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Speculators in Conflict: The Adventurers and the Wars of the Three
Kingdoms, 1642-1660

Thesis Abstract
David Brown, submitted for the degree of Ph.D., Trinity College Dublin, 2016

This study reveals how the actions of an extraordinary group of skilled and innovative
individuals, less than twenty in number, developed and maintained a stable system of state
finance in highly challenging times. They profited enormously from their efforts and left
behind them both an early form of centralised English fiscal state and the framework upon

which England’s overseas empire was built.

The Adventure for Irish Land of February 1642 was a speculation in the conquest of
Ireland, a reaction to the Catholic rebellion of October 1641. Money contributed towards
an army to conquer the Catholic rebels would be repaid in land. The Adventurers for Irish
Land were the individuals who subscribed money into this scheme, despite having no prior
interest in Ireland. Their significance has never been fully investigated. They had
developed their commercial networks in England’s American and Caribbean colonies in
the 1620s and 1630s and came to prominence during the outbreak of the English Civil
War. This tightly interconnected grouping of peers, parliamentarians and merchants
dominated English parliamentary finances throughout the 1640s and early 1650s. They
also played a key role in financing Oliver Cromwell’s military endeavours, including his
campaign in Ireland of 1649-50. In a bitter dispute over the nature of the Irish land
settlement, the Adventurers withdrew from public finance during the Cromwellian
Protectorate, 1653-1660, and achieved, instead, complete dominance over England’s
foreign trade. By 1660, the dramatic surge in international trade they had engineered was
endangered by the bellicose foreign policies of the State and the Adventurers decided to
support any initiative that could secure their own interests. In a dramatic shift of allegiance,

the Adventurers facilitated the return to London and Restoration of Charles II.

This analysis is new and demonstrates how a singular group of merchants took leading
roles in key three episodes of the Wars of the Three Kingdoms: the overthrow of Charles I,

the Restoration of Charles II, and England’s conquest of Ireland.
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Speculators in Conflict: The Adventurers and the Wars of the Three
Kingdoms, 1642-1660

Introduction

Merchants, it seems, have been around since antiquity, usually occupying a space in the
public consciousness somewhere between envy and mistrust. The merchant exists outside
of the mainstream historical canon, rarely appearing in political, religious or military
histories. The merchant is seldom awarded the honor of a hagiography of the kind
bestowed upon a successful general or admiral, although a merchant normally supplies the
material for victory. Maybe this is because the merchant was generally unfussy as to which
general he supplied, so long as there was a profit to be made. The merchant, for all his
ingenuity, had always lacked a basic moral compass. This was the general perception of
merchants at least until early modern times, and perhaps this is what makes them such a

compelling field for study.

By the early seventeenth century the European Age of Exploration was drawing to a close
and its age of colonization and empire had begun. Almost all of this activity, from Sweden
to Spain and all the maritime states in between, was planned, undertaken and financed by
merchants. Foreign territories became a source of status for European monarchs and a
focus of pride for the early modern European state as it developed. Some dominions
undoubtedly held considerable value, for example the Spanish controlled silver mines at
Potosi and the English tobacco plantations of Virginia, but most comprised fragile colonies
that would still require considerable investment to become viable. As this investment came
from seventeenth century merchants, not from states, and as merchants from all states
operated across pretended colonial borders with impunity, there is a clear gap between the
literature of the period and the real world. This would have us believe that colonial
development was the work of kings and states and that grand strategic minds were guiding
these endeavours. The reality was merchants from all states looking for quick profits, allied
to or stealing from one another as it suited them. The early modern merchants, invisible in
plain sight, have managed to elude the attention of both contemporary commentators and
later historians despite being the progenitors of and modern capitalism and imperialism.
This study examines key events in England and Ireland, 1642-1660, and emphasizes the

il



role of a small and highly influential group of merchants and how they influenced the

outcomes.

Central to this study are the origins, impact and legacy of the Adventurers for Irish Land,
the approximately 1,300 English merchants and politicians who subscribed money to a
speculation in the conquest of Ireland, and specifically a smaller group, ever present, who
acted as the leaders of these merchants throughout the period in question. The prize on
offer was 2.5 million acres of Catholic Irish land, as described in the Adventurers Act of 24
February 1642 and its immediate successors.' These Adventurers comprised almost all of
the leading merchants prepared to offer financial support to Parliament in its initial
confrontation with King Charles I, an event that unfolded as the Adventurers Act was
beirg prepared. Rather than focus on the well documented peers and elected
representatives central to the conflict between king and Parliament, this dissertation
follows the careers of those merchants that worked behind the scenes, at times on behalf of

their leaders, but usually in their own interests.

Although these merchants were predominantly drawn from the burgeoning colonial
Atlentic trades, they also included some notable figures from England’s merchant
establishment, the Muscovy, Levant, and East India companies, together with the
Fellowship of Merchant Adventurers. There was considerable overlap between the colonial
and other groups. England’s Western colonial enterprises were undertaken through
individual companies that raised funds to establish individual plantations. Examples
inclade the Dorchester Company, created in 1619 to establish a colony in New England
and The London Company of the Somers Isles, created in 1615 to establish a colony on
Bermuda. The Honourable the Irish Society was created in 1609 to establish the plantation
of Derry, financed by the Companies of London.? The royal chartered companies,
incliding the Eastland, Muscovy, Levant and East India Companies exercised monopolies,
issuzd by the king, to trade in specific geographical regions. The leaders of the chartered
companies tended to be drawn from a wealthier and more established class of merchants

than those who invested in the smaller western enterprises. Unlike the Dutch Republic,

' <An Act for the speedy and effectual reducing of the Rebells in his Majesties Kingdome
of Iieland to theire due obedience to his Majestie & the Crowne of England’ in Statutes of
the Realm: Volume 5: 1628-80 (London, 1819), pp. 168-172.

2 Th: Companies of London is a term used to describe cooperative ventures organised by
the liveried London companies organised around trade guilds, for example the Grocers’

and [ronmongers’ Companies.
2



where the West India Company to manage all of the American trade, English trade in the
Atlantic consisted of a proliferation of small, independent colonial ventures. Finally, the
Fellowship of Merchant Adventurers was a company of merchants specifically concerned
with cloth trade between England and continental Europe, for which they also held a royal
monopoly. The Fellowship of Merchant Adventurers, normally abbreviated to the
Merchant Adventurers, was restricted to this trade and members were not allowed, for
example, to also operate a merchant drapery in London. Trade was far better organised in
theory than in practise and the 1630s were characterised by the continual attempts of
independent merchants to break into the trade controlled by the monopolistic companies,

usually on a casual basis but sometimes with a specific commission awarded by the King.3

The merchants who organized around the Adventure for Irish land created a distinct
leadership of their own, self-interested and relatively free from the factional politics that
defined parliament during the civil war years. This leadership formed a committee of its
own, the Committee of Adventurers for Ireland, that met regularly in Grocers Hall,
London, from 1642 until their claims were finally settled by Charles II in 1665. The
‘Adventurers’ referred to in the text are normally those sat on this committee or otherwise
became, through wealth or activism, part of this inner circle. These also comprised the
treasurers for most of parliament’s taxation and other revenue raising institutions from
1642 until 1653.* Parliament’s financial committees, therefore, while appearing to be
disjointed with disparate personnel, were in fact tied together by this Grocers Hall

committee who met regularly and could discuss common goals and policies.

Among these merchants, one is prominent throughout this narrative. Maurice Thompson’s
extensive colonial interests and business partnerships were first revealed by Robert
Brenner in his study of the rise of what he termed the ‘New Merchants’ in pre-
revolutionary England.’ Although Brenner’s work is an invaluable guide to English
merchant networks, his characterization of these networks as sharply divided between
Company, ‘old’, and colonial ‘new’ merchants is an oversimplification. The majority of

colonial merchants were drawn from the Levant Company and Merchant Adventurers and

3 The most notable of the royal commissions that concerns the Adventurers for Irish land
was one awarded to Sir William Courteen in 1635, permitting him to trade in the East
Indies in competition with the English East India Company.

* The members of the first iteration of this committee are named in British Library
Additional MS 4771 ‘Committee for Ireland’, f 3v.

3 Robert Brenner, Merchants and Revolution, (Princeton, 1993).
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it was their expertise in shipping that drew them into the Atlantic arena. Brenner’s
narrative ends with the dissolution of the Rump Parliament in 1653, but the merchants’
actions thereafter disprove his argument that they were revolutionaries, as demonstrated in
this thesis. Maurice Thompson was more the exception than typical as he was almost
exclusively involved in American and Caribbean projects until the outbreak of rebellion in
Ireland in October 1641. Of the triumvirate of merchants at the center of the English
Parliament’s financial arrangements for Ireland, only Thomson had this exclusively
colonial pedigree. William Pennoyer, an existing partner with Thompson in some Atlantic
tobacco ventures, was a member of the Levant Company. Thomas Andrews, a senior
member of the Massachusetts Bay Company, derived his wealth from his association with

the Craddock family, leaders of the Eastland Company.

Maurice Thompson’s career began as a Virginia tobacco planter in the 1620s and
culminated with the governorship of the East India Company in 1657, the acme of
England’s merchant hierarchy. Thompson maintained a continuous engagement with
Ireland throughout this period, in trade, finance, military supply and finally with the
acquisition of land. He emerged briefly in English affairs, but during pivotal episodes, and
then receded to concentrate on his business interests. Maurice Thompson is rarely found
directly in parliamentary or other official records yet this study makes it clear that he was
never more than one step removed from central political figures and decisions. The
majority of the adventurers’ leadership was drawn from the networks of merchants and
shipping contractors which developed in the 1620s and 1630s and, of these, most had an
involvement with the Americas. Some had direct experience as colonists, others indirectly
through supporting a family member. The London-based networks comprised a large
number of small shared-ownership schemes, involved in shipping, plantations or investing
in an imported consignment. There were a great many modest participants in these
activities, but a small number for whom it was a major business and these individuals
became the leading Adventurers for Irish land. These leaders operated within broad family

networks connected through commerce, family and, especially, the church.

Many of the leading Adventurers were reforming Puritans and had contributed either
towards the establishment of the New England Colonies or to one of the smaller Puritan
ventures in the Caribbean. Many had Calvinist Dutch connections, commercial and
familial and had regular dealings with the better known Puritan peers, notably the earl of

Warwick. What little information that can be gleaned as to the conscience of individual
4




Adventurers, however, must be derived from commercial records as they have left few
records other than these to prosperity.® If we are to believe that they shared the anti-popery
of the New English plantation landlords in Ireland whom they supported, they clearly had
no difficulty in separating their souls from their bottom line. Prior to the outbreak of
rebellion in Ireland in 1641, many Adventurers were, or had been, creditors of Catholic
landowners. In their Atlantic world they were in continual contact with imperial Spain and

Portugal and religious difference did not keep them out of the tobacco or wine trade.

The Adventurers’ leadership may be divided into four distinct goups, each with a leader of
its own.The largest was a Virginia group comprising traders to and planters in Virginia and
the Caribbean whose leader was Maurice Thompson and his family circle the most
important in the context of the Adventure for Irish land. His brothers, George, Robert and
William had prominent roles in the administration of revolutionary England. Of his
brothers-in-law, William Tucker was prominent in the military build up in England in 1642
and William Hawkins was secretary of Parliament’s Committee for Irish Affairs, among
many other roles. Another brother-in-law, Nicholas Corsellis, was a prominent anglo-dutch
trader. This group included Thompson’s many business partners, William Pennoyer,

Samuel Vassall, the regicide Gregory Clement, Nicholas Crispe and Martin Noel, to name

but a few.’

The second, or New England group, was led by a treasurer for the Adventure, Thomas
Andrews, and included many leading puritans with new England connections for example
Sir Henry Vane jr, Hugh Peter, Sir Nathaniel Barnadiston, George Downing, Sir William
Brereton and John Venn. There were many cross-overs between the two groups and

Maurice Thompson and George Downing formed a successful partnership to eastablish a

® There is evidence of Maurice Thompson’s religious conviction in later life. In 1653 he
was central to a fund-raising effort to construct a new Church of St Matthias at Poplar,
London. See Hermoine Hobhouse and Stephen Porter (eds.), Survey of London, Vol. 43
(London, 1994), p. 104.

7 Many of Thompson’s commercial partnerships were identified by Brenner in Merchants
and Revolution. Brenner also discusses in considerable detail the religious motivations for
many of the early English colonies, pp. 275-281.0f equal significance, however, were the
planter families Thompson dealt with during his stay in Virginia in the early 1620s. Some
of these surnames are very familiar to students of the English Civil Wars: Fairfax, Purefoy,
Sandys and Waller, to name but a few. All were living within the close confines of
Elizabeth City, Virginia, in the 1620s. For short biographical sketches of these settlers see
Martha W. MacCartney, Virginia Immigrants and Adventurers 1607-35: A Biographical

Dictionary, (Baltimore, MD., 2007).
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New England fishing colony. A third group of men became the treasurers of parliament’s
many financial committees, the first of which was the Adventure for Irish land; the
treasurers included Thomas Andrews, John Towse and John Warner. Warner’s daughter
was married to William Thompson. These three treasurers were also central to parliament’s
early fund-raising efforts in 1642 and as these efforts multiplied, together with the number
of committees and treasurers to manage them, they were joined by further colleagues from
the central committee of Adventurers for Irish land, Sir David Watkins, James Bunce, John
Kendrick, John Dethick, Michael Herring and Maurice Thompson. They were helped in
these efforts by further Virginians and New Englanders.

Dethick, like Corsellis, was also Anglo-Dutch and they represented an important fourth
group that included several Dutch merchants resident in London, the extended Corsellis
family in Middleburg and Amsterdam with its Dutch colonial interests and the important
Boudin-Courteen family concern that offered a gateway to India. Again, Maurice
Thompson provides the bond between this and the other groups with his deep Dutch

connections and ongoing business dealings with the Boudin-Courteens.



Chapter One

Adventures and Adventurers

In its seventeenth century context an ‘adventure’ was a speculation, financial or otherwise.
It was not a loan, by which money is made available for a fixed term and at an agreed rate
of return. The closest modern equivalent is company shares from which the investor hopes
to recoup a share of the profit arising from the original investment. This term ‘adventure’
was in widespread use among colonial merchants to describe sums of money adventured
on colonial projects in the hope of a handsome return. An adventure could be in person as
well as in money and one could risk oneself in the hope of a return in money or property.
Financial adventures were typically collaborative and the sharing of risk suited the less
wealthy, the merchants of the middling or “meaner’ sort who typically participated in
colonial schemes. Adventures took many forms and ranged from a small consortium of
investors in a single voyage to large projects such as the Second Virginia Company that
attracted over 1,000 subscriptions in 1619.* For most large projects a strict class system
was observed, comprising a person of title who acted as patron and obtained a royal charter
for the venture. A further assortment of lesser peers and well-connected merchants then
provided the bulk of the financial backing. Most of the colonial schemes launched during
the first half of the seventeenth century took the form of companies with a pool of
adventurers. In this study, ‘Adventurers’ are capitalised to indicate the specific group of

merchants, or their leadership, who subscribed to the Adventure for Irish land.

Kenneth Andrews has shown that one of the most common opportunities for the less
wealthy members of the merchant community to participate in shareholding enterprises
was through the shared ownership of merchant vessels.” Although the very wealthy could
afford to be sole owners, the risk of owning a ship was normally spread among four to
sixteen individuals who could also have a share of ownership in her cargo. The numbers of
ships owned by these lesser merchants rose steadily throughout the 1630s, reflecting the

increase in trade between London and the Atlantic colonies of New England, Virginia and

% William Waller Hening, The Statutes at Large; being a Collection of all the Laws of
Virginia, (Richmond, VA, 1888), i, 80-98; Samuel M. Bemiss, The Three Charters of the
Virginia Company of London, (Williamsburg, VA., 1957), pp. 76-95.

? Kenneth R. Andrews, Ships, Money and Politics(Cambridge, 1991), pp. 34-61; Ralph
Davis, The Rise of the English Shipping Industry in the Seventeenth and Eighteenth

Centuries, (Newton Abbot, 1962).
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the Caribbean.'’ The India trade was the exception as the East India Company owned its
own ships, but each voyage was also treated as an individual adventure with its own
distinct group of subscribers. The Company leased the ships to the adventurers in each
voyage and also took a share of the profits. In general, foreign trade and the shipping
required to service it gave rise to a considerable community of merchants familiar with the
concepts of shared risk and long-term credit. The early colonial period, therefore, was
characterised by a huge increase in co-operative endeavours, quite unlike land-holding

which is, by and large, a solitary pursuit.

The body of merchants comprising the Adventurers for Irish Land operated on a global
scale, realising the imperial ambitions of their political collaborators. They did not make
policy, which was a function of the King and his Privy Council in the 1630s, and mainly of
Parliament through the 1640s and 1650s. The Adventurers sought to profit from those
policies. This search for profit was dominant, and transcended territorial, religious and
linguistic boundaries. The story of the Adventurers is defined by the requirement to keep
these political and financial ambitions in reasonable alignment, to allow politics to be
financed on one side and a profit to be made on the other. This system permitted an
investment in a political struggle to be offset against a subsequent gain in trade or profit,
the most persistent characteristic of engagement by the Adventurers with the succession of
English governments from 1640 to 1660. The historiographical convention is to treat these
two topics, politics and money, in parallel. For political history, the nation state is usually
seen as the most appropriate container and most narratives reconstruct an imaginary
national boundary and describe events within it. This is evident in the histories of most of
the geographical regions of the early modern Atlantic world that treat each European state
and its nascent empire as a separate entity. The early modern merchant did not see the
world in this way. Spanish or Dutch silver, once acquired by an English merchant, could be
melted and minted into English coin. The history of commerce is not as easily territorially
defined as the history of nations. Although the merchant could profit by a territorially
ambitious monarch, financing that monarch’s campaigns, what the merchant really

required was stability and a safe space in which to operate. The efficient circulation of

19 Russell R. Menard, Sweet Negotiation: Sugar, Slavery and Plantation Agriculture in
Early Barbados, (Charlottsville, VA., 2006); Henry A. Gemery, ‘Emigration from the
British Isles to the New World: 1630-1700: References from Colonial Populations’,

Research in Economic History 5 (1980), pp. 179-231.
8




money, inside and across territorial boundaries, was essential to merchants and monarchs

alike.

History contained within a nation state does not address this problem of regionality.
Regionality assumes that in the absence of a clear foreign intervention the answer to an
historical enquiry can be found within the imagined boundary of the nation state under
consideration. David Armitage escapes the historiographical problem of regionality with
his definition of ‘circum-Atlantic” history, the idea that the history of the Atlantic is a
transnational one that transcends the European nation states and also draws Asian
economies into an expanding Atlantic network.'' The Adventurers for Irish land were part
of this circum-Atlantic world. They were English but with strong Dutch commercial and
familial connections. Their activities ranged from the supply of Canadian fish from French
colonies in North America to Spain, to the supply of African slaves from Portuguese
trading stations to Spanish, Dutch, French and English colonies in the Americas. They
shipped the produce of these colonies to England, Ireland and Scotland and onwards to the

markets of Western Europe and Scandinavia.

The position of Ireland in this circum-Atlantic world has been treated by Jane Ohlmeyer in
a historiographical survey article, ‘Seventeenth-Century Ireland and the New British and
Atlantic Histories’, examining emerging scholarship on the topics of religious, cultural and
political commonalities.'> Ohlmeyer takes issue with the regionalism of Irish
historiography and embraces the trend towards including Ireland’s history with that of its
immediate neighbours. Some shared themes in the separate histories of England’s Atlantic
colonies are discussed in the edited volume, The Westward Enterprise, but this work is
essentially a collection of regional histories and emphasises the diversity of the English
colonies as opposed to what they had in common.'? A recent study by Alison Games
examines a broad cross-section of English colonial projects, from the Caribbean to the
Indian Oceans in the 1630s and 1640s.'* Games draws attention to how some persons,
including colonial governors and clerics, migrated across colonies, seeking both to spread a

conforming world view and to make their personal fortunes. These works are more about

"' David Armitage, ‘Three Concepts of Atlantic History’ in David Armitage and Michael
Braddick (eds.), The British Atlantic World, (Basingstoke, 2009 edition), pp. 18-20.

12 Jane Ohlmeyer, ‘Seventeenth Century Ireland and the New British and Atlantic
Histories’ in American Historical Review, 104: 2, (Apr., 1999), pp. 446-462.

13 K. R. Andrews, N. P. Canny and P. E. H. Hair (eds.), The Westward Enterprise: English
Activities in Ireland, the Atlantic and America, 1480-1650 (Liverpool, 1978).

14 Alison Games, The Web of Empire (Oxford 2008).
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the spread of English people and ideas, especially religion, around the world than the
acquisition of money, the primary goal of the Adventurers. Money still remains the domain

of the economic or financial historian.

Steven Pincus argued that the modern English imperial economy emerged towards the end
of the seventeenth century, following the invasion of England in 1688 by a Dutch prince
and the establishment of financial institutions on the Dutch model."” While it is true that
English financial structures formalised post-1688, many characteristics of this later
economy existed in an informal way during the Commonwealth period in the 1640s, and
the English fiscal state had become, through the efforts of the Adventurers, highly
centralised. The primary Dutch fiscal innovation of the early seventeenth century was the
development of a transparent clearing institution through which instruments of credit could
be exchanged.'® The Thompsons and many other leading Adventurers had close familial
and commercial Dutch connections and were familiar with Dutch practise. Money will not,
on its own generate any more money, but it is a dependable medium of exchange for goods
or for the debt obligations of others. '’ Money also represents a store of value. The
Adventurers understood this, but they also understood the importance of the pre-eminent
early modern store of value, land. Unless Parliament had credit, and early in 1642 this was
not the case, Parliament required either money or land to finance its military campaigns.
The Adventure for Irish Land provided investors with a highly attractive form of collateral,

sufficient to allow them to monetise the crushing of the Irish rebellion.

The Adventure for Irish Land was a shared-ownership speculation in the conquest of
Ireland, not a loan secured on the public revenue. The intention of the speculators was that
money contributed towards an army to defeat the Irish rebellion of October 1641 would be
repaid in the form of land, quickly and at an attractive rate of return. The Adventurers Act
of 1642 assumed that the rebellion in Ireland was a general one and that all Catholic owned

land in Ireland would be subject to forfeiture. This assumption provided the basis for the

IS Steven Pincus, 1688 The First Modern Revolution, (Yale, 2009), pp. 370-84.
' For a brief survey article on the development of instruments of credit during the early
modern period see Frederick K Beutel, ‘The Development of Negotiable Instruments in
Early English Law’, Harvard Law Review, 51:5 (March, 1938), pp. 813-845. For a detailed
description of the methodology for the early form of banking practised by the Adventurers,
see Frank T. Melton, Sir Robert Clayton and the Origins of English Deposit Banking,

1658-1685, (Cambridge, 1986), pp. 16-94.
'7 Douglas Fisher, Monetary Theory and the Demand for Money, (London, 1978), pp. 14-

15.
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Cromwellian land settlement in the 1650s and its subsequent confirmation by Charles II
with the Acts of Settlement and Explanation 1662 and 1665 respectively.'® From a regional

perspective this narrative is a perfectly logical one and existing studies reflect this.

The significance of the Adventurers Act however has been interpreted in several ways."’
John Prendergast, writing in 1890, viewed it as a final plantation scheme under which the
total conquest of Ireland was envisaged.”’ To Prendergast, the Adventure was a private
enterprise over which the King had little control, and it obliged many Catholic landowners,
with some reluctance, to take up arms against the crown. Robert Mahaffy provides an
extensive introduction to the initial legislation and subsequent dealings of the Adventurers
with parliament in the preface to his calendar of material relating to the Adventurers in the
Public Record Office in England.?' Writing in 1908, Mahaffy presents the material as ‘in
effect a list of the names and addresses of subscribers, of the places in which the lands
were awarded to them or their successors, and of the deeds or transfers by which those who
actually received land derived their title from the original subscribers’.”> William Scott’s
corporatist analysis of the Adventure includes the observation that although the Adventure
was a ‘lottery-loan’ and not a joint stock company in the technical sense, a successful

outcome depended on the Adventurers cooperating in the fitting out of troops and the

'8 < An Act for the better Execution of His Majesties gracious Declaration for the

Settlement of his Kingdom of Ireland, and Satisfaction of the several Interests of
Adventures, Soldiers and other his Subjects there’ in Statutes passed in the Parliaments
held in Ireland, (number of volumes? Dublin, 1794), i, 338-364 and “An Act for the
explaining of some Doubts arising upon an Act initiated...” in Statutes passed in the
Parliaments held in Ireland.,, ii, 1-137.

' John P. Prendergast, The Cromwellian Conquest of Ireland, (Dublin, 1890), pp. 72-9;
For the legislation see Robert Pentland Mahaffy, (ed.), Calendar of State Papers Relating
to Ireland Preserved in the Public Record Office: Adventurers for Land, 1642-59,
(London, 1903). For a corporatist analysis of the Adventure for Irish land see William
Robert Scott, The Constitution and Finance of English, Scottish and Irish Joint Stock
Companies to 1720, (3 vols, Cambridge, 1910), ii, 344. For a treatment of the Adventurers
in the context of the ongoing English plantation of Ireland see Karl S. Bottigheimer,
English Money and Irish Land, (Oxford, 1971). For the Adventurers and their association
with the Radical faction in the English Parliament see J.R. MacCormack, ‘The Irish
Adventurers and the English Civil War’, Irish Historical Studies, 10:37, (1956-7) pp. 45-
67 and Keith Lindley, ‘Irish Adventurers and Godly Militants in the 1640s’, Irish
Historical Studies, 29:113 (May, 1994), pp. 1-12. The immediate reaction to the Irish
rebellion in political circles in London is treated in Michael Perceval-Maxwell, The
Outbreak of the Irish Rebellion of 1641, (Dublin, 1994), pp. 261-284.

2 prendergast, Cromwellian conquest, pp. 72-9.

21 Mahaffy, Adventurers.

22Mahaffy, Adventurers, introduction, p. v.
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prosecution of a campaign for the conquest of Ireland.”* This is an important observation
as the Adventurers could not be passive investors if the lottery for Irish land, their only

promised return, was ever to take place.

Karl S. Bottigheimer observed in 1967 that ‘the Adventurers were to play a participating,
if never dominant, role in the formulation of Irish policy’, a reference to the inclusion of
some Adventurers who were not MPs at meetings of the English Parliament’s Committee
for Irish Affairs in 1643.%* This assertion has become the accepted interpretation of the
political role of the Adventurers. J.R. MacCormack’s analysis of the political loyalties of
those Adventurers who were MPs was published in 1956.*° MacCormack indicates that the
Adventure was factional, supported by a far greater proportion of Parliamentarians than
Royalists. Bottigheimer’s subsequent monograph published in 1971, English Money and
Irish Land, made available for the first time, as appendices, lists of the original
Adventurers from 1642-3 and their equivalents in 1658, following the initial Cromwellian
land settlement, but did not attempt a systemic analysis of each individual Adventurer.’®
This monograph explores the geographical distribution of the Adventurers and classifies
them, where possible, by profession. English Money and Irish Land also includes a survey
of plantation Ireland prior to 1642, a detailed account of the progress of the conflict in
Ireland from 1642 to 1653 and the negotiations that surrounded the eventual lottery for
land. Overall, however, Bottigheimer’s work is a study of the Adventure, but not of the

Adventurers who subscribed to and managed the investment.

Hugh Hazlett contextualised the fiscal impact of the Adventure in a general study of all of
the English fundraising efforts to support the war in Ireland.?” Hazlett observed that an
existing fund-raising scheme in 1642, a church gate collection to provide relief to ‘the poor
Protestants of Ireland’, failed due to a general perception that the money raised was being

diverted by parliament to its own ends.”® He provides a useful table showing that the

- Scott, Constitution and Finance of English, Scottish and Irish Joint Stock Companies, ii,
344.

24 Karl S. Bottigheimer, ‘English Money and Irish Land: The “Adventurers” in the
Cromwellian Settlement of Ireland’ in Journal of British Studies, 7: 1 (Nov., 1967), pp 12-
27 at p. 20.

23 MacCormack, ‘Irish Adventurers’, pp. 45-67.

2% Bottigheimer, English Money and Irish Land, (Oxford, 1971).

it Hugh Hazlett, ‘The Financing of the British Armies in Ireland 1641-9°, Irish Historical
Studies, 1 (1938), pp. 21-41.

28 Ibid, p. 27.
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Adventure raised £333,000, out of a total of £2,031,000 raised in England to fund the
military conquest of Ireland between 1642-9.%° These figures demonstrate that although the
Adventure raised a substantial sum, it was hardly one of overwhelming significance in the
context of the total amount of English money spent on the conquest of Ireland.’” There
were, however, substantial differences between the purposes for which money was raised
during this period and how it was spent. Equally, there were considerable differences
between aspirations to raise funds and the amounts actually collected. Taking these figures
at face value, the Adventure can be interpreted as being only of minor significance in the
overall context of England’s war effort as it related to Ireland. The significance of the
Adventure, however, lies not in the capital raised but in the merchants who provided it and

the subsequent use of their money.

The most recent study of the Adventurers, published twenty years ago, was by Keith
Lindley in his article ‘Irish Adventurers and Godly Militants’.*' Lindley, using
Bottigheimer’s lists, focuses on the religious motives of some of the Adventurers. He
devotes some space to the individuals calendared as members of Adventurers’ committees
in the 1640s and mentioned in Bottigheimer’s text, and highlights the merchants’ religious
orientation but does not dwell on their commercial activities. The final page of Lindley’s
article, drawing heavily on the work of Robert Brenner, deals with the colonial connections
of some of the Adventurers, although Brenner, as Lindley points out, analyses only the

Additional Sea Adventure of July 1642.%

All of these works suffer from two distinct weaknesses, both connected to the regionalism
prevalent in Irish historiography of the early modern period. Firstly, the analyses are
unduly influenced by the consequence of the Adventurers Act, the Cromwellian Land
Settlement, and do not focus on the Act itself. The Adventure for Irish Land is uniformly
portrayed as yet another phase of the English plantation of Ireland, the colonisation of the
rest of the country being a logical progression from the regional plantations effected by the

Tudors and Stuarts during the preceding century. The framing of the Act itself has attracted

2 Ibid, p. 37.
3% According to Hazlett, the Adventure comprised 16% of the total raised in England for
the conquest of Ireland. These figures can only be considered as indicatory, and based on
intent as most of the money raised prior to 1648, and the Adventure is no exception, was
diverted towards military campaigns in England.
3! Keith Lindley, ‘Irish Adventurers and Godly Militants in the 1640s’, Irish Historical
Studies, 29 (May, 1994), pp. 1-12.
32 Brenner, Merchants and Revolution, pp. 400-409.
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little discussion and its text is taken at face value with no weight given to the
circumstances surrounding the framing of the initial legislation. The Adventurers Act was
framed in London, a process that began in January 1642 immediately following the English
parliament’s initial armed uprising against King Charles I. Its promoters were central to the
faction in the English parliament opposing the King. The framing of the Act must,
therefore, be considered with the divisions that opened up in London at the same time and

should not be viewed solely as a further instrument of Plantation.

The second gap in the treatment of the Adventure for Irish land to date is the absence of
any meaningful analysis of the 1,300 Adventurers who subscribed to the fund. As only a
handful were active in plantation Ireland prior to 1642, and hardly any ever visited the
country, a cloak of anonymity is maintained and their significance in England’s Civil Wars
has eluded Irish and, to a certain extent, English historians. To the parliamentarians, it was
the Adventurers who were important and not the Adventurers Act. The Adventurers,
organised as a corporate body, had a distinct leadership comprising approximately twenty
merchants with strong connections among independent MPs and peers, as well as within
London’s political and military institutions. With their background in colonial shipping,
the Adventurers possessed, collectively, one of the strongest navies in the early modern
world. The committee of Adventurers, established in March 1642, dispersed into the
highest positions in parliamentary finance and occupied leading posts on every important
English financial committee by January 1643. The multiplicity of committees created by
Parliament during this period to finance its militarisation appear disjointed, but there was
an Adventurer for Irish land on every one of them and all met regularly at Grocers Hall in
London. Understanding the importance of the Adventurers in England is crucial to
understanding the subsequent Irish land settlement, and to understand the land settlement it
is vital to identify who the Adventurers were.

The politics of the London merchant community experienced revolutionary change during
the winter of 1641-2, at the same time as the Adventure for Irish land was being developed
and negotiated. Established Aldermen were being replaced by merchants from the colonial
and shipping trades and an unprecedented struggle for the Mayoralty of London underlined

a shift in political power away from the existing establishment.” The London based

33 Robert Ashton, ¢ Puritanism and Progress’, Economic History Review, New Series, 17:3

(1965), pp. 579-587; Robert Ashton, The City and the Court, (Cambridge, 1979); Alfred B.

Beavan The Aldermen of the City of London, (London, 1913); John Bond, The Downfall of

the old Common-Counsel men...extruded the old out of their corrupted offices, and elected
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Adventurers were prominent participants in this upheaval. David Cressy offers a more
reductionist analysis of these events than Brenner, arguing that events were focussed
almost entirely on London, with an emphasis on religious and cultural disturbances.** This
interpretation ignores the effect of the Irish rebellion of October 1641 on the London polity
and how the indecisive response to the rebellion posed a challenge to the authority of the
King.” This research demonstrates that the Adventure for Irish land was central to
parliament’s efforts to assemble a military force for use in its struggle with Charles I and
that the emergency in Ireland was frequently invoked to raise resources by parliament,

resources that were later diverted elsewhere.

The Additional Sea Adventure to Ireland was a far smaller enterprise, conceived as a naval
expedition to complement the land expedition envisioned by the original Adventure.*®
Modern analyses of the Additional Sea Adventure are based on a single source, the relation
of the voyage written by Hugh Peter, the Puritan divine who was its pastor. This was,
however, essentially a work of propaganda.’” Although the Sea Adventure was of marginal
significance in naval terms, it marked a major shift in the posture of the leading
Adventurers, who were prepared now to intervene militarily as well as financially. Charles
refused to sanction the Sea Adventure which became a piratical assault on one of his Three
Kingdoms. Robert Brenner identified the close correlation between the investors in the Sea
Adventure to Ireland and the contractors to the earl of Warwick’s Providence Island

company.38 The Providence Island company was owned by the ‘Junta’ of opposition peers

new in their places, (London, 1641); Robert Brenner, ‘The Civil War Politics of London's
Merchant Community’, Past & Present, 58 (Feb., 1973), pp. 53-107; Valerie Pearl,
London and the Outbreak of the Puritan Revolution: City Government and National
Politics, 1625-43, (Oxford, 1961).

34 David Cressy, England on Edge: Crisis and Revolution 1640-1642, (Oxford, 2006).

35 Perceval-Maxwell, Qutbreak of the Irish Rebellion, pp. 261-284.

3 A&O, 1, pp. 9-12. 'June 1642: The Ordinance for the Sea Adventure to Ireland.' If this is
the first use of the abbreviation A&O it needs to be identified as [hereafter A&O] when the
full title is used, or else included in an abbreviation list.

" Hugh Peter, A True Relation of the Passages of Gods Providence in a Voyage for
Ireland..., (London, 1642). Peter was a Puritan pastor who trained in Holland and worked
in New England as a representative of the Massachusetts Bay Company in the 1630s. He
returned to London in 1640 as an advocate for the New England colony. His brother,
Benjamin Peter, commanded one of the vessels set out by the Sea Adventurers and later
served as a captain for both the Levant and East India companies.

38 Brenner, Merchants and Revolution, pp. 400-409. Providence Island, now Providencia,
is located off the coast of Columbia in the Caribbean Sea. Although in theory an

agricultural plantation it operated almost exclusively as a fortress for English pirates and
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and a small number of equally influential MPs, including John Pym. John Adamson
presents the events leading up to the English Revolution as a revolt led primarily by this
section of the peerage, specifically Robert Rich, earl of Warwick, Robert Greville, Lord
Brooke and William Fiennes, Viscount Say and Sele.*” This connection was developed
further by Karen Ordahl Kupperman who, using the records of the Providence Island
Company, demonstrated that a close relationship existed between Warwick and the leading
Sea Adventurers, especially Maurice Thompson, who became the main contractor of naval

services for the company.*

The regionalism that has excluded the Adventurers from Irish historiography has also led
to the exclusion of the Adventure from the historiography of the origins of the English
Civil Wars, despite the overwhelmingly parliamentarian profile of its MP investors and the
close association of the promoters with the earl of Warwick and the rest of the Providence
Island Company peers. Much of the Adventure’s £300,000 was raised between March and
June 1642 as England slid into Civil War. Despite a vibrant and continuing debate over the
political and societal causes of the English Civil War, the role of those who financed its
outbreak has not been analysed.*' Although the Adventure was not a direct cause of the
English revolt, it was evidently a facilitator, bringing together the ‘Junta’ of peers central
to the heart of the confrontation between King and parliament with Brenner’s ‘New
Merchants’. These peers were already the merchants’ best customers. This alliance
bypassed the established relationship that existed between parliament and the merchant
leadership of the City of London, the normal route through which parliamentary finance
was raised. The participants in this new alliance, dispersed throughout a variety of sources,
are clearly tabulated in Bottigheimer’s list of the original Adventurers in Irish land. This
study reveals that the small group of merchants on this list, who dominated all areas of
parliamentary finance during the Wars of the Three Kingdoms, was drawn mainly from the

network that developed to service England’s colonial expansion in the Atlantic in the

privateers throughout the 1630s until it was destroyed by a Spanish expeditionary force in

September 1640.
3% John Adamson, The Noble Revolt, (London, 2007).
“Karen Ordahl Kupperman, Providence Island, 1630-1641: The Other Puritan Colony
(Cambridge, 1993); TNA CO125/1-2 Records of the Providence Island Company. TNA
S)robably needs to go to an abbreviations list.

! Conrad Russell, The origins of the English Civil War, (London, 1973); Ann Hughes, The
Causes of the English Civil War, (Basingstoke, 1998); Richard Cust, Charles I and the
Aristocracy, (London 2013); Adamson, Noble Revolt. The Junta and the Atlantic colonial

projectors among the peerage are almost interchangeable.
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1620s and 1630s.* The few who were not were, to some degree, colonial merchants had

financial or trade links with them, or were colonial planters in their own right.

In the early decades of the seventeenth century, the American colonies existed in a
governmental vacuum. Their economic expansion accelerated in the absence of a
centralised economic strategy and according to the capacities of their various patentees and
promoters. The colonies developed as barter economies, exchanging agricultural
commodities for English manufactured goods and indentured labour. Keith Wrightson
portrays economic life in England in the first half of the seventeenth century as a slow
process of commercialisation, a transition from an agrarian to a mercantile economy
without a formal policy to make this transition.”’ The mid-American and Caribbean
colonies achieved this transition in a very short space of time (1620 to 1640), and the
mercantile wealth that accrued from this expansion was concentrated in the hands of a
small number of colonial contractors in London. It is probable that only the colonial
merchants and the Providence Island peers who oversaw the colonial expansion were
aware that this transition had taken place. The two way trade between England and the
colonies was allowed to develop without state intervention and the scale of this trade

developed without state knowledge.

The historiography of the early English colonies in the Americas tends towards a focus on
the social and religious development of the colonies, with less emphasis on the motives
and expectations of the promoters of these colonies back in England. The investors at
home wanted to make money and from their perspective, New England was a failure when
compared with the profitable tobacco and cotton plantations to the south. Many of these
investors speculated on more than one region, and colonial Virginia and plantation Ireland
had many English investors in common. English colonial enterprises in Ireland and in the

American colonies of Virginia and Massachusetts Bay were being run on more or less the

2 There is a huge literature concerning the English colonies in North America. The most
valuable works for this study, in addition to the ones already cited, Susan Myra Kingsbury,
The Records of the Virginia Company of London, (4 vols. Washington, D.C., 1906); James
Phinney Baxter, Sir Fernandino Gorges and the Province of Maine, (Boston, 1890); Carl
and Roberta Bridenbaugh, No Peace Beyond the Line, The English in the Caribbean 1624-
1690, (New York, 1972); Gemery, ‘Emigration’, pp. 174-212; Frances Rose-Troup, The
Massachusetts Bay Company and its Predecessors, (New York, 1930); Bernard Bailyn,
New England Merchants in the Seventeenth Century, (Cambridge, MA., 1962).

B Keith Wrightson, Earthly Necessities: Economic Lives in Early Modern Britain, (New

Haven, CT., 2000).
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same lines by 1640. All had local parliaments with local courts and local officers, although
only in Ireland were these courts answerable to the Privy Council in England and
ultimately to the King.** This distinction was important as it allowed the American
colonies to be administered by the patentees and their agents. Ken Macmillan argues
against this theory of ‘government by license’ and contends that the state took a keen
interest in colonial affairs.*” This is true in terms of the conditions written into the various
patentees’ charters, but practical interventions were rare. The independently minded
‘Americans’, English colonists who returned in the years immediately preceding the
English revolt, took leading roles on the parliamentary side, and made a disproportionate
impact compared to the tiny numbers involved. The ‘Americans’ were already trusted both
by the Adventurers and the colonial peers and provided useful administrative and

leadership skills that parliament could exploit to its advantage.

The Adventurers can be viewed as classic ‘money-fetishists’, a convenient Marxist
expression meaning that they valued the acquisition of money above all else.*® In a pure
form, their colonial enterprises consisted of buying human labour and colonial land,
combining the two in order to create more money and starting the cycle again. There are
exceptions to this rule, but most leading Adventurers appear to have been interested in
little else. It is important to understand this concept, as it sets the Adventurers apart from
many of their associates and peers whose primary motivations were either political or
spiritual advancement. Money-fetishism allowed the Adventurers to be essentially
apolitical and to support Crown, Parliament and Crown again over a twenty year period
and to create Puritan settlements in North America, while at the same time trading with
Spanish America in the South. Better than anyone else in England in the 1640s, the
Adventurers understood the power of money as an instant means of exchange. Their trade
with Spain and Spanish America was essential to the Adventurers’ trading network, as
these were the principal sources of silver bullion from which money could be made.

Outwardly, however, the Adventurers were overwhelmingly Puritans, comprising not only

4 Conrad Russell, Unrevolutionary England 1603-1642, (London, 1990).

45 Ken Macmillan, ‘Bound by Regal Office: Empire, Strategy and the American Colonies
in the Seventeenth Century’ in Stephen Foster (ed.), British North America in the
Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries, (Oxford, 2013), pp. 67-89.

* Harry Cleaver, ‘The Subversion of Money as Command in the Current Crisis’ in Werner
Bonefeld and John Holloway (eds.), Global Capital, National State and the Politics of

Money, (Basingstoke, 1995), pp 141-177.
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the London Puritans identified by Lindley but also returning emigrants from the American

.47
colonies.

Many the leading Adventurers also feature among the Puritan protagonists in John
Donohue’s work on the English Revolution.*® Most of the leading London based
Adventurers had close commercial and familial ties with the Dutch Republic and tended
towards the Calvinist churches established in London.*” The Adventurers for Irish land not
drawn from the maritime merchant community were normally involved in Dutch trade,
either through the Merchant Adventurers or independently. The fact, however, that many
Adventurers were Puritans did not preclude them from crossing the religious divide in
pursuit of opportunities, despite the vehement anti-Catholic and anti-Jewish rhetoric in
which they frequently indulged. They were also able to work with both Independent and

Presbyterian factions in parliament, without any obvious problems of conscience.

The typical Adventurer for Irish land also fails to satisfy the classical definition of a
mercantilist, who uses trade as a lever to wield power.’’ Power was not the primary
objective of the Adventurers and their leadership rarely sought or accepted political office.
This may seem to be at odds with the belligerent foreign policies recommended to
Cromwell by the Adventurers during the early 1650s and supported by them financially,
but the Adventurers understood global trade to be fixed in size and their only route to
increasing their share of it was through conquest or by depriving other nations of their
share.”' The Adventurers confused the nature of trade with the nature of land which is, by
and large, fixed in terms of area and the global share of it expandable only through
conquest or colonisation. The story of the Adventurers is easier to understand when

examined in the context of their worldview. The acquisition of money was their primary

4 William L. Sachse, ‘The Migration of New Englanders to England, 1640-1660’, in
American Historical Review, 55 (Jan. 1948), pp. 251-278.

8 John Donohue, Fire Under the Ashes, an Atlantic History of the English Revolution,
(Chicago, 2013).

¥ Ole Peter Grell, Dutch Calvinists in early Stuart London: The Dutch Church at Austin
Friars 1603-42, (London, 1989); Ole Peter Grell, Brethren in Christ, a Calvinist network
in Reformation Europe, (Cambridge, 2011); Ashton, ‘Puritanism and Progress’; Christian
J. Koot, Empire at the periphery: British colonists, Anglo-Dutch trade, and the
development of the British Atlantic, 1621-1713, (London, 2011).

3% Jacob Viner, ‘Power versus Plenty as objectives of foreign policy in the Seventeenth and
Eighteenth Centuries’, World Politics, 1 (October, 1948), pp. 1-29.

' Douglas A. Irwin, ‘Strategic Trade Policy and Mercantilist Trade Rivalries’, American

Economic Review 82, (May, 1992), pp. 134-9.
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goal, but land was a good substitute for money. Religion, reputation and status were

important, but less so for them than for most of their contemporaries.

Once battle lines were drawn in England, Ireland and Scotland the Adventurers alternated
between the financing of war and the development of their extra-territorial commercial
empires. They maintained a particular interest in Ireland where the fate of their Adventure
was at stake but also, and of equal importance, the profits to be made through providing
military supplies.”> The important area of English parliamentary finance has been the
subject of a number of recent studies that deal with many aspects of management at the
centre and of collection at a local level.”® The Adventurers for Irish Land were appointed to
leading roles in all of parliament’s major financial committees, and also to the later
committees that dealt with the sale or farming of royalist, ecclesiastical and crown
property.5 * The proliferation of committees appears to be somewhat confused but each was
headed by a sub-set of closely-related Adventurers. As a result, the parliamentary financial
committees can be viewed holistically, as opposed to in a mutually competitive way. The
Adventurers normally appointed their associates from previous commercial partnerships or
family members to key positions in each committee. Many of these appointees were also
originally Adventurers for Irish Land. To oversee their activities a Committee of Accounts
was appointed, also mainly comprised of Adventurers with more than a sprinkling of
business associates of Maurice Thompson. Parliament’s financial committees were far
more homogenous than individual studies of single sources of funds suggest, and as they
were controlled, staffed and audited by a single group of interconnected merchants, the
potential for corruption is all too apparent. There is a modern tendency to view these

committee-men as prototypes for the high-principled and impartial civil servants of later

52 Robert Armstrong, ‘The Long Parliament goes to war: the Irish campaigns, 1641-3,
Historical Research, 80, (February 2007), pp. 73-99.

33 Michael Braddick, Parliamentary Taxation in Seventeenth Century England- Local
Administration and Response (Woodbridge, 1994); Braddick, The Nerves of State:
Taxation and the financing of the English State, (Manchester, 1996); D’Maris Coffman,
Excise Taxation and the Origins of Public Debt, (Basingstoke, 2013); D’Maris Coffman,
‘Towards a New Jerusalem: The Committee for Regulating the Excise, 16491653,
English Historical Review 128:535 (Dec. 2013), pp. 1418-1450; Ben Coates, ‘The Impact
of the English Civil War on the Economy of London, 1652-1650", (PhD. Thesis,
University of Leicester, 1997).

% Mary Anne Everett Greene, (ed.), Calendar of the Proceedings of the Committee for

Advance of Money, 1642-1656, 3 Vols., (London, 1888); Ian Gentles, ‘The Sales of
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centuries. These men were nothing of the sort. They were pirates and slavers, men who
increased trade through conquest and seized every opportunity for personal gain. Their
self-regulated state treasury, staffed throughout by family members and business partners,
could not have been better designed for widespread corruption and favouritism.
Parliamentary sequestrations were, in essence, just another form of plunder and the burden
of taxation normally fell more heavily on the Adventurers’ competitors than on their

partners.

Studies of England’s colonies during the Civil War years conform to the regional model
established for earlier narratives. There is a convention that describes the Virginia and
Caribbean colonies as broadly royalist and New England as broadly supportive of the
parliamentary cause. This interpretation ignores the complication that the economic
development of the colonies was primarily in the hands of the Adventurers, parliament’s
financial managers. There was a noticeable pattern of alignment between economic
expansions in the colonies and expansions of the parliamentary war effort, especially
around sugar and the slave trade, both of which generated bullion. Colonial profits
increased rapidly in importance as a source of the Adventurers’ funds. Taken in this
monetary context, the colonial uprising in favour of Charles II in 1649, quashed by the
parliamentary navy in 1651, was of major significance. Control of the profits from
Caribbean sugar plantations played an increasingly important role in England’s financial
affairs, a point that was probably not lost on the new king. Distant Barbados had become a

weak link in the parliamentary financial system.

Ireland’s role in this system, until Cromwell’s arrival in the summer of 1649, was typically
as an excuse to raise funds, a pattern apparent to commentators at the time. Samuel
Sheppard’s observation in 1647 on a new subsidy of £20,000 per month to be collected for

Ireland, the treasurer for which was Maurice Thompson, reflected a popular perception:

‘But however posterity may censure their actions, they are agreed to set
all their wits a wheeling, to wind up with as much money as may be
(before they go) out of the pockets of the people, which they suppose
may be best accomplished by the help of the old Engine of Levying
money for the relief of Ireland: for which purpose they have passed and
published a new ordinance for the raising of £20,000 per mensem. And
they have feigned a new victory too, (according to their old custom) to

usher forward the design, thinking by that means to revive the Old
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Drooping Purchasers, or at least-wise tto encourage some new upstart
covetous creatures to a New-Hazard. Yes, and they have (as they used
formerly to do) consulted with certain eminent citizens, to make free (but
feigned) proffers of lending certain comsiderable sums for that service,
hoping by that means to draw in others whilst (God knows) they intend

s 5
neither men nor moneys there’.”

There was little by way of parliamentary opposition to this approach until Cromwell’s
campaign and his policy of actually paying soldiers. The Adventurers, although Puritans
with presumed sympathy for the Independent members of parliament, remained aloof from
parliamentary factionalism and retained a consiistent grip on state finance until Cromwell
ejected both parliament and the Adventurers from office in 1653. The Adventurers
thereafter took a different approach, avoiding o ffering the Protectorate financial support
beyond paying their taxes, while working to promote their allies to positions of influence
within the regime. In the context of the Irish lamd settlement, their claims were in
competition with the army, whose pay arrears were also to be settled with land. Technical
aspects of the land surveys performed in Ireland, and the land settlement itself, have been
the subject of extensive academic scrutiny.’® Tlese studies, however, treat the land

settlement solely within an Irish context, leavimg aside the enmity that existed between the

53 Samuel Sheppard, Mercurius Elenticus, No. 14, 23 February to 1 March 1647, p. 5.
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Simington (ed.), Books of Survey and Distributtion : being abstracts of various surveys and
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two camps, soldiers and Adventurers. The Irish Protectorate was heavily in debt by 1658
and the Adventurers’ claims represented a small fraction of this, yet the Adventurers
maintained that their claims took priority. Although the land surveys were headquartered in
Dublin, where army claims for land were heard, the Adventurers insisted on managing
their affairs from London. This thesis highlights the conflict between Adventurers and
army that resulted in the Adventurers finding an unlikely ally, the ‘Old Protestants’, the

existing Protestant landowners in Ireland.

In his assessment of the new men appointed by the Protectorate to manage its finances,
Maurice Ashley states that that *All of these men must have had a real influence on the
determination of policy. They formed a new class of government officials, distinguished
alike by their single-mindedness and ability, who were appointed because their special
knowledge made them suitable for the work’.’” The Protectorate was forced to appoint new
officials because the Adventurers had a profound disagreement with Cromwell over the
distribution of Irish land. It was the Adventurers who were possessed of real knowledge
and ample experience of the organisation of state finance, and it was they who would have
been best placed to serve the Protectorate had they continued in their posts. These changes
in personnel and policy were forced upon Cromwell by the Adventurers and were not

entered into voluntarily by the new government.

The Adventurers, for so long westward-facing, had turned east and became preoccupied
with the Levant and East India trade, taking control of both companies and of the African
slave trade that ran along the Asian shipping routes. Indian cotton was as much prized by
west-African slave dealers as African gold was to Indian cloth merchants. As part of this
process they absorbed into their circle former royalist merchant grandees who had drifted
back to London following the death of Charles 1. The Adventurers thus acquired a second
group of important allies, alongside the Old Protestants in Ireland. Taken separately, the
Old Protestants have little in common with the royalist merchant elite. This is reflected in
existing literature concerning both Charles IIs’ subsequent affirmation of the Adventurers’
claim to Irish Land, and the key circumstances surrounding the King’s return to London. In
May 1660 a group of London merchants and M Ps travelled to The Hague to negotiate
terms with Charles II. The majority of these merchants were Adventurers for Irish Land
and the remainder were their new partners and fellow members of the Levant and East

India companies. On behalf of the City of London, the merchants gave Charles a gift of

57 Maurice Ashley, Financial and Commercial Policy under the Cromwellian Protectorate,

(Oxford, 1962 edition), p. 9.
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£80,000 and were immediately knighted by a grateful King for their efforts.”® On 9 June
1660 Maurice Thompson received a royal pardon from the King in person.’” The personal
treatment of Maurice Thompson is indicative of the significant role that he played, behind

the scenes, working for the restoration of the King.

The mission to The Hague helps to explain why the Adventurers’ claims to Irish Land
were upheld. Toby Barnard observed that there was ‘a disparity between the number and
possessions of newcomers and their political weight that needs to be explained’®’ Patrick
Little saw the acceptance by the ‘Old Protestants’ of the Adventurers settlement as being
the only way in which their own debts from the Civil War years could be recouped.®’ Most
accounts focus on the influence of ‘Old Protestants’ and former soldiers in Dublin or
Londen but do not take account of the fact that the Adventurers were in a far stronger
position than either. Even the Old Protestant’s gift of £20,000 to Charles II could not

outweigh the Adventurers larger offerings, or their role in the return of the King.

There is a general consensus on the events surrounding the restoration of Charles II. It is
generally credited as having been instigated by General George Monck, triggered by his
march on London in February 1660, and the lack of any determined opposition.®* All
accounts are silent on the source of Monck’s finance. There is also a conflicy between
Monck’s purported cause; a ‘free’ parliament and the restoration of the monarchy.
Monck’s order for the dissolution of the Rump on 11 February 1660 ‘remains a matter for
conjecture’.63 One account, by Gary S. De Krey, includes references to the position of

England’s foreign trade.* De Krey focusses on the India Company, the Royal Adventurers

58 Carlyn A. Edie, ‘For "The Honour and Welfare of the City": London's Gift to King
Charles II on His Coming into His Kingdom, May 1660°, Huntington Library Quarterly,
50:2 (Spring, 1987), pp. 119-131; Gary S. De Krey, London and the Restoration 1659-
1683, (Cambridge, 2005).

9 TNA SP 29/3, f. 103, Pardon of Maurice Thompson.

%0 Toby Barnard, Irish Protestant Ascents and Descents: 1641-1770, (Dublin 2004), pp. 2-

a

o1 patrick Little, Lord Broghill and the Cromwellian Union with Ireland and Scotland
(Woodbridge, 2004), pp. 71-4.

%2 N. H. Keeble, The Restoration: England in the 1660s, (Oxford, 2002), pp.5-31; Tim
Harris, Restoration, Charles Il and his Kingdoms, (London, 2006), pp 1-42; John Miller,
After the Civil Wars: English Politics and Government in the reign of Charles 11, (Harlow,
2000). pp. 161-2; Paul Seaward, The Restoration, (Basingstoke, 1991).

63 Miller, After the civil wars, p. 21.
%4 Gary S. De Krey, Restoration and Revolution in Britain: A political history of the Era of

Charlzs 11 and the Glorious Revolution, (Basingstoke, 2007), pp. 49-51
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into Africa, the Levant Company and the American colonies, but is unaware that all of
these companies and activities were, in 1660, dominated by the leading Adventurers for
Irish Land. Most works pass comment on the Protectorate’s chronic indebtedness, yet the
idea that the creditors for may have had a role in the Protectorate’s fall is unexamined. The
fact that the Adventurers were best placed to finance Charles II connects the Irish land

settlement with the King’s return. Indeed, he had few other options.®’

A core and stable group of Adventurers emerged at the heart of the events surrounding the
initial ousting of Charles I from London, organised parliament’s financial machine and
navy, became prominent in all areas of England’s foreign trade and took a central role in
the events surrounding the restoration of Charles II. Despite the fluctuating fortunes of war
and politics, their story is one of consistent advancement and eventual victory. No other

group in the Wars of the Three Kingdoms achieved such relentless progress.

As the Adventurers operated both on a global scale and in the most intimate committee
rooms at the centre of the government of the Commonwealth, a comparative study from a
wide range of primary sources was required to put their story together. The records of the
Adventurers, their partnerships, land transactions and various negotiations with the
Protectorate regime in London are found in a discreet set of Irish State Papers at The
National Archives in Kew®. Possibly because of this, they have escaped the attention of
historians of the English revolt. These records map the evolution of the Adventurers
relationships with one another from 1642 to 1660, relationships that are paralleled in the
commercial partnerships that also developed during this period. The Adventurers were
mainly drawn from investors and merchants active in the Americas and a detailed
inspection of sources relating to all of these colonies, with particular reference to how each
American plantation was financed, proved necessary to determine how each of the leading
Adventurers related to one another.®” Some of these colonial entrepreneurs also had

dealings with Ireland, traceable in part through Admiralty Court records and also through

accounts of individual voyages.

65 See Allan I. Maclnnes, The British Revolution, 1629-1660, (Basingstoke, 2005), pp.

223-5.

5 TNA SP 63/288-301.

7 Robert Brenner’s Merchants and Revolution is the most convenient starting point, and
almost all of the early American colonies have specific literature devoted to each. Colonial
Papers (TNA CO 1/5-11) include references to many of the investors and these were used
alongside minute books of the Levant (TNA SP 110/10, 55) and East India (BL IOR/B/19-
26) Companies to establish the pattern of investors migrating from the western colonies to

the eastern companies.
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To track the movement of funds from the Adventure to parliament, an inspection of army
income and payment warrants was required. This information was fed into a commercial
accounts program to make it easier to trace the transactions.”® Army payment warrants
confirmed that the Adventurers were also the main receivers of army and navy contracts,
thus controlling both sides of parliament’s military state, finance and purchasing, from the
early stages of the conflict. This level of control is even more apparent in Navy records.
Parliamentary Ordinances provided a vital source for the names behind each financing
measure, particularly with regard to the collection of subsidies and the networks in the
English provinces. Many of these individuals, particularly in West of England coastal

towns, were also active in the early colonial plantations.

The Adventurers’ involvement in Irish affairs was through their membership of the various
iterations of the English Parliament’s committee for Irish Affairs.®” Their key interventions
included their opposition to the cessation of hostilities between Charles I and the Irish
Confederates in 1643 and their attempts to maintain a monopoly over military supplies sent
from England to Ireland. There are separate records of sums raised for some of the larger
fundraising efforts, and matching records of repayments by parliamentary finance
committees, details of which are referenced in the relevant chapters. These loans were
often the subject of popular scrutiny and as men of great wealth often are, the Adventurers
found themselves written about in the popular press, especially Royalist news sheets.”’ The
Adventurers were evidently not well liked, particularly as in addition to raising loans, they
also collected taxes. Finally, although the Adventurers rarely published petitions of their

own, the very few that survive provide significant insights into their motivations.

%8 The data contained in TNA SP 28/1 A-D, with some other records, was treated in this
way. The specific dates at which payment warrants were raised, and then paid, were then
compared with the funds available to the treasurers of each fund-raising committee at
specific times.

5 The minute books for the Committee for Irish Affairs are dispersed among State Papers
in The National Archives and at several other repositories. Taken together, almost a
complete series has been preserved. In broadly chronological order they are to be found in
National Library of Ireland MS 14,305 (1642-3); TNA SP 16/539/2-3 (1643-4); BL Add
Ms 4749A, 4771 (1643-6); TNA SP 63/266 (1647); TNA SP 21/26-29 (1646-9); BL Add
Ms 4782 (1647-8). Despite frequent changes in personnel, the secretary of the committee
throughout was William Hawkins, a brother-in-law of Maurice Thompson. The manuscript
in the National Library of Ireland is his minute book.

7% The majority of this material has been drawn from the Thomason Collection at the
British Library, available through Early English Books Online (EEBO). George
Thomason, the publisher responsible for the collection, was a member of the Adventurers’

comnittee in London, 1643-45.
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This thesis is arranged chronologically, charting the development of the Adventurers’
activities within specific geographical regions. This approach demonstrates both their
simultaneous involvement across multiple economic domains and how these activities
were often interrelated. Chapter One is divided into two parts. The first part is a survey of
the colonial activities from 1620-1641 of those merchants who became leaders of the
Adventure for Irish Land in 1642. They were drawn from networks of London-based
merchants trading with the English colonies in North America and the Caribbean, but with
a significant number also drawn from the Levant and Indies trade. The emergence of
[reland, particularly Munster, as a provisioning stop for traders between Europe and
America is examined, as is the network of ship owners that managed the provisioning and
servant trade between the two regions. These colonial networks emerged as a powerful
force in London politics at the outbreak of the city’s rebellion against Charles I in January
1642. One faction, led by Maurice Thompson, quickly became an important component of
the English Parliament’s response to the outbreak of the Irish rebellion of October 1641.
The Irish rebellion, and parliament’s response to it, was central to the widening gap

between Charles I and his Parliament.

Chapter Two demonstrates for the first time that the Adventure for Irish Land, a suggestion
of Richard Boyle, earl of Cork, was instigated and funded by the small circle of radical
peers, politicians and merchants at the heart of the rebellion against Charles I. The core
purpose of the Adventure was political and the participant’s interest in Irish land appears
incidental and opportunistic. Much of the money raised was only contributed after it
became apparent in July 1642 that the funds would be used to finance parliament’s forces
in England. In August 1642 the leading Adventurers in London began assembling money

and military equipment for parliament’s forces, much of it drawn from their own stores.

Maurice Thompson initiated a further Adventure secured on Irish Land, the Additional Sea
Adventure in July 1642. The Sea Adventure, examined in Chapter Three, comprised an
amphibious attack on Royalist targets in Ireland and demonstrated that the Adventurers
preferred a strategy of direct confrontation with King Charles I. They also used their best
efforts to block Charles’ attempts to bring about an early cessation of hostilities in Ireland.
The remainder of this chapter charts how the leadership of the Adventurers dominated

parliament’s financial and military committees during the 1640s.

The focus of the thesis widens again in Chapter Four as the Adventurers applied their

English war profits to colonial developments, commandeering the chartered foreign trading
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companies in the process. They retained their grip on parliamentary finances and targeted
their colonial profits towards specific loans to finance the parliamentary army, which
resulted in further trading concessions. The Adventurers navigated their way through the
political upheavals in England, 1647-9, and although quietly opposed to the execution of
Charles I, they nevertheless gained control over the Council of State’s external trade
policy. Leading Adventurers responsible for the sale of the church and royalist property, in
addition to the personal property of the late King, ensured that they recovered all of the
loans extended to the Commonwealth. Maurice Thompson and the treasurer for the
Adventure for Irish Land, Thomas Andrews, undertook the financing of Cromwell’s Irish

campaign, 1649-50. By 1653, the Adventurers appeared to be in an unassailable position.

Chapter Five, the final chapter, opens with the Adventurers’ breach with Oliver Cromwell
over his intention to use most of the confiscated Irish land to settle debts due to the army in
Ireland. This disagreement caused the dismissal of the Adventurers from all of the finance
committees and other state positions. The departure of the Adventurers was marked by a
steady decline in the Protectorate’s finances and disasters in foreign policy that included
the Western Design in the Caribbean and subsequent naval war with Spain. While the
Adventurers doggedly defended their claims to Irish land from their committee room in
London, they developed their contacts with royalist merchants through the East India
Company. Maurice Thompson was appointed governor of the East India Company in 1658
and appointed a factor in Amsterdam to be close to the exiled Charles II. The chapter
concludes with the identification of partners common to Thompson and General George

Monck and the role of the Adventurers in contributing towards the restoration of Charles

I1.

This study of the Adventurers for Irish land highlights a cohesive network of merchants
and financiers consistently engaged at the heart of parliament’s revolt against Charles 1.
The goal of Maurice Thompson and his associates was profit, pure and simple, both from
the Wars of the Three Kingdoms and the acquisition of those external trading companies
subject to royal charter. Their interest in Ireland was entirely opportunistic, a means of
securing money advanced to Parliament during the early stages of the English revolt. Their
subsequent financing of Cromwell’s conquest of Ireland was necessary to collect on their
security. Despite their rift with Cromwell in 1653, the vast wealth they had accumulated by

the 1650s allowed them to influence, and underwrite financially, the Restoration of Charles

I1. The Adventurers got a fortune, a pardon and Ireland.
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Chapter Two

The Origins of the Adventurers and the Struggle for London

The purpose of this chapter is to outline the background of the leading Adventurers for
Irish land in the decades prior to 1642. They were mainly involved in colonial trade, some
as planters, some as shipping agents and many more as importers or exporters between the
American colonies and the British Isles. The chapter will demonstrate how a small group
of London merchants was closely involved in the development of the English Virginian
and Caribbean colonies, how merchants based in Ireland formed an integral part of this
activity and how a separate, Puritan colonial effort existed alongside these commercial
ones. The emphasis of this section, however, is on commercial activity and not religious
affiliation. The leading Adventurers for Irish land were drawn primarily from networks of
LLondon-based merchants trading between England, Ireland and the English colonies in
North America and the Caribbean. These networks, built up between 1620 and 1640,
emerged as a powerful force in London’s politics at the outbreak of the city’s rebellion

against Charles I during the spring of 1642.

The development of Ireland as a source of labour and provisions for the American colonies
is examined, as is the network of ship owners that emerged to manage this trade. Ireland
and the American colonies were tied together from the outset in the minds of those
interested in both regions, and Ireland was regarded as a convenient source of labour for

the American colonies from their inception. As ‘An Advice for Ireland’ of 19 December

1607 observed:

In Ireland there are a certaine kinde of swordmen called Kerne:
descended from Horsboyes, idle persons and unlawful propagation. They
are base, apt to follow factions, and live always by the spoil, and will
never be brought to another conformity there: but if they might be drawn
from thence, and imployed to the planting of Virginia the country should
be well freed... The number of these people in Ireland, I suppose will not
exceed 7 or 8,000."

7! British Library, Lansdowne Ms 156, A Volume containing a very large Collection of

Treasury Papers (1432-1618), f. 261, ‘An advise for Ireland’.
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The Virginia colony got off to a slow start, despite being financially well supported with
subscriptions to the Virginia Company, the colonial patentee, and the enthusiasm of its
early settlers, including members of the gentry attracted to a life of adventure. The colony
produced its first viable crop, tobacco, in 1617 and this caused a surge of migration to the
colony of both investors and labourers. At the same time as the Virginia colony was
becoming establishedestablished the government in England was deciding what to do
about Ireland, following the pacification of Ulster in 1603. The Lord Deputy of Ireland, Sir
Arthur Chichester, opined that he would prefer to ‘labor with his hands in the Plantation of
Ulster than dance or play in that of Virginia’. From that time the English state embarked
upon a policy of governing its Irish colony directly, leaving Virginia in the private hands of
its entrepreneurial speculators.”” To a sober mind, the nascent colonies of Virginia and
Bermuda could appear as little more than expensive kindergartens for young English peers,
excited about the prospects for piracy and emulating the fame of Sir Walter Raleigh. The
Treaty of London signed between England and Spain in August 1604, however, had called
a halt to this activity. This treaty, which lasted until 1625, created a short period of peace

during which colonial Virginia and Bermuda became better established.

Tobacco is a highly labour intensive crop that could not be serviced entirely with imported
English labour. The interests of English colonial planters in Ireland and the Americas
began to coalesce in the early 1620s as the requirement for an alternative source, Irish
labour, intensified.” Although it faced no immediate threat from its Spanish competitors,
the Virginia colony was nearly wiped out following a massacre of the colonists by the local
Powhatan Indians in March 1622. The massacre of 1622 almost bankrupted the Virginia
Company and left a space for new investors, in the shape of the Adventure for Necessary
Supplies for Virginia, promoted in London on 4 July 1623.” A London merchant, Maurice
Thompson, subscribed £70 to this fund, as part of a consortium of small investors, and he

travelled to Virginia to manage the grant of land that this money had purchased.”

72 Chichester is quoted in Bottigheimer, English Money and Irish Land, p. 17.

Bottigheimer supplies an extensive treatment of the development of plantation Ireland, pp.

1-29.

73 Library of Virginia, Colonial Records Project, Survey Report No. 1106/291, No. 291 A

Note of the shipping, Men and Provisions sent and provided for Virginia, by the Right

Honourable, the earl of Southampton, and the Company, this year 1620...Two ships with

100 kine on board to sail from Ireland.

7 Kingsbury, Records of the Virginia Company, p. 245.

75 Ibid. This Adventure raised a total of £1,290. Thompson was only a minor investor but

was interested in migrating to Virginia, probably on foot of his family connection. Most of
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Thompson was already a significant importer of Virginia tobacco and membership of the
consortium for the Adventure for Necessary Supplies required an income of at least £7,000
per year.’® Early in 1624, he disembarked at Richmond, Virginia complaining of poor
rations and a difficult crossing.”” In addition to his own interests, Thompson was also
acting as a factor for Edward Bennett, a more substantial London merchant, the Virginia

Company’s largest investor and the major shipper of tobacco from the colony.”

Maurice Thompson was fortunate in his connections. His sister Mary was married to
Captain William Tucker, the Virginia colony’s Captain-General.”’ Tucker was a kinsman
of John Bargrave, a major planter and agent for Sir Nathaniel Rich, one of the Virginia
Company’s leading critics.*® Widely regarded in the colony as its saviour during the
Powhatan uprising, in June 1623 Tucker had organised a peace conference between the
Indians and the colonists in order to avoid another massacre. Observing that the Powhatans
performed a tea ceremony at the start of such a conference, Tucker poisoned their tea and
killed 200 Indian delegates.®' From 1623 until Tucker’s final departure for England in
1640 the colony adopted Tucker’s style of military rule and he served on the colony’s

Privy Council until 1629.

In another role, William Tucker was the factor in Virginia for Daniel Gookin, the business

manager of Richard Boyle, earl of Cork, who had migrated to Virginia in 1621 but

the other investors, Rowland Truelove, William Feldgate, John Godson, etc., were
involved in merchant shipping.

7® Library of Virginia, Colonial Records Project, Survey Report No. 1106/291, No. 402
Petition of John Bargrave to the Lord Treasurer. Edward Bennett, with his two brothers,
owned 1,500 acres of land in Virginia. Bennett was also deputy governor of the Merchant
Adventurers in Delft in the 1620s. His son, Richard Bennett, took over the management of
the Virginia Estate in 1625. It is unlikely that Thompson had the capital at this stage of his
career to qualify as an investor in The Adventure for Necessary Supplies. He was more
likely to have been acting as an agent for the Bennetts who sought to acquire some land
outside of the control of the troubled Virginia Company. Edward Bennett was also an
uncle of Henry Bennett, Lord Arlington, a major aggregator of Irish land after the
Restoration of Charles II (Lothrop Withington, Virginia Gleanings in England, (Baltimore,
1980), p. 448).

""H.R. Mcllwaine (ed.), Minutes of the Colonial and General Court of Colonial Virginia
1622-1632, 1670-1676, (Richmond, 1974), p. 54.

™ MacCartney, Virginia Immigrants and Adventurers, p. 123.

7 Kingsbury, Records of the Virginia Company, pp. 441-442.

8% MacCartney, Virginia Immigrants and Adventurers, p. 109. To Nathaniel Rich, and his
cousin Robert Rich, earl of Warwick, Virginia was ideally suited for development into a
provisioning stop for privateers in search of Spanish bullion consignments. He regarded
Elantations as distractions, diverting resources against a war with Spain.

! MacCartney, Virginia Immigrants and Adventurers, pp. 221-222.
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returned frequently to Ireland and England.*” Daniel Gookin was an active transporter of
servants, cattle and other supplies to Virginia and owned several hundred acres there.®
Gookin’s servants appear to have suffered a particularly high mortality rate as there were
only seven men alive in June 1623 out of all of those he had shipped to Virginia before
then.* While in England, Gookin made use of Boyle’s contacts in Bristol to build ships of
his own to service his colonial trade.*> Gookin sent out at least one ship each year,
delivering Irish and English servants and cattle on alternate years.* Richard Boyle’s
daughter, Hannah, also lived in Virginia, a tenant of the Tuckers and neighbour of the
Thompsons in Elizabeth city. *” Hannah Boyle had married Edward Hill, a London
merchant, and the couple migrated to Virginia in 1622. Hill died two years later and his
land in Virginia passed to his brother, Richard Hill, another London merchant who became
a prominent Adventurer in Irish Land and close associate of a network of rapidly rising
colonial merchants led by Maurice Thompson, Thomas Andrews and William Pennoyer.88
Hannah later married Alexander Mountney, a substantial Virginia planter whose brother
Richard Mountney was company secretary of the East India Company in the 1620s.*’ This
early stage of colonial development, however, was largely financed by the existing
merchant elite, drawn from the chartered trading companies. Lesser merchants such as
Maurice Thompson had to transplant themselves in order to get a foothold in the colony.
As a result of lack of interest or financial return, the company merchants evidently left the

further development of the Atlantic colonies to this lesser class of merchants.

Quite distinct from the men who made their money predominantly from trade, a separate

class of investors, undertakers who invested in the development of new landed estates,

82 Mcllwaine, Minutes of the Colonial and General Court, p. 30.

83 Gookin shipped regularly from Cork to Virginia. In August 1624 he invested £400 in
building and fitting out his own vessel, the Mary Providence of Cork, to service this trade.
See John C. Appleby (ed.), Calendar of material relating to Ireland from the High Court of
Admiralty Examinations 1536-1641 (Dublin, 1992), p. 152. Where Gookin got his money
from is a puzzle. He worked for the earl of Cork, so that was his most likely source of
funds although Richard Boyle never patented land in his own name in the Americas.

8 Kingsbury, Records of the Virginia Company, p. 229.

8 Appleby, High Court of Admiralty Examinations, p. 152.

8 Aubrey Gwynn, ‘Documents Relating to the Irish in the West Indies’, Analecta
Hibernia, 4 (Oct., 1932), pp. 162-166.

8 William Foster (ed.), The Voyage of Thomas Best to the East Indies, 1612-1614,
(London, 1930), p. 262. Richard Mountney was a substantial investor in both the
Adventure for Irish land and Additional Sea Adventure.

¥MacCartney, Virginia Immigrants and Adventurers, p. 387; Brenner, Merchants and
Revolution, pp. 164-5.

% K. N. Chaudhuri, The English East India Company, The study of an early joint-stock

company 1600-1640, (London, 1965), p. 101.
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entered the Virginia and Irish land markets in large number in the 1620s. It was common

90 For

for English undertakers to have investments both in Ireland and Virginia at this time.
example, an English planter in Ireland, Sir Edward Blaney of Monaghan, also exported
servants to Virginia on a large scale. Blaney transported 153 men and 50 ‘maids and young
woemen’ in 1621, a valuable cargo worth 150 pounds of tobacco per person.”! Although
Blaney made the first two voyages to Virginia himself, by 1624 he had contracted Maurice
Thompson, who used his ship the Hopewell. On 15 July 1624 the now bankrupt Virginia
Company was dissolved by Charles I and a Royal Commission was set up, reporting to the
Privy Council, to manage the affairs of the colony.’? Thompson took advantage of the
confusion to acquire with William Claiborne, a future key partner in his American
activities, a large tract of land known as Blunt Point.” Thompson returned to England in
1626 leaving his brothers, George and William, newly shipped out at William Tucker’s
expense, to manage what was now one of Virginia’s largest estates. All of this was taking
place under the watchful eye of the Rich cousins, Sir Nathaniel Rich and Robert Rich, earl
of Warwick. The earl of Warwick spent these years mainly at sea, managing the family
interests in Bermuda and Virginia, but Nathaniel Rich spent much of the year 1622 in
Ireland surveying the state of England’s plantations. While in Ireland, he dabbled in a land
investment and loaned £3,000 on the Dublin Staple to Hubert Dillon of Killenenan, County
Westmeath, to purchase a 350 acre estate in County Longford.” By 1624, Robert Rich had

% Irish planters Humphrey Allen, Thomas Flowerdew, Sir Henry Pierce and Lt. Charles
Pointz invested as did the families of William Barker, Robert Cartwright, Sir Robert
Heiborne, Walter Hodges, Sir John Kingsmill, Sir George Mainwaring, Gabriel
Throgmorton and Oliver St John. Landed interest in both Ireland and Virginia developed
simultaneously in the 1620s although there are few records of direct trade between these
colonies. For these comparisons see Victor Treadwell (ed.), The Irish Commission of
1622:- an investigation of the Irish Administration 1615-22 and its consequences 1623-24,
(Dublin, 2006) and Kingsbury, Records of the Virginia Company, both passim.
! Frank E. Grizzard and D. Boyd Smith, Jamestown Colony, a Political, Social and
Cultural History, (Santa Barbara, CA., 2007), p. 31.
%21 America and West Indies: July 1624', in W. Noel Sainsbury (ed.), Calendar of State
Papers Colonial, America and West Indies, 1, 1574-1660, (London, 1860), pp. 63-69
http://www.british-history.ac.uk/cal-state-papers/colonial/america-west-indies/vol1/pp63-
69 [accessed 14 September 2015].
% Kingsbury, Records of the Virginia Company, p. 557. The Blunt Point patentees
included Sir Francis Wyatt, governor of the colony.
% Jane Ohlmeyer and Eammonn O Ciarda (eds.), The Irish Statute Staple Books, 1596-
1687, (Dublin, 1998), pp. 139, 208; Treadwell, Irish commission of 1622, pp. 661, 659.
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returned to London and was appointed to a Royal commission for ‘settling the government

of Virginia®.”” This commission approved Thompson and Claiborne’s land purchase.

Maurice Thompson had also access to the extended family of his in-laws. William Tucker
was a cousin of Daniel Tucker, the commercial factor for the Virginia Company’s first
ever voyage, that of the Nicholas in February 1606.°° Daniel Tucker lived in Virginia for
some time prior to 1616 when he was appointed governor of the earl of Warwick’s
Bermuda colony. Thompson had, through the Tuckers, access to the upper levels of
Virginia society and to the inner circle of Warwick’s colonial agents. Back in London, he
developed links with Nicholas Corsellis, a brewer and nascent financier of Dutch heritage
and member of the Dutch reformed church in London, St Augustine’s.”” The Corsellis
family were active investors in voyages of the English East India Company and through
them Thompson had further familial connections with London’s Puritan brethren and
chartered merchant community. Nicholas Corsellis also had Irish interests, as he was
named as a creditor to the estate of Richard Preston, earl of Desmond, who died in 1628.%
It is a fine web, but the fragmentary surviving evidence indicates that a network emerged
in the 1620s that connected the New English planters in Ireland and their counterparts in
America with London’s trade and finance. The Adventure for Irish land ultimately

emerged around these associations.

In its early years the Virginia colony was a very small and tightly knit community. The
population of the colony during Maurice Thompson’s stay was tiny, growing from less
than 1,000 people in 1619 to 1,277 in 1624 despite the influx of 5,000 new arrivals during
this time.”” The social structure of the colony was, by necessity, far less stratified than in
England, enabling connections to be made that were simply not possible at home. A
remarkable concentration of protagonists in the crisis of 1642 in England, or their relatives,

passed through or lived in Virginia in the mid-1620s.The Virginia council who heard

% http://www.historyofParliamentonline.org/volume/1604-1629/member/rich-nathaniel-
1585-1636 [accessed 16/09/2015].

% David B. Quinn and Alison M. Quinn (eds.), The English New England Voyages 1602-
1608, (London, 1983), pp. 360-363. The voyage was unsuccessful and Tucker and his ship
were arrested by a Spanish fleet and brought, inadvertently, to Bordeaux. The enterprising
Daniel Tucker convinced the French authorities to arrest the Spanish vessels and return his
ship to him along with some compensation seized from the Spanish.

7 Brenner, Merchants and Revolution, p. 176.

% p. A. Penfold (ed.), Acts of the Privy Council of England Volume 46, 1630-1631,
(London 1964), pp. 386-7.

% Christopher Tomlins, Freedom Bound: Law, Labour, and Civic Identity in Colonizing

English America, 1580-1865, (Cambridge, 2010), p. 25.
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Thompson’s complaint about his passage included Abraham Percy, brother of the future
earl of Northumberland, the highest ranking peer on the Parliament side at the outbreak of
the civil war, and George Sandys, the brother of Edwin Sandys who commanded
Parliament’s forces in Kent. Edward Bennett, Thompson’s partner, was part of a
consortium of merchant grandees attempting to win control of the Virginia Company over
Warwick’s faction immediately prior to the Company’s dissolution.'” Thompson’s
fortunate connections to both groups - in Virginia through William Tucker and in London
with the Bennetts - left him in an ideal position to deal with all of the factions invested in
the colony and allowed him access to the worlds of both the merchant and landed elites

when he returned to England.'"’

It was in Virginia that Maurice Thompson designed the money-making machine that
formed the basis of his first fortune. Following the establishment of tobacco as the
principal export and cash crop, the colony began to import indentured labour on a large
scale. The farm gate price of tobacco in the early 1620s was three shillings per pound, and
a labourer could produce 2501b, or £37, 10s worth of tobacco per year. A labourer, who
cost about £10 to ship would normally be expected to work for no pay for at least four
years, with additional years added on to cover their upkeep, before being freed with a small
grant of land on the edge of the colony. On paper, this was a very profitable enterprise but
the high mortality rate - 50% in the first year and over 70% by the end of the fourth -
required a constant supply of new servants. The normal lading for a supply ship to the
American colonies was typically a cargo of manufactured goods and about 100 servants, so
even the small migration of 5,000 people in the early 1620s required 50 voyages. W2 The
suppliers of servants were paid with newly patented Virginia land at a rate of 50 acres per
delivered servant. There was no real incentive for the planters or the shippers to keep their
servants alive for very long. Once a servant had achieved their freedom, there was a risk

they would set up in competition with their former master. For the shippers, the faster the

19 Brenner, Merchants and Revolution, p. 102.

' The tiny Virginia colony in 1622 included a remarkable concentration of future
investors in the Adventure for Irish Land, or their close kinsmen: John Rolfe, John
Johnson, John Carter, Thomas Willoughby, Edward Hill and the kinsmen of John Arundel,
Matthew Biggs, Thomas Cole, Roger Matthews, Henry Featherstone, Edward Brewster,
Thomas Hutchins, William Hobson and Thomas May. It was also the home to the kinsmen
of many names familiar to the parliamentary cause; Fleetwood, Fairfax and Waller. See
Library of Congress, Jefferson Papers, Series 8 Virginia Papers 1606-1687, Volume 7,
Virginia Company of London, Court Book 1619-22, Part A, ff. 104-105.

102 Russell R. Menard, ‘The Tobacco Industry in the Chesapeake Colonies, 1617-1730: An
Interpretation, Research in Economic History, 5 (1980), p. 157; Gemery, ‘Emigration’, p.

211; Davis, Shipping Industry, p. 198.
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servants died, the quicker they needed to be replenished. In his will, written in October
1642 before leaving on a diplomatic mission to Ireland, William Tucker bequeathed 9,000

acres of land in Virginia, awarded for importing 180 servants.'”

In the second half of the 1620s migration into Virginia accelerated as the price paid to
planters for tobacco plummeted, setting off a consumption boom for the addictive and now
far cheaper commodity. 1% Tobacco became fashionable and was consumed at all levels of
society in England and Ireland by the 1630s. The fall in price did not necessarily mean that
the cultivation of tobacco was less profitable. Increases in productivity caused by larger
plantations, the clearance of more fertile land, better plant husbandry and reduced shipping
costs all contributed to the ability of the planters to produce tobacco more efficiently. The
consumption of tobacco in England increased from 100,000 Ib per year in 1620 to
28,000,000 Ib per year in 1660."” Not all of this tobacco could be grown in Virginia and
much was sourced from other English colonies in the Caribbean and from Dutch and
Spanish merchants when they could offer the commodity at a good price. 1% From 1630
until at least 1636, Maurice Thompson, in partnership with another London merchant,
Thomas Stone, held a contract to market the entire Virginia crop. '’ In order to ensure the
partnership monopolised the colony’s entire production, William Tucker was granted an
additional contract to ‘supervise’ the Virginia crop.'”® Tucker also owned the colony’s
general stores and as the only source of money to supply the store was tobacco, the
Thompson, Tucker and Stone consortium monopolised all of Virginia’s import and export
trade in the early 1630s. This trade was not limited to importing tobacco directly to

London. By February 1631 George and Maurice Thompson were shipping thousands of

103 Norma Tucker, Colonial Virginians and Their Maryland Relatives, (Baltimore, 1994),
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P04 Menard, ‘Tobacco Industry’, p. 157.
195 1bid, p. 158.
106 Christian J. Koot, Empire at the periphery: British colonists, Anglo-Dutch trade, and
the development of the British Atlantic, 1621-1713, (London, 2011), pp. 38-40.
197 TNA PC 2/9 1633 May 1 — 1634 May 30, f. 27, ‘A warrant as follows directed to Sir
John Harvey KT, Governor in Virginia, the rest of the council and to all others whom it
may concern’. Opposition to the monopoly was led by William and Thomas Willoughby
whose own plantation was forced to sell their crop to Thompson. As tobacco was
Virginia’s only export, Thompson and Tucker also established a monopoly over all of the

colony’s imports.
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pounds of tobacco directly to England’s Western harbours, as well as to Holland and to

Ireland.'”

Maurice Thompson’s next venture took him to Southampton where he chartered three
ships and tasked them with purchasing 60 slaves in West Africa for transport to St Kitts in
the Caribbean.'"” St Kitts already had a large population of Catholic Irish indentured
labourers who had been forcibly transplanted from Wexford by Sir Arthur Chichester to
make way for incoming settlers English settlers.'"! Thompson was financing Thomas
Combes in this adventure, an existing planter who had lost money on an earlier initial
attempt to colonise St Kitts but was trying again. In 1629, the partnership secured a patent
on the island for 1,000 acres in return for a loan provided to the financially troubled James
Hay, earl of Carlisle. Hay had, also in 1629, acquired a royal patent for all of the western

islands in the Caribbean for ten years.''

The partners were licensed to grow tobacco and James Hay secured the sole right to import
goods into Ireland from the Caribbean in March 1630."" Hay was developing his
Caribbean interest alongside his Irish investments as he had already acquired lands in
County Wicklow in 1628 in partnership with Sir John Wolverstone.''* The St Kitts venture
brought Maurice Thompson once again into the world of Richard Boyle, earl of Cork and
of Boyle’s business connections. Phane Beecher, for example, was originally granted land
in Cork by Elizabeth I in 1586 that was inherited by his eldest son, Henry.''"’ Henry
Beecher built the town of Bandon and sold it on to Richard Boyle in 1618.''® A second

son, Phane Beecher jnr, left Ireland for St Kitts in 1627 to establish a plantation financed

19 Appleby, High Court of Admiralty Examinations, p. 197.
Brenner, Merchants and Revolution, p. 127.

"' Aubrey Gwynn, ‘Documents Relating to the Irish in the West Indies’, Analecta
Hibernia, 4 (Oct., 1932), p. 159. Chichester’s distaste for the Americas did not apparently
Preclude him from selling Irish captives for transportation there.

'2H. T. Barlow (ed.) Colonising Expeditions to the West Indies and Guana 1623-67,
(London, 1925), p. 31.
'3 James Morin (ed.), Calendar of the Patent and Close Rolls of Ireland, Chancery,
Charles I, 1 to VIII, (London, 1863), p. 553.

" Ibid, p. 399.

"5 Michael MacCarthy-Morrogh, The Munster plantation: English migration to Southern
Ireland, 1583—1641, (Oxford, 1986), p. 253.

116 Andrew Hadfield, ‘Gookin, Sir Vincent (d. 1638)’, Oxford Dictionary of National
Biography, (Oxford, 2004). [http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/11007, accessed 15
Sept 2015]. Vincent Gookin, an uncle of Daniel, was originally a tenant of Beecher before

the transfer to Boyle.
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by New English settlers in Ireland."'” A cousin, Sir William Beecher became a secretary
for the Privy Council of Charles I while Phane remained on St Kitts and eventually led a
rebellion against Carlisle’s proprietorship in 1642, before coming to terms with Carlisle’s
governor of his colonies, Sir Thomas Warner."'® Warner was originally appointed
Governor of the Leeward Islands by Carlisle in 1629 and was financed by Maurice

119
Barbados was

Thompson, William Pennoyer and Thomas Povey, all from London.
brought under Carlisle’s control by Captain Charles Wolverstone, a kinsman of Sir John
and employed by Carlisle for the purpose of ousting Sir William Courteen, a wealthy
colonial developer who claimed he had ‘discovered’ the island."” The result of these rather
fluid arrangements was that the Thompson/earl of Carlisle partnership enjoyed a near-

monopoly over the tobacco trade between Ireland and England’s American colonies during

the early 1630s.

This trade brought the merchants into regular contact with Ireland, especially the Boyle
family as Francis Boyle, the son of Richard and future first Viscount Shannon was the

121 Nevis, an island close to St

collector for customs for the port of Cork during these years.
Kitts in the Caribbean Antilles, also had a large population of indentured Irish labourers in
the 1620s. The Nevis colony was planted by a London-based cousin of the Thompson
brothers, Edward Thompson.'?* Nevis was attacked by the Spanish in 1628 and the Irish
population was moved to the nearby island of Montserrat, which received further imports
of servants from Galway.'>> Montserrat continued have an almost entirely Irish, and

therefore, Catholic population throughout the mid-seventeenth century. The colony was

governed by Captain Anthony Briskett, formerly a Wexford planter who had moved on in

"7 Barlow, Colonising expeditions, pp. 4-5
18 5 H. Bennett, ‘The English Caribbees in the Period of the Civil War, 1642-1646°,

William and Mary Quarterly, 24: 3 (Jul., 1967), pp. 359-377.
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Diplomat and Entrepreneur, 1580-1636°, Transactions of the American Philosophical
Society, 74:7, (1984), pp. 1-202, p. 172. Courteen turned his attention to breaking into the
India Trade, setting up in business with Gregory Clement, a regular partner of the
Thompsons, John Foulke, a future leader in Parliamentary finance, and William Cloberry,
a Virginia planter (Brenner, Merchants and Revolution, p. 173). For a discussion on
Courteen and his pretended proprietorship of Barbados see Gary Puckrein, ‘Did Sir
William Courteen Really Own Barbados’, Huntington Library Quarterly, 44: 2 (Spring,
1981), pp. 135-149,
121 Morin, Calendar of the close and patent rolls, p. 541.
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the hope of richer rewards in the Caribbean, financed from Virginia by a consortium led by
George Thompson.'*! Commencing in 1631, entire cargoes of Montserrat tobacco were
sent by George Thompson to Virginia and these consignments shipped on by George and

his brother Maurice to Cork.'*’

The colonial grandees were evidently happy to let consortia of merchants manage their
commercial affairs and transferred both the risk and much of the profits to them. They
operated their colonial estates in the same conservative manner as their landed estates in
England and Ireland, through the sale of grants of land and the collection of rent. The
merchants, Daniel Gookin, William Tucker and Maurice Thompson managed the interests
of the earls of Cork, Warwick and Carlisle respectively. As the colonial economies
expanded, the contractors were fully aware of the profits to be made, but their masters
were either unaware or disinterested in commerce, happy to keep collecting their rents. The
planter and servant population of Barbados exploded from 1,800 in 1630 to 14,000 in
1640, a similar population to Virginia or Massachusetts. Barbados was the intended
destination of 20% of emigrants from London to the colonies, drawn by the expanding
tobacco and cotton plantations.'*® The most widely accepted estimate is that 40,000 people
migrated to the British Atlantic colonies between 1630 and 1640, and half of these
intended to travel to the Caribbean plantations.'?” The contractors’ successes in colonial
development gave them access to colonial patentees within the peerage. These peers, in
turn, became dependent on the merchants’ financial and logistical resources to project their

own colonial ambitions.

The earl of Warwick’s Bermuda plantation is illustrative of how these colonial patents
were managed. Bermuda was a commercial enterprise without the altruistic element of the
creation of Puritan enclaves that characterised some of Warwick’s other colonial
projects.I28 Warwick’s Bermuda was a tobacco plantation that served as provisioning stop

and privateer’s station. The plantation was a commercial success and exported 70,000

124 Brenner, Merchants and Revolution, p. 129.

125 John C. Appleby (ed.), High Court of Admiralty Examinations, p. 152.

126 Russell R. Menard, Sweet Negotiations, Sugar, Slavery and Plantation Agriculture in
Early Barbados, (Charlottsville, VA., 2006), p. 25.

127 Gemery, ‘Emigration’, p. 204.

128 Although Virginia and Bermuda were primarily plantations, Warwick’s New England
colonies never made money, either through accident or design. The greater proportion of
unfree labour in the southern colonies was the determining factor. The decision to make
the northern colonies predominantly ‘free’, and the southern colonies ‘unfree’, had a

permanent impact on the development of the American colonies.
41



pounds of tobacco in 1620, before the Virginia boom when tobacco was still a valuable
commodity.'” The initial adventurers recruited by Warwick in 1618 to develop his
Bermuda patent included some of the key Adventurers in Irish land in 1642."°" By 1642 the
original adventurers in the colony had been bought out or supplanted by a new group of
investors almost entirely comprised of the rising colonial tobacco merchants, all of whom
also participated in the Adventurer for Irish land. 131 The Bermuda investors, taken over
twenty years, demonstrate the strong link between Warwick and the Adventurers. The
development of the island was also significant in that it reflected Warwick’s increased
preoccupation with his duties at home and willingness to sub-contract his colonial projects

to a small group of trusted merchants.

Warwick’s other Caribbean project was Providence Island, now part of Columbia, in the
eastern Gulf of Mexico. The Providence Island colony existed from 1630, when it was
established as a Puritan colony, until 19 May 1641 when the Spanish navy destroyed it. In
the intervening decade Providence Island had become little more than a privateering base
attacking Spanish mercantile shipping, an unofficial war conducted against Spain by the
company’s promoters. Investors in the Providence Island company were led by the earl of
Warwick, Henry Rich, earl of Holland, their cousin Sir Nathaniel Rich, Nathaniel Fiennes,
Lord Saye and Sele, Robert Greville, Lord Brooke, John Pym, Oliver St. John, Sir Gilbert
Gerard, Sir Thomas Barrington, Richard Knightly, Sir William Waller, John Lord Roberts

and William Jessop.'* Indeed, the company included most of the leaders of the

129 Captain John Smith, The Generall Historie of Virginia, New England & the Summer
Isles, together with the true travels, adventures and observations, and a Sea Grammar,

(Glasgow, 1908), p. 384.
130 1bid, pp. 369-372. The adventurers in the Bermuda Company in the 1630s included

John Dike, Abraham Chamberlain, Robert Smith, Richard Rogers and Martin Bond, the

father of Denis Bond MP. The Company Secretary was William Jessop.
131 TNA CO1/10, f. 10 ‘A Declaration of the Right Honourable Robert Earl of
Warwick. ...Governour of the Company of London for the Plantation of the Summer
Islands.” Adventurers in Bermuda by 1643 included Francis Allen, John Johnson, Gilbert
Gerard, Richard Castell, Thomas Alcock, Elias Roberts, Maurice Thompson, Richard
Hunt, Gabriel Barber and Richard Castell. Thomas Allen was treasurer of the company.
132 Eor a comprehensive narrative of the Providence Island colony see Kupperman,
Providence Island. The company shareholders were: William Ball, Gabriel Barbour,
Thomas Barnardiston, Sir Thomas Barrington, Godfrey Bosvile, MP, Sir Thomas Cheeke,
MP, Henry Darley, MP, John Dyke, James Fiennes, MP, William Fiennes, Lord Saye and
Sele, MP, Gregory Gawsell. Sir Gilbert Gerard, MP, John Graunt, Lord Brooke, MP, John
Gurdon, MP, Sir Edward Harwood, Richard Knightley, MP, John Michell, Edward
Montague (Earl of Manchester), Sir Edmond Moundeford, MP, John Pym, MP, Henry
Rich, MP, Sir Nathaniel Rich, MP, Robert Rich Earl of Warwick, MP, Lord Roberts, MP,
Sir Benjamin Rudyerd, MP, Oliver St. John, MP, Christopher Sherland MP, Thomas
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Independent Parliamentary faction that emerged in 1642. On 25 February 1640 the
Providence Island Company contracted with Maurice Thompson to manage the supply of
the colony and awarded him a commission that included the right to attack Spanish
shipping.'* The contract was signed by Lord Brooke, Lord Saye and Sele, John Pym and
Sir Benjamin Rudyard and recognised the naval resources at Thompson’s disposal.
Maurice Thompson had become an important figure within the world of the Puritan peers,
not just as a merchant but as a projector of naval power. The Providence Island Company
only promised to pay Thompson £80 for his services and he was expected to make his
profits from piracy. The colony was strategically located between the two main centres of
Spanish silver production, Zacatecas in Mexico and the vast motherlode of Potosi in
Peru.'** Famously, a privateer employed by the Dutch West India Company, Piet Heyn,
captured the entire Spanish silver fleet in 1628, valued at 11.5 million guilders."** Maurice

Thompson and his partners hoped to repeat this feat.

Bolstered by his gains from the servant trade, Maurice Thompson undertook some colonial
projects of his own in the 1630s, independently of a noble patron. He attempted to develop
an unofficial and unlicensed colony, Kent Island in Chesapeake Bay, in 1631."°° It was a
short-lived and contentious affair, but brought together a further group of merchants with
interests in Ireland, Virginia, Canada and Scotland that became integrated with the
Thompson’s trading network. The Kent Island project was instigated by William Tucker
and William Claiborne who served together on the Virginia council. They approached
Thompson and William Cloberry, a colonial fur trader in London, with a view to
establishing a fur, tobacco and provisioning centre on the island. Cloberry was a partner in
the Newfoundland fur trade with Humfrey Slaney, a prominent London adventurer whose

family had financed the Drapers Company proportion of the Londonderry plantation."’

Symons, John Upton, MP, Sir William Waller, MP, William Woodcock, William Jessop
(Sec.) (Kupperman, Providence Island, p. 1).
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135 For Heyn’s haul complete haul, see Claes Janszoon Visscher, Verovering van de
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Cloberry also financed Sir William Alexander’s colonisation project in Nova Scotia in
1628."** With Thompson’s financial backing, Claiborne landed on the island in 1631 with
a small group of settlers and built a trading post, but Claiborne was not in a position to
issue grants of land. He had no grant himself, only a trading license issued by the governor
of Virginia in 1627 and his burgeoning colony encroached on another territory, Maryland,
granted to Cecil Calvert, Lord Baltimore by Charles 1."*% Kent Island became the centre of
a protracted dispute between the Virginia and Maryland colonies, including naval
engagements in the waters of Chesapeake Bay, until the island was finally confirmed to

Calvert’s possession in 1638.'*

This episode also marked the end of the corporate headright system of landownership in
both colonies.'*! Using headright, a merchant could claim that because he had transported
servants to an unclaimed patch of land, it became his. All Claiborne had to do, therefore,
was land servants on the island. Many of the old headright parcels and land awarded to
patentees during the 1620s were completely deserted. Tracing the owners proved difficult
and formal letters patent for land were issued by the Virginia Council from the mid-1630s.
This reform brought security of title and precipitated a further rapid expansion of the
colony. The largest of these new grants, indeed the largest colonial grant of land awarded

prior to the English Revolution, was the Berkeley Hundred, now Charles City County,

let to Sir John Clotworthy in 1632 Slany also financed the Newfoundland Company in
1610 and William Cloberry was his son-in-law.

138 Brenner, Merchants and Revolution, p. 185.

139 Claiborne, ‘William Claiborne’, pp. 73-99; Brenner, Merchants and Revolution, pp.
121-124. In 1632 the Catholic Calvert family was granted a charter by Charles I to
establish a colony north of the Chesapeake, Maryland. Cecil Calvert, Lord Baltimore, was
a major land owner in Ireland whose father had participated in the plantations of counties
Longford and Wexford during the reign of James I and lived in Wexford during the final
years of his life. He had earlier established, and abandoned, a plantation in Newfoundland.
140 Maurice Thompson had developed a pattern of forcing his way into colonial arenas that
were granted to others. He was imprisoned for six months in 1632 for infringing on an
Anglo-French treaty that defined the two nations’ borders in Canada. Thompson had tried
to secure the Canadian fur harvest, refused to apologise to the Privy Council or pay a fine,
and was committed to the Marshalsea prison for his efforts. See TNA PC 2/42 Privy
Council Registers, f. 75 ‘Touching on interlopers to Canada’.

141 Headrights were the quantity of land awarded to indentured labourers who had
completed their service. They were also awarded to the suppliers of those servants, per
head. The system allowed for those merchants prominent in the servant trade to acquire

substantial landed estates.
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Virginia, a plantation financed by the city of Gloucester and purchased by a Thompson led

consortium in 1637.'%?

The importance of Virginia patentees and settlers during this period of development in
Virginia to the Adventure for Irish Land cannot be overstated. In addition to the merchants
mentioned above, 30 Adventurers were previous emigrants to Virginia who returned to
London prior to 1642."* For example, the leading Devonshire colonist and great supporter
of the Adventure for Irish Land, John Upton, came home from Virginia in 1641.'* The
return of the colonists to England coincided with a renewed interest in Virginia’s affairs by
Charles I and the Privy Council. From July 1624, when the Virginia Company was
dissolved, until August 1641 the colony was supervised by the Virginia Commission,
comprised mainly of Merchant Adventurers who took a rather casual approach to their
supervisory duties.'* On 12 August 1641 the Virginia Commission was recast in order that
*...the said colony to be regulated as well in ecclesiastical as temporal government’.'*¢ A
new governor loyal to Charles, Sir William Berkeley, was appointed and Maurice
Thompson’s partner, William Claiborne, was replaced as secretary of the colony by
another royalist, Richard Kemp.'*” These new arrangements, and a renewed interest in the
colony at the royal court, threatened to disrupt the highly profitable business established by

the independent tobacco merchants. The Puritan peers and their contractor/partners

"2 Eric Gethin-Jones, George Thorpe and the Berkeley Company, A Gloucestershire
Enterprise in Virginia, (Gloucester, 1982), p. 249. The purchasers were William Tucker,
Maurice Thompson, George Thompson, William Harris, Thomas Deacon, James Stone,
Cornelius Lloyd and Jeremiah Blackman. The main shareholder of the Berkeley Hundred
in 1637 was Sir Baynham Throckmorton of Gloucester, a staunch Royalist. Indicative of
the very small circle in which the colonial merchants operated, in 1645 Throckmorton sold
his Gloucestershire estate to Thomas Gookin to avoid paying a Parliamentary fine. Thomas
Gookin was a cousin both to Daniel Gookin, who owned land adjoining the Berkeley
Hundred in Virginia and Vincent Gookin, one of the architects of the eventual settlement
of the Adventure for Irish land.
143 Nell Marion Nugent (ed.), Cavaliers and Pioneers, Abstracts of Virginia Land Patents
and grants 1623-1800, Vol. 1 (Richmond, VA., 1934), Bottigheimer, English Money and
Irish Land, MacCartney, Virginia Immigrants and Adventurers, all passim.John Baker,
John Bancks, George Beck, John Blunt, Edward Brewster, James Campbell, Randolph
Carter, Abraham Chamberlain, Thomas Cole, John Culpepper, John Dawes, George
Farmer, Richard Farringdon, John Fletcher, John Franklin, Richard Gardiner, Thomas
Gouge, William Greenwell, Thomas Hampton, John Harper, John Harrington, John Harris,
Hentry Hastings, Thomas Hodges, George Holman, John Merrick, William Morley,
Edmund Peeres, George Preety, Richard Rogers, Richard, John and Edward Smith, Edward
Staper and Richard Turner
1% Mcllwaine, Minutes of the Colonial and General Court, p. 474.
145 Qainsbury, State Papers Colonial, pp. 72-73.
146 Ibid, p. 321
“MacCartney, Virginia Immigrants and Adventurers, p. 439.
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therefore suffered two serious blows in quick succession, the loss of their potentially

lucrative privateering operation on Providence Island and their actually lucrative tobacco

monopoly in Virginia.

A thousand miles to the north, a different type of English colony was taking shape on the
shores of New England. The Charter of New England, then styled North Virginia, was
originally granted in 1620 by James I to a consortium led by the Dukes of Lennox and
Buckingham, the earls of Pembroke, Southampton and Warwick, and James Hamilton. The
company seal was kept by Warwick and the company was backed by some of the leading
merchants of London; Sir Robert Mansell, Sir Dudley Diggs, Sir Thomas Roe, Sir
Fernandino Gorges, Sir Francis Popham, Sir John Brooke, Sir Thomas Gates, Sir Richard
Hawkins, Sir Nathaniel Rich and Sir Thomas Wroth. Shares with the ‘Adventurers of the
Northern Colony of Virginia’ cost £10 each and entitled to the holders of those shares to
land in the new colony, subject to it being surveyed within seven years. 1% There were 70
subscribers when the first colonists left England in the Mayflower on 6 September 1620 to
found the Plymouth colony in Massachusetts Bay. 1% The expedition was led by Thomas
Jones, another of the earl of Warwick’s contractors. 150 The original list of the 70
subscribers to the Plymouth project has not survived, but a later list of the 42 shareholders
remaining in 1626 does."”! In the context of the Adventure for Irish Land, the most
significant investors in the Mayflower mission were the brothers Thomas and Richard
Andrews. Thomas Andrews would later act as the treasurer for the Irish Adventure,
responsible both for receiving and disbursing funds. The celebrated ‘Mayflower Compact’
of 1620, under which land under the control of the colony was distributed equally amongst
the colonists, was unacceptable to the investors in London and the company was dissolved.
The company’s assets were taken over by the newly formed Massachusetts Bay Company

with Richard Andrews at its head in London. The Plymouth planters were allowed to

148 The ‘Northern Colony’ referred to was Massachusetts Bay, north of the New York area
settlements already controlled by the Dutch

199 The Mayflower was later owned by three prominent Adventurers in Irish land, John
Dethwick, Richard Shute and Samuel Vassall (Brenner, Merchants and Revolution, p.
192).

150 Abel Ames, The Mayflower and Her Log, (Boston, 1907), pp. 66-7. In 1619 Jones
fulfilled a contract to transport Irish cattle to the Virginia colony and later that year he
undertook a privateering mission to the East Indies on Warwick’s behalf. He was arrested
off the Guinea coast, returned to London and imprisoned until Warwick secured his

release.

151 Ames, Mayflower, p. 80.
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purchase their land from the new company and these transactions were completed by

1643.'3

A second northern company, The New England Company, was launched in 1628. The earl
of Warwick, again, was president of its governing council and £2,150 was adventured to
fund its activities. The subscribers of the New England Company were dominated by
Puritans led by Richard Saltonstall, Isaac Johnson, Samuel Aldersey and John Venn. Hugh
Peter was installed as company Minister and travelled to New England to preach. The
subscribers, many of whom were to participated in the subsequent Adventure for Irish
Land differed from the financial backers of earlier New England projects in that they were
drawn from the middling class London merchants with a commitment to developing a
religious colony, as opposed to one with an obvious route to profits. Of the 36 original
investors, 13 (or their sons) became Adventurers for Irish land."> The original governor of
the colony was John Winthrop, who had deep Irish connections. His uncle, also John
Winthrop, settled in Kilcolman, County Cork, in 1596 and was a witness to the deed by
which Richard Boyle was assigned Sir Walter Raleigh’s estate in 1602.">* In 1622, while
Nathaniel Rich was also in residence, Winthrop visited Dublin to establish a plantation in
Mountrath, county Laois, with Emmanuel Downing, father of the diplomat George
Downing, and enrolled his son John Winthrop jr at Trinity College Dublin.">® Emmanuel
Downing was a partner in a fur trading project with Maurice Thompson and William

Cloberry, as well as a brother-in-law of the Puritan minister, Hugh Peter. =

The Earl of Warwick attempted to establish an additional Puritan colony under his personal
supervision by creating the ‘Warwick patent’ in April 1632, pretending a claim to most of

modern-day Connecticut. The ‘patent’, without any legal basis, enabled Warwick to make

152 Erances Rose-Troup, Massachusetts Bay Company, p. 8. Andrews evidently found the
Puritan colonists rather difficult to deal with, accusing them of conduct “unbecoming
fairdealing men”. It evidently took 17 years to recover the money from the Plymouth
colonists.

133 Bottighemer, English Money and Irish Land, pp. 175-195, Rose-Troup, Massachusetts
Bay Company, p. 20. These investors were: Thomas Adams, Andrew Arnold, Richard
Davis, Edward Foorde, John Humfrey, Thomas Hutchins, Joseph Oldfield, Richard Perrie,
Francis Webb, Simon Whetcombe and Richard Young,

154 Erancis J. Bremer, John Winthrop, America’s Forgotten Founding Father, (Oxford,
2003), p. 98.

155 Bremer, John Winthrop, pp. 139-140.

136 Roger Downing, Gijs Rommelse and Uitgeverij Verloren, 4 Fearful Gentleman: Sir

George Downing in The Hague, 1658-1672, (Hilversum 2011), p. 32.
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grants of land directly to his closest associates.'”’ As the investors in Warwick’s scheme
had much in common with the shareholders in the Providence Island company, it can be
inferred that the contractors were also drawn from the same stock. The Trinity College
Dublin educated John Winthrop Jr, Hugh Peter and Henry Vane Jr travelled together to
Massachusetts as employees of Warwick’s patentees with instructions to oust any Dutch
settlers and to build fortifications.'*® Both Vane Jr and Winthrop Jr later became governors
of the combined colonies in Massachusetts, while the lands of the Warwick ‘patent’ were
absorbed into the Massachusetts Bay Company in March 1639 having failed to attract any

settlers.

Although Warwick’s plantation failed, he had introduced his Caribbean contractors into the
New England arena where they promptly got to work. Maurice Thompson quickly moved
into the New England servant trade and delivered 180 passengers on a single voyage in
May 1638."" In May 1639, he set up a small fishing plantation at Cape Ann,
Massachusetts, in partnership with John Winthrop Jr. and two additional partners, John
Humphrey and William Pierce, both of whom were from London and became Adventurers
in Irish land.'®” These partners were introduced initially by Hugh Peter, who had
befriended Thompson while in London.'®" Thompson, therefore, through his employment
by Warwick and enterprises of his own, had developed an extraordinary web of
connections throughout the Atlantic world by 1640. His incursion into New England was
driven by his appetite for Spanish silver. Spain was a large consumer of Atlantic cod and,
although the trade between the North Atlantic and Spain was well developed, it was highly
fragmented and most European maritime powers sent fishing fleets to the region. These
vessels, on the return leg to Europe, were frequently targeted by pirates from as far afield

as North Africa and the journey was a perilous one. Thompson’s fleet of heavily armed and

157 Charles Hoadly, The Warwick Patent, (Hartford, 1902). ‘Warwick’ patentees included
several Adventurers for Irish Land. Mathew Boynton, Arthur Haslerig and John Hampden
each invested £1,000 in the project. As Massachusetts had yet to exhibit any sign of being
a financial success these large investments can be considered as being partly altruistic in
nature. The complete list of patentees were Lord Saye and Sele, Lord Brooke, Lord Rich,
Charles Fiennes, Sir Nathaniel Rich, Sir Richard Saltonstall, Richard Knightly, John Pym,
John Hampden, John Humphrey, Herbert Pelham, Henry Lawrence, Henry Darley, Arthur
Haselrig, Sir Matthew Boynton, Robert Barrington, Philip Nye and George Fenwick. The
atentees were awarded grants along the Massachusetts River.
58 Vane jr was the son of Sir Henry Vane, Privy Councillor and later Parliamentarian.
159 Nathaniel Shurtleff, Records of the governor and company of the Massachusetts Bay in
New England, (5 vols, Boston, 1853), 1, 274.
190 1bid. pp. 256-8.
161 Bernard Bailyn, New England Merchants in the Seventeenth Century, (Cambridge, MA,

1955), p. 83.
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large ships was both safer and more efficient, with the additional attraction of payment for

the cargoes of fish with bullion.

The Massachusetts Bay Company territory was centred on Boston to the south of the New

"2 Once again, the subscriptions were drawn entirely from the

England Company territory.
merchant class and £50 included an automatic entitlement to a grant of 200 acres of land.
This was an important innovation in the context of the Adventure for Irish Land where
money, and not headright, was also used as the basis for determining entitlements to
land.'® In economic terms, the New England colony proved unsuccessful yet it continued
to attract colonists in search the religious freedom.'®* Colonists were also encouraged by
the cooler climate that caused a far lower initial mortality rate than in the southern
colonies. This outward migration continued until the late 1630s when the pattern reversed
as Puritans, emboldened by events in their home country and the rise of their leaders to
positions of influence, began to return home. This process reached a peak in 1641-2 when
fourteen of the 114 university-trained men residing in New England left the colonies.'®’
The simultaneous migration of both Virginians and New Englanders back to London,

1641-2, synthesised the commercial and religious groups into one. What both groups had

in common was the ambitious colonial peer, the earl of Warwick, and his contractors.

The Thompson/Tucker/Warwick network existed all over the Atlantic world as far north as
Maine. On 6 July 1631 Maurice Thompson delivered a party of ten colonists to Natascott,
now the town of Hull, Massachusetts. The colonists had been sent out by the ‘Company of
Husbandmen’, a group of investors based in London that included John Dyke, a close
associate of the earl of Warwick, and John Crispe, a cousin of the Guinea merchant, Sir

Nicholas Crispe.'® As there was competition for land in Massachusetts, the colonists had

12 Massachusetts Bay Company investors who also invested in the Adventure for Irish
Land were Thomas Andrews, Richard Andrews, William Arnold, John and William
Ballard, Nathaniel Barnardiston, William Brereton, John and Thomas Bright, John
Browne, Edward Cooke, Samuel Crowther, John Goodwin, William Hubbard, Thomas
Hutchins, John Oldfield, Henry Rosewell, William Spurstowe, Charles Witchcote and John
and Thomas Young.
by Rose-Troup, Massachusetts Bay Company, p. 63
1% New England was the destination for one half of registered travellers from London in
1635. SeeAlison Games, ‘The English Atlantic World: A View from London’,
Pennsylvania History: A Journal of Mid-Atlantic Studies, , 64 (Summer, 1997), pp. 46-72.
' Sachse, ‘Migration’, p. 260.
1% George Folsom, History of Saco and Biddeford, with notices of other Early Settlements,
and of the Proprietary Governments in Maine, including the provinces of New
Somersetshire and Lygonia, (Saco, Maine, 1830), pp. 51-4. Dyke and Crispe became,
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created a patent, known as the Plough Patent, and claimed a nominal 1,500 acres in
Maine.'®” The adventure became bankrupt in 1634. Two years later a third Tucker cousin,
Richard, purchased the patent in partnership with one George Cleaves and set themselves
up as merchants supplying English manufactured goods to the New Englanders.'®®
Unfortunately for the partners, in 1639 Sir Fernandino Gorges obtained a firm charter from
Charles I for the entire province of Maine and refused to recognise Tucker and Cleaves’

1% Cleaves travelled back to England, rounded up the original investors

dubious patent.
from 1631 and arranged for the transfer of their interest to the Parliamentarian MP, Sir
Alexander Rigby. In 1643, with Warwick in control of Parliament’s Commission for
Plantations, Rigby procured a commission from the earl of Warwick confirming the
original Plough patent and restoring the lands in Maine to Cleaves and Richard Tucker.
Cleaves returned to Maine and delivered it to Tucker who presented it to the government
of the Massachusetts Bay colony and sought to have the claims of both Gorges and Rigby
rendered null and void, Rigby having fulfilled his function as far as Tucker was concerned.
Richard Tucker was imprisoned for his ‘abusive language’ before the Massachusetts
legislature but was released the next day and sent back to Maine. Cleaves and Tucker set
themselves up as an independent colony until March 1645 when, at the brink of war
between Maine and Massachusetts, the earl of Warwick stepped in and declared for Rigby
thus preventing any further conflict. Rigby later become a Colonel in the Parliamentary
army and on 1 July 1645 was on a committee to consider the propositions for the speedy
relief of Ireland.'” The Maine episode illustrates the tensions that had developed by the
early 1640s as more colonies became economically sustainable. Warwick and his friends
were attempting to control increasing amounts of territory using any means at their

disposal, while the king attempted to push back, awarding patents to supporters of his own.

respectively, the largest and second-largest investors in the Adventures for Irish Land
through their speculation in the Additional Sea Adventure.

17 The Plough was the name of Thompson’s ship that had transported them to New
England.

1% This account is drawn from Mcllwaine, Minutes of the Colonial and General Court, p.
30; Bernard W. Sheehan, Savagism and civility: Indians and Englishmen in Colonial
Virginia (1990) p 226.

1% Sir Fernandino Gorges was the father of Dr Robert Gorges who, like John Winthrop Jr,
served as Governor General of New England (1623-4) and was a graduate of Trinity
College Dublin. Robert Gorges marries the daughter of Sir Arthur Loftus and served as
Henry Cromwell’s secretary during Cromwell’s term as Lord Deputy of Ireland (Clarke,
Prelude to Restoration in Ireland, p. 227).

170 Edward Banks, Colonel Alexander Righy: A Sketch of His Career and Connection with
Maine as Proprietor of the Plough Patent and President of the Province of Lygonia,

(Portland, Maine, 1885).
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Developing in parallel with the Virginian and Caribbean colonies to the south, and using
cod as its staple export, the Nova Scotia project attracted the interest of both English and
Scottish planters with investments in Ulster and Connacht. The colonial project for Nova
Scotia had a different character from those of New England or Virginia in that it was
modelled closely on the Ulster plantation of 1609. Each adventurer for Nova Scotia was
required to send out six skilled men, pay 2,000 marks to the King and 1,000 marks to Sir
William Alexander, the principal patentee, in return for the honour of a Knight Baronet.
For Alexander, this was a scheme to make some money quickly. He hoped to repeat the
success of James | and VI who sold Ulster baronetcies to 215 English gentlemen for
£225,000 in 1613."”" In 1642, the Adventure for Irish Land would offer a similar incentive
of a baronetcy in return for a substantial investment. The creators of the Adventure for
Irish Land thus attempted to include the most successful elements of England’s major
Atlantic colonies; the large subscriber base of the Virginia Company, the simple land for
cash structure of Massachusetts Bay and the barony honour, borrowed from the Ulster

Plantation and also used successfully in Nova Scotia.

The distinguishing commercial feature of the English Atlantic colonies is that there was no
controlling monopoly company, in the mould of the English East India and Levant
Companies or the Dutch West Indies Company. This created a space in which unlicensed
merchants could operate, building up a huge trade shipping colonists and provisions to the
Americas in return for tobacco, timber and other goods sold both in England and
throughout Europe. In August 1641 John Pym had been asked by Parliament to explore the
possibility of establishing such a company, but apart from a report recommending that the
profits from such a company should be divided among the Providence Island Company
shareholders he made no further progress on this issue.'” The creation of a new company
would attract the merchant elite, the wealthy grandees in charge of the Levant and East
India companies and the Merchant Adventurers who traded in Europe. These merchants,
overwhelmingly supporters of the King, also had the financial capacity to challenge the
Warwick/Tucker/Thompson combine. Despite the lack of a formally chartered company
however, an oligopoly, an unofficial near monopoly with very few members, had been

created under Warwick’s supervision. The earl controlled, therefore, the resources of what

7! This account of the foundation of Nova Scotia and its comparison with Ulster is based
on Alexander Fraser, Nova Scotia, The Royal Charter of 1621 to William Alexander,
(Toronto, 1912), pp. 12-16. William Alexander, as noticed, was drawing finance from
William Cloberry, Maurice Thompson’s partner in the Kent Island project.

172 Adamson, Noble Revolt, p. 363. This recommendation is unsurprising as Pym held

shares in the Providence Island Company.
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was in fact a West India Company in all but name. Unknown to the rest of the merchant
community outside of the close circle involved in the Providence Island Company, it had

become a very powerful entity.

The network at the top of England’s colonial enterprises; the peers, their favoured
contractors and the larger investors in plantations and plantation companies, comprised a
small and interconnected circle. Below them, but far more numerous, were the part-time
ship owners, wholesalers and customers for colonial and other imported commodities.
Throughout the 1630s most American exports were bartered for manufactured goods
brought from England. The Atlantic shipping agents became both major suppliers to
London and other markets and key customers for their finished goods. Ralph Davis has
estimated that the English merchant fleet comprised 150,000 tons of merchant shipping in
1640."™ It cost £2,000 to build a typical West Indian trader of 180 tons and £3,500 to build
a tobacco ship of 240 tons. At an average cost of construction of £13 per ton, the merchant
fleet represented £1,950,000 in capital. As the ships had an average life of 11 years the
merchants were introducing capital of £200,000 per year, just to maintain their fleet. This
figure dwarfs the 1637 estimate of Ship Money protestor, Sir Roger Twysden, who
claimed that the navy could survive on £30,000 per year.'”* By 1642 the colonial, Levant
and interloping merchants controlled a substantial navy and the nature of fractional
ownership meant that they also forged close and frequently overlapping networks.'”” The
colonial merchants did not confine their activities to the Atlantic, but were also engaged in

markets across the globe and closer to home.

Some Atlantic merchants, led by William Cloberry, Maurice Thompson and Samuel
Vassall, made strenuous attempts to break into the protected markets controlled by
chartered companies. They focussed especially on the nascent West African slave business
and also traded directly between their colonial plantations and European ports, previously
the preserve of the Fellowship of Merchant Adventurers, who monopolised England’s
exports to Europe. To challenge the chartered companies, the colonial merchants employed
a number of strategies in addition to simply sending out unlicensed expeditions. One of the

few commercial successes in New England was the mast trade organised by the London

173 These figures are a summary of those presented in Davis, Shipping Industry, pp. 140-

156.
174 For naval expenditure in the 1630s see Andrew Thrush, ‘Naval Expenditure and the

Development of Ship Money’ in Mark Charles Fissell (ed.), War and Government in
Britain, 1598-1650 (Manchester 1991), pp. 193-224.

'S Davis, Shipping Industry, p. 17.
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shipwright Nehemiah Bourne. New England was replete in very large trees suitable for the
production of masts for tall ships. This commodity, almost extinct in England, was
supplied from Baltic forests by the Eastland Company.'’® Bourne built some of the largest
ships on the Atlantic to service this trade and successfully challenged the Eastland
Company’s monopoly with American timber. Prior to the Civil Wars, however, these
successes were rare. Of more concern to the Atlantic merchants was the Guinea
Company’s inability to resist the rise of the Dutch West Indies Company. In January 1642
a Dutch West India Company fleet captured the Portuguese-controlled African city of

Luanda, and with it the largest slave market in Africa.'”’

Closer to home, Charles I had built up an impressive network of internal monopolies
during the period of personal rule, from 1629 to 1640. Groups of patentees came to
dominate specific areas of trade, particularly those once dominated by the livery
companies from which the relevant consortia normally originated. In addition, as patents
were normally awarded on a national basis, the patentees were no longer restricted
geographically, as the London companies were for example, and could exercise their
monopoly throughout the kingdom. The King’s revenue from internal monopolies proved
significant; wine brought in £30,000 pa, tobacco £13,050 per annum and soap £30,825 per
annum. The more lucrative monopolies enticed Charles to become directly involved in
trade and he offered to capitalise the pin-makers company with £10,000 when he renewed
their charter in 1640. A small number of patents had been recalled in 1639, including
monopolies on collecting fines or compounding with transgressors of the trade monopolies.
The Atlantic merchants were not necessarily against this system. The Thompsons and the
earl of Carlisle had gone to considerable lengths to create a monopoly over the tobacco
trade into Ireland in the early 1630’s, a monopoly acquired by Thomas Wentworth in 1637.
178 This was an unwelcome incursion by a Court favourite into the worlds of the earls of
Cork and Carlisle. In 1641 drew to a close, the earl of Warwick and his associates suffered
the loss of Providence Island. In tandem with the loss of Providence Island and the
restructuring of the government of Virginia, Charles was also considering rationalising the

multiple companies and claims to territory in New England under a single patentee, the

'8 Ibid, p. 195.
77 TNA SP84/157 State Papers Foreign, Holland, f. 156. According to this report, Spain

was taking 15,000 slaves a year to South America, principally for labour in silver mines.
178 3. P. Cooper, ‘The Fortune of Thomas Wentworth, Earl of Strafford’, Economic History

Review, New Series, 11: 2 (1958), pp. 227-248, (p. 244).
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royal favourite Sir Fernandino Gorges.'”” This would have been a triple blow and all but
wiped out the colonial merchants’ control over their sphere of commercial interests, and
reduced the relatively unnoticed profits flowing to the Puritan peers who licensed the
merchants. The colonial merchants were used to their aristocratic patrons but were
unaccustomed to dealing with the court of Charles I, where they had few friends and none
in the upper hierarchy as relations with Charles and the Providence Island peers
deteriorated. Their social disadvantages, which included their Puritanism and birth among
‘the meaner sort of men’, made it difficult for these merchants to break into the merchant
elite despite their growing wealth and expertise in finance and colonial management.
Perhaps there was no need to if the merchant elite could be simply swept away. This
opportunity came not from the earl of Carlisle, the most important patentee in the

Caribbean, but from the earl of Warwick, and his friends who controlled the trade in the

region.

The Providence Island Company grandees, including the earls of Essex and Warwick, and
Lords Saye and Sele and Brooke and Edward Montague, Lord Mandeville, submitted a
petition of grievances to Charles I at York on 9 September 1640. 180 Written by two
Providence Island Company members, John Pym and Oliver St John, the petition touched
on religion and the difficulties of the Scottish war, but was specific in its criticism of
monopolies and patents and sought the recall of Parliament. In London, a similar petition,
circulated among the colonial merchants, was seen by the Privy Council, who ordered the
Court of Aldermen to suppress it.'®' Despite this opposition, Thomas Alford, Maurice

Thompson and Richard Shute brought the petition from the merchants of London to

179 Carla Gardina Pestana, The English Atlantic in the Age of Revolution, 1640-1661,
(London, 2007 edition), p. 17.
180 yohn Rushworth, 'Historical Collections: 1640, August-September’, in Historical
Collections of Private Passages of State: Volume 3, 1639-40 (London, 1721), pp. 1221-
1286 http://www.british-history.ac.uk/rushworth-papers/vol3/pp1221-1286 [accessed 17
September 2015]., The Petition of the Earl of Essex, Hertford, &c. to the King to call a
Parliament.
181 3ohn Rushworth, 'Historical Collections: 1640, August-September’, in Historical
Collections of Private Passages of State: Volume 3, 1639-40 (London, 1721), pp. 1221-
1286 http://www.british-history.ac.uk/rushworth-papers/vol3/pp1221-1286 [accessed 17
September 2015]., Sept. 11. 1640. To stop the Londoners Petition to his Majesty.

54




Charles I at York. '** The merchants offered a loan of £50,000 to maintain the King’s army
in Scotland, conditional on the King’s recall of Parliament. The selection of Alford,
Thompson and Shute for a mission that could well have resulted in their arrest was
significant. Maurice Thompson was the Providence Island Company’s principal contractor
and Shute his commercial factor in London, while the Alfords were significant Boston

'83 All had friends among the colonial peers and their agents in Parliament. The

planters.
petition was the independent work of the merchants and not part of a political initiative by
the court of Aldermen or the Common Council, who both condemned it."** It demonstrates
that the Providence Island peers had access to a wide network of citizen merchants in
London, capable of operating outside of the City’s normal political structures, whom they
could call upon to exert political pressure on the King. These merchants have much in
common with Robert Brenner’s ‘New Merchants’ although they appear to have been

working under the direction of their noble masters, as opposed to fighting among

themselves in a struggle for power within the City of London.

The merchants’ petition episode demonstrates a new axis of power, centred on Warwick
House and involving the Providence Island Company partners and contractors. Peers
Warwick and Brook could persuade men like Maurice Thompson to risk their capital, ships
and manpower on their behalf. These resources could be channelled through Parliament by
Providence Island politicians such as John Pym and Thomas Barrington with the support of
other MPs who were also in business with the Caribbean and Virginia merchants, or the
New England colonists. This was the framework of political and financial resources that
would underpin the Adventure for Irish Land. In addition to the peers, Maurice Thompson
had friends at the royal court in York in September 1640. On 17 September the King was
visited by Lewis Boyle, Lord Kinalmeaky and Roger Boyle, Lord Broghill bearing a gift of
£1,000 from their father, the earl of Cork. '*’

'%2 TNA SP16/467 Letters and Papers, 1640, Sept 10-23, £.225 Sept. 19 1640. Note of a
report that Alford, a linen draper, of Cheapside, Shewte, a merchant, and Maurice
Thompson, merchant, went last Wednesday afternoon with the petition from the citizens of
London ...

'83 Brenner, Merchants and Revolution, p. 313, Bailyn, New England Merchants, p. 36.

'8% Brenner, Merchants and Revolution, p. 314.

'85 Charlotte Fell Smith, Mary Rich, Countess of Warwick, (1625-1678), Her Family and
Friends, (London, 1901), p. 87. According to Lewis Boyle, Charles spent much of his time

playing chess with William Fielding earl of Denbigh.
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The merchants’ petition required the recall of Parliament in order to address specific
grievances relating to royal policy: ship money, patents and monopolies. The petition also
called for the release of persons imprisoned for their opposition to these policies.'*® The
merchants were part of a wider political campaign that resulted in the calling of the Long
Parliament on 3 November 1640. On 9 November, MPs expelled *all projectors,
monopolisers, promoters or advisers of them’."*’ In London, the Court of Common Hall,
the representative body of the City’s liveried trade guilds, elected Sir Thomas Soames,
I[saac Pennington, Samuel Vassall and Matthew Craddock as its representatives at
Parliament.'®® Soames, Craddock and Pennington and Vassall were all members of the
Levant Company, together with William Pennoyer, Humphrey Slaney and William
Cloberry.'® Venn was also an organiser of the Londoners’ citizen petition brought to the
King at York in 1640 and a member of the Massachusetts Bay Company. "% In addition,
the Venns were members of the Fellowship of Merchant Adventurers.'”' Samuel Vassall
was Maurice Thompson’s most important trading partner in Virginia and the West Indies
in 1640 and worked frequently with Richard Bateson and Edward Wood, partners in
Maurice Thompson’s privateering expeditions to Providence Island.'”? Samuel Vassall was
named in the charter of the Massachusetts Company and his brother, William, lived in the
colony. Matthew Craddock, a Eastland Company grandee, was the first governor of the
Massachusetts Bay colony and jointly owned the merchant ship Rebecca with Maurice

Thompson.'” Craddock’s daughter, Damaris, married Thomas Andrews, the

186 John Rushworth, 'Historical Collections: 1640, August-September', in Historical
Collections of Private Passages of State: Volume 3, 1639-40 (London, 1721), pp. 1221-
1286 http://www.british-history.ac.uk/rushworth-papers/vol3/pp1221-1286 [accessed 17
September 2015]., ‘A Petition of the Londoners to the King to call a Parliament’. Of the
leading Adventurers for Irish land, Stephen Estwick was imprisoned in 1640 for refusing to
pay ship money and Samuel Vassall had already served a sentence for a similar offence.
John Foulkes was imprisoned for refusing to pay Tonnage and Poundage and Richard
Chambers was imprisoned for his part in circulating the merchant’s petition: Pearl, Puritan
Revolution, p. 314-328.

187 Robert Ashton, The City and the Court 1603-1643, (Cambridge, 1979), p. 152.

138 John Venn was elected to Parliament in 1641 following the death of Craddock.

139 Brenner, Merchants and Revolution, p.81. Halstead was a treasurer for the Adventure

for Irish land in 1642.
19 Brenner, Merchants and Revolution, p.313, Rose-Troup, Massachusetts Bay Company,

. 60-62.
P l Wolf-Rudiger Baumann, The Merchant Adventurers and the Continental Cloth Trade,
1560s-1620s, (Florence, 1990), p. 158.
192 Brenner, Merchants and Revolution, pp. 135-7.
193 Rose-Troup, Massachusetts Bay Company, pp. 60-62; Brenner, Merchants and
Revolution, p. 139. The Craddocks were also leading members of the Eastland Company,
so it was probably the potential timber trade that drew them into New England.
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Massachusetts Bay Company investor and treasurer of the subsequent Adventure for Irish
land."” Isaac Pennington, another Levant Company merchant, was related to Craddock
through his kinsman Robert Mainwaring, who was, in turn, a leading member of London’s
Common Council and a partner of Thomas Andrews in the Virginia provisioning trade.'”’
At Parliamentary level, although three of the four London MPs had strong colonial
interests, all four were also active members in established royal monopolies and none can
be termed ‘colonial merchants’ in the sense of being primarily dependent on the Atlantic

for their income.

Important though the national parliament was, London was governed on a day to day basis
by its local representative institutions. The City of London was divided into 26 wards, each
of which elected an alderman. An alderman had to be a member of one of the livery
companies of the city and these companies held a monopoly over all aspects of the city’s
official trade. The longest serving alderman was normally elected mayor and the
aldermanic court implemented the policies laid down by the common council. The
alderman and the livery companies were, broadly speaking, royalist and in January 1642
opposed to the radical faction in Parliament. The Common Council included the members
of the aldermanic court in addition to some 220 common councilmen elected by the
freemen of each ward from candidates, usually selected at parish meetings. Although any
common councillor could attend a meeting of the council, it was governed by a committee
comprised of one councillor selected from each ward. As the court of Aldermen could veto
the decisions of the Common Council, and as the aldermen were also all members of the
Court of Common Hall, the Livery Companies had an effective veto over the decisions of
the Common Council. This veto was exercised in December 1641 when the Common
Council attempted to replace the longest serving alderman, the royalist Richard Gurney,
who was a key supporter of recent increases in customs duties, with the radical London
MP, Sir Isaac Pennington. In this instance, Sherriff George Clarke simply ignored the vote

and brought Gurney’s name to the aldermanic court for approval. o

194 Brenner, Merchants and Revolution, pp. 139, Rose-Troup, Massachusetts Bay
Company, p. 133.

195 MacCartney, Virginia Immigrants and Adventurers, p. 473, Brenner, Merchants and
Revolution, p. 483. A branch of the Mainwaring family was established in Stillorgan,
county Dublin.

196 Melvin C. Wren, ‘The Disputed Elections in London 1641’ in English Historical
Review, (1949), pp. 34-52; Brenner, Merchants and Revolution, pp 319-321; Pearl, Puritan

Revolution, pp. 50-65.
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Robert Brenner has estimated that 40% of common councillors can be termed
parliamentarian.'”’ In contrast, the majority of freemen of the City who had elected four
oppositionist MPs with connections to the colonial merchants. were parliamentary
sympathisers by the end of 1641. The disparity between the overwhelming election of
Independents to Parliament for London and their relative under-representation on the
Common Council, is explained by geography. The colonial merchants were concentrated
in the wards close to the River Thames, the wards of Billingsgate, Candlewick, Dowgate,
Tower and Portsoken.'”® With the addition of the Puritan-dominated wards of Coleman
Street and Broad Street, the Independents were still unable to achieve a majority on a
council whose representation was drawn evenly from all wards. The London Independents,
strong in Parliament, suffered from a democratic deficit on the Common Council and

lacked the connections among the established merchant elite to dominate the Court of

Aldermen.

Of all the colonial merchants, only Maurice Thompson was ranked among the merchant
elite by 1641, on a par with the merchant grandees but without the cost of lending to the

1% The colonial merchants, who were by and large

King, which he chose not to do.
excluded from the City government in September 1640 and acted independently, had
created an alternative political route to Parliament by December 1641, by-passing the City
of London’s established political institutions. Instead of needing to ask the Common
Council or Alderman to petition Parliament with their grievances, they could go directly to
their MP. By extension, the Providence Island Company peers and MPs were also now in
control of this channel, dominated as it was by Puritan and colonial merchants. They were
still one step away from controlling the city, however, as its military forces, the Trained

Bands, could only be mobilised by the royalist Lord Mayor, Richard Gurney. The rebellion
that broke out in Ireland on 23 October 1641 and a rash action on the part of Charles I on 4

January 1642 provided the opportunity.

7 Brenner, Merchants and Revolution, p. 388.

198 TNA SP16/453, ff. 116-165, May 1640, ‘The names of persons who are conceived able
to lend his Majesty money...". The survey is organised by London ward and classifies
potential lenders according to their wealth; the first class, the second class and so on. See
also Adrian Johns, ‘Coleman Street’, Huntington Library Quarterly, 71:1 (March 2008),

. 33-54.
ng TNA SP16/453, f. 152. Maurice Thompson is the only merchant of the first class who
was not a senior member of one of the chartered companies or involved in state finance.
Many of his business partners, however, are to be found in the second and third classes.
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Charles I was in Scotland when he was informed about the rebellion in Ireland. The King,
hoping that Parliament could manage a response, ‘recommended the care of those affairs’

2% In so doing, he transferred his royal prerogative to

to Parliament on 2 November 1641.
deal with Ireland to Parliament. Money loaned for Ireland was under Parliamentary
authority, and Parliament could decide how this money was spent. A joint committee was
established comprised of 28 peers and 56 MPs to ‘consider the state of the Irish affairs’,
and this committee became known as the Committee for Irish Affairs.”’' Parliament
delegated much of the day-to-day management of the affairs of Ireland to it. The four
London MPs joined this committee and much of its work, and reporting between the

committee and the House of Commons, was managed by John Pym, the Providence Island

Company member.

Parliament acted quickly to raise a loan of £50,000 in London to crush the rebellion in
Ireland. On 2 November Thomas Barrington, a Providence Island Company man, was sent
to the city to raise the money and John Pym, also of the Providence Island Company,
formed a small subgroup of MPs, including John Clotworthy, an Ulster land consolidator,
and Denzil Holles, a Leinster land owner, to manage this initial effort.””> The London
aldermen resisted, requiring explicit security from Parliament for their loan and also
additional security for an existing loan of £50,000, made to the King in September 1640.
The struggle within the City over the mayoralty also led to the refusal by any of the
colonial merchants to loan money under the mayor’s authority.?”* This impasse was
resolved by a group of peers, led by the earl of Pembroke, who agreed to secure the 1640
loan with bonds drawn on their personal estates. The colonial merchants, for their part,

raised £20,000 in Spanish coin and loaned it directly to Sir Nicholas Loftus, vice treasurer

200 patrick Little, ‘The English Parliament and the Irish Constitution’, pp. 108-9 in Micheal
O Siochru (ed.), Kingdoms in Crisis — Ireland in the 1640s, (Dublin, 2001).
201 Eor the formation of this committee see Robert Armstrong, ‘Ireland at Westminster” in
Chris R. Kyle and Jason Peacy (eds.), Parliament at Work — Parliamentary Committees,
Political Power and Public Access in Early Modern England, (Woodbridge, 2002), pp. 80-
81.
202 House of Commons Journal Volume 2: 02 November 1641', in Journal of the House of
Commons: Volume 2, 1640-1643 (London, 1802), pp. 301-303 http://www.british-
history.ac.uk/commons-jrnl/vol2/pp301-303 [accessed 23 September 2015]. Clotworthy
and Holles had plantation estates in counties Antrim and Wexford, respectively.
203 ‘House of Commons Journal Volume 2: 03 November 1641', in Journal of the House of
Commons: Volume 2, 1640-1643 (London, 1802), pp. 303-305 http://www.british-
history.ac.uk/commons-jrnl/vol2/pp303-305 [accessed 22 September 2015].
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for wars in Ireland and a neighbour of Warwick in Holborn.>* George Henley and William
Hawkridge offered to pay the £20,000 directly to Loftus, £6,000 immediately and the
remainder once Loftus had procured a matching sum from the treasurers of Poll money.*"
Henley was a major importer of tobacco while Hawkridge was an experienced captain who
had formerly been master of one of Maurice Thompson’s ships, the Truelove.”’
Hawkridge was formerly employed transporting currency for the earl of Warwick and
£20,000 in silver bullion was duly despatched to the royal garrison at Carrickfergus,
County Antrim, on 23 November in shipping chartered from Maurice Thompson.*"’
Hawridge’s vessel was one of four armed merchantmen chartered from Maurice Thompson
by Algernon Percy, Lord High Admiral on 20 November to supply English and Scottish
forces intended for Ireland and to guard the Irish Sea.”’® Maurice Thompson and the
colonial merchants were, therefore, closely involved in England’s response to the Irish

revolt from its earliest phase.

% Historical Manuscripts Commission, Third Report, (London, 1872), p. 85; 'House of
Commons Journal Volume 2: 03 November 1641, in Journal of the House of Commons:
Volume 2, 1640-1643 (London, 1802), pp. 303-305 http://www.british-
history.ac.uk/commons-jrnl/vol2/pp303-305 [accessed 22 September 2015]; 'House of
Commons Journal Volume 2: 09 November 1641', in Journal of the House of Commons:
Volume 2, 1640-1643 (London, 1802), pp. 308-309 http://www.british-
history.ac.uk/commons-jrnl/vol2/pp308-309 [accessed 23 September 2015]. Nicholas
Loftus was a brother of Sir Arthur Loftus of Rathfarnham, Dublin and a member of a
grominent New English family.

% House of Commons Journal Volume 2: 11 November 1641 ', in Journal of the House of
Commons: Volume 2, 1640-1643 (London, 1802), pp. 311-312 http://www.british-
history.ac.uk/commons-jrnl/vol2/pp311-312 [accessed 23 September 2015].

296 Brenner, Merchants and Revolution, p. 183n; MacCartney, Virginia Immigrants and
Adventurers, p. 379; Elaine Murphy, Ireland and the War at Sea, (Woodbridge, 2012), p.

89. Henley was a brother of Sir Robert Henley, master of the King’s Bench, who entered
into a bond to guarantee the safe delivery of the money ('House of Commons Journal
Volume 2: 22 November 1641', in Journal of the House of Commons: Volume 2, 1640-
1643 (London, 1802), p. 322 http://www.british-history.ac.uk/commons-jrnl/vol2/p322
Eaccessed 22 September 2015]).

% TNA SP16/1, Vol. 1 Letters and Papers, 1625 Mar 27-Apr, f. 135 The King to the
Commissioners of Customs; SP 71/26 Secretaries of State: State Papers Foreign, Barbary
States, Tunis, 1622-1662, f. 5 Tunis: ‘Petition of Capt. William Hawkridge for letters of
marque against pirates of Algiers and Salé’. In 1626 Hawkridge transported coin for the
earl of Warwick on an expedition to discover the Northwest Passage. The Adventurers in
this voyage included Warwick, the Duke of Buckingham, Sir Thomas Smith, treasurer of
the Virginia Company and Sir John Wolstenhome. See also: Parliamentary Archives
HL/PO/JO/10/1/73, 23 November 1641, Order for the payment of £5,000 by the
chamberlain of London to the merchants who undertook to transport £20,000 into Ireland.
28 parliamentary Archives HL/PO/JO/10/1/73, 20 November 1641, Draft order of the
Lords and Commons for the Lord High Admiral to prepare four ships for the service of

Ireland.
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Almost two months before the Irish rebellion, on 6 September 1641, the Earl of Warwick,
John Pym and Sir Henry Mildmay had assumed responsibility for distributing all money to
be paid monthly by the navy to sailors and suppliers. In addition, with the colonial
merchant fleet in the Thames, getting ready for spring voyages and awaiting deployment
for a mission to retake Providence Island from the Spanish, a huge amount of shipping was
already under the effective control of the earl of Warwick and his agents.””’ Parliament’s
initial response to the rebellion in Ireland soon became enmeshed in the struggle for
political power within the city of London. Warwick House, with its control of the navy
budget, the Brotherly Assistance loans and the Providence Island Company network of
Puritan peers, MPs and merchants provided an alternative source of finance and
organisation at this early stage of the conflict.”'’ It allowed the colonial merchants and
politicians to bypass the established city structures for raising government loans and to
insert themselves at the centre of Irish affairs. Moreover, Maurice Thompson had a
personal reason to send a ship to the coast of Antrim. Randall MacDonnell, earl of Antrim,
owed his family money. In 1638, the earl of Antrim mortgaged his estate against future
rents for £80,000 to a consortium of London merchants. 211 These creditors included
Maurice Thompson’s brother-in-law, Abraham Corsellis, his brother and London-based
business manager, Robert Thompson, a Virginia planter, Edward Basse, alongside an
assortment of other colonial and city merchants. Antrim’s estate needed to be preserved in

order to service the loan, which drew the Thompsons into the conflict in Ireland at an early

stage.

Alongside the loans accessed at this time, the Court of Common Hall raised £100,000 for
the relief of Ireland in December 1641.*'* This was collected in small sums on a street by
street basis. Some of the individual contributions were quite large and included the colonial

merchants Thomas Andrews, Stephen Estwick, Richard Turner, Richard Hunt, Simon

209 Adamson, Noble Revolt, p 363.

219 The Brotherly Assistance loans were transacted through Warwick House to secure the
disbandment of the Scots army deployed in England in accordance with the Treaty of
London signed in August 1641. Control of Brotherly Assistance left Warwick as paymaster
of both the Navy and a substantial Scots army.

211 parliamentary Archives, HL/PO/JO/10/1/115, 4 February 1642: ‘Petition of Alexander
MacDonnell’. Antrim’s loans were guaranteed by Archibald Stewart. I am grateful to
Professor Jane Ohlmeyer for drawing my attention to the MacDonnell loan.

212 TNA SP16/493, ff. 65-78 ‘Book containing a general account of money paid in to the
Chamber of London from Nov. 1641 to Dec. 1642 as loans, in accordance with orders of
Parliament’: 'House of Commons Journal Volume 2: 03 December 1641', in Journal of the
House of Commons, 2, 1640-1643 (London, 1802), pp. 330-332 http://www.british-

history.ac.uk/commons-jrnl/vol2/pp330-332 [accessed 22 September 2015].
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Warner and Dame Rebecca Rumney.”'? The largest single contributor was Sir Robert
Bateman, a leader of the Levant Company who gave £1,000. At a national level,

Parliament was unwilling, or unable, to commit funds directly to the Irish campaign out of
normal taxation. By December 1641 the Irish campaign was already £50,000 in debt to its
suppliers and Parliament had repayment obligations for additional outstanding loans of
£500,000, including the £50,000 initially raised for Ireland but excluding the new loan for
£100,000.214 On 14 December Parliament voted to raise £400,000 in new subsidies to

tover both its existing obligations and to finance the war in Ireland but this figure
represents the upper limit that Parliament thought it could raise, not the actual sum
required.”"> The subsidy, when passed, would still take a long time to collect and money
tould only be raised for an imminent Irish campaign by way of loans secured on the future
proceeds of the subsidy. London was not an ideal place in which to arrange such a major
finding effort in December 1641 and even the initial loan of £50,000 had not been raised
by the end of December. Robert Bateman, a Levant Company grandee, contributed an
wdditional £2,000 on 1 December 1641 to meet the cost of transporting an initial
onsignment of supplies from London to Chester and on to Ireland, and also to pay for
Thompson’s four ships.”'® As a condition of the loan, Bateman stipulated that his money
tould not be used for any other purpose, anticipating the diversion of money away from

[reland that became the norm.

"3 There are so few women who feature in the Adventure for Irish land that Dame Rebecca
Rumney deserves notice. Dame Rebecca was the widow of Sir William Rumney, a
member of the council of the Virginia Company in 1607 and sheriff of London. The
Rumneys had invested in a fen drainage scheme in Norfolk organised by Sir Abraham
Dawes, one of the customs farmers along with Sir Paul Pindar and Sir Nicholas Crisp.
Dawes died in 1640 and Rebecca Rumney with her business partner John Doddington, a
ship money protestor, sued unsuccessfully in Parliament for the sequestration of the Dawes
sstate. This suit was unsuccessful as Parliament owed the estate £20,000 and opted to
motect itself from the estate’s creditors. In 1640 Dame Rebecca gave the huge sum of £400
o Christs Hospital School, the preferred place for the education of colonial merchants, for
he maintenance of ten children. See Samuel Bemiss, The Three Charters of the Virginia
Company of London, (Richmond, VA., 1903), p. 23; CSPD, 10, p. 258; Lords Journal, 5,
0.376; Commons Journal, 2, p. 325; Ilana Krausman Ben-Amos, The Culture of Giving:
hformal Support and Gifi-Exchange in Early Modern England, (Cambridge, 2008), p.
125.
" Commons Journal, 2, p. 337. The treasury contained £18,000 out of which a short term
ban had been made of £12,000 to send Henley and Hawkridge on their way pending the
wllection of the £50,000.
' Ibid, p. 343.
TNA SP26/139 part 15, ‘The accounts of Sir John Heyden’, f. 150.
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Parliament received multiple petitions from groups with a vested interest in Ireland, all
expressing frustration with the delays in organising relief supplies, especially for Ulster.
Eighteen English landowners resident in London petitioned the House of Commons on 21
December and blamed the spread of the rebellion on Parliament’s indecision and lack of
resources.”'’ A second petition, signed by 110 London merchants and sent to the king but
referred to the House of Lords claimed that ‘a million of money’ due to them from
landowners and merchants in Ireland was at risk of being lost, and that this would have
serious consequences for the prosperity of England’s trade.”'® 105 of the petitioners are
identifiable and out of these 55, half of the total, subscribed to the Adventure for Irish land
the following March.”" The petition was organised by Alderman John Towse,
subsequently one of the treasurers of the Adventure and included Samuel Warner, a
colonial trader and brother of Alderman John Warner, another of the four treasurers.”>’ The
petition is an interesting profile of London merchants trading into Ireland at the outbreak of
the rebellion of 1641 and provides evidence of how closely the Irish supply trade was

integrated into the wider Atlantic colonial trading network.

Of the 100 identifiable merchants claiming to be trading into or supplying credit in Ireland,
39 had close personal or familial links with the Atlantic colonies, including some senior
figures. Thomas Allen was treasurer of the earl of Warwick-led Bermuda Company and
Herriot Washbourne was the brother of the secretary of the Massachusetts Bay
Company.””' Thomas Browne was an experienced Virginia planter and had only returned
to England in 1639 after petitioning unsuccessfully against Maurice Thompson’s tobacco
monopoly, while William Davenport was the brother of New England Puritan luminary,

222

John Davenport.”*” William Drinkwater supplied Irish beef directly to Barbados in January

217 parliamentary Archives, HL/PO/JO/10/1/74, ‘Petition of divers Lords and gentlemen of
Ireland , now in London, that steps may speedily be taken for the suppression of the
rebellion’. The petitioners included Arthur Annesley, John Clotworthy, Thomas Cromwell,
Henry Blaney, Francis Mounteney, Adam and Nicholas Loftus and Robert Parkhurst.

218 parliamentary Archives, HL/PO/JO/10/1/75, Petiton of divers citizens, merchants and
others of London, trading into the realm of Ireland, pray for the speedy relief of Ireland.
219 As already noted by Lindley, the Adventure for Irish Land was factional. My
interpretation of this figure is that half of the petitioners trading into Ireland were Royalist.
220 William Thompson, who had returned from Virginia in 1640 with George Thompson
and William Tucker, married the daughter of Samuel Warner.

221 Brenner, Merchants and Revolution, p. 155; Rose-Troup, Massachusetts Bay Company,

. 64,
5)22 MacCartney, Virginia Immigrants and Adventurers, p. 165; Rose-Troup, Massachusefts

Bay Company, p. 62.
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1641.7* Although colonial traders dominated this trade, investors in Ireland also included
some with links to the big chartered companies. Edward Waterhouse, son of a former
chancellor of the Irish exchequer, was secretary of the Virginia Company and had

witnessed the massacre of 1622, as had Captain William Tucker, also in London in defence

of his tobacco monopoly.”**

The lack of a formal banking system in the 1640s meant that the ultimate owners of loans
were often very different from the names recorded on them. Edward and John Ash loaned
£4,160 to the King, by means of a bond to Secretary of State Henry Vane in May 1641.
Vane next made this money available to Adam Loftus, vice-treasurer for Ireland, to be

used for army pay.225 The bond was guaranteed by the earls of Cork and Bath, Lord
Ranelagh, Adam Loftus, Robert King, John Clotworthy and Nicholas Barnewall. The bond
was thus secured by men whose own principal security was Irish land. To complicate the
fransaction further, the Ash brothers were acting as intermediaries and the £4,160 was not
advanced by them but by a consortium comprising senior financiers Henry Wallop,

Thomas Soame, John Pennington and Nathaniel Rich. The role of the minor merchant,
therefore, was often to broker a loan between a wealthy consortium with capital to invest
and lend it to the state and to recruit a further consortium of guarantors for the state with
good credit. The true owners of the ‘million of money’ claimed in the merchant’s petition
of 21 December are impossible to identify but are unlikely to be restricted to the

signatories to the petition. The role of the merchant as independent financial broker was an
important one in the context of the Adventure for Irish land and the Parliamentary finance
committees that followed it. It was a trade learned from financing and insuring long

distance voyages, the principal business of the colonial merchants.

As the Aldermen of London treated Charles to a lavish banquet on 25 November, the

colonial and Puritan merchants were taking steps to take control of the Common Council,

B peter Wilson Coldham , English Adventurers and Emigrants, 1609-1660, (Baltimore
MD, 1984), p. 217.

' Returning from America, Edward Waterhouse established the Castlewaterhouse estate
in County Fermanagh and married Elizabeth, the daughter of Richard Bateman, a brother
of Robert and also a leading member of the Levant and East India Companies. Andrew
Lyall, ‘Waterhouse, Sir Edward (1535-1591)’,0Oxford Dictionary of National Biography.,
Oxford University Press, 2004 [http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/28810,

accessed 23 Sept 2015]

5 Alexander Balloch Grosart (ed.), The Lismore Papers, (10 vols, London, 1886-8), ii,

part 3, 175.
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at elections due to take place on 21 December 1641 2% The men central to the Adventure
for Irish land coalesced in the formation of the December 1641 Common Council and
many of its members also had close links with the colonial merchants. As is always the
case with elected bodies, the important members are the ones who attend the meetings,
vote and lay down policy. Foremost among these were the future treasurers for the
Adventure for Irish Land, John Towse and John Warner, together with James Bunce and
Stephen Estwick who managed extensions of the Adventure in 1643.7*” Of the 28 Common
Councilmen elected, only two, the East India Company grandee Abraham Reynardson and
the tobacco importer Randall Mainwaring, did not subscribe to the Adventure for Irish
land. 24 of the 28 were also involved in the collection of money for Parliament by the end
of 1642.%*® The Adventure for Irish Land and the further financing of Parliament which

followed it was primarily a Common Council undertaking.

Parliament continued in its efforts to supply troops and material from both Scottish and
English sources and to circumvent the stalemate in the City. On 24 December it turned to
the Merchant Adventurers to see if they would advance the balance of the £50,000 loan
and were successful in securing the £30,000 left short by the colonial merchants.”*’ A
condition of membership of the Fellowship of Merchant Adventurers was a proscription on
operating a retail shop in London. Consequently, the Merchant Adventurers conducted

most of their trade in parallel to the mainstream Livery Companies based in the City, who

226 See Wren, ‘Disputed Elections’; Brenner, Merchants and Revolution, pp. 373-374.

227 The attendances and members are compiled from London Metropolitan Archives,
COL/CC/01/01/4 Minutes of the Common Council 1642-7, ff. 8v-18.

228 The members of the Common Council identified from the minutes and correlated
against Wren’s list of petitioners were: Thomas Atkins, William Barkley, Nicholas
Baynton, Edward Bromfield, James Bunce, George Clarke, Stephen Estwick, John Foulke,
Thomas Foote, John Gage, Thomas Gardiner, George Garrett, John Gayre, William Gibbs,
Jacob Gerrard, Edward Hill, Randall Mainwaring, Alexander Normington, Francis Peck,
Thomas Perkins, Abraham Reynardson, Owen Rowe, James Russell, John Towse, John
Warner, John Wollaston and Nathaniel Wright.

229 ‘House of Commons Journal Volume 2: 24 December 1641, in Journal of the House of
Commons: 2, 1640-1643 (London, 1802), pp. 355-357 http://www.british-
history.ac.uk/commons-jrnl/vol2/pp355-357 [accessed 24 September 2015]. For a full
account of Parliament’s efforts to establish a military force for Ireland see Robert
Armstrong, ‘Long Parliament goes to war’, pp. 74-80. Most of the activities of the
Fellowship of Merchant Adventurers, in existence since the 14" Century, concerned the
funding of ships for the purchase and transportation of goods between the European
Hanseatic ports and further afield, from the colonies and trading outposts of West Africa
and South Asia. The Merchant Adventurers controlled a monopoly over the export of
cloth, England’s primary export. The members were normally also members of the
companies with foreign trade monopolies, such as the East India, Levant and Muscovy

companies.
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nominated the Aldermen. They were similar to the colonial merchants in this regard,

although the colonial merchants had no such formal arrangement. The central committee of

the Fellowship of Merchant Adventurers in 1641 were Henry Roe (Governor), Nathaniel
iEdwards, Thomas Smith, George Clarke, Laurence Halstead, Edward Misselden and
Stephen Burton.”° Henry Roe was the nephew Sir Charles Roe, Member of Parliament for
Cirencester, one of the leaders of the Virginia Plantation and formerly ambassador at large
for Charles I. Edward Missleden was placed onto the Merchant Adventurers’ committee by
Charles I and charged with enforcing Laudian religious conformity in the Adventurers’
factories in the Netherlands, factories that had been under the influence of Hugh Peter prior
o Peter’s departure to Warwick’s colony in New England.”' Nathaniel Edwards

controlled the Greenland Company and its whale oil monopoly, a monopoly that had been
infiltrated in the 1630s by ships funded by Maurice Thompson and others.”*? Stephen
Burton, a minor Merchant Adventurer and not one of the grandees, was elected to

London’s Court of Common Council from 1638 to 1641 but was ejected in the December
1641 elections.”* Parliament had managed to raise some money, but not from the

established senior City financiers. Both the colonial merchants and the Merchant
Adventurers were primarily involved in maritime, not city, trade and it was these maritime

frading networks that provided the bulk of Parliament’s funds,

By the start of 1642, therefore, Parliament had discovered that it could raise large amounts
money from some sources, on the condition that the money was used to suppress the
rebellion in Ireland. On 2 January 1642, however, Charles issued an arrest warrant against
five members of Parliament, John Pym, John Hampden, William Strode, Arthur Haslerigg
and Denzil Holles, who were charged with plotting against the Queen. All five were
involved in Puritan colonial endeavours. Pym was a member of the Providence Island
Company and a partner in the Warwick Patent, the earl of Warwick’s Puritan colonial

d.234

project in New Englan Hampden and Haslerigg were partners in the Warwick Patent

adventure, while William Strode had inherited his father’s share in the Dorchester

BITNA SP16/442 £.243, ‘Secretary Windebank to Sir Henry Roe, governor’

Bl Robert Ashton, The City and the Court, (Cambridge, 1979), p.136.

B2TNA PC/2/42 f. 87 Acts of the Privy Council, 25 July 1632, Touching on Interlopers
into Canada.

" Wren, ‘Disputed Elections’, pp. 34-52.

5 The shareholders in the Warwick Patent were: The earl of Warwick, Lord Saye and

Sele, Lord Brooke, Lord Rich, Charles Fiennes, Sir Nathaniel Rich, Sir Richard Saltonstall,
Richard Knightly, John Pym, John Hampden, John Humphrey, Herbert Pelham, Henry
Lawrence, Henry Darley, Arthur Haselrig, Sir Matthew Boynton, Robert Barrington, Philip

‘Nye and George Fenwick.
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Company, a West Country based Puritan venture, also in New England.”” Holles was a
shareholder in the Dorchester Company and had an estate in Ireland. An arrest warrant was
also issued against Lord Mandeville, a Providence Island Company peer. An anonymous
contemporary writer observed that the English revolt was ‘shaped in Grays-Inne-Lane,
where the undertakers for the Isle of Providence did meet and plot it’, a reference to the
junction of Grays Inn Lane and High Holborn in London, midway between Warwick
House, Ely House and Brook House, the homes of Robert Rich, Adam Loftus and Robert
Brooke respectively.23 ® The sequence of events, 4 January to 10 January 1642 confirm the

assessment of this writer.

In the morning of 4 January Charles visited the Common Council at the Guild Hall and
demanded that the Council see to the arrest of the MPs. As the Council would not agree to
his request Charles went to Parliament with soldiers to arrest the MPs himself, but they had
disappeared. >’ Parliament went into recess but the Committee for Irish Affairs was
allowed to continue sitting in London, away from Westminster and safely inside the walls
of the city so as not to interrupt the despatch of forces to Ireland. Another group of MPs
also formed an emergency Committee of Safety, although this was not established under
any legislative authority.”® From 4 January until the recall of Parliament on 10 January,
the Committee of Safety and the Committee for Irish Affairs were the only branches of

Parliament functioning and assumed the authority of the parent body.

The Common Council had voted on 4 January that their forces should be mobilised in
order to secure the safety of the city, and petitioned the King to release arms from the
Tower for the militias.”>’ Parliament also requested the Common Council to elect a
Committee of Safety of its own, responsible for deploying the City’s militias. The

Common Council’s Committee of Safety was dominated by the newly elected colonial and

23 Haslerigg was married to the daughter of Lord Brooke, principal of the Providence
Island Company and Saybrook colonies.

4% Anon, A4 Letter from Mercurius Civicus to Mercurius Rusticus...,(London, 1643), p. 3;
John Ogilby, The City of London, (London, 1676), Map Sheet 6.

257 Diurnal Occurences, 3-10 January 1642.

28 Parliamentary Archives HL/PO/JO/10/1/114, 11 January 1642: Resolutions of the Lords
and Commons for Irish Affairs. Annexed, 8 January 1642, ‘Report from the sub-committee
aJ)pointed to treat with the Committee of the Common Council’.

239 TNA SP16/488, f. 33, 5 January 1642. Minutes of proceedings at a Common Council of
the City of London held this clay before Sir Richd. Gurney, Lord Mayor, Sir Thos.

Gardiner, Recorder, &c.
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Puritan merchants who would Adventure for Irish land in March.**” Using their powers to
wt for the interests of Ireland, on 5 January, the Committee for Irish Affairs authorised the

sequestering of 1,000 muskets and 1,500 swords from the royal armoury in the Tower of

London. These arms were to be provided to the troops assembling in London for transport
o Ireland but once out of the Tower they found their way into the hands of the militias.**!
The troops in London destined for Ireland were placed under the command of Lord

Edward Conway, who had been nominated for the Commons seat of Yarmouth by Lord
Brooke, and John Clotworthy, nominated for the seat of Malden by the earl of Warwick.
The fathers of Conway and Clotworthy had both invested heavily in the first Virginia

colony of 1609 and they were neighbouring landowners in county Antrim. Conway’s

estates in Warwickshire were leased to Lord Brooke on a long-term basis and although he
held the post of Lord Marshall of Ireland his poor military performance against the Scots in

1640 left him dependent on the support of the Providence Island peers for a command.**

Clotworthy had attempted to establish a plantation in New England contemporaneously
with the development of the Warwick Patent. John Winthrop Jr had stayed with

Clotworthy in Antrim over Christmas 1634 and they discussed New England at great

length, agreeing that the future of the colony could be best secured with a ‘transmission of
yonge children’ and an infusion of Clotworthy’s sheep and cattle. Winthrop travelled on to
London and he next heard from Clotworthy again by a coded letter dated 6 March 1635,
‘the cipher of which was kept by the London goldsmith, Francis Allen. Clotworthy made
good on his promise of cattle, sheep and children and asked for a ship to be sent to Ireland
fo collect them.>* Why this arrangement needed to be written in code is unclear, but
Clotworthy signed off with the message ‘those who are not strong in frinds had neede walk
very streightly, for thers nothing falls to the ground’. A final coded communication from
Clotworthy was received in April 1635 advising that the export of sheep and cattle had

been banned so he would be unable, legally to provide very many, but encouraged

" pearl, Puritan Revolution, pp. 140-143. The Common Councillors appointed to manage
the militia were Thomas Atkins, John Towse, John Warner, Sir John Wollaston, Randal
Mainwaring, John Foulke, Stephen Estwicke, Owen Rowe, James Russell, Nathaniel

Wright and William Berkley. |

¥ Adamson, Noble Revolt, pp. 488-498.

* Daniel Starza Smith, John Donne and the Conway Papers: Patronage and Manuscript
Circulation in the Seventeenth Century (Oxford, 2014), pp. 99-102. Smith quotes a
contemporary rthyme: ‘Here is no room for Conaway/ nor many more that run away’.

* John Winthrop, Winthrop Papers: Vol. III, 1631-1937, (Boston, 1943), p. 193
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Winthrop to keep him up to date with news from ‘your nott ass yet polluted land’.***
Clotworthy attempted to export some children the following year, despatching 140
passengers from Carrickfergus to New England on 9 September in a locally built vessel,
the Eagle. The mast broke in heavy seas shortly into the journey and the ship had to turn
back, thus ending Sir John Clotworthy’s American colonial adventure.”*’ Both Conway
and Clotworthy were, nonetheless, clearly intertwined with the colonial circle centred on

Warwick House.

On 8 January, Parliament’s Committee of Safety authorised the Committee for Irish
Affairs to make the necessary preparation for raising the Trained Bands, using the

emergency in Ireland as its justification.

‘For as much as the necessitie of providinge money and other supplies
for the present releife of Ireland require the consideracon of both Houses
of Parliament, and for as much as they cannot sit in safetie without strong
and sufficient guard from the Citty of London and the adjacent partes. It
is therefore ordered that it be referred to the consideracon of the
Committee for Irish Affaires to consider of a way for securing of both
houses by guard as aforesaid’. **®

The Common Council reported back to the Committee for Irish Affairs, later on 8 January,
with a range of measures concerning the raising and equipping of London’s trained bands
and the legal justification for doing so. The commission of the Lord Mayor to command
the trained bands was declared to be illegal. Instead, the Common Council’s Committee of
Safety assented to the vote of the Committee for Irish Affairs to muster the Trained Bands,

London’s militia, under the authority of the Common Council, and this agreement was

binding on Parliament as a whole when it was recalled.

The Committee for Irish Affairs drew its authority from the assumption that the rebellion
in Ireland, if left unchecked, would quickly engulf England as well. Using the pretext that
Ireland would fall were Parliament unprotected and unable to send military supplies, the

Common Council’s Committee of Safety announced that eight companies of the Trained

> Ibid, p. 196.

25W. D. Killeen (ed.), A True Narrative of the Rise and Progress of the Presbyterian
Church in Ireland by the Reverend Patrick Adair, (Belfast, 1866), pp. 41-44.(

246 parliamentary Archives HL/PO/JO/10/1/114, 11 January 1642; Resolutions of the Lords
and Commons for Irish Affairs. Annexed, 8 January 1642, Report from the sub-committee

appointed to treat with the Committee of the Common Council.
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Bands would be drawn together immediately, under the command of major-general Philip
Skippon.**” Skippon’s instructions included a provision that his orders would come from
the Committee for Irish Affairs and he would not be subject to any counter command from
another authority. The trained bands were armed initially by the Chamber of London, with
weapons released from the Tower for Ireland. Finally, the Lord’s Committee for Irish
Affairs, its regular attendees from February onwards comprised almost exclusively of
Providence Island peers, assented to these measures on 10 January on behalf of the full
House that was also in recess. For procedural purposes, the Common Council had to
appoint independent arbitrators and a specific militia committee to nominate the officers.
The arbitrators chosen were three merchants who had been imprisoned alongside Samuel
Vassall for refusing to pay the Forced Loan of 1626; Sir Nicholas Rainton, Sir John Gayre
and Thomas Atkins.**® The new militia committee was entirely comprised of colonial

merchants who were associates of Maurice Thompson.”*

The trained bands were organised into six regiments, the most strategically important of
which, the Red regiment, had responsibility for the area around the Tower of London and
the docks, including the armoury in the Tower and the armed merchant fleet on the
Thames.”>® Two of the captains in the Red Regiment were William Tucker and William
Thompson, which brought the guard over the Tower’s arsenal, the Custom House and the
headquarters of the Artillery Company firmly within the grasp of Warwick’s closest
agents.”' Tucker and Thompson were well suited to their role as they had both
considerable experiences of similar military posts in Virginia. Indeed, Tucker had risen to

the rank of Captain-General of the militias in Virginia in 1635.%>? The senior captain in the

*I'In 1642, Skippon was captain-general of the Artillery Company and Maurice Thompson
an officer.

* London Metropolitan Archives, COL/CC/01/01/4 Minutes of the Common Council
1642-7, f. 10v. Gayre was the father-in-law of George Henley, the merchant carrying
supplies to Carrickfergus.

" Ibid. William Berkley, James Bunce, Thomas Foote, William Gibbs, Randall
Mainwaring, Alexander Normington, Thomas Perkins, James Russell and Nathaniel

Wright.

P I%ichard Thrale, The Names, Dignities and Places of all the Collonells...and ensigns of
the City of London, (London, 1642); Lawson Chase Nagel, ‘The Militia of London’, (PhD.
Thesis, University of London, 1982), p. 51.

"'Nagel, p. 98. Tower Hamlets also included the greatest concentration of gunsmiths and
this regiment was trained on a daily basis from April 1642.

" Tucker, Colonial Virginians, p. 12.
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Red Regiment, James Bunce, was also subsequently a major investor in both the

Adventure for Irish Land and Additional Sea Adventure.?>?

Of the 30 officers of the trained bands ranked as captain or colonel, 22 became
Adventurers for Irish Land in March 1642. The White trained band, responsible for the
area around the main guild halls and the area to the North of the city that included
Warwick House and Brooke House, was commanded entirely by leading future

d.”** Robert Thompson, another brother of Maurice who had

Adventurers for Irish Lan
lived New England before returning to London, was Pennington’s ensign in the White
regiment. He had served, in common with many of the Adventurers returning from New
England, on the militias over there.”>> The ‘Americans’, returned emigrants from Virginia
and New England, took a prominent role is this initial mobilisation of military force
against the authority of the king. Two further regiments, the Blue and Orange were under
the complete control of Adventurers. The Blue regiment was stationed along the Thames to
the west of the area around the Tower controlled by the Red regiment, keeping access to
the armed merchant shipping in the Thames firmly within the grip of the Adventurers.>*®
The Orange was based in the poorer area of the city around the Puritan parish of St
Dunstans.”’ The distribution of future Adventurers among the officer ranks of the trained
bands demonstrates that they were also leaders within London’s emerging military
hierarchy. Although it was common for the sons of provincial gentry to acquire some

military experience by joining Protestant armies in Europe fighting the Thirty Years War,

3 G. E. Cokayne, The Complete Baronetage, Vol. 111, 1649-1664, (Exeter, 1903), p. 24.
James Bunce was the son of James Bunce, an MP in the 1620s and business associate of
the Bennetts for whom Maurice Thompson had acted as an agent for during his stay in
Virginia. http://www.historyofParliamentonline.org/volume/1604-1629/member/bunce-
james-1563-1632;).
234 1saac Pennington, Thomas Chamberlain, Thomas Player, Edmund Harvey and
Christopher Whichcote.
253 Anon, Roll of Members of the Military Company of Massachusetts: Now Called the
Ancient and Honorable Artillery Company of Massachusetts, with a Roster of the
Commissioned Olfficers and Preachers, 1638-1894, (Cambridge, Mass., 1895), p. 4. Robert
Thompson served in New England with Francis Willoughby, William Rainsborough,
Robert Long and Richard Davenport, among others.
236 In contrast with the senior officers, the trained bands included very few Adventurers in
their lower officer ranks, and these were distributed in regiments like the Gold in which a
minority of captains were Adventurers but included a majority of Adventurers among its
Lieutenants, a lower rank. The Adventurer Lieutenants of the Gold regiment were John
Fenton, Samuel Turner, William Hitchcote and Matthew Andrews. The Gold Regiment
was commanded by an Adventurer, Sir John Wollaston, whose deputy was John Venn,
London MP.
7 Nagel, ‘The Militia of London’, p. 55.
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the military ties that bound London’s merchant community were based around the
Honourable Artillery Company. The Artillery Company, established in 1507, rebuilt itself
between 1620 and 1642 after a period of decline and purchased the Artillery Gardens to the
North of the city in 1641 to perform its exercises.”® These exercises comprised regular
fraining, an annual parade and various meetings and sermons. The meeting house was near
the Tower, in the stronghold of Maurice Thompson and William Tucker. The individual
Adventurers for Irish Land who were members of the Artillery Company are too numerous
fo list here, although they are noted in Appendix A, but almost all of the leading

Adventurers for Irish Land were members, as were the officers of the Trained Bands.””’

As for the Committee for Irish Affairs that convened in London and requested the

Common Council to mobilise its forces, although it was comprised of 56 members, the
quorum for meetings was fourteen.”®® Parliamentary committees often had a wide
membership but the work of the committee was normally performed by a much smaller
group with a direct interest in the outcome of the work of that committee. The MPs present
on 8 January 1642 are unknown, but as a guide fourteen MPs were nominated to a
subsequent Parliamentary group on 19 February 1642, the Commissioners for the Speeding
and Dispatching of the Businesses for Ireland. 261 This commission, intended to advance
negotiations for the Adventure for Irish Land, temporarily assumed the responsibilities
originally assigned to the Committee for Irish Affairs in November 1641. Although there
may be others, these fourteen MPs are the most likely group that convened in London on 4
January 1642 as their naming to the February committee indicates they were predisposed
fowards dealing with the Irish emergency. These MPs were Sir Richard Cave, Sir Robert
Cooke, Oliver Cromwell, Sir Walter Erle, Sir John Evelyn, Sir Robert Harley, Denzil
Holles, Nicholas Martin, Sir John Merrick, Sir Robert Parkhurst, John Pym, Robert
Reynolds, Robert Wallop and Sir Henry Vane Jr. Of this group only one member, Sir

Nicholas Cave, was a Royalist. The remainder emerged as supporters of Parliament in the

"8 John Rees, ‘Leveller Organisation and the Dynamic of the English Revolution’, (PhD.
thesis, Goldsmiths, University of London, 2014), pp. 60-62.
* Members of the Artillery Company, organised by the date in which they joined, can be
found in G. A. Raikes (ed.), The Ancient Vellum Book of the Honourable Artillery
Company, being the Roll of Members from 1611 to 1682, (London, 1890), pp. 35-70.
%0 House of Commons Journal Volume 2: 02 November 1641', in Journal of the House of
Commons: Volume 2, 1640-1643 (London, 1802), pp. 301-303 http://www.british-
history.ac.uk/commons-jrnl/vol2/pp301-303 [accessed 28 September 2015].
%'House of Commons Journal Volume 2: 24 February 1642', in Journal of the House of
Commons: Volume 2, 1640-1643 (London, 1802), pp. 450-454 http://www.british-
history.ac.uk/commons-jrnl/vol2/pp450-454 [accessed 26 September 2015].
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weeks that followed and were, for the most part, involved in many of the same colonial
projects as the Providence Island peers and the merchants who had taken control of the
Common Council in London. It is possible that the four London MPs were also present, as
they had a right to attend meetings of the Committee for Irish Affairs, but this would have
increased the dominance of MPs associated with the colonial merchants and the

Providence Island peers.

Like John Pym, Sir Walter Erle was deeply involved in the Puritan peers’ colonial ventures
and served on the Council of Virginia from its establishment in 1621. Erle was also the
leading investor in the Dorchester Company that established a colony at Cape Ann,
Massachusetts in 1623.2°% Sir John Merrick, Sir Robert Harley, Sir Robert Cooke and Sir
John Evelyn had also served on the board of the Virginia Company.**® Oliver Cromwell’s
brother, Henry, was an investor in the Virginia Company, as was Cromwell’s father, while
his cousin, Sir Oliver Cromwell, was also active in colonial trade as a Virginia patentee.
Although there is no direct evidence that Oliver Cromwell was involved in any colonial
plans, his attempt to emigrate to New England in 1634 coincided with attempts by
Warwick and Lord Brooke to expand their ‘Warwick Patent’.*** Nicholas Martin, the
Exeter MP declared a traitor by the King had sold his Virginia plantation, Martin’s
Hundred Parish, to a consortium of London merchants in 163 7.2% Sir Robert Parkhurst
held a small estate in county Roscommon and also advanced credit on the Dublin Staple.**

Parkhurst’s daughter, Damaris, was married to William Spurstowe, one of the leading

lights of the Massachusetts Bay Company.”®” John Parkhurst, Robert’s brother, acquired

22 The History of Parliament Online,
http://www.historyofParliamentonline.org/volume/1604-1629/member/earle-walter-1586-
1665#footnote36 4ugnh8k. Cape Ann was the site of Maurice Thompson’s fishing station
established in 1639.

*%3 Hening, Statutes at large ... Virginia, i, 80-98.

264 Anon ‘The Acorn Club’, The Warwick Patent, (Hartford, 1902), Warwick recruited
investors for this scheme between 1632 and 1635 when it was included in John Winthrop
Jnr’s governorship. The investors included John Pym, John Hamden, Arthur Haslerig,
Charles Fiennes and Robert Barrington. Hugh Peter, Henry Vane jnr and Winthrop
travelled to the plantation in 1635 sponsored by Rotterdam merchants, Anon ‘“The Acorn
Club’, The Warwick Patent, (Hartford, 1902), pp. 7-13.

25 Brenner, Companies and Merchants, p. 146; Mcllwaine, Minutes of the Colonial and
General Court, p. 114. The Martins were in business with the Stone brothers, partners of
Thompson and Tucker, while they had their plantation. It was sold to Richard Quiney,
John Sadler and Simon Turgis.

266 Robert C. Simington (ed.), Books of Survey and Distribution, Roscommon, (Dublin,
1949), pp. 89-92; Ohlmeyer, Statute Staple, p. 132.

267 Rose-Troup, Massachusetts Bay Company, p. 155. Spurstowe was also a member of the

Levant Company and director of the East India Company.
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the late Lord Delaware’s Virginia estate in 1622 at the same time as Maurice Thompson’s
consortium was arranging their Virginia adventure. **® Robert Wallop and Denzil Holles
both had plantation estates in county Wexford. The Committee for Irish Affairs, the group
that probably met in January 1642 and were certainly appointed in February, was therefore
an overwhelmingly Puritan group with many links to both Irish and American colonial
projects. Their colonial interests kept them in regular contact with the colonial merchants

who now dominated the Common Council.

Parliament had stretched to the limit the rights they had received when the King had
‘ecommended the care of those affairs’ in Ireland to them.”®” The full houses of

Parliament had in turn delegated powers to the Committee for Irish Affairs while
Parliament was in recess. The Providence Island peers had succeeded, therefore, through
the Committee for Irish Affairs, the Common Council and the Trained Bands, in effecting
arevolution of sorts, using their client MPs and merchant contractors. This had been
‘achieved largely at the expense of the Protestant population of Ireland who were, it was
widely believed in London, suffering a wholesale slaughter at the hands of Irish Catholic
rebels. The only military supplies despatched by Parliament was the consignment sent by
Maurice Thompson to Carrickfergus in November 1641, and this partly because Robert
Bateman had the foresight to restrict his loan to that purpose. A faction within Parliament
had discovered that it could raise both money and arms for the defence of Protestant
Ireland, sanctioned by the king and with the support of popular opinion. The next step was

{0 determine how much could be raised.

*MacCartney, Virginia Immigrants and Adventurers, p. 535.
Patrick Little, ‘The English Parliament and the Irish Constitution’ in Micheal 0]

fochrti (ed.), Kingdoms in Crisis: Ireland in the 1640s, (Dublin, 2001), pp. 108-9.
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Chapter Three

The Adventure for Irish Land

The Adventure for Irish Land was initially the brainchild of Richard Boyle, earl of Cork,
communicated by letter to the earl of Warwick in January 1642. Boyle proposed the
complete removal of Irish Catholics from Ireland, recommended a complete conquest and
subsequent plantation with English settlers. In Boyle’s words, ‘if it would please his
Majesty, with assent of Parliament, to cause an act to be passed there, to attaint them all of
high treason, and to confiscate their lands and estates to the crown, it would utterly
dishearten them, and encourage the English to serve courageously against them in hope to
be settled in the lands of them they shall kill or otherwise destroy’.””’ Boyle and the earl of
Warwick had become close, in their opposition to Thomas Wentworth, earl of Strafford

and in 1638 Mary Boyle, Cork’s daughter, had married Nathaniel Rich, Warwick’s son.

Cork suggested to Warwick that he recruit the MPs John Hampden, John Pym and William
Strode to present their initiative to the English Parliament, but this became problematic
after the King attempted to arrest the MPs for treason on 4 January 1642. One element of
Cork’s plan had an attraction for Warwick and the rest of the Providence Island company
men plotting in Warwick House. As the King had left London and his rift with parliament
widened, it was unclear as to what authority parliament had to raise money. The exception
was the necessity for raising money for Ireland, for which the king had already given his
consent. The money raised in November, however, had required the peers to offer the
security of their own estates and this approach was neither desirable nor inexhaustible.
Irish land, however, was an excellent form of security and many of the colonial merchants

and planters in Warwick’s circle had interests in Ireland.

As the colonial and Puritan merchants in control of the Common Council were already
providing money for Ireland, and as the senior city financiers were unlikely to do so as
long as parliament was estranged from its king, Sir Thomas Barrington, MP and
Providence Island Company member was duly despatched on 12 January 1641 from
Warwick House to appear before the court of London’s Common Council. Barrington

proposed that the merchants of the city should procure a loan of £100,000 to be repaid with

270 Charlotte Fell Smith, Mary Rich, Countess of Warwick, (1625-1678), Her Family and

Friends, (London, 1901), p. 100.
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lnd forfeited by the defeated rebels in Ireland.?’" The money would be used to pay the
forces mustering in London for an Irish expedition. The ten-man court of Common Council
included Jacob Gerrard, brother of another Providence Island Company member, Sir

Gilbert Gerrard, and George Clarke, Sherriff of London and a member of the committee of
Merchant Adventurers of England.”’* Clarke was the son-in-law of Sir Robert Palmer who,
dlong with Samuel Vassall, had refused to subscribe to the extra-parliamentary Forced

Loan in 1627.27 Although a Royalist, Clarke was uniquely placed to create a consensus on

how to fund an army for Ireland. In addition to sitting on the central committees of both the
London Common Council and the Fellowship of Merchant Adventurers, Clarke was, as
sheriff, the returning officer for London’s four members of Parliament. The committee of
Common Council agreed to refer the proposal to its Committee of Safety, and to consult
with the London Companies to consider how Barrington’s proposal could fit with a

strategy of securing the London Companies’ interest in Londonderry.*’* Having already
witnessed arms authorised for Irish service diverted to the Trained Bands, Clarke and the
Royalist Lord Mayor, Sir Richard Gurney, passed on the responsibility for a further

expeditionary force for Ireland to a committee outside of their control.

While Barrington was making his presentation to the Common Council, John Pym and
Nathaniel Fiennes were raising orders in Parliament for the Council to meet with them, to
discuss new preparations for the defence of Ireland. A general warrant for the release of
arms from the Tower of London for use in Ireland was issued, and to facilitate this, a
further order was issued for the arrest of John Byron, the lieutenant of the tower, who was
eplaced by Phillip Skippon.””® The accusations against Pym and the other fugitive MPs
were published on 12 January and distributed with news that both the French and Spanish

"' ondon Metropolitan Archive, Minutes of the Common Council, Vol. 41, f.17.

& George Clarke was elected Sheriff of London for the year 1641, a post that required a
provable personal fortune of at least £20,000. He was a director of the East India Company
and a leading exporter of English cloth to the Netherlands and Germany. Clarke owned a
large tract of land in Rhode Island and obtained the charter for the Rhode Island Company
in 1643.

¥ Robert Ashton, The City and the Court, (Cambridge, 1979), pp. 183-4.

" Charles had restored the Londonderry Plantation to the London companies, with an
amended charter, in November 1641, making the companies responsible for the defence of
the colony. The Companies had a vested interest in participating in any scheme that could
bring the Irish rebellion to an end.

" House of Commons Journal Volume 2: 12 January 1642, in Journal of the House of
Commons: Volume 2, 1640-1643 (London, 1802), pp. 371-375 http://www.british-
history.ac.uk/commons-jrnl/vol2/pp371-375 [accessed 1 December 2015].
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fleets had arrived in Ireland with arms and reinforcements.”’® The King’s warrant, also
issued on 12 January, authorised the removal of thousands of muskets, swords and other
weapons from the armouries at London and Hull.?”” A further loan of £20,000 from the
Merchant Adventurers on 15 January, that would enable the purchase and transport of arms
as well as providing payment for an expeditionary force, removed for the time being any
financial concerns regarding the suppression of the rebellion in Ireland.””® The drafting of
an additional act for a new loan from the City of London immediately began to ensure the

constant supply of new funds.

The Common Council duly reported back to a conference of both houses of Parliament,
organised by Pym on 25 January.””” The £100,000 loan from the City was refused,
principally on the grounds that £50,000 had already been loaned in December 1641, but
little progress had been made in sending over troops or supplies.”*” The Council
complained that their members were owed hundreds of thousands of pounds by creditors in
Ireland and would have difficulty raising any further funds. They were convinced that the
request for funds was a ruse by the King to draw money, men and arms out of London, to
be used to attack a defenceless England. As evidence, the petition drew attention to the fact
that no Catholics in England had been disarmed, that the Navy was making no effort to
prevent the flow of arms and men from Catholic Europe into Ireland and that London’s
suburbs contained ‘many thousands of unknown persons’ ready to take up arms against
Parliament. In Parliament, Pym presented two further petitions from Essex and
Hertfordshire calling for the removal of Catholic peers from the House of Lords, and
concluded with a fine speech concerning an international conspiracy of Catholic powers on
the verge of conquering Ireland, and then England. England had been betrayed by a King

who obstructed efforts to raise forces in England to send over to Ireland, or to restrict the

276 Anon, Articles A gainst the Lord Mandeville, Mr John Pym, etc, (London, 1642),.

27T "House of Commons Journal Volume 2: 15 January 1642, in Journal of the House of
Commons: Volume 2, 1640-1643 (London, 1802), pp. 380-383 http://www.british-
history.ac.uk/commons-jrnl/vol2/pp380-383 [accessed 1 December 2015].

278 "House of Commons Journal Volume 2: 17 January 1642, in Journal of the House of
Commons: Volume 2, 1640-1643 (London, 1802), pp. 383-386 http://www.british-
history.ac.uk/commons-jrnl/vol2/pp383-386 [accessed 1 December 2015].

27 Anon, The Humble Petition and Answer of the Mayor, Alderman and the rest of the
Common Council of the City of London, (London, 1642).

280 TNA SP28/1/B, ff. 319-375; 425-438. Payment warrants show that loans from the City
of London totalling £30,000 had been paid in two tranches of which £22,000 had been
spent by 25 January. A further £2,000 was loaned directly from the Chamber of London to
Lord Dungarvan. These funds were primarily used to pay and supply the regiments of

Clotworthy and Conway in Ulster and to garrison and provision Duncannon fort.
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movement of Irish subjects between the two kingdoms; a King who had in turn been
betrayed by counsellors who were clearly mad.*®' Despite his best efforts, Charles, for his
part, was frustrated by the slow pace of deliberations in London, which undermined his

efforts to alleviate the suffering of his subjects in Ireland.?®?

: John Clotworthy informed the House of Common on 4 February that the Irish rebels had
nised £180,000 and were in the process of using that money to purchase arms in
Dunkirk.”** John Pym recognised that the 56 member Committee for Irish Affairs was far
oo unwieldy to meet regularly and manage an emergency. He requested parliament to
appoint a smaller parliamentary commission to manage day-to-day affairs, the sixteen-
member ‘Commission for Managing the Affairs of Ireland’, mandated to ‘establish true
e and religion in that country’.** This commission was approved following
;Clotworthy’s speech and its members were to be drawn from the Committee for Irish

Affairs.”® While the membership of this commission was being considered, an alternative

method for raising funds for Ireland was under consideration.

Recognising that smaller parliamentary commissions were a more efficient way of

¢ pediting resources for Ireland, Denzil Holles chaired an additional commission for

rising and levying money for the defence of Ireland’. Holles met with the colonial
merchants and on 11 February 1642 he delivered a petition to the House of Commons from
‘ertain Londoners offering to send forces to Ireland at their own expense’, an offer that
became the Adventure for Irish Land. The original sum offered by the ‘Londoners’, as
reported by Holles, was £100,000, to be repaid in Irish land, and the Adventurers would
n their own officers. The offer was identical to the scheme proposed by the earl of
* otk to the earl of Warwick, and the ‘certain Londoners’ involved had been briefed by

" arwick. The naming of officers was essential if the Adventurers were to retain control of
their army, and a further demand, that the state would allow the Adventurers access to

arms, was also agreed to by parliament.286 Pym held a meeting with the merchants on 14

¢bruary at the Inner Court of Wards, where the Adventurers, represented by William

1 Anon, The Humble Petition and Answer o<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>