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GOD'S ENGLISHMAN 

The Address given by Mr 0. B. Good at the Memorial Service held 
beneath the statue of Oliver Cromwell outside the Palace of Westminster, 
3 September 1986. 

It has been said the 'the test of the progress of mankind will be in the 
appreciation of the character of Washington.' History has revealed the 
founder of the Republic of the West· 'in his habit as he lived', and thought, 
to be a man of genuine religion and robust virtue, of strong passions 
and severe self.discipline; not greater in military genius than far.sighted 
and sane as a ·politician, as capable of furthering progress as he was 
resolute in attacking tyranny. Well does his appreciation of Washington 
apply to the great Protector, Oliver Cromwell! 

By the most competent witne~ses, Cromwell is now seen as 'the noblest 
Roman of thern all', a heroic soul, true· to justice and right and of 
conscience, integrity, loyalty to truth, all compact; for S. R. Gardiner 'the 
greatest because the most typical.Englishman of all time'. At last he has 
emerged from the clouds of abuse and prejudice, and taken his per· 
manent place ill the nation·a1 imagination and heart. We who know him 
are grateful for his innermost life of trust and love, of struggle with evil 
and communion with God, revealed as we read hisJ_etters to his family 
and chosen friends or listen to his speeches. He has escaped from political 
party and entered the larger·life of humanity.·He now ranks among the 
great men of history, standing in the Pantheon beside William III the 
Liberator, in the corner where the heroes of Protestantism are placed. 
We lift our hats to him for his deeds; neither blaming nor praising them 
().)together; but, disregarding the old Royalist invectives. Lowell voices 
the admiration and affection that Cromwell has earned. 

A name earth wears forever next her heart; 
··One of the few that nave .a right to rank 
With tne true Makers: For his spirit wrought 
Order from Chaos; proved .that righ,t divine 
Dwelt only in the excellence of truth; . 
And far within old darkness' hostile lines 
Advanced and piteh~d the shining tents of Light. .. 

Oliver Cromwell belongs to the ~hole hurrian race, but certainly to none 
was he more akin in spirit and in ~he prinCiples he cherished and fought 
for, than to ourselves. Not immaculate - who is? Not to be 'implicitly 
followed' - no man is; but 'to the end .he was interested first in religion, 
and then in politics _:.:. and so should we be. He was a puritan. His main 
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effort was to suppress corruption in the individual heart, and in the life 
and action of society and of the state. That, too, should be our own 
chosen goal. His religion was inward and spiritual. He held that the rights 
of the people in worship and thought were more important than anything 
else. He stood for the free and fraternal rule of the Christian in the 
church, and of the citizen with an elected parliament in the state. As 
legatees of Cromwell's faith and purposes, we here recall with thank
fulness his services to the nation and to the world. It is for us to maintain 
and extend the causes to which he dedicated his splendid energies. 

We put character before anything else. It is the pearl of great price for 
which we will, if need be, risk all we have. We are called to produce 
strong, serene, serviceable, saintly men and women; saints, not of 
the ecclesiastical calendar or of the church window, but of the home and 
the market, of the shop and the council chamber, of the street, of the 
sick-room and of the battlefield. He has been called 'God's Englishman'. 
He is an entirely honest soul, true as steel to his best self; a legislative 
genius and a seer, a finely disciplined soldier and a broad-minded citizen, 
and yet a man of massive moral worth and purity. A contemporary 
pronounced him 'the justest of conquerors'. Even the Royalists ac
knowledged 'the King hath the better cause, but the Parliament hath the 
better men'. 

These 'better men' were not only Cromwell's choice, but owed not a 
little of their steadfast character to his inspiration and example. John 
Milton spoke of Cromwell as 'our chief of men', and when the Pro
tectorate was established, he wrote 'we are deserted, Cromwell you alone 
remain; the sum total of our affairs has come back to you and hangs on 
you alone we all yield to your insuperable worth .... In human society 
there is nothing more pleasing to God, more agreeable to reason, nothing 
fairer and more useful to the state than the worthiest should bear rule.' 
That was the sober truth. There is no doubt that Cromwell was the 
outstanding man of his age, bringing to it caution and courage, tenderness 
and strength, inflexible in duty, and solicitous to act fairly, whenever 
possible, without risk to the state, winning hearts and confidence. 
England felt that in his great crisis Oliver Cromwell was her one effective 
Captain, sailing the stormy seas of politics to safety. The British story 
does not tell of a greater man, a simpler heroism. Then, as never before or 
since, England climbed the mount of her ethical transfiguration, and 
gained strength for subsequent centuries of redemptive work, which even 
yet is only at the beginning of its manifestations. 

Of course, Cromwell was not without spot. But he knew his own 
short-comings, confessed them and sought to trample them underfoot. 
He had the defects of his age, of his temperament and of his special type 
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of religion. He made mistakes, for he trod new ground, but to err is 
human; and when the whole tale is told, the evidence is overwhelming, 
that Oliver was as intrinsically good as he was great. In the words of 
George Eliot; 'the greatest gift a hero leaves his race is to have been a 
hero.' 

Look at the statue of Cromwell. What do you see there? No stance of 
conqueror - though conqueror he was. Rather is .it not a stance of 
humility, for pride had little part in his life? He saw himself, to 'as a mean 
instrument to do God's people some good service'. It is right that for a 
sword to be in his right hand. He drew it in the cause of a new freedom for 
this nation which every one of us today enjoys, and so very many think so 
little of. There is, however, one thing more about this fine statue. In his 
left hand there is a Bible. There you find the foundation of all he was and 
did, for in the God and faith it proclaims lay the power that was his. 

Cromwell's religion is the essential thing without which we have no 
Oliver, no Commonwealth, and nothing at all that period means. It is his 
very self. Omit it, and you omit all. Get at the secret of Cromwell's 
religion, and you get at all. To the Committee of the Cambridge 
Association in 1642 he wrote 'Verily I do think the Lord is with me. I 
undertake strange things, yet do I go through with them to great profit 
and gladness, and furtherance of the Lord's great work. I do feel myself 
lifted on by a strange force. I cannot tell why. By night and by day I am 
urged forward in the great work.' He could as easily disbelieve in the rule 
of the sun over the day, as in God's rule over his life. He trusted and 
obeyed. He kept the even tenor of his way serenely confident that he was 
not responsible for the issues, but for the obedience to the Divine Will 
which he obeyed so thoroughly that some thought him a fool. 

It was out of his knowledge of God in Christ that his all-conquering 
faith sprang. A distinct conception of a generous God, abounding in 
grace to him- personally was the thought that shaped his life. All his field 
victories were due to that grace - N aseby, Marston Moor, Dunbar and 
Worcester, all these and other events. 

Still more revealing is the letter to Lt. General Fleetwood in which he 
says 'What a Christ have I; what a Father in and through Him! What a 
name hath my Father: Merciful, gracious, long-suffering, abundant in 
goodness and truth, forgiving iniquity, transgression and sin. What a 
nature hath my Father; He is love, free in it, unchangeable, infinite! What 
a covenant between Him and Christ for all the Seed, for every one: 
Wherein He undertakes all, and the poor Soul nothing. The new 
Covenant is grace - to or upon the Soul; to which it, the Soul, is passive 
and receptive.' 

328 years ago to this very day Cromwell died, aged 59, worn by years of 
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effort for this nation. But his works still live. The liberty he founded has 
freed the slave from the ownership of his fellow, miscalled his brother! It 
fixed Liberty of conscience in religion as the corner-stone in our:land; it 
struck off the fetters from the limbs of commerce and made merchandise 
an agent of brotherhood and peace. It wrought far larger liberties for 
British citizens than their fathers enjoyed: and it is for us to work to 
perfect and build upon his foundations. 

Nor was he a narrow politician or a bigoted partisan. He saw life 
steadily, and saw it whole. Slow to be convinced but once convinced 
ready to act. Foremost a puritan, he recognised the need for unity in the 
nation's life in spite of many conflicting interests, and endeavoured to 
promote the welfare of all. He insisted on having a soldier-yeomanry 
fearing God, and fearing nothing else, submitting themselves cheerfully 
to rigid discipline. 'Men of faith and strict morality', 'who make a con
science of what they do'. He looked to create a nation of 'Godly Men'. He 
reformed law and outlawed torture. He made this nation a power second 
to none and well respected by all. 

Naturally the Cromwell of the twentieth century would not be the 
Cromwell of the seventeenth. Great men are coloured by their times. He 
would not rise in revolution nor speak in puritanical language; but would 
retain his essential qualities as general, ruler, statesman. He would be 
strenuous, and sincere; his faith would lie in God and freedom, and in the 
influence of Great Britain as asserting both. In that faith he lived and 
governed, imperfectly, no doubt, but honestly and by such princ.iples, he 
lived, governed and died. I hope we as a nation may be animated by no 
lower ideal. I conclude with words written in tribute to Isaac Foot at the 
close of his term as Lord Mayor of Plymouth in 1946. Just over 50 years 
ago, Isaac Foot was one of the founders of the Cromwell Association to 
which we belong. These words apply in every detail to Oliver Cromwell. 

His qualities were many, but his faith, 
That was to him the first thing, and the last. 
And what a faith it was: In God, in men, 
In righteousness, in liberty, in truth; 
In friendship among nations, brotherhood, 
In beauty, too, in music an·d in song; 
In wide and generous thought, in ceaseless toil. 

We here thank God for Oliver Cromwell- God's Englishman! 
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CAPTAIN RAPHE MARGERY, A SUFFOLK IRONSIDE 

Raymond and Jean Lock 

Early in the new year of 1592 a son was born to Richard and Mary 
Margery of Swardeston, Norfolk. First of ten children, he was baptised 
'Raphe' on 6 February at Swardeston. The little church with its aisle-less 
thirteenth-century nave and Tudor brick porch is visited today for its 
connection with Nurse Edith Cavell, whose father was the vicar for 
forty-six years. Visitors will be unaware that a child·baptised there four 
hundred years ago had also emerged from obscurity for a brief period into 
national history. 

It is not known why Richard, who was born in Walsham le Willows, 
Suffolk where Margerys had lived for at least three centuries, came to 
settle in Swardeston. His father, who died in 1588 - three years before 
Richard's marriage - left him land in Walsham but none in Swardeston. 
Perhaps his wife had connections there and brought property as a dowry. 
Anyway, there they made their home though Richard retained interest in 
Walsham, inheriting land and the family house there from his elder 
brother Samuel in 1599. 

Records of the Margery ·family in· Walsham go back to 1283 and 
through to the late seventeenth century. A 1577 survey shows John 
Margery, Raphe's grandfather, holding about ninety acres; in 1588 his 
will and probate inventory shew him to have been a prosperous yeoman, 
farming more land and occupying a well-furnished severi-roomed house 
(which unfortunately has not survived) abutting upon the Game Place. 
The bulk of the Walsham property was inherited by Samuel, a bachelor, 
who bequeathed it to Richard Margery for his lifetime and then to 
Richard's son Samuel. By 1624 Richard, risen above his father's yeoman 
status was described in a deed as 'Richard Margery of Swardeston, 
Gentleman'. 

Raphe's childhood and early manhood were probably spent in Swarde
ston, not far from Norwich, in the seventeenth century the second largest 
city in the kingdom. Young Raphe might have visited thecity frequently, 
but little is known of his early life. He did not go to university, nor was he 
apprenticed to a trade but specimens of his elegant handwriting point to a 
good education, after which it is likely that he came back to Swardeston to 
help his father farm. No doubt he was greatly influenced by the proximity 
of Norwich, with its strong traditions of Puritanism and toleration of the 
religion of the Low Countries refugees who had settled there. He married 
in 1619 Abigail Hall, (born August 1598), daughter of William Hall, 
rector of Redgrave cum Botesdale, Suffolk. Her father had been a Fellow 
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of St John's, Cambridge, for ten years from 1587 and then held the living 
at Redgrave, under the patronage of Sir Nicholas Bacon, until 1605 when 
for reasons not known he was deprived. It is thought that William Hall 
then earned a living preparing students for university, until in his old age 
he went to live with his daughter in Walsham, where in 1636 his licence to 
preach was renewed. Raphe and Abigail were married in Hunston, about 
three miles from Walsham, by the curate Richard Chamberlain, who, like 
Hall, had come under the notice of the Norfolk Diocese in 1606, when he 
was reprimanded because 'he weareth neyther surples nor signe children 
with the signe of the cross in baptism - (haveing] neyther hood, tippett 
nor common capp'. Chamberlain, later spiritual adviser to Sir Symonds 
d'Ewes, appears to have been a life-long friend of William Hall and was a 
beneficiary under his will. 

The young couple, settled in the Margery family house, had eight 
children between 1620 and 1639: six daughters, of whom two died in 
infancy, and two sons, Theophilus (b. 1633) and Eliazar (b. 1637). 

The house and land had reverted to Raphe's brother Samuel after the 
death of his father in 1632, but was transferred to him in 1634. With the 
income from this and from other property inherited from his father in 
Swardeston, with more Walsham land from an uncle, Raphe would have 
lived comfortably enough. Entries in the Walsham Herbage Book 
showing tithes paid in 1625 and 1629 refer to him as Mr Margery, 
indicated, that, like his father, he was accepted as a gentleman. 

In 1637, Raphe became a churchwarden. His period of office coincided 
with the arrival of Matthew Wren as Bishop of Norwich, followed by the 
purging of forty non-conforming ministers and the Visitation to Bury St 
Edmunds in 1636. In his autobiography, Sir Simonds d'Ewes says of the 
Visitation: 

They examined the churchwardens upon many new and strange articles, never 
before used in the Visitations of former Bishops since the reformation of the 
religion in the beginning of Queen Elizabeth's reign. This ensadded the souls of 
all men, that had any true piety, and these new impositions, many of them, were 
conceived t.o be so dangerous and unlawful as divers godly, learned and 
orthodox men, either left their livings voluntarily or were susp_ended and 
deprived in the two counties of Norfolk and Suffolk, because they would not 
yield unto them. . · 

Raphe either refused the oath or did not appear in ·court, and was 
excommunicated, according to- a note in Sir Symonds's diary: 

In 1638 Abigail was also excommunicated as reported by John Mayer, 
rector of Finningham, to the Committee for Scandalous·Ministers some 
six years later. 
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Nicholas Martyn and Edmund Albone of Walsham do say upon their oathes 
that the said Mr Mayer, rector ofFinningham, hath not been only forward in his 
owne parish to perform what hath beene required by the Bishopp lniunctions, 
but he once went to Walsham and ther pronounced excommunication against 
Abigail .. .'the wife of Raph Margery, ... a godly and .pious matron (which 
the Minister of the parish would not do himselfe); and caused her to be carryed 
out of the Church, and after prayers were read, (she) cumminge agayne into the 
Church; he asked what that excommunicated woman did there, and caused her 
agayne to be putt out and would not suffer her to heare the sermon. 

Abigail seems a very angry woman determined to fight for her beliefs and 
not at all abashed by her experience. The date suggests that her offence 
was connected with the ceremony of churching, which would have fol
lowed the birth of her younger son. One of Wren's injunctfons required 
that 'women to be churched come and kneel at the side near the Com
munion Table .without the rail, being veiled according to custom and not 
covered with a hat', a Laudian refo~ and a very divisive issue among 
women at the time. 

In January 1639, a few months after her excommunication, Abigail 
died. She had presumably submitted to John Mayer, who had pro
nounced sentence, and so could be buried in consecrated ground in the 
churchyard at Walsham. Her father died that August. 

His will and inventory survive and show that he l~ved in the Margery 
household. He left books to four cleric;s, all known to have been of the 
Puritan persuasion, and including Richard Chamberlain. 

Though Raphe Margery clearly refused to accept the Laudian reforms 
he did not refuse to pay Ship money in 1640, unlike many in Suffolk who, 
as elsewhere, defaulted. Sir Symonds d'Ewes; then 'Sheriff of Suffolk, 
was pressed by the Admiralty to expedite raisiµg £8,000 'to set forth and 
furnish a ship of 640 tons with 56 men': Explaining his difficulty in 
collecting the money, he referred to pleas of.'deadness of trade, low price 
of all commodities raised from the' plough and pail, scarcity of money, 
great military charges of last summer, accompanined with innumerable 
groans and sighs received instead of payment often pressed and de-
manded'. · · · · 

The electio~s for the Short and Long Parliaments brought Puritans to 
seats for Ipswich and the _shire but no change in tJie.smaller boroughs. 
Among many petitions presented to the Long Parliament was one from 
Suffolk to the Commons early in 1642, similar to that from Buckingham
shire which proclaimed the signatories' readiness 'to live and die in the 
defence of the privileges of parliament'. With the outbreak of the Civil 
War the time had come for that readiness to be tested. In Raphe Margery 
Suffolk had somebody prepared to match the words of the petition with 

7 



action. No doubt he had been active already in collecting signatures; now 
he raised a cavalry troop of 112 men to fight for the Parliamentary cause. 
But as the Suffolk Committee of the Eastern Association of Essex, 
Suffolk and Norfolk formed in December 1642 showed no readiness to 
use this troop, in August 1643 Margery offered their services to Cromwell 
who was then in Cambridge. Cromwell sent what has become a famous 
letter to two members of the Suffolk committee, Sir William Spring, MP 
for Bury St Edmunds (a descendant of the wealthy Springs of Lavenham) 
and Maurive Barrowe one of the richest landowners in England. The tone 
of Cromwell's letter suggests that their lack of recognition of Margery 
arose from reluctance to accept him as one of the country's gentry: 

Gentleman Cambridge-September 1643 
I have been now two days at Cambridge, in expectation to hear. the fruit of 

your endeavours in Suffolk towards the public assistance. Believe it, you will 
hear of a storm in a few days. You have no Infantry at all considerable; hasten 
your horses; a few hours may undo you, neglected. I beseech you be careful 
what captains of Horse you choose, what men be mounted; a few honest men 
are better than numbers. Some time they must have for exercise. If you choose 
godly honest men to be captains of Horse, honest men will follow them; and 
they will be careful to mount such. 

The king is exceeding strong in the West. If you be able to foil a force· at the 
first coming of it, you will have reputation; and that is of grea(advantage in our 
affairs. God hath given it to our handful; let us endeavour to keep it. I had 
rather have a plain russet-coated captain that knows what he fights for, and 
loves what he knows, than that which you call a gentleman and is nothing else.· I 
honour a gentleman that is so indeed. 

I understand Mr Margery hath honest .men will following him; if so, be 
pleased to make use of him; it much concerns your good to have conscientious 
men. I understand that there is an order for me to have £3,000 out of the 
Association; and Essex hath sent their part, or near it. I assure you we need 
exceedingly. I hope to find your favour and respect. I protest, if it were for 
myself, I would not move you. This is all, from 

Yours faithful servant, 
Oliver Cromwell 

P.S. If you send s.uch men as Essex hath sent, it will be to little purpose. Be them 
as will be able to bring them to the main body; and then I doubt not but we shall 
keep them, and make good use of them. I beseech you, give countenance to 
whatsoever is needful for promoting this work; and command your servant. If 
he can raise the horses from malignants, let him have your warrant; it will be of 
special service. 

To mount a troop which might fight anywhere in the kingdom required 
a large number of horses in reserve. Margery's acceptability to the 
Suffolk Committee had not been enhanced by Cromwell's letter. They 
were not slow to send on to him complaints of Margery's overzealousness 
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in his interpretation of 'malignants' when seizing horses. Cromwell 
replied on 28th September 1643: 

I hear there hath been much exception taken to Captain Margery and his 
officers, for taking of horses. I am sorry you should discountenance those who 
(not to make benefit to themselves, but to serve their country) are willing to 
venture their lives, and to purch'ase to themselves the displeasure of bad men, 
that they may do a public benefit. I undertake not to justify all Captain 
Margery's actions, but his own conscience knows whether he hath taken the 
horses of any but malignants, and it were somewhat too hard to put it upon the 
consciences of your fellow Deputy Lieutenants, whether they have not freed 
the horses of known malignants; a fault not less, considering the sad estate of 
this kingdom, than to take a horse from a known honest man, the offence being 
against the public, which is a considerable aggravation. 

In the same letter he asks: 

That you may help forward, in sending such force away unto us as lie un
profitably in your country, and especially that Troop of Captain Margery's, 
which surely would not be wanting, now we so much need it. 

This is the first mention of 'Captain Margery' and at this point he and his 
troop left Suffolk to join Cromwell's regiment as the thirteenth troop of 
'Ironsides'. 

After the first battle of the Civil War at Edgehill in 1642, where both 
sides claimed a victory, Cromwell deplored to John Hampden the quality 
of some of the Parliamentary soldiers, feeling that a more decisive out
come could have been achieved. 'Your troopers' he said 'are most of 
them old decayed serving-men and tapsters and such kind of fellows, and 
their troopers are gentlemen's sons, younger sons and persons of quality.' 
He would have been pleased to receive. Raphe Margery's troop, many of 
them from local yeoman families, while no doubt some members of the 
local community were glad to see them go. Evide.nce to the Committee of 
Scandalous Ministers indicates that once they were armed and mounted, 
Margery's troopers were not well-disciplined nor all the 'godly, con
scientious men' referred to by Cromwell. Trooper Edward Hurt went 
into the church at Woolpit with a sword in one hand and a pistol in the 
other, and threatened the rector John Watson, a professed Royalist 
whose parishioners gave this account of the coming of the troopers: 

they broke his house upon him, and riffled it and took away the best of his goods 
and horse, and one trooper, whose name was Hurt, a Mason comeing into the 
Church the following Sunday put the good man into such a great fear and fright 
that he excused himselfe from preaching .... this bold trooper bid him read a 

9 



chapter and pray as god enabled him, and he would set downe and heare him 
himselfe. ' 

In the vestry of the church a list of rectors bears against the name of John 
Watson, the legend 'killed by the Puritans 1646', which seems to support 
this. · 

If the Suffolk Committee did respond to Cromwell's letter of 28 
September 1643, Margery's troop must have been involved in the battle 
of Winceby, north of Boston, Lincolnshire, in October 1643. No plans of 
this battle survive, but those of Marston Moor, July 1644 show thirteen 
troops of Cromwell's cavalry on the left of the Parliamentary forces, one 
of which would have been Margery's. This was the first decisive battle of 
the Civil War, where the Parliamentary victory owed much to 'The Godly 
Ironsides'. 

When the formation of the New Model Army was proposed, the 
Eastern Association opposed it, reluctant to relinquish control of their 
forces, which they now saw as needed to defend hearth and home, or to 
raise their share which amounted to over half of the· national sum of the 
money needed to support the New Model. The New Model, however, 
became a reality in early 1645 and Margery was accepted into it with his 
troop one of the six in Col. Sir Robert Pye's regiment. In a list given to the 
Lords when they were considering officer-entrants for the New Model, 
Margery is identified as an Independent. The Independents regarded 
themselves as representing the middle way between the Presbyterians, 
who believed in a carefully structured church, and the Brownists or 
Separatists, who gave full independence to each congregation. In 
balancing power and authority between elders and people, th~ Indepen
dents believed they 'might' never degenerate. into lordliness and 
oppression'' referring no doubt to the abuse of power by the bishops. 

Margery was 54 when the New Model was formed. His age.and com: 
parative obscurity would have made the possibility of advanct'.ment ex
tremely remote, and, indeed, he never rose above the rank of Captain. 
To trace the activities of an individual troop is extremely. difficult b~t 
details of the movements of Col. Py e's regiment suggest tha~ over the next 
eight years Margery and his troop covered a great deal of the country. 

On 14 June 1645 the regiment took part in the victory at Naseby. The 
plan of the battle shows the six troops of Pye's regime1_1.t in the centre of 
Cromwell'~ cavalry on the right of the Parliamentary forces, with the 
regiments of Col. Fairfax and Col. Whalley on their right and left re
spectively-3,500 trained and well-disciplined men. The early part of the 
battle favoured the Royalists. The Parliamentary cavalry on the left 
under Ireton were in disarray after the charge of Prince Rupert's cavalry, 
while the infantry, though heavily outnumbering the Royalist force, was 
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under pressure and giving ground. At this point Cromwell attacked on 
the right and routed the Royalist cavalry under Langdale. Then instead of 
allowing his men to pursue Langdale's retreating force, he turned them 
against the left flank of the Royalist pikemen, while Col. Okey regrouped 
his regiment of Dragoons on the left and attacked the Royalist foot from 
their right flank. Within an hour the battle was over and the King's cause 
Jost. Civil War lingered' on, but there was no longer any doubt about its 
eventual outcome. Margery and his troop of men from rural Suffolk had 
played their part in national history that day at Naseby. 
· After Naseby Pye's regiment took part in the siege of Bristol, which 

continued to support the King. After the fall of Oxford, which in effect 
concluded the first Civil War, it was included in the force under Skippon 
to convey pay to the Scottish Army, and to take over the northern 
garrisons. Part of the regiment escorted the King to Holdenby House in 
Northamptonshire and remained there to guard him. 

With the fighting at an end the Army now took the opportunity to 
publicise its longstanding grievance over arrears of pay, demanding pay
ment of £300,000 owed, with guarantees of prompt payment in future. 
Parliament, sensing popular resentment that the Army remained under 
arms, responded with orders for disbandment. Each regiment was 
offered the choice of volunteering to serve in Ireland with the payment of 
eight weeks' arrears and two weeks' advance pay or of disbandment with 
eight weeks' arrears only. Only six cavalry officers agreed to go to 
Ireland. Col. Pye was one but he failed to persuade the regiment (apart 
from 93 men of his own troop) to follow him. 

At this time troops of Pye's regiment were separated and, although 
they refused Parliament's offer, did not play an active role in the dispute 
between Army and Parliament in the spring and early summer of 1647. 
While the main force of the Army under General Fairfax was at Saffron 
Walden and some of Pye's regiment at Holdenby Hall, the one surviving 
Muster Rol.J for Margery's troop (24 May 1647) shows him at Maldon, 
Essex, with his Lieutenant, Cornet, Quartermaster, three Corporals, two 
Trumpeters and 47 men, six of whom were from other troops. From this 
sole record of the names of Margery's men it is possible to trace the 
parishes from which many of them came by comparing it with the 1638 list 
of the Able Men of Suffolk. It included Trooper Thomas Roper, who 
later married Margery's daughter Abigail and became a Lieutenant. 

While Margery was at Maldon, Col. Pye was involved in a clash with his 
own troops. When he left for London with the men who had agreed to 
follow him, the rest of the regiment stayed loyal to General Fairfax. 
Major Matthew Tomlinson, who was shortly to succeed Pye as Colonel of 
the regiment, was in charge of the troops guarding the King at Holdenby 
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when on 4 June 1647 Cornet Joyce and a force of men from various 
regiments came to seize him. When Tomlinson tried to oppose them his 
men refused to obey. 

Parliament had thanked Pye for his fidelity on 5 June and in July he was 
quartered with his men at Deptford where they were attacked by a party 
of cavalry. A letter from a gentleman in Greenwich to a friend in London 
describing this skirmish reveals the depth of feeling about the crisis: 

Dear Sir 4th September 1647 
I have a sad subject to write unto you which makes me tremble; it is briefly 

thus; that Colonel Sir Robert Pye's Troop quartered at Deptford within a mile 
of this Town; and at some other adjacent villages; a Party of Horse came upon 
them (as it is said they came over Henly Bridge, and so into Kent, and so 
wheeled about this way) they came to parly with the soldiers, intending (as it is 
believed, to have taken them Prisoners) but upon this parly some of them came 
to such high words, they called them Run-away Rogues; the others retorted to 
them again; and the meanwhile some got to Horse; but at last it came to Blows; 
Some they took in pursuit, four were slain in pursuit, and divers wounded of Sir 
Robert Pye's men. Here are Blows struck, here is blood shed; the Lord direct 
the Parliament and the City, and the Army to study how to compose these fresh 
Divisions, lest poor England be overwhelmed in the Red Sea of Sub-divisions. 

Pye escaped and on 3 August obtained permission from Fairfax to go 
abroad for his safety. 

The men who attacked Pye's troop were part of the main force under 
Fairfax which marched on London at the end of July to press for redress 
of the Army's grievances and for the restoration of those of its supporters 
who had been forced out of Parliament. Despite the citizens' fears the 
Army behaved with restraint and on 6 August, Fairfax was received at 
Westminster. John Rushworth, Fairfax's Secretary, describes the day's 
events: 

Members of Parliament which were drien away by Tumults from Westminster 
met the General at Earl Holland's House at Kensington ... soldiers guarding 
by Hide Park .... The Lord Mayor and Alderman congratulating the fair 
composure between the Army and the City. After a short Ceremony, then the 
following marched to Westminster: Colonel Rush's regiment of Horse, Lt. 
General Cromwell's regiment, then came the General on horseback attended by 
his Life Guard, then the Lords in Coaches, the Speaker of the House of 
Commons and the rest of the members of the House. After these were past, 
Colonel Tomlinson's regiment of Horse brought up the Rear-guard; and it is 
not forgotten that every soldier had in his hat a Laurel. At the end of this show 
of friendship the House then sat. The House then proceeded to pass the 
resolution - This House doth approve of the coming up of the General and 
the Army for the safe sitting of the Parliament and that thanks be given to the 
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General and the Army for the same - And to appoint a Committee - to find 
out who were the chief authors, Promoters, Abbettors and Countenancers of 
the late design in forcing the Members from the Houses by the Tumult, and 
designing a New War, and to state the Matter of Fact against them, to the end 
they may be brought to speedy and condign Punishment. 

Margery is not mentioned in any of these events but presumably he was 
with his regiment in the procession to Westminster. In February 1648 he 
was at Ixworth, only a few miles from Walsham, attending a meeting of 
the Committee of the Lords and Commons for the judging of Scandal. In 
May Tomlinson's Regiment was in Devon and Cornwall suppressing local 
disturbances. By November they were quartered at Windsor, where 
Tomlinson himself took over the custody of the King at the end of 
December 1648. It is not known whether Margery's troop was with him. 
Tomlinson accompanied the King when he was removed to St James's 
and on 30 January 1649 went with him to Whitehall, handing him over to 
Col. Hacker, bearer of the Death Warrant. He was also present at the 
scaffold with Hacker to supervise the execution. Charles with great 
dignity commended Tomlinson to his son for his civility, and presented 
him with his gold toothpick and case. It seems likely that Margery's 
veteran Ironsides were among the troops massed below the scaffold. 

After the execution there is no mention of Tomlinson or his regiment 
until June when they were quartered in Sussex. In August the regiment 
was at Canterbury, and a list of quarters of horse for September places 
them in Wiltshire, Hampshire, Berkshire, Oxfordshire and Gloucester
shire in turn. In April 1650 Tomlinson's regiment was one of twelve 
named to form 'the moving body' of Horse, and its strength was agin 
brought up to 600. In August Tomlinson was ordered to march with four 
of his troops into Lancashire. The remainder of the regiment under Capt. 
Margery with the troops of Major Husband and Major Audley were to 
march immediately to Carlisle to strengthen the besieging troops there. 
On 4 September (the day after the battle of Dunbar) Cromwell asked Sir 
Arthur Hesilrige at Newcastle to send up Tomlinson with the forces then 
ready to help him to consolidate his victory. Before 10 October, Tom
linson and his regiment were at Edinburgh. 

Raphe Margery was now 58. It says much for his constitution that he 
could ride such great distances. The summer had been a poor one and 
many soldiers were sick. By the following September the Regiment was 
back in England to fight at the battle of Worcester. 

During the summer of 1651, Margery's troop was one of six guarding 
Parliament and the City. In August the force was reduced to three troops 
including Margery's, and the remainder were ordered to join the 
marching forces. At the end of 1651 Margery and his troop took part in an 
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expedition to the Channel Islands. Jersey had been occupied by a force 
loyal to the Stuarts, but because arms and men were needed elsewhere, 
an expedition against it was not attempted until 28 October 1651 when the 
autumn gales had already begun. The expedition comprised 80 ·ships, 
including transport vessels, under the command of Admiral Robert 
Blake. 

The military forces consisted of Col. Haines's regiment and six com
panies of Sir Hardress Wallers's foot, with two troops of horse 
commanded by Capt. West and Margery. On Wednesday, 15 Octobe~ t~e 
forces prepared to embark and on Friday the expedition sailed from 
Weymouth in good weather. Once the fleet gained the open sea the 
weather changed. A north-east gale caused that the fleet to put back to 
Weymouth, as there was a danger of the open boats foundering in the 
heavy seas. By Sunday morning the rough weather had somewh1;lt abated, 
and a fresh start was made amid 'acclamations and encouragement' froin 
the people of Weymouth and Melcombe Regis. This time Jersey was 
reached successfully and by midnight the fleet cast anchor under the lee of 
Sark, which provided shelter from the north-east. They put to sea early 
on the following day and anchored in St Owen's Bay, Jersey. Next 
morning the fleet made its way round in very rough seas to St Brelade's 
Bay. Six ships were blown off course. Concern for the horses, who were 
running out of fodder, prompted an immediate attempt to land. The 
enemy on the island under the command of Sir George Carteret, the 
Governor, numbered about 3,000. Carteret came from a notable Island 
family, had had a distinguished.career at sea before being appointed to 
this naval outpost by Charles I in 1643. 

At a council aboard the flag-ship, it was decided to storm the island at 
St Owen's Bay. The men were embarked in open boats, but could not 
land because of the tide. They anchored in the bay in high seas for six 
hours and at 10 o'clock at night, two hours after high tide, cut their cables 
and ran ashore on the flood, in water from three to seven feet deep, the 
men in the boats that drew most water clambering into the other boats 
before they jumped into the sea. Some went in up to their waists and even 
to their necks. By then the Royalists had sighted the invasion and were 
firing with their ordnance and small shot. After the landing itself they 
attacked with cavalry. But after half an hour's fierce fighting, the invaders 
won the day and the Royalists fled, leaving behind thirteen guns, their 
colours, with their dead and wounded. 

The Parliamentary force then regrouped into marching order while 
waiting for the horses to be landed. They then marched fo~ about two 
miles, taking over three forts and their guns on the way. By this time it 
was 7 a.m. and the troops were very weary having had little food and rest 
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for three or four nights. This day was 23 October which the soldiers 
remembered was the anniversary of the battle of Edgehill. Prayers of 
thanks were offered for their deliverance from the many storms at sea. 
The scattering of the Fleet had, in fact, not been too disastrous; the ships 
separated from the main fleet had managed to find shelter at Guernsey 
and made contact that day. Though some of the small boats had been 
broken up· when they were beached, no one was drowned. There was, 
indeed, much to be thankful for. 

Later that morning an attempt made to get provisions for the tired and 
hungry soldiers seems to have failed, and it was decided to march on to 
the main castles and strongholds. At about 3 o'clock that afternoon they 
arrived in sight of Elizabeth Castle, where there were fourteen guns. 
Shots were fired but the attackers were so elated with religious fervour 
and convinced of a speedy surrender that the danger was ignored: On a 
summons sent to St Albers Tower the garrison gave up without a figtit. 

Sir George Carteret, however, attacked with a reserve of horse, but as 
soon as his troops were routed, ran away like 'one riding Post'. He then 
entrenched himself in Elizabeth Castle, and his brother in Mount Orgueil 
Castle. The invaders brought up their mortar pieces to 'fright them out; 
their hearts being very low'. On the night of 24 October the main force 
was drawn up on a rabbit warren in front of Mount Orgueil Castle. 
· Guards were posted within musket shot. On the 29th Mount Orgueil 
was captured and the next day the cannon and mortar pieces were made 
ready around Elizabeth Castle. Here the detailed account of the invasion 
ends, but it is known that Elizabeth Castle was taken and the force settled 
down to occupy the islands to see 'the Islanders are to live peaceably at 
home, and have protection, and not bee troubled for -anything done 
during the late warr'. The number of the invaders' dead was given as six, 
with twenty wounde~.: How many men were left to occupy Jersey is 
unknown, but Margery and his Troop were certainly still there in 
December since three months pay was sent to them with some more 
money for clothing. 

In March 1652 Margery's son Theophilus went up to Emmanuel 
College, Cambridge, which Archbishop Laud had once referred to with 
Sydney Sussex as 'the nursery of Puritanism'. Emmanuel was known to 
take more students from the puritan gentry than any other college and 
this is the likely reason for Margery preferring it for his son to Corpus 
Christi where his three brothers went. About this time he was able- to 
increase his property substantially, buying as 'fee farm of the State' the 
Hundreds of Clifton and Biggleswade in Bedfordshire and some land. in 
Poynton, Lincolnshire. By.an Ordinance of 14December1647 the lands 
of the Bishops and much of the estates of delinquents were set aside to 
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pay the army's arrears and eighteenth months after the death of the King 
the crown lands were also made available. Some estates were sold and the 
proceeds used for the arrears; other estates were transferred to particular 
regiments. Margery presumably acquired his lands in one of these ways. 
No longer could he be dismissed as a man of little estate. 

Dr Francis Walsall, late Chaplain to Charles I, the previous owner of a 
small estate in Sandy in the Hundred of Biggleswade had appealed 
against the sequestration order. In 1650 his renewed petition states: 

Being a poor man laden with debts and children, had his small estate seized for 
speaking against the engagement to the present government, but the County 
Committee, though ordered by the Committee for Compounding and en
treated by the Petitioners' wife will not give their certificate, whereby he is at 
great expense and loses his harvest, and his congregation lose their ordinances, 
the glebe and tithes are also seized. Begs discharge having on better in
formation subscribed the engagement on 6th May and acknowledge his error 
publicly and privately, and having a discovery pending before Parliament and 
the Council of State. 

Walsall appeared before the Committee again, but, although there is no 
record of the final order, the fact that Raphe Margery acquired the whole 
estate is proof that his petition was rejected. 

In September 1653 Tomlinson's regiment was again ordered to 
Scotland, but Raphe Margery was unable to rendezvous as ordered. On 
27 September he made what proved to be a death-bed will, witnessed by 
his friends Clement Raye, rector of Wattisfield and Edmund Albone, 
who had described the excommunication of Abigail Margery. The next 
day he died; the entry in the parish register reads: 

Captaine Rap he Margery dyed on Wednesday morning about 3 or 4 of the clock 
being the 28th September, and was buried the next day being Thursday towards 
eveninge. 

These simple words marked the end of the man whose strong convictions 
had driven him to fight far away from his native Suffolk, but who had 
returned at last to rest in his ancestral village. Did he at the end reflect on 
the events which led to him enlisting his troop and on the dangers, 
hardships and deprivations of the last eight years? Did he ask if his aims 
had been achieved? He has been described as an Independent like 
Cromwell who 'had a vision of the English Church as a multitude of 
congregations seeking truth in adversity'. Had Margery lived to see 
Cromwell made Lord Protector, he would surely have derived great 
satisfaction from the part he had himself played in making 'God's 
Englishman' head of the State. 
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There is a sad postscript to Rap he Margery's story. His son Theophilus 
left Cambridge without graduating and enlisted in his father's old troop 
which was then in Scotland under Capt. Symnell. It took part in General 
Monck's Highlands campaign in 1654 and then formed the garrison at 
Innerwick, between Duns and Dunbar, the village guarding the highway 
to the south through the deep gorge at Cockburnspath. Though there is 
no record of any military action there in 1656 or 1657 at the head of his 
brief will is the note - 'Theophilus Margery, Souldier, of Walsham killed 
at Innerwick, Scotland.' With his death and that of his brother in 1672, 
followed by his cousin Simon leaving the parish in 1680, the Margery 
name died out and the family's part in four hundred years of the history of 
Walsham le Willows came quietly to an end. 

[Notes and references for this well-researched article (slightly shortened 
from the original) have been omitted for reasons of space. The sources 
include material in both national and local archives. - Ed.] 
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TO TYBURN AND BEYOND: THE MORTAL REMAINS OF 
OLIVER CROMWELL 

It is extraordinary to see to what an height the passions of men are carried even 
about trifles-to see how they have tortured their imaginations to contradict their 
reason; with respect to the disposal of Oliver's corpse, his friends cannot un
fortunately agree amongst themselves in what way the body of the Protector was 
disposed of. 1 

Thus did the eighteenth-century cleric and Cromwellian historian, Mark 
Noble, pour scorn upon the many lurid stories and rival claims sur
rounding the internment and final resting place of Oliver Cromwell. The 
Lord Protector had hardly been laid in his grave when doubts began to 
circulate about the true whereabouts of his mortal remains. Not until the 
eighteenth century, however, were these uncertainties widely discussed 
and developed in print in articles, histories and historical collections 
loosely based upon previously unpublished or little-known seventeenth
century sources. Noble's volume in 1787 failed to stem the controversy 
and, despite its judicious and sceptical assesssment, the list of suggested 
graves continued to grow. Speculation reached new heights in the nine
teenth century, as the Victorian fascination for death and all things 
funereal gave rise to a whole string of works appraising and adding to the 
alleged resting places. Correspondents of Notes and Queries were par
ticularly forthright in advancing or attacking the merits of the various 
sites, blending selective quotation, tradition and legend, and completely 
novel speculation into a heady brew, generally more colourful than 
reliable. 2 By the beginning of the twentieth century, the bones of the 
Protector were apparently scattered widely over-or under - his former 
domain, from London to Yorkshire via Huntingdon, Northborough and 
Naseby field. 

Oliv~r Cromwell died at Whitehall on the afternoon of Friday, 3 
September 1658. At the direction of the Council, the corpse was em
bowelled and embalmed on the following day. Thereafter the physical 
remains effectively disappeared from public view and both the elaborate 
lying in state at Somerset House during October and early November and 
the grand state funeral through London on 23 November centred on a 
(probably empty) coffin and on one or more life-size models or effigies. 

It was assumed that the corpse had been quietly interred before 23 
November somewhere within Westminster Abbey, probably at the spot 
near the east end of Henry VII's Chapel over which the hearse and 
recumbent effigy were placed at the conclusion of the state funeral. In 
autumn 1660 parliament ordered the exhumation and posthumous 
execution of several regicides and in January 1661 Westminster Abbey 
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was searched for the remains of Cromwell, Henry Ireton and John 
Bradshaw. Three corpses were duly produced and conveyed to Tyburn, 
where they were hanged and then decapitated on 30 January, the twelfth 
anniversary of Charles I's execution. The heads were displayed on poles 
above Westminster Hall. The subsequent history and travels of what was 
believed to be Cromwell's head are traced elsewhere in this journal. The 
three headless corpses, including the supposed trunk of Oliver Cromwell, 
were simply dumped at dusk in an unmarked pit beneath Tyburn gallows. 

Doubts over the true location of Cromwell's remains were raised at the 
time and are not merely the fruit of Georgian and Victorian fancy. By the 
mid sixteen-sixties reports were circulating that the Protector had trans
posed the royal tombs in Westminster Abbey to conceal the site of his 
own grave so that the body exhumed in 1661 may not have been his. The 
story first appeared in print in 1664 when Pepys discussed the matter with 
Cromwell's former chaplain. 3 The uncertainty and the imaginative tales it 
engendered probably originated in the speed with which Cromwell's 
corpse had disappeared from public view in 1658. Unfortunately con
temporary reports of the handling and disposal of the body are vague and 
the vocabulary misleading. Newspapers and pamphlets used the terms 
'corpse' and 'body' as well as 'effigy' - often in their plural forms - in a 
haphazard and apparently interchangeable fashion and in circumstances 
in which the actual mortal remains were certainly not intended. None
theless, it is clear what was on show in Somerset House in October and 
November 1658 was not the corpse itself but a moveable effigy, crafted in 
wood and with a wax face and features. Neither the detailed description 
of the lying and standing in state carried by many newspapers and 
pamphlets nor the crude woodcut of the scene reproduced in Some 
Further Intelligence gives any indication of the whereabouts of the mortal 
remains. 4 The body may have been stored in Somerset House for a time, 
but it was never displayed and was probably not within the apartments 
open to the public during the lying in state. Similarly, the state funeral 
centred on an effigy and several commentators specifically reported that 
Cromwell's corpse was not present that day, 'his actual body having been 
buried privately many weeks ago. •s 

The reason for the speedy disappearance and premature burial of the 
corpse is revealed by George Bates, one of the physicians summoned to 
embalm the remains on 4 September. Writing at or before the Restor
ation, Bates relates that although Cromwell's corpse was duly em
bowelled 'and his Body filled with Spices, wrapped in a fourfold 
Cerecloath, ... put first into a Coffin of Lead, and then into a Wooden 
one, yet it purged and wrought through all, so that there was a necessity of 
interring it before the Solemnity of his Funerals. '6 Although there exists 
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no other contemporary medical statement to corroborate there seems no 
reason to doubt Bates's account of an unsuccessful embalming, leaving 
the corpse unfit for public display and necessitating speedy interment. 
Bates mentions neither the date of the burial - he does not claim that 
interment immediately followed death - nor the location. 

The newssheets and other commentators noted that on the evening of 
20 September Cromwell's 'corps' was conveyed from Whitehall to 
Somer~et House 'in a private manner, being attended only by his 
servants. ' 7 Several private correspondents, reported that seven weeks 
later, on 10 November, the 'corpses' or 'body' was carried from Somerset 
House, through St James's Park to Westminster Abbey 'and there in
ten:ed in a Vault in Henry the Seventh's Chapel. '8 The ambiguities of 
vocabulary permit several interpretations. Decomposition could have set 
in quite quickly, necessitating interment soon after death, probably 
sometime during September. Alternatively, decay could have been 
checked or disguised for several weeks by the spices, cerecloth, lead 
sheets and wooden coffin and the corpse may not have been buried until 
10 November - a seventeenth-century lying in state often featured an 
effigy rather than the body itself and the latter's absence from the public 
display in Somerset House in October and early November is no proof 
that it had been buried by then. But whatever the detailed timetable of its 
movements, there is little doubt that Cromwell's corpse was interred 
without show in Westminster Abbey sometime between 4 September and 
23 November 1658. In April 1659 Samuel Carrington, the best of 
Cromwell's early biographers, described how the corpse had been buried 
'some day es before' the state funeral 'in Henry the Seventh 's Chappel in a 
Vault purposely prepared'. 9 

Speculation surrounding the identity of the corpse produced at Tyburn 
in January 1661 rests upon lingering doubts over the location of the 
Protector's grave, and particularly upon rumours that Cromwell had 
'transposed the royal tombs. The most colourful version, in which 
Cromwell directed that his corpse be exchanged with that of Charles I, 
has a horrified executioner discovering at Tyburn that the hanging body 
had already been decapitated and the head sewn back, whereupon pro
ceedings were brought to a hurried and understandably embarrassed 
halt. 10 The tale, first aired in the mid-eighteenth century, rests upon no 
contemporary evidence and is quite inconsistent with accounts of events 
at Tyburn. Moreover the remains of Charles I have since been discovered 
undisturbed at Windsor. More recently the meagre contemporary evi
dence has been employed to dramatic ends by F. J. Varley who contends 
that the Protector was not buried in Henry VII's Chapel - alternative 
sites are not explored - and that the masons found merely an empty 
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coffin when they opened the vault in January 1661. Ireton's grave, too, 
was empty, Varley suggests, for the Lord Deputy had died in Ireland in 
1651 of plague or a plague-like disease and in such circumstances the 
infected corpse would not have been embalmed and carried to London 
for burial. Nothing daunted, the authorities found two other bodies in 
suitable condition and the act of public vengeance went ahead at Tyburn 
with a couple of substitute corpses. 11 Varley rightly points out that most 
of the surviving accounts of the exhumations and executions, including 
those of the newssheets, Evelyn, Pepys, Wharton and perhaps Rugg, too, 
were by people who were not present in person. Of the few eye-witness 
accounts, Peter Mundy relates that the corpses of Cromwell and Ireton 
were 'wrapped in searcloth'12 and a manuscript by Edward Sainthill, now 
lost, revealed that Cromwell was hanged 'in a green seare cloth, very 
fresh embalmed' and carried a drawing of the scene in which 'Cromwell is 
represented like a mummy swathed up, with no visible legs or feet. ' 13 The 
implication is that the corpse was kept shrouded throughout so that the 
substitution should not be detected. 

But against this must be placed very strong indications that Cromwell's 
body was, in fact, exhumed and executed in 1661. There is the practical 
point that the face would have been uncovered and presumably recog
nizable when the corpse was cut down and beheaded at the end of the day. 
Moreover, there are at least two apparently contemporary descriptions of 
the successful search for Cromwell's tomb in Westminster Abbey. The 
first, printed in the mid-eighteenth century from a much earlier manu
script, relates how the body was found in a vault 'in the middle Isle of 
Henry the Seventh's Chapel, at the east end'; an engraved copper plate 
bearing the name and arms of the Protector was found on the corpse and 
was pocketed by the Serjeant of the House. 14 The second account, 
supposedly passed down by Serjeant Norfolk himself, describes how the 
body was with difficulty recovered from a number of lead and wooden 
cases cemented together into a wall in the abbey; again, there is reference 
to the 'gold gorget' found resting on the corpse. 15 The inscribed plate, 
together with a mason's receipt for 15 shillings 'for taking up the corpses 
of Cromwell and Ireton and Bradshaw', was still extant in the late 
eighteenth century and examined and described by Noble and others. 16 

Although some doubt must remain, there is, then, strong if not over
whelming evidence to suggest that Cromwell was quietly interred in 
Henry VII's Chapel in autumn 1658, that his tomb·was successfully 
located and opened in January 1661 and that the body displayed and 
dumped at Tyburn was, inqeed, his. This was the line accepted and 
followed by historians during the half century or more after Cromwell's 
death. For instance, The Perfect Politician of 1660 reported without a hint 
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of doubt or controversy that Cromwell had been buried in Westminster 
Abbey, and a year later the author of Short Meditations on . .. the Life 
and Death of Oliver Cromwell was equally satisfied that the .arch-traitor 
'hath now no other Tom be but a Turf under Tyburn. ' 17 Heath, Dugdale, 
Burton, Eachard and Dart each told a straightforward tale of burial in 
Westminster Abbey and exhumation and reburial at Tyburn, though 
enriched with elaborations of their own. They particularly enjoyed 
dwelling upon the unsuccessful embalming, heightening Bates's account 
with lurid and probably imaginary tales of Cromwell's own natural 'cor
ruption and filth' and of the corpse fermenting 'after such an unheard of 
manner, that it burst all in pieces.' 18 In the late seventeenth and early 
eighteenth century successive editions of the Register of the Burials at 
Westminster Abbey described the area near the east end of Henry VII's 
Chapel as 'Oliver's Vault' in the clear belief that the Protector had once 
lain there. Tyburn via Westminster Abbey had become widely accepted 
as the twin resting places of Oliver Cromwell. 

Acceptance of the Westminster and Tyburn account was, however, 
never quite total and oth~rs survived in oral or manuscript form to find 
their way ·into print, and thus reach a much wider audience, in the 
eighteenth century. The two most prominent were recorded in print for 
the first time by White Kennet in 1728. Kennet closely followed Dugdale, 
Dart, et al with a standard account of burial, exhumation and .final 
disposal in 'a deep hole under the Gallows.' But at this point he added a 
crucial marginal note: 'Many have since reported, that Cromwell's body 
was not buried at Westminster but by his own Order, to prevent any insult 
upon it, was either in a leaden coffin cast into the Thames; or carried to his 
place of Victory in Naseby field. ' 19 In 1730 the first of these two tales was 
related in full by John Oldmixon, who claimed to have heard it forty years 
before from a 'religious' and reliable 'Gentle-woman who attended 
Cromwell in his last sickness.' 

She told me that the Day after Cromwell's death, it was consulted how to 
dispose of his Corpse. They could not pretend to keep it for the Pomp of a 
publick burial. Among other proposals this was one, that considering the 
Malice, Rage and Cruelty of the Cavaliers, it was most certain, they who never 
spar'd either Living or Dead in the Lust of their revenge, would insult the body 
of this their most dreadful enemy, if ever it was in their power; and to prevent its 
falling into such barbarous hands, it was resolved to wrap it up in lead, to put it 
aboard a Barge, and sink it in the deepest part of the Thames, which was done 
the night following; two of his near relations, and some Trusty soldiers, under-
taking to do it. 20 · 

In 1742 the Harleian Miscellany published a manuscript, now lost, 
allegedly drawn up by or for the son of the regicide John Barkstead, who 
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claimed that his father had consulted Cromwell during his last sickness 'to 
know where he would be buried.' 

To which he answered, Where he had obtained the greatest Victory and Glory 
and as nigh the Spot as could be guessed where the Heat of the Action was viz. 
in the Field at Naseby, Co. Northampton, which accordingly was thus per
formed: At Midnight (soon after his death), being first emb~lmed and wr~pped 
in a leaden coffin, he was, in a Hearse, conveyed to the said field, the said ~r 
Barkstead, by Order of his father, attending close to the Hearse; and, be~ng 
come to the field, there found, about the Midst of it, a Grave, dug about mne 
feet deep, with the green sod carefully laid on one side, and the Mould on the 
other; in which, the Coffin being soon put, the Grave was instantly filled up, and 
the green sod laid exactly flat upon it, care being taken that the su~lus Mould 
was clean taken away. Soon after, like care was taken that the said Field was 
intirely ploughed up, and sown three or four years suc~essively with Wheat. 21 

The story received rather dubious corroboration in the nineteenth 
century with the publication of a memorandum of a discussion between 
the Rev. Marshall of Naseby and Oliver Cromwell of Cheshunt ( d. 1821), 
the last direct male descendant of the Protector. The younger Cromwell 
retold a story passed to him from his mother, who in turn had it from an 
aged servant who in his youth had served Richard Cromwell. This servant 
recalled that shortly after Oliver's death 

the corpse was brought through Cheshunt in the night; and that horses were 
ordered to be in readiness to convey it down to Huntingdon, to which place he 
went himself to assist in attending the horses and to bring them back; and that 
the corpse did not remain in Huntingdon but was carried on much further. 22 

Still more suggestions followed. In 1787 John Prestwich asserted that 
the Protector's remains 'were privately interred in a small paddock near 
Holborn, in that very spot over which the obelisk is placed in Red Lion 
Square, Holborn - The Secret!'23 No authority was·cited in support nor 
did Prestwich indicate whether burial took place in autumn 1658, soon 
after death, or in January 1661, with the exhumed corpse rescued en 
route to Tyburn and hurriedly interred nearby to save it from further 
indignity - the remains of Cromwell and Ireton were taken to the Red 
Lion Inn on 28 or 29 January before the final journey to Tyburn. In 1809 a 
correspondent of the European Magazine repeated a story related to him 
by Dr Cromwell Mortimer, a distant desce~dant of the Protector, which 
had allegedly been handed down through the family since the seven
teenth century, that on Cromwell's instructions his body was 'enclosed in 
a strong plain oak coffin, without any name or inscription, and buried 
twenty feet deep in a field on his paternal estate in Huntingdonshire and 
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the field ... afterwards ploughed up.' The account is rendered all the 
more implausible by being linked to the old story of how the corpse 
planted in Westminster Abbey and then exhumed was discovered at 
Tyburn to have already been decapitated and the head reattached. None
theless, several later writers repeated the story, citing an old and con
veniently vague family tradition that the Protector had been buried on or 
near his estates around Huntingdon. 24 

A further three possible burial sites were proposed in the nineteenth 
century, namely, tombs in St Nicholas's Church,. Chiswick and St 
Andrew's Church, Northborough and a stone vault in'Newburgh Priory. 
In each case, the story originated in quite genuine Cromwellian con
nections: Cromwell's daughter, Mary, Lady Fauconberg, lived for a time 
in Chiswick and both she and her sister, Frances, lie somewhere in St 
Nicholas's Church. Another daughter, Elizabeth, and her husband John 
Claypole owned Northborough manor and several of their children, 
together with the Protector's widow, were buried in St Andrew's. New
burgh Priory was once the country home of Lord and Lady Fauconberg. 
Despite protestations to the contrary, 25 however, no contemporary 
evidence links Cromwell's burial with all or any of these sites, and each 
story first appeared in print more than two centuries after the Protector's 
death. To their credit, Victorian correspondents quickly scuppered an 
equally spurious suggestion that Cromwell was buried somewhere in 
Abney Park cemetery. 2s 

From 1640 Cromwell lived and acted on a series of public stages, first in 
the House of Commons then the battlefield, later undertaking all the 
duties incumbent upon his office of Protector. But on 3 September 1658 
the public life ended and his mortal remains disappeared from view with 
an abruptness which some considered unusual, even suspicious. The 
speedy removal of the corpse from public gaze and its private and 
premature burial gave rise at the time to speculation, not that Cromwell 
was still alive - no-one seems seriously to have doubted the fact of his 
death - but that had been interred somewhere other than the designated 
vault in Henry VII's Chapel, Westminster Abbey. Later generations 
magnified the suspicions and constructed from them a number of 
imaginative tales leading to a series of graves stretching from London to 
Yorkshire. In each case the reason for the alleged secret burial was the 
desire of the Protector himself or of his friends to preserve the body from 
future mutilation by Royalists and other enemies. The hasty and rather 
furtive disposal of the body in 1658 and the paucity and ambiguous 
vocabulary of contemporary accounts do leave a grain of doubt, but the 
evidence overwhelmingly suggests that Cromwell was buried in Henry 
VII's Chapel, that his remains were located, exhumed and posthumously 
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executed in January 1661 and that his headless trunk was dumped in a pit 
at Tyburn. His bones presumably still rest somewhere beneath the 
Marble Arch junction or adjoining roads - Connaught Street and 
Square are sometimes suggested. As for the explanation offered for the 
alternative burial sites, one could question whether in autumn 1658 
Cromwell or his friends could foresee or seriously fear the return to 
power of desecrating and vengeful Royalists. Perhaps the last word 
should go to Jeremiah White, Cromwell's close friend and personal 
chaplain. In 1664 Pepys put to him the allegation that the Protector had 
transposed the royal tombs in Westminster Abbey in order to secure his 
own remains from future molestation. White's reply was simple and 
immediate- 'he believes [Cromwell] never had so poor a low thought in 
him to trouble himself about [it]. '27 

1 Mark Noble, Memorials of the Protectoral-House of Cromwell (2 vols., 
Birmingham, 1787), p. 288. 

2 The literature on Cromwell's burial place can be traced in A Bibliography of 
Oliver Cromwell, ed. W. C. Abbott (Cambridge, Mass., 1929). 

3 S. J. Sorbiere, Relation d'un Voyage en Angleterre (Paris, 1664); The Diary of 
Samuel Pepys, ed. R. Latham and W. Matthews (11 vols., London, 1970-83), 
V, 297 and n. 2. 

4 See, for example, The True Manner of the Most Magnificent Conveyance of his 
Highnesse Effigies from Sommerset House to Westminster on Tuesday, 
November 23 1658 (London, 1658; B. L. Thomason El866 (2)), passim; 
woodcut in Some Further Intelligence of the Affairs of England (London, 
1659), p. 9. 

5 Calendar of State Papers. Venice, XXXI, ed. A. B. Hinds (London, 1931), pp. 
268-9. 

6 George Bates, Elenchus Motuum (London, 1685), p. 236. 
7 See Mercurius Politicus, 16-23 Sept.; The Publick Intelligencer, 20-27 Sept. 
8 The Clarke Papers, ed. C.H. Firth (4 vols., London, 1891-1901), III, 167-8; 

c.f. Memoirs of the Verney Family during the Civil War, ed. F. P. and M. M. 
Verney (4 vols., London, 1892-99), III, 422; Historical Manuscript Com
mission: Report on the Manuscripts in Various Collections'! (London, 1901), 
p. 19. . 

9 Samuel Carrington, The History of the Life and Death of. .. Oliver, Late Lord 
Protector (London, 1659; B. L. Thomason E1787 (1)), p. 240 

10 Harleian Miscellany, ed. T. Park (12 vols., London, 1807-11), II, 271. 
11 F. J. Varley, Oliver Cromwell's Latter End (London, 1939), passim. 
12 The Travels of Peter Mundy 1608-1667, ed. R. C. Temple (5 vols., London, 

1907-36), V, 130. 
13 Manuscript quoted and illustrations described (but not reproduced) in T. R. 

Nash, Hudibras (London, 1793), pp. 378-80; briefer summary in Noble, 
p. 190. Thomas Rugg, who may also have been an eye-witness, noted that 
Cromwell and the others were hanged 'in their shrouds', The Diurnal/ of 
Thomas Rugg, 1659-1661, ed. W. L. Sachse (London, 1961), p. 145. 
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ORDER OF SERVICE 
for 

Cromwell's Day 
on 

Wednesday, 3;:d September, 1986, at 3 p.m. 
at the Statue outside the Houses of Parliament 

The Service will be conducted by 

THE REV. TIM SHIRLEY 

The Address will be given by 

MR. DONALD GOOD 

~ ... ~ _...., __ ,, 

Chairman, Yorkshire Group of the CROMWELL ASSOCIATION. 
r. rt· . ~ 

This Service is arranged annually by the Cromwell Association 
to pay tribute to the memory Qf the famous Puritan statesman, 
Oliver Cromwell, Lord Protector, remembering the great service he 
rendered to our country in his day. 

································································································••ttli••• 
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®t·brl' of &rt·uict 

1~111•• '" 111" I 111t1, 1111• Al111111lilY1 
I h1• I\ I 1111 111 t I 1'11111111 ; 

(I Ill\' 1111111 p11UMI' 11 illl, 1111 11<~ ht 

tliy l1t•11ltl1 111111 "'olv11tl1111: 
.\II,.,,""" he111', 
N11w to 111~ to111pl(i.:rfi}w nt·:ir, 

lc11111111~ 111 J.~l;id adt)ratio11. 

11~·11111 

~ P1 .. 11~u lo tl1~ Lord, V\'ho o'er 
11 II I liit11-(S s·i wondrously reigneth, 
~hi .. ld..th thee gently f1om harm, 
.,,. whl'11 fainting sustai·· eth; 

Hast thou not seen 
How thy heart's wishes have been 
(;ranted in what He ordaineth? 

:1 l'raise tu t lw Lord, W'ho doth prosper 
Lhy work and defend tliee, 

Surely His goodn~ss and mercy shall 
daily attend thee; 

Ponder anew 
What the Almighty can do 

If to the end He befriend thee. 

Joachim Neander 1650-80 

The Prayers 

(The congregation is invited to join in the responses) 
Let us acknowledge before God the service rendered to the Nation by men ol 

rnurage, leadership and faith. 

Almighty God, the Author of all goodness and right living, for all men and 
women of goodwill who by Your grace have served their day and generation, and 
especially for Your servant, Oliver Cromwell: 

We give you Thanks, 0 God. 
For his faith in Your Providence, his zeal in your service and his leadership of 

this realm in the difficult and dangerouf. years in which he lived: 
We give you Thanks, 0 God. 
For all associated with him in the struggle for liberty, justice and truth, who, 

for the sake of faith and freedom, counted not their lives dear unto them: 
We give you Thanks, 0 God. 
For the example of discipline and devotion they have left us, the obligation 

they have laid upon us and the opportunity for like service granted us in this 
present age: 

We give you Thanks, 0 God. 
For your promise of forgiveness to all who turn to you in penitence and faith, 

for your offer of grace to enable us to fulfil your will in lhis our Jay. and for that 
vision without which the people perish: 

We give you Thanks, 0 Cod. 
Let us pray for our Queen and the Commonwealth of Nalions. 

Almighty God, Who rules! in !he kingdom of rnen. we pray for our Queen and 
for all who are called at this time to serve the State and lead the peoples. May they 
exceed others as much in high purpose as in high ollicc. in righ•wusness as in 
responsibility, and in goodness as in grealness. Draw together. we hcseech you. in 
true fellowship men of diverse races, languages and customs that dwell within our 
borders that, bearing one another's burdens, and working together in the fulfilment 
of your purposes, they may set forward your everlasting Kingdom. through Jesus 
Christ, our Lord. Amen. 

The Lord's Prayer 
in which the Congregatio~ is invited to join 

Old Testament Reading 
Psalm 33 verses 8-22 

read by 
Mr. Donald Verit)' a member of the Yorkshire Group of the Cromwell Assod111io11 

ll)'llln 

Who would true vnlour see, 
Let him c11111c hither: 

2 Who so beset him round 
With dismal stories, 

Ono here will co11sl11111 he, l)o but themselves confound; 
Come wi11d, come wc11thl·r; 

There's 110 discmtrnµc111c11t 
Shull m11kc hi111 once relent 
His llrsl 11vuwcd i111c11I 

To he LI pi l~ri111. 

His strength lhc more is, 
No lion can him fright, 
He'll with a giant fi~ht, 
Bui he will have a nght 

To he a pil~rim. 

.I Sli11,;c, l.ot«J. Thou dost defend 
Us with 'l'hv s11iti1: 

We k1111w WC Ill t IC 1•1Hl 
/;hull Ufo ittl\rdt. 

'f'hc11 f111ll'l~H 111' (\Wtl,Y; 
I'll l'c1\1' not \vli111 1i1tti sny: 
I'll lnht1111' nl11ht unit dny 

To be 11 pllt!l'1111· 
.John J11111ycw 

N~·w Tcstument Reading 

Phill1111l1111s d1. 4 verse'> 4-13 
rend by Mujor H. I). Halll'oek, Hon. Sod11l Secretary of the Cromwell Association 

MU. l>UNALJ) (;OOD will deliver the Address 

The La)·ing of the Wre::dh 

<llinr Cromwell's Last Prayer 

The Last Post 

~oumlnl by 11 l>rummcr of the 2nd Btn. Coldstream Guards 
(Uy permission of the Commanding Officer) 

Th.: I 11rd will .:1J111c, .ind 1wt he- slow; 
His foohtc·ps .:a1111ot l'l'r; 

Before· lli111 riµhtc·1111s11ns sh;dl g11, 
His royal Jwrl>i111o(cr. 

2 Tn11h frr>m the c~1·th. liko to ii flower, 
Sh:dl bud and blossom then; 

.'\nd j11sticc-. fr11111 hc·r hc:1vc11ly bower, 
Look down on nh1rt:d llh:n. 

Hymn 

3 Rise. God, judge Thou the earth in might, 
This wicked earth redress; 

For Thou art He who shalt by right 
The nations all possess. 

4 The nations all whom Thou hast mad<: 
Shall come. and all shall frame 

To bow theni low before Thee, Lord . 
And glorify Thy name. 

.~ For great Thou arl, and wonders great 
By thy strong hands are done; 

Thou in Thine everlasting seat 
Rcmainesl God alone. John Milton 

The Benediction 

The National Anthem 

The Reveille 
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Let us be doinii, but let us be unUed in our d()i11g. 
(To the Army Council, October 1647) 

We could wish that every good citizen, and every man that 
walks peaceably in a blameless conversation, a11d is bene
ficial to the Commonwealth, may have liberty and encour
agement; it being according to the just policy of states, 
even to justice itself. 

(Letter to the City of London 1647) 

I beseech you, in the: bowels of Christ, think it possible 
you may be mistaken. 

(Letter to the General Assembly of the Kirk of Scotland, 
3 August 1650) 

It will be found an unjust and unwise jealousy, to deprive 
a man of his natural liberty upon a suspicion he may abuse 
it. When he doth abuse it, judge •. 

(Letter to Governor of Edinburgh Castle, 12 September 1650) 

Liberty of conscience is,a natural right, and he that would 
have it, ought to give it. • : 'This I say is a fundamental. 
It ought to be so. It is for us and the generations to come. 

(Speech of 12th September, 1654) 

Have a care of. the whole flock. Love all the sheep, love 
the lambs, love all; and tender all, and cherish all, and 
countenance all in all things that are good. 

(Speech of 4 July 1653) 

The mind is the man. (17 September 1656) 

We are apt to boast sometimes that we are Englishmen; 
and truly it is no shame to us that we are E.nglishmen; but 
it is a motive to us to do like Englishmen and seek the real 
good of this nation, and the interest of it. 

(Speech of 22 January 1657 /8) 

My work is done. Yet God will be with his people. 
(3 September 1658) 

Enquiries about the Cromwell Association and applications for 
membership are invited. Hon. Sec. Mr. E. A. C. Goodman, 

14 Thackeray Manor, Manor Park Road, SUTTON, Surrey, SM I 4AH 



14 Harleian Miscellany, II, 269-70. 
15 European Magazine (1809), p. 18. 
16 Noble, pp. 288--9. 
17 The Perfect Politician (London, 1660; B. L. Thomason £186.9 (1)); Short 

Meditations on, with a brief Description of, the Life and Death of Oliver 
Cromwell (London, 1661; B. L. Thomason El082 (1)), p. 7. 

18 Accounts of the failed embalming in James Heath, Flagellunl'(London, 1663), 
pp. 195-6; Laurence Eachard, The History of Englalzd (3 vols., London, 
1707-18), II, 825. c.f. Sir William Dugdale, A Short View.ofthe Late Troubles 
in England (Oxford, 1681); Richard Burton, The History of Oliver Cromwell 
(London, 1692 and many other editions), p. 17~; John Dart, West
monasterium, or The History and Antiquities of the Abbey Chwch of St Peter's, 
Westminster (2 vols., London, 1723). . · 

19 White Kennet, A Registerand Chronicle (London, 1728), p. 367. 
20 John Oldmixon, The History of England during the Reigns of the Royal House 

of Stuart (London, 1730), p. 429. 
21 Harleian Miscellany, II, 269-71; c.f. Chamber's Journal, no. 112 ·(23 Feb. 

1856), pp. 113-6. 
22 Henry Lockinge, Historical Gleanings on the Memorable Field of Naseby 

(Market Harborough, 1830), pp. 119-20; John Mastin, The History and 
Antiquities pf Naseby in the County of Northampton (Cambridge, 1792) also 
supports a Naseby burial but adduces no new evidence. 

23 Sir John Prestwich, Respublica (London, 1787, p. 149. The obelisk was de
molished in the nineteenth century. 

24 European Magazine (1809), p. 119; c.f. Chamber's Journal, no. 112 (23 Feb. 
1856), pp. 115-6. 

25 James Waylen, The House of Cromwell and the History of Dunkirk (London, 
1891), pp. 341-2, asserts that the Newburgh burial is 'not a legend but a 
genuine piece of family history'. Waylen's reference (p. 341) to a possible 
burial at Northampton is merely a slip for Northborough. 

26 Suggested in Old and New London, ed. W. Thornbury and E. Walford (6 
vols., London, 1873-78), V, 542; dismissed in J.B. French, Walks in Abney 
Park (London, 1883) and elsewhere. 

27 Pepys' Diary, V, 297. 

26 

<• 
1• 

1' 

CROMWELL'S HEAD 

Ivan Roots . · 

'Oliver Cromwell lay buried and dead, 
They planted an apple-tree over his head.' 

The song is part of an enormous Oliverian folklore, like Marie Lloyd's 
'ruins that Cromwell knocked about a bit', the smashed stained glass 
windows and all those churches defiled as stables. Where Cromwell's 
bones lie is, in fact, unknown.· 1 

·Oliver Cromwell died of a 'tertian fever' -whatever that may be - at 
3 p.m. on 3 September 1658. He was 59.· An autopsy was immediately 
performed, since for years the Protector had been the target of assas
sination plots, ~ea! or imagined. Next day theJcorpse was embalmed by 
'physicians and chirurgians' on the orders ofthe Privy Council. The 'cap' 
of his skull was neatly removed, then sewn• back ·on again after the 
withdrawal of the brain, ·a practice recommended in contemporary 
treatises on the art. (Sometimes brains were extracted through the nose. 
This may have been the case with Charles I, who, too, was embalmed 
after his head had been stitched on again.) Oliver's viscera and other 'soft 
parts' were also taken out and the body, filled with 'sweet spices', was 
placed in a lead coffin within a leaden shell. Royalist rumours had it that 
the usurper's body had begun to corrupt immediately, symbolising his 
moral rot'tenness. 

There was an elaborate funeral procession to Somerset House on 20 
September, watched apparently by thousands of spectators, if not of 
mourners, and reported on in varying degrees of detail in newsletters, 
diaries and memoirs. Oliver who had only a year or so before refused a 
crown was given a royal send off 'in very great state', even according to 
John Evelyn, no admirer, a 'superb' one, modelled it appears on aspects 
of the obsequies of Philip II of Spain and James I. The coffin lay in a 
setting of black and purple velvet and candles, with the customary effigies 
of·the deceased, shaped first in wax by Thomas Simon - who designed 
medals successively for Charies I, the Long Parliament, the Common
wealth, the.Protectorate and Charles II~ and then carved in wood. Later 
an empty coffin .was taken in solemnity to the Henry VII Chapel at 
Westminster Abbey ·and set among 'the Gods' ~ the past rulers of 
England. Earlier the embalmed body had been -interred 'very privitly'. 

·There it •Jay ·until the Restoration. One 'of the last acts of the 1660 
Convention Parliament, Lords and·Commons in accord and resentful of 
the King's baulking, backed by Chancellor Hyde and General Monck, of 
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their urge for a wider revenge on 'the rebels', was to order the ex
humation of the corpses of Henry Ireton, John Bradshaw (president of 
the court that tried Charles I), Thomas Pride and Oliver Cromwell. Their 
remains were to be dragged on hurdles to Tyburn (now Marble Arch) 
there to be hung up 'in their coffins' - this did not in fact occur - and 
then to be cast for oblivion into an unmarked 'pit'. This was carried out on 
30 January 166{)/61, the twelfth anniversary of the execution of Charles I. 
The surviving effigies of Cromwell were burned together with the 
Commonwealth coats-of-arms. There are many contemporary accounts 
and prints of these spiteful proceedings, which Samuel Pepys found 
disgusting. (See the article by Dr Peter Gaunt elsewhere in this issue.) 

Legends have proliferated about the fate of the bodies. Cromwell's was 
said to have been recovered that night by his daughter Mary, Lady 
Fauconberg, and taken to Chiswick Church and thence to be immured at 
her residence at Newburgh Abbey, Yorkshire. Well, maybe. As Crom
well's heart was probably cut out at the embalming, there seems little 
credence to be given to the tale that it was wafted from Tybum and buried 
on Naseby Field (presently under threat for a motorway link). The heads 
of the regicides were hacked roughly off before the bodies were thrown 
away. That of Cromwell himself was stuck on an iron-tipped oaken pole 
and set up on the roof of Westminster Hall, probably on the corner 
nearest to the spot where Charles I had faced his judges. There it stayed, 
buffetted by wind, weather and execrations, for many years. (Pepys 
records that it was already in situ by 5 February 1660/61.) It was almost 
certainly there on the eve of the Glorious Revolution of 1688/89 and 
possibly as late as 1703. (There is a report that it was blown down in the 
great storm of that year avd sold on the spot by a sentry to a passer-by for 
a shilling.) It was perhaps on show in a London 'Museum of Curiosities' in 
1710. 

In the 1770s what was claimed to be the head was in the possession of 
James Cox, a jeweller with a fancy, not entirely unmercenary, for 
oddities. From Cox it went to John Cranch, an artist of sorts and a sort of 
antiquarian who made it available to public inspection in Old Bond Street 
in the last decade of the eighteenth century. He published a pamphlet 
asserting its genuineness. Soon it was in the proud hands of a Mr Josiah 
H. Wilkinson, with whose family it remained until well into this century 
and known as 'the Wilkinson Head'. Its authenticity has been generally 
accepted. Some years ago it found a resting place, walled up unmarked at 
Sidney Sussex College, Cambridge, where from 1616to1617 Oliver spent 
a single formative year. Other Cromwellian heads have turned up from 
time to time - there was one in Oxford in the 1670s just when the real 
thing was surely braving the elements and London smog above West-
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minster Hall. Another was discovered in Nottingham a couple of years 
ago. It was going to be subjected to rigorous scientific testing at Leeds 
University. Nothing has since been heard of it, so presumably, it did not 
come up to scratch. A dealer in the Victorian era once produced a head 
for a collector of such things, who sniffed suspiciously that it seemed 
'rather small'. 'It's Oliver Cromwell's when he was a child!'. The sales
man was clearly blood-brother to the Parisian genius who over a decade 
managed to persuade a customer to accept 'authentic holograph corres
pondence' of Jules Cesar and Cleopatre, all penned in perfect French. 

In the early 1950s the Wilkinson Head was subjected to historical and 
scientific scrutiny by two distinguished biometricians, Karl Pearson and 
G. M. Morant. They skiagraphed (x-rayed) the pathetic relic, with its 
brutal axe-cuts, the rusted iron-spike protuding through the stitched-on 
'skull-cap', the missing right ear, the twisted nose, the fragments of a 
couple of teeth, the matted cere (embalming) cloth, the traces of a 
reddish beard and moustache, the hints, indeed, of warts and pimples. It 
was photographed from many angles, weighed, measured this way and 
that, checked against portraits, miniatures, life- and death-masks, 
medals, busts and prints of Oliver. It was compared with the skull of an 
executed Egyptian criminal and with the embalmed remains - still on 
view, dressed and sitting comfortably, at University College, London -
of Jeremy Bentham. The research excited considerable interest, in
cluding that of the Prime Minister, Ramsay MacDonald who gave access 
to miniatures of Cromwell at Chequers. Pearson and Morant found that 
the portraits, miniatures and medals differed so much among themselves 
that they had little to offer to the investigator. More helpful were the 
busts and masks where some exactitude could be expected. The enquiry 
became primarily scientific, commanding knowledge of embalming tech
niques, anatomy, biology and whatever. (Carbon-dating was, of course, 
not then available.) The fascinating results of these assiduous efforts were 
set out in a substantial volume, lavishly illustrated under the title The 
Portraiture of Oliver Cromwell issued in 1935 by 'the Blometrika Office, 
University College, London'. Its conclusions have been generally accep
table. The head's authenticity is 'a moral certainty', denying the early 
impatient judgment of Thomas Carlyle that it was 'fraudulent moon
shine'. Apparently he never even looked at it. The head has survived so 
many questions, tests and probings that it is hard to imagine any forger 
could be skilled enough to produce so convincing a fake or to contemplate 
the purpose of such an elaborate hoax. 

The aficionado of Cromwell would like to think that the Wilkinson 
Head is really his and that it has come after all vicissitudes into a quiet 
decent resting-place, safe at last. As for Oliver's bones, somewhere no 
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doubt, there is 'a pinch of unseen, ungl!arded dust' like that of Shelley's 
skylark. Requiescat in pace. 

ON THE STATUE OF OLIVER CROMWELL AT WESTMINSTER 

Raymond Tong 

With his left hand holding the Bible 
and with his right hand resting on 
his unsheathed sword, this most English 
of all Englishmen stands for ever steadfast 
and unvanquished. As he sternly gazes 
across the Square, his commanding presence 
recalls the puritan lover of wine and music, 
the practical mystic, the inspired leader, · 
devotedly served by Milton and Marvell. 
It recalls the stubborn patriot firmly 
rooted in his fertile fenland acres, 
reluctantly accepting his destiny, 
becoming the dominant figure of his age. 
It recalls a triumph ofEnglishness: a man 
intuitively just and reasonable, 
yet relentless in defending liberty 
of conscious, parliamentary institutions 
and his nation's interests. 
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SELECT LIST OF BOOKS AND ARTICLES PUBLISHED MAINLY IN 
1985 AND 1986 AND LIKELY TO BE OF INTEREST TO READERS OF 
CROMWELL/ANA 

S. ~· Roberts 
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Aylmer, G. E., Rebellion or Revolution? (Oxford U.P. 1986) 

Beattie, J.M., Crime and the Courts in England 1660-1800 (Oxford U .P. 1985) 

Bliss, R. M., Restoration England: Politics and Government 1660-88 (Methuen, 
1985) 

Charles L. and L. Duffin (eds), Women and Work in Pre-Industrial England 
(Croom Helm 1985) 

Cooper, J. P., Land, Men and Beliefs: Studies in Early Modern History 
(Hambledon Press 1983) 

Corrigan, P. and D. Sayer, The Great Arch: English State Formation as Cultural 
Revolution {Blackwell, 1985) . 

Duffy, M. (ed.), The English Political Caricature, 7 vols. (Chadwyck-Healey, 
1986) 

Eustace, T. (ed.), Statesmen and Politicians of the Stuart Age.(Macmillan, 1986) 

Finlayson, R. L., Historians, Puritanism and the English Revolution (U. of 
Toronto Press, paperback ed., 1986) 

Fletcher, ·A., and J. Stevenson (eds), Order and Disorder in Early Modern 
England (Cambridge U.P., 1985) 

Galloway, B., The Union of England and Scotland 1603-1608 (John Donald, 
1986) 

Graves, M. A. R., and R.H. Silcock, Revolution, Reaction and the Triumph of 
Conservatism: England History 1558-J.700 (Longman, 1984) 

Green, T. A., Verdict According to Conscience: Perspectives on the English 
Criminal Trial Jury 1200-1800 (Chicago U.P.,1985) 

Hill, B. (ed.), The First English Feminist . .. Mary Astell (Gower/Temple Smith, 
1986) 

Hill, C., The Collected Essays, 3 vols. (Harvester Press, 1985-86) 
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Hirst, D., Authority and Conflict: England 1603-1658 (Edward Arnold, 1985) 

Hutton, R., The Restoration (Oxford U .P., 1985) 

Jones, C., and D. L. Jones, Peers, Politics and Power: The House of lords. 
1603-1911 (Hambledon Press, 1985) 

Kenyon, J.P. (ed.), The Stuart Constitution, 2nd edn. (Cambridge U.P., 1986) 

Latham, R. (ed.), The Shorter Pepys (Bell and Hyman, 1985) 

Mason, T. A., Serving God and Mammon: William Juxon 1582-1663 (Associated 
American U.P., 1986) 

Matthews, N. L., William Sheppard: Cromwell's law Reformer (Cambridge 
U.P., 1985) 

Miller, J., Restoration England: The Reign of Charles 11 (Longman, 1985) 

Morgan, J., Godly learning: Puritan Attitudes towards .Reason, learning and 
Education, 1560-1640 (Cambridge U.P., 1985) 

Myers, E. (ed.), Restoration and Revolution (Croom Helm, 1985) 

Newitt, M., C. Jones and S. K. Roberts (eds), People and Politics in Revolution 
England [Essays Presented to Ivan Roots) (Blackwell, 1986) 

Norbrook, D., Poetry and Politics in the English Renaissance (Routledge and 
Kegan Paul, 1984) · 

Paul, R. S., The Assembly of the lord: Politics and Religion in the Westminster 
Assembly and the 'Grand Debate' (C. & T. Clark, 1985) 

Prior, M., Women in English Society 1500-1800 (Methuen, 1985) 

Reay, B., The Quakers and the English Revolution (Temple Smith, 1985) 

Reed I., The Age of Exuberance 1500-1700 (Routledge, 1986) 

Richardson, R. C. and G. Ridden (eds), Freedom and the English Revolution 
(Manchester U.P., 1986) 

Roberts, C., Schemes and Undertakers: A Study of English Politics in-'the 17th 
Century (Ohio State U.P., 1986) 

Roots, I. (ed.), The Monmouth Rising (Devon Books, 1986) 

Rowse, A. L., Reflections on the Puritan Revolution (Methuen, 1986) 
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Seaver, P., Wallington's World: A Puritan Artisan in Seventeenth-Century London 
(Methuen, 1985) 

Slack, P., The impact of Plague in Tudor and Stuart England (Routledge, 1985) 

Sommerville, J. P., Politics and Ideology in England 1603-1640 (Longman, 1986) 

Spufford, M., Small Books and Pleasant Histories: Popular Fiction and its Reader
ship in Seventeenth-Century England (Cambridge U .P., 1985) 

Stocker, M., Apocalyptic Marvell and the Second Coming in Seventeenth Century 
Poetry (Harvester Press, 1986) 

. Strong, R., Henry, Prince of Wales and England's lost Renaissance (Thames and 
Hudson, 1986) 

Thomas, K., The Perception of the Past in Early Modern England (Athlone Press, 
1983) 

Tudor-Craig, P. and R. L. Ollard (eds), For Veronic Wedgwood These: Studies in 
Seventeenth Century History (Collins, 1986) 

Underdown, D., Revel, Riot and Rebellion: Popular Politics and Culture in 
England/603-1660 (Oxford U.P., 1986) 

Underdown, D., Pride's Purge: Politics in the Puritan Revolution (paperback ed., 
Allen and Unwin, 1986) 

Wigfield, W. M., The Monmouth Rebels, 1685 (Somerset Record Society LXXIX 
and Alan Sutton, 1985) 

Wilcher, R., Andrew Marvell (Cambridge U.P., 1985) 

Wilson, J., Fairfax: A Life of Thomas, lord Fairfax (Murray, 1985) 

Woolrych, A., From Commonwealth to Protectorate (paperback ed., Oxford 
U.P., 1986) 

Articles 
Blackwood, B. G., 'Plebeian Catholics in the 1640s and 50s', Recusant History 18 

(1) (1986) 

Cogswell, T., 'Prelude to Re: The Anglo-French Struggle over La Rochelle 
1624-27', History 71 (Feb. 1986) 

Durston, C., · "Let Ireland be Quiet": Opposition in England to the Cromwellian 
Conquest of Ireland', History Workshop Journal 21 (1986) 
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Gladwish, P., 'The Herefordshire Clubmen: A Re-assessment', Midland History 
10 (1985) 

Harris Sacks, D., 'Bristol's "Little Businesses", 1625-41 ', Past and Present 110 
(Feb. 1986) 

Howells, "J., 'Haverfordwest and the Plague, 1652', Welsh History Review 12 (3) 
(1985) 

Hutton, R., 'The Making of the Secret Treaty of Dover, 1668-70', Historical 
Journal 29 (2) (1986) 

Jenkins, P., 'Old and New Catholics in Stuart Wales: The Carne Family of 
Glamorgan', Recusant History 17 (4) (1986) 

Loomie, A. J., 'The Spanish Faction at the Court of Charles I, 1630-8', Bulletin of 
the Institute of Historical Research 59 (139) (1986) 

Lyndon, B., ·Essex and the King's Cause in 1648', Historica/Journal29 (1) (1986) . . ' 

Quintrell, B. W., 'The Practice and Problems of Recusant Disarming, 1585-1641', 
Recusant History 17 (3) (1985) 

Reeve, L. J., The Legal Status of the Petition of Right\ Historical Journal 29 (2) 
(1986) 

Sharpe, K., 'Crown, Parliament and Locality: Government and Communication 
in Early Stuart England', English Historical Review 101 (1986) 

Sharpe, K., 'Politics and Literature in Renaissance England', History 71 (June 
1986) 

Stater, V. L., 'The Lord Lieutenancy on the Eve of the Civil Wars: The Im
pressment of George Plowright', Historical Journal 29 (2) (1986) 

Stone, L., 'The Bourgeois Revolution of 17th Century England', Past and Present 
109 (1985) 

Temple, R. K. G., The Original Officer List of the New Model Anny', Bulletin of 
the Institute of Historical Research 59 (139) (1986) 

Worden, B., 'Providence and Politics in Cromwellian England', Past and Present 
109 (1985) 

Worden, B., 'Oliver Cromwell and the Sin of Achan', in D. Beales and G. Best 
(eds), History, Society and the Churches (Cambridge U.P., 1985) 
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BOOK REVIEWS . 

The output in 1985-86 of works of interest to members of the Association 
was considerable as our bibliography shews. Most accessible perhaps is a 
volume in the Oxford U.P. 'Opus' series, written for ~the general reader 
as well as for students'.:·Dr G. E. Aylmer's Rebellion or Revolution? 
England 1640-60 (£5.95, paperback), a thoughtful commentary and a 
critical survey of recent historiography. Professor Aylmer is, as always, 
balanced andjudicious, if a little dry. On the Protectorate generally he 
remarks 'for the mass of the population [it] was certainly no worse than 
most other .governments, arguably better than many'. He is properly 
sceptical about the inevitability of the Restoration, noting of Cromwell 
that 'so much of what happened in England, not to say in the British Isles 
and beyond' from 1647 to 1658 'is bound up with [him] that it is impossible 
to imagine what these years might have been without him'. Just so. 
Answering his own main question he concludes that 'there had indeed 
been a "great rebellion". There had also, if only temporarily and par
tially, been a middle-class as well as a Puritan Revolution'. Not a decisive 
answer but one that encourages further enquiry. 

Christopher Hill has no doubts about a revolution. It pervades the 
second and third volumes of his Collected Essays (The Harvester Press, 
£30.00 each) . .Vol. II brings together fifteen items under the label 
'Religion and Politics', some substantial like 'The Religion of Gerrard 
Winstanley', who fascinates Dr Hill as much today as he did nearly fifty 
years ago; others succinct like 'The State Ecclesiastical', twelve pages 
contemplating the implications of the notion generally accepted then that 
'the idea of the English nation' ~as inextricably bound up with the fate of 
protestantism at home and abroad, to culminate in a sense of manifest 
imperial destiny. Particularly Hillean is an essay taking its title from 
Andrew Marvell's To His Coy Mistress, 'Till the Conversion of the Jews'. 
It peaks on the readmission of the Jews in 1656, the year Lady Eleanor 
Davies assigned to the end of the world and the mirror anniversary of 

J656 B.C., taken by biblical chronologers for the Great Flood. Cromwell 
gets many mentions. 

So he does in Vol. III, 'People and Ideas', fourteen pieces, the longest 
'Oliver Cromwell' Hill's 1958 tercentenary.assessment for the Historical 
Association, the .Ur-version of God's Englishman (still available as a 
Pelican). The many contradictions, some real, some seeming, in Oliver's 
career and character, were, Hill suggests, ,paradoxes of the context in 
which the great man emerged from obscurity, shone and died. Irony, 
ambiguity, ambivalence and controversy are themes of other articles, 
too. 'Parliament and People' is an unrepentant repudiation of the 
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revisionists' comfortable conviction that they have already won the his
toriological campaign fought over the early Stuarts. Dr Hill still feels it 
worthwhile considering the middle decades as 'a bourg~ois revolution', 
and finds support, not only in the evidence as he sees it, but in the work of 
some younger historians whose specialist studies, as searching as any
thing by the revisionists, have discerned justification for this senior 
scholar who has always kept abreast of the continuing massive histqrical 
flow on this period. These volumes, unfortunately expensive, bring out 
page after page the prime characteristics of the Dean of Interregnum 
studies--' humanity, courtesy, curiosity, insight, clarity of expression, 
enormous erudition lightly carried with unfailing enthusiasm. A fourth 
volume will surely be called for before long; 

There are two admirable studies, one general' the other highly 
specialised, of·Marvell. Robert Wilcher's Andrew Marvell (Cambridge 
U.P. 1985, £6.95 paperback), modestly presented as an 'introduction'for 
Eng. Lit. students, is, in fact, a remarkably comprehensive survey of 
equal value to historians and, indeed, to anyone who responds to the' 
writings of the appealing puritan poet-politician, whose An Horatian Ode 
on Cromwell's Return from Ireland is arguably the best political poem in 
English, at once a subtle commentary on and prophesy about 'the War's 
and Fortune's son'. Dr Wilcher is clear and perceptive about Marvell's 
career, personality and writings, aware of their ambivalences and dis
connexions, but never being 'too clever by half about them. That 
Margaret Stocker's Apocalyptic Marvell sometimes seems to be, but it is 
also unquestionably a learned and challenging attempt to relate the man 
and his work to the expectation, widely shared in the·mid-seventeenth 
century but not peculiar to it, of 'the second·coming'·. It is not an easy 
book, rather it demands (and should receive) close reading- but so, of 
course, does Marvell's poetry. The poet is seen as 'in constant engage
ment' (which does not mean consistent conflict, far from it) with his 
times. The investigation is as much about them as about him. He is shewn 
portraying Cromwell as 'at once a portent and an agent of the divine will 
in history' - 'If these be the Times, then this must be the Man'. Yes. 
Occasionally, as in the relentlessly chiliastic interpretation of To His Coy 
Mistress -'--·which", whatever else it is is surely about getting a young 
woman into bed - the argumentation seems overloaded but Dr Stocker 
makes a genuine interdisciplinary effort to bring out the peculiar qualities 
of Marvell's words. (Harvester Press, 1986, £32.50.) 

A volume of interdisciplinary (again history and Eng. Lit.) essays, 
edited by Drs R. C. Richardson and G .' M. Ridden of King Alfred's 
College, Winchester, examines aspects of Freedom in the· English 
Revolution (Manchester U.P.; 1986, £19.95). There is plenty of scope in 
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the words and doings of individuals like Cromwell, Milton, Winstanley, 
Marvell and company; and in the aspirations of populist movements in 
London (women not excluded), pamphleteers and so on. Contributors 
indude Christopher Hill, ubiquitous in this field, and William Lamont 
(sharply surveying 1640s theological tracts), among historians. No doubt 
Association members will turn first to Roger Howell (one of them) on 
'Cromwell and English Liberty', which finds the Protector, in spite of 
obvious inconsistencies and limitations, not totally divorced from the 
history of freedom, particularly religious. But interest should not stop 
there. Every essay has its own spur to curiosity and understanding of a 
period in which, at the poles of liberty and authority and in between, 
there was always something happening, even if the world did not" (as 
others as well as Gerrard Winstanley hoped) actually turn upside down. 
, Restoration and Revolution, edited by William Myers (Croom Helm, 

1986, £11.95, paperback) collects with a long Introduction prose writings 
on politics, religious and society between 1660 and 1668 . .Intended chiefly 
for, students of literature, it assumes correctly, that literary texts can 
hardly.be studied adequately out of their historical context. The extracts, 
well chosen to bring out major pre-occupations in a formative (besides 
somewhat destructive) age, are not mere snippets, nor are th.ey all the 
most obvious ones. Certainly Clarendon, Marvell and Locke are there, 
but so; too, are Charles Blount, Slingsby Bethel - one of Cromwell's 
severest critics--' and Agnes Beaumont, who is included in her own right 
as a passionate commentator on· paternal authority and not just as a nod 
in the direction of fashionable women's history. Cromwell does not 
appear in the index, but 'the late troubles' are clearly in the minds of most 
of the authors and the volume is certainly a valuable interdisciplinary aid 
to understanding the whole seventeenth century. 

Three of the seven volumes of The English Satirical Print 1600-1832 
(Charles Chadwyck-Healey. 1986, various prices) contain illustrations 
and commentary relevant to the interests of the Association. The general 
editor of the series, Michael Duffy, in his own volume on The Englishman 
and the Foreigner (£40) surveys not formal foreign policy bi.It English 
attitudes towards other nations, almost literally.'lesser breeds without the 
law', chattering French .baboons, Italian apes, German hogs, beggarly 
Scots, impudent Irish thieves and Welsh cheats. During the seventeenth 
century Spaniards aroused particular antipathy as agents of popish 
despotism. But the protestant Dutch (trading rivals) were bugaboos, too, 
and it is doubtful if alliance with the French in the 1650s mitigated in the 
slightest traditional hatreds. John Miller's Religion in the Popular Prints 
(£40) underlines the endemic anti-popery of the time, but also brings out 
in the prints reproduced (and in its succinct but searching Introduction 
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and captions) views taken of puritans and sectariaqs from Jeft to right. 
Presbyterians, Independents, Ranters, Quakers - all came in for de
nunciations in graphic terms, with letterpress glosses in brutal prose or 
doggerel verse. Anti-Ranter and anti-Quaker caricature took ·the 
opportunity to sneer at their reported appeal to those dangerous· and 
unfathomable creatures, women. Crime and tl:ze Law in English Satirical 
Prints by J. A. Sharp (£38) demonstrates how crime and criminals in high 
and low society were as newsworthy in the seventeenth as in the twentieth 
century. Some crimes (notably witchcraft) aroused particular fears, 
which combined prurience with religiosity and uneasy consciences. 

Dr Sharpe's volume suggests that crime and punishment were of con
siderable concern to contemporaries and provide legitimate subjects of 
study for social historians. The Interregnum saw from many quarters an 
upsurge of criticism of existing legal arrangements and produced a few 
genuine reforms. Cromwell himself encouraged the propo.sals of men like 
the experienced legal writer, William Sheppard, a biography of .wpom 
was reviewed in the last issue of Cromwelliana. At the Restoration legal 
change was sadly tarnished by revolutionary associations. The general 
impression has been that another century would pass before real progress 
began again. But Dr J. M. Beattie's Crime and the. Courts in England 
1660-1800 (Oxford U.P. 1986, £9.95, paperback), surveying systematic
ally and in detail, what happened in the later seventeenth and eighteenth 
centuries, suggests that change was being effected earlier and hints, 
though he does not look far back, that the earlymid-seventeenth century 
was not irrelevant to later developments. in criminal justice, its pro
cedures and notably in the penalties to which convicted offenders were 
subjected. There was greater variety than might be supposed between the 
extremes of hanging them and throwing them_ back into the community 
scarred with branded thumbs. Transportation - used for native Irish 
rebels in the 1650s - is an example. Dr .Beattie's long, learned and 
close-packed book wiU take a good time to digest but it is by no means 
indigestible. 

Dr J. 0. Sommerville in Politics and Ideology in England 1603-1640 
(Longmans, 1986, £6.95, paperback) asks how did contemporaries see 
political issues in the early seventeenth century? Did 'the ideological 
dimension' contribute to 'the turbulent years' (were they?)-before 1640? 
Such questions he argues (not with complete justice) have been unduly 
neglected. In fact constitutional and political historians nave always 
found it hard to avoid discussing ideas, though latterly revisionists have 
slaved to deflect attention more to merely factional and personality 
clashes, if clashes at all. But in a close-packed survey Dr Sommerville says 
much that is fresh about the divine right of kings, government by consent, 
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the ancient constitution and so on, tracing them operating in conflicts and 
compromises, in disputes over the maintenance of property and liberties 
and in contemplating the church's role in state and society. In his efforts, 
he draws not only on the obviously major thinkers but on more humble 
(his word) expounders of views in tracts, sermons, parliamentary 
speeches and forgotten formal treatises. The door .that Dr Somerville 
knocks at was already ajar. He has pushed it open wider, inviting en
quiring minds to come into a room which may yet hold surprises. 

Arnold's 'New History of England' has already proved its worth with 
volumes by G. R. Elton, J. R. Jones and W. A. Speck. Derek Hirst's 
Authority and Conflict: England 1603-1658 (Edward Arnold, 1985, 
£9.95, paperback) joins them as a comprehensive, up-to-date, authori
tative (if somewhat unexciting) text-book. Interpretation of the period is 

·so much in flux, with terms like 'old hat', 'old guard', 'revisionist', even 
'class of '68' (not 1668 but 1968) bandied about, that synthesis is im
possible. Professor Hirst, drawing inter alia on his own researches, makes 
a gallant stab at it. His account of and commentary upon the Protectorate 
brings out admirably the complexities of the situtations in which Oliver 
was called upon or called himself to be 'a good constable to keep the 
peace of the parish'. He notes that the major-generals, often rega1ded as 
representing 'the high point of early modern centralisation', were also 
denounced for 'cantonizing' (i.e. decentralising) the country. A con
cluding chapter asking whether the mid-century upheaval was or was not 
a turning point offers some thought-provoking suggestions which {very 
properly) leave readers to make up their own minds. 

Commenting on the so-called Cromwellian settlement of Ireland, Pro
fessor Hirst draws attention to 'the remarkable land survey' carried out 
for the conquering English 'authorities' by William Petty, who had gone 
over initially as the equivalent of chief medical officer to the army. Petty 
was a factotum - a demographer, a geographer, a pioneer in statistics 
(he called it politicalarithmetic) and an economist admired by Karl Marx, 
no less, as 'creative'. An Italian academic economist, Alessandro 
Roncaglio, has followed that characterisation with a specialist study of 
Petty and 4the origins of political economy'. It is a difficult book, not to be 
lightly dipped into, but read closely with dedication to economic theory. 
But the opening chapter on his 'life .and works' may be commended as a 
clear taut introduction to one of the most formative and universal figures 
of the seventeenth-century. Petty, it is pointed out, could have enjoyed a 
successful career in a range of disciplines, notably mf'.dicine - he revived 
and nursed back to health a girl ioexpertly hanged for infanticide. (Petty: 
The Origins of Political Economy (University College Cardiff Press, 
1985, £9.95).) ' ' 
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Nemiah Wallington, a London master-turner of puritan leanings, has 
become more accessible to us than almost any contemporary of his own 
status, and, indeed, more than many of a higher class, because he left 
behind several thousand pages of personal papers, including spiritual 
musings, reports on public events and memoirs. His life-span (1598-
1658) coincided almost exactly with Cromwell's. He shared, too, some of 
Oliver's attitudes and religious experience. He felt, though a Presby
terian, as Cromwell did, 'that the godly must be one in spirit if different in 
judgement'. For him some at least of the New Model Army were 'of 
God's dear children'. Always anxious to keep up with affairs, he would 
hurry out to pick up the latest newssheet. Dr Paul Seaver in Wallington's 
World: A Puritan Artisan in 17th Century London (Methuen, 1985, 
£28.50) has used the papers skilfully to delineate a convincing portrait of 
both the inner and outer man, and of the metropolis through which he 
moved, eyes and ears open. Wallington scribbled away to the end of his 
days. Though saddened by the failure of the expectations of the 1640s, he 
was never totally disillusioned and kept up his daily spiritual examinations 
alongside the casting of his accounts, God confronting Mammon. 

A more substantial worshipper of God and Mammon was William 
Juxon, who lived through eight decades, two of them under Elizabeth I. 
He survived three years as Archbishop of Canterbury into the Restor
ation. En route, he had been Bishop of London, succeeding William 
Laud, and Lord Treasurer during the Personal Government of Charles I, 
a practical exponent of Laud's view that bishops could 'preach the gospel 
more publicly and to far greater edification' by partaking in state affairs 
than by 'a formal going up into the pulpit'. Juxon was not the first prelate 
who found it hard to worship at two shrines - Cranmer was another -
but he was the last to hold a major secular office. In 1649 he was with 
Charles I on the scaffold, but, already ageing and unwilling to be an active 
royalist, he was left alone in the 1650s. Retired to Little Compton, he 
quietly used the prayer book and hunted with his own pack. A relic of a 
past era, he was out of his element in the 1660s when the liturgical 
practices he had espoused in the 1630s triumphed but were stripped of the 
social and economic policies which had upset, even alienated, 'the natural 
allies of the church and the crown' the propertied classes. Thomas A. 
Mason's Serving God and Mammon: William Juxon 1582-1663 
(Associated University Presses, 1985, £21.50) is a well-researched, tem
perate biography of a secondary but not insignificant character, whose 
career offers insights into the age of transition to which he un
ostentatiously contributed. 

David Underdown has previously concentrated on higher political 
issues. His most recent book-Revel, Riot and Rebellion (Oxford U.P., 
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1985, £17.50) - significantly extends his scope, bringing together 
'popular politics and culture' between 1603 and 1660, under such 
headings as 'cultural conflict', 'regional cultures', 'order and disorder'. 
Much of this fascinating volume tackles directly questions often asked but 
as yet only tentatively answered, such as 'where lay popular allegiance 
during the civil war?' 'What was and what explains popular behaviour?'. 
We are led into deep waters but are not left to drown. Solid but enter
prising, this study stirs both agreement and argument. The conclusion is 
that 'the revolutionary decades of 1640-1660 had their ambiguities and 
apparently contradictory effects' in English society, popular culture and 
popular politics. Particularly striking is the demonstration that a 
generalisation stressing conservatism and quiescence rather than 
radicalism is not entirely acceptable. 'Security' was the golden keynote 
for the propertied classes, but 'the common people ... were a lot less 
submissive and deferential than theory required'. 'Cultural conflict is the 
thread that links early Stuart popular politics with its Interregnum 
counterpart and ultimately with the Restoration' and one may add, 
beyond. Revel, Riot and Rebellion is stuffed as full of good things as the 
Christmas pies that were officially banned but popularly wolfed down 
during the Interregnum. 

Somewhat similar themes are pursued in a sheaf of essays edited by 
Barry Reay, best known for his work on Quakers in their revolutionary 
phase in the 1650s before Foxean discipline and the principle of pacifism 
took over. Popular Culture in the 17th Century (Croom Helm, 1985, 
£19.95) offers eight articles, mostly by young scholars, with an editorial 
Introduction which stresses the value of setting the seventeenth century 
in a long perspective, going back to 'things medieval' and suggesting that 
in approaching the subject 'one should think in terms of [Braudel's] 
tongue duree'. Several articles echo this sensible advice. No doubt we 
should not expect a compilation of this sort to come up with clear 
definitions of either 'popular' of 'culture', but perhaps too much attention 
is paid here to 'the middling sort· of people'. Material for 'the meaner' is 
meagre but in this field gold is where you find it and you find it by going 
out to look for it with persistence. People, even 'little' inarticulate, often 
illiterate people, leave traces. One may expect a collection twenty years 
hence under the same title to get down further into the lower depths. It is 
to be hoped that by then works whose format is determined by a word
processor will be produced more elegantly. 

Dame Veronica Wedgwood has been presented with festschrift by 
friends of diverse historical views and approaches, yet united in ad
miration for her scholarship and affection for her humanity. Their themes 
reflect the breadth and depth of her interests - political and social 
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history, art; religion, 'literature and their inter-relations~ Lady Longford 
in a succinct Introduction celebrates her 'virtues o.fbalance, perspective~ 
tolerance and understanding . · .. all'preserited with the .spice of wit' and 
irony, in a general atmosphere of good humour'~ Danie Veronica has 
long been a member of.'the Associa~ion •and -her brief biography· of 
Cromwell (1st edition 1937; revised 1973) is one of the best introductions 
to the character of the Lord Protector". It is fitting that the contributors to 
an·elegantly-dressed volume (For Veronica' Wedgwood These:·Studies·in 
Seventeenth-Century History, ed. Richard Ollard •and ··Pamela Tudor
Craig, Collins; 1986, £15.00) should include an immediate past President, 
Dr ·Maurice Ashley, the current President and other members, such as 
Professor Austin Woolrych, of the Association. • ' ' · '" · - ,, · · ~. -
· Yet another volume of articles and addresses itself to 1 Order and 
Disorder in Early Modern England, edited by Anthony Fletcher and John 
Stevenson (Cambridge U .P., 1985, £27.50). Themes include ·'Puritanism 
and Soeial Control? (M. Spufford), 'Gender, Family and the Social Order 
1560-1725' (S. D. Ainussen) and 'The ~~Moral Economy''. of the Eriglish 
Crowd' (J: Stevenson)' - al!'very •fashionable:· But.they are handled 
throughout with scholarship and results justify the bhHb's claim that they· 
are 'a series of trenchant and illuminating essays', set in a broad context 
by the editors' systematic Introduction which could wellistand·by itself. 
Throughout the writers find themselves stressing order·rather than dis-' 
order as characteristic of the English people generally,'who;'though 'not 
invariably docile' ~ere 'never intransigent' and at "most times were' 
amenable to 'good governance', even under the·illidt regimes of the' 
1650s. In this they are'not at one with David Underdown in Reve/,'.Rioi 
and Rebellion (vide supra) but in'our preserit-state of·knowledge and 
understanding there is room for wide variations of approach and{em
phasis and th'erefore of interpretation.' ''" · " 1 

• ' ••• • 

The Restoration byRonald·Hutton (OxfordU.P., 1985,£17.50;£7'.95 
paperback), 'a political ·and religious history of England' and Wales 
165~ 1667', is well-researehed, particularly in local archives, and written 
with verve and intelligence by an author who is not diffident about putting 
forward provocative views .. Beginning at the death' of Oliver Cromwell; 
whom he is somewhat dogmatically inclined to blame for the'·collapse of 
'the republic'· in 1660; Dr Hutton traces in detail events and trends to the 
fall of Clarendon (Charles II's·first Chancellor) which has 'traditionally 
been regarded as the first major dividing line in the history of the restored 
monarchy' and seems acceptable as· such even to' this iconoclastic \his
torian. The regime had already achieved some stability' and fears ·Of a· 
return' to the men· and situations of '41 Of· '49 or :59· would ensure that 
monarchy survived every vicissitude.'Even so, as the:euphoria·of.1660 
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wore off critics abounded, .di-awing ori sources, b~th old and new, of 
political, .social, religious and.'.ecoriomic.conflict. Dr Hutton appears to 
think thatrestoration of moriarchy per. se .was inevitable, but concludes 
that in view.of the fa'ct that during each ·decade froni 1660 to 1690 tension 
grew 'to.the point of bloodshed',l~whatever had ended in 1660-62 it was 
not"the£nglish civil war'. '1,'hroiighout The.Restoration underlines the 
need to' take .an overview.c)f the whole Stuart century if we are to · 
underst'and any major par(of it:·"· " .'. ; .. ··"'' • 

Ronald Hutto·n also contributes to The Age of Expansion, .volume 4 in 
Macmillan~s 1ilhistrated ·series' ori' 'The Making·;·of Britain\ edited by 
Lesley M'. Smith; .covering the sixteerith to the later eighteenth centuries, 
arid·associated with-a'LWTVseries. Jen!}y.Wormald tackles the reign of 
James· Vl arid·l, 'the first king o.fBritain\who would if he could have 
achieved a full.union ofE.qgland and Scotland (an episode considered in 
fascinatii1g 1detail1by.the'late Bruce Galloway in The'Union of England 
arz.d Scotland 1603-c1608, Edinburgh: John Donald, 1986£f)O.OO).'Though 
permanent uriion (somewhat.under fire these days) nad.to wait until the 
reign: of Anne;;. there :was tin the 1650s one 'imposed by ·Cromwellian 
ordinance; expressed in aniiiiperial parliament; in which Ireland was also 
'represented',. :Kevim Sharpe tackles· the relations .. of .Crown and 
Parliamerit to the outbreak of Civil war in 1642, characterising Charles I as 
'an arch-conservative' looking back to what he.sawas 'an earlier stability 
in the reign of Henry VIII'.; another who like himself had not been born to 
be·king. The'story of the'civil wars and the l~Os is told with dash and 
col_om by, Ronald. Hutton, but-ithe next. chapter by Mark Goldie. on 
'Restoration and the Rise of Party.'. barely glances at the 1650s: Cromwell 
gets' onlyahree or.1four.brief mentions throughout the 'entire ,volume 
which, oddly for the·aim.ofthe series, is ~inphatically Anglo-centred. 
Though·attractively 'produced and written by a distinguished team The 
Age.of Expansion .is•something of a· disappointment1(£25 cloth; £7.95 
paperback):: · - .-.. ; 1 :. •.,.' • .- • •1, •• "i • 11~~·~ ·-

1• The.definitive·multi-volume·edition of~The Diary ofSainuet Pepys, 
edited betwe.en'.1970 and 1983 byR~.C: Latham and.W. Matthews (Bell 
and Hyman) has been skilfully abridgedinto' a single thick (well over 1000 
pages). but elegant tome,' with· a substantial. Introduction and additional 
pertinent matter by Dr Latham.· Everyone •. has ·f~vourite,. Pepysian 
passages and ·will :regret that soine have ·not bee'n included but the 
selection draws' on practically every aspect of the diarist's experience and 
views oflife, public.and'.private:· Beginning in the' service of Admiral 
Edward Montagu; Pepys in the 1660s would often look back, sometimes 
with nostalgia. Clearly he~ like othei::s after.the Restoration - has some 
admiration for the Lord Protector and his policies; as, for instance, on 8 
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February 1666/7, when at an 'an exceeding good dinner' 'we talked much of 
Cromwell, all saying he.was a brave fellow and did owe his Crowne he got 
to himself as much as any man ever got one~. At £20 The Shorter Pepys 
(Bell and Hyman; 1985) is by any standards a bargain. . . · ·• 

. The Restoration diplomat-writer, Sir William Temple, born in. 1628, 
passed his formative years, first in the· placid years of the .Personal 
Government and·then in the headlong 1640s. In 1644 in.Puritan Cam
bridge he came under the broader influence of the Cambridge Platonists. 
Professor K. H. D. Haley's admirable monograph, An. English Diplomat 
in the Low Countries 1665-72 (O.U.P. £30.00) suggeststhatthisexplains. 
at least partially why he found 'the relative toleration of the United 
Provinces' so 'congenial'. Though he briefly visited France in the 1650s he 
did not fall in love with the land or the people. At home he did nothing to 
draw attention to himself, claiming like many another later, that 'native. 
love of my country and its ancient legal constitution would not suffer nie to 
enter into any public affairs till the way was opened for the King's happy 
Restoration'. He lived well, though, aided by his father who was serving 
in Ireland '.the cause of Protestant and Cromwellian ascendancy there'. 
After 1660 Ormond's patronage brought William into a profitable career, 
not (as Professor Haley demonstrates with characteristic scholarship)· as 
'a deviser of policy', but 'an agent', though a skilled, even vital one, with 
'a remarkable capacity for winning the personal confidence ofthose·with 
whom he talked', men who were :often not on speaking terms with one 
another. It was a quality he may have learned before 1660. Though 
Professor Haley does not stress the matter, the milieu in which Temple 
operated was not entirely one born again. 

Reprints include a second edition of J.P. Kenyon's The Stuart Con
stitution 1603-88 (Cambridge U.P., £12.95 paperbackkits enterprising 
selecti.on of documents and incisive commentary have been lightly re~ 
vised. Anyone's choice of material on the law and working of the Con
stitution is bound to be idiosyncratic but Professor Kenyon' js never 
eccentric. One may regret the omission of everything from between· 
Cromwell's second installation and the Declaration of Breda but there 
are compensations in.the 1654 Ordinances for Triers and Ejectors and the 
instructions to the Major-Generals. The Putney Debates.', in the first 
edition, have disappeared, a pity, for.they are certainly a nl'ajor source for 
the views of Levellers (civil and military) and of their critics, notably 
Cromwell arid Ireton. These however are reprinted, with a new preface 
and a bibliography by the President of the Association, in an Everyman 
History paperback of A. S. P: Woodhouse's Puritanism and Liberty 
(Dent, 1986, £5.95). Pauline Gregg's intelligent flife and works' of John 
Lilburne, the Leveller, Freeborn John, has been added to the same series 
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(£5.95). Since it appeared in 1971 David Underdown's Pride's Purge 
(Oxford U .P.) has been very influential on the politics of the 1640s and 
the Commonwealth. A paperback edition has appeared from a different 
publisher (Allen and Unwin, £9.95). Also very welcome is a paperback of 
Austin Woolrych's masterly Commonwealth to Protectorate (Oxford 
U .P., £12.50), which carries a detailed narrative and analysis through the 
dying days of the Rump to the first Protectorate parliament centering on 
the Nominated Assembly, which Cromwell later saw as a story of his 'own 
weakness and folly', but which deserves attention in this detail and with 
the sympathy Professor Woolrych is inclined to give it. 
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