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THE CROMWELL ASSOCIATION WAS founded in 1935 by the late Rt. 
Hon. Isaac Foot and others to commemorate Oliver Cromwell, the great 
Puritan statesman, and to encourage the study of the history of his times, his 
achievements and influence. It is neither political nor sectarian, its aims being 
essentially historical. The Association seeks to advance its aims in a variety of 
ways which have included: 

(a) the erection ofcommemorative tablets (e.g. at Naseby, Dunbar, Worcester, 
Preston etc.). (From time to time appeals are made for funds to pay for 
projects of this sort); 

(b) helping to establish the Cromwell Museum in the Old Grammar School 
at Huntingdon; 

(c) holding two annual meetings, one the now traditional Memorial Service 
by the Statue outside the Houses of Parliament; the other a business 
meeting at which the Council presents a report on its year's work for 
discussion by members. At both meetings an Address is given by a 
distinguished Cromwellian; 

( d) producing an annual publication Cromwelliana which is free to members; 
(e) awarding an annual prize for an essay on a Cromwellian theme; 
(f) maintaining a small reference library for the use of member; 
(g) supporting the formation of local groups of paid-up members of the 

Association meeting for study or social purposes; 
(h) acting as a 'lobby' at both national and local levels whenever aspects or 

items of our Cromwellian heritage appear to be endangered. 

All enquiries about the Library should be addressed to: 
Cromwell Association (Library) c/o Mr Trewin Copplestone, 
3, Brook Green Studios, Dunsany Road, London W14 OJP 

l'rintcd in Great Britain by 
'.->hrn t R1111 PrD~ Ltd., Exeter 

·CROMWELL'S DAY 

The address delivered by Dr Maurice Ashley, C:B.E., Past-President. 
of the Association, at the Annual Commemoration Service, 3 
September, 1984 

. When, in 1653, Oiiver Cromwell J:>ecame Lord Protector of England, 
Scotland and Ireland, he was a comparatively young man; in 
~ontrast to ChurchiJI, Adenauer, de Gaulle, Franco or Reagan, all 
of whom were beads .of_state jn their seventies or eighties. Oliver 
had two s¢rious mnesses before he :bec.ame Protector and the strain 
upon him·o(tbe offic<e w~s obvious. He n9t only had to supervise the 
p~y-t.o~day .govemment .of three ~ountries, butto negotiate with 
fQrejgn, amtmssa..cl.or.s a..n<;l ~a,i,nt~jn c_Qfl.(act witli fqr~ign~ sovereigns. 

. He made .fong ~pe.ecbe§~to tQre~·P1!di~ip.·epts_; -an~l he was also 
' commander-il!·c6ie(9ire~tjqg large appi.es. ~rid n_~vie~. Naturally · 
mu~h'.of tltis .wo_rk,c;9ul(f .be .delegated; butrhis \y!l~.the ultimate. 
1;esponsibility for e\f~ry!hi~g._He.had only 9n~ ~~£r~tary qf State-:-

. fortun;jt<;<ly tbe hard:-workj_ngJobQ Thurloe. · . . .. .. . . .. . . 
· .. Jt is constructive to refl.e~t on the requirenierits ()f t!Je two. written 
cqnstitl1tions by wbjcp CromwelJ. gqverne(,i. The first -<~he Instru
ment ,of (Joyernment ofJ(j5~ :- provided tl;iat the Protect()r should 
with the advice and conse11tof his Council pf~tate QOl~ correspon
Mnce. with fox;eign kiqg5, p:rinces. and. states. and 'also w,ith the 
consent.Qf the major.part c>f:l1is Col111cil liave tl).e po~er. of war a.nd 
peace'. ~in~ the secqnd constitl!tipn - the, .Humble· ~etition and 
A(fvice of 1657 - it. was Jaicl c1own that th~: sta,ndigg forces of the 
Commonwealth_ were to be. <;lisposeq of by the Protect<;>r with the 
consent of the .two Houses of Parliament (the Com~on; a~d 'the 
Oth~r: Ho~~e·~ ~nd i~.the intervals of P~Iiaments by the ~dvice of 
·tbe -Pl-ivy Co.~n_cH( as. tb~ CouO:c;il 9f St~t~ va,a.6eci;me) .:.A~~ _in ea~h 
cons_tjtuti!:m·the.size Qfh(s revenue was_prescri.l?~d--.~· . ". '. ' . 
· lil the_ U11ites;l .State.s qf A.merjca, ·which, like the Cromwellian 

r.rote.~tor~(e, ts,goveroed unc;ler.a -wri(ten.c_onst}iution: the second 
article. proyides. tl~at the executive power shall be .exercised by the 
f:>resideot; that he shall be comm!lnder-tn-chief of the army and 
vavy .af1d ·~hat he c~n make treatNs with the a,pproval of two-thirds 
ofthe Senate .. So th.erejs certainly~ rri.arke<J similarity between the 
dl!ties ppde"rtakep. by QJiyer <;::romwell under.a written constitution 
and tliose. assigneg tqJhe :Presideµt of the United State.s by the 
indut(ng ¢onstitutiop drawQ -up in Philaqelphia in 1787. No-one 
'denies.that. ttie Unite_d S~at~s '\yas and is a republic: Oqe can thex;e- · 
.fore m::gue .tbat.t!!Jd~r .C.rnmweJt Eng!al}c;i, ~Scotla11d and ~reland 

.. :formed a single ryp.11t>ljc~ .,c. .,, ~ . "· 



The members of the Protectorate parliaments when they met 
could be extremely obstreperous. Many were not grea ti y interested 
in the welfare of the country at large. Essentially they were 
constitution-mongers. The republicans among them claimed that 
Oliver had abandoned the Good Old Cause. But they were not 
themselves democrats. Their ideal rather was an aristocratic or 
Platonic republic - a government of wise men (like themselves): the 
sort of government indeed of which Alexander Hamilton would 
have approved. Before the Protectorate was established, in the 
Rump Parliament - what you might call a select assembly - these 
dedicated republicans were not very successful in carrying out 
necessary reforms, or in providing a settlement or maintaining 
order: and after Cromwell's death they promoted an anarchy which 
ironically led to the restoration of the Stuarts in 1660. 

Looking back, then, to the situation of some 330years ago it is sad 
to think that in Oliver Cromwell's last years he was unable to come 
to terms with his two parliaments chiefly because a small number of 
theoretical republicans condemned him as being a dictator. In 
modern terms he was certainly no dictator. So far as I know, he only 
overruled his Council of State once: that WMJ when he wanted it to 
agree to the readmission of the Jews who had been expelled from 
England in the Middle Ages. 

Another comparison that can be made between Cromwell's 
Protectorate and the Presidency of the United States is that very few 
Presidents, except Franklin D. Roosevelt, have been able to carry 
out striking reforms during their first terms of office. It has often 
been claimed that Cromwell did nothing constructive or enduring 
during his five years as Lord Protector. However, four things at 
least spring to mind. One was the ordinances for ensuring that 
ministers in the loose national church were competent and fit for 
their offices. Cromwell was more concerned about the moral and 
pastoral quality of the clergy than about the precise nature of the 
theology they preached. This meant in effect that there was more 
religious toleration in Cromwellian England than had ever existed 
before. Consequently nonconformity was so strongly entrenched 
that it could not be destroyed at or after the Restoration. Another 
ordinance provided for a political union of England and Scotland, 
which James VI and I had so much desired. This lapsed at the 
Restoration and the union would not be completed for another fifty 
years but a start had been made. Then Cromwell accepted the first 
act of parliament that established a national postal service, which if 
not quicker, was somewhat more reliable than it is today. There was 
also the ordinance that modified the absurdly severe penalties ' 
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imposed on poor men who could not pay their debts. This sort of 
reform lay close to Cromwell's heart. He once said: 'the Jaw as it is 
now constituted serves only to maintain the lawyers and to en
courage the rich to oppress the poor'. But he had neither the time 
nor the opportunity to reform the law as he would have liked. In any 
case his republican opponents in parliament were more enthusiastic 
about hamstringing the Protectorate than about achieving reforms 
of any kind. 

Whatever reforms Cromwell failed to bring about- and we must 
remember that at that time reform was not thought to be the essence 
of government - and whatever political difficulties he may have 
failed to overcome, in his brief spell of office he succeeded in 
maintaining law and order, in upholding liberty of conscience and of 
thou.ght and laid the f~undations of the first British Empire. In this 
and m so much else Oliver Cromwell proved himself indeed a great 
man. 
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OLIVER CROMWELL AND THE EARL OF MANCHESTER 

Maurice Ashley 

Cromwell was a very emotional man who could suddenly and for a 
short time become extremely passionate. Instances of that are when 
he rejoiced over the slaughter of Drogheda, when he hired a 
hackney coach to carry him to Westminster in order to dissolve his 
last parliament, and when he told the Earl of Manchester that 'he 
hoped to live to see never a nobleman in England' -although he was 
to be opposed to the abolition of the House of Lords and himself 
was to create a new House of Lords in 1657. In considering his 
relationship with the second Earl of Manchester this trait must be 
borne in mind. 

The Cromwells and the Montagus were the leading families in 
Huntingdonshire, taking it in turns to represent the county in 
parliament. In January 1642 Edward Montagu, second Earl of 
Manchester, (then known as Lord Kimbolton - he succeeded his 
father in the following November) made a name for himself by 
being the only member of the House of Lords whom Charles I tried 
to arrest for high treason, while Cromwell had become increasingly 
prominent in the House of Commons as the country drifted into 
civil war. But before this - in June 1641- the two had clashed over 
fenland enclosures that Montagu had begun, and which Cromwell 
alleged were detrimental to the 'poor commoners' who lived in 
Huntingdonshire. According to Edward Hyde, who chaired a 
parliamentary committee appointed to consider the matter, when 
Montagu modestly put his side of the case Cromwell replied 'with so 
much indecency and rudeness and in language so contrary and 
offensive that every man would have thought that as their natures 
and manners were as opposite as it is possible so their interest could 
never have been the same'. 1 This as Hyde recorded this in his Life, 
which was not written until nearly 30 years after the event, he may 
well have exaggerated, though he is unlikely to have made up the 
story. 

After the civil war broke out Parliament passed on 20 December, 
1642 an ordinance establishing an Eastern Association (Norfolk, 
Suffolk, Essex, Cambridgeshire and Hertfordshire) to defend the 
area. In February, 1643 a meeting was held in Bury St Edmunds to 
implement the ordinance and late that month Lord Gray of Wark 
arrived at Norwich with a commission as Major-General of the 
Association conferred on him by the Earl of Essex, the parliamen
tary commander-in-chief. Lord Grey promoted Cromwell from the 
rank of captain to that of colonel, understandably enough as he was 
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commander of a troop of horses about to be converted into a 
regiment and was also a member of parliament for Cambridge. 
Grey then took off the bulk of the soldiers available in the 
Association to join Essex at the siege of Reading, leaving Cromwell 
in charge at Cambridge where a committee had been formed to 
organize the Association. Here Cromwell raised and trained his 
cavalry regiment. A fellow officer in the army of the Eastern 
Association wrote three years later that 'Colonel Cromwell' in 
'raising his regiment makes choice of Officers not such as were 
soldiers or men of estate, but such as were common men, poor and 
of mean parentage, only he would give them the title of godly 
precious men'. 2 

Cromwell did not confine himself to the defence of the Eastern 
Association, but aimed to capture the key town of Newark in 
Nottinghamshire and push across the Trent into Yorkshire where 
the Earl of Newcastle had a large army fighting for the King. After a 
skirmish at Grantham, 15 miles south of Newark, he joined up with. 
the forces from Lincolnshire, Nottinghamshire, Derbyshire and 
Leicestershire, but the Parliamentarians were unable to prevent the 
Queen, who had landed in Yorkshire from Holland with ammunition 
and supplies from reaching the King in Oxford, having passed 
through Newark on the way. 

In the third week of July Major-General Lord Willoughby of 
Parham, the parliamentarian commander in Lincolnshire, captured 
Gainsborough on the Trent, thus cutting off the Royalists in 
Newark from their army in Yorkshire. The Earl of Newcastle sent 
his cousin, Charles Cavendish, to retake it. Cromwell went to the 
rescue, routing and killing Cavendish. But Newcastle dispatched a 
large part of his army to reoccupy the town, which Willoughby 
surrendered. The House of Commons had been warned of the 
situation. A member wrote on 4 August, 1643:3 

A letter received from Lord Willoughby of Parham out of Lincolnshire 
relating that the Earl of Newcastle was coming southward with 6,000 
men with arms ... But we received also a letter from Colonel 
Cromwell that if he might have a supply from us or from Cambridge 
and the Associated Counties he was confident that it being God's 
cause he should prevail though they were far inferior to the Earl of 
Newcastle's forces. 

The House had learnt from Willoughby that he intended to 
withdraw to Boston, nearly 50 miles south-east of Gainsborough, 
and 'expressed the hope that with the assistance of the forces under 
Cromwell Boston might be secured'. 4 Five days later the House 
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ordered Essex to appoint the Earl of Manchester to be Major
General of the forces in the Associated Counties in place of Lord 
Grey of Wark, who had been imprisoned for disobedience, and thus 
Cromwell became one of four colonels under Manchester's com
mand. 
· Willoughby, who had not only abandoned Gainsborough but also 

the city of Lincoln, wrote to Cromwell to say 'since the business of 
Gainsborough the hearts of our men are so deaded we have lost 
most of them by running away'. He added 'now I am in Boston, 
where we are very poor in strength, so as without some speedy 
supply I fear we shall not hold this long neither'. 5 Soon Lincolnshire 
was added to the Eastern Association, as Huntingdonshire had 
been earlier. On 11 October Manchester with the assistance of 
troops from Yorkshire under Sir Thomas Fairfax and Cromwell's 
cavalry regiment defeated the Royalist Governor of Newark at the 
battle of Winceby and nine days later recaptured Lincoln. After the 
campaign ended Cromwell took advantage of being a member of 
the House of Commons and in a speech on 22 January 1644 blamed 
Lord Willoughby for the loss of Gainsborough and Lincoln -
incidentally quoting a warrant from one of Willoughby's sub
ordinates to a village constable 'to bring him some wenches for his 
turn' - and demanded that he be superseded by Manchester who 
should be made Major-General of Lincolnshire as well as of the 
other Associated Counties. 6 Thus their relationship in the army got 
off to a good start. Previously to this in another speech in the House 
of Commons Cromwell, who had left his regiment at Bedford, 
delivered a plea for money to pay for provisions and clothes in 
Manchester's army, but also going out of the way to placate the Earl 
of Essex, who was said to be jealous over Manchester's appoint
ment, by moving the Commons to pass legislation to assist 
Manchester 'next after the Earl of Essex's ordinance'. 7 

When Manchester took over the command he aimed to recruit 
officers and men who were 'godly', devoted to the cause of 
Parliament and, if possible, with previous experience of warfare. 
Although he himself was inclined to Presbyterianism and was a 
member of the Assembly working out a new religious settlement, 
like Cromwell, he sought men who 'know what they fight for and 
love what they know'. He told the House of Lords at the end of 1644 
'I hope there are many honest men in my army, though differing in 
judgment from what I profess'. 8 It was significant that Captain Joh.n 
Lilburne, later famous as the leader of the Levellers, threw up his 
commission under Essex and enlisted in Manchester's army, 
becoming first a major in a foot regiment and soon promoted to be 
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the lieutenant-colonel in the General's own newly-formed regiment 
of dragoons. 

Much has been made of Cromwell's quarrels with Presbyterian 
officers in Manchester's army who accused him of 'sinister ends', to 
wit aiming to 'put all men out of the army that were not Brownists 
[separatists] or of such sects. '9 Certainly Cromwell never accused 
Manchester himself of favouring the Presbyterians. Indeed it has 
been argued recently that after the siege of York Cromwell had 
deliberately tried to pack the army with Independents. But the 
evidence for this is not entirely convincing. After all, Major
General Lawrence Crawford, who was Cromwell's principal bete 
noire, undoubtedly deserved to be cashiered for attempting to mine 
one of the towers and then storm the city without informing other 
commanders, for which Sir Thomas Fairlax wrote, 'he should surely 
have been called to account. •10 

The story of the campaign in 1644 is familiar. A large Scottish 
army entered England in support of the Parliamentarians, which 
obliged Newcastle, now a marquis, to shut himself up in York, 
where he was besieged by three armies, including that of Manchester. 
Prince Rupert, about to become Charles I's commander-in-chief, 
carried out a whirlwind campaign in Lancashire, relieved York but 
then was decisively beaten at the battle of Marston Moor (2 July). 
This victory was somewhat offset by Charles I's defeat of Essex at 
Lostwithiel in Cornwall {1 September). When Charles was making 
his way back from Cornwall to his war-time capital of Oxford a 
Parliamentary Council of War, appointed by the Committee of 
Both Kingdoms, tried to stop him in the second battle of Newbury 
(27 October). But he got away and later returned to relieve 
Donnington Castle, which had dominated the battlefield, and to 
collect the artillery and supplies stored there (10 November). 
Manchester, who was described as 'a sweet, meek man', was no 
general. He had played a negligible part in the battle of Marston 
Moor; and returned to Lincoln to recuperate and refusing to take 
any further military action. At Newbury, where he was the senior 
general, he agreed to a complicated manoeuvre, which involved a 
simultaneous attack on the enemy from both front and rear, but his 
own frontal attack went in too late, and was repulsed. Darkness 
then served the Royalists, who were much inferior in numbers, 
from defeat. 

In these same campaigns Cromwell distinguished himself, par
ticularly at Marston Moor where the victory was largely attributed 
to him. After the battle he vainly tried to induce Manchester to 
undertake some decisive move and promised to withdraw his 
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demand for the removal of Major-General Crawford if Manchester 
promised to go to the relief of Essex's army in the west. At Newbury 
his cavalry took part in the outflanking march, but was beaten back 
by the royalists. When Charles returned to relieve Donnington 
castle Cromwell tried to persuade Manchester to fight, but the Earl 
said: 'if we fight him 100 times and beat him 99 he will be King still, 
but if he beats us but once, or the last time, we shall be hanged, we 
shall lose our estates, and our posterities be undone.' 'My Lord,' 
replied Cromwell, 'if this be so, why did we take up arms in the first 
place? This is against fighting ever hereafter. '1 1 

Although Cromwell, taking advantage of his position in the 
House of Commons and of the reputation he had won at Marston 
Moor, made a detailed criticism of his superior's strategy and 
tactics, he defended Manchester when the Committee of Both 
Kingdoms censured him for not taking action in the late autumn on 
the grounds that the men were sick, tired and ill-fed. What Oliver 
was concerned about was simply that Manchester (and Essex) were 
slow in action because they did not want to drive the King to 
extremities. He admitted that mistakes were hard to avoid in military 
matters and asked the Commons 'not to insist upon any complaint or 
oversight of any commander-in-chief upon any occasion whatsoever; 
for I must acknowledge myself guilty of oversight'. 12 In another 
speech on the same day he added that it was more necessary to put the 
army into a mew method than to investigate its generals. The Self
Denying Ordinance and the New Model ordinances followed in due 
course. When the former was passed an acute observer, the Scottish 
minister, Robert Baillie, wrote: 13 'The House of Commons in one 
hour ended all the quarrels which were betwixt Manchester and 
Cromwell ... ' 

Three weeks later (10 January 1645) Cromwell informed the House 
that he had received an advertizement that one Captain Oneale [?] 
was come to town with a petition solicited by 40 of the officers of the 
Earl of Manchester's army wherein they desire that the Earl of 
Manchester might still continue General of the army, they fearing 
that it would else be breeding a great confusion amongst them by 
reason of the differences between Presbyterians and Independants 
whom the Earl favoured not. 

It was ordered that Captain Oneale should be sent for in safe 
custody and his papers secured. 14 Presumably Cromwell was 
determined there should be no turning back on the decisions then 
reached. 

It can be argued nevertheless that 'the quarrel' between Cromwell 
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and Manchester had been exaggerated. After all, in most armies 
differences of opinion arise about the best strategy. In fact Cromwell 
acquiesced in Manchester's tactics at Newbury and, like him, 
agreed it was impossible to go on fighting with exhausted troops late 
into the autumn. They both agreed about the character of the 
recruits that were needed in the Eastern Association's army and 
each had the safety of the counties belonging to the Association, 
including Huntingdonshire where they had both been born, at 
heart. Cromwell got worked up because he thought that neither 
Manchester nor Essex wanted convincingly to defeat the King. 
In that he was surely right. Essex had been the King's Lord 
Chamberlain. And significantly when Charles II returned to the 
throne in 1660 he made Manchester Lord Chamberlain of his house
hold, so little by then did he resent the Earl fighting against his 
father. 
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THE CIVIL WAR IN YORKSHIRE 

A lecture given to the Cromwell Association A. G.M. at Idle, Bradford 
on 12 May 1984 

D. Blanchard Good 

The cause of the king, contrary to the later claims of Parliament, 
was very strong in all the northern counties, almost the only 
exceptions being in the manufacturing districts of Yorkshire, 
Lancashire, and Cheshire. The port of Hull, also, adopted the 
parliamentary cause at the commencement of the civil war, adhering 
to it with unwavering firmness to the end of the contest. York at that 
time was the headquarters of the king and of the royal party in the 
north of England. They also helq the strong castles of Scarborough, 
Pontefract, Tickhill, Knaresborough, Richipond, and many other 
places of more or less strength in the county of York~ Had Charles I 

. known how to conciliate his Scottish subjects, there would have 
been very little north of the Humber able to resist his power, for the 
northern counties of England and the highland counties of Scotland 
were chiefly on his side. But the lowland counties of Scotland were 
nearly all against him, and enough of the people of the northern 
counties of England, to ensure when joined to the Scots and the 
people of the southern and eastern counties, the ultimate triumph 
of the parliamentary cause. 

It was not until 1642 that the final breach took place between 
Charles and the Long Parliament. On 18 March 1642. the king left 
London, never to return except as a prisoner, and arrived at York, 
where the royal army and many of his chief adherents were 
assembled. There he remained till 23 April, engaged in vain 
negotiations, which ended in a hopeless rupture between king and 
Parliament. 

On 23 April 1642 Charles took the step which brought on open 
conflict. That day he went to Hull, then strongly fortified and 
garrisoned, professing to come with the most peaceful and friendly 
intentions. But Sir John Hotham would not surrender the city to the 
king, who at once returned to York but very shortly afterwards 
returned with a large force and laid siege to the fortress. Parliament 
had, however, anticipated the move, and large reinforcements were 
immediately sent by sea from London, which rendered Hull impreg
nable against any force that the royal party could bring against it. 

At the outbreak of the civil war itself, Hull remained the only 
garrison held by the parliamentary party in Yorkshire. But there 
were many strong adherents of Parliament, especially in the West 
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Riding, determined to uphold the cause at all costs. Amo~gst the 
most resolute and able of these were Ferdinando Lord Fairfax of 
Denton Hall, near Otley, his son, Sir Thomas Fairfax, l<!!er to 
become the commander-in-chief of the parliamentary armies and 
John Lambert of Airton near Skipton. Under the influence of these 
three commanders, a considerable portion of the population in the 
West Riding rose in arms in support of Parliament, and in a short 
time took possession of Leeds, Bradford and Halifax, the chief 
populous towns favourable to the parliamentary cause. Apart from 
them, the royalist party was predominant throughout the county of 
York. 

When the main army of the king marched southward from York 
at the beginning of the war, the royal forces in Yorkshire and the 
adjoining counties of Durham, Northumberland and Cumberland 
were left under the command of William Cavendish, the Earl of 
Newcastle. His opponents were, of course, Sir Thomas Fairfax, 
John Lambert and, at a later period, Oliver Cromwell himself. Both 
parties fought with the most determine~ co.urage and did ~o to the 
close. It is a remarkable fact that one d1stnct should furmsh three 
such outstanding soldiers as Sir Thomas Fairfax, General John 
Lambert and the Earl of Newcastle. 

So strong were the royal forces in Yorkshire that the parliamen.tary 
army under Sir Thomas Fairfax would no doubt have been dnven 
out of the county, had they not had the impregnable fortress of 
Hull. Attempts were, however, made by the parliamentary party to 
fortify Leeds, Bradford and Halifax and a well-cont~sted battl~ was 
fought by Sir Thomas Fairfax at Adwalton Moor, m the pansh ~f 
Birstall, with the army of the Earl of Newcastle. In that battle Sir 
Thomas was totally defeated and was compelled to escape, first to 
Selby, and afterwards to Hull. The towns he had taken and ~ortified 
in the West Riding, including Leeds and Bradford, fell mto the 
hands of the royalists and were held by them until the advance of the 
Scottish army into England and the movement of Oliver Cromwell 
and the Earl of Manchester from the south gave a complete 
ascendancy to the parliamentary party. 

The first important success gained by the parliamentary army in 
Yorkshire was the successful defence of Hull against the Earl of 
Newcastle. In the first two years of the war the fortress was besieged 
twice by the royalists and was at one time in the greatest danger of 
being captured by them, owing to the fickle~ess of Sir John !f otham 
and his son, who, having at first closed the city gates to the kmg, now 
entered into. a conspiracy for surrendering to the royalist army 
under Newcastle. Their plan, however, miscarried before it could 
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be carried into effect. Lord Fairfax was then appointed commander 
of the fortress. The two Hothams were sent to London and after 
being tried were beheaded for treachery on Tower Hill. About this 
time Sir Thomas Fairfax took an army to assist other parliamentary 
forces in Lancaster, and with them marched on to Nantwich in 
December 1643. Sir Thomas Fairfax returned into Yorkshire and 
collecting whatever forces he could bring together in the' Wes~ 
Riding, succeeded in joining his father, Lord Fairfax, in Hull. 

It was at this time that the fortune of war began to turn strongly 
against the Yorkshire royalists, who from now on had to contend 
against a succession of misfortunes. The entry of the Scots into 
England with an army of 20,000 under the Earl of Leven brought 
about the greatest disaster that occurred at this time to the royal 
cause. Their coming was in accordance with an arrangement by 
which the Scottish and English parliaments had agreed to assist each 
other. It may be regarded as the real turning point of the war. Early 
in 1644 the Scottish army crossed the Tweed and the Tyne, by
passing Berwick and Newcastle, both in royalist hands, and entered 
Sunderland on 4 March. All the efforts of the Earl of Newcastle's 
royalist forces failed to stop the advance, though their troops 
numbered some 14,000. 

At this time, too, Sir Thomas Fairfax, issuing from Hull at the 
head of any army of 3,000 or 4,000 men, totally defeated Colonel 
Bellasis, the royalist commander, whom Newcastle had left with 
~,000 o~ 4,000 men for the defence of York. This defeat at Selby was 
1mmed1ately followed by successful attacks by the parliamentary 
forces of the West Riding on Bradford and Leeds and by an advance 
on York and other royalist castles and fortresses. At the same time 
Charles Montague, Earl of Manchester, the commander of the 
army of the Eastern and Midland counties and his formidable 
lieutenant, Oliver Cromwell, also entered Yorkshire and marched 
to York. On 19 April 1644, the Earl of Newcastle, with the Yorkshire 
and the northern royalists, were driven within the walls and were 
closely blockaded by the Yorkshire parliamentary forces under Sir 
Thomas Fairfax, by the army of the eastern and the central counties 
under Manchester and Cromwell and by the Scottish army under 
the Leven and David Lesley. From this time on the parliamentary 
for~es had a superiority in numbers and probably in military talent, 
havmg among their commanders Sir Thomas Fairfax, Lambert, 
Oliver Cromwell and David Lesley, a Scottish officer of great merit. 

The siege and blockade of the city of York began on 19 April 
1644. It is a tribute to the talents and the courage of the marquis of 
Newcastle, his officers and soldiers, that they successfully defended 
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the city up to 1 July, when Rupert suddenly appeared amongst them 
at the head of a powerful army, which he had led from the main 
army of Charles to the gates of York, through a tedious but most 
successful march, which in its advance raised the siege of Newark in 
May 1644, and then proceeding through the counties of Lincoln, 
Stafford, Nottingham, Derby and Chester, raising the siege of that 
city in mid-May. Throughout this march considerable reinforcements 
were added. Having by-passed Stockport he entered Lancaster, 
moved on to Liverpool which fell to his night attack and whilst there 
he received the letter from the king wherein he stated that he, 
Rupert, should hasten to the relief of York. In this letter the king 
declared that he should consider the loss of York to be the certain 
precursor of the loss of his crown. 

. To reach the city of York Rupert had to march from Liverpool, a 
distance of more than 150 miles. Avoiding all the thickly peopled 
districts of Lancashire and Yorkshire, he marched through 
On~1skirk, Clitheroe, Skipton, Otley and Knaresborough, and 
entirely eluded the parliamentary army, which was waiting to attack 
him. This he did by crossing the river Ouse at Boroughbridge, well 
above the city, and entering York without losing any part of his 
forces. 

The greatest, and in its results the most important, of the battles 
of the civil war, was fought in the early evening in a hastily, if not a 
chance-selected position on the edge of Marston Moor, only a short 
distance from York. In the events of this battle, which decided so 
much in so short a time at a little over three hours, much error in 
counting has taken place, but more recent investigation leaves no 
doubt of the main points on which the battle turned. The royal army 
was commanded by Prince Rupert and was composed of a large 
division of the main army of the king, and with which he had raised 
the siege of York. Added to the above, was the army commanded 
by the Earl of Newcastle, consisting of the northern forces of 
Yorkshire and the other northern counties, added to this a large 
number of Anglo-Irish Protestants, who joined Rupert's force at 
Chester. On the battlefield Rupert's army numbered around 10,000 
to 20,000 men of whom 7,000 were mounted, giving a total of 
around 26,000 to 27 ,000. It should be noted that by the king's 
commission Rupert was appointed commander-in-chief of all royal 
~orces. Newcastle, who up to this point had upheld the King's cause 
m the north, strongly resented his removal from the command and 
so served with very little zeal, or even willingness, under Rupert. 

Thus the royalists were divided into two armies, and sustained all 
the disadvantages of a divided command. The parliamentary army 

13 



was still more unfortunate in that respect, for it was divided into 
three. The first of these armies was that of the Eastern Association 
commanded by the Earl of Manchester, with the already famous 
Oliver Cromwell as the commander of his cavalry, and with a small 
reinforcement of Scottish cavalry under David Lesley. Cromwell's 
and Lesley's men were well-trained and not in any danger of being 
carried away by success. The second parliamentary army was 
commanded by Sir Thomas Fairfax and by John Lambert. This 
army was of unequal quality, containing some veteran, well trained 
troups, but others more recently raised, and less steady under fire. 
The third parliamentary army was the Scottish army under the Earl 
of Leven, an inferior general, who greatly mismanaged his forces on 
this occasion. The position of the two armies must have been very 
hastily chosen; but fortune favoured the parliamentary forces, who 
at the time when the battle began occupied a low range of hills, with 
a ditch in front, and with two or three good roads leading down to 
the plain of Marston Moor, across which the royal army advanced to 
the attack. 

The Battle commenced about 7.00 p.m. on that wild and wet July 
evening, by a violent collision between a large body of Rupert's own 
troups, forming the right wing, and the cavalry of Oliver Cromwell 
and David Lesley forming the left wing of the parliamentary army. 
The parliamentary army were marching down from the higher 
ground; and the royal cavalry under the first Lord Byron, in their 
eagerness to meet them, rushed across the ditch which ran across 
the foot of the hill, and were thrown into confusion in doing so. At 
that moment Cromwell, at the head of his Ironsides and Lesley at 
the head of his small body of Scottish cavalry, rushed down upon the 
Royalists; and before they recovered their ranks, drove them back 
into the ditch, forced them back on to the moor, and there, utterly 
routed them. Sending a small body of cavalry to pursue them, 
Cromwell drew up the main body of his cavalry opposite to th~ 
centre of the royal army, and ready to fall upon it at the decisive 
moment. 

The main body of the army under Lord Fairfax, Sir Thomas 
Fairfax and John Lambert, was not equally successful. It rushed 
boldly down the hill on the right wing, but before gaining the open 
moor was received with such an overwhelming fire from the royalists 
under the command of Newcastle, that it never succeeded in 
reaching the plain. The royalists had lined the hedgerows with 
musketeers, and had drawn up the mass of their infantry on their 
own side of the ditch. From these positions they maintained so 
heavy a fire on Fairfax's infantry, that the mass of it was driven back 
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in great confusion. But Sir Thomas Fairfax, John Lambert, Colonel 
Thoresby and a few other resolute officers kept part of the troops 
together, and succeeded later in joining Cromwell's cavalry and 
with them afterwards renewed the battle. 

The left wing of the royalist army, commanded by Lord Goring 
and Sir John Urrey and opposed to the Scottish army under the Earl 
of Leven, was completely successful, and drove their antagonists 
from the field. It was however at this point, that the inferior 
discipline of the royal troops was seen; for Goring and Urrey, after 
defeating the forces opposed to them, followed them with head
strong violence, without any attempt to assist their main body which 
was now threatened with another attack by Cromwell, Lesley, 
Lambert and Fairfax. These, the ablest generals whom this war 
produced, sensing the favourable moment, rushed upon Newcastle's 
infantry and after being repulsed once, if not twice, they rode over, 
trampled down, and all but exterminated those brave men, many of 
them 'Whitecoats', who died where they stood, and finally remained 
masters of the field. The hour was about 10.00 p.m. 

What was now left of the royalist army, escaping as they could 
round the flanks of their pursuers, fled toward York, followed by 
the victors to within a mile of the city walls, and in the moonlight of 
that July night, leaving a trail of dead three miles in length and seven 
wide behind them. While the final ruin and slaughter went on on the 
battle field the dark shadows ofWilstrop Wood afforded a refuge to 
many royalist troops. But everywhere out in the open, in the dim 
light of dusk, they were slain without mercy. Out of the total force 
of the royalist army of 25,000 or so, it was reckoned that after the 
battle they would not be able to rally more than 3,000 horse and 
foot. 

The Battle of Marston Moor, though a very great disaster to the 
royal cause, would not have been automatically fatal had Rupert 
and Newcastle not become so exasperated with each other that they 
determined to divide their forces, destroying all chance of holding 
the field against their numerous and victorious enemies. Two or 
three days after Marston Moor, Rupert left York with the whole of 
his own division, and taking the course by which he had advanced, 
marched up to Wharfdale, crossed the Craven Hills into Lancashire, 
and keeping well towards the west, crossed the lowest ferry of the 
Mersey between Runcorn and Hale, and thence to Chester, on to 
Staffordshire, into the midland counties where he joined the royal 
headquarters. He was never seen again in the north of England. 
Newcastle also left York with about 10,000 troops to resist the 
parliamentary armies, which soon swelled to upwards of 30,000. 
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Newcastle was now determined to abandon his command. He retired 
to Scarborough where he embarked for the Continent, to spend 
some sixteen years in exile. The Yorkshire royalists and their 
northern armies were thus deserted by both their commanders, 
hanging onto York for a while and only surrendered on very 
honourable terms. The Civil War in Yorkshire had now shrunk to a 
mere affair of maintaining the castles of Scarborough, Pontefract 
and a few other strong places. These were certainly defended with 
great determination; but as no royalist army ever reached Yorkshire 
again the effort was altogether unavailing, in spite of the courage 
shown by Sir Marmaduke Langdale and other gallant officers 
connected with the county. 

The effect of the Battle of Marston Moor was to place Sir Thomas 
Fairfax, Oliver Cromwell, John Lambert and David Leslie in the 
first rank of the commanders. When the parliamentary army was 
re-modelled, Sir Thomas Fairfax was made Lieutenant-General or 
Commander-in-Chief, and Oliver Cromwell Major-General, or 
Second-in-Command, whilst David Leslie secured a high position in 
the Scottish army. The result was that Fairfax, Cromwell and 
Lambert, after winning the battle of Naseby swept the royalists 
from the field and the parliamentarians subdued every fortress in 
England. David Leslie, taking much the same course in Scotland, 
secured the triumph of the Scottish Parliament. 

Marston Moor was, of course, not the only engagement of the 
Civil War that was fought out in Yorkshire, though it was the 
biggest. Smaller battles and skirmishes took place in other areas 
such as: Tadcaster and Wetherby Bridges (December 1642); 
Seacroft Moor, Leeds (March 1643); and Meanwood Valley, Leeds 
(January 1643). At a skirmish at Plompton near Knaresborough 
Cromwell's son Oliver was killed. Cromwell remarked that his son's 
death went to his heart like a dagger. There were many, many other 
sites which saw fighting, and in many parts of Yorkshire, both in 
town and village, the evidence may be seen to this day. 

Postcript 
The old parliamentary soldiers of the West Riding were disgusted 
with the new state of affairs which followed the Restoration and the 
wickedness of the times. As a result a body of earnest men tried to 
set up a standard of rebellion at Otley, but they made no headway, 
and eighteen of the leaders were executed at York. They would 
have found it impossible to persuade the people of Yorkshire to 
engage in another war, no matter how righteous their cause. Most 
men had too vivid a recollection of the evils they had suffered during 

16 

,, 

the recent civil war to risk another outbreak. They met in Farnley 
Wood below Famley Hall. The prime mover, a native of Farnley, 
near Otley, was called Cromwell, but beyond that we can find no 
date or any further record. 

As a young Methodist preacher, I was appointed to conduct 
services in the Otley circuit. There was one small village in the 
circuit near Otley which shall be nameless, where even in 1933 the 
bitterness of the Civil War still remained. There were two families, 
one of which during the Civil War days had been on the royalist side 
and the other on the parliamentary side. On the Sundays when it 
was the turn of the husband of one family to take the collection, the 
other family would not contribute. The same applied the other way 
round. If one family invited the preacher to tea with them, the 
victim was taken by the arm of the other family, with the remark 'na 
lad, thas coming wi us!'. If the children of one family took any part 
in church concerts, etc., the children of the other family were not 
allowed on the same stage. So even in the house of God the Civil 
War still continued. There came the time when the daughter of one 
family was courted by, and fell in love with, the son of the other and 
in due course they secretly married. In the days that followed both 
families made such a hell for them that the girl took her own life. 
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AS HERMAN MYLIUS SAW CROMWELL (ltiSL-1652) 

Leo Miller 

This account is based on my forthcoming book, Sa/vaguardia: 
Chapters from the Early History of Modern Diplomacy with New 
Light on John Milton and His Friends from the Mylius Papers, a work 
which makes available for the first time the full record of the 
negotiations by Hermann Mylius on behalf of Oldepburg with Charles I 
in 1638 and with the Commonwealth in 1651-1652. The material is 
transcribed from Mylius's diaries and letters surviving in provincial 
archives. These MSS., of which hitherto only a few unsatisfactorily 
transmitted fragments have been printed, now yield rich new infor
mation on Milton, Samuel Hartlib, John Dury, Theodore Haak, 
Hugh Peter, John Bradshaw and on the early years of the Common
wealth. The extracts below are translated from the original Latin, 
German or French texts. 

In August 1651 there came into London a diplomat of second-rate 
importance from a third-rate German state on a mission of only 
local significance, who, because of the fact that he met John Milton, 
and exchanged letters with him, has a niche in history denied to men 
of far greater accomplishments. He was Hermann Mylius, roving 
envoy for that Count of Oldenburg, Anthon Gunther, of whom it 
was said he would have been a great king, if only he had a kingdom. 
Anthon Gunther's fame rests primarily on his successful determi
nation to keep his diminutive province out of the havoc of the Thirty 
Years War. For a similar reason Mylius came to England in 1651, to 
ask for a salvaguardia, a 'safeguard', which was a declaration of 
neutrality, to keep Oldenburg and its people safe from interference 
during the anticipated Anglo-Dutch War. 

Because of opposition from the rival state of Bremen and sus
picions that Oldenburg might be too friendly to the Stuart cause, the 
leaders of the Commonwealth were slow to act on the salvaguardia, 
so Mylius had to remain in England until March 1652. During that 
time he met not only Milton but Commonwealth leaders Sir Henry 
Vane Jnr., Bulstrode Whitelocke and Hugh Peter, and leading 
intellectuals like John Dury, George Rudolf Weckherlin, Samuel 
Hartlib and Theodore Haak. But most of all Mylius hoped he would 
have the opportunity to meet Oliver Cromwell. 

About that there were problems. The Rump Parliament, with 
good reason for caution, had enacted a law that no government 
official could meet with any foreign envoy except through strict 
protocol proceedings, and not privately, except by order of the 
Council of State. For a minor diplomat like Mylius, that meant 
applying first through the chief of protocol, Sir Oliver Fleming, then 
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to present credentials to the Speaker of the House of Commons, in 
due course (if acceptable) to be accorded an audience with a 
committee of commissioners from the Council of State, thereafter 
to deal direct with designated secretaries (like Milton, then an 
under-secretary for foreign correspondence), and to wind up at last 
with another council committee. 

During these months, Cromwell held two civilian posts. In the 
army he was GeI?-eral in top command, but in the civil establishment, 
nominally at least, he was just another member of Parliament, and 
another member of the Council of State. Actually, of course, he was 
something rather more. 

The first sight of Cromwell which Mylius has left us in his diary is 
dated Sunday 14 September 1651. That was eleven days after 
Cromwell had smashed the forces of Charles II at Worcester, 
ending all question, in Britain and on the Continent, whether the 
Commonwealth was in control. Wrote Mylius: 'In the King's 
Chapel at Whitehall, General Cromwell sat today with his family in 
the same royal pew which was formerly used only by the King and 
his children. Colonel Hugh Peter, now actually in military service 
(armed with sword, dressed in military regalia) who formerly was a 
preacher, preached'. 

On Saturday 17 September Mylius had a meeting with John 
Dury, then employed as librarian of the former royal library of St 
James, but in practice highly influential as purveyor of ideology to 
leading men in the new regime. Dury explained to Mylius what was 
going on, about political manoeuvres in the Rump Parliament by 
way of settling the constitution, and in particular about the proposed 
Navigation Act which would challenge the Dutch in trade and 
shipping. Mylius's diary records the end of their dialogue: 

Dury: Things will shortly happen which have been unheard of, 
and above all would open the eyes of thos who live under kings 
and other sovereigns, and lead to great changes. General 
Cromwell's prudence, gallantry and good fortune prevail. He is 
an exemplar of heroic virtues. 

Mylius: Perhaps they will make him a Doge in the Common
wealth, like the Venetians and the Genoese ... and confer that 
dignity on him by hereditary right to continue in his descen
dants ... 

Dury: On this I cannot verify anything definite. Cromwell alone 
holds the direction of political arid military matters in his hands. 
He is ONE equivalent to all, and in effect, King. 
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Nonetheless, at this time Cromwell maintained a posture of 
republican simplicity, going about without any special pomp. He 
moved into a private house formerly occupied by the Earl of 
Arundel, off St James' Park, near the area where in those years 
there was maintained a preserve for deer, wild goats and other 
animals. On Monday 15 September at about eleven in the morning, 
Mylius had a meeting with Oliver Fleming, in that preserve, to have 
some privacy. As they finished and were parting, they saw Mrs 
Elizabeth Cromwell just then coming down from her house and 
going to look at the animals in the park, escorted by her husband, 
the Lord General Oliver Cromwell himself. So 'I greeted him in 
proper manner, and he politely enough saluted me back,' wrote 
Mylius in his diary that night. 

In his mission Mylius had a rather rough time, having little 
bargaining power and no strong allies. He conducted himself 
skilfully enough, but it took him till February 1651/2 to overcome all 
the many obstacles and hindrances put in his way. In these pro
ceedings he had no occasion to meet Cromwell, who was both too 
busy and too adept to seem to usurp the prerogatives of his 
colleagues in the Council of State. 

Consequently, Mylius's second contact with Cromwell was 
another near miss. On Monday 2 February, between six and seven 
in the evening, Mylius was out for an evening stroll in the park, 
perhaps hoping to meet someone important. He did meet up with 
Fleming, his official channel of communication, and got from him 
an earful - information on the latest obstructions thrown up against 
his mission. Again, from his diary: 

'As we were talking, the General came along through the park in 
the dusk. Many petitioners had awaited him all day, but he quite 
alone at a distance took a footpath, and let the coach bring his 
entire suite to his house. And as he met up with us, in the 
darkness, and in a mourning cloak this was after Ireton's death, 
Mr Fleming himself did not recognise him. He went somewhat 
past, turned back and grasped Mr Fleming by his cloak, at which 
I stepped aside. They talked with each other about half an hour. 
Finally he slipped into a narrow rear door. Mr Fleming came to 
me and said it was the General, who had asked about me.' 

Fleming was one of Cromwell's closed confidants. He had all 
along been keeping Cromwell fully informed about Mylius. 

On 2 March when his aims had been mostly accomplished, and his 
salvaguardia signed and sealed, Mylius made a strong request to 
Fleming to obtain at least a farewell interview with Cromwell. On 6 
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March he repeated the request: 'I begged him to request an 
audience for me with General Cromwell. I wanted only to say 
goodbye in two words'. 

Fleming consoled Mylius by telling him that when Cromwell had 
come back victorious from Worcester, the Spanish Ambassador 
Alonzo de Cardenas had been eager to congratulate him in person, 
but the General had declined to receive him. Fleming was not being 
fully candid, because Cardenas had had access on other occasions, 
but Mylius had still to content himself with an indirect letter of 
compliments. 

At some time during the negotiations, there was a promise made 
that a gift of pure-bred horses would be sent to Cromwell from 
Count Aathon Gunther, whose reputation as a breeder of fine 
coach horses has endured. The horses came, but not until 1654, 
when another mission came from Oldenburg, to obtain a renewal of 
the salvaguardia, because Cromwell was now Lord Protector. 

In 1654, the procedure was markedly different. Instead of a 
committee of Council commissioners. Cromwell himself met the 
envoys in formal audience, in which they took measured steps, 
counted the number of times they bowed, ceremoniously doffed 
their hats and kept them off, while Cromwell ceremoniously put his 
own on again. 

The horses came over in a different ship some time later, brought 
by the Count's son Anton von Oldenburg, after losing some when 
his ship was raided on the high seas by a piratical or privateering 
sea-captain sailing out of Dover. If the envoys of 1654 left any vivid 
memoirs of meetings with Cromwell, none have survived among 
their voluminous papers in the Oldenburg archives. Those horses, 
however, have their place in history. Those were the high-spirited 
horses which Cromwell himself was driving, harnessed to his coach, 
when he was thrown from his coach-box, narrowly avoiding fatal 
injury when his pistol went off as he fell, on 29 September; an 
escape to the relief of his supporters and to the outspoken disap
pointment of his foes. 
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CROMWELL AND CAMBRIDGE 

Raymond Tong 

Although Oliver Cromwell is one of Cambridge's most illustrious 
sons and one of the best known figures in English history, it would 
appear that, whether consciously or otherwise, Cambridge has 
always tended to neglect his memory. Visitors to Cambridge, 
especially if they come from overseas countries enjoying democratic 
institutions, may often be surprised to find that, apart from a plaque 
in Sidney Sussex College curtly and vaguely recording the burial of 
his head, there is no memorial to Cromwell either in the town or in 
the university. Having seen the statue of Cromwell outside the 
House of Commons, they may well wonder why he is not equally 
commemorated in Cambridge. He was after all a representative of 
Cambridge in both the Short and the Long Parliaments, and as a 
military commander was particularly concerned with the security of 
Cambridge, especially during the perilous years from 1642 to 1646, 
when it was the headquarters of the Eastern Association. Largely as 
a result of Cromwefl ensuring that his constituency was well 
defended, there was neither any fighting.in or around Cambridge 
nor any serious damage to buildings. Throughout the Civil War, 
Cambridge was able to live in comparative peace and the University 
continued to maintain its standard of scholarship. 

Most of Cromwell's life up to the age of forty-one was spent in 
what is now Cambridgeshire. He g;rew up in Huntingdon, sixteen 
miles northwest of Cambridge, where his father, Robert Cromwell, 
farmed the tithes of the nearby parish of Hartford. When the time 
came for him to enter Cambridge University, he did not go to his 
father's college, Queens', but to Sidney Sussex, a colJege with a 
decidedly Protestant character founded in 1596 by the executors of 
Lady Francis Sidney, Countess of Sussex. In the statutes of the 
college it was stipulated that the Masters and Fellows must abhor 
'popery and all heresies, superstitions and errors'. Except for 
fee-paying students, who were known as Fellow Commoners and 
Pensioners, all students were required to make their main aim the 
taking of holy orders. The entry in the college register shows that 
Cromwell became a Fell<;>w Commoner on 23 April 1616, two days 
after his seventeenth birthday. The Master of the college at that 
time was Dr Samuel Ward, a Calvinist theologian with a reputation 
for being a stern disciplinarian. Under his guidance both the college 
rules and the university statutes were rigorously enforced. It would 
therefore seem likely that if Oliver had been guilty of the riotous 
behaviour later attributed to him by his enemies, especially certain 
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Restoration writers, there would probably have been some record 
of it. Certainly any peccadilJoes of which he may have been guilty 
appear to have gone undetected, or at least unrecorded, by the 
college authorities. Apart from the fact that he presented a silver 
soup ladle to the college at the time of entry and that he had rooms 
on the first floor of the north side of Hall Court with a bay window 
overlooking Sidney Street, nothing is really certain about his life at 
Sidney Sussex. In any case his sojourn in Cambridge did not last 
very long. In June 1617 his undergraduate days came to an abrupt 
end, not through any lack of ability as a scholar, but as a result of the 
sudden death of his father. 

Cromwel1 first began to come into focus on the Cambridge scene 
from 1636, when on the death of his uncle, Sir Thomas Steward, he 
inherited a considerable estate, consisting of land and property in 
and around Ely. Except for the period from 1628 to 1629, when he 
had been one of the two burgesses representing Huntingdon in the 
turbulent third Parliament of Charles I, Cromwell had spent most of 
the intervening years since leaving Sidney Sussex farming the flat, 
fertile land of the south-east Midlands, first at Huntingdon then at 
St Ives. Even before he and his family moved to Ely, he was 
probably aware of how his uncle had resisted the draining of the 
Fens in the reign of James I in order to protect the grazing rights, as 
well as the fishing and fowling, of the poor commoners. In any event 
he had only been living in Ely for a few months before he became 
involved in a similar dispute. Throughout the seventeenth century 
the area of cultivation was gradually being extended to feed the 
growing population, and it is evident that CromweU did not object 
to drainage in general. However, due to his concern for the 
commoners of Ely, he declared himself to be strongly opposed to 
the drainage of the Fens, especially his own area of fenland known 
as the Great Level. Besides the drainage companies, the crown was 
also concerned with the profits to be derived from draining the 
Fens, and it. was not long before the government of Charles I 
became aware of Cromwell's opposition. They were doubtless 
already aware of Cromwell, for he had been one of the members of 
Parliament in 1629 who had refused to adjourn, when commanded 
to do so by the king, until Sir John Eliot's resolution condemning 
iUegal subsidies and popery had been presented to the Commons. 
However that may be, clearly Cromwell was not in any way 
deterred, for in 1638 it was 'commonly reported by the commoners 
in Ely Fens adjoining that Mr Cromwell of Ely had undertaken, 
they paying him a groat for every cow they had upon the common, 
to hold the drainers in suit for five years and in the meantime they 
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should en joy every foot of their common'. 
Of course, at that time the Fens were still a remote and somewhat 

untamed part of the country, and championing the fenland com
moners was hardly a very lofty cause in the eyes of many of 
Cromwell's contemporaries. When his enemies later referred to 
him as 'Lord of the Fens', the title was awarded only for the purpose 
of ridicule. However, in retrospect it would appear that they con
siderably underestimated the significance of Cromwell's fenland 
activities. It was not only the commoner's grazing rights that were 
endangered by fen drainage. People throughout the area, including 
in and around Cambridge, were afraid that such drainage might 
lead to the loss of their inland navigation routes. Cromwell's part in 
the dispute therefore won him many friends, not only in Ely, but 
further afield in Cambridgeshire. It also reminded his many in
fluential relations, including John Hampden and Oliver St John, as 
well as like-minded ex-Parliamentary colleagues, of Cromwell's 
integrity, determination, and obvious ability to command respect. 
Consequently when Charles I decided early in 1640, owing to his 
Scottish problems, that it was necessary to summon Parliament, 
Cromwell was a fairly obvious candidate. Since Huntingdon was no 
longer a possibility, he was invited to stand as one of the two 
burgesses for the town of Cambridge, and after becoming a freeman 
by the payment of one penny to the poor, one of the preconditions 
of candidature, he was duly elected. 

Although the Short Parliament, which met on 13 April 1640, only 
lasted for three weeks, in the autumn the king decided to summon 
another Parliament. Cromwell was again elected for the town of 
Cambridge, and on 3 November what was to become the Long 
Parliament met for the first time. While his friends and relations in 
the Commons were undoubtedly aware of his presence, Cromwell 
appears to have been a rather undistinguished backbencher during 
the early days of this Parliament. It was not until after the king's 
rash departure from London in January 1642, that Cromwell's true 
significance, especially as a man of action, began to reveal itself. His 
determination to fight, if need be, for the defence of Parliament, 
first became apparent both in London and Cambridge when on 15 
July 1642 the House of Commons made the following order: 'Mr 
Cromwell having sent down arms into the County of Cambridge for 
the defence of that County, Sir Dudley North to pay him £100.' The 
order also authorised the town of Cambridge to raise two companies 
of volunteers with captains to lead them. 

While arrangements were being made to start recruiting these 
volunteers, in a letter dated 24 July the king suggested to the 
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vice-chancellors of Oxford and Cambridge that some of their 
college plate might be sent to him in York, not to assist him 
financially in the difficult days which lay ahead, but for 'the better 
security and safety thereof.' Although the letter subtly suggested 
that the Parliamentary opposition was about to confiscate the plate 
from both universities, and that it would be safe in royal hands, very 
few colleges seemed at all eager to accept his offer, St John's was 
prepared to contribute certain articles of plate amounting to about 
two thousand ounzes of silver, and Queens', Jesus, and Magdelene 
also assembled a number of pieces. Unfortunately, from the royalist 
point of view, in the meantime Cromwell had arrived in Cambridge 
and had been informed of the intention of these colleges to send 
plate to the king. He therefore decided, with the assistance of his 
brother-in-law, Valentine Walton, to intercept the convoy under 
Captain James Dowcra, who had been sent to conduct the treasure 
to York. In the event, it seems likely that only the plate from 
Magdelene College actually left Cambridge, and this was seized by 
Cromwell, at the head of a small band of volunteers, somewhere 
along the road to Huntingdon. On 15 August the Committee of 
Defence was able to report to Parliament that 'Mr Cromwell has 
seized the Magazine in the Castle at Cambridge and hath hindered 
the carrying away of the plate from that University; which as some 
report, was to the value of £20,000 or thereabouts.' Although the 
suggested value of the plate seems somewhat inflated, both actions 
were approved. By 22 August 1642 when the Civil War began with 
Charles I raising his standard at Nottingham, Cromwell was already 
firmly in control of Cambridge, assisted by the mayor and three 
aldermen. A week later at Huntingdon, with the rank of captain, he 
mustered a troop of sixty horsemen, made up of volunteers from 
Huntingdonshire and Cambridgeshire. Thus at the age of forty
three, a gentleman farmer and a politician, he started out on the 
military phase of his life, which was to reveal his natural ability both 
as a brilliant general and as a remarkable leader of men. 

Doubtless as he rode towards London after his dispiriting 
experience at the battle of Edgehill on 23 October 1642. Cromwell 
must have pondered on all he had seen, especially the obvious need 
for training and discipline. He remained in London for some weeks, 
firmly supporting John Pym against the peace party of Denzil 
Holles. He also took part from the very beginning in the legislation 
passed on 20 December for the formation of the Eastern Association, 
the aim of which was to raise troops and supplies through the 
committees of the counties concerned. These counties were Essex, 
Hertfordshire, Suffolk, Norfolk and Cambridgeshire, although 
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Huntingdonshire and Lincolnshire were added to the Association 
during 1643. Lord Grey of Warke was appointed Major-General of 
the Association, with his headquarters in Cambridge. The legislation 
was not implemented by the committees in the five counties until 9 
February 1643, when their reluctance to provoke quiescent royalists 
in the region was eventually overcome by news of a threatened raid 
on Cambridge by the forces of Prince Rupert and Lord Capel. By 
this time Cromwell had become a colonel of the Association and 
was back in his constituency. 

In the instructions issued by Parliament to Lord Grey, regarding 
the immediate use of his forces, he was ordered to assemble all the . 
Association volunteers in Cambridge. The bulk of the army, com
manded by Grey himself, was then to proceed south to reinforce the 
main Parliamentary army in the Thames valley, leaving a detach
ment under Cromwell to defend the north and northwest boundaries 
of the Eastern counties. The volunteers were duly assembled in 
Cambridge throughout February and March, and on 7 April Lord 
Grey rode out of town with some five thousand horse and foot to 
join the Earl of Essex at the siege of Reading. In the meantime 
Cromwell had been busily occupied in building up his regiment. In 
March he already had five cavalry troops and it is likely that in 
April, after Grey's departure, he commanded about a thousand 
volunteers in his Cambridge stronghold. From the outset his 
recruitment policy was based on the firm belief that 'if you choose 
godly honest men to be captains of horse, honest men will follow 
them.' However, in spite of his being convinced that 'a few honest 
men are better than numbers', or perhaps because of it, the troops 
at his disposal continued to grow steadily in the months ahead. 

Early in March 1643 the Cambridge committee of the Eastern 
Association appealed to the people of Cambridge and the sur
rounding area for additional funds to complete the fortification of 
the town, which had begun in the previous month. The amount 
mentioned, two thousand pounds, was apparently collected, for on 
12 July Cromwell was able to report to Parliament that 'our town 
and castle are now very strongly fortified being encompassed with 
breastworks and bulwarks.' Most of the Norman walls of the castle 
had either fallen down or been used elsewhere for building purposes. 
Cromwell therefore fortified it with earthworks and built a brick 
barracks on the north side. No contemporary plans or pictures exist 
of the fortifications and there is little evidence as to their nature, but 
it is fairly certain that the castle, situated to the north of the town on 
the only hill, would have been the key defence position. Since any 
attack would almost probably have come from the north or the 
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west, the River Cam was almost equally important, and to strengthen 
the defences in this area it was found necessary to demolish the 
bridges of St John's, Trinity, King's and Queens'. 

However, following the success of the Newark royalists in March 
and early April, Cromwell realised that while the garrison and 
fortifications of Cambridge provided the Eastern Association with a 
secure base, it was essential to ensure that they remained a second 
or even a third line of defence. At first he thought of the River Ouse 
as the natural frontier of the Association, but after he had occupied 
Peterborough on 22 April 1643 and after Huntingdonshire was 
added to the Association on 26 May, the River Nene became both 
the frontier of the Eastern Association and its first line of defence. 
Certainly the main threat to the eastern counties came from royalist 
forces moving southwards, and it was therefore north of this 
frontier that Cromwell spent most of the summer and a part .of the 
autumn of 1643. Outside Grantham in May he successfully blocked 
the royalist advance, but in July he was forced to make an orderly 
retreat from Gainsborough, when completely outnumbered by an 
army commanded by the Earl of Newcastle. 

On 10October1643, at Winceby, a little over twenty miles east of 
Lincoln, he joined with Sir Thomas Fairfax and his Yorkshire 
cavalry and put to flight a numerically superior force under Sir John 
Henderson. Not only did this battle largely remove the menace to 
Lincolnshire, which had recently been added to the Eastern 
Association, but it was also a very auspicious beginning to the 
collaboration of Cromwell and Fairfax: a collaboration which was 
to make possible the victory of Marston Moor and the decisive 
defeat of Charles I's army at the battle ofNaseby. 

Much was written by royalist pamphleteers and others, both 
during and after the Civil War, about the destructive behaviour of 
the Parliamentary forces, and inevitably with the Restoration a 
good deal of vandalism came to be attributed to Cromwell person
ally. As a result, in spite of the propagandist nature of many of the 
stories, legends gradually evolved linking his name with acts of 
destruction for which, due to time and place, he could not possibly 
have been responsible. Few of the ruins he is reported to have 
produced w~re ever visited by him, while much of the iconoclasm 
with which he has been associated in popular imagination seems to 
have derived from a confusion of his name with that of Thomas 
Cromwell, who was involved with the destruction of the monasteries 
in the reign of Henry VIII. As far as Cambridge is concerned, some 
of the anti-Cromwell material originated from a work entitled 
Querela Cantabrigiensis, which was edited by Dr John Barwick of 
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St John's College. It was first published separately in 1646, and then 
in the same year was reissued as part of Mercurius Rusticus, a 
royalist publication produced at Oxford. Dr Barwick was devoted 
to the royalist cause, and after leaving Cambridge in February 1644 
was for a time engaged in taking secret royalist correspondence 
between London and Oxford. It would therefore be difficult to 
regard him as an unbiassed observer. The Parliamentary authorities 
in London were aware of Barwick's presence, but apparently 
regarded him as being fairly harmless. How~ver, the. tamis?~ng 
effect after 1660 of the sort of virulent anti-Parhamentanan wntmg 
contained in Querela Cantabrigiensis and similar royalist pub
lications has been both considerable and long-lasting. Indeed it was 
not until the nineteenth century that historians became obviously 
critical of such accounts and, to use Thomas Carlyle's words, began 
to 'wipe away its blubberings and inexactitudes a little.' 

Even today the stigma of destruction lingers on. While recog
nising that by putting Cambridge into a state of d~fen~e ~ro~well 
preserved it from the ravages of war, CW Scott-Giies m his history 
of Sidney Sussex College nevertheless finds it necessary to observe 
that he 'worked havoc with the peace and beauty of Cambridge'. 
The words 'worked havoc' are evocative, but on investigation they 
are very far from the truth. As regards the beauty of Cambridge, it is 
evident that this was little affected by Cromwell's measures for the 
defence of the town. The castle was situated outside the main area 
of both the town and the colleges and had already been there for 
centuries. Even the addition of earthworks and a barracks could 
hardly have made much impact on the beauty of the s~rrounding 
scenery. Perhaps the only justifiable reason for complam~ w~s the 
fact that some building materials intended for the rebuddmg of 
Clare College were commandeered for the fortifications. But it is 
likely that any expression of protest came mostly from those 
opposed to Parliament, and happily in 1653, following a petition to 
Cromwell, the college was paid £500 for timber and damage sus
tained. Doubtless the loss of the bridges over the Cam may have 
also angered some royalists, especially in St John's, King's and 
Queens', colleges that had land on both sides of the river, but 
clearly their removal did not seriously detract from the beauty of the 
town. 

Equally in considering Cromwell's effect on the peace of C~m
bridge, it is evident that far from causing havoc he was responsible 
to a considerable extent for maintaining a situation in which people 
continued to live normal lives, both in the town and the university. 
Throughout the Civil War there was never any fighting in the streets 
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of Cambridge, nor indeed any serious disturbances. Royalist 
colleges such as St John's, Peterhouse, Jesus and Queens', and 
royalist sympathisers in other colleges, naturally disliked the 
presence of a Parliamentary garrison, but this was probably not the 
feeling of most Cambridge people. Cromwell's troops were care
fully recruited from the counties of the Eastern Association. They 
were well-disciplined and generally believed in the cause for which 
they fought. It is also likely that they would be particularly well
behaved while in Cambridge, owing to the fact that it was their 
headquarters. It is consequently difficult to believe the complaint 
recorded in Querela Cantabrigiensis that muskets were deliberately 
discharged into the windows of colleges. Certainly the punishment 
for such behaviour, if it ever occurred, would have been very 
severe. Perhaps the matter which caused most friction was the 
military presence in King's, Trinity and Jesus. Although, as in the 
royalist headquarters in Oxford, only officers were quartered in the 
colleges, it appears that parades were sometimes held in the courts 
and in wet weather in the college buildings. Such circumstances 
must have been a little unsettling for the colleges concerned, but 
were obviously insignificant when compared with the fierce fighting 
that was experienced by the armies on both sides. 

What was most surprising about Cromwell's relationship with 
Cambridge University was the fact that he appeared so complacent 
about the presence of a large number of royalist sympathisers. This 
complacency seems to have been shared for a good many months by 
other members of Parliament, who possibly felt that the counties of 
the Eastern Association were so solidly behind the Parliamentary 
cause that there was nothing to fear from their presence. The 
problem would not have arisen ifthe ~oyalists in the Uni~ersi~y had 
left Cambridge on or before the Parliamentary occupation, m the 
same way that Parliamentary sympathisers in Oxford University 
had hastily left Oxford in a body before the occupation of the town 
by the army of Charles I. It was undoubtedly a compliment to the 
fairness and good behaviour of the Parliamentary forces that the 
Cambridge royalists decided to remain, but their continued presence 
must inevitably have been an embarrassment to the Eastern 
Association. Against the background of an increasingly bitter civil 
war, it was a situation that could not continue, and it is a wonder 
that it went on for so long. However, in May 1643 it became 
necessary to imprison the vice-Chancellor for arranging the printing 
in Cambridge of certain of His Majesty's Declarations. The last 
quarter of 1643, after Pym had signed the Solemn League and 
Covenant in exchange for Scottish military aid, proved to be a 
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difficult period politically. It was for political, rather than for moral 
or religious, reasons that the 'regulation' of Cambridge University 
eventually took place. On 22 January 1644 Parliament passed an 
ordinance giving the Earl of Manchester, who in the previous 
August had replaced Lord Grey of Warke as Major-General of the 
Eastern Association, the power to remove unsuitable clergymen in 
the eastern counties and to evict from Cambridge University men 
who were 'scandalous in their lives' or opposed to Parliament. 

On the whole it appears that the Earl of Manchester, and those 
assisting him, acted responsibly in the way in which these powers · 
were used. Although there were numerous expulsions and new 
appointments, the work of the University proceeded in a fairly 
tranquil manner and the standard of scholarship was maintained. 
Even Clarendon, an adviser to both Charles I and Charles II, was 
able to pay tribute to 'the harvest of extraordinary good and sound 
knowledge in all parts of learning; the many who were wickedly 
introduced applied themselves to the study of good learning and the 
practice of piety.' 

(Reprinted from The Cambridge Review, November 1983, with the 
kind permission of the Editor.) 

TIME TO REMEMBER 

Raymond Tong 

Lords and Commons of England, 
consider what Nation it is 
whereof ye are. 

John Milton 

Once more it is time 
to remember who we are, 
to resist the gradual falling 
away into everywhere 
and nowhere, to heed 
again the authentic cadence 
of our essential being, 
to resolve in the years ahead 
never to let go 
of that inner self, 
the precious core of history. 

30 

BOOKS AND ARTICLES 
(Published chiefly in 1983 and 1984 and of likely interest to members of the 
Association) 

Slack, P. (ed.): Rebellion,. Popular Protest and the Social Order in Early 
Modern England (Cambridge U.P. 1984) 

Ashton, R.: Reformation and Revolution 1558-1660 (Granada 1984) 
Cooper, J.P.: Land, Men and Beliefs: Studies in Early Modern History 

(Hambledon P. 1983) 
Cliffe, J.T.: The Puritan Gentry (RKP 1984) 
Tomlinson, H. (ed.): Before the English Civil War (Macmillan 1983) 
Malcolm, J .L: Caesar's Due: Loyalty and King Charles 1642-1646 (R. Hist. 

Soc. 1983) 
Collinson, P.: Godly People: Essays on English Protestantism and Puritanism 

(Hambledon P. 1983) 
Goring, J.: Godly Exercises or the Devil's Dance? Puritanism and Popular 

Culture in pre-Civil War England (Friends of Dr Williams's Library 1983) 
Dures, A.: English Catholicism 1558-1642: Continuity and Change 

(Longman 1983) 
Bauman, R.: Let Your Words be Few: Symbolism of Speaking and Silence 

among Seventeenth-Century Quakers (Cambridge U.P. 1983) 
Spufford, M.: The Great Reclothing of Rural England: Petty Chapmen and 

their Wares in the Seventeenth Century (Hambledon P. 1983) 
Fraser, Lady A.: The Weaker Vessel: Women's Lot in Seventeenth-Century 

England (Weidenfeld and Nicolson 1984) . 
Slater, M.: Family Life in the Seventeenth Century: the Verneys of Claydon 

House (RKP 1984) 
Stucley, J.: Sir Bevil Grenville and His Times 1596-1643(Phillimore1983) 
Pounds, N.J.G. (ed.): The Parliamentary Survey of the Duchy of Cornwall 

Pt. 2 (Devon and Cornwall Record Soc. n.s. xxvii 1984) ' 
Finlayson, M.G.: Historians, Puritanism and the English Revolution: The 

Religious Factor in Politics Before and After the Interregnum (U. of 
Toronto P. 1983) 

Newman, P.R.: Royalist Officers in England and Wales: A Biographical 
Dictionary (Garland Publishing NY 1981) 

Chernaik, W.L.: The Poet's Time: Politics and Religion in the Work of 
Andrew Marvell (Cambridge U.P. 1983) 

Denton, B.: The Crisis in the Army 1647 (Partizan Press 1984). 
Matthews, N.L.: William Sheppard, Cromwell's Law Reformer (Cambridge 

U.P.1984) 
Butler, M.: Theatre and Crisis 1632-1642 (Cambridge U.P. 1984) ' 
Sharpe, J.A.: Crime.in Early Modern England (Longman 1984) 
Stone, L. and Fautier, J.C.: An Open Elite? England 1540-1880 (Oxford, 

Clarendon P. 1984) 
Hill, J.E.C.: The Experience of Defeat: Milton and Some Contemporaries 

(Faber 1984) 
McGregor, J.F. and Reay, B.: Radical Religion in the English Revolution 

(Oxford U.P. 1984) . 

* * * * * 

31 



Lee, M. Jnr: James I and the Historians: Not a Bad King After All? Albion 
xvi(2) (1984), 151-63 

Cogswell, T: 'Foreign Policy and Parliament: the Case of La Rochelle 
1625-26', English Historical Review xcix (1984), 24H)7 

Worden, A.B.: 'The Politics of Marvell's Horatian Ode', Historical Journal 
xxvii(1984),525-47 

Daly, J.: 'Implications of Royalist Politics', Historical Journal xx.vii (1984) 
745-55 

Lambert, S: 'The Opening of the Long Parliament' Historical Journal xx.vii 
(1984) 265-87 

Reinmuth, H.S. Jnr: 'A Mysterious Dispute Demystified: Sir George 
Fletcher vs. the Howards', Historical Journal xxvii {1984 ), 289-307 

Miller, J.: 'The Potential for "Absolutism" in Later Stuart England', 
History Ixix (1984), 187-207 

Russell, C: 'Why Did Charles I Call the Long Parliament?', History Ix 
(1984), 375-83 

Hill, J.E.C.: 'God and the English Revolution', History Workshop Jn/. xvii 
(1984), 19-31 

Morrill, J., Manning, B., Underdown, D.: 'What Was the English Revo
lution?' History Today (March 1984), 11-25 

Roseveare, H: ' "Crafty and Fawning": Downing of Downing St.', History 
Today (March 1984) 10-14 

O'Day, R.: 'Room At the Top: Oxford and Cambridge in the Tudor and 
Stuart Age', History Today (Feb. 1984), 31-38 

Russell, C.: 'Why Did Charles I Fight the Civil War?', History Today (June 
1984),31-34 

Morrill, J.S.: 'The Religious Context of the English Civil War', Trans. R. 
Hist. Soc. 5th ser. xxxiv (1984), 155-78 

Stewart, R.W.: 'Arms Accountability in Early Stuart Militia' Bull. Inst. 
Hist. Res. !vii (1984), 113-117 

Sharpe, K.: 'Thos. Witherings and the Reform of Foreign Posts', Bull. Inst. 
Hist. Res. lvii (1984), 149-64 

Roberts, S.K.: 'Initiative and Control: the Devon Quarter Sessions Grand 
Jury 1649-1670', Bull. Inst. Hist. Res. !vii (1984), 165-77 

Quintrell, B. W.: 'Oliver Cromwell and Distraint of Knighthood' Bull. Inst. 
Hist. Res. !vii (1984), 224-39 

Hammond, P. 'Thomas Smith: A Beleaguered Humanist of the Interregnum' 
Bull. Inst. Hist. Res. !vii (1984), 180-94 

Birken, W.J.: 'The Royal College of Physicians of London and its Support 
of the Parliamentary Cause in the English Civil War', Jn!. British Studies 
xxiv (1984), 47-62 

Keeble, N .H.: 'Richard Baxter's Preaching Ministry: its History and Texts' 
Jn/. Eccl. Hist. xxxxv (1984), 539-59 

Lee, M. jnr: 'Scotland and the "General Crisis" of the Seventeenth 
Century', Scottish Historical Review !xiii (1984), 136--54 

Clark, R.: 'Why was the Re-establishment of the Church of England 
Possible? Derbyshire: A Provincial Perspective', Midland History viii 
(1983),86--105 

Larminie, V.: 'Marriage and the Family: The Example of the Newdigates', 

32 

Midland History ix (1984), 1-22 
Hill, J.E.C., and Lamont, W.: Debate on the Muggletonians in Past and 

Present civ. (1984), 153-63 
Heal, F.: 'The Idea of Hospitality in Early Modern England' Past and 

Present cii (1984), 66--93 
White, P.: 'The Rise of Arminianism Reconsidered', Past and Present ci 

(1983), 34-54 
Ingram, M.: 'Ridings, Rough Music and "The Reform of Popular Culture" 

in Early Modern England', Past and Present cv (1984), 79-113 

STEPHEN ROBERTS 

BOOK REVIEWS 

Two-first rate new text-books cover the full extent of Oliver 
Cromwell's life and times. Both synthesise their own and other 
scholars' researches. Robert Ashton's Reformation and Revolution 
1558-1660 ('Paladin History of England' Granada, 1984, £18.00) 
offers a complex narrative and commentary. It weaves together 
political, constitutional and religious developments with economic 
and social aspects, pointing up inter-relationships, as for instance 
that differences between 'fielden and forest communities' can have 
political and religious connotations. Impressed but not bowled over 
by current revisionism of the period, he finds more reformers and 
conservatives than revolutionaries. All sought support from the 
past in myth or history - 'the Norman Yoke', 'the ancient con
stitution', fundamental laws, Magna Carta. Stuart Englishmen 
were determined to preserve their heritage as they saw it. The 
trouble was they did not all see it alike. Agreed on generalities like 
'the King is Father of his people', they parted on interpretations and 
applications. Professor Ashton stresses the Protectorate as 'a sig
nificant step towards more traditional forms of government.' That is 
not to say that the Restoration was inevitable. In fact, 'the recon
ciliation which Cromwell desired was at least partially successful.' It 
took not 'cavalier endeavour' but the failure of 'the hastily put 
together and uneasy coalition of commonwealthsmen and army 
grandees' to cohere in face of Monck's enigmatic intervention from 
Scotland to raise and realise Charles II's flagging hopes. 

Scotland is prominent in A. G. R. Smith's The Emergence 
of a Nation State: The Commonwealth of England 1529-1660 
('Foundations of Modern Britain', Longman, 1984, £14.95; £7.95 
paperback). Throughout this rather longer period he stresses inter
connections within the British Isles. Like Professor Ashton, he is 

33 



interested in continuity and construction as in change and dis
ruption. His compelling narrative is interspersed with analytical and 
thematic sections, backed by a chronology of events and a thought
ful 'Compendium of Information' (lists of state officers; years of 
good/bad harvests, a glossary and the like). Cromwellians will 
perhaps regret that in general 1529 to 1603 gets more attention than 
1603 to 1660, years which after all, saw the union of the crowns, the 
Scottish rising of 1638, the Irish Rebellion of 1641, the Civil Wars 
here, there and everywhere in the 1640's, the enforced unions of the 
1650's, which laid at least tentative foundations for such unity as 
these islands have ever attained. Dr Smith also notes a pervading 
conservatism. 'If the men of 1640 were substantially affected by new 
ideas of progress, most of them concealed it remarkably well in their 
speeches. It was only in the later years of the Long Parliament that 
the subversive ideas of the pre-1640 period made a significant 
impact'. The army grandees are seen as political radicals, who were 
at bottom social conservatives, striving to preserve 'the existing 
structure of society within a revised constitutional and ecclesiastical 
framework.' That seems unexceptional but in itself does not take us 
very far. However, Cromwell's 'gigantic' personality and presence 
are seen as allowing him, though so often representative, also to 
transcend many of the prejudices and attitudes of his age. 

Scotland was vital in 'the general crisis of the British Isles'. 
Rosalind Mitchison's volume in Arnold's admirable 'New History 
of Scotland' covers 1603-1745 from the metamorphosis of James VI 
into Jam es I to the blasting of exiled Stuart hopes in the '45. The title 
Lordship and Patronage (1983, £5.95 paperback) highlights Scottish 
society and politics, a tale often told to Scotland's disadvantage in 
terms of comparisons between the constitutions, economy and 
social arrangements of the two kingdoms, but Dr Mitchison extends 
attention to under-developed parts of Europe (e.g. Scandinavia) 
with more relevant problems and possibilities. She takes Cromwell's 
conquest as primarily 'to protect his own position' but shows that 
there was much more to it than that. Scottish royalism - traditional 
or adopted - was willy-nilly a threat to successive regimes in 
England from 1648 onward which could with some credibility claim 
that military occupation was defensive and necessary. Ironically it 
was Scottish docility by 1660 that gave Monck the opportunity to do 
whatever it was he did do - which may not have been what he set out 
to do. The Scots themselves had little part in the Restoration; 'they 
had to accept it as it was negotiated in England' and to suffer for it. 
Dr Mitchison in no partisan spirit reminds us how arrogant it is for 
English historians and politicians to regard Scotland as no more 

34 

than 'the knuckle-end of England'. 
About Scottish and English royalism 's chances of restoring 

Charles II unaided Edward Hyde, the King's chief but (to his own 
regret) not monopolistic adviser, had few illusions. It would, he 
knew, have to come from within the English political nation itself. 
R. W. Harris's Clarendon and the English Revolution (Constable, 
1983, £30.00) provides a pleasant, reasonably well-informed and 
detailed if somewhat unexciting 'life and times'. He notes that Hyde 
saw the return to some more-or-less traditional institutions during 
the sixteen-fifties as making a Stuart restoration less rather than 
more likely. Hyde contemplated Cromwell with 'the interest of a 
historian as well as of an opponent'. He admired a ruler who was 
'not a man of blood and who totally declined Machiavel's method', 
one whose accomplishments testified to 'a great spirit, an admirable 
circumspection and a most magnanimous resolution' and 'a won
derful understanding of the nature and humours of men and as great 
a dexterity in applying them'. Praise could hardly go higher than 
that. Harris's book should send readers back to The History of the 
Rebellion itself and perhaps to B. H. G. Wormald's Clarendon; 
Politics, History and Religion 1640-1660 (C.U.P. 1951), still un
surpassed as an account and analysis of that classic's genesis and 
writing. 

Study of the local dimensions of 'the late troubles' continues to be 
fruitful. The Record Society of Lanes and Cheshire have produced a 
massive first volume of The Letter Books of Sir William Brereton 
(1984, Alan Sutton £25.00). Meticulously edited by R. N. Dore, 
doyen of historians of the Civil War in those parts, covers only 
31 January to 29 May 1645, but is clearly a major source for military, 
local and not-so-local developments. The central theme of a wide 
ranging correspondence is the siege (November 1644 to February 
1646) of Chester, 'the gateway to N. Wales, the main port for 
Ireland and an important town on the two western routes from 
Scotland'. 

The siege was made possible by Marston Moor and its main
tenance was vital in the last eighteen months of the first civil war. 
The letter books - more to come - bring out both strategical and 
tactical considerations and underline how important contacts at 
Westminster and the City of London were for money, supply of 
recruits and for reinforcing Brereton's local position against the 
machinations of rivals there and elsewhere. His correspondence 
extended to Staffs, Lanes, Salop and beyond - north, south, east 
and west. He found it necessary to exchange letters with Saye and 
Sele, Essex and Fairfax, Crawford, Lesley, Bradshaw, Vane, St 
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John and the rising star, Cromwell. Mr Dore's introduction contains 
information and comment on a variety of topics- connexions with 
Ireland, maritime warfare, plundering, clubmen and the treatment 
of civilians. Volume II (October '45 to February '46) will contain an 
index vital to the proper exploitation of Mr Dore's great work, 
which disposes of the illusion that civil war military history can be 
written (as Col C. H. Burne once hoped it could be) 'with the 
politics left out'. 

There are two substantial collections of local studies, one by a 
single author, the other by various hands in honour of a teacher and 
writer tireless in bringing home the utility and the sheer enjoyment 
of studying 'the interplay between local and national history': 
J. J. Bagley (Seventeenth-Century Lancashire ed. J. I. Kermode and 
C. B. Phillips, Transactions of the Historic Society of Lanes and 
Cheshire, Vol. 132 for 1982, £15.00). Topics covered include 
recusancy, plague, J.P.'s, the militia, and the Earls of Derby. 
Cromwellians will find particularly appealing Dr B. G. Blackwood's 
careful analysis of 'Parties and Issues in the Civil War', which 
concludes that 'in Lancashire religions ... seem more important 
than social and local issues' in deciding allegiances. Several essays 
are by young postgraduates - a happy reminder of what an in
exhaustible quarry Cromwell's half-century is. Roger Howell's 
Puritans and Radicals in North England (University Press of 
America, 1984, $21.75) is the outcome of continuous research 
which produced en passant his major study of Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
and the Puritan Revolution (1967). The north, important as the 
border region, was already potent in that coal industry which was to 
underpin the coming Industrial Revolution. A local patriot saw 
Newcastle as 'the eye of the north', 'the north that warmeth the 
south parts ... with fire'. Howell brings out some striking con
tinuity in the city's government. 'Men whose roots were firmly fixed 
in the pre-war corporate exclusiveness continued to serve as active 
members of the corporation while Newcastle was held for the King, 
reduced by the Scots, subjected to parliamentary control and 
ultimately the control of the Lord Protector and then returned to 
what was essentially its pre-war political constitution at the 
Restoration.' There is a perceptive account of Robert Lilburne, 
John's less stentorian, more puzzled brother. The collection ends 
with a tantalisingly brief essay showing how high Cromwell's 
reputation stood among nineteenth-century radicals and noncon
formists, men who like him made 'a conscience of their politics'. 

Historians squabble about the civil war with greater enthusiasm 
than most of the original contestants: Historians, Puritanism and the 
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English Revolution: the Religious Factor in English Politics before 
and after the Interregnum (of Toronto Press, 1983, $27.50) by 
Michael Finlayson is well aware of this. The book is at once a study 
of a major aspect of historiography and a contribution to it. 

The author tackles two particularly contentious terms: 'puritanism' 
and 'revolution', adding his own interpretation of 'what actually 
happened' to religion before, during and after the middle decades 
of the seventeenth-century upon which he refuses to slap the label 
'revolution'. He recognises the existence of 'puritans' - a very 
mixed lot - but not that of an abstraction called 'puritanism', 
ostensibly helpful but at bottom misleading. It is an argument in 
which, in part at least, he was anticipated in the 1960s by R. H. 
George. As for 'revolution', he reminds us that men of that age used 
it as implying a wheel turning full circle, and deplores the extension 
of the metaphor by historians who sees the post-Restoration as 
essentially different from the pre-civil war world. His own studies 
convince him that, whatever may have been the case in other 'areas 
of human experience', in religion there was 'an essential similarity 
to both worlds with similar anxieties and pre-occupations'. In spite 
of his scholarship, confidence and eloquence it is difficult not to 
mutter 'well, perhaps not quite!'. His work, however, underlines 
the need for specialists of the early seventeenth century to come 
together with those of the later to sift causes, course and con
sequences of whatever it was - rebellion, revolution, 'wars of 
religion', general crisis - that happened between them. What 
actually did happen? how? why? what did not? These are hard 
questions that call for careful answers. 

Peter Laslett whose The World We Have Lost (Methuen, 1983, 
£12.00; £5.95 paperback) has reached a third edition, 'further 
explored', is no more inclined than he was in 1965 to find that 'a 
revolution ideology' is appropriate to the search for an explanation 
of events. The phrase 'the English revolution' has for him become 
so diffuse, its associations so various and uncontrollable that it is 'a 
candidate for respectful entombment'. (Why 'respectful'?). His 
own influential portrayal of 'a one-class society' remains contro
versial. Like the revisionism of early Stuart parliamentary history, it 
seems to be almost as much imposed on the facts as to emerge from 
them, like most of the broad frameworks- eg. feudalism, capitalism, 
la longue duree - into which historians delight to force things very 
far from simple. 

The Harvester Press has completed publication of its three-decker 
Biographical Dictionary of British Radicals in the 17th Century, Ed. 
R. L. Greaves and R. Zaller (1982-1984, £205.00) with 1501 con-
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tributors from both sides of the Atlantic and elsewhere. The term 
'radical' is, the editorS admit, 'anachronistic' and ambigious. The 
definition here is of 'those who sought fundamental changes by 
striking at the very root of contemporary assumptions and insti
tutions'. (It sounds very like 'revolution' is coming back like 
Dracula from the tomb.) Some of the radicals, it must be said, are 
rather like the not-so-shaggy, shaggy dog in the story, not as radical 
as all that. Some - Oliver Cromwell himself perhaps - could be 
included in dictionaries of moderates and conservatives. But it is an 
advantage to have so comprehensive a collection of vital men and 
women of diverse persuasions brought together here, especially as 
details about many of them are not easy to trace elsewhere. There is 
a welcome emphasis too, upon ideas and interpretations. The 
volumes are lavishly produced and certainly not cheap, unduly dear 
perhaps, since few individuals are likely to buy a set - but Crom
wellians, pending a more austere one-volume edition, should try to 
persuade their local reference library to invest in it. 

The Harvester Press' books do come expensive, but at least the 
press is prepared to publish excellent works which might otherwise 
fail to get into print because of a less enterprising commercial line. 
One might have thought that by now most of Christopher Hill's 
occasional - or rather frequent - pieces would have found their 
permanent way into his various collections, such as Change and 
Continuity. But Harvester are issuing three volumes of his Collected 
Essays, of which the first has just appeared under the title Writing 
and Revolution in 17th Century England, (1985, £28.50). It contains 
a dozen items, with specially written introductory and concluding 
sections, all pointing to a belief held for more than three decades 
that 'it does not seem ... possible to understand the history of 
England ... without understanding its literature' and vice versa. 
Cromwell, of course, was not a deliberate producer of literature, 
except perhaps in the rather debased sense in which political parties 
used it when churning out propaganda, but his letters, conversations 
and speeches point to the fascination words had for him and his 
power over them. The historian who once dubbed him 'the most 
quotable of Englishmen' refers to him here again and again, along
side Milton, Marvell, Vaughan and Rochester. (He demonstrates 
the last named writing love poetry based on the philosophy of 
Hobbes, who, of course, wrote love poetry of his own, though of a 
rather different order.) 

One of Cromwell's most endearing features was his capacity to 
respond positively to the individuality of other men. One such was 
William Sheppard, whose name does not immediately leap to mind 
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in connexion with the Lord Protector. He was in fact one of the best 
and most prolific of legal writers who over four decades produced 
practical handbooks but also speculative works of legal philosophy. 
He was also enterprising in suggestions for law reform, a matter 
close to Cromwell's heart as part of his programme of 'reformation' 
and 'healing and settling'. Sheppard in the mid 1650s was, in the 
subtitle of a scholarly but by no means pedantic, addition to 
'Cambridge Studies in Legal History', William Sheppard by Nancy 
L. Matthews (C.U.P., £18.50) 'Cromwell's Law Reformer'. The 
Protector gave him a serjeancy and employed him throughout in 
helping to draft some of the ordinances of 1654 and the revised 
municipal charters. Sheppard's Eng/ands Bau/me was in Dr 
Matthew's informed view 'the most important legal publication of 
the 1650s', providing a sensible, comprehensive, systematic model 
capable of meeting head on the objections of conservative lawyers. 
Most of his suggestions have been enacted since. Unlike some of the 
more impatient revolutionaries, he never imagined that the law 
could be reduced to 'the bigness of a pocket book' but certainly 
thought that 'a grand abridgment' intelligible to intelligent men was 
feasible - and worked on it. Dr Matthews considers that his work 
'adds an important dimension to the evidence of Cromwell's repu
tation as an advocate of law reform'. Her own book is a reminder of 
the continuing debt historians of the seventeenth century owe to 
American scholarship. 
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ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING 1984 

The Annual General Meeting of the Association was held at Idle 
Parish Church, Bradford on 12 May, 1984. The Yorkshire Group 
were the hosts and Mr D. Good, their President, welcomed 
members. 

The Chairman (Mr Trewin Copplestone) thanked the Group for 
their invitation and congratulated members who had travelled long 
distances. Their presence justified the policy of holding Annual 
General Meetings from time to time outside of London. After some 
matters of minor business Mr Good gave a stimulating and in
formative talk on 'The Civil War in Yorkshire' (printed in this issue 
of Cromwelliana). 

·The Minutes of the 1983 Annual General Meeting, already 
circulated were approved. The Chairman announced with regret 
that Miss Hilary Platt, Hon. Secretary for some 25 years, had 
resigned; but the Association would not be deprived of her valuable 
services. She would be a Vice-President. On behalf of the Associ
ation the Chairman presented her symbolically with a briefcase. 
The deaths of several members were reported and sympathy ex
tended to their families. Mr Lilburn and Mr L. Verity had resigned 
from the Council and Mr Leslie Collyer and Mr E. Goodman have 
joined. Mr Goodman and Miss P. Barnes had become joint sec
retaries, with Mr Collyer, Information Secretary. The Chairman 
reported among other matters progress on the proposed Cromwell 
Gazetteer (editor Dr P. Gaunt) which he was confident would be a 
major publication. Dr Maurice Ashley would give the Cromwell's 
Day address on 3 September (printed in this issue of Cromwelliana). 
In lively general discussion mention was made of activities in con
nexion with the impending fiftieth anniversary of the founding of 
the Association, the restoration of Thorpe Hall in Peterborough, 
the Cromwell statue at Warrington, the proposed Richard Cromwell 
Plaque at Hursley, Hants., possible speakers at Association meetings 
and ways and means of increasing our membership. Brief reports 
were made of the doings of various groups. The parents of the late 
Dan Prosser, winner of the.Cromwell Essay prize, had generously 
donated the prize money to be spent on additions to the Library. 

Treasurer's Report 

The 1983 audited accounts were circulated and approved. The 
Treasurer reported a small excess of expenditure over income and 
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urged members to convert to life membership and to continue to try 
to recruit new members. 

The Meeting closed at 4.50 p.m. 

On the following day members of the Association visited Calton 
Hall, the home of John Lambert, which was being refurbished. 
They went on to a memorial service for Lambert at Kirkby Mal ham 
Church where they were joined by members of the Sealed Knot. 
The lesson was read by Miss Elaine Smith whose portrait of 
Lambert had been presented by the Association to the Church. Mr 
D. Good preached a sermon commending Lambert's fortitude and 
how he had 'fought the good fight'. A plaque commemorating 
Lambert was then unveiled by Mr Trewin Copplestone in a side 
chapel of the church, where there was also a replica of Lambert's 
battle standard donated by the Yorkshire group. 


