











his power...” God had also demonstrated his support for Cork by removing “owt of
yo[u]r L{ordshi]ps way his Confederates Radclife, and Wandesford... !

Wentworth was so distraught at his Wandesford’s death that he stated that it
“more affects me than the prospect of my own, for in him is lost the richest magazine
of learning, wisdom and piety that these times can boast.”''® Wandesford had chosen
Wentworth in his will to bring up his son during his minority. The King confirmed
this in a letter dated 4 January 1641, which offered Wentworth the chance to

compound for the wardship of Wandesford’s son.'"’

Alice Thornton reported that the
King ordered both Wandesford’s funeral and his son’s wardship to be paid for by the
Treasury of Ireland. This was to reward the family for Wandesford’s “faithful service
in that place and his being deputie.” However, the Irish Parliament seized the King’s
Treasury and therefore the funeral and wardship charges “fell sad uppon all my
father’s estate and his children...”"''®

In Wandesford’s death, Wentworth lost a strong supporter and also a potential
witness who might help him to defend himself in his trial in England. The Irish
Parliament were able to use Wandesford’s demise as an opportunity to press their
grievances further and try to remove another key figure within Wentworth’s

administration, Sir George Radcliffe.

The impeachment of Sir George Radcliffe
The Irish Houses of Parliament reconvened on 26 January 1641 2 The House

of Commons was again pursuing its grievances. In the early months of 1641, they

ts Walley informed Cork that Wandesford had died “even upon a Soden, not 2 days sicke... on the
third day of this moneth early in the morninge...” Walley to Cork, 12 December 1640, Chatsworth
House, Lismore Papers, vol. 21 /75.

He Writing to Sir Adam Loftus on 15 December 1640, Wentworth wrote that “Since | left Ireland I
have passed through all sorts of afflictions ... but indeed the loss of my excellent friend the Lord
Deputy more afflicts me than all the rest, by how much I have, in my own esteem far more to lose in
my friend than in myself.” McCall, Story of the Family of Wandesforde p. 81, Whitaker, History of
Richmondshire p. 163.

"7 King Charles I to the Master of the Wards on behalf of the son of Christopher Wandesford, 4
January 1641, P.R.O. S.P. 16/ Signet Office 111, 410, CSPI 1633 — 47 p. 251. The King did show
support for Wandesford's family and ordered on 6 February 1641 in a letter to the Lord Chancellor of
Ireland that he should take “acknowledgment by the oaths of two or more sufficient witnesses of all the
land, &c.. left by Christopher Wandesford, late Deputy of Ireland, for the advancement of his sons or
daughters.” P.R.O. S.P. 63 /258, 423, CSPI 1633 —47p. 257.

"% The wardship cost the family £2,500 and the funeral amounted to more than £1,300. Jackson,
Autobiography of Mrs Alice Thornton p. 26. |

19 On this first day, the discussion focused around whether Parliament should continue in the absence
of anv authority. In the absence of either a Lord Deputy or the Lord Lieutenant, Parliament’s position
appeéred to be in jeopardy. On 20 January 164 1. Sir James Barry asked the House ~Whether the
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launched an attack upon the Subsidy Act issued in March 1640. This 1ssue was
exacerbated by Wandesford’s removal of the order for the rating of subsidies from the

1'12

’ 0 .
Commons’ Journa Later that month, the House of Commons issued a protestation

which the King received on 9 March 1641, complaining that Wentworth's supporters
had changed the wording to the Subsidy Act and therefore it was not a statement truly
issuing from the House. In ‘The Protest of the Irish House of Commons against the
Preamble to the Irish Act of Subsidy,” the Commons indicated the strength of their
dissatisfaction with Wentworth’s regime. They complained that the preamble to the
Subsidy Act had been inserted without their knowledge. In effect, this new preamble
had anticipated the complaints of the Commons and tried to cancel out their influence
by pre-empting them.'?! The replaced preamble thanked the King for “providing and
placing over us so just, wise and vigilant, and profitable a Governor” as Wentworth.
However, in February 1641, the House of Commons reversed the sentiments within
this new preamble and presented their own version of their view of Strafford’s
government. They argued that when Wentworth inherited the government of Ireland,
it was a “flowrishinge, wealthye, and happy estate...”'** However, during the course
of Wentworth’s administration, “his Advisors Councellors and Ministers, have altered
the face of the government of the said Kingdome, by the introducinge of a new
unlawfull Arbitrary and tyrannicall government...”'? They argued that Wentworth
and his administrators were greedy self-seeking ministers who only worked for their

own benefit and this had tended to “the great Impoverishment, and destrucc[i]Jon of

Parliament is now to dissolve, or any Power remaining to continue it... Shall we take royal Power, to
make a Deputy of Lord Justices? The King only can do it.” Justice Mayart responded that “...the Lord
Lieutenant hath Power to name a Deputy, but not to name Justices; therefore the Parliament cannot
continue.” Lords Journal of Ireland pp. 143 - 144. It was eventually decided that the House should be
adjourned but before a declaration could be issued, the King’s commission to the new Lord Justices Sir
William Parsons and Sir John Borlase was received. Mountmorres, The History of the Principal
Transactions of the Irish Parliament vol. I, p. 335.

12 On 9 February, a select committee was appointed to meet with the Lord Justices, which asked for
the King’s order regarding the rating of supply, to be sent to the Commons. Commons Journal of
Ireland p. 168.

2! For example, the new section of the preamble thanked the King for the “large and ample benefits
which we have received and hope to receive by his Majesty’s Commission of Grace for Remedy of
Defective Titles,” for Wentworth’s “pains in restoration of the Church, the reinforcement of the Army
within this Kingdom... his support of your Majesty’s wholesome laws here established, his
encouragement and countenance to your judges and other good officers, ministers, and dispensers of
the law... his care to relieve and redress the poor and oppressed...” P.R.O. S P. 63 /258, 73, CSP/
1633 — 1647 p. 205, | | |

122 .protest of the Irish House of Commons against the Preamble to the Irish Act of Subsidy.’ received
by the Kine on 9 March 1641, P.R.O. S P. 637258, 73, ('SP 1633 — 1647 p. 265.

NP R.O.S.P. 63 /258,73, CSPI 1633 — 1647, pp. 265 - 266.
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his Ma[jes]ties said Subiects in their landes, goodes, lives and just libties ...
Although they asserted that the preamble was false, the Commons promised to adhere
to “the body of the said Act for the grantinge of the said Subsidies that they are nowe
as glad and Cheerefull for to haue passed & graunted.” They hoped that they would be
allowed to remove the “Contrived” preamble. Furthermore. they launched a
dangerous attack upon Wentworth and his supporters. They asked that neither
Wentworth or his ministers, advisors and councilors, who had “in althinges, serued
their owne turnes and deceived his Maljes]ty and whoe are most hateful] and
insupportable to this said people,” should be permitted to have any part in
“Counsellinge advisinge or Actinge with or concerninge the government of this
Kingdome, or the Affaires thereof...” Having removed these potentially dangerous
supporters of the Wentworth regime, the Commons further pressed that the
“Contrivers, Advisors and Actors” of the surreptitiously inserted subsidy preamble
“maie bee discovered impeached and punished for the same and other theire offences
and Misdemeanors Accordinge to the Justice, and the Course of Parliament.”'?’ This
action was another convenient excuse to attack the ministers of Wentworth’s regime

- and to begin the process of rooting out their misdemeanors and ultimately punishing
them for their contribution to Wentworth’s government.

By the end of February 1641, it was apparent that the Irish House of
Commons was involved in the wider process of actively pursuing supporters of
Wentworth’s regime. On 17 February 1641, a Grand Committee of the whole House
of Commons wrote a “protestation concerning the Earl of Strafford and his manner of
government.”'*® On 27 February 1641, a committee of forty-four members of the
House of Commons was charged with the task of drawing up articles of impeachment
against Chancellor Sir Richard Bolton, John Bramhall, Lord Chief Justice Sir Gerard
Lowther and Sir George Radcliffe.'”’ The articles of impeachment were presented to

'** The Commons believed that the Earl of Strafford and his ministers had “beyond all measure &
moderac[i]Jon advanced and enriched themselves by extorc[iJons oppressions and all sorts of Iniustice
to the generall greife discontent & destrucc[ijon of his Ma[jes]ties said faithfull people.” P.R.O. S.P. 63
/258,73, CSPI 1633 — 1647, pp. 265 - 266.

125 p R.O. S.P. 63 /258,73, CSPI 1633 — 1647, pp. 265 - 266.

"2 Commons Journal of Ireland p. 176 in McCafferty, J. ““To follow the late precedents of England:™
the Irish impeachment proceedings of 1641,” in Greer, D.S. & Dawson, N.M. (eds.) \hsteries and
Solutions in Irish Legal Historv (Dublin, 2001). p. 59.

"> The message was carried to the Lords on the same day by Captain Audley Mervin who reported that
the Commons “did impcach the said persons of high treason: and desired that their persons might be
secured, and sequestered from the house of lords. the council table, and other places of judicature...”
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the House of Commons against these members of Wentworth’s administration on 6
March 1641."%® The articles consisted of three broad accusations. Firstly, the four men
were charged with trying to bring about the “destruction of the Commonwealth of this
realm...” To do this, they had “traitorously contrived, introduced and exercised an
arbitrary and tyrannical government against law” in Ireland with the “countenance
and assistance” of Wentworth. Secondly, they were accused of taking “regal power
over the goods, persons, lands and liberties of His Majesty’s subjects of this
Realm...” In order to achieve their ends, they had passed unjust sentences, judgments
and decrees “in extrajudicial manner against law...” Due to these acts, the people of
Ireland had been forced into sedition and rebellion as they had been “ruined in their
goods, lands, liberties and lives...”'*® A third charge accused the administration of
trying to protect themselves by attempting to “subvert the rights of Parliament and the
antient courses of Parliamentary proceedings...” which was against the oaths of their
offices. Finally, the impeachment was confirmed and surmised by the statement that
all four men had committed offences equating to high treason."*® Sir Richard Bolton
argued that he could not defend himself against these articles, as the charges were far
too general. !

Bramhall, Bolton and Lowther presented their written responses to the charges
on 13 May 1641 to the Irish House of Lords, and these were almost identical in their

132 McCafferty believes that since none of these

dismissal of each charge.
impeachments were taken to their logical conclusion, strength is given to the

argument that key figures of Wentworth’s administration were impeached simply to

Mountmorres, The History of the Principal Transactions of the Irish Parliament vol. 11, p. 43,
Commons Journal of Ireland p. 186, Lords Journal of Ireland pp. 165 — 166.

128 However, the articles of impeachment had already been written into the Commons Journal on 4
March 1641. Mountmorres, The History of the Principal Transactions of the Irish Parliament vol. 11, p.
44,

'*Y The Remonstrance was keen to demonstrate that many of these people were “of good quality and
reputation...” yet had been “utterly defamed by pillory, mutilation of members and other infamous
punishments...” Commons Journal of Ireland pp. 198 —99.

" ibid, pp. 198 —199.

314 March 1641, Lords Journal of Ireland pp. 176 — 177.

132 Bolton, Bramhall and Lowther all pointed out that it was not in their interests to destroy the Irish

cconomy as their fortunes were invested in Ireland. Bramhall’s answer to the charges can be found in
the Hastings Papers HA 14072-3. Bramhall, Bolton and Lowther’s written replies are in the Duchy of
Cornwall office, Buckingham Gate, London, Bound MS, Political tracts and treatises: subsidies and
the Irish grievances 1640 —41 pp. 12 =20 in McCafferty, " To follow the late precedents of England.™
p. 67. A committee was assembled on 19 June 1041 to prepare ™ p[ar]ticuler, & seufer]all charges™
aeainst Bramhall, Bolton, Radcliffe and Lowther. They were ordered to use “all diligence, faith &
s:‘crecie as the importance and weight of soe greate a Cause doth require.” They had permission to send
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prevent them supporting Wentworth in his trial. Bramhall, Bolton and Lowther
believed that they were in little personal danger as their impeachments were simply a
front to prevent them from acting as witnesses at Thomas Wentworth’s trial. which
began on 22 March 1641."%*

Lowther and Bolton were granted bail in July 1641, although Bramhall’s
request was refused. He petitioned again for his release in April 1644 and February
1645, but was still declined."** As no charges had been proven against Bolton and
Lowther, they both successfully regained their political positions in Ireland. However,
Bramhall and Radcliffe were refused release and restoration to their former positions.
A committee of the Irish House of Commons was resolute that there were still further
charges to be brought against Radcliffe and Bramhall.'*®

Radcliffe had already found himself on the receiving end of impeachment
charges from the English Houses of Parliament. Wentworth had already been
summoned from Yorkshire to London in November 1640 and in a letter to Radcliffe
informed him; “I am to-morrow to London, with more dangers besett, I believe, than
ever any man went with out of Yorkshire.”'*® Wentworth was correct to be fearful and
the House of Commons brought preliminary charges against him on 25 November
1640, and the Lords committed him to the Tower."*” At the same time, the English
Parliament also impeached Radcliffe. A warrant for his arrest was issued on 13

November 1640.'*® On 15 November 1640, the English House of Commons required

for rolls, records and evidence to support their charges. The committee included Captain Audley

Mervin and the lawyer Patrick Darcy. P.R.O. S.P. 16 /481, 51, CSPI 1633 — 1647 p. 309.

13 This is an important article as it focuses on the impeachments of the members of Thomas

Wentworth’s government. However, there is much less focus on George Radcliffe’s experience and it

does not follow his trial in England at all. It examines Bramhall, Bolton and Lowther who remained in

Ireland to face their charges whereas Radcliffe was called into England. McCafferty indicates that the

importance of the attempted impeachments of Bramhall, Bolton and Lowther is that it helped to

acclerate Wentworth’s demise, as they were prevented from acting as witnesses in his trial. The

impeachments also generated support and publicity for the actions of both the English and Irish

Parliaments and therefore contributed to keeping Irish opposition focused in 1641. McCafferty, ““To

follow the late precedents of England,” pp. 51, 61, 72.

"o April 1644 and 3 February 1645, Commons Journal of Ireland pp. 321, 337. The House of Lords

did not release Bramhall until April 1645 and this finally marked the end of impeachment proceedings

against him. Lords Journal of Ireland pp. 203 — 204, 217, McCafferty, *“To follow the late precedents

of England.” pp. 65 — 66.

1391 June 1642, Commons Journal of Ireland p. 297, ibid, p. 66.

130 wWentworth to Radcliffe, 6 November 1640, Whitaker, Life and original correspondence of Radcliffc
.218.

l')‘” Gardiner, S.R. ‘Thomas Wentworth," Dictionary of Nutional Biography p. 280.

138 The warrant from William Lenthall, speaker of the House of Commons, to John Hunt, sargeant-at-

arms in Ireland, requested that he “apprehend Sir George Radcliffe, member of the Parliament in

Ireland. and bring him to the House in safe custody. to answer an information of high treason.” CSPD

1640 — 1641 p. 257.



Radcliffe and Sir Robert King to come over to England as witnesses in the tria] of
Strafford. The King avoided allowing the Commons to assert their authority in this
way and over-rode their command by summoning Radcliffe and Sir Robert King
himself."”” He issued two letters on 15 November, the first of which ordered Radcliffe
and Sir Robert King, the muster-master general and clerk of the cheque, to travel to
England at once.'*" The second letter demonstrated more sympathy for the
predicament Radcliffe found himself in. The King stated that he was willing for
Radcliffe to “have three or four days for settling his affairs, after which he is speedily
to come to England.”'*! However, Radcliffe evaded this warrant until he was taken to
the Gate House of the Tower of London on 9 December 1640 where he was to be
“kept in safe & sure custody...” Furthermore, it was ordered that the keeper of the
Gatehouse was to “suffer no man to speake wfi]th the s[ai]d S[i]r George Radcliffe
but in his presence & hearinge.”'*

The nature of the charges against Radcliffe reveals that he was thought to be
such a close confidant of Wentworth that he was effectively a conspirator in the
crimes committed by the Lord Lieutenant against the Irish. The committee of the Irish
House of Commons levied six general charges against George Radcliffe on 29
December 1640.'* All of these charges represent the wider concerns of the
community in Ireland who feared that Wentworth’s government was attempting to
introduce a Catholic and arbitrary government, whilst allowing his supporters to line
their own pockets with Irish money. Firstly, Radcliffe was accused of conspiring with

Thomas Wentworth “to bringe into Ireland an Arbitrary Gouerment and to Subvert the

9P R.O. S.P. 63/258, 51, 52, Notestein, W. (ed). The Journal of Sir Simonds D’Ewes. From the
beginning of the Long Parliament to the Opening of the Trial of the Earl of Strafford (New Haven,
1923), p. 31, Journal of the House of Commons of England, pp. 27 — 28 in Russell, C. ‘“The British
Background to the Irish Rebellion of 1641,” English Historical Review 61 (1989), p. 175.

" Draft of the King to the Lord Deputy of Ireland, 15 November 1640, P.R.O. S.P. 63 /258, 52,

CPSI 1633 — 47 p. 246.
4! Copy of Secretary Windebank to Wentworth, 15 November 1640, P.R.O. S.P. 63 / 258, 53, CSPI

1633 - 47 p. 247.
"2 9 December 1640, ‘Order of the English House of Commons against Radcliffe,” P.R.O. S.P.16/

471, 58,16/ 473, 36.

"5 The English House of Commons sent a message to the House of Lords stating their resolution to
accuse George Radcliffe of High Treason and to inform them that they would shortly bring Articles
avainst him. On 26 December, a committee of the House of Commons was appointed to draw up
cﬁargcs against Wentworth and also had the authority to “examine Witnesses concerning Sir George
Ratcliff, and to prepare a Charge against him, and to present it to this House.” The House of Lords was
concerned that the Commons should “take care to make safe his Person™ to which Mr Pym was sent to
the Lords to acquaint them that Radcliffe’s “Person is already in safe Custody in the Gate-house, and
they intended to have acquainted their Lordships with it, when they had produced the Articles against

him..." Rushworth. Trval of Thomas Earl of Strafford p. 17.

284



fundamentall Lawes.” and stated that he did “joyne with the Earle to bringe in an
Army from Ireland to Subdue the Subiects of England...” Secondly, the Irish House
of Commons accused him of having joined with Wentworth “to use Regall power and
to Deprive the Subiects of theire lib[er]ties and p[ro]prietyes...” This tied into the
wider fear that Wentworth’s plantation policy and Commission of Defective Titles
would threaten Irish landholding. Radcliffe and Wentworth were also charged with
making illicit personal profit from Ireland. The third charge stated that Radcliffe had
collaborated with Wentworth “to take 800000li out of the Excheq[uer] in Ireland and
bought tobacco therewith, & Converted the same p[ro]fitt to theire owne uses.” The
intense fear of Catholicism formed part of the fourth charge. Radcliffe and Wentworth
were thought to have confederated to “Countenance Papists and build monasteries, to
alieuiate the affecc[i]Jons of the Irish subiects from the Subiecc[ijon of England.”
Relating to Scottish issues, the fifth charge stated that Radcliffe and Wentworth had
attempted to “Drawe the Subiects of Scotland from the Kinge.” Finally, in order to
protect themselves from potential charges, it was thought that Radcliffe and
Wentworth had manipulated the Parliament and “laboured to Subvert the Liberties

144 By 31 December, the articles against

and p[ri]viledge of p[ar]liaments in Ireland...
Radcliffe had been fully prepared. The charges were read and engrossed before being
sent to the House of Lords “in maintenance of their Accusation of Sir George
Ratcliff...”'* The English House of Commons sent for Radcliffe and read the
accusations against him on 31 December 1640. Radcliffe “made a good short speech
of his innocency not doubting but to give good satisfaction, and desired counsel might
be assigned, which was granted...”"*® Also at this time, witnesses that had been called

from Ireland to testify against both Radcliffe and Wentworth were sworn in against

Radcliffe.'*’

44 <S[i]r George Ratcliffs Charge 29th December 1640,” British Library, Harley MS 1769, f. 42.

"> Sir John Pym carried these articles from the Commons to the Lords, stating that the Commons
desired a conference with the Lords “concerning Articles exhibited against Sir George Ratcliff.”
Rushworth, 7rval of Thomas Earl of Strafford p. 18.

4 On 31 December, the Commons sent a message to the Lords by Sir John Strangways asking for a
committee of both houses to declare “the articles against Sir George Ratliff what time we thought
convenient.” The Lords agreed to hold the meeting “presently in the painted chamber.” At the meeting,
John Pym “read the articles ingrossed in parchment, which he delivered unto us with a fine speech
afterwards.” HAIC Buccleuch 11, p. 404. Radcliffe’s request for counsel appears in the form of a
petition dated 2 January 1041. The List of counsel assigned to him appears on 4 January, H1/C
Appendix to the Fourth Report p. 37.

Y HIMC Buccleuch 11, p. 404, On 5 January 1041, a draft order was made for the “attendance of
witnesses from Ireland at the trial of the Earl of Strafford and Sir George Radcliffe.” HMC Appendix to

the Fourth Report p. 38.
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The charges of the committee of the Irish House of Commons against
Radcliffe were written more fully and presented to the King as a Remonstrance on 3
January 1641. The King ordered that a copy of the Remonstrance should be sent to
Radcliffe and stated that he was “required to send his Ma[jes]ty his answere
forthw(i]th in wrighting to the p[ar]ticulars therein expressed.”"*® It was not until 27
June 1641 that Radcliffe’s answer to the charges, addressed to the King, was read in
the English Privy Council.'* F irstly however, Radcliffe was required to answer to
questions of a committee of the English House of Lords “appointed to consider of the
Greevances of the Lords & Commons of Ireland.” They were concerned with three
issues. Firstly, they asked Radcliffe why he believed that “the King shall loose a
Revenew of Inheritance of 20000 /i p[er] ann[um] & more by passing of the Act of
Limitations.”"*® Radcliffe responded that a Statute of Limitation would impede the
benefits of the work of the Commission of Defective Titles, which he believed would
amount to £6 — 7,000 per year in rents and tenures. If the Statute were allowed to pass,
then the plantations of Connaght, Ormond and Tipperary would be prevented,
resulting in a loss of £20,000 per year for the King. Radcliffe argued that if the King
consented to the Act of Limitations, he should first ensure that an Act of Parliament
was in place to protect his plantations. Radcliffe recalled that the Irish House of
Commons had sent to England an Act “drawne by themselves whereby the Kinges
Tytle to those plantac[iJons was confirmed...” which had passed apart from a few
small errors in the wording. Radcliffe pointed out that if the Irish revenues were
allowed to lose so much money, the Irish Army could not be paid for. This would
provide the opportunity for the native Irish, who were “too hard for the Englishe, &
Brittishe,” to “destroy all the plantac[i]ons.” Radcliffe demonstrated the cost of
supplying Ireland with an army by revealing that the three subsidies amounting to

£120,000 which the King had gained by initially consenting to the Graces, had all

' 6 January 1641, P.R.O. S.P.16 / 476, 36.
"9 -Sir George Ratcliffes answer to the particulars Exp[re]ssed in the Remonstrance of the Kn[igh]ts

Cittizons and Burgesses of the howse of Com[m]ons in Ireland,” P.R.O. S.P. 63 /258, 62, CSPI 1633 -
47 pp. 252 —6.

'*" “Notes by Nicholas on the Irish Grievances, read to the committee of the House of Lords on 13
March 1641.” P.R.O. S.P. 63 /258, 74. CSPI 1633 — 1647 pp. 266 — 267. The Statutes of Limitations
was also specifically mentioned in the Petition of Remonstrance against Wentworth’s government of 7
November 1640. It was the only Grace directly referred to (the Graces were, on the whole, left out of
the complaints. due to their association with being Catholic demands, further supporting the argument
that the Remonstrance was written with consideration for English attitudes). and the complaint implied
that Wentworth denied the advantages of an English law to the Irish. Kearney. Strafford in Ireland p.

202.
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been spent in paying and settling the army. Secondly, the Lords asked Radcliffe to
clarify if the Irish lawyer Patrick Darcy or any others from Connaght had offered any
composition for “confirmation of their Tytles.” This related to concerns about the
treatment of the Galway jury who had not found in favour of the King’s Title, and
therefore had been pursued by Wentworth. Radcliffe was not afraid to defend himself
on the grounds that he knew nothing of such a thing. Finally the Lords questioned
how Connaght could be planted with English and Scots men, particularly in the port
towns “wlhi]ch lye most convenyent for the trade w[i]th Spayne: And whether the
Inhabitants there be not all in a Manner Natiues & Catholiques.” Radcliffe responded
that the four counties of Connaght, especially those coastal areas, did not contain
more than ten Catholic churches in the whole area, believing that the threat of
Catholicism was being exaggerated in England.""

On 27 June 1641, Radcliffe’s response to the Remonstrance of the committee
of the Irish House of Commons was read to the King at the Privy Council. The King
declared that he had sent Radcliffe’s response to Wentworth.'*? This might enable
Wentworth to formulate responses to the charges that would corroborate Radcliffe’s
defence, giving their collective defence unity and therefore strength. Wentworth read
the copy of the ‘Originall Aunsweare to the Remonstrance presented to us by the
Committee of o[u]r Com[m]ons of Ireland, wlhi]ch is signed by S[iJr George
Radcliff,” and “avowed” that Radcliffe’s answers to the Remonstrance were “to be
likewise his aunsweare to the said Remonstrance...”"> The basis of Radcliffe’s
defence was that Ireland had been governed according to Magna Carta, the laws and
customs of Ireland and the statutes of the country. He argued that Ireland had
“groweth to a flourishing state: as maie well appeare both by the considerable
Improvem[en]t of the values of land there, and by the greate increase of Trade,
Commerce and Shipping...” He believed that Ireland had been fairly treated and this
was demonstrated by the fact that the Irish House of Commons had “freely &
cheerefully” given six subsidies in the Parliament of 1634 — 1635. Parliament had

decided that this should amount to £250,000. Having defended Wentworth’s

151 Notes by Nicholas on the Irish Grievances,’ P.R.O. S.P. 63 /258, 74, CSPI 1633 — 1647 pp. 266 —

267.
152 )4 7.4 March 1641, the King had issued an order which commanded that a copy of the *Originall
Aunsweare to the Remonstrance presented to us by the Committee of o[u]r Com[m]ons of Ireland,

wlhi]ch is signed by S[i]r George Radcliff,” be sent to Wentworth by William Raylton. PR.O.S.P. 16/

178, 59.
15337 June 1641, P.R.O. S.P. 16/476.82.
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administration, Radcliffe turned his attention to the King’s generosity towards the
[rish people. Although the Irish Parliament had granted supply to the King, he had not
used the money for his own benefit. The subsidies were “returned backe unto the
people for their ease, Comfort, & Seruility...” Radcliffe also implied that as the
current Irish Parliament had granted four subsidies, they could not have been
discontented with their government. What was more, these were granted with “greate
& zealous expressions of their readiness to Complie w[i]th yo[u]r Ma[jes]tes
occasions...”">*

Radcliffe complained that the Remonstrance presented against him in
Parliament had not been presented according to parliamentary protocol. The
Remonstrance had been read twice and then immediately put to the vote, despite the
fact that the matters had “neuer beene form[er]ly discussed or examined in the
house...” Radcliffe complained that no member of the House was permitted to speak
against the Remonstrance or bring up any questions.'>® Radcliffe argued that the
House of Commons were mistaken in many of their complaints against him and that
“it will very manifestly appeare that the said house of Com[m]ons weare misinformed
therein...” For example, he felt particularly unable to accept the Commons’ complaint
that Ireland was reduced to poverty and stated that the “Charge of each Subsidie
would not bee anie considerable burthen att all...”"

In many of the charges levied against Radcliffe, he was held responsible for
the collective actions of the Irish Privy Council. He was asked to justify proceedings

that he personally had little to do with. At first sight, many of the accusations seem to

have little connection with Radcliffe’s role in the Irish government. It seems that he

I <Sir George Ratcliffes answer,” P.R.O. S.P. 63 / 258, 62. Accusations of financial impropriety were
also levied against Wentworth in his impeachment trial. He was accused of taking £24,000 of the
King’s money. Sir Adam Loftus, the Vice Treasurer was interrogated and supported Wentworth and
Radcliffe who were associated with him in financial wranglings. Loftus confirmed that Wentworth and
Radcliffe “had never a penny out of the Exchequer, but on such Warrants as I durst not deny them, for
their due entertainments and other things importing His Majesties Service.” However, he did recall,
that Radcliffe had approached him to withdraw money from the Exchequer for Wentworth, “to be paid
for the profits of the Customs which were in arrear.” Radcliffe gave his own and Wentworth’s bond for
the money and Loftus accepted this, “they being Partners in the Customs.. . Loftus recalled that this
money was discharged in two bonds of £19,000 and £5,000 and was repaid “lately; within these three
months.” Rushworth, Trval of Thomas Earl of Strafford p.115.

5 Radcliffe argued that some had attempted to debate the Remonstrance. He stated that ““‘an eminent
member of the said house did for a good space of time stande upp and offer to speake Yet hee would
1ot bee heard for the noise of such as called for the question...” *Sir George Ratcliffes answer.’ P.R.O.
S.P.63/258,62.

5o Radcliffe believed that the burden of the subsidy payments was insignificant as it would not “exceed
three pounds pler] Cent of the an|n]uall rent or value of the lands, and 2/i p[er] Centu[ry] of their

coods...” ibid, 258, 02.



was the focus for broader attacks upon the Irish government more generally;
effectively he was viewed as the representative of Wentworth’s administration, which
indicates how close the alliance between Wentworth and Radcliffe was thought to be.
The Commons assumed that Radcliffe had inside knowledge of Wentworth’s
supposed intention to manipulate and control the Irish Privy Council. The Commons
may also have been levying a wide variety of complaints against Wentworth’s
government more generally, directly against Radcliffe, in order to make the charges
appear more complete and convincing. However, Radcliffe was able to use these more
vague charges with which he had little involvement to demonstrate that the
Commons’ attack upon him was inaccurate.

In his responses to the charges, Radcliffe appealed to the King’s prerogative
throughout. He demonstrated that in fact it was the Parliament that was encroaching
upon the King’s rights, and therefore the Irish Privy Council’s actions against them
were justified. Radcliffe’s all-encompassing responses also clearly demonstrate his
legal mind. He refused to be drawn into accusations that he had nothing to do with,
stating where necessary that the particular charge was not something he could answer
as he was not involved. For example, in response to the fourteenth article concerned
with actions in Parliament, Radcliffe stated that it was “soe generall as that noe
Answere can bee giuen thereto.. 17

The charges against Radcliffe fall into three broad categories: Revenue issues,
extra-judicial behaviour and complaints about the Irish clergy. The first charge of the
Remonstrance levied against Radcliffe was that Irish trade had suffered at the hands
of Wentworth’s administration. Radcliffe, as a customs farmer, was thought to have
contributed to this decline. Radcliffe retaliated by demonstrating that the entries in the
Customs Books proved that “Trade is soe farr from a gen[er]all decaie, that it is much
increased.” In fact, he believed that under Wentworth’s government, trade had
doubled and the value of Irish commodities was worth twice that of imported
merchandise. In Radcliffe’s opinion, this could only “inrich the Kingdome.” He
provided specific evidence of a survey conducted by Customs Officers that indicated
that there was an increase in shipping and trade. He defended Wentworth's customs

policy stating that the fees within the Book of Rates had not increased under

57 He held that if anvone had particular complaints, they should explain fully what it was. If indeed an
error had arisen. he was sure that the Ministers of State would be “soe farr from p[er]sisting in an Error
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Wentworth. Neither had he received any specific complaints of “anie extreame usadge
or Censures of Marchants, Or that they are beggared, disenabled, or discouraged to
trade...” In fact, Radcliffe argued that merchants had been fully supported and
encouraged in their trading. Most important, Radcliffe was able to appeal to the proof
of the increase in the King’s personal profits, demonstrating that his five-eighth share
of the customs profits was “now one of the Choicest Branches of your Maljes]tes
reuenue, as maie appeare by the yearely accompts thereof.”

The sixth charge against Radcliffe concerned the impost on tobacco that had
been radically increased. However, Radcliffe stated that the tax was not as great as the
Commons complained, and argued that the government been forced to act as they had
found “greate neglect or fraude in the Collection of that Impost.” Due to the “nature
of that drug soe unnecessary and Subject to soe much abuse might beare,” the
government had altered the collection of the impost so that now the King received
tobacco customs and an annual rent.

Radcliffe was also accused of his part in the unlawful increase of monopolies.
However, Radcliffe argued that the accusation against him was too vague for him to
answer. The Commons had not mentioned which monopolies they were complaining
about and indeed Radcliffe believed that there was not a single current monopoly that
had passed under the Great Seal of Ireland during Wentworth’s Lord Deputyship. He
questioned whether the Commons were mistakenly accusing him granting of
monopolies that were already in existence in 1633 such as starch, or otherwise which
were granted in England, such as “Glasses and Iron potts: none of w[hi]ch haue
receiued anie greate Countenance from the State in Ireland...”

Radcliffe’s response to the final general article which complained of Ireland
being brought to the edge of ruin, stated that he had demonstrated that “there hath
beene noe such grievances or pressures putt of late upon the gentrie, Murchants, or
other subjects of Ireland whereby to bringe them neare to ruine & destruction...” He
declared that the customs farmers had dealt fairly in all of their proceedings and had
“not gained one penny but what appeares upon Record in the Exchecq[ue]r...” He
admitted that there was a scarcity of coin in Ireland, but disputed that this could be
attributed to any of the pretended grievances brought against him. He believed that

this was due to a combination of factors. Firstly, it could partly be attributed to the

as that they will bee verie ready & willing to ciue all due satisfaction, and redresse the same for the
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failure of pilchard fishing which used to bring coin into Ireland, secondly due to the
“late troubles in Scotland wlhi]ch haue brought some hinderance of Trade,” and
thirdly to the issue of great Irish nobles who drew “their rents and profitts out of that
kingdome” yet lived in England. He also placed some blame on some port towns
which had been exacting “some strange duties called Towne bargaines and others
upon Marchants goods that haue come to trade there...”

The second category of charges was concerned with the subversion of law.
The second article of Radcliffe’s impeachment was concerned with arbitrary legal
proceedings. Radcliffe countered this charge by stating that he did not know of any
instances of “arbitrary decisions of ciuill Causes™ except where the proceedings were
by the consent of the parties. Against each of the charges levied against him, Radcliffe
argued that he had no evidence that there had ever been concerns about these -
proceedings. For example, he stated that the right of freehold had not been threatened
and at the same time, the “ordinary Course and Courts of Justice” had been preserved.
Furthermore, the Irish had not had any cause to complain about the loss of any legal
advantages such as bills of reversal, or concerns about immoderate fees being
collected. However, Radcliffe did admit that some petitioners had approached
Wentworth for redress of grievances “against such as denied them right or did them
wronge, but that they haue hadd just releife thereby according to lawe & equity...” He
believed that Wentworth’s “sinceare & upright administrac[iJon of Justice w[i]thout
partiality” was acknowledged as a “publique benefit to the Kingdome” by the
Commons in the preamble to the Subsidy Act. However, as we have seen, the Irish
House of Commons had complained that this preamble had been inserted illicitly.

In the third article, the Irish Privy Council was accused of proceeding in

“Ciuill Causes Contrarie to lawe...” Here Radcliffe was accused as a representative of
the Council as a whole. However, Radcliffe demonstrated that the use of the Council
as a court of justice was an “auntient usadge & Custome time out of minde” and
therefore Wentworth had been within his right to use the Council to judge cases.
However, Radcliffe was careful to indicate that the Council Board had only been used
in this way when it was in the clear interest of the State. In particular, he highlighted
“the maintenance of religion, Rights of the Church, and brittish planters, w[hi]ch

w[iJthout the protecc[iJon & Justice of that Board would bee in danger of

future...” ibid 258, 02.
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Subuersion...” Radcliffe was concerned to demonstrate that the Council had not been
used arbitrarily as a court of law to press illegal proceedings through.

The supposed subversion of the benefit of the Graces formed the fourth
charge. Radcliffe’s defence showed that the Graces had not been suppressed illegally
as according to Poyning’s Law, the Graces could not pass in Ireland without the Lord
Deputy and Council presenting them to the King under the Great Seal of Ireland.
Radcliffe explained that blame should be laid on the English Privy Council who had
debated the Graces but decided not to allow the Graces to pass into law. Radcliffe felt
personally assured that the Irish people had not been ill treated in this as instead they
had gained the benefit of the Commission for remedy of Defective Titles which had
enabled many to secure “their estates for easie rents...” Accused of rejecting
beneficial laws, Radcliffe argued that the government of Ireland had been unable to
pass the Statute of Limitations as it would rob the King of £20,000 each year and
would prevent the King from “Strengthening and Civilizing a greate parte of that
Kingdome, and of bringing in Com|[merce, industrie & religion thither by the
intended plantac[i]on there...” The plantations were ready to be settled and would
increase the honour and profit of the Crown as well as improving the “comfort,
benefit, & Security of yo[u]r good subj ects.”'>® In the impeachment charges against
Wentworth, the issue of allowing the Court of Castle Chamber to be misused in
settling plantation was raised. Wentworth defended himself against this fifteenth
charge by stating that Wandesford’s plantation of Idough was “established in a Legal
way” whilst Wentworth was in England, therefore disassociating himself with any
impropriety.'*” The ninth article against Radcliffe also attacked the use of the Court of
High Commission. Radcliffe defended Wentworth’s government by protesting that
the Court was not an innovation and was “fully warranted by an Act of
Parliam[en]t...” He believed that the use of the Court was integral to Irish law, if used
with the moderation that it ought to be. Radcliffe professed that the Court had been
used moderately during Wentworth’s rule, yet if there were ever any irregularities

suspected in its proceedings, these should certainly be investigated.'®’

YY ibid, 258, 62.

'* The charge levied also suggested that armed force had been used to settle the plantation to which
Wentworth explained that “no souldiers were sent, but only 12 at the intreaty of Mr Wanesford, for
security of his Houses and Plantations against Rebels that then were out, and burned and spoiled
Houses thereabouts.” Rushworth, Tryal of Thomas Earl of Strafford p. 26.

00 i George Ratcliffes answer.” P.R.O. S.P. 63 /258, 62.
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The problem of vague accusations again raised its head in the fifth article
against Radcliffe. The charge indicted that letters patent had been “extraiudicially
avoided...” Radcliffe seemed to be aware of what this charge might be angling
towards however, pointing out that if the Commons were referring to the letters
patents of the plantation of Connaght, nothing was done at the Council Board which
would give cause of complaint. These letters patents found the King’s Title to the
lands “according to yo[u]r auntient right” and a statute of Henry VII’s reign that
indicated the King’s right to “all Such lands in Connaght...” Radcliffe added that if
anyone was not satisfied with the decision of the Judges, they should be “proceeded
wli]th in a legall waie...” This charge was levied against Radcliffe as he was seen as
one of the instigators of problems with letters patents.'®’

The Commons accused Radcliffe, and Wentworth’s government more
generally, of prohibiting men from taking their complaints to England when they were
dealt with unfairly in Ireland. Radcliffe protested that it had always been prohibited
for “anie liege man or Officer of the Kinge to goe out of the Realme” and therefore
Wentworth had used precedents. He argued that “the nobility undertakers and others
holding estates or Offices in Ireland should bee resident there, and not to departe
wli]thout licence,” and that the command had issued from the Crown.

In the fourteenth article against Radcliffe, the complaint that certain burgesses
had been excluded from the Irish Parliament of 1640 was levied. To the Commons,
this appeared to be an attempt to pack Parliament. Radcliffe explained that in the
Parliament of 1634 — 35, it had been discovered that one town had sent burgesses
despite never having sent members of Parliament before. Several other towns had also
sent members, although they had “neuer sent but once in the last foregoeing
Parliam[en]t...” In all of these examples, none of the members had any grant for this

privilege. Complaint had been made to the Committee of Privileges, but no action was

'*! For example, Richard, Earl of Westmeath had petitioned the English House of Lords on 29 January
1641 explaining that he had compounded with the committee of defective titles for new letters patents
to be passed to him and his heirs. This was to provide the King with a rent of £277, 11s. 6d per annum.
However, when he tried to pass these patents, John Bramhall and George Radcliffe advised the
Commissioners not to allow this action. On 20 June 1637, the commissioners for Defective Titles
ordered “that the petitioner should not be admitted to pass by new letters patent eleven impropriate
rectories of his estate™ in County Cavan which were worth £500 a year. Westmeath was now
petitioning the House of Lords that he might be restored to his possessions, and the illegal proceedings
acainst him declared void. On 3 February 1641, the committee of the English House of Lords ordered
that Bramhall and Radcliffe should attend them to answer this charge on 20 March 1641. HAMC
Hastings ASS 117 p. 139. The issue had still not been resolved by 27 May 1641, when the House of



taken during the Parliament of 1634 — 1635. After the Parliament. the issue was
discussed and it was decided that it was “a greate Inconuenience that a Sherriffe
should haue power by his returne to make Burrowes and send men to the plar]liament,
wlhi]ch is a p[re]rogatiue of the Crowne...” The King’s Attorney General had
therefore issued writs against the pretended boroughs that demanded them to prove
that they had the privilege to send members to Parliament. Radcliffe stated that none
of these towns had been able to answer to this demand and therefore “their liberties
weare seised...” However, these towns had once again disobeyed by sending
members to attend the Parliament of 1640 and therefore the Privy Council was

justified in their actions against them.'®?

Radcliffe’s part in the removal of these
boroughs was brought up again when witnesses were examined in Wentworth's trial.
On 23 March 1641, Nicholas Barnewell, an Old English witness, was asked to
demonstrate that Radcliffe had threatened members of Parliament. In 1634, the Irish
House of Commons had debated the re-election of the sequestered boroughs. Nicholas
Barnewell supported the general opinion of the House that the boroughs should have
their members restored, but “Sir George Radcliffe was of another Opinion.” After the
debate, Barnewell claimed that Radcliffe threatened to billet soldiers on him.'®
Wentworth tried to counter this accusation demonstrating that he was out of the
country when the alleged words were spoken and therefore he could not be accused of
any part in them. However, John Pym observed that “the Spirit of my Lord of
Strafford could move in Sir George Radcliffe, wheresoever it was spoken.”'®* This
demonstrates the way in which Radcliffe’s indiscretions could be used against
Wentworth as they were so closely associated with each other’s work.

The fifteenth article dealt with the accusation of regulating and ascertaining
fees. Radcliffe reported that the commissioners appointed to regulate fees had met

with numerous difficulties. It was thus decided to make an Act of Parliament “to

authorise and establish that w[hi]ch the Comissioners should agree on and sett

Lords ordered that a hearing of the Earl of Westmeath’s cause against the Bishop of Londonderry and
Sir George Radcliffe was to be held. HMC Appendix to the Fourth Report p. 68.

2 Sir George Ratcliffes answer,” P.R.O. S.P. 63 /258, 62.

163 Radcliffe had asked Barnewell, “Will not your House hold Five hundred men?” Barnewell
answered, “you know what my house will hold as well as my self; and [ smiling at it, he answered, But
it is no laughing matter, you shall have 500 men laid on you.” Rushworth, Trval of Thomas Earl of
Strafford p. 112. Kearney notes that Anglo-Irish witnesses were used in moderation against
Wentworth, as Pym “could not afford to make too much use of Papist witnesses™ as this would threaten
the impact of his case against Wentworth. Kearney. Strafford in Ireland p. 206.

'V Rushworth, Tival of Thomas Earl of Strafford p. 112,
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downe...” The Commons had suddenly decided to complain about these actions, and
Radcliffe asked that if the Commons should “advise what els were fit to bee done for
Settleing fees it maie bee pursued according to reason and Justice...” Radcliffe
admitted that the Privy Council had done all they could in this as those charging
extortionate fees had already been punished and convicted.

It appears to be strange that ecclesiastical issues should be levied as a
complaint against Radcliffe as he performed a secular role within Wentworth’s
government. However, this might represent the need of the Irish government to
control both Church and State in order to maximise their authority. The tenth article
against Radcliffe challenged the excessive fees of the clergy. Radcliffe admitted that
there were “exorbitant Customes & duties taken in some places by the Clergie...”
However, he was unable to suggest whether these were extra-legal as “they haue
beene for the most parte of auntient and longe Continued use, longe before the
Reformation of religion in that Kingdome.” He also pointed out that the clergy was
also complaining of “extreame povertie in their meanes by other Customes as
plrejiudiciall to them...”'®

Radcliffe’s comprehensive response to the charges contain a range of themes
and claims centred around his belief that Wentworth’s regime had always attempted
to serve the King and never tried to subvert the laws of Ireland. However, he
complained that due to his close imprisonment, he had been unable to consult his
papers whilst preparing his response and therefore he was unable to provide all the
evidence that he might have done. He hoped that his memory had served him
correctly, but wished to be excused if he had made any minor errors.'®

The Grievance Committee of the Irish House of Commons issued its responses
to Radcliffe’s statement, and as we would expect, disputed many of Radcliffe’s
assertions.'®” They attempted to undermine Radcliffe’s claim that the Remonstrance
against him had not passed through the House correctly and therefore was illegal. The
Grievance Committee asserted that Radcliffe was present in the Irish House of
Commons at the time the Remonstrance was read twice, and yet he did not stand to
complain against it. Once the Remonstrance had been levied against him, Radcliffe

had brought a message from Christopher Wandesford, the Lord Deputy, ordering that

165 ¢ Qi George Ratcliffes answer,” P.R.O. S.P. 63 /258, 62.
" ibid, 258, 62.
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the House of Common should attend him.'®® Wandesford intended to prorogue the
Parliament again in order to divert the Commons’ attack upon his associate. Contrary
to Radcliffe’s assertion, the House complained that Wentworth’s government had
continually infringed Magna Carta and laws of Ireland. They also disputed that
Ireland had become richer during Wentworth’s administration. They pointed out that
prior to Wentworth’s involvement, Ireland had attracted many newcomers with its
moderate government, leading to an influx of trade and therefore money. However,
they complained that “The last seven years of oppressive government have cut the
harvest which had sprung up, and the country is now depleted.” They also disputed
George Radcliffe’s defence that Ireland had experienced the advantages of the Graces.
They felt that in the Parliament of 1634, they were denied any of the benefits. The
Commons continued to defend their attack on Radcliffe and hoped that their
grievances would be addressed.'®

Once the charges against Radcliffe were presented, petitioners began to come
out of the woodwork, asking that their personal grievances against Radcliffe be
settled. Several petitions attempted to contest Radcliffe’s claim to land or role as a
1

trustee to a will.'”® Other petitioners claimed that Radcliffe was indebted to them.'”

George Wentworth petitioned the House of Lords on 9 July 1641 that William

17 ‘Reply of the Irish Grievance Committee to the statement of Sir George Radcliffe, received 12
February 1641,” P.R.O. S.P. 63 /258, 64, 65, CSPI 1633 — 47 pp. 257 - 8.

'8 jbid, 258, 64, 65.

' ibid, 258, 64, 65.

179 A petition of the widow Margaret Wandesford, dated 8 February 1641 made claim to a house and
lands at Bolton, in Yorkshire, under settiement from her uncle, Thomas Duffield. She hoped that
Radcliffe, “who has wrongfully entered upon the said house and lands, may now be called upon to
answer and to show by what title he claims.” A petition from Edward Hutchinson and his wife Frances
dated 4 June 164 1was submitted on behalf of Frances’ young brother William Osbaldeston the child of
the late Attorney-General in Ireland, Sir Richard Osbaldeston. The petitioners requested that new
trustees be appointed to replace Sir Gerrard Lowther and Sir George Radcliffe who were the only
surviving trustees of the will. On 29 July 1641, the case was ordered to be heard and on 4 August 1641,
two orders were produced which demanded Radcliffe to convey the estate of Osbaldeston to Henry
Martin and Henry Fowles. HMC Appendix to the Fourth Report pp. 48,71, 92, 94.

"' On 16 June 1641, Sir Edward Denny petitioned that Radcliffe owed the Dowager Viscountess
Baltinglasse £660, which debt had been transferred to the petitioner. Denny asked *“in case Sir George
Radcliffe be convicted. an order may be made for the payment of the debt out of his estate.” On the
same day, two draft orders appeared asking Radcliffe to answer the petition. On 1 July 1641, Radcliffe
responded to the petition acknowledging his debt to Lady Baltinglasse of £600. He claimed that he had
already paid £200 to her. He also acknowledged that he owed money to others, amounting in total to
£19000. He hoped to settle these debts if he was allowed to access the profits of his estate “from which,
in consequence of the action of the Irish House of Commons, he has received nothing since he was first
impeached of treason, and has been dependant for his own maintenance on the charity of friends.” ibid.

pp. 75, 81.



Raylton might be allowed permission to speak with George Radcliffe.'” Radcliffe’s

position at this time appeared to be bleak.

Why did the English and Irish Parliaments pursue Radcliffe?

Radcliffe was not impeached simply because he was a high profile figure in
Irish government. In fact, it is unusual that Parliament chose to pursue him as well as
Wentworth. Usually, it was the key minister of the King who was accused, leaving his
servants to slip away into obscurity. For example, in the 1626 English Parliament, the
House of Commons attempted to impeach the Duke of Buckingham and his servants
were not implicated. However, in 1640, the House of Commons depicted Radcliffe as
Wentworth’s accomplice and partner-in-crime. The Commons used George Radcliffe
to ruin Thomas Wentworth further by demonstrating that Radcliffe had carried out
Wentworth’s treasonous orders. George Radcliffe was shown to have threatened
members for their votes in Parliament and to have been the chief agent in the
prosecution of Sir Piers Crosby.'” These actions gave support to the Commons’
agenda that Wentworth had dreamt up treasonous policies, using Radcliffe to carry
them out at ground level. In reality, Radcliffe did fully understand Wentworth’s
policy aims and therefore to some extent might be seen as a conspirator.

The most convincing explanation of Radcliffe’s trial is that by imprisoning
Radcliffe in preparation for his impeachment case, the Commons effectively deprived
Wentworth of excellent legal advice, a friend who could support him through his time
of need and most importantly, a key witness to support him in his defence. They could

make him testify against Wentworth and most significantly, could prevent him from

'72 George Wentworth was charged with settling the estate of his late brother in particular to settle his
debts and raise marriage portions for Thomas Wentworth’s children. George Wentworth stated that
Wentworth’s known debts amounted to £107,000 but there was no more than £400 available readily.
He argued that Radcliffe was the “only person in England acquainted with the Earl’s estate,” and
therefore he asked that Raylton might consult with Radcliffe. ibid, pp. 83 — 84.

' Firth, C.H. ‘George Radcliffe,” Dictionary of National Biography p. 124,  Application for
attendance of Sir Geo. Radcliffe, and other witnesses, in the case of Sir Pierce Crosbie against the Earl
of Strafford,” 5 February 1641, HMC Appendix to the Fourth Report p. 47. When Sir John Clotworthy
cave evidence at Wentworth’s trial on 23 March 1641. Radcliffe’s behaviour towards Sir Piers Crosby
was discussed. Clotworthy was asked whether he had heard Radcliffe threaten Crosby, which he
affirmed. He stated I heard Sir Peirce Crosby speaking against a Bill in Parliament; and as soon as he
had sate down from speaking against the Bill, Sir George Radcliffe said to him, That is not Privy-
Councellor like. or to that purpose, 1 heard him.” Clotworthy also gave evidence that he had been on
the receiving end of Radcliffe’s threats. In the Parliament of 1634 — 35, Clotworthy voted against a
Bill. Radcliffe was one of the Tellers and counted the numbers for and against. When he came to
Clotworthy, Radcliffe asked him if it was not in his interest to vote for the Bill asking him “Have not
vou a Lease in such a place?” Clotworthy replied “vea: remember that, saith he...” Rushworth, Tryal of

Thomas Earl of Strafford pp. 110, 111
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testifying on Wentworth’s behalf. Support is given to this argument when we consider
that Wentworth and Radcliffe were prevented from meeting throughout their trials.'”
Wentworth might conceivably have used Radcliffe in both the preparation and
presentations of his defence, if he had have been permitted. When he was first
imprisoned, Wentworth wrote to George Radcliffe informing him that “If they cum to
chardge, I will send for you to have your helpe in my defence. I pray therefore make
ready, if the occasion be offered; else stir not.”!”> Radcliffe would also have been able
to help Wentworth in the preparation of his defence, having proved himself as a good
lawyer throughout their friendship, and possessing in-depth personal knowledge of
Wentworth’s administration.

Despite this ban on their meeting and preparing Wentworth’s defence
together, rumours that Radcliffe and Wentworth had collaborated did emerge. The
Duke of Ormond’s biographer Thomas Carte wrote that Charles I actually forwarded
the Remonstrance against Wentworth to Radcliffe. Carte alleged that Wentworth’s
written response to the Remonstrance was written by Radcliffe on his friend’s behalf
and was merely approved by Wentworth before its submission.'”® Radcliffe clearly
considered issues that might help Wentworth and wrote ‘Questions upon the Earl of
Strafford’s Defence.” This list of questions appear to be Radcliffe’s notes upon
possible lines of defence in Wentworth’s trial and seem to be Radcliffe’s ideas about
lines of enquiry which would have created Wentworth’s defence. Due to the sketchy

nature of these notes, it is doubtful that they were ever sent to Wentworth, especially

" On 7 January 1641, the King sent a message to the English House of Lords informing them that the
Irish Committee of the English House of Commons had prepared a Remonstrance against the Earl of
Strafford. The King had shown this to the English Privy Council and then it had been sent to
Wentworth. Wentworth responded by indicting that he “could not well answer the particulars unless he
might advise with Sir George Rattcliffe...” The King felt that they might meet in the presence of the
Earl of Cork with the proviso that “they should not speak of anything but of those matters in the
remonstrance.” Although the House of Lords professed that this was a “gracious favor from the King.’
they wished to debate the Remonstrance and if they saw fit, two members of the House of Lords should
also supervise the meeting between Radcliffe and Wentworth along with Cork. However, on reporting
this message to the King the following day, the Lords found that the King had decided that “the Earl of
Trayford and Sir George Ratcliffe should not come together, but for the remonstrance, that he left to
himselt.” HMC Buccleuch 11l p. 406. The Houses of Parliament were very concerned that Radcliffe
and Wentworth should not be allowed to meet and records were kept of the visitors who had attended
Radcliffe in his prison in the Gatehouse. For example on 9, 16 and 23 January. 15 and 27 February, 13
March, 15 May 1641, the list of persons who had visited Radcliffe from 31 December to 27 February
was reported. HMC Appendix to the Fourth Report pp. 38, 41, 44. 52, 55, 57, 64.

'S Whitaker, Life and original correspondence of Radcliffe p. 218. Timmis believes that Radcliffe’s
impeachment was premeditated and intended to prevent him appearing as a key witness in
Wentworth’s defence. Timmis, J. Thine is the Kingdom (Alabama, 1974), p. 52.
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in this form and this is augmented by the fact that, at least in theory. Radcliffe was
forbidden from written communication with Wentworth.'”” In his list of points,
Radcliffe aimed to demonstrate that Thomas Wentworth was a faithful servant to the
King and that he had gained Charles I’s assent for his policies.'’® This was a strong
counter-argument to the accusations presented by Parliament. Their attack upon
Wentworth emphasised his misuse of law. They believed that the law had been
subverted and used to bolster the position of councillors and judges “who had twisted
it to their own illegal purposes.”'” Indeed, Rushworth stated that the attempt to
condemn Wentworth on a legal basis “caused the most Learned of the Long Robe to
tumble over their Law-Books, and to apply their minds to look into the bowels of our
antient Laws...."*" The case against him tried to prove that Wentworth had attempted
to break the bond of law that tied the King to his government and that this had led to
disunity. John Rushworth described Parliament’s principal objection against
Wentworth as “his attempts to subvert that excellent Law called The Petition of
Right...” which ironically Wentworth had helped to create in the English Parliament
of 1628 - 29.'8! Conspiring to disrupt the unity between the King and his people was

182 :
However, Parliament’s argument based

against the law and undermined the King.
on the subversion of law was fairly weak. Although Parliament and particularly Pym
attempted to present a legal attack on Wentworth, it was rather transparent and was
easily identifiable as “essentially political in its nature.”'®® This enabled Wentworth to
cleverly defend himself on the conservative basis of law. This effectively served to
force his opponents to “turn from the law to other more drastic remedies and more
radical ideas.”'**

Although they were not allowed to see each other, George Radcliffe and

Thomas Wentworth did continue to correspond secretly. On 8 May 1641, Radcliffe

' As noted in Chapter 6, we should be wary when using Carte as a source as he has a clearly royalist
slant to his biography and selected materials from the Ormond family papers to support his royalist
objective. Carte Lifc of Ormonde vol. 1, p. 238.

770n 30 November 1640, the House of Commons ordered the Lieutenant of the Tower of London that
Wentworth was not to speak with Radcliffe “nor suffer any Message or Letter to be sent from Sir
George Ratcliff unto him.” If any communications were discovered, it was to be reported to the House.
Rushworth, Tryal of Thomas Earl of Strafford p. 15.

'8 Whitaker, Life and original correspondence of Radcliffe pp. 233 — 235.
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wrote to Wentworth, but referred to him in the third person to prevent their
communication from being instantly obvious.'** Radcliffe inquired whether he should
apply for permission to be moved from the Gate House to the Tower on the chance
that he might see Wentworth. Wentworth replied, “I think it best you stay where you
are and let us see the issue of tomorrow.”'%¢

There was also a rumour that Radcliffe had managed to see Wentworth in his
prison. Radcliffe may have done so, as the order for his arrest was issued on 13
November 1640 and he evaded this warrant until 9 December when he was
imprisoned in the Gatehouse.'®” It is therefore potentially possible that Radcliffe did
meet with Wentworth, as during late November and early December 1640, Strafford
was in the custody of Black Rod and visitors could easily come and go.'®® There was
certainly concern to ensure that Radcliffe and Wentworth were kept separate so that
they could not collaborate on their defence. On 15 December 1640, Lord Scudamore
recorded in his journal that the House of Lords had sent for the Lieutenant of the
Tower to attend them, demanding who had been frequently visiting Wentworth and
“what liberty hee was allowed.” The Lieutenant reported that “many divers people”
had visited Wentworth and that he had liberty of the Castle. This was clearly thought
to be too dangerous and now the House of Lords wished to “restrayne his Lo[rdshi]pp
to three Chambers onely,” and to make sure that Wentworth did not escape. Although
it was left to the Lieutenant of the Castle’s discretion as to who should visit
Wentworth, the Lords did not want Wentworth to be “much visited.” It was felt that
“some particular delinquencies are discovered by those witnesses wlhi]ch have beene
examined to make good the Charge the Com[m]ons haue given up against my Lord
Lieutan[a]nt....”"*” The concern was clearly linked to Radcliffe as Scudamore
reported that Radcliffe used a friend to move the House of Commons that he might
“haue liberty to goe to Church.” Objections were raised in the House, many fearing
that he “might slip away in the Crowde from his Keepers in coming out of the

Church...” It was also felt that Radcliffe’s initial imprisonment in the Sergeant-at-
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Arms’ house should be reconsidered as in the past. some prisoners had escaped from
there. Therefore it was decided that Radcliffe ought to be imprisoned fully in the
Gatehouse. This was particularly pressing now that their key witness Sir Robert King
had arrived in England and “hee would be here w[i]th all speede to make good their

accusac[ijon ag[ains]t S[i]r George Ratcliffe...” Parliament did not want Radcliffe to

escape in the meantime.'*’

Comparison of the charges against Wentworth and Radcliffe.

The charges brought against George Radcliffe and Thomas Wentworth were
remarkably similar. In fact, on 31 December 1641, the Commons had presented their
accusation against Radcliffe and it was noted that the charges “were no more than
they were against the Lord Trayford.”"”' Radcliffe and Wentworth were thought to be
closely allied with each other in their treasonous activities. This was augmented by
the fact that they had worked closely together on Irish policy formation, and Radcliffe
also played a key role in carrying the policies out. We should also recognise however
that impeachments followed a standardised pattern that aimed to discredit the King’s
evil ministers and attack the subversion of the monarch’s policy, a political tool to
avoid attacking the King himself.

Radcliffe and Strafford were frequently compared and contrasted during their
impeachments. John Pym wrote that “...the Earle is charged as an Actor, Sir Geo[rge]
Ratcl[iffe] as an Instrument and subordinate Actor.”'** Despite the fact that
Wentworth was the more infamous of the two, Pym described Radcliffe as being just
as guilty of subverting the laws of England and Ireland. If Pym was representative of
general parliamentary opinion, we might question why Parliament did not pursue
Radcliffe’s impeachment more fully. This supports the theory that Pym’s aim was to
simply use Radcliffe to implicate Wentworth further. Pym accused Radcliffe of
misleading Wentworth who had not been “bred in the study and practice of the Law
and saving stronger lusts and passions to incite. and lesse knowledge restraine him,
might easily bee transported.” Pym argued that as Radcliffe was fully trained in law,

he was a more calculating criminal than Wentworth. Pym suggested that Radcliffe

190 1t was noted however that if Sir Robert King was delayed, “they had other witnesses besides to
make good their Charge ag[ains]t S[iJr George Ratcliffe, and the Earle of Strafford.” ibid, f. 134v.
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would have been aware that he was subverting laws and yet he continued to pursue

Wentworth’s policies.'”

Roberts has indicated that it was never Thomas Wentworth’s intention to
violate the law, and if he ever did so, it was in order to protect the King’s
prerogative.'”* It appears that George Radcliffe understood and shared this political
philosophy. They thought that the King should prevail over the rights of his subjects
although ideally, “regal power and popular privileges.... were best preserved when
they went hand in hand and maintained one another.”'”® In Radcliffe’s biography of
Wentworth’s life, he defended Wentworth’s attitude towards law, stating that
Wentworth “thought that regal power and popular privileges... were best preserved
when they went hand in hand and maintained one another.” However. experience had
taught him that “it was far safer that the King should increase in power than that the
people should gain advantages on the King.” This meant that if Wentworth had to
choose between supporting the King or supporting the Parliament, he would always
chose the King. Roberts believes that as Wentworth was not afraid to express this
opinion, ‘“Parliament dared not leave him by the King’s side.”'?®

When we examine the specific articles of Impeachment brought against
Radcliffe and Wentworth by the Irish House of Commons, the charges are very
similar. The articles are all based around the loose accusation that Wentworth and
Radcliffe had attempted to “subvert the fundamentall Laws and government of the
kingdome” and had “exercised an arbitrary and tyrannical government against
Law.”"” This was thought amount to treason as they had attempted to permanently
alter the English constitution, which might cause English subjects to rebel against the
King. Treason in legal terms meant either a threat to the King’s life or the creation of
a division between the monarch and his subjects (by a minister for example), which

might be serious enough to force the population to rise against their king and threaten

Y Pym, J. Two Speeches made by John Pymm Esquire, the one after the Articles of the Charge against
the Earle of Strafford were Read. The other, after the Articles of the Charge against Sir George
Ratcliffc were read (London, 1641), p. 7.
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his life.'”® Seventeenth century political thought was based around the desire for unitv
and harmony. Wentworth was thought to have jeopardised this by creating a division
between Charles I and his people. The fourth article in the Remonstrance against
Thomas Wentworth gave an example of his attempt to subvert the law. The Irish
House of Commons complained that the subjects had been denied the benefit of the
Graces of 1628, which Wentworth had implied might be granted after Parliament had
granted supply in the first session of the 1634 Parliament.'*”

Another theme that emerges in the articles against Thomas Wentworth and
George Radcliffe is that they used law unjustly and falsely. In his speech to the Irish
House of Lords, Captain Audiey Mervin indicated that due to unfair trials and
sentences, many thousands of the King’s subjects “hath bin ruined in their goods,
lands, liberties, & lives.”?*° The Remonstrance against Wentworth set out to prove
that he had arbitrarily judged upon civil causes brought to him by petition. The third
and fourth articles also concerned the arbitrary use of law particularly attacking the
Court of High Commission and unfair legal proceedings in civil cases.*"!

A further common factor in the Articles of Impeachment against Radcliffe and
Wentworth was the belief that they had endeavoured to subvert parliamentary rights.
The articles against Radcliffe accused him of being a Privy Councillor who had gone
against his oath to the King to be a loyal subject and had aimed to suppress
parliamentary privilege.202 The fourteenth article in the Remonstrance against
Wentworth stated that he had failed to allow Parliament its natural freedom.*

The decline of trade and the suppression of the merchants in Ireland were
particularly prominent in the Articles of Impeachment against Wentworth. The
‘illegal” Book of Rates was also criticised for provoking the decay of trade. The Irish
House of Commons also complained about the monopolisation of the tobacco trade
and the general increase of monopolies.*”*

In both cases, the Irish House of Commons claimed that the Articles of

Impeachment equated to high treason against the King. Both Radcliffe and

Wentworth answered these charges of impeachment by stating that the accusations
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were false. Thomas Wentworth is reported to have said that the Articles were the
accusations of a faction and that this was “a conspiracy and a practice and that all this
store rose up there [Ireland] since he was charged here of High Treason by Parliament
in England.”*® In his answer to the Remonstrance against him, Radcliffe
demonstrated that any innovations that he and Wentworth had introduced in Ireland
were for the King’s benefit.?*®

Contemporary fears that Ireland was being used as an experiment in arbitrary
government to later be applied in England were rife. Carte described the charges
within the Remonstrance of the Irish House of Commons against Wentworth as
highlighting acts of government that in Ireland were considered usual, but appeared

arbitrary to the English.>"’

The Remonstrance certainly appears to have been written
in order to provoke an adverse reaction against the Earl of Strafford from the English.
Equally feared in England was the possibility that the Irish (and more significantly
Catholic) army might be used against the English in order to impose Wentworth's
policies of ‘Thorough’ and therefore an arbitrary rule upon Charles I’s subjects.
Rumours that Radcliffe had advised Wentworth to raise an army against the English,
and not just the Scots, were reported in Parliament by Sir Robert King.?%®

In August 1640, Wentworth had written to Radcliffe proposing that the Scots in Ulster
should be forced to return to Scotland in order to limit the threat of the Bishop’s Wars
spreading into Ireland. Wentworth was concerned that the Scottish troubles might
have repercussions within Ireland. He informed Secretary Windebank on 10 August
1638 that although the Scottish problems would not hit the north of Ireland like
thunder and lightening, he was concerned that “the skirts of the great rain” of the
storm would generate problems there.” Wentworth had already informed Laud about
his policy of the ‘black oath’*!® which he hoped would deter significant problems
within the Ulster community. His proposal was that Scots living in Ireland should

swear an oath denouncing the Scottish Covenant. This would force the Ulster Scots to

publicly declare where their allegiances lay. This would then enable Thomas
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Wentworth to impose a stricter policy, after having given them the chance to choose
between conformity and fleeing to Scotland.?'' However, there is little evidence that
once Wentworth left for England to help the King in the Bishops” Wars in 1639. that
this policy was pursued. Indeed, the oath was not very successful and Wentworth
admitted to Radcliffe that thousands of Scots in Ireland had ignored or refused to take
it.>'> As late as August 1640, he was still unsuccessfully urging Radcliffe, to banish
all Scottish tenants from Ulster. Radcliffe noted at the top of the letter that he rejected
Wentworth’s idea, realising the outrage that this ‘ethnic cleansing” would prompt.*!
In the climate of intense fear of Catholicism, there were concerns raised about
Radcliffe’s religiosity. He was described as the “great Recusant Ratclife,”*'* which
reinforced the fear that Radcliffe would have no qualms about using an Irish Catholic
army against the Protestant English populous. In Radcliffe’s trial, the accusations
brought against him by Pym demonstrated that he had “traiterously confederated with
the earl [of Strafford] to countenance papists, and build monasteries.”*'® Sir John
Clotworthy also made allegations against George Radcliffe in November 1640 stating
that Radcliffe had advised Wentworth in May 1639 that the King could “have what he
pleaseth in England” with help of the Irish Catholic army.*'® In the twenty-second
article of the impeachment charges against Wentworth, Maynard presented the case
for the prosecution that Wentworth, “confederating with one Sir G[eorge] Radcliff,
did together with him traitorously conspire to employ the Army, for the ruin and
destruction of the Kingdom of England, and His Majesty’s Subjects.”*!” Clarke points
out that the significance of the Irish army was not in their potential contribution to the
Bishops® Wars, (the army was not actually ready until just prior to Charles I's defeat
at the Battle of Newburn on 28 August 1640), but rather that its presence generated
and exacerbated fears that Wentworth might use the army against the English.218 The
role of Sir John Clotworthy is significant in this charge. He had made a speech to the

English House of Commons on 7 November 1640 that described the state of Ireland in
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detail and heavily criticised the Irish administration. But most importantly, he
exacerbated fears that there was too much toleration towards Catholics and he pointed
to the potential uses of the Catholic army. Clotworthy had recommended that
Radcliffe’s arrest be ordered on the basis of an alleged remark “that this army raised
in Ireland is against England and not against the Scots.”*'” The fear of popery was
well established and Sir John Clotworthy exploited this by implying that Charles’ evil
ministers were attempting to enforce Catholicism upon England. These rumours were
further expounded by the fact that Charles I favoured a Laudian style Church policy
that Puritans felt was leaning towards Catholicism. The influence of Charles’ Catholic
wife Henrietta Maria was also feared. As Charles I was fighting the Bishop’s Wars
against the Scots in 1639 and 1640, as advised by Wentworth, those opposing him
used this to show that by attacking the Presbyterian Scottish, “the private designe of
the papists might bee advanced.””** The combination of these factors generated
parliamentary fears that Wentworth had Catholic tendencies. It was commonly known
that he supported a pro-Spanish and anti-Palatinate foreign policy and during his time
as deputy in Ireland, he appeared to have allowed many concessions to Irish
Catholics. He also pursued a policy that aimed to bring the Church of Ireland into line
with the Laudian Church in England that appeared to take an oppositional stance to
Puritanism. This served to compound fears of Thomas Wentworth’s desire to suppress
the English Protestants with an Irish Catholic army and to enforce a policy of
‘Thorough’ over them as he had done in Ireland. The fear that Wentworth and
Radcliffe might be cryptic-Catholic was never confirmed. Radcliffe was
fundamentally Protestant in his religiosity and there is no suggestion that he ever
supported the Roman Catholic Church, although as we will see in Chapter 9, these
concerns were raised once again during his exile.

Neither Radcliffe nor Wentworth were formally impeached. Lloyd described
the failure of George Radcliffe’s impeachment stating that the House of Commons
“prosecuted him not, lest they should shame themselves.”**' The impeachment of
Wentworth failed as it was “an awkward weapon for attacking an unpopular minister,

. .. . . 52222 . .
for it concerned the minister’s crimes, not his errors. Wentworth himself believed
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that the impeachment charges against him could not be enforced. He wrote to
Radcliffe explaining that he was “free of fear, the articles that are coming I apprehend
not.” He believed that any accusations concerned with his Irish administration were
insignificant. “their proofs being scant.””*> Wentworth demonstrated that any errors
and misdemeanours that might have occurred during his career in Ireland were simply
uncalculated mistakes, and he used this as a line of defence. He aimed to show that
errors occurring in the line of duty for his king did not equate to high treason. This is
directly comparable to Radcliffe’s defence. Radcliffe refused to be drawn into vague
accusations and retaliated against specific charges that he knew nothing about, by
stating that if any irregularities had occurred, they should certainly be investigated. In
this way, he suggested that Wentworth’s administration was transparent and
accountable. However, as Wentworth defended himself on the conservative basis of
law, he forced the opposition into a more radical stance. This led to a Bill of Attainder
being read against him in the House of Commons for the first time on 10 April
1641.%** This method of attacking Wentworth would succeed where the impeachment
had failed, as his guilt simply had to be put to the vote of the members of the House.
The House of Commons correctly reasoned that it would prove easier to convict
Wentworth of his crimes, rather than by attempting to prove that his crimes equated to
high treason.>?> This is evidence of the fact that the prosecution against Wentworth
had little or no foundation in law. The fact that the impeachment case had to be
abandoned proves that the case against Wentworth was fundamentally weak and

. 22
flawed.?**

The involvement of Wentworth’s cabal within his trial

Edward Osborne’s involvement in Wentworth’s trial was focused around the
27 article against Wentworth, which was concerned with Wentworth’s imposition of a
tax within Yorkshire of “eight pence per diem.” This tax was to be levied with force
“by his own authority, and without any lawful Warrant.” This tax had first been

collected in August 1639 after Wentworth was created Lieutenant General of the
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King’s forces in the North.**” Edward Osborne was called to be a witness for
Wentworth, but Mr Maynard challenged his participation in Wentworth’s defence, as
he was “one of them that sent out the Warrant for paying Money on pain of death.”
He desired that Osborne “might not be examined to the justification of himself by
saying, the Money was levied by consent.”**® The tax would enable a month's
renumeration to be paid to the soldiers in the North.?** However, Osborne managed to
convince the trial that he should be allowed to stand as a witness as the warrant was
issued long before any complaints against it. Osborne was asked whether it was true
that the majority of the Council of the North had declined the petition for levying
money. Osborne believed that “the major part of them that subscribed the Petition”
did not openly dissent. He reported that Wentworth had gone to the King’s Manor in
York and delivered their consent to the King faithfully. The accusation seemed to
hinge around the belief that Wentworth changed the petition that he delivered to the
King.**" The prosecution was also concerned to clarify whether the men consenting to
the petition were men of quality, suggesting that perhaps some had “come to gaze
only.” Osborne defended himself by stating that “it is impossible for him to see
through the bodies of men; but there were not many of inferior quality that he
knew...”>! Osborne was also interrogated whether it was a voluntary tax and he
professed that he “never knew of any forcible course to make men pay it, but it was
freely paid.”232 Wentworth summarised the evidence presented regarding article
twenty-seven and demonstrated that he was “in no Fault” as the warrant came from
the Vice President alone. It is interesting that Wentworth detached himself from the
policy of his Vice President as a way to protect himself, because as we saw in Chapter
3, Osborne was always concerned to gain Wentworth’s permission in policy
decisions. Wentworth also added that in that charge there was “no Statute-Treasons in

the whole Charge, nor colour or pretense thereof.. 3
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Men associated, however loosely. with Wentworth’s cabal found themselves

blacklisted as “Enemies of Justice.”**

George Wentworth was regarded with some
suspicion within the Short and Long Parliament where he was sitting for Pontefract,
and had to seek special permission to visit his brother in prison. He also had to make a
protestation to the House of Commons that promised to keep their discussions
concerning his brother secret.*> A witness in Wentworth’s prosecution referred to
words that he alleged George Wentworth had used, but George Wentworth was
prevented from giving evidence explaining what he had actually said as it was
suspected that he would only “speak in his own justification, which was not
permissible.”**

Even the most minor figures of Wentworth’s administration faced
investigation. Early in the proceedings against Wentworth, the House of Commons
required Thomas Little and Guilford Slingsby, described as “the secretaries there
[Ireland],” to provide information on Irish proceedings.”*’ On 12 February 1641, the
House of Commons ordered that Wentworth’s minor secretaries, Thomas Little and
Joshua Carpenter should, within seven days respond to the House’s questions
concerning how much tobacco was left within the Irish magazines.**® They were
extremely suspicious of even these minor figures of the administration and on the
same day ordered that both Little and Carpenter could be released from their
imprisonment with a bond of £20,000 and a bail of £5000 “to attend the Pleasure of
this House from Time to Time, and to abide the Censure of this House for their
several Contempts done to this House.””** Wentworth’s administrative men found
their estates investigated and Thomas Little was ordered “to have the Liberty of the
Castle only, that he may give an Accompt of the King’s Revenues...” He was to

receive no visitors unless the Constable of Dublin Castle agreed and if a visit was

permitted, two members of a committee had to be present. He was to receive no
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letters or papers “unless the Constable shall first have Knowledge thereof...”**" It
appears that the Commons were trying to minimise the number of potential witnesses
available for Wentworth to use in his trial in England by imprisoning and
investigating men close to him in Ireland. Thomas Little was used to unearth
misdemeanours within the customs farm. The Lord Justices of Ireland reported to
Charles I that the Irish customs were deteriorating in the absence of “a strong system
of supervision.” They protested that the restraint of Wentworth and Radcliffe had
“made it impossible to settle up the accounts.” They believed that more than £15,000
was being held by the customs farmers despite the fact that the Irish Treasury was
empty. They asked “how far the late Earl of Strafford’s lands and goods or his quarter

share of the customs may be used for paying off the King’s debts.”?*!

It was hoped
that the Irish Vice-Treasurer and Auditor could call upon Thomas Little and Joshua
Carpenter to help them work out how much money Wentworth and Radcliffe owed

the King and “what they should have received for their 3/8 share of the Customs. ..”**?

Conclusion: The outcome of the proceedings and events after Wentworth’s
execution

The Commons declared for a Bill of Attainder against Thomas Wentworth and
it was passed by a majority of 204 to 59 on 21 April 1641.%* The bill was passed by
the Lords on 8 May 1641, and the royal assent to Wentworth’s execution given on 10
May. Thomas Wentworth, Earl of Strafford was executed on 12 May 1641 and “died

like a Gentleman and a Christian; a martyr for the Church and King.”***

Radcliffe offered as much comfort to Wentworth as possible through his
letters in the days before his execution. Even when Wentworth had been condemned
to death by the House of Parliament and Charles I, Radcliffe and Wentworth were
prevented from meeting. In a letter written between 9 and 12 May 1641, Radcliffe
wrote to Wentworth:

whatsoever small remainder of tyme God shall vouchsafe me in this
world, my purpose is to imploy it chiefly in the service of your children...
The Father of Mercyes and God of all consolation be your peace and
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everlasting comfort.**’

Radcliffe attempted to support Wentworth throughout his trial, despite restrictions on
their communication and personal contact. They did manage to exchange comforting
letters with each other. In one such letter, Wentworth professed Radcliffe’s innocence
in the impeachment proceedings.**®

Rushworth wrote that once Thomas Wentworth had been executed on 13 May
1641, Radcliffe’s testimony was no longer “useful to Strafford or formidable to his
prosecutors,” and therefore the impeachment articles against him “were tacitly
allowed to be frivolous...””**’ However, we learn in a letter from Radcliffe to Thomas
Wentworth’s son, that he was still confined to his prison in June 1642.2*® This was
despite the fact that King Charles I had issued a declaration that belittled the
Commons’ proceedings against Radcliffe. The King professed that he was grieved
when “urged to expresse anything of resentment or dislike w[hi]ch may reflect upon
our house of Commons now assembled.” He had become aware that the House of
Commons had breached the right of privilege of Parliament in the case of Sir George
Radcliffe who upon the say-so of the House of Commons alone had issued an order
for the Sergeant-at-Arms to arrest him. The King argued that “noe priviledge of
Parliament extends to such a case Notw([i]thstanding that the said Sir George Ratcliffe
was not at all impeacht at that tyme...” Essentially his accusation rested upon “only
some private verball information given against him in the house of Commons.”
Therefore the King wished to announce his displeasure at the committee of the House
of Commons who had proceeded unfairly against Radcliffe. He expected the House of
Commons to restore justice as they had “soe farre exceeded both the bounds of a
Committyes power, and the limmitts of theire duty, and regard to their Soueraigne.”**’

As George Radcliffe was never officially impeached and brought to trial,
evidence presented by Parliament to support their accusations of him is lacking. It

does appear that there was some attempt to treat Radcliffe’s impeachment

independently, and not solely accuse him in order to prevent him from acting as a

** Whitaker, Lifc and original correspondence of Radcliffe p. 225.

' Wentworth paryed that “God deliver you out of this wicked world according to the innocence that is
in vou.” Wentworth to Radcliffe, 12 May 1641, Knowler, Letters and dispatches vol. 11. p. 417,
Whitaker. Life and original correspondence of Radcliffe p. 224.

47 Rushworth. J. Historical Collections of Private Passages of State, of Weighty Matiers in Law, of
Remarkable Procecdings in Five Parliaments (8 vols, London, 1680), vol. iv, p. 219.

28 Whitaker. Life and original correspondence of Radcliffe pp. 238 — 239.

M6 January 1642, P.R.O. S.P. 63 /488. 38, CSPD 1641 — 1643 p. 246.
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witness in Strafford’s defence.?”’ However, once Thomas Wentworth was removed.
there no need to continue in the proceedings against Radcliffe. Without Wentworth,

Radcliffe was not thought to be influential enough to threaten Parliament’s power.

B0 For example, we learn that the charge of high treason of Sir Richard Bolton, thn Bran}gll. Bishop
of Derry and George Radcliffe were to be drawn up by a committee using “all diligence, faith, and

secrecy. as the importance and weight of so great a cause doth require.” ibid, 1641 — 1643 p. 20.

(9]
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Chapter 9: Epilogue

After the execution of Thomas Wentworth, the cabal went their separate ways,
although the familial connections between them ensured that some limited contact was
maintained. Radcliffe’s life after the Personal Rule is the focus of this epilogue as the
evidence for his activities after 1641 is most complete. After Wandesford’s death, only
Radcliffe was the most logical target within Wentworth’s cabal against whom to seek
retribution, although as we have seen in Chapter 8, Radcliffe’s impeachment trial was
not taken to its logical conclusion. However, having been so closely allied with
Wentworth and the King’s Personal Rule, Radcliffe was most seriously drawn into the
royalist cause and became an important member of the Court of the Duke of York in

exile.

Radcliffe: Royalist in Exile

Radcliffe remained imprisoned until 1642 despite the fact that Wentworth, the
focus of Parliament’s attention, was executed in May 1641.' Radcliffe was seen as a
dangerous supporter of Personal Rule government and although Parliament did not
intend to continue impeachment proceedings against him, it was politically safest for
him to be secured in prison. Once he was released from his prison, Radcliffe was
further punished through the redistribution of his lands, a common punitive action
taken against many royalists after the Civil War. Radcliffe’s Irish estates had rebelled
against the King, and this may have been due to their landlord’s association with the
legacy of the strong rule with which Wentworth was felt to have ruled Ireland.’

Radcliffe’s English estates suffered more directly at the hands of the Commonwealth

' Radcliffe wrote to Thomas Wentworth’s son Lord Raby on 10 June 1642 explaining; “I was in hope to
have pained my liberty, and had ye meanes to have waited on you: but as the world goes, I may not move,
but must expect with quietnes for better dayes.” George Radcliffe to Lord Raby, 10 June 1642, Whitaker,
T.D. The life and original correspondence of Sir George Radcliffe, Knight, LL.D. The friend of the Earl of
Strafford (London, 1810), p. 239.

" The report examining the state of the English-owned estates in County Wicklow by the Commission

of Martial Law dated 12 March 1650, noted that Radcliffe’s Down deer park and his several towns in
County Wicklow were standing against the monarchy. Wentworth’s manors of Newcastle and Carnew
and his towns and lands in Catherlogh and Byrne’s Country, were also recorded as rebelling against the
vovernment. ‘Abstract of the Estates ot the English lately in the county of Wicklow and now in
opposition to his Majesty in the report of the Commission of Martial Law to Teige Carroll, King’s
County,” 12 March 1650, HAC Ormonde I pp. 147 — 148.
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government. On 16 July 1651, an act was passed ordering the sale of his estates to pay
off his debts.> Some Royalists were able to buy back their own lands® but
unfortunately, Radcliffe was not in a strong enough financial position to do so.

Radcliffe had promised Wentworth that he would dedicate the rest of his life
“chiefly in the Service of your Children.” He was still very much attached to the
Wentworth family despite spending much of the remainder of his life in exile in
Europe, along with many other royalist supporters. Radcliffe made efforts to arrange
suitable marriages for Wentworth’s children. In July 1653, Radcliffe wrote to Colonel
Gervase Holles, concerned that he had not heard “of any matches” either for
Wentworth’s son, Lord Raby or his sisters, Anne, Arabella and I\/Iargaret.6 Radcliffe
was adamant that the Wentworth family had already been punished enough by the
execution of their father, and petitioned Parliament that Wentworth’s children should
“hold their place and precedencies which they had on the first of November, 1640...
notwithstanding any Act of Parliament against their father...””

Other members of Wentworth’s administration in Ireland also stepped in to
help his family. Ormond offered assistance to Wentworth’s son and Radcliffe wrote to
thank him for his help. Radcliffe felt “exceedingly your debtor for sundry civilityes
and reall courtesies to my lord of Strafford...”® Radcliffe felt responsible for
Wentworth’s son and thanked people who had supported him on his behalf. However,

Radcliffe was frustrated by Wentworth’s children’s lack of communication with him.

Whilst in exile, Radcliffe informed Colonel Gervase Holles that he heard “some times

* The sale of Radcliffe’s lands took place in January 1656. Firth, C.H. ‘Radcliffe,’ Dictionary of National
Biography p. 125, CSPD 1655 — 1656 p. 144. The Council of the Commonwealth’s proceedings of 10
November 1657 recorded that “certain lands of Sir Geo[rge] Ratcliffe were given to Henry Stuart and
James Gray, till from the rents they should have received 19,000 /. recompense for an unjust sentence
passed against them in the Star Chamber Court in Ireland.” ibid, 1657 — 1658 p. 158.

* Thirsk noted that this large-scale redistribution of “delinquent’s lands™ was comparable to the social
changes brought about by the reallocation of lands brought about by the distribution of the monasteries.
Thirsk, J. ‘The Sales of Royalist Land during the Interregnum,” The Economic History Review n.s., 5, no. 2
(1952). pp. 188, 192.

* Radcliffe, G. ‘An Essay towards the Life of my Lord Strafforde, in a Letter to the late Earl,” in Knowler.
W. (ed). The Earl of Strafford’s Letters and Dispatches (2 vols, London, 1739), p. 417.

® HMC Bath I1, p. 10.

7 George Radcliffe to Ormonde, 15 January 1655, HMC Ormonde ns I p. 314.

® In particular, Radcliffe referred to Ormonde’s “favours about the officers of his troope. I hope he will one
day be able to pay your lordship with better respects then these poore acknowledgements...” Radcliffe to
Ormond, 2 April 1644, Carte, T. The Life of James, Duke of Ormonde (6 vols, Oxford, 1851). vol. VI, p.
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of my Lord of Str{afford] though never from him.”® Radcliffe was concerned that
Wentworth’s son was not looking after his estates properly and wished that he or
Gervase Holles “could quicken him to looke after his busines, which I feare is not
managed, as it ought to be.” Radcliffe felt that Raby needed a reliable servant to
“looke to his estate...”'? Radcliffe tried to adopt an attitude of paternal care towards
Wentworth’s children, although he was not in a position to personally intervene in
their activities and they do not appear to have made much attempt to communicate
with him.

Despite being summarily removed from his position in the Irish government.
Radcliffe continued to show interest in Irish politics. Radcliffe was consulted on some
[rish issues, as he had first hand knowledge of the situation in Ireland.'' In particular,
Radcliffe maintained a correspondence with the Earl of Ormond, both from England
and during his exile in Europe.'? This correspondence reveals that Radcliffe was a
strong supporter of Ormond’s policy in Ireland. On 18 October 1643, Radcliffe wrote
to Ormond to express his delight that “his majesty has put the sword into your
lordshipp’s handes.”"® He offered assistance to Ormond, if his “poore (weakenesses
rather then) abilityes may contribute any thinge to your service,” clearly believing that
his experiences in Ireland would enable him to offer good advice to the new Lord

Deputy.'* He certainly felt able to offer his own commendation of suitable men for

? Radcliffe to Colonel Gervase Holles, 15 July 1653, HMC Bath I/, p. 110. On an earlier occasion,
Radcliffe thanked Holles for his news that Strafford had arrived safely in England. He wrote that this was
the first news of him that he had received “since I parted from you save onely that I heard upon the by, that
he had bene at Caen...” Radcliffe was pleased that Wentworth’s son had gone to London as he could no
longer be “accused as the cause of his stay here, as I have bene very lately by some that are neere to him.”
Radcliffe added regretfully that “it is not the first time that | have bene misconstrued.” Radcliffe to Colonel
Gervase Holles, 31 January 1652, ibid, p. 99.

' Radcliffe to Colonel Gervase Holles, 15 July 1653, ibid, p. 110.

" Carte, Life of Ormonde vol. V, pp. 516 — 525. Whitaker believed that Radcliffe’s letters prove that he still
acted as Secretary for Ireland, although evidence to support this theory is lacking otherwise. Whitaker, Lifc
and original correspondence of Radcliffe p. 285.

'2 Ormond asked his brother-in-law Sir George Hamilton to extend his apologies to Radcliffe for “not
answering his letter, that being in this, and my French letter as bad as it is having taken up six times the
time | thought it possible that a letter could do.” Ormond to Sir George Hamilton, 18 July 1654, HMC
Ormonde n.s. 1p.299.

"' He professed that he felt sure that Ormond’s Lord Deputyship was “almost the onely meanes to restore
peace and obedience vnto that miserable kingdome,™ and hoped that Ormonde’s “private interests may
prosper, together with the publique...” Radcliffe to Ormond, 18 October 1643, Carte Lifc of Ormonde vol.

\.p.516.
"4 Radclitte stated that he could predict the types of opposition Ormond would face in all three of the
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offices in Ireland. He recommended the nephew of a friend Sir Henry Skipwith, who
thought that Radcliffe’s suit to Ormond might hold sway with the Lord Deputy. '
Radcliffe hoped to maintain a correspondence with Ormond and requested that he
send him a cipher to enable him to “more freely communicate such privacyes as may
occurred.” Radcliffe also asked Ormond to take into his “care and protection™ George
Carr and Joshua Carpenter.'® These men were minor players in Wentworth’s
administration in Ireland and it is interesting that Radcliffe was concerned that they
should be well provided for under Ormond’s leadership. Radcliffe was concerned that
all members of Wentworth’s cabal should be protected as though part of an extended
family, and this link remained despite Wentworth’s personal demise.

As we would expect, once Radcliffe was released from imprisonment, he
aligned himself with the Royalist cause. In 1643, Radcliffe joined Charles I and his
court at Oxford. The King informed Radcliffe of important and potentially explosive
policies as he had proved himself to be a trustworthy and loyal servant of the Crown
under Wentworth, and used Radcliffe in a legal capacity during the Civil War.'!” There
had been English fears of the Irish Catholic army being used against the English for a
number of years, and Radcliffe was entrusted with the knowledge that this was at least
a possibility in the early years of the Civil War. Radcliffe was to examine the wording
and content of a commission that would authorise Ormond “to commande all the

forces transported out of Irelande into Englande...”'® However, Ormond was not

Kingdoms of the British Isles as well as the lack of “supplies, assistance and support you may expect,”
having experienced these at first hand under Wentworth’s administration. However, in spite of these
problems, Radcliffe was sure that “the same goodnes will cary you on and thorough with successe and
honor.” ibid, vol. V, p. 517.

'’ Radcliffe professed that he began to “blush to thinke how many I haue recomended already...” but
believed that this gentleman, “though almost a stranger to me, yet beinge of a very civile carriage, and a
servant of the same maister with me,"” should be considered for a post in Ireland. Radcliffe to Ormond, 17
January 1643, ibid, vol. VI, pp. 13 — 14. In December 1643, Radcliffe informed Ormond that he had
communicated to Sir Thomas Wharton some issues he had heard concerning suits for offices in Ireland. In
particular he was concerned about those vying for the places of vice-president of Connaght, the Vice-
Treasurer and the Master of the Rolls “into which I desire none may be admitted, but such as your lordship
shall haue reason to approve...” Radcliffe to Ormond, 14 December 1643, ibid, vol. VI, pp. 537 - 538.

' Radcliffe to Ormond, 18 October 1643, ibid, vol. VI, p. 517.

'" Radcliffe had continued to practice his legal profession and was created Doctor of Law at Oxford
University on 31 October 1643. Firth, ‘George Radcliffe,” D.N.B. p. 125.

'® Radcliffe informed Ormond that Sir Patrick Weems had asked him “to see to the passinge of a
commission from his majestye” concerning the Irish army. Radcliffe described to Ormond the difficulties
he had experienced in drafting the commission. particularly “in respect of the dispersinge of the souldiers
into scverall places vnder severall commanders.” This issue was resolved by Ormond becoming the
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destined to have the Lieutenancy of the forces. Radcliffe informed Ormond on 17
January 1643 that although the commission had finally been completed and “ready to
be sealed,” at the last moment, he had been “forbidden to proceed.” It had been
decided that “prince Rupert must haue it in all points (so farre as I vnderstande,) as
your lordship should haue had it.”"

Charles I had planned to use Radcliffe to carry the Duke of York into Ireland
for his safety in 1645, but other circumstances led to his dispatching James to Europe
with Lord Admiral Northumberland.”® Radcliffe followed the Duke of York into exile
and was quickly attached to his court where he held a position of considerable
influence.

Whilst in exile, like so many other Royalist exiles, Radcliffe faced huge
financial problems.m Whilst sailing to Dieppe in June 1648, a corsair attacked the boat
on which he was travelling and robbed Radcliffe and his companion of £500 in money

and jewels. Radcliffe wrote to Secretary Nicholas on 2 September 1650, from The

Hague informing him that he could not “do anything of moment for want of money...”

“commande in chiefe all his majestye’s forces in North Wales, and in the countyes of Chester, Shropshire,
and Worcestershire, (whether Irish or English)...” Radcliffe was meticulous in drafting the commission. He
disliked the “ommission of some clauses, (which | had seene heretofore in other commissions of like
nature,) and the manner of the penninge of other...”” and therefore he presented the case to the Lords and
“obtained permission to rectify the errors.” Radcliffe kept Ormond fully informed of the progress of his
legal work and wrote again three days later stating that it would take another week of work before he could
dispatch it. After the years of work together in Ireland under Wentworth’s regime, Radcliffe was able to
recommend that the Lord Deputy remained in Ireland rather than embarking upon a proposed journey to
England. Although he would be very welcome to his friends, amongst whom Radcliffe counted himself,
they were concerned that “as thinges stand in Irelande, wee had rather haue you stay there a while, as
conceivinge the peace and security of that kingdome dependes much vpon your person and presence.”
Radcliffe explained that “the reason of this last stay was, because the prince of Wales had a commission to
be captain generall of all Wales and the marches, (which I knew not till now), and your lordship must be
his lieutenant generall in North Wales, Cheshire, Shropshire, and Worcestershire.” Radcliffe to Ormond, 14
and 17 December 1643, Carte, Life of Ormonde vol. V, pp. 537 — 538, 539.

' Radcliffe reassured Ormond that it was “an accommodation for his highnes, and no disrespect to your
lordship, that caused this change.” Radcliffe hoped that the Irish soldiers in Cheshire, “who served so
cheertully vnder your lordship’s name and authority” would still “quit themselues like men vnder the
commande of so eminent a person as this prince...” Radcliffe to Ormond, 17 January 1643, ibid, vol. VI, p.
13.

2 Firth, *George Radcliffe,” D.N.B. p. 125, HMC Hastings 1V, pp. 92 - 93.

*' Radcliffe attempted to help other exiles who found themselves in financial straits. He wrote to Ormond
on 25 August 1654: “I have now received a second letter from my Lady Isa[belle] who as in a former so in
this importunes me to know whether a gold chain, which was pawned when she was here, be redeemed by
your Lordship or no; for if it be not redeemed she will send money to me to disengage it. I think Mr Lane
paid the money for it in my presence, but I am not sure that this was it which she means.” HMC Ormonde

ns. [ p.306.



Despite his loneliness, he was unable to bring his wife into Europe to be with him.
Although he had been offered the chance for his wife to be brought into France by “a
fisherman there that would bring her over without a pass,” he unfortunately had “no
means to keep my wife here,” and therefore had to refuse this assistance -

Radcliffe was not a popular member of the Duke of York’s household. In
particular the Queen Mother, Henrietta Maria felt that Radcliffe was a bad influence
over her son James, the Duke of York whom she wanted to remain at her Court in
Paris where he could be controlled. However, Radcliffe and Sir Edward Herbert
convinced James to relocate to Brussels where he would be able to exert his own
influence and become an important political force.”> James’ move to Brussels was
motivated by his disaffection with being forced onto the edges of political power,
overshadowed by his mother and her court and restricted by his “financial necessity.”
James also had to move away from his mother’s influence before being able to appoint
Radcliffe and Herbert as his personal advisors.?* Radcliffe was acutely aware that the
Queen Mother disliked him and would attempt to restrain James from leaving her
court. Radcliffe informed Secretary Nicholas “there will be a strange endeavour to

keep his Highnes there, and want of money will be a powerful argument to persuade

** Radcliffe to Secretary Nicholas, 2 September 1650, CSPD 1650 p. 320. Throughout his exile, Radcliffe
declared that he was desperately short of money. He told his correspondent Colonel Gervase Holles about
the difficulties he was having in retrieving £10 that he lent to Lieutenant Colonel Smith who “was in
extremity of want.” Radcliffe had “layd downe the money to him at the Hague a yeare agoe” and Mr
Wyndham had vowed to repay Radcliffe on Lieutenant Colonel Smith’s behalf. Wyndham had “often
promised to pay me when any money comes in, but I get nothinge, and it is a summe considerable to me in
my present condition.” Radcliffe to Colonel Gervase Holles, 28 February 1652, HMC Bath Il p. 101.
 The Queen Mother disliked both Radcliffe and Herbert and this served to cement their relationship. Sir
Edward Hyde described the Queen’s dislike of Radcliffe and Herbert of “which they well enough
discerning, grew into a Friendship, or rather a Familiarity together, though They were of the most different
Natures and Humours imaginable.” However, of the two, Hyde preferred Radcliffe who he found to be a
“Man very capable of Business™ and if “the Prosperity of his former Fortune had not raised in him some
Fumes of Vanity, and Self-conceitedness, was very fit to be advised with; being of a Nature constant, and
sincere.” Hyde, E. Earl of Clarendon, Life p. 123 in Reynolds, N.A.C. ‘The Stuart Court and Courtiers in
Exile 1644 — 1654, (PhD thesis, University of Cambridge, 1996), p. 144.

! Reynolds observes that “the move from Paris liberated James from the strictures of his family to some
extent.” ibid, pp. 142, 157 — 158, 162, 163. Radcliffe also obtained an official post within James’
household. He was described as “Monsieur le Chevalier” by a number of correspondents. In June 1649,
Monsieur Porrée wrote to Ralph, Baron Hopton, enclosing a book. Monsieur Porrée asked if “the Resident
[Sir Richard] Brown and the Chevalier [Sir George] Ratcliff” could present his book to the King. When
James’ court was established in Brussels, Radcliffe was appointed “to manage all Affairs of Money.”
Address label dated 7 July 1654 from Sir Richard Brown to Radcliffe, British Library, 15857 MS. f.140,
Monsieur Porrée to Baron Hopton, 24 June 1649, HMC Pepys MSS p. 258, Reynolds, ‘The Stuart Court

and Courtiers in Exile.” p. 143.
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In 1650, Radcliffe and Herbert heard rumours that the future Charles I had
been killed at the Battle of Dunbar and therefore James would become King. In order
to augment James’ power and independence away from his mother, Radcliffe and
Herbert planned for the marriage of James, Duke of York to the daughter of the Duke
of Lorraine.”® However, Charles had actually survived the battle and reasserted
himself over his younger brother, ordering him to return to Paris where he would be
back under the influence of the Queen Mother.?’

Radcliffe did make some attempt to improve his relationship with the Queen
Mother Henrietta Maria recognising that to improve one’s status within the exiled
Royalist Court, it was easier to work with the Queen Mother than against her.
Radcliffe wrote to Ormond on 5 January 1655 explaining that he had been to visit
Lord Jermyn to apply for an audience with the Queen Mother, after “some speech |
had with the Duke of York about the Queen’s indignation at me, wherein I thought
that | could very fully clear myself, if I had but indifferent hearing.” However,
Henrietta Maria’s faction took the occasion to reinforce their feelings against
Radcliffe. Radcliffe reported that Lord Jermyn “would not afford me so much as civil
language...” despite the fact that they had always had a good relationship. This attack
on Radcliffe’s position further exacerbated his desire to retire from politics. However,
he was willing to remain in post if the future King Charles Il commanded him to. If
this was the case, Radcliffe professed “all their great looks or scornful usage shall not

. 2
deter me from him...”?

» Reynolds indicates that it was unlikely that Henrietta Maria knew that James was intending to stay in
Brussels for more than a few weeks. Hatton wrote to Nicholas on 23 September 1650, “My greatest feare is
least the Queene of England should discover the resolute reason to st[ay] time at Brussels...” ibid, p. 158,
Radcliffe to Secretary Nicholas, 18 September 1650, CSPD 1650 p. 320.

20 Reynolds, ‘The Stuart Court and Courtiers in Exile,” p. 159, CSPD 1650, pp. 320 — 322, 373, 437, HMC
Bath 11, pp. 97 — 98.

? Firth, ‘George Radcliffe,” D.N.B. p. 125. Royalist exile Abraham Cowley predicted that lack of money
would force James to return to Paris to the protection of Henrietta Maria’s court. Cowley quipped that this
was despite the fact that the Duke’s advisors would “rather design a Journey into Germany, or indeed
Japan, or the West Indies.” Cowley to Bennett, Paris, 18 November 1650, Miscellanea Aulica pp. 152 -
154 in Reynolds, ‘The Stuart Court and Courtiers in Exile,” p. 145.

* Radcliffe intended to seek permission to retire from the Court. *...since His Majesty was graciously
pleased to recommend me to his brother, | shall not presume to withdraw myself without His Majesty’s
good pleasure to licence me. I have had a great ambition to serve his Majesty in what condition soever

his own wisdom and goodness should think fit to place me, and [ did believe that I might have been as
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John Lord Biron attacked Radcliffe for his involvement in the Duke of York’s
household. Biron’s charges brought on 12 November 1651. aimed to discredit
Radcliffe and cast doubt upon his motivations. Radcliffe forwarded a copy of the
charges, to Colonel Gervase Holles on 31 January 1652, which accused Radcliffe of
acting in a sinister manner in order to promote his own interests.?’ Biron accused
Radcliffe of monopolising access to James, Duke of York therefore preventing others
from participating in his government. Radcliffe exasperated other exiles by presenting
himself as rather better and more experienced than those around him. Radcliffe further
annoyed Biron by holding councils concerning the Duke of York’s affairs without
“communicatinge any thinge of them to me...” In Biron’s opinion, Radcliffe’s

Machiavellian style increased his own power at the expense of others in government.*°

useful to His Majesty in mine attendance on the Duke of York as any way else, which I was the more
inclined unto because it was the desire of the King, his blessed father, that I should be about this Duke
his son.” Clearly Radcliffe felt a strong alliance to King Charles I’s cause and therefore the Restoration
of the monarchy. Radcliffe to Ormond, 5 January 1655, HMC Ormonde n.s.I pp. 313 - 314.

?? The first charge accused Radcliffe of making the Duke of York distrust his servants. He was accused
of writing a letter to Dr Killigrew in Jersey, which he was to show to the Duke of York, suggesting that
“ill offices had bene done his Highnes to the Kinge at Breda...” Radcliffe did not outline the specific
offences but attempted to demonstrate that he personally was working for the benefit of the monarchy.
Radcliffe’s letter was debated the following day in James’ presence. John Lord Biron felt personally
implicated in association with these offences as Radcliffe had mentioned Biron’s involvement to one

Mr Wyndham. John Lord Biron continued his attack by alleging that Radcliffe had tried to gain

personal advantages through his connections with the Duke of York. He accused Radcliffe of being
over-eager to ingratiate himself to the Duke, meeting him in Brussels on the “very night of his arrival
there...” Biron accused Radcliffe of entering York’s service “upon the pretence of orders from the King
at Beauvais” and therefore he had “entred immediately upon the government of all his Highness
househould affaires.” Biron found Radcliffe to be elusive. He tried to question Radcliffe “upon what
ground his Highnes had made his journey thither” but Radcliffe refused to reveal this information
stating that “he was tyed to secrecy therein...” He annoyed Biron further by adding “that beinge a privy
counseler he might be intrusted with many thinges, which he could not accordinge to his oath reveale to
me.” 12[?] November 1651, HMC Marquis of Bath Il p. 97.

*® Biron added further charges against Radcliffe. He felt that the Duke was living in unsuitable
circumstances and as he had “little power or credit... to remedy them” with Radcliffe’s monopolistic
influence, Biron pretended to set off on a visit to The Hague. In reality, he went to the Princess Royal,
Elizabeth to request that she rescue the Duke of York “from the incommodityes he lived in by invitinge his
Highnes to her.” Despite the fact that the Princess was grieving for her husband the Prince of Orange, she
offered to help the Duke of York as soon as possible. James accepted her invitation but Biron accused
Radcliffe of being unable to wait until the Princess was ready for them, persuading the Duke to travel to
Doort to put pressure on the Princess Royal to receive him sooner. The princess was unable to
accommodate him and his Court so quickly and she was forced to send “Monsieur de la Vieuville to
beseech him for the present to turne backe and make some stay at Rhinen till she could make her house
ready for him.” Biron indicated that once at Rhinen, “the same impatience held Sir George Radcliffe...” He
convinced the Duke to begin travelling to The Hague again “before 1 could procure the Princesse
approbation of it. which gave her a second trouble of sendinge an expresse to stoppe him on his way.”
James’ court did eventually travel to The Hague in December 1650. Biron argued that his story could be
supported both by the Queen Mother and the Princess Royal as “many thinges of this nature, able to
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John Lord Biron’s case against Radcliffe did not undermine Radcliffe’s
influence in the long-term, although he was initially removed from the Duke of York's
Court whilst under investigation. In a letter to Colonel Gervase Holles, Radcliffe
wrote that after the case was heard at Court, he was “quit of that which was made the
cause of my removall from the Duke.” He was cleared of convincing the Duke to
leave France away from the influence of his mother, although Radcliffe acknowledged
that he “should not have gone to the Duke without a speciall order, notwithstandinge
that [ was his servant, and had the Kinge’s promise to be one of his officers...” The
future King Charles Il ordered Lord Biron and Radcliffe to be friends “and so an end
of the busines.” Radcliffe now had official permission to attend the Duke>" yet found
himself in a delicate situation in the summer of 1652. Although he was permitted to
attend the Duke of York, he protested that

['am in a condition that I can hardly speake any thinge concerninge the

Duke’s busines, now especially since my Lord Birons death. They think

that I might pretend to some imployment about his Royal Highnes and truly

[ finde the Duke constant in his opinion of me, and willinge enough to use

my service. And | have great reason to believe that I stand upright in the

Kinges good opinion. Yet I have some motives which keepe me backe (at

the present) from movinge for any thinge, least I should knocke my foot

against that stone, at which I have stumbled three tymes allready.*

Radcliffe was bitter about the treatment he had received from the exiled Royal
family, especially as he felt so strongly about the Royalist cause. He felt that Henrietta
Maria “has been prevailed withal to oppose (I had almost said to oppress) me...” and
was distressed at the “endeavours and arts [that] have been used to make the King
have an ill opinion of me...” He believed that men sought to give him a bad name in
an attempt to undermine his position within the court of the Duke of York. He was so

frustrated that he asked Ormond to seek permission from the King to allow him to

gracefully retire. He felt unable to serve the monarchy effectively in the face of such

opposition.”

confirme the rest, havinge bene done in their houses, much to their profest dissatisfaction.” ibid, p. 98.

' Radcliffe to Colonel Gervase Holles, 31 January 1652, ibid, p. 99.

2 Radcliffe to Holles, 13 August 1652, ibid, pp. 105 — 106.

" Radcliffe to Ormond, 5 January 1655, HMC Ormonde n.s.I p. 314. Radcliffe was not alone in a desire to
remove himself from the exiled court. His friend Sir Richard Brown admitted to Radcliffe that he was
desperate to return to England and never forgot to pray that he could “with Gods Grace returne to that

321



Despite his despondency and Henrietta Maria’s obvious dislike of him,
Radcliffe returned to Paris with the Duke of York and became one of his chief
advisors, which he found to be a thankless task.** He declared to his wife in August
1656 that he was as “weary as a dog of mine office, for I labour in vain, do no good.
but get scorns or ill-will.”*> Although Radcliffe was allowed to attend the Duke of
York, he was still excluded from the activities of the wider exiled Court.® He was
unable to provide information to Holles about the politics of the day “for I come very
seldome at the Court, and their busines is close carried.” Radcliffe was clearly feeling
detached and lonely, asking Holles if he liked Calais and Bologne, as he was
considering “removinge myelfe... for there is cheapenes, and frequent meanes to
heare from my friends, or send to them.”” In his current position in Paris however. he
was in a valuable position to report upon foreign news.*® Radcliffe did not leave Paris
until September 1656 and then joined the royalist exiles in the Low Countries. He had
suffered a stroke that paralysed him from the waist down, but he continued to serve

the Royalist cause and to promote the Restoration.*” He died at Sluis on 22 May 1657

home, and there end my dayes in peace and bee layed in the graue of my auncestors, and in the ashes of my
deare wife.” Brown to Radcliffe, 4 April 1653, British Library Additional MS 34702 f. 66.

* Reynolds wrote that the Queen Mother’s influence, although enormous, could not completely control the
court. Radcliffe and Herbert were allowed to accompany York at her court when he was granted a royal
pension of “4000 pistoles a yeare.” This pension was granted on 28 April 1651 and the Duke arrived in July
of that year. Ormond to Nicholas, 4 May 1651, Bodleian Library, Carte MS 29, f. 434r in Reynolds, ‘The
Stuart Court and Courtiers in Exile,” p. 161.

> Nicholas Papers, vol. 11, p. 185 in Firth, ‘George Radcliffe,” D.N.B. p. 125.

*® It was perhaps felt that Radcliffe was still a bad influence over the Duke of York. Indeed, Radcliffe did
hold sway with the Duke as he was able to press issues with the Duke on behalf of his friends, such as
Colonel Gervase Holles. Radcliffe reassured Holles that he foresaw “little difficulty” in helping him secure
an employment within the Duke’s service. A few days later, Radcliffe reported “The Duke has absolutely
promised me that you shall have his consent to have that place when it is void, which I thinke wilbe
shortly... He approves of your beinge imployed, so as I conceive there is very good hopes for you.” On 5
May 1652, Radcliffe reported again about the progress of Holles’ application. Radcliffe had told the Lord
Chancellor that he had recommended Holles to the Duke of York “for some imployment about his tenths.”
The Chancellor asked Radcliffe to present his recommendation to the King who “heard me willingly and
promised me to remember you when the matter came in question... I said that for your diligence and
fidelity I would be your surety, but the Kinge was pleased to say that he made no doubt of you.” Radcliffe
to Holles, 18, 21 February and 5 May 1652, HMC Bath I, pp. 100, 102.

37 Radcliffe to Holles, 21 February 1652, ibid, p. 101.

* He reported upon the escalation of the Frondes in France. He wrote of the “troubles in France between
the Kinge of France and the Princes of the Blood...Every day bringes out lyinge gazetts, and nothinge is
reported on one side which is not contradicted by the other.” Radcliffe also asked for Holles to keep him
informed of any news from England as although “many thinges come to Callais out of England.”
information often did not reach him. Radcliffe to Holles, 31 January and 18 February 1652, ibid, pp. 99.

100.
* Llovd. D. Memoirs of the lives, actions. sufferings, and deaths of those noble, reverend, and excellent
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and was buried on 25 May in Flushing. Radcliffe does not appear to have left a will.

Radcliffe’s religious beliefs may have provoked contemporary concern but his
beliefs seem to have concurred with the moderate Protestant religiosity of Wentworth.
Due to the climate of fear of popery during Charles I’s Personal Rule, the accusation
of Catholicism was used to undermine Wentworth’s position in Ireland and to attack
both Radcliffe and Wentworth during their impeachments. As there had been no
Parliament to preserve the country’s Protestant faith during the Personal Rule,
Parliament exploited the fear that Charles I’s trusted ministers were aiming to convert
the nation to Catholicism. Radcliffe’s beliefs continued to be suspected in exile. John
Lord Biron’s attack on Radcliffe exacerbated concerns in the exiled Court about
Radcliffe’s true faith. Biron expressed concern that Radcliffe was presenting Catholic
sympathies to the Duke of York who was unprotected by loyal Protestant councillors.
He stated that Radcliffe had encouraged the Duke of York to attend several masses
“upon pretence of hearinge good musique...”*° The Duke’s removal to Brussels had
already made other Royalist exiles suspicious of Radcliffe’s motives suspecting that
he was encouraging James to convert to Catholicism.*!

Radcliffe’s biographer Whitaker linked him with an attempt to form an alliance
between the Jansenists and the Church of England in the 1650s. The Jansenists were a
heretical branch of the Catholic Church whose doctrines contained elements of
Calvinism. In particular their belief in predestination that was similar to that of
Protestant doctrine. The Jansenists believed that sin could not be prevented and

therefore predestination was the only way to be saved.*? They were hostile to the

personage (London, 1668), p. 182, Whitaker, Life and original correspondence of Radcliffe p. 288.

** Radcliffe and J ames, Duke of York, were not discreet in their attendance at mass. Biron described the
Duke of York’s attendance on All Saints day at the Archduke’s chapel, “where he appeared so
publiquely that it gave great scandal to all the Inglish that were there.” On another occasion, they
attended a service at Brussels cathedral “upon occasion of a solemne thankesgivinge for the takinge of
Monson from the French...” Biron was particularly concerned that this would cause great offence to the
French “that his Highnes should be present at the solemnizinge of a victory obtained against them.”
12[?] November 1651, HMC Marquis of Bath 1 p. 98.

H Reynolds has indicated that James, Duke of York did attract attention to himself by attending Catholic
services. However, he argued that we should not interpret this as an early conversion to Catholicism. He
argued that James was simply interested in the lives of other Europeans and therefore took an interest in
their Churches. If this was indeed the case, this supports the idea that Radcliffe was also not a latent .
Catholic but simply intent on experiencing life in Brussels. Reynolds, ‘The Stuart Court and Courtiers in
Exile.” pp. 146, 165.

" Hardon. J.A. Modern Catholic Dictionary (London, 1981). p. 290.
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Jesuits and rejected the Catholic Church’s penitential cycle. Therefore. an alliance
with the Jansenists might be seen as less objectionable than a Catholic alliance in the
eyes of the English Royalist exiles. Miller has argued that Radcliffe would have
considered that such an alliance could be beneficial to the Royalists as external
support was needed to restore Charles II to the English throne.** However, there is no

other evidence that Radcliffe was plotting such an alliance.

Radcliffe and political authority

Although we can piece together information regarding the activities of the
cabal, we have fewer opportunities to discover their innermost political and religious
beliefs. However the Merthyr Mawr MS provides an opportunity to analyse
Radcliffe’s beliefs concerning political and religious authority.** This manuscript is
the only extended statement of political thought by a member of the cabal. Although
this manuscript is not dated, its contents and arguments suggest that it was written
after the collapse of the Personal Rule and almost certainly during the 1650s. It was at
this time that Radcliffe may have considered some of the implications of the regicide
in 1649, and although he does not mention Charles I directly, the consideration of who
had the right to choose governors would appear to tie in with the post-Civil War
turmoil. The royalist contingent was plotting the Restoration of the monarchy, and
therefore Radcliffe’s considerations in this context would be pertinent. In this
manuscript, Radcliffe attempted to rectify the problem of how the people could allow
the monarchy to return to the throne, but at the same time, allowing the King the
benefits of Divine Right. Although this manuscript is invaluable as it gives us an
insight into a member of the cabal’s political philosophy., we should remember that it
is peculiar to the unusual situation of the 1650s and therefore one cannot assume that
these thoughts would necessarily represent Radcliffe’s thinking within the context of

the 1630’s.

This manuscript reveals Radcliffe’s fundamental beliefs on the origins of

* Miller, J. James II. A studv in kingship (Hove, 1978), p. 9.

*~ A discourse of Sir George Radcliffe’s relateing to the original of the civil power,” in James Tyrell’s
Commonplace Book, Merthyr Mawr MS f. 119. 1 would like to thank Mr Murray McLaggan for his kind
permission to study the MS in his possession and for providing me with a copy. This manuscript can also
be consulted on microfilm at Trinity College, Dublin.
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government, describing God as the originator of all power and authority. This was
very much in line with other royalist writers. John Bramhall, the Bishop of Derry also
defended the system of monarchy defending the Royalist belief that the original
political authority came from God.* Sir Robert Filmer described the “lordship of
Adam” as being “as large and ample as the absolutest dominion of any monarch which
hath been since the creation.” Filmer believed that this inheritance was an inherent
right of monarchs.* In opposition to this, some writers Justified limited monarchy
through the natural law theory of the origins of power. This was popular to
demonstrate that as man had chosen to give all their power to one representative with
conditions attached that the populous had selected, the fundamental authority lay with
the multitude that had chosen the ruler.*” Those who wished to limit monarchical
power denied that God had granted original power to a specific person and therefore
deduced that original power was presented to the populace as a whole.*® However,
several civil lawyers had written that this did not apply to the English circumstance, as
kings who ruled by conquest did not obtain consent for authority from their subjects.*’
Radcliffe believed that power was God-given and resided in one person, the King.
Radcliffe propounded that “whatsoever power any creatures haue, they haue it by
communication from God...” This could take the form of “naturall power, or
might...” The second form of power was that of “morall power, authoritie or
dominion; which is exercised only amongst reasonable creatures...”® Radcliffe
believed that this power and authority clearly distinguished between governors and
their subjects and “makes the directions giuen by Superiors, to be not only Rules, but

Lawes... obligatory to inferiors.” The subjects had to obey the laws established by the

* Daly, J.W. ‘John Bramhall and The Theoretical Problems of Royalist Moderation,” Journal of British
Studies 11, no. 1, (1971), p. 28. Bramhall’s two political pamphlets, The Serpent-Salve and The Catching of
Leviathan were written in 1643 and 1658 respectively.

“ Filmer, Sir Robert. Patriarchia and Other Writings J.P. Sommerville (ed). (Cambridge, 1991), p. 7.

Y Sommerville, J.P. Politics and Ideology in England 1603 — 1640 (Harlow, 1986), p. 60.

* ibid, p. 61.

** This argument pointed out that when William I conquered England, the people lost any authority of the
monarch’s powers. William the Conqueror and his successors did not have a contract with the people that
limited the extent of his powers. ibid, pp. 61, 67. John Bramhall agreed that William the Conqueror’s
power had initially been absolute but over time, the monarchy had become more limited by offering
charters, laws and concessions to their subjects. Daly, *John Bramhall and Royalist Moderation,” p. 30.
%0 Radcliffe supported this statement with a reference to the words of God to Cain: “Unto thee shall be his
desire, and thou shalt rule ouer him.” [Gen: 4: 7]. ‘A discourse of Sir George Radcliffe’s.” Merthyr Mawr

MS 1 119,
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ruler, as he was effectively God’s representative on Earth.
This relationship with law formed two distinct parts. On one hand, the laws
were forward-looking in the sense that they could affect future actions. On the other
hand, jurisdiction was necessarily backward-looking as it took account of the
behaviour of the subjects and led to a “necessarie consequence [of] Reward and
punishment or the power of the sword.” Radcliffe described the different forms of
society in which jurisdiction and laws operated. Firstly, there was the domestic
situation with power being exerted by “the father of the familie, ouer his wife,
children, servants...”' Secondly, there was ecclesiastical power in which the “"Fathers
of the Church, in their severall orders and subordinations...” had control over their
congregations. Finally, Radcliffe identified this system in political relationships where
the power of the “Pater Patriae” was “primarily paternall ouer good subjects...”
Radcliffe believed that both domestic and ecclesiastical power was God-given and
could not be questioned. But he felt that the issue of political power and the source of
political authority needed clarification to avoid challenges to the King’s authority. He felt
that most men would agree that “it is from God in some sort or other...” which he
supported with biblical references.”> However, he was keen to oppose the views that had
been “conceited by some, that the power of gouernement, is originally and radically in
the people...” The use of the word ‘conceited’ demonstrates Radcliffe’s belief that this
was unfounded and almost arrogant to assume that the common man should think they
were exceptional enough to play a part in the selection of rulers. He described the
mistaken belief that “common consent” should allow rule to be distributed to one or more
men. This element of community consent had been thought to be enough to justify the
“cause of the authoritie of the magistrate.” However, Radcliffe did not think that his

previously given biblical references supported this and argued that if the civil magistrate

' ibid, f. 119. This was in contrast to those who believed that the origins of power lay with the communit).'.
Although they might concede that in nature fathers were the authority in the family. they did not extend this
to a belief that fatherly power was kingly. Sommerville, Politics and Ideology p. 61.
> For example, he argued that political authority was “manifest by Sundrie testimonies. Pro: 8.15.16. By
mee Kings raigne, and Princes decree iustice. by me Princes rule and Nobles; euen all the Judges ofthe
Earth Dan. 4. 25. The most High ruleth in the Kingdome of men and giueth it to whomsoeuer he will.
Eccles: 17. 17. In the diuisions of the nations of the whole earth, he sett a Ruler ouer euerie people. Rom.

3. 1.7 * A discourse of Sir George Radcliffe’s,” Merthyr Mawr MS f. 119.
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was seen as God’s Minister (in the sense that he was using God’s laws on Earth). how
could “the people be said to giue him power...?”

Radcliffe supplemented his assertions with numerous examples. He used the
allegory of sheep to demonstrate that “Sheepe do not giue power to their Shepheard.” He
believed that “people are Sheepe by the law of God and nature, appointed to obey ioyntly
and seuerally: and therefore haue not the originall power to command.” Commanding and
obeying were opposed to each other and therefore could not be contained within one
person. We can only command or obey, just as “a man cannot be both father and Son in
respect of the same man.”

Radcliffe also believed that God would only give power to men who could
effectively rule under his command. Therefore all subjects should obey their monarch, as
to oppose them would be opposing God.> In order to be an effective magistrate, God
would have provided a man with “guifts and endowements... of eminent wisdome and
vertue...” These skills would not be “found promiscuously or uniuersally in all or a major
part of the people...” Therefore, the majority of the population were *“‘necessarily and
naturally borne to obey... and verie few fitt to command in chiefe.” On a larger scale, the
majority of people were not “‘qualified for gouernment, [and therefore] much lesse can
haue right to the power of gouernment.” Radcliffe noted that society had to pass the
authority of justice to the judges, who were “Gods deputy and not the peoples.” This
would appear to bolster his own position within Ireland where he acted in the judiciary at
the highest level. To some extent, he may have believed himself to be part of God’s
judiciary, invested with the authority on God’s behalf to judge others. In Radcliffe’s
argument, God was at the head of the judicial hierarchy and had invested power in a
chosen few to enact justice on his behalf.**

Radcliffe was aware that his argument might be challenged by the example of
Protestant Reformers during the Reformation who were forced to oppose Catholic

magistrates. In this circumstance, the people were forced to advance their own power

53 Radcliffe was confident that God would select rulers carefully and therefore *“No power is naturally in

that Subject which cannot possibly execute it.” ibid, f. 119. . .
% Radcliffe believed that God held the original “soueraingty and power of commanding™ and He was “that

one Law giuer who is able to saue and distroy.” ibid, f. 119.
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above that of those with authority in order to obtain their true faith.>> Protestants had
embraced the belief that it was possible to favour a limited monarchy and to resist a ruler
since the late sixteenth century, to justify their actions against Catholic rulers who refused
to tolerate them.®

Radcliffe clearly had in-depth knowledge of classical Greek texts and compared
his own thoughts to those offered by classical authors. He felt that some of his beliefs
could not be reconciled to some passages in Aristotle’s Politiques because Aristotle had
been unable to “discouer a Diuine institution.” However, he justified his own beliefs with
the supposition that “the Diuell is often Gods ape: and it was not unusuall with heathen
men to deduce the originall of States from their Gods...” He believed that such classical
thinkers had to diminish political authority at the expense of their spiritual thinking and
therefore their opinions had been swayed. Aristotle had considered whether a republic or
monarchy would be the most successful form of government and had decided that a
republican commonwealth was best.”’

Radcliffe was aware that rulers, to some extent, had to be appointed when their
places became vacant by “mediante populo, and by publique consent: and so the people
are some cause in the institution of gouernours.” He posed the question of what would
happen “When the Royall race in any Kingdom is extinct...” Would the right to choose a
leader “devolue to the multitude?”” Could this be used to prove “that Soueraingty is
primarily in them?” Radcliffe countered this potential argument by demonstrating that
when a vacancy arose, God appointed Governors “partly by qualifying and stirring up the
spirit of generous persons fitt for dominion; partly by Subjecting the people under them.™
In the same way that ecclesiastical ministers had an inward as well as an outward calling
to their profession, Radcliffe argued that the magistrate would experience that same fate.
He explained “No man takes upon him this honor, but he that is sent...”

Radcliffe’s political system formed the basis of his view of the natural hierarchy
of society. Radcliffe was concerned with the institution of power and not the way in
which it was applied. In the domestic context, Radcliffe demonstrated that “A woeman

may chuse whom shee likes to be her husband: but being married. the husbands power is

> ibid, 1. 119.
% Sommerville, Politics and Ideology p. 60.
ST .y

ibid p. 58.
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not from his wife, but by the law of the first institution.” In the case of patriarchy. “The
relation of a father to his sonne comes by naturall generation: the authoritie of a Father
ouer the Sonne is by diuine ordination.” In an ecclesiastical sense, “The Pope is chosen
by the Cardinalls: they are not thereby his Lords in chiefe: for he claimes no power from
them but by title Paramont.”

Therefore, in the event that a vacancy should arise, whether for a particular
governor, or a new family or “Stock to be King” the people might have some say in who
was chosen. However, they were influence by “diuine prouidence in an especiall manner™
which “swaies their votes™ and therefore “the Kings power hath an higher rise and
foundation.” Even if the people did have some influence over who is chosen, Radcliffe
believed that God still made the final decision, and even implemented the choice of ruler
by exerting his divine power over the people. In this way, the monarch still had the God-
given right to rule.>®

Radcliffe’s political beliefs should be seen as specific and peculiar to the
circumstances in which he wrote this manuscript. During the Civil War and in exile,
Radcliffe was a fervent believer in the Restoration of the monarchy and his discussion on
the origins of government clearly betrays his royalist perspective. Although he could see
that the British Isles now had some part to play in choosing the next ruler of England,
Radcliffe believed it would undoubtedly be a member of the Stuart royal family who God
had chosen to rule the three kingdoms of the British Isles. God would be able to influence
the population to ensure that the monarchy was restored. He clearly felt that Charles I’s
belief in the Divine Right of Kings was central to the right of government. Radcliffe had
acted in a judicial capacity in Ireland and justified his selection to this role by Wentworth
and the King, as God-given. He believed that God had influenced their decision to

employ him and therefore Radcliffe saw himself within a hierarchical system that was

divinely ordained.

** Radcliffe argued “That this man shall be King the people may haue some consent: but that there s‘hall be
a Soueraine Ruler ouer euery people, and that this shall be his office and his Power, is not a thing of mans
deuising. but Gods ordinance and Institution...” ‘A discourse of Sir George Radcliffe’s.’ Merthyr Mawr
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Sir Edward Osborne and Christopher Wandesford’s legacy

Wandesford did not live to experience the true extent of the downfall of
Wentworth’s regime, but the legacy he left to his family, had far reaching
repercussions. If it were not for Alice Wandesford’s half-brother. Edward Osborne.
the family would have struggled even more. Wandesford made Sir Edward Osborne
executor of his will, and left him in charge of his household and to act as the guardian
of his children along with Alice.>® Wandesford’s daughter Alice described Osborne’s
“fraternall a love for, and parentall caire over” the Wandesford family. Wandesford’s
widow Alice relied on her brother and communicated frequently with him throughout
the difficult years following the death of her husband.®

Alice Wandesford appears to have returned to England as soon as possible once
the Irish Rebellion broke out and returned to the family estate at Kirklington.®! She was
concerned about Osborne’s warning about “the debility of the will to inable executors &
defray there charges” especially if Wandesford’s lands at Idough were lost. She was
concerned that her son George would not be “capable of making a wife a ioynture or

Dower,” but she was concerned that he should be allowed her marriage portion after her

*% In his final will dated 2 October 1640, Wandesford ordered that the executors John Bramhall, Edward
Osborne, Major Norton and William Wandesford, from the profits of his estate were to provide education
for his children, pay off his debts and £1500 to his wife Alice as her dowry. Wandesford was also
concerned to provide for “the Natives of Idough” called the Brennans who had “seuerall times refused such
proffers of benefit... out of my own priuate charity, and conscience to tender to them.” They were to have a
lease of the land at his estate of Castlecomer for twenty one years. Wandesford requested that the Court of
Wards of Ireland would grant the lease of his lands and the custody and marriage of his son to “my most
deare and most honoured friend Thomas Earle of Strafforde Lord Lieutenn[a]ant of Ireland and to my deare
and beloued wife and to my well loued Cozen S[i]r George Rattcliffe.” National Library of Ireland, Dublin,
Prior-Wandesford MS 35, 458 (1). Wandesford’s daughter Alice described how her family was very much
dependent upon Osborne after the death of her father in 1640. “My uncle, Sir Edward Osborne, who was
my mother’s half-brother, was a very good, wise and prudent man, under whose tuition my father left the
hope of his house, my brother George, as being joint gardian with my mother.” Jackson, C. (ed.) The
Autobiography of Mrs Alice Thornton of East Newton Co. York (Durham, 1875), p. 54.

% For example, on 20 March 1641, she wrote telling him of her financial difficulties. She needed £300 to
pay for supplies for the Castlecomer estate “or ellce the ten[n]ants will fly of...” She was considering
pawning the plate and hoped that she could put off paying the tradesmen until the estate rents and arrears
had improved. Osborne was able to help Alice by giving her £150 to pay off her debts. Receipt
acknowledging that she had received £150 from her ‘brother S[iJr Edward Osborne’ dated 18 May 1641,
Yorkshire Archaeological Society, Leeds, DD5/38/2. These letters were within a bundle of papers to
Edward Osborne regarding Wandesford affairs 1640-7 and are not numbered individually. I have
distinguished between them by the dates of the letters.

*' On 21 January 1642, Alice Wandesford wrote to Osborne from Chester. It is not clear when she moved
to Kirklington or if she remained on the estate permanently. ibid, DD5/38/2.
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own decease.®? Alice was concerned about her son’s future and begged for Osborne’s
advice as to the best course of action to take.®

Alice faced a trial of strength with Wandesford’s brother William Wandesford
who intended to take over the administration of the will and she was keen to ensure that
his intentions were for the “joynt good of the children, creditors and the Estate. > ©*
Osborne had to negotiate with William on Alice’s behalf. After a discussion with John
Bramhall, the Bishop of Derry, Mr Norton and her cousin Wandesford, they decided to
allow “my brother William Wandesford to take the Executorship uppon him...” Alice
was aware that “his fortune is meane to mine such a hazard.” but believed that he would
deal honestly in the proceedings and would bargain well with the creditors.®> However.
William Wandesford did not appear to be the “disinterested guardian” that he claimed to
be.%

Osborne took great responsibility for Wandesford's family until his death on 9

52 Alice Wandesford to Sir Edward Osborne, 12 May 1641, ibid, DD5/38/2.

* Alice commended him to Osborne’s care for his “free disposeall, for university. Marriage, or what
Course of Life you see fittest for his disposition and temper, w[hi]ch being w[i]th you, you may better
Judge then some rash Judgements haue parst upon him.” Alice’s concerns were reiterated on 15 October
1641. Alice had spoken to Sir George Wentworth about the plans for her son George to go to Oxford with
Wentworth’s son Lord Raby. George Wentworth had told her that it was in his power to do this but Lord
Raby’s activities were currently uncertain “by reason of there bussines, that might for some tyme stay him
in England before his settleing there...” But Alice was concerned that “this place [was] not fitt for his
resideing...” George Wandesford had been sent to stay with his uncle Osborne at his Kiveton estate and
Alice asked that he was given the opportunity to “wayt oppon my Lady Strafford before he leave the
country, I am behailden to her for her love and respect to him, Indeed by her virtues & sweetness she hath
left a good name in this place & if by ill requital she hath deuided her selfe from the family, they are more
to be blamed, who carry them selves to high.” On 11 May 1642, Alice was able to report that her son
George ‘“‘hath gott a safe passage into France.” Alice Wandesford to Osborne, 8 and 15 October 1641, 11
May 1642, ibid, DD5/38/2.

4 Alice Wandesford to Osborne, 11 May 1642, ibid, DD5/38/2.

% Alice Wandesford to Osborne, 20 March 1642, ibid, DD5/38/2.

% Firth, C.H. ‘Letters of William Wandesford to Sir Rowland Wandesford,” English Historical Review 9
(1894), p. 549. Alice was confused at William Wandesford’s advice to “have the Timber & brick layd up
for the building of Kirklington house praysed at a low rate and to take yt at that price in part of payment for
his monyes...” Alice asked Osborne’s advice stating that “you are wise to know what to consent to... |
have such varios expressions in things of consequence to my porre condition as I know not what to chouse
for my owne security...” She was unsure whether her brother had her best interests at heart, or whether she
was being gullible in believing him. He had advised her to obtain some money from friends “& the rest
forth of that I have received from the Estate, otherwiase to sell part & pay the rest, wlhi]ch I shall have all
accounted backe azaine when the lands are restored in Ireland...” But Alice was aware that “the lands... in
Ireland will be in question as well clamed in this kingdom, if not they will be to lett and settle a long tyme
before any profitt can be made of them. in the meane tyme | should trouble my frends and impoverish my
selfe, and vt may be, not live to quit the Ingadgments of my friends...” Alice Wandesford to Osborne, 7
May 1642, Yorkshire Archaeological Society, Leeds, DD5/38/2.
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September 1647.°" After his death, Alice Wandesford found herself very much alone
and her estate was seised by Wandesford’s brother William to pay off the family’s
debts by “which he was much wronged of too by one he made a leace of it for seven
yeares takeing many hundred pounds more then his due...” Luckily, Alice
Wandesford was able to support herself and her children “from her jointure.”®®
Edward Osborne had continued his political career until his death in 1647. As
we have seen in Chapter 3, he sat in the Long Parliament for Berwick and continued as
Vice President of the Council in the North until the institution was abolished in 1641.
When the Civil War broke out, Osborne continued his work for the King as the
General of the King’s forces in the North.®” In a letter from John Frecheville to Lord
Loughborough dated 12 April 1644, Frecheville told Loughborough that Osborne and
Mr. Awdborough “are gone to Oxford to move the King for a present supply, which is

not to be expected but from his Highness.””

Osborne supported the royalist cause and
was identified as a royalist delinquent by the House of Commons in April 1642.”" This
is not unexpected as he was a loyal supporter of the Crown and had so closely
identified himself with the interests of the Crown during the Personal Rule of Charles
| and the policy of ‘Thorough.’”* In 1644, Osborne was still involved in the policies
and issues of the North and we find him involved in a commission of *Charitable
Uses,” along with the Earl of Strafford’s namesake and cousin, Thomas Wentworth
and Robin Rockley, another relation of Wentworth. The commission was to inquire
into an Elizabethan Act “to redress the misemployment of Lands Goods and Stocks of

money heretofore given to charitable uses...”

°” Christopher Wandesford’s daughter, Alice Thornton described her uncle’s death at his home in Kiveton
which she believed was caused by eating melons from his garden which he ate “a little freely, but that fruit
was too cold for him, and strooke him into a vomiting and purging so violently that it could not be staied
till his strength was past recovery...” Only a few days later. Osborne died and Alice found that “in whoes
death | suffered the losse of a father, and my mother a husband.™ Jackson, Autobiography of Mrs Alice
Thornton p. 54.

% ibid, p. 54.

“* Bliss, J. (ed). The works of the most reverend father in God, William Laud, D.D. (7 vols, London, 1847 -
1860), vol. VII, p. 423.

7 John Frecheville to Lord Loughborough, 12 April 1644, HMC Hastings 11, p. 126.

"' Journal of the House of Commons of England, vol. 11, 860b.

2 Cliffe, J.T. The Yorkshire Genury (London, 1969), p. 342.

™ | cader. 1.D. Records of the Burgery of Shefficld (London, 1897). pp. 5 - 7.
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Osborne’s political contribution was rather limited after the downfall of Strafford
and he appears to have been content to live in semi-retirement on his estate at Kiveton in

Nottinghamshire until his death in 1647.

Sir Philip Mainwaring: Secretary of State of Ireland

After the execution of Thomas Wentworth, Sir Philip Mainwaring retained his
office as secretary of state for Ireland.”* Even after Wentworth’s disgrace, Mainwaring
was working directly with the Crown and this demonstrates that the King must have held
him in high esteem despite the downfall of the cabal. Mainwaring appears to have allied
himself with the monarchy, spending some time in England in 1641. A letter from the
King to Mainwaring dated 7 August 1641 ordered that Mainwaring be paid an annuity of
10 shillings a day as he had “recently been with the King in England,” and was about to
return to Ireland.”” However, after the Civil War, evidence that Mainwaring was actually
fulfilling the duties of his office is wanting and therefore it is likely that he was just
holding on to a sinecure. Mainwaring held onto his post and appeared in Charles I1's draft
list of 1660 of the men to be administered the oath of the Irish Privy Council.” On 7
March 1661, Charles Il wrote to the Lord Justices directing that Sir James Shaen was to
hold the office of Principal Secretary of State and Keeper of the Privy Signet in Ireland
“in as full and beneficial manner” as Sir Philip Mainwaring and his predecessors. The
King informed the Lord Justices that Shaen had agreed to pay Mainwaring “a certain
sum of money in order that he (Sir James) may at once enter upon this office, which Sir

Philip is now too old to perform.””’

™ In 1641, Edward Nicholas wrote to the Lord Justices of Ireland, requesting that they send soldiers to
Spain as the King directed. He mentioned that the King had already sent them a letter telling them to do
this, “prepared and sent to you by Sir Philip Mainwaring, Secretary for Ireland.” Nicholas to the Lord
Justices, 11 August 1641, CSPD 1641 — 1643 p. 83.
 Ibid, p. 330.
7 Charles 11 to the Lord Justices, 19 December 1660, P.R.O. S.P. 63 /305, 55 and 56, CSPI 1660 — 1662.
14— 142,
5)7p7 March 1661, P.R.O. S.P. 16 / Signet Office IV, pp. 347 — 349, CSPI 1660 — 1662, p. 250. On 18 March
166 1. Secretary Nicholas wrote to Lord Chancellor Eustace that on Sir Philip Mainwaring’s surrender and
with representation from the Lords, Sir James Shaen had been made Principal Secretary Cot” lrel'and.. There
appears to have been some dispute about the precise wording of the Secretary’s title as he added in his
postscript that “There is still some stop in Sir James Shaen’s being made Secretary “for Ireland.” P.R.O.
S.P. 63 /308, 29. CSPI 1660 — 1662, p. 268. However Sir James Shaen may not have taken the ofﬁcg or
possibly shared it with another secretary as well. On 13 May 1661, Charles Il wrote to the Lord Justjges
indicating that Sir Paul Davies was to be appointed *“Principal Secretary of State and Keeper of the Signet

D
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Wentworth had rewarded Mainwaring for his services in Ireland by having the
estates of Edward Viscount Loftus of Ely conveyed to Mainwaring, Robert Lord Dillon
and Sir Adam Loftus. However, after the downfall of Wentworth’s regime. Edward
Loftus wished to reclaim his lost estates in order to raise money to pay off his debts.”®
The triumvirate that had taken over the lands was ordered to return the lands to Edward
Loftus. Lord Dillon and Sir Adam Loftus obliged with the order but Mainwaring refused
to return his share of the lands.” Wentworth’s decree had been officially reversed by the
House of Lords on 3 May 1642 yet Mainwaring stood firm and was resolute in his

determination not to relinquish the lands.*® The case between Mainwaring and Loftus was

and Privy Seal of the Kingdom of Ireland.” This grant was to take place on the death of Sir Philip
Mainwaring and Davies was also to keep his existing office as Clerk to the Council. P.R.O. S.P. 63 / 307,
57, CSPI 1660 — 1662 p. 330.

7 Loftus had been compelled in 1637, “by arbitrary decree of the Earl of Strafford, to convey his estate to
Robert Lord Dillon, Sir Adam Loftus and Sir Philip Mainwaring.” Copy of petition, 27 July 1655, P.R.O.
S.P. 63 /286,48, CSPI 1647 — 1660 p. 575. Major-General Lambert reported that Lord Loftus was in
prison for debt, and his estates in England and Ireland were encumbered. He felt that Loftus should be
favoured in the case. P.R.O. S.P. 63/286, 51, CSPI 1647 — 1660, 26 April 1654, p. 577.

™ It was noted in the State Papers that “Sir Philip Mainwaring did not obey the decree of Parliament of
1642, which declared this decree void and illegal, and that restitution should be made though Sir Ed Loftus
and Lord Dillon did so obey.” 27 July 1655, P.R.O. S.P. 63 / 286, 48, CSPI 1647 — 1660, p. 576.

% An advisory committee recommended that Mainwaring was “compelled to obey the Lords’ order if he
come to Ireland, and stand committed until he obey.” There are two copies of this document but only one
suggests that Mainwaring be committed. 3 May 1642, P.R.O. S.P. 63 / 286, 52 and 53, CSPI 1647 — 1660,
p. 577. Mainwaring petitioned Cromwell, the Lord Protector and his Council stating that he could not
relinquish the lands “without violation of his conscience and breach of trust...” He argued that the Lords’
order of 3 May 1642 “expressed that such lands as hath been bought by the said Lord Viscount Loftus
descendable to the heir general, with £2000, shall descend to Anne Loftus, daughter of Sir Robert Loftus
and grandchild and heir general of Adam Viscount Loftus.” Yet Mainwaring found that some of the lands
currently under his ownership were “descendable to Anne, for whom he is trusted.” 2 September 1654,
P.R.O. S.P. 63 /286, 55, CSPI 1647 — 1660, p. 578. George Wentworth was also involved in this case as he
pursued Viscount Ely for not bestowing an estate as he had promised upon his heir Sir Robert Loftus and
his wife Elenor, the sister of George Wentworth’s wife Frances Rush. The case had been referred to
Thomas Wentworth and the Irish Privy Council and they decided in February 1638 that Loftus should
provide an estate of £1200 a year for his son. Loftus refused to obey the order and as a result was
imprisoned and lost his offices. When Loftus appealed to the English Parliament to reverse the order of the
Irish Privy Council, he claimed that the decree had been an excuse for George Wentworth to obtain revenue
from his estate worth £2,944. George Wentworth retaliated by stating that he had been acting for the good
of Loftus’ disinherited grandchild who would have no income if Strafford’s decree were reversed. The
Parliament found in Loftus’ favour and all of the parties involved in Loftus’ lands were ordered to
compensate him. Loftus made further allegations that George Wentworth had disobeyed the order of the
House of Lords dated 3 May 1642, and this was debated in April 1647. Wentworth defended himselt by
saying that he had not been served with the order and therefore could not have complied and he was
successful in warding off any further proceedings. Commons Journal 284b, Journal of the House of Lords
of England, vol. 1V, pp. 393 — 395, 717 — 718, HMC 9" Report. pp. 295 ~ 296, 300 — 317. George
Wentworth to William Raylton, 12 July 1645, Str. P. 40 / 69. The case was finally resolved in 1678 when
the Lords defended their order of 1642 which reversed Thomas Wentworth’s 1638 decree against Loftus.

HMC Various HI pp. 220 — 30, HMC 9" Report pp. 301,327 - 8.
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not resolved quickly and even dragged on after Mainwaring’s death in 1661. Edward
Viscount Loftus of Ely petitioned King Charles II that a bill might be sent to the Irish
Parliament that would confirm him as the owner of the estates that had illegally been
redistributed by Wentworth in 1637. The stumbling block was that “Sir Philip
Mainwaring (lately dead) has passed his interest in the estate to some persons
unknown...”!

Mainwaring was seen as somewhat of a royalist delinquent during the
Interregnum. He was imprisoned for a short time in 1650 for refusing to leave London in
direct disobedience to the Rump Parliament’s order.®? He sat in Parliament for a final

time in 1661 elected for Newton in June 1661 but died in August.®’

Sir George Wentworth’s solo foray into politics

Wentworth’s younger brother, who had assisted him in Ireland, continued to
work in politics after the execution of his brother. He sat in the Parliament of 1640 for
Pontefract and worked as receiver for Compositions for Recusants in the North from
1641 — 1644.** George Wentworth was appointed a trustee of Strafford’s estates, along
with Sir William Savile and Sir William Pennyman on 4 June 1641, whilst seemingly
attending the King at Westminster. They were to settle Strafford’s debts and raise
marriage portions for Wentworth’s children and a jointure for his wife.*

George Wentworth took on a number of roles after his brother’s execution. He
seems to have spent much time in Ireland during the Irish Rebellion and regularly

attended Irish Privy Council meetings, supporting the Earl of Ormond.*® He was

126 July 1662, P.R.O. S.P. 16 / Signet Office V, p. 245, CSPI 1660 — 1662, p. 578.
B2 Mainwaring was released from his imprisonment in October 1651. CSPD 1650 p. 203, ibid, 1651 pp.
480, 496.

% His contribution to Parliament was limited to a single committee membership to discuss the bill for better
provision for curates. Ormerod, G. History of Cheshire (vol. 1, part 2, London, 18382), p. 483.

% For example, it is noted that “Sir George Wentworth, Receiver for Compositions with Recusants in the

Il northern counties, having desired convenient time for making up his accounts for the years 16-41, 16-42.
and 1643, this Committee do order that his accounts for those years be delivered some time in Candlemas
term next, and that Messrs. Elmhurst, Raylton, and Pulford do attend this Committee likewise. None of
them in the meantime shall dispose of any sums in their hands due to the King for recusants” compositions
but by special order of this Committee.” CSPD 1645 — 1647 p. 497. ibid, 1660 — 1661, p. 367.

8 Temple Newsam MSS, West Yorkshire Archaeological Society, Leeds, TN/F 18 1.

* HMC Ormonde n.s. ii pp. 115,121, 341.
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Provost-Marshall of Leinster from around 1640 until 164787 He also had some
military duties in Ireland, as a captain of the horse in the Irish royal army from about
1638 to June 1647.%% He also appeared on a list of men who had requested a military
command in Ireland.?’ George Wentworth also appeared to have military duties in
Yorkshire. On 3 May 1643, he wrote to the constable of Knottingley and Ferrybridge
in West Yorkshire ordering him to make a search for arms in the King’s name. If any
weapons were found, the constable was to take them to a local captain. A number of
weapons were found including muskets, swords, pikes and a pair of pistols.*®
Wentworth left Ireland once the Earl of Ormond’s rule collapsed and led a quiet life
away from politics during the Interregnum. In 1660, he was reappointed to the Irish
Privy Council’' and in 1661 to his former post as Provost-Marshall of Leinster.”?
Strafford’s influence over his younger brother seems to have been the motivating force
in his political career. Indeed, Wentworth did not obtain a new office between

Wentworth’s execution and his death in May 1666.

Conclusion

Wentworth was the key figure in the cabal around whom the lesser figures
gravitated. Once Wentworth was removed from their lives, their relationships did begin
to weaken. Wandesford died before the true impact of the disintegration of the cabal had
occurred. His legacy was to leave his family in debt and struggling to maintain the
Wandesford estates in England and Ireland. Wandesford’s wife was reliant upon Sir
Edward Osborne to help her through a difficult time, but it was not necessarily his
affiliation to the cabal that led to his actions, but rather his closer familial connection to
Wandesford’s wife, his half-sister. Radcliffe demonstrated some allegiance for

Wentworth’s children, expressing concern about their welfare in letters after

%7 Petition of George Wentworth to Lord Protector, 21 July 1657, CSPI 1647 — 1660 p. 643.

* It is noted in a petition that Wentworth served the Parliament as captain of a horse troop before and
during the Irish Rebellion until June 1647. Petition of George Wentworth to Lord Protector, 21 July
1657, ibid, 1647 — 1660 p. 643.

%% List of those who desired a military post in Ireland, 1649, CSPI Addenda 1625 — 1660 p. 290.

* Sir George Wentworth to the constable of Knottingley and Ferrybridge, 3 May 1643, Yorkshire
Archaeological Society, Brigg Manuscripts MS 447.

" CSPI 1660~ 1662 p. 142.

" HMC Ormonde n.s. Il p. 409.



Wentworth’s execution. However, he was unable to effectively help them, especially
when he was removed from England and living in exile in Europe with the Royalist court.
Mainwaring tried to continue in his work within Ireland but his efforts were continually
frustrated and he faced frequent attempts to remove him from his office. George
Wentworth also maintained some Irish duties but neither ever matched the influence that
the cabal as a whole had upon Ireland during the 1630s.

The kinship ties that had maintained the cabal’s close working and personal
relationships under Wentworth appeared to be less important once their leader was
removed from the equation and the cabal drifted apart. The cabal did share one common
feature after the demise of the Wentworth regime. They all remained fervent Royalist
supporters, although Radcliffe was the most prominently so. Their lives become more
difficult to trace once the coherence of their common employment is lost, and they

become more distant figures leading separate existences after 1641.



Conclusion

This thesis has shown that any study of Thomas Wentworth’s political career
cannot disregard the important and influential role of his cabal. The men who worked
closely alongside him were integral to his rule in both a personal and professional
capacity. Wentworth valued them as confidants, advisors and policy makers. The role of
the cabal provides further depth and breadth to the historiography of Wentworth. For
example the comparison of Wentworth’s actions to those of Wandesford in the
Parliaments in the 1620s clearly demonstrates how Wentworth’s desire for a courtly
career restrained his actions.

After an analysis of the relationships and the theoretical terms that mi ght be used
to describe the exact association of the men involved in Wentworth’s career. it has
proven difficult to find a suitable term that takes into account both the political and
domestic nature of their friendship. The term ‘secretariat’ appears to focus primarily upon
a business function and it is arguable that only Mainwaring was officially a member of
Wentworth’s ‘secretariat’ in this context. It was common for important men to have
secretaries to carry out administrative duties such as letter writing and carrying, but
Wentworth’s secretaries went beyond these limited confines. Wentworth and his cabal’s
working and personal relationships were bound together and perhaps more complex than
the definition of a secretariat can encompass.’

Defining Wentworth’s associates in terms of a client — patron or ‘men-of-
business’ model has been dismissed due to its reliance upon the concept of reciprocity but
where the client sought benefits for himself. This was at the expense of a strong

friendship or kinship element in the transaction, which was so obviously central to

' For example, although Elizabeth I’s servant, Robert Beale was Clerk to the Council, he actually played an
important part as a diplomat negotiating with Mary Queen of Scots in Elizabeth’s custody. Basing, P.
‘Robert Beale and the Queen of Scots,” British Library Journal 20 (1994), p. 65. A justification of the
validity of the term ‘secretariat® within Irish politics is further hampered by limitations of evidence. The
identification of individuals and their activities is largely obscure until the eighteenth century, and‘although
the importance of men involved in administration has been recognised, analysis of their activities is
difficult. Sainty attempted to uncover the role of the Irish secretariat but confronted the tendency qfthe
covernment not to officially record the names of the officials of the secretariat. Even if a systematic repord
was made, it may have been lost in the fire that destroyed much of the archival records of the secretariat in
1922. Sainty, J.C. “The Secretariat of the Chief Governors of Ireland, 1690 — 1800.," Procecdings of the
Royal Irish Academy 77, Section C (1977). p. 3.
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Wentworth’s administration. In this context, the notion of the ‘cabal’ is more appropriate.
with its advisory capacity. suggesting policy and expressing opinion to Wentworth. Most
important, it suggests that their relationship was on an equal footing, as each member of
the group was able to openly express dissatisfaction or point out problems with policies
without fear of reproach. This extent of open and honest debate could only exist amongst
the closest of friends whereas a client — patron relationship would be dominated by the
expression of what the patron wanted to hear. The term ‘cabal’ is less hierarchical and
reinforces the degree of responsibility of the men closely engaged in Wentworth’s career.
George Radcliffe, Christopher Wandesford and Philip Mainwaring after all were highly
important figures in Ireland in their own right (although obviously they owed this initially
to Wentworth’s influence), each being members of the Irish Privy Council, working to
further the government policies.

However, an analysis of the most suitable term with which to describe the
complex working relationship between Wentworth and his cabal is confused further by
the fact that they themselves use a variety of terms to express this, and often used words
that seem to be inappropriate to their circumstances. For example, Wandesford used the
terms ‘friends’ and ‘servants’ in an interchangeable manner in a letter to Sir Gervase
Clifton.? This might be taken as recognition of the difficulties of precisely defining this
unusual relationship even by the men who were involved in such an affiliation.

It is clear that Wentworth favoured a form of government in which he could ask
for the advice of others whom he knew he could trust. Wentworth needed to be able to
rely upon his advisors to offer him fair and honest opinions, and equally, the cabal
required respect from Wentworth in order to confidently impart independent and valued
advice. Radcliffe himself acknowledged that Wentworth

never did any Thing of any Moment, concerning either political or
domestical Business, without taking Advice; not so much as a Letter
written by him to any great Man, of any Business. but he shewed it to
his Confidents, if they were near him.?

" In this letter, Wandesford described a disagreement between Wentworth and the Earl of Holland and
placed himself “In the number of friends (I might say servants)” who wished to see Holland and Wentworth
friends again. The argument between Wentworth and Holland is discussed again in later correspoqdengc
between them. Wandesford to Clifton, 26 November 1636 and 22 February 1637, Nottingham University
Library, ClL. C. 474, 475. _

' Radcliffe, G. * An Essay towards the Life of my Lord Strafforde, in a Letter to the late Earl.” in Knowler,
W (ed). The Earl of Strafford’s Letters and Dispatches (2 vols, London, 1739), vol. 11, p. 433

3
[P
O



Radcliffe identified these ‘confidants’® as himself and Charles Greenwood in the
early stages of Wentworth’s career, although later Wandesford was included, and they
“met almost daily, and debated all Business and Designs, pro et contra.” Radcliffe
believed that it was by this means that Wentworth’s “own Judgment was very much

improved, and all the Circumstances and probable Consequences of the Things consulted

were discovered and considered.””

Clearly, Wentworth’s relationship with these men
must have been very strong and open. Flattering Wentworth’s memory. Radcliffe recalled
that this circle of advisors were “much weaker Men” than Wentworth. However. he
found this to be a valuable exercise as “there is no Man of ordinary Capacity, that will not
often suggest some Things, which might else have been let slip without being observed.™

Wentworth’s personal workload as Lord Deputy of Ireland was intense and
Radcliffe described him as being “constantly at work.” Therefore he could not possibly
have worked on every aspect of government without “able Instruments in every Kind
proper for his Assistance.” Wentworth expected his advisors to work as hard as he did,
giving them “little Rest, still calling on and encouraging them to be doing, and to give
Accounts of what they had done.” For this hardworking support team, rewards were
plentiful for “all that deserved it,” and Wentworth could also further their careers and
here we can acknowledge at least some semblance of the benefits of a client — patron
allegiance. Radcliffe stated, “If those he imployed were diligent and dextrous to dispatch
the King’s Business, they needed not to study for Suits themselves; his Watchfulness and
Bounty would prevent them.”’

Although it is clear that Wentworth valued his associates and closest advisors in a

political and professional sense, we should remember the importance he placed upon

* The term confidant was used to describe Radcliffe’s relationship with Wentworth by near-contemporary
David Lloyd in 1668. He stated that he found “Sir George Ratcliffe involved in all the Earl of Strafford’s
troubles: None will question in his worth, that considereth him as the great Confident of that Earl in his
affairs; and all persons must needs confess his faithfulness that observeth him that excellent persons
companion in all his sufferings.” Lloyd, D. Memoirs of the lives, actions, sufferings and deaths of those
noble, reverend, and excellent personages (London, 1668), p. 149.

i Radcliffe, ‘An Essay towards the Life of my Lord Strafforde,” in Knowler, Letters and dispatches vol. 11.
p. 433,

® Radcliffe was careful not to lift his own position as advisor above that of Wentworth, describing the
debates as a chance for the advisors to give “Hints and Occasions to observe and find out that, \x’high he
that speaks to it. perhaps, never thinks on; as a Whetstone, which cannot cut itself, does make a Knife
sharper.” ibid, p. 433.

T ibid, p. 434.
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their role within his personal life. Although Wentworth might be accused of simply using
the rhetoric of friendship, these men were more than just political allies. Much emphasis
was placed upon the cabal’s family and kinship ties to him and in this sense, their
‘domestic friendships’ remained integral to their relationship.

The historical picture lacks any close analysis of the role of Wentworth's cabal,
and this is even more surprising when we consider that Wentworth would have struggled
to maintain his rule in Ireland for so long without them. He relied on both Edward
Osborne and Christopher Wandesford to deputise for him. However, in reality Osborne
and Wandesford’s hold over the North and Ireland respectively was relatively fragile.
This was primarily due to the fact that Wentworth had personalised his government to
such an extent, by emphasising his personal link to the King and establishing a court at
Dublin Castle and his own palace at Jigginstown.® This personification of Wentworth’s
rule made it extremely difficult for anyone else to step into the breach as his
representative. Any deputy would therefore suffer the problem of being seen as the
‘representative’s representative’ and would be unable to exert the same influence,
authority and status as Wentworth.

Once in Ireland, Wentworth was aware of the need to maintain his position in the
North by keeping in regular contact with Sir Edward Osborne and other members of the

Council of the North and also by using his London contacts to keep him informed of

® Wentworth’s establishment of a lavish and ceremonial function to the deputyship was a deliberate policy.
Wentworth’s policy was however criticised and thought to be for his personal benefit rather than that of the
King. Wentworth attempted to describe the palace of Jigginstown as a building for the King’s use, only to
be used by the Deputy in the King’s absence. Wentworth to Laud, 27 September 1627, Str. P. 7/ 42 — 44,
Knowler, Letters and dispatches vol. 11, pp. 105 — 107. Craig believes that this ambiguity of purposes is
evident in the plan of the building as Wentworth “did not know whether he would live in it as the King’s
guest, or as his host.” Therefore the internal rooms are not distinguished between, perhaps allowing for the
subdivision once the King had decided which function he would like Jigginstown to take. Craig, M. ‘New
Light on Jigginstown,” Ulster Journal of Archaeology 33 (1970), p. 110. The importance of the Deputy was
also demonstrated through the establishment of what was effectively an alternative royal court in Ireland.
This was essential to express the splendour and extravagance of the Deputyship. This impressive court
would have exemplified Wentworth’s position and exaggerated his connection to the King in England,
helping to maintain his authority and giving the impression that he maintained the King’s support. A

critical account of the influence wielded by Laud and Wentworth in their respective courts was presented
by James Howell, a former secretary of the Council of the North under Lord Scrope, who informed his
correspondent Mr Jackson in March 1638: “The news here is, that Lambeth-House bears all the sway at
Whitehall, and the Lord Deputy kings it notably in Ireland; some that love them best could wish them a ‘
little more moderation.”” This comment might, of course, have been driven by jealous and the domination ot
the King’s attention of a few of the King’s favourites, but is significant as the influence of Wentworth’s
court was great enough to be noted in England. James Howell to Mr Jackson, 3 March 1638, Jacobs. J. (ed).
Epistolac Ho-Elianae. The Familiar Letters of James Howell (2 vols, London, 1892), vol. 11, p. 420.
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news and potential dangers.” Communication between England and Ireland was mainly
conducted by letters, but personal meetings were also favoured. especially to ,
communicate highly confidential news.'® Other close friends and kin of Wentworth
played a key role in communicating information between the two countries. '
Wentworth’s brother, Sir George acted as a useful go-between, and because of his
relationship to the Lord Deputy, he was able to access high and important people. '
Wentworth’s letters to Osborne from Ireland often reminded his Vice President of
the need to keep him fully informed. In March 1639, he instructed Osborne “Let me
heare as often from you as there shall be occasion.”"* Osborne warned Wentworth of the
importance of maintaining and developing friendships in England. advising that “the
more friendship you gaine & preserue here... the fewer rubs you will finde in the
progress of your affaires both publike & priuate...”"* Wentworth’s gentry friend Sir
Gervase Clifton also kept him informed of courtly events and intrigues which might
affect or interest him.'> Another useful contact for Wentworth was George Garrard who

wrote long and detailed newsletter to Ireland. Wentworth had asked him to “spend some

? For more information on Wentworth’s methods of retaining his position in England whilst he was in
Ireland and the dangers he faced, see Merritt, J.F. ‘Power and communication: Thomas Wentworth and
government at a distance during the Personal Rule, 1629 — 1635,” in J.F. Merritt, (ed). The political world
of Thomas Wentworth, earl of Strafford, 1621 — 1641 (Cambridge, 1996), pp. 109 — 132.

' For example, Osborne hoped that Wentworth would visit England in 1635 to settle his estates after the
death of his steward Richard Marris. Osborne to Wentworth, 4 December 1635, Str. P. 15/282.
Presumably, Osborne hoped to be able to take this opportunity to discuss confidential issues and news with
Wentworth. It was also hoped that Osborne would be able to attend Wentworth in Dublin, but this never
came to fruition. For example, Christopher Wandesford had told Osborne that Wentworth wouid like him
to go to Ireland that summer. 13 May 1638, ibid, 18/ 35. In a letter dated 13 August 1639, Osborne
reported that he had gained permission to visit Ireland but he was prevented from travelling due to the state
of the Scottish affairs. ibid, 10a/ 361.

"' For example, George Radcliffe was to carry plans for the alterations of the King’s Manor with him from
[reland to Osborne as he was travelling to England. Wentworth to Osborne, March 1639, ibid, 10a/ 275.

'2 Merritt, ‘Power and communication,”’ pp- 122 - 3.

" Wentworth recognised the value of Radcliffe passing between England and Ireland —*...by my Cosen
Radcliffe I shall haue the opportunity more fully to Consider & understand all wee haue to doe...”
Wentworth to Osborne, March 1639, Str. P. 10a / 277. Osborne recorded events in minute detail for
Wentworth, particularly in matters that affected Wentworth’s personal reputation. For example, in a letter
dated 3 November 1633, Osborne reassured Wentworth that in the case between himself and Foulis in the
Star Chamber. the Earl of Carlisle was being especially vigilant towards Wentworth’s honour. Osborne to
Wentworth, 3 November 1633, ibid, 13/ 83.

" Osborne to Wentworth, 16 April 1634, ibid, 14/ 30.

'> On one occasion, Clifton stated that he had wanted to write to Wentworth from Newmarket begause |
thought that place would better furnish me then wher I liud... but I see without frinds ther is nothing to be
ot at Court, not so much as a little Intelligence to make y[ou]r Lo[rdshi]p a Present of...” Sir Gervase
Clifton to Wentworth, 10 March 1634, ibid 13/ 214.
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time” each month, writing news about politics, foreign policy and rumours. Garrard
stated that if Wentworth would permit him, “I wold tell you sometimes. what wee heare
is done in Ireland too.” This clearly would be invaluable to Wentworth would needed to
know what rumours were being reported in England about his rule in Ireland and the
North. This would enable him to pre-empt the damage of rumours that might undermine
his reputation whilst absent from London.'®

Clearly, communications between the President and Vice President were essential
in the smooth running of the Council of the North. Not only did Osborne rely upon
Wentworth’s advice, he also asked Wentworth to communicate specific information to
the Council on his behalf, so that the command would appear to have more authority."’
The issue of communicating with the absent President was an issue that the Council of
the North wished to address. In 1633 for example, Sir Arthur Ingram had brought a letter
to the Council, which recommended that a foot post between the North and Ireland be
established in order to facilitate easier communications. However. Osborne was
concerned that having one specific messenger would be problematic in itself as “*he may
Sometimes be att chester or on his way when ther may happen a Suddaine important
occasion to dispatch other l[ett]ers away.”]8 The added difficulty of the President being
absent was that Osborne often heard reports of Wentworth’s activities, but was unsure
whether they were true. In most cases, Osborne was unwilling to believe anything he had
heard about Wentworth until he received it from reputable sources, or from Wentworth
himself.'” Osborne often felt that he was to blame for problems, as he had not acquainted

Wentworth with the business before he took it upon himself to deal with it.* On the other

' Garrard reported on 15 March 1635 that “Wee had a Report here of some difference that fell out in
Ireland betwixt the Earle of Ormond and S[i]r Geo[rge] Redcliffe, that he shold giue the Earle the lye. for
wlhi]ch he stroake him, and was committed to the Castle of Dublin, but beeing not seconded, it vanished
quickly.” ibid, 15 / 364. Other examples of Garrard reporting to Wentworth rumours about Ireland in
England include ibid, 14/ 12,102, 323.

"7 Osborne had asked Wentworth to write a “pithy & iudicious™ letter which accordingly the Lord Deputy
had addressed to the Vice President and the Council. Osborne hoped that Wentworth’s letter would “sett a
sharper edge uppon the ould blades towards his Ma[jes]ties Seruice & that I shall find less opposition
therein hereafter.” Osborne to Wentworth, undated, ibid, 13 / 88.

'* Osborne to Wentworth, 10 September 1633, ibid, 13 /43.

" Osborne reported that “Tis heer confidently aduertised from aboue that your Lo[rd]sh[i]p resolues to
attend the Kinge downe. .. but hearinge nothinge therof from better hands I cannot beleeue it.” Osbome to
Wentworth, 23 March 1634, ibid, 13/ 233. )

** For example, Osborne was engaged in a dispute about the collection of revenue with the Justices of the
Peacc. Osborne to Wentworth, 11 November 1637, ibid, 17/ 224,
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hand, Wentworth was also not above reproving Osborne when he felt that he had
exceeded his jurisdiction.?!

Wentworth was also reliant upon the cabal to carry out policies on his behalf. For
example, Radcliffe was involved in ecclesiastical issues, legal work and financial
transactions in Ireland.”> Wentworth had to delegate activities to men whom he knew had
his best interests at heart and in 1640 left Wandesford in a political capacity, with
Radcliffe entrusted to look after his personal financial affairs. Wentworth also relied
upon Radcliffe to communicate information to the King, generate and maintain support
for his Lord Deputyship in England and gather information that might help him further
his work in Ireland.*®

Given that Radcliffe did not hold a particular office in Ireland, it is intriguing that
he was still accused of treason. If he had no official standing, how could they implicate
him as an evil participant in Wentworth’s administration? This is explained by
considering that the fundamental reason for the accusation against Radcliffe was to
prevent him from imparting legal advice to Wentworth who was preparing his defence
against the Commons’ impeachment accusation. The Commons did not even exploit
Radcliffe’s position an Irish Privy Councillor. However, if the attack on Radcliffe took
into account this role, other Councillors might also be attacked, and this was not part of
the House of Commons’ agenda. Instead, the Commons accused Radcliffe in his capacity

d”24

as “an intimate of the Lord Lieutenants of Irelan which in itself demonstrates the

unique nature of the relationship between Radcliffe and Wentworth.

2! A good example of this was when the gentry of Yorkshire petitioned the King in 1640 complaining of the
“Insolency ot the Souldier.” The gentry felt that the King should provide for them so “nune of them should
loose a penny through any iniury offered by that unruly Companie.” Wentworth had hoped that since
Osborne was Deputy Lieutenant, he would not allow such complaints to be generated. He reprimanded
Osborne stating that “if you had beene pleased to advise therein with mee I am p[erjswaded I could haue
put you into a better way for the ease and protection of that People....” Wentworth to Osborne, 31 July
1040, ibid, 21/ 203.

*2 Radcliffe held much responsibility and wielded much influence in Ireland under Thomas Wentworth’s
deputyship. Reflecting on Wentworth’s administration in a later letter dated 4 August 1047, Francis
Viscount Valentia wrote to Sir Philip Perceval regarding his fears of the excessive power wielded by
ministers of the Crown in Ireland. “If [ am not deceived, Sir John Temple would be another Radcliffe, but
he wants his capacity, and 1 hope shall never have such powerful support to do mischief.” H1/C Egmont |,
p. 442

" See for example, Str. P. 3b/ 58, 77, 88,9b/350, 10a/ 1,22, 275.

*! Rushworth, Tryal of Thomas Earl of Strafford p. 4.
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Wentworth was the glue that held his cabal together. Whilst each member of the
cabal had their own individual relationships with each other. they were primarily
associated with Wentworth who emphasised kinship links to reinforce their bond to him.

Once Wentworth was executed in May 1641, the cabal lost its focus and only tenuous

links between them remained.
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