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THE CROMWELL ASSOCIATION was founded in 1935 by the late 
Rt Hon. Isaac Foot and others to help to preserve the memory of Oliver. 
Cromwell the great puritan statesman, and to encourage study of the 
history of the Commonwealth and protectorate and their leaders. It is not 
a political organisation and its aims are principally historical and anti
quarian. The Association has at present over 300 members. It is anxious 
to extend its membership in order to widen its influence and increase 
its work. 

Since the Association has come into existence it has: 

l. put ,up commemorative tablets at Dunbar, Edgehill, Naseby, 
Preston. Worcester, the Huntingdon Grammar School, and else
where, to mark the sites of Cromwell's victories or famous episodes 
in his career~ 

2. helped to constitute a Cromwellian Museum at present housed 
in the Old Grammar School, Huntingdon. It arranges for lectures 
to he given, leaflets issued, etc., on Cromwellian subjects; 

3. established an Annual Service held on 3 September each year, 
by Cromwell's Statue outside the Houses of Parliament, when 
the address is given by a distinguished _Cromwellian. 

The Association has also formed a small reference library from which 
books can be borrowed on written application, enclosing postage, from 
the Hon. Sl'cretary, to whom communications and enquiries can be made. 
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THE HUMANITY OF OLIVER CROMWELL 
The Address given on Cromwell's Green, Westminster, on 2 Sep
tember 1978 by Professor Ivan Roots, M.A. 

Three hundred years ago tomorrow; 3 Septemb~r, on the anniversary 
of famous victories at Dunbar (1651) and Worcester. (1652), there died 
Oli".er Cromwell, Lord Protector and Lord General of England, Scot
land, Ireland, Wales and the territories thereunto belonging. There 
was almost - if not in fact - a king's fun~ral, one of the 'most 
cha.rgeable and splendid' ever. Yet within a couple of years his corpse 
was dragged out, hung up, humiliated and flung contemptuously at 

, last into an unmarked hole in the ground. Monarchy was back in the 
worldly shape of Charles II, that Prince of Wales whom Oliver had 
spent a whole decade keeping from the throne: Among Charles's 
courtiers Cromwell would have recognised some faces - of friends, 
enemies and associates. Others whom ,he knew welJ were in prison 
or had slipped away into exile, among them his son and ·successor 
as Protector, Richard, sensible man. Some would die on the scaffold, 
regicides who ~ad provided Charles I with the opportunity, adroitly 
taken, to depart .with dignity and courage. These men would them
selves shew that these qualities were not the exclusive divine right of 
kings. . 

Speculation about Oliver's objectives had begun long before his 
last gasp and has continued ever since. Few years pass without a 
new biography or study of something marked or shot through by his 
activity or influence. He has been praised, reviled', dismissed.· He 
is a radical or a conservative or both; a dictator, reluctant or eager; a 
puppet or a puppet-master. He has been a symbol of the Revolution 
of the 1640s - if there was one - and the 'epitome of the reaction - if 
that is what it was - of the 1650s, Stalin, as the Master of Balliol has 
put it, to his own Lenin. He has been the essential puritan, God's 

. Englishman, a throwback to the age, of Elizabeth i or precursor 
of Victori.an imperialism. Hypocrite, genuinely tolerant, philistine, 
a patron, factotum, faineant. There is perhaps some truth in all of 
these, though certainly more in some than in others. We of the 
Cromwell Association, .men and women of different generations and 
backgrounds, political persuasions, religions and social attitudes, 
recognise the diversity of our man. Each of us has his or her own living 
Oliver. What we have in common is I thi.nk an inclination to give 
Cromwell credit. That is why we are standing here. today in the 
shadow of his statue. 

My distinguished predecessor at President offered last year his 
assessment of a man who believed passionately that he 'was God's 
chosen instrument to lead God's chosen people,· the stiff-necked 
English. Dr .Ashley concluded that few men can·have had-more cause 
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to look ?~ck on their lives with pride. I agree. Yet it is difficult to point 
to spec1f1c permanent achievements. So much of wliat Oliver thought 
he had done or caused to be done was by God's providence washed 
away. The union of the three kingdoms - or ccmrnonwealths -
expressed in a :;ingle person and a parliament brcke up in 1660, 
though it was remade in stages during the next century and a half. 
Sadly today it seems in process of dissolution once again. Cromwell 
made England a great power on the Continent, though his alliance 
with Louis XIV certainly helped to make France a greater, prompting 
Slingsby Bethel to bewail 'the world's mistake in Oliver Cromwell' at 
the same time as Pepys was recording how Restor~tion Englishmen 
were commending the Protector for making all the neighbour princes 
fear him. England was certainly a major power in the eighteenth 
and nineteenth centuries and Oliver contributed to that. But where are 
we today? 

The toleration that Cromwell advocated has given way to slick 
permissiveness. Reforms we have had beyond anything he dreamed of 
and yet we demand and feel we need more - in government law 
economics and society generally. 'Overturn, overturn, overnn'.n• ____: 
this is what the conservative Cromwell feared even while the radical 
Oliver was assisting in it. 

The world, then, has passed him by? Is he a dead part of a dead 
past? No. He is alive in the hearts and minds of all of us here. How? 
Why? I venture to say that there is one clear quality in him that we all 
admire - and that is his sense of individuality. For us Oliver is not a 
type - the puritan, the military politician, the revolutionary or 
whatever - but 'Oliver Cromwell', singular, unique, himself alone -
an individual always aware of the individuality and potentiality of 
others. 'Paint me, warts and all', he is supposed to have instructed 
the painter. See me, he was saying, see me, not as Lord Protector, 
Lord General, but simply Oliver Cromwell, a country gentleman who 
until the age of forty, when time and circumstance took him over, was 
a private man, without unusual ambition or pangs of destiny. In the 
'and all' that went with the warts lay the peculiar qualities that made 
him Milton's 'our chief of men' - note 'of men', not of that abstrac
tion, 'Mankind or Man'. This was a human being who had his own 
doubts as well as his certainties - hence his tolerance, derived from 
principle, expediency, and the rare capacity to think it possible he 
might be mistaken. Every man he said, has a mind and in the things 
of the mind there should be no compulsion but that of light and 
reason. This Cromwdl had his faults, of course he did, as well as his 
virtues. Impetuosity blended with patience, shewn in his solutions 
to so many crises in his career - such as the dissolution, at once 
abrupt and belated, of the Rump in 1653. His enormous energy 
mingled with inertia in many a similar situation. His human contradic-
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tions made him win the friendship or the enmity - sometimes the 
two - of men as diverse as Lilburne, Vane, Broghill, Lambert, Ireton, 
Fox. Owen, Monck - rank and file or grandee, layman or divine, 
civilian or soldier. Always with him there is the ability to surprise his 
contemporaries and us and, one suspects, himself, too - perhaps 
most of all. 

How can we sum him up? Recently I saw a crossword clue to 
which the obvious solution in eight letters was 'Cromwell': 'breaker of 
parliaments, killer of kings'. This is a popular picture. You need only 
add 'smasher of images, knocker-about of ruins' and it is complete. 

· But it is wrong, too. Cromwell believed in parliaments - otherwise 
why did the Long Parliament last so long and why were there the 
Barebones and the Protectorate sessions? As for king-killing, he was 
involved in one only and then as a late-comer and reluctant until 
Providence and Charles I himself convinced him that in this case it 
was a necessity, if a cruel one. As for broken roods and ruins, they are 
mostly lies taken into folklore. We need more than these things to 
encapsulate the swift, slow-moving, confident, self-doubting, 
pessimistic, hopeful, transparently clear, woefully opaque, cautious, 
rash. depressed, elated Oliver Cromwell. It is this refusal to be all 
black. all white and yet never a mediocre grey that makes him so 
appealing to us, as no doubt it made him so often exasperating 
to the men of the '40s and '50s. 

Today on the eve of 3 September, Oliver's day, let us remember· 
him not so much for his achievements, or lack of them, or for his 
greatness whether it was congenital, acquired or thrust upon him, but 
for his simple and complex humanity, which drove him, in Marvell's 
prophetic phrase, 'indefatigably on'. The last two decades of his nigh 
on sixty years were spent in toil and care and 'detractions rude' - in 
the saddle, in the Commons, the Council-chamber and upon an almost 
royal throne. Let us hope that, like George Herbert 'after so foul 
a journey', he found that 'death is fair ... and but a chair ... ' 

PUTNEY DEBATES 
1'111 introductory note by Roy Sherwood 

At the Putney Debates, held in the church of St Mary the Virgin, 
Putney. at the end of October and beginning of November 164 7, the 
Levellers. who constituted a large element within the army that had 
defeated Charles I, put their ideas for a post-civil war political settle
ment to the Army Council of Generals and senior officers. The Council 
included Oliver Cromwell, under whose chairmanship the debates 
were held, Cromwell's son-in-law, Henry Ireton, and also a number of 
co-opted Leveller representatives such as Colonel Thomas Rain
horough. 
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The Levellers' ideas were enshrined in a document cntitlt:d '/'lw 
Agreement of the People which called for a single-chamber lcgislatun: 
that would be omnipotent except in certain reserved matters such 
as religion and conscription. There would be a substantial extension 
of the franchise to include all soldiers and all others, irrespective of 
wealth and property, except servants and beggars. The nature and 
extent of these exceptions have excited historical controversy. 

It goes almost without saying that the negotiations which the 
army commanders Fairfax, Cromwell and Ireton had entered into in 
the summer and autumn of 1647 with the King (w4o had no place in 
the Leveller scheme of things), and also with the politically conser
vative Presbyterians, concerning a future constitution, both alarmed 
and incensed the Leveller faction within the army. Such a constitution 
would deny the propertyless a say in the future government of the 
country and prevent the establishment of the Leveller New Jerusalem 
which some Levellers believed was the divine motivation behind the 
civil war. 

Cromwell, too, saw the civil war as a working out of God's will but 
he was unable to square this with the notions of the Levellers whose 
proposals he regarded as being far too radical: 'Truly', said Cromwell 
of The Agreement of the People, 'this paper does contain in it very 
great alterations of the very government of the kingdom ... that it 
hath been under ... since it was a nation ... What the consequences of 
such an alteration as this would be ... wise men and godly men ought 
to consider'. 

OLIVER CROMWELL AT PUTNEY, 29 OCTOBER 1647 
A linguistic appraisal of his performance during the second day's 
debate of the Army Council 
James Law 
(The Prizewinning essay in the Association Essay Competition 1979) 

My aim is to use a linguistic methodology to explore an historical 
issue, and by so doing to provide new insights into the character of 
Oliver Cromwell. The two constituents, the linguistic and the his
torical, must to a certain extent remain mutually exclusive simply 
because they entail two very differnt approaches. However it is hoped 
that the linguistic analysis will serve both to. illuminate aspects of 
Cromwell's character otherwise apparent only from his actions 
and from the general content of his speeches, and also to render more 
accessible other less overt are_as. For example, from a close' look at 
specified aspects of his language it is possible to discover something 
of Cromwell's motivation, his attitude to those whom he addressed 
at Putney, his means of manipulating his audience and finally any 
inconsistencies in his beliefs. All of which would not be apparent 
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from a more conventional reading. 
I have chosen the debates of the General Council of the Army 

at Putney on the 29 October 1647* because they provide a predicament 
in which Cromwell is compelled to fight verbally both for his own 
future and for what he sees as the future of the army. The extent 
to which he had to fight for what he wanted is indicated by the fact 
that it was his opponents, the Levellers and the Agitators, who won 
the final vote at Putney on the 4 November. It is true that he was the 
most popular and the most successful military leader of his day 
but it is equally true that, at this time, the agitators played a very con
siderable part in the organisation of the army. An illustration of just . 
how extraordinary the whole proceedings were is the agitator Sexby's 
outright attack on the conduct of both Ireton and Cromwell. 

Your credits and reputations have been much blasted, upon these two con
siderations. The one is for seeking to settle this kingdom in such a way wherein 
we thought to have satisfied all men, and we have dissatisfied them - I mean in 
relation to the King. The other is in reference to a Parliamentary authority ... 

Yet, despite this apparent lapse in the authority of the grandees it is 
still possible to say, in historical retrospect, that Cromwell remained 
victorious after Putney. 

Within a few weeks of the end of the debates the King had 
escaped from Hampton Court to Carisbrook Castle on the Isle of 
Wight, the army had been mobilised and a Leveller-based mutiny 
had been crushed at Corkbush Field. Fate seems to have played 
so favourably into the Lieutenant General's hands that many his
torians have argued that Cromwell actually engineered the escape 
of the King. It is easy to forget that in participating in the debate in the 
first place Cromwell was, to a certain extent, bound by its conclusions. 
When the final vote went in favour of the Levellers he was presented 
with the unpleasant choice of either implementing the Council's 
proposals or resigning. The King's escape meant that the need for 
such a choice was removed and that he was able to follow a more 
favourable course. Yet he can hardly have trusted in this at Putney 
and therefore throughout the proceedings the outcome must have 
been important to him. As a result he is constantly anxious to direct 
discussion. away from political ideologies for the expression of which 
he has little patience and on to some sort of common ground upon 
which an agreement can be reached. But it is equally important that 
he finds that agreement to his own liking. In other words he has 
little interest in compromise but because of the strength of the 
Leveller following within the army it is necessary for him to meet 

I have used the Firth transcription of the Putney debates in Clarke Papers Vol. 1. 
Brackets within passages quoted signify Firth's own interpretation of what has 
Ot'<'n omirred by the secretary who originally transcribed the debate. 
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them on their own ground and maintain control through thch' own 
medium - the debating chamber. 

Cromwell was President of the Council in Fairfax's absence but it 
rapidly becomes apparent that his opponents pay little attention to 
his official status. He is, therefore, forced to rely upon his speeches 
to maintain his authority. To put his performance in the debate into 
perspective I have compared his style to that of the two principal 
disputants __.:. Henry Ireton and Thomas Rainborough. The most 
obvious difference between them is the proportionally very small 
amount that Cromwell contributes to the proc~edings compared 
with Ireton, who participates frequently and at great length.• Yet it is 
only necessary to look at the printed page to discover this. It is pos
sible to be more precise by looking closely at the linguistic detail. To 
do this I have picked out a range of linguistic features which reflect 
a speaker's attitude to those around him and his commitment to what 
he is actually saying. Compare the fo.llowing passages: 

(i) -

(ii) 

I would be bound to say that many a man whose zeale and affection to God 
and his Kingdome may have carried him forth in this cause, could have so 
spent his estate that in the way the State, the Army may be going he should 
not be able to hold up his head. 

I will bee bound to say, that many a man whose zeale and ·affection to God 
and his Kingdome hath carried him forth in this cause '13th soe spent his 
estate that in the way the State, the Army are going bee shall nott hold uppe 
his head. (page 305) 

It is apparent that the speaker in the first passage is stating his case 
much less strongly that the speaker in the second because he either 
is, or he is anxious to show that he is, much less convinced of what 
he is saying. In other words by using so called 'modal' verbs 
(i.e. could, would, may, should) in (i) the speaker is indicating a 
weaker commitment to the truth of his statement. The probability 
of a man being carried forth by his 'zeale and affection to God' is 
greatly reduced in the first simply through the use of 'may'. Similarly 
'could have so spent' implies no more than a rather unlikely pos
sibility. Someone who frequently makes use of modal verbs indicates 
his doubt as to the reliability of his predictions. Of course this may also 
be a means of manipulation through which a speaker indicates a 
certain degree of commitment to create an effect on his audience. But 
it is more commonly taken by linguists to be an unconscious betrayal 
of the hidden feelings of the speaker. 

Another mark of a speaker's commitment to the reliability 
of his information is often apparent in his use of tense. For ease of 
interpretation I have confined my observations here to the distinction 

It is important that on both the preceding and the following day Cromwell makes 
a much greater contribution. 
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between past, present and future. Obviously when describing events 
or stating opinions concerned with past, present or future action it 
is more common for the corresponding tenses to be used. But this 
becomes particularly interesting in the cases of past or future action 
described in the present and vice versa. Notice in (ii) above that the 
first sentence contains a future auxiliary 'will'. It is significant that the 
speaker choses a future tense when referring to the present. What he 
is trying to do is to link his obligation - i.e. his being bound in the 
future - with the subsequent condition of 'a man• - i.e. his not being 
able to hold up his head. In other words because such a fate has not 
yet befallen 'a man' the speaker is not in any position to complain. 
about the direction in which the army is going. More subtly, he hints 
at it thereby avoiding the sort of absolute commitment which would 
have accompanied 'I am bound to say'. The distinction between the 
present and past tenses is equally significant in the next passage. 
Note the way in which the speaker changes from the past to the 
present to enhance the immediacy of what he says: 

Butt I would faine know what the souldier hath fought for all this while? Hee 
hath fought to inslave himself, to give power to men of riches, men of estates, to 
make him a·perpetuall slave. We doe finde in all presses that goe forth none 
must bee pres't that are freehold men. (page 325) · 

He has intentionally juxtaposed the past action of the army with 
the present policy of the grandees concerning conscription. He could 
just as easily have said 'We have found in all presses that goe forth ... •, 
but had he done so this contrast would have been lost. 

I shall first look at the way in which the three disputants make 
use of pronouns. The pronoun system is the primary means in English 
of denoting role. By using one form against another a speaker 
indicated whom he regards as agent, beneficiary, patient etc. of the 
action in question. As with the use of tenses certain forms correspond 
directly to certain roles. For example to use a first person pronoun 
'I' is to denote the responsibility of the speaker. Similarly to use the 
second person pronoun 'you' (interchangeably singular or plural} is to 
denote the hearer. But again, as with the use of tenses, it is the 
unusual or inconsistent uses which are particularly significant in 
revealing nuances of meaning. So too is the use of one form to the 
exclusion of another. In the following extract from the debate Crom
well is, to say the least, inconsistant: 

If wee should goe about to alter these thinges, I doe nott thinke that wee are 
bound to fight for every particular proposition. Servants while servants are nott 
included. Then you agree that bee that receives almes is to bee excluded. 

(page341) 

Although he begins with the all inclusive first person plural pronoun 
ii is soon apparent that it is not as inclusive as it seems. 'I' in the 
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second sentence singles Cromwell out as independent e>f the remain
der of the Coµncil. This differentiation is compared in the final 
sentence by the second person plural 'you'. He remains anxious to 
work within the framework captured by 'we' but is compelled to 
acknowledge that there is a clear-cut division within that framework. 
That the 'we' of which he speaks is confined to the Council and not 
to any outside body is further defined by the third person singular 
pronoun 'he' in the final sentence. This refers to anyone absent, 
i.e. in no position to refute what is being said. Here it is a reference 
to 'the common man' over whom the Council has pretensions of 
control. Incidental though it may be, it is interesting.that both parties 
usually refer to the common man in the singular. This singular usage 
further compounds the illusion of control exercised by the Council. It 
is, after all, much easier to define the needs of the people as if they are 
a single unit. Even Rain borough frequently refers to the people in 
such terms although he seems to be .more conscious of fighting on 
their behalf than of 'dealing with' them. 

It is hoped that from such a close analysis a precise picture of 
Cromwelll's attitudes will emerge. Otherwise such intangible notions 
as character can only be the product of more subjective speculation. 
The debates of the General Council of the Army provide a unique 
opportunity for such a study because, as they are spontaneous, they 
give access ·to Cromwell's genuine feelings. I begin the discussion 
with a general survey of the three disputants' use of the forms out
lined above. Then I shall proceed on to a more detailed .study of one 
particular incident in the proceedings. Towards the end of the discus
sion all three, Cromwell, Ireton and Rainborough, make reference to 
the adoption of the new constitution, The Agreement of the People, 
in place of lreton's Heads of Proposals. Most of the second days's 
debate is devoted to this subject but on this occasion all three state 
their case unusually concisely. 

The first of the three to be considered is Thomas Rainborough. A 
number of features in his speech stand out, the most immediate 
of these being his relatively simple style. Although he speaks 
frequently and sometimes at length his speeches are clear and 
uncomplicated so that there is seldom any difficulty in ascertaining 
exactly what he means. He uses short clauses joined together by 
means of conjunctions (and, but, either, or etc.). It is difficult to give 
examples but the reader only need glance at the complexity of Henry 
Ireton's style to appreciate the point. A second feature is Rain
borough's repeated use of abstractions. He is particularly concerned 
with justifying the Leveller franchise proposals by means of the 
law of nature. Consequently there are frequent references to the 
absent third person as an abstract. One commonly quoted example is 
'the poorest hee that is in England hath a life to live as the greatest 
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hee' (page 301), but there are many others: 

A man when hee hath an estate hath an interest in making !awes, when hee 
hath none, hee hath noe power in itt. (page 305) 

I say still, what shall become of those many (men) that have laid out themselves 
for Parliament of England in this present warre, that have ruined themselves by 
fighting, by hazarding all that they had? They are Englishmen. They have 
nothing to say for themselves. (page 320) 

Although by no means of the same class as those whom he chooses to 
represent, Rainborough occasionally even transfers himself into 

, the predicament of the humbler sort. 

If I have noe interest in the Kingdome I must suffer by all their !awes bee they 
right or wronge. I am a poore man, therefore I must bee pr est. (page 309) 

By means of the first person pronoun together with the present 
tense he makes the cause of the army both more personal and more 
immediate. By so transferring the predicament of others onto himself 
he renders their cause more real and more important. It might be 
expected that Rainborough should use the first person plural pronoun 
'we'. The Levellers were proposing, after all, more egalitarian 
changes to the franchise and in their claims to represent 'two third 
parts of the army' exhibited a greater degree of common purpose 
than is found amongst the Independents. While it is true that he does 
often use the form, on closer examination he tends to use it to refer . 
to the Council as a whole rather than to the Levellers as an autono
mous group. Occasionally when he wishes to juxtapose the Levellers 
directly against the grandees he speaks of them as 'we' as for example 
when he is defending them against accusations of anarchy, but even 
then he uses the first person pronoun indicating his own responsibility 
free from that of the Levellers as a whole. 

For may pane I am against any such thought, and as for yourselves I wish you 
would nott make the world believe that wee are for anarchy. (page 309) 

The strength of the Leveller position would have been considerably 
enhanced had he been able to say 'wee are against such thought ... ' 
and 'wee wish you would not make the world believe .... That he 
cannot and that he makes such frequent use of the first person does 
indicate that the Levellers were less unified than is often imagined. 

Another significant feature of Rainborough's speech is his 
repeated use of the present tense. As I have already mentioned 
he refers many times to the abstract unspecified third person. This 
coincides with his use of the present, often to make the predicament 
of what he describes more pressing, but also to refer to timeless 
truths of which he claims to be reminding the Council. 

And truly, I thinke that halfe a loafe is better then none if a man bee hungry, 
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yett I thinke there is nothing that God hath given a man that any else can take 
from him. - (page 304) 

... I deny that there is a propertie, to a Lord, to a Gendeman, to any man more 
another in the Kingdome of England. Iff itt bee a propertie, itt is a propertie by 
a law; neither doe I thinke, that there is very little propertie in this thinge by the 
law of the land, because I thinke that the law of the land in that thinge is the 
most tyrannicall law under heaven... (page 311) 

When making reference to the law of nature he is positive in his 
convictions and it is these convictions that bring him into conflict 
with the grandees. Consequently when referring to the more routine 
matters of the Council he is much less forthright in his approach and 
his speech is filled with modal verbs. For instance when Cromwell 
proposes that the discussion of The Agreement of the People be 
·referred to committee Rainborough responds: 

... I think itt an advantage that it should bee as publique, and as many 'as may 
bee present att itt ... Therefore I should desire, that since the Gentlemen and 
you are mett together to such an end and purpose, that you will follow to that 
end. (page 288) 

Ireton on the other hand has a very different method of presenta
tion. As a result of his own convoluted style many of lreton's speeches 
are alm~st incomprehensible or at least prohibitively difficult to 
follow. The reason for this is fairly simple. Just as Rainborough 
keeps his clauses short and conjoins them, Ireton favours the use of 
relative clauses embedded one within another. As a result it is often 
difficult to work out how various sections of the sentences are con
nected. I have noted Rainborough's use of the third person pronoun 
to create the impression that he is speaking for a body outside the 
Council. Ireton makes use of the same form but for a different purpose. 
Whiel it is particularly effective making reference to a third party 
which is absent and over which other speakers have no direct control 
- i.e. Rainborough's references to the common man - it is sig
nificant that Ireton speaks about people as if they are absent when 
they are, in fact, present. In so doing he associated himself with his 
audience while at the same time dissociating himself from the person 
of whom he is speaking. If that person is present such remarks may 
be construed as direct antagonism.* 

Onely I shall a little crave your leave to represent the consequences of itt, and 
cleare my self from one thinge that was misrepresented by the Gentleman 1h~1 
satt next mee. I thinke if the Gentleman remember himself hee canm>t h11tt 
remember, that what I said was to this effect . . . (Jlllll r ,\fl~) 

It is arguable that I am criticising Ireton for what i8 nnly thr 1111111•1, 1•11 .. I Htt11lii 
of address - i.e. through the chair. However it d11rM -rrm tli•t 1!1•11111 11111l..1•H 

an intentionally exaggerated use of this form. llr Mrl'li" tu pl•~ 11111111 lhtln· 
borough's oversensitivity. 
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More generally -

... If wee ... will goe about to hazard the peace of the Kingdome ... wee shall sec 
that libertie which wee soe much talke of and (have so much) contended for 
shall bee nothing att all by this our contending for itt, by putting itt into the 
hand of those men that will give itt away when they have itt. (page 341) 

It ~ust have been perfectly clear that 'those men' referred to are 
the Levellers. His whole case is founded on discrediting his opponents 
by carefully manipulating their argument into extremes. He picks 
out the theoretical weak links in the Leveller case and by means of 
hyperbole he attempts to reduce their arguments to the absurd. 

With his tendency to manipulate the case of the Levellers it is 
perhaps not surprising that Ireton's use of both tenses and modal 
verbs is much more varied than that of Rainborough. For the sake 
of simplicity I shall confine my observations to a single example. 
Ireton has just been asked by Rainborough to refrain from accusing 
him and his fellow Levellers of anarchy. To admit openly that he has 
been making such an accusation would have been tantamount to a 
direct accusation. 
Ireton says 

I professe I must declare my selfe as to this point. I would nott desire, I cannot 
allow myself, to lay the least scandal! uppon any body . . . (page 31 O) 

A closer look at what he has actually .said gives some indication 
of what he has prevented himself from saying. The use of 'must' 
in the first line indicates that he has had to exert some sort of pressure 
on himself to make the declaration. But for that pressure the declara
tion would never have been made. To say 'I would not desire' rather 
than 'I do not desire' or some more immeqiate form is tantamount to 
admitting that his 'desire' is not only one for the future but it is also 
open-ended. In other words had he said 'I will not desire' it would, 
at least, have implied that he was confident of his desire albeit in 
the future. Finally 'I cannot allow myself etc.', the notion of permission 
incorporated here indicates an intrinsic tension between desire and 
restraint within Ireton's mind. By denying himself the power to 'lay 
s_candall' he demonstrates his original intention or desire to do just 
that. 

As regards ease of comprehension Cromwell falls somewhere 
between Rainborough and Ireton. Like Rainborough at times he can 
be wonderfully lucid, keeping his sentences short, simple and precise. 

Lett us bee doing, butt lett us bee united in our doing. (pages 288/9) 

They that have stood soe much for libertie of conscience. if they will nott grant 
that libertie to everyman, butt say itt is a deserting I know nott what - if that 
bee denied mee I thinke there is nott that equality that (is) profest to bee 
amongst us. (page 332) 
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But at other times he can be as confused and overcomplicated as his 
son-in-law. From this day's debate, however, it is easy te> see from his 
straightforward method of presentation why he rather than Henry 
Ireton was so popular in the army. Like Thomas Rain borough he 
understands the advantages of straightforward unce>mplicated 
language. 

At the start of the debate he constantly refers te> the Council 
as 'we', as a corporate body of which he himself is the chairman 
and over which he sees fit to exert control. He begins by proposing 
a committee to discuss The Agreement of the People. He does refer 
to himself in the first person but it is usually as a part of the whole 
body. He is then challenged by Rainborough who produces the 
counter proposal that the document be discussed in full Council. 
foitially Cromwell remains unruffled retaining the all inclusive 'we' 
but towards the end of his speech on page 292 he makes his real 
feelings clear: 

If I bee nott free to act to whatsoever you shall agree uppon, I thinke this is my 
duty; that I should nott in the least study either to retard your work or hinder itt, 
or to act against itt, but wish you as much successe as if I were free to act with 
you. (page 292) 

He has not identified his potential opponents as the Levellers but 
he has made it obvious that if the outcome of the debate is not to 
his liking he is perfectly prepared to leave it. This is tantamount 
to a threat since however powerful the Levellers are within the army 
they are well aware that the grandees and in particular Cromwell 
are, at this stage, indispensable. Nevertheless Rainborough continues 
to press him, making him reassert his own independence. 

I speake for myself. I disavowe all, and I am free to act ... (page 293) 

Rainborough's refusal to be so browbeaten results in the discussion 
of the Agreement passing to the whole Council. Cromwell then drops 
out of the mainstream of the debate giving way to Ireton's superior 
debating powers. When he does 're-surface' he acts as Chairman 
rather than a disputant, clearing up differences, as for example 
with Rainborough's objection to being called an anarchist, and 
drawing the debaters' attention to the routine matters of the debate 
itself. Usually he speaks of the debate as a whole, in the first person 
plural. Occasionally he isolates individuals for particular attention, 
as he does Sexby for using language that 'did savour so much of will' 
(page 328). Almost invariably he reasserts his own independence 
and freedom of action. (On page 332 he employs lreton's trick of 
speaking of his opponents in the third person.) As the debate prog
resses he becomes increasingly aware of the differences but seems 
constantly to be trying to find a compromise. 
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I said ~his, a~d I sa~ noe more that make your businesses as well as you can, 
wee might brmge thmges to an understanding .. . (page 332) 

Then you agree that hee that receives almes is to bee excluded. (page 341) 

In the end he seems to be proposing more of an agreement albeit 
to differ. ' 

I may say itt with truth that I verily believe there is as much reality and hearri
nesse a"?ongst us (as amongst you) to come to a right understanding, and to 
accord with that that hath the settlement of the Kingdome in itt. (page 344) 

Cromwell's use of both tense and modal verbs is also indicative 
of ~is att.itude towards the debate. It soon becomes apparent that 
un!tke Ramborough and Ireton he is concerned less with the particular 
matters under discussion than with the overall proceedings and the 
sincerity of the speakers. 

... This is the first thinge that is to be considered, that wee should consider in 
what condition wee stand to our former obligations . . . (page 292) 

He begins in the present tense indicating his confidence in what 
he is saying. Yet the verb 'consider' is not only passivised but it 
also lacks an agent altogether. If he had kept to the original present 
he would have said something like 'that we are to consider' but 'by 
this ~ime in the debate he has already been challenged by Rainborough 
a.nd 1t wou.ld have been unwise for him to have been so openly didac
t~c. Next, m the rela~ive clause the use of 'should' indicates compul
sion from ~o~e outside f~rce. But the only outside force compelling 
Cromwell is his own conscience. Why then is it 'to be considered' and 
why 'shoul~' we consider? The a~swer is because Cromwell says 
so. But agam rather than phrase it as an order 'the first thing that 
we shall consider is ... ' and risk offence he couches it in terms 
whereby the source of responsibility for the order is obscurred. 
Another example of Cromwell trying to veil the intensity of his 
feelings comes when he says: 

I shall butt offer this to you. Truly I hope that wee may speake our hearts freelie 
heere; and I. hope th~t there is nott such an evill amongst us that wee could ~r 
would exercise our wms, or our cunning to vaile over any doublenesse of hea t 
that may possibly be in us. (page 29~) 

For the same reason as that in the previous passage he avoids the use 
-of a command. (Apart from any other reason a command of sincerity 
wo~l~ be ~ash indeed.) This time however the responsibility is 
defm1tely his and yet ?e avoids potential conflict by obscuring what 
amounts to a threat m open ended modal verbs. In other words 
rat~er ~ha.n ~se ~more i~mediate form such as 'I offer this to you; 
which .1s md1cauve of his present intention and therefore open to 
refutation of one form or another he puts it into the future - 'I shall 
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but offer this to you' i.e. not necessarily now but sometime in the 
future. In the second sentence he is seeking divine permission for 
the sincerity not only 9f his fellow· debaters but, incorporated within 
the 'we', of himself. Of course he could as easily have said as he infers 
elsewhere something along the lines of 'I hope you are speaking 
your hearts freely; I know I am' but had he done so he would have 
cast rather unfortunate inferences about the present behaviour 
of the others. Moving on, 'I hope' and 'we could or would' both 
indicate a desire to avoid confrontation. Having said that, of course, 
being open ended, these sentences have the advant~ge of allowing for 
the possibility of everyone not speaking freely, for the possibility of 
there being evil amongst them and for the possibility of cunning or 
wits veiling doubleness of heart. Thus by expressing his doubts in 
·such a roundabout way he allows for any possibility while at the same 
time avoiding commitment to his own increasingly fragile authority. 
He does, on occasion, express what. might be termed a statement 
of belief. Rainborough, as we have already seen, makes much of 
such statements. However these too Cromwell leaves rather vague, 
raising doubts as to his own conviction. 

Therefore that was yesterday promised (that) there may bee a consideration had 
of them - and I may speake itt as in the presence of God that I know nothing of 
any Engagements, butt I would see liberty in any man, as I would bee free from 
bondage to anythinge that should hinder me from doing my duty . . . (page 289) 

If this is really a declaration of belief and not just a salve to his own 
conscience why did he not phrase it in the present - i.e. as 'I see 
libertie in any man, as I am free from bondage to anythinge that 
hinders me from doing my duty'? A further quotation further illus-
trates this ambiguity: · 

Everybodie heere would bee willing, that the Representa\ive might bee men-
ded, that is, itt might be better then itt is. (page 328) 

This is hardly a remark guaranteed to inspire the confidence of the 
Levellers. Yet, as above, in leaving it open by projecting any future 
changes into merely a possible future he is not committing himself 
to any one proposal. In fact it is so non-committal that his audience 
must have taken it as an excuse for prevarication. 

Finally I move on to an analysis of three consecutive passages 
in which Cromwell, Ireton and Rainborough each outline their stand
point regarding the adoption of a ne~ constitution. After much 
discussion all three are attempting to summarise their individual 
positions. Because. they each have much the same purpose their 
different approaches are especially significant. 

The first .of these is from Thomas Rainborough: 

If itt bee putt to the question wee all shall know 1111r mull hrl' 'N 
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2 rninde. If it be determined and the resolutions knowne we shall 
3 take such a course as to putt itt in execution. This Gentleman 
4 [Ireton) sayes if he cannot goe he will sitt still. Hee thinkes he 
5 hath a full libertie, we thinke we have nott. There is a great 
6 deale of difference betweene us two. If a man hath all he doth 
7 desire (he may wish to sit still); butt (if) I thinke I have nothing 
8 att all of what I fought for, I doe nott thinke the argument holds 
9 that I must desist as well as hee. 

Anxious to exaggerate the differences between the Levellers and the 
Independents he confronts his opponents and in particular Ireton. 
Like Ireton elsewhere he makes use of the third person to refer 
to someone who is in fact present. This has the dual effect of serving 
as a slight to Ireton but it also helps widen the gap between the 
Levellers and Ireton. I mentioned before that Rainborough did not 
make as much use of the first person plural pronoun to refer to the 
Levellers as might be expected. Here, however, in line five is an 
instance of him using it to denote the unity of the Levellers in their 
opposition to Ireton. Despite this, it is significant that he immediately 
reverts to the singular first person 'I' indicating that it is as much a 
dispute between individuals as it is between factions. 

The whole thread of Rainborough's argument depends upon a 
justification of his proposals on the grounds of the army's participation 
in the war. He able to speak of past commitment in relation to his 
present state. In other words he and the rest of the army fought 
in the war yet they have nothing to show for it in terms of their . 
demands. Consequently he is unable to speak with any certainty of 
the future. Not surprisingly there is much hypothesis of the 'if ... then' 
variety, but little firm assurance of things to come. Note too that he 
does not resort to modal verbs in order to express his uncertainty. 

The second passage is from Cromwell. This follows a short 
speech from Mr Pettus who criticises The Agreement for being 
insufficiently egalitarian; maintaining as it does the forty-shilling 
freehold. 

1 Here's the mistake, (the whole question is) whether that's the 
2 better Constitution in that paper [The Agreement) or that which is. 
3 Butt if you will goe uppon such a ground as that although a 
4 better Constitution was offer'd for the removing of the worse, 
5 yett some Gentlemen are resolved to stick to the worse, there 
6 might be a great deale of the prejudice uppon such an apprehen-
7 sion. I thinke you are by this time satisfied, that itt is a cleare 
R mistake; for itt is a dispute whether or noe this bee better; nay, 
9 whether itt bee nott destructive to the Kingedom. (page 336) 

The first thing to note about Cromwell is his use of the present tense. 
He is attempting to bring the issue to a head. In lines seven, eight 
and nine and in particular the last of these he presents the issues 
as if they are simple those of destroying or preserving the kingdom. 
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Such exaggeration - presentation of issues.as either black or white -
is a common enough debating ploy. We have already' seen Ireton 
use it when he extends the Levellers' policy to mean '\narchy. But it 
is particularly significant that, unlike Rainborough he is not anxious 
to emphasise the divisions. In lines five and six when he says 'there 
might be a great deale of prejudice~ the use of 'might' instead of a 
straightforward future tense implies that he is anxious to keept the 
option of settlement open although he foresees obstacles. By articulat
ing the obstacle while denying its pre'sent existence he produces a 
veiled threat .to his opponents. It is vital to him that the vestiges of 
co-opera.tion be maintained. He .can probably foresee the possibility 
of further conflict looming should the Levellers secede from the 
remainder of the army. 

It is worth making a broad generalisation about the way in 
which Cromwell makes use of tenses. Whenever his personal opinion 
is involved he is sufficiently confident to commit himself fully to the 
present tense 'here's the mistake etc.'. He knows what the mistake 
is. He has no doubts. This is in line with his more general confidence 
in his own God given strength. But when speaking of the behaviour 
of others he is usually much less confident and is inclined to be 
outwardly deferential. An exception to this accustomed deference 
comes in line seven. In it he makes a somewhat extravagant remark 
about the nature of his opposition's opinion. He isolates the Levellers 
as 'you' and makes a considerable assumption about their composite 
state of mind. If they had been so satisfied the whole issue of a new 
constitution probably would not have arisen. Cromwell seems to have 
become exasperated. The old maxim which he repeats on the fol
lowing day, that the nature of the constitution is but 'dross and dung' 
is particularly prominent in his mind. He finds it hard to explain why 
such an impasse should occur over so theoretical a matter. It is 
possible to interpret such a standpoint in one of two ways. Either he 
genuinely does believe that to be 'of God' is sufficient to displace any 
wrangling over constitutional details. Or it is a cynical way of bom
barding his opponents into submission by threatening them with 
divine wrath. It seems to be a little of both for on the one hand it is 
difficult to scorn his perpetual faith in supernatural power but on the 
other it is impossible to ignore the convenience of an inspiration which 
sees the voice of God as the property of chosen individuals. 

Finally there is the extract from Henry lreton's speech. Again 
it follows a.n interruption by Mr Pettus who this time criticises Crom
well's previous remarks. 

First the thinge itt self 'were dangerous if itt were settled to 
2 destroy propertie. Butt I say the principle that leads to this 
3 is destructive to propertie; for by the same reason that you 
4 will alter this Constitution merely that there's a greater Con-
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stitution by nature - by the same reason, by the law of nature, 
there is a greater liberty to the use of other men's goods which 
that property barres you of; and I would Caine have any man 
shew me why I should destroy that libertie, which the free· 
holders and Burgers in Corporations have in chusing Burgesses 
- that which (if) you take away you leave noe Constitution -
and this because there is a greater freedom due to mee by the 
law of nature - more then that I should take another man's 
goods because the law of nature does allow me. (pages 33617) 

Like Rainborough, but unlike Cromwell he seems to see divisions 
between the two sides as being fairly rigid. On the one hand there 
is the side which he refers to as 'you', in other words the Levellers. 
These then 'alter this constitution', 'take away liberty' and 'leave 
noe constitution'. He presents them as the negative, the destructive 
element. In direct opposition to them he sets up only himself. He 
puts himself into the theoretical predicament to which he claims the 
Leveller principles must lead. Unlike Rainborough, however, he 
offers no strong ideals. He seems less anxious to propose any alter
native solution. Rather, he seeks to destroy the Leveller argument 
by placing himself as theoretical object of their proposals. He asks 
to be shown why he himself should be obliged by the Levellers to 
destroy property (lines eight and nine). The Leveller liberty is due 
to him (line twelve). Again in line thirteen he sees himself as obliged 
to take another's goods and in line fourteen he is again being acted 
upon. This time by being allowed to take another's goods by the law 
of nature. In each case in order to show the danger of his opponent's 
proposals he makes himself subject to them. 

In creating. this illusion of obligation Ireton makes frequent 
use of modal verbs. It is himself which he presents as subject to the 
control of the Levellers' anarchistic tendencies and so the modal forms 
coincide directly with his use of the first person singular pronoun. 
More interestingly this short passage displays an extraordinarily 
wide range of tenses. He begins in the past implying that the decision 
to destroy property or not is one that has already been taken. This 
seems to be a reference to Rainborough's repeated refusal to be 
labelled an anarchist. By leaving an 'if' in the sentence he leaves a 
trace of doubt about Rainborough's sincerity in his denials. He then 
moves straight into the present with what appears to be his fait 
accompli - i.e. whatever they actually say their intentions are the 
Levellers' principles inevitably lead back to the destruction of property. 
By keeping to the present he is playing them at their own game. It 
is impossible to argue logically against the law of nature. So instead 
Ireton participates by extending it still further into the realms of 
inalienable truths. The only way they can deny this is by offering a 
subjective qualification of what the law of nature actually means to 
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them. Hence they would be making a mockery of the absoluteness 
of the law. From this it is possible to see how Ireton earned his 
reputation for being devious. His acute mind picks out tbe contradic
tions in his opponents's standpoint and then exploits them to the 
fullest advantage. It is hardly surprising that Rainborough becomes so 
frustrated during the debate when he is faced with a mind so fine · 
and yet at the same time so prolix. 

The first thing to be said in conclusion is that, despite its length, 
this study is in no way complete. To make it more thorough it would 
be necessary to analyse samples of Cromwell's language ranging 
throughout his lifetime. Nevertheless these transcriptions of the 
debates provide one of the most easily interpretable sources because, 
as l have .alreaay observed, they maintain a freshness seldom found 
·in prepared speeches and correspondence. Furthermore it is to be 
expected that the tendencies apparent in his language at Putney 
·would be reproduced throughout Cromwell's lifetime. 

The first of these tendencies is his independence. All his 
speeches at Putney reveal his preoccupation with his oWn self
determination. Whenever he mentions his own actions, he speaks 
with clarity and confidence. His problem is the enormity of the threat 
posed by the Levellers at this time. Not only was he not prepared to 
accept their proposals but he was particularly anxious to impress 
upon them the need for their acceptance of his own. The way in which 
he tries to conceal his intentions does indicate the respect he is 
compelled to feel for his opponents. His credibility must have been 
severely shaken after his failure to confine the discussion of the 
Agreement of the People to committee. Yet despite this failure or 
perhaps because of it he is constantly trying to reaffirm the unity 
of the Council. He cannot defy the Levellers and consequently he is 
frequently seeking for points of agreement while at the same time 
proffering veiled threats in the form of offers of his resignation. He 
treads a very thin line in gambling on his indispensability. Yet he 
wins in the end and it is this perspective which has obscured the 
gravity of his predicament. In contrast to Ireton and Rainborough 
he is much morl" tied to the realities of the day to day. He does not· 
resort to the more devious means of control° exercised by Ireton nor 
does he aspire to the ideological plains of Rainborough. In fact his 
language closely mirrors the pragmatic approach which is duplicated 
time and again in his behaviour on the battlefield and elsewhere. 

Finally a word or two about the linguistic element. V.ery little 
work has so far been attempted combining linguistics and history 
and for this reason much of what has been presented here is, to say 
the least, cautious. However with a strong methodology covering a 
much wider range of features than are employed in this essay it should 
be possible to produce a much more. thorough picture of the way 
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in which the disputants consider their environment and the extent to 
which they really believe what they are saying. The application of 
such a framework would be as wide as the number of documents 
available. In each case the methodology itself would remain the same. 
Only the results would change. The danger with such interdisciplinary 
projects is that the means of interpreting the data can become more 
important than the data itself. When this happens the ·whole aim of 
exercise is obscured. I hope that the two have remained of mutual 
benefit in this essay. 
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THE EIGHTEENTH-CENTURY VIEW OF OIJVER CROMWELL 

A summary of the paper read by Professor Roger Howell Jr at the · 
Annual General Meeting, 1979. 

The eighteenth-century reaction to Oliver Cromwell is of considerable 
interest with respect to one of the most fascinating (and to date least 
explored) aspects of the English Revolution, namely the view that 
subsequent generations of Englishmen took of these events and of 
their principal actors. The age was still close enough to Cromwell 
and the events of the 1640s and 1650s to feel the impact. People 
were, however, also beginning at the same time to get some temporal 
perspective on the events. It is all too easy to assume that Cromwell's 
reputation entered on a long-term decline with the Restoration and 
that the process of recovery did not begin in earnest until the 
publication of his letters and speeches by Carlyle in the early nine
teenth century. Closer examination of eighteenth-century sources 
suggests that the picture is somewhat more complex and subtle 
than that. 

Admittedly, by the beginning of the eighteenth century there 
had developed a majority consensus on Cromwell that was to dominate 
the historical writing of the century. More balanced and thoughtful 
than the immediate post-Restoration 'attacks of writers like Heath 
and Slingsby Bethel, in the main it remained hostile to both the 
motives and the actions of the Lord Protector and incorporated a 

19 



i' ,, 
.i 

number of features of the stereotyped 'dictator' of Restoration litera
ture, including the assertions that Cromwell was a fanatic in religion, 
a hypocrite in his personal dealings with others, and a dissembler of 
the first order in his political maneuverings. Three publications on 
the eve of the eighteenth century may be taken as illustrative. Richard 
Burton's The History of Oliver Cromwell (1692) was not intended 
as a defence of Cromwell; it was merely the product of a prolific 
author-publisher trying to cash in on a good thing, and the numerous 
editions of this work, which remained for a considerable period the 
most popular English life of Cromwell, testify to his good business 
sense. But if Burton did not intend to defend Cromwell, he introduced 
into his analysis a note repudiating the utter blackness of the im
mediate post-Restoration tradition, and in this he helped to set the 
pattern for the eighteenth century. He preferred, as he put it, to leave 
'every man to his own opinion' and 'thought it not unacceptable 
to his countrymen to give a plain and impartial account of matters 
of fact'. He was not afraid to praise some aspects of Cromwell's 
activity, including his foreign policy, the one aspect of Cromwell's 
public career that seems always to have had its defenders. 'He raised 
the Nation to that glory that foreign princes feared and envied him.' 
He also had other positive comments to make: 'many in our times ... 
have a great reverence for the memory of Oliver Cromwell Protector 
as being a man of piety and a great champion for the liberties of the 
nation'. But he had his doubts as well; he wondered whether the 
apparently successful foreign policy was not flawed by the French 
alliance, and despite approval of Cromwell's 'industry in the adminis
tration of the commonwealth', Burton was strongly critical of his 
methods of obtaining power which he labelled as plainly 'arbitrary'. 

Burton's account indicated that distance of time and further 
experience of Stuart rule could lead to some moderation of opinion 
about Cromwell; the publications of Ludlow's Memoirs in 1698 and 
of Clarendon's History of the Rebellion four years later solidified an 
essentially hostile interpretation of Cromwell that at the same time 
took account of his extraordinary abilities as a leader. In Ludlow's 
account, which had a significant impact on the Whig perspective 
on Cromwell, the Protector emerged as the failed hero, the ambitious 
hypocrite who had led the republican cause to victory only to abandon 
it to serve his own ends. The whole thrust of the Ludlow argument 
was summed up in the comment that Cromwell 'sacrificed the public 
cause to the idol of his ambition'. Clarendon's royalist viewpoint was 
obviously very different from the republican standpoint of Ludlow, but 
its telling picture of Cromwell was much the same compound of 
admiration for his abilities and rejection of the results of the application 
of those abilities to English politics. From Clarendon emerged the 
familiar picture of the brave, bad man. He was willing to recognize 
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in Cromwell 'a great spirit, an admirable circumspection and sagacity, 
and a most magnanimous resolution'. But, he added, Cromwell was 
likewise possessed of 'all the wickedness against which damnation 
is'denciunced and for which hell fire is prepared'. · 

It says something about the changing nature of the times that 
such views did not go entirely un:mswered, even if the defences of 
Cromwell were, on the whole," pretty tepid. For example, Ludlow's 
Memoirs provoked A Modest Vindication of Oliver Cromwell from 
the Unjust Accusations of Lt General Ludlow. One must admit that 
it is modest indeed. 'Now for the ambitious designs of Cromwell ... 
I would fain know what was the difference between the ambitious 
design of setting up a tyrannical republic and the ambitious design 
of advancing a single usurpation? The latter, I'm sure, was more 
consonant to the ancient government of the nation, for that restored 
monarchy, though not the person, but the other would have pulled 
down the very fabric and constitutio"n of the English government.' 
Where praise was direct, it was in the predictable area of trade and 
foreign policy. The message in short was that Cromwell may not have 
been a good man, but he had a certain effectiveness, and, in any case, 
others were worse. 

The orthodox eighteenth-century view had been set. Politically, 
royalist and republican in the persons of Ludlow and Clarendon 
could not see eye to eye, nor could the shifting constellations of 
eighteenth-century Whigs and Tories. But when they came to assess · 
the great leader of the revolution, their view~ coincided to an extra
ordinary degree, and that coincidence was equivalent to an agreement 
to denounce him. To the Tories, Cromwell could only appear as the 
usurper of authority, while to the Whigs he remained the hypocritical 
tyrant and one who had fought against the upholders of true liberty. 
A brief sampling of formal historical comment on Cromwell will 
show the considerable consistency with which orthodox history 
had come to denounce him. The Huguenot refugee Rapin de Thoyras, 
while conceding that Cromwell was 'one of the greatest men of his 
age' and casting doubt on the validity of interpreting him simply 
as the product of 'boundless ambition' and 'excessive dissimulation' 
was nonetheless highly critical of Cromwell's usurpation and com
mented 'if, on certain occasions he abused his authority; if, in his 
actions, he had only a view to his own glory and interest, this is what 
I pretend not to vindicate'. 

Rapin de Thoyras, it should be remembered, was the historian 
of the early part of the century whose work was most free from party 
prejudices and most marked by the critical use of authorities. And if 
Cromwell was still to be described as a self-seeking usurper in the 
most impartial history of the period, his fate at the hands of the rest 
'of the historical writers of the time can easily be imagined. It made 
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little difference whether the author was Whig or T<Jry, sceptical 
conservative or convinced republican; to any one <Jf these views 
Cromwell remained a historical character of great interest, undoubted 
abilities, and reprehensible actions. White Kennett advanced the view 
that 'Cromwell's religion was to reign' while Laurence Echard, 
who wrote his two volumes as an antidote to the Whiggish Kennett, 
was predictably even more outspoken, and his picture of Cromwell 
was firmly in the tradition of the ambitious hypocrite: 'scarce any 
besides himself ever mounted to the Supream power by Tears and 
Sighs and Lyes and Pretences to Religion'. Echard's Tory fulminations 
inspired the Whig response of John Oldmixon, but though he criticized 
both Echard and Clarendon for misrepresenting Cromwell, his own 
considered picture was only marginally more favourable. 'I have an 
abhorrence of that Usurper's treachery, Tyranny, and other Vices, 
and I do not think his great Qualities counterbalance them.' 

It is sobering to note, too, that neither the passage of time 
nor the accumulation of evidence did much to change the official 
image of Oliver Cromwell. David Hume's History is the most sub
stantial historical contribution of the eighteenth century and the 
work which most clearly shows the impact of philosophical history. 
Though he is frequently described as a Tory historian, Hume set 
out to write a fair-minded history that did not degenerate into the 
dogmatism of party or creed. But his picture· of Cromwell simply 
reinforced the accepted image. Cromwell was 'a most frantic 
enthusiast ... the most dangerous of hypocrites ... who was enabled 
even after multiplied deceits to cover, under a tempest of passion, 
all his crooked schemes and profound artifices'. Though clearly 
a man of ability, Cromwell rose to the first position in the state 'by 
fraud and violence'. Even his foreign policy was, in Hume's view, 
'imprudent and impolitic'. Catherine Macaulay's History, the most 
outspoken presentation in the eighteenth century of a republican 
interpretation of the revolution, made Cromwell unambiguously 
the villain of the piece. No Tory denunciation of Cromwell, not even 
the most refined excesses of the preachers of fast sermons on 
30 January, conveyed a more hostile interpretation of the motives 
and actions of Cromwell. Cromwell was characterized by 'rank and 
stale hypocrisy' and he was 'enabled to obstruct more good and 
occasion more evil than had been the lot of any other individual'. 

It might well seem with all wings of historical opinion so firmly 
united in opposition, Cromwell's reputation was indeed fated to a 
long-term eclipse. Consideration of the immediate impact of anti
quarian research and the lingering popular image of Crom~ell as 
reflected both in popular history written without any pretensions to 
academic orginality and in the portrayal of Cromwell on the stage 
provide little evidence to counter this impression. The case is well 
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illustrated by the best known of the eighteenth-century antiquarian 
compilations on Cromwell, the Rev. Mark Noble's Memoirs of the 
Protectoral House of Cromwell, published in 1784. It is, of course, a 
mine of information, but it is wholly uncritical in its compilation 
and reveals all the weaknesses of the antiquarian school. It is striking 
too .that Noble himself retained an essentially hostile view of Cromwell 
whom he described as 'a flaming Puritan bigot' whose religion and 
patriotism were both 'lost in his own private ambition'. At the hands 
of less knowledgeable and resolutely more popular writers, Cromwell 
predictably fared even less well. Two examples will suffice to illustrate 
the stuff of which the popular image of Cromwell was· constructed. 
The History of the Grand Rebellion, composed in verse by the scur
rilous journalist Ned Ward in 1713, summed up Cromwell in the 
familiar way as brave, ambitious, hypocritical, and paradoxically 
successful, while at the other end of the century Raymond~s highly 
popular New Universal and Impartial History (1785) conveyed much 
the same message, asserting that Cromwell's career 'certainly 
exhibits the most palpable effects of wild enthusiasm and towering 
ambition' and arguing that the best that could be said for him was 
that his evil actions might possibly be construed as producing some 
unintended good. · 

The portrayal of Cromwell on the eighteenth-century stage· 
reinforced such judgments explicitly. Havard's King Charles I, 
published in 1737 but still being successfully revived in the provinces 
in 1790, presented Cromwell throughout as· deceiving those around 
him as he plotted the murder of the king. Green's Oliver Cromwell 
(1752) was equally damning. Despite a long historical preface that 
was not wholly derogatory to ·the Protector, the text of the play 
presented him as determined only to seize the crown so that he could 
rule as an absolute tyrant; the crown had been the point of all 'my 
Study and my Toil, Dissimulation, Perfidy and Bloodshed, the prize 
for which I've sacrificed myself, my Country, Conscience, Quiet, 
and my Soul'. 

If the totality of the eighteenth-century view of Cromwell were 
comprehended in the sort of comment already reviewed, it would 
indeed be accurate to see it as a period of generally unrelieved 
hostility to Oliver's memory. But there are two important exceptions 
to the picture. The first is the appearance. during the century of three 
lives presenting a more favourable picture of Cromwell, all of them 
to some degree stemming from nonconformist roots. The second is 
the evocation of Cromwell's image in political debate; in this latter 
case, the picture is more mixed, for Cromwell was employed both 
as a positive and as a negative political image, but it is suggestive 
that the age of the democratic revolution called forth, in some at least, 
a response to Cromwell's politics that was distinctly favourable. 
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The three lives in question are those of Kimber (1724 ), Banks 
(1739), and Harris (1762). The nonconformist orientati<m of Kimber 
and Harris was strong, both having been raised in the tradition 
and both in fact having officiated as nonconformist clergy. In the 
case of Banks the correlation is less clear, although it is worth noting 
that his early .education was received at the hands of a schoolmaster 
described as an anabaptist minister. Taken together, these biog
raphies indicate that the survival of dissent in England was a 
significant contributing factor to the survival of a favourable view of 
Cromwell. The key point about all three lives is that, having reviewed 
and weighed the existing evidence, each in its own way produced 
a convincing life that was favourable to Cromwell and restored some 
sense of ordinary humanity to the stereotyped picture of the ambitious 
hypocrite. Each was willing to admit weaknesses as well as strengths, 
but because they balanced them out, instead of tipping the balance 
irretrieveably on the evil side, they produced a· fundamentally 
different image of Cromwell from the normally eighteenth-century 
view. Their revisionist history did not of course go unchallenged; the 
hostile review of Harris's biography in the Monthly Review may 
perhaps be taken as typical of orthodox eighteenth-century opinion 
encountering a favourable view of Cromwell, but despite such 
hostility, the revisionist views survived, no doubt cherished most 
consistently in the nonconformist tradition that had nourished them. 

Finally, one should consider the use of Cromwell as a political 
image, a subject of great complexity of which only the outlines of the 
positive employment of the image are considered here. One theme 
was predictable enough, namely the evocation of Cromwell to criti_cize 
ineffective foreign policy. This was most noticeable at ·the time 
Walpole's policy came in for sharp criticism in the late 1730s. While 
numerous examples could be cited from such opposition sources as 
The Craftsman, the popular ballad 'A Political Touch of the Times' 
~aptures the essence of the criticism as well as any: 'Oh was old Noll 
but here I jack Spaniard must stand clear; I He'd recompense their 
insolence, I And make them quake for fear'. Such criticism was not 
confined to the Walpole era; the broadside 'Oliver Cromwell's ·Ghost' 
(1755) portrayed his spirit protesting to the then dithering ministry 
and reciting the exploits of Blake, while in 'The Difference' (1758) 
Cromwell was. significantly joined with Raleigh and Drake as a hero 
from the past indignant at British humiliation. 

The . process by which the Cromwellian image was _ adopted 
by certain radical circles is by no means clear, but of the fact that it 
was taking place there can be little doubt; by 1812, the Home Office 
was keeping an eye on those calling for a 'second Oliver to cleanse 
the Augean stables'. One of the most striking manifestations of this 
process was published on the eve of the American Revolution and was 
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dedicated defiantly to 'the Sons of Liberty in General wheresoever 
dispersed and however oppressed and to the Free-Spirited Bostonians 
in particular'. 1t drew a picture of Cromwell, the hero of liberty, that 
was at complete variance with the established eighteenth-century 
view and was pointedly entitled The Political Beacon. Despite the 
persistance of a negative popular image and the opposition of estab
lishment historiography, the reputation of Cromwell was beginning 
the slow process of recovery. Nourished by nonconformists and taken 
up by some radicals, both of whom saw in Cromwell a great fighter for 
liberty, a new view was being formed. To say this is not in any way 
to minimize the importance of the Carlylean revolution which 
remained nearly a half-century away, but it may suggest that the 
real impact of Carlyle was not so much to break wholly new ground 
as it was to make clear to the generality ·of Englishmen those qualities 
of greatness in Cromwell which had long been treasured among 
dissenters and certain radical lovers of liberty.-

THE NOMINATION OF RICHARD CROMWELL 
A. B. Nourse, M.A. 

In 165 7, eight years after the execution of Charles I and the abolition 
of the monarchy, an English parliament tried .to end arbitrary rule 
by restoring the form of government with which it was most familiar. 
It offered Oliver Cromwell the crown. After sqme hesitation he refused 
it. However he accepted the constitution known as the Humble 
Petition and Advice which had some resemblance to the old monarchi
cal constitution: once more Parliament was to consist of two Houses; 
and although the office of Protector was not made hereditary, Crom
well was authorized and requested to nominate his successor. It has 
been questioned whether he ever did so. •If there were any, it was 
but a puzzled nomination', wrote a contemporary 1 , 'and that very 
dark and imperfect'. 

Oliver Cromwell died on 3 September 1658, and the official 
version of the succession was given in the weekly newsletter Mer
curius Politicus, No. 432, under that date: 

His most Serene. and Renowned Highness Oliver Lord Protector being after a 
sickness of about fourteen days (which appeared on Ague in the beginning) 
reduced to a very low condition of Body, began early this morning to draw near 
the gate of death; and it pleased God about three a clock afternoon, to put a 
period to his life ... Being gone, to the unspeakable grief of all good men, the 
Privy Council immediately assembled, and being satisfied that the Lord Prote::· 
tor was dead; and upon sure and certain knowledge, that his late Highness did 
in his life-time, according to the Humber Petition and Advice, declare and 
appoint the most Noble and Illustrious Lord the Lord Richard, Eldest Son of his 
said Highness. to succeed him, it was resolved at the Council, Nemine Contra
dic<>tlte, That his late Highness hath declared and appointed the said most 
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noble and illustrious Lord to succeed him in the Government, Lord Protector, 
&c. Which being made known to the Officers of the Army, it was pleasant to 
behold, with how much content and satisfaction they received the notice of it, 
and unanimously concurred thereunto, being resolved to their utmost to 
maintain the Succession, according to Law. 

The official statement that Oliver did nominate his elder son 
Richard to succeed him has been accepted, though with some doubts 
and reservations owing tothe unsatisfactory nature of the evidence, 
by.Sir Charles Firth, Godfrey Davies, and Austin Woolrych 2 , who are 
in substantial agreement that the Protector instituted a vain search 
of his offices for a document in which he had nominated his successor, 
and that shortly before his death he verbaily nominated Richard when 
pressed by his Secretary of State John Thurloe and repeated this 
nomination in the presence of leading officials. In his biography 
of John Lambert, W. H. Dawson sharply challenged this traditional 
story, rejecting the testimony of Thurloe on which it is largely based 
and indeed attributing Richard's succession to the machinations 
of the Secretary of State. Dawson's belief in a fraudulent nomination 
is shared by Professor E. M. Hause 3 . According to his assessment 
of probabilities the missing nomination document devised the succes
sion to the Protector's son-in-law Charles Fleetwoo.d, formerly Lord 
Deputy of Ireland and now the highest ranking military officer after 
Cromwell. This is not inherently improbable and has some near
con.temporary backing 4 ; but Hause goes on to suggest that Thurloe 
may have found the missing paper .and destroyed it, pre~erring 
Richard Cromwell's succession to Fleetwood's; that he did. not 
manage to secure the nomination of his protege; and that in. the event 
a conspiratorial group - 'a conspiracy among a cabal of Protec
torians' s - arranged Richard's succession to his father's office. 

What evidence is there on which to base a considered judgement? 
Strictly first-hand evidence is provided by the correspondence of 
Secretary of State John Thurloe with Henry Cromwell, the Protector's 
younger son who had superseded Fleetwood as Lord. Deputy of 
Ireland, while the letters of Viscount Fauconberg to the same corres
pondent contain the informed comment of a Cromwellian son-in-law 
resident at the seat of events. On Monday 30 August 1658 Fauconberg 
wrote to Henry Cromwell giving the 'sad account' of Oliver's condition,. 
'which all the physitians have judged dangerous, and now more than 
ever'. To the best of his knowledge a successor had not yet been 
named and in his view Thurloe was unlikely to press for a nomination, 
'wheth~r out of apprehension to displease him, if recovering, or others 
hereafter if it should· not succeed'. 6 At nine p.m. the same day 
Thurloe ;!so reported the Protector's life to be in danger. If he died 
without declaring a successor, 'which truely I beleeve he hath not yet 
done', there would be serious internal divisions. He went on .to say 
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that earlier in August Cromwell had sent one of the gentleman of the 
Bedchamber, John Barrington, to search for the paper in which he 
had named a successor (known only to him), but the search had proved 
fruitless. 'This day', however, Cromwell 'hath had some discourse' 
about the succession, "but his illness disenabled hym to conclude 
it full'. 7 

The next day, Tuesday 31 Au'gust, Fauconberg, in a postscript 
to his earlier letter declared the Protector to be beyond hope of 
recovery, 8 while Thurloe reported 'that he is capable of doeinge 
nothinge respecting to the publique'. 9 Conflicting evidence was 
introduced by Milton's nephew Edward Phillips, the continuator of 
Baker's Chronicle. According to this source 10 Richard was nominated 
by the Protector on this very day in the presence of his chaplain 11 

Thomas Goodwin and of John Thurloe. This nomination is not 
mentioned by any other authority. 12 The information concerning 
it was apparently derived from Monck's brother-in-law Thorrias 
Clarges13 who; as agent for the Scottish and Irish armies, would have 
had some standing at Whitehall. The suggestion of a Tuesday 
nominati'on is in direct conflict with Thurloe's statement that Crom
well was incapable of transacting public business that day, but there 
is evidenq~ of a distinct improvement in the patient's condition 
towards evening. Fleetwood wrote: 

the Lord is pleased to give some litle reviving this evening. After few slum
bering sleepes, his pulse better, his water good all this day ... I am just com out 
of his chamber, wheare both physitians and relations wer much revived at the 
refreshment, which hath now bine given.14 

In a dispatch sent the following, day the French ambassador also 
noted Cromwell's surprising improvement; his informant, Faucon
berg, he said, 'ajoute que la famille vase prevaloir de ce hon moment 
pour etablir le Mylord Richard' . 15 

There is a good deal of evidence concerning a nomination (or 
further nomination) on Thursday 2 September, the day before the 
Protector's death. In a letter giving Henry Cromwell the news of his 
father's death Fauconberg said: 'the preceding night, and not before, 
in presence of 4 or 5 of the councell, he declared my Lord Richard 
his successor'. 16 Writing on Friday 3 September the French Ambas
sador informed his government that he had learnt (from Fauconberg) 
that recovery was now out of the question, but that the Protector had 
been able to nominate his elder son as his successor. In a further 
dispatch written at eight o'clock that evening he told Cardinal Mazarin 
of Cromwell's death, and reported that the Council, having been 
assured by five of their number that Oliver on the previous evening 
had by oral testament designated Richard his successor' had 
recognized him as Protector. 17 Another ambassador, Johann 
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Friedrich Schlezer, representing Brandenburg at Whitehall, has a 
circumstantial story containing some improbable features that on 
2 September Cromwell summoned the councillors ~ithin. call ~nd .in 
their presence nominated Richard. The account given in this dis
patch -18 was in essence derived from Dr George Eate, one of 
Cromwell's phys~cians. Dr Bate's own account, published five years 
later narrates that when the Privy Council waited on Cromwell and 
asked him to name his successor he was in a comatose state and his 
reply was not to the point; but when asked if he did not name Richard 
as his successor he nodded his assent. 19 Bate then introduces the 
story of Fleetwood's nomination. Republican enemies of the Protec
torate, he says, later claimed that the title rightly belonged to 
Fleetwood as having been named by Cromwell while he was still 
of sound mind in his last will, 

But that Richard was in a surreptitious manner, and by the craft of some of the 
Council substituted, when his Father had lost his Senses ... 20 

The allegation that Fleetwood had been designated as Cromwell's 
successor drew further support from the continuation of Baker's 
Chronicle by Edward Phillips. According to Phillips the nomination 
of Richard, first made before Thurloe and Goodwin on Tuesday 
31 August, was repeated on Thursday 2 September in the additional 
presence of Fiennes, Whalley, and Goffe. 21 When Fleetwood and 
Disbrowe arrived a few minutes later they did not question Cromwell 
again, readily accepting the testimony of the other five witnesses. 
Soon after Cromwell's death the following day, Phillips continues, 22 

Thurloe gave an account of the two nominations to some of the Privy 
Council; and he went on to tell them that originally Fleetwood had 
been chosen by Cromwell to succeed him, in a do~ument which could 
not be found.23 Having heard Thurloe's declaration two members of 
the Privy Council approached Fleetwood and obtained from him a 
pledge to maintain Richard's succession even if the missing document 
turned up. The full Council (of which Fleetwood was a member) 
then gave its formal recognition to Richard as Protector. 

The final complication in the nomination puzzle is contained 
in Thurloe's letter to Henry Cromwell, dated 4 September, informing 
him of his father's death. 'His Highness was pleased before his 
death', wrote Thurloe, 'to declare my Lord Richard successor'. He 
then added the highly-confusing statement: 'He didit upon munday'. 24 

In attempting to sort out these complications let us first deal 
with the question of Fleetwood's alleged nomination. The ev~d~nce 
not only fails to substantiate it but carries in~erent cor_itradicuons 
which compel rejection of the story. Bate, who fust gave lt currency, 
described the Republicans (Democratici in the Latin original) as being 
supporters of Fleetwood, ready to be governed by him, and said it 
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was they who claimed that he had been defrauded of the office of 
Protector. Richard was indeed opposed by the Republicans 2s through
out his brief rule, but as opponents of government by a single person 
they would certainly not .have desired merely to put Fleetwood in his 
place: when Richard's Protectorate collapsed the army officers led 
by Fleetwood (the Wallingford House group) were easily outmanoeuv
red . by the Republicans who substituted for the Protectorate a 
Parliament dominated by themselves - the restored Rump. As for 
Phillips's circumstantial tale about Thurloe's report to Council (that 
Fleetwood's name was on the missing paper), the lie direct is given 
by Thurloe himself in his letter to Henry Cromwell on Monday 30 
August, in which he clearly states that the name in the missing 
document was known only to the Protector. It may be argued that he 
was merely. seeking to cover up his own transgressions; but if, as 
Hause suggests, Thurloe destroyed a document nominating Fleet
wood, why did he not state or imply that Richard's name was on the 
lost paper? As for Hause's conspiracy theory, too many people 
of repute are involved to give it serious consideration, including 
the well-trusted Independent minister Thomas Goodwin and the 
physician George Bate who as a Royalist had no motive to conceal 
the existence of such a conspiracy. 26 Moreover, whatever Fleetwood's 
earlier prospects as a possible successor27 he had not proved himself 
an able administrator in Ireland; whereas there is evidence that in 
the months succeeding the acceptance of the Humble Petition and 
Advice Richard's position had been substant~ally enhanced. In July 
1657 he was made Chancellor of Oxford University; in December 
he was appointed to the Privy Council and nominated to Cromwell's 
House of Lords; and by March 1.658 he had been given command of 
a regiment. Sir William Lockhart, English ambassador to France, 
addressed him in January 1658 as 'most illustrious lord' and assumed 
that his sheaf would be' as Joseph's, to which all the restbow'. 28 

If Richard was nominated, when was he nominated? What 
of Thurloe's bombshell: 'He did upon munday' i.e. 30 August? 
At first sight this would appear to be flatly contradicted by his own 
letters to Henry Cromwell on Monday 30 August and Tuesday 31 
August, declaring (in the first) that a successor had not yet been 
named, and (in the second) that the Protector was unfit to transact 
business. Fauconberg, though not a member of the Privy Council, 
had also said on the Monday that as far as he knew there had been 
no nomination. It must not be forgotten, of course, that in his Monday 
letter Thurloe also mentioned having had 'some discourse' with 
Cromwell about the succession which was not pushed to a conclusion. 
Although Goodwin is not referred to he may have been in attendance; 
and Firth takes Phillips's. report of a nomination in the presence of 
Thurloe and Goodwin 'to be a substantially correct account of what 
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happened on 30 August, namely that ther was some incomplete and 
informal nomination of Richard on that day'. 29 But Phillips describes 
the nomination as taking place on 31 August. Is it not likely that in 
the flurry of anxieties caused by the Protector's death Thurloe mistook 
the day, and that the informal nomination took place on the evening 
of Tuesday 31 August? The temporary improvement in Cromwell's 
condition has been remarked upon; and Thurloe may well have seized 
'ce bon moment pour etablir le Mylord Richard'. Thurloe does not 
mention a second, formal nomination, perhaps accepting the validity 
of the earlier declaration; but the weight of evidence suggests that 
such a nomination took place on Thursday 2 September, and that 
whether or not Cromwell was fully conscious of events the Privy 

, Council accepted it as sufficiently fulfilling the terms laid down in 
the Humble Petition and Advice: 

That your Highness will be pleased during your lifetime to appoint and declare 
the person who shall, immediately after your death, succeed you in the Govern
ment of these nations. 30 
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REVIEW 
THE COURT OF OLIVER CROMWELL. By Roy Sherwood. 194 pp. 
London: Croom Helm. 1977. £6.95. 

Mr Sherwood's title indicates his approach: 'the Cromwellian Protec
torate was in effect a monarchical regime' with an elaborate court 
which may be usefully - though here not very thoroughly - com
pared and contrasted with previous royal courts and with the whole 
aulic tradition that was taken up again from 1660. In its stress on 'the 
single person', the Protectorate did recreate some sort of 'princely 
authority', which at various times and for diverse reasons some 
wanted to inake formal and full-blown, a revival of kingship in name 
and deed. Though tempted, Oliver, for no doubt compelling reasons, 
turned down the title offered by his second parliament. But Mr 
Sherwood argues in a pugnacious appendix - the most stimulating 
part of his book which is else.where more descriptive than analytical -
that 'Cromwell became ipso facto truly and legally a king', having 
been 'recognised', 'elected' and acclaimed, having sworn a coronation 
oath and peen 'enthroned'. Additionally, he reminds us, Cromwell 
started a new hereditary peerage, while at his funeral, one of the most 
elaborate ever mounted and modelled on James l's, 'a cap of regality 
of purple velvet furred with ermines', an imperial crown and an orb, 
'representing principality', all ma9e an appearance. Mr Sherwood 
is convinced that in fact Oliver was interred not as a mere head of 
state, but as a king, no less. He finds nothing ironical in the remark 
of an M.P. in the 1658/9 parliament that the new Protector was 
'Richard the Fourth'. In a parting shot Mr Sherwood quotes a contem
porary that 'there seems to be more certainty and stability and civic 
sanction in the supreme authority under the title of king than any 
other'. Certainly many accepted that - it was the strongest argument 
for the Restoration of 1660 - but in spite of all the trappings, cere
monials, court officials, wardrobes, stables, state-rooms - all 
patiently reassembled by Mr Sherwood from very patchy material - it 
is hard to see in Oliver a monarch, even of the sort of Louis Philippe, 
the Citizen King. Significantly our Past President, Dr Maurice Ashley, 
in a warm commendatory Preface makes no reference to the claim 
that Cromwell was a king. · 

Kingship, then, is not the only or even the best story that can 
be made of Oliver Cromwell, but Mr Sherwood's case and, indeed, 
the whole of his book are well worth the attention of members of the 
Cromwell Association, of whose Council he is a valued member. 

Ivan Roots 
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PUBLICATIONS RECEIVED 

The following publications have been received by the Association 
and are now available for borrowing by members as are most of the 
books in the Association Library. Prospective borrowers should 
contact the Hon. Secretary. · 

Les deux revolutions d'Angleterre: documents presentes par Olivier 
Lutaud. Paris. 1979. 

Cromwell, les Niveleurs et la Republique. 0. Lutaud. Paris. 1979. 

'A Summary of the Cromwell Coinage.' M. Lessen. (offprint British 
Numismatic Journal XXXV 1966) 

'The Cromwell Lord Protector Medal by Simon.' M. Lessen. (offprint 
Br. Num.]. XL VII 1977). 

Andover; the Civil War and Interregnum. A. C. Raper 1979. Andover 
Local Archives Committee (40 pp.). 

Berkshire in the Civil War. D. G. Disbury. 1979 (privately printed and 
available from the author at 44 Hythe Park Road, Egham, Surrey, 
TW20 SDA. at £3 plus post and packing.) 

It is hoped that future issues of Cromwelliana will include regular 
listings of publications of Cromwellian interest whether or not they 
are sent to the Association by way of presentation or for review. The· 
Editor would be grateful for information about such publications 
(whether new or reprinted) and especially for news of local and · 
privately-printed books or pamphlets. News .from salerooms of items 
of Cromwellian interest would also be welcomed. The Editor would 
also like to receive for filing press-cuttings containing significant 
Cromwellian references. 

THE CROMWELL MUSEUM, HUNTINGDON , 

A note by B. A. Dwyer. Deputy County Librarian and Administration 
of the Museum. 

The Cromwell Museum was opened by The Right Honourable Sir 
Harry Hilton-Foster QC, MP, then Speaker of the House of Commons, 
on the 19 October 1962. The original idea that a museum of Crom
welliana should be established in Cromwell's birthplace was 
conceived by Dr E. B. Powley, then a member of the Huntingdon 
County Council. He took a major part in the formidable task of 
collecting the exhibits, many of which are on lo·an from a wide range 
of benefactors, and wrote the first catalogue which was published in 
1965. The present administration of the museum stems from the 
re-organisation of local government which took place in 1974 when the 
Cambridgeshire County Council took over the responsibilities of the 
former Huntingdon and Peterborough County Council. 
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The building which houses the museum is all that remains of a 
once extensive hospital of St John the Baptist founded in the reign 
of Henry JI. By 1547 it was under the control of the Corporation of the 
town who then turned it into a free school in which both Oliver 
Cromwell and Samuel Pepys were taught. 

The space available to the museum is of course severely limited 
· by the physical size of the building, and as a result of this close 

co-operation takes place with Hinchingbrooke School (formerly the 
home of the Cromwell family), the County Records Office and the 
Countv Librarv to ensure that material which cannot be currently 
displa~·ed in the museum is available for public access. The subjects 
covered b\' the exhibits are the Cromwell family and the Parliament
Common~ealth side of the Great Rebellion or Puritan Revolution, 
1640-1660. 

The pictures ir. the museum include many fine portraits of 
Cromwell and his immediate family as well as portraits of the leading 
Parliamentarians. Perhaps the most famous portraits of Cromwell 
there are those by Robert Walker and a copy of a portrait by Sir 
Peter Lelv. The fi-rst Walker portrait, known as the Polhill Walker, 
was pain~ed for the Protector's daughter, Bridget Ireton, and was 
exhibited until recently by the family of The Rt Hon. Isaac Foot. This 
portrait was acquired by the museum in 1978 with the generous help 
of the National Art-Collections Fund and the Victoria and Albert 
Museum. The second, a full length portrait, which is attributed to 
Walker, was presented by Lord Luke to the Borough of Huntingdon 
in 1957 and is placed on indefinite loan. The original portrait of 
Cromwell bv Sir Peter Lely now hangs in the Palazzo Pitti, Florence, 
and this coJ;Y was given to the museum by the late Oscar Johnson. 

The books and documents on display include original letters 
written bv Oliver Cromwell and books belonging to the Cromwell 
famih·. The Countv Records Office have provided transcripts of the 
maio~itv of docu~ents. Many of the artifacts belonged personally 
to Oliv~r Cromwell and the museum is greatly indebted to the Crom
well Bush fa mi Iv, direct descendants of Cromwell, for their kindness 
in lending man~; of these and other exhibits. 

The Management Committee are, at present, directing their 
efforts in two main ways. The first of these is to promote the museum 
and to ensure that visitors have sufficient information concerning 
the exhibits. To this end a new catalogue has recently been published 
which goes into considerable detail concerning the exhibits. It has also 
been produced in such a way that it provides particular help for_ the 
manv visiting school parties. Secondly, the Management Committee 
are pursuing an active acquisitions policy to ensure that new .items 
relevant to the objectives of the museum are purchased as and when 
possible. Besides the Polhill Walker portrait mentioned above, 
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the museum has recently purchased two coins to add to its collection 
of the coinage of the period. The first is a silver crown, minted in 1658, 
which has an illustration of Cromwell as Protector. The second coin 
is a Newark Siege Piece, a half-crown minted in 1646. This is the first 
Siege Piece which the museum has acquired and should attract con
siderable interest among visitors. 

The Management Committee are very concerned that the 
finances available to the museum should be maintained and have 
made every effort to increase income. The museum is, of course, 
funded by the Cambridgeshire County Council but this authority is 
one of many who have faced financial problems over· the last four 
years and any increase in income is welcome. As well as preparing 
publications and other items for sale in the museum the Management 
Committee now accept donations from visitors and the total income 
rosefrom£100in 1974to£1,000in 1978. 

The museum is open on six days a week from Tuesday to Sunday 
and is visited by between eight thousand and nine thousand people 
each year. The museum is small, but including as it does many 
personal possessions of Oliver Cromwell it is also unique. It is well 
worth a visit by any member of the Cromwell Association who has not 
yet had an opportunity to see it. 

ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING 1979 

The Annual General Meeting of the Associatjon was held at Sidney · 
Sussex College, Cambridge on 21 April 1979. · 

Report for the year 1978-9 

The Chairman, voicing the very genuine appreciation of members, 
thanked the Master and Fellows of Sidney Sussex College for allowing 
them to meet is such an appropriate setting and mentioned in particu
lar Mr Parish, Dr Wyatt and the College Chaplain for arranging the 
interesting and instructive exhibition and lecture on the history of 
the College. He referred with regret to the absence of Dr Smail who 
had originated these arrangements but was now in hospital, and 
wished him on behalf of all present a good recovery. 

The Chairman also referred with great regret to the death of 
Sir Dingle Foot and of Mr Timmington, both members of long stand
ing. Another matter for regret was the retirement of Mr Philip Thomas 
from the Hon. Treasureship in which capacity he had served the 
Association so faithfully and efficiently for a number of years. On 
behalf of the Association, Mrs Kay Robinson a Cromwell descendant, 
presenting Mr Thomas with a souvenir bust of Oliver Cromwell, 
spoke of Mr Thomas's fund of knowledge on Cromwellian affairs as 
well as his assiduous attention to the financial matters of the Associ
ation. Mr Geoffrey Woollard was welcomed as MrThomas's successor. 
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Membership 

Mr Copplestone reported .that twenty eight new members had been 
enrolled during the year, total membership now standing at three 
hundred and fifty five. A Yorkshire Group of members had been set 
up during the year, thanks. to the initiative of Mr D. JJ. Good, and was 
going strongly. The Midlands Group w~s.also flourishing and it was 
hoped to form oth~r local groups, related to the main Association, 
but giving members in a particular locality the opportunity to meet 
together. 

Annual Service 

The Service on 2 September 1978 had been a particularly memorable 
one; as it \lad been held on Cromwell's Green before the Statue 
at Westminster after· an absence of six years. The thanks of the 
AssociatiOn had been expressed to those Members of Parliament 
and officials of the Palace of W estminister who had co-operated to 
make the r"eturn to the Statue possible. 

Cromwelliana 

Mr Alan Smith had taken on the Editorship of this publication which 
was .now acclaimed by members as being of high st:mdard and 
interest. The cost of production had risen steeply with the effect that 
each issue cost £1 to produce. With a membership subscription 
of £2 this meant that only £1 per member was going to. the cost of 
running the Association, and the view of members as to charging for 
Cromwelliana or increasing the annual subscription was sought. 

Huntingdon Museum 

It w'as hoped to obtain better publicity for the _Association through 
the Museum, and the Association might make donations towards 
the purchase of new exhibits. 

Essay Prize 

Mr James Law, the 1978 prize-winner, was present, and received 
the Prize from the Chairman, amid congratulations of all present. 

Association Library 
This had continued to be used by members and students of the period. 

Cromwell Souvenir Bust 

This was selling well and Mr Good had handed a cheque for £100 to 
the Hon. Treasurer as a result of sales to date. 

Discussion 

After discussion as to ·the b!'!st way of financing the production of 
CromweUi~na in its present format, it was agreed on the_ proposition 
of Mr Shirley, seconded by Mrs Sherwood, that the annual subscrip-
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tion should be raised to £5 from 1980, and Life Membership to £25, 
with a final opportunity for members to take out a Life Membership 
subscription of £10. 50 (current rate) before the end of 1979. 

Other suggestions for raising funds were made such as the 
production and sale to members of a badge, emblem or tie; and casts 
of Cromwell's death mask to be sold in the same wasy as the bust. 

The matter of a Constitution for the Association was also raised 
but since the visiting speaker's time had already been encroached 
upon, it could not be discussed. 

Cromwelliana is-issued free to all members of the Association. 
Price to non-members : £1.00. 


