. 89.
13 Barnard, Cromwellian Ireland, p. 99.
1'̂  Rogers, Ohel, p. 299; Gribben, God's Irishmen, p. 90.
15 Barnard, Cromwellian Ireland, pp. 101-2; John jones to [Morgan Lloyd?J, 15 Sept. 1652, 
Mayer (ed.), 'Inedited Letters’, p. 42. R. L. Greaves, 'Rogers, John [b. 1627 ]’, ODNB (online edn., 
accessed 1 jan. 2010]; for an excellent discussion of Sankey's Baptist activites see Patrick Little, 
unpublished article on Jerome Sankey for 1 6 4 0 -6 0  section, HPT.
1® Kilroy, 'Radical Religion’, p. 212.
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friend: 'Lett every man doe as he is persuaded in his owne heart, but let noe 

man despise his brother that hath not attained to his Hght, or withdraw his 

communion with him, because he submits not in his judgmt to him'. John 

Weaver, whose brother-in-law, the Independent divine Dr Samuel Winter, 

found himself in competition with Patient, presumably shared Jones's 

reservations. Patient’s fanatical rhetoric against paedobaptism and the 

exclusivity of his congregation caused consternation among moderates.!^ 

Nevertheless, the Baptists maintained support among army officers, and 

military governors were particularly well placed to influence the appointment 

of ministers. Christopher Blackwood, a Baptist preacher, was appointed as an 

official preacher in Kilkenny in 1653, under the patronage of the town’s 

governor, Axtell, and Dublin’s governor, Hewson, ensured the installation of 

another Baptist, Peter Row, as a minister in Naas; two other Baptists ministers 

in Maryborough and Limerick owed their appointment to military g o v e r n o r s .  

By 1653 there were Baptist preachers in most garrison towns in Ireland. The 

huge numbers of baptisms and marriages that Winter felt compelled to 

officiate at across the country, and the constant appeals of Commissioners to 

ministers in England and America to sail to Ireland, suggest a comparative lack 

of Independent ministers.!^

In contrast to trends in England and Scotland, Quakerism was slow to take hold 

among the army. The Quaker evangelist, Edward Burrough, complained that 

the Baptists in Ireland persecuted and, on several occasions, imprisoned his 

brethren. His experiences in the mid-1650s in Dublin and Kilkenny attest to the 

power of the Baptists;

Only those w ho had been re-baptised w ere admitted, w hereas Rogers m erely requested his 
church’s m em bers to present personal conversion narratives and accept fundamental Christian 
tenets. John Jones to [Morgan Lloyd?J, 15 Sept. 1652, Mayer (ed.J, ‘Inedited Letters’, p. 42; 
Gribben, God’s Irishmen, pp. 129-30; Rogers, Ohel, pp. 287, 2 9 8 -9 , 3 1 1 -3 4 0 , 349. An example of 
a conversion narrative can be found pp. 350 -3 .
18 Barnard, Cromwellian Ireland, pp. 102-3; Gribben, God's Irishmen, p. 90.

Kilroy, 'Radical Religion’, p. 210; Joseph Ivimey, A History o f  the English Baptists; Including an 
Investigation o f  the History o f  Baptism in England from  the earliest period to which it can be 
traced to the close o f  the seventeenth century (London 1811}, pp. 240-52; 'Collections relating 
to Ireland by Dr Winter, Provost o f TCD’, TCD MS. 805 f. 34. Comm issioners to Dr Thomas 
Harrison, 18 Sept. 1651, Comm issioners to Mr Knight, 28 Feb. 1652, Commissioners to John 
Owen, Nicholas Lockyer and Jenkin Lloyd, 31 Aug. 1653, Dunlop, i, pp. 5 4 -5 ,1 4 2 , and ii, 371.
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1 had g rea t o p p is it io n  in [D ublin] Citty; 5 t im e s  o p p o sed , b y  th e  R ulers, are  B aptists;

& o n ce  w a s  1 tr ied  for a vagab on d ; & o n c e  E xam in ed  by  th em , for a Jesuite... gen'^ally y  ̂

R ulers in  th is  nation  are  B ap tists , b u t are  se a te d  in D ark en es, & ta k es  th e ir  e a s e  in the  

flesh , u p o n  th e ir  lo ft m o u n ta in e , & h a v e  tu rn ed  th e ir  v ic to ry  in to  th e ir  o w n e  exa ltin ge... 

[A ]bout 1 6  d ays w a s  I a t K ilk en ny C itty 2 0  m ile  fro th is, w h e r e  I g a v e  a w a r n e in g  to  th e  

In h ab itan ts; & w a s  tw is e  a m o n g e  th e  B ap tists. & o n e  ty m e  b y  C om and fro y '  G overn er o f  

th e  Citty, is o n e  o f  th e ir  m e m b e r s  a g a ‘ C hrist[,] w a s  h a iled  o u t o f  th e ir  a ssem b ly ;  

rudely; in y*̂  m a n n er  o f  th e ir  gen'’acion...2o

Strong fam ilial and p rofession a l b on d s link ing m em b ers o f  th eir  flock  

in creased  th e B aptists' political pow er. It is d ifficu lt to in v estig a te  

in term arriage due to  an lack o f  records, b ut several p reem in en t officer fam ilies  

w^ere related . Colonel John Hev^son, govern or o f  Dublin, rem ained  an  

In d ep en d en t but w^as ex trem ely  sym p ath etic  to th e B aptists. He m arried at 

lea st th ree  o f h is d augh ters to sen io r  B aptist officers: C olonel Richard  

L aw rence, g overn or o f  W aterford; Major H enry Jones, b roth er o f the  

P arliam entary  C om m issioner, C olonel John Jones; and p o ssib ly  Dr Philip  

Carteret, th e  A dvocate G eneral o f th e C rom w ellian army.^i James Standish, 

Ireland's T reasurer during th e  1 6 5 0 s , appears to  h ave m arried a s is ter  o f  

Carteret and Standish h im se lf  w a s  uncle, or u n cle-in -law , to  A djutant-G eneral 

W illiam  A llen .22 A llen's w ife , Mary Huish, the d augh ter o f a D evonsh ire  

gen tlem an , had a sister , Anne, w h o  w a s m arried  to  Captain (later  

Q uarterm aster-G eneral) John Vernon, w h o  had served  as Ireton’s p erson al 

secretary.23 T h ese m en w e re  am on g a sm all se t o f  p ow erfu l and influential 

arm y officers in Ireland.

20 E dw ard Burrough to M argaret Fell, 5 Feb. 1 656 , Sw arthm ore MS, Trans., i, f. 293 .
H enry C rom w ell to John Thurloe, 4  Mar. 1 657 , TSP, vi, 94. L. F. B row n and Patrick Little both  

assu m e C arteret w as m arried to a daughter o f  H ew son  but th ere is no ev id en ce  to su p p ort this. 
Little m istak en ly  claim s that Q uarterm aster John V ernon w as m arried  to  a fourth daughter o f  
H ew son  due to a m isread ing o f  Henry C rom w ell’s letter to T hurloe in TSP, iv, 327: Patrick  
Little, u n pu b lished  article on John H ew son  for 1 6 4 0 -6 0  section , HPT. Rachel A dcock has 
esta b lish ed  th at Vernon m arried A nne Huish: Rachel Adcock, 'Like to an anatom y before  us': 
D eborah H uish's Spiritual E xperiences an the A ttem pt to Establish  th e  Fifth M onarchy’, 
Seven teen th  Century, xxvi, no. 1 (2 0 1 1 ) , p. 51.
22 W illiam  Allen to his ‘u n cle ’, James Standish, 5 Apr. 1654 , R aw linson MS A 13, f. 24.

Hardacre, 'W illiam A llen’, p. 299; 12 May 1 6 52 , CJ, vii, p. 131; Adcock, 'Like to  an anatom y  
b efore  u s’, p. 51; Later, V ernon m arried E lizabeth W alw yn. B row n, B ap tis ts  an d  Fifth M onarchy, 
p. 153n; John O’Hart, The Irish A nd A nglo-Irish L anded Gentry, p. 228; H. W h eeler R obinson, 'A 
B aptist Soldier-W illiam  A llen’, B a p tis t Q uarterly, N ew  Series, iii (1 9 2 6 -7 ) ,  p. 237; P. N.

93



Chapter 4: The Nominated Assem bly and the Zenith of Army Power, 1653

Although the Baptists were the largest group of religious radicals in Ireland, 

the Independent minister John Rogers was an extreme millenarian and 

adherent to the Fifth Monarchist cause. The letter of the General Council of 

Officers in England announcing the dissolution of the Rump appealed to the 

millenarian hopes of Independents and Baptists alike in Ireland. The language 

clearly shows an awareness of its audience’s sympathies and drew on the 

language of Fifth Monarchism: 'the Lord hath once and again pulled down the 

Mighty from their seats’, they declared, 'and we trust it is that himself may 

raign'?'^ The movement's most high-profile sympathiser in Ireland was 

Commissioner John Jones, an Independent of a millenarian hue. Jones had 

previously served on a commission for 'the better propagation and preaching 

of the Gospel in Wales’, a scheme set up in 1650 to remove clergymen guilty of 

‘delinquency, scandal, malignancy, or non residency’ and to reassign livings to 

new ministers. Some of the most important Fifth Monarchists were Jones’s 

colleagues in this endeavour: notably, Thomas Harrison, Hugh Courtney and 

two ministers, Morgan Lloyd and Vavasor P o w e l l . J o n e s  maintained a 

correspondence with these men throughout his time in Ireland, and on several 

occasions wrote to implore Lloyd and Powell to evangelise Ireland.^^ it can be 

assumed, therefore, that Jones and like-minded colleagues in Ireland were 

aware of the unique opportunity to establish godly government that the 

Rump’s dissolution presented. The Venetian ambassador reported that ‘the 

satisfaction caused by the news about the parliament [hadj inspirited the 

officers and men’ in Ireland and Scotland.^^

In April and May 1653, after the dissolution of the Rump, the Council of Officers 

in London gathered to consider ideas for a new form of government.

Hardacre, "'William Allen, Cromwellian Agitator and "Fanatic"’, Baptist Quarterly, ixx (1962], p. 
299.
2'* 'For the Right Honourable, Charles Fleetwood Esq; Commander in Chief of the Forces in 
Ireland, to be comm unicated to our dear Friends the officers in under his Command’, 11 May 
1653, The fifth monarchy, or Kingdom o f Christ, in opposition to the beasts, asserted  (London, 
1659), p. 23 [italics in the originalj.

Courtney, Harrison and Jones w ere Comm issioners under the act, w hereas Powell and Llwyd 
w ere appointed ministers: 'An Act for the better propagation and preaching of the Gospel in 
Wales, and redress of som e grievances' [London, 1650], unpaginated.

John Jones to Morgan Lloyd, 9 Nov. 1651 and 23 Aug. 1652, Mayer (ed.], 'Inedited Letters’, 
pp. 10, 39.

Lorenzo Paulucci to Giovanni Sagredo, 30 May 1653, Cal. S. P. Ven., 1653-1654 , p. 80.
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Unsurprisingly, the Fifth Monarchists argued for the establishm ent of a 

Sanhedrin: a biblical term  for a theocracy of seventy godly men. In the end, the 

officers opted for an assembly of exactly twice th a t  number. As elections w ere  

impracticable, the question arose as to how  the one hundred and forty men 

should be selected. It was proposed tha t the Independent churches should 

nominate the new assembly's members, bu t others believed tha t right was 

Cromwell's alone. Ultimately, although several churches recom m ended men to 

be chosen for the new Parliament (leading Gardiner to assume erroneously 

they w ere entirely responsible for the nomination process), the Council of 

Officers and their associates decided on which m em bers to call, as Woolrych 

established.28 Major General Thomas Harrison, the leading Fifth Monarchist 

officer, w rote  to Jones on the subject of representatives from Wales;

1 presum e Brother Pow ell acquainted you  o f  o [u]r thou ghts as to the p erson s m ost in 

them , to serve  of behalf the Saints in North W ales; that w e e  propound three for North, 

three for South W ales. Hugh Courtney, John Browne, Richard Price, out o f yo[u ]r parts; 

w herein  I w ish  the helpe o f yo[u ]r se lfe  and others if w e e  have erred in the men...^^

This method of selection gave the new  parliam ent its name: the Nominated 

Assembly, bu t it was m ore commonly know as the 'little parliam ent’ or 

‘Barebone’s parliament' after one of its more radical members, a Mr Praise-God 

Barbone.30 While the officers' debates continued, an interim Council of State, 

comprised of ten -  mostly military -  men [three w ere  later added) was 

constituted on 29 April in order  to undertake the executive functions of 

government. The Council of State included Cromwell and Lambert, bu t also 

several former Rumpers who w ere still sympathetic to the army: giving a 

veneer of legitimacy to w hat was otherw ise a military junta.^i

The day after the Rump was dissolved. Vavasor Powell, the Fifth Monarchist 

preacher, tr ium phantly  proclaimed tha t ‘the new  Government in tended [that] 

law should stream e downe like a river freely, as for 20 shillings w hat formerly

2® Woolrych, ‘The Calling of Barebone's Parliament’, pp. 4 9 2 -5 1 3 .
2® Thomas Harrison to John Jones, 17 Jun. 1653, Mayer [ed.], 'Inedited Letters’, p. 53.
30 Woolrych, Commonwealth to Protectorate, pp. 115 -122 .

The mem bers of the Council of State w ere Oliver Cromwell, John Lambert, Thomas Harrison, 
John Desborough, Walter Strickland, Gilbert Pickering, William Sydenham, John Carew,
Anthony Stapley, Robert Bennett: Woolrych, Commonwealth to Protectorate, pp. 106-7; 
Massarella, T olitics o f the Army’, i, p. 312.
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cost 20 pounds, impartially as the saints p lease’ from the pulpit in Whitehall. 2̂ 

Legal reform and religious reforms w ere  not the only issues on the officers' 

agenda: the Irish land settlem ent was of param oun t importance. Three 

executive orders issued by the Council in June and July, and later confirmed by 

the Nominated Assembly, had major implications for Ireland. As soon as they 

had got rid of the Rump, the army set about devising the legal fram ework for 

the distribution of Irish lands among the soldiers.

On 12 May, the Council of State formally requested a meeting with the 

Adventurers; the following day, it charged Henry Scobell, the form er Clerk to 

the House of Commons, and the MP and arm y officer Colonel John Clarke with 

'compar[ing] the pow ers of the former Acts for disposing forfeited lands in 

Ireland with those of the Act now under consideration’. ŝ Clarke appears  to 

have played a pivotal role in advising the Council of State on the issues of 

disbanding soldiers in Ireland and awarding them lands. He had participated in 

the w ar  effort in Ireland only since June 1652 but had previously served under 

Sir Hardress Waller in England w here  he was a prom inen t arm y agitator. 

Patrick Little notes that he re turned  to England just five months la ter in the 

company of Waller, Carteret and Lawrence, in order  to speak on behalf of the 

arm y at the Council of State and advise on the land settlement.^'^

While Scobell and Clarke examined legal precedents for disposing of forfeited 

Irish land, a committee was formed on 17 May ‘to consider the draft of the Act 

for disposing lands in Ireland, and to put the m atte r  there in  contained into 

instructions framed for the best advantage of the service'. Its high-profile 

m em bers included Lambert, Colonel Philip Jones, Colonel Robert Bennett, 

Henry Scobell and Secretary John Thurloe. They w ere  m inded that, 'in allotting 

lands in Ireland as paym ent to soldiers, those first d isbanded shall receive first 

the ir  portion'. Disbanding was a critical issue: the cost of maintaining a large 

arm y in Ireland was no longer viable. Three days later, the  Council of State 

ordered  Clarke and another officer from the arm y in Ireland, Commissary

32 Firth, 'Cromwell and the Expulsion of the Long Parliament in 1653 ’, EHR, viii, no. 31 (1893], 
p. 533.
3312 May 1652, Cal. S. P. Dom., 1652-1653, p. 322.
3'* Patrick Little, unpublished article on john Clarke II for 1 6 4 0 -6 0  section, HPT.
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General John Reynolds, to attend Lambert’s committee, while the Adventurers 

w ere  asked to be p resen t at a subcommittee of the Council of State.^^

Less than two weeks after these meetings, on 1 June 1653, the Council of State 

issued an order  to address the claims of the Adventurers. The order 

commenced with a gracious acknowledgment of the major sums of money that 

had been invested in the Irish reconquest and appointed the London linen 

draper, Methuselah Turner, and several o ther men, to form a committee to 

'examine the tru th  of all mens claimes’. After compiling a book of valid claims, 

they w ere instructed to commence a lottery for the A dventurers’ lands in 

Grocers’ Hall on 20 July, at 8 in the m o rn in g .^ ^  Notably, several of the 

A dventurers’ most vocal representatives w ere  excluded from the lottery due to 

their links with the Rump. On 21 May, Alderman Thomas Andrews, a regicide 

who had been the Commonwealth’s first lord mayor of London and one of the 

most high-profile Adventurers, personally p resented  Oliver Cromwell with a 

petition boldly dem anding the recall of the Rump; forty citizens of London had 

signed it.^  ̂ Cromwell was highly annoyed: nodding tow ards his officers he told 

Andrews that he and they 'would make good w hat was done with their 

bloods’.^̂  He clearly resented  this interference by m erchants who had suffered 

no physical danger during the Civil Wars but Cromwell was, nevertheless, 

unwilling to alienate City Adventurers w hen the governm ent required their 

financial backing. The Venetian am bassador, Lorenzo Paulucci, reported  that

General Cromwell is studying every possible way to obtain popularity. Aware that many

of the city com panies and those of the provinces, besides a number of private

3512 May and 20 May 1652, Cal S. P. Dorn., 1652-1653, pp. 332, 341.
Wednesday the first of June, 1653, at the Councel o f State a t White-hall (London, 1653], pp. 1 -

3.
3̂  There tends to be confusion over Alderman Thomas Andrews, or Andrewes, and another City 
merchant of the same name who was not an Alderman. Brenner suggests it was the latter who 
was an Irish adventurer (Robert Brenner, Merchants and Revolution: Commercial Change, 
Political Conflict, and London's Overseas Traders, 1550-1653  (London, 2003], p. 402, 404, 447, 
529] but references to an 'Alderman Thomas Andrews’ who had adventured money on Ireland 
establishes that it was the former Lord Mayor who was an Irish adventurer; 'An Act for the 
speedy and effectual Satisfaction of the Adventurers for Lands in Ireland, and of the Arrears 
due to Soldiery there’, 26 Sept. 1653, Firth and Rait, ii, pp. 722-53; 'Committee for determining 
among adventurers in Ireland’, 1 Aug. 1654, ibid., pp. 942-3. See also D. C. ElUot, ‘Some Slight 
Confusion: A Note on Thomas Andrewes and Thomas Andrewes’, Huntington Library Quarterly, 
xlvii, no. 2 (1984), pp. 129-32.
38 Newsletter, 21 May 1653, Clarke Papers, iii, p. 6.
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individuals, are heavy creditors for loans m ade to the late parliam ent during the w ar  

and that in sp ite o f repeated  dem ands for paym ent th ey  have never b een  able to get 

anything, he has n ow  appointed  a com m ittee on purpose to enquire into the m atter and 

have an estim ate draw n up o f each individual credit, to liquidate the en tire d eb t by an 

allotm en t o f land in Ireland. This arrangem ent seem s to satisfy all parties.

Paulucci also noted that Cromwell was keen to mollify the army, on whose 

support he was wholly reliant. In a bid to keep them in a 'good tem per’, he 

publicly called for the satisfaction of arrears. This had the desired effect: the 

ambassador reported that the army 'already eulogise his policy declaring that 

in four hours so to speak he has effected what was denied them for whole years 

by the late parliament'.^^ The omens for the army receiving a favourable land 

settlement were good.

On 29 June, the Council of State issued a second important order relating to 

Ireland and, this time, the army's stake in the Irish land settlement was 

recognised. It declared its purpose: to give satisfaction 'unto the Adventurers, 

Officers, Souldiers, and other persons aforesaid, as soon as possible may be; 

and that the Country of Ireland [be] planted, and settled with security unto the 

Inhabitants and such as shall plant the same’. Crucially, it specified that 

soldiers would be awarded the same rates as the Adventurers -  a key point of 

contention in the Rump -  and contained instructions on how to adjudicate on 

Irish rebels’ titles to lands. Those lands that were deemed forfeit would then be 

surveyed and allotted to Adventurers and s o l d i e r s . “̂ o

The Commissioners in Ireland were instructed to proclaim the order 

nationwide and to give twenty days to those who owned Irish lands since 

before the Irish rebellion of 1641 to lodge claims to land titles. 'Land 

commissioners' would then investigate and determine these, and subsequently 

issue claimants with an official declaration on their land entitlements. All lands 

forfeited by the Irish rebels, along with Church and Crown lands, were to be 

surveyed, but the Council specified that ten counties -  Limerick, Tipperary,

Lorenzo Paulucci to Giovanni Sagredo, 25 Jun. 1653, Cal S. P. Vert., 1653-1654, p. 90.
A Commission and Instructions to Charles Fleetwood, Esq; Lieutenant General o f  the A rm y in 

Ireland, Edmund Ludlow, Esq; Lieutenant General o f  the Horse, Miles Corbet, Esq; lohn lones, Esq... 
(London, 1653), pp. 1 -4 ,1 9 .
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Waterford, King's county. Queen's county, Eastmeath, W estmeath, Down, 

Antrim and Armagh -  would be surveyed first. The surveyor-general would 

roughly specify w hat lands [boglands were to be distinguished from arable 

land) and tenem ents  there  w ere  in the ten counties and then divide the 

counties in two, to satisfy the soldiers and adventurers  respectively. In order  to 

plant Ireland ‘with as much expedition as may be', a 'Gross Survey’ (i.e. a rough 

survey) would be undertaken initially; a more exact survey could be 

undertaken subsequently, and p lan ters’ claims could be modified accordingly. 

Once an abstract of Irish lands in the ten counties was compiled, with estimates 

of 'Meadow, Arable and profitable pastu re’, it w as to be sent to the 

Adventurers' Committee sitting at Grocers’ Hall in London.^i

An obvious problem remained: although the Council of State had hoped to start 

disbanding the arm y in Ireland, this could not be done before the survey was 

completed and lands awarded in lieu of arrears; o therw ise the soldiery would 

be disbanded w ithout pay and 'exposed to great extremity, if not to u tter 

ruine'.42 The Council o rdered the Commissioners, therefore, to aw ard forfeited 

lands in any five counties, apart  from the ten counties and the counties Dublin, 

Kildare, Carlow and Cork, to soldiers who had accrued a rrears  since the 5 June 

1649 by 'estimation or gross Survey'. If, after five years and on the completion 

of a more exact survey, it was found that more lands had been assigned to 

soldiers than they w ere entitled to, the soldiers could buy the surplus land or it 

would revert to the ownership of the Commonwealth.'^^ The idea of using an 

extra five counties for the satisfaction of the soldiers, in addition to the ten 

counties specified, had been in the contemplation of the Council of State since 

early June.'' '̂'^

On 2 July, the Council of State issued a third and equally significant command, 

entitled 'Further Instructions unto Charles Fleetwood Esq.' It was clearly 

intended to be annexed to the previous order  as the page num bers on the 

printed edition follow on from those of the June 29 order. Its unders ta ted  title

Ibid., pp. 5 -16.
Instruction from John Thurloe to [the Commissioners?], n.d.. Petty, Down Survey, p. 377.

« Ibid., pp. 18-9.
8 Jun. 1653, Cal. S. P. Dom., 1652-1653, p. 394.

99



Chapter 4: The Nominated Assem bly and the Zenith o f Army Power, 1653

belies its undeniable significance: it o rdered  the transplantation of any Irish 

person who came within the qualifications of the Act of Settlement (and who 

w ere  thereby  liable to forfeit land) to Connacht by 1 May 1654. The 

Commissioners w ere  instructed to determ ine each landowner's  delinquency 

according to the Act of Settlem ent within forty of days of surveying his lands.^^

The June and July orders caused consternation in Ireland. The Commissioners 

and officers in Ireland, accustomed to receiving little instruction from 

W estm inster on the m anagem ent of Irish affairs, had already decided on a 

different mechanism for disbanding soldiers and satisfying the ir  arrears. In a 

le tter  dispatched on 22 July 1653, the Commissioners explained that, in the 

absence of clear orders from London earlier in the summer, and believing tha t 

it would be impossible to legislate for the satisfaction of a rrears  with Irish land 

w ithout a parliament, they had taken m atters into their own hands. In early 

June, the Commissioners had convened a Council of Officers and held a series of 

debates on the Irish sett lem ent in Dublin Castle. All the leading officers 'from 

all parts  of the nation' w ere  present, including Ludlow, Coote, Waller, 

Theophilus Jones, Sankey, Axtell, Phaire, Sadleir and Lawrence. The 

Commissioners w ere  particularly anxious tha t the Council of Officers would 

devise a strategy for satisfying with Irish lands both arm y arrears  and the 

Adventurers ' loans and th a t  it would consider how the soldiers could be 

disbanded in the near future.^6 The officers agreed that 8,000 soldiers would 

be disbanded immediately, before a nationwide survey of Irish lands was 

carried out, bu t tha t a standing arm y of 24,000 would be maintained. The 

disbanded soldiers would be settled immediately at the rate approved by the 

Rump in April 1653 and, should a be t te r  rate be afforded to them  later by a 

subsequen t parliament, they  would be allowed take advantage of it. This 

appears  to be surprising, since soldiers would only receive land at two thirds of 

the A dventurers ' rates. However an Irish governm ent docum ent from 25 July 

indicates that troops tha t had accrued arrears  before the  Cromwellian

Futher Instructions unto Charles Fleetwood, Esq; Lieutenant General o f  the Arm y in Ireland, 
Edmund Ludlow, Esq; Lieutenant General o f  the Horse, Miles Corbet, Esq; and lohn Jones, Esq... 
(London, 1653), pp. 23 -9 .

Commissioners to Council of Officers, 27 Jun. 1653, Dunlop, ii, p. 350.
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expedition to Ireland in 1649 would receive the April 1653 rates, bu t tha t 

arrears  tha t accrued after tha t date -  i.e. by the soldiers of the Cromwellian 

campaign in Ireland -  would be satisfied at the A dventurers’ rates.'^'^ The 

docum ent also shows how aw are the Commissioners and soldiers had been of 

developments in the Rump the previous spring.

Problematically, the Council of State’s o rder  of 29 June had indicated tha t only 

those who had accrued arrears  since 5 June 1649 should be satisfied, bu t the 

Commissioners reasoned tha t it m ade m ore sense to disband those who had 

'been of longest continuance in your service'. The Commissioners w ere  also 

concerned that only five counties w ere  reserved for the immediate satisfaction 

of soldiers, because the o ther ten counties had yet to be surveyed, and tha t land 

in baronies in Cork and Louth could not be used either. They had known for 

months tha t the Adventurers and soldiers would share ten counties in Ireland 

to satisfy their claims and had already pu t arrangem ents  in place to settle 

soldiers immediately in the ten c o u n t i e s . ' ^ ^  pre-1649 Irish troops w ere  already 

being disbanded, notably the regim ent of Lord Broghill: the Commissioners of 

Accounts, who w ere  in charge of issuing soldiers debentures  for their arrears, 

m ade reference to the 'accounts of Irish officers & soldiers as are now so 

disbanded’ in a letter in July 1653.“̂  ̂ It was obviously inconvenient for 

Broghill’s soldiers, many of whom  presum ably came from Cork, tha t they could 

not receive satisfaction of their arrears  in Cork. Meanwhile, as expected, the 

Adventurers in London began drawing lots for their lands on 20 July.^°

The obvious conflict between the Council of State’s orders, and the 

arrangem ents  decided on by the Commissioners and officers in Dublin, is 

indicative of the Commonwealth’s dysfunction in regard to policy making and 

the governance of Ireland. This is borne out by the Commissioners' total 

reliance on a cadre of senior officers to provide solutions to the most 

intractable problem s they encountered in adm inistering Ireland. This situation

'The Proposals of the Officers for Disbanding’, 9 Jun. 1653, Dunlop, ii, pp. 365-8; 
Com m issioners’ order to the Committee of Accompts, 25 ]ul. 1653, Prendergast MS, i, f. 148.

Bottigheimer, English Money, pp. 130-1 .
Comm issioners’ order to Broghill’s disbanded troops, 24  Jul. 1653, Prendergast MS, i, p. 146; 

Com m issioners’ order to the com m ittee of Accounts, 30 Jul. 1653, Egerton MS 1762, f. 4 3 /1 0 2 .
Documents relating to the Adventurers, Jul. 1653, Cal. S. P. Ire, 1649-1660,  pp. 404 -6 .
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became highly problematic when some of the more radical officers, with little 

experience of Ireland or government, became involved in ad hoc decision 

making. One of the more extreme proposals that emanated from the officers 

was to transplant the entire population of Ulster Scots to southern Ireland. The 

army argued the necessity of the scheme due to hostile relations between the 

Commonwealth and Scotland, and Ulster’s proximity to affinity with the latter. 

The Commissioners were initially enthusiastic but due to intervention from 

London and the Scots’ defeat in 1651 this preposterous scheme was never 

enforced.51

Even after the Council of State issued the three orders pertaining to the Irish 

land settlement, and the Nominated Assembly was convoked, the 

Commissioners in Dublin continued to rely on army officers to develop general 

government policy and implementation strategies. In August 1653, the 

Commissioners appointed twelve army officers to a ‘standing Committee’ at 

Cork House, 'to consider all matters referred to them by the Commissioners of 

the Commonwealth, and to offer to the said Commissioners how oppressions 

may be removed and redressed, how trade may be advanced, and the work of 

transplantation managed and carried on with most advantage to the 

Commonwealth’.52 An extraordinary degree of confusion remained after the 

publication of the Council of State’s order of 2 July regarding which sections of 

the Irish population should be transplanted. In particular, the Commissioners 

wondered '[wjhether it be advisable that all Irish Papists be removed, except 

those that dwell in those counties and places into which the said removal is to 

be made, or only out of some counties [such] as Kerry, Wexford, Waterford etc., 

and only the landed and popular men from other places?’̂  ̂ The fact that the 

Commissioners felt the Council of State’s orders presented three possibilites -  

wholescale transplantion, transplantion from several specific counties, or the 

tranplantation of powerful land magnates and leaders only -  and that it was

It was shelved by the end of 1653. See p. 143 below.
52 Commissioners’ Order, 1 Aug. 1653, Dunlop,  ii, pp. 369-70. The officers were Lord Broghill, 
Sir Hardress Waller, Colonels Sankey, Lawrence and Barron, Quarter Master Vernon, Dr Henry 
Jones, Adjutant-General William Allen, Major Anthony Morgan, Lieutenant Colonel Arnop, Dr 
Philip Carteret and Major Henry Jones.
53 Matters referred to the Standing Committee at Cork House, 1 Aug. 1653, Dunlop,  ii, p. 370.
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being left to a committee of Cromwellian officers to offer a solution, is 

indicative of the u tte r  failure of the authorites in Ireland and England to align 

their strategies on an issue of exceptional im portance for the lives of tens of 

thousands of people.

The Nominated Assembly was convoked on 4 July and six men w ere  called to 

rep resen t Ireland: Colonel John Hewson, Colonel John Clarke, Colonel Henry 

Cromwell, Sir Robert King, Alderman Daniel Hutchinson and Vincent Gookin. 

They were, like other m em bers of the new  Parliament, probably chosen by 

army officers in London with the advice of o ther individuals. Hewson, Clarke 

and Cromwell w ere  obviously arm y men w hereas King, Hutchinson and Gookin 

w ere  Old Protestants who had shown a firm com.mitment to Parliament’s cause 

and the establishment of the Commonwealth in Ireland. The selection of 

civilians to serve for Ireland applied a veneer of legitimacy to the Nominated 

Assembly and the army was optimistic the new Parliament would command 

authority  among the w ider public. Hewson's nomination was a boon to the 

arm y in Ireland: his popularity among the officers is attested to by their 

nomination of him to represen t their dem ands at W estm inster in 1652 and 

1653. He was also elected to the Council of State on 14 July 1653. Lambert 

maintained control over the committee drafting legislation for Ireland but a 

Committee of Irish Affairs was constituted on 20 July in order  to consider other 

issues pertaining to Ireland. Its m em bership  attests to its importance: Oliver 

Cromwell, Lambert and a young Henry Cromwell w ere  on the committee, as 

well as the Old Protestants Sir Robert King and Vincent Gookin.^^

The Act of Satisfaction, which the Assembly enacted on 23 September, 

expressly confirmed and incorporated the three  orders made by the Council of 

State in June and July -  indeed the text of the three  orders accounts for nearly 

half of the Act’s w ord count. Nevertheless, the Nominated Assembly was 

responsible for several additional provisions that w ere  enacted to encourage

14 and 20 |ul. 1653, CJ, vii, pp. 284, 286; 14 Jul. 1653, Cal. S. P. Dorn, 1653-1654, pp. 26,
55 See 26 and 27 Sept. 1653, CJ, vii, p. 325; ‘An Act for the speedy and effectual Satisfaction of 
the Adventurers for Lands in Ireland, and of the Arrears due to Soldiery there, and of other 
Publique Debts, and for the Encouragement of Protestants to plant and inhabit Ireland’, 26  
Sept. 1653, Firth and Rait, ii, pp. 722-53 .

103



Chapter 4: The Nominated Assembly and the Zenith of Army Power, 1653

planters. The Act of Satisfaction gave post-facto approval to the disposal of 

baronies in Fermanagh, Cork, SHgo and Louth for the satisfaction of disbanded 

soldiers. Quit rents were remitted for five years for the benefit of soldiers and 

Adventurers; the government guaranteed not to charge taxes for land and 

stock in excess of 20 per cent for five years and, thereafter, not to charge more 

than the assessment tax in England; special provision was made for widows 

and maimed soldiers to live in Cork; and planters were allowed to opt out of 

military service for ten years. The Commissioners of Parliament were, it was 

confirmed, to administer the new plantation: they w ere empowered to set out 

lands to the soldiers; 'to hear, examine, and finally conclude' all disputes 

concerning soldiers' and Adventurers' land titles; and to grant permission to 

planters to purchase abandoned houses in the towns and receive waste land in 

towns for building habitations.^^

The identities of the tellers of the votes on the bill indicate that Henry 

Cromwell, John Clarke and Sir Robert King were highly involved in the 

progress of the legislation through Parliament. Indeed, Henry, Oliver 

Cromwell’s youngest son had, it was rumoured in Old Protestant networks, 'at 

present the managing of all businesses of the three nations put into his hands, 

the better to fit and prepare him for the future'; the same correspondent 

declared the young Henry was a 'good friend' to Ireland.^^ During its short 

lifetime, Henry, who was a member for Ireland, aligned himself with Old 

Protestant MPs in the Nominated Assembly.^^ This is reflected in his political 

activities in the latter half of 1653: he was keen to promote the Irish plantation; 

voted against clauses that would increase the Irish tax burden; and was against 

giving Gloucester corporation lands in Ireland, a move which Old Protestants 

vehemently opposed.^^

'An Act for the speedy and effectual Satisfaction of the Adventurers for Lands in Ireland, and 
of the Arrears due to Soldiery there’, 26 Sept. 1653, Firth and Rait, ii, pp. 7 2 2 -5 3  

8, 22 and 24 Sept. 1653, CJ, vii, pp. 3 1 5 -6 , 322-3 ; Val Savage to John Percival, 2 Dec. 1653, 
and William Dobbins to John Percival, 24 Jan. 1654, HMC Egmont, i, pp. 528, 534.

For Henry Cromwell’s alliance w ith the Old Protestants after 1655, see Barnard, 'Planters 
and Policies', pp. 31 -6 9 .

See pp. 1 6 1 -5  below.
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The Act of Satisfaction was problematic on two fronts. Firstly, the Committee of 

Articles, which decided on cases w here  the te rm s of su rren d er  w ere  in dispute, 

and the Council of State had yet to decide on the validity of the trea ty  with the 

Galway tow nsm en tha t Coote had entered  into on behalf of Parliament (but 

w ithout its consent] in 1652 and which was not based on the Qualifications. 

The trea ty  granted the Galway tow nsm en two-thirds of the ir  estates along with 

other generous guarantees.^o The Commissioners in Ireland, on receiving the 

Act of Satisfaction, w orried  that the trea ty  would preclude the transplantation 

of landholders to Connacht because

if the A rticles be confirm ed... the lands in the C om m onw ealth ’s d isp ose w ith in  that 

province and Clare w ill probably fall much sh ort o f  g iving satisfaction  to the Irish 

p roprietors o f the other three provinces, according to the Act o f Settlement.*^

Secondly, the policy of transplanting all Irish persons to Connacht was 

obviously impracticable, particularly since Irish labourers  would be needed to 

work the land in the o ther three  provinces. Cunningham points out tha t the 

main reason for this aspect of the legislation was probably that, since the text 

of the Act of Satisfaction was printed and distributed throughout London, it 

would impress on its English audience tha t the regime was avenging the 

atrocities of 1641 and also encourage nervous English planters to settle on 

lands in Ireland tha t w ere cleared of Irish Catholics. The fame of the events -  

real, imagined and exaggerated -  of 1641 had spread as far as the Americas, 

and had such a chilling effect that would-be planters from New England begged 

Cromwell, as a precondition for going to Ireland, tha t 'noe Irish may inhabite 

am ongst us, bu t such as we shall like of

The Commissioners bypassed these problem s by simply overriding the clear 

provisions of the legislation and, in the case of the Galway treaty, appealing to 

the Council of State to renege on its terms.^3 On 12 Septem ber the 

Commissioners in Ireland had ordered tha t the commander-in-chief of the

“  Cunningham, Conquest and Land, p. 57.
61 Comm issioners to the Committee of Parliament for Irish Affairs, 7 Oct. 1653, Dunlop, i, pp. 
372 -3 .
“  Cunningham, Conquest and Land, p. 39; People of New England to the Lord General 
Cromwell, ]an. 1651[?], Nickolls (ed.]. Original Letters, p. 45.

Cunningham, Conquest and Land, p. 61.
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forces or the Revenue Commissioners dispense individuals from transplanting 

in order that they could sow and till the land. This order was reaffirmed on 14 

October, despite the terms of the Act, but was qualified by reference to those 

Irish residing outside garrisons and from families of good repute.^^ Indeed, the 

Commissioners’ approach was consistently hard-line but pragmatic: 

concessions were only granted to the Irish and delinquents where it was 

clearly adverse to the Commonwealth's financial interests not to do so. 

Excluding Irish inhabitants from garrison towns except those used 'for guides, 

boatmen, or other particular services’ was the Commissioners’ general policy 

even after the war wound down in 1652.65 in April 1653, Colonel Hierome 

Sankey and the Revenue Commissioners at Clonmel were empowered to 

remove 'any of the Irish inhabitants out of the said garrison’ and replace them 

with English inhabitants.^^ But the Commissioners also forbade the Irish from 

inhabiting places outside lines of protection and garrison towns due to the 

problem of the Irish giving succour to tories, whose attacks continued 

throughout the 1650s.^'^ With a major shortage of food and revenues from land 

tax, it was necessary to retain some Irish peasants to farm the land but the 

safety of garrisons was paramount. In 1652, John Jones expressed the view that

There is no w ay to reduce this land to a p’fect and lasting peace, but by removing all 

heads of Septs and Preists and men of knowledge in armes, or otherw ise in repute, out 

of this land, and breaking all kinds of interest among them, and by laying w aste all fast 

countreyes in Ireland, and suffer noe mankind to live there, but within garrisons.®®

What Cunningham describes as this 'decapitation' of the Irish gentry was 

largely achieved by allowing Irish leaders to leave the country. By January

‘By the commissioners of parliament of the commonwealth of England for the affaires of 
Ireland’, 14 Oct. 1653, quoted in Gardiner, ‘Transplantation to Connaught', p. 715.

Commissioners to Colonel Sadleir, 17 Nov. 1652, D u n lo p ,  i, p. 296.
66 Commissioners' order to Colonel Hierome Sankey and the Commissioners of the Revenue in 
Clonmel, 14 Apr. 1654, ibid., i, p. 334.

Commissioners to Colonel Sadleir, 17 Nov. 1652; Commissioners to the Speaker of the House 
of Commons 4 Mar. 1653; Commissioners’ order to army officers in Wicklow and Wexford, 23 
May 1655, ibid., ii, p. 296, 322 ,154-5 . Catholics and transplanters were also forbidden from 
residing in garrison towns after 1654: see orders of the Commissioners, 16 Jun. and 23 Jul., 
1655 in ibid., ii, p. 523-4, 553-4. On 16 Aug. 1655 the Commissioners complained that 'many 
murders, robberies, spoils and other mischiefs are daily done and committed by Tories’ and 
the following Oct. they offered rewards of between £3 and £5 for the heads of certain Tory 
leaders, ibid., ii, pp. 537-8, 542.
6® Mayer, 'Inedited Letters’, p. 32.
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1653 ,13 ,000  Irish soldiers had left Ireland for service under the King of Spain; 

in July 1653 the Commissioners estim ated tha t 20,000 w ere  'lately 

t ran spo rted ’ and tha t ano ther  7,000 w ere  about to be transported.^^ High- 

profile Irish leaders such as Phelim O’Neill w ere  tried and executed in High 

Courts of Justice in Dublin, Kilkenny, Galway, Clonmel, Cork, Carrickfergus and 

Dundalk and locals w ere  encouraged to a ttend the trials. Tory leaders who 

continued in arms w ere  summarily executed w hen captured: in June 1653 a 

M unster landow ner reported  that fourteen Irish captains 'and o ther officers 

being lately taken in Kerry [were] hanged’. P o o r  civilians w ere  forced into 

slavery in the Americas w here  they would w ork on the plantations. Selling 

Irish men and w om en could provide additional income for m em bers of the 

army: in October 1652, Quartermaster-General John Vernon contracted with 

two m erchants to provide '250 Irish w om en betw een the ages of 12 and 45 and 

300 men betw een then ages of 12 and 50... for transporting into New England'. 

Broghill helpfully informed the Commissioners that candidates for this 

enterprise  could be located in Cork w here  multitudes lived as ‘beggars and 

vagabonds’. T h e  ability to define term s such as 'vagabond’ flexibly m eant that 

m erchants  in Irish slaves w ere guilty of horrific abuses. Pressgangs swept 

civilians off the s treets  and spirited them  onto waiting boats and m erchants 

w ere  allowed to purchase prisoners to m eet their t a r g e t s . ' ^ ^  Transportation 

w as also used as a tool for punishing the Irish collectively for alleged crimes: in 

October 1655, the Parliamentary Commissioners ordered  the transporta tion  of 

the entire Catholic population of a town in Kildare 'to the Barbadoes (or some 

of the  Plantation Islands] belonging to His Highness and the Commonwealth in 

America’ in revenge for the m urder of two Irish Protestants there, even though 

the individual perpe tra to rs  w ere  found and hanged.

Cunningham, Conquest and Land, p. 40; Comm issioners to the Council o f State, 15 Jan. 1653  
and Comm issioners to Parliament, 22 Jul. 1653, Dunlop, ii, pp. 310, 363.

John Percival to Lord Kerry, 25 Jun. 1653, HMC Egmont, i, p. 520.
Com m issioners’ Order, 25 Oct. 1653, Dunlop, ii, pp. 374 -5 .

2̂ J. W. Blake, ‘Transportation from Ireland to America, 1653-60 ', IHS, iii, no. 11 (1943), pp. 
269, 278. This is undoubtedly the best account of the transportation of civilians from Ireland 
and soberly reassesses som e of the exaggerated claims made in relation to this topic by 
Prendergast in Cromwellian Ireland.

‘Murder at Lackaigh’, 22 Oct. 1655 and 'Priests and Tories to be delivered for transplantation  
to the Barbadoes', 27 Nov. 1655, Prendergast MS, i, ff. 360 -1 , 375-6; Prendergast, Cromwellian
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Despite the daunting nature of administering wholesale transplantation, the 

Commissioners and officers had already shown enthusiasm for such a scheme 

in relation to the Ulster Scots, although it was never implemented. In order to 

determine the best methods for undertaking the transplantation, the 

Commissioners appointed John Jones, Broghill, Colonel Richard Lawrence, 

Colonel Arthur Hill, Dr Henry Jones, Benjamin Worsley and Jenkin Lloyd to a 

‘committee for transplantation’ on 20 November 1653. The following day. 

Commissioner Miles Corbett, the judges Gerard Lowther, Walter Carwardine 

and William Basil, Sir John Temple and Adjutant-General Allen were appointed 

to a committee that was to advise the government on how contested titles to 

Irish land were to be a d ju d ic a te d .T h e i r  solutions have been outlined by 

Cunningham: briefly, all landowners in Ireland were to apply to the local 

Revenue Commissioners for a transplantation certificate, detailing the physical 

attributes (e.g. hair colour and stature] of the transplanter and his family along 

with the extent of his land and stock, by 20 December 1653. On arriving in 

Connacht, the transplanter had to present his certificate to Commissioners 

sitting at Loughrea, in County Galway, who were to allocate land to them in 

Connacht in lieu of their forfeited p r o p e r t y . ' ^ ^  most senior Loughrea 

Commissioners included Broghill, Coote and a Cromwellian officer called 

Henry Ingoldsby, who was the military governor of L im er ick .T h e  army was, 

therefore, intimately involved in all stages of the transplantation process.

The committee for transplantation recommended several drastic measures for 

securing the English plantations. On 29 December 1653, it proposed that 

County Kerry and a large proportion of Counties Limerick and Cork be declared 

'wholly out of protection’; the areas of Wexford, Wicklow and Carlow bounded 

by the River Barrow, along with the entire County of Kildare and south County 

Dublin, were also to be purged of Irish and papist inhabitants to strengthen

Settlem ent, pp.191-2; Aubrey Gwynn, ‘Cromwell's Policy o f Transportation Part IT, Studies: An 
Irish Quarterly Review, xx, no. 78 [1931], .p. 302  

‘Committee for Transplantation’, 20 Nov. 1653 and 'Commission concerning Titles & 
qualifications’, 21 Nov. 1653, Prendergast MS, i, ff. 176-7 .

Cunningham, Conquest and Land, pp. 4 4 -5 .
Daniel Beaumont, ‘Ingoldsby, Sir Henry (d. 1 7 0 1 ]’, DIB (online edn., accessed 1 May 2012],
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and enlarge the Pa!e7^ According to the rules of war, declaring an area to be 

out of protection p resen ted  soldiers with a carte blanche to kill or forcibly 

remove its inhabitants^^ The committee also recom m ended that 'such parts  of 

the Co. of Leitrim Cavan and Fermanagh as lye betw een Lough Erne and the 

Shannon and so down to the W est sea bee likewise wholly cleared of Irish 

Inhabitants'. Finally it o rdered  the standing committee of officers at Cork 

House to consider 'w hat o ther places are fitt to be layd w aste from Irish 

inhabitants in order to p reven t the relief of Tories and for further security of 

English Plantations'.'^^ Those living outside the line of protection w ere  

generally 'accounted enem ies and spies' and could be adjudged 'abettors of the 

p resen t Rebellion & proceeded against accordingly'. Some Irish families w ere 

allowed to live outside protection provided they had a 'tickets of protection' 

and all Irish persons living within English lines also needed to hold tickets. 

The tickets contained details of the holder's stature, hair colour and residence. 

An order declaring ail those living in bogs and islands out of protection was in 

force from December 1652.

Documents among the Prendergast manuscripts dem onstra te  that the process 

of transplantation did not begin in earnest until late 1654, despite the May 

1654 deadline. In July 1654, M ercuhus Politicus reported  that 'the 

transplanting w ork moves on bu t slowly; not above six-score from all 

provinces are yet rem oved into Connaught'. The arm y in Ireland did not 

possess the resources to enforce the plantation and, one observer noted tha t 

despite the deadline for transplantation, 'an inconsiderable part  onely obeyed, 

the generality choosing to run all hazards obstinately, than c o n d e s c e n d ' . ^ ^  

Nevertheless, Irish Catholic and P rotestant landowners w ere  on tenterhooks

'Places to be w holly cleared o f Irish & Papists’, Prendergast MS, i, f. 191.
In February 1652, Joan Doyle, a resident of Glencree, was found in that area by Cromwellian 

soldiers after it w as declared out of protection. She was sentenced to death by a Court Martial: 
Heather MacLean et al. (eds.], ‘Minutes of the courts martial held in Dublin in the years 1 6 5 1 -  
3',Archivium Hibernicum, no. 64  [2011), p. 71.

'Places to be w holly cleared of Irish & Papists’, 29 Dec. 16 5 3 ’, Prendergast MS, i, f. 191.
'A Declaration for the more effectual discovery of such Rebells Thieves &c’, 5 May 1652, ibid., 

i ,f f .8 -1 0 .
Comm issioners’ order, 15 Dec. 1652, Dunlop, ii, p. 303.
Gookin, The Great Case o f  the Transplantation  (London, 1655], p. 25.
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after the publication of the Act of Satisfaction. In early October 1653 an Irish 

landowner in England was informed that

All the  coun try  w ere, ab o u t a fo rtn igh t since, sum m onder to pu t in a second claim to 

w h a t esta tes  every  m an had in th is  county, w ith  a charge th a t each m an m ust b ring  his 

w ritings to  prove his claim... It will be necessary  for you to  have them  here  before  May 

next, w hen  the  tran sp lan ta tio n  wil be, for I believe w hen the settling  and disposing  of 

lands to  the  so ld iers and  o th ers  will be, th a t th e re  will be a s tric t exam ination of every  

m ans’s title...®^

Dozens of petitions to the government from people begging for dispensation 

from transplanting, which were probably received when the revenue 

commissioners and army officers were drawing up the plantation certificatesm  

survive among the Prendergast manuscripts.^'^ The central role that the army 

played in the transplantation scheme is demonstrated by an order by the 

Commissioners from December 1653 which indicates that a committee of army 

officers could decide on the fate of prospective transplanters:

Upon read ing  the  revenue rep o rts  m ade by the C om m ittee of Off[ice]rs upon the 

Petitiones of Lady N etterville, the  Lady Allison Talbott, Nicholas Barnwall of Turvey, the  

Lady Mary Allen, Francis Cusack, lam es Barnwall of D unbroe and  Thom as Luttrell of 

L uttrelstow n. It being alledged th a t the  s[ai]d p a rtie s  have no t been heard  a t the s[ai]d 

C om m ittee and  th a t they  have m ateriall th ings to  offer against th e ir  tran sp lan ta tio n  into 

C onnaught o r Clare.

It is th o ugh t fitt and  O rdfere]d  th a t it be fu rth e r re fe rred  to the  s[ai]d C om m ittee of 

Officers to  call the  s[ai]d p a rtie s  re fe rred  to  in the  s[ai]d petitions before them  and  upon 

H earing to  Certify th e ir  opinions.ss

Another order, dated October 1654, referred to a petition of one 'Ellinor Butler, 

w idow ’ and a report on the petition by Colonel Richard Lawrence, the military 

governor of Waterford. Lawrence's report recommended that the widow  and 

'her helpless children’ should be dispensed from transplantation, and that her 

livestock, which had already been transported to Connacht, should be brought 

back to Waterford. The above records, and several quoted in Prendergast’s 

Cromwellian Settlem ent that have since been destroyed, suggest that some

Letter from Richard Beare to John Percival, 6 Oct. 1653, HMC Egmont, vol i, p. 525.
See petitions in Prender MS, i, ff. 243, 249-52, 257, ii, f. 344.
Order by the Commissioners, 9 Dec. 1653, Prendergast MS, i, ff. 177-8.
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decisions by the Revenue Commissioners and local arm y com m anders to 

petitions w ere  subject to confirmation by the Parliamentary Commissioners, 

bu t  tha t arm y officers had a great degree of pow er in determining who was 

exem pt from transplantation.^^ Despite a slow start, by late 1654 the 

transplantation scheme was well under way. In December 1654, the barony of 

Kilnelogarty in County Tipperary was so effectively cleared of Irish inhabitants 

tha t surveyors of the Barony w ere  unable to m easure land boundaries due to a 

lack of local knowledge; the Commissioners of the Revenue w ere  compelled to 

ask the Irish Council for permission to allow Irish families to come back across 

the Shannon in o rder  to obtain the requisite information.^'^

There is no doubt tha t army officers took decisions that had far-reaching 

consequences in respect of Ireland’s native inhabitants and the land 

settlement. It is also noticeable tha t Fleetwood and the Commissioners had 

become close to a particular cabal in the army; namely the Baptist army 

officers. All the committees appointed by Fleetwood and the Commissioners in 

1653 contained a high proportion of them: men such as Adjutant-General Allen, 

Quartermaster-General John Vernon, Colonel Richard Lawrence, Colonel 

Hierome Sankey and Colonel Daniel Axtell. Moreover Baptist arm y officers 

w ere  appointed Revenue Commissioners, Justices of the Peace, sheriffs, town 

governors and Commissioners in the High Court of Justice. The account by a 

Presbyterian minister from Ulster, Patrick Adair, of a visit to Dublin in January 

1653 is particularly illuminating of how governm ent operated this time. Adair 

and a fellow minister, Archibald Ferguson, had come to explain to Fleetwood 

the ir  b re th ren ’s reasons for refusing to take the oath of engagement (the oath 

tha t the Rump insisted tha t all citizens should take in order  to prove loyalty to 

the Commonwealth]. On arriving, Adair w as immediately struck by the way in 

which Fleetwood allowed arm y officers to play an energetic role in m atters of 

government. He noted tha t although Fleetwood held power, he was too 

lethargic to wield it: in reality, the 'Anabaptist faction carried most sway’. 

Although Adair and Ferguson requested a meeting with Fleetwood, they w ere

Prendergast, Cromwellian Settlem ent, pp. 91 -4 .
Order of the Irish Council, 20 Dec. 1654, Prendergast MS, i, ff. 287 -8 .
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instead 'referred... to a meeting of officers, who met in the castle of Dublin, of 

all sorts and sizes of them'. The officers interrogated the ministers and Adair 

remembered one particular officer by the name of Allen -  undoubtedly 

Adjutant-General William Allen -  who insulted the ministers by comparing 

them with Papists. Adair retorted with plucky indignation: 'Sir, under favour, 

it's a mistake to compare our consciences with Papists; for Papists’ consciences 

could digest to kill Protestant kings, but so would not ours, to which our 

principles are contrary'. It was a barbed comment: Adair knew he was in the 

company of regicides, and it 'procured a great silence; some drawing their hats 

down on their faces who were in heart haters of that wickedness, and others 

were a n g ry ' .A d a ir 's  desciption of these events clearly points to the fact that 

officers were highly involved in day-to-day government administration, and 

that gatherings of officers in Dublin castle to discuss policy issues, and deal 

with complaints, was a regular occurance. Given that many senior officers were 

Baptists, it is unsurprising that contemporaries, such as Vincent Gookin, 

worried the latter brandished too much power. A Quaker evangelist, who 

encountered hostility from Baptists during his mission around Ireland, wrote 

in 1656 that 'gen'^ally y® Rulers in this nation are Baptists'.^^

The power achieved by the army by the end of 1653, in particular by its radical 

wing, and the drastic measures for transplantation contained in the Act of 

Settlement, unnerved the Old Protestant community in Ireland. The proposed 

settlement of 35,000 soldiers would radically alter the balance of power in 

Ireland and threaten the land interests of the existing Protestant population; 

moreover, the transplantation would prevent landowners from availing 

themselves of Irish labour and rents. Protestants also resented that a 'strict 

examination of every mans's title' would be carried out before the 

transplantation: a rule that placed the onus on landowners to prove the 

legitimacy of their holdings. Financially, the presence of a large army on Irish 

soil created a huge tax burden on Old Protestants and, at a political level, the 

latter were concerned at their loss of authority under Fleetwood's

J. S. Reid, History o f  the Presbyterian Church in Ireland (2"“̂ edn., 2 vols, London, 1983), ii, p. 
171-2 .

Edward Burrough to Margaret Fell, 5 Feb. 1656, Swarthmore MS. 3 /1 9 , trans., i, f. 294.
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adm inistration and felt deeply threa tened  by the Cromwellian army because of 

the influence it had both on the local adm inistration and on the governm ent in 

Dublin.^o The rise of the Baptists’ s tar  in relation to politics and religion was 

also worrying.

Nowhere is the tension betw een the Old Protestant and the Cromwellian army 

m ore evident than in the vitriolic debate between the Munster landowner, 

Vincent Gookin, and the hot-headed military governor of Waterford, Colonel 

Richard Lawrence, in 1655. The subject of the dispute was the transplantation, 

the ir  w eapons w ere words, and the battle was pitched on the pages of three 

consecutive pamphlets.^^ Gookin penned the first pam phlet anonym ously -  The 

g rea t case o f  transplantation in Ireland discussed -  which was tendered  to 

'every individual' of the first Protectorate Parliament, the Nominated 

Assembly’s successor. Its cogent but controversial argum ents  against the 

transplantation w ere seen as an attack on the Irish administration: Fleetwood 

declared it 'a very strange scandalous book... which doth verie falfely and 

unworthily asperse those, that did and now doe serve the state here ’.^̂  It 

incited a rebuttal from Lawrence [The Interest o f  England in the Irish 

Transplantation) which, in turn, provoked Gookin to issue a vituperative 

rejoinder [The author and case o f  transplanting the Irish into Connaught 

vindicated, from  the unjust aspersions o f  Col. Richard Laurence). Although much 

of the debate centred on policy issues confronting the governm ent in 1655, 

Gookin’s remarks on the role of the arm y in 1653 and 1654 are of present 

relevance.

In The Great Case, Gookin complained tha t the policy of transplantation  was 

adopted  too hastily by the authorities in England, on the advice of the ir  agents 

in Ireland:

Barnard, 'Planters and Policies’, pp. 43 ,46; Richard Beare to john Percival, 6 Oct. 1654, HMC 
Egmont, i, p. 526.

They were, in order, Vincent Gookin, The g re a t case o f  transplantation in Ireland discussed 
(London, 1655); Richard Lawrence, The in terest o f  England in the Irish transplantation, sta ted  
(London, 1655); Vincent Gookin, The author and case o f  transplanting the Irish into Connaught 
vindicated, from  the unjust aspersions o f  Col. Richard Laurence (London, 1655).

Fleetw ood to Thurloe, 7 Feb. 1655, TSP, iii, p. 139.
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Those that w ere in England must see and hear with their eyes and ears thet w ere in 

Ireland, and according to Informations given from them, w ere necessitated to square 

their directions to them: Now it is no w onder if those that w ere but Strangers to that 

Land should not (at first sight] understant the compleat interest thereof; and so their 

w ils w ere zealous to that which was good in the general, yet their understandings not 

fully inform’d (so soon) might cause them to deviate in som e particular.®^

As has been discussed above, the army officers v^ere largely responsible for the 

policies that emanated from Ireland during 1653 and Lawrence, who sat on the 

transplantation and standing committees in Dublin, took offence at what he 

regarded as Gookin’s calumnies. In The Interest o f England, he stated, 

somewhat disingenuously, that

The w eakness and malice of the Discussor is much covered by his endeavours to lay the 

blame of the work of Transplantation (if it w ere blameoworthy] originally or chiefly 

upon the persons in chief Authority in Ireland, Whereas they w ere but ministerial and 

subordinate therein, only putting the Order and Instructions of Parliament in execution  

when received...'5'*

While the general policy of transplantation was legislated for in England, the 

extent of its implementation was decided on in Ireland. Gookin, in his riposte to 

Lawrence’s pamphlet rejected the idea that the policy of transplantation 

orginated in the Nominated Assembly: the Council of State devised it. He 

conceded that the Council’s orders were confirmed by the Nominated 

Assembly but complained that the latter never even read the instructions for 

the transplantation; indeed in his first pamphlet, Gookin alleged that the Act of 

Satisfaction was '[n]ot long... debated’ by MPs in the Nominated Assembly.^^

Gookin’s identity as the author of The Great Case was well-known in army 

circles: Lawrence’s attacks were, therefore, deeply personal. He accused 

Gookin of'malignity' and of making 'scandalous clamors’; but his reflection that 

previous English planters in Ireland 'degenerated from the manners and 

interest of their Ancestors native Countrey and People’ was a slur on the Old

Gookin, The Great Case, p. 28.
Lawrence, The Interest o f England, p. 2.
Gookin, Author and Case, p. 19; Gookin, The Great Case, p. 18.
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Protestant community generally.^® Gookin's irate response displayed an u tte r  

contempt for the Cromwellian officer. He ridiculed Lawrence's intelligence, 

sneering 'if you carry the Transplantation, 'twas by reason of your force, not by 

the force of your reason’. But his reflections on the arm y are more revealing:

fW]hen I was in a civil imploiment for the State of Ireland, I had som e sharp conflicts 

with som e particular Officers for dealing unjustly with the Country, which I did and can 

make appear, and I thought 1 w as bound not to fear a man with a Sword, but defend the 

oppressed, according to the trust reposed in me... This gained me those enem ies, who... 

have laboured to taint my reputation.

The army's pow er in Ireland was unchecked, and 'the violence and oppression 

by some of the Souldiers inflicted on [the Irish] is incredible, and by the injured 

people's just fear to complain, many horrible facts of this nature go 

unpunished’.^̂

By the time the Gookin-Lawrence debate took place, however, the army's 

political influence had waned. On 16 December 1653, the Nominated 

Assembly’s short life came to an end, and the dawn of a new  political era 

suggested the army's control over the administrative, judicial and policy

making arms of governm ent in Ireland would soon be eroded. The hopes of 

religious radicals in the army to establish a truly godly governm ent on earth 

w ere also dashed. In 1653 the pow er of the arm y in England and Ireland, and 

its religious fervour, had been at their zenith. In a le tter from the English 

officers to their Irish counterparts  in May 1653, the hope of a Messiah was 

startlingly evident in the description of the Rump’s dissolution;

Dear Friends, w e are perswaded this is the Lords own work, and ought to be mavellous 

in our eyes.../or  we are not w ithout hope, that out Lord jesus Christ, who is the King o f  

Saints, will henceforth shew  him self to be the King o f Nations also.^^

The officers in England rem em bered  the 'many prayers and tea rs ’ after the 

officers destined for Ireland w ere  selected in 1649, bu t rem inded them  tha t 

'though thousands of our dear bre th ren  who w ere  engaged with us, are  dead’, 

those who w ere  still alive had a unique oppotunity  to bring about the

Lawrence, The Interest o f England, pp. 1-2, 25.
Gookin, Author and Case, pp. 5 ,10, 24.
The fifth monarchy, or Kingdom o f Christ.. (London, 1659], p. 23
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'advancement of the affairs and kingdom of our Lord Jesus Christ’.^̂  The 

aspirations so eloquently engendered in the breasts of the officers in Ireland 

were cruelly dashed by the downfall of the Nominated Assembly -  a parliament 

of the godly. Two weeks after its demise, the Commonwealth was replaced by a 

secular regime, the Protectorate, and the army's dominant position in Ireland 

was under threat.

Ibid., p. 23  [itaUcs in th e  original].
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Chapter 5

Opposition to the EstabHshment of the Protectorate, 1653-4

'If the Rump had had few m ourners  but the Rumpers, Barebone’s had fewer by 

far', Woolyrch opined, adding, 'not many indeed outside the ranks of Fifth 

Monarchy m en’.i The Nominated Assembly had never inspired w idespread 

popular support: one observer noted how  London could only be 'kept in 

subjection by armed force'. But in Ireland, while the Assembly's demise was only 

quietly lamented, its replacement -  the Protectorate -  was vociferously deplored. 

The most immediate and startling sign of disaffection was in the Commissioners' 

decision to delay proclaiming the Protectorate and their non-attendance at the 

eventual inauguration ceremony in Dublin. It soon became apparent, however, 

that leading arm y officers w ere  similarly unim pressed by the sudden regime 

change. This clearly alarmed the authorities in London and Oliver Cromwell sent 

his younger son Henry to Ireland in March 1654 to investigate reports  that 

Ireland governors w ere  doing little to curb the activities of the Pro tectorate’s 

detractors, if not actually fomenting disaffection. In light of this, Woolrych’s 

s ta tem ent above m ust be reassessed.

The narrative of how the Assembly dissolved itself on 12 December 1653, just 

over five m onths after it was convoked, is well known. A majority of m oderate

1 W ooliych, Britain in Revolution, p. 558.
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members, exasperated with radical colleagues who were legislating for the 

abolition of tithes (among other controversial reforms), tendered their 

resignation to Cromwell. Contemporaries and historians alike had tended to 

disparage the achievements of a seemingly religiously extremist parliament, but 

Woolrych rescued its reputation in his seminal Commonwealth to Protectorate? 

He argued that, in its short lifetime, members of the Nominated Assembly 

displayed remarkable energy in undertaking legal and church reforms. Unlike its 

lethargic predecessor, the Rump, which sat only four days a week and had an 

abysmal record of attendance, the Nominated Assembly often began its day at 8 

in the morning, sat six days a week and, initially at least, had high levels of 

attendance. In the early weeks of its existence, legislation was debated and 

considered on its merits, rather than according to ideological or religious 

allegiances.3

By the autumn of 1653, however, inter-confessional cooperation in the Assembly 

had declined and a radical-moderate division emerged. Radical members were 

more zealous in undertaking the affairs of the state and, increasingly, the daily 

attendance of moderates dropped off. This is reflected in the more extreme 

legislation that was considered at this time -  in November, for example, a bill to 

abolish the corrupt Chancery Court, among other legal measures, deeply divided 

the House -  and the unrealistic way in which the Assembly conducted foreign 

relations. Ambassadors from Holland, recently defeated in its naval war with 

England, were treated with a high-handedness that doubtless made experienced 

diplomats blush. Paulucci explained that, because of ‘a lack of sense and 

experience in those at the helm all affairs remain at a standstill, and all the 

foreign ministers dissatisfied, as none of their demands are attended to, 

representations and complaints being alike unavailing'.'^

2 For the reaction of contemporaries to the estabhshment of the Nominated Assembly see 
Woolrych, Commonwealth to Protectorate, pp. 165-6; Clarendon declared that the Nominated 
Assembly was comprised of 'a pack of weak senseless fellows, fit only to bring the name and 
reputation of parliaments lower than it was yet’, Edward Hyde Clarendon [Earl of), The history of 
the rebellion and civil wars in England, to which is added an historical view of the affairs o f Ireland 
(8 vols., London, 1826), vii, p. 13.
3 Woolrych, Commonwealth to Protectorate, p. 288-90.
* Paulucci to Sagredo, 3 Oct. 1653, Cal. S. P. Ven., 1653-4, p. 132; Woolrych, Commonwealth to 
Protectorate, pp. 278-85, 288-90, 295-6.
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Cromwell took a backseat during this time and, despite being appointed a co

opted member of the Assembly, he rarely attended it. He was still, however, at 

the head of a powerful army and it was popularly believed that the Nominated 

Assembly only remained in existence at his whim. This is borne out to some 

extent by the fact that the authorities did not tolerate personal attacks on him. In 

September 1653, Levellers distributed a libellous broadside across London that 

accused Cromwell of high treason for failing to hold elections for a new 

representative. It called for freely elected men to assemble on 16 October to form 

a new government, and goaded members of the army 'to joyn in this our shaking 

of this yoke'.^ The Council of State was immediately convened to investigate the 

matter. The coup d’t o t  never occurred; however Gardiner notes that 

considering the Levellers' erstwhile popularity in the army the episode was 

worrying. In a separate incident. Lieutenant Colonel George Joyce, who famously 

arrested Charles I in 1647, was promptly cashiered and sent to the Tower after 

declaring his regret that Cromwell had not been killed on Triploe Heath.^

Despite the rumblings of discontent, Cromwell maintained firm control of the 

army, but his exasperation with the Nominated Assembly began to show: 

Paulucci speculated that Cromwell considered dissolving it as far back as 

October. Woolrych contends that Cromwell was probably loath to personally 

bring a second parliament to an end in the same year, but several of his most 

senior subordinates in the army were not similarly inhibited. In October, General 

John Lambert, the second-most important army commander after Cromwell, 

began to devise a constitution for an alternative form of government. Lambert's 

document, the Instrument of Government, aimed to ‘avoid the extremes of 

monarchy on the one hand, and democracy [i.e. the unrestricted rule of a 

parliament] on the other', as Cromwell later explained.'^ The result was a 

constitution -  the first one of its kind adopted in England since Magna Carta -  

outlining a quasi-monarchical system in which the legislature's power was 

balanced with that of the executive. It is thought that Lambert initially envisaged

5 A charge o f  high treason exhibited against Oliver Cromwell Esq (London, 1653], unpaginated. 
 ̂Gardiner, Commonwealth and Protectorate, ii, p. 303-4 .
 ̂Cromwell’s speech to the Second Protectorate Parliament, Abbott, iii, pp. 587-8; Woolrych, 

Commonwealth to Protectorate, p. 366.
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that Cromwell would assume the title of king but Cromwell refused, opting 

instead for the title Lord Protector, the office assumed by one who fills the 

position of a monarch who is not yet of age.

The Instrument’s first article proclaimed that

the supreme legislative authority of the Commonwealth of England, Scotland, and Ireland, 

and the dom inions thereunto belonging, shall be and reside in one person, and the people 

assem bled in Parliament; the style of which person shall be the Lord Protector of the 

Commonwealth of England, Scotland, and Ireland.®

All 'writs, processes, commissions, patents, grants, and other things’ would bear 

the imprint of the 'name and style of the Lord Protector’ and the latter was 

empowered to grant pardons and conduct foreign relations. Executive power 

was placed in the hands of the Lord Protector and a Council of State, whose 

fifteen appointees were named in the Instrument (Cromwell was authorised to 

name a further six men, with the consent of a majority of Councillors). Members 

of the Council of State could only be replaced in the case of death or serious 

misconduct, via a process in which Parliament nominated six men, of whom the 

remaining Council of State members shortlisted two men, of whom the Lord 

Protector would finally select one. The Lord Protector was not an hereditary 

office: the Council of State would elect his successor. A Parliament comprised of 

400 MPs, in addition to thirty MPs from each of Ireland and Scotland, would be 

called to sit for a maximum term of five months every three years. The franchise 

was granted to all men with real or personal property worth £200, but Roman 

Catholics and any person who 'advised, assisted, or abetted the rebellion of 

Ireland’ were excluded. Previously forty-shilling freeholders were entitled to 

vote and John Ashton Cannon concludes that the Instrument probably resulted 

'in a sharp reduction of the electorate’.̂

Legislative power was notionally placed in the hands of the Parliament, however 

the Instrument specified that the Lord Protector and his Council would not 

summon a Parliament until 3 September 1654, the anniversary of the battles of

® Article 1, The Instrument of Government', S. R. Gardiner (ed.]. Constitutional Documents of the 
Puritan Revolution (S'"'' edn., Oxford, 1906], p. 405.
 ̂Article 2-15, ibid., pp. 406-10; I. A. Cannon, Parliamentary reform 1640-1832  (Cambridge,

1973], p. 19.
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Dunbar and Worcester. In the interim, and during intervals between 

Parliaments, Cromwell and the Council could legislate, a right they exercised 

‘energetically’, as Barry Coward has n o t e d . T h e  Lord Protector and Council 

could dissolve Parliament after five months, even if Parliament did not consent 

to it. The Lord Protector also had a suspensive veto of twenty-one days, after 

which time the legislation could be enacted without the Lord Protector's consent, 

provided the bill did not contain anything contrary to the Instrument. In light of 

the fact that the Instrument specified who was eligible to vote, provided for a 

standing army of 30,000 men and an additional yearly revenue of £200,000 to 

defray other governmental costs, this was not a minor qualification.M oreover, 

at intervals between Parliaments, the Protector, 'with the advice and consent of 

the major part of the council’, was authorised to control the standing army and 

the navy. This meant, as a pamphlet hostile to the Protectorate later protested, 

'establishing that Supreme Trust of the Militia at least for the space of two years 

and a half of every three years in a Single Person, and a Councel... whome he may 

control’.i  ̂ It was, in effect, a conservative political settlement, although liberty of 

conscience was guaranteed to all those who 'profess[ed] faith in God by Jesus
Christ’.i3

The scant evidence that remains suggests that Lambert drew up the document 

with the help of several other men, in October 1653, and that it was presented to 

the Council of Officers on 13 December, only one day after the Nominated 

Assembly dissolved itself. The officers spent three days deliberating on 

contentious articles of the Instrument, including those relating to nominees for 

the Council of State and possibly Cromwell’s title ('Lord Governor’ appears to 

have been considered), before they finally accepted the document.!^ Although 

some of its provisions echoed those contained in the Second Agreement of the 

People, the document agreed to in 1648 by the General Council of the Army and

Barry Coward, The Cromwellian Protectorate  (Manchester, 2002], p. 27.
11 Ibid., p. 27.
12 To His Highness the Lord Protector, et&. and Our General: The humble petition o f  several colonels 
o f the arm y  (London, 1654], unpaginated.
13 Article 37, 'The Instrument of Government', Gardiner (ed.]. Constitutional Documents, p. 416.
1“* Ludlow and an intercepted letter among the Thurloe S tate Papers are the main primary sources 
for the days between 12 and 16 Dec. 1653, on which Woolrych has based the m ost authoritative 
account o f this period; Woolrych, Commonwealth to Protectorate, pp. 3 5 7 -60 .
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the Levellers, the instrument was more conservative in several respects. Firstly, 

according to the Agreement, all male householders over 21 years, w^ho were not 

in receipt of wages, and who were rated to provide for the poor, were 

enfranchised. Secondly, the Agreement provided for biennial parliaments, which 

would elect a Council of State afresh at the beginning of each sitting. But the third 

and most obvious difference between the Agreement and the Instrument was 

that the latter placed extensive executive and legislative powers in the hands of 

the Lord Protector and his Council.

If there were any doubts about Cromwell’s newfound monarchical status, his 

installation as Lord Protector dispelled them. On 16 December 1653, Cromwell’s 

entourage advanced from Whitehall. Officers wearing cloaks, swords and hats, 

flanked his carriage on foot along a route lined with soldiers. Judges, 

Commissioners of the Great Seal, and civic dignitaries decked out in scarlet 

robes, advanced ahead of the Lord Protector in a train of carriages. On arriving at 

Westminster palace, which was thronged with soldiers, Cromwell proceeded into 

the Court of Chancery and stood before a throne while the Council of State’s 

secretary read out the Instrument of Government. Cromwell, who was addressed 

throughout at 'His Highness’, then held up his hand, undertook an oath to carry 

out his functions as Lord Protector of the Commonwealth of England, Scotland 

and Ireland, and was invited to 'take possession of the chair’. ‘Military men and 

other functionaries' paid him respect 'in the obsequious and respectful form 

observed towards the late Kings’ and then Lambert knelt before him with a 

sheathed sword, which Cromwell accepted before giving Lambert his own 

sword. This exchange, and Cromwell’s plain clothing, signified what one 

historian has termed 'the transition from military man to civic ruler’.i^ Then he 

was presented with the Great Seal, the insignia of supreme civil authority, and 

the pearl sword of the City of London, before making a short speech and 

returning in a procession to Whitehall.

The inauguration of the Protectorate has been characterised as a 'drab’ and 

‘curiously down-beat’ event; the royalist Edward Hyde, Earl of Clarendon, sniffed

Ludlow, i, pp. 372-3; Severall Proceedings, 15-22 Dec. 1653 (London, 1653), pp. 3497-8.
R. E. Sherwood, Oliver Cromwell: king in all but name, 1653-1658  (London, 1997], p. 9.
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that it was a ‘new  invented ceremony’.i’' To most contemporaries, however, it 

had the trappings of a royal coronation despite Cromwell’s simple attire on the 

occasion. The Fifth Monarchist Hugh Courtney, who was also a former m em ber 

of the Nominated Assembly, scribbled a short note to Commissioner John Jones 

in Ireland tha t announced:

Y esterday th e general w as proclaim ed protector. I w ill not insert the so lem n ities, w hich

w ere too m uch after the old fashion, and so  grievous to many.

Jones was perturbed , and, after receiving o ther reports  of the ceremony, w rote  to 

a m em ber of the Council of State advising tha t the 'suddenesse of the late change, 

with the occasion and som ew hat o f the form ality  of it, doth am use many precious 

S[ain]ts in this Lande’.̂ *̂

Indeed, the reaction in Ireland generally to the establishment of the Protectorate 

was nothing short of extraodinary. Jones's unease, shared by others in Ireland, 

manifested itself in an alarming way: Fleetwood and the Commissioners delayed 

proclaiming the Protectorate in Ireland. On 2 January 1654, they issued a letter 

to the commanders-in-chief of the respective precincts expressing their shock at 

'the sudden dissolution of Parliament’; they appointed a day of prayer so that all 

could 'lay to heart  the p resen t condition of the public affairs’ll, one  observer 

claimed tha t the mayor and aldermen of Dublin w ent ‘several tymes to the 

C[ommissioners] for leave to proclaime his highnes, and w ere alwayes d e n y e d .’ ô 

According to Ludlow, a fortnight after the installation of the Lord Protector in 

London, Fleetwood along with the Commissioners and 'three or four chief 

officers, of w hose integrity and abilities we had the best opinion’ met at Dublin 

castle to consider w he ther  the Protectorate should be proclaimed. The fact tha t 

army officers w ere  allowed to discuss the validity of the new  regime indicates 

the extent to which they w ere  involved in the highest levels of goverment. After a 

protracted debate, a vote was taken, bu t the assembly was equally divided. 

Fleetwood pleaded with his colleagues to declare his father-in-law Lord

Woolrych, Commonwealth to Protectorate, p. 360; Coward, Oliver Cromwell, p. 98; Hyde, The 
history o f  the rebellion and civil wars in England, vii, p. 19

John Jones to Philip Jones, 13 Jan. 1654, Mayer [ed.], 'Inedited Letters’, p. 45 [my italicsj.
T he Comm issioners to the Commanders-in-Chief o f the respective precincts', 2 Jan. 1654, 

Dunlop, ii, pp. 385 -6 .
20 Jenkin Lloyd to Secretary Thurloe, 13 Mar. 1654, TSP, ii, p. 163.
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Protector and, when Auditor-General Edward Roberts entered the room on army 

business, Fleetwood allowed him a deciding vote, which he cast in favour of the 

new regime. The proclamation of the Protectorate was then drafted but Ludlow 

refused to sign it, and eventually, on 1 February, it was issued with only the 

signature of the Commissioners' secretary appended to it.21

Ludlow resigned his important civil commission in protest against the 

Protectorate, but he refused to relinquish his military command. At Cork House, 

where the Commissioners generally held their meetings, Ludlow's colleagues 

endeavoured to persuade him to retain his civil role, although his account 

suggests they were not enamoured of the Lord Protector themselves:

The m ost w eigh ty  argum ents w hich  w ere  then  used  to p ersw ad e m e to con tinu e in m y  

im ploym ents w ere, that su pp osin g  Crom wel to be a tyrant, to have no just call to his 

p resen t im ploym ent, and a w icked  man, as m ost o f [the C om m issioners] w ere  so  

in gen uou s to ack n ow led g him  to be; y e t  they declared th em selves to be o f op inion, that a 

good  man m ight act under him; and for proof o f th is they urged the exam ple of Cornelius, 

w h o  w as a centurion  under Nero.^^

Although Ludlow's recollections of events generally are always subject to the 

caveat that they are a highly biased, sometimes inaccurate and a heavily edited 

source, other accounts support his assessment of the political situation in Ireland 

at this time. At the ceremony for the inauguration of the Protectorate in Dublin 

the mayor, sheriffs and aldermen -  who, along with the Old Protestant 

community, were probably hopeful of a more civilian-style government under 

the new regime -  attended, but none of the Commissioners and few officers were 

present. The Old Protestant landowner. Sir Hardress Waller, Colonel Hierome 

Sankey and Colonel William Moore (an Old Protestant commander) were the 

only recorded attendees of military significance.^^ Ludlow, 'desiring to be as far 

from this pageantry as [he] could, rode out of town that afternoon’.^̂

Hewson appears to have reluctantly accepted the new regime, but was doubtless 

mollified when Cromwell and his Council ordered the payment of his arrears and

Ludlow, i, pp. 374 -5 , 542 -3 .
22 Henry Cromwell to Secretary Thurloe, 8 Mar. 1654, TSP., ii, p. 149 ; Ludlow, i, pp. 375, 376. 

Ludlow, i, 375; Jenkin Lloyd to Secretary Thurloe, 13 Mar. 1654, TSP, ii, p. 164.
Ludlow, i, p. 375.
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awarded him a magnificent estate in Luttrelstown on 18 July 1654.25 Elsewhere 

in Ireland, the Protectorate was not well received by the army. A Dublin 

informant of John Thurloe, Cromwell’s head of intelligence, reported  that 'the 

officers about Corke w ere soe much incens'd, tha t they drew e up a rem onstrance 

against this change of government, and b rought it to Dublin for approbation'.26 

The hostility of the army in Ireland tow ards the new  governm ent was noticed by 

foreign diplomats in London. In early 1654 the Venetian am bassador, Paulucci, 

reported  tha t 'the people [in IrelandJ, and especially the troops who are mostly 

Anabaptists, openly refuse their allegiance' and that 'proclamations of the 

Protector m eet with contem pt and insult everywhere, except in Dublin, the 

residence of his son in law Flitud [Fleetwood]'27. Thurloe intercepted a le tter in 

March, probably w ritten by a royalist, which talked excitedly of 'a great buz of 

things not being well in Ireland’̂ s. In the same month, Paulucci identified the 

Anabaptists and the military sectaries in Ireland and Scotland as being the 

greatest th rea t  to the new regime, and that the soldiers in Ireland wished to 

'manage affairs according to the will of the ir  own com m anders’ ra the r  than that 

of the new government.^?

John Jones a ttem pted to explain the attitude in Ireland in a cautionary le tter to a 

m em ber of the Council of State in January 1654:

[I]t cannot be rationally exp ected  that there should  be so e  sudden  and cleare an 

approbation in it in th ose that feare the Lord, as there w ere in them  [tha]t w ere p [rejsen t 

upon th e place, and know  the grounds and R easons for th is alteracon.^o

A governm ent informer in Ireland w ro te  tha t the godly found it shocking that 

Cromwell was now called 'His Highness’ and 'Lord Protector’: these w ere  titles, 

he explained, 'which they conceave are to be attributed to God alone’. This 

assessm ent was accurate, in the light of a bold le tter  w ritten  by Q uarterm aster-

25 Commissioners to the Lord Protector, 19 Sept. 1654, Dunlop, ii, p. 451; Christopher Durston, 
‘Hewson, John, appointed Lord Hewson under the protectorate [fl. 1630 -1660)', ODNB (online 
edn., accessed 11 May 2012]; John O’Hart, The Irish Landed Gentry when Cromwell came to Ireland 
(Dublin, 1884].

Jenkin Lloyd to Secretary Thurloe, 13 Mar. 1654, TSP, ii, p. 163.
27 Palucci to Sagredo, 21 Feb. 1654 and 29 Feb. 1654, Cal. S. P. Ven., 1 6 53 -4 , pp. 185, 7.
28 'An intercepted letter', 6 Mar. 1654, TSP, ii, p. 144.
25 Paulucci to Sagredo, 7 Mar. 1654, Cal. S. P. Ven., 1 6 5 3 -4 , pp. 188-9 .
30 John Jones to Philip Jones, 13 Jan. 1654, Mayer (ed.], 'Inedited Letters’, p. 45.
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General John Vernon to Cromwell, on 10 March 1654, which contained the 

following lament and advice

Indeed yor title of H ighnes a lsoe m akes som e few  sou les  m ourne in secret, in w h ose  

hearts y et I am  sure ther is noe m an nor thinge in th is w orld  higher then  you  and yor  

w elfare are. In scripture it se em es  to b e ascribed  a lone to god, both to  be dreaded, and 

rejoyced in by Saincts... b e carefull that you  intrench n ot upon ye G overnm t entrusted  

on ely  unto Christ...

Nevertheless, Vernon alleged that his objections were meant to be expressed in a 

'peacable and Christian a way’ and rejected the idea that those who queried the 

Protectorate were enemies of the government or had any intention of rising 

against it. He admitted however, that ‘this last change with his atendencyes hath 

more stumbled me than ever any did’. î Only three days later Adjutant-General 

William Allen, Vernon’s brother-in-law, wrote a similar letter to Cromwell. He 

lamented that '[w]ee can noe sooner Speak (though in never so peacable and 

Christian a way] of these things [i.e. against the Protectorate] but we are in 

England judged Enemies to the government, ready to rise, nay, up in Arms 

against it'. He admitted, however, that those termed 'the most dissatisfied ones’ 

might not be found among the 'multitude shouting you up in your titles in the 

streets’.32

These mealy-mouthed assurances did little to assuage concern in England. In 

March, Oliver Cromwell sent his son, Henry, to Dublin. It was obvious to 

contemporary observers that this expedition was intended as an opportunity for 

the Protectorate administration to 'feel the pulse’ of the political and military 

establishment in Ireland, and to ascertain the strength of their allegiance to the 

fledgling government.^^ The activities of Ludlow, Vernon and Allen in particular 

had not gone unnoticed: an army newsletter reported that Henry Cromwell had 

been sent to Ireland because 'some of the army there of the Anabaptist 

judgment... do oppose the proclaiming of the Lord Protector in Ireland, Colonel

31 Vernon to Cromwell, 10 Mar. 1654, Add. MS. 4156, f. 47 quoted in Brown, B aptists and Fifth 
Monarchy Men, pp. 141-2 .

William Allen to Oliver Cromwell, 13 Mar. 1654, Harleian MS 4106, f. 226 quoted in ibid., p. 
142-3 .
33 Ludlow, i, 380; Paulucci to Sagredo, 7 Mar. 1654, Cal. S. P. Ven., 1 6 5 3 -1 6 5 4 , p. 189; William  
Dobbins to John Percival, 7 Mar. 1654 and John Percival to Richard Gething, 3 Apr. 1654, HMC 
Egmont, i, pp. 538, 539.
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Ludlow, Quartermaster-General Vernon and Adjutant-General Allen being the 

chief that seem unsatisfied’.̂ '̂  On 8 March, Henry Cromwell sent a report to 

Thurloe, having landed at Dublin only a couple of days earlier. His initial 

impressions were that, generally, the army was 'abundantly satisfied and well 

pleased' with the new government, although there was evidence of latent 

hostility among 'some few inconsiderable persons of the anabaptiste judgment'. 

Nevertheless, he noted that, although he believed that the malcontents would not 

become disorderly, he was struck at how their disaffection was countenanced, 

and even endorsed, at the highest political levels:

if they had b een  incHneable to have m ade disturbance, th ey  had sufficient en cou ragem en t 

from e th o se  in cheife place heer, w h oe have m anaged b u sin ess  o f late w ith  much  

p eev ish n ess and frow ardness, en d eavou rin ge to render the govern m en t as unacceptable  

as p ossib ely  they  could, especia lly  Ludlowe and [John] Jones, w h o e are very highly  

d issatisfied , though Jones m ore cuninge and close  in it; but Ludlow e hath not spared any 

com pany or op portunitie to ven t h is ven om ou s d iscon ten ts, and that in reproachful and 

reflectinge language, verry much to the am azem ent o f all sob er men.^s

This view was shared by another of Thurloe’s correspondents, Jenkin Lloyd, who 

believed that the Commissioners 'expressed as much dissatisfaction as any’.^̂  

Lloyd's assessment was worrying: Ludlow still had supporters in government 

[not least Fleetwood] and in the army and he spoke at the Baptists’ exclusive 

meetings in Dublin in early 1654 in order to foment disaffection. Lloyd felt that 

the Commissioners expected to be removed from their positions in any case, 

which may partly explain Ludlow’s incautious behaviour at least.^^

Although Henry Cromwell's first dispatch from Ireland was relatively optimistic, 

another letter, which was in cypher, contained a more bleak assessment. Henry 

was firmly of the opinion that Fleetwood was 'too deeply ingaged in a partial 

affection to the persons of the anabaptists’, although he believed this proceeded 

more 'from tendernes then love to their principles'.^^ It is clear that, before

N ew sletter from George Felsherd, London, 25 Feb. 1654, Clarke Papers, v, p. 157.
35 Henry Cromwell to Secretary Thurloe, 8 Mar. 1654, TSP., ii, p. 149.

Jenkin Lloyd to Secretary Thurloe, 13 Mar. 1654 in ibid., ii, p. 163.
On Ludlow’s friendship with Fleetwood, see Ludlow, i, 418; C. H. Firth, 'Ludlow, Edmund 

(1 6 1 6 /1 7 -1 6 9 2 ] ’, rev. Blair Worden, ODNB (online edn, accessed 25 May 2008]; Barnard, 
Cromwellian Ireland, p. 101; Jenkin Lloyd to Thurloe, 13 Mar. 1654, TSP, ii, p. 163  
38 Henry Cromwell to Secretary Thurloe, 8 Mar. 1654 in ibid., ii, pp. 1 4 9 -150 .
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Henry's mission to Ireland, the Lord Protector and his advisers had resolved tha t 

Fleetwood should be removed and Henry assured Thurloe tha t Fleetwood was 

happy to re turn  to England. Other heads would roll too; Henry suggested tha t 

Ludlow be removed from the arm y entirely, and tha t the loyal Cromwellian, 

Major General John Desborough, should be put in his place. Henry calculated that 

if Fleetwood were, at least temporarily, recalled from Ireland, Desborough and 

the two other men tha t had been 'pitcht upon for counsellors... will doe your 

busines effectually’. ?̂

Henry Cromwell had reason to be optimistic tha t the Baptists, whom  he 

identified as the Protectorate 's  only opponents there, would be side-lined as a 

result o f 'a  le tter very lately come to the ir  handes from Mr. Kiffin and Spilsebury, 

in which they have dealt verry  homely and plainly with those of tha t judgment 

heer'.'^o William Kiffin and John Spilsbury w ere  Particular Baptist ministers in 

London; Thomas Patient, Ireland's m ost powerful Baptist minister, had been a 

'ministerial assisant' to Kiffin and Axtell had been in a m em ber of the latter's 

congregation.'^! Quartermaster-General John Vernon, who played a prom inent 

role among the Particular Baptists in Ireland, w rote  a lengthy letter on behalf of 

the Irish congregations to Kiffin and Spilsbury in 1653. The London ministers 

responded enthusiastically, asking the Dublin Baptists to communicate with all 

the ir  b re th ren  in Ireland and to give them  'a particular account of their and your

state  and condition'.'^^

After the establishment of the Protectorate, there  was a decided cooling in 

relations between the London and Irish congregations. The former came to an 

accommodation with the Protectorate regime from the outset. Unlike the Fifth 

Monarchists, who believed tha t a godly civil governm ent would pave the way for 

the coming of Christ, the London Baptists denied tha t 'civil governm ent [doth] 

concern the glory of the Gospel’. Even if the governm ent w ere corrupt, one

Ibid, ii, pp. 149-50 .
«  TSP, ii, P. 149.

Crawford Gribben, 'Defining the Puritans? The Baptism Debate in Cromwellian Ireland, 1 6 5 4 -  
56', Church History, Ixxiii, 1 [2004], p. 78 

loseph Ivimey, A History o f  the English Baptists; Including an Investigation o f  the H istory o f  
Baptism in England from  the earliest period to which it can be traced to the close o f  the seventeenth  
century  (London 1811], i, p. 251.
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Baptist asked rhetorically, ‘[d]id ever the Ministers of the Gospels speak against 

Principalities and Powers, though as bad as Nero?'; four books of the Bible were 

cited to provide an answer in the negative.'^^

On 20 February 1654, Kiffin, Spilsbury and another Baptist leader in London, 

Joseph Fansom, wrote a strongly worded letter -  the same that Henry Cromwell 

was aware of -  in which they lamented the

general! rumours which is in the mouths of many, thank sence this late alteration of 

governm ent in these three nations, there is raysed up in many am ongst you a spiritt of 

great dissatisfaction and opposition against this present authority, in soe much as w ee 

heare its your resolutione to make a publick protest against it, to shew  your dislike 

thereof...

They explained that the Nominated Assembly had been badly managed, to its 

'great disesteem' and that the Fifth Monarchists in Blackfriars had tried to bring 

'great dishoner to the name of God, and shame and contempt to the whole 

nation’. They expressed their fear that the Baptists in Ireland were plotting a 

revolt that would bring about the 'sheddine of blood’ and thus 'all bee imputed 

and charged upon the baptized churches; and what griefe and sorrow would bee 

administard to us your brethren, to heere the name of God blasphemed by 

ungodly men through your means’.̂ '̂

The Baptists in Ireland were perturbed that the godly Nominated Assembly, 

which was sympathetic to 'their way’, and that had been about to abolish tithes 

and the 'rotten clergy’, had been allowed to dissolve itself. They saw Cromwell as 

the architect of its demise and took offence at the monarchical trappings of his 

new regime.'^^ But more secular considerations may also have played a role in 

galvanising discontent: in particular, the fact that elections would take place in 

August 1654. Elections would undoubtedly reduce the army's power in Ireland, 

since the electorate would be mostly Old Protestants who were, as the Gookin- 

Lawrence debate subsequently showed, hostile to the Cromwellian soldiers. This

'̂ 3 Ibid., i, p. 256; William Erbery, An olive-leaf: or, Some peaceable considerations to the Christian 
meeting a t Christs-Church in London (London, 1654], p. 3.

Letter from William Kiffen, John Spilsbury and Jospeh Fansom to the Irish Baptists, 20 Feb. 
1654, Nickolls [ed.], Original Letters, pp. 159-60.

TSP, ii, p. 163; Ludlow, i, p. 375.
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was a pressing concern, particularly as the tranplantations had barely begun and 

thousands of soldiers were awaiting the payment of their arrears.

Despite the ill feeling, the army in Ireland decided to display loyalty to the 

Protectorate -  outwardly at least. It was aware that reports were spreading in 

England of'Irish dissattisfacktions' at the regime change; in order to quash those 

rumours, the officers subscribed to a petition to the Lord Protector, in February 

1654, which contained the following defence:

And therefore that w e  m ay acquit ou rse lv es of all such scandalous reports as h ave b een  

u sed  against us, w e  p resum e to m ake th is hum ble A ddresse, th ereb y  d eclareing our 

satisfaction , w ith  w h at the great d isp o ser  o f  all th ings hath ordered in h is late conferring  

and setling  that trust upon your H ighnes, and doe ow n e you  as the in stru m ent in God’s 

hand to be the Lord P rotector o f th ese  three nations, England, Ireland, and Scotland.

Despite the reassurances, the tone of the letter was decidedly cool: it warned the 

Protector to 'resist any temptation that may tend to divide your heart from the 

interest of the Lord’s p e o p l e ’.^s One newspaper reported that 'at first many there 

were that scrupled’ subscribing to the petition. Derek Massarella asserts that, the 

petition 'bears all the signs of being a document of compromise’ and that, 

compared to the loyal address of the Scottish army, it lacks 'spontaneity and 

wholehearted trust’ in the Lord Protector.'* '̂^

The Commissioners were also anxious to dispel doubts in England regarding the 

loyalty of their colleagues in Ireland. John Jones wrote to Philip Jones stating 'you 

doe very truely observe that there was some hesitation upon the spirits of some 

Godly people heere, touching the late alteration'. He added, however, that after 

spending time seeking the Lord, they had accepted the change, and hoped not to 

come under suspicion by the authorities in London for this dilatory result. It 

could hardly be expected that those in Ireland should 'aprove of every change, 

upon an implicit faith of the integrity, zeale and wisdome of those that make such 

a change’. He added that he had 'not received one letter from any of them who 

[were] in the late Assembly expressing anything of their dissatisfaccon’ with the

'Representation from the Lord Generali [Fleetwood] and Councell o f Officers in Ireland, to the 
Lord Protector', n.d. in Nickolls [ed.]. Original Letters, p. pp. 154-5; TSP, ii, pp. 208-17; The 
Faithful Scout, 24 Feb.-3 Mar. 1654, p. 1331.

Ibid., p. 1331; Massarella, 'Politics o f the Army’, i, p. 405.
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dissolution -  presumably only because his correspondence with the disaffected 

Hugh Courtney had been intercepted by Thurloe!^^

It was obvious to the Old Protestants in Ireland that the establishment of the 

Protectorate was to their advantage and they were buoyant: ‘now the Lord 

Protector is settled', an agent of the Munster Protestants wrote excitedly from 

London, 'we trust and are confident of the smoother and equaller proceedings.’"̂  ̂

Old Protestant optimism was not misplaced: the authorities in London had 

shown a tendency to treat former Royalists from the Old Protestant and 

Presbyterian communities leniently throughout 1653. Cromwell adopted this 

stance, as John Cunningham has demonstrated, as did the Committee of Articles, 

which decided on cases where the terms of surrender were in dispute.^o 

Developments in the Irish land settlement in late 1653 and 1654 are complex, 

and are discussed separately in Chapter 6. Political change put a strain on 

relations between the administrations in Dublin and in London and a rift 

emerged between Fleetwood and Cromwell in the months leading up to the 

August elections.

It was evident, after Henry Cromwell's report, that John Jones had to be removed 

as a Commissioner, and that the influence of radical army officers on Fleetwood 

was causing problems. Indeed Fleetwood himself acknowledged that 'saints of all 

formes... [ought] to unite, and not devide so saddly as we doe'.^^ By June it was 

clear that Ireland’s administration would be completely overhauled. There were 

rumours that Fleetwood would be recalled, but there was uncertainty regarding 

what was 'resolved on’ for Ireland’s new g o v e r n m e n t . ^ 2  ^  appears that, by July, 

Cromwell and his Council had decided that Fleetwood would remain at the helm 

of the Irish government. He would, however, have a new title -  that of Lord 

Deputy -  and would rule with the assistance of a Council.

Fleetwood desired to 'be passive in the whole buysiness’ of selecting Councillors, 

but a month later he wrote to Thurloe expressing a desire to have Hewson and

john Jones to Phihp Jones, 1 Feb. 1654, Mayer (ed.), 'Inedited Letters’, pp. 50 -1 .
William Dobbin to John Percival, 24 Jan. 1654 and 7 Mar. 1654, HMC Egmont, i, pp. 534, 538.

50 Cunningham, 'Oliver Cromwell’, pp. 924 -5 .
Charles Fleetwood to Secretary Thurloe, 22 Jun. 1654, TSP, ii, p. 391.

Perfect Account, 1 0 -1 7  May 1654, p. 1394; Fleetwood to Thurloe, 22 Jun. 1654, TSP, ii, p. 391.
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Sankey appointed. Fleetwood’s dislike of the changes was evident. On 12 July, he 

wrote to Thurloe:

W hy should  you not con tinu e th e p ow er heare as it hath b ine th es tw o years, sin ce  

person s are so  hard to get? T hes gen tlem en  k now  very w ell the affayres heare.

To this, he added moodily: ‘if what I have writt will not be satisfy, I must be 

c o n t e n t ' . ^ ^  Qn 18 July, John Jones set sail for England, on the pretext of 

government business, but there were rumours that he would be a r r e s t e d .T h e  

Protector’s Council in London was evidently apprehensive about the new 

government. In late July, when it was debating the critical issue of whether to 

declare war on Spain, Lambert urged caution, arguing that the 'settlement of 

Ireland in its government’ and the issue of transplantation had not yet been
achieved.55

On 17 August, Fleetwood was made Lord Deputy of Ireland. Miles Corbet was 

retained in government as a member of the new Irish Council, but his five fellow 

appointees had no previous experience of serving in Ireland and were, notably, 

all civilians [Fleetwood’s nomination of Sankey and Hewson was i g n o r e d ] . O n  

24 August, Henry Cromwell was appointed major general of the forces in Ireland 

by the Council of State.^^ There had been rumours in Old Protestant circles that 

Henry would assume a position of power in Ireland: as far back as December 

1653, it was reported that he was involving himself in Irish affairs in order to 

‘the better to fit and prepare him for the future’.̂ ^

Although Fleetwood retained power in Ireland, the army foresaw that it would 

fare badly in Parliamentary elections. According to the Instrument of 

Government, Ireland was to be represented by thirty MPs; hence, in May, 

Cromwell wrote to the Irish Commissioners, seeking their advice regarding how 

the elections should be held, which ‘places are fit to send members to

S3 Fleetwood to Thurloe, 22 jun., 12 Jul. and 27 Jul. 1654, ibid, ii, pp. 3 1 9 ,4 9 3 ,4 4 5 .
Sir Paul Davies to John Percival, 18 Jul. and Sir Paul Davies to John Percival, 1 Aug. 1654, HMC 

Egmont, 1, pp. 549, 553.
Debate in the Council o f State, 20 Jul. 1654, Firth (ed.), Clarke Papers, iii, p. 207.

5® The others w ere Richard Pepys, William Steele, Robert Hammond, Robert Goodwin, and 
Matthew Thomlinson. On 25 December, Henry Cromwell, w ho had served as an officer in Ireland, 
was appointed a m em ber of the council also. Dunlop, ii, pp. 4 3 7 -8 ,4 6 8 -9 .

Gardiner, Commonwealth to Protectorate, iv, p. 116.
58 Val Savage to John Percival, 2 Dec. 1653, HMC Egmont, i, p. 528.
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Parliament, and how to be proportioned ' -  issues which had not been fully dealt 

with in the Instrum ent of Government.^^ The Commissioners’ response was 

extraordinary: they advised against holding an election at all.

In ob ed ien ce to your com m ands, sign ified  by your late le tter concerning the e lec tion s of 

person s in th is nation to serve in the next en su ing  Parliam ent, w e have con sid ered  o f the 

p resen t condition  o f th is d eso la te country, w herein  several cou n ties lie totally  w a ste  and  

uninhabited, and in other cou n ties th e inhabitants not y e t in any settled  condition ... In 

w hich respect w e cannot satisfy ou rselves, as the p resen t state o f affairs do stand, to  

p resen t any particular w ay and course for such election s at th is time.^^

Ludlow later alleged tha t he did not go along with the above advice, bu t tha t he 

had been resolved not to 'in term eddle’.^̂  It was reported  tha t ‘Lord Fleetwood 

hath w rit to his Highness tha t he thinks Ireland not yet in a fit posture to elect 

their own m em bers’.^̂  John Jones had previously expressed an anxiety in 1653, 

when the Rump debated how to hold future elections, tha t the arm y would be 

humiliated at the polls, since voters would blame Cromwellians for economic 

hardship in the aftermath of a decade of war. In 1654, the Irish arm y and 

governm ent feared a similar scenario (justifiably so, as would be seen later], 

which would result in the weakening of its dubious political mandate. 

Nevertheless Cromwell and his council overruled the opposition of the Irish 

Commissioners, and tersely ordered them  to distribute the w rits  of elections in

Ireland.^3

Fleetwood swiftly held a 'private junto’ of officers which, according to Ludlow, 

nominated candidates for each constituency; they had good reason to hope their 

favourites would be elected, since Fleetwood and his allies had 'nominated and 

fitted the sheriffs and o ther officers’ tha t would facilitate and, hence, influence 

the elections.^'^ Supporters of Fleetwood, such as Ludlow and Adjutant-General 

Allen, unsuccessfully fought the election in Dublin against Major Morgan and

Oliver Cromwell to Fleetwood, 9 May 1654, Dunlop, ii, p. 424.
“  The Commissioners to the Lord Protector, 19 May 1654, Dunlop, ii, pp. 427-8 ; contem poraries 
w ere aware of F leetwood’s efforts to put off Irish elections, see John Percival to Sir Paul Davies, 4 
Jul. 1654, HMC Egmont, i, p. 546.

Ludlow, i, pp. 386 -8 .
John Percival to Sir Paul Davies, 4 Jul. 1654, HMC Egmont, i, p. 546.
Order by the Lord Protector, 22 Aug. 1654, Dunlop, ii, p. 443.
Ludlow, Memoirs, i, pp. 387-8 .
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Major Meredith; indeed, Ludlow and Allen 'found all negatives' compared to the 

fifty-eight votes w^on by Morgan and M e r e d i t h . ^ ^  xhe latter pair, as Little has 

pointed out, possessed inferior military commands compared to their eminent 

opponents. Crucially, though, one was a supporter of Henry Cromwell and the 

other was an Old Irish Protestant, when Old Protestants dominated the small 

electorate.^^ Indeed Little has demonstrated that Gardiner’s assertion that 'the 

members returned [to Parliament] were all supporters of the Government, the 

great majority of them being officers of the army’ is erroneous: of the thirty who 

were elected only five were of the more radical wing of the army, despite 

Fleetwood’s endorsement of that faction. Two of these officers -  Daniel Axtell 

and Thomas Sadleir -  were prevented from attending Parliament, due to an 

order by the Lord Protector which insisted on maintaining a minimum number 

of officers in Ireland in case of any disorders.^^ The elections were nothing short 

of a political disaster for the army.

The First Protectorate Parliament opened on 3 September 1654 and Cromwell’s 

hopes for a popular new constitutional settlement were high. These happy 

sentiments evaporated when, only days after they had assembled, MPs began to 

debate the very legality of the Instrument of government. Cromwell reacted 

angrily and, on 12 September, he foisted an ‘engagement of recognition’ onto the 

MPs, which compelled them to accept the fundamentals of the Instrument of 

Government. This created further problems in Ireland. Fleetwood, concerned 

that Colonel Hierome Sankey, one of the MPs for Ireland, would be antipathetic 

to an engagement, wrote to Thurloe: 'I know coll. Sancky did scruple all tests and 

engagements’. In the same letter, Fleetwood revealed his own misgivings about 

the engagement -  'be tender to imposinge such thinges upon the nation, wee 

havinge bine formerly insnared by thinges of that nature’ -  and struggled to 

make assurances of the loyalty of the army in Ireland to the new regime. He 

endorsed two petitions proclaiming allegiance to the new regime that were

Sir Paul Davies to John Percival, 27 jul. 1654, HMC Egmont, i, p. 553.
“  Little, Lord Broghill, pp. 77-88; Little, ‘Irish Representation in the Protectorate Parliaments’, 
pp. 343, 353.

Gardiner, Commonwealth and Protectorate, iii, p. 173; Little, Lord Broghill, p. 78. The men were  
Hierome Sankey, Daniel Axtell, Thomas Sadleir, John Hewson and John Clarke. Clarke is, however, 
the least radical m em ber of this cohort.

Ibid., p. 78.
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drafted and circulated within the ranks; neither survive, although the first (by 

Fleetwood’s own admission) was rejected by the officers and there  is no 

evidence that the second received general acceptance either.^^

The institution of the Protectorate was badly received in Ireland for th ree  main 

reasons; first, it offended the religious and ideological sensibilities of senior 

army officers that had been raised to new  heights after the calling of the 

Nominated Assembly; second, it spelled the end of military dominance over the 

governm ent of Ireland; and third, it failed to advance the arm y in teres t in the 

land settlem ent and, in fact, actively re ta rded  it. Chapter 7 examines how 

opposition to the Protectorate  in Ireland was linked to disaffection in England 

and Scotland, bu t the  arm y’s role in the Cromwellian land settlem ent will be 

explored first in o rder  to elucidate how  regime change affected the lives of 

Cromwellian soldiers in Ireland and, indeed, the future of the Irish nation.

Fleetwood to Thurloe, 20 Sept. and 27 Sept. 1654, TSP, ii, pp. 620, 631.
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Chapter 6

Soldiers and the Irish Land Settlement

On 3 December 1656, the MP Luke Robinson stood up among colleagues in the 

Second Protectorate Parliament and declared: 'The King made himself m erry  by 

saying of these adventurers, that "you carved the lion's skin before he was 

dead"'.i The assembled MPs w ere  in the middle of a heated debate concerning a 

bill which purported  to confirm valuable lands in Ulster which had fallen by lot 

to two English Adventurers, Erasmus Smith and Henry Whalley. Smith was a 

former m erchant who later became a very prom inent Irish educational 

philanthropist.2 Henry Whalley was an extremely well-connected politician; he 

was the judge advocate of the arm y in Scotland, a cousin of Cromwell's and 

b ro ther  of Major General Edward Whalley. Unfortunately for these two men, 

however, some of the lands allotted to them  originally belonged to two powerful 

Ulster-Scots magnates, Hugh Montgomery, Viscount Ards, and James Hamilton, 

the first Earl of Clanbrassil. Ards and Clanbrassil had to forfeit part  of their 

landholdings for supporting the Royalist cause but they w ere  not p repared  to 

give up the ir  p roperty  w ithout a legal battle. Robinson’s jibe was apt: carving up 

Ireland was possible in theory, bu t the process was fraught with legal and 

political difficulties.

It need hardly be said tha t the Cromwellian land settlem ent looms large in the 

Irish consciousness, yet it is a process tha t has been only patchily illuminated in 

the historiography. This is due to the scarcity of prim ary  records and the

* 3 Dec. 1656, Burton's Diary, i, p. 4.
2 Erasmus Smith also endow ed schools across the country and sponsored the Erasmus Smith 
chair in history at Trinity College, Dublin, which has been occupied by an unbroken line of 
distinguished historians up to the present day.
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difficulty of interpreting those tha t have survived the eighteenth- and twentieth- 

century fires in Ireland's Public Record Office. Nevertheless, some invaluable 

sources have survived. In 1851, T. A. Larcom transcribed and edited two 

manuscripts composed by Dr William Petty -  the legendary physician, 

mathematician and cartographer -  describing his involvement in the Down 

Survey of Ireland. Many im portant prim ary documents, such as letters and 

m emoranda, as well as Petty's near contem porary  observations of the 1650s 

land settlement, render it an invaluable source. Unfortunately, much of the 

narrative, which contains factual errors, is convoluted and chronologically 

problematic. Moreover, Petty, as Larcom wearily notes, at times 'presupposes 

much knowledge in his reader, then common, bu t now lost’. Petty was primarily 

concerned with salvaging his own reputation (which came under heavy fire in 

the late 1650s, when he was accused of dishonestly accruing Irish land) and 

damaging tha t of his rivals, bu t he never completed his preparation of the 

m anuscript for publication. J. P. Prendergast's  Cromwellian Settlem ent contains 

extremely useful information mostly gleaned from the now -destroyed 

Commonwealth Records but he concentrates on the transplantation of the Irish 

to Connacht; much of the mechanics of how land was actually set out to soldiers 

and Adventurers, remains unclear. In 1971, Karl Bottigheimer produced an 

invaluable survey of the 1,500 Adventurers who advanced money to Parliament 

in the 1640s to reconquer Ireland in the hope of gaining land there. Very 

recently, John Cunningham re-examined the complex legal and procedural 

aspects of the Cromwellian transplantations, but his focus is on the Irish 

Catholics who actually transplanted ra the r  than the Adventurers and soldiers 

who acquired their former landholdings. Two published studies by Kevin 

McKenny on land tenure after the restoration confirm the conclusions draw n by 

Barnard in the 1970s: the Old Protestant settlers in Ireland w ere  the main 

beneficiaries of the Cromwellian land settlement.^

3 William Petty, The History o f  the Survey o f  Ireland: Commonly Called the Down Survey, A.D. 1655-  
6, T. A. Larcom (ed.) [Dublin, 1851]; Prendergast, Cromwellian Settlement; Bottigheimer, English 
Money, Cunningham, Conquest and Land; Barnard, ‘Planters and Policies’; Kevin McKenny, 'The 
seventeenth-century land settlem ent in Ireland: towards a statistical interpretation’ in J. 
Ohlmeyer (ed.), Ireland from  Independence to Occupation, 1641-1660; Kevin McKenny, 'The 
Restoration Land Settlem ent’, pp. 35 -52 .
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But what of the approximately 35,000 Cromwellian soldiers in Ireland that were 

to receive lands in Ireland in lieu of pay and arrears? Who actually settled in 

Ireland and what role, if any, did they play in securing an advantageous land 

settlement? Surprisingly, these important questions are not satisfactorily 

answered in the historiography. Indeed, historians have tended to overlook this 

significant group of men: Barnard, for example, admits to the 'short shrift given 

to the occupying English army' in his magisterial study of Ireland during the 

interregnum.'^ An overall narrative and explanation of army involvement in the 

Cromwellian land settlement is lacking.

By presenting a chronological survey of the soldiers’ involvement in the Irish 

land settlement in the 1650s it is hoped that this chapter will demonstrate how 

the Irish land settlement forced the army to mobilise itself politically. It will also 

show how it frequently came into conflict with the government in London over 

the policy of sequestration and confiscation, and how the Protectorate regime 

proved inimical to its interests. A comprehensive account of the army and the 

land settlement is beyond the scope of this chapter but it is hoped that other 

scholars will follow where the present writer has tentatively shone her torch.

The Nominated Assembly passed the Act of Satisfaction on 26 September 1653 

after the Rump had failed to enact similar legislation the previous April. As 

described in Chapter 4 above, Cromwell and an interim Council of State were 

keen to speed up the Irish land settlement as quickly as possible, and the bulk of 

the Act of Satisfaction was actually contained in three executive orders that were 

swiftly proclaimed in the summer of 1653, after the Rump's demise.^ On 29 June 

1653, the Council of State authorised the Parliamentary Commissioners in 

Ireland to commence a survey of all lands belonging to the Commonwealth in

* Barnard, Cromwellian Ireland, p. xxviii.
5 W ednesday the f ir s t o f  June, 1653, a t  the Councel o f  State a t  White-hall (London, 1653]; A 
commission and instructions to Charles Fleetwood, esq... [London, 1653]; Further instructions unto 
Charles Fleetwood Esq. (London, 1653].
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Ireland.^ Numerous contracts for ‘reams of paper royal’, ‘circumferentors' and 

other 'mathematical instruments and materials for surveying lands in Ireland' 

were drawn up, and the order for the commencement of the survey was 

published, presumably to assuage the anxiety of Adventurers and soldiers, eager 

to obtain Irish land. The resulting survey became known as the 'gross survey'7

As its name suggests, the gross survey was supposed to give Ireland's rulers an 

approximate idea of the extent of Irish land available to satisfy both its 

increasingly fractious army as well as the Adventurers. It appears to have been 

carried out using a rather crude technique: the Revenue Commissioners were 

authorised to enquire how many acres there were in each of the ten counties 

reserved for the satisfaction of the soldiers and Adventurers.^ Revenue 

Commissioners were in a good position to know the extent of individuals' 

landholdings, since one of their primary responsibilities was to collect the 

assessment tax, which was levied by the acre. The gross survey simply listed the 

acreage of each parish, barony and county: it did not distinguish between 

profitable and unprofitable land; it did not list proprietors; and it did not specify 

whether the land was forfeit or not.'’

By November 1653 the results of the gross survey were known and they were 

extremely worrying. The Commissioners estimated that the moiety of the ten 

counties reserved for the soldiers contained less than half the land required to 

satisfy the soldiers at the rates set down in the Act of Satisfaction. The situation 

was outlined in a letter written by the Commissioners to the Council of State on

commission and instructions to Charles Fleetwood, esq... [London, 1653], pp. 4 -1 2 .
 ̂Bottigheimer, English Money, p. 132; Warrants by the Council o f State, 10 Aug. 1653, Cal. S. P. 

Dorn., 1 653 -1654 , pp. 4 5 2 ,4 5 6 . The five counties chosen for the soldiers’ satisfaction w ere  
Wexford, Kilkenny, Londonderry, Kerry and Tyrone, som e o f which w ere set out to disbanded  
soldiers in 1655: Prendergast, Cromwellian Settlem ent, pp. 131-5; other evidence tending to 
confirm that view  is contained in Petty, Down Survey, pp. 2 3 ,11.
® 'Total acreage returned in the surveys of the ten counties', 19 Dec. 1653, and ‘A com m ission for 
the setting out lands in the County of Cork’, 10 Jan. 1654, Dunlop, ii, pp. 384, 390; G. J. Lyne,
'Three Certified Gross Survey Transcripts for County Galway’, Analecta Hibernica, no. 35 (1992), 
p. 161; W. H. Hardinge, 'On Manuscript, Mapped and Other Townland Surveys in Ireland of a 
Public Character, Embracing the Gross, Civil, and Down Surveys’, from 1640 to 1688', The 
Transactions o f  the Royal Irish Academy, xxiv (1873), p. 10.
5 Once it becam e clear that the ten counties contained insufficient land, Sligo and Connacht were 
also m easured by gross survey. An alm ost national gross survey w as authorised later and it may 
have contained the names of proprietors, see Lyne, 'Three Certified Gross Survey Transcripts’, pp. 
161-2 . The gross survey w as destroyed by fire in 1711 but fortunately a specim en w as preserved  
and published in Hardinge, 'On Manuscript Mapped and Other Townland Surveys’, pp. 39 -40 .
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16 December 1653, the day after the Nominated Assembly was dissolved, in 

which they advised of the impossibility of implementing the Act of Satisfaction in 

the light of the findings of the gross survey. The Commissioners calculated that 

the value of lands owed to the soldiers and to those who had issued public faith 

bills [i.e. speculators who had loaned money to Parliament at high interest rates 

during the 1640s) amounted to £1,750,000. The moiety of the ten counties 

reserved for their satisfaction amounted to only 1,727,500 acres, which they 

valued at £802,500; i.e. less than 50 per cent of the total acreage needed to 

remunerate the soldiers.^o

On realising the extent of the shortfall, the Commissioners had convened a 

General Council of the army in Dublin the month before, on 21 and 22 November 

1653. William Bladen, a Dublin based publisher, printed its resolutions.^^ 

Astonishingly, the officers recognised the impossibility of receiving satisfaction 

for their arrears at the Act rates and, 'after several debates... did condescend, 

that the rates of lands should be raised, from what they were formerly valued at 

by the Act in the several provinces’. The new rates significantly reduced the 

amount of land that soldiers would receive overall, but the rates also reflect an 

understanding of the quality of land available in Ireland in the light of the 

preliminary results of the gross survey. For example, in the Act of Satisfaction all 

lands in Leinster were valued at £600 per 1000 acres, but according to the new 

rates, which were drawn up on a county-by-county basis, land in fertile Meath 

was worth £1300 per 1000 acres, whereas land in Wicklow was still worth only 

£600 per 1000 acres. Similarly in Munster, where the Act had valued all land in 

the province at a rate of £450 per 1000 acres, the new rates specified that Cork 

land should be valued at £800 per 1000 acres, but that the lands in Kerry were 

worth the same value as that specified in the Act. Ulster is the only province in 

which the land in every county was given a much higher value by the new rates.

Commissioners to the Council o f State, 16 Dec. 1653, Dunlop, ii, pp. 380-3; for public faith bills 
see Ben Coates, The Im pact o f  the English Civil W ar on the Economy o f London, 1642-50  
(Aldershot, 2004), pp. 53 -90 .
“  Commissioners to the Council o f State, 16 Dec. 1653, Dunlop, ii, pp. 3 8 0 -3 . The rates are 
contained in Bladen, Resolves o f  a general councel o f  officers held a t Dublin the 21 and 22 o f  
Novem ber (Dublin, 1653] which is contained in Royal Irish Academy’s Haliday collection, HT 
R R G /24/F /box 3 /2 ; a transcript this pamphlet is contained in Prendergast MS, ii, ff. 189 -97 .
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b u t  this is p robab ly  due  to the  fact th a t  the  Act r a te  for th e  prov ince  w e re  

unreahstica lly  low: only £200  p e r  1000 acres.^^

The officers m ade  severa l d e m a n d s  in cons ide ra t ion  of th ese  huge reduc tions , 

and  an exam ination  of them  show s that, a t  this point, th e  Crom wellian a rm y  and  

Old P ro te s tan ts  w e re  coopera ting  in o r th e r  to achieve th e ir  respec tive  ends. 

They s tipu la ted  th a t  so ld iers  w ho  had  se rved  p r io r  to  1649 (m ainly in forces 

com prised  of Old P ro te s tan t  soldiers]  should  be a w a rd e d  land a t  the  sam e  ra tes  

as those  w h o  se rved  afte r  1649; 'the  c o m m a n d er  in chief & th e  C om m issioners ' 

w e re  r eq u e s ted  'to m ed ia te ' w ith  Par l iam en t  for m o re  Lands’; and  all so ld iers  

and officers th a t  had been  d isbanded  in August 1653 should  be  con tinued  in half  

pay until th e ir  a r re a rs  had  been  paid. The C om m issioners  uphe ld  th e i r  p a r t  of 

the  barga in  and, in th e ir  le t te r  o f 16 D ecem ber to Parliam ent, they  req u e s ted  th a t  

rebel lands in the  four counties  of Dublin, Cork, Kildare and  Carlow, w hich  w ere  

rese rved  for the  use of the  C om m onw ealth  in the  Act of Satisfaction, be  rese rved  

as 'security ' for the  satisfaction of a rm y  a rrea rs .

Records of land a w a rd s  am ong  the  Bowen MSS indicate  th a t  so ld iers  from 

Broghill's reg im ent, w hich w as  d isbanded  in the  s u m m e r  of 1653, w e re  a w a rd ed  

specific lands in Cork a t the  n e w  ra tes  in the  sp ring  a nd  s u m m e r  o f 1 6 5 4 . On 10 

March 1654, L ieu tenan t Colonel Henry Bowen, th e  a n c es te r  of the  a u th o r  

Elizabeth Bowen [of B ow en’s Court] and  an  officer in Oliver Crom well 's  foot 

regim ent, w as  issued  w ith  a certificate for 2,223 ac res  of land in Cork for his 

a rrea rs ,  accord ing  to 'the  ru le  of 800  p e r  £10 0 0  being  the  ru le  for Lands 

appo in ted  for the  C[ounty] of Cork’; the  Books of Survey and  D istribution from 

the  pos t-R esto ra tion  pe riod  affirm th a t  he  cam e into a p ro p e r ty  of 2,663 acres  in 

Fermoy, Co. Cork, w hich  fo rm erly  belonged  to  an  Irish Catholic by  the  n a m e  of 

G arre tt  Cushine. Bowen m ay  have been  cash ie red  -  th e  re s t  of his reg im en t  w as

12 Prendergast MS, ii, ff. 196-7 .
13 Ibid., ff. 193-5; Commissioners to the Council o f State, 16 Dec. 1653, Dunlop, ii, pp. 3 8 0 -3  

Firth and Davies, Regimental History, pp. 588, 603; Prendergast MS, ii, f. 267; the Bowen MS
dem onstrates that soldiers in Broghill’s regim ent w ere issued with debentures for land in Cork in 
May 1654 valued at £800 per 1000 acres, Edward McLysaght, 'Bowen Papers’, Analecta  
Hibernica, no. 15 [1944), p. 5.
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Still active when he received the land -  because of his apparent leanings towards 

atheism, for which he may have been brought to trial.

Despite the fact that soldiers had to endure a reduction in the amount of land 

they were to receive in lieu of arrears, the authorities in London, throughout the 

latter half of 1653 and in 1654, adopted an undeniably lenient attitude in respect 

of Protestant 'delinquents’, or former Royalists. The Protestants who had served 

under the Marquis of Ormonde had previously concluded advantageous articles 

-  later called the 'Dublin Articles’ -  with Michael Jones in 1647. They guaranteed 

that submittees (who were mainly Old Protestants) could pay a fine for their 

prior opposition to the Commonwealth, rather than forfeit their estates. If, in 

addition, they engaged to live peaceably under the Commonwealth, they could 

‘thereafter enjoy their lives, libertyes and estates (both reall and personal), with 

the same immunity, protection and right, as any other p e o p le '.^ ^

The main legal problem with confiscating Irish estates was the fact that, in 

several cases, articles of surrender, including the Dublin Articles, contradicted 

the terms of the Act of Settlement. In order to maintain legal title to their lands. 

Catholics, Old Protestants and Ulster Scots who were liable to forfeit property 

under the Act of Settlement brought claims before the Committee of Articles in 

Westminster. The Rump had revived this institution in September 1652, but it is 

unclear which of its members, who were mostly comprised of aldermen, 

merchants and members of the judiciary, remained active during the 

Protectorate.!^ The Committee of Articles consistently ruled that landowners 

who were guaranteed possession of their estates under articles of surrender 

agreed before the Act of Settlement were legally entitled to the protection 

afforded under the former. The Commissioners in Ireland were particularly 

concerned when the Committee of Articles ruled, on 7 January 1653, that the

Information regarding Bowen’s estate from the Book of Survey and Distribution and the Civil 
Survey is contained in ibid., p. 5; John Jones to Morgan Lloyd, probably Sept. 1653, Mayer (ed.), 
‘Inedited Letters’, p. 36; a certificate for lands w as awarded on the presentation of a debenture, 
which specified the value of arrears ow ed to the individual, Prendergast, Cromwellian Settlement, 
p. 127.

Article V, ‘Cromwell’s Articles for Protestant Party in Ireland’, 26 Apr. 1650 in J. T. Gilbert (ed.), 
A Contemporary H istory o f  Irish Affairs, (3 vols., Dublin, 187 9 -8 0 ), ii, p. 395.

Woolrych, Commonwealth to Protectorate, p. 303; for its m em bers see ‘Act for relief of persons 
upon Articles’, Firth and Rait, ii, pp. 618 -2 0 .

1 4 2



Chapter 6: Soldiers the Irish Land Settlem ent

Dublin Articles could be relied on in a legal sense despite contrary provisions in 

the Act of Settlement. ‘[W]e desire you and those en trusted  on the 

Commonwealth's behalf with you’, the Commissioners w ro te  angrily, 'to consider 

that by this vote there  is £100,000 at least [lost] at one clap’.̂ ®

One man who sought to benefit from the Dublin Articles was the 

aforem entioned Viscount Ards, who had vast landholdings. Ards petitioned the 

Committee of Articles in London in person and, on 25 March 1653 the Committee 

ruled that Ards should be allowed to enjoy his estate until Parliament had 

legislated how  he should compound for his estates.!^ This was an extremely 

surprising move, because Ards had been nam ed in the Act of Settlement of 1652 

as being 'excepted from pardon of life and estates'. The Committee of Articles 

was clearly of the view that the previous com mitment to allow Protestants to 

compound for their estates overrode subsequent legislation.

The governm ent adm inistration in Dublin was, however, in conflict with the 

authorities in London on this issue. Before his recall in August 1655, Fleetwood 

and the Commissioners had done their u tm ost to thw art Old Protestants and 

Ulster Scots from avoiding transplantation and maintaining their estates. Despite 

the unambiguous declaration of 25 March, the Parliamentary Commissioners in 

Ireland ordered the confiscation of two-thirds of Ards's estate, and tha t the 

remaining acreage in his ow nership would be enjoyed elsewhere in Ireland, on 

his transplantation. Ards reapplied to the Committee of Articles, which, in August 

1653, reaffirmed its previous decision and overturned tha t of the 

Commissioners.^® Ards was also included in the scheme for transplanting the 

Ulster Scots, discussed in Chapter 5 above, which was subsequently abandoned 

w hen Cromwell dem anded a 'stop th e re o f  on 12 December 1653.^i

IS C om m issioners to Arthur Haselrig, undated , Dunlop, 11, p. 295.
Copy o f judgm ent by C om m ittee o f  A rticles, 25 Mar. 1 6 5 3 , Cal. S. P. Ire., p. 584; for m em b ersh ip  

o f the C om m ittee o f  A rticles, w hich  w as m ostly  com prised  o f  civilian alderm en and law yers, see  
'An Act for reviv ing a form er Act for R elief o f  P erson s upon Articles', Firth and R ait, 11, pp. 6 1 8 -2 0 .  
20 Copy o f  a further judgm ent by th e  C om m ittee o f A rticles, 5 Aug. 1653 , Cal. S. P. Ire., p. 5 85 . This 
docum ent, w hich  Is signed  by eigh t m em b ers o f  th e  com m ittee , dem on strates that the p ersonnel 
o f the C om m ittee o f  A rticles did n ot change In the afterm ath  o f the Rum p’s d isso lu tion .
2' Q uoted In C unningham , ‘Oliver C rom w ell’, p. 925 .
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Throughout 1653 and 1654, the Committee of Articles consistently ruled that 

other treaties pre-dating the Act of Settlement were legally binding, but this 

presented a major problem when it ruled in favour of Catholic landowners. In 

March 1654, the Committee of Articles found that those who had submitted to 

the Kilkenny Treaty were not subject to the Act of Settlement and were not, 

therefore, liable to transplantation.^^ The Commissioners were incensed, and 

their letter shows that they had consulted closely with army officers on the issue:

[W]e have received several Orders made by the said Committee for Articles sitting at 

W estminster, whereby the Irish rebels, who came in upon the Articles made at Kilkenny in 

May 1652, and upon other articles made since, are to have their estates until a future 

Parliament in England shall declare what part of their estates they shall enjoy, and that 

they ought not to be transplanted into Connaught. Touching which articles, upon due and 

serious consideration had of them and of the Act of Settlem ent am ongst ourselves, and 

with m ost o f  those officers that made those articles, w e conceived it our duty to declare, 

and accordingly have declared and published the same in print, that the said Act, being 

passed long after the said articles, w as a signification of the Parliament's pleasure 

concerning their estates, and accordingly have disposed their estates, and appointed their 

transplantation, as w e humbly conceive it to be our duty. But w e find our friends the 

Committee for Articles at W estm inster are of a contrary opinion...23

The army officers were clearly alarmed and swiftly convened a General Council 

of Officers in Dublin on 6 April 1654, the same month that the Commissioners 

wrote the above letter. One correspondent remarked that both 'officers and 

agitators of regiments in the whol nation' would be present. The term 'agitators’ 

is significant: it was first used in 1647, when the New Model Army elected 

several radical agents to represent their views who subsequently became a thorn 

in the sides of more moderate army grandees, particularly during the famous 

Putney and Whitehall Debates in 1647 and 1648. It was remarked on, however, 

that these 'agitators have only the name, not the power nor honor of their 

ancestors'. Indeed, evidence in Petty's Down Survey suggests that the 'agitators' 

were what he termed 'agents': i.e. officers who acted as representatives of the 

various regiments, troops and companies in negotiations with the government

22 The fate of the Leinster officers and their dealings with the Committee of Articles is masterfully 
narrated in Cunningham, Conquest and Land, pp. 95-7.
23 Commissioners to the Lord Protector, 18 April 1654, Dunlop, ii, pp. 420-1  [my italics].
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on the survey and distribution of land, and not elected civilian or soldiers 

activists akin to those who were involved in the Putney debates.^^ Apart from 

discussing the recent decision of the Committee of Articles, the officers also 

considered other issues such as ‘the apportioning of lands to the souldiery, and 

the reducing (as they say) the army to a much less n u m b e r ' . ^ s

How the debates were conducted -  who spoke and how officers voted -  is not 

known, but their outcome is detailed in a briefing document composed by the 

Commissioners and entrusted to Wiliam Rowe and Richard Kingdon who were to 

present the outcome of the debates in person to the Lord Protector. The 

Commissioners noted that they had already set out lands to a proportion of the 

soldiers, who were disbanded in August 1653 at the new rates and that the 

remainder would be satisfied before the beginning of June 1654. It was 

estimated that, by this process, ‘about 4711 persons are discharg[e]d from the 

states pay and above £282,209. 8 [shillings] 0 [pence] of the Commonwealths 

Debt hath been satisfied’. The Commissioners hoped to remind Cromwell and the 

Council of State that the officers had ‘submitted the security of the Army to new 

& higher rates than the Act rates on hopes to have a supplement of security to 

satisfy all arrears according to such new rates’. This, they implied, had not 

occurred, and the letter went on to state bluntly that there had been an 

extraordinary volte-face on the part of the officers: the General Council of 

Officers in April had 'unvoted all the votes of the s[ai]d former genl. Council and 

voted that satisfact[io]n in lands sh[oul]d be given to the Army for their Arrears 

accord[in]g to the rates in the Act [of Satisfaction]’.^̂  The officers, who had 

agreed to less advantageous rates the previous November in the hope of getting 

additional lands as security, possibly felt they had played their hand badly: the 

November rates eased pressure on the authorities in London to grant extra lands 

to the army. The Council also voted that soldiers who had already been 

disbanded should receive additional land to compensate for having received land 

at less favourable rates.

Petty, Down Survey, pp. 41, 65, 66-7, 7 1 -3 , 76.
25 Ralph Jennings to Mr William Howard, 5 Apr. 1654, TSP, ii, p. 213. 
2® T h e Com m issioners’ instructions’, Prendergast MS, ii, ff. 291 -4 .
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In any event, the Commissioners observed the obvious: that, as a result of the 

votes, additional land was needed. Indeed the extent of extra land required was 

'an amount equal to any 2 Counties'. The Commissioners repeated their earlier 

request, in December 1653, that the four counties of Dublin, Cork, Kildare and 

Carlow which was reserved for the Commonwealth, be reserved as security for 

the soldiers. In addition, they suggested that lands in Connacht and Clare that 

had not been disposed of in the transplantation scheme should constitute an 

additional security and that lands in Wexford, Wicklow and King’s County, which 

had been assigned for the satisfaction of soldiers but which contained vast 

forests, should be reserved for the use of the Commonwealth, to maintain ‘a 

southern fishing trade’ and from which a 'considerable revenue’ could be 

generated from selling timber.^^

But matters were to become worse for the Cromwellian army. During the short 

lifetime of the Nominated Assembly, Henry Cromwell, who commanded a cavalry 

regiment in Munster, became closely aligned with Old Protestant members 

representing Ireland, in particular, Vincent Gookin. By May 1654 another 

important member of the Old Protestant community had established himself in 

London: Lord Broghill. Henry Cromwell had cooperated with him in a military 

capacity between 1650 and 1652, and a friendship developed. Broghill renewed 

his acquaintance with him in the spring of 1654, when Henry Cromwell visited 

Dublin.^s The Cromwells were keen to shore up a firm base of support among the 

landed gentry in advance of elections to the First Protectorate Parliament, which 

took place in August 1654. In Ireland, such a strategy would necessarily involve a 

more indulgent attitude towards former Royalists, one of the most prominent of 

whom was Broghill’s eldest brother, the Earl of Cork, whose lands were in 

imminent danger of confiscation. This policy is not necessarily indicative of a 

softening in Cromwell’s attitude towards Irish Catholics and Royalists; the 

Cromwellians certainly needed to curry favour with their landed and largely 

Protestant electorate but they could, as we shall see, forego Catholic support.

2̂  ‘The Commissioners instruction’, 4 May 1654, Prendergast MS, ii, 291-4; A Perfect Account, 1 0 -  
17 May 1654, p. 1394.
2® Little, Lord Broghill, p. 73.
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Over the sum m er of 1654, Broghill and Gookin personally lobbied the Council of 

State for indem nity for the Old Protestants in Munster.^^ What they achieved was 

im pressive: an Ordinance on 27 June 1654  proclaim ed that all Munster 

Protestants, w ho fought against Parliament under Ormonde and Inchiquin and 

w ho voluntarily surrendered any tow n or garrison in Munster, w ere indem nified  

and 'acquitted o f and from all Sequestrations, Confiscations, Fines, Penalties and 

Forfeitures w hatsoever’; m oreover, they w ere entitled to any arrears accrued for 

fighting against the Irish rebels before the defection of Ormonde and Inchiquin. 

Other Munster Protestants, w ho w ere not instrum ental in the rendition o f tow ns  

or garrisons, w ere allow ed to pay fines, the severity of which depended on the 

tim ing of their surrender.^o

In July 1654, the Munster Protestants w ere w aiting to present another petition, 

requesting that those not covered by the June Ordinance would be able to 

com pound for their estates, rather than face confiscation and transplantation. In 

this project they had a powerful supporter: Henry Cromwell. The main m overs 

behind the petition w ere Sir Paul Davies and his nephew . Sir John Percival. 

Throughout July they w aited to consult w ith Henry about the petition, in the 

hope that he would personally present it to his father. Ultimately, Henry refused  

to undertake the task, but only because he felt it would be im politic to do so in 

consideration o f his im m inent appointm ent, in August 1654, to serve under 

Fleetwood as com m ander-in-chief of the forces in Ireland.^i In any event, 

Cromwell proved to be sympathetic: on 2 Septem ber, the very eve of the 

convocation of the First Protectorate Parliament, Cromwell and his Council 

issued an ordinance allow ing all Protestants in Ireland, not encom passed by the 

June Ordinance, to com pound for their estates, to the value o f their estates for 

two y e a r s . 32 7 ^ 5 5  ordinance benefitted Ulster Scots as w ell as Old Protestants. 

These dispensations to form er Royalists’, w h ose  lands Cromwellian officers had

Letters from John Percival to Sir Paul Davies, 7 Jun. and 27 Jun. 1654, HMC Egmont, i, pp. 541, 
544; Little, Lord Broghill, p. 75.
30 ‘Ordinance for Indemnity to the English Protestants of the Province of Munster in Ireland',
Firth and Rait, ii, pp. 9 3 3 -7

Letters from John Percival to Sir Paul Davies, Jun. and Jul. 1654, HMC Egmont, i, pp. 543, 545, 
555.
32 An Ordinance for admitting Protestants in Ireland to Compound, Firth and Rait, ii, pp. 1015-6;  
this is also contained in Dunlop, ii, pp. 444 -5 .
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their eyes on, would hardly have endeared the Protectorate regime to them, 

particularly when the army fared so badly in elections to the First Protectorate 

Parliament.

Nevertheless, Cromwell and his Council had already responded to some of the 

soldiers’ demands with an ordinance on 23 June entitled 'An Ordinance for the 

Further Encouragement of the Adventurers for Lands in Ireland, and of the 

Soldiers and other Planters there'. Its main provisions were commitments to 

reduce the assessment tax, the remittal of quit rents for five years, and the 

abolition of customs and excise on the import of animals and goods. It also 

granted additional land in Kildare to the soldiers and Adventurers to 

recompense them for losses they would sustain due to the remission of quit 

rents.33 Although Fleetwood and the Commissioners had sought additional land 

on behalf of the soldiers, the disposal of Kildare to satisfy Adventurers and 

soldiers for remitted quit rents did little to address the shortfall of land required 

to satisfy the soldiers. Moreover, it threatened government leases in the county, 

which brought in much-needed rev en u e .^ ^  ‘i see at one time latly the whole 

county of Kildare is given away', Fleetwood complained, 'None knowes my 

burdens! the Lord give me a heart to live upon himl'^s Fleetwood's theatrical 

protests belie the enormous problem inherent to the government of Ireland: 

London and Dublin were frequently at odds on how to effect a satisfactory land 

settlement. The successful lobbying activities of Old Protestants in London, 

particularly after 1654, meant that the army had to mobilise itself in order to 

ensure it too could influence the policy-making process.

The survey of lands was obviously crucial to the Irish land settlement, and the 

army took a keen interest in its progress. In the spring of 1654, the 

Commissioners were in negotiations with Benjamin Worsley, the apothecary 

general for the Cromwellian army in Ireland, who had agreed to undertake a

33 'An Ordinance for the Further Encouragement of the Adventurers for Lands in Ireland, and of 
the Soldiers and other Planters there'. Firth and Rait, ii, pp. 9 2 4 -9 . Quits rents w ere payable by 
tenants to landowner. Since quit rents w ere rem itted for five years under the Act of Satisfaction, 
in order to encourage plantation, Adventurers and soldiers sought com pensation.

At this time, profits from land rentals accounted for 8 per cent of Irish revenue: ‘An Abstract o f  
all Moneys Received and Paid for the publlque service in Ireland, 1649 -1656 ', TCD MS 650, 
unfoliated.

Fleetwood to Thurloe, 12 Jul. 1654, TSP, ii, p. 445.
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m ore exact survey of Ireland, now th a t  the gross survey was complete. According 

to Petty, in the April meeting of the General Council of Officers, the latter 

instituted a Committee of Survey, to consider how the survey could be ‘before 

tha t time propounded by Mr Worsly'.^^ On foot of their recom mendations, the 

Commissioners signed a contract with Worsley. It appears  from these initial 

instructions tha t Worsley was originally m eant to survey Church lands, lands 

‘formerly belonging to the Crown’ and lands forfeited by rebels within the ten 

counties assigned to the soldiers and Adventurers; these lands w ere  to be listed 

alongside ‘their qualities, names, situations, meets, bounds, and o ther 

certainties’.^̂

As time w ent on, more land was needed to pay civilian and military personnel, 

and additional commissions w ere  issued. In ]une 1655, for example, Worsley was 

asked to survey land in County Kilkenny, which was intended to pay for the 

salary of Thomas Herbert, a senior Cromwellian adm inistrator. Indeed, although 

less than half of the civil survey survives today, it suggests tha t forfeited land in 

twenty-seven counties was surveyed: only the five counties covered by the 

Strafford survey (Clare, Galway, Mayo, Roscommon and Sligo) w ere  e x c lu d e d .  

Worsley relied heavily on juries of local men to a ttest to the m easurem ents  and 

quality of the land; this m eant the Civil Survey was susceptible to major errors. 

The names of baronies and parishes and their acreage w ere  listed, alongside the 

names of the delinquent proprietors, the nature of the lands [arable, bogland 

etc.) and any building thereon. It w as a verbal survey in writing -  no maps w ere 

appended -  and this, according to one William Petty, was the survey’s major 

weakness.^^

Petty arrived in Ireland in 1652 to w ork  as physician to the Cromwellian army. 

He had already achieved fame in England in 1650, w hen he resuscita ted Anne 

Greene, a London w om an who had been hanged for the crime of infanticide, after

Petty, Down Survey, p. 4.
Instructions to Benjamin Worsely, 14 Apr. 1654, Dunlop, ii, pp. 4 1 8 -9 .

38 Certificate of Benjamin Worsley, 28 Apr. 1654, MacLysaght 'Commonwealth State Accounts 
Ireland’, p. 248; Commissioners to the Governor and Revenue Comm issioners at Athlone, 1 May 
1654, and Commissioners to Mayor Samuel Stephens, Mr Edward Cropton and others appointed  
to make an additional survey in Co. Sligo, 12 May 1654, Prendergast MS, i, ff. 96, 98; ]. G. Simms, 
'The Civil Survey, 1654-6 ', IHS, ix, no. 35 (1955], p. 255.

Petty, Down Survey, pp. 1-3.
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preparing to undertake an autopsy of her putative corpse. Petty was exasperated 

at the methods employed by Worsley and the large salary he earned as surveyor 

general. He was particularly critical that Worsley had no way of testing the bona 

fides of those v^orking under him and the accuracy of their endeavours. Petty was 

vocal in his criticisms of the Civil Survey, and his professional connection with 

the army meant that he was heard.^° According to Petty himself, in September 

1654, he convinced the Commissioners to charge a committee of ten men -  Sir 

Hardress Waller, Colonels Hewson and Lawrence, Adjutant-General Allen, Dr 

Philip Carteret, Lieutenant Colonel Arnop, Mr James Standish, Captains Shaw and 

Salt, and Worsley himself -  to 'consider how the business of surveys may be 

carryed on with most expedition, and least charge to the Commonwealth, and 

certifie what they thinke fit therein'. The committee, which consisted almost 

entirely of military men, sought the 'assistance and councill' of other army 

officers.'’̂!

This committee reported its findings in October 1654, among which it was noted 

that the Civil Survey measured lands in parcels that were too big, and which 

would be subsequently difficult to subdivide; it was also noted that it was a 

mistake to pay surveyors for profitable land only, as this would encourage 

surveyors to stretch the definition of what was 'profitable'. The report concluded 

with an endorsement of a new survey that would be undertaken by Petty. Petty 

proposed to produce a geometrical survey of all forfeited lands in Ulster, 

Munster and Leinster for the sum of £30,000 or at the rate of £6 per 1000 acres. 

He undertook to measure on a smaller scale, which would facilitate the 

distribution of parcels of land to soldiers without further surveying. The 

Commissioners ordered the committee to reconsider its proposals and then, 

several weeks later, to draw up an agreement between the government and 

Petty. The committee obliged, and its draft agreement specified that Petty would 

measure and map all lands forfeited in Ulster, Munster and Leinster that were 

intended for the satisfaction of the soldiers at the rate of £7 3s. 4d. per 1000 

acres. The soldiers agreed to pay £3 per 1000 acres to diminish the charge on the

T. C. Barnard, 'Petty, Sir William (1623-1687)’, ODNB (onhne edn., accessed 10 May 2012); 
Petty, Down Survey, pp. 1-3  
‘‘I Petty, Down Survey, p. 4.
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Commonwealth, although only the state would receive copies of the survey and

maps .42

Worsley and his under surveyors w ere  highly displeased at this turn  of events, 

and raised several objections to Petty's undertaking. They w ere  appalled, for 

example, that Petty proposed to use foot soldiers to undertake much of the field 

work, bu t Petty reasoned, before the Lord Deputy and Council, that soldiers w ere  

'hardy men, and fitter then most others for the difficulties' inherent in such 

physical activity. After weeks of wrangling and negotiations. Petty entered  into a 

contract with the Commonwealth, on 11 December 1654, to survey all forfeited 

and Church lands, both profitable and unprofitable, in the ten half-counties 

reserved for the soldiers and, in addition, to survey forfeited lands in Wexford, 

Wicklow, Kilkenny, Kerry, Longford, Cork, Kildare, Tyrone, Londonderry and 

Donegal which, the articles stated, 'shall be sett out as additionall satisfaction for 

the arreares of the said souldiers’. Crown, church and forfeited lands in 'Dublin, 

Catherlogh, and the remaining part  of Corke’ (soldiers had already been aw arded 

lands in Cork by this stage) w ere also included in the contract. In order  to 

facilitate the speedy allocation of land to soldiers. Petty was obliged to m easure 

profitable lands according to their smallest measure: i.e. 'townlands, plowlands, 

cartrons, or any o ther usuall denomination of lands, p roper to the respective

countyes'.'*^

The soldiers dem onstra ted  their com mitment to Petty’s undertaking at a Council 

of Officers in Dublin on 13 December 1654, at which the officers agreed tha t one 

third of the money the arm y had undertaken  to pay for Petty's survey be 

deducted and paid out of the army's January pay. A week later, on 20 December, 

the Irish Council issued several orders: a committee of officers was appointed to 

consider how Petty should commence the survey and subdivide the lands, and 

ano ther order  specified the rates at which under-surveyors and o ther staff w ere  

to be paid. Worsley and o ther civilian and military officers w ere  ordered to

Ibid., pp. 13 -15 .
The contract with Petty was countersigned by the Lord Deputy and the Irish Council on 25 Dec. 

1654, ibid., pp. 23 -9 .
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provide Petty with any surveys, information or practical assistance in order that 

the survey could be completed with all possible speed.' '̂^

On 25 December the committee of officers reported to the Irish Council its 

recommendations for Petty’s survey. It suggested that Worsley should return an 

abstract of the results of the civil survey so far, and an estimate of the total 

amount of forfeited land. The Court of Claims in Athlone, which adjudicated on 

who was liable for transplantation and how much land in Connacht should be 

awarded to them, should provide information on the total amount of land in the 

ten counties it had deemed liable to be forfeited. The Commissioners for stating 

the accounts of the army [Commissioners of the Accounts] should calculate the 

total debt of the Commonwealth to the army in Ireland, excluding those who had 

already received land for their arrears. If the total of forfeited lands fell short of 

of what was required to satisfy army arrears, each soldier would receive partial 

satisfaction. The army was anxious to receive land as soon as possible, therefore 

the committee recommended that agents for the army should meet on 1 

February 1655 to determine what money was owed to each regiment upon the 

estimation of the Commissioners of the Accounts.

In February, Petty made an agreement with the agents to complete the survey 

within thirteen months: i.e. by 1 April 1656. The agents specified that lands for 

each particular regiment would be measured and apportioned in turn, 

depending on which regiment would be disbanded first. This did not occur as 

planned and, instead. Petty surveyed the total amount of land. It was not 

subdivided and apportioned to the soldiers until 1656, however, at which stage 

many of the markers of the boundaries had 'worne out, the ratts had eaten the 

originall plotts, and a new interest risen up, for shewing different meares at the 

subdivision from what were shewen at the first admeasurement’.̂ .̂

The preliminary results of Worsley’s civil survey, which Petty used to help him 

identiiy lands he was surveying, indicated that the forfeited lands reserved for 

the soldiers would only suffice to pay for two-thirds of their arrears. It appears 

from Petty’s [tortuous) account that around April or May 1655, the Irish Council

Ibid., pp. 30, 39 -40 .
Ibid., p. 42.
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entered  into negotiation with army agents in order  to find a solution to the 

shortfall of land.'^^ On 10 May 1655, the Irish Council o rdered  tha t additional 

baronies in County Cork be reserved for the satisfaction of soldiers, having taken 

'into consideration... that, according to the exactest compute of the debt and 

credit of the army, which hath been returned, there  will be a great deficiency of 

land to answ er the arrears  of the soldiery according to the rates of the Act'. The 

Council had previously acknowledged to the authorities in England tha t they 

could not force the soldiers to accept different rates from those outlined in the 

Act of Satisfaction. The officers realised, however, that action needed to be taken 

due to the shortfall of land, despite its rancorous reversal, in April 1654, of its 

decision of the previous November to accept less land than the Act rates. On 22 

May 1655, on the advice of the army agents, the Irish Council ordered tha t the 

soldiers should initially receive satisfaction for only two-thirds of their arrears  in 

Irish land, a t the Act rates, and that the deficit would be com pensated for 

gradually.'^^ This arrangem ent would allow disbanding to take place 

immediately, and for soldiers to finally recieve satisfaction for their arrears  later.

Although the regiments that would be reduced w ere  only finally decided on in 

August 1655, it seems that by June 1655 the Irish Council had a clear idea which 

companies and troops would be targeted. This is indicated by two events: first, 

Fleetwood's tou r  of the country in late May, during which he was careful to meet 

with several officers whose regiments would be disbanded imminently and, 

second, a series of meetings that took place in July, which w ere  attended by a 

preponderance of the same officers. Two of the most im portan t Cromwellian 

officers who would be affected by the reduction w ere  Axtell and Prettie and this 

is reflected in Fleetwood's route around Ireland, which was chronicled in 

Mercurius Politicus. On Friday 25 May, Fleetwood, Waller and two o ther 

m em bers  of the Irish Council, set out from Dublin in a coach and, after a brief 

interlude in the Phoenix Park, w ent on to County Carlow, w here  they w ere  met 

by Colonel Prettie (who was also the High Sheriff of the area), two troops of

Ibid., p. 64.
Order by the Commissioners, 10 May 1654, Dunlop, pp. 507-8; Petty, Down Survey, pp. 64-5; 

Prendergast erroneously presents the date of the order of 22 May 1655 as 22 May 1654, 
Cromwellian Settlement, p. 229.

153



Chapter 6: Soldiers the Irish Land Settlem ent

horse, twenty-four men in scarlet livery and four trumpeters. After receiving a 

night's accommodation and 'galant Treatment’ at a nearby castle, the entourage 

proceeded to Kilkenny, the town whereof Axtell was governor, the next day. 

After a two-night stay there Fleetwood, on Monday, treated Prettie [who had 

accompanied the group thither), Axtell and the assembled Justices of the Peace to 

'godly exhortations'. Fleetwood and the Council then proceeded to Tipperary, 

where they met Abbott [one of whose troops of dragoons was to be shortly 

disbanded) and onwards to Cork, where they spent several days. It is highly 

unlikely that the imminent disbandings were not discussed at these meetings 

particularly because, just over a month later, Axtell, Prettie and Abbot made it 

their business to attend a Council of Officers in Dublin Castle.^^

This meeting of officers commenced on 9 July 1655. After lengthy debates they 

resolved to appoint a committee from among their number to draw up a number 

of proposals to the Irish Council. These proposals appear to have been offered 

for consideration both orally and in writing to the Lord Deputy and Council. Not 

every proposal was assented to unanimously, therefore it is likely that the agents 

adopted policies by majority.”̂  ̂Despite the Irish Council's elaborate consultative 

process with the officers that had, in the months before, led to the army agreeing 

to a two-thirds satisfaction, the army reversed this decision again, as is apparent 

from the following demand:

sin ce your p etition ers form er p roceed ings, as is above m entioned , the d ow n e su rvey  [i.e. 

Petty’s survey] for m ost cou n ties is com e in, w/hereby it evidently  ap p eares that the lands 

d oe hold out ab ove a third part m ore then  did the estim ate in th e civiil survey. Your 

p etitioners therefore d oe m ost hum bly pray that your h onou res w ill be p leased  to g ive  

order that th ey  m ight be put into sp eed y  p ossess io n  o f their full and entire satisfaction, 

according to the Act of Parliam ent, and according to their resp ective lotts, w hich w ere  

draw ne at the last generall councill...

They pointed out that giving soldiers two-thirds satisfaction initially, and 

another third at a later date, would prove expensive; besides, some of the plots of 

land would be so small that to divide them into two would 'render the whole

Mercurius Politicus, 1 4 -2 1  Jun. 1655, pp. 5 4 1 6 -8 . For sources pertaining to the disbanded 
regiments, troops and com panies see  p. 157n below.
'̂ 9 Petty, Down Survey, p. 67.
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insignificant'. They assured the Council that, should any soldier not receive land 

at a la ter date because it had all been disposed of, the agents would personally 

buy the ir  debentures at an advantageous rate. They requested tha t all rents from 

soldiers’ lands in the ten counties w^hich had not yet been allocated be given to 

the army, and tha t surplus land in the ten counties reserved for the adventurers  

be reserved for the satisfaction of soldiers’ arrears, as allowed for in the Act of 

Satisfaction.50

The obvious problem with the dem and for plenary satisfaction was the fact that 

troops had already been disbanded according to the two-thirds rule in Louth, 

Kilkenny, Cork, Longford and the province of Ulster. The agents tha t endorsed 

the proposal for plenary satisfaction claimed tha t they did not represen t the 

troops in Ulster, and had no in terest in their fate; however, in respect of Louth, 

Kilkenny and Cork, the agents felt sure tha t additional lands would be found in 

those counties to make up the shortfall. Those in Longford, they suggested, 

should be happy with tw o-thirds satisfaction, ‘considering the advantages the 

disbanded party have had in point of conveniency, in point of choice, and in point 

of time, w hereby they have been enabled to gett tenants from all parts  of the 

nation to plant their lands w ith’.^i The agents also argued that those who served 

before 1649 should receive 'equall satisfaction’ and that lands in Connacht that 

the Irish could not be transplanted onto (e.g. lands near garrisons or the coasts) 

be reserved  as additional security in order  tha t all arrears  could be s a t i s f i e d . ^ ^  

This dem and is unsurprising, considering some of the signatories of the petition 

had accrued arrears  in Coote’s regiment prior to 1 6 4 9 .̂ ^

Fleetwood and the Council (at which Henry Cromwell was present, having 

arrived on 9 July 1655) w ere  not im pressed by these demands. An extract of 

the ir  response, on 16 July, is contained among the Dunlop papers:

There not yet appearing any new  ground or sufficient reason to induce them to believe

that there is of lands forfeited sufficient to give full satisfaction for the w hole arrears, and

50 Ibid., pp. 71-3.
Petty, Down Survey, pp. 73-4; Commissions to set out land to the soldiers, 10 Jan. 1654, Dunlop, 

ii, p. 394-9.
Petty, Down Survey, pp. 74-5.

S3 E.g. Major Robert Orsmby; see Firth and Davies, Regimental History, p. 617.
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upon seriou s d eb ate had o f so  w eigh ty  a b u sin ess th ey  [the Lord D eputy and Council] do 

n ot judge it safe to recede from  th e Order o f 23''<̂  May last past concerning the p resen t  

putting the arm y into p o ssess io n  o f  lands for and tow ards the satisfying o f tw o-th irds o f  

their arrears.^'*

The Commissioners did agree, however, to ano ther of the agents’ proposals: to 

pay any profits on lands reserved  for the soldiers, from May 1654 until their 

allocation to individuals soldiers, to the agents of the army.^^

On 26 July 1655, over a fortnight after the agents first met, they appointed five 

officers to be 'lawfull a tturneys ' for the army: Sir Hardress Waller, Sir John 

Reynolds, Colonel Hierome Sankey, Colonel Daniel Axtell and Major Anthony 

Morgan. Instructions w ere annexed to the commission, which they w ere to 

undertake 'on the behalfe of all others who ought to have arreares satisfied in 

Ireland’. The a tto rneys’ were, in effect, lobbyists: their main responsibility was to 

ensure tha t soldiers would obtain valid legal title to the lands assigned to them, 

and to dem and a statute of limitation tha t would circumscribe the time in which 

forfeiting proprietors  would be able to make claims concerning their titles. There 

w ere  o ther im portan t aspects to the a ttorneys’ specified agenda. They w ere  to 

obtain an Act of Indemnity for soldiers in Ireland and, more surprisingly, they 

w ere  to endeavour tha t 'Ireland may be declared a m em ber of the 

Commonwealth of England, and enjoy all immunities equall therewith, and tha t 

free trade be allowed by port  cockequetts betwixt England and Ireland, as 

betw eene port and port in England’. The latter was explicitly inspired by tw o 

practical sensibilities: legislation won by the army in England would 

automatically apply to Ireland, and financial advantages, such as the doing away 

of customs, would be gained thereby. It dem onstrates  that the issue of union 

with England was not an exclusively Old P rotestant preoccupation, as Patrick 

Little has im p lied .^^

After the meetings and negotiations betw een the army and the Council in July 

1655, disbanding could occur. Oliver Cromwell clearly intended tha t the process

Order by Lord Deputy and Council, 6 Jul. 1654, Dunlop, ii, p. 530.
55 Petty, Down Survey, p. 77-8 .
5® Ibid., p. 78; Patrick Little, T h e First Unionists? Irish Protestant Attitudes to Union with  
England, 1 6 5 3 -9 ’, IHS (May, 2000], pp. 4 4 -5 8 .
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of disbanding would be overseen by Henry Cromwell, presumably to divest 

untrustworthy officers, some of whom were loyal to Fleetwood, of their 

commands. It was no coincidence that, on 7 August, Lord Deputy Fleetwood 

'received his highnes positive commands to returne into England’.̂ '̂  The 

regiments that were ultimately disbanded were the cavalry regiments of Ludlow, 

Coote, and Prettie; Ingoldsby's regiment of dragoons; Axtell's, Stubber's and 

Clarke's foot regiments; and several other regimental and non-regimental (i.e. 

'loose') troops and companies. In total, approximately 5,000 men were 

disbanded.^^ Ludlow’s regiment was undoubtedly disbanded because Ludlow 

himself was refusing to cooperate with the regime; Prettie and Axtell were also 

politically suspect, although they were staunchly loyal to Fleetwood; and Coote’s 

regiment had been in service much longer than the Cromwellian soldiers. The 

political dimension to the disbandings will be examined in greater detail in 

Chapter 7.

The troops that were disbanded in 1655 settled down in baronies across the 

country, presumably once the lands had been measured by Petty. On 15 August, 

Henry Cromwell declared confidently to Thurloe that the 'satisfaction held forthe 

to those that nowe disbande is soe advantagious, that it hathe made more men 

greedy of sittinge downe uppon the termes offered them to continue their 

employments'. Henry's reference to advantageous terms must be an allusion to 

the fact the soldiers received lands according to the rates in the Act of 

Satisfaction, and not the less generous rates they had previously agreed to, and 

then reneged on, in November 1653.^^ In order to 'equalize' the lands received 

(i.e. to compensate soldiers who received poorer land) the troops and companies 

sorted out amongst themselves how to divide up the land in the most equitable 

way: therefore soldiers whose lots fell in baronies with better pasture received 

less acreage than comrades whose lots fell in poorer baronies.^o Despite the

Fleetwood to Thurloe, 7 Aug. 1655, TSP, iii, 697.
Correspondence of Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, Aug. 1655, TSP, iii, pp. 715, 728, 744; the hsts 

in Prendergast, Cromwellian Settlem ent, pp. 1 3 1 -5  are alm ost certainly the lists of the regiments, 
troops and com panies disbanded in Aug. 1655.

That the Act rates w ere used is apparent from a land grant docum ent that w as destroyed in 
1922 but had already been published in Prendergast, Cromwellian Settlement, p. 131.

Ibid., pp. 128 -9 . This process som etim es created problem s see Commission by the Irish 
Council, 19 Sept. 1655, Dunlop, ii, p. 540 -1 .

157



Chapter 6: Soldiers the Irish Land Settlem ent

generous rates, som e sold iers refused to 'sit down' on their land -  m any in the 

hope of being received back into the army, and continuing in their pay -  and had 

already sold debentures to their officers. A fortnight after his letter to Thurloe, 

Henry Cromwell w rote to Fleetw ood declaring that he w as ‘afraide few e of [the 

soldiers] will betake them selves to plantinge’ and asked that 'som e em ploym ent 

for them  abroade' m ight be found.^^ In order to ensure the sm ooth running of the 

disbanding, Henry Cromwell w ent on a progress around the areas w here soldiers  

w ere settling on their lands in early October 1655. He found that there was 

trouble in County W exford, w here Ludlow's regim ent received land. Cromwell 

explained in a letter to his father that, on arriving in W exford, he was

informed of some persons, whoe had been liberall in seditious revileinge expressiones 

against the gouvernment and your highness... They putt it to the question, whether the 

present gouvernment were accordinge to the worde of God and their former engagements 

and declarationes, which as we weer informed was carried in the negative. These officers 

moste of them weer of late lieutenant general Ludlowe's regiment, and 1 doubte too much 

of his spiritt and principle

Lieutenant Colonel Scott, w hom  Henry regarded as the ringleader, w as prom ptly  

im prisoned 'for treasonable w ords ag[ain]st His Highness the L[or]d Prot[ecto]r  

tending to m utiny and distem per am ong the disbanded now  setting dow n in the 

Co. o f Wexford'. Som ething of Henry's authoritarian style o f treating the 

disaffected is apparent in the w ay he hoped to use Scott as an exam ple to others: 

'w ee hope to let them  see, that gouvernm ent is not to be played w itheall by 

applyinge punishm ents suiteable to such distem pers, w hen other m eanes will 

not prevaile '.62 Although Henry dealt sw iftly with Scott, he received a letter from  

a local resident, John W inkworth, just over a w eek  after Scott's arrest, which  

stated

Your disbanded party since the commetting of lieutenant-colonel Scott have been verry 

wary in letting their discontents come to publique view, but they doe hold often 

clandestine councils, wherein they endeavour to find out who it was that did discover

Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, 15 and 29 Aug. 1655, TSP, iii, p. 715, 744; Order by the Irish 
Council, 4 Sept. 1655, Prendergast MS, i, f. 348; Commission by the Irish Council, 19 Sept. 1655, 
Dunlop, ii, pp. 540-1.
*2 ‘Col Scott committed for agitating the Disbanded’, 8 Oct. 1655, Prendergast MS, i, f. 353; Henry 
Cromwell to Oliver Cromwell, 9 Oct. 1655, TSP, iv, pp. 73-4.
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their d iscon ten ts to your lordship... Som e o f the disbanded officers privately (as  

lieu tenan t-co lonel Candler etc.] talkes m ore then  com es to their sh ew es and m akes a 

great n oise o f liberty.®^

These letters reveal a w orrying trend of disaffection among the arm y with the 

Protectorate government. Although Cromwellian officers in Ireland had the 

opportunity  to amass substantial estates, the ir  political pow er was on the wane. 

With large num bers of ordinary soldiers obviously unhappy with the land 

settlement, the security of the regime in Ireland was in question. Henry 

Cromwell, keen to appear in control of the situation, generally sent upbeat 

reports  to Thurloe and his father in London, but he was clearly eager to rid 

Ireland of many of the disbanded soldiers. He hatched a plan with Thurloe to 

send troops and companies to Jamaica-^^ On 2 November 1655, 1,500 recently 

disbanded soldiers in Ireland, many from Axtell's former regiment, w ere  re 

enlisted in the army, in order to fight in jamaica.^^

Henry Cromwell's relationship with Old Protestants, and his assistance to them 

in respect of maintaining their lands, could hardly have endeared him to the 

soldiers, at a time when it looked unlikely tha t there was sufficient land to satisfy 

the ir  arrears. This became an increasing concern when the Second Protectorate 

Parliament, which sat betw een 17 September 1656 and 4 February 1658, 

appeared  disinclined to protect the army's in terest in land in Ireland. In order  to 

illustrate this point let us re tu rn  to the story of Ards and Clanbrassil, who w ere 

desperately trying to maintain control over their lands in the face of opposition 

from Adventurers.

By January 1656, Ards had been imprisoned in Kilkenny castle, probably for 

failing to transplant, with an allowance of tw enty  pounds for his 'wants and 

Necessitys’ bu t on 8 April, Henry Cromwell set him at liberty, on condition that

John W inkworth to Henry Cromwell, 17 Oct. 1655, Correspondence o f  Henry Cromwell, pp. 6 9 -  
71.

Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, 18 Sept. 1655, TSP, iv, p. 40.
TSP, iv, pp. 4 0 -1  and v, pp. 309; Order by the Irish Council, 2 Nov. 1655, Dunlop, ii, p. 547; 

Correspondence o f  Henry Cromwell, p. 74; 324; there is som e evidence to support the notion that 
subversive elem ents within the army w ere sent on military exercises in the W est Indies; when  
Colonel Eyre was im prisoned in 1655 the Irish Council proposed sending him on Venables’s 
mission, Thomas Herbert to Thurloe, 11 Apr. 1655, TSP, iii, p. 364; see also ‘A declaration of the 
m em bers of parliament lately dissolved by Oliver Cromwell', TSP, v, p. 420.
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he rem ained in Dublin. Fleetwood, now in London, and the Council of State, 

discussed the Ards case, bu t decided tha t it was 'unwilling to interfere in tha t 

m a tte r’; meanwhile Erasmus Smith petitioned powerful friends such as Major 

General William Goffe to secure a favourable outcome, complaining tha t he was 

'waisted both in purse, body and m ind’.^̂  The case came to a head on 28 

November 1656, when a bill 'for settling Henry Whalley Esquire, and Erasmus 

Smith, of London, Merchant, in the ir  Lands in Ireland, fallen to them, by Lot, as 

A dventurers ' was read for the first time by the Second Protectorate Parliament. 

Several days later, on 3 December, Parliament read the bill a second time at the 

instigation of William Lenthall, Master of the Rolls, a supporter  of Whalley. 

Fortunately, Burton’s account of w hat was a heated debate  survives, and fleshes 

out w hat is only a skeletal account in the Commons Journal.

Burton’s jottings make it clear tha t Ards was relying on the Dublin Articles, 

w hereas Clanbrassil claimed tha t he had com pounded for his estate, in 

accordance with Cromwell’s ordinance on 2 September 1654. Clanbrassil did, in 

fact, agree to pay £9,455 for his estate, exactly twice its nominal value £4,717.^7 

Various people spoke in parliam ent on 3 December. The MPs for Ireland and 

Henry Cromwell's staunch supporters. Sir John Reynolds and Colonel Markham, 

advised tha t lands should be found for Smith and Whalley elsewhere, given that 

Clanbrassil had com pounded and tha t they should be 'tender ' in in terpreting the 

articles Ards was relying on. Burton's interpreta tion of their speeches was that 

they advocated 'us[ingj mercy ra th e r  than rigour’. The MP for Scarborough and 

Lambert's ally, Luke Robinson, disagreed however. His speech was sum m arised 

thus:

T hese ad venturers ought to be sp ec ia lly  respected; for th ey  w ere  the first that trusted  

you... If you  be n ot steady, w h o  w ill trust you? I w ould  rather v io late the other claim s, than 

th ose  w hich  w ere  grounded upon so  m uch trust and con fidence in your cause, w h en  it 

w as but in its infancy. I speak  it not for Judge-Advocate W halley, nor for Mr. Smith. I know

“  Fleetwood to Henry Cromwell, 22 Jan. 1656, Correspondence o f  Henry Cromwell, p. 97; Council’s 
order in relation to Viscount M ontgomery of Ards, 5 Feb. 1656, Cal. S. P. Ire., p. 824; Erasmus 
Smith to Major General William Goffe, TSP, iv, 393; MacLysaght (ed.], 'Commonwealth State 
Accounts Ireland’, pp. 272, 288.

O’Hart, Landed Gentry, p. 238; Clanbrassil ended up paying only £4,677 in com position fines, 
Cunningham, Conquest and Land, p. 55n.
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him  not: but 1 speak  for the justice and credit o f your old cause. 1 w ould  n ot have that trust 

vio lated , o f all trusts w^hatsoever. The good old in terest ought to be borne up.

The debate was ultimately brought to a close w hen Parliament agreed that a 

committee, which included all the MPs representing Ireland, should redraft the 

bill.68

The Bill reappeared  on 24 December: it now provided tha t Smith and Whalley be 

allocated lands of their choosing elsew here in Ireland. Some of the MPs argued 

tha t the w ording of the Bill was too vague in relation to the lands they would 

receive, and therefore they ultimately decided to allow the Lord Deputy and two 

o ther m em bers of the Irish Council decide w here they should be allocated lands. 

The bill was enacted on 27 December, bu t not before Whitelocke successfully 

inserted ano ther  clause, which bestow ed an estate of 4,000 acres in Portum na on 

Henry Cromwell. 'A good gift this morning; a manor, park, house, and 4,000 

acres, Irish m easure:— large things'. Burton observed.

The case of Ards and Clanbrassil established tha t the Protectoral Ordinance of 

Septem ber 1654, which allowed Protestants to compound, and the Dublin 

Articles, effectively overrode the provisions of the Act of Settlement. This had 

major implications for the soldiers in Ireland who had, along with Adventurers 

such as Smith and Whalley, been assigned land that they had assum ed was 

forfeit. The problem was aggravated by Parliament’s generous trea tm en t of the 

Corporation of Gloucester, which along with Liverpool, had been nam ed in the 

Act of Satisfaction as deserving of £10,000 of scarce land in Ireland in re tu rn  for 

its b ravery  in the civil war.

The Corporation of Gloucester was extremely effective at lobbying the MPs of the 

Second Protectorate Parliament and, at approximately the same time as the bill 

in favour of Whalley and Smith was being considered. Parliament directed its 

attention tow ard  satisfying the Gloucester 'debt'. On 22 December 1656, MPs 

considered w hether Gloucester should be aw arded lands in Ireland. Robinson 

and Whalley urged that o ther tow ns tha t suffered during the Civil Wars should 

also be considered, including Hull, Lyme and Colchester. Major Morgan objected.

3 Dec. 1656, CJ, vii, 463; 3 Dec. 1656, Burton's Diary, i, pp. 2-5 .
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citing the Act of Satisfaction, which only mentioned that Gloucester should be 

awarded lands to the tune of £10,000. In a letter to Henry Cromwell on 14 April 

1657, Morgan fretted that 'the Gloster bill if it pass as it is now ordered to be 

engrossed will engage all the land & houses in Ireland’.̂ ^

The Irish Council had evidently got wind of the fact that Parliament was deciding 

on lands to bestow on Gloucester and offered its own suggestion to Thurloe

w e know  no b etter  exp ed ien t eith er tow ards discharge o f that debt, or for the w ell 

planting o f Galway, than hum bly to p rop ose that the said tow n, or such part as shall be 

held fit, and lands about it [reserved  for the said p lantation) be d isp osed  o f to the  

corporation o f G loucester upon such term s and con d itions as his H ighness and the 

Parliam ent m ay judge fit for their encouragem ent.

At this stage, many of Galway's leading townsmen, including the famous lawyer 

Patrick Darcy, had been transplanted for their opposition to Parliament during 

the wars. The Council reasoned that such a move would secure trade and 

manufacturing in the town and 'subdue the spirits of the discontended Irish and 

other Papist inhabitants within that province' in the same way that Londonderry 

was used to civilise Ulster during the Jacobean plantations.’̂*̂

On 5 May 1657, the bill for Gloucester was discussed in detail. Broghill and the 

Irish MPs argued that satisfaction to Gloucester should be confined to the city of 

Galway and that, in particular, land reserved to satisfy the army should not be 

awarded to it. There was much wrangling over the value of the town. Colonel 

Cooper, Henry Cromwell's ally, estimated the town was worth £30,000 and that 

it boasted 'good buildings’. Dr Clarges, who later became an agent for the 

Corporation of Gloucester, disagreed. 'Galloway is the remotest city in Ireland, 

and is very poor; few inhabitants, but persons in the garrison,' he charged, 

'[t]here will not 40001. be raised there'.

Broghill in particular was keen to limit the lands awarded to Gloucester 

Corporation within the city of Galway. This was because other lands in Galway 

were to be awarded to Irish Protestants, of which he was one, in satisfaction of

Quote in Little, Lord Broghill, p. 137.
0̂ Irish Council to Thurloe, 7 Apr. 1657, Dunlop, ii, p. 662; Cunningham, Conquest and Land, pp. 

9 4 -5 .
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their arrears for service in the Parhamentary cause before the CromweUian 

campaign in 1649. These men had long fought their right to arrears. Cromwell 

himself had shown himself disposed towards their demands but, in 1653 the 

Rump’s committee for stating soldiers’ arrears declared that Irish Protestants 

were 'positively debarred from having any benefit, or any security for their 

arrears'.'^i The Act of Satisfaction, passed after the demise of the Rump, 

contained limited provision for Irish Parliamentarian soldiers, but their claims to 

arrears were clearly deemed inferior to those of the Cromwellian soldiers. The 

Act specified that only after the soldiers that had come after June 1649 had been 

satisfied in the ten counties, could arrears be awarded to Irish Protestants. This 

crucial distinction is downplayed by Patrick Little, who claims that 'as long as the 

act was implemented’ the 'financial position of Broghill and his fellow Old 

Protestants' had been s e c u r e d . ^ ^

One of the major problem confronting these pre-1649 soldiers was the evident 

suspicion that Cromwellian soldiers harboured toward them. After army debates 

on the land settlement in July 1655, the Cromwellian officers in Ireland proposed 

that 'provincial committees’ be established 'to examine such as pretent they have 

arreares due for service before 1649, and have gotten forth debentures for the 

same’. Some Irish Protestants, they suggested, had 'deserted the Parliamentarian 

cause’ (in particular, they alleged, from Michael Jones’s and Coote’s regiments] 

but had nevertheless received debentures for their putative service to it.^  ̂ The 

Cromwellian soldiers were evidently jealous of their share of the land in the ten 

counties, and explained that when 'the generall councills did engage themselves 

to take care for the equall satisfaction of the disbanded party and the arreares 

before 1649, it was uppon consideration that the large security that lay then 

before them’. But the harsh position adopted in respect of the pre-1649 soldiers 

indicates that, by July 1655, cooperation between Old Protestant and 

Cromwellian commanders had cooled. The officers proposed that the pre-1649 

soldiers be awarded lands in the three counties of Wicklow, Longford, and 

Donegal as well as land in Connacht that could not be set out to Catholic

Comm issioner to Oliver Cromwell, 13 Apr. 1653, Dunlop, ii, p. 333.
Little, Lord Broghill, p. 72.
Petty, Down Survey, p. 70.
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transplanters by reason of proximity to the coast, the Shannon or garrisonsJ'^ 

These lands, because of their quality and the largre proportion of Catholics living 

of them, were clearly some of the worst available to the Commonwealth. 

Wicklow, in particular, was infested with Tory rebels and Colonel Richard 

Lawrence’s 1655 pamphlet demonstrated how unwilling Cromwellian soldiers 

were to cohabit in areas with Catholics. On 27 March 1656, instructions to the 

Lord Deputy and Council in Ireland specified that the three counties, and land in 

Connacht, be reserved for 'the satisfaction of arrears due for service in Ireland 

before 5th June 1649'.'^5 The pre-1649 soldiers' had hoped to receive satisfaction 

from lands that could not be assigned to transplanters because they were within 

ten miles of the River Shannon or the coast [giving Catholics access to the sea 

and the River Shannon was considered too dangerous due to the possibility that 

Royalists could mount an assault by sea). Due to the shortfall in land available to 

the Loughrea Commissioners to assign to transplanters, however, the 

government decided to allow transplanters to live within one mile of the sea and 

the River Shannon, thereby severely curtailing the amount of land that could be 

allocated to the pre-1649 soldiers.'^^

In the debates of May 1657, Broghill attempted to pass several provisos to the 

Gloucester bill in order to protect lands that were due to the pre-1649 soldiery. 

The first was as follows:

T h a t th is  Bill, o r  an y  th in g  th e re in  c o n ta in e d , sha ll n o t ex ten d  to  th e  g ra n tin g  o r  d isp o s in g

o f an y  H ouses, L ands, T en e m en ts , o r  H e re d ita m e n ts , in  Ire lan d , w h ich  a re  su b je c ted  an d

Ibid., pp. 70 -5 .
5̂ A dditional In structions to  th e  Lord D eputy an d  Council, 27 Mar. 1656, Dunlop, ii, p. 579; see 

also F u rth e r  O rders of the  Council of S tate, 4 Feb. 1656, Cal. S. P. Ire., p. 825. For exam ples of land 
being rese rv ed  for p re-1649  so ld iers in th e  th re e  coun ties and Connacht see Irish Council to  the 
Loughrea Com m issioners, 17 Jul. 1656 and  Irish  Council to  th e  Council of State, 25 Jun. 1656, 
P ren d erg as t MS, i, ff, 465, 572 -3 .

An o rd e r  from  6 Mar. 1654 p roh ib its  tra n sp la n te rs  from  se ttling  w ith  ten  m iles o f th e  coast. 
Shannon and  p ro h ib ited  a reas  w ith o u t special perm ission , Dunlop, ii, p. 409; an o th e r  o rd e r  o f 21 
Jun. 1654 p resc rib es  a reas  w ith in  four m iles o f th e  sea for th e  satisfaction  of so ld iers’ a rrea rs , 
ibid., p. 432; th is w as co n trac ted  again to  th re e  m iles o f the  sea and  Shannon on 16 Jun. 1655, 
ibid., p. 522; by 5 Dec. 1655, the  Council co nsidered  'necessity  of em ploying all th e  lands in 
C onnaught and County of Clare [for th e  tran sp lan ta tio n ], excepting th e  g arrisons and  excepting 
th e  lands w ith in  one m ile o f th e  garrisons ' and  th e  Shannon, ibid., p. 555; b u t by 27 Mar. it w as 
finally se ttled  th a t tra n sp la n te rs  could in h ab it a n jw h e re  except w ith in  one m ile o f th e  coast, 
Shannon and  garrison  tow ns, th u s  reducing  th e  land  available for the  p re-1649  soldiers, ibid., p. 
579.
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liable to  the  Satisfaction of the  A dventurers and  Soldiers, o r e ither, o r any of them , by 

V irtue of any fo rm er Act o r O rdinance of Parliam ent.

It was voted down. Broghill argued in favour of a second and alternative proviso, 

which was more specific in formula, but identical in its desired effect:

T hat th is Act, o r any th ing  th e re in  contained, shall no t extend to  the  gran ting  o r disposing 

of any Houses, Lands, T enem ents, and H ereditam ents, w ith in  the  Myle-Lyne, in the 

Province of Connaught, or County of Clare, g ran ted  by his H ighness and  Council tow ards 

Satisfaction of the  A rrears due to the  Army in Ireland, before the  Year 1649.

This was also rejected but the legislation that was passed specified that Athlone 

and Galway, and two miles of their hinterland [including land within the mile 

line), be given for the satisfaction of Gloucester. The Lord Protector gave his 

assent to the Act on 9 June.^^

Henry Cromwell was highly displeased. He wrote a strongly-worded letter to 

Thurloe on 16 December 1657 with the following remonstration:

We have been m uch s ta rtled  of late w ith the  n um ber of g ran ts  for land, w hich have lately 

been sen t us over by his h ighness o r the  parliam ent: they  are  m any of them  very 

exo rb itan t satisfactions for old debts; I beleive in som e cases above 20 tim es m ore than  

ever w as expected. This course will so peele the  revenue, th a t w e m ust have g rea te r 

supplys from  England, than  will be cheerfully afforded us. We are  th ink ing  to  propound  

som ething for his highness consideration , e ith e r to  hold his hands, o r lay before  him  the 

consequences of his liberality. In particu lar, the  act for G locester will give aw ay all Galway, 

and th ereb y  m uch endanger the English in te res t in Ireland. (I form erly  w ro te  un to  you, to 

have a speciall care of th is place.)^®

The question remains, therefore, why was Henry Cromwell and his allies so loath 

to relinquish Irish land to English corporations, but happy to allow major Old 

Protestant and Ulster Scots landowners to retain their estates? The answer lies 

in the fact that Henry Cromwell was keen to drum up a civilian support base 

among the Old Protestant and Ulster Scots communities to mitigate his reliance 

on army support.

”  5 May 1657, CJ, vii, p. 530; 5 May 1657, Burton's Diary, ii, pp. 106-11; James Hardiman wrongly 
dates the Act 17 Sept. 1656, The History o f the Town and County o f Galway (Dublin, 1820], p. 137; 
John W ashbourn, Bibliotheca gloucestrensis: a collection o f  scarce and curious Tracts relating to 
the County and City o f  Gloucester illustrative o f and published during the Civil War (3 vols, 
Gloucester, 1825], iii, p. cxxviii 

Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, 16 Dec. 1657, TSP, vi, p. 683.
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At this point it is w orth  considering w hat the attitudes of the soldiers, the 

Commissioners and the authorities in England w ere  tow ards the Irish Catholic 

population. Although the Commissioners and, later, the Council in Ireland found 

it difficult to obstruct generous concessions to Ireland’s Protestants, Irish 

Catholics w ere  not similarly indulged. Irish landowners w ere  all liable to forfeit a 

proportion  of the ir  land according to the Act of Settlement and the Act of 

Satisfaction. The legal institutions tha t facilitated this process w ere  the Athlone 

and Mallow courts, which adjudicated how much land an individual would be 

compelled to forfeit, and the Loughrea court, which assigned any residual land an 

individual could retain in Connacht or Clare on transplantation. The Athlone 

Court was presided over by John Cooke, William Halsey and John Santhy and, 

although the court was established in December 1654 and operated  until 1657, 

the bulk of their judgm ents w ere  made in 1656.'^^ At one point in 1656, the court 

was split into two courts -  one under Cooke and the o ther under  Santhy -  in 

o rder  to speed up proceedings and in the sum m er of 1656 several judges 

travelled to Mallow to adjudicate on the claims of Catholics in the south-w est of 

Ireland.

The records of the court w ere  destroyed in 1922, although several Mallow 

judgm ents w ere  reproduced in Dunlop. This source, as well as the Irish Council’s 

instructions to the court, which also survive, offer clues as to how  the court 

operated.^i W hat is immediately discernible is the lack of coherence, which has 

been noted by Cunningham, in the law governing the adjudication of 

delinquency. There w ere  th ree  alternative standards by which the role of 

Catholics in the Rebellion, and the land they w ere therefore liable to forfeit, could 

be determined: by articles of surrender; by the Act of Settlement; and by the

Order constituting Comm issioners for the due execution and making good all Articles o f War,
24 Jan. 1655; Order to Waller, Lowther etc., 2 Feb. 1655; and order to the Committee of Articles 
in Dublin, 16 Feb. 1655, Dunlop, ii, pp. 4 7 5 -6 ,4 8 1 -2 .  The pow er o f the Committee of Articles in 
London was curbed in relation to Irish cases by order of the English Council o f State in the 
sum m er of 1655, letter from Richard Lawrence to Lord Deputy Fleetwood and Irish Council, 13 
Jun. 1655, in ibid, ii, p. 518; Richard Kingdon to Lord Deputy Fleetwood, 19 Jun. 1655, 
Correspondence o f  Henry Cromwell, p. 54; 'Commission and Instructions to the Com m issioners of 
Quahfications at Athlone, 28 Dec 1654, Prendergast MS, i, pp. 4 3 7 -4 1  also in Dunlap, ii, pp. 4 6 9 -  
71.

Cunningham, Conquest and Land, pp. 84 -6 .
Appointm ent of the Mallow Commissioners, 7 Feb. 1656 and proceedings of the Mallow  

Commissioners, Jul.-Aug. 1656, Dunlop, ii, pp. 6 0 3 - 7 ,604-7n .
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Adventurers’ Act of 1642. The appearance of the la tter is most surprising. 

Cunningham suggests that the A dventurers’ Act was m ore pragmatic in the 

punishments it prescribed: involvement in the Rebellion was a capital offence in 

the Act of Settlement, w hereas according to the A dventurers’ Act, tha t crime 

could be atoned for by forfeiting p r o p e r t y . ^ ^  Although several judgm ents are 

known in term s of their effect, the law relied on in these judgements is not. It 

appears tha t the only Catholic landowners who w ere  not transplantable  were 

those who w ere  able to show 'constant good affection’ to the Parliamentary 

cause. There are several instances of decrees of constant good affection being 

issued, bu t Dunlop, who had access to the Mallow court judgments, noted how 

‘well-nigh impossible it was for an Irish Catholic to prove constant good 

affection’. The court found tha t the Marquis of Ormond's mother. Lady Thurles, 

had offered succour and financial aid to the Parliamentary armies; had refused 

any kind of assistance to the Confederate soldiers; and had effected the rendition 

of Cahir Castle to Parliament. Although the Court found tha t she was a 'very 

deserving person’ they refused to issue her  a decree of constant good affection 

on the basis that she had lived inside 'Irish q u a r t e r s ’ .^^

Those who w ere  unsuccessful in obtaining a decree for constant good affection 

were deem ed transplantable and they took their judgm ents to Loughrea to 

obtain lands in Connacht and Clare in lieu of those they had left elsewhere. 

Where articles of w ar did not exist, the Act of Settlement’s rules on forfeiture 

were invoked, i.e.: those who had offered no assistance to Parliament, bu t who 

had not actively engaged in the fighting against it, forfeited a third of the acreage 

of their estates; those who w ere  adjudged delinquents forfeited tw o-thirds of the 

acreage of their estates. Widows generally retained two-thirds of the value of 

their jointures, bu t w ere  also transplantable.

There is no evidence tha t the Athlone or Mallow courts condem ned any person 

to die. Under the first article of the Act of Settlement, there  w ere two categories 

of people who w ere  punishable by death. The first category contained those 

directly involved in the killing of Protestants in the first year of the rebellion,

Cunningham, Conquest and Land, p. 83.
Proceedings of the court at Mallow, 13 Aug. 1656, Dunlop, ii, pp. 606-7n .
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many of whom were tried in the High Courts of Justice. The second category was 

much broader: anyone who had, after November 1642 (i.e. the second year of 

Rebellion), ‘by bearing Arms, or contributing Men, Arms, Horse, Plate, Money, 

Victual, or other Furniture or Habiliaments of War... ayded, assisted, promoted, 

acted, prosecuted or abetted the said Rebellion, Murthers or Massacres, be 

excepted from Pardon of Life and Estate’. The Court's approach seems to have 

been pragmatic: those directly involved in the murder of Protestant civilians in 

the first year of the Rebellion were to be dealt with by the High Courts of Justice; 

all other Irish Catholic landowners, unless they had actively and wholly engaged 

on behalf of the Parliamentary army, were to be transplanted to Connacht and 

Clare where they would enjoy estates that were up to two thirds smaller than 

their original estates.

The soldiers and Adventurers, many of whom had been awarded by lot lands 

that were still in the ownership of Catholics awaiting legal decisions, watched the 

proceedings of the Athlone and Mallow courts with great interest. It would seem 

that some Catholic landowners did not apply to the Athlone or Mallow courts at 

all, which created legal uncertainty for soldiers and Adventurers. On 26 June 

1657, the Second Protectorate Parliament, who had theretofore shown its 

unwillingness to legislate in favour of either of the two groups during the 

Whalley-Smith debacle, passed an Act of Attainder. According to this legislation, 

the lands of any Catholic landowner who lived within the eleven counties 

reserved for the soldiers and Adventurers, and who had not already received a 

decree of constant good affection, were forfeit and the landowner was obliged to 

transplant. It also provided that anyone who had already transplanted, or 

anyone whose lands had been confiscated by order of the Commissioners, Lord 

Deputy or Council, 'shall stand, and be, and is, and are hereby declared and 

adjudged Rebels, guilty of the said Rebellion, and convicted and attained of high 

Treason'. The lands of any person who had not yet compounded for their estates, 

or was specifically mentioned as being excluded from pardon for life in the Act of 

Settlement, were also forfeit. While this may appear to be a threat to the likes of 

Ards and Clanbrassil, the Act went on to proclaim that its provisions did not 

apply to Protestant landowners. Those Catholic landowners who did not live
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within the eleven counties were allowed bring their case before the Courts 

within a period approved by the Lord Deputy and Council (although the 

maximum time prescribed by the Act was one year].^'^

Cunningham estimates that the number of Irish Catholics who ultimately 

transplanted was 1,815 [out of a Catholic population of approximately 700,000), 

and confirms Petty's original estimation that these transplanters received 

700,000 acres from the Loughrea court in total. Well over a third of that land was 

assigned to transplanters from within the four-county transplantation zone, men 

such as the Galway townsmen, who surrendered to Coote in 1652. The rest came 

from Leinster and Munster and a tiny number -  only twenty-five individuals -  

came from U l s t e r . ^ ^  Cunningham regards the Loughrea Court's redistribution of 

land as 'a substantial achievement', as it involved redistributing a greater 

quantity of land than was used in either the Munster or Ulster plantations. But 

the Loughrea Commissioners' success is questionable on the basis of the 

evidence that putative transplanters who received decrees from the Athlone 

Court did not receive any land, or that transplanters were only given partial 

satisfaction for their land entitlements in Connacht or Clare. It is probable that 

there were instances of both possibilities. Government records from 1655 and 

1657 show that the Loughrea Commissioners had a limited supply of land to 

award to transplanters. On 5 December 1655, the Irish Council informed 

Fleetwood of their apprehension that 'there will be a great falling short in giving 

satisfaction to the I r i s h ' . B y  November 1656, after the Athlone Court had issued 

hundreds of decrees to transplanters, the Irish Council had 'frequent 

advertisements that the forfeited lands in Connaught and Clare now remaining 

and undisposed of will come far short to satisfy the Decrees of the late Court at 

Athlone’. The Council laid the blame on the Athlone Court, for being too generous 

in its interpretation of the Act of Settlement:

'An Act for the Attainder of the Rebels in Ireland', Firth and Rait, ii, pp. 1250 -1 2 6 2 .
85 Petty estim ated the population to have been 850,000 in 1652 and that the proportion of 
Catholics to Protestant w as betw een 11:3 and 11:2, William Petty, 'The Political Anatomy of 
Ireland' in William Petty, Tracts Chiefly Relating to Ireland (Dublin, 1769], p. 312; Cunningham, 
Conquest and Land, pp. 88 -9 .

Cunningham, Conquest and Land, p. 90; Irish Council to Fleetwood, 5 Dec. 1655, Dunlop, ii, p. 
555.
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great s to p es o f land have [by the said  C om m issioners at Loughrea) b een  se t  out to  such of 

the Irish, as by th e late C om m issioners o f Q ualifications at A thlone [e ith er through  

inadvertency or su pp osin g  that th ere w^ould be forfeited  lands to sp are) h ave b een  

adjudged com p rehend ed  under the first qualification in the Act o f Settlem ent, vi^ho ought 

not to have any land at all...8^

In July 1657, the Council suggested that, whereas previously Irish Catholics were 

prohibited from living within three miles of the sea and the Shannon for security 

purposes, the Commissioners proposed that they should be allowed live up to 

one mile from the coast. In any event, after the Restoration of 1660, Catholic 

landowners complained bitterly that they had been compelled ‘to accept 

despicable proportions of land in Connaght or see their wives and children 

starve before their faces’.̂ ^

What about those who stood to gain from the Cromwellian confiscations: the 

soldiers? McKenny’s comprehensive study of the Irish Restoration land 

settlement confirms the finding of his earlier local study of west Ulster, in which 

he concluded that “Old Protestants’ who had settled in Ireland prior to the 

rebellion’s outbreak in 1641 benefitted most from these upheavals because they 

found themselves ideally placed during the 1650s to purchase both land and 

debentures from English soldiers'. 91 per cent of land disposed of in west Ulster 

during the 1650s came into the hands of pre-1641 Protestant settlers. Although 

this part of the island did not include the counties reserved for the soldiers, 

McKenny's national study also reveals that as few as two thousand Cromwellian 

soldiers [out of 35,000 who received debentures) remained in Ireland after 

1660. Toby Barnard, much earlier, had reached the same general conclusion.®^

On 28 July 1653, the Commissioners forbade the sale of debentures, in order to 

protect soldiers from 'covetous minded persons’, but all the evidence suggest 

this order went unheeded. Petty, for example, mentions he invested £1300 in 

soldiers’ debentures. He also states that, in ‘1653, debentures were freely and 

openly sold for 4s. and 5s. per 1. And 20s. of debenture, one place with another.

Irish Council to Fleetwood, 18 Dec. 1656, Dunlop, ii, pp. 647 -8 .
Ibid., ii, pp. 6 4 7 -8 , 667-8 ; Cunningham, Conquest and Land, p. 122.
McKenny, 'The seventeenth-century land settlem ent in Ireland', pp. 198-200; Barnard, 

'Planters and Policies’, p. 33 -4 .
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did purchase two acres of land; at which ra te  all the land of Ireland, if it w ere 8 

millions of profitable acres, might have been had for a million of money, which 

anno 1641 was w orth  above 8 millions'.^o By selling debentures, soldiers were, 

in effect, only receiving 20 to 25 per  cent of their arrears. On 19 Septem ber 1655, 

the Council in Ireland explicitly accepted the sale of debentures as long as 'good 

consideration procured the same from the souldiers, their executors or 

adm inistrators, and tha t lycence hath prim ary  been obtained from the 

com m ander in c h i e f P r e n d e r g a s t ,  in a footnote in Cromwellian Settlement, 

reproduces a contract betw een thirty-four ordinary soldiers from Axtell's foot 

regim ent and an ensign to the same regim ent called Thomas Arnold who, like 

Axtell, was a Baptist. Arnold paid £136 in total for all the m ens’ debentures. 

Rather poignantly, only three  of the soldiers w ere  literate and able to sign their 

names: the res t simply marked the p a r c h m e n t . ^ 2  Colonel Thomas Sadleir, the 

military governor of Galway, purchased over £2,308 worth of debentures from 

143 of his soldiers; Quarter Master John Nichols, from Broghill's regiment, also 

seems to have snapped up debentures from ordinary soldiers in his regiment 

and Colonel John Jones, who did not command a regim ent in Ireland, also 

amassed a vast estate by buying debentures.^^ McKenny’s quantitative analysis 

of the Restoration land settlem ent revealed the following startling statistic: 

'there w ere  only 1,380 m ore P rotestant landowners in Ireland during the 

Restoration period than  there  had been in 1641.^“̂ Since only a few regicides 

were deprived of their lands after the Restoration the inevitable conclusion to be 

draw n is th a t  the  biggest w inners  in interregnum  Ireland w ere  Old Protestants. 

The ord inary  Cromwellian soldier gained little from his time spent in the Irish 

campaigns bu t the wholesale confiscations and transplantation of the 

Cromwellian period in Ireland provided a small group of arm y officers with a

50 Comm issioners' Order, 28 Jul. 1653, Dunlop, ii, p. 369; Petty, ‘Political Anatomy’, pp. 314.
Petty, Down Survey, p. 205.

2̂ Prendergast, Cromwellian Settlem ent, pp. 136-7n; for evidence of Arnold’s Baptist affiliation 
see Joseph Ivimey, A History o f  the English Baptists (London, 1811), 1, pp. 248, 255.

Gleeson, 'An Unpublished Cromwellian Document’, pp. 78-9; it is probable that all these men 
were in Sadleir’s regiment, since many of their names appear in a m uster roll reproduced in T. U. 
Sadleir [ed.], 'Manuscripts at Kilboy, Co. Tipperary’, i4na/ectfl Hibernica, no. 12 (1943], p. 135 as 
noted by D. F. Gleeson (ed.), The Last Lords o f  Ormond: Cromwellian Plantation, prelude and 
afterm ath in the 'Countrie o f  the Three O'Kennedies’ (Nenagh, 2011), Appendix 10, p. 268; 
McLysaght, 'Bowen Papers’, p. 5; 2 Jun. 1654, C], vii, p. 544.

McKenny, 'The Restoration Land Settlem ent’ in Dennehy (ed.). Restoration Ireland, p. 41.
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unique opportunity to acquire vast wealth and it is unsurprising that this 

encouraged them to mobilise themselves politically.

Several conclusions can be drawn from an examination of the army's 

involvement in the land settlement between 1653 and 1657. Fundamentally, it is 

clear that, as in so many other aspects of Irish government, the army played an 

active role in determining policy. In 1653 and 1654, it colloborated with the 

Commissioners in interpreting the Act of Satisfaction and army treaties; officers 

were appointed to committees that drew up proposals for the transplantation 

scheme and were even empowered to excuse individuals from transplanting; and 

it involved itself heavily in the survey of lands earmarked for the satisfaction of 

Adventurers and soldiers. It is equally evident, however, that the Dublin and 

London administrations, while happy to confiscate and transplant where 

Catholics were concerned, were at odds in regard to the appropriation of lands 

belonging to delinquent Protestants. The Fleetwood administration was 

undoubtedly more in tune with the needs of the army but the need to entice 

former enemies into the fold of the Protectorate regime rendered the authories 

in London inconsistent allies in relation to the interests of the military after 

1654. The Protestant interest in Ireland was granted significant concessions in 

advance of the calling of the First Protectorate Parliament. While actions like 

these caused a rift in relations between the Protectorate and the military interest 

in Ireland to widen further, Fleetwood’s recall and his replacement by Henry 

Cromwell -  a friend to the Old Protestants -  caused an outright rupture. But the 

Protectorate Parliaments did not always behave in a way that suited Henry 

Cromwell and his allies, a fact which was established by the grants of land to 

Gloucester and later, to Liverpool. Nevertheless, the Cromwellian army stood to 

lose the most, and the land settlement is crucial to understanding the army’s 

more secular concerns in relation to the establishment of the Protectorate. The 

ways in which it voiced its opposition to the latter is the subject of the next 

chapter.
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Chapter 7

Networks of Army Opposition to the Protectorate, 1654-6

In October 1654, three colonels signed a document, commonly known as T h e  

Humble Petition of Several Colonels of the Army’, which lambasted the 

Protectorate regime.^ The signatories w ere Colonels John Saunders, Matthew 

Alured and John Okey. Thurloe's spies reported  tha t they had met on several 

occasions during the autumn of 1654 in the house of one John Wildman, the 

firebrand Leveller who achieved fame for his energetic participation in the 

Putney debates. They intended to circulate the petition for subscription by other 

officers and soldiers, but Thurloe swooped too soon. Alured was arrested, a copy 

of the petition was found in his rooms and, shortly afterwards, the o ther two 

colonels w ere  apprehended. On 18 October, Wildman published the petition in 

pam phlet form, bearing only the three colonels’ signatures, bu t the involvement 

of these high-profile men alone was a cause of serious concern to the 

government. Okey, Saunders and Alured w ere in charge of regiments in Scotland, 

and Okey and Saunders had also just been elected MPs for the first Protectorate 

Parliament. The latter pair had arrived in London after the election and there 

they had come into contact with Wildman and Alured. Alured had previously 

been in the north  of Ireland, mustering troops to reinforce Monck's regiments in 

Scotland, bu t had been recalled to London after he had come to the attention of 

the authorities for anti-government activities.^

1 To His Highness the Lord Protector, et&. and Our General. The Humble Petition o f  Several Colonels 
o f the Army [London, 1654], unpaginated.
2 Barbara Taft, '"The Humble Petition of Several Colonels of the Army": Causes, Character, and 
Results o f Military Opposition to Cromwell's Protectorate’, The Huntington Library Quarterly, xlii, 
no. 1 (1978], pp. 16-21; Gardiner, Commonwealth and Protectorate, iii, p. 211.
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The petition was essentially a republican tract that was written in the form of a 

letter to Oliver Cromwell. It outlined how the Instrument of Government 

endangered the supremacy of Parliament, the establishment of which had been 

the army's goal all along. It objected in particular to the role of the Protector in 

controlling the army at intervals between Parliaments: 'a standing Army under a 

single person, which in time cannot rationally be supposed to be otherwise then 

mercenary, will have an interest of subsistance and preferment, in opposition to 

the Commonwealths interest, to oblige them to his Commands'. It also lamented 

that the Protector would have 'an absolute Negative Voice to all bills' -  however 

this was a mischaracterisation of the Instrument of Government, according to 

which the Protector merely had a suspensive veto that lasted twenty-one days. 

The petition's closing remarks reminded Cromwell of the Agreement of the 

People, which the officers had adhered to at Putney in 1647 and, in a revised 

form, at Whitehall in 1648.^ All three of the officers had been present at these 

debates.

Gardiner and Taft have examined the episode in some detail, but its Irish 

dimension has yet to be explored.'^ When this is done, below, the links between 

army dissidents across the three kingdoms, as well as the danger that they posed 

for the regime, become apparent. This chapter will also explore how dissident 

activity was tolerated by the highest echelons of government. This necessitated 

the replacement of Fleetwood by Henry Cromwell -  a move that merely 

encouraged further discord between senior army officers in Ireland and the 

Protectorate regime.

3 To His Highness the Lord Protector. 
* See fn. 2 above.
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In early 1654, as he recruited troops in Ireland for service in Scotland, Alured 

came under the suspicion of the authorities in Ireland. In May, Oliver Cromwell 

w ro te  to Fleetwood:

By the letter I received from you, and by the information of the captaine you sent to me, I 

am sufficiently satisfied of the evill intentions of colonel Alured, and by som e other 

considerations am ongst ourselves, tendinge to the makeinge up a just suspicion, by the 

advice of freinds here, I doe thinke fit to revoake colonel Alured from thatym ploym ent... I 

desire you to send for hym to returne to you to Dublyn, and that you cause hym to deliver 

up the instructions and authorities into your hands.^

It appears that, after he was suspended from the army, Alured travelled to 

London in the sum m er of 1654, and there  met with Wildman and, later, the other 

disaffected officers.^ Despite the brevity of his sojourn in Ireland, Alured had 

established connections with officers there. Shortly after the publication of the 

Humble Petition, Thurloe ordered Fleetwood to investigate w hom  Alured had 

contacted when he had served in Ireland in order to find out if o thers there  had 

been contaminated.'^ In November 1654, Fleetwood and the Irish Council w rote  

to Captain Robert Preston upon receiving 'information... of some discourse 

between Col. Mathew Alured and yourself, at his last being in Ireland, w herein  

the said Col. expressed some w ords discovering some discontent of spirit or 

dissatisfaction concerning his Highness, the Lord Protector, and scandal of the 

p resen t government'. Preston was ordered to 'certify w hat those expressions 

were... either spoken to yourself or others, and what o ther m atter  you can signify 

concerning this business fit for their knowledge.'^ In January 1655, Ludlow was 

found dispensing copies of the petition. Fleetwood also informed Thurloe that a 

disaffected MP for Ireland had given copies to an officer of the Irish arm y in 

Chester, for dispersal in Ireland. This person was probably Colonel Hierome 

Sankey, who had been elected to the First Protectorate Parliament, had links

5 Oliver Cromwell to Fleetwood, 16 May 1654, TSP, ii, p. 285
6 Gardiner, Commonwealth and Protectorate, iii, p. 211.
 ̂Fleetwood to Thurloe, 8 Nov. 1654, ibid., ii, p. 719.

® Lord Deputy and Irish Council to Captain Robert Preston, 10 Nov. 1654, Dunlop, ii, p. 457.
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with Wildman, and had been reluctant to subscribe to the compulsory 

'engagement' when taking his parliamentary seat.^

Despite his constant assurances of the army’s fidelity to the Protectorate, 

Fleetwood was apprehensive of finding other supporters of Alured in Ireland. His 

fear of army unrest was heightened when it became clear that Alured would be 

put on trial, and possibly executed, as evident from the following passage in a 

remarkable letter he wrote to Thurloe:

I cannot but su pp ose, that th e b u sin ess of coll. Allured m ay reach h is life; if  any thing of 

that nature should  be done, it w ould  sadly w oun d  me; and therefore 1 earn estly  beg, that if 

any such thing be, you  w ill en d evor the prevention  thereof; o th erw ise  i t  w ill w eaken  m y  

hands in m y worke.^°

In December 1654, Alured was court-martialled and cashiered; he spend nearly 

two years in prison.

Wildman remained at large and continued his subversive activities, and by late 

1654 or early 1655 (according to Thurloe’s own information), Irish army officers 

were collaborating with republican MPs in drafting a petition hostile to the 

Protectorate. Colonel Sankey met with the Commonwealthmen and former 

Rumpers, John Bradshaw and Arthur Haselrig, as well as the former Irish 

Commissioner John Weaver, who would later stir up dissent towards the 

Protectorate among religious Independents in Ireland. Haselrig, like Okey and 

Saunders, refused to sign the 'engagement' and was therefore disbarred from 

sitting in the First Protectorate Parliament. The men also met with one Scott -  

either the republican Rumper or the Irish MP and army officer (both were called 

Thomas Scott) -  and a lesser-known figure, Colonel William Eyre, who had been 

a ringleader in the Leveller coup at Burford in May 1647 but subsequently 

moved to Ireland where he had a sizeable e s t a t e . ^ ^

® Fleetwood to Thurloe, 22 Sept. 1654, 3 Jan. 1655 and 11 Apr. 1655, TSP, ii, p. 620 and iii, pp. 70, 
363
10 Fleetwood to Thurloe, 23 Nov. 1654, ibid., ii, p. 733 [my italics].

David Scott, 'Alured, Matthew (bap. 1615, d, 1 6 9 4 ]’, ODNB (online edn., accessed 1 June 2012). 
12 Barnard, Cromwellian Ireland, pp. 115-6; 'Note of major W ildman’s plot by Secretary Thurloe, 
n.d., TSP, iii, pp. 147-8; William Eyre, The Case o f  William Eyres Esq. (London, 1675], pp. 1-16; 
Clarke, Prelude, p. 301; P. H. Hardacre, 'Eyre [Eyres, Ayres], William (fl. 1 6 3 4 -1 6 7 5 ]’, ODNB 
(online edn., accessed 1 June 2012).
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The apparen t Hnk betw een repubhcans, Levellers, religious radicals and army 

officers is remarkable. As mentioned above, during the lifetime of the Rump, 

republicans such as W eaver and Haselrig had been deeply antipathetic tow ards 

the  powerful army.^^ Now there  was an evident rapprochem ent betw een these 

once opposing factions. Ludlow serves as a useful example of how  senior army 

officers became opponents of Oliver Cromwell from late 1654. Although a 

supposedly long-standing republican, Ludlow had shown surprisingly little 

rem orse  w hen the Rump was dissolved; he was, however, truly discomfited 

w hen the Protectorate was established. Despite Ludlow’s links with republicans 

such as Henry Marten, he had been in Ireland since January 1651 and had little 

involvement in parliam entary  disputes on m atters tha t did not relate to Irish 

affairs. The establishm ent of the Protectorate was a turning point, however, and 

those who had been disaffected since 1653, such as Arthur Haselrig, w ere joined 

by m ore recent adversaries of Cromwell. The godly and the com monwealthsm en 

found a common cause in their opposition to the Protectorate, bu t the fact that 

this was the foundation of the alliance m eant that the political ideology and 

agenda of the Cromwellians' increasingly vocal opponents in the army are 

difficult to determine. The increasingly conservative bent of the Protectorate in 

te rm s of religious policy was, however, one issue on which republicans and 

religious radicals united. In any event, the relationships made in 1655 between 

republicans and arm y officers from Ireland w ere  later revealed, and proved to be 

significant, during the political turmoil of 1659.^“̂

Thurloe detected a far-reaching netw ork of secret dissident activity that 

connected England, Scotland and Ireland. Alured, as mentioned above, had been 

stationed in Scotland, in the town of Ayr, which was a Baptist hotbed during the 

1650s and Alured himself was, like Okey and Saunders, a Baptist. Scott 

Spurlock’s account of subversive arm y activity in Scotland in 1654 and 1655 

indicates tha t a sizeable group of prom inen t Baptist soldiers there  w ere  highly 

dissatisfied with the institution of the Protectorate. This was a cause for concern

13 For a concise account of tensions in the Rump parliament see Woolrych, Britain in Revolution, 
p. 524.
1“* Austin Woolrych, 'The Good Old Cause and the Fall o f the Protectorate’, H], xiii, no. 2 (1957), p. 
143; Woolrych, Britain in Revolution, pp. 687, 724-7; Clarke, Prelude, pp. 33-62; Godfrey Davies, 
The Restoration o f  Charles II (Oxford, 1955), pp. 8 8 -9 ,1 4 7 .
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for the authorities in London, particularly since Colonel Robert Lilburne, brother 

of the irascible Leveller John Lilburne, was commander-in-chief of the forces in 

Scotland between 1652 and 1654 and an ardent Baptist. George Monck, who 

came to Scotland in April 1654, replaced Lilburne and it was speculated that he 

had been sent 'to Scotland to keep the Anabaptist party quiet’.’̂ s Lilburne’s 

demotion spelled the end of the preferential treatment of the Baptists, but not of 

their political agitation. Monck's arrival almost coincided with Henry Cromwell's 

mission to Ireland, which strongly suggests that Baptist activity across the 

former Three Kingdoms was a matter of concern to the Cromwellian 

administration in London.

In the early summer of 1654, copies of the 'Humble Petition’ and 'Some 

Mementos’, another seditious pamphlet, were confiscated en route to Scotland, 

and other copies were found there already in circulation. More alarmingly, in 

December 1654 a group of Baptists with Fifth Monarchy leanings met in a 

private house in Aberdeen and produced letters characterising the establishment 

of the Protectorate as an insult to the blood sacrifice made by soldiers during the 

civil wars; these were then sent to as many as fourteen regiments. The authors 

organised a meeting in Edinburgh on 1 January 1655 but, before it could be held, 

Monck and the governor of Leith, Timothy Wilkes, conducted a thorough 

investigation and arrested several prominent Baptists and their sympathisers. 

The main persons involved were Samuel Oates, a Baptist preacher in Colonel 

Thomas Pride’s regiment, and the Baptist Major John Bramston. The men alleged 

that they were merely meeting in order to prepare a petition to the Protector, 

which would not have been presented without Monck’s authority. Papers were 

found in the possession of the men that revealed their strong objections to the 

Protectorate regime; Bramston had even proposed that those who did not join in 

opposition to the regime should be excommunicated from the Baptist churches. 

Monck’s and Wilkes’s investigation revealed that the meeting was taking place in 

the full knowledge of Major General Robert Overton, who was swiftly arrested 

and imprisoned. It then emerged that there was a design to capture Monck and 

replace him with Overton as commander-in-chief. The plan was that Overton

Spurlock, Cromwell in Scotland, pp. 161-8; 'An intercepted letter’, jun. 1654, TSP, ii, p. 414.
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would march with 3,000 men into England w here he would be m et by forces 

raised by Admiral John Lawson (a radical republican and a popular naval officer] 

and Haselrig, who w ere  also associates of Wildman. It is difficult to ascertain how 

fanciful these designs were: Gardiner suspects they w ere  unrealistic bu t Thurloe 

took the threa t seriously and many officers implicated in the plot were 

cashiered.i^ Monck’s arrival in Scotland contained the Baptist th rea t there, and 

the  Baptist churches in Leith, Edinburgh and Perth sent loyal addresses to the 

Pro tector to distance themselves from the so-called 'Overton Plot’. Nevertheless, 

Cromwell’s distrust of the Baptists was still felt four years later when, on 10 June 

1658, he ordered the Scottish Council ‘to see that no Baptist holds any office of 

trust, nor practices at law, nor keeps a school’.

O verton’s involvement in these events was disturbing. In Septem ber 1654 he had 

expressed his misgivings in regard to the Protectorate regime to Oliver Cromwell 

bu t  Thurloe had received information from a spy, by the name of Dallington, that 

Overton met with John Wildman at around the same time. Dallington had also 

m et with William Eyre, who indicated tha t the petition of the three  colonels was 

a prelude to an actual uprising. Another conspirator, called Prior, told Dallington 

in late 1654

that there w ere several in the army, that w ere resolved to stand to their first principles, in 

opposition to the government... Their rendevous [he said] w as to be in ]anuary at several 

places, and named Salisbury Plain, and Marston Moor; and other places he said w as also 

agreed upon, and their colours should be white tape and white ribbons. He said also, that 

the lord Grey would be for them, and so would col. Saunders, and col. Okey... And farther, 

that there w ere agitators sent into the army in Scotland and Ireland, and that many of 

them would draw unto their assistance in January, when their rendevous should be; and 

bid this examinant, for his farther satisfaction, go to coll. Eyres at London.

Gardiner, Commonwealth and Protectorate, iii, pp. 227-32; Spurlock, Cromwell in Scotland, pp. 
169-71; Jack Binns, 'Lawson, Sir John (c.1615-1665]', ODNB (online edn., accessed 3 Aug. 2012].

Spurlock, Cromwell in Scotland, pp. 170-2; see Monck’s correspondence to the Lord Protector 
in February 1655 in C. H. Firth [ed.], Scotland and the Protectorate: Letters and papers relating to 
the military government o f Scotland from January 1654 to June 1659, pp. 251-3; Brown, Fifth 
Monarchy Men, p. 134.
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Dallington added tha t Eyre later decided to go to Ireland to enlist support.^^ 

Subsequent events show tha t this report  was no exaggeration: Eyre sailed for 

Ireland the following month bu t was swiftly apprehended and imprisoned. 

Wildman had o ther Baptist contacts in Ireland, including Ralph Jennings, a shady 

character who was residing in Dublin, and w hose letters to another of W ildman’s 

associates w ere  routinely intercepted by Thurloe.^o In 1657, dismayed with the 

failure of the ir  plans to overthrow  the Protectorate, Jennings and Wildman 

signed an address to Charles II, along with six o ther Baptist-Levellers, in which 

they pledged the ir  allegiance to the King if he restored  the Long Parliament, 

abolished tithes and provided religious freedom. Their colourful description of 

Cromwell is particularly appealing: he was b randed  'that grand imposter, that 

loathsome hyprocrite, tha t detestable traitor, tha t prodigy of nature, that 

opprobium of mankind, tha t landskip of iniquity, tha t sink of sin, and that 

compendium of baseness, who now calls himself our p ro tec tor’. î

Although m inor figures such as Eyre could be summarily dealt with, the three 

colonels’ petition had caused serious em barrassm ent and concern. It was 

particularly worrying tha t senior military figures in Ireland such as Ludlow 

supported  the ir  cause. Much to his distress Fleetwood discovered tha t Ludlow, a 

man with whom  he enjoyed a friendship, had been distributing seditious 

literature in January 1655. According to Ludlow, Fleetwood had informed him 

tha t he had received orders to w ithdraw  Ludlow’s military commission months 

previously, bu t had concealed this command until Ludlow’s latest 

insubordination. He pleaded with Ludlow to resign his commission, informing 

him tha t he would be forced to take him prisoner in Ireland and possibly send 

him to his superiors in London. Ludlow re torted  tha t ‘a council of the officers 

who w ere  about Dublin’ at tha t time (the officers had gathered there  to discuss

Thurloe’s examination of John Dallington, 21 Dec. 1654, Fleetwood to Thurloe, 7 Feb. 1654, 
TSP, iii, 35; for a discussion of Overton’s political proclivities see Barbara Taft, 'They that pursew  
perfaction on earth...’: the political progress of Robert Overton’ in Gentles et al. [eds.]. Soldiers, 
W riters and Statesmen, especially pp. 291-2 .

Thomas Herbert, Clerk of the Irish Council, to Thurloe, 27 Jan. 1654, TSP, iii, p. 124.
Ralph Jennings to William Howard, 5 Apr. 1654, TSP, ii, pp. 213 -4 .

21 The letter and associated docum ents are reproduced in Thomas Crosby, The History o f  the 
English Baptists: from  the Reformation to the beginning o f  the reign o f  King George I (4 vols, 
London, 1738], i, Appendix V, 7 2 -9 3 .
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the land settlement) should decide the matter, a request which Fleetwood 

r e j e c t e d . 2 2  The latter was presumably concerned that Ludlow would get support 

a t such an assembly: a reasonable apprehension, given tha t Ludlow had recently 

gained admission to the Baptist congregation in Dublin, of which senior army 

officers such as Lawrence, Axtell, Sankey and Vernon w ere  m e m b e r s . 2 3  On 30 

January, Fleetwood and the Council o rdered  Thomas Herbert, Clerk of the 

Council, Justice John Cooke and Captain Shaw to attend Ludlow at his house and 

to dem and him to resign his military commission or promise in writing that he 

would attend the Lord Protector in London by 10 March. Ludlow opted for the 

la tter course and, in addition, engaged to refrain from doing anything 'directly or 

indirectly to the disturbance of the peace, or the prejudice of the present 

g o v e r n m e n t ' . 2 4  i t  was soon decided that Ludlow's presence in England could be 

counter-productive and, in April, the Council of State commanded Fleetwood to 

refuse him permission to leave Ireland. Nevertheless, after conferences with 

Fleetwood, at which Ludlow guaranteed obedience to the Protectorate in the 

short-term, Fleetwood granted Ludlow permission to travel to England, although 

he requested him to w ait several weeks before doing so. In August 1655 Ludlow 

set sail for England. Henry Cromwell, who had arrived in Ireland in July, was 

outraged at Ludlow's departure  and Fleetwood undoubtedly provoked the Lord 

Protector's ire also. On landing at Beaumaris in Anglesey, Ludlow was swiftly

arrested.25

Meanwhile, only five lunar months after it was convoked Cromwell dissolved the 

First Protectorate Parliament on 22 January 1655.^6 Although a significant 

faction in the arm y in Ireland was hostile to the establishm ent of the 

Protectorate in the first place, many others w ere  uneasy at this flagrant display

22 Fleetwood to Thurloe, 3 Jan. 1655, TSP, iii, p. 70; Ludlow, i, pp. 418 -9 .
23 Jenkin Lloyd to Thurloe, 13 Mar. 1654, TSP, ii, p. 163.
2"* Thomas Herbert to Thurloe 7 Feb. 1655 and Ludlow ’s 'engagement', 30 Jan. 1655, TSP, iii, p. 
142.
25 Ludlow, i, pp. 4 1 0 -1 ,4 2 0 -5 ;  the President of the Council o f State to Fleetwood and the Irish 
Council, 24 Apr. 1655, Dunlop, ii, p. 504; Fleetwood to Thurloe, 17 Jan. 1655, TSP, iii, pp. 11 2 -3  
and Thurloe to Henry Cromwell, 16 Oct. 1655, TSP, iv, p. 88.
2® The minimum am ount of time parliament w as to sit, according to the Instrument of 
Government, was five months. Cromwell, who w as unim pressed with the performance of the first 
parliament, interpreted this clause to mean five lunar  months, i.e. a fortnight less than five 
calendar months.
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of the Protector’s power. The rumblings tha t w ere  discernible on the dissolution 

of the Nominated Assembly w ere  not silenced on the suspension of its successor. 

Several high-profile men in the arm y in Ireland w ere  particularly vocal in their 

disapproval of political developments. For months Adjutant-General William 

Allen had been stirring up trouble. Allen was a long-time radical and an 

articulate arm y agitator a t the Putney debates, during which he dealt closely 

with Edward Sexby, a prom inen t arm y agitator who later became a s trident 

opponent of the Protectorate, and was, of course, associated with the Leveller 

Wildman.27 Allen converted to Baptism in Ireland and was a high-profile 

adherent, having published a pam phlet on theological issues with the radical 

London printer, Henry Cripps, in 1655.^8 Two days before he ejected MPs from 

the First Protectorate Parliament, Cromwell w ro te  to an arm y officer, 

complaining tha t William Allen was doing him 'much disservice by multiplying 

dissatisfaction in the minds of men to the p resen t government'.^^ A long missive 

among Thurloe’s secret intelligence, dated February 1655, reported  tha t Allen 

had been p resen t in London, and had had a meeting with Cromwell, at which 'hee 

did nettle the pro tec tor extreamly’ with his complaints. It is alleged that Allen 

storm ed out of this meeting and left London for Exeter, w here  he told a relative 

tha t 'they w ere  quiett in Ireland as to the common Enhemy, but there  w ere many 

discontented there  as well as’ in England, and tha t schemes to disband the army 

in Ireland would cause danger. He also praised Ludlow highly, w hose perfidy 

had, by now, been uncovered. It was further claimed that Allen rode his horse

comonly with a kind of vizard over his face, with glasses over his eyes; and ...[that he 

rode] to a m eeting at Luppitt, within this county [i.e. Devon]; and that which did not a 

little cause suspicion of him w as the coming at that time of Hugh Courtnay [that had been 

or is an officer in Ireland] to mr. Prouze's house, a cavalier of a good estate, w here the said 

Courtnay scarce spoke any thing but treason, m ost bitterly revileing the present

For Allen’s involvement in the Putney debates, 28 Oct. 1647, see Clarke Papers, i, pp. 226, 233-  
4, 278-9; for Sexby's close relationship with Allen see John Morrill and Philip Baker, 'The case of 
the armie truly re-stated', Michael Mendle (ed.), The Putney debates of 1647: the army, the 
Levellers and the English state  (Cambridge, 2001], pp. 115-7.
2® William Allen, A Doubt Resolved or Satisfaction for the Seekers (London, 1655]; for Cripps see 
John Barnard and D. F. McKenzie, The Cambridge History of the Book in Britain (7 vols., 
Cambridge, 2002], iv, p. 746.

Oliver Cromwell to Unton Croke, 20 Jan. 1655, Carlyle (ed.], Letters and Speeches, ii, p. 400.
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g o v e r n m e n t and  h is  h igh n es; sa id  h e  w a s  th en  g o e in g  to  L ondon, w h e r e  an d  th e r e a b o u ts  

h e  w a s  su re  to  m e e t  h ea rts  and  h a n d s en o u g h  to  carry  on  th e  a n a b a p tistica ll in te r e st .

The fact tha t Allen was meeting with Hugh Courtney was alarming. Courtney was 

a former m em ber of the Nominated Assembly and a Fifth Monarchist who had 

connections with senior military figures in Ireland, including Commissioner John 

Jones, with whom  he had shared his disgust at the establishm ent of the 

Protectorate. He was considered dangerous enough to be im prisoned in the Isle 

of Wight in the same month tha t Thurloe received the above intelligence 

concerning his dealings with Allen.^i Courtney and Allen may have wished to 

establish conspiratorial links betw een England and Ireland and they had been in 

contact with each o ther since at least April 1654, when Thurloe intercepted 

correspondence between them. In any event, Allen actively roused disaffection 

among Baptist congregations in southern  England.^^ The authorities had been 

tracking him and acted promptly: in February 1655, Cromwell ordered Allen to 

remain in England, which prom pted  vociferous complaints from the latter. Allen 

denied seditious activity but boldly w arned  that 'I have hinder'd  the makeing 

som that might have added more troubl to you er this then you are aw are of. 

There was a danger in taking severe action against Allen, who had sympathisers 

at the highest levels of the Irish military administration, particularly the Baptists 

Dr Philip Carteret, who was the advocate general of the army, and the governor 

of Kilkenny, Daniel Axtell, ano ther alumnus of the Putney debates.^^

Fleetwood's letters during this period of early 1655 are curiously silent on such 

internal disaffection; instead they highlight the subversive activities of Irish 

Royalists. Barnard attributes his reluctance to curb radicals and Baptists in the 

Irish arm y to political weakness, bu t Fleetwood’s carriage at this time denotes a 

m ore complex personality. In fact, his actions -  both then and in 1659 -  suggest 

tha t he patronised subversive army officers, a fact tha t contemporaries

30 ‘C oncerning adjutant A llen’, TSP, iii, 140; see  a lso  A llen's le tter  to Dr Philip C arteret and Colonel 
D aniel Axtell, 7 Feb. 1 6 5 5 , TSP. iii, p. 141.
31 N ew sletter , 24  Feb. 1 5 55 , Clarke Papers, iii, p. 24.
32 U nton Croke to Oliver C rom well TSP, iii, p. 143; an in tercep ted  letter  from  A llen to Courtney, 6 
Apr. 1 6 5 4 , 75P, ii, p. 215 .
33 A llen to  Oliver C rom well, 7 Feb. 1655 , TSP, iii, p. 140; A llen to  Dr Philip C arteret and Colonel 
D aniel Axtell, 7 Feb. 1 655 , ibid., iii, p. 141.
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remarked on.^^ One member of the Irish council, Richard Pepys, was amazed at 

how powerful the Baptists had become and expressed concern at the way in 

which they were tolerated: 'I am afraid to say how Anabaptists abound here, 

none but such men almost being p[referre]d'. He also suggested that Miles 

Corbet, the only Commissioner who had been retained to serve on the Irish 

Council, was sympathetic to that faction; Corbet was certainly hostile to Henry 

Cromwell during his rule in Ireland.^^ Fleetwood’s behaviour has led some 

historians, notably Gardiner, to attest that he was in fact a Baptist, but others 

maintain he was an Independent.^^ His own chaplains, Nathaniel Partridge and 

Dr Thomas Harrison, were staunch Independents. Whatever about his 

theological predilections, it is clear that that Fleetwood actively promoted 

politically suspect Baptists: in June 1655, he successfully recommended 

Lieutenant Colonel Brayfield, whom he described as a 'singular deserving 

person’, to be governor of Athlone, despite Brayfield's previous role in 

distributing subversive pamphlets with Ludlow in 1654; he also appointed 

Baptist Thomas Sadleir to the governorship of Galway. He consistently pleaded 

for leniency towards those accused of sedition, urging Henry that his 'tenderness 

to good people, though disatisfied, will returne with double mercy to himselfe 

and government’.^̂  Barnard has interpreted Fleetwood’s behaviour as a 

'reluctan[ce] to act against any man who could lay claim to godliness’ and has 

argued that the Baptists exploited his 'forbearance’. Barnard's stance is partially 

informed by the views of Patrick Adair, a Presbyterian minister and 

contemporary of Fleetwood’s, but Adair’s negativity was the result of the blatant 

discrimination that Fleetwood's regime displayed towards his b r e t h r e n . B u t  his 

period in power in Ireland indicates that he did more than meekly tolerate the

Fleetwood to Thurloe, 7 Feb. 1654, in ibid., iii, p. 139; Barnard, Cromwellian Ireland, pp. 100 -1 , 
106; Barnard, 'Planters and Policies’, p. 45; Adair, p. 201.
35 Richard Pepys to Edward Montague, 25 Apr. 1655, Bodl., Carte MS. 63, f. 618; Little, 'The Irish 
and Scottish Councils’, p. 130.

Gardiner, Commonwealth and Protectorate, iv, p. 115; publications that insist Fleetwood was an 
Independent include, Richard Greaves, God's Other Children: Protestant Nonconformists and the 
Emergence o f  Denomination Churches in Ireland, 1660-1700  (Stanford, 1997], p. 22; Corish, ‘The 
Cromwellian Regime’, p. 380; Barnard, Cromwellian Ireland, p. 100.

Fleetwood to Oliver Cromwell, 20 Jun. 1655, TSP, iii, pp. 567, Fleetwood to Thurloe, 6 Mar.
1654, TSP, iii, p. 196; C. H. Firth, 'A Letter from Oliver Cromwell to His Son Henry’, EHR, xvi, no. 62  
(1901), pp. 345-8; Dunlop, ii, p. 497; Little, 'Thomas Sadleir’, H.P.T. (forthcoming).

Barnard, Cromwellian Ireland, pp. 100-1 .
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rise of the Baptists: Fleetwood encouraged and even prom oted them  despite the 

fact tha t some of their most vocal adherents  publicly dissented from his father- 

in-lav^'s regime.

Fleetwood’s days as suprem e leader in Ireland w ere  numbered. The Council of 

State appointed Henry Cromwell acting com m ander of the forces in Ireland and a 

m em ber of the new Irish Council in December 1654.^5. His selection came a full 

four months after the Council had been constituted, and it is probably no 

coincidence tha t it was made at a time w hen Fleetwood was adopting a position 

of leniency tow ards dissidents such as Matthew Alured and Ludlow. Moreover 

the pam phlet w ar  between Gookin and Lawrence, which raged betw een January 

and May 1655 and which is discussed in Chapter 4, had revealed deep schisms 

betw een the radical element of the army and Old Protestants. Cromwellians in 

London now began to believe that the Old Protestants of Ireland would make 

m ore trusty  allies of the Protectorate than an arm y that had too many ‘high- 

minded and unruly’ spirits among its military ranks.'^^’

Henry Cromwell left London on Friday, 15 June 1655. Lord Lambert, Lord 

Lawrence and o ther mem bers of the Council of State accompanied him for three 

miles.'^i After several days' delay in Chester, he set sail for Ireland, and landed 

there  on 9 July. Fleetwood was clearly uneasy about Henry Cromwell’s imminent 

arrival, and rum ours abounded that Fleetwood would be recalled to England. 

Oliver Cromwell endeavoured to mollify his son-in-law: '[i]t's reported, tha t you 

are  to be sent for, and Harry to be deputy, which truely never entred into my 

heart '; he added that rum ours tha t he was to be made king w ere  ‘malitious 

figments’.‘̂ 2 Only three  weeks later, however, Fleetwood was making 

p reparations  to depart from Ireland and in August he w rote to Thurloe: 'I have 

now  received his highnes positive commands to re tu rne  into England, and can 

now  undertake my jorney'. Cromwell subsequently  alleged tha t two of his

35 Order by Oliver Cromwell, with the advice of his Council, 25 Dec. 1654, Dunlop, ii, pp. 468-9;  
Barnard, Cromwellian Ireland, p. 20.

Vincent Gookin to Oliver Cromwell, 22 Nov. 1656, TSP, v, p. 646.
Richard Kingdon to Fleetwood, 19 Jun. 1655, Correspondence o f  Henry Cromwell, pp. 54 -5 . 
Oliver Cromwell to Fleetwood, 22 Jun. 1655, TSP, iii, p. 572; on 9 Jun. 1655, the well-inform ed  

Gilbert Mabbott was of the opinion that Henry Cromwell w ould be made Lord Deputy, Clarke 
Papers, iii, p. 43.
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advisors encouraged him to recall Fleetwood, in order to allow him to settle his 

personal affairs in England. Fleetwood left in early September; he had thought 

his absence from Ireland would be temporary, but he never r e t u r n e d . ' ^ ^

With Fleetwood in London, Henry Cromwell was now de facto governor of 

Ireland. The twenty-seven year-old threw himself energetically into his new 

leadership role. His proximity to the Old Protestant interest had, however, won 

him many enemies, in particular, the Baptists, whose power Henry Cromwell 

was keen to curb. An outward sign of his religious predilections was the 

presence of Independent ministers among Henry Cromwell’s entourage. As far 

back as 1650, the Baptist preacher Thomas Patient, had noted that young Henry, 

then an officer serving in Ireland, w'as not inclined towards his brand of 

religion.' '̂^ Only days after Fleetwood’s departure there was a report that the 

'Anabaptiste partie in Ireland are much offended with [Henry] Cromwell coming 

every Lords day to parochiall and public congregatuin and with his chaplains for 

preaching against dipping’.'̂  ̂ He ardently entreated that the energetic Baptist 

William Allen would not be allowed to return to Ireland, suggesting that he was 

sending seditious letters into Ireland, and that if he were to be imprisoned in 

Ireland, as the Fifth Monarchist Thomas Harrison had been in England, it 'would 

but make him c o n s i d e r a b l e ' . ^ ^  Henry Cromwell openly displayed a partiality for 

religious Independents, particularly the Dublin-based congregation of Samuel
W inter.47

On 17 October, Henry Cromwell's chaplain, the Independent Thomas Harrison 

(not to be confused with the Fifth Monarchist of the same name) sent an 

alarming report to Thurloe about the militant proselytising of the Baptists 

Blackwood and Patient, noting that they had withdrawn altogether from public 

worship and had excommunicated a member for attending Samuel Winter’s

Fleetwood to Thurloe, Jul. and Aug. 1655, iii, TSP, pp. 632, 697; Hierome Sankey to [Henry 
Cromwell], 27 Nov. 1655, Correspondence o f  Henry Cromwell, pp. 76-7; Fleetwood w rites of 
com ing back to Ireland with Adjutant General Allen in a letter to Henry Cromwell, 5 Oct. 1655, in 
ibid., pp. 67 -8 .

Thomas Patient to Oliver Cromwell, 15 Apr. 1651, Nickolls (ed.]. Original Letters, p. 7.
“̂5 Newsletter, 13 Sept. 1655, Clarke Papers, iii, p. 52.

Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, 29 Aug. 1655, TSP, iii, p. 744 and Thurloe to Henry Cromwell, 23 
Oct. 1655, iv, p. 108.

Barnard, 'Planters and Policies', p. 46.
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services. H arrison’s letter also claimed tha t Patient and Colonel Axtell ‘laughed 

heartily' on hearing the news that Cromwell had suffered a near-fatal fall in 

London. His allegations w ere  rendered  m ore disturbing by his estimation that 

the Baptists could boast a congregation that included at least twelve governors, 

ten colonels, over thirty o ther officers as well as tw enty-three officers in the civil 

list."^  ̂Harrison may have exaggerated the extent of Baptist influence and hostility 

in order  to prom ote the brand of religion he espoused, or indeed to endorse the 

political changes that w ere happening under Henry Cromwell, bu t it is clear from 

other sources tha t many arm y officers had been converted to Patient’s exclusive 

sect. Another clergyman, for example, suggested tha t Baptists had endeavoured 

to ‘null all churches, ordinances, and ministers (not to say magistrates also] 

which w ere  not baptized into the same spirit and way with them selves’.'’̂  ̂ In the 

light of Thurloe’s information on the collusion of Baptists in Ireland with 

dissidents in England and the publication, in November 1655, of a pam phlet 

inciting Anabaptists and those in the arm y in England, Scotland and Ireland to 

mutiny, these trends were worrying.^°

Oliver Cromwell endeavoured to deal with disaffection by using, alternately, 

oppression and dialogue, depending on the threat: for example, as the Fifth 

Monarchist Thomas Harrison languished in prison in Portland, ano ther  m em ber 

of his sect, John Simpson, was invited to air his grievances in person to Cromwell 

in October 1655.^i Henry Cromwell was less tolerant, bu t pers is ten t instructions 

from his father to deal moderately with malcontents w ere  heeded, and Henry 

Cromwell w orked on marginalising ra ther  than crushing his political opponents, 

saying of the Anabaptists:

It is good to use tenderness towarde them. I have done it, and shall still doe it; but shall 

withall be carefull to keep them from power, whoe, if they hade it in their power, would  

express little tenderness to those, that would not submitt to their way.^2

Harrison to Thurloe, 17 Oct. 1655, TSP, iv, pp. 90-1.
Timothy Taylor to Henry Cromwell, 6 Dec. 1656 in ibid., iv, p. 287.
Anon., A Ground voice, or some discoveries offered to the view  (London, 1655), pp. 1-8  
Hierome Sankey to Henry Cromwell, 2 Oct. 1655, Correspondence o f Henry Cromwell, p. 67. 
Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, 26 Dec. 1655, TSP, iv, p. 348.
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An area in which Henry Cromwell hoped to reduce army influence was the legal 

sphere; previously, under Fleetwood, the arm y had enjoyed extensive judicial 

power. The Bill of Rights of 1628 guaranteed tha t martial law would not be used 

against civilians and army officers had to apply to Parliament in order  to be able 

to adm inister martial law in territories under their control. During the civil w ars 

in England, the most im portan t codified law used in courts martial w ere  the Earl 

of Essex’s 'Laws and Ordinances of Warre'. It specified the duties of soldiers and 

officers and w hat actions w ere  considered offences. It also governed arm y 

relations with the civilian community, with a view to protecting the latter: rape, 

for example, was a capital offence. Essex's 'Law and Ordinances’ w ere  clearly 

m eant to apply to m em bers of the army, and Barbara Donagan notes that officers 

w ere  slow to use martial law against civilians. In 1648, a court martial was slow 

to condemn a 'country man' to death for a plot to betray  Pendennis because, it 

reasoned, 'The Aricles of W ar relat[e] to Souldiers only’.̂ ^

The military authorities in Dublin had no such qualms. The recently-published 

papers  of the Dublin court martial sitting betw een 1651 and 1653 dem onstrate  

tha t martial law was used against civilians as well as army officers. Over 25 per  

cent of the trials w ere  of civilians, of whom a quarte r  w ere  w o m e n . M o s t  of 

these w ere  tried on suspicion of contravening Article VIII of 'Duties General’ in 

Essex’s 'Laws and Ordinances’:

W hoever shall com e from the Enemy, w ithout a Trumpet, or Drum, after the Custome of 

Warre, or w ithout a Passe from His Excellency, within the Quarters of the Army, or within a 

Garrison Town, shall be hanged up as a Spie.^^

Obviously this article referred  to soldiers and not to civilians, bu t in Ireland in 

the 1650s Irish Tories, or guerrilla soldiers, w ere  more loosely organised than an 

arm y and this became problematic. A pitiful example concerns one Joan Doyle, 

from Glencree in Wicklow. The record of her  trial reads as follows:

The said Joan accused as a spie & confessing that she w as in Clancree, a place out of protection 

in the county of Wicklo[wJ, aboute three w eekes sithence, and at the tyme that Lieut.-Col

S3 Barbara Donagan, W ar in England 1642-1649  [Oxford, 2008], p. 174.
MacLean et al. (eds.J, 'Minutes of the courts martial’, p. 60.
Essex, Robert Earl of, Laws and ordinances o f  warre, established fo r  the be tter  conduct o f  the 

arm y  (London, 1643), unpaginated.
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Arnoy [Arnop] conducted  a partie  th i the r  and fired the  cabans, and  th a t  she cam e from thence 

on fryday last, the  court found his [her] guilty of bein[g] an espy, and  she being tryed  by the 

eighth Article of Deuteys in generall w as ad iudged to  be  hanged.

Doyle's only crime was to have remained in Glencree after its habitations had 

been destroyed and the area had been declared out of protection. Another 

woman, Katharin Farrall, who lived in Glencree 'amongst the rebells’ for three 

months after it was declared out of protection was also found guilty of being a 

spy and condemned to death.^^

The use of courts martial was controversial. As discussed in Chapter 2, at some 

point between November 1651 and September 1652, Commissioner Weaver 

came into conflict with the officers over the granting of a license imposing 

martial law on Waterford:

w h e n  L ie u te n a n t  Generali Ludlow, th e n  C o m m a n d e r  in Chief, (be ing  m o v e d  th e re u n to ]  

re so lv e d  to  g r a n t  a C om m ission  for Martiall Law to  th e  D epu ty  G o v ern o r  o f  W a te r fo rd ,  th e  

sa id  Mr W e a v e r  to ld  him, th a t  if h e  in te n d e d  it f rom  an y  P o w e r  h e  h ad  rece ived  f rom  th e m  

( th e  C o m m iss io n e rs  o f  P ar l iam en t)  he  m u s t  d ec la re  ag a in s t  it; w h ich  s t ra n g e ly  a s to n ish e d  

th e  Officers th e n  p re se n t ,  and  m o v e d  no  sm all d eba te ,  w h e r e in  th e  r e s t  o f  y o u r  

Com m issioners .. .  did  dec lare .  T h a t  fo r  th e i r  p a r ts ,  th e y  conceived  th a t  Action to  b e  m e er ly  

Military, a n d  th e re fo re  left it w ho lly  to  th e  C o m m a n d e r  in Cheif, and  Council! o f  W ar,  w h o  

w i th  th e  C o n c u rre n ce  of  th e  said o th e r  C om m iss ioners ,  re so lv e d  (no  m a n  d issen t in g ]  th e  

C om m iss ion  w a s  requisite.s^

Weaver was obviously overruled by the officers on this occasion. In 1654, courts 

martial were used to try those who failed to transplant. Although Peter Bath was 

'sentenced to suffer death by court-martial for not conforming to the 

Instructions and Declaration for transplanting’ his sentence was commuted to 

transportation to Barbados.

Soldiers were also present on the High Courts of Justice. The reason for this was 

outlined in a letter from the Commissioners to Parliament in August 1652: 'here 

cannot be juries had in any county but such as are Papists and Irish, and such as

MacLean, 'Minutes of the  courts martial',  p. 71.
57 'The h u m b le  R e p re se n ta t io n  of th e  Officers o f  th e i r  A rm ie  in I re la n d ’, 18  Feb. 1653 , Carte 
M S 6 7 ,f .  292.
58 Orders by the  Commissioners, 31 Jul. 1654, Dunlop, ii, p. 437.
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have had a hand in the RebeUion and no ways to be trusted therein'. The 

Commissioners requested Parliament to

g ran t com m issions to  erec t one o r m ore Courts of Justice, and th a t those  com m issioners 

o r any tw elve o r  m ore of them  have p ow er to inquire of, and to h e a r and  d e te rm in e  all 

m u rd ers  done o r com m itted  in Ireland from  the 20th  of O ctober 1641 to  th e  20th  of 

O ctober 1642, o r th a t w ere  done and com m itted  since the  20th of O ctober 1642 by or 

upon any  person  no t being in arms...^^

Parhament acceded to the request, and fifty-nine Commissioners w ere appointed 

to serve on the High Court of Justice. Twelve sat on each court session, and a 

majority was required to give a verdict. Although some civilians w ere appointed 

-  qualified judges such as Gerard Lowther, James Donnellan, Thomas Dungan 

and Sir Edward Bolton -  most were army officers.^o Lowther, in a speech 

opening the High Court of Justice in Dublin, made a virtue of necessity:

The C om m issioners of P arliam ent have, in w isdom  and p rudence, e rec ted  and  constitu ted  

th is Fair, H onourable, Equal, and Indifferent course of Trial, by erecting  an  High Court of 

Justice... [w jherein  are  Soldiers for the  Articles, Rules, and  Laws of W ar; Judges for the 

know ledge of National Laws; o th e rs  th a t have Cognizance of the  Civil Laws, and  o th e r Men 

of g rea t Experience, Reason, and Judgment... to  be the  T riers and Judges in th ese  Cases.^i

The courts sat at Kilkenny, Dublin, Galway, Clonmel, Carrickfergus, Dundalk and 

Cork, sometimes simultaneously. Military officers were used, moreover, as 

officers of the court: Colonel Daniel Axtell, for example, examined w i t n e s s e s . ^ ^

During the first years of Cromwellian rule in Ireland, normal legal structures 

were done away with. The four courts (King’s Bench, Common Pleas, Chancery 

and Exchequer) were suspended and itinerant 'Commissioners for the 

Administration of Justice' functioned as assize judges; James Donnellan, Gerard 

Lowther, Thomas Dungan and Sir Edward Bolton were appointed to this role. 

They had power to hear more serious offences, such as 'Murders [,]

Commissioners to Parliament, 11 Aug. 1652, Dunlop, i, p. 245.
60 'A ppointm ent of a High Court in Kilkenny’, 30 Apr. 1652, Marsh MS Z2.1.7, f. 51; 'Additional 
Order for the Commissioners for the High Court of Justice’, 13 Nov. 1652, Egerton MS 1762, f.
102; M. McCartan, 'The Cromwellian High Courts of Justice in Ulster, 1653’, Seanchas Ard Mhacha, 
xxiii, no. 1 (2010), p. 106.

Edmund Borlase, The history o f  the execrable Irish rebellion trac'd from  many preceding acts to 
the Grand Eruption... (London, 1680], p. 307.

Letter enclosing examinations taken by Daniel Axtell, 9 Feb. 1653, TCD MS 812, ff. 275-6; 
Records of the Dublin High Court of Justice, TCD MS 866 f. 27.
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M anslaughters[,] Witch Crafts[,] Burglaries[,] Robberies[,] Rapes[,] ffelonies[,] 

Riouts[,] unlawfull assemblies'. At a local level army officers w ere called on to 

adm inister justice in their capacities as Revenue Commissioners. Moreover, 

u^hen the Parliamentary Commissioners restored the offices of Justice of the 

Peace (JP), High Sheriff and Sheriff in 1652, the extant sources suggest that a 

high proportion of appointees w^ere arm y officers. ]Ps w ere responsible for 

making arrests  and investigating felonies, but they could determ ine cases 

involving misdemeanours.^^ The sheriff, by contrast, ‘presided at elections, 

distrained and sold goods for the paym ent of fines, sum m oned juries, hanged 

criminals’ and, by the time of Charles I’s reign, was used for the collection of 

various ta x e s .T ra d i t io n a l ly ,  the landed elite dominated these powerful offices, 

bu t in Cromwellian Ireland this changed. In 1652, one third  of JPs in Leinster 

w ere  army officers, the High Sheriff of Leinster was Colonel John Hewson and all 

of his deputies, bar one, w ere Cromwellian officers. This is in stark contrast with 

JPs and sheriffs in England during the interregnum, who w ere local gentlemen.^s

When Henry Cromwell attem pted  to erect a civil judicature, and encourage the 

appoin tm ent of civilians to the Commission of the Peace, it is no w onder he faced 

opposition from arm y circles. Vincent Gookin observed that

the su ccesse  of the arm y against the Irish did accidentally put into m any o f the 

conquerours hands such an extravagancie o f power... [and] grew  therby so e  high-m inded  

and unruly, that it scarce lyes in the p ow er or w itt o f man to prescribe such civile rules, 

w hich  they w ill ever w illingly  subm itt unto... The reviving o f the courts o f judicature 

brought the current o f civiil and martiall adm inistrations into d istinct chanells; and  

con seq u en tly  all officers o f the army, as such, ceased  to be any lon ger civile justiciaries, 

and d ispencers o f fines and death at their d iscretions: till then, all w en t as they w ould  

have it, and therefore they had no opportunity  to be angry.“

G. C. F. Forster, 'The East Riding Justices of the Peace in the Seventeenth Century’, East 
Yorkshire Local History Society Publications, no. 30 (1973], p. 15; Richard Bolton, A Justice o f  the 
Peace fo r  Ireland (Dublin, 1638], pp. 14 -5 .

Mather, T he Civil War Sheriff, p. 242.
Ibid., pp. 242-61; Jean Mather, 'The Parhamentary Committees and the Justices o f the Peace, 

1 6 4 2 -1 6 6 1 ’, The American journal o f  Legal History, xxiii, no. 2 (1979], pp. 120-4; Commissions 
for Justices of the Peace in Leinster, 4 Nov. 1651, TCD MS 844, f. 110; Order of the Commissioners 
touching the Deputy Sheriffs in Leinster, 26 Jan. 1653, Egerton MS 1762, ff  120-1 .

Vincent Gookin to Oliver Cromwell, 22 Nov. 1656, TSP, v, p. 647
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Old Protestants, rather than Cromwelhan soldiers, were appointed to the 

Commission of the Peace and the four courts were re-erected and civilian judges 

appointed.^'^ The use of the court martial against civilians also appears to have 

decreased after Fleetwood’s departure, as Gookin suggests. In December 1655, 

the Irish Council wrote to Colonel Phaire in Cork, having noted that, after a spate 

of robberies there, he had 'brought some of those Irish to a court martial and 

[had] condemned two of them to be hanged, six to the islands and five whole 

villages to transplant’. The Council queried the legal basis on which the court 

martial occurred, which had resulted in the execution of two men:

not w ell k now in g w hat Rules and Instructions have b een  given  to au thorise your  

p roceed ings in th is or b u sin ess o f the like nature, w e  have noth ing to in terp ose or say  

therein, save that it is left to you r care to pursue such w arrantable orders as you have to 

proceed  upon, and esp ecia lly  as to w hat concerns the lives o f th o se  tw o p ersons, that have 

b een  condem ned  to death, w herein , if anything appear doubtful to you, you  m ay do w ell 

to secu re them  in prison, to rece ive  their trial at the n ext a ss izes  according to com m on  

law...®®

Henry Cromwell’s endorsement of a militia, and his exclusion of the army from 

adjudicating in legal matters, were signs of his hostility to the army in Ireland. 

But his attempts to curb the army's power prompted a political backlash.

In the closing months of 1655 the officers in Ireland presented Henry Cromwell 

with his first major political test. On 27 October, an army report speculated that 

a petition from Irish Protestants calling for Henry Cromwell to be appointed 

Lord Deputy was in preparation.^^ Less than a fortnight later, the Dutch 

ambassador sent a similar account to his masters, with the addition that efforts 

had been made by the authorities to suppress the petition.'^'’ In November, Oliver 

Cromwell received the petition in London. It had been presented to the Protector 

by the naval commander George Ayscue, at the request of the Mayor and 

aldermen of Dublin and other ‘persons of quality’ who were avid supporters of

Barnard, Cromwellian Ireland, pp. 290-1; all the Justices o f the Peace for Monaghan in 1657  
were also pre-Cromwellian Protestant Settlers, justices of the Peace for County Monaghan to 
Henry Cromwell, 6 Oct. 1657, Correspondence o f  Henry Cromwell, pp. 323 -4 .

Irish Council to Robert Phaire, 10 Dec. 1655, Dunlop, ii, pp. 5 5 6 -7 .
Newsletter, 27 Oct. 1655, Clarke Papers, iii, pp. 60 -1  
Nieuwpoort to the States General, 10 Nov. 1655, TSP, iv, p. 260.
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Henry Cromwell’s new  civilian-style government. It also seems to have been 

endorsed by religious Independents. It stoutly dem anded Henry Cromwell’s 

appoin tm ent as Lord Deputy in place of Fleetwood. An abashed Henry Cromwell 

immediately w rote denying any responsibility for it;

I cannot tell h ow  o th erw ise  to exp resse m y selfe, but that they  are starke m add... They  

have n ot had any provocation  from me, neither in w ord  or action.'^i

Fleetwood was evidently disgruntled. He w ro te  to his brother-in-law  informing 

him that he had known about the petition for some time and, despite absolving 

Henry Cromwell of responsibility for it, his w ords w ere  laden with suspicion:

I have reason  to be sa tesfied  you w ould  have an abhorrency to their actions... W hatsoever  

you doe w ith m e, yet b e confydent you shall finde m e playn hearted... I h ope our  

affections are so intire that m en ’s su btiltyes canot d ivert each from other.^^

Fleetwood’s Baptist allies swiftly retaliated. On 2 December, Colonels Hewson, 

Prettie and Lawrence issued a strong condemnation of the petition which, they 

claimed, was ‘foisted’ on the nation and arm y by individuals in civil and military 

commands. The letter dwelt on Oliver Cromwell’s own experience in Ireland, 

how ably Ireton had succeeded him there, and how his replacem ent by 

Fleetwood 'was a refreshm ent to all the godly in this nation’. They darkly 

rem inded Cromwell tha t Fleetwood had reconciled those who w ere  hesitant to 

the Protectorate regime. Although they acknowledged Henry Cromwell had 

suppressed the petition in his favour, they entered their own plea: that 

Fleetwood be retained as lord deputy and sent back to Ireland. Henry, they 

hoped, would be kept 'in the station he now  is in or in any o ther second place 

under our p resen t precious lord deputy, your highness shall think fit to confer 

upon h im ’.

Henry Cromwell was greatly agitated, and w ro te  two extraordinarily frank 

letters to Thurloe. He was fearful tha t the pro-Fleetwood petition [which he 

attributed almost exclusively to Hewson) had prejudiced his own father against 

him, and affirmed tha t loyal members of the army, such as Sir Hardress Waller,

Henry Cromwell to Fleetwood, 28 Nov. 1655, TSP, iv, p. 255.
George Ayscue to Henry Cromwell, 4 Dec. 1655, Correspondence o f  Henry Cromwell, pp. 78 -9 . 

73 John Hewson to Oliver Cromwell, 2 Dec. 1655, TSP, iv, p. 276
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and Sir John Reynolds, and the Independent churches had written the petition in 

his favour because they 'highly resent it, that they should be accounted cavaliers 

and disaffected persons'. Henry Cromv^^ell claimed the Baptists had not only 

undermined his own governance, but had been openly seditious and hostile to 

the Protectorate:

the sob er good  p eop le throughout Ireland... w ill be able to tell you, that w hen  th ey  

appeared  for the ow n in ge o f h is h ighnes, th ese  m en did open ly deny him, and n ot only  

soe, but reproached and reviled  th o se  that did ow n e him, and I am confident have m arked  

him  out for revenge, if ever the sca le should  turne.

Henry Cromwell was convinced, moreover, that Hewson’s animosity towards 

him was a result of the former’s reluctance, after he had disbanded the regiments 

of Colonels Lawrence, Barrow and Leigh, to give them new commands in the 

army7“̂ Lawrence, Barrow and Leigh were reputed Baptists, a sect with which 

Hewson sympathised and whose membership included several of his daughters 

and sons-in-law7^ Henry Cromwell also implicated the Baptists Vernon and 

Philip Carteret in Hewson’s petition against him. He evidently feared that these 

Baptists would be supported by Fleetwood and hence his father too, and begged 

Thurloe to 'get speedy access to his highness, before he getts to Wallingford 

house’, which was Fleetwood’s residence.^^ The Protector responded to the 

Baptists' campaign by issuing a reply to Hewson’s letter, which was made public. 

While no copy of this letter appears to have survived, the exultant reaction of the 

Baptists in Ireland, and their dissemination of his letter, suggests that Oliver 

either censured the petition to make his son Lord Deputy or reaffirmed his faith 

in Fleetwood. The Baptists could scarcely conceal their glee and, according to a 

contemporary, they proclaimed that is was

ev id en t by that from  his h ighn esse, that m y lord [Henry Crom well] w as sen t over to be 

com m anded, not to com m and; to serve, and not to rule. They say, m y lord protector, 

contrary to his in tention s, is n ecessita ted  to send  backe m y lord deputy [F leetw ood],

Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, 19 and 26 Dec. 1655, in ib id , iv, pp. 327 -8 , 348-9 .
]. S. Reid, History o f  the Presbyterian Church in Ireland ed. W. D. Killen (3 vols., Belfast, 1867], ii., 

p. 195; Ludlow, ii, p. 196.
Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, 19 Dec. 1655, TSP, iv, pp. 327 -8 .
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through the im portunity and prevalency o f their freinds in England; o th erw ise  W hitehall 

perhaps m ight tumble^^

Henry Cromwell had been undermined: the Lord Protector’s sensitivity to 

charges of nepotism had led to a reluctance to explicitly endorse his son. 

Moreover, Wallingford House had become an alternative locus of power in Irish 

politics.

The Baptists stepped up their campaign. On 19 December 1655, Vernon 

preached in St Michan's church and, according to one report, blatantly criticised 

Henry Cromwell: 'major general Vernon preached, that it was a great judgement 

for the people of God to be under young or wicked governors, such being apt to 

be lifted up, and usually left to believe in lies... and says he wonders how my lord 

Harry would be concerned therein’. There were even rumours that Fleetwood’s 

return to Ireland was imminent.'^^ Fleetwood wrote to Henry Cromwell, feigning 

surprise that the latter had taken offence at Hewson’s petition, and even 

suggested he was suffering from paranoia. He assured Henry Cromwell that 

Hewson

did not w rite w ith  reflection upon you to m ee at any tim e, neither do I thincke he did so to 

his Highnes. I saw  on e letter w hich  w as far from  such a thing, that hath exp ressed  much  

affection... concerningyou.^^

The above remarks are somewhat disingenuous when Hewson had expressed 

such outrage at the mere suggestion of Henry Cromwell’s political elevation, and 

considering that Fleetwood was hardly unaware of his Baptist supporters’ 

disdain for his brother-in-law. Henry Cromwell appears to have written 

affectionately to Fleetwood in January 1656, denying his responsibility for the 

petition calling for his replacement of Fleetwood; and the latter’s response was 

gracious: ‘I have received yours which gave me a great reviving with som loving 

expression... you are too deare to me to be estranged.’̂ o

Thomas Harrison to Thurloe, 26 Dec. 1655, ibid., iv, p. 349.
[Henry Cromwell to Thurloe?], 19 Dec. 1655, ibid, iv, p. 328 and Timothy Taylor to Thomas 

Harrison, 17 Dec. 1655, TSP, iii, p. 29.
Fleetwood to Henry Cromwell, Jan. 1656, Correspondence o f  Henry Cromwell, pp. 9 8 -9  

80 Ibid., p. 102
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Nevertheless, the campaign against Heniy Cromwell continued: in December 

1655, Henry Cromwell’s military appointm ents w ere  openly questioned by the 

Baptist Advocate-General of the army, Philip Carteret and, in February  1656, the 

hostile behaviour of Colonel Axtell was a fresh cause of w orry  for the young 

commander. Although it is unclear w hat precisely Axtell did or said to 

underm ine Henry Cromwell, the authorities in London considered suspending 

his commission as lieutenant colonel.^^ Fleetwood, however, in terceded on 

Axtell’s behalf from London, recom mending to his brother-in-law th a t  lenience 

be shown him:

I am sorry colonel Axtell hath done any thing of late unhandsome towards you. The 

tenderness you exercise to honest men will be your mercy...®2

There w ere  also reports  indicating tha t the soldiers in M unster w ere  ' u n r u l y ' . ^ ^

Henry Cromwell’s room for political manoeuvring was seriously underm ined  by 

Fleetwood in London, to whom  the disaffected in Ireland looked as an alternative 

commander. After his recall, Fleetwood became a central m em ber of the Council 

of State's Irish committee, and he also had frequent access to the Protector, who 

w ho failed to provide unqualified support for his son as an adm inistrator. 

Fleetwood retained his anomalous position as an absentee Lord Deputy, bu t no 

changes w ere made to the rule tha t a quorum  of all the Irish councillors was 

needed to legislate in the absence of the Lord Deputy, meaning tha t Henry 

Cromwell needed unanimity among his councillors in order  to produce new 

policies.^"^ This was extremely problematic, as Patrick Little has pointed out, 

because two councillors -  Miles Corbet and Matthew Thomlinson -  w ere  s trident 

adversaries of the young ruler.^^ His efforts also received a setback when 

Thurloe informed him tha t the former Commissioner, John Jones, w as being 

mooted in London as a possible addition to the Irish council. Henry Cromwell 

crossly dem anded of Thurloe w hether  it was 'forgott upon w hat grounds he was 

laide aside’, and was uneasy that Fleetwood had recom m ended him:

Thomas Harrison to Thurloe, 26 Dec. 1655, TSP, iv, p. 349; John Reynolds to Henry Cromwell,
12 and 19 Feb. 1656, Correspondence o f Henry Cromwell, pp. 106,109.

Fleetwood to Henry Cromwell, 26 Feb. 1656, Correspondence o f Henry Cromwell, p. 113 
John Reynolds to Henry Cromwell, 12 Feb. 1656, ibid., p. 106.
Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, 11 Sept. 1655, TSP, iv, p. 24.
Little, 'The Irish and Scottish Councils', pp. 130-1
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1 much wonder, that my brother Fleettwoode, w hoe hade the same opinion of hime, when  

I was sent over by his highness, should have other thoughts of hime nowe, he being 

judged a person, not only dissatisfied with the government, but also one, w ho had acted 

very corruptly in his place.

His letter also contained an oblique w arning tha t Jones, and others who had 

previously held positions in Ireland, might 'nourishe factions’.^̂  Much to Henry 

Cromwell’s surprise, and undoubted dismay, John Jones was soon to become his 

uncle-in-law, by marrying a sister of Oliver Cromwell. There w ere  also rum ours 

that another radical, Robert Lilburne, was a candidate for the Irish council, which 

is suggestive of an a ttem pt to absorb dissidents into the Protectorate system of 

patronage. Indeed, it is remarkable that Oliver Cromwell endorsed the marriage 

between his sister and Jones considering the latter's previously suspect 

allegiances. Taft has emphasised w hat she calls the ‘positive m easures’ Cromwell 

was prepared to use in order  to pacify dissidents, including those within the 

army, by treating them ‘with a skillful combination of lenity, cashierings, and 

arbitrary  im prisonm ents’.̂ '̂  The appeasem ent of opponents was the main 

strategy Oliver endorsed to his im patient son.^^

Throughout the spring of 1656, Henry Cromwell grew  increasingly frustrated 

with his lack of authority. The Baptist Philip Carteret, and a confidante of William 

Allen, left Ireland for London, and Henry Cromwell believed he would 

'm isrepresent ' him to people there.^^ Eventually, in late May or early July, Henry 

Cromwell th rea tened  to resign, a proposition which Thurloe w ro te  there  was ‘no 

cause for’, reminding him of the antagonism his father had encountered 

throughout his political career; ‘if opposition, reproach, hard  thoughts, and 

speeches of all sorts, would have made his highnesse to have quitted his relation 

to the publique, he had surely done it longe since’. Thurloe reassured  him of his 

father’s affection for him; he also noted tha t William Bury -  a man of substantial 

experience in financial affairs, and who became a supporter  of Henry Cromwell 

on the council -  was now likely to become a new  councillor, along with two

8̂  Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, 12 Mar. 1656, TSP, iv, 606 
Taft, 'The Humble Petition’, p. 39.
Firth, ‘A Letter', pp. 345-8
Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, 2 Apr. 1656, TSP, iv, p. 672
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Others; it is unknow n why John Jones did not receive an appointm ent in Ireland, 

but Henry Cromwell was presum ably relieved.^o In a le tter only a w eek later, 

Thurloe p resented  Henry Cromwell with the encouraging news that his father 

was acquainting himself with affairs in Ireland by consulting with Major Anthony 

Morgan, an ally of Henry Cromwell’s.^i In August, however, Quarterm aster- 

General Vernon re tu rned  to Ireland, much to Henry Cromwell's annoyance. He 

felt certain tha t Vernon was stirring up trouble among 'that party ' and had 

'revived their former writings and consultations, which have since been so 

f r e q u e n t ' . ^ 2  Thurloe reassured  Henry Cromwell tha t neither the Protector nor 

Fleetwood had any idea of Vernon’s return. The Secretary also shared Henry 

Cromwell’s distrust of Sankey -  who had re turned  from London the previous 

December -  whom  he felt was politically promiscuous and 'would faine carry it 

faire with all men'.^^

In June 1656, another sign of arm y recalcitrance manifested itself in the 

publication of the pam phlet bearing the title 'A copy of a letter from an officer of 

the arm y in Ireland, to his Highnes the Lord Protector, concerning his changing 

of the government'.^'^ It was claimed by the pam phlet's  publisher that it had, in 

fact, been w ritten  in W aterford in 1654, after the Protectorate had been  first 

established; how ever there  is reason to suspect it was written at the time of its 

publication. The au thor claimed to have arrived in Ireland as part of Cromwell’s 

arm y and there  is a strong possibility he was an officer called Richard 

Goodgroom. Thurloe refers to the activities of a Goodgroom who fraternised 

with Okey and, according to J. G. A. Pocock, was attem pting to 'bring army 

oppositionists like Overton, Lawson and Ludlow, Long Parliament legalists, 

parliam entary republicans... and groups of fifth-monarchy men together on 

some platform of unity'.^^ The pam phlet strongly condem ned the establishment

Little, 'The Irish and Scottish Councils’, p. 131; TSP, v, p. 214; Barnard, Cromwellian Ireland, pp. 
20 , 22 .

Thurloe to Henry Cromwell, 15 Jul. 1656, TSP, v, p. 213.
Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, 6 Aug. 1656, ib id , v, p. 278.
Patrick Little, unpublished article on Jerome Sankey for 1 6 4 0 -6 0  section, HPT; Thurloe to 

Henry Cromwell, 12 Aug. 1656, TSP, v, p. 303.
R[ichard] G[oodgroom], A copy o f  a le tte r from  an officer o f  the arm y in Ireland [London, 

[1656?]].
]. G. A. Pocock, 'james Harrington and the Good Old Cause: A Study o f the Ideological Context o f 

His W ritings’, The Journal o f  British Studies, x, no. 1 (1970], p. 36; Barnard has noted, however.
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of the Protectorate, asserting tha t the 'miraculous mercies of God, and the 

precious blood and tears of so many w orthy  and religious patriarchs ' tha t w ere 

instrum ental in pulling down the monarchy, had been treacherously misused for 

the setting up of an 'arbitrary boundlesse pow er solely subservant to the 

exorbitant wil and unsupportable ambition of one single person’.^̂  The 

Protectorate, he suggested, was merely the progeny of the monarchical system; a 

true  commonwealth, by contrast, was a 'nursery  of vertue, valor, and Industrie, 

w here  no Court whispers, no pimping projecting, or such art, can bring 

advantage to those who practise them ’.^̂  This pam phlet is ano ther  indication 

tha t malcontents in the army in Ireland w ere  engaged in an anti-government 

campaign which they actively sought to link to seditious activity in England.

Barnard writes that, by 1656, the arm y’s Baptists w ere effectively sidelined due 

to the withdrawal of official favour, the reduction of Baptist preachers  on 

governm ent salaries and a ‘lull in the political campaign against Henry 

Cromweir.^^ Certainly in term s of m ainstream  politics, and the governance of 

Ireland, their pow er was on the wane. Nowhere is this m ore apparen t than in the 

elections to the Second Protectorate Parliament in September 1656. Out of the 

thirty  MPs elected to represen t Ireland, only three could be counted from among 

Fleetwood’s radical supporters; the res t w ere either Protestants who had 

planted before the Cromwellian reconquest, such as Vincent Gookin, or allies of 

Henry Cromwell, like Thomas Cooper. Moreover, as Patrick Little has clarified, of 

the radicals' th ree  MPs -  Daniel Abbott, Thomas Sadleir and John Brett -  only 

Brett took his seat, since his two colleagues supposedly could not be spared from 

military duties.^^ It was a catastrophe for the Baptist faction. Hewson, for 

example suffered a humiliating defeat in Dublin, w here he was governor; 

how ever Hewson, Sankey, and Fleetwood looked to England for support, and 

m anaged to win seats there.i '’°

that the TCD copy of this pamphlet bears the inscription, in seventeenth-century hand, '1 take this 
letter to be penn'd by L. Gen[era]ll Ludlow’: Barnard, Cromwellian Ireland, p. 317.

G[oodgroom], Letter from  an officer o f  the army, p. 3.
Ibid., p. 4.

8̂ Barnard, Cromwellian Ireland, p. 108.
Little, ‘Irish Representation’, p. 347.

100 Ibid., p. 346.
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Little argues that the army radicals' failure in the Irish elections points to an 

'increasing disillusion within the officer corps' who wished to avoid ‘official 

disapproval’ now that Henry Cromwell had consolidated control and 

strengthened his civilian administration with the support of senior Old 

Protestants.ioi It was obvious to senior officers that they could only agitate for 

change outside, rather than within, the political mainstream. The most dramatic 

manifestation of this was when four of the most prominent army officers in 

Ireland, Quartermaster-General Vernon, Adjutant-General Allen, Colonel Barrow, 

and Colonel Axtell resigned from the army in late November 1656. They 

requested a meeting with Henry Cromwell, and each in turn aired his grievances; 

some were personal, for example Axtell’s displeasure in relation to his military 

command, others were more general, such as Vernon's 'old clamour' that 

because of Henry Cromwell's religious preferences, 'the godly were discouraged'. 

But Henry Cromwell was most struck by the utterances of '[s]ubtile and grave 

Mr. Allen', who ‘was more ingenuous then the rest in declareing, that the ground 

of his dissatisfaction tooke its rise from the first change of the government'. The 

four army officers had long been deeply dissatisfied with the establishment of 

the Protectorate, as Henry Cromwell's report revealed:

it's notoriously knowne, how e these gentlem en did with more than an ordinary insolence 

manifest their dis contents, and that in as publick manner, as they could, against his 

highness and the government, when his highness first assum ed it; and how e they have 

persisted and growne therein, is as well knowne; and that they have not acquiesced in 

their ow ne dissatisfactions, but have likewise endeavoured to corrupt and seduce all 

others, w hom e they thought capable of receiveinge the im pressions of their factious and 

troublesom e principle.

He also felt that ‘haveing thwarted and checkt that exorbitant power, which they 

formerly exercised, may probably have added to their other d i s c o n t e n t s ' .

Baptist army officers and their adherents had been temporarily sidelined, but 

Henry Cromwell's troubles were far from over. One of the main problems 

confronting the young leader was the fact that, in terms of governing Ireland, 

there were two loci of power: Dublin and Wallingford House in London.

101 Ibid., p. 346.
102 Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, 3 Dec. 1656, TSP, v, p. 670
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Fleetwood and Henry Cromwell did not get on personally; they vied with each 

o ther politically; had separate  bases of support; and w ere  in favour of different 

policies in regard to Ireland.

This chapter establishes tha t there  w ere  two strands of arm y opposition in 

Ireland to the establishment of the Protectorate: one concerned religious 

ideology; the other, political power. There is no doubt tha t due to the religious 

radicalism of senior officers, including the two Commissioners, John Jones and 

Ludlow, the idea of a quasi-monarchical political settlem ent was abhorrent. This 

is clear from the fact tha t the th ree  colonels' petition was disseminated in 

Ireland, tha t Alured had supporters  in Ireland and tha t there  was a long delay in 

the proclam.ation of the Protectorate. The evidence presented  in this chapter 

challenges Derek Massarella's assertion that the 'Protectorate was established 

with a minimum of opposition for the arm y’. The connections between the 

disaffected in England, Scotland and Ireland also counters his contention that the 

Three Colonels’ Petition ‘was confined to individuals, as was the discontent in the 

army in Scot land’. I t  is also clear, however, tha t not everyone who was 

opposed to the Protectorate in Ireland was concerned, as the three  colonels 

were, with the rights and liberties of the people or desired the calling of free 

elections. This chapter has dem onstra ted  how the establishment of a s tronger 

civilian regime endangered the political pow er of arm y officers in Ireland. 

Indeed, elections represented  a real th rea t  in this regard, since they enabled Old 

Protestants to gain influence at W estminster. It also became clear that Oliver 

Cromwell was courting support m ore generally from landed civilians and this 

caused consternation for two reasons: first, it was obvious tha t the army would 

be reduced and officers w ere  extremely anxious to influence the way in which 

this would be done; second, as discussed in chapter 6, the Irish land settlem ent 

had not yet been finalised and losing pow er to Old Protestants could have been 

catastrophic to army interests. That Cromwell would not countenance a 

challenge to his authority was made clear with his recall of Fleetwood, who 

showed an alarming propensity  to support disaffected arm y officers.

'03 Massarella, 'Quest for Settlem ent’, p. 120.
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Admittedly, the opposition to the Protectorate was not ideologically coherent. 

Massarella’s assertion that the 'three colonels and their associates had little 

constructive to offer towards settlement’ is fair because if Cromwell had allowed 

for free elections to a parliament endowed with executive as well as legislative 

power, which the three colonels demanded, then this would undoubtedly have 

resulted in the return of royalist or neuter MPs, possibly paving the was for 

Charles II’s return.^O'^ But the failure of disaffected army officers to articulate an 

ideologically coherent denunciation of the Protectorate, or to offer workable 

ideas for an alternative mode of government that would satisfy both their 

consciences and their more material concerns, does not mean that the 

inauguration of the Protectorate went unopposed, as this chapter has shown. An 

examination of opposition in Ireland and its links to army discontent in England 

and Scotland in the period between 1654-6 indicates that the political 

disaffection among army officers after Richard's ascension to the Protectorship 

in 1658 had earlier roots. The cross-national network of disaffected members of 

the army rendered that opposition particularly dangerous -  a fact that has not 

received sufficient recognition from historians until now.

lOMbid., p. 120.

2 0 2



Chapter 8

Henry Cromwell's Regime in Ireland, 1656-1659

This chapter deals with the period from December 1656, after the Baptists 

officers' resignation from the arm y in Ireland, to the sum m er of 1659, when the 

Cromwells fell from power. During this time, Henry Cromwell attem pted to 

implement two major reforms: the official re instatem ent of the tithes system and 

the establishment of a militia. The former dem onstrated  his increasing religious 

conservatism and the growing breach between him and the Independents and 

sectaries; the latter, a desire to reduce the pow er of the officers and to w rest 

control over military appointm ents from Fleetwood, who was nominally Lord 

Deputy until 1 Septem ber 1657. Ireland was under severe financial pressure 

during this time and army pay was perm anently  months in arrears. Henry 

Cromwell’s policies can also be viewed, therefore, as part  of a strategy designed 

to tackle governm ent expenditure. At the same time as he was alienating the 

traditional Cromwellian stalwarts, the Independents and sectaries, Henry 

cemented his ties with the Old P rotestant in terest in Ireland, and the 

conservative 'court’ party  in the Protectorate Parliament. Although this m irrored 

the changing political proclivities of his father, who considered accepting the 

crown between February and May 1657, Henry was less adep t at simultaneously 

placating the arm y interest. Oliver Cromwell was keen to civilianise the 

Protectorate regime and its support base but, unlike his youngest son, he was 

better equipped at keeping the arm y on board a t key moments.

Politics in Ireland during these years is not merely of in terest from an Irish 

historiographical perspective. As the second son of the Lord Protector, Henry 

Cromwell’s policies had implications for the popularity of the Protectorate
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regime across the England, Scotland and Ireland. Henry Cromwell's ongoing feud 

with Charles Fleetwood was particularly destabilising and, arguably, contributed 

to the rise of Fleetwood's personal political support base at his residence, 

Wallingford House. Henry's implacable attitude towards military opponents, and 

his flagrant bias towards a politically conservative landed interest, rendered the 

survival of the Protectorship extremely difficult after Oliver's death. To make 

matters worse, the new Lord Protector, Henry's elder brother Richard, had little 

military experience or support and the ties between the army interest and the 

Cromwell family were effectively dissolved on Oliver's death on 3 September 

1658.

One of Henry Cromwell’s main challenges when he came to Ireland, in July 1655, 

was to manage the state's finances. The income generated in Ireland through 

taxes and land rents fell far short of what was needed to pay the army. Between 

July 1649 and November 1656, the government in Ireland made payments of 

nearly £3.5 million to the army there, and of this over £1.5 million came from 

England. The bulk of the money raised in Ireland -  just over £1.3 million -  came 

from the assessment tax, which was a tax levied by local Revenue Commissioners 

and Assessment Commissioners on the real and personal property of Ireland's 

inhabitants.1

The assessment tax in Ireland was extremely onerous. In December 1650, during 

the Cromwellian campaign in Ireland, it was capped at the enormous sum of 

£30,000 per month; two years later, it amounted to over £24,000 per month and, 

if forage for the soldiers' animals were included, the Commissioners estimated it 

came to over £31,000 per month. The nation groaned under the burden of taxes: 

some landowners moved into Tory-controlled areas in order to avoid the 

assessment and others complained bitterly about the burden of the tax and

1 'An Abstract of all Moneys Received and Paid for the publique service in Ireland’, TCD MS 
650/7 , unfoliated; also contained in D u n lo p ,  ii, pp. 638-45.
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inequitable rates. There was also widepread corruption; Henry Cromwell himself 

admitted that tax collectors embezzled money for themselves.^

In June 1654, before the calling of the First Protectorate Parliament, the Lord 

Protector issued an ordinance that was drafted in agreement with the 

Adventurers and that reduced the assessment to £10,000 per month for two 

years. It would thereafter rise incrementally to £14,000 by 1658.^ Old Protestant 

MPs sought a further rebate of the tax. On 5 December 1654, the Irish and 

Scottish MPs successfully passed a motion to reduce the assessment tax to £8000 

per month, but Parliament was dissolved before it could pass legislation to that 

effect and the ordinance of the previous June still stood."^ Irish MPs faced hostility 

in 1657, when they again attempted to reduce the assessment tax which should 

have been set at £13,000 according to the June 1654 ordinance. Parliament, 

recognising the impossibility of raising this sum, agreed to set the assessment at 

£10,000 but the Irish MPs argued strenuously for a further reduction. The Old 

Protestants spearheaded this campaign and found unlikely allies in Fleetwood, 

Sankey and the Irish army interest in Parliament. This was because the 

assessment tax, of course, was now being levied on soldiers who had settled on 

their lands in Ireland, and not just on Old Protestant proprietors.

The Old Protestants successfully persuaded Fleetwood to present a petition to 

the House on 12 June 1657, only two days after it had resolved to set the Irish 

assessment at £10,000. The petition called for an abatement of the assessment to 

£7,000 and caused a furore. Several MPs urged that a petition disputing a 

resolution of the House should not have been read, and that debate should have 

been postponed until a bill for the assessments was brought in. There were 

heated exchanges. One MP alleged that people in Ireland 'bought their lands for 

nothing, and they would have their taxes nothing’. The debate continued the 

following day and Fleetwood moved that, as a compromise, the assessment be

2 'An Act of Parliament', 25 Dec. 1650, Dunlop, i, p. 4; 'A ssessm ents’, 21 Oct. 1652, ibid., ii, p. 288; 
'Commissioners to Parliament', 5 Feb. 1652, ibid., i, p. 130; 'Burden of A ssessm ent’, Prendergast 
MS, i, f. 135; 'Petition of the inhabitants o f County Clare’ and 'Complaint of the inhabitants of 
County Kerry’, 2 and 9 Jun. 1653, Dunlop, ii, pp. 343-5; Colonel Cooper to Henry Cromwell, 21 
Nov. 1657, TSP, Vi, p. 623.
3 'Ordinance for the further encouragem ent o f the Adventurers for Lands in Ireland, and of the 
soldiers and other Planters there’, 23 Jun. 1654, Firth and Rait, ii, pp. 924 -9 .
* 5 Dec. 1657, CJ, vii, p. 395; 5 Dec. 1654, Burton's Diary, i, p. cvii.
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set at £8,000. Some MPs alleged that Ireland’s condition was constantly 

'improving' and that it could therefore pay the full £10,000; this was denied by 

Colonel Thomas Cooper, who had commanded a regiment in Ireland since 1655, 

and who alleged that the assessment was an ‘oppression’. Proportionally, the tax 

on Ireland was higher than that on England but when Irish members pointed this 

out, several MPs hysterically moved that 'the members serving for Ireland might 

be sent to the Tower for their contest about the proportioning the assessment 

twixt England and Ireland’. Eventually the House agreed to an abatement of 

£1,000, therefore the assessment was set at £9,000 per month.^ Henry Cromwell 

was sympathetic to the Irish population of whom he wrote to his father: 'in truth 

and reality we are in arrear to the poor people of the countrey, who have trusted 

the soldiers, and who pay a very heavy assessment [above % as much as all 

England and Wales] [and] are impeded in their trade by unseasonable 

customes’.̂

The other problem that administrators in Ireland repeatedly called out to be 

rectified was the issue of Spanish inferior coinage, which contaminated the 

financial system. In April 1656, the Irish Council wrote that due to counterfeit 

coins, ‘[t]rade hereby is exceedingly obstructed, plantation much discouraged, 

necessary provisions withheld and monthly contribution (for supply of your 

Highness' forces here) paid in such base coin as becomes great loss to the 

receivers, and being refused in divers places [the temper of the people generally 

abhorring it) the public affairs, without speedy care ['tis feared) will unavoidably 

fall into disorder'.^ Requests for the establishment of an Irish mint were, 

however, repeatedly ignored. English money was sent to Ireland in specie in 

order to inject good currency into the Irish market and to assist the Irish 

government to pay for current expenditure; there were, however, constant 

delays in shipments from England.^

512 Jun. 1657, Burton's Diary, ii, pp. 223 -6 , 237 -47 ; 12 and 13 Jun. 1657, CJ, vii, p. 555, 557;
Anthony Morgan to Henry Cromwell, 16 Jun. 1657, Correspondence o f  Henry Cromwell, p. 284. For
Colonel Thomas Cooper see Correspondence o f  Henry Cromwell, p. 87n.
® Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, 5 May 1658, TSP, vii, p. 114.

Commissioners to the Lord Protector, 16 Feb. 1654, Dunlop, ii, pp. 402 -3 .
® E.g. Commissioners to the Council o f State, 4 Dec. 1652, Commissioners to Parliament, 29 Dec. 
1652; Comm issioners to Committee for Irish Affairs, 4 Feb. 1653; Comm issioners to the Council
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As a result of the shortfall in public finances and problems in the supply of cash 

from England, soldiers' pay was constantly falling into arrears. In January and 

February 1658, Henry Cromwell complained that he was forced to 'keep so many 

poor creatures 9 months in arrear’ when soldiers in England were in the 

relatively enviable position of being only three months in arrears.^ The Second 

Protectorate Parliament was, as we have seen, wholly unsympathetic in terms of 

providing for Ireland financially, therefore Henry Cromwell's only option was to 

reduce both the civil and military expenditure. The cost of the civil 

administration was calculated to be £48,000 a year; between 1656 and 1658, 

Henry reduced this figure to £35,000 a year. He and the Irish Council also hoped 

to reduce the military charge from £326,040 a year to £277,003.1° Let us firstly 

examine how Henry trimmed down expenditure on civil government.

No specific accounts are available which detail how Henry reduced the civil 

charge by £13,000 per annum, however an important part of this policy was the 

placing of the tithes system on a firm footing which would allow the government 

to cease its direct payment of clergymen's salaries. On 23 April 1658, Henry 

called a meeting of thirty clergymen from across the nation in order 'to treat 

about the regulation and improvement of their maintenance, which hath hitherto 

been carried in a mongrel way between salary and tythes'.^^ Henry's description 

was apt: in some parts of the country, ministers were maintained by salaries 

from the state and in others they received tithes; many more had no steady 

source of income. Ministers' salaries were a significant expense: in 1656, they 

cost the state nearly £13,000 a year.^^ in Henry's opinion, the government's 

finances precluded the abolition of tithes and a wholly state-sponsored ministry; 

however, religious radicals and Independents were firmly opposed to the tithes 

system and this issue contributed in a major way to the downfall of the

of State, 4  Mar. 1653; Instructions to john Jones, 18 Jul. 1655; Irish Council to Fleetwood, 12 Dec. 
1655; Instructions to John Reynolds, 6 Jan. 1656; Irish Council to Oliver Cromwell, 8 Jul. 1657, 
ibid., ii, pp. 301, 309, 316, 324, 436, 557, 560,665.
 ̂Henry Cromwell to Fleetwood, 12 Jan. 1658, TSP, vi, p. 744.

1° Henry Cromwell to Fleetwood, 30 Dec. 1657, TSP, vi, pp. 713-4; Irish Council to the Lord 
Protector, 8 Jul. 1657, D u n lo p ,  ii, p. 665.

Henry Cromwell to Fauconberg, 28 Apr. 1658, TSP, vii, p. 101.
12 'Ministers’ Salaries’, 13 Feb. 1656, MacLysaght (ed.], 'Commonwealth State Accounts Ireland', 
p. 274; 'Irish Civil List’, n.d., D u n lo p ,  ii, p. 570.
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Nominated A ssem bly.^^ Heniy had, however, ah'eady stopped seeking the 

support of Independents, the most prominent of which were Lord Chancellor 

William Steele and Samuel Winter, Provost of Trinity College. Soon after his 

arrival in Ireland in 1655, Henry drew close to two religious groups; the Anglican 

aherents of Dr Edward Worth, Dean of Cork, who were mostly Old Protestants 

from the Munster area, and Ulster Presbyterians, another group that received 

short shrift under Fleetwood's regime.^^ For the Baptists, Henry’s support of 

Worth was particularly alienating: Worth had campaigned for religious 

orthodoxy and had written in favour of infant Baptism.^^ During the course of 

the convention in April 1658, it was clear that the Anglican-Presbyterian faction 

held sway and it decided, after agreeing to other proposals concerning the 

propagation of the gospel, that the tithes system would be fully restored and that 

state-sponsored ministries would be abolished. Henry ordered local governors 

to 'mould' parishes in order that tithes to the value of not less than £100 per 

annum could be raised for the subsistence of the minister.i^

The Independents were outraged. Thurloe questioned Henry Cromwell about 

reports, which had reached England, that the 'soberest Independents' as well as 

Baptists were highly displeased with the outcome of the convention, but the Lord 

Deputy showed little regard for their objections.

I wish I could... truly tell you, that the Independants are not dissatisfied’, he declared. It 

may be som e of them thought they should ride, when they had thrown the Anabaptist out 

of the saddle.

The alienation of these two religious groups -  the Independents and Baptists -  

who collectively dominated the English army in Ireland, was a risky move. Steele, 

who was hugely aggrieved, wrote a letter to Oliver Cromwell via Fleetwood in 

which he declared his dislike of the political 'tendency of things’. He asserted that 

he would, however, accept government by a single-person executive as long as 

Oliver Cromwell himself held the office. He offered his resignation, a detail which

13 Woolrych, Commonwealth to Protectorate, pp. 342-3.
1“* Barnard, ‘Planters and Policies’, pp. 49-53; Seymour, Puritans, pp. 144-6.
i^lbid., p. 239; Gribben, ‘Defining the Puritans?’, pp. 63-4; Edward Worth, Scripture evidence for
baptizing the children of Covenanters (Cork, 1653)

Barnard, 'Planters and Policies’, pp. 51-2.
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he only deigned to mention to Henry Cromwell two weeks after the dispatch of 

this letter. The fact tha t he informed Fleetwood before Henry Cromwell was an 

indication of a shift of Independent support tow ards the former. Thurloe 

w ondered  at the obvious snub:

1 should have expected, that he had acquainted you with it before he writt [to his 

Highness], and taken your advise in it, as a matter that concerned very much both the 

publique and your excellency in particular, more then it could any one person in the 

world; and 1 beleeve it were not hard to make hym confesse, that it was an error in 

kindnes, as well as in many other respects, both to his highnes and your excellency, not to 

doe it; and that it was an action, which savoured of noe ingenuity at all.̂ ^

In one sense, Steele's departu re  was a blessing: he, along with Councillors Miles 

Corbet and Matthew Thomlinson, had consistently opposed the policies of Henry 

Cromwell, and the la tter could only rely on the support of the o ther two 

mem bers of the Council, Edmund Bury and Richard Pepys.

It is clear that Henry Cromwell followed a conservative religious agenda with a 

view to reducing expenditure but he may also have had political reasons for 

severing ties with the Independents at this time. In March 1658, Henry managed 

to convince most of the officers in Dublin to sign a petition of support for the 

Protector, after the latter had suddenly dissolved the Second Protectorate 

Parliament. Many Independents refused, having been urged to reject it in a letter 

tha t circulated around Ireland, which was penned by the Commonwealthsman 

and former Parliamentary Commissioner in Ireland, John Weaver. W eaver was 

also the brother-in-law of Dublin’s leading Independent clergyman and the 

Provost of Trinity College, Dr Samuel Winter. The Independents alleged tha t they 

w ere  fearful that a le tter in support of Cromwell 'should encourage his highness 

to break parliaments'. A furious Henry Cromwell b randed  W inter and the other 

Independents ‘credulous w eak m en’. The rift was serious, and W inter re turned  

to England in the sum m er of 1658 in order  to minister to a parish there.^^ Henry 

may have felt that, considering the Independents’ lack of unreserved  support for 

his father, they no longer deserved political favour, bu t Henry's religious

Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, 7 Jul. 1658, TSP, vii, p. 198-9; Thurloe to Henry Cromwell, 13 Jul. 
1658, 7’5P,vii, p. 269.

Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, 7 Jul. 1658, ibid., vii, pp. 198-9.
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consei'vatism meant that the Baptists were not the only rehgious group whose 

support he could no longer rely on.

Henry Cromwell’s ostentatious style of government may have further alienated 

Independents and religious radicals. It was reported to Thurloe that

C reate sto ries are  tould  h ere  of the re tinue  and g rea t s ta te  the  lord depu ty  of Ireland takes 

upon him; they  say fa rr beyond w hat S trafford did. They recon up his sta te ly  m arch to  the 

church, w ith  m aces bo rne  on horseback, the  m ayor of the  cittie, and  all o th e r p e rso n s of 

sta te  atend ing  him  in g rea t m ajestie; his s itting  above in the  church in a sta tly  seate , his 

wife oppositt to  him in as much; the  sum tous chaires belonging to those  sea tes  w ith  cullor 

and fringe is no t left out.i^

Moreover, as in England, the second installation of Oliver Cromwell as Lord 

Protector in June 1658 was celebrated in Dublin with regal pomp. After a 

morning’s service in Christ Church, preached by the Independent minister. Dr 

Thomas Harrison, Henry Cromwell and the Irish Council processed around the 

city of Dublin. Preceding them there marched

th ree  T rum pets w ith  Banners, a fte r w hom  cam e a P ursevan t a t Arm s vested  w ith  the 

Arms of his Highness, and the  th ree  Nations; then  m arched the M ajor General in gallant 

Equipage, and a fte r him  the  C om m anders and  Officers w ho w ere  gallantly  clad, th ey  w ere 

followed by several T roops a fte r w hom  (th ree  T rum pets w ith new  B anners in terposing) 

w here  the  M arshal of the  City, w ho a tten d ed  the  Sheriffs (six Sergeants of th e  Mace 

preceding) the Sw ord-bearer carried  the  Sw ord b are  heading  before  the  M ajor in his 

Scarlet, a tten d ed  by the  A lderm en in Scarlet and Purple, and the Sheriffs...^^

The standards and the colourful civic robes denoted a new political era and was 

in stark contrast to the poorly attended ceremony in Dublin marking the Lord 

Protector’s first investiture in January 1654. There was also a strong emphasis 

on civil government and its civilian supporters: according to Mercurius Politicus, 

judges and the Irish 'nobility' were an important component of the procession, 

whereas the army played a less prominent role. This mirrors events in England

Captain Langley to Thurloe, 14 Aug. 1658, TSP, vii, p. 335. 
20 Mercurius Politicus, 23-]ul. 1657, pp. 9745-8.

210



Chapter 8: Henry Cromwell’s Regime in Ireland, 1 6 5 5 -8

w here  'm ost of the martiall list absented themselves' from Cromwell’s second 

installation as Lord Protector.^i

As he bolstered the civil authorities in Ireland, Henry Cromwell endeavoured to 

diminish the size of the arm y and create an Irish militia, both to contain costs 

and in order  to arrogate to himself the powerful right to appoint officers. The 

idea of an Irish militia originated in England in the sum m er of 1655, w here  John 

Lambert planned for the establishment a nationwide militia. The reasons for 

setting up w hat became known an the major-generals' regime in England were, 

according to the ir  historian, Christopher Durston, fourfold: the disappointing 

perform ance of the first Protectorate Parliament, which was inclined to reduce 

governm ent expenditure on the army, and which was therefore dissolved 

prematurely; the unsuccessful Royalist insurrection in March 1655 led by John 

Penruddock, which proved the need for a strong regional defence mechanism; 

the intractable financial problems of the state, which w ere exacerbated by the 

expense of a large standing army; and the catastrophic outcome of the W estern 

Design, Cromwell’s ill-fated military campaign against Spain in the Carribean. 

Rectifying political, military, financial and moral problems were, therefore, at the 

heart  of the major-generals project.^^

Although plans for the formation of a militia had been taking shape since April 

1655, the m ore detailed w ork on the role of the major generals was not 

undertaken  until the following August and September. The principal architect of 

the scheme was Lambert, bu t Oliver Cromwell himself handpicked the ten major 

generals. The governm ent raised county militias of 6,520 m ounted reservist 

troops which w ere  paid a reta iner fee bu t which could be called to action if 

rebellion or civil strike broke out. The militias w ere  subsequently divided into 

ten regional associations, each of which came under the com mand of 

distinguished arm y officers -  'the Major Generals’ -  and which included Lambert, 

Desborough and Fleetwood among their ranks. 3̂

21 Ibid., pp. 9745 -8 ; Arthur A nnesley to Henry Cromwell, 30 Jun. 1657, Correspondence o f  Henry 
Cromwell, p. 293.
22 Christopher Durston, Cromwell's Major-Generals: Godly Government during the English 
Revolution (Manchester, 2001], pp. 15 -21 .
23 Ibid., 2 0 -3 1 .
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The main duties of the Major Generals fell into two categories: first, to prevent 

and supress all tum ults and insurrections; second, to 'p rom ote godliness' by 

enforcing laws against drunkeness, blasphemy and sexual misconduct.^^ The 

form er was a reaction to the security problems posed by Royalist plots, w hereas 

the la tter  was a particular response to the failure of the W estern Design, which 

was seen as a signal of divine displeasure tha t could only be counteracted with a 

thorough moral reformation of the English people.^s The financial advantages of 

estabishing a reservist militia w ere  tha t it allowed for the reduction of the 

standing army, and the militia w as to be funded through a tax on royalist 

landowners [the decimation tax). Durston's study demontrates, however, that 

the major generals regime never succeeded in reducing government 

expenditure, because plans to disband significant numbers of troops in England 

w ere  never carried out. This was probably due to the hostility of army officers 

and the fact that the decimation tax failed to pay for the entire cost of scheme.^^

The idea of extending the system to Ireland was evident in a le tter  from Oliver 

Cromwell to the Irish Council on 31 July 1655. It bluntly declared tha t

W e have decided  to reduce the forces in Ireland as is being done in England and Scotland, 

in order that there m ay be m ore certain ty  o f regular pay. £ 1 7 ,000  a m onth is all that can 

be a llow ed  from h ere for the Irish army, w hich, w ith  the local revenue, m u st suffice for the 

governm ent and arm y o f Ireland.

Although he gave discretion to the Irish Council in term s of how  to reduce 

expenditure, the Lord Protector opined that 'it [were] well tha t there  be 

established in Ireland a militia of horse similar to tha t established here, 

consisting of disbanded persons and of o ther loyal inhabitants'. He added tha t 

the militia could be paid with 'a com petent proportion of the land which remains 

to us in Ireland’.̂ '̂  A le tter from Fleetwood to Thurloe the following month

Instructions to the Major Generals, 22 Aug. 1655, CSPDom, 1655, p. 296  
25 For excellent analyses of English reactions to the failure of the W estern Design see David 
Armitage, ‘The Cromwellian Protectorate and the Languages of Empire’, H], xxxv, no. 3 (1992], 
see pp. 5 4 1 -5  and C. G. Pestana, ‘English Character and the Fiasco of the W estern Design’, Early 
American Studies: An Interdisciplinary journal, iii, no 1 (2005], pp. 7 -12 .

Ibid., pp. 15-23; for details o f troop numbers in the Three Kingdoms during the period see H. 
M. Reece, ‘The Military Presence in England, 1 6 4 9 -1 6 6 0 ’ (D.Phil. thesis. University of Oxford, 
1981], p. 287.

Lord Protector to the Lord Deputy of Ireland, 31 Jul. 1655, Cal. S. P. Ire., 1647-1660 , p. 817.
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indicated tha t the former was sceptical of the proposed scheme for two reasons. 

First, there  was only enough money for 2,000 foot and 500 horse, ra ther  than a 

wholly m ounted militia and, second, that soldiers had already received land for 

their a rrears  and would ‘have m ore then they can improve' if they w ere  to obtain 

additional property.^^

Fleetwood had only a small am ount of time to contribute ideas before he left 

Ireland in August 1655, bu t Henry Cromwell took to the notion of a militia with 

enthusiasm. He was probably responsible for a docum ent detailing an 

establishment of pay for the putative militia that was draw n up some time in the 

late sum m er or early autum n of 1655. The text suggests tha t there  w ere plans for 

the formation of a militia comprised of a regiment of horse and a regiment of foot 

soldiers, draw n from disbanded soldiers or such as the commander-in-chief in 

Ireland (i.e. Henry Cromwell) approved of, which would receive a third of the 

pay of the regular army. This would obviously give Henry significant control over 

the militia, which was of huge im portance given tha t he was unable to cancel 

Fleetwood’s military appointments, even after he became Lord Deputy in 

November 1657.2^ It was intended tha t the militia would be m ustered quarterly  

and excercised, although their pay clearly suggests that there  w ere  intended as a 

reserve force.^o

The scheme was never put in place, despite Henry Cromwell's clear support for 

it. Writing to Thurloe in November 1655, Henry stated his belief tha t 'the setling 

a militia heer  in Ireland... would be very necessary, and of very great advantage 

to us, and by meanes thereof, if the king of Spaine should a ttem pt any thing 

uppon us heer, wee might have the greatest p ar t  of our forces to prevent any 

such designe of his'.^i His proposition fell on stony ground in England, despite 

receiving the backing of the Irish Council. In March, and again in September 

1656, Henry Cromwell w rote  to Thurloe explaining his plans for a militia. His 

March blueprint was not unlike tha t briefly sketched by Fleetwood in the 

previous year: it would consist of approximately 2,000 foot soldiers and 720

Fleetwood to Thurloe, 7 Aug. 1655, TSP, iii, p. 697.
Cromwell-Bush MSS. 731 dd Bush, no. 12, cited in Barnard, 'Planters and Policies’, p. 36n.

30 'An establishment to pay fora new militia of horse and foot’, D u n lo p ,  ii, pp. 551-2.
31 Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, 14 Nov. 1655, TSP, iv, p. 213.
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cavalry. Henry proposed tha t the forces would be comprised of carefully selected 

‘English [men], w hoe may be t ru s te d ’ who would 'be put under the conduct of 

persons, whoe are thoroughly principled bothe as to godliness and the 

governm ent’. This would obviously be disadvantageous to Cromwellian soldiers, 

many of whom  hoped to be reappointed to the arm y after being d i s b a n d e d . ^ ^  g y  

September, however, it w as clear tha t he favoured larger num bers of troops: 

1,800 horse and 5,000 foot. Such a large reserve force would enable Henry 

Cromwell to 'set loose a considerable pa r t  of the standinge army'. This would 

obviously reduce the cost of the Irish establishment, as Henry envisaged that the 

forces would be paid for 'w ithout any charge to the p u b l i q u e ’.^^ it is unclear how 

this could be the case unless a decimation tax, like that imposed on Royalists in 

England, w ere  imposed on delinquents in Ireland also; this was unlikely 

considering Henry’s rapprochem ent with Old Protestants, many of whom w ere  

either Royalists or, like Broghill, intimately connected with the Royalist cause. 

Rather Henry was expressing his expectation tha t the militia would cost less 

than the standing army, which could be largely disbanded.

Henry’s proposals encountered continued obstruction in London. Thurloe was of 

the opinion that it would be 'a very ill choice to put down your standinge force, 

and to relye upon your militia’ and he also outlined Oliver Cromwell’s view:

[he] is satisfied that it would be very usefull to have [a milita] setled, but judges it to be a 

thinge of very tender consideration, as to the hands wherein it is to be placed. His highnes 

found it soe in this nation; for after he him self had weighed every officer with all possible 

care and exactnes, and spake with the m ost of them hymself, he was nevertheless 

mistaken in som e of them, and w as necessitated afterwards, though with som e difficultie, 

to get them removed.^^

It is unclear to w hom  Thurloe was referring in the above passage since none of 

those in charge of the militia in England, the major generals, had been removed 

from the ir  commands; bu t several lover-ranking officers may have created 

problem s for the regime. The stance in London at this point appears  som ew hat 

odd, considering tha t in the autum n of 1656 Oliver Cromwell was still heavily in

Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, 12 Mar. 1655, ibid., iv, 606.
Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, 16 Sept. 1656, ibid., v, pp. 422-3.
Thurloe to Henry Cromwell, [Oct. 1656?], ibid., v, p. 504.
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favour of the major generals’ regime in England. In his speech to the First 

Protectorate Parliament he lauded them  as men ‘of known integrity and 

f i d e l i t y ' . Historians acknowledge, however, that the election in August 1656 

was a failure for the major generals: they had not gained w idepread popular 

support for the ir  godly crusade and over a hundred MPs w ere  considered too 

politically dangerous to be allowed to take their seats in Parliament. Moreover, 

from a financial point of view, the rule of the major generals had not worked. The 

decimation tax did not cover the cost of the militia and, as Thurloe acknowledged 

in his letter to Henry Cromwell, the scheme had been so badly managed tha t 'the 

standinge force was not to be lessened'. Indeed, as mentioned above, no large- 

scale disbanding of troops occurred in England during the period.^^

Henry Cromwell was disappointed at the rejection of his scheme. The raising of a 

militia, the officers of which he personally hoped to appoint, would have 

garnered for him a considerable source of patronage. Moreover, it would also 

have allowed him to purge the standing army, which contained too many 

disaffected officers and was far too costly. He admitted to one confidante tha t he 

'always laid much stress upon the well constituting the councell and army, till 

which be satisfactorily done, I cannot hope for much’.^̂  He did not, however, give 

up hope of reorganising the army: in the sum m er of 1657 he proposed a new  

military s tructure for Ireland, which envisaged the demise of the regimental 

s tructure  of garrison forces and a reduction in the num ber of officers. Henry 

reasoned that regiments w ere  divided betw een several garrisons, rendering the 

role of field officers neglible since they w ere  at too far a distance from some of 

their troops to command them  effectively. His ulterior motive in advocating a 

new  command s tructure was evident in a le tter to Thurloe in which he adm itted 

tha t the

proposed new modell would give opportunitie to w eed out so many of those officers, who

are either intollerably factious and turbulent, or are manifestly slacke in their duties...

besides the lessning som e of the greater officers, that are of the same turbulent temper,

35 Cromwell’s speech in the Painted Chamber, 16 Sept. 1656, Carlyle (ed.), Letters and Speeches, ii, 
p. 532.
36 Thurloe to Henry Cromwell, possibly Oct. 1656, TSP, v, p. 505; Reece, 'Military Presence’, p.
287.

Henry Cromwell to Broghill, 17 Feb. 1658, TSP, vi, p. 811.
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w ould  perhaps quallifie that in so lencie, and w ithall conteyn  other m en [yet sober] w ith in  

the due lim itts o f m oderation.^s

Fleetwood, who maintained strong ties with the officer corps, was firmly 

opposed to this method of reducing the cost of the army. Henry had used the 

disbandings in 1655 as an opportunity to promote officer allies such as 

Ingoldsby at the expense of adversaries such as Axtell, and Fleetwood possibly 

feared that this would recur. Fleetwood favoured reducing the number of 

soldiers per troop and company to fifty and seventy men respectively. Henry 

countered that if soldiers were disbanded, they would return to England, and it 

would be difficult to raise men swiftly should occasion require it. Officers, on the 

other hand, who were 'sufficiently tyed by their lands’, would remain in Ireland 

and had a vested interest in maintaining security in the interest of their estates.^^ 

The issue became more pressing since, by September 1657, the financial 

situation in England was dire and the army in Ireland was forced to accept 

another month's delay in their pay (by December 1657, army pay was in arrears 

of eight months). But Henry Cromwell was bitterly disappointed when, in 

October 1657, he received an outline of a revised model for the army from 

London, in which he found ‘the contrary from what I alwayes thought both 

cheapest and safest, for therein the reducement is made upon the soldiers, 

whereas 1 would have had it on the officers'.^° Thurloe explained the English 

Council's decision thus: '[t]o deale plainlye with your excellencye, I beleeve some 

of the officers are much regarded here in this reducement; and for their sakes 

the way propounded by you is the lesse lik’d: and truly, if your excellencye 

should doe it now, I judge a tendernes to some men would be of use’. î 

Fleetwood and the officers had won the argument.

On 2 December 1657, Henry Cromwell wrote a frank and strongly-worded letter 

to his father, in which he described the untenable nature of the position he had 

been placed in. His 'enemies’ were exploiting the fact that army pay was in arrear 

to foment disaffection. They blamed his own limited political influence, which

Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, 15 Jul. 1657, TSP, vi, pp. 404 -5 .
Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, 9 Sept. 1657, ibid., vi, pp. 505 -6 .
Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, 6 Oct. 1657, Correspondence o f  Henry Cromwell, pp. 324 -5 . 
Thurloe to Henry Cromwell, 1 Dec. 1657, TSP, vi, p. 647.
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compared poorly to that enjoyed by Ireton and Fleetwood, for the lack of 

financial support for the army:

som e [are] p ersw ading the army, that 1 w as negligent o f their concernm ents, hoping  

thereby to a lienate the affections o f the so ld iery  from  me: others telling  them  m y in terest  

in England w as very sm all, that 1 could n ot procure su p p lyes as others, m y p red ecessors, 

had done... thereby to bring the odium  o f so ill an office upon me.

Henry Cromwell felt that it was 'very difficult' to keep the army quiet, and 

admitted that there were 'mutinous dispositions in Ireland’. Only two days after 

this missive was dispatched, Henry received a command from the English 

Council to enforce Fleetwood’s revised model for the army, which had been sent 

to Henry Cromwell the previous September and which Henry had received in 

October. Henry wrote an extremely angry letter to Fleetwood, in which he 

declared that he had lost the September plans, but admitted, in any case, that he 

'utterly disliked’ them. He objected to the fact that, although he had received 

assurances that any reformation of the army would require his approval, the 

Council’s command overrode his express wishes. He wrote with trilling 

invective:

To speak  the truth, I am very much afraid, that 1 have not been  w ell dealth  w ithall in this  

business; for b esid es that 1 am nnot thought com p eten t for an affair of th is nature, 1 am  

put upon an im possibility , viz. to d isband w ith ou t m oney to pay o ff arrears. 1 w on d er that 

you, w ho so w ell understand an affair o f th is nature, and so  perfectly  know  our condition  

ere, the arm y being 8 m onths in arrear, and no m on ey  in the treasury, should  suffer things 

to com e to this pass... 1 hope you have not put m e upon th is im p lem en t to ruin m e by it.̂ ^

Henry suspected a conspiracy against him, and complained bitterly to Broghill 

that 'they begin to play their after-game, by putting me to reduce in an absurd 

and dangerous way, and withall to do so with without money’. He asked the Lord 

Protector for permission to return to London, in order to explain affairs in 

Ireland and remonstrated with Thurloe that the ‘material part, in which my 

proposals differ from my brother Fleetwood's is, that a much greater effective 

force will be maintained with the same charge by the one way then by the

“*2 Henry Cromwell to Fleetwood, 4 Dec. 1657, TSP, vl, p. 658.
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other’.'̂  ̂ Fleetwood was, in turn, indignant. '1 hope then you will excuse me’, he 

declared testily, 'if 1 say, I am not deservedly blamed in this action’. He explained 

that the Council of Officers in England were behind most of the plans for the 

reducement in Ireland, and that the same was done in relation to General Monck 

in Scotland. He regretted that he was 'still under [Henry’s] jealousyes’ and 

advised that if Henry continued to listen to false reports, 'or take actions in the 

worst sence', Fleetwood would 'still have cause to bewaile my former 

unhappynes in being misunderstood by you’. Henry Cromwell was outwardly 

mollified and wrote to Fleetwood an apologetic letter in which he admitted he 

was 'at [his] witts end, and too apt to resent things too deeply’. Nevertheless, he 

continued to harbour deep suspicions about Fleetwood’s intentions and, in 

January 1658, he again requested to return to England in advance of the opening 

of the second session of the Second Protectorate Parliament to galvanise support 

for his political agenda.

It was not only on Irish matters that the Fleetwood and Henry Cromwell 

disagreed. Differences between them, and their respective allies, played out on 

another stage during debates on constitutional change in the Second 

Protectorate Parliament, which sat between September 1656 and February 

1658. On 28 October 1656, William Jephson, the MP for Cork and a staunch 

Cromwellian, introduced a motion to the House in order to amend Article 32 of 

the Instrument of Government which stated that 'the office of Lord Protector 

over these nations shall be elective and not hereditary... which election shall be 

by the Council'. Jephson proposed that the Protectorship should, instead, be an 

hereditary office. His motion was, it appears, coldly received and then dropped, 

but Firth has found convincing evidence in the despatches of foreign 

ambassadors that it was discussed informally in the course of debates in the 

following weeks and another Old Protestant, Broghill, was also identified as a 

supporter of the scheme. Bordeaux, the French ambassador, reported that on 14 

November 'they made another proposal in parliament in favour of the succession

Henry Cromwell to Broghill, 8 Dec. 1657, ibid., p. 665; Henry Cromwell to Oliver Cromwell, 2 
Dec. 1657, ibid., p. 650; Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, 5 Dec. 1657, ibid., pp. 660 -1 .

Fleetwood to Henry Cromwell, 15 Dec. 1657, ibid., pp. 680-1; Henry Cromwell to Fleetwood,
30 Dec. 1657, ibid., pp. 713-4; Henry Cromwell to Fleetwood, jan. 1657[?), and Fauconberg, 20 
Jan. 1658, ibid., pp. 733, 753.
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of the Protector; bu t the officers of the arm y seemed as hostile as they w ere 

before'45 There is o ther evidence tha t mem bers of the army w ere  uncomfortable 

with the notion of an hereditary  Protectorship. A correspondent of Henry 

Cromwell noted tha t a meeting of thirty officers w as held in November, probably 

at Wallingford House, and 'resolved vigorously to opose' such a scheme. 

Furthermore, two of the Major Generals, James Berry and John Desborough, 

w ere also opposed to the idea of am ending Article 32, which proposal was 

eventually dropped.^^^

A Parliamentary schism betw een army officers on the one hand, and the Irish Old 

Protestant faction on the other, was in evidence in o ther aspects of 

Parliamentary business. In January 1657, a month after the resignation of the 

Baptist officers in Ireland, Henry Cromwell articulated strong reservations about 

the regime of the major generals:

Tis high tim e that h is H ighness should  see  the n ecessity  o f throw ing h im selfe upon m en of 

in terest and sob er principles; for certainly th ose h ee n ow  d eeleth  w ith  (1 m eane the major 

generalls] will one tim e or other give him the slip, as 1 have not long sin ce b een  bold to 

intim ate to his H ighness himselfe...'*^

His rem arks coincided with Parliamentary debates on the Decimation Bill, which 

provided the finance for the major generals via an additional taxation on those 

who had, at any time since 1642, adhered to the cause of Charles I or Charles II. 

Although Henry Cromwell was enam oured of the idea of a militia, he was 

uncomfortable with the wide-ranging powers of the major generals and the 

alienating methods used to fund them. Broghill was firmly against the 

Decimation Bill, due in no small part  to his close connections with former 

Royalists including his own brother, the Earl of Cork, who was one of the biggest 

landowners in the country.'^^ Henry Cromwell, as we have already seen, was keen 

to shore up a strong base of support among this section of Irish society, 

particularly since his popularity among military officers was at a low ebb.

J. B. Firth and C. H. Firth, ‘Cromwell and the Crown’, EHR, xvii, no. 67 (1902], pp. 433-5 ; Little, 
Broghill, p. 148.

John Bridges to Henry Cromwell, 25 Nov. 1656, Correspondence o f  Henry Cromwell, pp. 186-7;
C. H. Firth, The Last Years o f  the Protectorate, 1656-1658  (2 vols., London, 1909}, i, pp. 65 -6 .

Henry Cromwell to Broghill, draft letter, Jan. 1657(7], Correspondence o f  Henry Cromwell, pp. 
194-5 .

Little, Lord Broghill, p. 142.
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Broghill energetically led the Parliamentary faction opposed to the Decimation 

Bill, whereas Lambert represented the army faction which was firmly in its 

favour. The Irish MPs’ votes were decisive in the legislation's defeat: Gookin 

wrote that '[t]he major-generalls are much offended at the Irish and Scottish 

members, who being much united doe sway exceedingly by their votes’.'̂ ^

Debates in England were clearly having an impact on army opinion in Ireland. 

Henry Cromwell’s optimism for a civilian settlement the previous month were 

replaced with the fear that a

[rjem iss or over p atient sp iritt at th is tim e in any, espetia lly  th ose w h oe are at the helm e, 

w ere very dangerous; and therefore I h ope you'll n ot suffer that to prevaile. I assu re you  

subtile and m ore fly en em ies are very busie, and doc under sp eciou s and religious  

p reten ces m ake strange rep resen tation s o f your in tentions, and doe en d eavou r to  

p rep o ssess  m en w ith  prejudice. 1 h ope th ose  m en w ill be narrow ly w atcht and ey'd. 1 shall 

use the b est care 1 can to p revent the breaking out o f any d istem per here, either for 

pretended  friends, or our m ore open  and com m on enemy...^°

Although a resurgence in the Royalist cause was always a concern, Henry was 

more preoccupied with the threat posed by the disaffected that were close to the 

regime.

In February 1657, the breach between radical army officers in Ireland and Henry 

Cromwell was widened by the protracted and acrimonious debates over the 

proposal to offer the crown to Oliver Cromwell. On 23 February, Sir Christopher 

Packe introduced the Humble Address and Remonstrance (which was later 

revised and became the Humble Petition and Advice) to Parliament. It was a 

constitutional document that outlined a revised form of government with Oliver 

Cromwell at its helm as king. On 8 May, Cromwell ultimately rejected it on the 

basis that the title of king was too divisive and on 25 May he accepted a revised 

Humble Petition and Advice that contained no reference to the royal title. This 

sequence of events, which has been well documented by Firth and, more

Gookin to Henry Cromwell, 3 Feb. 1657, TSP, vi, p. 37.
Draft letter of Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, [Feb.] 1657, ibid., p. 53.
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recently, by Little and Smith, illustrates the growing rift betw'een Fleetwood and 

the Cromwellians, and the alienation of radical officers in Ireland.^^

It is clear from his correspondence tha t Henry Cromwell was closely aligned with 

the civilian wing of w hat Little and Smith have te rm ed the 'court p a r t y ’ .

MPs for Ireland, Broghill and Jephson, w ere  to the forefront of this group, as 

w ere  Whitelocke, Thurloe and John Glynne. Broghill was particularly effective at 

manipulating the Irish vote to support its policies. Although the arm y in terest 

was originally aligned with tha t of the court party  during the Commonwealth 

this changed during the Protectorate. The differences betw een their respective 

agendas w ere most notable in late 1656 and early 1657, w hen civilian m em bers 

of the group organised the opposition to the Decimation Bill, and during the 

springtime debates in 1657 on the Humble Petition and Advice. It was the court 

party  tha t designed the pro-civilian Humble Address and, later, the Humble 

Petition, and succeeded in enlisting the support of Irish, Scottish and 

Presbyterian MPs in order to ensure its success.^^ The army, however, was 

staunchly opposed to the docum ent from the outset, and Fleetwood was one of 

the most senior army and governm ent figures tha t led the political

counterattack.54

The news of Packe's presenta tion of the proposed constitution to the House on 

23 February, which purported  to confer the title of king on Cromwell, m ust have 

drawn gasps from radical arm y officers who, less than th ree  years earlier, found 

the title of Lord Protector objectionable. It provoked heated  exchanges in 

Parliament: one of Lambert's acolytes, Luke Robinson, famously declared tha t 

the Humble Address should be bu rn t by the common h a n g m a n . T h e  major 

generals w ere generally opposed to the Humble Address; Jephson reported  tha t 

Sydenham and Lambert w ere  vehemently opposed to it and tha t 'Fleetwood and

C. H. Firth, 'Cromwell and the Crown’, EHR, xviii, no. 69 (1903], pp. 52-80; Little and Smith, 
Parliam ents and Politics, pp. 13 -27 .
52 In the 1 6 5 4 -5  Parliament this loose group of MPs com prised of army officers and civilians such 
as John Claypole, Charles W olseley and Nathaniel Fiennes. Tensions engendered over the major- 
generals controversy between the dissolution of the First Protectorate Parliament and during the 
sitting of the Second Protectorate Parliament resulted in a rift betw een the civilian and military 
wings of the court party. Little and Smith, Parliam ents and Politics, pp. 105-7 .
53 Ibid., pp. 1 0 6 -7 ,1 1 6 -7 .  
s-^Ibid., pp. 110-1
55 Firth, ‘Cromwell and the Crown’, p. 56n.
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general Desborough speake against it but calmlye'. Tlie Irish MPs, apart from the 

army men, John Hewson, Hierome Sankey and Thomas Cooper, supported the 

measure, and their enthusiasm generated a guarantee from Whitelocke to 

support Irish legislative measures.^^ After a 3:1 majority vote, the House agreed 

to discuss the Humble Address; Sidenham and Robinson opposed the motion. 

Several major generals decided to lobby Oliver Cromwell in person, and visited 

his lodging to remonstrate with him on the evening of 23 February. The 

atmosphere was cold: Anthony Morgan reported that they were in the room a 

quarter of an hour before anyone spoke. In the end, someone made a complaint 

about the Parliament, to which Cromwell angrily responded:

W hat w ould  you have m e doe? Are n ot they o f your ow n garbling? Did not you  adm it

w hom  you p leased? And n ow  doe you com plain  to me? Did I m ed dle w ith  it?

The major generals withdrew from the room. On the following day, on 24 

February, Lambert was teller for the Noes in a vote on whether the Humble 

Address should be read the follow^ing day. '̂^

Army opponents of the Humble Address were quick to drum up support. On 26 

February, the officers of the army held their weekly meeting at Whitehall, and 

the occasion was used as an opportunity to debate the kingship. On hearing that 

the major generals were holding a meeting at Desborough’s lodgings, 

presumably in order to discuss the same issue, the officers removed thither. 

Lambert was the leader of the discussions. Although he counselled caution, he 

reminded the officers assembled that although he and the major generals were 

MPs, 'yet they were fellow members of the army with them, and therefore their 

conjunction in Councell now as nessisary as ever'. The only officers that spoke 

were against the Humble Address, which they tellingly referred to as the 'bill for 

Kingshipp’.^̂  They agreed to take action and the following day, on 27 February, 

one hundred officers assembled at the Lord Protector’s residence to present 

their objections, via their spokesman Colonel Mills, to Oliver Cromwell. They 

were particularly concerned with the title of king, and the proposed Other

William Jephson to Henry Cromwell, 24 Feb. 1657, Correspondence o f  Henry Cromwell, p. 203.
Anthony Morgan to Henry Cromwell, 24 Feb. 1657, ibid., p. 206; 23 Feb. 1657, Burton’s Diary, i, 

pp. 378 -9 .
58 Newsletter, 26 Feb. 1657, Clarke Papers, iii, p. 92.
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House. Cromwell was highly annoyed. In a long tirade he outlined how the army 

had consistently controlled events in order  to suit itself. It was the arm y that 

'made him dissolve the Long Parliament’; they themselves chose m em bers for 

the Nominated Assembly; arm y officers d rew  up the Instrum ent of Government 

and subsequently excluded m em bers from the Protectorate Parliaments tha t it 

did not like. It was the arm y’s hubris tha t had led to the calling of elections for 

the Protectorate Parliament as it was

confident, by your ow n strength  and interest, to get m en ch osen  to your heart's desire.

How you have failed therein, and h ow  much the country hath b een  d isobliged , is w ell

known.

He ordered the officers to select six or seven of their num ber to discuss the issue 

further with him and tersely bade the men goodnight.^® In the weeks thereafter, 

there  w ere  no m ore large displays of army disaffection with Parliamentary 

proceedings, bu t on 3 March Jephson w rote to Henry Cromwell tha t the Humble 

Address was 'severly oppos'd, both in the parliam ent and w ithout doores, by 

many officers of the arm ye’.̂ ’̂

During these turbulent weeks, Oliver Cromwell avoided taking firm action 

against disaffected officers, bu t his son was not similarly inhibited. Henry viewed 

army recalcitrance as 'a providential opportunitie to pull out those thorns, which 

are like to be troblesom in the sides of his highnesse, that soe thinges in the army 

and elsewhere may be brought to such a tem peram ent, as tha t godly and well- 

disposed men may have securitie in itt’. Indeed, the fact tha t some of 'the great 

ones could noe be tte r  digest’ the Humble Address was, in Henry Cromwell’s 

opinion, testam ent to the value of the constitutional document; he hoped the 

Humble Address would curb the pow er of those who had 'vainly arrogat[ed] to 

themselves too great a share in the right of his highnesse's governm ent’. He 

informed Thurloe tha t he had good reason to suspect tha t Hewson, who was 

active in opposing the Humble Address in Parliament, was stirring up trouble in 

Ireland. This was a cause for concern as Dublin Castle, w here the governm ent 

stored ammunition, was under the control of his sons-in-law. Colonel Henry

Anthony Morgan to Henry Cromwell, 3 Mar. 1657, Correspondence o f  Henry Cromwell, pp. 2 1 5 -  
6; 7 Mar. 1657, Burton’s Diary, i, pp. 382 -5 .

Jephson to Henry Cromwell, 3 Mar. 1657, Correspondence o f  Henry Cromwell, p. 213.
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Jones and Colonel Richard Lawrence. Henry Cromwell proposed to remove them 

from this position, although no record survives to indicate whether this actually 

occurred;

[being] w ell sa tisfied  o f H ew son's alarum einge his son s Lawrence and Jones [w h oe have  

at p resen t their resid en ce in Dublin castle, and have a llw ayes hade and influence uppon  

the com pany that guards itt] w ith  strange and blacke clouds, w hich  he sayes hange over  

the h ead es o f the godly, 1 shall forthw ith  draw e out that com pany, and com m itt that place  

(w h ere our treasury and am m unition lyes] to one, in w h om e I can m ore truely acq u iesce  

as to th is cause and matter.

Despite the fact that he hoped that troublesome spirits had already expended 

their energies, Henry Cromwell was careful to write to 'some of the well-affected 

officers of the army, to observe every motion of incendiaries, and to give checque 

to the first appearances of disturbance, whether the same be attempted by 

outward tumults, or by that more sly and specious way of petition and meetings 

to that purpose’. î

There were no obvious signs of major unrest in Ireland in the spring of 1657, but 

Henry Cromwell kept a close eye on those known for disaffection. In the middle 

of March, Vernon, Allen, and another Baptist associate of theirs, a Mr Doyley, who 

were closely watched in Waterford by a loyal Cromwellian officer, appear to 

have planned to address an assembly of Quakers that included large numbers of 

military p e r s o n n e l . ^ ^  Towards the end of April, Henry Cromwell, who was 

normally optimistic about the extent of his control over recalcitrant elements in 

the army, admitted to Broghill that 'observing the unusual and manifest 

brashnes of some here [who never approved of mee nor I of them), and with all 

the clowdines of honeste men, 1 collect from the whole some grounds to thinke 

things are not like to be so well as 1 could wish and as once I hoped*. To his 

father, he wrote that there were frequent meetings between Allen, Vernon and 

'that party, whose very spirit is legible in this libellous declaration’. The 

'declaration' was almost certainly a reference to a Fifth Monarchy tract that had 

just been printed and which advocated strong action against the Protectorate 

government; that Henry Cromwell was aware of it suggests that it may have been

Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, 4 Mar. 1657, TSP, vi, p. 94.
Daniel Redman to Henry Cromwell, 15 Mar. 1657, Correspondence o f  Henry Cromwell, p. 226.
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circulated in Ireland. The Fifth Monarchists were, undoubtedly, a cause for 

concern because on 9 April, Thomas Venner and a small group of Fifth 

Monarchists w ere  apprehended in London in advance of an attem pted  coup 

against the government. Henry Cromwell opined tha t it was 'a providence, that 

they [i.e. Allen and Vernon] and som others w ere not in England at this junc ture’ 

and he kept a close eye on any officer tha t travelled from Ireland to E n g l a n d .

Fleetwood’s behaviour in London was also alarming. He plainly voiced his 

concern with the kingship and it was believed tha t he was behind a letter 

circulating in Ireland that denounced the kingship party. It was also rum oured 

tha t Fleetwood was agitating to re turn  to Ireland and, with reason as it tu rned  

out, as Henry Cromwell would be made Lord Deputy if the Humble Address w ere 

passed.^4 Fleetwood did not conceal his dislike of the Humble Address in a letter 

to Henry Cromwell on 24 March, on the eve of an im portant vote on that 

legislation: T o m o rro w  will probably determ ine it and that in the affirmative, 

which will be a sadde greife to the hearts  of good people whose hopes are only in 

his Highnes’. ŝ It was probably during these months that an anonymous well 

w isher sent a letter to Fleetwood in which declared: ‘the how re of tem ptation is 

upon yow, and yow are now to be tryed, w he ther  yow can contemne the 

splendor of Pharoh's courte; and w hether  yow will choose ra the r  to suffer 

affliction with the people of God, then to enjoy the pleasures of sinne for a 

season’. It roundly condemned Oliver Cromwell and his 'courtiers’ and, although 

it did not advocate an armed insurrection against the regime, it pleaded with 

Fleetwood to endeavour to convince his father-in-law of his 'unrighteousnesse, 

and to persuade him to give glory to God in sincerity, by confessing the 

temptations, tha t have beene upon him too mighty for him’.^̂  Fleetwood had 

seemingly built up a profile as an alternative leader among disaffected army 

officers.

Henry Cromwell to Broghill, draft letter, Apr. 1657, Correspondence o f  Henry Cromwell, p. 267; 
Henry Cromwell to Oliver Cromwell, 22 Apr. 1657, TSP, vi, pp. 222 -3 .

‘Itt is w hispered that the lord deputy does ym portunately presse to returne to [Ireland]’, John 
Bridges to Henry Cromwell, 24 Mar. 1657, Correspondence o f  Henry Cromwell, p. 235. Henry 
Cromwell was appointed Lord Deputy of Ireland on 17 Nov. 1657.

Fleetwood to Henry Cromwell, 24 Mar. 1657, Correspondence o f  Henry Cromwell, p. 235.
“  'To general Fleetwood, lord-deputy of Ireland', TSP, vi, 244 -6 .
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Oliver Cromwell was concerned, after the intervention of Mills and the officers, 

that the latter would not countenance the title of king. On 3 April, he responded 

to a committee of the Parliament on the question of whether he found the 

Humble Petition and Advice acceptable. He lamented that the document, which 

he roundly praised had to be accepted in its entirety, and which he felt 'hedged 

up’ his path. He declared, however, 'I have not been able to find it my duty to God 

and you to undertake this charge under that Title'. Both Carlyle and Firth are of 

the opinion that Cromwell's rejection of the Crown was equivocal. Jephson, 

writing to Henry Cromwell, considered it a 'demur' but only because it was 

addressed to a committee of Parliament, and did not constitute a formal address 

to Parliament.^'^ It is clear, however, that Oliver Cromwell hoped that Parliament 

would redraft the Humble Petition and Advice without the title of king, or at least 

give him discretion to accept the Humble Petition without the title. John Bridges 

outlined the reason for his reluctance to accept the title:

many godly men that have hazarded theire lives in this cause are dissattisfyed with it, and 

providence haveing with the old family eradicated the old title, hee thinks it his duty to 

beg of the parliament not to put that uppon those good men which they cannot swallowe, 

though it may bee theire weakenes... 1 beleeve his Highness is jealous there may bee som e 

distem per in the army.^s

His concerns were warranted by Venner's attempted coup. Nevertheless, 

throughout April Cromwell continued to meet a committee of MPs, in order to 

'sattisfy him of the reason and necessity’ of the title of king. Although his stance 

remained the same -  that he was happy with the Humble Petition apart from the 

title of king -  at times he betrayed an inclination to accept the title. On 13 April, 

for example, Cromwell averred: '1 had rather have any Name from this 

Parliament than any other Name without it: so much do I think of the authority 

of the Parliament'.^^ By May, therefore, there were high hopes among MPs that 

Cromwell would accept the title and it appears that he almost did. After his 

rejection of the crown, on 8 May, Thurloe recalled:

Cromwell speech to Parliament’s 'committee of ninety-nine’, 3 Apr. 1657, Carlyle (ed.]. Letters 
and Speeches, iii, p. 32; Firth, 'Cromwell and the Crown’, p. 67.

Bridges to Henry Cromwell, 13 Apr. 1657, Correspondence o f Henry Cromwell, p. 254.
Cromwell speech to Parliament’s ‘committee of ninety-nine’, 13 Apr. 1657, Carlyle [ed.]. Letters 

and Speeches, iii, p. 57.
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he w as resolved  to accept it w ith  that title; but just in the very nicke o f tym e he tooke  

other resolu tions, the three great m en p rofessinge their great u nfreen es to act, and sayd, 

that ym ed iately  after his acceptance thereof, th ey  m ust w ithd raw  from  all publique  

ym ploym ent, and soe  they b eleeved  w ould  severall other officers o f quality, that had 

b een e engaged all alonge in th is w arre7°

The 'three great men’ were, of course, Lambert, Fleetwood and Desborough. 

Even more decisively, however, on the very morning Cromwell was expected to 

formally accept the Humble Petition and Advice in its entirety. Parliament was 

confronted with a petition orchestrated by Colonel Thomas Pride (of Pride's 

Purge fame] and signed by approximately twenty-five officers who, as Firth 

remarks, represented the majority of field officers then in London. A small group 

of officers presented the petition, which requested Parliament not to press 

Cromwell to accept the title of king. In the meantime, Cromwell learned of the 

petition, and despatched Fleetwood to Parliament to put a stop to it. Fleetwood 

later explained to Henry Cromwell that

His H ighnes having given severall denyalls, they con ceived  it did becom  them  to ow n  his 

H ighnes in w hat he did, and that the h ow se w ould  p lease no further to p resse  him therin. 

Their in tentions, 1 am confydent, w as honest, though the thing w as in itese lfe  very  

unseasonab le , and w as, 1 finde upon exam ination, a very su dd en  resolution. W hen I knew  

o f w h at they w er  about 1 w en t and acquainted  his H ighnes w ith  it, w h o  d esired  it m ight be 

supprest, w hich accordingly 1 m ade all the haste 1 could, but I cam a quarter o f an houre  

too late, and they being gon to the h ow se to deliver, 1 did then hasten  thither, w h eare 1 

found the debate w as w ither it show ld  be reade or not. 1 m oved the h o w se  agains the  

reading of it, and so  it w as layde aside and noth ing w as don therin.^i

It is unlikely that Fleetwood would not have known of the petition in advance: 

Ludlow states that he did and that Cromwell was furious that it was not 

suppressed. Whatever the case, Fleetwood's account above certainly 

demonstrates that he was sympathetic to the petitioners, and his claim that 

Cromwell had repeatedly refused the kingship was an exaggeration in light of the 

latter's more ambiguous remarks to MPs and the widespread belief that he 

would accept the title. On the 6 and 7 of May, according to the well-informed 

Thurloe, Cromwell declared ‘to severall of the house’ that he would accept the

0̂ Thurloe to Henry Cromwell, 12 May 1657, TSP, vi, p. 281.
Fleetwood to Henry Cromwell, 12 May 1657, Correspondence o f  Henry Cromwell, p. 270.
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Humble Petition with the title of king. MPs were shocked, therefore, when 

Cromwell summoned them to the Banqueting House at Whitehall on the morning 

of 8 May and told them: ‘1 cannot undertake this Government with the Title of
King’J2

Contemporaries attributed Cromwell’s decision to army intervention. 

Whitelocke was of the opinion that 'fearing a mutiny and defection of a great part 

of the army in case he should assume that title and office, [Cromwell’s] mind 

changed: and many of the officers of the army gave out high threatenings against 

him, in case he should do it’. The title of king was obviously contentious, but 

some observers were of the opinion that 'to many persons anything that lookes 

like a civil settlement seemes contrary to their interest and principles’. Another 

MP, probably Thomas Burton, expressed it more idiosyncratically when he 

wrote: 'Sword dominion is too sweet, to be parted with, and the truth is 

(whatever kind of squeezynes we may pretend to) that the single issue, the 

maine dread is, that the civill power shall swallow upp the m i l l i t a r y ’ . ^ ^  Although 

it has been noted that, with the exception of John Lambert, the officers ultimately 

accepted the Humble Petition and Advice without the title of king, they had 

demonstrated that when it came to important political decisions they were 

prepared to intervene. Their presence at the doors of the Parliament on the day 

of the final decision on the constitutional settlement of England, Scotland and 

Ireland was an eerie reminder to the assembled MPs of Pride’s Purge in 1648 

and the forcible dissolution of the Rump in 1653.

Fleetwood’s role in the affair was particularly worrying. He was the second most 

important military commander apart from Cromwell himself and had, as we have 

seen, a loyal following in the army in Ireland. Thurloe who, as Cromwell’s 

spymaster, was in a pretty good position to feel the pulse of popular opinion, 

'perceive[d] men, who are contrary-minded to what the parlament endeavoured 

to restore this nation to, speake freely in Ireland’. Henry Cromwell, in reference 

to the disaffected in Ireland, wrote:

Thurloe to Henry Cromwell, 12 May 1657, TSP, vi, p. 281; Cromwell’s speech to Parliament, 8 
May 1657, Carlyle [ed.]. Letters and Speeches, iii, p. 129.

W hitelocke, Memorials, p. 656; Letter by T[homas] B[urton], 8 Apr. 1657, Clarke Papers, iii, p. 
105n.
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I canno t tell w hat intelligence thes buisy-bodies here  have gotten , bu t they  creep  abroad  

like snakes in the  w arm e sun; and indeed th is and th e  drow sines w hich 1 find upon the 

sp irits  of o u r b e tte r  freinds is th a t w hich touches m ee m ost, for they  a re  a p t to in te rp re t 

th is act of his H ighness ra th e r  prejudicial! un to  them ; no t so m uch by refusing for th a t his 

H ighness is w ith o u t the title; as by th erb y  th a t by refusing it hee seem ed p referring  those 

th a t gang before such as far b e tte r  and  m ore solid interest^'^

The result o f such m anoeuvring becam e apparent in June, w hen a petition  

addressed to F leetw ood and celebrating Cromwell's rejection of the crown, was 

found circulating in Ireland. The m en behind it w ere Colonels John H ewson and 

Richard Lawrence. No copy o f the letter survives, but Thurloe w as of the opinion  

that it ‘favour[ed] of an unquiet and devideing spirit’ and Henry Cromwell was 

highly annoyed. Fleetwood, how ever, defended H ewson to the hilt:

I am  sorry  to u n d erstan d  th e r is any occation for a m isunderstand ing  tw ix t yourselfe and 

collonel Hewson. He w righ ts to  me th a t the le tte r containing w hat it did and it being to  be 

sen t to myselfe and bu t from  a few, he did conceive it m ight be don w ithou t offence... I 

neede not tell you the  faithfullnes and in tegrity  of th a t person.'^^

H ew son’s letter continued to cause controversy m onths after it had been  

circulated. In early September, Colonel Alexander Brayfield w as cashiered for the  

following reasons:

In brief, the  m an w as allw ayes taken  notice of as a busie and a tu rb u len t person , kep t 

co rrespondence  w ith  all o th ers  of th e  like tem per; a p ro m o te r of sed itious papers, and 

w ho laboured  to  revive and justifie th a t le tte r  of colonell H ew son's, &;c. w hich I had 

publiquely  declared  against, allw ayes takeing  too g rea t a liberty  in censureing  the 

governm en t and  governors of th ese  nations.’̂®

Brayfield w as a w ell-connected Baptist and a Lieutenant-Colonel in H ew son’s 

regiment; Fleetwood had appointed him governor o f Athlone in 1655, and 

praised him as 'singular deserving person’ despite the fact that he w as know n to 

have spread copies of the seditious Three Colonels' Petition w ith Ludlow. 

Henry Cromwell w as particularly angered that Brayfield, in 'his frequent and

Thurloe to Henry Cromwell, 26 May 1657, TSP, vi, p. 311; Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, [May?] 
1657, Correspondence o f Henry Cromwell, p. 275.

Thurloe to Henry Cromwell, 16 Jun. 1657, TSP, vi, p. 352; Fleetwood to Henry Cromwell, 17 Jun. 
1657, Correspondence o f Henry Cromwell, p. 285.

Henry Cromwell to  Thurloe, 9 Sept. 1657, TSP, vi, p. 505.
Ludlow, i, p. 408.
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familiar discourses’, had com pared him and OHver Cromwell to Absalom and 

David respectively (Absalom was, of course, a fratricidal and patricidal villain]. 

Brayfield also alleged tha t Oliver Cromwell had 'liked well’ Hewson’s letter, and 

tha t the la tter had only been suppressed at Henry’s insistence. He was promptly 

court martialled and cashiered, bu t Brayfield’s case caused consternation in 

Ireland and England. Dr Philip Carteret, the Advocate General of the arm y in 

Ireland and a fellow Baptist, offered his resignation to Henry Cromwell in 

protest. Thurloe and Broghill urged Henry to exercise his pow er to pardon 

Brayfield as did Oliver Cromwell:

I am sorrie you  w rote  m e som e sad ap preh en sions o f som n e en im ies o f you rs to b ee about  

m ee, truly none dare appeare soe, and I am p ersw ad ed  if you  thinke your B. F leetw ood  to  

be soe, you  are m istaken, it w ere  dan-gerous for you  to thinke soe... I am  sorrie  you  gaue  

m ee not on e w ord  about Leifnt Coll: Brafeilds businesse... 1 am afraid you  haue erred in 

this, if you  m inde th is a llsoe can I pray you, giue a rem idee for m y sake, and lett the p oore  

man b ee h and som ely  r e s t o r e d . ^ 8

Henry, however, remained intransigent and Brayfield was not rehabilitated until 

the Cromwells fell from pow er in 1659.

Fleetwood’s suspect loyalty to the Cromwellian regime did him no favours. 

Although he ultimately accepted the revised Humble Petition and Advice, and 

swore an oath of allegiance as a m em ber of the Protectoral Council in June, his 

time as Lord Deputy was coming to an end. Fleetwood’s commission as Lord 

Deputy was due to expire on 1 September 1657 and there  was some discussion 

of the possibility tha t Fleetwood would, in fact, be elevated to the position of 

(absentee] Lord Lieutenant, and Henry Cromwell made Lord Deputy; this plan 

never materialised.'^^ In the sum m er of 1657, Henry Cromwell’s Old P rotestant 

allies in England, believing tha t Oliver Cromwell would nominate his young son 

Lord Deputy if the plan engendered sufficient support, circulated a petition 

calling for such an appoin tm ent to be made. Henry was personally annoyed at 

the Old P ro tes tan ts’ intervention. He referred to their earlier petition of 1655, in 

which they called for Fleetwood to be replaced as Lord Deputy by Henry

Firth, 'A Letter’, pp. 347 -8 .
Draft letter by Henry Cromwell to Broghill, [Jul. or Aug.] 1657, Correspondence o f  Henry 

Cromwell, pp. 311, 311n.
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Cromwell, as 'one of the cheif disasters of my life’. In any event, Steele refused to 

sign the petition and the rest of the disbanded Irish Council followed his lead

During the late sum m er and autum n of 1657 little was done in relation to the 

settlem ent of Ireland. The commission of the Council and Lord Deputy had 

expired, bu t no one was nom inated to replace them, and Henry Cromwell 

rem ained the de facto head of governm ent and the arm y in Ireland. Henry was 

concerned that, as he stated in a le tter to Thurloe, 'the world thinkes, tha t this 

in terregnum  is caused upon my account, that is, by your irresolution and 

haesitation in England concerning the chief trus t  here, in w hose hands to place it’. 

He volunteered to be overlooked for the position of Lord Deputy: '[i]f waveing 

mee would make that settlem ent m ore cleare, it w ere  be tte r  to take it’.^̂  Henry's 

m ost frequent and well-informed correspondent on the Council of State, Thurloe, 

was vague regarding the reasons why commissions for a Lord Deputy and Irish 

Council had not been drawn up. He hinted that Cromwell’s absence from the 

Council of State due to illness re tarded  the despatch of governm ent business. 

Henry Cromwell reacted to Thurloe’s vague letters with suspicion: ‘I suppose you 

did not speake more plainely, for feare of frighting mee with the pow er of my 

adversaries, and the mislike of mee and my proceedings, which are the 

hindrances 1 conceive you m eane’. Once again he offered his resignation. 

Thurloe, in a le tter to Broghill dated 22 September, adm itted the debates 

regarding the Irish settlem ent w ere fraught, and w rote  despairingly tha t he was 

‘now  out of hope to see a fittinge sett lem ent of tha t nation [Ireland], as to the 

civill-government, having but lately had some neare discourse about it; which is 

all 1 will say now upon such s u b j e c t ' . ^ ^

On 28 October 1657, Oliver Cromwell a ttended the Council of State and 

nom inated Henry Cromwell to be Lord Deputy. The Council consented and 

agreed to reappoint all the former m em bers of the Irish Council with the 

exception of Goodwin. It is not clear on w hat grounds Goodwin, a former 

m em ber of the Long Parliament, was laid aside. Henry Cromwell thought his

Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, probably Aug. 1657, TSP, vi, p. 446.
Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, 25 Aug. 1657, TSP, vi, p. 481.
Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, 16 Sept. 1657, TSP, vi, p. 519; Thurloe to Broghill, 22 Sept. 1657, 

ibid., p. 526.
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dismissal would be unpopular with the incoming Parliament, presumably since 

they might view it as a slight: apart from Corbet, Goodwin was the only other MP 

on the Irish Council. The Council of State also resolved that the quorum of the 

Irish Council be only two, and re-issued instructions for the Lord Deputy and 

Council that were largely the same as those drawn up in 1655. Henry was 

amazed that 'the powers therein given were not fettered and crippled with 

unusuall restrictions; which did indeed seem strange, considering the 

endeavours of some'. Fleetwood assured Henry of his support, but urged him to 

be 'a nursing father to the people of God’ in Ireland.^^ The new Lord Deputy’s 

political power contined to be compromised, however, by his difficult 

relationship with Corbet, Steele and Thomlinson. Bury and Pepys tended to 

support him but Goodwin had been his other advocate.

As its short lifespan suggests, the second session of the Second Protectorate 

Parliament, which lasted from 20 January 1658 to 4 February 1658, was an 

unmitigated political disaster. Cromwell spent the previous six months selecting 

members for the quasi House of Lords, known as the Other House, the 

establishment of which constituted one of the provisions of the Humble Petition. 

His nominees show that he was careful to mollify those not enamoured of 

kingship: Fleetwood, Hewson and another Major General, John Berry, were all 

chosen. It is notable, however, that a significant proportion of appointees -  

nearly 20 per cent, or twelve of the 63 members -  were either related through 

marriage, or directly, to the Cromwell family.^^ Much to Oliver Cromwell's 

annoyance, on convening it on 20 January 1658, Parliament immediately fell to 

debating its legitimacy. More worryingly, a pro-Rump petition circulated within 

the army in London, which has been rightly regarded as an attempt to ‘weld 

together a coalition of the various elements opposing the Protectorate', 

particularly Commonwealthsmen and religious radicals. It also appealed directly 

to the army by calling for the power to cashier soldiers and officers to be vested

Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, 25 Nov. 1657, TSP, vi, p. 632; Fleetwood to Henry Cromwell, 3 
Nov. 1657, Correspondence o f  Henry Cromwell, p. 341.

Members related to Oliver Cromwell by family and marriage were: Richard and Henry 
Cromwell, Lord John Claypole, Sir Francis Russell, John Jones, Sir William Lockhart, Oliver St 
John, John Desborough, Richard Ingoldsby and Richard Hampden.
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with a Council of War, and not with army commanders.^^ By publishing two 

letters from among the Bennet Letters and the Folger Shakespeare Library, 

Underdown has shown that it was mainly in response to the knowledge of this 

petition tha t Cromwell convened and addressed two hundred  officers in London 

on 6 February, two days after Parliament had been dissolved. He told them 

plainly that he

took e notice that severail o f them  (he und erstood ) w ere not satisfyed  in the transaction  of 

things, and som ew h at p layneiy exp rest his m inde to them , that such as w ere  not satisfied  

he w ould  have them  to g ive him theyr C om m issions and be as h on est [at least as the 

German sou ld iers) that if th ey  could not goe further w ith  him, to tell him  soe.®®

In his rage he told the officers tha t he would not be like a parson who preaches 

for an hour and generates no response, and bade the soldiers to speak their 

minds; however, as the w rite r  of these events wryly noted, Cromwell, as usual, 

spent the entire meeting unburdening himself of his own views. After the officers 

quietly dispersed, several of them, including Major Packer from Cromwell's own 

regiment, approached the Protector and told him that they 'did not thinke fitt to 

continue them  in theyr capacityes considering their dissatisfactions’ with the 

government.^^ Thurloe reported  that the men 'declared their dislike of the 

p resen t Government, made severail obiections to it, and seemed to speak of the 

goodness of a Commonwealth’.^̂  Cromwell immediately cashiered all six officers, 

a move which created a news sensation across the three  kingdoms. Henry 

Cromwell, revealing his own authoritarian  streak, declared he was delighted 

Packer and the o ther officers w ere 'so well disposed o f  and dem anded 

rhetorically: '[s]urely those men are onely angry for being disappointed, and that 

they cannot rule all by their own will and power; or ellse w hy did they urge the 

breaking up of the long parliament, and ever since opose all tendency to 

settlem ent of any kinde?’ To Broghill, Henry Cromwell w rote  of his contem pt for

Massarella, 'Politics of the Army', p. 493.
David Underdown, 'Cromwell and the Officers, February 1 6 5 8 ’, Ixxxiii, no. 326 [1968), p. 105. 
Ibid., p. 106.

8® Thurloe to General George Monck, 12 Feb. 1658, Clarke Papers, iii, p. 140.
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those 'men ignorant of law and... [who] fly to tha t law, the sword, which is their 

own hands'.^^

The dismissal of the six officers was a highly contentious. It revealed the depth of 

arm y disaffection since Packer was an officer in Cromwell’s own cavalry 

regiment. Packer was also, notably, a Baptist and at the time of his cashiering 

there w ere  reports  that the influential Baptist preacher, William Kiffin, was also 

expressing discontent with the regime.^® The alienation of religious radicals, 

once the bedrock of Cromwell's support base, spelled difficult times ahead for 

the Cromwellians. In March 1658, Henry Cromwell managed to convince the 

majority of the officers in Dublin to sign a petition of support for the  Protector, 

bu t approximately twelve officers refused to sign it. Moreover, many 

Independents refused to sign it, having been goaded not to by John Weaver, the 

brother-in-law of the Independent minister Dr Samuel Winter.^i Allen and 

Vernon, who w ere  in England, w ere  involved in meetings with Kiffin, who spoke 

out against the dissolution of the second Protectorate P a r l i a m e n t . ^ ^

Henry Cromwell also w orried  about political events in England, as it became 

clear during 1658 that Oliver Cromwell's health was in decline. In June 1658, 

Henry sum m arised his analysis of the situation to Thurloe w ith customary 

lucidity: 'Does not your peace depend upon his highness life, and upon his 

peculiar skill, and faculty, and personall in terest in the army, as now  modelled 

and c o m m a n d e d ? ' ^ 3  Richard Cromwell was the Lord Protector’s heir  apparent, 

and his lack of military experience, as well as political nous, was of concern. Five 

days after Oliver Cromwell’s death, bu t before he had heard  tidings of it, Henry 

Cromwell again reiterated  his misgivings about his bro ther 's  abilities: 'where is 

tha t person of wisedom, courage, conduct, and [which is equivalent to all) 

reputation at home and abroad, which we see necessary to p reserve our

Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, 24 Feb. 1658 and Henry Cromwell to Broghill, n.d.„ TSP, vi, pp. 
79 0 ,8 1 9 .
0̂ Underdown, ‘Cromwell and the Officers’, p. 105.

Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, 24 Mar. 1658; Henry Cromwell to Broghill, 24 Mar. 1658; Henry 
Cromwell to Thurloe, 20 Mar. 1658; Heniy Cromwell to Thurloe, 14 Apr. 1658; H eniy Cromwell 
to Thurloe, 7 Jul. 1658, TSP. vii, pp. 21, 22, 39, 71, 243.

Brown, Baptists and Fifth Monarchy Men, p. 133  
Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, 30 Jun. 1658, TSP, vii, p. 218.
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peace?'^'^ As Oliver Cromwell lay on his deathbed, officers om inously assem bled 

a t W allingford House and held a fast after which they fell to discussing 'the 

p resen t condition of his highnes, and the  postu re  of our affaires’.̂  ̂ '[CJertainly 

som w hat is brew ing under hand ’. Viscount Fauconberg w rote, in cipher, to 

Henry Cromwell, '[a] caball th e re  is of persons, and g reat ones, held very  closely, 

resolved, it's feared, to rule them selves, o r se t all on fire’.̂ ^

Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, 8 Sept. 1658, TSP, vii, p. 377. 
Henry Cromwell to Thurloe, 18 Sept. 1658, TSP, vii, p. 399.

96 Fauconberg to Henry Cromwell, 14 Sept. 1658, TSP, vii, p. 386.
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Oliver Cromwell's death, on 3 Septem ber 1658, was m ourned deeply by his 

family. Viscount Fauconberg informed Henry Cromwell tha t his sister 

(Fauconberg's wife) was 'weeping so extreamly by me, that I can scarce tell you 

in plaine English’ and Henry himself informed Thurloe tha t his grief had 'recoiled 

upon' him to such an extent tha t he had 'not been able to apply [him]selfe to any 

business'.! Henry m ust have been comforted, however, by his elevation to the 

position of Lord Lieutenant of Ireland on 27 September. This undoubtedly  came 

as a disappointm ent to Fleetwood given that, only a year earlier, the re  w ere 

widespread rum ours that he would be made Lord Lieutenant and tha t Henry 

would serve under  him.^

Richard Cromwell was, of course the new  Lord Protector. After appointing Henry 

Lord Lieutenant, he also added him to the Council of State along with his allies, 

Broghill and Fauconberg. The Council of State wielded significant power, as Peter 

Gaunt has shown, and as it became filled by Richard's supporters, Fleetwood's 

influence correspondingly declined.^ General George Monck, sensing the 

possibility tha t the political upheaval might be unpopular with the army in 

Ireland, advised Richard to harness the m om entum  for change and to establish a 

militia there:

I shall humbly offer, that, as to Ireland, all the single companies there may be disbanded; 

which [if 1 am not misinform'd] are officer'd by persons not of the best affections to his 

highnes interests; and likewise som e of the regiments may be reduced, and in the stead of 

them a good militia of trained bands set up in the severail counties, w hoe consisting most

' Fauconberg to Henry Cromwell, 12 Oct. 1658, TSP, vii, p. 437.
2 Bridges to Henry Cromwell, 24 Mar. 1657, and Henry Cromwell to Broghill [draft letter], 
Jul./Aug. 1657, Correspondence o f Henry Cromwell, pp. 235, 311, 311n.
3 Peter Gaunt, "The Single Person’s Confidants and Dependents?' Oliver Cromwell and his 
Protectoral Council' in D. L. Smith [ed.], Cromwell and the Interregnum [Oxford, 2003], pp. 93-  
119.



E pilogue an d  Conclusion

o f th em  o f  p e r so n s  fo rm er ly  so ld ie r s , or  su ch  old  E nglish  in h a b ita n ts  th a t h a v e  b in  for th e  

p arliam en t, and  su ffer'd  b y  th e  c r u e lt ie s  o f  th e  Irish, w ill w e ll d e fen d  th a t country.'*

Monck’s counsel betrays the fact tha t the loyalty of the arm y in Ireland to the 

Protectorate was always in doubt. Despite the ir  father’s glittering military 

career, Richard and Henry Cromwell failed to inspire support among the soldiery 

generally.

In early October, mem bers of the army in London prepared  a petition in which 

they dem anded that Fleetwood would be made commander-in-chief of the army, 

with pow er over commissions to all bu t field officers, and tha t no soldier could 

be cashiered except by court martial. The last appeal is particularly significant 

since Oliver Cromwell had cashiered Major William Packer in February 1658, as 

discussed in the previous chapter. The officers decided to m eet on 7 October.^ 

Fleetwood later alleged that, although he told them  to disperse, they wished to 

discuss matters, and he therefore ordered them  to m eet the following day at St 

James’s; th ree  hundred officers turned up. Fleetwood told the gathering, which 

some said was held in reaction to a report that Henry Cromwell would re turn  to 

England, that petitions w ere unwise. He also told the assembly that he had 

presented the petition to the Lord Protector, who had refused to give up overall 

command of the army.^ On 18 October, Richard Cromwell addressed the officers 

himself and, in order  to mollify them, appointed Fleetwood Lieutenant General of 

the army. Richard, however, reta ined the role of commander-in-chief and the 

pow er to make arm y appointments.'^ The arm y had not been appeased: in 

November, Thurloe reported  tha t the soldiery still insisted tha t the 'lord 

Fleetwood be made com ander in cheife of all the forces of England and 

Scotland’.̂

Henry Cromwell was furious. He told Broghill tha t he had been 'told on all hands, 

as well by letters as persons coming from thence, tha t I am a great eyesore; and

* George M onck to Richard Crom well, Sept. 1 658 , TSP, vii, p. 387.
s Godfrey D avies, 'The Army and th e  Downfall o f  Richard C rom w ell’, The Huntington Library  
Bulletin, no. 7 (1 9 3 5 ], pp. 1 3 7 -8 .
 ̂F leetw ood  to Henry C rom well, 12 Oct. 1 658 , TSP, vii, p. 4 3 6 .
 ̂Richard C rom w ell’s sp eech  to the officers [in T hurloe's handw riting), 18 Oct. 1 658 , TSP, vii, p. 

4 4 7 -9 .
® T hurloe to Henry Crom well, 9 Nov. 1 658 , TSP, vii, p. 497 .
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am also told from a very good hand, that they give out, that the apprehension 

they had of the consequences of my coming over v\/as the cause of their late 

tumultuary meetings'. He wrote a sharp letter to Fleetvi^ood demanding why 

three hundred officers had been allowed to assemble at St James's and 

questioning him on the nature of the petition. Fleetwood nonchalantly replied 

that although he tried to dissuade the officers from meeting they were keen to do 

so and that he was therefore compelled to call the meeting of 8 October. In 

regard to the October army petition, he merely noted that as to 'the thing itself, I 

canot call to minde any thing, which reflected upon either of their highneses'.^ 

This remark was disingenuous, considering that the petition called for Richard 

Cromwell to relinquish overall command of the army and confer it on Fleetwood 

instead.

Over the coming weeks and months, Richard's grasp on power slipped away. The 

story of how republicans in the Third Protectorate Parliament, which was 

convened in January 1659, connived with army officers to bring about the fall of 

the Cromwells is well known.i° In April, the army convened another General 

Council and prepared a petition for the satisfaction of arrears, indemnity, and 

stricter laws against Royalists, which Richard presented to Parliament on their 

behalf. He and his closest advisors feared, however, that the army was getting 

out of hand and considered the arrest of senior members of the Wallingford 

House clique on 17 April. The following day. Parliament voted that the General 

Council could only assemble with the permission of the Lord Protector and 

Parliament and, on 21 April, fell to debating the establishment of a militia to 

replace the army. On the same day, Richard summoned Fleetwood to Whitehall, 

but he declined to come. Richard immediately ordered members of his 

bodyguard to forcibly seize Fleetwood but they refused. Fleetwood called a 

general rendezvous of the army at St James’s and, in response, Richard called an 

alternative rendezvous at Whitehall; but whereas the former gathered a large 

body of soldiers, the latter commanded a poor following. It was clear that 

Richard was no longer in control and, on 22 April, he was forced to dissolve the

 ̂Henry Cromwell to Broghill, 2 Nov. 1658 and Fleetwood to Henry Cromwell, [Nov. 1658], TSP, 
vii, pp. 490, 500.
10 The brief account below  is based on Davies, Restoration, pp. 74 -85 .
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Third Protectorate Parliament. Woolrych has skilfully outlined how  Republicans 

manipulated the army, which was becoming increasingly restless due to material 

grievances and which dem onstra ted  an increasingly nostalgic attachm ent to the 

notion of the ‘good old cause' -  that is the crusade for religious and political 

liberty that the arm y had waged during the 1640s -  for their own ends. William 

Allen, the form er Adjutant-General in the army in Ireland, who had been 

extremely unhappy with the establishm ent of the Protectorate, published a letter 

on 23 April encouraging the arm y to put ‘these four or five years last past' behind 

them, to seek help only from 'such as have not been pleased with [the] highest, 

most profitable prom otions’ and those who w ere  'ancient constant friends of the 

good old cause of G o d ' . O n  5 May the Council of Officers resolved to res tore  the 

Rump, which reconvened two days letter, and on 25 May Richard Cromwell 

abdicated the Lord Protectorship.^^

Henry Cromwell was starved of reliable information from England during this 

time, but by 14 June he learned of the extent of the political fallout in England; 

the following day he s tepped down from the Lord Lieutenancy. A week earlier, 

the Rump had appointed Colonel John Jones, William Steele and Robert Goodwin, 

as Commissioners for the governm ent of Ireland bu t Miles Corbet and William 

Steele w ere ordered ‘to take care of the Affairs of Ireland for the present, until 

the o ther Commissioners can arrive there'.^^ The Rump received a petition from 

the army in Ireland requesting tha t Ludlow be made commander-in-chief of the 

forces there and, although Hewson was also a contender for the position, the 

Rump duly appointed Ludlow on 4 July. '̂^

In late June and early July, arm y officers convened in London in order  to purge 

the army of Cromwellian loyalists, and reinstate  officers who had been cashiered 

or had resigned due to political disaffection. Hewson, Allen, Sankey, Sadleir, 

Barrow, Lawrence and Axtell w ere  all involved in the officers’ discussions on the

Woolrych, 'Good Old Cause’, pp. 147-60; William Allen, A Faithful M emorial o f  th a t m ost 
Remarkable Meeting o f  Many Officers o f  the Arm y in England, a t Windsor Castle, in the Year 1648  
(London, 1659), pp. 6 -8 .
12 Davies, Restoration, pp. 8 9 ,1 0 0 .
13 7 jun. and 14 ]un. 1659, C], vii, pp. 674, 684. Corbet and Matthew Thomlinson were also 
appointed Commissioners for Ireland on 9 Jun 1659, ibid., p. 678.
1”̂ Clarke, Prelude, pp. 62, 67.
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reconstitution of the army in Ireland. Although during the 1650s the composition 

of the regiments in Ireland underwent numerous changes, it is possible to 

determine who commanded regiments in Ireland both before and after the 

personnel changes in the aftermath of the Cromwells’ fall from power.i^ In late 

November 1658 there were six cavalry regiments respectively under Henry 

Cromwell, Richard Cromwell, Fleetwood, Pretty, Sankey and Redman. In ]uly 

1659, Henry and Richard Cromwell's regiments were given to Major Peter Wallis 

(now a colonel) and Ludlow. Fleetwood's regiment went to Colonel Thomas 

Cooper, as Fleetwood gained a regiment in England, and Adjutant-General 

William Allen, who was now raised to the rank of colonel, replaced Redman. 

Sankey and Pretty retained their commands.!^

The organisation of the foot regiments was somewhat more complicated since 

several regiments had been disbanded in 1653 and 1655, and a number of loose 

companies were put into a regimental structure after this time. In 1659 there 

were, however, eleven regiments under the command of Henry Cromwell, 

Fleetwood, Hewson, Cooper, Ingoldsby, Sadleir, Clarke, Phaire, Lawrence, Coote 

and Waller. Due to the commitments of Fleetwood and Hewson in London, their 

regiments were given to Axtell and Henry Jones. No decision was made in 

relation to the regiments of Coote and Waller, who had been supporters of Henry 

Cromwell, in July 1659. The command of the regiment of another staunch 

Cromwellian, Henry Ingoldsby, was given to Barrow, while Phaire, Lawrence, 

Clarke and Sadleir retained control of their regiments. Colonel Daniel Abbott 

retained command of the single regiment of dragoons.

The reshuffle of the army officers is interesting from a number of perspectives. 

Many officers who had resigned or who had been removed during the 

Protectorate regime, for example, Axtell, Barrow, Lowe, Brayfield, Jones, Allen 

and Vernon, were all restored to their commands or even elevated to more

Aidan Clarke sum m arises the structure of the army very w ell based on a myriad of sources: 
Clarke, Prelude, pp. 59 -6 6 . A docum ent that w as probably drawn up in Nov. 1658 and which  
among the state papers is also invaluable for clarifying the state of the army at this time: SP 
1 8 /1 8 5  f. 195.

Clarke, Prelude, pp. 60-1; Cal. S. P. Dam., 1659-1660 , p. 13.
Clarke, Prelude, pp. 59 -6 6 . The Henry Jones referred to was, presumably, the former Major and 

brother of Colonel John Jones.
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senior positions. In June and July 1659 the officers indicated tha t they w ere  keen 

to appoint anyone who had been ‘put out of their commands in Ireland 

irregularly’. Baptists, in particular, featured among the newly constituted officer 

corps and Thomas Patient was appointed chaplain to the general officers in 

Ireland. Lord Conway was fearful of an 'inundation of Anabaptists’ after the fall 

of the Protectorate.^^

It is clear, therefore, that those who opposed the Protectorate from 1654 

onw ards w ere  also opposed to the regime in 1659; bu t how instrum ental were 

they in its demise? And in w hat ways did the political situation in Ireland 

influence events in London after Richard’s ascension to power? The most notable 

feature of the opposition to Richard Cromwell in 1659 was the role of Fleetwood 

in fomenting discontent. He had been recalled from Ireland in 1655, w hen he 

was still Lord Deputy, bu t in early 1656 a foreign diplomat considered Fleetwood 

and Lambert 'the two leading men in England'.^^ Despite his pow er base in the 

arm y (particularly among its godly members), Fleetwood suffered further 

political em barrassm en t at the hands of the Cromwell family. He was regularly 

challenged by Henry Cromwell over Irish policy and was overlooked for the 

position of Lord Lieutenant in 1657 and 1658. It was only w hen the army 

dem anded that Fleetwood be conferred with a m ore prom inent role, in October 

1658, that Richard Cromwell raised him to the position of Lieutenant General of 

the forces. Fleetwood had long been regarded as an alternative heir to Oliver 

Cromwell. His strong Independency, sympathy tow ards the religious sects -  

particularly the Baptists -  and his assumption of Henry Ireton’s former military 

command [and marriage of his widow) after Ire ton’s sudden death conferred on 

him prestige and the pow er of patronage over the arm y officer corps in Ireland. 

The Presbyterian divine, Richard Baxter, was of the opinion tha t Fleetwood was 

personally disappointed he had not succeeded Oliver Cromwell as Lord 

Protector:

D ecision s by th e  C om m ittee o f  Safety, 16 Jun., 8 Jul. and 27  Jul. 1 6 5 9 ,  Cal. S. P. Dom. 1 6 5 8 -1 6 5 9 , 
p. 3 7 5  and Cal. S. P. Dom., 1 6 5 9 -1 6 6 0 , pp. 1 3 ,4 5 .

Christen B onde to  Charles X, 11 Jan. 1 6 5 6  in M ichael R oberts (ed.), Sw edish D ip lom ats a t  
C rom w ell's Court, 1 6 5 5 -1 6 5 6  (London, 1 9 8 8 ], p. 238.
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Oliver had once m ade F leetw ood  b elieve  that he should  be his Successor, and draw n an 

Instrum ent to that purpose; but h is last Will d isappointed  him. And then th e Sectaries 

flattered him, saying, that a truly Godly Man that had com m anded them  in the W ars w as  

to be preferred b efore such an on e as they censured  to have no true Godliness.^o

Although it has been recently shown that Richard Cromwell was deliberately 

given a m ore prom inent public role in the year before his father’s death, Oliver 

Cromwell was consistently coy about naming him as his s u c c e s s o r . ^ i  Thurloe 

w ro te  to Henry Cromwell on the evening of Monday 30 August, only four days 

before Oliver’s death, anxiously informing him tha t no successor had yet been 

n a m e d . 22 Jonathan Fitzgibbon has pointed out, however, tha t Thurloe 

subsequently insisted that Oliver Cromwell did, in fact, nominate Richard 

Cromwell as his heir on the Monday before he died; Fauconberg, by contrast, 

s tated  that this only happened on the eve of Cromwell’s death. Fitzgibbon’s 

careful examination of the sequence of events leads to the startling bu t inevitable 

conclusion tha t Richard Cromwell was nominated by his supporters  on the 

Council of State. Immediately after Oliver Cromwell’s death, the Council 

examined evidence 'aswell by writeing, as by w ord  of Mouth’, which purported ly  

proved tha t ‘his late Highness did, in his life tyme, appoynt, and Declare the Lord 

Richard Cromwell to succeed him’. The nature  of the w ritten  evidence, as 

Fitzgibbon wryly notes, remains 'a m y s t e r y ’,23

It is not inconceivable tha t Richard’s appoin tm ent angered Fleetwood, and 

certainly Fleetwood's behaviour tow ards Richard after his elevation smacks of a 

hostility. It surely rankled with Fleetwood tha t Richard prom oted Henry 

Cromwell, with whom  he had very bad relations, and not himself in Septem ber 

1658. Not only did Fleetwood have little influence over Henry Cromwell, bu t also 

Richard Cromwell was clearly more reliant on conservatives such as Thurloe, 

Fauconberg and Montague in the Council of State. Fleetwood’s loyal following in 

the army, which included officers of the English forces in Ireland such as Sankey,

2“ Baxter, Reliquiae Baxteriannae [Matthew Sylvester ed., London, 1696), p. 101.
lason Peacey, '"Fit for public services": the upbringing o f Richard Cromwell', in 

Patrick Little (ed.), Oliver Cromwell: New Perspectives (Basingstoke, 2008], pp. 242 -5 3 .
22 Thurloe to H eniy Cromwell, 30 Aug. and 4 Sept. vii. 363 -4 , 372 -3 .
23 Jonathan Fitzgibbons, 'Not in any doubtfull dispute'? R eassessing the nomination of Richard 
Cromwell’, Historical Research, Ixxxiii (2010), pp. 290 -2 .
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Hewson and a plethora of more junior Baptist officers, would go on to play 

prominent political and m ilitary roles in the coming months.

It was not only Fleetwood's support for, and from, Independents and Baptists 

which contributed to the Protectorate’s demise: Henry Cromwell's active 

campaign in favour of a religiously conservative settlement in Ireland proved 

costly. Army officers crucial to the government of Ireland during Fleetwood's 

reign were discountenanced and many, including Lawrence, Sankey, Vernon and 

Allen, removed to England where they actively fomented political discontent. 

Samuel W inter and the Independents, another crucial element of the 

Cromwellian support base in Ireland, were also alienated, and many went to 

England where they allied themselves w ith Independent congregations such as 

that of John Owen, who was highly influential in Wallingford House and 

encouraged its opposition to Richard Cromwell.^'^ Although Henry Cromwell won 

the trust and esteem of the Munster Old Protestants and the Presbyterians in 

Ulster by the late 1650s, their allegiance to the Cromwellian regime was 

malleable, having not been forged in the white heat of battle or religious renewal 

as the bonds shared by Cromwellian officers had been.

Henry Cromwell undoubtedly excited the suspicions of the army in his repeated 

attempts to establish a m ilitia and reduce the army officer corps in Ireland. It 

was an unforgiveable challenge to the army's power in Ireland, which had 

decreased drastically after Henry Cromwell's arrival. His implacable attitude 

towards opponents, in contrast to his father's knack for conciliation, was 

highlighted in his treatment of Lieutenant Colonel Alexander Brayfield. One 

reporter, commenting of the Irish army's lack o f support for Henry Cromwell in 

April and May 1659, noted that the soldiers 'did not value Henry Cromwell 

enough to struggle for him'.^s

Henry Cromwell's behaviour in Ireland was not merely interesting in and of 

itself: it  also reflected on the personal rule of his brother Richard, the Lord

24 For Winter's connection with Owen see Barnard, ‘Planters and Policies’, p. 51; Tim Cooper 
convincingly argues that John Owen actively supported the opposition to Richard Cromwell in 
John Owen, Richard Baxter and the Formation o f Nonconformity [Farnham, 2011) pp. 253-4.
25 Anonymous letter contained in TNA French correspondence, 10 Jul. 1659, transcribed in Cal. S. 
P. Dom., 1659-60, p. 19.
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Protector. Although Ohver Cromwell had shown an inclination towards a 

conservative political settlement, and considered accepting the crown in 1657, 

the astounding military victories he enjoyed at Dunbar and Worcester, which 

providentially took place on 3 September, the date of Cromwell's death, 

bestowed on him a prestige and authority that had the power to dispel doubts 

among the rank and file of the army. His sons, however, had neither the military 

experience nor the fervent religious charisma that would encourage the soldiers 

or the godly, two groups that overlapped to a significant degree. In September 

1658, the Venetian ambassador, Francesco Giavarina, remarked that if Oliver 

Cromwell

should  die, and he is m ortal like other m en, d isturbance and d issension  w ould  

undoubtedly  arise in this country. N either o f h is son s is capable o f taking the place that he 

has occupied, and if he n om in ates on e o f them  before passing away, as everyone exp ects, 

to be his su ccessor, he being obliged  to appoint on e by act o f parliam ent, there w ould  not 

be the sligh test difficulty in unseating him by others w ho aspire to this high dignity, 

especia lly  as neither of the son s is popular w ith  the troops or esteem ed  by them...^^

Before September 1658 Henry Cromwell had wielded much more power than his 

brother -  indeed his visibility had led Paulucci to believe mistakenly that he was 

older than Richard. Henry’s political preferences were well known and therefore 

contemporaries might have supposed that Richard would share them. Richard 

relied heavily on Henry's allies on the Council of State, Fauconberg and Thurloe, 

and when Richard famously favoured Richard Ingoldsby over a Baptist officer 

during a dispute, indignant observers were surely reminded of Henry Cromwell’s 

preference for Old Protestants over Baptist military personnel. Referring to the 

allies of the Baptist officer, Richard Cromwell reportedly said: ‘Go thy way, Dick 

Ingoldsby, thou canst neither preach nor pray, but I will believe thee before I will 

believe twenty of them’.^̂  Commenting on this incident, Ludlow remarked that 

‘from this time all men among them who made but the least pretences to religion 

and sobriety, began to think themselves unsafe whilst he governed, and 

thereupon soon formed a resolution... to place the command of the army in

Paulucci to Morosini, 18 0 c t ./7  Nov. 1654, TNA Venetian transcripts, quoted in Gardiner, 
Commonwealth and Protectorate, iii, p. 2 0 In; Giavarina to the Doge and Senate, 6 Sept. 1658, Cal.
S. P. Ven., 1657-1659 , pp. 238 -9 .

Second N arrative o f  the Late Parliam ent (London, 1659], pp. 30 -1 .
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Lieutenant-General F l e e t w o o d ’.^e As has been considered above, there  was also a 

w idespread belief tha t Henry would re tu rn  to England in 1658 in o rder  to give 

political assistance to his b ro ther  -  a rum our which reportedly  caused 

consternation among the officers in London and induced them  to hold a General 

Council tha t October. Richard and Henry did not have the political support to put 

out the glowing em bers of discontent in the army, which Republicans -  with the 

connivance of arm y officers who had found the ir  political voice in Ireland -  

fanned with glee.

‘I do believe that the Army in Ireland is the best disciplin’d Army in the w orld’, 

Vincent Gookin observed in 1655, 'Yet I believe likewise, tha t there  never was an 

Army (except of Angels, w here  the Lord of Hosts was Captain) that had not some 

that sw erv’d from the integrity of the res t’.^̂  Why is it that, by the mid-1650s, the 

English arm y in Ireland had become so powerful tha t Vincent Gookin felt 

compelled to reach for his inkwell to p ro tes t against it? Reading Gookin’s 

publication of 1655 several years ago convinced the p resen t w rite r  that Gookin’s 

claim tha t the arm y had gained too much control over Irish policy and 

administrative affairs deserved a closer look.

The lack of a specialist historical account of the Cromwellian arm y in Ireland is 

rem arkable considering its central role in the so-called ‘Cromwellian reconquest' 

and in the subsequent land settlem ent in Ireland. This thesis has shown that the 

army was m ore than a m ere fighting force: at key m om ents it lobbied effectively 

for legislative decisions that w ere  in its own interests and it was deeply involved 

in the administrative and judicial arm s of governm ent until Henry Cromwell 

began implementing reforms in the la tter half of 1655. While these m atters are 

of historical moment, particularly from an Irish historiographical perspective, 

the findings of this thesis that w ere  perhaps unanticipated are arguably more

28 Ludlow, ii, p. 63.
Gookin, A u thor  and Case, p. 16.
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important. At an early point in this research project it became apparent that the 

army in Ireland could not be examined in isolation: its political evolution was 

inextricably linked to political upheavals in England and Scotland. The army in  

Ireland did not simply react to political events in London: army officers, who 

played hugely important roles in governing and in developing policy on Ireland, 

also sought to influence events at the metropole which was the real centre o f 

power.

Before they had ever set foot on Irish soil, the Cromwellian army had already 

been politicised, and the debates after 1647 on the Irish m ilitary expedition had 

been a major factor in that process. In the aftermath of the war in Ireland the 

power vacuum that resulted, and the way in which the Rump went about filling 

it, gave the army ample opportunity to involve themselves in affairs o f 

government beyond the m ilitary sphere. Moreover this development was 

endorsed by Ireton, the Commissioners (with the exception of Weaver) and 

Fleetwood. When the Rump endeavoured to curb the power of the army in 

Ireland, by abolishing the Lord Lieutenancy and legislating for a land settlement 

that would favour Adventurers over soldiers, the officers in Ireland launched a 

major political campaign against their Parliamentary opponents and 

undoubtedly influenced the decision to dissolve the Rump in 1653.

The officer corps in Ireland, which had become largely radicalised by 1653, 

welcomed the calling of the Nominated Assembly: they had, by that time, 

achieved an unprecedented level of power in Ireland. The inauguration of the 

quasi-monarchical Protectorate signalled a significant shift, however, and once 

Fleetwood was replaced by Henry Cromwell eighteen months later, the army no 

longer enjoyed preferential treatment over Old Protestant interests: that era was 

over. The consequent restlessness among officers in the army in Ireland became 

closely connected w ith  subversive activity in England and Scotland. Although 

Oliver Cromwell was adept at conciliating his enemies, Henry Cromwell took a 

more confrontational approach, w ith  dubious success. By 1656 he had 

temporarily sidelined disaffected officers, but they did not disappear from view; 

instead, the wounds that Henry had inflicted on his enemies festered.
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The ongoing feuding between Henry and Charles Fleetwood was initia lly 

politically destablising in the Irish context, but it also added to the decay at the 

core of the Cromwellian regime. Shortly Oliver Cromwell’s death, more recently 

disaffected army officers converged on Wallingford House, where officers who 

had fallen from favour in the mid-1650s were already ensconced, and together 

they encouraged Fleetwood to sever ties w ith his two brothers-in-law, Richard 

and Henry Cromwell. In that sense, ensuing events in England, Ireland and 

Scotland in 1659 were inextricably linked w ith the disaffection engendered in 

Ireland earlier in the decade.

It is commonplace to characterise the conflicts of the 1640s as 'the wars of the 

three kingdoms’, since events in each of the different territories had direct 

implications for the three kingdoms overall; it is also fru itfu l to consider events 

in the decade that followed from a similar vantage point. Many of the political 

developments that hampered the constitutional settlement in England were 

played out in Ireland too: the intersection of the civil and m ilitary spheres of 

government; the growth of religious radicalism in the army; the cost of a large 

army and associated financial problems; the difficulty in civilianising the support 

base of the Protectorate regime; and political rivalries w ith in the Cromwells' 

inner circle. Events in Ireland did more than merely reflect trends in England: at 

crucial moments they inspired political change at the centre of power in London.

Conditions that were specific to Ireland meant that the army had every incentive 

and opportunity to mobilise itself politically. The army’s interest in Irish 

legislation forced it to lobby Parliament; the power vacuum at a local level led to 

the appointment of m ilitary governors of Irish towns and the m ilitary 

domination of civilian offices such as those of JP and sheriff; Fleetwood made use 

of officers to decide on government policy, including the transplantation scheme; 

d ifficu lt conditions and the absence of established Independent churches in 

Ireland enabled the Baptists to become a political as well as a religious force. 

Moreover, officers became tied to the land of those who had been dispossessed. 

The spectre of 1641 also influenced developments in Ireland. Many of the 

soldiers who came to Ireland were intensely religious and deeply conscious of 

their obligation to avenge the deaths of Protestants in 1641 and bring those
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responsible to justice. It is unsurprising, then, that the quasi-monarchical 

constitutional settlement of December 1653 perturbed these crusaders or that 

they decided to take action to register their disapproval. This thesis has shown 

that, when they did so, there were major political repercussions across England, 

Scotland and Ireland. This thesis also demonstrates that appraising the influence 

of those whom Gookin viewed as the fallen angels of the army in Ireland adds 

significantly to our understanding of politics during the interregnum generally.
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