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The Place of Religion and Politics in the Life of Cromwell. 
by David Brentnall. 

The seventeenth century was an age when biblically-based Christianity 
was assumed rather than questioned. As G.M. Trevelyan explained, in 
pre-Restoration England 

"it would have been difficult to find more than a handful of men 
who openly avowed a disbelief in the miraculous sanctions of the 
Christian faith, in one or other of its forms." 

And though one does not have to be in total agreement with Carlyle's 
premise that "a man's religion is the chief fact with regard to him," 
when looking at Cromwell's place in the Puritan Revolution, historians 
can ignore the importance of his Christian thinking only at the expense 
of clear historical perspective. Hilaire Belloc went so far as to suggest: 

No Calvin, no Cromwell. You shall not understand the mind of 
Cromwell, ·nor any of the innumerable minds who have known 
themselves, from that day till yesterday, to be Elect of God, until 
you have felt the fierce blast from the furnace which Jean Cauvin of 
Noyon in Picardy kindled. 

But one need not have an intimate knowledge of the Institutes to assess 
the role played by Oliver in the founding and working of the Protectorate. 

It is in his relationship with the army that one sees this connection 
most clearly. Oliver saw himself and his troops joined together as a 
single instrument in the hand of God. "If you look upon his own 
regiment of horse," wrote an opponent of Cromwell in December 1644, 

see what a swarm there is of those that call themselves the godly; 
some of them profess they have seen visions and had revelations. 
Look on Colonel Fleetwood's regiment with his Major Harrison, 
what a .cluster of preaching officers and troopers there is. Look what 
a company of troopers are thrust into other regiments by the head 
and shoulders, most of them Independents, whom they call gudly 
precious men; nay, indeed, to say the truth, almost all our horse be 
made of that faction. 

The success of his troops connects with the Puritan ideas of Providence, 
and therefore strengthened his convictions concerning the righteousness 
of his cause and his own vocation under God. By 1644 Oliver's troops 
had remained united, in battle overcoming Rupert's best cavalry. He 
had seen the weakness of those who opposed him shown, not only in 
the defeat of the Royalist armies, but also in the failure of the Earl of 
Essex and the futility of the Earl of Manchester, as Roundhead 
commanders, and this could only confirm the belief that he and his 
men were God's chosen instruments. As he himself said: 

It must not be souldiers nor the Scots that must doe this worke, but 
it must be the godly to this purpose. 

Oliver's belief in Providence grew; in 1645 he proclaimed: 
"I profess his very hand has led me. I pre-consulted none of these things." 
And after success after the battle of Nase by he wrote: 

You have heard of Nase by; it was a happy victory .. God was pleased 
to use his servants ... I could not (riding about my business) but 
smile out to God in praises, in assurance of victory, because God 
would, by things that are not, bring to naught things that are. Of 
which I had great assurance; and God did it. 0 that men would there-
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fore praise the Lord, and declare the wonders that he doth for the 
children of men! 

So that when one comes to look at the 1647 Army debates, as well as 
showing us the urgent desire for peace and how the army regarded itself 
as representative of the whole nation, they will also give us a better 
understanding of Oliver himself. 

Indeed, they show the "church" relationship between him and his 
troops, with ecclesiastical discipline existing side by side with military 
discipline. Their general aim was 

to deliver this nation from oppression and slavery, to accomplish that 
work which God hath carried us on in, to establish our hopes of an 
end of justice and righteousness in it, 

though Oliver, not surprisingly, had difficulty in interpreting God's will 
for the nation. Yet what is one to make of an Army Council where 
constitutional debates began with a prayer and testimony meeting, and 
throughout which the argument is conducted by means of Biblical 
exposition? Where exegesis is more important than political definitions, 
and theology than the theory of government? Where it is seen as more 
reasonable for the General to resign than to break the unity of the meet
ing!? It is much too simplistic to accuse such men of cynicism and dup
licity. Indeed, the only plausible explanation is that this was seen as a 
kind of Church Meeting of a congregation in arms. There was a cleavage 
among the ranks of the godly fighting men, and when, in November 
1648, Colonel Robert Hammond was considering resigning, Oliver sent 
him this pertinent epistle: 

Dear Robin, thou and I were never worthy to be door-keepers in this 
service. If thou wilt seek to know the mind of God, in all that chain 
of Providence, whereby God brought thee thither, and that person 
to thee; how, before and since, God has ordered him, and affairs 
concerning him: and then tell me, whether there is not some glorious 
and high meaning in all this, above what thou hast yet attained? 
And, laying aside thy fleshly reason, seek of the Lord to teach thee 
what that is; and He will do it. 

Oliver was anxious not to lose any of the brethren, anxious to maintain 
unity in order to carry out God's purposes. For, he went on, 'My dear 
friend, let us look into providences; surely they mean somewhat. They 
hang so together; have been so constant, so clear and unclouded.' 
It is important to see here Oliver's theological approach to politics; an 
approach so deeply rooted that it permeated all aspects of his thinking. 

Indeed, these religious convictions led to an innovatory conception 
of military selection. For it was in his election of officers that one sees 
his most remarkable departure from tradition. He chose, wrote the 
second Earl of Manchester in 1645, 

not such as were souldiers or men of estates, but such as were 
common men, poor and of mean parentage, only he would give 
them the title of godly, precious men. 

Manchester emphasised Oliver's hostility towards professional soldiers, 
and to many contemporaries who took a hierarchically graded society 
for granted, his views must have seemed very subversive: 
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I had rather have a plain russet-coated captain that knows what he 
fights for and loves what he knows than what you call a gentleman 
and is nothing else. I honour a gentleman that is so indeed. Again: 
If you choose godly honest men to be captains of horse, honest 
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men will follow them ... A few honest men are better thun 11m11htllM, 
It is difficult for us in the twentieth century to realise the force with 
which such words would have struck contemporary readers .. "Truly," 
Oliver explained, "I think he that prays best will fight best.'' We arc hero 
in a world unknown to the vast majority of modern men, yet we musl 
accept or reject Oliver on his own terms. It is only against this backcloth 
of a godly reformation that one can assess Oliver's contributions to the 
Puritan dream. 

By 1650 Oliver was coming to be increasingly seen as divinely sent 
to rule England. The Tuscan agent reported to his government that 

"there cannot be discovered to him any ambition save for the 
public good, to which he brings all his spirit and power, which is so 
great and is used by his Excellency with such humility and respect 
towards everyone, that he has come to be honoured and esteemed 
{besides for his great valour) as a man commended by Heaven to 
establish this republic by divine service." 

Yet not all men thought so highly, certainly not the men who formed 
the Rump Parliament. The Rump consisted of men who were politicians 
first and Independents only secondarily. They wanted to stay in power 
and not be superseded by Oliver. On 14 November 1651 the Rump 
voted by a majority of only two votes to dissolve itself, but not until 3 
November 1654. This amounted to almost a personal defeat for Oliver, 
yet he became increasingly head of state in fact if not in name. So 
much so that in 1653 he saw fit to dissolve them by military forces. 
Ludlow recalls: 

'Come, come, I will put an end to your prating;' then walking up 
and down the House like a mad-man, and kicking the ground with 
his feet, he cried out, 'You are no Parliament, I say you are no 
Parliament ... It's you that have forced me to do this, for I have 
sought the Lord day and night, that he would rather slay me than 
put me upon the doing of this work'. · 

Such an act and attitude can be properly considered only in the light of 
his conversion and his calvinism. Seen in the light of the theology which 
saw the doctrine of Providence in the immediate concern of a personal 
Deity, we can see this developing idea of the corporate mission of the 
Commander and his troops from the beginnings of a fighting "Church" 
and up until this time. Henceforth, Oliver's conviction that it was God's 
Will for him to lead the nation out of the chaos and strife and into 
peaceable living, was to grow ever more increasingly, and was to be the 
prime force motivating his actions on behalf of the Puritan cause. 

Thus, within the Providential framework, each individual life was 
the working out of a divinely ordained pattern, and nothing was to be 
explained by chance. God would reward the godly, but who exactly 
were they? To such as Harrison they were the radical millenarians, 
although W.A. Lamont in his recent study of Godly Rule has pointed 
out the folly of confining millenarian views to a small section of the 
Christian community. The Book of Revelation affected everyone, yet 
by the end of Oliver's rule the majority of English Protestants had 
abandoned the search for the reign of God. And it is here where one 
must beware of hasty generalisations, for Oliver's views on the 
Apocalypse were not static. His thirst for "Godly rule" was never more 
obvious than in his letter to Colonel Walton after the victory of Marston 
Moor: 
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"It had all the evidence of an absolute victory obtained by the Lord's 
Blessing upon the Godly Party principally. We never charged but we 
routed the enemy ... God made them as stubble to our swords ... One 
thing lay upon his [a dying friend's] spirit. I asked him, What was that? 
He told me it was, 'That God had not suffered him to be any more the 
executioner of His enemies.' " 
Yet Oliver changed, and came to agree with (his chaplain) John Owen's 
view expressed in 1652: 
To dream of setting up an outward, glorious visible kingdom of Christ, 
which he might bear rule in ... be it in Germany or England, is but an 
unguarded presumption. 
In truth, it was Oliver's refusal to compromise which was the heart of 
this matter. He wanted a real kingdom of God on earth or nothing at all, 
and as he gradually saw the futility of this first aim, he rejected the idea 
altogether. Instead, it was left to the.individual to find his own salvation 
within the context of a rule that did not press his conscience too heavily. 
His interest in moral behaviour did not decline correspondingly, and 
antinomianism was linked with the 'lunatic fringe sects' such as the 
Ranters, who continued to believe in the Apocalypse. 

Oliver saw clearly divine providence in the setting up of the West
minster Assembly, consisting of 150 men selected to constitute a 
governing assembly: 
"I never looked to see such a day as this ... Indeed it is marvellous, and 
it hath been unprojected. It's not long since either you or we came to 
know fit. And indeed this hath been the way God hath dealt with· us all 
along; to keep things from our eyes all along, so that we have seen 
nothing in all His dispensations long beforehand - which is also a wit
ness, in some measure, to our integrity.'' 

To Oliver, following God's Providential guidance was simply a part 
of the Christian man's integrated personality, and was certainly no 
optional extra. Yet one notes that Oliver did not seek his own election 
to the body, and thus regarded himself now as independent of, and 
even superior to it. And he still hoped for more wonderful blessings 
from God: 
Why should we be afraid to say or think, that this way may be the door 
to usher in the things that God hath promised and prophesied of, and 
set the hearts of his people to wait for and expect? 
Such hopes were reiterated again and again, yet the nominated assembly 
was in many ways a failure. Oliver became dissatisfied and alarmed at 
the conduct of his 'Little Parliament' and its consequences. It had tried 
to rush through legislation, much of it not in accord with public opinion. 
Thus a proposal to abolish tithes was lost by only a few votes, and 
referred to a committee, while the Fifth Monarchy men attacked the 
parochial clergy as "hirelings" and "priests of Baal", and they wanted 
to make Harrison Lord General instead of Oliver. The latter saw that 
instead of promoting the Gospel, they had threatened to deprive its 
ministers of the means of subsistence. And instead of allaying sectarian 
strife, their policy had embittered it. Yet he had empowered them to sit 
until the end of 1654, and was not willing to close the assembly by 
force of arms. When they did abdicate over the question of tithes, 
Oliver claimed to have taken no part in it: 
"l can say it in the presence of divers persons here who know whether 
I lie, that I did not know one tittle of that registration, till they all 
came and brought it, and delivered it unto my hand." 
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So once again Oliver was in possession of the dictatorship ho hull 11 lall 
to be rid of, as he himself saw: 
"My power was again by this resignation as boundless and unlimitcll ua 
bef?re, all things being subject to arbitrariness, and myself a person 
haVIng power over the three nations without sound or limit set· all 

·government being dissolved, and all civil administration at an e~ll." 
Thus on 16 December 1653 Oliver was installed as Protector, which 

signalled the end of military rule and the restoration of civil government. 
But the question to be answered is why Oliver chose this course. If he 
was merely a power seeker, then he would surely have gone along with 
those who were thinking in terms of Oliver as king. Yet the acceptance 
of the Protectorship in no way increased his power. Rather it put an 
end to his dictatorship and reduced his power by imposing constitutional 
restraints upon its influence, for it bound him to do nothing without 
th~ con~ent <?f .ei!her a Council or a Parliament. To understand why 
Ohver did this 1t 1s necessary to look at his own understanding of the 
fundamentals of Government. He once wrote thus: 

Some things are fundamentals about which I shall deal plainly with 
you: They may not be parted with; but will, I trust, be delivered 
over to posterity, as being the fruits of our blood and travail. The 
Government by a Single person and a Parliament is fundamental! 
It is the esse, it is constitutive. 

The other fundamentals he summed up as being division of the control 
of the military forces between Parliament and the Protector, limitation 
of the length of time a Parliament might sit, and liberty of conscience. 
Onl_Y if one sees Oliver's intention as being to restore peace and pros
penty after the chaos of the civil war, and doing so with his fellow 
servers in the army, can one understand why he reasoned in such a 
manner. His rise to power was not simply political opportunism (though 
such an element may have played a part), but it entailed the actions of 
a man looking to God for favourable dispensations. He asserted that his 
title to rule as Protector had been ratified by the nation, and added: 

The wilful throwing away of this government, so owned by God, so 
approved by men, I can sooner be willing to be rolled into my 
grave and buried with infamy, than I can give my consent unto. 

What right had Oliver to rule as king over his brethren in the army? Was 
he not merely their representative, thus placed by the grace of God? 
Such reasoning was to be paramount during the offers of the Crown 
that he was later to receive. Oliver's stress on political fundamentals is 
reminiscent of Dr John Owen's fundamentals in religion, outlined in 
1652. They were each equally necessary to curb excesses, though Oliver 
had little interest in them for any intrinsic value. They were "dross and 
dung in comparison with Christ," for like many Independents Oliver 
was more interested in the spirit than the outward appearance. As for 
now, one hundred members were excluded for refusing to sign an 
engagement to be faithful to the commonwealth and Protector and not 
alter the government as settled in a single person and parliament. 

The new constitution consisted of a complicated system of checks 
and balances intended to prevent either Parliament or the Protector 
from becoming absolute, one of the aims being the establishment of 
religious liberty. This especially appealed to Oliver, for toleration 

hath been one of the vanities of our contest. Every sect saith, 'Oh 

5 



give me liberty,' but give it to him and to his power he will not 
yield it to anybody else. 

Oliver never belonged to any particular denomination - unless the 
army, with its bias towards the Independents (or Congregationists), be 
counted as one - and toleration was by now for him a very earnest 
desire. As early as 164 7 he showed an interest in means rather than ends: 

There will be very great mountains in the way of" this, if this were 
the thing in present consideration; and therefore we ought to con
sider the consequences, and God hath given us our reason that we 
may do this. It is not enough to propose things that are good in the 
end, but suppose this model were an excellent model, and fit for 
England and the Kingdom to receive, it is our duty as Christians 
and men to consider consequences, and to consider the way. 

Though he would not use his authority to impose doctrines, he did use 
it to prevent others from imposing their doctrines. The Little Parliament 
had proposed to abolish tithes altogether, and in the "Instrument Of 
Government" the substitution of some other provision was suggested. 
Yet Oliver kept them for want of a better system. "For my part", he 
explained "I should think I were very treacherous if I took away tithes 
till I see the legislative power settle maintenance to ministers another 
way." 
It became the permanent policy of the government under the Protector 
to increase the income of the parochial clergy. Endowments of poor 
livings were systematically supplemented out of the fund supplied by 
episcopal lands and the fines imposed on royalist delinquents. Triers 
were appointed to ensure that only godly men became Ministers, while 
it was the job of the Ejectors to remove scandalous and inefficient 
ministers and school teachers. Oliver's desire for toleration can be seen 
in the fact that he wanted to include Presbyterians, Independents and 
Baptists in all this. Even Richard Baxter, a Presbyterian opponent, 
praised the Triers and Ejectors: 

To give them their due, they did abundance of good to the Church. 
They saved many a congregation from ignorant, ungodly, drunken 
teachers ... so great was the benefit above the hurt to the Church, 
that many thousands of souls blessed God for the faithful ministers 
whom they let·in. 

Oliver intervened personally over the controversy with the Quakers. 
Many had been persecuted and imprisoned under the Commonwealth, 
but in 1654 their leader, George Fox, had a long interview with the 
Protector. 

I spake much to him, wrote Fox, of truth; and a great discourse 
I had with him about religion, wherein he carried himself very 
moderately. 

Oliver was convinced that the Quakers were not likely to "take up 
the carnal sword" against his government, and so he ordered Fox to 
be set free, and in October 1556 he released a number of imprisoned 
Quakers. And in November 1657 Oliver issued a general circular to 
all Justices in England and Wales saying that since Quaker principles 
arose "rather from a spirit of error than in malicious opposition to 
authority, " they were "to be pitied and dealt with as persons under 
a strong delusion," to be discharged from prison and treated in the 
future with tenderness rather than severity. Even with Roman Catholics 
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Oliver would have had more toleration, if it had not been f'm 11 hmlllo 
public opinion. In 1556 in a letter to Cardinal Mazarin he wwtu: 

And herein it is my purpose, as soon as I can remove impodimcnlM 
and some weights that press me down, to make a furthei· progress, 
and discharge my promise to your Eminence. 

And he met with similar hostility when he wished to readmit the Jews 
to England. Thus one can see that Oliver was tolerant, as he himself 
claimed: 

God is my witness, no man in England doth suffer for the 
testimony of Jesus. Nay do not lift up your hands and your eyes, 
for there is no man in England which suffers so. There is such liberty 
- I wish it be not abused, that no man in England suffereth for Christ. 

Oliver's ecclesiastical policy was original in the way he attempted to 
combine the two principles of toleration and comprehension, so that 
"if the poorest Christian, the most mistaken Christian, shall desire to 
live peaceably and quietly under you: I say if any desire but to live a 
life of g6dliness and honesty, let him be protected." 
Much of Oliver's domestic policy becomes more readily understandable 
once one has grasped the link between religion and politics. 

Yet there were limits to Cromwellian toleration. He refused liberty 
to 'such as under the profession of Christ hold forth and practice 
licentiousness,' and the Petition and Advice the constitution under 
which he finally governed added to them to see who "published horrible 
blasphemies." This relates to his attempted Reformation of Manners, 
and in condemning such behaviour Oliver makes an interesting com
parison: 

The discipline of the army was such that a man would not be 
suffered to remain there, of whom we could take notice that he 
was guilty of such practices as these. 

Oliver could not rid himself of this idea of the nation being modelled 
on the church/army meeting, and one satirist summed up the picture 
thus: For he was of that stubborn crew 

Of errant saints whom all men grant 
To be the true church-militant, 
Such as do build their faith upon 
The holy text of pike and gun. 

And thus the reformation of manners began. The Long Parliament had 
made a beginning by Acts calling for the stricter observance of the 
Sabbath, punishing swearing with greater severity, and making adultery 
a capital offence. Oliver soon added to the Act against swearing by 
special provisions for the punishment of car men, porters and watermen, 
"who are very ordinarily drunk and do blaspheme." Duelling was out
lawed as being 'unpleasing to God, unbecoming Christians, and contrary 
to all good order and government.' 
Cock fighting was also forbidden, and when Oliver's Second Parliament 
met he exhorted them to further the work: 
I am confident our liberty and prosperity depend upon reformation. 
Make it a shame to see men bold in sin and profaneness and God will 
bless you. Truly these things do respect the souls of men, and the 
spirits, which are the men. The mind is the man. If that be kept pure 
the man signifies somewhat; if not, I would very fain see what difference 
there is betwixt him and a beast. He hath only some activity to do some 
more mischief." 
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This is the "godly thorough reformation" which such as Bude~ found 
so obnoxious, but it undoubtedly stems from Oliver's religious convic
tions. Amongst the provisions made, the enforecement of the Puritan 
Sabbath was one of the sternest. Neither shops nor manufactures were 
allowed to function, and there was to be no travelling except in necessity, 
attested by a certificate from a Justice. Those "vainly and profanely 
walking on the day aforesaid" were to be punished. Yet not all shared 
Oliver's Puritan zeal, and much of the legislation was ineffective because 
juries refused to implement much of it. As Oliver lamented: 'We may 
have good Jaws against the common country disorders that are every
where, yet who is to execute them?' 

But Oliver's religious convictions encouraged less intolerant meas
ures. He set about the reform of the law, and in April 1653, as soon as 
he had turned out the Long Parliament, he gave pardons to all prisoners 
sentenced to death except those guilty of murder. His object was to 
make the laws 'conformable to the just and righteous Jaws of God.' 
Some, he told Parliament, were 'wicked and abominable laws.' He 
added: 

To hang a man for 6s 8d and I know not what - to hang for a trifle 
and acquit murder, is in the ministration of the law through ill 
framing of it ... To see men Jose their lives for petty matters is 
a thing God will reckon, and I wish it may not be laid on this 
nation a day longer than you have opportunity to give a remedy. 

Yet Oliver needed Parliamentary co-operation. His first Parliament 
spent all its time in constitutional debates and did nothing to reform 
the law. His Second Parliament was similarly engaged, and discussed 
bills introduced by the government for the establishment of county 
registers and local courts, but allowed them to drop. It was partly due 
to such inactivity that Oliver dissolved them on 22 January 1655, 
declaring "you have wholly elapsed your time, and done just nothing." 
In its place came the establishment of the Major-Generals - when in 
trouble, one can imagine Oliver reasoning, turn to the military saints. 
They were not intended to supersede the existing administration; 
rather that they should infuse something of the discipline and spirit of 
the army in the enacting of policing measures. 
England was divided into eleven districts, and over each a Major-General 
was set, to command the local militia as well as his own regular troops. 
Theirs was a defensive military function, as well as rooting out all 
Royalists from local government. Apart from endeavouring to upgrade 
manners, their .prime task lay in taking control of the militia, the army 
of the gentry, away from the 'natural rulers'. This was very costly - at 
least the Justices and deputy-lieutenants had been unpaid! In the 
summer of 1655, 10-12,000 men had been disbanded, but the 'standing 
militia of horse' raised by the Major-Generals cost £80,000 a year. So 
that at the beginning of the Second Parliament of the Protectorate, it 
was made clear that financial grants would be linked with the abolition 
of the Major Generals. They had been a rather big mistake by Oliver, 
and left behind them in the memory of the gentry a hatred of standing 
armies, as well, perhaps, of godly rule. 

Oliver's foreign policy had three aims. First, the desire to maintain 
and spread the Protestant religion; secondly, the desire to preserve and 
extend English commerce; and thirdly, the desire to prevent the restora
tion of the Stuarts by foreign aid. Here the link between religion and 
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politics is perhaps most closely intertwined: what, one tries to discovo1, 
were his real motives? Note here in this speech to the Comnwns 111 
1656 the use of apocalyptic language, which Oliver continued with even 
after he had stopped applying it to domestic affairs: 

Therefore I say that your danger is from the Common Enemy 
abroad; who is the head of the Papal Interest, the head ~f tl1e 
Antichristian interest - who is so described in Scripture, so for. 
spoken of, and so fully, under that characteral name of Antichrist 
given him by the Apostle in the Epistle to the Thessalonians and 
likewise so expressed in the Revelations; which are sure and plain 
things! Except you will deny the truth of the Scriptures, you must 
needs see that that State is so described in scripture to be Papal and 
Antichristian. I say, with this Enemy, and from this Account, you 
have the quarrel - with the Spaniard. 

It has been argued that his policy abroad makes sense in purely political 
terms, that after the attack on the Hispaniola Oliver's foreign policy 
towards the Protestant powers was self-consistent, logical and conserva
tive. That there was no sacrifice of trade to religion, nor subordination 
of English interest to the dream of a Protestant Front. And to some 
degree we agree that such elements existed, yet at the same time Oliver's 
religious convictions still existed. Amidst renewed apocalyptic specula
tion Christer Bund informed his master that: 

the common folk speak openly, on 'Change and in the street, that 
all learned men have shown from the prophecies of Daniel, and by 
other reasons, that a King of Sweden, with England, shall overturn 
the seat of the Pope, and give to the service of God its right pros
perity and use again, which time is now at hand, and the occasion 
fit to be embraced. 

It would be folly to ignore such influences on a Protector forever seek
ing God's Will through the outward manifestation of Providence. 'God's 
interest in the world', said Oliver, 'is more extensive than all the people 
of these three nations.' And again, 'God has brought us hither to con
sider the work we may do in the world as well as at home.' Was it pru
dence or providence? Was Oliver a practical politician or a Puritan Don 
Quixote? Surely both! For he was the first English ruler who systemat
ically employed the power of the government to increase and extend 
the colonial possessions of England, and by his death had given England 
once more a great position in Europe, and the impressed contemporaries. 
'He once more joined us to the continent,' wrote Marvell on his death. 
Yet he also strove for Protestant Union, and as one historian points out, 
"the rulers of these continental countries took the realistic view that 
the 'Christian Nation' was no more than a convenient political fiction, 
whereas the Lord Protector of the Commonwealth of England acted as 
if it were a fact. It was a considerable embarrassment to the world of 
diplomacy." So that even in foreign policy I think we can see this con
nection between religion and politics in the mind of Oliver. 

Oliver often likened himself to David of the Old Testament - a low 
born fellow called by God to kingship rather than by any Natural Right. 
Towards the end of his life, as Clarendon records, 

He caused one of his gentlemen often to read the tenth ch.apter of 
Matthew's Gospel; and twice a day himself rehearsed the 71 Psalm 
of David, which hath so near a relation to his Fortune and to his 
Affairs, as that one would believe it had been a Prophesie purposely 
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dictated by the Holy Ghost for him; or else that this great Personage 
was the Mortal Figure of that great Favourite of God, who had 
done so many marvellous things without such slender beginnings, 
passing through so many obstacles, difficulties and dangers. 

It could be argued that there are as many Cromwells as there are bio
graphers, each one often telling us as much about the historian as Oliver 
himself. Yet we have this godly man, who saw everything in terms of 
God's guiding hand, leading his people into ever greater blessing. What 
separated him from David, of course, was that kingship for Oliver was 
ultimately impossible in view of his earlier life. He was one of the 
brethren ·whose only king was Jesus. In the theocratic rule of the 
Puritans, none was called to rule over the saints save God alone, and it 
is only in this context that, this amazing man can be fully understood. 

Address at St. Margarets Church, Westminster 
Cromwell Day Service, 3rd September, 1976. 
Given by the Lord Caradon of St. Cleer (Vice-President of the 
Cromwell Association). 

THE WORK WE MAY DO IN THE WORLD 
It was Oliver Cromwell who said: 

"We think God has not brought us hither where we are but to con
sider the work we may do in the world as well as at home•: 

Presently I would wish to consider with you what guidance and what 
inspiration we may draw from Cromwell's foreign policies, but forgive 
me if for a few moments I have first a personal word to say. 

Nine years ago one of my various brothers, Lord Foot of Buckland 
Monachorum, gave the Address on Cromwell's Day. He said that, like 
his brothers and sisters, ha was, to use his phrase, "brought up with 
Oliver Cromwell". 

As children he said we were surrounded by every kind of reminder 
of Cromwell. Our family home was full of portraits, busts and prints of 
the Lord Protector and his Captains. My father's library of the seven
teenth century in general and Cromwell in particular was immense, and 
there were mountains of contemporary pamphlets and broadsheets. As 
my brother said of our home "the spirit of the man seemed to lurk 
around the place" and it sometimes seemed that my father had only 
recently been in solemn but heartening conference with Oliver himself. 

Others of my brothers, in honour of my father, Isaac Foot, have, 
like me, been invited to give the Address on Cromwell's Day. You will 
therefore understand, I hope, that the 3rd September is a day when we 
revere Oliver Cromwell and also remember my father's devotion to him. 
You will not be surprised if to our hero worship I add today a little 
ancestor worship as well. 

My father used to say that to this day you could judge a man by 
knowing on which side he would have fought at the battle of Marston 
Moor. In these times of confused political allegiances, I sometimes find 
that there is still merit in the essential and continuing distinction 
between Cavaliers and Roundheads. 

I remember that when Prime Minister Macmillan sent me a generous 
telegram as I relinquished my post as Governor of Cyprus I sent him a 
telegram in reply to thank him "for as kind a message ever sent from a 
Cavalier to a Roundhead". 
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THE WESTERN DESIGN 
Exactly twenty years ago I gave the annual Address at Cromwell's 
statue across the way; I then had the qualification of carrying the proud 
title of Captain General of Jamaica - a title coming down from1he day 
when Cromwell's expeditionary force under Penn and Venables landed 
in southern Jamaica. Cromwell was disappointed at that time no doubt 
at the failure to take Hispaniole but he supported and sustained the 
occupation of Jamaica, and as Oliver lay dying Colonel Barry was sailing 
home over the Atlantic carrying the news of the English victory of 
Runaway Bay together with ten captured Spanish ensigns and the King 
of Spain's standard. The flag of Spain remained at half-mast in the 
Caribbean. Sir Charles Firth has said that the 'Western Design' was "in 
reality the most fruitful part of Cromwell's external policy and produced 
the most abiding results". 

But although I had for seven years the privilege ·of being Captain 
General of Oliver's island and although, as I have said, I had the good 
fortune to be brought up with Cromwell, I do not wish today, in the 
presence of historians and scholars, to attempt any historical review. 
Rather I would seek to draw from Oliver Cromwell's most famous 
words some guidance, some inspiration to help us in our present per
plexities and our future endeavours. They are words which give us a 
message of confidence and initiative and urgency. 

GLORY ABROAD 
Who can withhold admiration and indeed amazement that this English 
countryman without foreign experience, facing in his own country 
great difficulties and anxious dissentions, could enter so confidently 
and so powerfully and so successfully into world affairs. He ordered a 
new world atlas and gave instructions always to keep the globe standing 
in the Council Chamber. His initiatives in the Baltic, the Mediterranean, 
the Caribbean were decisive. Gibraltar, Dunkirk, Jamaica were his prizes 
and his outposts. 

England's prestige in a world previously dominated by the super
powers of France and Spain was raised to what John Buchan described 
as "a dazzling height" and it was Clarendon who paid the famous 
tribute: "His greatness at home was but a shadow of his glory abroad. It 
was hard to discover which feared him the most, France, Spain or the 
Low Countries, where his friendship was current at the value he put on 
them." John Morley says of his compassionate intervention to save the 
oppressed Vaudois people in Northern Italy that "no English ruler has 
ever shown a nobler figure and he had all the highest impulses of the 
nation with him." 

By contrast we see in our own country today, and I fear in the so
called Western world generally, a new isolationism, a degeneration of 
confidence, a turning away from obligations and opportunities, a selfish 
suburbanism. We could surely benefit even in these days from something 
of the determination, the sureness, the brave leadership of Oliver 
Cromwell - specially in parts of the world where we have a direct 
responsibility and a clear obligation. 

EQUAL JUSTICE 
And if we want some fresh guidance on the world issues of poverty and 
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a new economic order - some motto for the modem Commonwealth 
- let us remember the famous words: 

"If there be any one that makes many poor to make a few rich, 
that suits not a Commonwealth·: 

NO DESPONDENCY 
There are those who say that the end of empire and weakness at home 
precludes us from taking any lead in international affairs. Not so. Three 
centuries after Cromwell the objects and methods of international 
achievement have certainly changed, but the opportunities of a lead 
from a counlry such as ours, rich in experience, respected in our insti
tutions and still believed by many to have a devotion to equal justice, 
are potentially greater than ever. Let us never forget the historic words: 

"Well, your danger is as we have seen. And truly I am sorry it is so 
great. But I wish it to cause no despondency, as truly I think it will 
not; for we are Englishmen; that is one good account·: 

No harm in repeating those words in these days of hesitating devolution! 

PRECIOUS TIME 
It is not only as a patriot and also as an internationalist, nor only as an 
advocate of bold enterprise in international affairs, that Oliver Cromwell 
has a most opportune message for us today. He often besought his 
parliament and his people "to forbear expense of time - precious time". 

I suggest that it is in his urgency, in his emphasis on the need for 
the speed and vigour of confident action, in his impatience, he has 
something of first importance to say to us today. I commend to you 
my own favourite Cromwell quotation: 

"Get up what Volunteers you can; hasten your horses. You must 
act lively; do it without distraction. Neglect no means': 

In these days of dangerous drift in so many parts of the world and 
often disastrous delay let us remember and immitate if we can Oliver's 
eager enthusiasm and his overwhelming sense of urgency. Hasten your 
horses. 

Annual General Meeting - April 25th 1977 
Chairman's Report. 

Membership. Twenty nine new members were enrolled during the year. 
The deaths of Dr. Nathaniel Micklem, Mr. Elliot Dodds, Mr. Basil Hone, 
Mr. Bruce Wicker, Mr. J. Peyton Gunton and Mr. Jerome Booker, all 
members of long standing, were recorded with regret. Mr. Booker left a 
bequest of books on the period to the Association, which is most 
grateful for this generosity. 
Activities. On October 30th 1976, the plaque to Henry Ireton at his 
birthplace in Attenborough, was unveiled by Lady Armstrong at a 
successful ceremony followed by a generous Tea provided by Mr. and 
Mrs. Hunt, owners of Ireton House. 

The Annual Service on September 3rd 1976 was held in St. 
Margaret's Westminster, by kind co-operation of the Rector. The Rev. 
Trevor Beeson conducted the Service and an inspiring Address was 
given by the Lord Caradon of St. Cleer, Vice-President of the Associa
tion (See page 10 ). After the Service, members proceeded to the 
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Henry VII Chapel in Westminster Abbey to Jay a wreath on the spot 
where Cromwell's body was originally buried. His last prayer was re
cited by The Rev. Trevor Beeson. 
Finance. The Hon. Treasurer reported a credit balance of £411.85 with 
members' subscriptions up on the previous year. Increased costs of 
printing, postage etc. had necessitated the increase of the annual 
subscription to £2. Ways of publicising the Association to bring in new 
members were discussed, personal recruitment and mention of the 
Association in their local press by members, being urged. 

After a useful period of questions and discussion members present 
heard an interesting and thought-provoking address by Lord Foot of 
Buckland Manochorum, the text of which follows:-

Address at the Annual General Meeting 1977 
Given by Lord Foot of Buckland Manachorum. 

While I appreciated the honour of your invitation to speak here this 
afternoon, I accepted it only with considerable misgiving. I am little 
qualified to talk about Oliver Cromwell to anyone, but least of all to 
this learned Society. These misgivings were not allayed by the recogni
tion that it appears to be one of the basic principles or rules of practice 
of your Association (I expect it must appear somewhere in your con
stitution) that when all else fails and when you are at your wits' end for 
a speaker on some occasion of this kind you should send for a member 
of the Foot family, if not to fill the gap at least to plug the hole. I 
suppose that this practice is based on the belief that a son should be 
competent to fill the shoes of his father. I should have thought that the 
Cromwell Association, with the precedent of Oliver and Richard in 
mind, should be the last to suffer from that illusion. 

One reason for accepting the invitation was that it was issued to me 
a long time ago. If an engagement is for a long time ahead, there is 
always the vague hope that something will occur to cause the fixture to 
be cancelled. I am afraid that, on this occasion as usual, any such hope 
has not been realised. 

What I would like to do is to offer a few rather random observations 
on the future of democracy and of parliamentary government. I hope 
that this will not be thought altogether irrelevant to Oliver Cromwell 
and the Civil War. It is a platitude that one of the basic and continuing 
problems of democracy is the reconciliation of liberty - the liberty of 
the individual and the toleration of minorities - with the maintenance 
of order and the rule of law. That after all was, in one sense, what the 
Civil War was about. It was certainly what the Protectorate was about. 
Ancient authority - the authority of absolute and arbitrary monarchy 
had been overthrown. What was to be put in its place? Could a state 
which had so dramatically and traumatically cast aside old allegiances 
long survive, or indeed survive at all? 

This was much the same question as Abraham Lincoln posed on 
the field of Gettysburg when he said: 

"Four score and seven years ago our forefathers brought forth on 
this continent a new nation, conceived in liberty and dedicated to 
the proposition that all men are created equal. We are now engaged 
in a great Civil War to decide whether this nation, or any nation so 
conceived and so dedicated can long endure". 
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That was no mere rhetorical question. The words were used when the 
future of the American Union was still in doubt. 

A second reason why the story of Cromwell and the Civil War is 
relevant to the question of the future of democracy today is that our 
system of parliamentary government has its roots not so much in the 
revolution of 1688, but in the revolution of 1648. When Christopher 
Hill wrote his chapter on Oliver Cromwell's place in English history, he 
argued that it was profoundly mistaken to think that Oliver's protector
ate was a mere interlude - a temporary aberration. It was true, he said, 
that on the face of things the restoration of the Stuarts was a defeat for 
all that Oliver Cromwell had stood for, but he wrote: 

"The appearances were deceptive, the cheering which greeted 
Charles the Second factitious . . . If we look on another twenty 
years, it becomes clear that the reigns for Charles the Second and 
James the Second were only an interlude. In 1660 the old order 
had not been restored; neither prerogative Courts nor the Court of 
Wards nor feudal tenures. Royal interference in economic affairs 
did not return, nor (despite James the Second's attempts) royal 
interference with control of their localities by the "natural rulers". 
After 1688 the policies of the 1650's were picked up again. The 
revolution of 1688 itself was so easily successful because James the 
second remembered all too clearly that he had a joint in his neck", 

arid as Christopher Hill says elsewhere, it was Cromwell's revolution 
which set England on the road to constitutional monarchy, religious 
toleration and the rule of law. 

It is for these reasons, among others, that I think Oliver would 
himself be profoundly interested in the proepects of democratic govern
ment today. 

In this country, because we have lived under a system of parlia
mentary democracy for several hundreds of years, there is a natural 
inclination to believe that this is the natural order of things and that 
other systems of government are of a temporary character. But looked 
at in any historical perspective, the opposite is surely true. It is not only 
that two thirds of the world's people today live under some sort of 
authoritarian regime, but most people have never in all history known 
anything else. 

It was, I think, Willie Brandt who, some years ago, gloomily 
speculated whether democracy could survive in the Western World 
beyond the tum of the century. · 

Is it the case then that parliamentary democracy will prove to have 
been, not the natural order of things, but a brief and curious episode in 
the history of human affairs. 

I had the good fortune some years ago of being a member of the 
Commission on the Constitution. Our task (put in the simplest terms) 
was to consider the way in which the United Kingdom is governed and 
to consider, in respect of the different nations, countries and regions of 
the Kingdom, what changes might be made for the better government· 
of the whole. One of our first jobs was to study how the governmental 
process works today, and in the course of this study it was brought 
home to me that, largely in my own lifetime, there have been two 
enormous changes in the management of our society. 

One of these has been the vast increase in the scale of government. 
A hundred years ago the individual citizen, in his day to day affairs, was 
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scarcely aware of the existence of central government. Since then, the 
tentacles of government have spread out into almost every aspect of 
human life. A second change has been what we call the "technological 
revolution", by which I mean roughly the transformation of our 
material world by the application of human ingenuity to its natural 
resources. We have (at least in the developed countries) constructed a 
great edifice of material benefit - an edifice which is largely and peri
lously poised upon our resources of energy and raw materials. 

These two changes have had momentous consequences. One is 
that government is today vastly more complicated than ever before. 
Another is that we have moved into a new interdependent world. A 
hundred years ago the citizen was scarcely aware of what went on in 
other countries of the world, and was largely unaffected by them. 
Today all that has changed. We live, for example, in a state of continu
ing apprehension of what events may unroll in the Middle-East. Another 
dramatic example of this interdependence is that the whole economy 
and indeed life of Japan hangs upon the continued supply to its indust
rial machine of oil, of which she produces not a barrel of her own. 

These developments have in their turn had grave consequences for 
democratic government. Because democratic government in the de
veloped countries has become so complicated, it is increasingly difficult 
for democratic leaders to grasp the totality of our many problems. 
All too often it seems as if, instead of pursuing understood objectives, 
they are simply reacting to events, sometimes on a week-to-week or 
even day-to-day basis. The other consequence is that in this interdepen
dent world, the severest limitations are imposed upon our freedom of 
action. It may well be for example, that the future of our own economy 
depends less upon anything we can do for ourselves, and more upon 
events beyond our shores over which we have little or no control. 

I have posed a number of questions, and have offered no solutions. 
May I conclude with one almost peripheral observation. Some of us on 
the Constitutional Commission thought that the chief gain which might 
be won by a process of devolution within the United Kingdom was not 
the satisfaction of national aspirations (important as that might be) but 
rather the relief which might be given to central government by handing 
down to national or regional assemblies some of the many burdens 
which are now carried at Westminster and Whitehall, so allowing central 
government to raise its sights and direct its attention to the more 
sombre and wider problems which the new world order presents. 

Lambert Memorial 
A resplendent plaque was unveiled at Calton Hall, Yorkshire, John 
Lambert's birthplace on Saturday May 14th 1977 before a good gather
ing of members and friends. 

The plaque was unveiled by the Chairman of the Association, Mr. 
Trewin Copplestone and Mr. Roland Rycroft gave an address in which 
his enthusiasm and admiration for General Lambert was very evident. 
It is due largely to the dedication and energy that Mr. Rycroft has 
shown, that the plaque is now in position. Professor Woolrych of 
Lancaster University gave a concise assessment of Lambert's qualities 
and the meeting was closed with a prayer. The Party was then enter
tained by Mr. and Mrs. Rycroft to a most splendid tea. 

The event must be regarded as a considerable success and it is 
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hoped that members will try to visit the site which is in beautiful 
Yorkshire countryside. Our thanks must also be expressed again to Mr. 
Rycroft for the donation of the Plaque. 

Links with Cromwell in Hampshire 
Some years ago I stayed at Winchester, took a walk through the 
meadows by the river Itchen and came to the Hospital of the Cross. 
This Hospital consists of almshouses set around a lovely quadrangle and 
occupied by the Brothers, some wearing black cloaks and others wear
ing red capes, in memory of their respective founders. Here pilgrims, 
ancient and modern, partook of the ''Wayfarer's dole", a piece of bread 
and a sip of ale, before entering. 

The beautiful Norman Church here is of interest to Cromwellians. 
Within is a list of the Masters of St. Cross. It includes two names: John 
Lisle and John Cook. John Lisle was Master 1644-1649 and was one of 
the Managers at the trial of Charles I, helping to draw up the sentence. 
Lisle escaped to Switzerland at the Restoration but in 1664 was shot 
dead at Lausanne by a Royalist. John Cook, Master of St. Cross during 
the Commonwealth, was solicitor at the King's trial and was executed 
at the Restoration. Thus both were martyrs in the cause of liberty. Here 
are the only memorials of Lisle and Cook - a peaceful place far from 
strife. 

I have also visited Ellingham, near Ringwood. Within the church is 
the family pew of Moyles Court and without, near the south porch is 
the tomb of Alice Lisle, buried here 1685. After her husband's murder 
at Lausanne she lived quietly at Moyles Court until 1685 when she gave 
shelter to some fugitives fro)TI Monmouth's rebellion. Undoubtedly the 
fact that she was the wife of John Lisle sealed her fate. She was arrested, 
tried and executed at Winchester. After the Revolution of 1688 Parlia
ment declared her trial illegal. The shadow of the Stuarts hangs heavily 
over these places in Hampshire. S.J.P. Thomas 

Book Review 
Dr John Adair in his life of John Hampden. The Patriot 1594-1643 
has written what is undoubtedly the best biography of this attractive 
Parliamentarian. Hampden was Oliver Cromwell's cousin and, as Dr 
Adair points out, Cromwell's fame has tended to obscure Hampden's 
part at the outset of the civil war with the result that his name became 
relegated to a bare mention or as a footnote in school-books, usually in 
connection with Ship-Money which he had opposed as an unconstitu
tional imposition. Had he not been killed so soon in battle he might 
either have succeeded Pym as a moderate Puritan leader or, conceivably, 
have replaced the Earl of Essex as commander-in-chief. Dr Adair's 
book is particularly valuable for the letters of Hampden which he prints 
and for his detailed account of the fight at Chalgrove in which Hampden 
was mortally wounded. The account of the Ship-Money case is rather 
less impressive perhaps because Charles I had pretty good precedents 
for ordering the levy. It is a pity that only a select bibliography is 
included in the book instead of precise references since the interested 
reader is compelled to guess the sources of the quotations and there are 
curious omissions from it such as Harold Hulme's life of Sir John Eliot, 
Frederick Dietz's book on the public finance of the period and Sir 
William Holdsworth's history of English law. (John Hampden the 
Patriot. Dr John Adair. Macdonald & Jane 1977 .) Maurice Ashley. 
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Review 
"An arrow against all Tyrants ... " 

Richard Overton 1646 
Reprinted by The Rota, Exeter, 1976. 

The pamphlet, latest of the series of seventeenth century reprints 
sponsored by the University of Exeter, is a product of the great Leveller 
controversx of 1646/7 and specifically concerns Overton's strenuous 
rejection of the judicial authority of the Lords by which first Lilburne 
and later he himself had been imprisoned. 

Overton, about whose origins and background we know little, was 
no stranger to controversy. He had begun his career as pamphleteer 
with an attack on episcopacy and then, in "Man's mortallitie" graduated 
to a denial of the immortal soul. After that, Presbyterian intolerance 
drew his fire in 'The araignement of Mr. Persecution.' It was however 
the case of Lilburne that gave most vigour to his pen. He opened his 
part in the campaign with 'A remonstrance .. .' in July, followed up 
with 'An alarum .. .' in the same month, then 'A defiance .. .' in 
September and finally, in October 1646 the 'Arrow against all Tyrants'. 
Its core is the assertion of Overton's belief in each man's natural rights 
'his individual property by nature' which may be neither encroached 
upon nor alienated. There is considerable talk of Adam and of Magna 
Carta, representative of much seventeenth century reasoning. It's plea 
that man's essence is his freedom is a noble one. The implementation of 
this ideal, the real problem of politics, with which Cromwell had to 
grapple, is untouched. 

The pamphlet did not win Overton's case for him, nor that of 
Lilburne. The Army released Overton when it entered London in late 
1647. The case of Freeborn John was to need still further discussion. 
Overton's later life is obscure, as was his beginning. After offering his 
services to Thurloe, he connected himself to the cause of Charles II. We 
do not know when or where he died. 

'An Arrow against Tyrants' is not easy reading for the non-specialist 
but for any who wish to savour the reek of the seventeenth century 
political arena it will provide a worthwhile experience. It is available 
from the Association Library. 

Notes and News 
For Sale. 

Alan Smith. 

Member Mrs. Phyllis Scarisbrick has several engravings relating to the 
Cromwellian period for sale. Members interested should contact her at 
29 Tyrone Avenue, Bispham, Blackpool, Lanes. 

Wanted 
Bust (marble or plaster) of Cromwell. Information to member Mrs. 
Christina Bowley, 44 Addison Avenue, London, WI I 4PQ. 

Articles for inclusion in 'Cromwelliana'. 
The Editors would be pleased to consider any contributions from mem
bers for publication in forthcoming issues. These should be short and 
relevant to the Association's aims and activities. The Editors reserve the 
right to accept or reject such articles. 
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