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CHAPTER ONE : INTRODUCTION.

He who his father’s home would fain restore 
Must flee from vice, and love fair virtue’s law. 
For goodness makes the humblest cot sublime, 
And e’en the proudest home is wrecked by crime.1

The fox might say he had a cold and could not smell,
when he saw that to say they had or had not a stinking

2
breath would lose him his life.

I. The Irish ‘catholic interest’.

In November 1662 Lady Meredith received a letter at her home in ‘Greenhills’ in 

Ireland from a correspondent in London who expressed the hope that the Duke of 

Ormond, the lord lieutenant o f Ireland, would, in the ongoing business o f the Irish 

settlement, show himself to be ‘for the catholic interest’.1 2 3 These hopes were 

presumably based upon the anticipated favourable outcome o f the first court o f claims 

which opened in September, although hearings did not begin until the following 

January. Sir Robert Southwell, in his narrative o f the life o f Ormond, used the term 

‘catholic interest’ to denote a group o f Irish catholics in opposition to Ormond’s

1 The inscription on a commemorative stone plaque marking tire restoration of Dunvegan 

Castle, Isle of Skye, in 1685 by John Macleod, who married Flora Macdonald. Translated from 

Latin in 1773 by Dr Johnson and James Boswell.

2 Ormond, Irish narrative (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 227, p. 54).

3 ‘A.H.’ to Lady Meredith, 20 Nov. 1662 (Carte MS 46, if  7-8); copy of the establishment 

in Ireland from 1 Apr. 1662 (C.S.P.l., 1660-2, p. 524). Lady Lettice Meredith was the wife of 

the chancellor of the exchequer, Sir Robert Meredith.
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interest in Ireland in 1664; the lord lieutenant had apparently not fulfilled earlier 

expectations o f favour.4

The word ‘interest’ was used in seventeenth-century Ireland and England to denote 

a personal or collective concern in which one had a stake or a share, and in which one 

was engaged for personal, mutual or collective advantage, such as the ‘King’s 

interest’, the ‘protestant interest’, the ‘French interest’. The term was not only used to 

define a group o f people but also a type o f policy. The term ‘catholic interest’ was 

therefore used in Anglo-Irish politics at this time to describe a group o f Irish catholics 

whose concern or collective advantage was perceived to be bound up together, a 

partisan group who were thought to work together in pursuit o f  a set o f policies to 

their mutual gain or profit and, naturally enough, to the detriment o f the ‘protestant 

interest’ in both kingdoms. Those outside the Irish catholic community itself seem to 

have used the term generally to encompass, in one group, all Irish catholics and their 

concerns, without distinction, which reflected the pervading tendency throughout 

Europe at this time to classify communities on a confessional basis.5 Irish protestants 

added a further facet to their definition and by the early 1670s protestants were 

referring to all Irish catholics as the ‘Roman Catholic interest’ which was indicative of

4 Southwell narrative (Carte MS 69, f. 2).

5 Ormond to Carlingford, 23 Jan. 1667 (ibid., 49, f. 382); Coventry to Bennet, 21 Jan. 1663 

(C.S.P.I., 1663-5, p. 11); ‘Discouragement of the protestant interest in Ireland’ (B.L., Add. MS 

28085, f. 19); George Lane to Ormond, 19 Dec. 1674 (Carte MS 38, f. 209); ‘A.H.’ to Lady 

Meredith, 20 Nov. 1662 (ibid., 46, ff 7-8); Southwell narrative (ibid., 69, f. 2); Connolly, 

Religion, law and power, p. 2; T. C. Barnard, ‘Protestantism, ethnicity and Irish identities, 

1660-1760’, in Tony Claydon and Ian McBride (eds), Protestantism and national identity in 

Britain and Ireland, c. 1650 - 1850 (Cambridge, 1998), p. 207.
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their own preoccupation with, and desire to emphasise, Irish catholic links to Rome 

and the feared papal jurisdiction.6

The usage o f the term ‘catholic interest’ is in one sense problematic, however, since 

those considered to be part o f this group do not appear to have used this phrase to 

describe themselves. They were reluctant to be defined or judged solely on the basis of 

their religion. The catholic case for restoration after 1660 was based in part on their 

past record o f loyalty and service to the kings o f England as originators and defenders 

o f the true ‘English interest’ in Ireland; a strategy which had already failed to advance 

their cause even before 1641.7

Ormond also appears to have resisted the use o f the term ‘catholic interest’, and 

as Toby Barnard has argued, he refused to define people in Ireland, or indeed 

elsewhere, in confessional terms but preferred to judge them on their degree o f 

allegiance to the Crown. Robert Armstrong has said that Ormond believed that all oath 

bound rebels, whether catholic or presbyterian, could be accommodated, but that he 

saw ‘no point in keeping faith with the faithless’. Ormond believed that a stable society 

was bound together and protected by obligations and oaths which would also serve to 

identify the nonconformist rebellious element which posed the real threat. In March 

1661 Ormond assured Lord Montgomery that he was himself ‘as little for an Irish

6 ‘Discouragement of the protestant interest in Ireland’, 1671-2 (B.L., Add. MS 28085, f. 

17), refers to a letter allegedly obtained by the ‘Roman Catholic interest’; ‘Discouragement of 

the protestant interest in Ireland’, 1672-3 (ibid., f. 19).

7 Case (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 243, pt. 1, pp 67-8, 70-73); Les revolutions d ’Irlande (N.L.I., 

MS 1453); petition from the city of Cork to the King (C.S.P.I., 1660-2, p. 23); Proceedings 

(D.P.L., Gilbert MS 219, p. 256); Plunkett MS (ibid., 214, pp 18, 202).
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interest as such as any man at the board’ on which they both sat. Montgomery may 

have equated the ‘Irish interest’ with the ‘catholic interest’, but Ormond clearly did not 

agree, as evidenced by the favour he showed to his many Irish catholic clients and 

relations. In Ormond’s view, therefore, all Irish catholics were not the same, and the 

‘Irish interest’ represented a rebellious element clearly distinguishable from those Irish 

catholics who could be trusted. He may have subscribed to the view that Irish catholics 

o f ‘English extraction’ had ‘nothing Irishlike in them but the catholic religion’.8

Public life and politics in restoration Ireland, as elsewhere, was the domain o f the 

wealthier and more articulate members o f society. In practice therefore the ‘catholic 

interest’ in Irish politics, in the period under discussion in this thesis, can certainly be 

identified as a ‘dispossessed elite’, who had owned some o f the best estates in Ireland, 

and enjoyed a degree o f political power before 1641; albeit diminishing since the 

Reformation, as confessional allegiance rather than ethnicity took pre-eminence. In 

religious terms the Irish ‘catholic interest’ had strong links with European Counter

Reformation Catholicism and its prominent members were the former leaders o f the old 

loyalist catholic community in Ireland, which had at one time constituted the ‘English 

interest’; ostensibly ‘Old English’, in terms of outlook and objectives, and comparable

8 Ormond to Montgomery, 2 Mar. 1661 (Carte MS 49, f. 48); extract from ‘The politician’s 

catechism concerning Ireland’ (B.L., Stowe MS 82, f. 331); T. C. Barnard, ‘Introduction: The 

Dukes of Ormonde’, in T. C. Barnard and Jane Fenlon (eds), The Dukes o f Ormonde, 1610

1745 (Woodbridge, 2000), pp 13-14; Robert Armstrong, ‘Ormond, the confederates and 

protestant royalism, 1643-7’, paper given at ‘Catholics and confederates: a conference 

celebrating the life and work of Donal Cregan’, St Patrick’s College, Drumcondra, Dublin, 

1999; see also idem, ‘Protestant Ireland and the English parliament, 1641-1647’ (unpublished 

Ph.D. thesis, T.C.D., 1996).
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to the group which had negotiated ‘the graces’ with Charles I earlier in the century. 

The Irish ‘catholic interest’ in 1660 continued to argue that loyalty to the King was not 

incompatible with their religious or ethnic allegiances. It had only been the draconian 

policies o f the Dublin administration which had forced them, in self-defence, to join 

with the Irish rebels in 1641; a view supported by Charles I in his Eikon Basilike, in 

which he concluded that the rebellion and its consequences were the ‘product of 

preposterous rigours, unseasonable severities, well grounded discontents’ and 

‘continual oppressions, want o f liberty, fears o f utter extirpation and downright 

despair’.9

Recent research has highlighted the difficulties inherent in the usage o f the terms 

‘Old English’ and ‘Gaelic Irish’ to define supposed ethnic divisions within the Irish 

catholic community in the seventeenth century, given the level o f intermarriage and 

integration between the two groups.10 Ó Siochm has argued that social class, and 

therefore mutual interest, united all the leaders o f confederate Ireland in the 1640s, 

despite any perceived ethnic origins, and that any divisions were based on class and

9 Case (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 243, pt. 1, pp 21-35); Plunkett MS (ibid., 214, p. 3); Aidan 

Clarke, The Old English in Ireland, 1625-42 (London, 1966); idem, The graces, 1625-41 

(Dublin Historical Association, Irish History Series, no. 8, Dundalk, 1968); Connolly, 

Religion, law and power, p. 3; Barnard, ‘Protestantism, ethnicity and Irish identities’, p. 207.

10 P. J. Corish, ‘Ormond, Rinuccini, and the confederates, 1645-9’, in N.H.I., iii, 331, 

argues in favour of the ‘Old English/Gaelic Irish’ division. Aidan Clarke, ‘Ireland and the 

general crisis’, in Past and Present, no. 48 (1970), p. 90; Micheál 6  Siochru, Confederate 

Ireland 1642-1649: a constitutional and political analysis (Dublin, 1999), pp 17-18, argue 

that social class united all the nobility and gentry of Ireland.
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support for or opposition to the peace treaties o f 1646 and 1649.11 One of the 

important factors which will emerge in this thesis is that, whatever their previous 

divisions on the issue, the Irish ‘catholic interest’ after 1660 was united in its support 

for the 1649 peace treaty. In fact one o f the cornerstones o f their case for restoration 

rested on the King’s legal and moral obligation to implement its terms in full.11 12

A level o f  continuity between the 1640s and the restoration was also evident within 

the Irish ‘catholic interest’, in terms o f personnel and policies, in that many o f those 

who had previously supported the peace treaties in the 1640s again articulated the 

catholic case in the 1660s. Lawyers such as Nicholas Plunkett, Patrick Darcy and 

Geoffrey Browne, and clergy such as Nicholas French, bishop o f Ferns, were again 

politically prominent. Ormond was the other key political figure common to both 

periods who, although not a catholic himself, had numerous Irish catholic relations 

and, in his role as viceroy, fundamentally influenced Anglo-Irish politics and the 

‘catholic interest’ in both eras. Ormond’s principal role in the 1640s and 1660s, 

together with the degree o f continuity in personnel and policies, was both an advantage 

and a disadvantage for the ‘catholic interest’ in the restoration period. Favourable

11 6  Siochru, Confederate Ireland, pp 188, 217 n 44, 245-7. O Siochru has identified the 

leaders of 3 factions within the confederacy: ‘Peace faction’ - Donough MacCarthy (Visct 

Muskerry), Richard Butler (Visct Mountgarrett), Richard Bellings, Donough O’Callaghan, 

John Walsh, Robert Talbot, Gerald Fennell, Geoffrey Browne. ‘Clerical faction’ - Piers Butler, 

Owen Roe O’Neill, Oliver Plunkett (Lord Louth), Dermot O’Brien. ‘Moderates’ - Nicholas 

Plunkett, Randal MacDonnell (Marquess of Antrim), Patrick Darcy, Phelim O’Neill, Roebuck 

Lynch, John Burke (Abp of Tuam), Nicholas French (Bp of Ferns). The ‘peace faction’ and the 

‘moderates’ would have supported the peace treaties.

12 ‘A brief of the defence made to justify the peace concluded in Ireland in the year 1648, 

notwithstanding the objections raised to invalid the same’ (C.S.P.I., 1660-2, pp 517-19); 

Proceedings (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 219, p. 256).
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relationships, already established, could be maintained but, given the centrality o f the 

events o f the 1640s and Ormond himself to Anglo-Irish politics after 1660, it would 

prove almost impossible for Irish catholics to distance themselves from previous 

disputes or mistakes.13

Divisions, however, were apparent within the Irish ‘catholic interest’ after 1660. In 

general terms, factions within the catholic laity tended to follow lines o f patronage, at 

times crossing the confessional divide, and as such they reflected prevailing political 

trends.14 The Irish catholic clergy were divided along several fault lines. The issue of 

the 1661 remonstrance predictably split the catholic clerics on the crucial question o f 

papal jurisdiction in temporal affairs, an issue which divided the European catholic 

church as a whole.15 It is significant, however, that a division was also apparent within 

the Irish catholic clergy, along ‘Old English’ and ‘Gaelic Irish’ lines and that the clergy 

themselves used these terms to define perceived ethnic differences between them. The 

rivalry and animosity between these two groups had been greatly increased by 

accusations from Richard O ’Ferrall, in a memorandum to Rome in 1658, that the Irish 

clergy o f English extraction had betrayed the Irish cause and Rinuccini, the papal 

nuncio, in the 1640s. This ethnic division was once again highlighted with regard to 

Oliver Plunkett’s ministry in Ireland as catholic primate. The ‘Gaelic Irish’ clergy of

13 Ó Siochru, Confederate Ireland, pp 217, 245; Simms, ‘Restoration’, pp 420-21; Corish, 

‘Ormond, Rinuccini, and the confederates’, pp 315- 35; P. J. Corish, ‘Cromwellian conquest, 

1649-53’, inN.H.I., iii, 336-86.

14 Connolly, Religion, law and power, p. 2.

15 Walsh, History, Simms, ‘Restoration’, pp 429-30; Benignus Millett, ‘Survival and 

reorganisation, 1650-95’, in P. J. Corish (ed.), A history o f  Irish Catholicism. (6 vols, Dublin, 

1968-72), iii, 19-21, 49.
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the Armagh diocese opposed the appointment o f a ‘Meathman’ who, because o f 

culural diversity, would be unsuitable to minister to Ulster clerics. Plunkett’s reforming 

and disciplinary policies were also perceived to be ‘Old English’ and alien to the 

‘Gaelic Irish’ clergy who opposed them. Ultimately, witnesses against Plunkett were 

drawn from this disgruntled group.16

The dispute between the rival archbishops, Oliver Plunkett o f Armagh and Peter 

Talbot o f Dublin, regarding the precedence o f their respective dioceses caused another 

division within the Irish clergy. Ties o f patronage also divided Plunkett and Talbot. 

Colonels John Fitzpatrick and Richard Talbot, the two most prominent political leaders 

o f the ‘catholic interest’, as Plunkett described them, were also factional rivals. 

Fitzpatrick was Plunkett’s patron and Peter Talbot deferred to his brother Richard, and 

the division between the two clerics was further reinforced by the fact that Fitzpatrick 

was also a relative and client o f Ormond. Animosity between Ormond and Richard 

Talbot had originated during the King’s exile when Talbot was preferred by the Duke 

o f York over Viscount Muskerry for the post o f Lieutenant-Colonel in the duke’s 

regiment. Ormond believed that the post should rightfully have gone to his relative 

Muskerry by all the accepted customs and conventions. A catholic account o f the

16 Benignus Millett, ‘Irish literature in Latin, 1550-1700’, in iii, 570-4; Richard

O’Ferrall and Robert O’Connell, Commentarius Rinuccinianus, de sedis apostolicae 

legatione ad foederatos Hiberniae catholicos per annos 1645-9 (ed.), Stanislaus Kavanagh (6 

vols., I.M.C., Dublin, 1932-49); John Lynch, Alithinologia (St Malo, 1664); see also idem, 

Cambrensis Eversus (1662); P. J. Corish, ‘Two contemporary historians of the confederation 

of Kilkenny: John Lynch and Richard O’Ferrall’, in I.H.S., viii, no. 31 (Mar. 1953), pp 219

20; Plunkett, Letters, pp 30-6; Simms, ‘Restoration’, p. 430.
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incident alleged that the quarrel resulted in a duel between Talbot and M uskerry.17

A major faction within the ‘catholic interest’ after 1660, as in the 1640s, could 

indeed be described as ‘Ormondist’, in that its members were Ormond’s catholic 

relations, clients, employees (in various capacities), or had been his associates, friends 

and correspondents for many years and provided him with information. Besides 

Fitzpatrick, the politically prominent members o f this group included the Earls o f 

Carlingford and Castlehaven, Daniel O’Neill, Richard Bellings (whose wife was a 

Butler), the Earls o f Clancarty, Clanricard and Fingall who were married to Ormond’s 

sister, aunt and niece respectively. Bellings and O’Neill had sailed from Galway with 

Ormond in December 1650 and Carlingford, Castlehaven and O ’Neill had been 

associated with the duke in the ‘old loyal party’ who worked for the King’s interest in 

exile and restoration. The catholic Earl o f Mountgarrett was also among Ormond’s 

many Butler relations, and other nieces and nephews were married to Dillons, 

Plunketts, and Bagnalls. Ormond’s business agent was his catholic half-brother George 

Mathew, whose daughter was married to Dudley Bagnail. Sir Nicholas Plunkett, 

brother o f Patrick Plunkett, bishop of Ardagh, and uncle to Oliver Plunkett and the 

Earl o f Fingall, also had a niece married to Ormond’s nephew. Although there is 

evidence that Ormond sought Plunkett’s legal opinion, and Sir Nicholas would 

certainly have supported moderate policies, he did, however, maintain a more 

independent stance within the catholic interest after 1660. Although Ormond was the 

patron o f Peter Walsh and the moderate clergy throughout the restoration, he also 

showed favoured to Fr Patrick Maginn, who did not support the remonstrance.

17 Plunkett MS (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 214, pp 30-31); Plunkett to Baldeschi, 19 Mar. 1673 

(Plunkett, Letters, p. 370).
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Ormond recommended Maginn, one o f the Queen’s almoners, to the King for

• 18 promotion at court.

Colonel Richard Talbot, Ormond’s great rival, was one o f eight sons and sixteen 

children born to Alison Netterville and Sir William Talbot, a prominent lawyer and 

agent for the catholic interest in the 1620s and ‘30s. Richard’s eldest brother Robert 

was the Duke o f Y ork’s legal counsel, and his brothers Tom and Peter were Catholic 

clerics; the latter became the archbishop o f Dublin. Another brother, Gilbert, had a 

military career and was married to Dorothy Boyle, sister o f Orrery and widow of Lord 

Loftus. Colonel Richard Talbot’s group within the Irish ‘catholic interest’, like 

Ormond’s, had its roots in the period in exile but was associated closely with the Duke 

o f Y ork’s faction at court. It was the colonel’s close relationship with York, evidenced 

by his promotion in the duke’s regiment in exile, together with his other powerful 

connexions at the English court, which suggested Talbot’s potential as a channel o f 

political favour to Irish catholics after the restoration. Apart from family connexions, 18

18 Ormond to Carlingford, 23 Jan. 1667 (Carte MS 49, f. 382); same to O’Neill, 12 Mar. 

1663 (ibid., 219, f. 41); Castlehaven to Ormond, 18, 29 Aug. 1663 (ibid., 214, if  528, 538-9); 

Ormond to Clancarty, 26 Dec. 1663 (ibid., 49, f. 257); Clancarty to Ormond, 21 May 1660,

23 Jan. 1664 (ibid., 33, f. 299; ibid., 214, f. 204); Ormond to Mathew, 23 Mar. 1669 (ibid.,

50, f. 22); Countess Clancarty to Ormond, 21 Dec. 1675 (ibid., 243, f. 242); Bellings to same, 

7 June, 21, 28 Dec. 1661 (ibid., 214, if  292-3, 315, 309); Ormond to Clanricard, 18 June 1661 

(ibid., 219, f. 27); same to the King [for Patrick Maginn], 9 Dec. 1665 (ibid., f. 58); same to 

Bagnall, 6 Feb. 1668 (ibid., 49, f. 516); Plunkett to Brenan, 17 Aug. 1670 (Plunkett, Letters, 

p. 128); Plunkett to the Propaganda congregation, 1664-5, 1668 (ibid., pp 11-12, 16, 19); 

Cregan, ‘Daniel O’Neill in exile and restoration’, pp 43-4; Corish, ‘Cromwellian conquest’, p. 

349; Margaret Blundell (ed.), Cavalier: letters o f William Blundell to his friends, 1620-1698 

(London, 1933), pp 165, 167.
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Colonel Justin MacCarthy and the young Viscount Muskerry were among Colonel 

Talbot’s associates, although they were related to Ormond.19

Just as Ormond’s most powerful political allies were English figures such as 

Clarendon, Talbot’s most politically influential clients were English courtiers and 

ministers in the administrations in Whitehall and Dublin. Besides the Duke o f York, 

Henry Bennet (the future Earl o f Arlington), Charles Berkeley, Viscount Fitzharding 

(later Earl o f Falmouth), and Sir George Lane were among the most prominent. 

Arlington, although a conforming Anglican after 1660, had been a practising catholic 

during his time in Spain with Richard’s brother Peter in the 1650s. Evidence also 

suggests a link between Talbot and Orrery, presumably through Gilbert Talbot. In the 

restoration period Richard Talbot emerged as the clear leader o f the Irish ‘catholic 

interest’ after 1670 and again after 1683. Although Ormond and Talbot were often in 

dispute they were both astute enough politicians to realise the political power o f their 

respective connexions and the necessity for co-operation at times. Talbot came from a 

different generation o f Irish catholics and to some extent his group within the ‘catholic 

interest’ reflected this generation gap. Nicholas Plunkett, Richard Bellings, Daniel 

O ’Neill and Cariingford, were associates and contemporaries o f Ormond who clearly 

remembered Ireland before 1641, but the Irish rebellion had changed everything. The

Ormond to Clancarty, 26 Dec. 1663 (Carte MS 69, f. 149); Muskerry to Ormond, [Jan. 

1664] (ibid., f. 149); Bennet to same, 26 Sept. 1662 (ibid., 221, f. 13); Tom Talbot to same, 27 

Aug. 1663 (ibid., 33, f. 94); Richard Talbot to Ossory, 13 Oct. 1663 (ibid., 214, ff 561-3); 

Ormond to Richard Talbot, 16 Nov. 1663 (ibid., 49, ff 242-3); Richard Talbot to Ormond, 27 

Mar. 1664 (ibid., 217, f. 483); Ormond to Ossory, 24 Dec. 1664 (ibid., 48, f. 179).
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following chapters will discuss in greater detail the divisions and differences in strategy

within the ‘catholic interest’ which had political implications. 20

13. The English context.

In his inaugural lecture as Professor o f Irish History at Queen’s University, Belfast, 

J. C. Beckett urged the Irish historian to focus on events and developments in Ireland 

and accept English power as a limiting factor, like the weather, without going into a 

detailed climatic study.20 21 The following paragraphs, while not a comprehensive climatic 

study o f English politics in the restoration period, will hopefully place subsequent 

chapters in context and highlight some o f the key issues and events in a broader sense, 

as they impacted upon the Irish ‘catholic interest’.22

20 Peter Talbot to Ormond, 10 Jan. 1660 (Carte MS, 213, ff 504-5); same to Ellis Leighton, 

9 July 1670 (ibid., 45, f. 387); letter of commission for Colonel Talbot, 28 Nov. 1670 

(C.S.P.I., 1669-70, p. 313); Richard to Peter Talbot, 23 Jan. 1671 (Carte MS 45, f. 393); 

Colonel Talbot’s petition, 18 Jan. 1671 (ibid., 44, f. 641); petition to the King by Colonel 

Talbot, 22 Jan. 1671 (ibid., 70, ff 118-71); Affairs of Ireland (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 198, pp 35

6); Talbot’s petition, 1671 (N.L.I., MS Joly 6, pp 179-89); warrant for Colonel Talbot to 

reside in Ireland, 12 July 1683 (C.S.P.D., July-Sept. 1683, pp 107-8); Plunkett, Letters, p. 26.

21 J. C. Beckett, ‘The study of Irish history: an inaugural lecture’, in J. C. Beckett, 

Confrontations: studies in Irish history (London, 1672), pp 11-25.

22 More recent studies of the restoration period in England include: Barry Coward, The 

Stuart age: England 1603-1714 (London, 1994); Tun Harris, Politics under the later Stuarts 

(London, 1993); idem, ‘The British dimension, religion, and the shaping of political identities 

during the reign of Charles II’, in Claydon and McBride (eds), Protestantism and national 

identity, Tim Harris, Paul Seaward and Mark Goldie (eds), The politics o f religion in 

restoration England (Oxford, 1990); Paul Seaward, The restoration (London, 1991); David 

Underdown, A freeborn people: politics and the nation in seventeenth-century England 

(Oxford, 1996); Ronald Hutton, The restoration: a political and religious history o f England 

and Wales, 1658-1667 (Oxford, 1985); idem, Charles IT, J. L. Malcolm, ‘Charles II and the
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Within the ongoing debate about the consequences or indeed the actual date o f the 

English revolution o f the mid seventeenth-century, it can certainly be argued that the 

events o f the 1640s and 1650s, but more particularly the 1640s, had a profound and 

lasting effect upon the people and future government o f the three Stuart kingdoms.

The interregnum failed to resolve the crises o f the 1640s and fears and questions raised 

in these years remained unresolved after 1660. Political debate and popular 

apprehensions still seemed to centre around the controversies o f the 1640s.23

Barry Coward has identified three main causes for concern within the protestant 

establishment in England, which carried over from the 1640s into the restoration 

period. The first, the fear o f popery and the growth of absolutism within the monarchy, 

sustained a cautious relationship between the King and parliament, both anxious not to 

repeat the mistakes o f the past. Second, the importance o f events and crises in Ireland 

and Scotland, and their potential political impact on England, had not been forgotten. 

The third factor, religion, more specifically the fear o f ‘popery’, showed itself to be still

reconstruction of royal power’, in H.J., xxv (1992), pp 307-30; L. K. J. Glassey (ed.), The 

reigns o f  Charles II and James VII and II (London, 1997); Mark Knights, Politics and 

opinion in crisis, 1678-81 (Cambridge, 1994); John Miller (ed.), Absolutism in seventeenth- 

century Europe (London, 1990); idem, ‘Public opinion in Charles II’s England’, in History, 

lxxx (1995), pp 359-81; Jonathan Scott, Algernon Sidney and the restoration crisis 

(Cambridge, 1991); idem, England’s troubles: seventeenth-century English political 

instability in European context (Cambridge, 2000), chapters 7-8, 17-19.

23 A review of the historiography and a discussion of these ideas is contained in Kevin 

Sharpe, ‘Religion, rhetoric and revolution in seventeenth-century England’, in Huntington 

Library Quarterly, lvi (1994), pp 255-99; Angus Mclnnes, ‘When was the English 

Revolution?’ in History, lxvii (1982), pp 377-92; Jonathan Scott, ‘England’s troubles: 

exhuming the popish plot’, in Harris, Seaward and Goldie (eds), The politics o f  religion in 

restoration England, pp 108-127, argues that the unresolved issues of the 1640-50s re

appeared in the 1670s and 1680s.
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capable o f causing great turmoil after 1660. M ilton’s view that popery was ‘not so 

much a religion as a priestly tyranny under the guise o f religion’, would still have had 

popular support after the restoration, particularly in light o f European catholic 

aggression. Harris has challenged the view that religion had become less important and 

politics more secularised after 1660, while Finlayson has argued that it was not the 

religious strength o f puritanism which was maintained after 1660, but the ‘ideology of 

anti-popery’.24

Two o f the questions central to the ongoing historical debate concerning 

restoration Britain have focused on the power and role o f the restored monarchy and 

the significance o f religion after 1660.25 The core issues involved in these questions 

may well provide a key to a clearer understanding o f the English context for Irish 

politics in the restoration period. The two events in the 1640s which remained 

entrenched and unforgivable in the restoration psyche concerned monarchy and 

religion; the regicide in 1649 and the Irish rebellion in 1641 and its consequences. It 

was surely no accident that the only two groups beyond the pale o f pardon and

24 Coward, Stuart age, pp 282-3; John Milton, Political writings (ed.), Martin Dzelzainis 

(Cambridge, 1991), p. 63; Scott, ‘England’s troubles’, pp 110-23; J. F. Bosher, ‘The Franco- 

Catholic danger, 1660-1715’, in History, Ixxix (1994), pp 5-30; Tim Harris, ‘Introduction: 

revising the restoration’, in Harris, Seaward and Goldie (eds), Politics o f  religion, pp 2-5; M.

J. Finlayson, Historians, puritanism, and the English revolution: the religious factor in 

English politics before and after the interregnum (Toronto, 1983).

25 Malcolm, ‘Charles II and the reconstruction of royal power’, pp 307-30; Harris, ‘revising 

the restoration’; Scott, ‘England’s troubles’, pp 107-31; John Miller, ‘The potential for 

absolutism in later Stuart England’, in History, lxix (1984), pp 187-207; idem (ed.), 

Absolutism in seventeenth-century Europe', John Childs, ‘1688’, in History, lxxiii (1988), pp 

399-423; Glenn Burgess, ‘Was the English civil war a war of religion? The evidence of 

political propaganda’, in Huntington Library Quarterly, lxi, no. 2 (1999), pp 173-201.
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indemnity in the act o f 1660 were the regicides and the ‘Irish rebels’. Rebellion and 

regicide, the ultimate threats to stable government and order in society could not be 

countenanced again.26

Eikon Basilike, said to be the final thoughts o f Charles I, was published in England 

immediately after his execution in 1649. It contained a chapter written to his son, the 

Prince o f Wales, later Charles II, which offered the following advice:

. . .  if you never see my face again . . .  I do require you and entreat you as your 

father, and your King, that you never suffer your heart to receive the least check 

against, or disaffection from the true religion established in the Church of 

England . . .

The significant fact was, however, that the King’s book was among the best-sellers of 

all time, with twenty editions published within six weeks o f his execution and forty 

English editions within the first year. The Bodleian Library alone contains 130 copies 

o f the King’s book in many languages such as Latin, French, German and Dutch; an 

indication o f the widespread impact o f the regicide and general interest in the whole 

subject o f kingship at this time. The following chapters will show that the Cavalier 

parliament and many within the English establishment, if not the King himself, were 

resolved to heed the late King’s counsel; hence the uncompromising church 

settlement.27

26 Extracts from ‘an act of free and general pardon, indemnity and oblivion’, 1660 (12 Car. 

II, c. 11), are contained in Kenyon, Stuart constitution, pp 339-44.

27 Quoted in P. A. Knachel (ed.), Eikon Basilike: the portraiture o f His Sacred Majesty in 

his solitudes and sufferings (New York, 1966), p. 167; Notes and Queries (new series), xliv 

(1997), p. 343; I. M. Green, The re-establishment o f the Church o f England 1660-1663 

(Oxford, 1978), pp 3-36; Hutton, Charles II, pp 180-82.

19



Nancy Maguire has claimed that in terms o f political and constitutional ideology 

the concept o f ‘kingship could no longer be felt as an imaginative whole after the 

execution o f Charles F and those trying to rebuild the monarchy and move forward 

after 1660 were also continually looking back to the horrors o f past decades with ‘an 

almost paranoid fear o f the repetition o f civil disorder’. The resulting society was 

marked by the ambivalence o f ‘regicide and restoration, idealism and pragmatism, past 

and present, security and instability’. Kevin Sharpe has argued that the ideological 

‘force o f  royalism’ and the restoration o f the King failed to silence republicanism and 

the protestant extremes, and in the midst o f restoration celebration he detects a ‘fear of 

other positions, oppositional elements that continued to stalk the imagination and 

threaten the regime’ after 1660, as evidenced by measures such as the Act of 

Uniformity. The fear o f a repeat o f the regicide, seen as the product o f protestant 

extremism, occupied the royalist establishment in the three kingdoms after the 

restoration but may also have worked to the King’s advantage by extending the 

conservative margin for toleration. By the 1680s Charles could successfully ignore the 

Triennial Act without any significant opposition.28

The Irish rebellion o f 1641, the other unforgivable sin o f the 1640s, occupied 

popular protestant fears in the three Stuart kingdoms. One o f the central problems 

which faced the Irish catholic interest after 1660 as they sought restoration to their 

property and political power was that they seemed to many to epitomise the common 

fears and apprehensions within the protestant interest. To many protestants, the 1641

28 Nancy Maguire, Regicide and restoration: English tragicomedy 1660-1671 (Cambridge, 

1992), pp 4, 42; Sharpe, ‘Religion, rhetoric and revolution in seventeenth-century England’, p. 

286; Scott, ‘England’s troubles’, pp 124-7.
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rebellion was not just a confirmation of Irish catholic capabilities, and the 

treachery o f popery, but an illustration o f Ireland’s potential role in a European 

catholic conspiracy aimed at the destruction o f protestant England. The Irish rebellion 

was also seen as the first act in the crisis which resulted eventually in the regicide and 

all the troubles which followed. The 1649 peace treaty in Ireland, agreed between the 

King and the confederate catholics, had been anathema to protestant parliamentarians, 

representing the worst excesses o f ‘popery and arbitrary government’, in that it 

granted freedom o f religion to Irish catholics, was concluded by the King without 

parliament’s agreement, and could therefore only be implemented by the extensive 

exercise o f the royal prerogative. A contemporary Irish catholic commentator urged 

the historian o f the restoration in Ireland to examine the ‘continued wickedness o f the 

Commonwealth men and the Nuncioists’, but it was perhaps the abiding fear o f these 

extremes in England and Ireland which most significantly influenced the catholic

. . * 2 9interest s restoration experience, 

in . The Irish context.

In 1649, following the conclusion o f the peace treaty, the then Marquess of 

Ormond addressed the general assembly o f the confederate catholics o f Ireland: ‘there 

is a door, and that a large one, not left, but purposely set open, to give you entrance by 

your future merits to whatsoever o f honour or other advantage you can reasonably 

wish’. The treaty, which among other things offered Irish catholics security o f land 29

29 Coward, Stuart age, pp 282-3; Plunkett MS (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 214, p. 188); Scott, 

‘England’s troubles’, pp 122-3; T. C. Barnard, ‘The uses of 1641 in Irish protestant 

celebrations’, in E.H.R., evi (1991), pp 889-920; Childs, ‘1688’, pp 401-9.
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tenure and religious toleration, was concluded on 17 January but the King’s execution 

a few weeks later on 30 January, together with Cromwell’s crushing defeat o f the 

remaining royalist forces in Ireland, closed the door o f opportunity for Irish catholics 

which Ormond had described.30 31

Throughout the Cromwellian era and exile in Connacht or with the Stuart court in

Europe, Irish catholics were able to draw some hope and encouragement from the

conviction that their loyalty to the King in Ireland in the 1640s and in exile would be

rewarded and the 1649 peace treaty implemented. They were also convinced that they

had taken up arms in Ireland in a just cause rather than rebellion and that they would

therefore be ultimately vindicated. In his poem ‘Exodus to Connacht’, Fear Dorcha 0

Meallain, the Gaelic poet, urged the Irish exiles to

. . . Consider a parable of this:
Israel’s people, God’s own, 
although they were in bonds in Egypt, 
found in time a prompt release.

. . . Likewise it shall be done to you: 
all good things shall first be yours,
Heaven is your inheritance,
Be not faint-hearted in your faith.

People of my heart, stand steady 
don’t  complain of your distress.
Moses got what he requested, 
religious freedom - and from Pharaoh.

. . .  If they call you “Papishes” 
accept it gladly for a title.
Patience, for the High King’s sake.

31Deo Graft as, good the name!

30 Ormond’s speech is quoted in Carte, Ormond, ii, 50. The terms of the treaty are 

contained in Walsh, History (second appendix), pp 41-64; Connolly, Religion, law, and power,

p.8.

31 Sean 6  Tuama (ed.), An duanaire 1600-1900: poems o f the dispossessed (Portlaoise, 

1990), pp 103-8 (with translations into English verse by Thomas Kinsella).
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In their contemporary literature and correspondence, Irish catholics compared 

themselves to the Old Testament nation o f Israel; persecuted, enslaved but soon to be 

vindicated and delivered by divine providence. The perception was prevalent that this 

noble Irish race would ultimately be victorious over the usurpers who were merely 

crude soldiers and cobblers. Charles Stuart, great grandson o f Mary Queen o f Scots, 

and a descendant o f Fergus the ancient King o f Ireland, was perceived as their 

Messiah.32 Nicholas French, bishop of Ferns, describing Irish expectations at this time, 

wrote,

They were then in hopes that God would one day re-establish his sacred Majesty in a 

peaceable and entire possession of his Crown and kingdoms, and consequently restore them 

to their ancient patrimonies, which they lost upon the account of his interest.33 34

French may have expressed the essence o f Irish catholic hopes, but faith in their 

future restoration was kept alive throughout the 1650s by more than mere words. Irish 

officers, soldiers and clergy were involved in the exiled Stuart court in Europe. A 

contemporary account stated that Irish catholics ‘stuck to no service, nor bread but 

what squared with’ the King’s interest, ‘resorting and flocking to him’ in France, they 

‘quitted the Spanish service and the sure bread’ they had to ‘join him upon 

uncertainties’. Their support and following gave Charles Stuart both a credible 

presence in Europe and a realistic hope o f restoration/4

32 Breandan 6  Buachalla, ‘James our true King. The ideology of Irish royalism in the 

seventeenth century’, in D. G. Boyce, Robert Eccleshall and Vincent Geoghegan (eds), 

Political thought in Ireland since the seventeenth century (London, 1993), pp 7-35.

33 French, Narrative, p. 22. Similar views are expressed in Case (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 243, 

pt. 1, pp 71-2).

34 Ibid.; French, Narrative, p. 22.
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In the event o f Charles’s restoration Irish catholics expected a return to their 1641 

status in Ireland and the implementation o f the terms o f the 1649 peace treaty as a 

reward for their loyal service to the King; the ‘future merits’ Ormond had described in 

1649. These expectations were based not only on the King’s moral obligation to 

reward faithful service but also on the knowledge of actual negotiations between 

Charles, the Pope and the catholic monarchs o f France and Spain in the 1650s, in 

which some Irish catholic leaders had been directly involved. After the defensive treaty 

was signed between France and England in 1655 Charles was forced to look to Spain 

for refuge and support for his plans to secure his restoration. Unfortunately, the King 

was short o f influence at the Spanish court and was obliged to rely on Fr Peter Talbot, 

who had connexions in Madrid through the catholic church. Talbot, Sir Henry Bennet 

(later Earl o f Arlington), Daniel O ’Neill and the Earl o f Clancarty were Charles’s 

representatives in extensive negotiations with agents o f the Spanish court in an effort 

to obtain money and military and naval support for a royalist invasion o f England.35

In reports o f the negotiations sent to Ormond and the King, partly in cipher, Talbot 

declared that the Spanish had expressly ordered that any agreement with Charles must 

include ‘an article concerning religion’, that is the catholic religion. Talbot had also 

advised Charles that the removal o f the penal laws in England and the implementation 

o f the 1649 peace treaty in Ireland were other ‘articles’ which the Spanish would

35 Cregan, ‘Daniel O’Neill in exile and restoration’, pp 57-63; Ormond’s speech, 1649 

(Carte, Ormond, ii, 50); letters of Peter Talbot (Abp of Dublin) to the King and others, being 

transcripts from the Carte MS [30, 213, 214, 215, 131], with other loose papers (D.P.L., 

Gilbert MS 213); Ormond, Irish narrative (ibid., 227, p. 25); Cregan makes no mention of 

Peter Talbot in his account but, given Talbot’s correspondence with Ormond and the King and 

the account in Gilbert MS 227, he must have played a significant role in negotiations.
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reasonably expect to be included. Later, in an attempt to conciliate Ormond, Talbot 

added that, while nothing would be imposed from Spain that would prejudice the 

Kang’s interest, it would be for their mutual benefit that the ‘article o f religion’ 

sounded as plausible as possible ‘in the Pope’s ear’ to secure the necessary finance to 

accomplish their business. Talbot also assured Ormond that the papal internuncio in 

Brussels would not meddle in their affairs if not consulted and repudiated any of his 

Irish ‘countrymen’ who had sought assistance from that source. In conclusion, 

Ormond was informed that the Spaniards relied on Talbot’s ‘conscience in anything 

that concerned an article for religion’ and that all of these matters could be ‘kept as 

secret’ as they pleased or the King required.36 The Irish ‘catholic interest’ therefore 

believed they had more than empty promises that the King’s restoration would be to 

their considerable advantage. Peter Talbot would certainly have anticipated that his 

position and influence in any restored court would reflect the important role with 

which he was entrusted in Spain.

The correspondence between Ormond and the Talbots, Bennet and Clancarty in 

exile suggests that the loyalty o f the Talbots to the King’s interest had at times been 

questioned. Richard had been suspected o f spying for Cromwell, and with his brother 

Peter, o f plotting to restore the Duke o f York rather than Charles to the English

36 Peter Talbot to Ormond, Antwerp, 29 Feb. 1656, in Thomas Carte (ed.), A collection o f 

original letters and papers concerning the affairs o f England, from the year 1641-1660, 

found among the Duke o f Ormond’s papers (2 vols., London, 1739), ii, 85 (also in Carte MS 

213, f. 57); Thomas Greene [alias Peter Talbot] to Omiond, 16 Jan. 1656 (Carte MS 131, f. 

199); same to same, 7, 21 Mar. 1656 (ibid., ff 201, 205); Peter Talbot’s cipher with his 

Majesty (ibid., f. 207); letters of Peter Talbot to the King and others (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 213 

[transcripts of Carte MS, EE, 213-5, and 131, in the Bodleian Library, Oxford]).
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throne. Peter Talbot’s discussions with Spain regarding a proposal to place York in 

general command o f the Spanish forces on land and sea worried Ormond considerably 

not only because o f the implications for Charles but also the reaction in England to a 

Spanish armada commanded by a Stuart prince. Tom Talbot was reported to be 

encouraging Irish catholics in exile to give him permission to negotiate on their behalf 

with the English parliament. These incidents, together with the dispute between 

Richard Talbot and Muskerry, combined to create an uneasy relationship between the 

Talbots on the one side, and on the other Ormond and his friends within the Irish 

‘catholic interest’. However, given the important roles and the patronage enjoyed by 

Richard and Peter Talbot, it was also not surprising that many Irish catholics, and the 

Talbots themselves, expected great favour in 1660.37

S. J. Connolly has placed Ireland at this time within its European context; an ancien 

regime, governed by a landed elite, where ‘vertical ties o f patronage and clientship’ 

predominated, a confessional state divided by religious allegiances. Ireland was also 

unique in that in was ruled by a religious minority: the protestant interest. The 

Cromwellian revolution in Ireland had involved a substantial transfer o f property from 

catholic to protestant owners, and as the King’s restoration began to look almost 

inevitable by the end o f 1659, Irish protestants took steps to consolidate and secure 

their position and ensure their influence over future developments. Potential extremists

37 Richard Talbot to Ormond, 1, 12 Feb. 1655 (Carte MS 213, if  44, 52-3); Clancarty to 

same, 25 Oct. 1659 (ibid., f. 371); Peter Talbot to same, 25 July 1659 (ibid., f. 264); Ormond 

to Daniel O’Neill, 11 Oct. 1659 (ibid., ff 356-9); Peter Talbot to Ormond, 31 Jan. 1660 (ibid., 

f. 557).
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and troublemakers were ousted from army commands and provincial administrations.38 

Connolly has argued that the external threat to the dominance o f protestant power and 

possession from the possibility o f catholic restoration in Ireland finally united a 

previously divided interest behind a distinctly ‘old protestant’ leadership o f men like 

Arthur Annesley, Sir Charles Coote and his brother Richard, and Roger Boyle, Lord 

Broghill.39 The latter had at one time been among those who attempted to persuade 

Oliver Cromwell to take the title o f King.40 The actions and reactions o f the ‘old 

protestants’, while symptomatic o f the inherent insecurity o f a ruling minority, was also 

evidence o f deep uncertainty regarding their future and an awareness o f the potential 

threat posed to their position, not only by the more recent protestant settlers, but also 

by the potential return o f a catholic ‘elite’, with around 400 years’ experience in the 

government o f  Ireland.41

38 In 1641 catholics owned 59% of profitable land, and in 1660 8-9%: Connolly, Religion, 

law, and power, pp 2-3, 12-13; Simms, ‘Restoration’, pp 426-8; Aidan Clarke, ‘1659 and the 

road to restoration’, in J. H. Ohlmeyer (ed.), Ireland from independence to occupation, 1641

1660 (Cambridge, 1995), pp 241-64.

39 Discussion and analysis of the ‘old protestant’ factor is contained in Barnard, ‘The 

protestant interest, 1641-1660’, in Ohlmeyer (ed.), Ireland from independence to occupation, 

pp 218-40; Connolly, Religion, law, and power, pp 5-12; K. S. Bottigheimer, ‘The restoration 

land settlement in Ireland: a structural view’, in xviii, no. 69 (Mar. 1972), pp 3-8; 

Clarke, ‘1659 and the road to restoration’, pp 257-64; idem, Prelude to restoration in Ireland: 

the end o f the commonwealth, 1659-1660 (Cambridge, 1999), pp 292-320.

40 Nathaniel Fiennes, Monarchy asserted to be the best, most ancient and legal form o f  

government, in a conference had at Whitehall with Oliver, late Lord Protector, and a 

committee o f parliament (London, 1660).

41 Connolly, Religion, law, and power, pp 2-3, 12; petition from the city of Cork to the 

King, 12 Aug. 1660 (C.S.P.I., 1660-62, p. 23); petition to the King from the ‘nobility and 

gentry of the English Pale in Ireland’ (ibid., p. 170).
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In later years Broghill claimed to have had two spies in every catholic court in 

Europe during the interregnum; one Jesuit and one Jew, so that between them he 

would arrive at the truth.42 Knowledge o f the activities o f the Stuart court and its 

negotiations with European catholic leaders would presumably have filtered back to 

the protestant interest in Ireland. It is conceivable that Broghill and Coote, among 

others, acted to pre-empt any catholic-led scheme by being in the vanguard o f the 

King’s restoration themselves. They certainly did not wait for developments in London 

but acted to ensure that Charles would not be restored by, or under obligation to, the 

European or Irish catholic interest, but indebted to and dependent on the protestant 

interest in Ireland. Coote and Broghill made direct contact with the King and positive 

overtures and assurances were delivered. An elected convention assembled in Dublin 

on 7 February and Broghill, Coote, Bury and Clotworthy were appointed as 

commissioners for the government o f Ireland. In March an invitation was sent to 

Charles Stuart to return to the throne which also contained a request for pardon, 

indemnity and money to pay army arrears. The King was so pleased with developments 

in Ireland and Coote in particular that he inform him he was ‘resolved’ to reward him 

with an earldom. Clancarty, writing to Ormond from Paris in early 1660 also spoke of 

Coote’s ‘favourable inclinations’ to the King. The earl observed that, in the 

‘conjunction o f so many revolutions and changes’ something should appear to their 

favour, but he also judged that ‘any interest at home without foreign countenance’ was 

‘very insignificant’. Although Clancarty believed that the ‘King’s interest’ and the Irish

42 Papers on the settlement of Ireland (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 207, p. 9).
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‘catholic interest’ were one and the same, his comments proved more relevant to the 

latter.43

Irish catholic accounts o f thi s period later alleged that the ‘Cromwellians’ met in 

the Dublin Convention only when the King’s restoration was inevitable, and they 

needed to secure their interest against the ‘Irish proprietors’. Branding the 

conventionists as ‘hypocrites’, one writer claimed that the catholic leaders in Ireland in 

early 1660 were imprisoned to ‘render them incapable o f contributing . . .  to the 

restoration o f their long wished for Messias or giving marks o f joy . . .  or address upon 

his safe and glorious arrival’. Certainly, Broghill, who was created Earl o f Orrery, later 

made much o f the fact that the protestant interest had appeared earlier in support of 

the restoration, ‘yet never presumed to article with your Majesty for their peace’, as 

the confederate catholics o f Ireland had in 1649. The Irish catholic interest in the 

1660s certainly stood accused o f failing to contribute to the King’s restoration.44

While the ‘old protestant’ interest in Ireland had seized both the political initiative 

and the apparatus o f power in Ireland by the spring of 1660, the catholic interest, in 

marked contrast, had been conspicuously deficient on both counts. The speed of

43 Clarke, ‘1659 and the road to restoration’, p. 261; King to Sir Charles Coote, 16 Mar. 

1660, in Carte, (ed.), Original letters and papers, ii, 314-5; Clancarty to Ormond, Paris, 13 

Feb., 2 Apr. 1660 (Carte MS 214, if  10-11, 587). Clancarty informed Ormond that the letter 

of the 2 April could be understood ‘by the cipher that old Bellings has with your fat friend’. 

Simms, ‘Restoration’, 420 refers to this document, entitled Ireland’s declaration (1660). Also 

referred to in Fergus O’Donoghue, ‘Parliament in Ireland under Charles II’ (M.A. thesis, 

N.U.I., 1970).

44 Case (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 243, pt. 2, pp 2, 6-8); French, Narrative, p. 2; Proceedings 

(D.P.L., Gilbert MS 219, pp 305, 336); A defence of the present settlement of Ireland (N.L.I., 

MS 670, f. 3); Short animadversions on a libell intitled a narrative o f  the settlement and sale 

o f Ireland (ibid., 41, p. 4).
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political developments left them at a disadvantage. The Irish catholic nobility were 

dispossessed not only in terms o f property but also with regard to political power in 

Ireland and, from a more practical point o f view, they were dispersed in various parts 

o f Europe. They were almost entirely dependent on the ‘grace and favour’ o f the King, 

court contacts and government office holders. Given these circumstances, the English 

political context and the role and influence o f key personalities such as the King, the 

Duke o f York, Ormond, Clarendon and Bennet, together with their relationships with 

the Irish catholic leaders, would prove significant.

Contemporary Irish catholic accounts o f the restoration period highlighted internal

division and the blatant self-interest o f the catholic nobility and gentry as reasons for

the failure o f the catholic interest to secure a return to their 1641 position. In his much

quoted poem ‘The shipwreck’, the Gaelic poet David O Bruadair wrote,

The success of the Galls is no wonder at all to me;
Discreet is their compact, unbroken their friendship lasts,
Not like the sons of the women from whom I spring,
Whose bond would, if pulled by a hair, be dissolved in bits.45

Nicholas French pointed to corruption within the London and Dublin administrations

and particularly focused on Clarendon and Ormond. The latter was charged with

betrayal and petty animosity towards Richard Talbot. Although French criticised the

Duke of York for taking land in Ireland, the King himself was seen as another victim of

his corrupt ministers. Thomas Carte, like Clarendon, believed that the Irish catholic

leadership had proved its incompetence by failing not only to take Ormond’s advice

45 Plunkett MS (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 214, pp 30-31, 44-5, 188); Case (ibid., 243, pt. 2, pp 

15-17); Papers on the settlement of Ireland (ibid., 207, p. 2); ‘A light to the blind’ (Carte MS 

229, ff 138-230); ‘The shipwreck’ by David 6  Bruadair in J. C. MacErlean (ed.), The poems 

o f David 6  Bruadair (3 vols, Irish Texts Society, 1910-16), iii, 165.
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but also to appreciate fully what was in their own best interest. Prendergast concluded 

that the restoration settlement in Ireland was a ‘tragedy in three acts’.46

Much o f the recent work covering the restoration period in Ireland has been either 

limited in scope or has tended to focus on the protestant interest. Other studies have 

analysed Ormond and his administration o f Ireland, the Irish parliament o f Charles II, 

or the management o f Irish finances. Arnold and McKenny have studied detailed 

aspects o f the restoration land settlement and the courts o f claims.47 Other up-to-date 

research on the Irish catholic community has either covered only part o f the restoration 

period, tended to concentrate on individuals such as Richard Talbot and the Marquess

46 French, Narrative; Carte, Ormond, ii, 233-6; Bottigheimer, ‘Restoration land settlement 

in Ireland’, pp 2-3; J. P. Prendergast, Ireland from the restoration to the revolution, 1660

1690 (London, 1887), p. vi.

47 Simms, ‘restoration’, pp 420-53; David Dickson, New foundations: Ireland 1660-1800 

(Dublin, 1987); Connolly, Religion, law and power; T. C. Barnard, ‘Crises of identity among 

Irish protestants, 1641-85’, in Past and present, no. 127 (1990), pp 39-83; idem, ‘Scotland 

and Ireland in the later Stewart monarchy’, in S. G. Ellis and Sarah Barber (eds), Conquest 

and union: fashioning a British state, 1485-1725 (London, 1995); idem, ‘Protestantism, 

ethnicity and Irish identities, 1660-1760’, in Claydon and McBride (eds), Protestantism and 

national identity, Clarke, Prelude to restoration in Ireland; L. J. Arnold, The restoration land 

settlement in County Dublin, 1660-1688; idem, ‘The Irish court of claims in 1663’, in I.H.S., 

xxiv, no. 96 (Nov. 1985), pp 417-30; Kevin McKenny, ‘Charles II’s Irish cavaliers: the 1649 

officers and the restoration land settlement’ in ibid., xxviii, no. 112 (Nov. 1993), pp 409-25; 

idem, ‘The seventeenth-century land settlement in Ireland: towards a statistical interpretation’, 

in Ohkneyer (ed.), Ireland from independence to occupation, pp 181-200; J. E. Aydelotte,

‘The duke of Ormonde and the English government of Ireland, 1677-1685’ (Ph.D. thesis, 

University of Iowa, 1975); O’Donoghue, ‘Parliament in Ireland under Charles II’; Barnard and 

Fenlon (eds), The dukes o f Ormonde, 1610-1745.
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of Antrim, or families such as the O’Farrells o f Longford or the Talbots o f Malahide.48 

Corish and Millett have focused on the history o f the catholic church and individual 

clerics in the restoration period.49 Previous detailed political analysis o f the catholic 

interest in Ireland has centred on the revolutionary years after and particularly before 

the restoration.50 This thesis will therefore aim to provide a comprehensive political 

analysis o f the Irish ‘catholic interest’ from 1660-85, essential for a broader 

understanding o f the later period. Although there were no great battles or sieges in 

restoration Ireland, politics was dominated by fear and insecurity rather than calm. 

Plots, rumours o f rebellion and French conspiracy, together with court intrigue and

48 J. H. Ohlmeyer, Civil war and restoration in the three Stuart kingdoms: the career o f  

Randal MacDonnell, marquis o f Antrim 1609-1683 (Cambridge, 1993); J. I. McGuire, 

‘Richard Talbot, earl of Tyrconnell (1630-91) and the catholic counter-revolution’, in Ciaran 

Brady (ed.), Worsted in the game: losers in Irish history (Dublin, 1989), pp 73-83; Raymond 

Gillespie, ‘A question of survival: the O’Farrells and Longford in the seventeenth century’, in 

Raymond Gillespie and Gerard Moran (eds), Longford: essays in county history (Dublin, 

1991); Joseph Byrne, War and peace: the survival o f  the Talbots o f  Malahide, 1641-1671 

(Dublin, 1997); A. A. Forbes, ‘Mentalities in restoration Britain and Ireland, 1660-1678: 

Anglo-Irish relations from the restoration to the popish plot’ (M.A. thesis, U.C.D., 1995); M.

C. Kennedy, ‘Eagla an Ghallsmacht: The religion and politics of Irish catholics, 1620s - 1670s’ 

(M.A. thesis, U.C.G., 1987).

49 P. J. Corish, The Irish catholic experience (Dublin, 1985); idem, The catholic 

community in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries (Dublin, 1981); idem, A history o f 

Irish Catholicism (6 vols, Dublin, 1968); Millett, ‘Survival and reorganisation’; idem, The 

Irish Franciscans (Rome, 1964).

50 Ohlmeyer (ed.), Ireland from independence to occupation-, T. C. Barnard, ‘Settling and 

unsettling Ireland: the Cromwellian and Williamite revolutions’, in Ohlmeyer (ed.), Ireland 

from independence to occupation, pp 265-91; 6  Siochru, Confederate Ireland; Aidan Clarke, 

‘The 1641 rebellion and anti-popery in Ireland’, in Brian MacCuarta (ed.), Ulster 1641: 

aspects o f  the rising (Belfast, 1993); D. F. Cregan, The confederate catholics of Ireland: the 

personnel of the confederation, 1642-9’, in I.H.S., xxix, no. 116 (Nov. 1995), pp 490-512.
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patronage, produced a climate o f uncertainty and crisis; neither peace nor war in this 

period was ever inevitable.

33



CHAPTER TWO :

R ESTO RA TIO N , M AY 1660 - DEC. 1661.

Not ty’d to rules of policy, you find 
Revenge less sweet than a forgiving mind . . . 
Your Power to Justice doth submit your Cause, 
Your Goodness only is above the Laws . . .

John Dryden, Astraea Redux (1660).1

We hope therefore that future ages shall not have cause to say, 
that the acts of those days of darkness could endure the light of 
his Majesty’s miraculous and blessed reinthronement.

Sir Nicholas Plunkett, October 1660.* 2 3

Irish catholics have been described as ‘at the same time inferior and superior to the 

rest o f humanity . . .  in a false situation here below. Placed between memory and hope’ 

they will never conquer what they desire and never discover what they regret.J At the 

restoration o f Charles II in May 1660 the Irish catholic interest could certainly be 

described as ‘placed between memory and hope’, and they soon discovered that 

memory is subjective and hopes, even promises from a King, elusive. This chapter will 

examine the initial period o f restoration and discuss Irish catholic strategies and 

experiences as they sought to fulfil their dreams o f a return to their homes and estates

! John Dryden, Astraea Redux. A poem on the happy restoration and return o f his sacred 

Majesty Charles the second (1660), 260-61, 266-7, in David Marriott (ed.), The works o f 

John Dryden (Hertfordshire, 1995), p. 10.

2 Part of a address by Sir Nicholas Plunkett to the King and Council, Oct. 1660, 

Proceedings (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 219, pp 280-337).

3 These words were written by Emile Montegut and quoted by Arland Ussher, The face and 

mind o f  Ireland (London, 1949), title page.
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in Ireland. The dynamics and restraints o f Anglo-Irish politics and the significance of 

key political figures and their relationship to the Irish catholic interest will be 

discussed.

The restoration o f Charles II was sealed on the basis o f the Declaration o f Breda, 4

April 1660, in which Charles expressed his desire

. . . that all our subjects may enjoy what is theirs, by a full and entire administration of 

justice throughout the land, and by extending our mercy wherever it is wanted and deserved 

. . .  we do grant a free and general pardon . . .  to all our subjects . . .  let all our loving 

subjects, how faulty soever, rely upon the word of a king, solemnly given by this present 

Declaration, that no crime whatsoever committed against us or our royal father before the 

publication of this shall never rise in judgement or be brought in question against any of 

them either in their lives, liberties or estates, or (as far forth as lies in our power) so much 

as to the prejudice of their reputations by any reproach or term of distinction from the rest 

of our best subjects, we desiring and ordaining that henceforth all notes of discord, 

separation and difference of parties be utterly abolished among all our subjects . . .  we do 

declare a liberty to tender consciences, and that no man shall be disquieted or called in 

question for differences of opinion hi matters of religion which do not disturb the peace of 

the kingdom . . 4

The declaration offered pardon to all, whatever their crimes, payment o f army arrears, 

and continuity in offices, and was therefore readily accepted by both the catholic and 

protestant interests in England and Ireland. These promises were later described by a 

catholic writer as ‘politic’ in that they acknowledged the danger o f protestant military 

resistance.5 Correspondents from England to the exiled court at this time wrote o f the 

‘cheerful and thankful’ reception which the King’s Declaration had received in the 

House o f Commons and could not imagine that any faction could now stand against

4 The full text of the Declaration of Breda is contained in Kenyon, Stuart Constitution, pp 

331-2; Hutton, Charles II, pp 128-30.

5 Case (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 243, pt. 2, p. 3).
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the ‘strong stream o f loyalty’ which flowed through the kingdom. Ormond, one o f the 

King’s closest advisers, was warned that Charles should avoid any ‘rash upheavals’ 

which would disturb the public peace, and that any opposition would be sooner won 

over by ‘favour’ rather than force.6 Charles II was proclaimed King in England on 8 

May and in Ireland on 14 May 1660, with ‘the greatest solemnity and the greatest 

demonstrations o f hearty joy’.7

Speaking o f the ease with which the restoration was accomplished, one Irish 

catholic writer said, ‘the generality o f the people were so weary o f usurpation, the 

mother o f tyranny and confusion, that they were not hard to be lead to that change’, 

but another accused the ‘Cromwellians’ o f wearing special ribbons to indicate their 

continued opposition to the King’s return.8 Evidence suggests that right up to the 

moment when Charles set foot in England, on 29 May 1660, other restoration schemes 

were being proposed. Clanricard reported to Ormond, partly in cipher, that agents had 

arrived in Flanders, ‘employed by the sectaries with overture and proposals unto the 

Duke o f York’ regarding ‘matters of high and dangerous consequences’; a 

presbyterian and catholic alliance to restore James rather than Charles Stuart.9

In the end, the King’s restoration was accomplished without military assistance 

from the catholic courts o f Europe. Despite this, and as late as the 20 May, Peter

6 Col. Walter Slingsby to George Summers, 13 Apr. 1660 (Carte MS 214, f. 32); Thomas 

Wharton to Ormond, 2 May 1660 (ibid., f. 91); Herbert to ‘Monsieur de la Gatillerie a Anvers’ 

[Ormond], 4 May 1660 (ibid., f. 99).

7 ‘Mr Weston’ [Peter Walsh] to ‘Monsieur Van Der Knop’ [Ormond], 27 Apr. 1660 (ibid., 

f. 71); Connolly, Religion, law, and power, pp 9-10.

d Case (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 243, pt. 2, pp 2, 6-8); Plunkett MS (ibid., 214, p. 188).

9 Clanricard to Ormond, 19 May 1660 (Carte MS 214, ff 198-9); John Miller, James II: a 

study in kingship (Hove, 1978), pp 22-4.
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Talbot, in characteristic manner, informed Ormond that the French and Spanish kings 

would be sending ambassadors to Charles to ‘demand liberty o f conscience for 

catholics and other reasonable conditions for the King’s friends’. He went on to report 

that their ‘catholic Majesties’ desired ‘that the Irish nation may be restored to their 

estates, and will insist upon it as a thing much concerning his Majesty’s security for the 

future and both catholic crowns’ honour and the expectation o f all Christendom’. It 

was however significant, from an Irish catholic perspective, that in correspondence 

with Ormond two weeks later Talbot mentioned two previous letters that remained 

unanswered and expressed his gladness that ‘we go on so fast that I cannot overtake 

you’. He again mentioned the catholic Kings’ desires regarding the restoration o f the 

Irish nation and added that ‘certainly’ none o f the King’s ‘friends will desire or 

endeavour their destruction’.10 11 It would appear that Talbot, his plans, and European 

catholic support were now surplus to requirements. Events had progressed quickly and 

he had been left behind, much as the Irish protestant interest had hoped. Ormond in 

fact decided that Peter Talbot was the last person the King needed in London in June 

1660, and actually instructed him to remain in Paris until he was sent for. Talbot for his 

part said he ‘thought it could be no prejudice’ to his ‘friends if all the world knew he 

lived in London, as many more do of my condition, who are winked at’, such as Peter 

Walsh, but agreed to comply. He also told Ormond to inform the King that Montagu 

could offer ‘one million crownes for the business’ and more if necessary, but the nature 

o f this ‘business’ was not disclosed.11

10 Peter Talbot to Ormond, 31 Jan., 20 May, 4 June 1660 (Carte MS 213, f. 557; ibid., 214, 

if  202, 237).

11 Same to same, 22 June 1660 (ibid., f. 230).
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The hopes o f the Irish catholic interest had been fuelled by the Breda declaration, 

but significantly it had contained important provisos. Liberty o f conscience in matters 

o f religion was conditional upon this not disturbing ‘the peace o f the kingdom’. The 

‘free and general pardon’ offered to all was also conditional. A subject wishing to ‘lay 

hold upon this our grace and favour’ had to do so within forty days o f the publication 

o f the declaration, and by a ‘public act’ indicate their ‘return to the loyalty and 

obedience o f good subjects (excepting only such persons as shall hereafter be excepted 

by parliament)’.12

Irish catholics later fell foul o f these very conditions. Those who had accompanied 

the Stuart court into exile would have found it difficult to return to Ireland within forty 

days, even if they received prompt notice o f this opportunity, and those who had been 

transplanted to Connacht were in something o f a communications backwater. The 

other crucial question centred on the nature o f the ‘public act’ o f obedience and 

loyalty. Would they be required to take the oath o f allegiance, the oath o f supremacy, 

or both ? This issue, which was the subject o f major debate and conflict, not only in 

Britain and Ireland but throughout Europe for most o f the century, would invariably be 

a stumbling block to Irish catholics, as it had been in the 1640s. The other significant 

factor was that the English parliament reserved the right to exempt anyone from the 

‘free and general pardon’; an option they subsequently exercised. The catholic interest

12 Declaration of Breda, 1660, in Andrew Browning (ed.), English historical documents, 

1660-1714 (London, 1953), pp 57-8; Journal o f the house o f lords [o f England], xi, 7-8.
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was in effect dislocated and dispersed and, lacking real political power, dependent on 

the decisions o f others.13

In early May 1660, although the Irish catholic interest remained confident o f 

achieving its objectives o f restoration and implementation o f the articles o f the 1649 

peace treaty, the first concerns began to surface. Theobald Taaffe, later Earl of 

Carlingford, who was in Brussels, heard reports from the Marquis de Caracena, the 

Spanish commander in the Netherlands, that the English parliament would impose 

‘hard conditions’ on all Irish catholics. Expressing his unease to Ormond, Taaffe said 

this situation could have been avoided if the King had ‘treated here’ in Brussels, but he 

concluded that no conditions could be worse than those they had already endured in 

exile. He was sure that if some ‘particular persons’ had to suffer for a while, the King, 

once ‘master’, would be able to put things right. Taaffe was however concerned that if 

Irish catholics were to be excluded in a deal with parliament then Irish regiments in the 

Spanish service would be disbanded ‘unmercifully’.14

As the King prepared to go to England in May it was clear that many Irish catholics 

looked to Ormond to act as advisor and advocate for their interests, particularly the 

members o f his own extended family. The Earl o f Clancarty referred to Ormond as ‘the 

person I most rely upon’ and reminded him that

13 In the act of free and general pardon, indemnity and oblivion, 1660 {Statutes o f the 

realm, v, 226-34; extract printed in Browning (ed.), English historical documents, 1660-1714, 

pp 164-5).

14 Taaffe to Ormond, 11 May 1660 (Carte MS 214, ff 157-8); Hutton, Charles II, p. 104.
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other relations . . . depend upon your lordships advice how they should dispose themselves, 

for the way that they have subsisted by hitherto, upon this place, cannot be expected, for it 

was in consideration of their being banished upon the King’s account.15

Prominent leaders o f the Irish catholic interest were dependent on Ormond, not only 

because o f family obligation or patronage but also because they were actually scattered 

around Europe. Clancarty was apparently in Paris, Clanricard in Flanders and Taaffe in 

Brussels.16

Ormond’s attitude to the catholic interest at this point was revealed in his personal 

correspondence. In a letter to his sister Lady Hamilton, regarding her son James’s 

conversion to protestantism, Ormond wrote that while his nephew had the right to 

follow his ‘own conscience and reason’ he had told him that he would extend to him 

the same favour regardless o f his religion. Ormond admitted to Dr Fennell that he felt 

sorry for the ‘ancient natives’ who were ‘dispossessed, and under a severe rule’ and 

had neither ‘power or opportunity’ to contribute to the restoration. He acknowledged 

that the Irish catholic interest would suffer in the settlement as a result o f the previous 

wars in Ireland but he was resolved to continue doing what he could for those who in 

his ‘judgement merit it, to which there will be no greater inducement that that they are 

afflicted and repentant’. Ormond’s favour was therefore dispensed on the basis of 

obligation and his own assessment o f individual character and contrition. There is little 

doubt at this stage that the Irish catholic interest, in the absence o f ‘power and 

opportunity’ to influence their own future, realised their dependence on Ormond’s

15 Southwell narrative (Carte MS 69, f. 60); Lady Clanricard to Ormond, 3 Mar. 1661, 25 

Apr. 1664, 18 May 1665 (ibid., 31 f. 124; 215, ff32, 201); Ormond to Mountrath, 11 Mar. 

1661 (ibid., 49, f. 60); Clancarty to Ormond, 21 May 1660 (ibid., 214, f. 204).

16 Clancarty to same, 2 Apr., 21 May 1660 (ibid., f. 204); Clanricard to same, 19 May 

1660 (ibid., ff 198-9); Taaffe to same, 11 May 1660 (ibid., ff 157-8).
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favour and the duke received a request for favourable consideration from Nicholas 

Plunkett on behalf o f Irish catholics assembled in London in May. No lesser person 

than Colonel Talbot had previously referred to Ormond as the ‘patron o f us all’ and as 

the royal court came together in Whitehall, Ormond was given the white staff o f the 

office o f Lord Steward of the Household.17

But the Irish catholic interest also expected favour from their various catholic 

connexions at court who included the Duke of York, the Queen Mother, Colonel 

Richard Talbot, various European catholic envoys and, after the arrival o f Catherine of 

Braganza, the Queen’s chaplains, Fr Peter Talbot and Fr Patrick Maginn, and her 

majesty’s secretary, Sir Richard Bellings.18 Clarendon personally assured the Marquess 

o f Ruvigny, French ambassador and Irish agent in the 1660s, that the 1649 peace 

treaty would be honoured and there was no need to pursue this matter in court.19 By 

July the Marquis de Caracena expressed his concern that Peter Talbot had still not 

appeared in the business o f the restored court in Whitehall, and the talk in Breda was 

still o f Talbot bringing bills and treaties from the Kings o f Spain or France. Charles’s 

European catholic associates evidently believed they had earned the right to influence 

his catholic policy. It was perhaps more significant from an Irish catholic perspective 

that the first conspicuous royal rewards at this time were given to Broghill and Coote,

17 Ormond to Lady Hamilton, 6 May 1660 (Carte MS 232, ff 11-12); same to Dr Fennell 

(H.M.C., Ormonde, n.s., ii, 10); Lady Burghclere, The life o f James, first duke o f Ormonde 

(London, 1912), p. 17; Clarke, Prelude to restoration in Ireland: the end o f the 

commonwealth, 1659-1660 (Cambridge, 1999), p. 296; Colonel Talbot to Ormond, 12 Feb. 

1655 (Carte MS 213, ff 52-3).

18 John Miller, Popery and politics in England 1660-1688 (Cambridge, 1973), pp 25-7.

19 Case (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 243, pt. 2, pp 21, 29). The full text of the 1649 peace treaty is 

contained in Walsh, History (second appendix), pp 41-64.
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who were created earls o f Orrery and Mountrath respectively, and Ormond, who 

received a dukedom; the message again was one o f continuity and consolidation rather 

than radical change. I f  the catholic interest in Ireland was to see the 1649 peace 

implemented it would involve another revolution in landownership, the law, religion 

and politics, and there were few signs of any desire for such an upheaval in the summer 

o f 1660.20

The Irish protestant interest was in possession o f most o f the land, had consolidated 

their political and military control, had been proactive in the King’s restoration, and 

had the economic resources to defend their position. The Dublin Convention was quick 

to dispatch agents to Whitehall to promote their interests.21 According to a 

contemporary catholic account the ‘Conventionists’ decided that the ‘best game to 

play’ was to ‘act the hypocrites’. Sir John Clotworthy (later Lord Massereene), an 

agent for the Irish protestant interest, emphasised fears about the possible implications 

for all three kingdoms o f restoring the old catholic proprietors in Ireland. The horrors 

o f the 1641 rebellion were retold and rumours and letters circulated regarding the 

threat o f a new Irish rebellion, reinforced by separate reports from Ireland o f catholics 

attempting to take back their land by force.22 The proclamation which was 

subsequently issued on the 3 June 1660 cited these disturbances and also referred to

20 Marquis de Caracenato [the King], 15 June 1660 (B.L., Eg. MS 2537, f. 69); Sir Henry 

de Vir to [same], 19, 24 July 1660 (ibid., ff 76, 80); Hutton, Charles II, pp 142-3.

21 Agents for the protestant interest included William Smith, Peter Wybrants, Sir John 

Clotworthy, Sir George Rawdon, Sir John King, Lord Broghill, Sir Charles Coote, Paul Davis, 

Theophilus Jones, Arthur Hill, Audley Mervyn, Richard Kennedy and Sir Maurice Eustace. 

The Earls of Cork and Meath, and Viscount Conway were also involved in representations to 

Ormond (Clarke, Prelude to restoration, pp 294-6, 299).

22 Case (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 243, pt. 2, pp 8, 11-12); C.S.P.I., 1660-2, p. 130.
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the ‘many thousands o f our English protestant subjects formerly slain’ in October 

1641. To prevent a ‘new mischief o f the same kind’ all ‘Irish rebels were declared 

traitors, to be arrested and punished’ and all in possession o f lands in Ireland on the 1 

January 1660 were confirmed in that possession. The general impression delivered to 

Whitehall was one o f a nation on the verge o f another major insurrection.23

Political attitudes, arguments and ideas, especially relating to Irish catholics, were 

still very much focused on the 1640s, yet it was to this period that the catholic interest 

was forced to refer in order to construct a ‘monument to their innocence and loyalty’. 

This was the strategy they chose to adopt, despite Ormond’s alleged advice to the 

contrary.24 Irish catholics argued that English minds since Henry II’s time had been 

poisoned against their entire nation by continual reference to their alleged ‘natural 

spirit o f rebellion’, and that the Dublin administration allowed or encouraged the 1641 

rebellion to suit their own purposes. ‘Old English’ reasons for joining the rebellion 

were indeed apparently confirmed by Charles 1 in his Eikon Basilike. The actual 

protestant death toll in the rebellion could also be questioned, but in reality the finer 

points o f these arguments were irrelevant by 1660. Irish catholics were now 

collectively seen by the protestant interest as rebels, and the fact that the rebellion took 

place at all only served as a fresh example o f Irish treachery, apparently confirming, if 

confirmation were needed, existing protestant propaganda. A considerable ideological 

gap existed between the perspectives o f the protestant and catholic interests, with the

“3 Journals o f the house o f lords [o f England], xi, 45-6.

24 Sir William Betham, Historical account of the Acts of Settlement and Explanation 

(N.L.I., MS Joly 6, pp 56-8).
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latter apparently unaware o f either the full extent o f the problem or the political 

consequences.25

Despite what may have been the King’s personal desires or Irish catholic 

expectations, government policy in the summer o f 1660 can be gauged from a number 

o f incidents. In June the ‘committee o f Ireland’, part o f the English Privy Council, 

proposed calling a parliament in Ireland consisting only o f protestants, but the English 

privy council could not agree and ordered a parliament in accordance with the law, 

after a governor and council had been appointed. The administration, at this time, 

seemed concerned about any possible threat from protestant extremists and Irish 

catholics, and there was little evidence o f support for a policy o f religious toleration.26

The realities o f the political situation became apparent in August 1660 when the ‘act 

o f free and general pardon, indemnity and oblivion’ received the royal assent. Apart 

from the regicides, and a few notorious individuals who were exempted from office in 

the new regime, the only other group excluded from pardon were those Irish catholics 

involved in the rebellion o f 1641, which, according to the Irish protestant interest, was 

all o f them.27 Under the terms o f the act it was in fact declared a crime even to speak 

or write critically regarding any man’s actions over the previous twenty years, except

25 Case (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 243, pt. 1, pp 1-8, 8-35, 51-3). For contemporary reaction to 

the 1641 rebellion, see Michael Perceval-Maxwell, The outbreak o f the Irish rebellion o f 1641 

(Dublin, 1994), pp 261-84; and for an assessment of tire long term significance, T. C. Barnard, 

‘The uses of 23 October 1641 and Irish protestant celebration’, in E.H.R., cvi (1991), 889-920.

26 Notes by Sir Edward Nicholas on Privy Council meetings, 22 June 1660 (C.S.P.I., 1660

2, pp 1-2).

27 Case (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 243, pt. 1, pp 32-3); A defence of the present settlement of 

Ireland [c.1687], (N.L.I., MS 670, ff 2-3).
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o f course those beyond the scope o f the act;28 this in spite o f a speech to the Lords in 

July by the King himself in which he spoke frankly about his concern that the ‘fear of 

punishment’ kept ‘the hearts o f men awake and apprehensive o f safety and security’. 

Charles claimed that the act kept him from fulfilling the promises in the Declaration of 

Breda, which had facilitated the restoration in the first place. In part o f the King’s 

speech much quoted in catholic accounts, Charles referred specifically to the Irish 

catholic interest when he said,

I hope I need say nothing of Ireland, and that they alone shall not be without the benefit of

my mercy. They have shewed much affection to me abroad; and you will have a care of my

honour, and of what I have promised to them.29 30

The Declaration o f Breda, however, had given the English parliament the right to 

exempt anyone from mercy and, despite the King’s speech, the Irish were excluded 

from pardon. A ‘witty servant’ o f Charles II is reported to have said that the Act gave 

indemnity to the King’s enemies and oblivion to his friends.'’0 

The Irish catholic interest concluded that the King’s honourable intentions had in fact 

been thwarted by his corrupt ministers, who had been bought off by the ‘purse-proud 

conventionists’ and the ‘heaviness o f their Cromwellian gold’. Blame tended to 

be personalised, and often focused on Clarendon or Ormond. Ideas, it was said, must 

be ‘riveted with gold wedges into Clarendon’s brains’.31 Ormond later justified his own 

opposition to the inclusion of Irish catholics in the act, and his motion to curtail the

28 Extracts from ‘An act of free and general pardon, indemnity and oblivion’, 1660, are 

printed in Kenyon, Stuart Constitution, pp 339-44.

29 Journals o f the house o f lords [o f England], xi, 108-9; also quoted in French, Narrative, 

p. 22.

30 Plunkett MS (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 214, p. 188).

31 Case (ibid., 243, pt. 2, pp 10, 15-16, 28); French, Narrative, pp 22-5.
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debate, by saying that he had not wanted Irish subjects to be included in an act o f the

English parliament which would further subjugate the parliament in Dublin, and he

believed that a prolonged debate would merely give more opportunity to certain

parties to exaggerate the cruelties o f the Irish rebellion.32 The catholic interest in

Ireland continued to believe in the King’s personal integrity and

. . . could not imagine that bribery . . . could reign so securely in a court which had been full 

twenty years groaning under oppressions and notorious violations of all the laws both divine 

and human; neither could they persuade themselves the King would suffer himself to be 

overborn by any suggestions, tending to oppression, or partiality, after what he declared 

from Breda and in his speech to the parliament in favour of their nation.33

Compared with the Irish protestant interest agents for the catholic interest were 

perceived as the poor relations in the business o f court corruption and bribery, Irish 

resources having been depleted by ten years in exile. ‘These poor pilgarlicks were not 

able to stand their ground’, whereas the conventionists were alleged to be ‘continually 

feasting and washing white both themselves and their interest with the best o f  liquors’. 

Whatever the rumours o f  corruption, it is apparent that the Irish agents, who included 

Ruvigny, may have been deceived or out-manoeuvred by clever constitutional 

arguments. The Irish confederate oath o f association, 26 July 1644, had rejected 

English parliamentary jurisdiction over Ireland. If  an act o f indemnity and oblivion, 

passed in the English parliament, was applied to Ireland it would, as Ormond said, 

further weaken the sovereignty o f the Irish parliament. The catholic interest, however,

32 Ormond’s response to this question from Nicholas French, bishop of Ferns, is contained 

in Peter Walsh, Four letters on several subjects, to persons o f  quality; the fourth being an 

answer to the bishop o f Lincoln’s book. . . (1686); pp 24-5; Nicholas French, The unkind 

deserter o f  loyal men and true friends (Louvain, 1676); Simms, ‘Restoration’, p. 427.

33 Case (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 243, pt. 2, pp 16-17),
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seemed prepared to accept pardon from any source. Indeed the Dublin convention had 

initially asked its agents to request the suspension of Poynings’ Law, but they were 

now happy to accept the indictment o f the English parliament on the catholic interest. 

Whatever the constitutional arguments, assurances were given to Irish catholics at the 

time that the next ‘free’ parliament in Ireland would ratify the 1649 peace treaty and 

pass an act o f indemnity and oblivion. Peter Talbot, writing from Paris in August, 

assured Ormond that ‘all the nation abroad confess now that they owe their 

preservation to your excellency’.34 35

When Louis XIV wrote to Charles II, on 7 September 1660, it was to express his 

great concern that the Irish had been excluded from pardon and thus placed ‘among 

the guilty’. He reminded the King that ‘there was none heretofore more disposed nor 

readier than they to serve and succour their prince’ and urged him to honour the 1649 

peace and, despite protestant objections, not to make ‘beggars’ o f his faithful friends. 

Louis assured Charles that he was not asking for anything for the Irish which he 

himself did not do for his protestant subjects.'’5 Peter Talbot was also concerned about 

developments, or lack o f them, in relation to the catholic interest, and addressed 

himself again to Ormond: ‘if your excellency will be resolute in defending justice and 

the King’s interest in the affairs o f Ireland, you will quash all other pernicious designs 

involved in the extirpation o f that nation’. Talbot added that ‘greater consequences’ 

would follow o f greater danger to the King if he disappointed his Spanish catholic 

‘friends’ in Europe. Expectations certainly seemed high, as evidenced by Hugh

34 Case (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 243, pt. 2, pp 15, 18-21); Peter Talbot to Ormond, 22 Aug. 

1660 (Carte MS 214, ff 248-9); instructions for Broghill from the convention, 1660 (ibid., 59, 

f. 491).

35 Case (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 243, pt. 2, pp 22-6).
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O ’Neill’s letter to Ormond claiming the title o f Earl o f Tyrone and asking for pardon 

for all the faults o f his predecessors.36

In October 1660 ten o f the regicides were hanged, drawn and quartered in London; 

others, such as Milton and Ludlow escaped by bribery or the services o f powerful 

allies.37 Around the same time, Sir Nicholas Plunkett appeared before the King and 

council, on behalf o f the Roman Catholics o f Ireland, to deliver a response to 

proposals for the settlement o f Ireland from the Dublin Convention, which had been 

presented by Aungier and Orrery.38 The conventionists effectively argued that to do 

anything other than to maintain the status quo in Ireland would not be in the King’s 

interest and would cause chaos.39 The ‘Irish rebels’ had after all been declared 

conquered there by Cromwell’s Convention in 1653, and the 1649 peace treaty was 

therefore void. Plunkett expressed his shock that the decision o f ‘such a convention’ 

was being considered ‘to the utter ruin o f His Majesty’s catholic subjects o f Ireland’, 

or that such an example was to ‘pass to posterity’. Plunkett argued that the 

conventionists referred to days in which loyalty to the King was ‘the treason o f the

36 Peter Talbot to Ormond, 8 Sept. 1660 (Carte MS 214, ff 251-2); Ormond to Marquis de 

Caracena, 28 Sept. 1660 (ibid., 49, f. 9); Hugh O’Neill to Ormond, 27 Oct. 1660 (B.L., Eg. 

MS 2537, f. 223).

37 Ronald Hutton, The restoration: a political and religious history o f England and Wales, 

1658-1667 (Oxford, 1985), pp 133-5. Burghclere, Life o f Ormonde, p. 4. Ormond actually 

made favourable representations on behalf of Ludlow and Ossory helped him escape from 

England.

38 Peter Walsh listed Sir Robert Talbot (eldest brother of Richard, Peter, Gilbert and Tom, 

and son of Sir William Talbot), Colonel Garrett Moore, Earl of Clancarty and Lord 

Bermingham as other ‘public agents’ for the catholic interest (Peter Walsh, Four letters, p.

33).

9 Instructions for Broghill from the convention, 1660 (Carte MS 59, f. 491), included a 

request to suspend Poynings’ law.
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times. We hope therefore that future ages shall not have cause to say, that the acts o f 

those days o f darkness could endure the light o f His Majesty’s miraculous and blessed 

reinthronement’.40 The catholic interest, he said, was prepared to raise a levy to pay 

army arrears and would ‘join’ with the protestants to provide whatever land was 

needed to meet the King’s obligations in Ireland. It was incomprehensible that those 

who had made acquisitions founded upon the destruction o f the English monarchy 

should now be confirmed in that possession at the expense o f the King’s loyal subjects 

who had fought for him and served him during the interregnum.41

The conventionists, principally Orrery, responded by accusing the Irish in the 

Confederation o f Kilkenny o f usurping power and authority in Ireland and now 

proposing to ‘unhinge and destroy’ those interests which the King had declared to 

preserve, while not themselves contributing to his restoration. ‘That they fought for 

and fell with His Majesty is as little our belief, as that His Majesty will restore them is 

our expectation; why would the King now believe they would be more faithful to his 

service than their ancestors have been ?’ In an extraordinary statement to the Kang, 

Orrery said he spoke ‘in behalf o f a people, who though for a while seemingly acted 

against your authority, but really, the better and the speedier to restore it: yet never 

presumed to article with your Majesty for their peace’. As to the Irish catholic offer to 

meet the King’s commitments: ‘we must desire their excuse, if  we cannot believe what 

they say’.42

It was clear by the autumn o f 1660 that the Irish catholic interest now doubted 

Ormond’s intentions and the King’s determination to fulfil his commitments in the

40 Proceedings (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 219, p. 258).

41 Case (ibid., 243, pt. 2, pp 34-5); Proceedings (ibid., 219, pp 259-79).

42 Ibid., pp 280-337.
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Breda declaration. These fears were expressed by Peter Walsh to his patron Ormond. 

Walsh said he was responding to ‘the fears and jealousies’ o f his country-men, and 

simply sought a ‘just and merciful regard o f the Roman Catholics o f Ireland’. He 

added,

. . .  I observe in the generality of the catholics of Ireland . . .  a dimness and darkness seizing 

their judgements; even your fastest friends heretofore, losing at present their faith of your 

future appearance for them . . .  my lord, these are thoughts which more and more trouble 

me daily . . .  my most earnest and most humble desires that you delay no longer than shall 

be necessary, to clear these clouds of darkness . . .  by an effectual demonstration of that 

justice and favour you intended the catholics of Ireland in your articles of ’48 . . .  I am not 

ignorant that some have after transgressed in a high nature, but you know my lord, there are 

many thousands of protestants in the three kingdoms, who have been far more heinously 

criminal, both against his Majesty and against his father of blessed memory . . . and we all 

know . . . that all the protestants are not only pardoned (except a very few of the most 

immediate regicides) but equalled in all capacities with his Majesties most faithful and 

approved friends. Yet if these unfortunate catholic transgressors must be alone in this 

general Jubilee of the three nations, held unworthy to rejoice in the King’s restoration; if 

they alone . . . must anew suffer . . .  if they alone must experience all the rigours of his laws 

. . .  for their offences after the peace of ’48 . . .  I confess, my lord, the dutifulness of some 

. . . deserved punishment, and Limerick a severe one, but this . . .  is long since inflicted by 

the hands of God and man, the plague and famine, the sword and gibbet, even by the power 

of tyrants destroyed them . . .  my lord, our gracious King hath in imitation of this mercy of 

God, pardoned for some just men’s sake all the protestant cities of his dominions. And will 

he not pardon the miserable remainders of one poor catholic town? or two? or three at most? 

. . . and what I beg . . .  is that his Majesty not so much regard the power of our adversaries 

as the justice of our cause . . . their power cannot be so dangerous, as their unjust demands 

of biased interest and pretended zeal.

Walsh added that such a public breach o f faith would actually set a precedent which

would render no interest secure. He concluded:

. . . that in the House, and at the councils of our great King, your Excellency may both 

appear and approve yourself hereafter, what you are in part already, another Joseph

50



. . . preserve the best of princes and all his people . . . and may the catholics of Ireland, in 

particular, owe you a great deliverance . . .  It is a truth very plain and obvious to every 

understanding that the establishment of an English interest in Ireland . . .  is a thing simply 

necessary to the crown of England. Wherein that English interest doth consist, is as yet 

variously disputed . . 43

Despite these words from Walsh, and Plunkett’s public representations to the King,

His Majesty was persuaded in the autumn o f 1660 that the situation in Ireland was so 

volatile that to do anything other than confirm the soldiers and adventurers would 

threaten the peace. Orrery, considered the patron o f the protestant interest, is alleged 

to have convinced the King that there was enough land in Ireland to satisfy all parties 

and therefore no need to risk anything too radical; a view which famously prompted 

Ormond to enquire if a ‘new Ireland’ had been uncovered. A catholic commentator 

referring to these proceedings said, ‘the greatest favour this king-killing crew could 

expect’ was to be exempt from prosecution, but they were gratified at public expense 

and the ‘cost alone o f his paramount friends, the persons who deserved most His 

Majesty’s “protection, justice and favour’” .44

The King’s declaration for the settlement o f Ireland, issued on 30 November 1660, 

reflected the views o f Orrery and committed Charles II to honour his obligations to all 

interests in Ireland.45 It was well received there by both ‘old’ and ‘new’ protestants and

43 ‘A letter desiring a just and merciful regard of the Roman Catholics of Ireland, given 

about the end of October 1660 to the Duke of Ormond . . .’ signed ‘P.W.’ (Carte MS 59, f. 

487). The publication of Walsh’s letter in 1660, presumably with Ormond’s approval, started a 

pamphlet war between Walsh and Orrery which lasted for several years.

44 Ormond, Irish narrative (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 227, p. 38); Case (ibid., 243, pt. 2, pp 33, 

67-8); Simms, ‘Restoration’, p. 422; Connolly, Religion, law, and power, p. 14.

43 Declaration (1660). The text of the declaration is contained in, Statutes o f  Ireland II, pp 

264-348.
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was thereafter referred to by all concerned as the ‘positive and fundamental rule o f 

settlement’.46 The catholic interest however believed that Orrery himself had written 

the declaration and given it, with £3,000, to Sir Heneage Finch, the Solicitor-General, 

for approval without amendment.47 The text stated that the King’s father, Charles I, 

had been ‘forced’ to conclude the first Ormond peace and that it was the difficult 

circumstances o f  the time which ‘necessitated’ Charles II to conclude the peace treaty 

o f January 1649. The declaration also obliged the King to honour the terms o f this 

treaty only to ‘those who had honestly and faithfully performed what they had 

promised to us’. The innocence or guilt o f Irish catholics was therefore to be assessed, 

but the protestant interest did not face such a trial o f faithfulness; in fact their past 

crimes had already been indemnified.48

The declaration, which was drafted on 26 November, named 36 members o f the 

Irish catholic nobility and gentry for restoration to their former estates ‘without being 

put to any further p roo f, and a further four names were added in December.49 A total 

o f 223 other Irish officers who had served under the King’s ensigns ‘beyond the seas’ 

were also listed as worthy o f ‘grace and favour’.50 ‘Reprisals’, or lands o f equal value, 

were to be found to compensate those in occupation and the declaration itself

46 Mountrath to Nicholas, 7 Nov. 1660 (B.L., Eg. MS 2537, f. 256); Affairs of Ireland 

(D.P.L., Gilbert MS 198, pp 81, 231).

47 Case (ibid., 243, pt. 2, p. 32).

48 Declaration (1660), p. 8.

49 Ibid., p. 21; Statutes o f  Ireland II, pp 264-348; A list of the names of these men and the 

December additions is contained in Appendix A, p. 320, and Affairs of Ireland (D.P.L., Gilbert 

MS 198, pp 81, 133, 143-5).

30 The names of these Irish officers are contained in Appendix A, pp 321-5, and 

Declaration (1660), pp 22-7.
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anticipated the possible criticism that this would ‘eclipse’ the ‘grace and favour’

intended towards these loyal catholic subjects by stating

. . . that the laying of the foundation is not now before us, when we might design the model 

of the structure answerable to our own thoughts . . . since the persons of the Irish, for whom 

we do hereby intend satisfaction, are such who have been abroad with us, who probably 

being not furnished with stock and other provisions may with less inconveniences wait for a 

reprisal. . . especially as we are fully assured that a very short time may and will assign 

them their reprisals, there being so good and large a proportion of undisposed forfeited 

lands in our power reserved for this purpose . . ,51

This illustrates the extent to which the King was misinformed and misguided,

particularly regarding the supply o f available lands, and the argument that those with

little or no resources were in the best position to wait for reprisals was extraordinary.

Experience was to show, however, that being specifically nominated for restoration, or

‘grace and favour’, and actually receiving it were two different things.

The protestant interest in Ireland sent a ‘remonstrance and address’ to Charles II at

the end o f 1660, to emphasise their position. They reminded the King that their

predecessors had subdued Ireland not for profit but for the security o f England. A

postscript to the King, however, contained a veiled threat. It recalled a catholic

argument circulating at the time, which alleged that the Irish should be restored

together with the King because they had both suffered together at the same time and

by the same hands. The ‘remonstrance’ added that

by the same rule there must be some affinity between the sufferings of the two thieves and 

our Saviour Christ on the cross, which were blasphemy to affirm as the other treasonable to 

urge; for they suffered for breach of the law and justly . . . those who would establish an 

affinity between your Majesty and the rebels would make you an accessory to their

51 Declaration (1660), pp 27-8.
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murders, which God forbid.52

The King was left in no doubt that, if he was to avoid the mistakes o f his father, any 

dealings with, or concessions to, Irish catholics must be undertaken with great caution. 

Mountrath and Bury kept up the pressure from the protestant interest regarding 

security in Ireland by communicating reports to London o f presbyterians in Ulster 

preaching against the government, the import o f gunpowder from Scotland, and 

catholic priests, who ‘have always been incendiaries’, collecting money throughout the 

country. Mountrath concluded that no matter how opposed the presbyterians and 

catholics were to each other they were agreed in their ‘desire to interrupt and disturb’ 

the King’s government.53

Under the terms o f the King’s declaration, Orrery, Mountrath and Anglesey were 

confirmed in ‘whatever title they held their possessions’, and on 31 December 1660 Sir 

Maurice Eustace, M ountrath and Orrery were appointed lords justices in Dublin, 

despite Eustace’s request to be excused office because o f old age.54 By contrast, 

Clanricard, one o f the members o f the catholic interest named in the King’s declaration 

for restoration, was far from satisfied with his situation. His letter to Ormond in 

January 1661 illustrated not only his frustration and disappointment but also his lack of 

real political power and dependency on Ormond. He lamented the fact that he had not

52 ‘The humble remonstrances and addresses of the King’s protestant subjects inhabiting 

and residing in the kingdom of Ireland, as well officers as gentlemen freeholders and 

inhabitants of the several cities and corporate towns in Ireland delivered to the King and the 

Lords and Commons assembled in parliament’ (C.S.P.I., 1660-2, pp 173-6).

53 Mountrath and Bury to Nicholas, 12 Dec. 1660 (ibid., pp 128-9).

54 Case (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 243, pt. 2, p. 36); King in Council, 31 Dec. 1660 (C.S.P.I., 

1660-2, p. 149).
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personally gone to London to petition the King for restoration but had relied on

Ormond’s influence at court. He wrote:

. . . now I find my name in His Majesties declaration yet I cannot understand what 

advantage it is to me, those in possession being to hold what they have until reprisals be had 

for them. I hope I have served His Majesty as faithfully as others provided for by Acts of 

Parliament, and special orders . . . 55

By the beginning o f 1661 the intended religious settlement in Ireland also became 

apparent. The King was predisposed to toleration but, as Green has shown, those with 

‘effective power’ in Ireland, namely Mountrath and Orrery, not to mention Ormond, 

were strong supporters o f episcopacy. Orrery and Mountrath, although previously 

nonconformist, recognised that episcopacy would further reinforce the control they 

had established in the early months o f 1660.56 The church o f Ireland had not been 

disestablished and the procedure was therefore in place which enabled bishops to be 

nominated to vacant sees early in the summer o f 1660. The King’s declaration in 

November had promised to restore all church lands, and in December the King assured 

Bramhall (archbishop-elect o f Armagh) that he would protect the rights o f the Church 

o f Ireland. A subsequent proclamation issued by the Dublin lords justices on 22 

January 1661 banned all protestant nonconformist meetings.57 Five days later, in St 

Patrick’s cathedral, two archbishops and ten bishops o f the Church o f Ireland were 

consecrated and the ‘old protestant’ Anglican hierarchy and alliance in church and

55 Clanricard to Ormond, 19 Jan. 1661 (Carte MS 31, f. 101).

561. M. Green, The re-establishment o f the Church o f England, 1660-1663 (Oxford, 1978), 

pp 17-18.

57 Draft of the King to Bramhall, 24 Dec. 1660 (C.S.P.I., 1660-2, pp 146-9); proclamation 

by lords justices and Council, Dublin, 22 Jan. 1661 (ibid., p. 191); Steele, Proclamations, ii, 

77.
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state was in place.

On 19 February 1661 detailed instructions implementing the King’s declaration had 

been issued under the signet and commissioners appointed to carry them out.58 Irish 

catholic agents claimed that the list was compiled by Cromwellians and included 

parties with a vested interest in the outcome. The instructions included detailed 

qualifications for ‘innocence’ which were only to be applied to Irish catholics. The 

criteria was such that it seemed no catholic in Ireland could qualify and illustrated the 

crucial factor that they were to be judged on their record in the 1640s, not their service 

for the King in the 1650s. No one who had entered the Confederation o f Kilkenny 

before the 1646 peace, had enjoyed their estates in rebel quarters, had adhered to the 

Nuncio or was ever in arms against the King could be considered innocent.59

The catholic interest responded by mounting a legal challenge to the 

commissioners’ proceedings. Patrick Darcy, the veteran lawyer, circulated a protest 

letter to all the Dublin judges which argued that the declaration and instructions did 

not form a sufficient legal basis for the commissioners hearings, having only passed the 

great seal and signet respectively. This was against ‘Magna Carta and the fundamental 

laws o f England and Ireland’. Quoting historical and legal precedent, he said that no 

subject could be deprived o f lands, be disinherited, imprisoned or put to death without 

being ‘brought to answer by due process o f the law, that is, by the common law’. 

Darcy’s arguments clearly had a sound legal basis, since, as a result o f his letters, the 

‘judges o f the four courts and the gentlemen o f the long robe’ kept away from any

58 Affairs of Ireland (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 198, p. 93); the Commissioners are named in 

Appendix A. p. 326, and Kevin McKenny, ‘Charles II’s Irish Cavaliers: the 1649 officers and 

the restoration land settlement’, I.H.S., xxviii, no. 112 (Nov. 1993), p. 411.

59 Case (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 243, pt. 2, pp 72-6).
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further proceedings. The entire process based on the King’s declaration became 

unworkable and it was concluded that an Act o f Parliament would be required to 

remedy the situation.60

Debate then began about the terms o f the proposed Act and the composition o f the 

required parliament. Secretary Nicholas, writing to the lords justices in Dublin, said it 

was hoped there would not be many Roman Catholics chosen to serve in parliament on 

that side’, and in a subsequent letter commented that if  the ‘Irish were not mad indeed 

they would content themselves with a quiet life and say over their beads in peace’. 

Orrery demanded the members o f the Irish parliament be required to take the oaths o f 

allegiance and supremacy, which would in practice exclude catholics. He described the 

oath o f supremacy as the necessary ‘foundation stone’, and said it would be strange if 

those ‘not admitted to execute laws or be justices o f the peace without taking the oath’ 

should sit in parliament as ‘law makers’.61

Evidence suggests that pressure was applied by the protestant interest in Ireland on 

individuals within the government in London and Dublin. Although personal letters of 

restoration from the King continued to be issued to Irish catholics, a letter from 

Nicholas to Eustace indicated official anxiety to clarify policy regarding the settlement 

o f Ireland. He said, ‘His Majesty is anxious that, in spite o f any letters which may be 

wrung from him by great importunity, nothing should be done to interfere with the 

settlement o f the soldiers and adventurers under the declaration and instructions’. 

Ormond too was anxious to clarify his position and in a reply to Lord Montgomery, a 

prominent member o f the Ulster protestant interest, Ormond assured Montgomery that

60 Case (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 243, pt. 2, pp 88-91).

01 Nicholas to the lords justices, 26 Feb., 12 Mar. 1661 (C.S.P.I., 1660-2, pp 228-9, 260); 

Orrery to Nicholas, 20 Feb. 1661 (ibid., pp 223-4).
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he was ‘as little for an Irish interest, as such, as any man’ at the council board. ‘B ut’, 

he added, ‘I cannot free myself from the compassion due from all men to those in 

misery’.62 Despite Ormond’s desire to help Irish catholics who were suffering, other 

letters from Nicholas to the Dublin lords justices stressed official approval o f a policy 

o f ‘vigilance against the popish party’ in Ireland, and they were encouraged to 

apprehend O ’Reilly, the ‘pretended primate and nuncio’, whose presence in Ireland 

was causing great concern.63

The Irish parliament, which met on 8 May 1661, reflected the continuity o f ‘old 

Protestant’ control o f the mechanisms of political power in Ireland. The composition 

o f the house met with approval in London. Nicholas not only expressed his hope that 

not many catholics would be elected but also that the soldiers and adventurers, the 

‘new interest’, would not have any great power in the house o f commons in Dublin.64 

Among the members subsequently elected there were less than 50 soldiers and 

adventurers and only one catholic, the lawyer Geoffrey Browne, for the constituency 

of Tuam. His election was disputed, however, and he never took his seat. Catholics 

maintained that this parliament, elected as it was on the basis o f uncertain title, was 

unlawful, but were in no position to change the situation.65

In his opening remarks to parliament Lord Chancellor Eustace said that men’s 

minds were unsettled because no one could say ‘this land is my own’. He went on to 

identify three categories o f people whose just ‘rights’ must be satisfied; the

62 Ormond to Montgomery, 2 Mar. 1661 (Carte MS 49, f. 48).

63 Nicholas to Eustace, 18 Mar. 1661 (C.S.P.I., 1660-2, p. 268); same to lords justices, 26 

Feb. 1661 (ibid., pp 228-9).

64 Same to Eustace, 30 Apr. 1661 (ibid., p. 322).

65 Case (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 243, pt. 2, p. 92).
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adventurers, the soldiers (especially the ‘49 officers), and the ‘old protestants and 

innocent papists’. Eustace added that they ‘must not rob Peter to pay Paul’ and ‘if 

Naboth’s vineyard should fall into any man’s lot, it had been better for him to be 

without it’. The King had granted or referred to the lords justices all o f the 23 requests 

o f the Dublin convention, set aside the revenue to pay and reform the army, and given 

all his forfeited lands ‘to the nation’ to assist in the settlement. He had ‘forgiven many 

of his open enemies “ in a high measure to the amazement o f the world and the great 

regret o f his best and most loyal subjects’” , and he now expected much from 

parliament in return.66 As parliament met in Dublin, the engagement was announced of 

Charles II to Catherine o f Braganza, the Portuguese Infanta. The news was welcomed 

in Dublin, as in London as preferable to a Spanish match, and because Portugal was at 

war with Spain. The rumour Peter Talbot had heard in Paris the previous summer thus 

proved correct and, from an Irish catholic perspective, the King’s marriage signalled 

the end o f any Spanish treaties or influence on their behalf. 67

Throughout 1661 King and council continued their attempts to appease all interests 

in Ireland, stressing the fundamental importance o f the declaration and instructions, but 

placating the incumbent protestant interest at the first sign o f trouble. One incident 

illustrates the point. In May the English privy council decided that catholic merchants 

be allowed to return and trade in Ireland, and that catholic lawyers should also be 

licensed to practice. In August, however, in response to representations from the 

Dublin lords justices, the council further clarified the position.

66 Lord chancellor’s speech in Parliament (C.S.P.I., 1660-2, pp 328-9). Naboth was a poor 

man whose only vineyard was taken unjustly by King Ahab and Queen Jezebel who were later 

judged for their crime (1 Kings 21).

67 Peter Talbot to Ormond, Paris, 22 Aug. 1660 (Carte MS 214, ff 248-9).
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There was not at any time an idea that all popish natives and freemen generally, should be 

restored to the cities and towns, whatever part they may have taken in the late rebellion. 

Such a request would, of course, have been rejected . . .  the King’s recent letters were not 

designed for the benefit of any papists but such as were innocent within the meaning of the 

late declaration and instructions, and to such others as your lordships thought worthy of 

favour . . . you shall prevent and punish meetings of persons who are not conformable to the 

religion of the country . . .

Only ‘innocent’ catholics, under the terms o f the declaration, were permitted to trade,

but not to hold any office, in the towns or corporations.68

The fears and concerns o f the catholic interest at this time were again addressed to

Ormond. His old friend Richard Bellings wrote frankly.

The fear I have to be wanting to the duty I owe my country and your Grace at such a 

exigent when most we apprehend the min of it will be established by a law, moves me to lay 

before your Grace such reflections of mine upon that subject, as may be impertinent, but I 

am sure are sincere and unbiased. The nobility and gentry of this kingdom are most of them 

personally known to your Grace and no man living can make a clearer judgement upon their 

affections as having been an eye witness of their action . . .  yet the House of Commons here 

which consists for the greater part of persons interested, are preparing a bill to be 

transmitted wherein his Majesties declaration will questionless be so favourably concerned 

for the advantage of the adventurer and soldier as the hundred men who hath a just title to 

be restored . . . shall never possess it. And yet they shall seem not to be excluded from all 

possibility of enjoying it, when that imaginary thing a reprisal is found. I am confident your 

Grace w ill. . . labour to prevent that the nation for which your Grace did so often expose 

yourself, among whom you have a plentiful fortune, a very numerous kindred, and a large 

stock of friends and descendants, should be mined and instead of them others introduce . . . 

being the scum of England . . .  a generation of mechanic base men who are strangers to all 

principles of religion and loyalty . . .

It is significant that Bellings believed there to be only 100 Irish catholics with ‘just title

68 Nicholas to lords justices and Council of Ireland, May 1661 (C.S.P.I., 1660-2, p. 325); 

Privy Council to same, 13 Aug. 1661 (ibid., pp 396-7).
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to be restored’. 69

M ountrath summed up the position o f the catholic interest in June when he 

reported that ‘many o f the Irish his Majesty hath commanded to be restored to their 

estates, are already restored where the estates were in the King’s hand’, but the others 

would have to wait for the outcome o f the proposed bill o f settlement.70 From the 

summer o f 1661 onwards, however, the Dublin administration again implied that 

tensions in Ireland were rising. Rumours spread o f an alleged catholic conspiracy and 

in August the lords justices reported to London that priests and Irish officers, returning 

from the Spanish service, were urging and inciting the native Irish to rebellion.71 

Mounting frustration and discontent also centred on the unresolved issues, terms and 

priorities o f the proposed act o f settlement. Ormond played his part in attempting to 

calm the alleged fears o f the Dublin establishment. In a letter to the lords justices in 

September he assured them of the King’s approval o f their government and informed 

them that the people they had recommended to execute the proposed act o f settlement 

would either be named specifically or commissioned later by his Majesty. The lords 

justices were apparently frustrated with the delay caused by the debates in council in 

London, but Ormond explained that the King was anxious that all parties should be 

heard so that the bill would reflect his concern for all interests and the ‘peace and 

security o f his people’, whatever the present disadvantage may seem.72

Another letter to Eustace revealed more about the discussions in Whitehall and 

Ormond’s attitude to the catholic interest at this point. The duke wrote,

69 Bellings to Ormond, 7 June 1661 (Carte MS 214, ff 292-3).

70 Mountrath to Nicholas, 12 June 1661 (B.L., Eg. MS 2537, f. 345).

71 Lords justices and Privy Council to Nicholas, Aug. 1661 (C.S.P.I., 1660-2, pp 405-9).

72 Ormond to lords justices, 3 Sept. 1661 (Carte MS 49, ff 77-8).
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. . .  we are in the heat of our debates upon the great bill, and I fear the liberty allowed to the 

Irish to speak for themselves will turn to their prejudice through the unskilful use they make 

of it, as of justifying themselves, instructing the King and his council in what is good for 

them and recriminating of others, whereas a modest extenuation of their crimes, an humble 

submission to and imploring his Majesties’ grace, and a declaration of their hearty desire to 

live quietly and brotherly with their fellow subjects for the future, would better have befitted 

the disadvantages they are upon and more have prevailed than all their other eloquence, but 

it is long since I have given over any hope that they would do or be advised to do what was 

best for them or be persuaded that what might be properly and for their advantages said by 

others would not only change the nature of it coming from them, but hinder others making 

use of their arguments least they might be suspected to communicate councils with them, 

which is a reproach I will avoid almost as much as I will the guilt of being of their party.

Ormond told Eustace that the controversy centred on who would suffer for want o f 

reprisals. Clearly the truth had finally emerged that all interests in Ireland could not in 

fact be satisfied, as had been previously promised in the declaration.73

It was clear from Ormond’s comments about the catholic interest that their agents 

were not taking his advice with regard to strategy, and he had obviously begun to 

distance himself from their cause. A catholic account o f these hearings claimed that in 

their attempt to justify their past actions in the 1640s the Irish agents ‘cast all the 

blame on Ormond’ and ‘cultivated Dick Talbot, because o f his favour at court’. Talbot 

for his part was said to be so taken with ‘the vanity o f making himself popular’ that he 

and his brothers discredited Ormond ‘with all calumnies imaginable, and treated the 

Chancellor with satirical reflections’. The author concluded that as a result Ormond 

decided to ‘act no further in their behalf and left the drafting o f the proposed act to 

their enemies.74

73 Ormond to Eustace, 3 Sept. 1661 (Carte MS 49, f. 75).

74 Ibid.; Plunkett MS (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 214, pp 31-3).
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The Irish attorney general, Sir William Domville, also contributed his opinion 

regarding the proposed bill. He stressed the importance o f restoring the deserving old 

proprietors and satisfying the ‘just demands o f adventurers and soldiers’. What was 

needed was a means o f establishing the innocence o f the first and the accuracy and 

justice o f the demands o f the latter. Domville warned that ‘unless some rule o f 

innocency be established, there want not those who would make all men delinquents’. 

Exposing the fraud o f one adventurer, John Blackwell, in a ‘pretended purchase’ of 

land worth £80,000, Domville stressed the importance o f prosecuting such cases 

otherwise everyone would want to be an Irish adventurer because ‘no trade or 

profession can compare to it for present profit and advantage’.75

Given the context o f the ‘unsettled’ situation in Ireland, the strong power base o f 

the protestant interest there, the Cavalier parliament’s approval o f  the Corporation 

Act, and the impasse at the Savoy conference on the issue o f toleration, it was difficult 

for the King or any o f his chief officers to openly conciliate the Irish catholic interest 

by late 1661, whatever their private hopes or opinions. It is clear however that 

important figures within the administrations in London and Dublin accepted Domville’s 

view that in principle some Irish catholics could be considered innocent and therefore 

deserved to be restored. The difficulty lay in finding a way o f establishing the identity 

o f this group which would command widespread acceptance. Ormond and Eustace 

personally supported catholic petitions for restoration from certain groups and 

individuals. One petitioner, Geoffrey Fay, was even given shelter in the Lord

75 Domville to Nicholas, 12 Sept., 5 Oct. 1661 (C.S.P.l., 1660-2, pp 419-20, 433); Statutes 

o f the realm, v, 321-3; Browning (ed.), English historical documents, 1660-1714, pp 375-6.
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Chancellor’s own house in Ireland.76 Colonel Grace summed up the feelings o f many 

Irish catholic officers who had served the King in exile when he said that he had 

thought to serve his Majesty until his old age but now he was expected to ‘begin the 

world again’ without a livelihood.77

An exchange o f notes between the King and Clarendon in late 1661 (famously 

quoted by Bottigheimer) revealed not just the King’s personal views and public 

concerns but Clarendon’s assessment o f the Irish catholic interest and their present 

predicament. Charles had met the Irish agents privately the previous night and 

promised them a public hearing in the council the following day. However, when the 

King asked Clarendon when the Irish should be called, the chancellor replied that if 

they should be called the whole business would be ruined because ‘they are mad and 

do not understand their own interest’. The King responded, ‘rebel for rebel, I had 

rather trust a papist rebel than a presbyterian one’, but, as Clarendon pointed out, the 

difference lay in the fact that the King had ‘wiped out the memory o f the rebellion of 

the one, whilst the other is liable to all the reproaches’. Clarendon’s comment that the 

Irish were ‘mad’ and did not ‘understand their own interest’ suggests that he may have 

shared Ormond’s assessment o f their political strategy, and believed that, given the 

circumstances, their insistence upon their record o f loyalty was futile.78

16 Petition from the city of Cork to the King, 12 Aug. 1661 (C.S.P.I., 1660-2, p. 23), 

supported by Ormond; petition to the King from Geoffrey Fay, 30 Nov. 1661 (ibid., p. 105), 

supported by Eustace.

77 Col. Grace to the King, 25 Oct. 1661 (B.L., Eg. MS 2537, f. 391),

78 Carte, Ormond, ii, 233-6; K. S. Bottigheimer, ‘The restoration land settlement’, in I.H.S., 

xviii, no. 69 (Mar. 1972 ), pp 2-3. Bottigheimer’s argued that, while Charles II, Clarendon and 

Ormond had privately wanted to do more for Irish catholics, the political circumstances in 

England and Ireland shaped the restoration settlement in Ireland.
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This chapter began with the restoration o f King Charles II and ends with another 

significant restoration in Ireland. By the autumn of 1661 the Irish settlement was 

engulfed in uncertainty and controversy which produced fears within the protestant 

interest and frustration within the catholic interest. It was within this context, on 4 

November, that the King announced his intention to appoint Ormond, one o f his oldest 

most faithful and most experienced political servants to the Irish viceroyalty; an office 

which he had held under Charles I in the 1640s. Charles declared that the best way to 

‘settle’ Ireland was to put the government there into Ormond’s hands.79

The significance o f Ormond’s restoration to the highest office in Ireland cannot be 

underestimated and, while his administration will be discussed in detail in the following 

chapters, his appointment at this juncture was an important indicator o f the King’s 

intentions. It was now obvious to Charles that wholesale Irish catholic restoration was 

not possible and that if Orrery’s faction had their way very few catholics would be 

restored. The King may have considered Ormond’s appointment as the best hope for a 

sensible level o f restoration for Irish catholics. The duke was not only an ‘old 

protestant’ himself but it could be argued that he epitomised not just conformity and 

continuity at this critical juncture but also compromise.80 While he would not tolerate 

the extremes o f Catholicism or protestantism, and would do all in his power to maintain 

the security and stability o f the kingdom, he had also shown in the 1640s that he was 

prepared to negotiate a moderate compromise, particularly with the catholic interest 

among whom he had so many clients, relations and experience. On the other hand 

Ormond’s negative impressions o f some Irish catholics, factional rivalries and

79 King in Council, 4 Nov. 1661 (B.L., Add. MS 21135, f. 24).

50 Other key ‘old protestant’ figures included Sir Maurice Eustace (lord chancellor), and 

Michael Boyle (bishop of Cork and future lord chancellor).
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prejudices from the past were also brought into the restoration context and may 

actually split the catholic interest again. Friction between the Talbots and Ormond, 

which had developed in exile, had already apparently been resurrected. Nevertheless, 

the appointment would have indicated to Sir Nicholas Plunkett, Sir Richard Bellings, 

Clanricard and others who supported the ‘peace faction’ and a moderate conciliatory 

approach in the 1640s that the King, like his father, was prepared to deal with them, on 

similar terms, through his lord lieutenant.81

The fact that this was indeed the perceived intention can be gauged from the 

subsequent protestant reaction and the actions o f Ormond himself. In the days 

immediately following the King’s announcement o f the new viceroy, Ormond moved 

to calm protestant apprehensions in Ireland. He wrote to the Dublin lords justices on 8 

November 1661 to inform them officially o f his appointment, seek their advice, and 

offer reassurances.82 His message was one o f continuity and consolidation rather than 

radical change. The next day Ormond wrote to the bishop o f Meath to assure him that, 

despite rumours from Irish catholics or any other sources, his own appointment did not 

signal the King’s intention to restore the ‘Irish to the endangering o f a right English 

interest’.83 In fact, on 16 November Ormond wrote to Eustace, to inform him that the 

bishop o f Meath would be conducting an investigation into allegations that the lord 

chancellor favoured the Irish ‘contrary to the King’s obligation and the protestant

81 Micheál Ó Siochru, Confederate Ireland 1642-9: a constitutional and political analysis 

(Dublin, 1999), pp 18-19. 0  Siochru identified the following individuals as leaders of the 

‘peace’ faction, Viscount Muskerry, Richard Bellings, Viscount Mountgarrett, Gerald Fennell 

and Geoffrey Browne; and Nicholas Plunkett as the most significant leader of the ‘moderates’.

82 Ormond to the lords justices, 8 Nov. 1661 (Carte MS 49, f. 79).

83 Same to bishop of Meath, 9 Nov. 1661 (ibid., f. 85).
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interest to be established there’. Eustace was accused o f allowing ‘popish lawyers’, 

such as Fanning, who were ‘notoriously active’ for the catholic confederacy, to plead 

before him, and o f appointing two ‘of that religion into the commission of the peace’. 

Eustace had unofficially allowed catholic lawyers to practice without taking the oath 

that had for this purpose been incorporated in the graces in 1628. Ormond said that the 

perception that Eustace favoured Irish catholics had understandably caused ‘scandal’.84

This chapter has discussed the first eighteen months o f the King’s reign and shown 

that his initial promises and intentions, together with Irish catholic hopes for 

restoration could not be realised. The protestant interest in Ireland, already united and 

in possession o f most o f the land and all the political power, further consolidated its 

position in 1661 through the election o f a protestant parliament and the re

establishment o f a narrow Anglican conformity (which was also forced upon the King 

in England). In contrast the catholic interest in Ireland was dislocated, had few 

resources and was dependent on the favour o f key figures outside the catholic 

community, who were themselves dependent on and subject to fluctuations in English 

politics and the restraints and dynamics o f Anglo-Irish politics at any given time. 

Catholic dependence on certain individuals such as the King, Ormond and Talbot 

ensured that these relationships and connexions would acquire greater importance. The 

events o f the Cromwellian era may have been wiped out, but the ongoing significance 

o f the 1640s in Ireland, together with contemporary political realities, in both Ireland 

and England, rendered impossible the collective restoration o f catholic interest as a

84 Ormond to Eustace, 16 Nov. 1661 (Carte MS 31, f. 358); Orrery to Nicholas, 6 Nov. 

1661 (B.L., Eg. MS 2618, ff 100-01); Colum Kenny, ‘The exclusion of catholics from the 

legal profession in Ireland, 1537-1829’, in I.H.S., xxv, no. 100 (Nov. 1987), p. 349.
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whole. By the end o f 1661 it was apparent that the qualifications for restoration were 

to be individualised, and Ormond was in place to oversee the process.
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CHAPTER THREE :

REMONSTRANCE, DEC. 1661 - FEB. 1662

It is no shame to retract an error, but a 
very great sin to continue in it.

Walsh, History (1674).1

Beloved, you live in a world wherein 
conscience is like to cost you dear; if you 
will own any such thing as conscience, 
or conscientious walking, you are like to 
smart for it.

Richard Alleine, Vindiciae Pietatis (1663).

In a rather optimistic letter to the Anglican primate in December 1661 Ormond said 

he was not surprised that after all the ‘long and great disorders’ in Ireland things were 

not in ‘perfect harmony’ at first, but that he hoped the remaining ‘discords’ would not 

amount to much until the settlement could be brought ‘into exact tune’.1 2 3 Patrick 

Darcy’s legal challenge to the King’s declaration and instructions had thrown the 

process o f ‘settlement’ in Ireland into confusion again. A protestant parliament had 

been established but the form o f the proposed bill o f settlement was still in dispute. If 

the situation in Ireland and Ormond’s appointment filled protestants with apprehension 

in 1661 then the same could also be said o f the catholic interest, though for different 

reasons. When Ormond had left Ireland in 1650 it was in defeat, and with considerable

1 Walsh, History (first treatise, first part), p. 30.

2 Richard Alleine, Vindiciae Pietatis (1663), quoted in Keith Thomas, ‘Cases of conscience 

in seventeenth century England’, in J. S. Morrill, Paul Slack and Daniel Woolf (eds), Private 

duty and public conscience in seventeenth century England (Oxford, 1993), p. 34.

3 Ormond to Abp Bramhall, 6 Dec. 1661 (Carte MS 49, f. 95).
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resentment towards not only the catholic clergy, who had in his opinion obstructed the 

King’s interest and their own at a crucial point by issuing the excommunication and the 

Jamestown declaration, but also the laity in the Supreme Council at Kilkenny, who had 

used their authority to force towns like Galway and Limerick to reject the clerical 

censure and admit Ormond’s army.4

The catholic clergy, in Ormond’s view, had stubbornly refused to face the realities 

o f their situation in Ireland at the time and, instead o f taking a more pragmatic 

approach, had chosen to hold firm to their religious ideals. In a statement at the time 

the clerics had said

. . .  we well understand the present condition of this nation is more inclining to min and 

despair, than recovery; yet we will rely upon the mercy of God . . . the enemy is rich, 

strong, and powerful; God is stronger, and can help us . . .5

John Bourke, archbishop o f Tuam in the 1640s and a moderate, concluded that the 

catholic clergy were set ‘fair for losing sacred religion, the Kang’s authority and 

Ireland’. Ormond in response said that it grieved him to see the ‘nation’ brought to 

such a ‘sad condition’ by such means and he was convinced that, when the history of 

these events was written, such a ‘fable’ would seem ‘incredible’. As far as the 

Supreme Council was concerned, Ormond said that ‘in all times and other occasions’

4 Walsh, History (second appendix), pp 65-71 contains copies of the declaration of the 

archbishops etc. at Jamestown, 12 Aug. 1650, and the excommunication of the same date by 

the same group against all who would obey Ormond’s authority: P. J. Corish, ‘Ormond, 

Rinuccini and the confederates, 1645-9’, in N.H.I., iii, 317-35; idem, ‘The Cromwellian 

conquest, 1649-53’, in N.H.I., iii, 337-50.

5 Concluding remarks, the Jamestown declaration, 12 Aug. 1650, a copy of which is 

contained in Walsh, History (third appendix), p. 69.
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they had ‘power to persuade or compel’ the people to do ‘what ever they thought fit’, 

but when they faced ‘certain ruin’ they would only negotiate. The ‘spring’ o f their 

‘past losses’ and ‘approaching ruin’, he said, arose from such ‘disobedience’.6

It would seem impossible for Ormond’s past experience not to have affected his 

assessment o f the catholic interest in 1661. Peter Walsh, in his history seemed, to 

appreciate this and placed the catholic remonstrance o f the same year firmly within the 

context, not only o f European Catholicism and the Gallican controversy, but also o f 

confederate Ireland in the 1640s and 1650s, Ormond’s prior involvement, and future 

prospects o f favour for the catholic interest.7 This chapter will examine the 

circumstances in Ireland within which the catholic remonstrance was actually produced 

at the end o f 1661, discuss its content, reception, and immediate and long term 

consequences. It will, however, also be argued that the remonstrance can only be fully 

understood within the circumstances in Ireland in December 1661, with reference to 

the perceived legacy of Rinuccini, Ormond and the Confederation o f Kilkenny, and as 

an attempt to both rehabilitate Irish Catholicism within the political context o f 

restoration Ireland and draw a line under any perceived past disobedience. Again, the 

important role o f key individuals such as Ormond, Richard Bellings, the author o f the 

document, and Peter Walsh, its advocate and historian, will also be discussed. Both 

Bellings and Walsh were associates o f Ormond and in the twelve months before the

6 A letter to Ormond from the clergy at Jamestown, 24 July 1650, and Ormond’s reply to 

the clergy, from Roscommon, 2 Aug. 1650, contained in Walsh, History (third appendix), pp 

90-91; Micheál Ó Siochrú, Confederate Ireland 1642-1649: a constitutional and political 

analysis (Dublin, 1999), p. 247; Corish, ‘Ormond, Rinuccini and the confederates’, in N.H.I., 

iii, 317-35.

' Walsh, History, pp iv-v, xii-xiii, xvi, xvii, and appendices; Simms, ‘Restoration’, pp 429

30.
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remonstrance they had, rather bluntly, discussed with him the problems faced by the 

catholic interest. Certain other questions regarding the remonstrance have persisted 

and must be addressed. Was the 1661 remonstrance o f any real benefit to the catholic 

interest or was it in fact a more useful device for Ormond and the establishment? 

Could the fears o f a protestant minority in power in Ireland ever have been abated by 

words alone from the catholic interest, given Orrery’s previous comments? 8

In January 1661 Peter Walsh, the Irish Franciscan and follower o f Ormond, had 

received from Fr Anthony Gearnon, the Queen M other’s chaplain, a ‘procuration’ 

from a group o f Irish catholic clergy which gave him power to speak for them in 

London in case their silence was misinterpreted as a lack o f joy at the King’s return. 

Nicholas French, bishop o f Ferns, and the primate, Edmund O ’Reilly, were among 

those who signed the document. O ’Reilly had supported Rinuccini in the 1640s and 

would certainly have appeared on Ormond’s alleged ‘black list’ o f Irish clergy at that 

time. The catholic primate’s return to Ireland after the restoration had caused so much 

uproar within the protestant interest and subsequent difficulties for the catholic interest 

that O ’Reilly was recalled to Rome by the church hierarchy. The procuration therefore 

asked Walsh to act on their behalf to ‘obtain what favours His majesty should think fit 

by connivance or otherwise, for the exercise o f their religion, and to save them from 

persecution on that account’. Ormond’s negative estimate o f the clergy at this time can 

be confirmed by his reaction to this development. Walsh was in fact ‘soundly checked’ 

by his patron for even receiving such a document from men previously ‘in their

8 ‘A letter desiring a just and merciful regard of the Roman Catholics of Ireland’, Oct.

1660, ‘signed P. W.’ (Carte MS 59, f. 487); Bellings to Ormond, 7 June 1661 (ibid., 214, ff 

292-3); Proceedings (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 219, pp 280-337). Orrery told tire King that the 

protestant interest could not believe promises made by the agents for the catholic interest.
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inclination and carriage very much disaffected to His Majesty’s interests and very 

obnoxious to his laws’. Despite Ormond’s views, Walsh endeavoured to represent Irish 

catholic interests to Charles and his ministers, argued for the implementation o f the 

1649 peace treaty, and begged the King and council to show justice to the innocent 

and mercy to the guilty. Walsh had in fact managed to obtain the release o f around 120 

priests during 1661, many o f whom would not have been considered his friends, on the 

understanding that they would now remain faithful subjects.9

Apart from the uncertainty surrounding the Irish settlement and apprehensions 

regarding Ormond’s appointment, a general sense o f anxiety had been building within 

the protestant interest in Ireland from the summer o f 1661. This growing sense o f 

panic was encouraged by allegations o f the aggressive ‘deportment o f the Irish’ and 

rumours o f returning priests and Irish officers planning rebellion. Orrery claimed that 

the situation in Ireland, with regard to ‘Irish insolence’, was similar to that which had 

existed before the 1641 rebellion. All these developments occurred at a time when 

further discussions regarding the form and content o f the proposed act o f settlement 

were due to recommence in Whitehall; the instrument which Ormond hoped would 

bring all interests in Ireland into ‘tune’. The circumstances in Ireland seemed to 

resemble those o f the previous summer and were clearly being exploited by Orrery to

9 Walsh’s procuration was signed by archbishop Edmund O’Reilly, Anthony 

MacGeoghegan, Dr Owen Swiny, James Dempsey, Oliver Dease, Cornelius Gaffney, Bamaby 

Bamewall, Fr Browne and Fr John Scurlog. Walsh, History (first treatise, first part), pp 4-6; 

Benignus Millett, The Irish Franciscans 1651-1665 (Rome, 1964), pp 51, 431; Richard 

O’Ferrall and Robert O’Connell, Commentarius Rinuccinianus, de sedis apostolicae 

legatione ad foederatos Hiberniae catholicos per annos 1645-9 (ed.), Stanislaus Kavanagh (6 

vols, Dublin, 1932-49), iv, 212-14.
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influence the debate in London. I f  reports were to be believed, Ireland was a powder- 

keg about to explode.10 11

The situation reached fever pitch in December when a letter was found, reputedly 

from one catholic priest to another, which discussed plans for precisely the sort o f 

rebellion which Orrery had predicted. The letter had apparently been written by Fr 

James Dermot to Fr James Phelan. Its contents seemed to enunciate almost every 

protestant fear and anxiety about the activities o f Irish catholics, priests in particular, 

and the real intentions o f  the King and his advisers regarding the Irish settlement. 

Subsequent correspondence from Dublin to Sir Robert Talbot, Richard’s eldest brother 

and counsel to the Duke o f York, described this so-called letter as a forgery ‘dropped 

in the streets’, as many others had been at the King’s restoration, to discredit Irish 

catholics and make them ‘odious’ to the protestant interest.11

In the letter itself Dermot allegedly wrote o f the need to prevent their country, 

nobles and gentry from being ‘undone’ by those ‘insatiable hell hounds’ and ‘knaves’ 

who had been in control o f government. He also claimed that, while the Dublin 

authorities knew something o f their plans, they still knew ‘nothing o f the great business 

yet’; presumably a rebellion. The letter went on to say that collections were under way 

to bring more priests to Ireland and that the Pope and their ‘friends’ at the highest level 

o f government were helping them.

10 Lords justices and Council, Dublin, to Nicholas, Aug. 1661 (C.S.P.I., 1660-2, pp 405-9); 

‘10 observations of the late deportment of the Irish giving suspicion of their intentions to a new 

rebellion’ (Carte MS 214, f. 261); Orrery to Nicholas, 29 Oct. 1661 (B.L., Eg. MS 2537, f. 

391); James Dermot to James Phelan, 18 Nov. 1661 (Carte MS 214, fT 313-14); Affairs of 

Ireland (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 198, p. 102); rules and instructions for Ormond (Carte MS 59, f. 

532).

11 Jones to Sir Robert Talbot, 10 Dec. 1661 (ibid., 31, f. 372).
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Our agents are not so disrespected as our adversaries say . . .  I hope we shall have a

toleration for our religion before it be long, for the King knows we are his best friends . . .

our friend that is near the helm promises to let us know all.12

Archbishop Bramhall had received the letter from Trim and passed it on to the lords 

justices who ensured that it was presented and read in the Irish parliament where no 

one doubted its authenticity. Orrery and Mountrath made as much political capital as 

possible from the contents and their own involvement in its discovery, and Orrery cast 

himself in his now familiar role as saviour o f the protestant interest in Ireland. The 

letter was used to justify severe proceedings against catholics, which included the 

banishment again o f gentry to Connacht, and the widespread arrest and imprisonment 

o f priests.13

In an attempt to counteract the effects o f the letter and alleviate the situation in 

Ireland, Irish catholics in London who were thought to have any influence or 

connexions were contacted. Patrick Bryan, an Irish catholic at Gray’s Inn, received a 

letter from his cousin concerning the ‘sad condition’ o f thirty-two merchants and 

tradesmen in Kilkenny who had previously been transplanted in Cromwell’s time and 

had now been given twenty hours warning to depart once again to Connacht. Bryan 

was asked to represent their case to Ormond or the King and request the recall o f these 

orders.14

Information was also passed to Peter Walsh in London, which claimed that the 

alleged author o f the ‘seditious letter’, James Dermot, had not been seen in Dublin for

12 James Dermot to James Phelan, 18 Nov. 1661 (Carte MS 214, ff 313-14).

13 Walsh, History (first treatise, first part), p. 6; Letter to ‘Mr Rowe at Mrs Olives in Angel 

Court near Strand Bridge, London’ [Peter Walsh] (Carte MS 214, fT 311-12); Jones to Sir 

Robert Talbot, 10 Dec 1661 (ibid., 31, f. 372).

14 ‘For Patrick Bryan Esq., at his lodging in Gray’s Inn, London’ (ibid., 214, f. 307).
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the previous twelve months and was in any case known to all as a very ‘sensible man’ 

who would never involve himself in such activity. The whole tenor and style o f the 

letter was questionable, according to Walsh and his fellow clerics. The subscription of 

a cross beside Derm ot’s name together with the title o f ‘father’ were said to be things 

which a secular priest would never do, but the protestant interest was o f course 

oblivious to these details.15

Richard Bellings, the veteran Irish catholic politician, directed his correspondence 

to London straight to Ormond, with whom he had a long association. The exchange 

which followed revealed not only Bellings’s own views but the nature and practical 

dynamics o f the relationship between the two men, which clearly operated for their 

mutual benefit. The ‘noise’ which Dermot’s letter had generated and the consequences 

for the catholic interest were such that Bellings had prevailed upon an ‘acquaintance’ 

o f his, who w7as in a position o f authority over James Dermot, to ensure that the priest 

appeared before the Dublin council board to vindicate himself and prove the letter a 

forgery. Dermot had duly presented himself on 20 and 21 December, but proceedings 

had gone on for so long that Bellings had had to retire before the conclusion was 

reached. He was, however, convinced that there was no possibility o f a conspiracy 

among the catholic clergy in Ireland without his knowledge, especially after primate 

O’Reilly had been recalled by Rome. Bellings, who also confirmed that the signature 

and sign o f a cross were not those associated with the secular clergy, assured Ormond 

that financial hardship among the clergy was such that they would in fact rather raise a 

collection to prevent an increase in their numbers. He added,

15 Letter to ‘Mr Rowe’ [Peter Walsh] (Carte MS 214, ff311-12).
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that foolish expression of obstinacy in those who never were of the Popes’s religion and 

have it not, and the artifice which people are thought to be amused with a belief that our 

holy father is doing some great matter for Irish catholics persuaded me all was contrived . . .

Bellings reminded Ormond that all previous plots were known about at court (an 

interesting admission), and ventured to predict that no conspiracy would escape the 

duke’s attention.

I do wish with all my heart that your Grace may meet. . . with no greater difficulty than 

those of which we speak here so loudly and even the entertaining a seeming affright for 

them . . . hath already introduced a world of disturbance while horses and arms are sought 

in trunks and cabinets and silver cups are defined to be chalices. God in heaven preserve 

you and send you speedily to us . . .

Bellings was evidently one o f Ormond’s sources within the catholic interest, a political 

contemporary and one who clearly believed that the duke’s appointment as Dublin 

viceroy would at least offer catholics some hope o f protection. Within a week o f his 

letter Bellings took Dermot and Phelan to the council board where the latter swore on 

his priesthood that he had never received such a letter. He was nevertheless committed 

to the Castle. Although the letter was indeed later found to have been forged by a 

‘fanatic’, and those arrested were subsequently released, the Dublin administration 

justified its actions against catholics in the now familiar way. ‘Popish priests’, they 

said, had always been ‘principal incendiaries . . . actors in those rebellions and seducers 

o f the people in disobedience and disloyalty’. It was precisely this very perception 

which the Irish catholic remonstrance sought to address in the final weeks o f 1661.16

16 Richard Bellings to Ormond, 21, 28 Dec. 1661 (Carte MS 214, ff 315, 309); 

proclamation by the lords justices and Council, Dublin, 17 Mar. 1662 (C.S.P.I., 1660-2, pp 

520-21).
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The oath therefore originated within the immediate context o f suspicion and fear in 

Ireland, but with a view not only to the problems inherited from the past but also the 

importance o f the future settlement. The group o f Irish catholic clergy and laity who 

met in Dublin in December 1661 included Bellings, Sir Richard Barnewall, and others 

who would formerly have been among the more moderate members o f the catholic 

confederacy and who had also supported the 1649 peace treaty agreed with Ormond. 

Given the circumstances in 1661, and their past experience, there seemed to be a 

realisation in Dublin that something much more than a ‘bare remonstrance o f their 

sufferings’ and a plea for justice and mercy was required.17 This view was certainly in 

line with Ormond’s approach and may be taken as evidence o f his influence within this 

group, but it may also have reflected an acceptance by them o f his recovery o f a 

pivotal role in Irish affairs. The King had also made it clear, since Ormond’s 

appointment, that he would accept no petitions or addresses from Ireland which did 

not have the new viceroy’s agreement in principle. Ormond was the man with whom 

the catholics had to deal with if they were to make political progress, and these men, 

who had known the viceroy over several decades, were familiar with his views. There 

was a clear expectation on the part o f Bellings, Walsh and the others that a 

commitment to a binding declaration of loyalty to the King would not only silence their 

critics but offer unequivocal reassurance to their friends. It may also have been their 

hope that the oath would unite a substantial group o f Irish catholics who might be a

17 Walsh, History (first treatise, first part), p. 7; D. F. Cregan, ‘The Confederate Catholics 

of Ireland: the personnel of the confederation, 1642-9’, in I.H.S., xxix, no. 116 (Nov. 1995), pp 

490-512. According to Cregan, Bamewall was a member of the tenth Supreme Council (Sept. 

1648 - 19 Jan. 1649), and later a commissioner of tmst. Bellings was secretary to the same 

council. 6  Siochru questions Bamewall’s official role: 6  Siochru, Confederate Ireland, pp 

261-8.
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force to be reckoned with in the impending negotiations regarding the settlement in 

Ireland. Raymond Gillespie has argued that Bellings believed that oaths would serve to 

bind social hierarchies together and make ‘arcadia’ possible; the political reality was 

however very different.18

Bellings, former secretary to the Supreme Council at Kilkenny in the 1640s, drafted 

the remonstrance, using the same format which Fr Serenus Cressy, an English 

Benedictine and former protestant Dean o f Leighlin, had published in his 

Exomologesis, and changing only the names. It was designed to be a ‘solemn 

declaration’ o f principles o f temporal obedience to the King and a refutation o f the 

view that a toleration o f catholic religion in Ireland was inconsistent with the safety of 

a protestant King or state, even where Roman Catholics were in a significant majority. 

Its originators were also convinced that the oath would show that Irish catholics had 

learnt from their past mistakes and were now ready to give a commitment o f 

allegiance. Bellings composed the remonstrance on behalf o f the catholic clergy of 

Ireland who were the focus o f protestant fears in December 1661 and on whose 

account the catholic laity were suffering and would continue to suffer.19

Three documents were sent by Fr James Fitzsimons, a catholic priest who still 

managed to live in Dublin at this time, to Peter Walsh in London who had been 

appointed agent for the catholic clergy. They were delivered by the Earl o f Fingall,

18 Rules and instructions for Ormond (Carte MS 59, f. 532); Raymond Gillespie, 

‘Confederate culture: Richard Belling’s reading and writing’, paper given at ‘Catholics and 

confederates: a conference celebrating the life and work of Donal Cregan’, St Patrick’s 

College, Drumcondra, Dublin, 1999.

19 Walsh, History (first treatise, first part), p. 7; Millett, Irish Franciscans, pp 430, 431-2. 

The clerical members of the group included Oliver Dease (vicar-general of Meath), Ronan 

Maginn (vicar-general of Dromore) and Cornelius Fogarty.
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Ormond’s nephew, together with a request that they be presented to the viceroy and 

subsequently to the King. Apart from the remonstrance itself, there was a copy o f the 

proclamation issued in Dublin by the lords justices against the catholic clergy and a 

copy o f the supposed ‘seditious letter’ o f Dermot, with proof o f its forgery; the same 

letter which, when presented to the Irish parliament by Orrery and Mountrath, had 

precipitated the crisis in December 1661. Walsh took time to inform the other Irish 

catholic clergy and gentry in London of these developments and they apparently 

indicated their support. He therefore submitted the documents to Ormond and asked 

him ‘humbly and earnestly’ to recommend them to the King.20

Within two days, however, Ormond summoned Walsh again and informed him that 

while the remonstrance might be useful, it was ‘only a bare paper’ without signatures. 

Ormond clearly wanted to be able to identify specifically those individual catholics who 

could or could not be trusted. The political context in Dublin and London by early 

1662 was such that the Irish catholic interest as a whole could not be openly favoured 

but particular individuals might perhaps be redeemed. The remonstrance was intended 

as a touchstone o f loyalty. The issue o f trust was now individualised, just as the 

question o f ‘innocence’ would later become. The King himself had set the precedent in 

his declaration by naming certain individual catholics as worthy o f favour.21

Walsh suggested to Ormond that those in Dublin who had produced the 

remonstrance probably thought that the duke’s presentation and support o f the 

document would be sufficient to satisfy the King. He also pointed out that, given the 

situation o f fear and suspicion in Dublin, it would have been impossible for a sizeable

20 Walsh, History (first treatise, first part), pp 4-6, 9-10.

21 Ibid., p. 10; Declaration (1660), p. 21.
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group o f catholics to meet together for any purpose without being accused o f 

conspiracy and further inciting panic within the protestant interest. Apart from the 

circumstances in Dublin, it would also take time to contact the catholic bishops abroad, 

and time was o f the essence if the remonstrance was to influence the impending 

settlement negotiations. Walsh assured Ormond, however, that in the meantime any 

Irish clerics in London would subscribe to the remonstrance on behalf o f the others. 

Consequently on 11 and 15 January, Oliver Darcy, bishop ofDrom ore, Peter Walsh 

and thirty other catholic clerics met in London. Twenty-four members o f the Irish 

catholic clergy subscribed to the remonstrance which was, with Ormond’s approval, 

presented to the King in Whitehall on 3 February and was well received. Anthony 

Geamon, the Queen mother’s chaplain, and Redmond Caron were among the 

signatories. At the time Walsh said that those who failed to subscribe at this point did 

so ‘for reasons o f inconveniency’ rather than conscience but, when their consequent 

opposition became apparent, he later described them as ‘dissenters’.22

The Irish nobility and gentry in London, having discussed the remonstrance for 

eight weeks, produced their own copy with a slightly altered preamble and ninety-eight 

signatures, including the Clancarty, Carlingford and Tyrconnell.23 This document was

22 Walsh, History (first treatise, first part), pp 10-11; copy of the remonstrance from the 

catholic clergy of Ireland to the King (Carte MS 45, f. 276); ‘Remonstrance, 

acknowledgement, protestation and petition of the Roman Catholic clergy of Ireland to the 

King’, 3 Feb. 1662 (C.S.P.I., 1660-2, pp 503-5), Walsh, History (first treatise, first part), pp 

7-9, contain versions of the oath and lists of the subscribers. The oath and a list of all the 

subscribers is reproduced in Appendix B, pp 327-32.
23 Walsh, History (first treatise, first part), p. 11; a copy of the document together with a 

list of the signatories is contained in, ‘Print of the faithful and humble remonstrance of the 

Roman Catholic nobility and gentry of Ireland to the King’ (C.S.P.I., 1666-9 &Add., pp 560

63). A list of the subscribers is contained in Appendix B, pp 330-32.
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submitted to the King with Ormond’s approval and was also favourably received. The

King gave expression to his approval on 4 February 1662 when a royal warrant was

issued which pardoned Richard Bellings, the author o f the remonstrance, ‘for all crimes

committed against King Charles I, with restoration o f land and goods’. Another order

from the King was issued on 7 February to continue payment o f £100 a month to the

Earl o f Fingall until he was restored to his estate.24

The text o f the remonstrance itself acknowledged the climate o f fear and

persecution within which it had originated, and stated part o f its purpose, to reveal the

‘present deplorable condition’ o f Irish catholics and their clergy in particular. Speaking

from the perspective o f the catholic clergy, the remonstrance said,

That being entrusted by the indispensable commission of the king of kings with the cure of 

souls, and the care of their flocks . . . and teaching the people that perfect obedience which 

for conscience sake they are bound to pay to your Majesties commands, they are loaden 

with calumnies, and persecuted with severity . . . without any ground . . . that their crimes 

are as numerous and divers as are the inventions of their adversaries: and because they 

cannot with freedom appear to justify their innocence, all fictions and allegations against 

them are received as undoubted verities . . .  the laity . . . suffer under all the crimes thus 

falsely imputed to them: it being their adversaries principal design, that the Irish, whose 

estates they enjoy, should be reputed persons unfit, and no way worthy any title to your 

Majesties’ mercy.

The text went on to say that while the catholic clergy and laity were not blameless it 

would be unjust for all to suffer for the sins o f a few. It was stated that the 

remonstrance was given ‘without equivocation or mental reservation’, which was the 

usual accusation from the protestant interest, and acknowledged Charles II to be their 

‘true and lawful King, supreme lord, and rightful sovereign o f this realm o f Ireland’.

24 Royal warrant to Sir Jeffrey Palmer [for Richard Bellings], 4 Feb. (C.S.P.I., 1660-2, p. 

505); the King to Anglesey for Luke, Earl of Fingall, 7 Feb. (ibid., p. 505).
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The subscribers declared themselves to be ‘obliged under pain o f sin to obey your 

Majesty in all civil and temporal affairs . . . notwithstanding any power or pretension of 

the pope or the See o f Rome’. They ‘openly’ disclaimed and renounced ‘all foreign 

power, be it papal or princely, spiritual or temporal’ which may ‘pretend to free, 

discharge or absolve’ them from their obligation o f obedience or legitimise any 

rebellion or violence against the King or the state. The idea that a ‘private subject’ 

could ‘kill or murder’ God’s anointed King, no matter what his religion, was declared 

‘damnable and wicked’ and the ‘remonstrants’ threw themselves at the King’s feet for 

mercy and protection, ‘leaving those that are, or hereafter shall be guilty o f other 

crimes’ to the ‘punishment prescribed by the law’.25

In his later history o f the ‘loyal formulary’ Walsh stated that the purpose o f the 

remonstrance was to ‘assure His Majesty o f their allegiance, vindicate their religion 

from the scandal o f unwarrantable tenets, and move in the King’s breast that pity 

which is implored by the Roman Catholics o f Ireland’.26 He asked his readers to look 

at the situation in Ireland from a protestant perspective. Until Irish catholics gave their 

allegiance to the King it would be ‘unreasonable’ to expect equality with protestants 

‘which they were not to expect o f you, if you had the power in your hands, and they 

were in your condition’. He was completely convinced that subscription to the 

remonstrance would be to the ‘true advantage’ o f the catholic religion, and that it 

would ultimately bring about a reunion between the catholic and protestant faiths by

25 Walsh, History (first treatise, first part), pp 7-9; ‘remonstrance, acknowledgement, 

protestation and petition of the Roman Catholic clergy of Ireland’ addressed to the King, 3 Feb. 

1662 (C.S.P.I., 1660-2, p. 503); oath to be taken by the Roman Catholic clergy (Carte MS 45, 

f. 270); Appendix B, pp 327-8.

26 'Remonstrance, acknowledgement, protestation and petition of the Roman Catholic clergy 

of Ireland’ to the King, 3 Feb. 1662 (C.S.P.I., 1660-2, p. 504); Appendix B, pp 327-8.
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removing the enmity and fear on both sides o f the religious divide. Walsh argued that it 

was unreasonable to think that protestants, who risked so much to remove religious 

impositions on themselves from Rome, would make such impositions on others for 

performing ‘harmless rites’. He insisted that the ‘grand objection . . . the grand rock o f 

scandal’, which was the ‘original’ and ‘perpetual spring’ both o f the penal laws and 

all their misfortunes, was in fact ‘a system o f doctrines and practices’ contrary to the 

‘whole design o f the gospel’, church tradition, natural reason, and the Tridentine 

fathers.27 Walsh reminded Irish catholics that even when protestants took the oath o f 

supremacy they were merely affirming the King’s temporal authority; not that he was 

advocating catholic subscription to the oath o f supermacy. He listed twenty-eight 

‘grand positions’ and other ‘vain positions’ which, if believed, ascribed tyrannical 

powers to the Pope and the church, and surpassed even the Muslims. Some went so far 

as to assert that the Pope was not only infallible in matters o f faith but in matters o f 

fact and it was now crucial for Irish catholics to distance themselves from these 

doctrines if they were to be trusted or favoured in the future.28

The arguments which Walsh presented were essentially Gallican and he referred to 

and applauded the position adopted by the French church which was articulated by the 

faculty o f theology at the Sorbonne on 8 May 1663. Among the ‘six Sorbonne 

propositions’, as they became known, was an affirmation o f the supremacy of Louis 

XIV in temporal affairs and a statement that the pope, without the consent o f the 

church, was not infallible even in spiritual matters. The situation in France was, 

however, very different from Ireland. The power o f France and Louis XIV at this time

~ Walsh, History (preface), pp iv, vi, xvii, xix, xxviii, xiv.

28 Ibid., (preface), pp vi-ix (first treatise, first part), pp 466-76; positions to be renounced 

by the Roman Catholic clergy (Carte MS 45, f. 268).
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was irresistible and the Pope had little choice but to accept the situation. France was 

governed by a large catholic majority but Ireland, which had a large catholic majority, 

was ruled by a protestant minority and a heretic King. The clergy in Ireland were in a 

more vulnerable position than their colleagues in France and indeed the Irish clergy and 

Irish colleges on the continent generally opposed the remonstrance. The religious 

circumstances in Ireland were therefore completely different. The doctrines held by the 

French catholic church had in any case not improved the relationship between catholics 

and protestants, or broken down the middle wall o f partition between them, as Walsh 

predicted for Ireland.29

Walsh’s spiritual arguments may have been Gallican in principle but his application 

was pragmatic. He invited his fellow Irish catholics to look back through Irish history 

since the reformation and consider all the papal bulls and rebellions which had only 

brought about their downfall.

All the ill success of plots . . .  the extinction of so many hundred illustrious families; the 

desolation of so many thousand ancient houses . . . poor harmless innocent people . . . under 

pretence of catholic religion . . . and if the penal laws be added.

Given their history, and their refusal to take the oath o f allegiance or now to subscribe 

the remonstrance, they should not be surprised either by protestant fears or Ormond’s 

attitude. What would they do themselves if the roles were reversed? Their rejection o f 

the remonstrance and their past actions only confirmed protestant propaganda. They 

must know that the sword point o f possible persecution was only withheld ‘by a very

29 Walsh, History (second part, first treatise), p. 661, contains the six Sorbonne 

propositions [in French], Conor Ryan, ‘Religion and state in seventeenth-century Ireland’, in 

Archiv. Hib., xxxiii (1975), p. 130, contains an English version of the six Sorbonne 

propositions.
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small and weak thread, not only o f one life that is mortal, but even o f one will alone’.30 

Walsh may have been referring to the King or, given his dedication, he may have had 

Ormond in mind.

In presenting his arguments and Ormond’s policies, Walsh was keen to highlight 

not only the continuity and consistency o f their approach since the 1640s but also the 

continued folly o f their opponents then and now. To emphasise his point he included in 

his history copies o f relevant documents from the previous era such as ‘The Kilkenny 

Book o f Queries and Answers’, which had also addressed the issues o f temporal 

authority together with the catholic confederates’ oath o f association, the clergy’s 

Jamestown excommunication, and numerous letters to and from Ormond in the 1640s 

and ‘50s.31 Walsh was convinced that the terms o f the 1649 peace treaty would be 

granted in time but only if catholics subscribed to the remonstrance. He urged them to 

learn the lessons o f  the past and not repeat the same mistakes. It was time to call a halt 

to this ‘very great neglect, and folly, or contempt and wilfulness’; it was ‘no shame to 

retract an error, but a very great sin to continue in it’. In pleading with his Irish 

catholic readers to subscribe, Walsh reminded them that those who now encouraged 

their opposition were already assured of jobs from Rome, that ‘city o f fortune’, and it 

was ‘indeed their own worldly gain and greatness’ that they sought. He said it ‘ill 

suited’ the followers o f  Christ to put ambition above their consciences, and their duty 

to lead the people by example. In stark contrast, Walsh assured his readers that, 

without some indication o f loyal allegiance, they would starve in gaols in Ireland or 

elsewhere, and their ‘posterity’ would be ‘forever miserable, not knowing where to

30 Walsh, History (preface), pp iv, v, xvi, xix, xxvi.
31 .

These documents are contained in ibid., (appendices), pp 1-135.
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find relief. Had one catholic proprietor been restored to his estates by the policies of 

Rinuccini and the Roman hierarchy? Walsh was adamant that if Irish catholics took the 

oath o f allegiance or signed the remonstrance they would ‘convince all the world’, that 

if they ‘must suffer still’ it would only be for their faith.32

Ormond’s commission as lord lieutenant o f Ireland was issued on 21 February 

1662, although his appointment had been known since the previous November. Among 

his private instructions from the King he was ordered to press catholics in Ireland to 

subscribe to the remonstrance.33 During the first two months o f 1662, 121 members o f 

the Irish clergy and nobility subscribed in London and, from the time that Ormond 

arrived in Dublin, Walsh was under orders to obtain further subscriptions there.34

In response to Ormond’s advice, a meeting was arranged at Clanricard’s house in 

Dublin where a great debate ensued. Lord Bermingham apparently accused Walsh o f 

being the originator o f the whole idea, but the Earl o f Tyrconnell, who had been 

present at the meetings in London, insisted that subscription had been first suggested 

by himself, Clancarty, Clanricard and Inchiquin. Within weeks o f Walsh’s arrival in 

Dublin another forty-five catholic clerics and thirty-two members o f the catholic 

nobility and gentry had subscribed, including Clanricard and Castlehaven, and Lords 

Gormanston, Slane, Athenry, Brittas, and Galmoy.35

Despite his confidence in the early months o f 1662, Walsh must have been aware, 

from his experience in Ireland in the 1640s and his knowledge o f European catholic

32 Walsh, History (preface), pp xiv, xix, xx, xxxv; (first treatise, first part), pp 27-8, 30.

33 King to Ormond, Dec. 1663 (B.L., Eg. MS 2618, ff 110-11).

34 Walsh, History (first treatise, first part), pp 19, 94.

35 A list of the clergy, and nobility and gentry who subscribed is contained in ibid., pp 47, 

94-5 respectively and Appendix B, pp 330-32.
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affairs, that opposition to the remonstrance would arise within the catholic church. He 

later acknowledged that while the oath was, in his opinion, not against the sense o f the 

catholic religion it would undoubtedly displease the ‘flatterers o f his holiness’.36 In an 

effort to counter any opposition Walsh published a ‘little book’ called The more ample 

account, which gave a history o f the remonstrance together with comprehensive 

reasons why the Irish clergy in particular should subscribe. This book was distributed 

to all the clergy at home and abroad, particularly the bishops, with the exception of 

Primate O ’Reilly, who was thought by Walsh to have ‘enough troubles’, being then in 

Rome and dependent on the papal court for his existence. Redmond Caron also wrote 

a treatise entitled Loyalty asserted, in defence o f the principles o f the remonstrance. 

However, the publication and distribution o f these works only seemed to galvanise the 

opposition and provide them with more ammunition against the ‘remonstrants’.37

In due course Walsh gave many examples o f Irish bishops abroad who had been 

supporters o f Rinuccini and now supported the remonstrance but only privately 

because o f their situation o f dependence within the church. Andrew Lynch, bishop o f 

Kilfenora, was one example. He had arranged for the Irish priests with him in St Malo 

to subscribe, but as opposition grew they came to him and retracted their consent. 

Nicholas French had apparently indicated to Walsh in writing that he had forsaken the 

‘Nuncio’s party’ after reading an earlier book by the Capuchin Richard O’Farrell which 

condemned the Irish catholic clergy o f English extraction, and Sir Nicholas Plunkett 

and himself in particular, for betraying Rome and Rinuccini to their enemies in the 

1640s. Walsh alleged however that because o f his situation in Spain at the time, and

36 Walsh, History (first treatise, first part), p. 12.

J' Ibid., pp 11-12; Walsh to Ormond, 20 May 1662 (Carte MS 221, f. 241).
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the uncertainty o f his protection at home, French was not forthcoming with his public 

subscription. In fact, the bishop o f Ferns advised Walsh to write ‘an apology for 

himself and the cause in hand’ to the Pope because so many o f the Irish clergy at Rome

• • 38were against it.

In Ireland the opposition to the remonstrance was led by the bishop o f Meath, 

Anthony MacGeoghegan, and Dr Owen Swiny, bishop o f Kilmore. The Provincials of 

the three regular orders, Anthony Docharty (Franciscan), John O’Hart (Dominican), 

and Martin French (Augustinian), were also in the vanguard o f opposition, although 

Docharty was not thought to be any match for Walsh. The father-general o f the 

Franciscan order, in a letter to Docharty, said that although the remonstrance had been 

‘reproved before the tribunal o f the sacred inquistion in Rome’ the pope nevertheless 

admonished ‘all catholics to show themselves an example o f fidelity and loyalty to all 

other subjects . . . that among darkness walk in light’. A letter from the archbishop of 

Tuam illustrated the gap between the idealism o f the catholic hierarchy and the reality 

of the situation in Ireland. ‘God give those poor wretches, under oppression in Ireland, 

true patience to bear out their misery with a constant memory o f their duty to his 

divine Majesty that permits their affliction, and their King, that happily cannot hinder it 

conveniently.’ A formal instrument o f protestation against the remonstrance was drawn 38

38 Walsh, History (first treatise, first part), pp 12-14; O’Ferrall and O’Connell, 

Commentarius Rinuccinianus, iv, 212-14. O’Ferrall’s book and his memorandum to Rome in 

1658 contained the allegations against the ‘Old English’ clergy. The accusations were 

answered chiefly by John Lynch (archdeacon of Tuam) in St Malo, and John Callaghan in 

Paris. Callaghan’s, Vindiciarum catholicorum Hiberniae (1650) had stoutly defended the ‘Old 

English’ and the peace treaties. J. J. Silke, ‘The Irish abroad, 1534-1691’, in iii, 614-5,

argues that the ‘Ormondists’ were mainly ‘Old English’ and tire nuncioists were ‘Gaelic Irish’.
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up by Anthony MacGeoghegan, Thomas MacKieman and Francis Farrel on 24 July 

1662 in Ireland and sent to Louvain and Rome.39

European catholic opposition also came from the ranks o f the Irish clergy at 

Louvain and Rome, and members o f the church hierarchy such as the Brussels inter

nuncio, Hierom de Vecchiis. A censure was issued from the college at Louvain in 

December 1662 and Cardinal Barbarini said it grieved the Holy Father that evil had not 

come to the Irish clergy from ‘abroad’ or from ‘the north only . . . but from within’. 

Peter Talbot, who was one o f the royal chaplains at the time, was clearly in the 

forefront o f opposition to the oath in England. Walsh informed Ormond that Talbot 

made it ‘his w ork to distract people, though with no better arguments than ignorance 

and lies’. The opposition, according to Walsh, ‘built all their hopes to thwart’ the 

remonstrance and ‘render it ineffectual and insignificant, though to their own ruin’; an 

echo o f Clarendon’s view that they did not really understand or appreciate their own 

interest.40

In March 1663, another crisis was growing within the Irish protestant interest 

caused by the hearings in the first court o f claims and another alleged letter from an

39 Copy of a letter from the father-general of the Franciscans to the provincial of the order 

in Ireland, 21 July 1662 (Carte MS 47 if  199-200); abp of Tuam to bp of Dromore, 30 Jan. 

1662, in Walsh, History (first treatise, first part), pp 14-5; Millett, Irish Franciscans, p. 51.

40 Walsh, History (first treatise, first part), pp 12-15, 17-18, 90, 91; Millett, Irish 

Franciscans, p. 294; translation of Brussels internuncio, Hierom de Vecchiis, letter to Fr 

Francis Lyons {alias Matthew Duff), 22 July 1662 (Carte MS 221, f. 245); translation of 

Hierom de Vecchiis’ letter into Ireland, 26 July 1662 (ibid., f. 247); translation of the Louvain 

judgement against the remonstrance, 29 Dec. 1662 (ibid., f. 251); translation of Cardinal 

Barberini’s letter to the noblemen of Ireland, 8 July 1662 (ibid., f. 249); Walsh to Ormond, 20 

May 1662 (ibid., ÍF241-2); K. S. Bottigheimer, ‘The restoration land settlement: a structural 

view’, IH.S., xviii, no. 69 (Mar. 1972), pp 2-3.
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Irish catholic. In an attempt to address protestant fears and counter the opposition, the 

leaders o f the catholic laity composed a letter which they intended to circulate to all 

the thirty-two counties o f  Ireland to encourage support for the remonstrance. In the 

letter they said that the King and Ormond wondered why more had not followed the 

example o f the first subscribers in London and Dublin. The remonstrance was 

described by the catholic nobility and gentry as a key which would open ‘a door to our 

own liberty and ease hereafter from those rigorous laws and penalties’. They did, 

however, insist that, desirable though these ends were, they would not have thought of 

subscription had it involved swerving in the slightest from the ‘pure and unfeigned 

profession o f the Roman Catholic faith, nor from a reverence or obedience due unto 

his holiness’. When Ormond heard o f the plan to circulate this letter he intervened to 

stop its issue on the grounds that it would further heighten protestant fears o f a 

catholic conspiracy, at a time when an alleged ‘presbyterian plot’ to seize Dublin 

Castle had been uncovered.41 A few copies o f the letter had, however, already been 

sent out and in County Wexford 200 gentry and merchants signed the remonstrance 

and returned a copy to Ormond via ‘M r William Stafford’ o f Lambstown.42 Looking 

back at this incident in later years Walsh was convinced that if the letter had gone out 

to all the counties in Ireland at the time the majority o f leading catholic citizens would

To the gentry of Cos. Wicklow, Kildare, Carlow, 4 Mar. 1663 (Carte MS 45, f. 310). 

The letter was signed by Carlingford, Fingall, Castlehaven, Slane, Clancarty, Mountgarrett, 

Brittas, Galmoy, Tyrconnell, Clanricard and sent with Col. Thomas Scurlog; Walsh, History 

(first treatise, first part), p. 97.

12 A list of the Wexford gentry and merchants who subscribed is contained in ibid., pp 99

100; P. J. Corish, ‘Two centuries of Catholicism in county Wexford’, in Kevin Whelan and 

William Nolan (eds), Wexford: history and society. Interdisciplinary essays on the history o f 

an Irish county (Dublin, 1987), pp 222-47, makes no mention of this incident.
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have subscribed, as they had in Wexford, before opposition from the catholic hierarchy 

had time to organise or spread.43

The debate surrounding the 1661 remonstrance controversy has tended to focus on 

the roles o f Walsh and Ormond. Walsh, or Petrus Valesius as he became known, was 

the target o f vitriolic personal abuse, and much was made o f the fact that between May 

1662 and August 1666 Walsh received £1,025 from his patron Ormond. Another 

recurring theme o f much o f the criticism centred on the origin o f the concept o f an 

oath. Fr Peter Aylmer, curate o f St Owen’s, Dublin, writing against the remonstrance, 

alleged that it was all Walsh’s idea and had not actually been required by the King or 

Ormond. This had also apparently been the judgement o f Philip Howard, the Queen’s 

almoner. Opponents o f the remonstrance within the catholic clergy also alleged that the 

idea had emanated from the laity and that the clergy had been in a minority in Dublin in 

1661. They also claimed that the concept originated within the ‘Ormondist’ group, the 

‘Old English’, who had been accused o f betraying the catholic cause in Ireland in the 

1640s by opposing Rinuccini, and resented the fact that they were now being 

persecuted along with the former ‘nuncioists’.44

The document had originated from the group assembled in Dublin, while Ormond 

and Walsh were in London. The remonstrance was certainly drafted by Bellings, a 

member o f the laity, a long-term associate o f Ormond, a supporter o f the 1649 peace 

treaty and the moderate faction in the Confederation o f Kilkenny. Conor Ryan has 

argued that the remonstrance, as a statement o f catholic political thought in Ireland, 

can only be understood in this context as emanating from the ‘Old English’

[Walsh to Ormond], 30 July [1673?] (Carte MS 45, ff 410-11).

44 Millett, Irish Franciscans, pp 431-2.
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parliamentary tradition. However, many leading Irish clerics, such as Peter Talbot and 

Oliver Plunkett, who could be labelled ‘Old English’, opposed the oath. The document 

had an English source, in that it was copied from Cressy’s original and this fact may 

reveal the mindset o f its authors. It can also be argued, however, that the oath simply 

arose from the pressing circumstances in Dublin in December 1661, the fear 

engendered by the ‘seditious letter’, and the imminent discussions regarding the Irish 

settlement. Bellings’s involvement in these events, his relationship to, and 

correspondence with, Ormond were significant factors. Walsh insisted that he had only 

asked for subscriptions in London on Ormond’s specific instructions with regard to the 

King’s wishes, and his own realisation that ‘their refusal or delay would prove in time 

very prejudicial both to themselves and the lay people instructed by them’. He claimed 

that Lord Aubigny, another royal chaplain, had in fact advised the King not to admit 

any catholic priest into the three kingdoms who would not sign the remonstrance, and 

Walsh later admitted that with hindsight it had been a ‘grand mistake’ not to insist that 

the Queen’s chaplains subscribe publicly or lose their offices, as had been originally 

planned.45

Critics o f the remonstrance also pointed to the fact that the subscribers 

subsequently received little in the way o f religious toleration and few material gains for 

their trouble. An incident at ‘Mrs Edgeworth’s house’, in Dublin in January 1663, after

45 Monies received by Walsh from Ormond since May 1662 to Aug. 1666 (Carte MS 221, 

f  274) (£20 of this was given by Ormond to fund a trip to Flanders in 1664 by Anthony 

Geamon); Walsh, History (first treatise, first part), pp 20, 26-7; James Dermotto James 

Phelan, 18 Nov. 1661 (Carte MS 214, ff 313-14); Richard Bellings to Ormond 21, 28 Dec.

1661 (ibid., IF315, 309); Millett, Irish Franciscans, pp 418-9, 430-32; idem, ‘Survival and 

reorganisation, 1650-1695’ in P. J. Corish (ed.), A history o f  Irish Catholicism (6 vols, Dublin, 

1968), iii, 19; Ryan, ‘Religion and state’, p. 131.
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the issue o f the first declaration o f indulgence in London, seemed to illustrate the 

problems with religious toleration in Ireland. Fr Anthony Geamon, one o f the Queen’s 

chaplains and one o f the first Irish priests to subscribe in London in February 1661, 

was hauled before the recorder o f Dublin, Sir William Davys, and accused o f saying 

mass at the house where three or four hundred people were assembled. Soldiers who 

raided the house claimed that mass was being celebrated and that an unnamed priest 

had insisted that he did not have to obey them.46 When Secretary Bennet intervened on 

Geamon’s behalf, Ormond explained that, although there was no suggestion that the 

cleric had behaved aggressively, the whole affair illustrated the ‘arrogant deportment’ 

of some o f the catholic clergy given ‘the least countenance or connivance’ shown 

towards them. He said that if the catholic community were to have any priests in 

Ireland, which it seemed they must, then they should only be those who had subscribed 

and they should still behave themselves discreetly. In this way Ormond said that the 

number o f clergy could be reduced and protestant fears abated. Ormond clearly viewed 

the remonstrance as an important tool o f government in that it divided and reduced the 

catholic clergy.47

The episode involving Geamon did seem to highlight the point that subscribing to 

the remonstrance did not mean an end to harassment and the fact that subscription or 

otherwise had not even been discussed in the hearings regarding the Act o f Settlement

46 Walsh, History (first treatise, first part), p. 26; ‘examination of Fr Anthony Geamon, one 

of her Majesty’s almoners and preachers’, taken before Sir William Davys, recorder of Dublin,

3 Jan. 1663 (Carte MS 32, f. 218); ‘examination of Peter Grimbridge, Richard Walkwood, 

James Fitzsimons, Nicholas Fitzsimons’, before the recorder of Dublin, 3 Jan. 1663 (ibid., ff 

220, 222, 224, 226).

47 Bennet to Ormond, 24 Jan. 1663 (ibid., 221, fF21-2); Ormond to Bennet, 5 Feb. 1663 

(ibid., if  203-4).
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or Explanation added to this perception. The Irish catholic laity may have had great 

expectations for the remonstrance, but Walsh later insisted that the oath had not been 

intended as a means to restoration, since if that had been the case it would have been a 

‘sure way to start another war and unsettle the whole kingdom’. He argued that the 

oath had been a starting point but, as the subscribers were so few and the opponents so 

numerous, they could not expect favour from any state in these circumstances.

Ormond was in fact instructed by the King in late 1663 to stop promoting the 

remonstrance, since it only seemed to be adding to the climate o f unrest and disquiet.48 

While Ormond was viceroy the remonstrant clergy could expect a degree o f unofficial 

toleration on condition o f their own discretion, but this was a policy which the duke 

could have implemented on the basis o f his own personal knowledge and experience, 

without the need for an oath. Ormond’s subsequent encounters with various Irish 

catholic clerics show that this was in fact the case. Oliver Plunkett was certainly 

opposed in principle to the 1661 remonstrance but in practice his conduct as catholic 

primate clearly met with Ormond’s approval. The viceroy was also favourably inclined 

to Fr Patrick Maginn, although he did not appear on Walsh’s lists o f clerical 

subscribers and was described as a ‘nuncioist’. Ormond, who first presented Maginn to 

the King in Antwerp in the 1650s, when his Majesty was apparently ‘in disguise’, 

forwarded a glowing reference which recommended ‘Father Patrick’ for promotion at 

court following the death o f Lord Aubigny. Ormond advised the King that he could 

not ‘place an honester man or a more discrete in any office proper for his profession 

and without doubts’ he would ‘never find any disquiet by his means, which is a good

48 ■
Walsh, History (first treatise, first part), p. 38; King to Ormond, Dec. 1663 (B.L., Eg. 

MS 2618, if  110-11); Bennet to same, 16 Feb. 1664 (Carte MS 46, f. 158).
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thing to be sure o f . Maginn was later given a royal grant o f lands in Roscommon. 

Nicholas French, bishop o f Ferns, was another cleric who did not subscribe but 

continued to provide intelligence to Ormond regarding attempts by Primate O ’Reilly to 

enlist French support for an insurrection in Ireland. Catholic clergy known to Ormond 

and who met with his approval had obviously no need for the remonstrance.49

Peter Talbot, however, like his brother Richard, was often in opposition to 

Ormond. In July 1664 the viceroy was approached in London by Peter Talbot with 

‘some propositions for an accommodation between the well and ill affected romish 

clergy’, which Fr Caron had also apparently approved. Walsh later described a meeting 

which took place in the backyard o f Somerset House in London in September 1664, 

between himself and the Brussels internuncio De Vecchius, who had come to England 

incognito. Fr Patrick Maginn and Redmond Caron were also apparently present at this 

discussion but Walsh mentioned no proposed agreement. Ormond was convinced that, 

despite Talbot’s ‘brags to the contrary’, the King would leave the ‘management’ of 

this matter to him, and he made it clear to Walsh that he had not changed his negative 

opinion of Talbot and that Talbot’s proposition would suffer as a consequence.50

Ormond later stated on several occasions that he himself had in fact deliberately 

used the remonstrance to divide the catholic clergy. In correspondence with the Earl o f 

Essex in 1673 he advised his successor to exploit the rivalry between Oliver Plunkett 

and Peter Talbot to his own advantage in order that he might hear o f any threat to the

* Ormond to the King, 9 Dec. 1665 (Carte MS 219, f. 58); Ranelagh to Ossory, 13 Aug. 

1670 (ibid., 68, f, 209); ‘the effect of what Nicholas French, bishop of Ferns in Ireland, told his 

Excellency the Earl of Sandwich’, 8 Apr. 1666 (ibid., 45, f. 3 16).

50 Ormond to Walsh, 12 July 1664 (ibid., f. 159); Walsh, History (first treatise, first part), 

pp 511-12.
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government. Ormond affirmed that ‘whoever’ governed Ireland for the King needed 

good intelligence from within the catholic community and confirmed that when he 

himself had been viceroy he had ‘found means to divide’ the clergy ‘upon subscription 

of a certain remonstrance’ and by this device not only weakened their interest but, by 

cultivating one faction, gained a valuable source o f information. It had always been 

Ormond’s view that some o f the Irish catholic clergy were guilty o f misleading their 

people and o f ‘insolent folly’ in their own behaviour which had only brought 

persecution on their own heads. However, Ormond’s strategy o f dividing the catholic 

clergy was significant in the restoration period, because the church was at this time the 

only possible vehicle o f national unity within the Irish catholic interest. This was 

illustrated during Essex’s administration when the titular bishop o f Killaloe, John 

O’Molony, succeeded in uniting archbishops Plunkett and Talbot, and colonels 

Fitzpatrick and Talbot, former rivals. Both Essex and Ormond agreed that this 

development was undesirable.51

Other versions o f  the catholic remonstrance were produced at the synod in 1666 

and in 1670 when Oliver Plunkett and Peter Talbot arrived in Ireland. The 1670 

version, produced against the political backdrop o f the ‘Cabal’ ministry and plans for 

catholic toleration, was approved by Berkeley and the King. These developments will 

be discussed in their context in later chapters, but it is significant that while Ormond

51 Ormond to [Coventry], 29 Dec. 1680 (Carte MS 50, f. 256); Ormond to Essex, 27 Sept. 

1673 (B.L., Stowe MS 203, f. 57); Essex to Ormond, 14 Nov. 1673 and Ormond to Essex, 9 

Dec. 1673 in Osmund Airy (ed.), Essex Papers (Camden Society, new series, XLVTI, London, 

1890), i, 137-8, 150-51; Ormond to Orrery, 24 Oct. 1666 (Carte MS 48, f. 70); a testimonial 

to Propaganda congregation, 1 Sept. 1669 (Plunkett, Letters, pp 37-8); Simms, ‘Restoration’, 
p. 429.
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remained in office all other versions o f the oath were rejected by him. The issue for 

Ormond after 1661 was not the wording o f the other versions but the fact that the 

clergy still found the original version unacceptable. Those who continued to refuse to 

sign claimed they did so for reasons o f conscience, but Ormond would probably have 

agreed with Sir Roger L ’Estrange that ‘conscience is made use o f as a cover to 

sedition’ which ‘turns loyalty into treason, murder into sacrifice’ and was the ‘warrant 

the godly party pretended to for all our late calamities and desolations’.52 As Walsh 

said, the treason o f these times in England or Ireland, whether catholic or protestant, 

was to doubt the temporal supremacy o f the King, and it was therefore this important 

issue which the remonstrance addressed.53

Those who supported the 1661 remonstrance were dubbed ‘protestants’ but, 

according to Walsh, it was in fact those who opposed the view that no ‘private person 

may murder the King’ who placed themselves in what he called ‘Calvin’s crew’.54 

Walsh always maintained that while catholics continued to be divided on this issue they 

would lose any advantage from the King’s restoration, and their exclusion from 

political power would continue to be legitimised. Evidence suggests, however, that 

Ormond regarded the remonstrance as a useful device to divide and reduce the catholic 

clergy in Ireland. The opposition which the oath formented actually worked against the 

catholic interest in that it seemed to confirm that nothing had changed within their

52 Quoted in, Plunkett MS (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 214, p. 283).

53 Walsh, History (first treatise, first part), p. 478.

Ibid.; ‘remonstrance, acknowledgement, protestation and petition of the Roman Catholic 

clergy of Ireland’ addressed to the King, 3 Feb. 1662 (C.S.P.I., 1660-2, p. 503).
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ranks or in Ireland since the 1640s; a view which could only be advantageous to their 

opponents and perhaps expedient to government throughout the 1660s.55

Walsh later told Ormond that it ‘troubled him’ to hear from M ark Brown that his 

Grace had purposely divided the clergy for his own ends. He said that, while many 

‘mistakes’ had been made in the early months, he had been amazed that it was the 

opponents o f the oath who continued to be favoured at court throughout these years. 

Walsh concluded that he would ‘no more wonder at anything’ because he had ‘all 

along since the King’s restoration beheld many strange things done, quite contrary’, in 

his opinion, ‘to all equity and all policy, and which is worst o f all, to honesty and 

justice’.56

Walsh’s questions and reservations had earlier been raised by Thomas Talbot, 

another o f Richard Talbot’s clerical brothers who, together with his other brothers 

Gilbert and Sir Robert Talbot, had originally subscribed. In a letter to Walsh Thomas 

said,

we who have always (when occasion served) appeared to our own so great disadvantage and 

sufferings in the nearest concerns of his Majesty’s interest and authority in Ireland . . . and 

encouraged the late remonstrance . . . and obedience . . .  are in my opinion so little 

considered.

On the other hand, he said, those clerics who had supported Rinuccini and Owen Roe 

O’Neill had now been given places o f privilege. Talbot went on to give his assessment 

of some o f these individuals. He described Patrick Maginn as ‘a person o f no 

extraction, breeding, bearing, parts or talent’, who despite this, and being known to

55 Ormond to Arlington, 16 May 1666 (C.S.P.I., 1666-9, pp 107-8); same to same, 16 June 

1666 (Carte MS 51, f. 184); ibid., pp 133-4; Walsh, History (first treatise, first part), p. 486.

56 Unsigned [Walsh to Ormond], 30 July [1673?] (Carte MS 45, ff 407-12); Walsh, History 

(first treatise, first part), pp 28, 37, 45.
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Fr Dillon and Redmond Caron as a ‘nuncioist’, had been appointed one o f four 

almoners to the Queen. Likewise, Talbot referred to Fr Teig Macebo, another 

appointed royal chaplain, who had supported the Jamestown declaration of 

excommunication against Ormond and the adherents to the 1646 and 1649 peace 

treaties. Another Jesuit called Hughes had, according to Talbot, been appointed 

almoner to the Duchess o f Orleans, the King’s sister, despite the fact that he had not 

only plotted to take Ormond’s life but affronted him in Paris during the King’s exile. 

Talbot’s question to Walsh was simple. I f  people o f such malice could end up in 

power, what was the point o f risking all, in defiance o f the church, to support loyal 

principles? Talbot went on to recite his various dangerous escapades for the King and 

Queen Mother, accused Ormond o f neglecting his own relations, and highlighted the 

dangers posed by such chaplains in positions o f influence. Although Thomas Talbot 

said he signed the remonstrance to ‘encourage the laity’, he informed Walsh that he 

now agreed with his brother Peter’s opposition to it. In conclusion he told Walsh that 

if ‘the world mends not’ the remonstrance was useless but he would continue to serve 

God and ‘hope for a reprisal in a better country than any upon this earth’, and, in a 

final disparaging comment, remarked o f the royal chaplains that they were ‘o f the old 

Irish and o f mean degree’ and we know their principles well. The native Irish 

apparently had a similar opinion o f Talbot whom they reportedly referred to as the 

‘devil incarnate’.57

Comments from Peter Walsh and Thomas Talbot show that, although the 

remonstrance issue divided the Irish catholic clergy, subscription or otherwise was not

57 Thomas Talbot to Peter Walsh, 19 May 1662 (Carte MS 31, ff 373-4); Canice Mooney, 

Irish Franciscans and France (Dublin, 1964), pp 11-12.
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only irrelevant to the Irish settlement but also had no bearing on subsequent clerical 

appointments. It was in fact competition for influential places at court and high office 

within the church, together with ethnic distinctions, which caused factional resentment 

and rivalry within the clergy. A catholic account o f these years claimed that it was the 

clergy themselves who raised the ‘hellish distinction’ o f ‘Old Irish’ and ‘Old English’ 

to secure church livings. Many o f those who opposed Oliver Plunkett’s reforming 

ministry were identified ethnically as ‘Old Irish’, and in the early 1660s Thomas Talbot 

characterised opposition to the remonstrance as ‘Old Irish’ and ‘nuncioist’. Although 

neither Richard nor Peter Talbot had subscribed, opponents o f the oath were therefore 

not initially identified with the Talbot faction. It was the failure o f the remonstrance to 

deliver tangible advantages which later turned Thomas Talbot into an opponent and 

caused even Walsh, and others, to question Ormond’s motives. With the benefit o f 

hindsight Walsh himself could see the errors and ambiguities o f the remonstrance 

episode and in his history, published in 1674, he ironically adopted a more idealistic 

approach encouraging his readers to look for their reward in a better place and to take 

the ‘comfort o f a good conscience’ before any earthly gain.58

58 Millett, Irish Franciscans, pp 431-2; Plunkett MS (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 214, pp 44-5); 

Plunkett to Baldeschi, July-Aug. 1669, 10 Oct. 1670 (Plunkett, Letters, pp 30-36, 137); same 

to Tanari, 15 July 1680 (ibid., p. 552); ibid., pp xiii, xx; Walsh, History (first treatise, first 
part), p. 37.
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CHAPTER FOUR :

THE SEARCH FOR A ‘SETTLEMENT’, FEB. 1662 - AUG. 1663.

... You made the coast of Ireland and then once more 
Seemed fair (the King restored) yet you had neither 
Compass nor card nor running glass nor time 
You took the helm, and boar in with the shore 
A noble pilotage for tho the weather 
Yet stood the course your wisdom did devine 
Amidst a thousand rocks, here lay a sand 
Of soldiers interest, some in command 
Some out, there ran a dangerous shelf 
Of vexed adventurers and men of self 
Here a strong tide of innocents did set in 
Which spoilt the fishing, nocents were so thin 
Those Connacht purchasers and transplantees 
Meeting a thousand sorts of bold grantees 
Made a crowded sea, here came a hazy fog 
Of dark provisoes which the Acts did clog...

A Naval Allegory.1

We must either slay the innocents or they fall upon us.
Winston Churchill (1663).2

A contemporary Irish catholic writer claimed that if Lord Dillon o f Costello had 

reached Charles I in 1641 and persuaded him to put Ormond in charge o f the Dublin 

administration, all parties in Ireland would have been content and the rebellion would 

never have spread throughout the country. When Ormond was officially appointed lord 

lieutenant on 21 February 1662, the task o f overseeing the restoration settlement in 

Ireland fell upon his shoulders and it remained to be seen if he could in fact manage to

‘ANavall Allegory’ (Carte MS 69, f. 588); Marquess of Lansdowne (ed.), The Petty 

Papers (2 vols, London, 1927), ii, 248-9. Ormond was seen as the pilot of the ship of state; a 

safe pair of hands.

Churchill to Bennet, 25 Feb. 1663 (C.S.P.I., 1663-5, p. 30). Churchill was one of the 

commissioners of the court of claims and he was referring to the attitude of the Irish House of 
Commons.
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‘settle’ Ireland at this difficult time.3 It is evident that the Irish catholic nobility and 

gentry expected favourable consideration from a viceroy with such experience and 

knowledge o f the catholic interest, not to mention family obligations. The reaction o f 

the protestant interest in Ireland and Ormond’s reassurances, which have been 

discussed earlier, confirmed this perception. Ormond anticipated two disadvantages for 

himself in his new office as viceroy and defined them in a letter to the Earl o f St 

Albans. ‘The contending party’, he said, believe ‘I owe them more kindness and 

protection than I can find myself chargeable with, and the other suspecting I retain that 

prejudice to them which I am free from’. Ormond concluded that the end result o f  all 

this would be a ‘clamour and scandal upon my most equal and wary deportment’.4

This chapter will discuss and seek to explain Irish catholic aspirations and 

experience under Ormond’s administration, during the phase o f the Irish settlement 

which encompassed the Act o f Settlement and the proceedings o f the first court o f 

claims. The debates and hearings surrounding the preparation o f the act, its eventual 

contents and the consequences for the catholic interest will be examined together with 

the role o f certain key personalities. Did Ormond hinder or help the catholic interest in 

Ireland as they sought restoration to their former estates? Was Ormond’s appointment 

a further indication o f continuity rather than change? Nicholas French, bishop o f Ferns, 

characterised Ormond as a Cain or a Haman, the ‘mortal enemy’ o f the catholic 

interest, who in effect murdered his Irish brethren or sought to extirpate the entire Irish

Plunkett MS (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 214, p. 19); lord lieutenant of Ireland declared in 

Council, Whitehall, 4 Nov. 1661 (B.L., Add. MS 21135, f. 24).

4 Ormond to St Albans, 7 Nov. 1661 (Carte MS 49, f. 81).
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catholic nation for personal vengeance. Did Ormond really work against the Irish 

catholic interest or was the duke in fact their best hope for restoration? 5

Between January and April 1662 various meetings o f the ‘committee o f Irish 

affairs’ took place in Whitehall in an effort to finalise the proposed Act o f Settlement.6 

It had been intended to  engross the act on 5 February but the catholic interest heard 

rumours that the text declared the 1649 peace treaty void. The King’s declaration of 

November 1660 had committed his Majesty to ‘perform what we owe by that peace, to 

those who had honestly and faithfully performed what they had promised’, and it was 

clearly the expectation o f the catholic interest that, while the act might vary in 

wording, it would not deviate from this fundamental principle.7 The new bill, however, 

unlike the previous declaration, would now have to pass an Irish parliament dominated 

by the protestant interest. The draft o f the proposed act confirmed catholic fears and 

Sir Robert Talbot, counsel to the Duke of York and one o f the agents for the Irish 

catholic interest, lodged a petition with Ormond which called for the suspension o f all 

progress on the act and permission to address the King. It was decided to allow Talbot 

to present his case. The petition significantly acknowledged that Irish catholics had 

been involved ‘in a criminal defection’ but said they had consequently concluded and

5 Southwell narrative (Carte MS 69, f. 15); Nicholas French, The unkind deserter o f  loyal 

men and true friends (Louvain, 1676); French, Narrative, p. 25. French’s relationship with 

Ormond and Walsh seemed ambiguous. The two clerics maintained a reasonable 

correspondence, although they differed in principle, and Ormond allegedly acknowledged his 

obligation to French for informing him of an assassination attempt; Peter Walsh, Four letters, 

hi [the second to the bishop of Ferns], pp 72-3.

6 Southwell narrative (Carte MS 69, f. 64); Affairs of Ireland (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 198, p. 

102). This manuscript contains transcripts of the minutes of these meetings taken by Sir 

George Lane, Ormond’s secretary (pp 148-206).

Ibid., p. 177; Declaration (1660), p. 3.
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kept the peace treaty in 1649, sacrificed all in the King’s cause, and were now ready to 

give whatever loyal assurances were necessary. Indeed, many leading Irish catholic 

clerics and members o f the catholic nobility had already demonstrated this by 

subscribing to the remonstrance, and more would follow. The petition cited the King’s 

declaration as ‘the positive and fundamental rule o f settlement’, but Patrick Darcy’s 

legal challenge had already undermined its legal foundation and made an act of 

settlement necessary. There were no guarantees that the new act would reflect the 

terms o f the previous declaration, in fact it could be argued that the bill provided the 

Irish protestant interest with a further opportunity to effect the final settlement.8

The Irish catholic interest in early 1662 apparently still expected the terms o f the 

1649 peace treaty to be honoured to those who had now subscribed to the 

remonstrance. It was clearly their understanding that the two documents were linked, 

with the latter providing a renewed statement of their position. The implementation of 

the 1649 peace treaty would have meant not just that Irish catholics would have 

returned to the position they held in 1641, but in fact it would have been an 

improvement on that position. The English parliament had shown during the debates 

on the Act o f  Oblivion that they would oppose collective pardon or favour towards the 

Irish catholic interest, and the Irish parliament would certainly have concurred. Did

8 Petition to Ormond on behalf of Irish Roman Catholics (Carte MS 44, f. 5); Mountrath to 

Nicholas, 7 Nov. 1660 (B.L., Eg. MS 2537, f. 256); Affairs of Ireland (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 

198, pp 81, 231). The differences between the Act of Settlement and the King’s declaration 

were among the central points considered during the review of the settlement from 1671; 

Walsh, Four letters, p. 33, names Sir Robert Talbot, Colonel Garrett Moore, the Earl of 

Clancarty, Lord Bermingham and Sir Nicholas Plunkett as some of the agents for the Irish 

catholic interest, although Richard Talbot was also involved. Plunkett was their public 

advocate.
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Irish catholics really expect Charles to use his prerogative powers to impose such a 

controversial treaty on Ireland against the express will o f both parliaments ? The 

commissioners from the lords justices in Dublin countered Talbot’s petition with their 

own representations. They claimed that almost all Irish catholics were involved in 

rebellion in 1641, they had set up an alternative government, sought to give the crown 

of Ireland to foreign princes and broken the terms o f both peace treaties, freeing the 

King from any obligation.9 The evidence suggests that, although the King consented to 

hear further arguments on the issues, the decision on the 1649 peace was inescapable. 

On the 19 February, before the additional hearings took place, the King and Council 

ordered a clause to be inserted in the proposed act o f settlement specifically 

renouncing any Irish catholic claims regarding the 1649 treaty.10

On 24 February, after submission o f the remonstrance subscribed by the clergy, 

Walsh expressed his concerns, and those o f the entire catholic interest, when he 

addressed the viceroy on the subject o f the Irish settlement. He would speak freely, he 

said, because o f his desire to serve the King, Ormond and ‘the miserable catholics of 

Ireland. The clear light o f reason’ and that ‘certain knowledge you have acquired’, he 

said, ‘tell you the great influence which the clergy’ have on the ‘lay natives’. Walsh 

asked Ormond to be forthcoming with whatever favours he intended towards Irish 

catholics, if only to answer his chief critics, who claimed that he was the ‘main 

obstructor’ o f toleration. He then spoke o f his ‘troubled conscience’ since the day that 

Ormond had shared his mind with him regarding the future settlement o f Ireland.

Answers of the commissioners from the lords justices and Council (Carte MS 44, ff 16
19)

10 Affairs of Ireland (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 198, p. 177).
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I found myself guilty of silence in not humbly offering what then seemed to me, and does 

still, of a great inequality in the intended distribution of justice; my supposition being yet 

fixed that the peace of ’49 concludes you, at least before the tribunal of God, to whom you 

must render a strict account, and from whose sentence there will be no appeal for you to 

power or favour . . .  I most humbly beseech you to consider well of the business and not to 

suffer your own hands to be bound up here so that you may not right the poorest freeholder 

as well as the noblest peer of the realm. In the presence of God it is no relation of blood or 

flesh or other interest in the world makes me use this freedom, but the fear of God’s justice 

to pursue both the King and you . . .

In conclusion Walsh assured Ormond that he would ‘acquiesce’ in whatever was 

decided regarding ‘these perplexing affairs o f Ireland’.11

While discussions were taking place at Whitehall regarding the overall settlement, 

the King continued to use his prerogative to relieve the plight o f certain individual Irish 

catholics who met with Ormond’s approval. The new viceroy appeared to have 

recommended these individuals to the Dublin lords justices who in turn forwarded their 

petitions to the King for favour. Apart from Richard Bellings and the Earl o f Fingall, 

who were involved in the remonstrance and were rewarded with a pardon and £100 

per month respectively, the Dublin lords justices, with the King’s approval, also 

ordered £100 per month to be paid to the Earl o f Clanricard until he was restored to 

his estate. Clanricard was married to Ormond’s maternal aunt and other individuals 

singled out for favour did o f course have ties o f ‘blood or flesh or other interest’ to the 

viceroy. Walsh in his letter had pleaded for grace in all cases despite their connexions 11 12

11 Walsh to Ormond, 24 Feb. [1662] (Carte MS 45, ff 274-5).
12

Copy of royal warrant to Sir Jeffrey Palmer, attorney general, 4 Feb. 1662 (C.S.P.I., 

1660-2, p. 505); the King to the Earl of Anglesey, vice-treasurer and treasurer at wars for 

Ireland, for Luke, Earl of Fingall, 7 Feb. 1662 (ibid., p. 505); same to same, for the Earl of 

Clanricard, 8 Mar. 1662 (ibid., p. 517).
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but this was surely naive given the political context and the importance o f obligation 

and patronage.13

Sir Nicholas Plunkett, the veteran Irish catholic lawyer and politician, and agent for 

Irish catholics, addressed the ‘Committee o f Irish Affairs’ on behalf o f the catholic 

interest on 12 March 1662. Plunkett submitted several papers containing a case for the 

defence o f the 1649 peace treaty, differences between the bill and the declaration, 

objections to the preamble and the body o f the bill and to the proposal that reprisals or 

alternative lands should be found before Irish catholics could be restored. Among the 

arguments against the preamble Plunkett stated that it was the product o f consultations 

with those who were ‘interested’ in Irish ‘estates and fortunes’, and condemned the 

whole nation for the crimes o f a few. The ‘ancient English’, he said, were forced to 

supply the ‘rebel army’ and meet in a general assembly to avoid ‘confusion and 

disorder’. Plunkett argued that the 1649 peace had already granted pardon and 

oblivion, nevertheless at the King’s restoration all previous differences should have 

been forgotten.14

Plunkett’s objections to the text o f the bill were contained in sixteen detailed 

sections. Among his many contentions he pointed out that the scope o f the act itself 

differed from the declaration in that it was extended to cover all estates forfeited since 

23 October 1641 and all types o f soldiers. The conditions for ‘innocence’ were such 

that few could meet and those who did would ‘perish’ while they waited for

13 Walsh to Ormond, 24 Feb. [1662] (Carte MS 45, f. 275); Connolly, Religion, law, and 
power, p. 3.

14 Proceedings (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 219, pp 405-22, 725-30, 731-4).
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possession. Plunkett proposed that the clause exempting protestants who joined the 

rebellion after 25 September 1643 be extended to Irish catholics.15

Another paper, delivered by Plunkett, answered objections made by the Irish 

protestant interest to invalidate the 1649 peace. Plunkett argued that the treaty could 

not have been forced on Charles I, who was then incarcerated in England, but was in 

fact negotiated with the full approval o f the King, the then Prince o f Wales and Queen 

Henrietta Maria. The only force used was against ‘some o f their own party, who 

unadvisedly opposed the cessation’, but their whole purpose was to ‘bring the catholic 

forces into line with the King’s interest’. The peace had been opposed by a ‘few 

factious clergy’ but the majority o f the Irish nobility and gentry had remained loyal, as 

Ormond himself had confirmed. In fact they had refused very good terms offered by 

Ireton in order to remain loyal to the King. Summing up his case, Plunkett said that 

the 1649 peace had

dissolved the confederacy and placed all the catholics under the King’s sovereignty. If any 

persons have since offended they must be proceeded against according to law, but the 

innocent must not be deprived as well as the nocent. . . Sodom would have been spared if 

ten persons had been found in it.16

His case was by now familiar. The ‘innocent’ Irish catholics must not be punished 

along with the ‘nocent’, but even the guilty should be shown mercy and spared from 

destruction as others had been. Plunkett does not appear to have referred directly to 

the remonstrance but argued, as he had in the autumn 1660, that those who had

15 Proceedings (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 219, pp 508-28).

16 Affairs of Ireland (ibid., 198, pp 102, 275); Proceedings (ibid., 219, pp 734-40); ‘a brief 

of the defence made to justify the peace concluded in Ireland in the year 1648, notwithstanding 

the objections raised to invalid the same’ (C.S.P.I., 1660-2, pp 517-18); ‘a brief of the defence 

made in answer to the objections to invalidate the 1648 peace’ (Carte MS 68, ff 106-8).
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adhered to the peace should be restored without provisos or reprisals as the King’s 

declaration had promised. The new bill, he said, would ‘create’ crimes which 

previously ‘were neither felony, nor treason’ but are now ‘comprehended as 

criminal’.17

The commissioners from the Irish lords justices appeared before the committee the 

following day to refute Plunkett’s arguments. Significantly, they ignored his request for 

mercy in light o f the King’s restoration and focused their case firmly in the 1640s. 

Several incriminating documents from that period were presented in the King’s 

presence. One o f the documents was the excommunication issued by the Irish catholic 

clergy at Jamestown which was applied to any who would adhere to the peace treaty. 

Also included were letters written from the Supreme Council o f Confederate Catholics 

at Kilkenny to the catholic courts o f Paris, Spain and Rome in 1647 and personally 

entrusted to Nicholas French, bishop o f Ferns, and Nicholas Plunkett himself. The 

letters requested assistance for the catholic confederates in exchange for the crown of 

Ireland. The commissioners argued that the Jamestown declaration revealed the 

intransigence o f the Irish clergy, and the letters to Europe not only confirmed the 

treasonable intentions o f Irish catholics as a whole but also the true character o f 

Plunkett in particular, their present advocate, who was in fact the author o f these 

documents.18

17 •Differences between the declaration and the body of the bill transmitted from Ireland 

(Carte MS 68, f. 106).

18 Affairs of Ireland (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 198, pp 104, 277); instructions from the Supreme 

Council to Rome, France and Spain (18 Jan. 1647), Jamestown excommunication etc. (Carte 

MS 68, f. 41); copies of papers produced in Mar. 1662 to the Commission for Irish affairs, and 

owned by Sir Nicholas Plunkett (ibid., ff 115-18); Supreme Council’s instructions to Plunkett 

and the bishop of Ferns (B.L., Stowe 82, ff 155-6).
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The next day, 14 March, Plunkett was called before the King and Privy Council 

and asked not only to  explain the nature o f these papers but also to identify the 

handwriting. He valiantly attempted to place the papers within the desperate 

circumstances o f Ireland in the 1640s, in an vain effort to justify their contents. Any 

requests for assistance from the catholic courts o f Europe had, according to Plunkett, 

seemed the only option to preserve the King’s interest in Ireland.19 He was however 

forced, to admit, rather sheepishly, that he himself had personally written these very 

letters, which now appeared treasonable. As a result o f his admission Plunkett was 

forbidden to appear again before the King and Council and was barred altogether from 

the royal court at Whitehall.20 It was subsequently announced that no further petitions 

regarding the settlement o f Ireland from the catholic interest would be permitted as 

they had already been ‘several times fully heard’.21

Alternative accounts o f Plunkett’s downfall and the end o f Irish catholic hopes 

circulated within the protestant interest as a whole. One observer described it as ‘one 

of the smartest encounters that hath yet happened between our commissioners and the 

Irish agents’. Having identified his signature on the offending letters, Plunkett was told 

that the offer o f the Crown o f Ireland to any catholic monarch who would come to 

their assistance was ‘so damnable a design’ that, but for the King’s mercy, it would 

have cost him his life. Plunkett apparently stroked his beard and looked ‘very much

19 A discussion of these letters and the representations made to Rome, Spain and France in 

contained in Micheál 6  Siochru, Confederate Ireland 1642-1649: a constitutional and

political analysis {Dublin, 1999), pp 161-3, 165, 168-9, 171-2, 185, 193-4.
20

Letter on examination of Sir Nicholas Plunkett by the Privy Council, 1662 (B.L., Stowe 

MS 82, f. 324); Affairs of Ireland (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 198, p. 277); minutes of meeting, 14 

Mar. 1662 (Carte MS 70, f. 171).

21 Ibid.; Affairs of Ireland (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 198, pp 275-7).
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discomposed’; having ‘cornered himself, he began to apologise’ and expressed the 

hope that the extravagant necessities o f those times would be understood. John Davy, 

the author o f  this account, reported that the King and Council expressed great 

resentment at such a ‘piece o f treachery’ and that Ormond himself had confirmed the 

validity o f the documents, which resulted in Plunkett’s banishment and the bill’s 

completion.22

With the battle for the Act o f Settlement apparently secure, the previous fears 

within the Dublin establishment concerning a possible Irish rebellion also coincidentally 

abated, and the lords justices issued a proclamation on 17 March ordering the release 

on bond o f priests, arrested the previous December, who were not specifically charged 

with any offences. Their stringent measures had, they said, been justified because 

‘popish priests . . . have ever been principal incendiaries . . . actors in those rebellions, 

and seducers o f  the people in disobedience and disloyalty’.23 The establishment for the 

civil and military affairs in Ireland from 1 April 1662 revealed the political dominance 

of the ‘old protestant’ interest, which had held power since the late 1650s, with the 

majority o f office-holders being drawn from this group. Irish catholics were mentioned 

in relation to a total o f  £309. 11s. 8d. creation money to be shared among twenty-three 

peers including the Earls o f Antrim and Westmeath. A pension listed for the Countess 

of Tyrconnell was the only other reference to the Irish catholic nobility.24

Evidence suggests that while the official discussions regarding the Irish Act of

22 Letter on examination of Sir Nicholas Plunkett by the Privy Council, 1662, from Mr John 

Davy (B.L., Stowe MS 82, f. 324).

23 Proclamation of the lords justices and Council, 17 Mar. 1662 (C.S.P.I., 1660-2, p. 520); 

Steele, Proclamations, ii, 83.

24 Copy of the civil establishment in Ireland, from 1 Apr. 1662 (C.S.P.I., 1660-2, p. 527).
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Settlement were being finalised, and commissioners appointed, other important matters 

were under discussion in the corridors o f St James’s Palace and in the coffee houses of 

London where political patronage was the priority. The new bill contained individual 

provisos for the restoration o f prominent Irish catholics, many o f whom were relatives 

and friends o f  Ormond, such as Clancarty, Carlingford, Viscount Muskerry, Colonel 

Fitzpatrick, Dudley Bagnall, and Viscount Dillon. Other members o f the Irish catholic 

interest, such as the Marquess o f Antrim, were patronised by the King and the Queen 

Mother.25

Various other deals were planned to secure Irish estates for powerful English

political clients. Sir Henry Bennet’s scheme for the acquisition o f the Irish estate o f

Lord Clanmalier with Richard Talbot’s assistance is well documented. Sir Francis

Aungier, writing to Bennet from Dublin, enclosed the draft o f a private bill which he

was sure would pass both houses in the Irish parliament. He pointed out that

upon first view perhaps it will appear something severe to you to expect the possession of 

the estate only after the soldiers and adventurers are first reprised; but when you shall 

consider that, without that condition, it is impossible for the Bill ever to pass the House of 

Commons here, I hope you will not account it a hardship especially as it is in the 

Commissioners power, who are all your zealous friends, not only to remove the rub, but 

also, soon after the passing of the Bill here, to give you possession . . .  it has the consent of 

the lord lieutenant, and Dick Talbot has agreed to i t . . .  I had some discourse with Lord 

Kingston [commissioner] on the bill and he asked me to request that you would put in a 

proviso in his favour. I hope you will do this, as the proviso will not damage you, and Lord 

Kingston can help you much in the House of Commons.26

25 D. F. Cregan, ‘An Irish cavalier: Daniel O’Neill in exile and restoration, 1651-64’, in 

Studia Hibernica, v (1965), pp 63-71; Statutes at large, passed in the parliaments held in 

Ireland. . . (3 vols, 1310-1698, Dublin, 1786), ii, 239-63.

26 Aungier to Bennet, 2 Apr. 1662 (C.S.P.l., 1660-2, p. 531); Richard Bagwell, Ireland 

under the Stuarts and during the interregnum (3 vols, London, 1909-16), iii, pp 28-9. Aungier
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It is however significant that the ‘consent’ o f both Ormond and Talbot was seen as 

essential in such a project. Bennet had in fact already enlisted the services o f his friend 

Colonel Talbot, who had promised to be his ‘solicitor’ to Ormond in his ‘pretensions 

to the Lord Clanmalier’s estate’. The colonel was also said to have acquired an Irish 

estate o f £2,500 per year for the Earl o f Falmouth, and, together with Sir Nicholas 

Plunkett, finalised the deal for Sir George Lane’s acquistion o f Philip H ore’s estate. 

Talbot himself had received the personal support o f the King and Bennet for his own 

scheme to acquire Tallon’s estate in Ireland. The colonel’s career as not only a political 

agent but also an Irish land agent had just begun and the future champion o f catholic 

restoration clearly felt that some catholic lords and their estates were expendable. If 

Bennet’s scheme was to be successful, Clanmalier had to be found ‘nocent’ in the 

court o f claims. The old proprietor’s case, however, never came before the court and 

Bennet eventually acquired his estate by means o f a proviso in the Act o f 

Explanation.27

Southwell records that Ormond was accompanied by the Irish catholic nobility and 

the seven commissioners for the settlement when he arrived to a great welcome in 

Dublin on 27 July 1662. It was fifteen years exactly since he had been forced to deliver 

the government o f  Ireland into the hands o f Arthur Annesley, the then commissioner

addressed Bennet as Principal Secretary of State although Bennet was not officially appointed 

until 18 Oct. 1662.

27 Bennet to Ormond, 6 Aug. 1662 (Carte MS 221, ff 5-6); Ormond, Irish narrative 

(D.P.L., Gilbert MS 227, p. 22); Affairs of Ireland (ibid., 198, pp 68-9); McNeill’s extracts 

from the Prendergast papers (N.L.I., MS 16229, p. 496), describe the Talbots as ‘restoration 

agents’; Bagwell, Ireland under the Stuarts,Hi, 28-9.



for parliament who was now the Earl o f Anglesey, the vice-treasurer o f Ireland.28

Ormond brought with him the final draft o f the Act o f Settlement, which was passed in

the Irish parliament, without opposition, on 31 July 1662, four days after his arrival.

The easy passage o f the act was apparently facilitated by the parliamentary

management o f  Orrery, who later received a glowing recommendation from Ormond,

remarkable given their future relationship. Secretary Nicholas was asked by the viceroy

to show favour to Orrery because ‘in his own concernments’ he had been

as modest as his deserts are extraordinary in the King’s service. He is a person as little 

interested as any man and lives more suitably to the places he holds than to his fortune . . . 

he not only deserves what I propose but more.29

An unknown contemporary commentator later said o f the Act o f Settlement that

the English . . . who managed the intrigue saw . . . how a little law might go a long way . . . 

the hopes of innocence or guilt seemed to appease both, but still the notion of a bottomless 

stock of reprisals was kept alive, though not sufficient to content one fiftieth part of what 

was expected from it.30

Although the act incorporated the King’s declaration o f November 1660 in a legally 

acceptable form, it differed considerably; a point raised by Sir Nicholas Plunkett which 

would be raised again in 1671 during the review o f the Irish settlement.31 From an Irish 

catholic perspective, one o f the most offensive aspects o f the document was the 

preamble, which catholics believed to be not only prejudicial to their own interest but

28 Southwell narrative (Carte MS 69, f. 64); copy of the establishment in Ireland, 1 Apr.

1662 (C.S.P.I., 1660-2, p. 534).

29 Ormond to Nicholas, 1 Oct. 1662 (Carte MS 49, f. 133).

30 ‘Some general but imperfect hints of Ireland for above forty years’, 1684 (ibid., 66, f. 7).

31 Differences between the declaration and the body of the bill transmitted from Ireland 

(ibid., 68, f. 106); Proceedings (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 219, pp 731-4); Affairs of Ireland (ibid., 
198, pp 79-83).
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also an affront to the King himself and the sacred memory o f his father. It described 

how the Irish ‘rebels were totally subdued . . .  in the time o f your Majesties’ absence 

beyond the seas . . .’, in other words, while the protestant parliament had taken the 

three kingdoms from Charles I, executed him and forced his son to take refuge 

‘beyond the seas’. The catholic interest was presumably consoled by the fact that the 

text itself offered some hope o f restoration for prominent catholics and those who 

could prove their ‘innocence’.32

Despite Plunkett’s arguments to the contrary, the act stated that the King had been

‘compelled’ to make the peace treaty with the Irish ‘rebels’ and ‘to give them a full

pardon for what they had before done amiss’ but acknowledged that

from that time divers persons of honour and quality had not (that we know or have heard of) 

swerved from their allegiance towards him or us . . . and therefore we could not but hold 

ourself obliged to perform what we owe by that peace to those who had honestly and 

faithfully performed what they had promised to us . . .  we did and must always remember 

the great affection a considerable part of that nation expressed to us during the time of our 

being beyond the seas . . .  yet all these important considerations and obligations appeared so 

many contradictions to the present interest of our good subjects in that our kingdom, who 

had at this time likewise merited very much from us, and for whose security and advantage 

we held ourself obliged to provide as well as for their indemnity . . .33

All land forfeited as a result o f the 1641 rebellion was vested in the crown until the 

‘innocence’ o f the individual was established by the court o f claims. Adventurers and 

soldiers were consequently confirmed in all ‘lands, tenements and hereditaments’ 

which they possessed on 7 May 1659, unless those lands belonged to a protestant, in

32 •Printed in Andrew Browning (ed.), English historical documents, 1660-1714 (London, 

1953), p. 709.

33 Ibid., pp 712-4.
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which case a ‘reprisal’ or compensation o f equal value was to be found and the

protestant restored. The Duke o f York was given the lands o f the regicides, to the

great annoyance o f some Irish catholics. Nicholas French later asked,

Can there be any conveniency (not to speak of justice) that the King’s only brother, and heir 

to three crowns, should enjoy so many thousands a year in Ireland of poor gentleman’s 

estates, whereof some had the honour to serve under his command in foreign countries ? It 

is a remarkable passage . . . that the Duke of York should now enjoy all that land by no 

other title but that of regicides . . . certainly whosoever comes to inherit them, can have no 

better.

The act enshrined the principle o f the King’s declaration in that ‘nominees’, as listed in 

the declaration, from the catholic nobility and gentry were to be restored ‘without 

being put to any further p ro o f .34

It was also stated that ‘several Irish proprietors o f the popish religion’ had, during

the late usurper’s time, been dispossessed ‘of their estates merely for being papists’

and had taken lands in Connacht and Clare,

. . . which being an act of their own we might without any injustice deny to relieve them in, 

yet so willing we are that interest entitling itself to equitable mercy might not be 

disappointed that we declare that all innocent papists, being such as shall prove themselves 

to have been faithful and loyal unto, and never acted against, our late father or ourself since 

the two and twentieth day of October one thousand six hundred forty-one . . . shall 

notwithstanding be restored to their said estates by the second of May one thousand six 

hundred sixty-one . . ,35

34 L. J. Arnold, ‘The Irish court of claims of 1663’, in I.H.S., vol. xxiv, no. 96 (Nov. 1985), 

PP 417-18. ‘Ensignmen’ were those who served under the King’s ensign in exile and 

‘articlemen’ were those who had served in the confederate forces but also adhered to the peace 

treaties of 1646 and 1649. Declaration (1660), pp 21-7. French, Narrative, p. 18, complained 

about the Duke of York’s acquisition: Statutes at large, ii, 259-63.
35

Browning (ed.), English historical documents, pp 714-15.
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Those who never submitted to the peace or, having submitted, departed from it 

were said to have ‘forfeited that favour which otherwise they might have received’. 

Others who had submitted to the peace but took lands in Connacht and Clare and were 

content to enjoy these lands rather than ‘submit themselves to our command in foreign 

parts as others did’ were to retain their transplanted lands and not be restored to their 

former estates. All catholics o f the corporate towns in Ireland who had been ‘for public 

security dispossessed o f their estates’ were to be ‘forthwith reprised in forfeited lands, 

tenements and hereditaments near the said corporations’ but not in the corporate 

towns themselves.

Apart from the categories already mentioned, the other route to restoration for Irish

catholics (or protestants) was to prove their ‘innocence’ under the terms o f the act

which mirrored the instructions issued under the King’s declaration, in February

1661.36 The commissioners for the settlement were therefore instructed

. . . not to restore any as an innocent papist that at or before the cessation which was made 

upon 15 September 1643 were of the rebel’s party; nor any who being of full age and sound 

memory enjoyed their estates, real or personal, in the rebel quarters . . . nor such as entered 

into the Roman Catholic confederacy at any time before the articles of peace conclude 

1649; nor such as at any time adhered to the nuncio’s or clergy’s party, or papal power, in 

opposition to the King’s authority; nor such as have been excommunicated for adhering to 

the King’s authority, and afterwards owned their offences for so doing and were relaxed 

thereupon from their excommunication; nor such who derived their titles to their estates 

from any who died guilty of any aforementioned crimes; nor such as pleaded the articles of 

peace for their estates; nor such as being in the quarters which were under the authority of 

our royal father or ourself held correspondence with or gave intelligence to such as were 

then in opposition against our said royal father or ourself in Ireland; nor such as before any

36 A copy of these instructions is contained in Statutes at large, ii, 264-348. See also copy 

of the King’s instructions regarding the Declaration for the settlement of Ireland, 1660 (Carte 

MS 44, ff 20-34); amendments to instructions (ibid., f. 113); Affairs of Ireland (D.P.L.,

Gilbert MS 198, p. 93).
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of the peaces in 1646 or 1649 sat in any of the confederate Roman Catholic assemblies or 

councils, or acted upon any commissions or powers derived from them or any of them; nor 

such as empowered agents or commissioners to treat with any foreign papal power beyond 

the seas for bringing into Ireland foreign forces, or were persons which acted in such 

negotiations; nor such persons as have been wood-kerns or tories, before the marquis of 

Clanricarde’s leaving the government of that kingdom.37

There is a sense in which the act mirrored the concept o f the remonstrance in that the

guilty were to be distinguished from the innocent, but the judgement would be based

on the 1649 peace treaty and the behaviour o f the individual in the 1640s. A new oath

would not be offered and subscription to the remonstrance was not in itself sufficient.

The act also addressed the central problem of reprisals (compensation by way o f

land of equal value) and established the principle that previous reprisals were to be

found in every case for the English occupiers o f land intended for restoration. Within

the text it was acknowledged that ‘some, not sensible o f the great perplexities we have

laboured under to reconcile these jarring interests’ might say that the need for previous

reprisals would ‘eclipse’ much of the grace intended to the old proprietors, but

how hard it would be that the English . . . after so many families, who have sold their 

interests in England, have transported and settled themselves in Ireland and have made great 

improvements in buildings and otherwise, should in the interval . . .  be dispossessed of their 

houses, and their stocks. . . exposed to certainty of loss.

An order o f precedence for reprisals was therefore set down and all innocent 

protestants and innocent papists (who had not taken lands in Connacht or Clare) were 

to be restored first, followed by all innocent catholics and protestants who had taken 

land in Connacht and Clare, and then all catholic ‘nominees’ and finally ‘ensignmen’

37 ■Browning (ed.), English historical documents, pp 716-17, contains clause XI of the 

instructions which was incorporated into the Act of Settlement as criteria for guilt.
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who had served the King abroad. The importance and value o f a decree o f innocence 

was therefore established, and responsibility for the determination o f such decrees fell 

to the seven English commissioners appointed by the King.38

The focus o f attention for all those involved in the Irish settlement now centred on 

the court o f claims, which opened in Dublin on 20 September 1662, although actual 

hearings did not commence until 13 January the following year.39 It was the task o f the 

court to determine individual cases o f innocence or guilt, and the complexities o f the 

act, and the value and importance o f such a decree, can be gauged by the extensive 

discussions regarding the court’s legal procedures which took almost four months to 

finalise. It was decided to hear claims from Dublin and the surrounding county first. In 

December Sir Allen Brodrick, one o f the commissioners, reported to Bennet, who had 

become principal Secretary o f State in October, that no significant progress had been 

made towards the settlement itself; but, he said, ‘this is a country o f hope, how 

perplexed soever . . ,’40

In the summer and autumn o f 1662 other events occurred in London which would 

also have a bearing on the fortunes o f the Irish catholic interest or at least one o f its 

advocates at court. Reports from Daniel O ’Neill, one o f Ormond’s chief informants at

38 Browning (ed.), English historical documents, pp 712-16. The seven commissioners were 

Henry Coventry, Sir Edward Dering, Sir Richard Rainsford, Sir Thomas Beverley, Edward 

Smith, Edward Cooke and Winston Churchill: C.S.P.I., 1660-2, p. xxxvii. Sir Allen Brodrick 

replaced Coventry in May 1663: King to Ormond, 11 May 1663 (C.S.P.I., 1663-5, p. 87).

An invaluable account of the first court of claims is contained in Arnold, ‘Court of claims 

of 1663’, pp 417-30, and idem, The restoration land settlement in County Dublin, 1660-1688.

0  Neill to Ormond, 18 Oct. 1662 (Carte MS 32, ff 82-3); Brodrick to Bennet, 20 Dec. 

1662 (C.S.P.I., 1660-2, p. 664); Joseph Byme, War and peace: the survival o f the Talbots o f  

Malahide, 1641-1671 (Dublin, 1997), pp 56-8, describes the experience of John Talbot but 

also gives a valuable insight into the courts proceedings.
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the royal court at this time, were flail o f comment regarding the King’s affair with Lady 

Castlemaine. O ’Neill observed that ‘all that is done is not to be believed’, such is the 

‘insolence’ o f  the ‘dame’ and the extent o f the King’s distraction.41 It was within this 

context in September that an incident occurred involving Peter Talbot, who was at this 

time one o f Queen Catherine’s almoners. O ’Neill, who apparently heard two versions 

of events, reported that Talbot, either in conversation with Buckingham or with the 

Queen herself, had the audacity to speak ‘ill’ o f Lady Castlemaine. The Queen, whose 

English was very poor, may have misunderstood Talbot’s use o f  the word 

‘enchantress’, which in Spanish indicated some form o f witchcraft, or she may have 

been attempting to endear herself to the King. Whatever the case, she reported 

Talbot’s comments to the King, who promptly banished him from court and the 

kingdom, thus terminating any potential influence which he may have had on behalf of 

his Irish catholic friends. O ’Neill highlighted this fact, and the division between those 

Irish catholics at court, when he told Ormond that he was far from sorry about the 

incident because if Talbot had maintained his credit with the Queen ‘she would have 

tormented you for the catholics’ in Ireland. These occurrences also illustrated the fact 

that the settlement o f  Ireland was well down the King’s list o f priorities at this time. 

Ormond and the Irish Privy Council were left to themselves to oversee the work o f the 

commissioners and the court o f claims but the viceroy kept himself fully informed o f all 

occurrences at Whitehall; one o f the great strengths o f his administration.42

Despite Peter Talbot’s departure, Ormond still received letters o f recommendation 

and support from prominent court catholics on behalf o f various members o f the Irish

41 O’Neill to Ormond, 6 Sept. 1662 (Carte MS 32, ff 9-10).

42 Same to same, 13, 20 Sept., 11 Oct. 1662 (ibid., ff 35-6, 67-8, 25-6); same to same, 27 

Oct. 1662 (ibid., 214, ff 379-82).
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catholic interest. The Queen Mother, Henrietta Maria, writing to Ormond in French 

and addressing him as ‘mon cousin’, asked the viceroy to show favour to the Earl of 

Antrim, Patrick Sarsfield, the Earl o f Tyrconnell, because o f their past loyalty to her 

husband and her son.43 The Queen also sent letters o f recommendation (written by 

Clarendon) to the Irish viceroy for the Marquess o f Antrim, James Fleming, William 

Talbot and others.44 The Duke o f York, in a very open letter to Ormond, said, T 

assure you that you shall find nobody more truly your friend than myself . . .  I desire 

you that when you write to me you would do it without ceremony as this is’. In a 

subsequent letter he recommended ‘Captain Neale’, who had served faithfully in his 

own regiment for ten years.45 Two catholic clerics at court also solicited Ormond’s 

favour for their fellow catholics: Lord Aubigny for Peter Aylmer, who had opposed the 

remonstrance, and Fr Patrick Maginn, who had not signed the remonstrance, asked the 

viceroy to show favour to his entire family.46

In the autumn o f 1662 there was apparently a quiet confidence in some circles that 

deserving Irish catholics would be found innocent and restored by the court o f claims, 

at least those approved o f by Ormond and the royal court. In November Lady 

Meredith, wife o f the Irish chancellor o f the exchequer, received a letter from a 

catholic correspondent in London. The letter revealed the perceived importance of 

certain individuals in key positions o f power. Apart from trying to dissuade her

43 Queen Mother to Ormond, 14 Aug., 9 Oct. 1662, 26 Mar., 30 Mar., 4 Apr. 1663 (Carte 

MS 214, ff 343, 369, 454, 456, 463).

44 Queen to same, 30 Oct. 1662 (B.L., Add. MS 22548, ff43, 45).

45 Duke of York to same, 18 Aug., 28 Sept. 1662 (Carte MS 214, ff 346, 364).

46 Lord Aubigny to same, 1 Oct. 1662 (ibid., f. 367); Fr Patrick to Richard Lane (Sir 

George Lane’s brother), 14 Nov. 1662 (ibid., f. 373).
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ladyship from the ‘heretical ‘ protestant faith, the writer said

we have now got Secretary Nicholas out and Sir Henry Bennet in . . .  he is a good Roman 

Catholic [Bennet] . . . friars are sent to each province to keep peace because if there is 

trouble the King will not be able to favour us . . . things go on kindly and as fast as we can 

expect. . .  I hope my Lord Lieutenant of Ireland will be for the catholic interest. I am sure 

all his kindred are honest. . .

The letter writer went on to talk o f hopes that Ormond and Monck would soon be in

Purgatory, but said that whatever happened the King should not fear them because

they have betrayed so many o f their own. ‘We have a cabal sits three days or rather

three nights in the week at Somerset House where my Lord Digby and Aubigny (lately

made bishop) holds sway.’ The King was apparently so ‘taken up with pleasure which

gives our friends time at night to meet’. The lady concluded with a final plea:

. . .  do not you think my Lord Digby and Inchiquin have as much wit as you. Let me pray 

prevail with you not to turn with the tide but early so as to save your family 

and estate by which you may also save your soul. . 47

If  the autumn o f 1662 was the calm before the storm, then by December the signs 

of future trouble were apparent. Dublin and London were awash with gossip and 

rumour, claim and counter-claim regarding the Irish settlement. An anonymous Irish 

catholic wrote o f  the ‘hopes o f our countrymen’ but also reported that Sir Henry 

Talbot had heard Lord Massereene say in parliament that if the King’s declaration 

would not secure his possession o f Sir Henry O’Neill’s estate in Ulster then his sword 

certainly would. Ormond had to intervene in this dispute and ordered Massereene to

47 Establishment of Ireland, 1 Apr. 1662 (C.S.P.I., 1660-2, p. 524); letter to Lady Meredith 

from ‘A. H.’ [Anne Hyde, Duchess of York?], 20 Nov. 1662 (Carte MS 46, ff 7-8). Peter 

Talbot’s correspondence from Madrid in the early months of 1660 confirms the fact that 

Bennet was then a practising catholic: Peter Talbot to Ormond, 10 Jan. 1660 (ibid., 213, ff 
504-5).
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meet O ’Neill and Colonel Richard Talbot, his agent, in order to reach an 

accommodation.48 Intelligence reports sent to Ormond from Henry Jones, the Bishop 

of Meath, indicated the rumours circulating in his locality. One source, referred to only 

as ‘Plunkett’, reported that the King had promised Sir Nicholas Plunkett several times 

in England that he would perform every article o f the 1649 peace, though there was 

now no hope o f it happening. ‘Plunkett’ also added that if  Peter Walsh persisted with 

the remonstrance the Pope would unite all the catholic nations to bring the English 

‘underfoot’. Another informant, ‘Lyons’, said that Patrick Sarsfield was so ‘great with 

the Queen M other o f  England’ that he would be restored ‘without question’ or trial in 

the court o f claims. ‘John Warren o f Castleknock and M r Allen o f the M awes’ also 

gave information regarding the formation o f what they called ‘Orrery’s gang’, 

consisting o f Anglesey, Massereene, Sir Theophilus Jones and his brother, Bishop 

Jones o f M eath.49

Public concern was also mounting in England by the end o f 1662 regarding the 

King’s licentious lifestyle, his political intentions and ambitions, and catholic influences 

at court. The outcry over the sale o f Dunkirk for 500,000 pistoles was indicative o f the 

general mood.50 * The appointment o f Henry Bennet as secretary o f state in October 

marked not only the beginning o f opposition to Clarendon but also the first official 

efforts towards a policy o f toleration. The publication in London in December 1662 o f 

the first declaration o f indulgence was further evidence o f the political climate at court.

48 Unsigned, undated paper (Carte MS 32, f. 303); Massereene to Ormond, 29 Oct. 1662 

(ibid., 214, f. 383).

49 Information from Bp Henry Jones of Meath, 10 Dec. 1662 (ibid., 32, f.146); unsigned,

undated (ibid., 214, f. 405).

0 O’Neill to Ormond, 27 Oct. 1662 (ibid., f. 380).
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Bennet reported to Ormond, however, that ‘such is the ill humour now reigning 

throughout the nation that it is hard to say anything to the satisfaction o f all’ and only 

time would tell if  the declaration would be supported, as it was ‘as much approved by 

some as condemned by others’. He assured Ormond that, contrary to rumours, 

Clarendon had approved o f the declaration but it was the ‘favourable mention o f 

Roman Catholics’ which caused most concern in the country. Bennet himself felt that 

an open statement o f  policy, ‘tempered and qualified’, was better than ‘doing it in the 

dark’, which had been the continual rumour and accusation against his Majesty. 

Ormond, who would almost certainly have disapproved o f the declaration, was also 

concerned by the King’s letter regarding the proposed restoration o f the M arquess o f 

Antrim, Daniel O ’Neill’s cousin. Charles informed the viceroy that ‘we are anxious to 

restore so ancient a family’ and the Queen, ‘our dearest mother’, also recommended it 

‘earnestly’. Ormond was worried about the reaction among Irish protestants to 

Antrim’s restoration, and his concerns were vindicated by subsequent events. The 

withdrawal o f the declaration o f indulgence in April 1663 was not only a consequence 

of the storm o f opposition in England but also o f developments in Ireland, which in 

fact played a significant role.51

Almost four months after the court o f claims opened, the first hearings had begun in 

Dublin on 13 January 1663. The catholic former proprietors approached these hearings 

with a certain level o f trepidation given the narrow qualifications for ‘innocence’.

Some o f the apprehensions among Irish catholics originated from comments made by * 70

Bennet to same, 30 Dec. 1662, 13 Jan. 1663 (Carte MS 221, ff 15, 19-20); King to same, 

8 Dec. 1662 (C.S.P.I., 1660-2, p. 643); Cregan, ‘Daniel O’Neill in exile and restoration’, p.
70.
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influential members o f their own interest. ‘Plunkett’, the bishop o f M eath’s informant, 

reported that Richard Bellings and Sir Henry Talbot had said that no Irishman would 

‘prosper in the court o f claims’. John Talbot also informed Sir Robert Nugent that he 

would ‘meet with insuperable difficulties’ unless he engaged his brother Colonel 

Richard Talbot as an agent, and the Talbots were generally reported as saying that 

Ormond would only allow thirty o f the whole ‘Irish nation’ to be restored, all o f which 

increased the anxiety among the claimants and made Colonel Talbot’s services more 

valuable.52 Evidence suggests that while some Irish catholics looked to Talbot others 

were relying on Ormond’s favour. Another unnamed old proprietor acknowledged the 

fact that he would have starved but for the King’s grant to him o f £100 from the privy 

purse, and concluded that if  his claim succeeded at all it would be because o f the 

viceroy’s grace.53 In a letter o f instruction to Anglesey, Ormond ordered the vice

treasurer to pay Lord Mountgarrett, who was in financial difficulties, the pension 

granted to him by the King until such time as his claim could be heard.54

The catholic interest was also apprehensive about proceedings in the court o f 

claims because it had been the expectation o f the protestant interest that few Irish 

catholics would indeed be judged ‘innocent’ and therefore restored. That this was the 

anticipated outcome can be gauged by the almost hysterical protestant reaction, within 

a week o f the commencement o f the hearings, to the issue o f the first decrees o f

52 Information from Bp Henry Jones of Meath, 10 Dec. 1662 (Carte MS 32, f. 146); 

McNeill’s extracts from the Prendergast Papers (N.L.I., MS 16229, p. 496); paper of Patrick 

Moore, given 7 May 1664 (Carte MS 33, f. 313).
53

Unsigned, undated paper (ibid., f. 40).

54 Ormond to Anglesey, 24 Jan. 1663 (ibid., 32, f. 228); Margaret Blundell (ed.), Cavalier: 

letters o f William Blundell to his friends, 1620-1698 (London, 1933), pp 83-5.
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innocence. Henry Coventry, one o f the commissioners, reported to Bennet that ‘the 

English interests are so alarmed at the restoring o f one or two innocent - an act o f 

justice, and therefore, an unheard o f crime in this land - that they are going to make 

complaint o f  us’, and complain they certainly did. The commissioners were personally 

vilified and ridiculed as ‘MacRainsford, O ’Beverley, MacChurchill and O ’Brodrick’. In 

an anonymous letter from Limerick, Churchill was advised to ‘cut his horns that the 

Lord Taaffe may not ogle them more, least the Irish interest grow by it’.55

The panic within the country had spread so quickly that seven days after the court 

of claims opened Ormond wrote to the bishop o f Killaloe to thank him for ‘quieting the 

minds o f the English in Ormond’. The Irish, he said, had always tried to frustrate the 

plantation o f English among them, but he also used the opportunity to point out to any 

protestant non-conformists that only unity and compliance with the law and the 

established church would guarantee them the confidence o f the state and therefore 

their own safety.56

The state o f uncertainty and almost desperation in Ireland was also seen by others 

as a great opportunity. Sir John Temple, having assured Bennet that the Clanmalier 

estate, which he was attempting to acquire, was owned by an ‘old Irish family 

inveterate enemies o f  the English nation’, told him that ‘great quantities o f land’ could 

be ‘bought for reasonable sums’ in the present climate o f insecurity.57 Certainly the 

market was ripe for all kinds o f deals and agencies, a trade which Ormond would later

55 Coventry to Bennet, 21 Jan. 1663 (C.S.P.l., 1663-5, p. 11); Plunkett MS (D.P.L., Gilbert 

MS 214, f. 38); Arnold, ‘Court of claims’, p. 424; unsigned paper, Limerick, 16 Feb. 1663 

(Carte MS 47, f. 401).

Ormond to the bishop of Killaloe, 20 Jan. 1663 (ibid., 49, f. 155).

57 Temple to Bennet, 21 Jan. 1663 (C.S.P.l., 1663-5, p .ll).

127



order to be investigated, particularly with reference to Colonel Richard Talbot, his 

young challenger.58

The alarm within the protestant interest in Ireland was certainly not shared at

Whitehall. Bennet assured Ormond that he was

very glad to understand from your Grace how lucky the first poor men were in their trial 

before the commissioners. I cannot but wish many more may meet with the same, supposing 

most of them to be very innocent papists, at least I find their proceedings for the most part 

shew them to be so, if folly and innocence be the same, a good proof which I hope your 

Grace will allow that friar to be who was lately carried to your gate house for saying mass 

and would not put off his white frock or habit whatever it cost him.59

The ‘friar’ in question was Anthony Geamon, one o f her Majesty’s almoners and a 

subscriber to the remonstrance, and this incident was seen by the protestant interest as 

further proof o f catholic resurgence.60 Bennet however had no qualms about relieving 

one o f these ‘poor men,’ Lord Clanmalier, o f his estate, with the skill and connivance 

of Colonel Richard Talbot, and the eventual consent o f Ormond.61 Talbot himself 

actually planned to acquire the land o f a Mr Allen o f St Woolstons, who it seemed 

would be found ‘nocent’, to compensate the adventurers and soldiers on Clanmalier’s 

estate. Mount Alexander apparently only had a grant o f these land which was 

revocable, given co-operation from influential sources, which was not a problem for

55 Papers by Patrick Moore, 11 Feb., 7 May 1664 (Carte MS 33, ff 313-14, 315).

59 Bennet to Ormond, 24 Jan. 1663 (ibid., 221, ff 21-2).

60 ‘Examination of Anthony Geamon, one of her Majesty’s almoners and preachers’, taken 

before Sir William Davys, recorder of Dublin, 3 Jan. 1663 (ibid., 32, ff 218); examination of 

Peter Grimbridge before Davys (ibid., f. 220); examination of Richard Walkwood before 

Davys (ibid., f. 222); examination of James Fitzsimons before Davys (ibid., f. 224); 

examination of Nicholas Fitzsimons before Davys (ibid., f. 226).

61 Talbot to Bennet, 13, 20, 27 Dec, 1662 (C.S.P.I., 1660-2, pp 647, 663, 667-8).
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Talbot and Bennet.62 In the event, despite the vigorous case presented by M ount 

Alexander, which had even impressed Talbot, Allen was found innocent. Mount 

Alexander was scandalised by the decision and communicated the fact far and wide. It 

was during the course o f this hearing that his legal counsel famously addressed the 

commissioners, ‘Sirs, if you judge this man innocent, we must believe the English cut 

one another’s throats and that there was no Irish rebellion or rebels’.63

As the court o f claims proceeded and decisions were issued the catholic interest 

also became very unhappy. Their resentment, however, seemed to focus more on 

Ormond and the failings o f Act o f Settlement itself rather than on the commissioners. 

An exchange between the viceroy and the Earl o f Clancarty clearly alluded to this and 

revealed the fact that Ormond himself shared some o f their criticisms o f the act. The 

lord lieutenant assured Clancarty that he would be glad to ‘listen to reason’ and 

consider pertinent instances o f injustice in the court o f claims. He went on the say that 

he too was ‘apt to suspect’ that there were a ‘great many faults in the bill’ of 

settlement.64

As in the past, the situation o f uncertainty and suspicion in Ireland was further 

exasperated by the ‘accidental’ discovery and subsequent publication o f another letter 

which seemed to incriminate the catholic interest. The note, described as ‘news from 

Dublin, or a letter from Ireland written to a friend in London, 2 February 1663’, was 

from £S.C. to Patrick Mulleyn at his lodging in the Strand’, and once again its contents 

seemed to confirm protestant apprehensions. It said, 52

52 Talbot to Bennet, 4 Feb. 1663 (C.S.P.I., 1663-5, p. 17).

63 Mount Alexander to Madam, 7 Feb. 1663 (ibid., p. 19); Connolly, Religion, law, and 
power, p. 17.

64 Ormond to Clancarty, 5 Feb. 1663 (Carte MS 219, ff 39-40).
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As we know it is catholic to believe that our lady hath command over her son, so we are 

infinitely satisfied to see our most excellent Maria of France, by so powerful and prevailing 

an influence, commanding his Majesty as a useful instrument of the catholic cause . . .  as to 

our proceedings here, they are methodized exactly according to the advice of G. D. and 

Wise Watt; we are not to be too public in our practice of the religion catholic, nor to cause 

an over suspicion of the noble Duke for his tenderness to the Holy See, while there are so 

many presbyterian rebels in council and command, which must be singly struck at one after 

another, and not at once . . . Broghill, who is a rebel and a heretic . . . Anglesey, though a 

councillor of both kingdoms, is no better than a fanatic, Massereene, a presbyter and 

damned traitor to King and church; these all must follow cum multis aliis. We are perfectly 

steered by the Somerset Cabal. . . when the army is made catholic loyal we may deal with 

root and branch . . . you know the old proverb that all evil cometh out of the north; and the 

north is to be eyed to be most numerous and so short a cut from the head of heresy and 

rebellion and the crop-eared covenant teachers, the reverend bishops (for we now so call 

them) have all yielded to the Cassandrean way . . ,65

Whether or not this was genuine, there was no denying its effect. Ormond informed the 

King in February o f the growing discontent in Ireland regarding the court o f claims, 

and alerted him to the fact that the army was in no position to contain any 

‘commotion’.66 Coventry, one o f the commissioners, was subsequently recalled to 

London, to give a first-hand account o f the difficulties, a move which Colonel Talbot 

alleged had been engineered by ‘those who want the whole country for themselves’ 

because this particular commissioner had ‘done so much to save innocent people’ in 

Ireland.67

The crisis came to a head in the Irish parliament within the week, following a

" ‘S. C. to Patrick Mulleyn at his lodging in the Strand’, 2 Feb. 1663 (C.S.P.I., 1663-5, pp 

16-17); paper to ‘my dear Patrick’ from ‘your assured friend S. C.’ (Carte MS 32, f. 266), 

inscribed on the back, ‘received from Lt. Col. Elton for your Grace’.

66 Ormond to the King, 7 Feb. 1663 (C.S.P.I, 1663-5, p. 18).

67 Talbot to Bennet, 7 Feb. 1663 (ibid., p. 18).

130



solemn remonstrance from the Speaker, Sir Audley Mervyn, in the presence o f 

Ormond. He talked o f the imminent ruin o f the English interest and reminded his 

audience that it was

not long since Ireland was offered for sale to the mitre, as his Majesty’s interest was 

prostituted to every Roman Catholic power . . .  the alarm that Hannibal is at the gates is hot 

throughout the protestant plantations. We have made generous provision for the revenue 

and now want these dangers remedied . . .  the Act of Settlement is the apple of our eye . . . 

if we are deprived of that act we are as Samson without his locks when the Philistines shall 

fall upon us.

Mervyn said the commissioners deserved the respect o f the house because their task 

was difficult given the ‘hotch-potch o f law and equity’ which made ‘them judges and 

jurors’. He went on to present twenty proposals or propositions for the better 

execution o f the act, including one which placed the burden of proof o f innocence on 

the claimant. In conclusion he said, ‘the execution o f the law is the soul o f the law. The 

want o f this hath transmitted this never-dying truth to posterity’.68

Coventry reported back to Ormond that the King was ‘resolved to protect his 

commissioners’, and Bennet officially informed the viceroy o f the King’s great 

displeasure with the proceedings in the Irish House o f Commons. Charles hoped the 

members would reflect upon the ‘insecurity o f their condition there’ and the King’s 

probable support from the Cavalier parliament for anything which ‘tends to their 

discountenance’. They should, he said, ‘retract and fall again into that temper which it 

becomes good subjects to have’. There were, however, clear concerns in London 

about the security situation, as Ormond was also asked to report on the ‘number and

8 Speech of Sir Audley Mervyn [including the twenty propositions], 13 Feb. 1663 

(C.SLP.L, 1663-5, pp 22-7).

131



quality’ o f the army.69 Churchill, one o f the other commissioners, summed up their 

predicament and the Commons’ attitude in Ireland when he said, ‘we must either slay 

the innocents o f  they fall upon us’.70 The King, however, wrote directly to the 

commissioners and confirmed that ‘we shall loyally support you against all such 

affronts and are well pleased with your impartiality’. Clearly, Charles was determined 

to resist criticisms from the protestants in Ireland.71

The alarm within the protestant interest was again manifest in March when a 

conspiracy was uncovered to take Dublin Castle. Despite strenuous efforts, Ormond 

could not trace the ringleaders, but he told Bennet that the conspirators had taken 

courage from events in the Irish House o f Commons and added, ‘if they change not 

and become more temperate, I shall presently make use o f the power I have to separate 

them either by prorogation or for good and all. They will do less harm apart than 

together’.72 Subsequently Ormond, in his reply to Speaker Mervyn, regretted that the 

insinuation that protestantism was to be oppressed had caused some fearful protestant 

settlers to sell their lands to the old proprietors ‘at vile or under rates’, and had also 

encouraged the plot to take Dublin Castle. He hoped the House would condemn both 

developments, and reminded them that all the significant offices o f state, army and the 

law were still held by protestants. In conclusion his view was that the Commons should 

‘take a calm view o f the situation and apply the remedies which will calm the people

69 Coventry to Ormond, 21 Feb. 1663 (Carte MS 47, f. 31); Bennet to same, 24 Feb. 1663 

('C S.P.I., 1663-5, p. 29).
70

Churchill to Bennet, 25 Feb. 1663 (ibid., p. 30).

1 King to commissioners of claims, 28 Feb. 1663 (ibid., p. 31).

72 Ormond to O’Neill, 25 Mar. 1663 (Carte MS 49, f. 167); same to Bennet, 7 Mar. 1663 

(C.S.P.I., 1663-5, p. 34).

132



and secure general peace to the community’. This they did, and, in a complete change 

of attitude, assured Ormond of their loyalty and support.73

While controversy raged regarding the issue o f decrees o f innocence, other Irish 

catholics were not so fortunate. Ormond himself expressed his disappointment to 

O’Neill concerning the case o f Lord Netterville, O ’Neill’s nephew. In a revealing letter 

he wrote,

I was as much amazed as grieved to hear my Lord Netterville was found nocent, and that, in 

his own person. I thought he had been at least five years younger than the proof made of 

him. What remedy there is now for him I know not. That of favouring him when reprisals 

are had is remote and uncertain. I expect his counsel will propose something, which, if it 

prove practicable, shall receive all assistance from me. My Lord of Carlingford says he 

could have helped him to his estate at three years purchase, to have been raised out of the 

land. If I had known of that offer I should have advised the acceptance rather than to have 

run the hazard of such a lottery as the swearing of witnesses now is.74

Netterville, together with Lord Dunsany and Sir Thomas Sherlock, had been among 

those named in the King’s declaration for restoration, without needing to be ‘put to 

further p roo f, but were subsequently judged ‘nocent’ by the court o f claims.75 The 

decision regarding Netterville was all the more remarkable considering his family 

connexions with Daniel O ’Neill and the Talbots, whose mother was a Netterville. 

Apparently four witnesses had been produced who swore that Netterville had been ‘in 

arms’ during the 1641 rebellion. Ormond reiterated his sympathy in this case in a letter

73 Ormond to Mervyn, 9 Mar. 1663 (C.S.P.I., 1663-5, p. 35); answer of the Commons to 

Ormond, 11 Mar. 1663 (ibid., p. 37).

74 Ormond to O’Neill, 25 Mar. 1663 (Carte MS 49, f. 167).

Assessment of the present position of those named in the King’s Declaration (ibid., 67, f. 
49).
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to Bennet in which he lamented the fact that nothing could be done for Netterville 

who, since the court’s decision, could obtain neither credit nor anything else.76 The 

King himself intervened in the case o f another ‘nocent’, the Earl o f Tyrconnell, who 

had not been named in the declaration. Tyrconnell had now applied to Charles for 

compensation because he had left a good office in the French service, on the orders o f 

the then Queen Henrietta Maria, to serve Charles I, and was now left with nothing. 

Overturning the commissioners’ decision, the King declared that Tyrconnell’s 

‘endeavours in our dear father’s service do in our opinion overbalance anything that 

can be objected against him’.77

The English parliament forced the King to withdraw his declaration o f intended 

indulgence in April and issue a proclamation against priests and Jesuits, which was to 

have specified that the Queen and Queen Mother were only to have the foreign clerics 

specifically allowed in their marriage contracts. The King replied to parliament that he 

was

. . .  not a little troubled that his leniency and condescension’s towards many of the popish 

persuasion (which were but natural effects of his generosity and good nature, after having 

lived so many years in the dominions of Roman Catholic princes, and out of just memory of 

what many of them had done and suffered in the service of his royal father of blessed 

memory, and of some eminent services performed by others of them toward his Majesty 

himself in the time of his great affliction) have been made so ill use of, and so ill deserved,

16 Churchill to Bennet, 25 Mar. 1663 (C.S.P.I., 1663-5, p. 48); Ormond to same, 3 Apr. 

1663 (ibid., p. 55). Netterville was Daniel O’Neill’s nephew, and a relative of Sir Robert, 

Colonel Richard, Peter, Gilbert and Thomas Talbot whose mother was Alison Netterville.

77 King to Ormond, Mar. 1663 (ibid., p. 53); same to same, 9 June 1663 (B.L., Eg. MS 

2618, ff 106-7).
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that the resort of Jesuits and priests into his kingdom, hath been thereby increased, with

which his Majesty is, and hath long been, highly offended.78

When the proclamation was issued, however, the word ‘foreign’ was omitted, much to 

parliament’s annoyance and the King’s cost, in terms of intended revenue, which 

O’Neill reckoned to be o f more use to Charles than the presence o f all the catholic 

clerics in Flanders. Clarendon was blamed for this omission, just as Bennet had been 

for the entire Declaration fiasco, and neither at this stage seemed prepared to work 

with the other for the King’s advantage, such was their mutual enmity.79 By April both 

O’Neill and Clarendon (who was in the midst o f fighting off a major political 

challenge) corresponded with Ormond partly in cipher. O ’Neill, on one such occasions, 

informed Ormond that the King’s ‘manner o f living with Lady Castlemaine’ rendered 

him ‘odious to the people’.80

The task o f settling Ireland meanwhile remained fraught with difficulty. The 

absence o f Coventry left the remaining six commissioners equally divided over certain 

cases, and the unfortunate claimants in limbo. Churchill highlighted one such instance, 

the case o f the Earl o f  Fingall, which he famously said remained Tike Mohammed’s 

tomb, between heaven and earth in equilibrium’.81 Lord Kingston summed up the 

problem created by the court o f claims:

78 •King’s reply to the petition of the Lords and Commons of England, 1663 (Carte MS 214, 
f. 588).

79 O’Neill to Ormond, 18 Apr. 1663 (ibid., f. 471).
80 Same to same [in cipher], 28 Apr. 1663 (ibid., 32, f. 368); Clarendon to same [in cipher], 

11 Apr. 1663 (ibid., 47, f. 45).

81 Churchill to Bennet, 8 Apr. 1663 (C.S.P.l., 1663-5, p. 57); Arnold, ‘Court of claims’, pp 

423-4.
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the expectation of English and Irish are raised up by the theory, but disappointed in practice 

. . . while this continues there can be no settlement. . .  I doubt we are now but skinning a 

sore which may afterwards break out when we are unable to cure it.82

The entire Irish settlement seemed to be overwhelmed by detailed points o f law. The 

viceroy wrestled with important constitutional issues which were emerging from the 

commissioners’ hearings, chiefly the power o f an English act o f parliament to compel 

Irish freeholders and therefore to bind them by laws in whose determination they had 

had no representation. Ormond sought clarification from London. He also informed 

Bennet that local sheriffs had refused to implement the decrees o f the court o f  claims 

regarding the restoration o f catholic claimants, and that English occupiers had pledged 

to defy both the commissioners and the sheriffs and remain on their lands. Given this 

situation, the law could not be enforced except by an Irish military contingent which 

would risk ‘a war between the two nations’. Bennet acknowledged his concerns, and 

that the deficiencies in the Act o f Settlement, not to mention the lack o f sufficient land 

to meet its requirements, were now so apparent to all that discussions were already 

underway regarding a further act o f explanation. It was hoped that a new act would 

resolve the anomalies o f the first and give opportunity to adjust other decisions such as 

that of the ‘unfortunate Lord Netterville’. However, wheels o f patronage were already 

turning, and O ’Neill sought Ormond’s advice about the possibility o f a proviso for 

Netterville in the new act.83

The lord lieutenant and council, together with the commissioners, struggled to 

advance the Irish settlement, which satisfied neither the protestant nor catholic interest,

2 Kingston to Nicholas, 24 Mar. 1663 (C.S.P.I., 1663-5, p. 47).
83

Ormond to Bennet, 8 Apr. 1663 (Carte MS 46, f. 45); Bennet to Ormond, 17 Apr. 1663 

(ibid., 221, f. 37); O’Neill to same, 18 Apr. 1663 (ibid., 214, f. 472).
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without the resources to enforce the decisions o f the court o f claims. The act o f 

settlement, the replacement o f which was now not so secretly under discussion, was 

clearly flawed. The climate o f uncertainty and deep resentment within the protestant 

interest was manifested again in Blood’s Plot in May 1663. It was apparently only 

Ormond’s vigilance (or paranoia) about the perceived threat from presbyterians, 

together with his network o f spies and swift action, which saved the day.84 85

Ormond could expect little help from London at this time and tensions between him 

and Secretary Bennet, who was now a member o f the anti-Clarendon faction, were 

apparent. Clarendon himself told Ormond (in cipher) that he had such a miserable life 

that he wished he was back in Breda.83 Meanwhile, O ’Neill reported that the King was 

under great pressure from a parliament which had lost all respect for him or his 

government, and regarded ‘nothing but Castlemaine’, spending all his time in ‘her 

nursery’. According to O ’Neill, the parliament in England were ‘falling faster into the 

old ways o f the long parliament’ in that they were examining the behaviour o f the King 

and his ministers and producing new bills every other day.86

The situation faced by many Irish catholic ‘innocents’ was highlighted by the 

Countess o f Clanricard in May 1663. She enclosed a note to Ormond (her nephew) 

which had been sent by Conor Kelly to William Donellan at the Countess’s house in 

Thomas Street, Dublin. Despite having obtained a decree o f ‘innocence’, a man named 

Stanley was refusing to leave his land until the sheriffs forcibly removed him. Kelly 

wrote that he would have to get an ‘order o f possession’ from the commissioners

Southwell narrative (Carte MS 69, f. 65).

85 Bennet to Ormond, 2 May 1663 (ibid., 221, ff 42-3); Clarendon to same [in cipher], 11 

APr- 1663 (ibid., 47, f. 91).

O’Neill to same [in cipher], 5, 15 May, 20 June 1663 (ibid., 32, ff 390-91, 405-6, 597).
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because rumour stated that they would be impeached and the King would have to back 

parliament. He added, ‘it is good to be merry and wise, they intend us all the mischief 

they can and it is fit we should not neglect our own preservation’.87

Throughout the summer o f 1663 a stream of reports was sent to the Dublin 

administration regarding alleged Irish plots and conspiracies. Under examination, Hugh 

Reilly o f County Cavan said that John Brady, Edmund O ’Reilly’s secretary, had 

distributed a letter saying that the primate was to march from Spain with 2,500 men.88 

Another unsigned report said that the ‘Irish’ believed that the Scots in Ulster would 

‘rise and kill them in one night’, which was apparently seen as an excuse to justify the 

movement o f thousands o f Irish catholics to the mountains along the river Bann where 

their Jesuits held great meetings.89

Ormond continued to involve himself in the cases o f certain individual Irish 

catholics whom he thought were deserving or whose court connexions were 

sufficiently prominent to render favour towards them politically prudent. Bennet drew 

Ormond’s attention to the plight o f Colonel Daniel O ’Brien, for whom the King had 

issued instructions for favour.

His Majesty desires very much you should find out some way of prospering his family from

min, which without the countenance of your favour is thought very possible since the estate

is not in the hands of adventurers and soldiers.

Bennet added his own recommendation o f O ’Brien, who, he said, was ‘a gentleman o f 

much merit and virtue and so as worthy of your Grace’s favour as any I know o f his

87 Conor Kelly to William Donellan, 16 May 1663 (Carte MS 214, ff 489-90).
88 Examination of Hugh Reilly, Co. Cavan, 15 June 1663, by Thomas Burton (ibid., 32, f.

609).
89

Unsigned intelligence reports, 4 Aug. 1663 (ibid., 70, f. 244).
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nation’.90 O ’Neill commended Ormond for his plan to restore Lord Netterville, and

said that at Whitehall there was ‘a great noise o f the generous resolution you have to

restore some noble families’. He then went on to recommend another such case, that o f

‘poor Lord Iveagh. His is o f the ancientist family o f the Irish and your Grace knows his

crimes and his innocence’.91 92 Ormond did, however, still resist proposals for the

restoration o f O ’Neill’s cousin, the Marquess o f Antrim, despite several

recommendations the Queen Mother and the King. In July 1663 the viceroy received

an order from the King which concluded Antrim ‘innocent’. Ormond acknowledged

the King’s command but also reiterated his opinion on the M arquess’s guilt. In a

revealing letter to O ’Neill, Ormond wrote,

It is hard to continue the settlement of a kingdom so tom as this has been by rebellions of all 

kinds, but that many hard things must be suffered by many; my labour is to make them as 

few and to place them as rightly as the matter will bear, if what is here projected be not 

spoiled there by corruption and partiality and importunity; I shall hope to see something 

done more agreeable to all just and honourable ends than ever can any other way be brought 

to pass.97'

A decree o f innocence should have been a valuable document and conclusive proof 

of a right to restoration, but Irish catholic ‘innocents’ certainly faced considerable 

difficulties in gaining possession o f their restored estates. This is illustrated by the 

experience o f the Earl o f Castlehaven, who, ‘after eleven months o f solicitation and

90 Bennetto Ormond, 18 July 1663 (Carte MS 221, f. 63).

91 O’Neill to same, 4 July 1663 (ibid., 32, ff 678-9).

92 Bennetto same, 10 July 1663 (ibid., 70, f. 95); Ormond to O’Neill, 18 July 1663 (ibid., 

49, f. 222); same to Bennet, 31 July 1663 (ibid., 70, f. 98); documents relating to the case of 

the Marquess of Antrim, 22 Aug. 1663 (C.S.P.I., 1663-5, pp 207-21); J. H. Ohlmeyer, Civil 

war and restoration in the three Stuart kingdoms: the career o f  Randal MacDonnell, marquis 

o f Antrim, 1609-1683 (Cambridge, 1993), pp 258-77.
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great charge’, finally got his decree o f ‘innocence’ but found that the Earl o f

Barrymore not only refused to surrender possession of his castle but had also installed

a garrison and refused to leave without a specific order from Ormond himself.

Castlehaven duly asked the viceroy for just such an order to remove the garrison

because they could, he said, be o f no service to the King there. He added, that they

utterly discourage me either in setting up the fishing (which is all that is considerable in that 

place) or repairing; if the place be looked upon for its strength, his Grace may judge, it is 

one of the worst sorts of little, old, Irish castles. . . commanded by several places within 

half musket shot, good for nothing . . .  it was in time of the wars taken . . .  by Colonel 

Murtough O’Brian, only to plunder, for he burnt i t . . .  in fine, no fortifications can make 

that place tenable without you fetch in the hills about i t . . . but if my Lord Lieutenant doth 

think it necessary . . .  let him [Barrymore] chose what ground of mine he pleases, and I shall 

freely give my consent, but this of the castle is only the information of a malicious person 

and no soldier, for 100 men without it will make it appear are better than 100 men within, 

sticking to the side of the castle.

The letter reveals the extent to which some members o f the catholic nobility were 

prepared to go to negotiate a reasonable compromise. Castlehaven was, however, keen 

to ingratiate himself with Ormond. Later that same month he informed the viceroy that 

he was raising five or six thousand men for European service, and Anglesey had 

encouraged him to offer Ormond the opportunity to ‘rid’ himself o f any men from 

Ireland and ‘by this means . . . accommodate many of your friends and free yourself 

and that kingdom o f such as are needy and must seek some way to turn good or bad’.93

The first court o f claims closed on the 21 August 1663, and, despite extra time and 

the efforts o f the commissioners, only a seventh o f all possible claims had been heard. 

Once the necessity for an act o f settlement had been established, the principle o f

93 Castlehaven to Ormond, 18, 29 Aug. 1663 (Carte MS 214, ff 528-9).
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judging individual guilt or innocence had been considered the only way to restore some 

Irish catholics, given the obvious opposition in both the Irish and English parliaments 

to a general restoration. The court issued 566 decrees o f ‘innocence’ and 113 decrees 

o f ‘nocence’ to  Irish catholics and if all the alleged cases had been heard and decided 

on the same ratio, around 4,000 Irish catholics would have received decrees o f 

innocence. The realities o f protestant power in Ireland, however, rendered such an 

outcome impracticable. The proceedings in the court o f claims in the end failed to 

satisfy either the catholic or protestant interests. The former were offended at the 

injustice o f so many cases left unheard for want o f time, and the latter were equally 

outraged by the numbers (no matter how small a percentage) who had been found 

‘innocent’. Orrery told Bennet that Antrim’s decree o f innocence had ‘filled up the 

measure o f the discontents o f the English’, as Ormond had feared. Williamson was 

informed that the catholic interest believed that three o f the commissioners favoured 

the King and the catholics (Rainsford, Churchill, Beverley), three favoured the English 

(Smith, Deering, Cooke), and one favoured himself (Brodrick).94

Evidence suggests that the process o f settlement in Ireland, like restoration society, 

was subject to patronage and prone to corruption, with many land deals being 

concluded outside court by influential figures such as Colonel Talbot, Anglesey, the 

Earl o f St Albans, Sir William Domville and others. Ormond’s investigation into the 

agency business was intended to gather information against Talbot, but also uncovered 

a claim that Domville received half o f all the estates he recovered. Among the other

94 a
Act of Settlement, state of things, 6 Aug. 1663 (Carte MS 44, f. 594); Orrery to Bennet,

25 Aug. 1663 (C.S.P.I., 1663-5, p. 224); Robert Lye to Williamson, 5 Sept. 1663 (ibid., p.

231); French, Narrative, p. 8; Case (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 243, pt. 2, p. 112); Arnold, ‘Court of 

claims’, p. 419; Simms, ‘Restoration’, p. 425.
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fees charged by agents, Sir Gilbert Gerald, a King’s Counsel, was alleged to have 

received £800 each from John Fleming, James Bamewall, Sir Christopher Aylmer, 

Anthony Colclough and Sir John Bellew. Anglesey was also reported to have received 

fees from John Arthur and John Bellew o f County Meath for services rendered and 

Colonel Talbot informed Bennet that Anglesey was ‘the man who could do m ost’ to 

further his project for Clanmalier’s estate and ‘all other thing which go on here’. A 

sum of £1,000 was apparently delivered to the Earl o f St Albans from Sir Luke Bathe 

and among Colonel Talbot’s clients, Lord Slane had allegedly paid £1,000 to ensure 

his success in the court o f  claims.95

Although tensions existed between Ormond and Richard Talbot, both men clearly 

worked together in some instances, in recognition o f the fact that neither could ignore 

the significance o f their respective connexions. Both men were politically important to 

a dependent Irish catholic interest and a discernible faction o f catholics evidently 

deferred to Ormond. Talbot’s agency for Bennet revealed not only his relationship with 

the viceroy but also the ambivalence o f their respective positions. The colonel, who 

had been ‘sounding’ Ormond regarding Clanmalier’s estate, took the ‘opportunity o f 

finding him alone in his closet’ to tell him that most people admired him for not being 

more positive towards Bennet’s project, ‘especially since it was obvious to all mankind 

that the proprietor was altogether irredeemable’. A ‘long hour’s dispute’ ensued, in 

which Ormond complained that if Bennet acquired this land it would take ‘so much 

from the generality’. Indeed Ormond seemed to be the only person concerned for poor

Patrick Moore’s paper, 11 Feb., 7 May 1664 (Carte MS 33, fF313-14, 315); Talbot to 

Bennet, 20 Dec. 1662 (C.S.P.I., 1660-2, p. 664).
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Lord Clanmalier. Talbot, while he agreed with the viceroy, added that it was only a 

‘small matter’, like ‘taking a drop o f water out o f a hogshead’.96

The role o f  Ormond in this first phase o f the Irish settlement, together with his 

relationship to the catholic interest, has inevitably remained controversial. A 

contemporary catholic commentator wrote that Ormond never committed a ‘greater 

sin’ or made such a mistake as to allow one line o f the Act o f Settlement to pass 

without his ‘perusal’. Ormond was said to have washed his hands o f the whole affair 

because his advice had been ignored and was alleged to have been ‘abused’ by Talbot 

and an ‘insolent faction’ within the catholic interest which relied too heavily on the 

colonel’s influence with the Duke o f York. It would, however, seem unlikely that 

Ormond would abandon the Irish settlement in which he and his family had such an 

interest. Thomas Carte and Sir William Betham claimed that the attempt by the 

catholic interest to raise again a ‘monument o f their innocence’, which had already 

been defeated, showed a lack o f ‘true political understanding’.97

Success for members o f the Irish catholic interest in the business o f  restoration in 

1662-3 was clearly dependent on individual financial resources, but evidently there 

were other factors. Political and family connexions were vital, particularly to the royal 

family and their closest friends and advisers. At this stage, those closely associated 

with the King such as Ormond, O’Neill and Carlingford, had an advantage over the 

Duke o f York and Colonel Talbot, as evidenced by the experience o f Netterville and

96 Churchill to Berniet, 6 Dec. 1662 (C.S.P.I., 1660-2, p. 643); Talbot to same, 13 Dec. 

1662 (ibid., p. 647).

97 Plunkett MS (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 214, pp 26, 32-3); Sir William Betham, ‘Historical 

account of the Acts of Settlement and Explanation’ (N.L.I., MS Joly 6, pp 56-7); Carte, 

Ormond, ii, 233-6.
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Tyrconnell. Restoration was also, however, as dependent on the resources and 

connexions o f the occupiers o f catholic land, the location o f the estate, and a certain 

degree o f luck, as Joseph Byrne has shown in the case o f John Talbot o f Malahide.

Part o f Talbot’s land and his castle at Malahide had belonged to a regicide whose lands 

were granted to the Duke o f York, the best friend o f Talbot’s cousin Richard. Another 

section o f Talbot’s estate, however, could not be recovered, despite the efforts of 

Richard Talbot and Sir Nicholas Plunkett, because it was in the possession o f Sir 

Audley Meryvn, the Speaker o f the Irish parliament. Irish catholic hopes for 

restoration were dependent on a lottery o f birth, location, finances, relationships and 

circumstances largely beyond their control.98

no >

King to Ormond, 9 June 1663 (B.L., Eg. MS 2618, ff 106-7); O’Neill to same, 4 July 

1663 (Carte MS 32, ff 678-9); Byrne, War and peace, pp 56-61.
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CHAPTER FIVE :

IN NOMINE TENUS, AUG. 1663 - OCT. 1667

. . . Though justice be thy plea, consider this:
That in the course of justice none of us 
Should see salvation . . .

Shakespeare, The Merchant o f  Venice1

How easy was the ruin of Irish catholics; 
a people void of wealth and policy.

Colonel Richard Talbot travelled to England in September 1663 around the same 

time that the first attempted draft o f the new Act o f Explanation was transmitted to 

Whitehall. He gave Bennet his assessment o f the ‘perplexed’ state o f Ireland but 

expressed his confidence that the ‘bill coming over may be so well prepared as to give 

a general satisfaction’. Talbot’s presumption to report on the state o f the Irish 

kingdom greatly offended Ormond, but his positive attitude towards the new bill 

implied that he agreed with its basic principles and had perhaps made some 

contribution to its contents.1 2 3

This chapter will discuss the Irish catholic political interest in the period from the 

preparation o f the Act o f Explanation to the fall o f Clarendon which marked a change 

in Anglo-Irish policy with the rise o f Buckingham, the beginnings o f the Cabal and a 

developing pro-French policy. These were traumatic days in English history and the 

great plague and the fire o f  London, followed by the Medway disaster, were seen as 

evidence o f divine judgement. Factional conflict characterised the politics o f both

1 Shakespeare, The Merchant o f  Venice, IV, i, 195-7.

2 Plunkett MS (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 214, p. 193).

3 Bennet to Ormond, 9 Sept. 1663 (Carte MS 46, f. 82).
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England and Ireland with Clarendon and Ormond the main targets o f Buckingham’s 

group which incorporated the unlikely alliance o f Orrery and Richard Talbot. In 

Ireland the land settlement was far from ‘settled’, and the contents and consequences 

of the Act o f Explanation will be examined, together with the dynamics o f Anglo-Irish 

politics, and the relationship and significance o f Ormond, Richard Talbot, and other 

key figures, as they affected the catholic interest.

Domville, in his official capacity as Irish attorney-general, explained the general 

principles o f  the new bill to Bennet. The basic approach hitherto employed, restoring 

Irish catholics according to their guilt or innocence in regard to the Irish rebellion, was 

to be abandoned and replaced by a system o f nomination for grace and favour. As a 

result,

all the Irish not already restored are now in a state of election . . . those who are thought fit 

will have their estates in specie, or equivalent lands. The rest will be excluded for ever in 

order to make way for the restoring of such persons as are of honourable and ancient 

English extraction . . . though they have been adjudged nocents by the strictness of the 

former rules . . . thought more fit to be restored to the ancient seats of their honours and 

families than that tinkers and cobblers should possess their lands and they themselves retain 

only the empty titles.

This policy would have political advantages, in that it would allow a more flexible 

approach to the settlement. Irish catholics could be granted their estates in specie or 

other lands within English quarters, ‘which will civilise them, and the English 

adventurers and soldiers will be settled in Irish territory, which will reform them’. An 

offer from the adventurers to surrender one sixth o f their holdings to provide extra 

land to facilitate the settlement had been incorporated into the act. Domville explained 

that one o f the difficulties in the old system o f proving guilt or innocence had been that 

as many witnesses could be found to swear to one as the other. This problem would be
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now solved as the viceroy and six members o f the Irish Council would decide who 

would be restored and papers would be issued under the great seal o f Ireland; a 

process which would further increase the power o f political patronage and enhance the 

importance o f the office o f viceroy.4

The political pressure for the new bill had come from both the protestant and 

catholic interests, with the former anxious to stop the issue o f decrees o f innocence 

and the latter struggling on scarce resources to cope with a complicated and corrupt 

system whose decisions were not always enforced. However, the new bill was not well 

received at court, because it was felt that it did not show enough favour to Irish 

catholics. Although Talbot had been initially hopeful, he was later said to be in an 

opposition faction with Bennet and the Earl o f Falmouth.5 Ormond reminded 

Clarendon that

a settlement one way or another is absolutely necessary . . . till there be one there can be 

neither security nor improvement in the kingdom. And if you look upon the composition of 

this council and parliament, you will not think it probable it can be with much favour or 

indeed reasonable regard to the Irish. If it be it will not pass, and if it be not we must look 

for all the clamour that can be raised by undone men.

As Ormond saw it, there were three solutions to the problem but all o f them raised 

difficulties. An Irish act o f parliament, but ‘how a reasonable and just one shall be 

gotten past is a question’; a new commission from the King for the present or 

alternative commissioners to pursue the ‘intent o f the former act’, but this might raise 

legal problems; and to allow for ‘advice’ from, or an act passed in the English 

parliament, but this would raise the old issue of English parliamentary jurisdiction over

4 Domville to Bennet, 19 Sept. 1663 (C.S.P.I., 1663-5, pp 236-41).

Ormond, Irish narrative (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 227, p. 19).
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Ireland.6 The whole process o f debate, representations, and discussion regarding the

Irish settlement therefore began again in earnest. Churchill, one o f the commissioners

from the court o f  claims, advised the King that the disputes regarding the Irish

settlement would never be resolved by compromise but by his being ‘absolute in his

own judgement and direction’ and even ‘absolutely despotical’, as there was not so

much danger in the situation as some would have him believe.7

In an attempt to counter Talbot’s version o f the ‘perplexed’ state o f Ireland, and to

answer his critics at court, Ormond wrote a paper entitled, ‘Why after so much time

and effort is so little settled in Ireland?’ It was o f course a defence o f his strategy. It

began by explaining that the situation in Ireland at the restoration was different from

the other two kingdoms in that both parties in Ireland, catholic and protestant, had at

some point rebelled against the King. ‘Fears’ were raised in Ireland among the

protestants by the ‘indiscreet discourses and carriage o f many o f the Irish at London

and in Ireland’ and as a result ‘fanatic foment’ threatened the entire settlement in the

three kingdoms. Only in Ireland was there to be a major redistribution o f land and the

people there were so far removed from the King and ‘so much perplexed with contrary

parties and interests’ that everything was made so much more difficult. Ormond added

that he would accept his share o f the blame for the inadequacies o f the Act o f

Settlement which ‘proved an incomplete means to effect the w ork’, but now if

those must be laid aside, that will not subscribe to a bill of settlement but such as will 

satisfy the Irish, and those that under colour of favouring them do their own 

business with them, I believe the whole council must be changed.

Ormond warned that a bill more favourable to Irish catholics would not pass the Irish

6 Ormond to Clarendon, 1 Oct. 1663 (Carte MS 47, f. 65).

Churchill to Bennet, 7 Oct., 2 Dec. 1663 (C.S.P.I., 1663-5, pp 248, 304).
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parliament, on which he was dependent for finance, but he also recognised that the 

time for restoring innocents had expired and there was a need to give Irish catholics 

some hope o f a resolution o f their problems. In a direct response to Churchill, he 

added that those who said the threat from displeasing the English was ‘chimerical’ had 

either nothing to lose or already had their estates secured. In conclusion Ormond 

stated that he had

kept as divided and unsettled a kingdom as is, or I think ever was, in Christendom in peace 

and quietness . . . that in the distribution of your Majesty’s grace and favour, the Irish case 

be likewise taken, for the best deserving may in the first place be provided for, that the 

nobility and ancient and considerable gentry may be preserved unless some notorious 

demerit of their own shall justly exclude them, and that all this may be with as much speed 

and as little charge as is possible. For I say it knowingly, some that have been restored are 

to pay so much for it, that they have but little of their estates, but of this I dare say the 

commissioners are free.

In the execution o f the settlement Ormond believed as little as possible should be left 

to ‘judgement upon proofs’, which only caused delays, divisions and animosities, and 

gave opportunity for peijury and corruption.8

The consequences o f  the King’s decision to declare the Marquess o f Antrim 

‘innocent’ continued to reverberate around the three kingdoms in October 1663. A 

paper was subsequently circulated entitled Murder will out, which accused the King o f 

incriminating his beloved father by accepting Antrim’s argument that he had only 

acted at all times under orders from Charles I. A copy o f the Kang’s instructions to 

Ormond for Antrim’s restoration was also included with the paper. Ormond had 

withheld the King’s instructions to the commissioners in August and advised Charles

‘Why after so much time and effort is so little settled in Ireland’? (Carte MS 118, ff 423

7).
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against this course o f  action, particularly as the new bill was under discussion. The 

viceroy said it was not possible for him to believe that, in his fierce opposition to the 

peace treaties, Antrim had been acting on the late King’s instructions. By the end of 

the month the outcry was such that the Charles was obliged to announce a review o f 

the whole Antrim case. Speculation continued, however, and, on the anniversary o f the 

execution o f Charles I, in January 1664, M urder will out and other propaganda 

reappeared.9

Friction between Talbot and Ormond emerged again within weeks o f the colonel’s

arrival in London and centred on comments Talbot had made about the Irish

settlement. In the first instance he turned to Ossory, the viceroy’s oldest son, with

whom he must have had considerable contact through their mutual friend the Duke of

York.10 Ossory was in fact described by Talbot as one who knew ‘as much o f my soul

as any man living’. It seemed that Ossory managed to reassure the colonel but

Carlingford subsequently insisted to Talbot that Ormond was deeply offended with

him. Talbot therefore addressed a frank letter to the viceroy in which he said,

no man can better witness for me than the King himself what I have said of you, the straight 

you were in daily in that country; and the pains you took to satisfy all interests there so 

opposite one to another . . . Sure it is that I have endeavoured all I could by myself and 

friends to point the King to the many inequalities in this new bill and how destructive (if

9 Bennet to Ormond, 17, 27 Oct. 1663 (Carte MS 118, f. 18); same to same, 30 Jan. 1664 

(ibid., 221, ff 87-9); King to same, for the Marquess of Antrim, 22 Aug. 1663 (C.S.P.I., 1663

5, pp 207-10); the lord lieutenant and Council [to Bennet] (ibid., pp 211-4); petition to the lord 

lieutenant and Council from Lord Massereene and others concerned in the estate formerly 

belonging to Randall, Marquess of Antrim (ibid., pp 214-6); state of the Marquess of Antrim’s

case (ibid., pp 2 1 6 -2 0 ).

10 Talbot to Ossory, 13 Oct. 1663 (Carte MS 214, ff 561-3); Lady Burghclere, The life o f  

James, first duke o f  Ormonde, 1610-1688 (London, 1912), ii, 4-5. Ossory had been one of the 

witnesses at the secret marriage of the Duke of York and Anne Hyde.
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passed without amendments) it must be to those of that nation that have served him so 

faithfully, by the little care had of them in i t . . .  I am confident I speak what your Grace 

would have said . . .  for who are destroyed by it but your own people, for I daresay there is 

hardly a gentleman of five hundred pounds that is not of some relation to your family one 

way or another, and that you would have them destroyed is what I never will believe you 

intend. And that I confess I have often told the King and how often I had heard you express 

your sorrow when you heard any poor gentleman was found nocent. . .  I have often told 

him also that whatever amendments his Majesty thought fit to put into the new bill here, for 

preserving the ould ancient English families of that kingdom, that had so faithfully adhered 

to his interests there by serving under you, would be as pleasing to your Grace as to any 

man . . .  if I do not acquit myself as an honest man, then spit in my face.11

In a letter to Ormond, three days later, Carlingford reported that

Colonel Talbot, with volleys of oaths, denies he ever having said anything that your Grace 

could take i l l . . .  I am glad to find that the attempters of doing disturbances are readiest to 

disavow them. I am confident none will ever be credited to your Grace’s disadvantage . . ,* 12

Carlingford was evidently identifying with Ormond’s stance and keeping him informed 

of developments at court. He may even have been deliberately trying to provoke 

Talbot.

Ormond’s response to Talbot revealed his annoyance and the fact that he had 

access to correspondence between Talbot and his brother Peter. Ormond 

acknowledged that, since the colonel had only written his comments to Peter Talbot, 

he could not claim to have been publicly offended. Since Talbot’s arrival in London, 

however, Ormond admitted that he was surprised at the ‘collection o f disobligations 

and hard measure he had received’ from him. The viceroy then focused on what he 

considered to be Talbot’s presumption in giving an account o f the state o f Ireland to

lalbot to Ormond, 7 Nov. 1663 (Carte MS 214, if  566-9).

Carlingford to same, 10 Nov. 1663 (ibid., f. 574).
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Bennet.

I am thankful to you for the representations you have so advantageously to me made of the 

state of things here, and can in no degree blame your zeal for the preservation of your 

countrymen and friends, nor do I take myself to be learned enough or under any obligation 

to justify all the parts of the bill transmitted . . . your dissatisfaction with it is the more 

allowable, if it be true that since it was in agitation here several persons have entered into 

statute staples to the sum of £18,000 to you and to near relations of yours (who were not 

thought so well moneyed and therefore as it is believed) with condition to get them named 

for restitution in this act. This I tell you to comply with the freedom I promised and the 

construction that may unjustly be made upon your agency . . ,13

Talbot claimed to  have appreciated O rm ond’s openness and regretted the fact that

he could not stop the rum ours which had so discredited him. H e told Ormond that

most men would rather give than receive benefits, but since he was in no position to

give he tended to  decline the other, ‘generally speaking’. H e added,

as for the b ill. . . All I can say to it is, that God may direct him for the best, not that I am 

otherwise concerned than my good wishes to the King’s service and to those that have 

suffered for his interests . . .  I can assure your Grace that no man in Ireland unrestored did 

ever pass any statutes staples to me . . . And if any unrestored have passed any in my name 

or to my relations its unknown to me . . . neither do I propose any benefit by it, but would 

be glad to serve my poor friends and relations in general. For my agency my Lord, true it is 

that the nobility and gentry from thence wrote to me that I would take that employment 

upon me, but finding my own incapacity for such an employment would not take it upon 

me, and desired to be excused from that title, though not from sending them all the good 

offices I may.14

Carlingford continued to  report Talbot’s activities at court to  Ormond. The colonel 

had apparently been ‘forbidden visiting my Lord C ork’s daughter’, but the lady’s uncle 

Orrery was endeavouring to  ‘procure his brother’s consent to  the m arriage’, which

13 Ormond to Talbot, 16 Nov. 1663 (Carte MS 49, ff 242-3).

14 Talbot to Ormond, 1 Dec. 1663 (ibid., 214, ff 590-91).
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would have been a financially and politically beneficial alliance for Talbot whose

brother Gilbert was already married to Orrery’s sister, Dorothy Boyle. Colonel Talbot

and Orrery were unlikely allies but were now united with Bennet and others in

opposition to Clarendon and Ormond, and were obviously seeking to reinforce this

alliance. Carlingford for his part sought to assure Ormond o f the continuance o f the

King’s support and favour. Charles had decided to wait for the arrival o f the court o f

claims commissioners before commencing debate on the bill, but Carlingford wrote,

I told the King I did not believe them indifferent judges . . .  for though they have the 

reputation of honest men, yet for justification of their own proceedings this might happily 

represent advantage in the behalf of the natives, that though perhaps just, would prove very 

inconvenient for the satisfaction of other interests being as essential to a sudden and lasting 

peace . . .  the King will do nothing hastily, many provisos be a preparing . . ,15

Carlingford and Ormond, as this point, seem to have shared the same perspective 

regarding the Irish settlement. Overall peace and ‘convenience’ should take priority 

over particular justice for individual catholics.

The King and Council began the familiar process o f hearing agents for the differing 

interests in Ireland regarding the new bill o f  settlement. Despite Richard Talbot’s 

prominence, the Irish catholic interest relied again on the experienced Sir Nicholas 

Plunkett as their public advocate. Why Talbot did not take a more conspicuous role is 

unclear. While Carlingford was identified with an ‘Ormondist’ group within the 

catholic interest and Talbot with a more pro-active faction, Plunkett seemed to have 

held to his independent moderate stance, as he had in the 1640s, yet with connexions in 

both camps.16 Ormond received reports o f the proceedings from several sources.

15 Carlingford to Ormond, Nov. 1663 (Carte MS 214, ff 576-7); Plunkett, Letters, p. 26.

16 Brodrickto same, 1 Dec. 1663 (Carte MS 33, f. 239); Bennet to same, 10 Nov. 1663 

(C.S.P.I.' 1663-5, p. 280).
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Bennet told him that Plunkett submitted papers to be read the following week and 

delivered ‘what he had to say in favour o f those that sent him, which was not much’.17 

Temple reported that Irish agents were called in, along with those for the adventurers, 

and added, ‘some rascal deer got within the pale to o ’, but did not elaborate. At the 

hearing Plunkett said he represented those who claimed to be innocent ‘but could not 

come to trial’ for lack o f time, but who having been promised his Majesty’s ‘grace and 

favour’ by the King’s Declaration and the Act o f Settlement, were now abandoned by 

this proposed new bill. Evidently Plunkett did not have the proposed influential 

‘nominees’ in mind, but those whose only hope of restoration lay in proof o f 

‘innocence’. Clarendon noted these comments and confirmed with Plunkett that he was 

not arguing against the Declaration or the Act o f Settlement but only those aspects o f 

the new bill which he believed differed from them.18 Brodrick and the other 

commissioners were asked by the King to write down the difficulties they had 

experienced in implementing the ‘great act’, together with their proposed remedies, 

which would, it was hoped, satisfy his Majesty’s ‘gracious intentions’ for the 

settlement o f Ireland. This they did and presented their report before the King and 

Council in December.19

Carlingford w as how ever impatient for a resolution o f  the whole business.

Although he had always been very well received at court and well entertained, he 

wished ‘Ireland settled, that I might let my friends see that my own fireside is more

17 Bennet to Ormond, 17 Nov. 1663 (Carte MS 46, f. 114); same to same, 17 Nov. 1663 

(ibid, 118, f. 18).

18 Temple to same, 29 Nov. 1663 (ibid, 47, f. 308).

19 Brodrick to same, 24 Nov. 1663 (ibid, 33, f. 227).
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pleasing to  me, than any divertisement this place affords’.20 The King revealed his mind

on the Irish settlement in correspondence with Ormond:

I have resolved to have a great deal of patience in hearing all men speak before I will have 

an opinion in it which yet I assure you I have not, and at last shall be glad to have such a 

one as may put a fair end to all just claims, and keep the public in peace, which we shall not 

have, if we be frightened into or out of any of our resolutions. . . I will see it shall be 

tempered so as to give all just and reasonable satisfaction to all interests, after that if any of 

them be not pleased, we must see to defend ourselves . . .

Charles went on to offer Ormond more men for the army and added,

I remember that one of your private instructions was to offer an oath to the Roman 

Catholics there, which I hear you are pressing upon them now, at which they are very much 

alarmed. I think it not amiss to suspend it for some time, because I think it not good season 

to augment the many number of the discontented at this time.21

However, discussions and debates regarding the Irish bill continued relentlessly. The 

King was ‘personally possessed with a great distaste for the very form o f this last bill’, 

and Clarendon had been seen to hold his hands up as if  the ‘Irish business’ was ‘in the 

clouds’ and a ‘settlement were to be expected from heaven and were too difficult for 

men’.22 Ormond, as always, was obsessed with any implied criticism o f his own 

conduct despite reassurances from Carlingford and Temple.23 The viceroy reminded 

the King o f the effect that either settlement or disorder in Ireland would have on his 

other kingdoms. The principal source o f discontent, according to Ormond, was the 

distribution o f lands between the English and Irish, although ‘religion, and zeal to that,

20
Carlingfordto Ormond, 29 Nov. 1663 (Carte MS 33, f. 233).

21 King to same, 24 Nov., 15 Dec. 1663 (B.L., Eg. MS 2618, ff 108-11).

22 Temple to same, 22 Dec. 1663, 19 Jan. 1664 (Carte MS 47, ff 310, 249); Fitzharding to 

same, 16 Jan. 1664 (ibid., 215, f. 1).

23 Carlingford to same, 26 Jan. 1664 (ibid., f. 5); Temple to same, 22 Dec. 1663 (ibid., 47, 
f. 311).
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may be brought in to increase and cement parties’. Ormond believed that if  the King 

were to send over an act which was rejected by the Irish parliament, and then use his 

own power to ‘determine men’s interests’, he should also be prepared to use force 

against the inevitable opposition. The viceroy also pointed out that the King had been 

misled if he thought a new bill could ‘take a beginning’ in London. He concluded by 

assuring his Majesty that he himself had allowed catholics and fanatics to meet, in 

order to prevent any provocation at such an uncertain time, but still believed that the 

remonstrance only discovered rather than made enemies.24

It was not only Richard Talbot’s behaviour in London which concerned Ormond,

but also that o f his nephew Viscount Muskerry, another friend o f the Duke o f York.

Ormond’s subsequent letter to Muskerry’s father, the Earl o f Clancarty, revealed the

viceroy’s thinking on several issues pertinent to the catholic interest. The matter was o f

such importance that he wrote on 26 December,

I am much troubled at some things I have lately heard of your son . . .  he is only very 

assiduous in consultations held by such as would be thought much to favour the Irish (which 

may be allowed him considering his birth and relations, though it might also consist with 

prudence in him to decline the orientation of it) but that his zeal hath transported him to 

reviling and opprobious language of the English in this kingdom . . . any Irishman that 

proposes to himself being in Ireland will the more or less attain unto it, as he is the more or 

less believed or esteemed by the English. And let not any present appearances of favours to 

the one and discountenence to the other prevail to persuade the contrary. I know upon what 

foundation of corruption and private ends that favour is manifested and how soon that turn 

being served and in time of danger, protestations so given will slip away.25

Evidence suggests that Muskerry was in a group at court associated with the Duke of 

York which would have included Falmouth, Bennet, St Albans, Fitzharding, and

24 Ormond to the King, 29 Dec. 1663 (C.S.P.I., 1663-5, pp 322-4).

25 Same to Clancarty, 26 Dec. 1663 (Carte MS 49, f. 257; ibid., 69, f. 149).
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Colonel Talbot. He was later ‘killed close by the Duke o f York with a great shot which 

also took away Falmouth and M r Richard Boyle, the Earl o f Cork’s second son’, in a 

naval battle in June 1665.26

Muskerry responded to Ormond and told him that it was James Hamilton, another

of his nephews, who had shown some o f his letters to St Albans, Fitzharding and

Bennet, and claimed that he himself had never reported Ormond as saying

. . . some are willing to bum their neighbours houses to roast their own eggs; though I have 

heard . . . you have said something to that purpose . . . The company I keep and the persons 

I am most acquainted with are those that oppose themselves to the settling of that kingdom 

according to the late bill, wherein they think it no service unto the King to confirm the lands 

they have to the scum of Cromwell’s army. . . There is no one can affirm with truth that I 

appeared or said anything in advantage of the Irish, though I think it were no crime . . .  for 

them that are innocent have trusted to your word and the peace made by you and have not 

broken i t . . .  I have been long of the same opinion with your Grace that there can be no 

comfortable being for an Irish man, that has not the good opinion of the English, but the 

opinion of the most prevalent of them there is not to be acquired without being as violent as 

they are, for their unjust interests.

Muskerry concluded by assuring Ormond that as his nephew he was also ‘concerned 

in his honour and posterity.27

While the debate regarding the Irish bill continued Whitehall was filled with talk o f 

a Dutch alliance, which would clearly have some effect upon royal policy. Sir John 

Temple told Ormond this would answer fears o f the ‘influence from the aspect o f this 

great comet that is risen o f late, the French King, who expects not only to be gazed at 

but adored by all the world’.28 The waning of French influence at court may explain

6 Ormond to Lady Thurles, 9 June 1665 (Carte MS 49, f. 146).

27 Muskerry to Ormond, Jan. 1664 (ibid., 69, f. 149).

Temple to Ormond, 19 Jan. 1664 (ibid., 47, f. 250).
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other developments. Clarendon was now apparently back in favour and told Ormond 

that he now attended the King alone and spoke as freely with him as before. The King 

now believed he had been ill advised by Bennet and his friends, but the situation was 

such that Charles felt it necessary to send Clancarty to give Ormond verbal rather than 

written information, so that he would ‘better know’ his mind. The army was to be 

improved in ‘quality’ not quantity, and the King assured Ormond that he would keep 

his counsel carefully and not ‘expose’ him by what he had said in private. Since the 

proposals in the new bill, under discussion, gave even more personal power and 

patronage to the lord lieutenant o f Ireland the various factions began to see the added 

value o f having their own man in the office. From early 1664, therefore, criticisms o f 

Ormond and his administration seemed to multiply, and were encouraged by the 

alliance o f Orrery and Colonel Talbot. The former now aspired to be viceroy himself.29 

While Clancarty tried to reassure Ormond, William Legge advised him to come to 

London and warned that Orrery’s ‘agents have been industrious to oblige people and 

game friends at the expense o f your government. He artificially tries to make himself 

more serviceable to his Majesty in Ireland than you - in short - he wants your job’. 

Legge concluded that the King’s best interests could only be served if he trusted ‘the 

ould Royal party’, a term used during the King’s exile to describe the faction which 

had included Ormond, Nicholas and Clarendon.30

The viceroy’s arrival in London in May 1664 was followed by weeks o f detailed 

discussion about which individual catholics might qualify to be nominated in the new

29
Clarendon to same [in cipher], 21 Mar. 1664 (Carte MS 47, f. 91); King to same, 9 Feb. 

1664 (B.L., Eg. MS 2618, ff 112-13).

30 Legge to same, Feb. 1664 (Carte MS 232, ff 19-20); D. F. Cregan, ‘An Irish cavalier: 

Daniel O’Neill in exile and restoration, 1651-64’, in Studia Hibernica, no. 5 (1965), pp 43-4.
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bill and how many acres o f land would be allocated. Sir Nicholas Plunkett and Lord 

Athenry, who acted as agents for the catholic interest, presented to the King and 

Council calculations which, among other things, showed that the individual provisos 

for former proprietors proposed in the bill amounted to 99,317 acres. The land 

intended for the ‘new interest’, according to these proposals, was just over two and a 

half million acres, and in fact the bill proposed to distribute 357,665 acres more than 

the ‘usurpers’ had taken, which was more than the amount available.31 They also 

showed that, o f the members o f the Irish catholic nobility named in the King’s 

declaration for restoration without trial, only Lord Strabane, Sir Valentine Browne and 

James Coppinger had actually obtained decrees o f ‘innocence’ under the Act o f 

Settlement.32

Apart from the detailed calculations regarding the forfeited lands, Plunkett and 

Athenry also submitted an assessment o f the ‘innocent’ status o f named individuals in 

each county and province, based on actions in the 1640s. The information regarding 

Connacht was said to have been ‘given by Lord Athenry, 26 May 1664’.33 There were 

ten different categories, identified by a given letter, and each name on the various lists 

was allotted one or more o f these letters, presumably on the word o f a prominent

31 ‘A computation of the forfeited lands in Ireland and the disposal thereof according to the 

bill now under consideration’, received from Lord Athenry and Sir Nicholas Plunkett, 18 May 

1664 (Carte MS 44, ff 449-50); Peter Walsh, Four letters, p. 33. Walsh named Sir Robert 

Talbot, Colonel Garrett Moore, Sir Nicholas Plunkett, Clancarty and Lord Bermingham, Baron 

Athenry as agents for the catholic interest.
32

Present status of those named in the King’s Declaration for restoration (Carte MS 67, f. 
49).

33 •
List of names by province and county, with a classification of innocent status (ibid., 44, 

ff 49-101); list of those in the province of Connacht ‘given by Lord Athenry, 26 May 1664’ 

(ibid., ff 49-55).
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person such as Athenry. In the case o f Leinster and Ulster an extra eleventh category 

was added to cover ‘infants, idiots, mad men’, and females. Among the other 

categories there were those who had actually ‘killed’ his Majesty’s enemies and those 

who had ‘suffered under the Nuncio’ for their ‘good affections’ to the King.34 These 

lists appear to have been composed by Plunkett, Athenry and presumably other leaders 

of the catholic interest, but it is not possible to say who initiated the idea. The catholic 

interest evidently supported the concept o f nomination according to ‘innocence’. 

Although there were only twenty-four names on the Ulster list, there were hundreds on 

the lists for the other provinces and the Irish agents clearly felt that all these people 

should be considered for restoration. This was in sharp contrast to the proposals from 

the agents for the soldiers and adventurers, who suggested and named only twenty 

individuals to be restored. Plunkett argued that those named in the King’s declaration 

who had not been restored by the court o f claims should not be included in this 

figure.35

The alternative and apparently more secure route to restoration was to obtain a 

personal proviso in the new bill, as was evidenced by the price some were willing to 

pay to ensure such an acquisition. Ormond’s investigation o f the fees paid to influential 

agents had revealed that anything up to £1,000 was changing hands. Lord Iveagh was 

‘engaged’ for £1,500 to Richard Talbot and £5,000 over five years to the Marquess of 

Antrim, presumably because o f his influence with the Queen Mother. The Talbots were 

apparently enhancing the value o f their services by saying that only thirty people would

34 Categories of classification of innocence (Carte MS 44, ff 57, 78).

35 Names of people in his Majesty’s Declaration for restitution without proving innocence - 

who have not yet been restored by the court of claims or any other way (ibid., f. 110); list of 

twenty names of those proposed by adventurers and soldiers for restitution (ibid., ff 112-13).
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be restored under the new bill. Even Domville, the Irish attorney-general, was said to 

be concerned lest the Talbots secure a contract for his own lands, such was the 

strength o f their influence, which was reported to have already earned them £30,000. 

Ormond’s informant, Patrick Moore, was evidently close to the Irish agents as he was 

able to reveal not only the fees that were being paid for inclusion in the new bill but 

also the contents o f  their correspondence. Sir Robert Talbot, in a letter to Dublin, had 

written that the ‘English interest’ was to be ‘settled’ first and then what was left was 

for the catholic interest. Peter Talbot had written to his brother John to say that their 

other brother, Fr Tom Talbot, was so outspoken against Ormond that they all ran the 

risk o f being ‘lost’. M oore informed Ormond that ‘those brothers’ were all ‘for Orrery 

and by his countenance at court’ intended to make ‘a very great harvest o f their poor 

countrymen’ ,36

Among those also seeking personal provisos were Lord Athenry, Colonel 

Fitzpatrick, and Lord Muskerry, whose requests were all supported by the Duke of 

York.37 The duke’s own proviso was causing considerable difficulty and some 

resentment among the catholic interest. The Act o f Settlement had granted him the 

lands o f the regicides but some o f these had since been restored by the court o f claims 

to their former proprietors. If  reprisals were now required for the duke the whole 

settlement would be threatened because o f the shortage o f land. Sir Robert Talbot, 

York’s legal counsel and one o f the agents for the catholic interest, offered to

36 Patrick Moore’s paper, 7 May 1664 (Carte MS 33, ff 313-4); Patrick Moore to Ormond, 

2 July, 13 Aug. 1664 (H.M.C., Ormonde, n.s., iii, 176-7, 179-80); Domville to Col. William 

Legge, 2 July 1664 (Staffordshire Record Office, D(w)1778/iii/53); partly printed in (H.M.C., 

Dartmouth, iii, 110).

37 Provisos for Athenry, Muskerry and Fitzpatrick respectively (Carte MS 44, ff 402, 406a, 
415).
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surrender ‘present interest and reprisals’ to facilitate the settlement o f this ‘poor 

kingdom’, in exchange for a grant o f one quarter o f the quit rent (around £10-12,000) 

from the adventurers and soldiers. Talbot added that he could see no reason why the 

‘restored Irish’ could not be ‘induced to the like payments’.38 Ormond also looked 

after his own interests and had a proviso prepared by Sir Nicholas Plunkett, who 

seemed to be part o f  his legal team, which agreed to accept £50,000 in lieu o f lands 

granted to him by the court o f claims, in order to release more land to expedite the 

settlement. Two o f Richard Talbot’s politically influential associates, Bennet and 

George Lane, were also in line for personal provisoes.39

Rumours circulated to every part o f Ireland regarding the new bill and its 

implications. Sir Theophilus Jones in Dublin had heard from Captain Redmond Bourke 

that the 10,000 men Castlehaven was to raise in Ireland for European service were first 

to be used to install the old proprietors.40 Meanwhile the stream o f individual Irish 

catholics seeking favour and inclusion in the new bill seemed unending. James 

Coppinger, who had himself obtained a precious decree o f innocence from the court o f 

claims, came to London, with Clancarty’s support, to represent the merits for 

restoration o f the catholic ex-citizens o f Cork. Bennet indicated that the King would

oo
Duke of York’s case (Carte MS 44, f. 422).

39 A clause to be inserted in the Act of Explanation for Ormond (ibid., 59, f. 93); names of 

the old proprietors of the lands that were granted to the Duke of Ormond by the court of claims 

(ibid., f. 54); list of lands forfeited from and belonging to the Duke of Ormond, J. W. [John 

Walsh], 12 Apr. 1668 (ibid., 37, ff 397-418); Ormond to John Walsh, 25 June 1664 (ibid., 49, 

f. 264); papers relating to the Duke of Ormond and his government of Ireland (D.P.L., Gilbert 

MS 102, p. 26). Ormond had considerable difficulty in obtaining the £50,000: Domville to 

Bennet, 19 Sept. 1663 (C.S.P.I., 1663-5, p. 236).
40

Sir Theophilus Jones to Ormond, 24 Mar. 1664 (Carte MS 215, f. 18).
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consider their case favourably if the viceroy was in agreement.41 Don Patrick Muledy, 

a Spanish agent at court, sought Ormond’s assistance in the case o f two orphans, the 

children o f Margaret Fitzgerald and Captain Patrick Coner, who had died in Spain. The 

Coner lands in Connacht had been in the King’s disposal and were granted to John 

Coghlan, but Muledy asked that these lands now be restored to the two orphans.42 Fr 

Redmond Caron, one o f the remonstrant clergy, asked Ormond to help his nephew, 

Morris Dillon, whose former lands had been sold to a regicide, granted to the Duke o f 

York and from him to Richard Talbot.43 A memorandum requesting inclusion in the bill 

was received, supported by the Earl o f Anglesey, the commissioners o f  the court o f 

claims and the Queen Mother, for Lord Iveagh and Patrick Sarsfield; Iveagh’s fee to 

Antrim had apparently been worthwhile.44 Other requests for favour were simply read 

and ignored but some were granted on the basis o f a recommendation from either 

Ormond, Bennet or a member o f the royal family. Talbot clearly had considerable 

influence with Bennet and the Duke o f York. Those individuals who were successful 

from the catholic interest included the Earl o f Tyrconnell, whose wife had written 

directly to Bennet, Sir Henry O’Neill, Fitzharding, and Colonel Daniel O ’Brien, all of 

whom were connected to both Ormond and Talbot.45

41 Bennet to Ormond, 4 Feb. 1664 (Carte MS 46, f. 150); Clancarty to same, 4 Feb. 1664 

(ibid., 33, f. 309); present status of those named in the King’s Declaration for restoration 

(ibid., 67, f. 49).

42 Don Patrick Muledy to Ormond, 30 Jan. 1664 (ibid., 33, f. 305); same to Sir George 

Lane, 30 Jan. 1664 (ibid., f. 307).
43 /-'i

Caron to Ormond (ibid., 44, f. 406b).

44 Memorandum to Ormond (ibid., f. 407).

45 Bemiet to Ormond, 19 Apr. 1664 (ibid., 46, f. 185); Lady Tyrconnell to Bennet, 7 Sept. 

1663 (ibid., 214, f. 544); Fitzharding to Ormond, 7 May 1664 (ibid., 215, f. 34); Daniel
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In August 1664, in an effort to arrive at a compromise, the Earl o f Fingali presented 

‘proposals for settling Ireland by some moderate Roman Catholics’. These proposals 

allowed for 1.6 million acres (according to the Earl o f Strafford’s and the Down 

survey) to be vested in the King for the adventurers and soldiers and the King’s 

revenue to be improved and ‘made up forever’ to £200,000 per year. All indictments 

and forfeitures since 23 October 1641 were to be repealed and those decreed to be 

restored were to have their 1641 possession. The lord lieutenant and six or eight 

‘understanding persons’ were to ‘review and compose’ the settlement. All protestants 

in actual possession since the 5 May 1659 were to have their lands vested in his 

Majesty and were to be compensated for any improvements, and the King was to have 

a further 200,000 acres vested in himself and held until after the completion o f the 

settlement at which time it could be evenly distributed to disadvantaged catholics and 

protestants.46 These proposals, as their title indicated, emanated from the ‘moderate’ 

element in the catholic interest, such as the Plunketts. The revenue clause in particular 

must have seemed attractive to the King, but the Irish protestant interest refused to 

compromise and dismissed the plans in the now familiar way by citing the Irish 

rebellion and their fundamental distrust o f all Irish catholics. The King’s misery was 

completed by the death o f Daniel O’Neill, one o f his oldest and closest friends and a 

valuable source o f advice and information on Irish affairs. Geoffrey Browne, a catholic 

lawyer and moderate in the 1640s, lamented the fact that there was not ‘one word o f 

comfort in any o f the letters’ about the settlement. The Irish agents were clearly being

O’Brien to Ormond, 9 Sept. 1664 (Carte MS 33, f. 607); petition of Daniel O’Brien to his 

Majesty, 20 Apr. 1664 (ibid., ff 609-11).

Proposals for settling Ireland by some moderate Roman Catholics’, 18 Aug. 1664 (ibid., 

H  f. 536; ibid., 70, ff 137-8).
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excluded from final discussions by the autumn o f 1664. Sir Nicholas Plunkett told John 

Walsh that ‘the settlement’ was ‘carried on with so great secrecy’ that Clancarty, 

Fitzmaurice, Sir Robert Talbot and himself were ‘as yet strangers to it’ but had been 

promised the opportunity to read the bill and make comments. Colonel Fitzpatrick 

would apparently confer with Walsh about raising support for Plunkett’s expenses.47

Tensions within the various factions regarding the contents o f the new bill exploded 

before Christmas 1664 in a confrontation between Ormond and Richard Talbot, whose 

relationship was already strained. According to the viceroy, Talbot and ‘his brothers 

lay and ecclesiastical’ thought they could scare him into accepting a certain clause in 

the bill by threatening his life. Recalling the incident to Ossory, Ormond said, ‘I 

confess I take their believing I could be so frightened from my purposes (which to my 

understanding are just), in worse part than if they had had a real purpose to kill me’.48 

Another account o f  the quarrel claimed that Talbot, Bennet and Falmouth had opposed 

the form o f the proposed bill since its initial transmission, and Ormond by association 

with it. The viceroy’s arrival in Whitehall had, however, so ‘turned the stream’ its 

favour that Falmouth and Bennet warned Talbot to desist from his opposition because, 

although they had certain influence with the King, ‘in this affair o f Ireland they must 

yield ground’ to Ormond. Richard Talbot appeared to have disregarded their advice 

because he ‘thought the eyes and expectations o f many depended on him’ and pursued 

the issues vigorously with Ormond in person, going to his house in Chelsea to discuss 

the ‘hard condition’ o f the nominees. Although the viceroy accepted some o f Talbot’s 

points, he claimed it was ‘not in his power to help’ these individuals. Ormond then

47 Browne to Lane, 22 Oct. 1664 (Carte MS 215, ff 97-8); Sir Nicholas Plunkett to John 

Walsh, 15 Nov. 1664 (H.M.C., Ormonde, n.s., iii, 183-4).

45 Ormond to Ossory, 24 Dec. 1664 (Carte MS 48, f. 179).
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apparently told Talbot that the latter only ‘affected popularity’ by taking up so public 

an advocacy for the catholic interest. The colonel responded that he sought justice not 

popularity, something which Ormond should have done, and said that, if the viceroy 

could not do justly himself, he certainly knew how and who ‘did them [the catholic 

interest] injustice’. Ormond evidently became so angry that he left his house and 

proceeded to Somerset House, with Talbot in hot pursuit. The whole saga was then 

repeated in front o f the King, and Ormond asked his Majesty if it was right that after 

twenty-five years o f loyal service he now had to fight duels with Talbot; in other words 

he forced the King to chose between them. Charles was apparently angry and called 

the Committee for Foreign Affairs for advice, but they were divided. Clarendon 

demanded Talbot’s banishment but this was not surprisingly opposed by the Duke of 

York, Buckingham and Lauderdale and the King decided himself to send Talbot to the 

Tower, where he remained over Christmas.49

The confrontation between Talbot and Ormond and its consequences confirmed the 

viceroy’s pre-eminence in Irish affairs, as Bennet and Falmouth had observed. It was 

generally accepted therefore that the new bill subsequently contained only what the 

viceroy believed would be acceptable to the Irish parliament, in that any favour shown 

to Irish catholics would be measured and selective. As abstracts o f the bill began to 

filter back to Ireland the reaction within the catholic interest became apparent. Lady 

Clanricard, Ormond’s aunt, wrote o f her concern that in the copy o f the bill which she

49 /-»

Ormond, Irish narrative (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 227, ff 19-21); Ormond to Ossory, 24 Dec. 

!664 (Carte MS 48, f. 179).
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had read there was no mention o f her two sons-in-law Sir John Burke and Garrett 

Moore.50

The catholic inhabitants o f Drogheda seemed completely removed from political

reality when they cited the King’s commitment to freedom o f conscience in the

Declaration o f Breda in a complaint against ‘recusancy’ fines.51 Other Irish catholics

still attempted to  argue that the new bill was unacceptable in that it differed from and

set aside the King’s previous declarations, and that certain potential ‘innocents’ were

only barred from justice for want o f time and trouble to hear their cases. In answer to

this points Sir Allen Brodrick, one o f the commissioners o f the court o f claims, wrote,

It seems not to be without reason and authority, that innocent papists continue still 

restorable, notwithstanding the expiration of these periods of time, in such manner as they 

might have been by the common law . . 52

In fact certain soldiers and adventurers, who had appealed against decrees o f 

innocence, succeeded in having a few of these decisions overturned.53 Clarendon 

pointed out that the new bill actually improved the position for Irish catholics in that it 

restored some who were not mentioned in the King’s Declaration and would never 

have proven their innocence under the Act o f Settlement.54

50 Lady Clanricard to Ormond, 18 May 1665 (Carte MS 215, f. 201).

51 ‘Petition to Ormond of Thomas Peppard and Ignatius Peppard, merchants and inhabitants 

of Drogheda, in behalf of themselves and the Roman Catholic inhabitants of the said town’, 4 

May 1665 (N.L.I., MS 2335, pp 285-8).

52 Answer to instances claiming the Act of Explanation departs from and sets aside his 

Majesty’s Declaration, by Sir Allen Brodrick, 26 Mar. 1665 (Carte MS 44, f. 505).

53 Affairs of Ireland, June 1665 (B.L., Add. MS 19526, f. 89).

54 Further answers to the claim that the Act of Explanation departs from and sets aside his 

Majesty’s Declaration, by Clarendon, 23 July 1665 (Carte MS 44, f. 531).
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A letter from ‘an Irish gentleman to his friend in England’ in April 1665, provides 

an insight into a few o f the issues under debate between catholics. The author 

discussed the fallacy o f the argument that the structure o f the new bill was necessary to 

preserve the English interest in Ireland, and that the King was forced, against his own 

‘judgement and inclination’ to consent to it. He was ‘astonished’ that the destruction 

of the ‘English Pale’, which had preserved the ‘English interest’ for 500 years, was 

‘grounded upon reason o f state’, the same reasoning which resulted in the execution of 

Mary Queen o f Scots. The adventurers and soldiers were said to have as much in 

common with the ‘English interest’ as Cromwell had had with the King. The writer 

asked, what special privilege the English interest had that it could eradicate all others 

for its own preservation?

If this cannibal English interest gives no better quarter to the children of English, what can 

strangers expect ? If it cannot be maintained in Wexford and Kilkenny without killing those 

whose ancestors built the cities and walls to defend English interests ?

The letter-writer believed that this policy would create a ‘general aversion in other 

nations to own the dominion of England’; discourage Englishmen from conquering 

other nations when they have no ‘assurance of security in their estates o f their 

ancestors’; and provoke divine wrath to fall on its authors. In fact, Southwell recalled 

that the debate on the bill was adjourned from Whitehall to Hampton Court and then 

to Salisbury because o f the great plague, which was attributed to divine judgement.

The ‘Irish gentleman’ identified ‘four prime interests in Ireland which obstruct the 

restoration o f the natives’; the London adventurers, the soldiers, the ’49 officers and 

the ‘grantees’. The adventurers case rested on the statute, 17 Car. I, c. 33, an act of 

the English parliament which cannot ‘bind Ireland anymore than France’. The soldiers 

depended on their service and the Breda Declaration, but why should it be more
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favourable to the English army in Ireland than in England, and why should the King 

fear their reaction in Ireland but not in England ? Only the protestant ’49 officers 

claimed arrears o f  £1,800,000, whereas the whole English royalist arrears was 

estimated at £70,000. As for the grantees, he asked, why should the King be obliged to 

give the Duke o f York other ‘poor men’s lands’ or Falmouth an estate worth £2,000 

per year, or Bennet the estate o f Lord Clanmalier, who never acted against the crown ? 

Would they revolt against him if they did not receive these favours ? Where is the 

‘necessity’ or ‘obligation’? 55

In July 1665 Ormond presented what appeared to be a final list o f  names, compiled 

with the co-operation o f the Earl o f Clancarty, Lord Athenry, Sir Robert Talbot, 

Richard Bellings and John Walsh, o f those Irish catholics considered ‘capable o f his 

Majesty’s grace and favour’ and inclusion in the bill as ‘nominees’ for restoration to 

their principal demesnes o f only 2000 acres each. The act which passed the broad seal 

in August, put an end to further trials o f ‘innocence’ and confirmed most decrees 

already issued by the first court o f claims. Although this did not include Antrim’s 

decree, other provision was made for his restoration, which was again supported by 

senior members o f  the royal family. Soldiers and adventurers, apart from Orrery and 

other leading members o f the protestant interest, were required to surrender one third 

of their estates to provide sufficient land for reprisals. Individual provisos were 

included for the usual favourites such as Carlingford, Clancarty, Clanricard, Colonel

55 ‘The English interest anatomised and the fallacy of argument drawn from obligation and 

necessity for the present settlement of Ireland, sufficiently demonstrated in a letter from an Irish 

gentleman to his friends in England, your J. J.’, 22 Apr. 1665 (Carte MS 232, ff 277-89); 

Southwell narrative (ibid., 69, f. 66). The themes addressed in the letter were later elaborated 

upon by Nicholas French, bishop of Ferns: French, Narrative, pp 16-18.
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Fitzpatrick, John Talbot o f  Malahide, Sir Richard Bellings, Sir Henry O ’Neill, 

Viscounts M uskerry and Dillon and others. Tyrconnell and Netterville, who had been 

found ‘nocent’ by the first court o f claims, were declared ‘innocent’ and restored.

More controversially, the Duke o f York was again granted the ‘regicides’ lands, and 

provisos were included for Bennet and Lord Kingston. A list o f 54 ‘nominees’ was 

also included for restoration. The act encountered fierce opposition in the Irish 

parliament despite the efforts o f Orrery and Anglesey. There were calls from some 

members for the suspension o f Poyning’s Law. Churchill described the uproar in the 

Commons as members confronted ‘each other with swords have drawn’ and concluded 

that only Ormond’s skill and experience had kept the whole settlement from ‘sinking’. 

The bill was eventually passed on 23 December and the second court o f claims, 

administered by five o f the previous commissioners, opened on 4 January 1666 and 

continued, while any stock o f forfeited lands remained undistributed, until the 2 

January 1669.56

The views o f those members o f the catholic interest excluded from restoration by 

the act were expressed in an anonymous paper entitled ‘Reasons why the settlement o f 

Ireland is unjust, by some papists’. It was this group which Sir Nicholas Plunkett had 

identified in his address to the King and it may be significant that his name was not 

included among those who finalised the list o f nominees. The paper stated that it was 

‘against the law o f God and nations, reason and prudence’ that possession o f Irish land

56 An account of proceedings, Whitehall, 24 July 1665 (Carte MS 44, f. 489); Orrery to 

Arlington, 17 Oct., 6, 9 Dec. 1665 (C.S.P.I., 1663-5, pp 658, 683); Churchill to same, 27 Dec. 

1665 (ibid., p. 699); Queen Mother to Ormond, 14 July 1665 (Carte MS 215, f. 207); Statutes

large passed in the parliaments held in Ireland. . . (3 vols, 1310-1698, Dublin, 1786

1804), iii, 2-137; Simms, ‘Restoration’, pp 425-6; Connolly, Religion, law, and power, p. 14; 

Donogh, Earl of Clancarty died 4 Aug. 1665 (Carte MS 70, f. 629);
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should be confirmed to usurpers and so many Irish catholics condemned without a 

hearing by an Irish parliament, which formerly had a catholic majority. The official 

reason was that if  too many catholics were restored the ‘intended protestant settlement 

made by the usurper’ would be ‘turned topsy-turvy’, but the real reason was to ensure 

the acquisition o f  estates for grantees. The regicides’ estates given to the Duke of 

York had been taken from innocent people who had served the King at home and 

abroad, and bishops, courtiers and others who already had good estates had been given 

more. The authors asked the King to keep no Irish land for himself but to give it to 

relieve the ‘oppressed people’ who were still loyal to him and had proven it by refusing 

estates and liberty o f  conscience offered by Cromwell in 1649 and Ireton in 1651.57

Ormond and Sir Heneage Finch, the English attorney-general, later claimed that the 

‘Irish o f eminent rank’, including the Talbots, had not only agreed to the terms o f the 

act but also, for their own private interests, wanted to put an end to the number o f 

restorations, a claim which Talbot vehemently denied. The bill was described as the 

‘dragon’s tail’ which ‘riveted the Cromwellian’ settlement in Ireland. Orrery 

significantly referred to the catholic ‘nominees’ in the bill as ‘neminees’, nobodies, 

intended only to be restored in ‘nomine terms in name only. The Irish catholic 

narrative writers reflected the pro and anti-Ormond factions in that they either 

lambasted the viceroy and Clarendon as corrupt traitors or blamed Talbot for his 

arrogant and imprudent behaviour. One author asked if the catholic interest would not

57 ‘Reasons why the settlement of Ireland is unjust, by some papists’ (Carte MS 70, ff 262

3); Temple to Ormond, 29 Nov. 1663 (ibid., 47, f. 308); an account of proceedings in 

Whitehall, 24 July 1665 (ibid., 44, f. 489).
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have been better to have left Charles I at Oxford and make a deal with Cromwell, but 

concluded that they were in fact between the ‘devil and the deep blue sea.’58

As England recovered from the plague and France entered the Anglo-Dutch war on 

the side o f  Holland, the Irish viceroy was concerned about the situation in the 

aftermath o f the passing o f the Act o f Explanation. Concerns focused on the internal 

threat from the dissatisfied catholic interest and the external threat from France, or a 

combination o f both. Economically, the effects o f the Cattle Bill were blamed for the 

‘desperate condition’ o f the country, which also aggravated the tory problem in Ulster 

and Connacht. Orrery kept up a constant stream o f reports to London regarding 

suspected presbyterian plots and catholics conspiracies with France. Ormond assured 

Arlington that government resources could deal with any internal threat from the 

catholics or ‘fanatics’; however, any French intervention would be ‘dangerous’, and 

therefore he was anxious not to provoke Irish catholics any further.59 A ‘catholic 

declaration’ in March, signed by 50 Irish catholics including Dudley Costello and 

Edmund Nangle, illustrated the discontent within the Irish catholic community at large. 

These subscribers were not members o f the nobility and gentry and may have been 

those Ormond later described as ‘the old Nuncio party’ and ‘those that have no 

estates, or no hope to recover their estates’ who would be ‘easily persuaded into a 

rebellion’. Their complaints focused on the injustice o f the Irish settlement, with which

co

Affairs of Ireland (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 198, pp 63-4); Case (ibid., 243, pt. 2, p. 123); 

French, Narrative.

59 Orrery to Arlington, 15 Aug., 19 Sept., 17 Oct., 8, 29 Nov. 1665 (C.S.P.I., 1663-5, pp 

622, 643, 658, 662, 676-81); Ormond to Legge, 2 Sept., 25 Oct. 1665 (H.M.C., Dartmouth, i, 

12); same to Arlington, 17 Jan. 1666 (C.S.P.I., 1666-9, p. 8); Orrery to Ormond, 17 Feb. 1666 

(ibid., p. 34); proclamation of the lord lieutenant and Council, 28 Feb. 1666 (ibid., p. 49);

Steele, Proclamations, ii, 94.
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they claimed Ormond concurred, and their perception that the ‘rich man’ had gained by

bribery while the poor had been excluded. The declaration’s authors were described by

the viceroy as ‘Irish rebels’ because they concluded by saying,

We therefore do, in the name of Jesus Christ under whose banner we resolve to live and die, 

unanimously declare that the Pope’s Holiness is supreme head of Christ’s church militant 

on earth, and that with our swords drawn we will stand against and oppose [such] as believe 

the contrary and do so unjustly rob us of our due liberties of conscience and rights’.60

The external threat from France was evident in information passed to the Earl of

Sandwich from Nicholas French, bishop o f Ferns, whom he described as ‘a true and

faithful subject’ who had felt it his duty to reveal this intelligence. French had heard

from a priest in Paris that Scottish presbyterians and Primate O ’Reilly were separately

seeking help from Louis XIV for rebellion. Bishop French claimed that O ’Reilly had

lived privately in Ireland with Cromwell’s compliance and had actually given Thurloe a

list o f Irish catholics who would ‘adhere to him in the exclusion of the King from that

kingdom’.61 O ’Reilly had in fact written to Ormond from Paris in the autumn 1665, to

ask to be allowed to return to Ireland and be ‘buried among’ his ‘friends’:

I shall endeavour to comply in all points, with his sovereign Majesty’s most gracious will 

and your Excellencies commands . . .  if otherwise, who am I, a worm, not a man, the 

reproach of mankind . . .  a dead dog . .  61

° Copy of ‘The catholic declaration’, 25 Mar. 1666 (C.S.P.I., 1666-9, pp 62-3); Ormond 

to Arlington, 4 May 1666 (ibid., p. 103). A copy of the ‘catholic declaration’ and its 

subscribers is contained in Appendix C, pp 333-4.

61 ‘The effect of what Dr Nicholas French, bishop of Ferns in Ireland told his Excellency the 

Earl of Sandwich upon the 8th of April 1666’ (Carte MS 45, f. 316).

62 O’Reilly to Ormond, 22 Oct. 1665 (ibid., 221, f. 270); same to Archer, 31 Oct. 1665 
(ibid., f. 213).
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Orrery also reported the discovery o f a French warship off Valentia, County Kerry, 

and asked Ormond to have the Irish catholic leaders arrested claiming it was ‘easier to 

prevent a w ar or rebellion than to end it’.63 It was decided to raise a militia and arrest 

‘notoriously disaffected Roman Catholics and fanatics’, but Arlington said that all was 

to be done in moderation so they would not be driven to a ‘conjuncture with one 

another’.64

The situation in Ireland was considered so dangerous in the summer o f 1666, in

terms o f a threat from Irish catholics or a French invasion that Ormond decided to

reject calls to expel all the catholic clergy and in fact allow a national synod in Dublin.

Expulsions, he said, would not be ‘prudent’ at this time, and

even in more settled and peaceable times it would be the subject of very serious consideration 

how a state govern itself towards such members as are of that religion, and how far forth the 

alteration of laws made almost an age since, and of which we have seen no fruit but rebellion, 

may be councellable. Few men have ventured to touch upon this point. . .  I doubt I am 

slipped too soon and too far into this argument, but I know into what hands I put it and may 

securely leave it ,65

Evidence suggests that Ormond had the support o f the King, Arlington and Clarendon 

for his strategy, which he said would be useful to ‘keep up the division’ within the 

catholic clergy and ‘take away the expectation o f a conjunction from any foreign 

enemy’. He assured Arlington that the synod would encourage the ‘honest clergy’ and 

answer criticisms that they were shown no favour or liberty and he would ‘keep them

53 Orrery to Ormond, 18 Apr. 1666 (C.S.P.I., 1666-9, p. 92).

64 Arlington to same, 1 May 1666 (Carte MS 46, f. 292).

Ormond to Arlington, 16 May 1666 (C.S.P.I., 1666-9, pp 107-8).
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to the letter o f  the remonstrance’ as instructed, which would identify the ‘rebels’ 

among them who could then be plausibly excluded from Ireland.66

The catholic synod, attended by Primate O ’Reilly and around forty other leading 

catholic clergy, met in Dublin in June, despite attempts within the protestant interest 

and the European catholic hierarchy to prevent it. Cardinal Barberini and the Brussels 

Internuncio Rospigliosi pleaded with O’Reilly and several other bishops not to fall into 

the ‘snare’ o f the remonstrants.67 Ormond urged them to consider the consequences o f 

their past actions and to sign the 1661 remonstrance, but after six days o f meetings 

they had only discussed amendments to the original. In the course o f debate one o f the 

1661 subscribers suggested that the clergy should ask the King’s pardon for the late 

‘rebellion’, but was told there was no need because ‘they knew none at all guilty’. 

Nicholas French, in correspondence with Peter Walsh in the 1670s, confessed that he 

was more offended by references to the Irish ‘rebellion’, which he believed to be a ‘just 

war’, than he was with the remonstrance.68

The viceroy made it clear that he was not prepared to countenance any 

equivocation on the part o f the clergy, and he was by this time quite familiar with all 

the arguments. For Ormond it was now not so much the acceptability o f alternative 

words but why the original remonstrance was unacceptable to any ‘loyal’ subject? He

66 Ormond to Arlington, 16 May 1666 (Carte MS 51, f. 170); same to same, 16 May 1666 

(ibid., pp 107-8).

67 Translation of Intemuncio Rospigliosi’s letter to Fr Patrick Dempsey, 3 May 1666 (ibid., 

221, f. 278); trans. of Rospigliosi’s letter to Patrick Plunkett, bishop of Ardagh, 13 May 1666 

(ibid., f. 282); trans. of Rospigliosi’s letter to Primate Edmund O’Reilly, 20 May 1666 (ibid., 

f- 284); Ormond to Clarendon, 9 June 1666 (C.S.P.I., 1666-9, p. 130).

68 Walsh, History (preface), p. iv; idem, Four letters, pp 31-2.
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reminded them that the remonstrance simply confirmed their duty to their King and 

condemned the contrary, and that such an opportunity had not been given to their 

predecessors since the time o f Queen Mary and ‘if now lost, may not easily be 

recovered’.69 In a letter to Arlington he said that those who refused to sign would be 

expelled, ‘which is a kind o f martyrdom some o f them aspire to, that, having suffered 

as they will allege for the catholic cause, they may be better provided for abroad’.70 

Peter Walsh said that the fathers were ‘strangely prepossessed with foreign 

intelligences, and their own prophetic dreams and hopes o f wonders in that wonderful 

year 1666’, and so they slighted Ormond’s message. He added, ‘their demagogues 

would not consent’ and the alternative remonstrance which they produced signified ‘a 

meer nothing; so it would prove accordingly to them in point o f  benefit from the state’. 

The opportunity for a synod had come out o f the circumstances o f crisis in Ireland but 

its consequences were o f  greater benefit to Ormond and the protestant interest than to 

Irish catholics.71

The failure o f  the synod to agree to the remonstrance left Ormond obliged to 

enforce the law which he apparently regretted because the ‘avarice o f inferior officers 

and the malice o f  neighbours to one another’ meant that for saying mass the ‘honest 

and most conformable priests and people are vexed and sometimes undone’, which o f 

course only delighted the ‘refractory’ and discouraged the others. The English Privy 

Council had ordered Ormond to proceed against those clergy who came with letters 

from Rospigliosi or Barbarini, but despite this he agreed to Walsh’s request that the

69 Ormond’s message sent by Mr Richard Bellings (June 15), to the Catholic Convocation in 

Dublin, (C.S.P.I., 1666-9, p. 134).

0 Ormond to Arlington, 16 June 1666 (ibid., p. 133).
71

Walsh, History (preface), p. iii, (first treatise, first part), pp 664, 676, 682.
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ageing O ’Reilly be allowed to leave Ireland.72 Arlington advised Ormond that it would

be ‘safe and w ise’ to refer the whole remonstrance issue to the Council in Dublin and

then enclose his opinion on the matter to the King, so that any severity could be

moderated to prevent ‘desperate resolutions’. The secretary confessed that

it will be a hard matter to be very secure of those who see their estates enjoyed by other 

men, till time hath accustomed them to such a digestion and our peace with our neighbours 

make them see a manifest insecurity in a rebellion.

The catholic rising in County Longford in mid-July was seen as just such a ‘desperate 

resolution’. Nangle, one o f the leaders, and a brother-in-law to Sir George Lane, died 

in the subsequent siege and a copy o f the ‘catholic declaration’ o f March, which he 

signed, was found on his body.73

The only Irish parliament ever to be called by Charles II was finally dissolved in 

August 1666, in an attempt to moderate any sense o f crisis, but in September the city 

of London was devastated by the ‘great fire’, which popular opinion attributed to a 

Jesuit conspiracy. Ormond’s frustration with the ‘tribe’ o f Irish catholic clergy was 

apparent and he ordered Orrery to restrain the ‘insolent folly’ o f the Jesuits in Munster 

and send for Coppinger, one or the remonstrants, to identify the subscribers so that he 

could jail the rest. The viceroy disclosed his own political motives behind the 

remonstrance when he added,

this distinction will keep up the division between them, and secure us one party among 

them, without whose knowledge it will be hard for the others to ferment any disturbance . . . 

so I conceive it is not now reasonable to fall upon . . . such as are decent and moderate.

72 Ormond to Clarendon, 11 Aug. 1666 (Carte MS 48, f. 414).

73 Arlington to Ormond, 10 July 1666 (ibid., 46, f. 331); copy o f ‘the catholic declaration’ 

(C.S.P.I., 1666-9, pp 62-3), and Appendix C, p. 333.
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When it shall please God to send us peace we may the more securely determine how all the

Romish profession are to be dealt with.74

During a tour o f  inspection in M unster in September Ormond revealed his thoughts on 

the catholic laity when he observed that ‘many o f the ancient nobility’ were in a 

‘miserable condition’ particularly one ‘very sad peer called Lord Dunboyne, o f his 

‘name and family’, whose estate was in the gift o f Ormond’s ancestors. The viceroy 

had recovered the land and would restore it to Dunboyne if he gave him the ‘breeding 

of his son’ who was thirteen years old. Ormond proposed to ‘breed’ the boy a 

protestant because it troubled him to see ‘men of birth incapable as well by their 

religion as education o f those advantages and employments that would better become 

them than many that have them’.75

Reaction to the outcome o f the land settlement and the failure o f the synod to unite 

the clergy and advance the catholic position produced a realisation that some Irish 

catholics would never be restored by legitimate means; hence the growing tory 

problem, the ‘catholic declaration’ and Nangle’s rising. In November Ormond sent 

letters to Arlington, in the safe-keeping o f Sir Nicholas Armorer, which confirmed his 

growing conviction that the French and Irish catholics were in fact conspiring. Andrew 

Lynch, bishop o f Kilfenora, who had been sympathetic to the remonstrance, was 

mentioned as a possible conspirator. One o f the letters, described as a translation o f ‘an 

Irish letter’, had been given to Ormond by Sir James Dillon. The writer said,

there are doubtless ill affected Irishmen in Paris who make it their work to recover their

rights in Ireland by French power . . .  it is certain they have already made their conditions . .

74 Ormond to Clarendon, 2 Oct. 1666 (Carte MS 48, f. 426); same to Orrery, 24 Oct. 1666 

(ibid., f. 70).

75 Same to Legge, 12 Sept. 1666 (Staffordshire Record Office, D(w)1778(Ii)202); partly 

printed in (H.M.C., Dartmouth, i, 14).
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my friends in the French court tell me that the French will not hazard themselves or their 

goods. But you must be very wary and have a care of the coasts of Ulster and Connacht.76

Reports were also received in December o f groups o f up to a hundred tories, some

lead by Dudley Costello, terrorising communities in Connacht and west Ulster.77

Mounting uncertainty and threats both internal and external, economic and political,

of little advantage to those Irish catholics waiting for restoration, were o f considerable

advantage in the context o f the power struggle between Buckingham and Clarendon in

Whitehall, which inevitably involved Ormond, the Chancellor’s great friend and ally.

The accusation against Ormond was o f ‘connivance’ with the catholic clergy by

allowing the Dublin synod in June 1666, but if he reacted by issuing proclamations

against the catholic clergy it could provoke the rebellion he feared. He told Arlington

that he would consider expelling the non-subscribers because

to extend the banishment to all . . . would be highly inconvenient and dangerous now to do 

and perhaps not very safe or convenient to refuse. I have therefore caused the proclamation 

to be prepared with great secrecy and shall so transmit it, unless the King forbid me to do 

so. In the meantime I have found it absolutely necessary in order to satisfy the expectations 

of all the protestants here to cause divers of the worst affected of the clergy, who refused to 

subscribe the remonstrance, to be apprehended.

The effects o f accusations against Ormond were therefore felt by the catholic clergy, 

but this resulted in complaints to the royal court which were also referred to 

Ormond.78 The second Cattle Act, said to have been a ploy by Buckingham’s faction to

76 Ormond to Arlington, 26 Nov. 1666 (C.S.P.l., 1666-9, pp 246-8).

77 Anglesey to Ormond, 25 Sept. 1666 (Carte MS 217, f. 334); Ormond to Arlington, 26 

Nov. 1666 (C.S.P.l. 1666-9, p. 247); [George Warburton to Joseph Williamson], 30 Nov. 

1666 (ibid., p. 249).
78

Ormond to Arlington, 4 Jan. 1667 (ibid., pp 264-5).

179



put more pressure on Ormond’s administration, also had implications for Irish 

catholics. Burlington, Anglesey and Conway, opposing the bill, pointed out that the 

first bill had turned those who previously made a living from cattle dealing into tories, 

and some into ‘actual rebellion’.79

Ormond’s involvement with his family connexions within the catholic interest also 

brought problems at this time. The viceroy was great-uncle and guardian to Lord 

Clancarty, whose father and grandfather had both died in 1665. The proposed marriage 

alliance o f Clancarty, to Orrery’s niece, Lady Elizabeth Boyle, was threatened by 

‘scruples’ concerning ‘the manner o f doing it’. Ormond, who wrote to Orrery for 

assistance in the matter, said,

. . .  my sister [Lady Clancarty] is made to believe she cannot consent it should be by a 

priest of our church without sinning, and my Lady Elizabeth is as much persuaded she shall 

offend if she shall consent to be married by a popish priest. I am not able to remove the 

scruple from my sister and I am not willing to endeavour to do it with Lady Elizabeth . . . 80

An alliance with the Boyles would always have been advantageous; indeed Richard 

Talbot had sought just such a union, but the timing o f this proposal was significant, 

given Ormond’s developing rivalry with Orrery.

Accusations o f  maladministration against Ormond’s government were articulated 

by the Irish protestant Earl o f Meath and, as opposition mounted to Clarendon and 

Ormond, Orrery planned a trip to court to stake his claim to the viceroyalty. Ormond 

observed that in Orrery’s case this was a time ‘when he must desert his former

79 Anglesey to Ormond, 15 Jan. 1667 (Carte MS 47, f. 138); Rawdon to Conway, 11 Jan. 

1667 (C.S.P.I., 1666-9, p. 274); memorial presented to the King by Anglesey, Burlington and

Conway (ibid., pp 303-4).
80

Ormond to Orrery, 6, 19 Jan. 1667 (Carte MS 48, if  77, 82); same to Ossory, 8 Feb. 

1667 (ibid., 70, f. 419; ibid., 48, f. 248).
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friendships or acquire enmities’, and ‘how can he prove himself without supplanting 

my interest or authority’? While Arlington offered the viceroy reassurances, Anglesey, 

who was still allied to Ormond at this stage, encouraged him to come to Whitehall 

because a man o f Orrery’s ‘wisdom, trust and interest comes not upon a slight errand’ 

but must have the ‘King’s leave’.81

The Medway disaster and the Treaty o f Breda, which ended the Dutch war, only 

fuelled opposition to Clarendon, who was the scapegoat for a foreign policy fiasco. By 

the end o f August the King asked the Lord Chancellor to resign, to the delight o f both 

houses o f parliament.82 Clarendon, the man Anglesey had described as a ‘firm friend of 

Ireland’, fled to France in October 1667 to avoid impeachment.83 The Irish narrative 

writers, however, certainly did not share Anglesey’s view. French branded him the 

corrupt architect o f  the ‘settlement and sale o f Ireland’.84

The Act o f  Explanation was described by the Irish catholic interest as the ‘dragon’s 

tail’ which, together with the King’s declaration and the Act o f Settlement, had 

‘riveted gradually’ the ‘Cromwellian interest’ in Ireland. The bill certainly, and not 

surprisingly, confirmed the social bias o f the settlement, but it also reinforced the 

power o f political patronage. Any concept o f restoration by ‘innocence’ determined by 

the due processes o f the law, no matter how flawed, was abandoned. Ormond 

consulted agents for the catholic interest and the list o f those elected or nominated for

81 Ormond to Ossory, 8 Feb. 1667 (Carte MS 70, ff 415-7, 419); Anglesey to Ormond, 28

Mar. 1667 (ibid., 47, f. 183).
82 Anglesey to same, 19 Oct 1667 (ibid., 217, f. 417). Discussion and background in Barry 

Coward, The Stuart age: England, 1603-1714 (London and New York, 1994), p. 302.
oo

Anglesey to Ormond, 10 Dec. 1667 (Carte MS 47, f. 174).

84 French, Narrative.
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restoration was composed o f their associates. Those nominated for restoration 

continued to discover that gaining actual possession o f their lands was not 

straightforward. Lord Athenry, who was named in the King’s declaration and the Acts 

of Settlement and Explanation, and who had helped Ormond compile the list o f 

‘nominees’, was still not restored despite the King’s letter ordering the protestant 

occupiers o f  his land to be removed.85

The economic situation together with an end to hopes o f restoration drove many to 

turn tory or look for outside assistance from France, but the fall o f Clarendon must 

have brought renewed hope that anything was possible. The chancellor had been a key 

figure in Anglo-Irish politics since the restoration and was one o f the pillars o f an 

administration which had failed to secure and advance the economic and political 

power o f the King and court which was the fundamental purpose o f the Cabal, now in 

the process o f  consolidation. Orrery and Richard Talbot, who were part o f that faction, 

though for different ends, considered that their respective interests in Ireland could 

only gain from Clarendon’s removal and a change of policy at court. Talbot’s 

involvement with this Cabal certainly boosted his political profile and, like Ormond, he 

had now accumulated a network o f politically influential allies and clients; his agency 

for Arlington in particular would now pay dividends.86

85 Case (D.P.L., Gilbert MS, pt. 2, pp 115, 123); lists of names by province and county, 

with a classification of innocent status (Carte MS 44, ff 49-101); list of those in the province 

of Connacht, ‘given by Lord Athenry, 26 May 1664’ (ibid., ff 49-55); an account of the 

proceedings in Whitehall, 24 July 1665 (ibid., f. 489); King’s letter for Lord Baron Athenry 

(ibid., 38, f. 295); Simms, ‘Restoration’, pp 425-6; Connolly, Religion, law, and power, pp 

14-17.

86 Clancarty to Ormond, 2 Apr. 1660 (Carte MS 214, ff 10-11); Connolly, Religion, law, 

and power, pp 14, 203-9; Geoffrey Holmes, The making o f a great power: late Stuart and 

early Georgian Britain, 1660-1722 (London, 1993), pp 111-13.
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CHAPTER SIX :

GRACE AND FAVOUR, OCT. 1667 - MAR. 1673.

. . . Reputation is an idle 
and most false imposition, oft got without merit 
and lost without deserving. You have lost no reputation 
at all unless you repute yourself such a loser.

William Shakespeare, Othello. 1

Fear is a pilot that flings the compass overboard.
2Southwell narrative.

Within a week o f Clarendon’s departure from office Anglesey warned the Irish 

viceroy that the ‘clouds’ were gathering fast. Sir Edward Seymour, a member o f the 

English parliament, in the course o f debates on Clarendon’s impeachment, claimed that 

if the Chancellor had received a £50,000 bribe from Ireland the house needed to 

conduct a general inquiry into the state and administration o f Irish affairs. Anglesey 

had every reason to be concerned as the Irish treasury had been largely his 

responsibility during Ormond’s administration.1 2 3 The investigation o f Irish finances, 

together with M eath’s accusations that Ormond was ‘as Irish as any man’, as 

evidenced by his Irish catholic connexions, the catholic synod in Dublin, and his 

ruthless execution o f the Carrickfergus mutineers in 1666, were the conspicuous signs 

of pressure now being applied to the Irish viceroy, orchestrated by Buckingham, to

1 Shakespeare, Othello, II, iii, 267-70.

2 Southwell narrative, notes concerning Anglesey (Carte MS 69, f. 90). Ormond believed it 

was fear that drove Anglesey to align himself with the policies of the Cabal in the early 1670s.

3 Anglesey to Ormond, 26 Oct. 1667 (ibid., 217, f. 419); certificate of the commissioners 

for examining the accounts of Ireland, 28 Aug. 1669, Affairs of Ireland (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 

198, pp 1-32); Journals o f  the house o f  lords [o f England], xii, 135, 141-2; Journals o f  the 

house o f commons [o f England], ix, 19-20.
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force his removal from office and even his impeachment. Ormond’s various offices and 

lands in Ireland would have been a considerable prize.4 Despite his assurances o f 

loyalty to the viceroy, Orrery reported to his second cousin Chancellor Boyle that 

those who had ‘raised the storm against’ Clarendon now sought his assistance against 

Ormond.5 This chapter will examine the Irish catholic interest in the period between 

Clarendon’s dismissal and the cancellation o f the second Declaration o f Indulgence for 

signs o f changes in Anglo-Irish policy resulting in political gains for Irish catholics. The 

removal o f Clarendon and Ormond, the alleged enemies o f the catholic interest, 

together with the King’s agreement with Louis XIV, albeit secret, should have 

produced a perfect environment for the advancement o f the catholic political interest in 

Ireland. Was this really a period when ‘much favour was extended to the Irish’, as Sir 

Robert Southwell claimed ?

Indications o f  changing political alignments which could eventually favour the 

catholic interest were apparent in several incidents in 1667-8. The King had received a 

petition from the Earl o f Westmeath, Gormanston, Netterville and Athenry on behalf 

of the ‘nominees’ asking to be restored to part o f their estates, to save them from 

‘utter ruin and destruction’, because the commissioners in the second court o f claims 

had expressed doubts as to whether any ‘nominee’ could be restored, under the terms

4 Southwell narrative (Carte MS 69, f. 67); Ormond to Ossory, 13 Feb. 1668 (ibid., 48, f. 

250); allegations by Edward, Earl of Meath against Ormond (ibid., 59, ff 17-4); Meath’s 

articles of treason against Ormond (ibid., 70, ff 251-60); answers to the accusations that 

Ormond was ‘as much Irish as any man’ (ibid., 37, f. 167).

Orrery to [Chancellor Boyle], 6 Sept., 31 Dec. 1667, 13 Mar. 1668 (ibid., 69, ff 128, 130, 

132-3); Boyle to Orrery, 17 Mar. 1668 (ibid., ff 131-2); Southwell narrative (ibid., ff 68-9).
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of the act, until the entire protestant interest was satisfied. The King, referring the 

petition back to Ormond and the council for resolution, reminded them that they knew 

the ‘state o f the kingdom and all interests and affairs’ and were ‘empowered, beyond 

any’ o f their ‘predecessors to remove any difficulties in the settlement’, not only to 

preclude the King’s subjects from the expense o f reference to London, but also to ‘free 

his Majesty from further solicitations’. The ‘nominees’, whose petition had been passed 

around for over a year, were the victims o f the climate o f political uncertainty in 

London and Dublin, where other issues had taken priority, and no one wanted to risk 

showing favour to Irish catholics until the power struggle was resolved.6 *

Anglesey, however, who was in London in the autumn o f 1667, was already 

showing signs o f an adjustment in his affiliations to take account o f the changing 

political context. Speaking o f the ‘nominees’, he told Ormond that, given the political 

situation in England, it was not advisable for either the King or Arlington to intervene 

on their behalf at the moment but,

having been with your Grace a witness of his Majesty’s royal intentions towards them, in 

the Acts of Settlement and Explanation, and doubting whether we shall have a permanent 

and equal settlement unless they be in some measure provided for . . .  I may be judged the 

more impartial when I express my willingness that out of the remaining stock a 

proportionable allowance of land may be made to them as will be to others . . .  if the parties 

concerned be wisely handled . . .  for my par t . . .  I shall be willing to loose a double

6 ‘His Majesty’s declaration in council upon consideration of the doubts made by the court 

of claims concerning the nominees’, 15 Nov. 1667 (Carte MS 70, ff 159-60); English Privy 

Council to the lord lieutenant and Irish Privy Council, 29 Nov. 1667, 30 Mar. 1668 (ibid., ff

160, 162); lord lieutenant and Council’s response to the petition of 30 Oct. 1666, from the 

commissioners of the court of claims, 18 Dec. 1667 (ibid., f. 161).
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proportion to any of them of my reprisals, rather than they should be deceived by acts of 

parliament.7

Patrick Maginn, referring to Anglesey’s letter for the ‘poor nominees’ wrote,

. . . your Grace may see by the enclosed how far my Lord Anglesey is pleased, to his own 

loss, to satisfy them, and I believe you know very well how acceptable it will be to the King 

and all the nobility here, that your Grace would provide some little livelihood for those poor 

people; that they may not starve . . .  all is left to your Grace’s disposal.8

Ormond, who believed the Duke o f Y ork’s claim to be a major ‘obstacle’ to progress 

in the settlement, later remarked to Carlingford that although Anglesey was willing to 

‘contribute with others to their relief it was beyond his ‘skill’ to put this into practice. 

The ‘nominees’ had however acquired a new advocate.9

The Irish settlement was clearly in abeyance as other power struggles took 

precedence. Ormond’s family members within the catholic interest were not immune 

from the general suffering and his own position at this time may actually have added to 

their troubles. His sister, Countess Clancarty, wrote that Justin MacCarthy was still 

without a resolution to his affairs because Sir James Shaen ‘put them off day after 

day’. The Countess said, ‘I am more and more confirmed that nothing o f justice or 

directness is intended’ in this settlement. Lady Thurles, Ormond’s mother, asked him 

to help his two sisters to what would have been their entitlement if  their father had 

lived to be Earl. Ossory in a letter to his father said that he had heard that Clanricard’s

Anglesey to Ormond, 26 Nov. 1667 (Carte MS 217, f. 423).

Patrick Maginn to same, 30 Nov. 1667 (ibid., 215, f. 407).

9 Ormond to Carlingford, 21 Jan. 1668 (ibid., 49, f. 501); Ormond to Lord Chancellor 

Boyle, 13 June 1668 (ibid., f. 566).
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estate would be demanded to satisfy the uses o f the act, ‘he not having made proof of 

innocency’.10 11

The changing political circumstances and the political realignment o f another ‘old 

protestant’ family, the Boyles, promised to deliver some advantage to the catholic 

interest and to Richard Talbot in particular. Orrery and Talbot, having supported 

Buckingham’s successful campaign against Clarendon, now had high hopes to similarly 

remove Ormond. A link between the Talbot and Orrery was established in 1663 when 

the Colonel had sought a marriage alliance with the Boyles and had actually stayed at 

Charleville, Orrery’s house. After Clarendon’s resignation Talbot assured Chancellor 

Boyle that, although more ‘strange turns’ would follow, he would be safe enough 

because Ormond was now out o f favour with the King. Indeed, correspondence 

between the Chancellor and Talbot regarding a petition by Sir Luke Bathe brought 

another confrontation between Ormond and Talbot. The intervention again o f Ossory 

as a mediator for Talbot was also significant. He told his father that, regardless o f 

previous offences, there was no one more civil and kind who was quicker to give him 

information than Talbot. Ossory was o f course close to the Duke o f York and 

Arlington, his brother-in-law, and was obviously more favourably inclined than his 

father towards Talbot.11

10 Countess Clancarty to Ormond, 5 June 1668 (Carte MS 215, ff 479, 498); [Lady 

Thurles], to same, 6 June 1668 (ibid., f. 481); Ossory to same, 20 June 1668 (ibid., 220, f. 

378).

11 Carlingfordto same, 1 Dec. 1663 (ibid., 214, ff 590-91); Talbot to Williamson, 21 Aug. 

1666 (C.S.P.I., 1666-9, p. 195); same to Ld. Chane. Boyle, 27 Sept. 1667 (Carte MS 69, f. 

128); Ossory to Ormond, 12 Oct. 1667, 18 Jan. 1668 (ibid., 220, fF296-9, 336).
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By the time the viceroy arrived in London in April 1668 his friends advised him to 

resign rather than be forced out o f office. Carlingford was ‘frightened at the report’ 

that Buckingham would be made lord lieutenant o f Ireland, since this would be 

disastrous in terms o f influence for those, like himself, who had been associated with 

Ormond. Ossory, who was deputising for Ormond, reassured his father that, although 

his removal was expected with every post, their private fortune was in the good hands 

of his ‘uncle M athew’.12 It had originally been thought that Orrery would be 

Buckingham’s deputy but it was now rumoured that Boyle himself would be the new 

viceroy. Ormond reported, however, that in the pursuit o f favour with Buckingham, 

Orrery had fallen out with Richard Talbot.13

In January 1669 Ormond informed Ossory that his term as viceroy was at an end 

and his successor was named as Lord Robartes, a presbyterian sympathiser, who was 

significantly linked with Clifford and Arlington, members o f the Cabal. The removal 

from office o f two o f the most powerful politicians and allies in England and Ireland 

signalled the first major policy shift since the restoration: a watershed in Anglo-Irish 

politics. Unlike Clarendon, however, Ormond did not suffer disgrace or exile. He 

certainly did not consider himself a loser, and, with the King’s support, successfully 

defeated M eath’s indictment.14 His removal from office appeared to have been the

12 Carlingford to Ormond, 5 Aug. 1668 (Carte MS 215, f. 518); Ossory to same, 7 Oct., 28 

Nov. 1668 (ibid., ff 414-5, 427).

13 Ossory to same, 26 Nov. 1668 (ibid., 220, f. 424); Kingston to Ossory, 28 July 1668 

(ibid., f. 396); deposition of Anthony Walsh, taken by Dudley Loftus, 28 Nov. 1668 (ibid., f. 

426); Ormond to Ossory, 24 Sept. 1668 (ibid., 48, f. 290).

14 Summons to Meath to appear before the board (ibid., 59, f. 175); Ormond to Ossory, 13 

July 1669 (ibid., 48, f. 354); answers to accusations that Ormond was ‘as much Irish as any 

man’ (ibid., 37, f. 167).
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result o f the opposition o f Buckingham’s associates, who included Orrery and Richard 

Talbot, together with allegations o f corruption and maladministration. The King may 

have been happy for such an impression to circulate, but, as James McGuire has 

argued, Ormond’s removal was surely directly connected to the King’s commitment in 

the secret Treaty o f  Dover, on 25 January 1669, personally to adopt and actively 

promote Catholicism within his three kingdoms. The French alliance, with its financial 

benefits, was the King’s priority and if Louis XIV was to be convinced that Charles 

II’s religious intentions were genuine, Ormond, a staunch supporter o f Anglican 

conformity, had to be removed from the viceroyalty o f the one Stuart kingdom which 

contained a sizeable catholic majority.15 The King in fact assured Ossory and the Irish 

Privy Council that Ormond had been recalled ‘for reasons arising from our own affairs 

and not from any dissatisfaction we have in his administration o f that government’.16 

Ormond’s domination o f Irish politics since the restoration certainly seemed to be at an 

end.

The King’s choice o f  Robartes rather than Orrery or Buckingham can also be 

explained in light o f  his secret treaty commitments. Orrery had been a pawn in 

Buckingham’s strategy and, apart from the fact that he had managed to make himself 

‘despicable’ to everyone, his strong allegiance to the protestant interest in Ireland did 

not suit the King’s purposes.17 Charles needed Buckingham at Whitehall, where he 

could be controlled and, as Maurice Lee and Ronald Hutton have suggested, used as a

15 A discussion of these issues, together with further details of Ormond’s dismissal, is 

contained in J. I. McGuire, ‘Why was Ormond dismissed in 1669 ?’ in I.H.S., xviii, no. 71 

(Mar. 1973), pp 295-312; Plunkett MS (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 214, p. 283).

16 King to lord deputy and Council, 7 May 1669 (C.S.P.I., 1666-9, p. 723).

17 Ossory to Ormond, 23 Feb. 1668 (Carte MS 220, f. 445).
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cover for the King’s real policies and advisers, and as a counter-balance to Arlington. 

The new viceroy could not be a catholic but had to be a convinced supporter of 

religious toleration.18 Although Robartes was a presbyterian sympathiser he had been 

one o f the authors o f  the first declaration o f indulgence, which linked him to Clifford 

and Arlington, those among the King’s close advisers who knew o f the secret treaty. 

The fact that Ormond survived and continued in his other offices at court suggests 

that, for the purposes o f  treaty, the King only required the duke to be removed from 

the Irish viceroyalty. The conciliatory approach to Ormond may also point to the 

pivotal role o f  Arlington, Ossory’s close friend and brother-in-law.19

Robartes was given the King’s commission as Lord Lieutenant o f Ireland on 7 

March 1669, although he did not arrive in Dublin to receive the sword from Lord 

Deputy Ossory until 18 September.20 It would seem inconceivable, in the context of 

the restoration court, that the King’s alleged intentions regarding Catholicism, the 

negotiations, and the terms o f the secret Treaty o f Dover, could be kept from Colonel 

Richard Talbot, given his connexions and role in the royal household. Those who were 

taken into the King’s confidence on 25 January 1669 were the Duke o f York, 

Arlington, Clifford and Lord Arundell o f Wardour. The treaty was signed on 1 June 

1670 by Arlington, Clifford, Arundell, Sir Richard Bellings and Colbert, the French

1 o
Ormond to Lord Kingston, 13 July 1669 (Carte MS 50, f. 48); Maurice Lee, The Cabal 

(Urbana, 111., 1965), pp 104, 167; Hutton, Charles II, pp 254-75. See also idem, ‘The making 

of the secret treaty of Dover’, inH.J. xxix (1986), pp 297-318, for a discussion of the King’s 

intentions, the Cabal and Arlington’s political position.

19 Hutton, Charles II, pp 194-5. Arlington was married to Isabella von Beverweert, a sister 

of Ossory’s wife.
20

Commission to Lord Robartes as lord lieutenant of Ireland, 7 Mar. 1669 (C.S.P.I., 1666

9, p. 704).
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ambassador. By itself Talbot’s relationship with the Duke o f York would surely have 

involved the sharing o f such a mutually beneficial secret. Archbishop King, in a later 

account o f  the episode, cited ‘a paper found in the Earl o f Tyrconnell’s closet’ as his 

source o f information about the secret treaty.21 The colonel’s knowledge and 

conviction that the King was about to convert to Catholicism would go some way to 

explaining the confidence displayed by the Talbots at this time.

Philip Netterville, one o f Richard Talbot’s relations on his m other’s side, lost no 

time in informing the Duchess o f Ormond o f the new political arrangements in Dublin. 

Peter Talbot, the new archbishop o f Dublin, would not only reside there but also 

‘supply Ormond’s place’ in terms o f prestige. The Duchess remarked that this would 

be ‘another point gained by that family upon the Duke o f Ormond by removing an old 

friend and placing an enemy’; an indication o f the animosity between the two factions. 

She had tried to raise this matter with Chancellor Boyle but was ‘gravely received’, 

and told Ormond that ‘our great ministers’ were ‘not comprehensive enough in their 

designs and actions, not at all acquainted with the game of chess’.22 A new policy of 

toleration was however apparent in Dublin by the summer o f 1669 and was not 

welcomed by everyone within the establishment. Sir Nicholas Armorer told Williamson 

that ‘if you look not about you, you will all repent indulgences to tender 

consciences’.23

21 fTTJ .  .Hie sermon preached by Archbishop King in 1691 was mentioned in Edmund Calamy’s 

autobiography, written before 1731: Letters addressed from London to Sir Joseph Williamson 

(2 vols, London, 1874), i, i-ii; McGuire, ‘Why was Ormond dismissed in 1669?’ p. 305.

22 Duchess to Duke of Ormond, 25, 31 May 1669 (Carte MS 243, ff 9, 12-13).

23 Armorer to Williamson, 3 Aug. 1669 (C.S.P.l., 1666-9, pp 771-2).
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The formation o f a catholic hierarchy in Ireland was another essential measure to 

convince Louis XIV that Charles’s intentions towards Catholicism were genuine.

Simms has argued that decisions regarding new appointments to the catholic hierarchy 

in Ireland were now taken in conjunction with Charles II and his ministers; presumably 

those who knew about the ‘catholic’ clause in the secret Treaty o f Dover. The clergy 

constituted one o f the most significant elements in the catholic interest, and the 

consequences o f this policy development were crucial. Peter Talbot’s provision as 

Archbishop o f Dublin had been announced on 11 January 1669 and his consecration 

took place on the 9 May the same year. Oliver Plunkett’s provision as Archbishop o f 

Armagh, to replace O ’Reilly who died on 8 March, was announced on 9 July, and he 

was consecrated on 1 December 1669. Plunkett had spent his clerical life in Rome and 

was not initially linked with any political faction in Ireland or England. The timing o f 

these appointments, the fact that they were allowed to reside in Ireland, and that they 

came from respected ‘Old English’ families was certainly important, but it was also 

significant, given the King’s involvement, that they had not supported the 

remonstrance o f 1661. The church hierarchy would not have appointed subscribers to 

the posts but the King would have agreed to Plunkett and Talbot because o f their 

family connexions. The appointments however appeared to confirm the view that the 

King had not wanted the oath, that it had been Ormond’s idea, and it was o f no 

advantage to the clergy or the catholic interest. Within weeks o f Talbot’s appointment 

Peter Walsh was told by Fr Brian Fallon, Guardian o f the Irish Franciscans at Louvain, 

that the Internuncio was only interested in obedience not doctrine. It was clear from 

the outset that Peter Talbot and the church hierarchy, given the new regime in Ireland, 

intended to eliminate non-conformity within their own ranks. The contradictions
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apparent in the King’s position were further evidence that he was following at least 

two different agendas.24

Of the seventy-three Irish clergy who originally signed the remonstrance, fifty were 

still alive. They included John Reynolds (prior o f the convent at Drogheda), Francis 

Coppinger, Thomas Harold and Anthony Geamon, one o f the Queen mother’s 

chaplains.25 These four clerics appear to have borne the brunt o f the persecution 

against the subscribers which was orchestrated by Peter Talbot on his arrival in Dublin. 

All were deposed from any offices they held within their orders. A report by Anthony 

Geamon in December documented the activities o f the Talbots. Peter was reported to 

have said that Coppinger, Harold and Geamon would hang, and Fr Tom Talbot, 

another brother o f Peter and Richard, bragged that he had concocted the accusations 

against Coppinger which cost him his office. Nicholas French, bishop o f Ferns, tried to 

assure Walsh o f the clemency of the Pope, if he retired immediately, but confessed that 

‘learned men wondered at his presumption for undertaking to instruct the prelates and 

clergy o f three kingdoms’.26

Among the instructions issued to Robartes in June was an order to ensure ‘an equal 

and impartial administration o f justice’ in Ireland as a foundation for happy subjects

24 Translation of Fr Brian Fallon to Peter Walsh, 25 Feb. 1669 (Carte MS 221, f. 331); 

Simms, ‘Restoration’, p. 430; Hutton, Charles 11, pp 268, 273-4; Benignus Millett, ‘Survival 

and reorganisation, 1650-1695’, in P. J. Corish (ed.), A history o f  Irish Catholicism (6 vols, 

Dublin, 1968), iii, 1-63.

List of those who subscribed to the remonstrance who were still alive in 1669 (Carte MS 

38, f. 7; ibid., 221, f. 236).

26 Reynolds to Kelly, 30 Aug. 1669 (ibid., 118, f. 138); Nicholas French to Peter Walsh, 6 

Oct. 1669 (ibid., f. 137); report from Anthony Geamon, 18 Dec. 1669 (ibid., 45, ff 336-40).
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and popular government.27 While the new viceroy certainly had no fear o f impartial 

justice, he failed miserably to produce either popular government or a contented 

kingdom, and his stay in Dublin lasted only around six months. He was said to have a 

‘conscience’ but no manners at a time when ‘wit and manners were more prized than 

honesty and virtue’.28 Robartes’s errors o f judgement were however more fundamental 

than his presbyterian dress and manners. In his pursuit o f impartiality he tried to tighten 

up the regulation o f Dublin finances, which provoked an adverse reaction.29 The 

viceroy also attempted to stamp his authority and discipline on the army. Troops were 

moved around constantly to prevent familiarity with the locals and officers were 

continually called to barracks to conduct musters. His greatest mistake, however, was 

to undermine the army’s leadership by accepting and acting upon depositions from 

soldiers against their own officers. The crisis was such, and morale among the officers 

so low, that Colonel Guy Molesworth, one o f their number, wondered why his 

problems and ‘calamities’ had only begun ‘at the King’s restoration’.30

While Robartes’s religious impartiality was also causing concern in Dublin and 

London, it exposed a degree o f ambiguity in official policy. In November Arlington 

instructed him to be ‘careful’ to restrain the ‘presumptions’ o f both the popish party 

and the fanatics, and to ‘distinguish his favour’ to those who had subscribed to the 

remonstrance. In practice it was evident that family connexions and patronage took

27 Notes of instructions for the lord privy seal as lord lieutenant of Ireland, 19 June 

(C.S.P.I., 1666-9, pp 740-44).

28 Lord Conway to Dr More, 19 Oct. 1669 (B.L., Add. MS 38849, f. 53); Nicholas Jones to 

Col. William Legge, 20 Nov. 1669 (H.M.C., Dartmouth, iii, 113).

29 Onnond’s business, 15 Dec. 1669 (Carte MS 69, f. 179).

Molesworth to Sir Joseph Williamson, Dec. 1669 (C.S.P.l., 1669-70 &Add., pp 55-6).
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precedence over moderation or subscription to an oath o f loyalty.31 Robartes had 

created such a storm in Dublin by December 1669 that he asked to be relieved o f his 

office. The King’s reprimand was both swift and resolute, informing the viceroy that 

when he accepted statements o f complaint from soldiers about their officers he had 

‘raised a spirit’ that he would ‘find hard work to allay’. ‘Mutiny and affronting o f 

officers’ was, he said, ‘a disease’ which would now be hard to root out’. Monsieur Des 

Fontaines-Voutron, a Huguenot, described Ireland as unsettled by catholic aggression 

and protestant fears, in a state similar to 1641. He himself had been threatened with 

burning by a catholic doctor. Fontaines-Voutron believed that ‘the English o f the 

country’ lived ‘in fear’ as they were ‘only one or two to twenty’. A combination of 

Robartes maladministration, Peter Talbot’s advancement and the impeachment 

proceedings against Orrery had unsettled all factions in Ireland. On 21 January 1670 

the King in Council announced the recall o f Robartes and the appointment o f Lord 

Berkeley as his successor. The new viceroy, whose wife was a catholic, was a 

supporter o f  religious toleration. He was therefore not only acceptable to the Cabal but 

also satisfied the King’s secret treaty requirements.32

31 Arlington to Robartes, 6 Nov. 1669 (C.S.P.I., 1669-70 & Add., p. 22). Ormond had also 

shown favour to Fr Patrick Maginn, whom he had known for a long time, although he was 

never identified as a subscriber: Ormond to the King, 9 Dec. 1665 (Carte MS 219, f. 58); 

Hutton, Charles II, p. 268.

32 Robartes to the King, 7 Dec. 1669 (C.S.P.I., 1669-70 &Add., p. 50); King to Robartes, 

Dec. 1669 (ibid., pp 56-7); Fontaines-Voutron to Williamson, 18 Jan. 1670 (ibid., p. 67); 

memorandum by Orrery, 2 Dec. 1669 (ibid., pp 30-49); Armorer to Williamson, 4 Feb. 1670 

(ibid., p. 71); lord lieutenant of Ireland declared in Council, 21 Jan., 1670 (B.L., Add. MS 

21135, f. 24); Howell, State trials, vi, 914-9.
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Frustrations among the catholic clergy who subscribed to the remonstrance also 

emerged in the form o f a ‘memorandum on the persecutions o f the loyal party since 

1661’. This paper catalogued all the ‘oppositions and contradictions’ which the clerical 

subscribers, who were dubbed ‘Irish protestants’, had suffered, at home and abroad, 

for their ‘consistent affections to their lawful sovereign’, in contrast to those who had 

procrastinated, such as Thomas Talbot, Peter Aylmer and Bonaventure Brady, who 

had since been favoured. The subscribers had suffered for no tangible advantage either 

to themselves or the catholic laity. The anti-remonstrants now held high office in the 

church in Ireland and, in Ormond’s absence, Peter Talbot and his cohorts were 

unrestrained in their persecution o f the subscribing clergy. Talbot used accusations o f 

immorality to remove them from office and every source o f support, and ordered the 

catholic laity not to provide them with food or alms. In some instances perceived 

differences between the clergy o f ‘Old English’ and ‘Old Irish’ extraction were added 

to divisions over the remonstrance in order to justify action. A letter received by 

Thomas Cheveratt described how the clergy and laity o f Limerick were supporting 

Thomas Harold, a remonstrant, and had ‘turned out Teig Brodin and John Hogan 

whose malice and inveterate odium against the ‘Old English’ was ‘intolerable’. It is 

significant that o f  the list o f ‘persecutions’ suffered by the ‘loyal’ catholic clergy since 

the restoration had all come from within their own church. When a period o f toleration 

presented itself Peter Talbot used his authority to destroy them; exactly the sort o f 

catholic intolerance alleged by protestant propaganda.33 * 30

33 •
Memorandum on the ‘persecutions of the loyal party’ since 1661 (C.S.P.I., 1669-70 & 

Add-, pp 98-9); Plunkett MS (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 214, pp 44-5); letter to Thomas Cheveratt,

30 Mar. 1670 (Carte MS 221, ff 333-4).
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Ormond’s reaction to these events in Dublin was to both encourage and defend the 

remonstrant clergy and attack Peter Talbot. The former viceroy hoped to use his 

influence with the King and Chancellor Boyle to halt Talbot’s activities. Letters of 

reassurance were sent to Irish catholic clergy o f the ‘loyal party’ and requests for 

assistance were made to Boyle and Primate Margetson which cited the ‘insolent 

proceedings o f  the popish clergy against the remonstrants or rather against the King’s 

prerogative and government’. Ormond also presented information to the King from 

Anthony Geamon about Peter Talbot’s behaviour and Charles issued instructions on 

this matter to the new viceroy. Copies o f all these documents were sent by Ormond to 

Boyle and Margetson so that they would be prepared before Berkeley arrived in 

Ireland.34

Berkeley’s instructions in February 1670 specifically referred to reports that 

‘disaffected’ clergy had returned to Ireland, some with titular appointments, and had 

threatened the subscribers, and he was ordered to investigate and deal ‘severely’ with 

the perpetrators. Reference was made to ‘Ormond’s proposition’ that only subscribing 

clergy should be tolerated and Berkeley was told to respect this and give ‘protection’ 

to this group. The viceroy’s instructions suggested that Ormond’s strategy was still 

being pursued, but, given the King’s secret agreement on religious policy, either 

Ormond or Louis XIV was being deceived.33

34 Ormond to Anthony Geamon, 11 Apr. 1670 (Carte MS 45, f. 350); same to Francis 

Coppinger, 11 Apr. 1670 (ibid., f. 350); same to Thomas Harold, 11 Apr. 1670 (ibid., f. 351); 

same to Boyle, 9 Apr. 1670 (ibid., f. 346); same to Margetson, 12 Apr. 1670 (ibid., f. 366).
35 Draft of instructions to Lord Berkeley as lord lieutenant of Ireland, Feb. 1670 (C.S.P.I., 

1669-70 &Add., pp 78-81); Hutton, Charles II, pp 268, 274-5.
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Berkeley arrived in Dublin on 21 April 1670 and Robartes left the next morning, 

having delivered up the sword to the Earl o f Drogheda at Mellifont, before anyone 

could pay him their respects. Jones observed that ‘our new lord lieutenant comes in 

like a lamb’, but the old one was said to have left with ‘a stone in his sleeve to throw at 

someone’. Berkeley’s arrival, however, brought little relief for the subscribing clergy, 

who reported that the new viceroy was ‘yet very quiet’ on their behalf and that in fact 

he had received Peter Talbot so warmly that ‘Peter’s friends do not a little brag’ and 

Talbot him self‘glories in his favour’. The general consensus was that the Talbots and 

their faction could ‘expect much toleration from his Excellency’.36 Chancellor Boyle 

acknowledged to Ormond in May that the political situation in Ireland had altered ‘but 

from whence this great change should arise I am not able to particularly say’. The 

following week he was more emphatic.

It is evident and beyond contradiction that the remonstrants are the discountenanced party 

throughout the whole kingdom and the non-subscribers preferred to all places amongst them 

of authority and trust, which is a method of proceeding in relation to our King’s service that 

I confess I am not able to understand.

Boyle added that, while he was sure Colonel Fitzpatrick had already informed Ormond, 

this faction were also meeting in Dublin to discuss ways o f altering the Irish settlement 

which could reflect badly on his Grace.37 The ‘great change’ Boyle spoke o f had of 

course originated with the monarch himself and his confidential advisers who on 14 * 3

35 Jones to Col. Legge, 3 May 1670 (H.M.C., Dartmouth, iii, 113); reports from Reynolds, 

Harold and Geamon (Carte MS 45, ff 348-9).

3 Boyle to Ormond, 26 Apr., 17 May 1670 (ibid., ff 352, 356).
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June 1670 ratified the secret Treaty o f Dover which promised a catholic future for his 

three kingdoms.38

The war o f  words continued, not just between Peter Talbot, Peter Walsh and the 

remonstrants but also between Ormond and Michael Boyle as the former grew more 

frustrated with the Chancellor’s apparent reluctance to act decisively to protect the 

remonstrants. Talbot produced a paper vindicating himself from Walsh’s opinion, or as 

he put it, ‘that wrangling friar’s calumnies’. He alleged that Walsh had, in the 1640s, 

preached against Ormond’s authority and loyalty to the King while Talbot’s entire 

family had fought for and defended both.39 Ormond instructed Boyle to take no notice 

of Talbot’s paper and added that

jurisdiction is usurped in the very seat of your diocese and employed with such 

circumstances of arrogance in defiance of the government and with such oppression to those 

of that clergy who have manifested most affection and duty to it.40

Walsh for his part lodged a petition to the King which not only recited the hardships 

faced by the remonstrant clergy, and Talbot’s activities, but also the pre-eminence o f 

Ormond’s opinion on the subject o f the ‘loyal’ catholic clergy o f Ireland.41

The remonstrance o f 1661 was not the only controversy which divided the Irish 

catholic church at this time. The perception o f an ‘Old English’ and ‘Gaelic Irish’ 

distinction among the clergy has been discussed with regard to contrasting attitudes 

towards Rinuccini in the 1640s and later over the remonstrance, but Plunkett’s

38 John Miller, Popery and politics in England, 1660-1688 (Cambridge, 1973), pp 108-20; 

Letters addressed from London to Sir Joseph Williamson (1874), i, i-ii.

3* Peter Talbot’s vindication from Peter Walsh’s opinion (Carte MS 45, ff 283-91).

40 Ormond to Boyle, 10 May 1670 (ibid., f. 354).

41 Peter Walsh’s petition to the King (ibid., f. 379).
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appointment as primate exposed this fracture once again. An ‘agent for the clergy o f 

the Armagh’, in a memorandum to Rome, objected to Plunkett’s nomination on the 

grounds that

Meathmen without exception are not suitable as preachers of the word of God to them, 

because they belong to a different civil division and have different customs and language; 

indeed between the two sides there is in every respect a serious antipathy.

The Ulster clergy evidently believed there were fundamental social and cultural 

differences between themselves and the ‘Old English’ o f Meath.42

Conflict o f  another kind was also evident within the non-subscribing catholic clergy 

in Ireland at the highest level, between Primate Plunkett and Peter Talbot. The issue o f 

the primacy or authority over the catholic church in Ireland was at the centre o f their 

dispute. The primacy o f Armagh was defended by Plunkett in Jus Primatiale published 

in Dublin in 1672 and later challenged in a paper by Talbot.43 Plunkett, who was 

described by Berkeley as not such a ‘boanerges’ or ‘son o f thunder’ as the archbishop 

of Dublin, was also persuaded to help the authorities reduce the tories in Ulster, which 

displeased Talbot and further antagonised the ‘old Irish’ clergy in the province. 

Although the primate did not approve o f the remonstrance, he had apparently made 

some attempt to protect the ‘loyal clergy’ but in doing so had become Talbot’s greatest 

‘enemy and persecutor’, at least according to a complaint which he sent to London. It 

was Talbot’s intention to go to Whitehall and personally ‘manage that complaint’, but

42 A memorandum to Baldeschi (Propaganda College) from Plunkett, July-Aug. 1669 

(Plunkett, Letters, pp 30-36). Plunkett’s memorandum was in response to the objection from 

the Armagh clergy, which was sent to Rome in March 1669 (ibid., pp 30-31).

43 Millett, ‘Survival and reorganisation’, p, 45; see also idem, ‘Irish literature in Latin, 

1550-1700’ in N.HJ., iii, 578; Plunkett, Letters, pp xiii, 26-7, 379; Oliver Plunkett, Jus 

Primatiale. . .(London, 1672); Peter Talbot, Primatus Dubliensis . . .(Lille, 1674).

200



Plunkett ‘advised’ him not to go and added that he had ‘the reputation o f meddling too 

much in affairs o f  state and that he was commanded by the Pope to let him know that 

he did absolutely forbid him, or any other clergyman, to meddle in state affairs’.44

A meeting o f the catholic bishops o f Ireland took place in June 1670 in an effort to 

discipline and unify the church against the remonstrance but also to hear the Pope’s 

instructions against interfering in temporal affairs. During these sessions there was 

clearly another confrontation between Plunkett and Talbot when the latter alleged that 

he had been appointed by the King to oversee the catholic clergy o f Ireland. Plunkett 

countered this claim by asking to see proof o f this authority under the great seal o f 

England.45 One thing which did emerge from the synod was another version o f the 

remonstrance which was sent to the King and accepted. The synod was then an 

attempt by Plunkett and the Vatican hierarchy to enforce church discipline, produce an 

acceptable version o f an oath o f loyalty, and emphasise the spiritual rather than 

political role o f  the clergy.46

The subscribing clergy and Ormond were predictably unhappy with the new ‘loyal 

formulary’. In a paper, written either by the duke or Peter Walsh, it was alleged that 

the catholic clergy could only be united in ‘all the most pernicious and dangerous 

doctrines . . . either the oath now offered is as full as the remonstrance or it is not. If  it 

be as full, why may they not as well subscribe to the remonstrance’ o f 1661; familiar 

Ormondist arguments. The fact that the most extreme Nuncioists from the 1640s were

44 ‘From Dublin’, 14 May 1670 (Carte MS 45, f. 381).

45 ‘To Ossory’, 21 June 1670 (ibid., f. 383); Millett, ‘Survival and reorganisation’, pp 25-6.

46 ‘To the King from your Roman Catholic clergy’, 18 June 1670 (ibid., 221, f. 353).
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now signing this oath was seen as sufficient proof that it was a sham.47 The new 

viceroy had no interest in such arguments and Geamon reported to Walsh that 

Berkeley feasted regularly with his great friends Richard and Peter Talbot, and while 

Margetson, the Church o f Ireland primate, pitied the remonstrants he would do nothing 

for them or go against Berkeley and the Talbots. Geamon added that all his ‘friends’ in 

Ireland had asked him to speak plainly to Walsh and say that they could not ‘hold out 

any longer if the long promised speedy relief did not soon come.48

Geamon summed up the situation in Dublin in the summer o f 1670. Margetson, 

under pressure from Ormond, had presented Geamon to the chancellor to state his 

case, but Boyle read none o f the papers he was given and simply told the priest that 

Peter Talbot had papal authority for his actions. Margetson also spoke to Berkeley 

about the remonstrants but found that he was very much against Walsh and 

resented his petition to the King and Ormond’s continual interference in Irish affairs. In 

other words, said Geamon, ‘there is nothing done and nothing will be done’. I f  the 

King and his government did not ‘own’ the ‘remonstrants’ then all Peter Walsh had 

achieved would amount to a ‘meer nothing’ because they were now in ‘such a labyrinth 

between the court o f Rome and the court o f England’. In conclusion Geamon asked 

Walsh to thank Ormond for paying his debts and alleviating at least one o f his 

concerns. Chancellor Boyle later actually alleged that he had heard nothing from any of 

Walsh’s friends. The entire episode demonstrated the power o f the viceroy in Ireland,

A paper ‘concerning the remonstrance’ (Carte MS 45, f. 309).
48

Anthony Geamon to [Peter Walsh] (ibid., 221, ff 349-50).
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and his faction, and the difficulties faced by anyone from outside, even Ormond, who 

attempted to force him to act against his will.49

Changes in policy in Whitehall together with the shift o f direction in Ireland 

implicit in Berkeley’s appointment to the viceroyalty certainly placed the catholic 

interest, and Peter Talbot and his family in particular, in considerable favour. 

Berkeley’s wife was a catholic, and he himself shared common enemies with Talbot in 

the persons o f Ormond and Walsh. Talbot also seemed to receive information from all 

kinds o f sources in London and Dublin so that little occurred at this time without his 

knowledge. Berkeley’s secretary, Ellis Leighton, who was also a catholic, was one o f 

these contacts and apparently passed messages from Talbot to mutual friends within 

the government. In a letter to Leighton, Talbot asked him to assure ‘my two friends’ 

that the lord lieutenant would ‘certify the truth according to their desire and my 

request’. In other words, Berkeley would testify to anything Talbot asked. Ossory 

received a letter, written the same day, from Colonel Fitzpatrick which informed him 

that Peter Talbot had asked Berkeley to write to Arlington and Buckingham to assure 

them o f Talbot’s ‘good behaviour here’. Perhaps these were his ‘two friends’. 

Fitzpatrick would have been identified with Ormond’s faction within the catholic 

interest and was indeed the duke’s brother-in-law and informant. He had previously 

written to Ossory with information relating to Talbot’s activities against the 

remonstrants but the archbishop seemed to have gained access to this information. In a 

letter to Leighton, Talbot referred to Fitzpatrick’s ‘foolish libel’ and claimed that he 

was in fact saving the subscribers from excommunication. Copies o f Fitzpatrick’s

49 Anthony Geamon to [Peter Walsh], 5 July 1670 (Carte MS 45, f. 385); extract of Boyle 

to Ormond, 12 July 1670 (ibid., f. 358).
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letters were being sent back to Talbot in Dublin and the colonel believed that an 

informant close to  Arlington was responsible. He later discovered that it was Fr Patrick 

Maginn, one o f the court chaplains. Fitzpatrick told Ossory that he did not ‘expect to 

be exposed to the malice o f such a person’ and in future his letters should be sent 

‘under my Lord Chancellor’s cover’. However, the fact that copies o f Talbot’s letters 

also found their way into Ormond’s papers would suggest that the archbishop had 

done no more than adopt the duke’s tactics.50

The summer o f 1670 also revealed further evidence o f the King’s ‘grace and 

favour’ towards the catholic interest in Ireland. He decided to ‘forgive’ the quitrents 

due under the Act o f  Explanation from those Irish catholics restored to their lands. 

Chief Secretary Leighton told Williamson that they had been led to expect a whole 

‘swarm’ o f requitals, but as the King had decided to open this ‘door’ there was ‘no 

mischief in having a key’. Throughout July, August and September lists o f names for 

the remittance o f quitrents arrived in Dublin, together with the King’s letter granting 

lands in Roscommon to Maginn.51 Lord Aungier reported a ‘warm alarm’ among the 

protestant interest and expressed his concern regarding the lack o f revenue, but o f 

course he was ignorant o f the King’s new source o f finance in France.52 Favour shown 

to the catholic interest may be contrasted with the treatment o f dissenting clergy. A

50 Peter Talbot to Leighton, 9 July 1670 (Carte MS 45, f. 387); Col. Fitzpatrick to Ossory, 

9, 18 July 1670 (ibid., 37, ff 522, 536); same to same, 16 July 1670 (ibid., 243, f. 55); 

Ormond to the King, 9 Dec. 1665 (ibid., 219, f. 58).

51 Leighton to Williamson, 18 June 1670 (C.S.P.I., 1669-70 &Add., p. 161); warrants for 

remittal of quitrents, 20 July, 15, 17 Aug., 3 Sept. 1670 (ibid., pp 198, 220-23, 227-41, 249

52); Ranelaghto Ossory, 13 Aug. 1670 (Carte MS 68, f. 209).

52 Aungier to Williamson, 16 July 1670 (C.S.P.I., 1669-70 &Add., pp 194-5).
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petition was sent to the King at this time on behalf o f four presbyterian ministers who 

had been in prison for seven years for refusing to take the oaths o f  allegiance or 

supremacy. Indeed a report to Berkeley from the Anglican primate describing Oliver 

Plunkett’s visitation in Ulster and the opening o f a Jesuit college in Dundalk, expressed 

much greater concern about the activities o f Scottish ministers in the area.53 There was, 

however, further evidence o f the fact that official and unofficial agendas were 

operating within the London administration. The English Privy Council, in instructions 

to Dublin regarding a scheme to issue new charters and create new corporations in 

Ireland, ordered the oath o f allegiance to be administered to all office-holders and 

councillors; an order which seemed to conflict with the King’s secret agreement.54

Despite Berkeley’s policy o f showing favour to the catholic interest, Orrery could 

still be relied on to  stand against the tide. He reported to Conway that many papists 

had ‘got into Limerick and W aterford’ and ‘many convents’ had been erected which he 

was now pulling down.55 A ‘seditious letter’ (of course) was uncovered and three 

French men-o’-war sighted off the coast, allegedly looking for an island called 

‘O’Brasell’. Major Denny was convinced that the French King had other intentions and 

that the so-called ‘seditious letter’ implied that this incident was merely a diversionary

53 Petition of John Hart and others, 16 July 1670 (C.S.P.I., 1669-70 &Add, p. 194); 

Margetson to Berkeley, 17 Aug. 1670 (ibid., p. 226).

54 Privy Council of England to lord lieutenant and Council, 17 Aug. 1670 (ibid., p. 224).

55 Orrery to Conway, 20 Sept. 1670 (ibid., pp 266-7).
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tactic. The letter stated that the catholic interest would have to be patient, but ‘when 

the army is made catholic royal we may deal with them root and branch’.56

The political situation in Dublin at this time seemed to be beyond the influence o f 

Peter Walsh or Ormond and evidence suggests that some o f the duke’s associates were 

beginning to form new alliances. Colonel Fitzpatrick, one o f Ormond’s clients, was 

apparently Oliver Plunkett and Peter Gennor’s ‘trusty friend’, although he still claimed 

to be Peter Talbot’s enemy. Gennor, the leader o f the Irish Franciscans, was Talbot’s 

chief ally in the persecution o f the subscribing clergy. Fitzpatrick, who had been 

Plunkett’s patron since his arrival in Ireland, had encouraged a friendship between 

Berkeley and Plunkett which the primate had now sealed by bringing twelve tories in 

Ulster to submission. In the case o f the remonstrants, however, Berkeley seemed to 

defer to Talbot. Fitzpatrick said this was because the viceroy resented Peter Walsh’s 

adulation o f Ormond’s administration o f Ireland and therefore would not help any o f 

‘Peter’s friends’ or ‘take notice o f what was sent him from the Council o f England’. 

Although Ormond engaged the services o f Geoffrey Keating as counsel to the 

remonstrants, Geamon saw no hope for their cause given the Dublin context. Berkeley 

informed London that the kingdom, composed o f ‘several nations and religions, is as 

much united’ as ever it had been and reported Plunkett’s success in apprehending 

tories which, he said, was more than Peter Walsh had ever achieved.57 The King for his

56 Sir Arthur Denny to Orrery, 23 Aug. 1670 (C.S.P.I., 1669-70 &Add., p. 239); Major 

Heron to [Peter Walsh], 24 Aug. 1670 (Carte MS 45, f. 378); ‘copy of a very seditious letter’, 

27 Aug. 1670 (C.S.P.I., 1669-70&Add, pp 660-61).

57 Geamon to [Peter Walsh], 13, 17 Sept. 1670 (Carte MS 45, ff 376, 376-7,); Geamon to 

[same], 24 Sept. 1670 (ibid., 221, f. 342); Berkeley to Arlington, 24 Sept. 1670 (C.S.P.I.,

206



part ordered Berkeley to enquire into which inhabitants o f Cork had helped St Leger in 

1641 and to discharge them from quitrents. Berkeley, however, asked Williamson to 

intervene to halt all these extraordinary grants which in his view were a drain on 

finances. According to Ranelagh, the viceroy believed Ormond had supported this 

policy o f remittance, not from kindness to Irish catholics, but to deliberately ‘clog up’ 

the government in Dublin. The viceroy was also displeased with Carlingford, who 

brought a letter from the English Council to Dublin in October, but, as it was open, 

showed it ‘up and down’ to everyone before bringing it to the Irish Council. Leighton 

summed up the situation in Dublin when he reported that ‘all fell in flame’ and were 

‘jealous o f  anything in favour o f the catholics’, but ‘many catholics are in: more may be 

if they will be prudent, but they must not cry “roast meat” or sing “Victoria” ’.58

One o f the most significant events for the long-term interest o f catholics in Ireland, 

and for the future political stability o f all three kingdoms, came on 31 August at St 

James’s royal chapel in London, when the Duke of York privately announced his 

reasons and motives for embracing the catholic religion. He said he had been moved by 

the daily devotion he observed in the catholic church and had asked God to lead him to 

the true way o f salvation ‘if I was not in it’. The Duke emphasised the fact that no one 

else had influenced him and that he had no worldly motive. He concluded by

1669-70 &Add., p. 270); Berkeley to the King, 24 Sept. 1670 (ibid., p. 271); Ormond to Peter 

Walsh, 21 Feb. 1671 (Carte MS 45, f. 395).
co

Berkeley to Willianson, 4 Oct. 1670 (C.S.P.I., 1669-70 &Add., p. 279); Leighton to 

same, 9 Oct. 1670 (ibid., p. 280); King to Berkeley, 10 Oct. 1670 (ibid., pp 282-3); Ranelagh 

to Ossory, 28 Oct. 1670 (Carte MS 68, f. 213); Connolly, Religion, law, and power, p. 21.
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expressing his hope that this decision would not be used as an excuse to persecute any 

‘poor catholics’.59

Although the political context in London, together with Berkeley’s appointment, 

had brought greater religious toleration for Irish catholics and the opportunity to 

practice law, serve as justices o f the peace, and live and trade in corporate towns, it 

was clear that fundamental political change could only be achieved by effectively 

overhauling the Irish land settlement. Discussions on this very issue had taken place in 

Dublin, and no doubt, in London, throughout the year. In November 1670, 52 

members o f  the Irish catholic interest appointed Richard Talbot to act as their agent in 

a proposal to review the Irish settlement. He was appointed to petition the King and 

parliament regarding catholic greivances. Talbot, who arrived in London in December, 

would almost certainly have known o f the Duke o f York’s decision and this together 

with the King’s secret treaty commitment and the colonel’s powerful political contacts 

(such as Arlington), must have inspired confidence.60

An incident took place in London on 6 December which could have been a major 

turning point. Ormond had been attending the Prince o f Orange, who was at court at

59 Reasons and motives for the Duke of York embracing the Roman Catholic religion, given 

at St James’s chapel, 31 Aug. 1670 (B.L., Add. MS 32094, ff 235-6). The date given on this 

manuscript is as yet unconfirmed in other sources and therefore the possibility of error cannot 

be ruled out. It is, however, also possible that, in the privacy of the royal chapel, the duke could 

have made such an announcement at this time.

60 Letter of commission for Colonel Richard Talbot (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 198, pp 38-9); 

copies of a resolution by certain Roman Catholic nobility and gentry of Ireland, 28 Nov. 1670 

(C.S.P.I., 1669-70 & Add., p. 313). A list of the signatories is contained in Appendix D, p.

335; Robert Leigh to Williamson, 26 Nov. 1670 (C.S.P.I., 1669-70 &Add., pp 312-3); T. C. 

Barnard, ‘Lawyers and the law in later seventeenth-century Ireland’, in I.H.S., xxviii, no. I l l  

(May, 1993), pp 256-82.
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this time, and was returning home to Clarendon House when he was attacked by about 

six horsemen. Southwell claimed that Ormond only managed to save himself by ‘valour 

and presence o f mind’. Another account o f the attack described how the Duke was 

ridden over, cut slightly with a sword and struck on the eyebrow with a pistol.

Ormond, apparently, thought the men were robbers and offered money, but they 

replied ‘they would make him pay his old debts’. Two pistols was allegedly discharged 

at the time ‘without harm’ and Ormond made his escape. The King later announced a 

£1,000 reward for the capture o f the perpetrators, but they were never found. Ormond 

himself was convinced that Colonel Blood was responsible, and the following May the 

colonel was apparently arrested for attempting to steal the crown jewels but was 

mysteriously pardoned.61 Clanricard congratulated Ormond on his escape from those 

‘bold and wicked villains’ and concluded that God had preserved the duke to his 

Majesty’s service and to be a ‘comfort and help’ to his relations. While many questions 

remain unanswered regarding this incident, its timing was surely significant. It may 

have been an attempted assassination to remove Ormond at this crucial political 

juncture before a review o f the Irish settlement was undertaken.62

Soon afterwards, on 18 January 1671, Richard Talbot presented a petition to the 

King on behalf o f  his Majesty’s

most distressed subjects of your kingdom of Ireland who were outed of their estates by the 

late usurped government and are not yet restored . . . upon your Majesty’s happy restoration 

hoped to return into their lands and possessions . . .  and to partake in the advantage of 

liberty and property, the birth rights of the people, which others enjoy . . . having with great

61 Southwell narrative (Carte MS 69, f. 69); account of an attack on Ormond (B.L., Harl. 

MS 7190, if  298-9); letter for ‘Mr Arlington’, 11 Dec. 1670 (Bodl., MS Rawlinson D. 861, ff 

12-13).

62 Clanricard to Ormond, 25 Jan. 1671 (Carte MS 243, f. 67).
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fidelity served and suffered for your Majesty in the greatest trials both at home and abroad 

. . .  for want of a full and just presentation of their cases their estates are hitherto, contrary 

to your Majesty’s declared intentions in their favour, possessed by others and themselves 

exposed to extreme exigencies . . . misery and poverty . . .  no refuge left us but to prostrate 

ourselves at your feet for justice and compassion.

Talbot asked the King to appoint an ‘impartial’ and ‘uninterested person’ to hear their 

case and make recommendations to his Majesty, and in the meantime to halt all further 

grants o f land in Ireland.63 A committee o f thirteen Privy Councillors, including 

Ormond, was appointed to consider the petition and Talbot was commanded to present 

himself at their next meeting to state his case and specify the names o f his clients.64

The committee reconvened on Saturday 22 January and Colonel Talbot was given 

the opportunity to state his case. An unknown Irish catholic lord received an account 

of this first hearing, unsigned, from an Irish catholic correspondent. Apparently 

Talbot’s own business in the House o f Lords had not gone well and the author hoped 

that this was not an ominous sign ‘to what he manages for the public’. The committee 

was described as having the ‘appearance o f favour to us, had not my Lord Ormond 

been named for one, but the Lord Anglesey and Lord Orrery were left out’. Talbot 

announced that he appeared for ‘a vast number o f innocents, condemned without being 

heard and for all those named’ but ‘left without an acre’ and it was therefore his

63 Colonel Richard Talbot’s petition (Carte MS 44, f. 641); Affairs of Ireland (D.P.L., 

Gilbert MS 198, pp 35-6).

64 Copies of the original minutes of these hearings from January 1671 onwards and other 

relevant papers are contained in Carte MS 70, ff 118-280. See also Affairs of Ireland (D.P.L., 

Gilbert MS 198, pp 34-303). Another account of this episode is contained in L. J. Arnold, The 

restoration land settlement in county Dublin, 1660-1688 (Blackrock, 1993), pp 121-8;

Simms, ‘Restoration’, p. 426; Hutton, Charles II, p. 274.
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intention to see that the acts o f settlement were amended. He did however, ‘depose to

be heard by his counsel M r Hyliffe’, who would ‘make all things more plain’. At this

point, Ormond, according to one account, ‘began to show his kindness’ by questioning

Talbot’s authority as an agent for such a ‘vast number’, but the majority were in favour

of proceeding. Hyliffe, described as a ‘worthy lawyer and an able man’, presented the

case for his catholic clients. They had, he said, kept the terms o f the 1649 peace treaty

but it had been broken towards them and the promises in the Declaration o f Breda had

also not been fulfilled. Irish catholics had been excluded from both the Act o f

Indemnity and the Irish parliament and he therefore asked the English parliament to

remedy this injustice by passing an act o f indemnity and a just act o f settlement. The

catholic correspondent reported that counsel made it appear

that Ireland was but a seigniory, dependent on his Majesty as King of England, and that the 

parliament of England was the only proper seat of jurisdiction to make a law for Ireland . . . 

we were in the general heard with good and favourable attention . . . my Lord Ormond did 

us not a little harm, for he broke in upon that which we laid down as the cornerstone, 

declaring how the articles of ’48 had been violated . . .  he is so tender of the Acts of 

Settlement as if  every title of them were wonderfully sacred and must be kept inviolable.

In conclusion it was decided to send all the papers relating to the Irish settlement to 

Finch, the attorney general, who whould then advise the King. Arlington informed 

Finch that he would be expected to appear before the committee at their next meeting 

to give account o f the two acts and any other assistance which they may require. The 

anonymous catholic observer remarked that ‘we can expect little good’ from Finch. 

Time would tell, but ‘time may do us harm’; if the protestant interest also send their 

agents and ‘raise a clamour’ and ‘it will be our hard fate, as is usual in the world, that 

the weakest will go to the wall, God help us’. After the hearing concluded, Arlington 

apparently became apprehensive and complained that they had ‘departed from the
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bounds’ o f  their petition; obviously concerned for his own proprietorial interest in 

Ireland.65

A written submission o f the catholic case for a review o f the settlement 

encompassed twenty-three points, the first seven o f which covered the history o f Irish 

catholic loyalty to the King from 1649 up to the restoration. The confederate assembly 

at Loughreagh had apparently refused very favourable terms from Cromwell and after 

catholics had served his Majesty abroad, ‘at great disadvantage to themselves’, the 

King himself had declared in his speeches that they deserved his ‘protection, justice and 

favour’. The petitioners stated that the settlement had been imposed by a parliament 

for which they were not permitted to vote and the resulting acts had not been fully 

implemented in so far as 8,000 cases had not been heard in the court o f claims and 

many nominees remained unrestored. Grantees had also been given land in Ireland 

before the petitioners were restored, contrary to the terms o f the act. The last two 

points summed up their appeal to the King for ‘justice and compassion’, for ‘redress o f 

the many grievances’ and pressures from those who are ‘both judges and parties’, and 

the ‘inequality and mischief o f the late settlement o f Ireland’.66 The particular cases o f 

Philip Hore, Patrick Sarsfield and Patrick Colclogh were cited as examples o f matters

65 ‘An account of Colonel Talbot’s first entrance on his agency for the Roman Catholics of 

Ireland’, Jan. 1671 (Carte MS 69, if  368-9).

66 ‘The case of his Majesty’s distressed subjects of Ireland who were outed of their estates 

by the late usurped government and are not yet restored’ (ibid., 70, ff 120-23), Affairs of 

Ireland (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 198, pp 40-48).
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confirmed by the King’s Declaration and the first Act o f Settlement but now made void 

by the Act o f  Explanation.67

Richard Talbot’s personal account to his brother Peter o f his appearance before the 

King reveals his assurance and confidence at this time and provides a unique insight 

into his character. He was convinced that he had made great progress in a very short 

time, in that the King had appointed a committee o f enquiry and ordered a halt to all 

land grants in Ireland until the hearings were concluded. His Majesty was now, 

according to Talbot, for the first time ‘rightly and truly informed o f their sufferings, 

and the abuse put upon him by those he entrusted with the settlement o f that kingdom’. 

He added,

I assure you I have forgot the part of a courtier as to fear offending any man in power in 

speaking the truth, especially when I know it is the King’s service, and I thank God I have 

been so successful in it that I have gained (notwithstanding the malice and endeavours of the 

enemies to our country) my point so far as that his Majesty and all his ministers are very 

sensible of the barbarous and scandalous usage of those people in that kingdom who have 

merited his Majesty’s justice and favour, and hope they will in some degree find his 

clemency towards them.

Talbot assured his brother that the details o f the proceedings could be obtained from 

others and were too ‘tedious’ to be repeated. Sir Nicholas Plunkett would inform Peter 

of the names o f the committee members, some o f whom were their friends. He 

continued,

• • . you see that contrary to my custom I write very clearly, and I speak as clearly here 

even in the Council board, for I am convinced the cause I act in is the King’s service, which 

in the first place I prefer to all interests, and the next is the good of those who are as faithful

67 ‘Several instances wherein clauses enacted and confirmed by his Majesty’s Declaration 

and the first Act of Settlement are repealed and made void by the second’ (Carte MS 70, f. 

124); Affairs of Ireland (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 198, pp 48-50).
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to him as any in the three kingdoms . . .  I have not acted in their concern like one that fear 

the frowns of the powerful. . . but laid it home at their doors, their injustice to the King’s 

people and their disservice unto him . . .  I trouble not myself much who is angry at i t . . . 

when it comes to a period let the success be what it will my acting shall witness for me the 

interest I take in the ruin of my country relations and friends without professing any other 

reward from them than that of serving them and when that’s done have taken my resolution 

of removing my family into this kingdom and spending the rest of my days here.

He concluded by assuring his brother that the King believed Peter to be an ‘honest 

man, and knows you as his faithful servant’ and that his ‘friends’ in London and Dublin 

would leave him alone in future.68

Sir Heneage Finch gave his response orally to the King in Council on 1 February, 

though at Sir George Lane’s request it was recorded in writing. Finch wanted, he said, 

to dispel the impression that he could recall the exact history o f the two acts o f 

settlement and indeed solicited the assistance o f those ‘honourable persons’ on the 

committee who had also been involved. Finch’s response was both detailed and 

extensive. The request for an ‘impartial and uninterested judge’ was, he said, ‘a new 

style o f petitioning’, at which point Talbot interrupted to say his ‘memory was short’. 

Some were unhappy at this interruption, but Finch said he welcomed any ‘favour’ from 

the colonel, since he was there as a royal servant not advocate o f ‘a cause’. Like 

Ormond, Finch challenged Talbot’s authority as agent for the Roman Catholics o f 

Ireland, as only the King could give such authority and indeed Nicholas Plunkett had 

previously been refused a hearing on this very basis. Talbot’s commission authorised

68 Richard to Peter Talbot, 23 Jan. 1671 (Carte MS 45, ff 393-4; ibid., 70, f. 413; ibid., 

118, f. 264). The fact that copies of this letter are contained in Ormond’s papers reveal the 

extent of his network of informants and sources.
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him to petition the King and parliament. Therefore, Finch said, they needed to know if 

he intended to go to parliament should the King reject his case. He then turned his 

attentions to the fifty-two subscribers, and stated that some o f them, such as Lord 

Bamewall, Robert Netterville, Lord Dungan and Matthew Plunkett, had already been 

restored. Others had been restored in part, for example the Earl o f Westmeath, Lord 

Mountgarrett, Lord Netterville, Lord Trimleston, Theobald Dillon and Sir Nicholas 

Plunkett. Many o f the others on the list had never actually possessed estates in Ireland, 

including Gilbert, John and James Talbot and George Gemon.

Finch then moved on to the assertion that the catholic case had never been fully or 

justly heard, which ‘I conceive to be very ill said by them and must not be credited’. 

The King himself had taken time to hear agents for the catholic interest on many 

occasions and if the acts did not meet their expectations, it was not for the want o f 

trying on his M ajesty’s part. The court o f claims had met from January to August, and 

not February to July as the Irish case stated. No decree had been passed by the 

commissioners without hearing ‘Irish counsel and giving them the liberty to examine 

every certificate’, and 5,000 not 8,000 cases had not been heard, o f which most were 

repeat applications rather than claims o f innocence. The Act o f Explanation was, he 

said, framed long after the time had already expired for claims of innocence, and the 

government had in fact made a treaty with the Irish o f ‘eminent rank’ who had 

accepted the terms o f the act. Both the Irish and the English were ‘concerned that 

there should be no more innocents’ because many o f the nominees knew they had no 

chance o f proving their innocence and the English also recognised the advantage o f 

holding on to two thirds o f their estates without fear o f future ‘clamour’.
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In conclusion, Finch stated that to grant the Irish request would involve both a new 

settlement o f  Ireland, for their objections ‘go to the foundation’ o f the old, and an act 

of indemnity. He warned,

If this foundation be shaken, no other can be laid, for where should it be done ? In Ireland 

no contrary act can be pass for it is against the public interest. Even in England it would be 

very doubtful. . .  for a parliament of Ireland may repeal all the force of an English act in 

Ireland . . . and history will look strange in after ages that the Irish catholics had no way to 

displant and ruin the protestants of Ireland, but by making application to the protestant 

parliament of England.

This petition stated that the settlement was built on

inequality and injustice . . .  no doubt, but in such a settlement as this there must be some 

hard cases . . .  yet the public advantage of the kingdoms doth extremely overweigh i t . . . ‘tis 

malice as well as injustice to go about to destroy their own party only that they may be 

revenged of a few protestants.

However, by this settlement Ireland was improved, the protestant religion established, 

towns secured, the King’s revenue increased, the ‘land knows its owners’, and the 

Duke o f York is given a considerable estate. Like all faithful civil servants he pleaded 

the public interest and the greater good.69

Finch had obviously raised crucial issues in his submission which went to the heart 

of the constitutional relationship between England and Ireland and these were taken up 

again at the next hearing on 4 February. On that occasion he was asked to comment on 

the Irish statement that the settlement was unsound because the Acts o f 17 and 18 

Charles I said that all land grants in Ireland not confirmed by parliament in England

9 Copies of Finch’s submission to the King in Council are contained in (Carte MS 70, ff 

185-204) and Affairs of Ireland (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 198, pp 51-74). An account is also 

contained in Arnold, Restoration land settlement, pp 122-7.
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were void. Finch replied that at the restoration it had been thought ‘safer’ to settle

Ireland by an Irish act o f parliament because o f doubts in Ireland, ‘though without

cause’, that an English act would be binding in Ireland. It would therefore be ‘vain’ to

alter the settlement by means o f an English act

for the consequence of this would be that Ireland should be always settling and never settled 

. . .  an English act may bind Ireland but it can be repealed there . . .  for it is absurd and 

impossible to suppose a parliament endowed with a legislative power as Ireland hath and yet 

the same parliament should be disabled to act legislatively . . .  for they have as absolute a 

power to repeal the effect of any law in Ireland as we have to make a law to take effect here.

Buckingham asked Finch if he could justify this opinion and the attorney-general 

responded that he would ‘justify it to be his opinion’ and did ‘conceive it to be the 

law’. A row then ensued between Buckingham and Finch, allegedly because the latter 

spoke with ‘more spirit and bravery than usually attends the gown’. Buckingham said 

that Ireland was a conquered nation and threatened to bring the whole affair before 

parliament, but Finch pointed out that Ireland had been ‘conquered by the Crown’ not 

parliament and should therefore be ‘governed by the Crown and by its own laws’. 

Buckingham countered, ‘Sir, if you take this power from our parliament you undo his 

Majesty’, but Finch replied that ‘his Majesty is undone if I do not’. The King 

apparently stopped their debate but sided with Finch and said he did not know 

‘whether it be good law’ but that he was sure it was ‘very good reason’. Finch 

concluded by saying that it might be necessary to pass a law binding in Ireland in the
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case where a parliament could not be called in Ireland and vice versa. ‘So my opinion 

suits with reason o f law, interest o f state and the King’s prerogative’.70

The attorney-general then addressed the specific cases referred to in the catholic 

case. He confirmed that Sir George Lane had been granted part o f  Philip H ore’s estate 

but with the consent and connivance o f Richard Talbot and all parties involved. Talbot, 

who was said in one account to be ‘attending behind the King’s chair’, challenged 

Finch to prove this claim which he did by producing the relevant paper signed by the 

colonel and his brother Sir Robert Talbot, counsel to the Duke o f York. Finch’s 

revelation produced laughter all round and Ashley Cooper (the future Lord 

Shaftesbury) is alleged to have spoken out in Talbot’s defence and against Ormond.71

Finch’s report had justified Ormond’s administration o f the Irish settlement and 

highlighted the difficulties inherent in any attempted revision. Despite the opposition of 

Finch, Ormond, Arlington and the Irish viceroy and council, the King decided to 

appoint a committee o f Buckingham, Anglesey, Lauderdale, Holies, Ashley Cooper 

and Trevor to ‘peruse and revise all the papers’ and see how the settlement stood in 

relation to the King’s Declaration. Anglesey was to report back in due course.72 While 

the King’s omission o f Ormond would have encouraged the catholic interest, his 

choice o f personnel could hardly be said to favour their cause, and several, such as 

Ashley Cooper, were said to be presbyterian. It was alleged that this committee was to 

be used to ‘mortify’ Ormond, and the the real ‘design’ was to force his impeachment

70 Affairs of Ireland (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 198, pp 74-6); minutes of meetings at Court, 

Whitehall (Carte MS 69, fif 205-80); papers on the settlement of Ireland (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 

207, p. 11).

71 Ibid.

72 Affairs of Ireland (ibid., 198, p. 77); Hutton, Charles II, p. 274.
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and acquire his lands for Buckingham by ‘hanging up Sir George Lane’.73 Ormond’s 

son, the Earl o f  Arran, writing to Ormond in February, told his father that letters from 

Colonel Talbot and other Irish catholics, including Ormond’s own nephew Justin 

MacCarthy, had reported that he had been their ‘greatest enemy’ in English Council.74

Anglesey’s report, presented to King and Council in June, stressed the ‘early and 

active’ support o f the King’s Irish subjects for his restoration and his Majesty’s 

particular concern for the Irish settlement in his Declaration o f 30 November 1660, 

drawn up after detailed discussion and advice. It became apparent, he said, that some 

people had received grants o f land in Ireland contrary to the King’s declared intentions, 

and it had also been established (by Patrick Darcy) that such declarations required the 

force o f an act o f  parliament. The attorney-general had been required to insert a clause 

to this effect in the Act o f Settlement but, ‘notwithstanding that order’, such a clause 

was never included. He also highlighted the King’s instructions o f 19 February 1661 

that, in the event o f  doubts arising in relation to the settlement, the Declaration should 

be the standard by which all matters were to be judged. This instruction, however, 

‘though it was in the original under the great seal’, was found to have been omitted ‘in 

the print and Act o f Settlement’.

Anglesey then addressed certain points regarding the Act o f Explanation. In the 

Act o f Settlement the King had reserved power to declare void any grant contrary to 

the Declaration, but ‘this power is not reserved in the Act o f Explanation’. An accurate

73 Papers on the settlement of Ireland (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 207, p. 12); Affairs of Ireland 

(ibid., 198, p. 78); The view that Ormond was the target of this investigation in also suggested 

in Arnold, Restoration land settlement, p. 127.

74 Arran to Ormond, 14 Feb. 1671 (Carte MS 243, ff 69-70).
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account o f  the disposal o f  Irish lands was not possible, as the records were not in the 

surveyor-general’s office, despite the King’s warrant to this effect. Anglesey concluded 

that

several matters and clauses ordered by your Majesty and Council to be inserted in the 

transactions relating to the settlement of Ireland had been omitted, and several clauses, 

provisos, amendments and other matters, for which no particular warrant or direction has 

yet appeared to us, have been inserted, especially in the Act of Explanation. By which 

means the ends which your Majesty proposed to yourself by your Declaration have not been 

accomplished, but some of them in great part and others wholly disappointed.

The committee appeared to have little or no factual information or records and 

Anglesey advised the King that a committee with appropriate legal powers would be 

required for such a task. On 1 August Prince Rupert and Sir Thomas Chicheley were 

added to the existing committee. They were instructed and given the necessary legal 

powers to examine every detail o f the Irish settlement. Proceedings were set in motion 

therefore which continued for the next eighteen months, and focused on a detailed 

examination o f Sir George Lane’s minutes and records from the early 1660s; Lane had 

of course been secretary to Ormond throughout this time.75

Anglesey’s volte-face was scorned by Ormond’s faction and Southwell later wrote 

that ‘Anglesey was gained to be an Irishman in this work, to the admiration o f all but 

those who knew him’. Fear o f standing against Buckingham’s faction, and against 

catholic toleration had caused him to throw the ‘compass overboard’. Ormond accused 

Anglesey o f conspiring with ‘the Irish’, Sir James Shaen and others to ‘unravel’ the 

acts. He had his ‘hand up in Council’ to acknowledge the ‘hardships o f the Irish, to the 

amazement o f  all’; his ‘new friends’ allowing him to begin with a Tittle objection’.

75 Affairs of Ireland (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 198, pp 79-83).
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Ormond considered he had been no more responsible for the settlement than Anglesey 

and other lords o f  the present council and claimed that as viceroy the ‘greatest part’ o f 

his ‘work was to enlarge the number o f nominees and to get as many’ as he could o f 

‘the innocent and less faulty o f the Irish to be restored to their estates’. Sir William 

Betham declared that Anglesey’s unaccountable behaviour fell in ‘with the temper o f 

the court and ministry’. Anglesey was not alone in adjusting his allegiances at this 

time. Sir Joseph Williamson, who had described Richard Talbot as ‘totally an 

Orreryan’, now said the same o f Carlingford. Williamson claimed that Carlingford and 

Talbot had come to London together and agreed to acquire the Duchess o f Cleveland’s 

support for their petition, but, as the duchess and Talbot had now taken over the entire 

affair, Carlingford and Talbot were again ‘at a distance’.* 77

While the hearings continued in Whitehall, Peter Talbot pursued his vendetta 

against the remonstrant catholic clergy and Peter Walsh in particular. In December 

1671 Walsh’s nephew, Andrew Labourne, informed him that his cousin John Walsh 

had been interrogated about a murder which Talbot claimed Peter Walsh had 

committed in the 1640s. John Walsh told Talbot that his cousin was innocent but 

Talbot replied that he could produce ten or twelve witnesses who would testify to it. 

Laboume took the opportunity to remind his uncle o f his desperate state and asked him 

to help ‘procure a farm’ from Ormond which was soon to be available in County 

Carlow. During Berkeley’s viceroyalty Peter Talbot was allegedly so well esteemed

6 Southwell narrative (Carte MS 69, ff 69-70, 90, 183-4); Ormond, Irish Narrative 

(D.P.L., Gilbert MS 227, p. 47); Sir W. Betham, ‘Historical account of the Acts of Settlement 

and Explanation’ (N.L.I., MS Joly 6, pp 179-89).

77 Notes in Williamson’s hand, after Dec. 1671 (C.S.P.D., Dec. 1671-May 1672, pp 34-5).
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that he was given £300 each year from the establishment o f Ireland under the Earl of 

Peterborough’s name. Essex, Berkeley’s successor, refused to pay this but under 

pressure to keep his office ‘promised the colonel [Talbot] and his friends’ to comply 

and on his return to Dublin paid £900 arrears.78

In January 1672 Sir Charles Lyttleton reported that Arlington and Clifford had 

gained ground over Buckingham at court and that the Earl o f Essex was to be 

appointed lord lieutenant o f Ireland. According to Southwell this appointment was a 

sop to parliament to produce finance for the Dutch war and their compliance with the 

second Declaration o f Indulgence, which was issued in March that year. The King’s 

necessities once again produced a change in the Irish viceroyalty. It was later claimed 

that Richard Talbot had not been as excited about the declaration as Clifford and other 

court catholics because ‘he feared it would turn to the ruin o f them all’. Talbot, at this 

time, apparently often ‘put himself in the gap to stop or moderate things’, believing 

that Clifford and Arundell were too ‘furious’. The King himself resisted all Clifford’s 

attempts to push the ‘catholicity clause’ in the secret treaty and Talbot’s caution may 

have reflected Charles’s own reluctance.79

Essex arrived in Ireland in April 1672 and almost at once Orrery began an 

extended correspondence with him regarding matters of defence, trade and the army, 

which indicated protestant insecurity given the climate o f ‘indulgence’. Orrery was 

particularly concerned about the borough corporations, because ‘on them chiefly, 

under God, does depend the safety, the trade and the law makers o f this kingdom ; in

78 Andrew Laboume to Peter Walsh (Carte MS 45, f. 397); Ormond, Irish narrative 

(D.P.L., Gilbert MS 227, p. 32).

79 Sir Charles Lyttelton to Sir Charles Hatton, 18 Jan. 1672 {Hatton Correspondence, i, p. 

76); Ormond, Irish Narrative (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 227, pp 33-4).
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other words parliament.80 Orrery, having been used by the Cabal, and Buckingham in 

particular, against Ormond, was considerably out o f favour with his former allies, and 

Clifford informed him in July that the presidency o f Munster was suspended, and his 

‘powers and authority’ suppressed. Orrery reminded Essex o f the need for the 

presidency, for the safety o f the kingdom, as there were ‘thousands o f discontented 

people in Ireland’ who were ‘apt to rise’, and if they had rebelled ‘while they enjoyed 

their estates’, they were even more likely to do so now that they had ‘lost them’. The 

militia was, he said, the ‘greatest strength o f the Crown’ and without firearm 

regulations ‘every little fellow rides around with his pistols’.81 82 The following month 

Essex, with Arlington’s support, also refused Orrery permission to keep six cannons at 

Charleville: because it could set a dangerous precedent as ‘all places o f  strength ought 

certainly to be in the King’s, and in no other, hands’; the King concurred.

The ambiguity and duplicity o f the King’s catholic policy were again apparent in 

that Essex, like Robartes and Berkeley, was instructed by Charles to look into the 

controversy between the remonstrant clergy and others and to protect those who had 

subscribed and not retracted. At the same time, private instructions were also issued 

through Clifford giving Essex permission to ‘dispense’ with the oaths o f allegiance 

and supremacy as he saw fit, contrary to ‘our more public instructions’. Clifford added, 

that the King’s letter allowing catholics to be appointed as justices o f the peace should

80 Orrery to Essex, 30 Apr., 4 June 1672 (B.L., Stowe MS 499, ff 31, 43).

81 Clifford to Orrery, 12 July 1672 (B.L., Add. MS 28085, f. 3); advice to the King from 

the Irish Council, 10 Aug. 1672 (ibid., ff 7-8); Orrery to Essex, 13 Aug. 1672, Osmund Airy 

(ed.), Essex Papers (London, 1890), i, 10-11.

82 Same to same, 12 August 1672 (ibid., p. 12); King to Essex, 7 Sept. 1672 (ibid., 24-5); 

Essex to Arlington, 27 Aug. 1672 (B.L., Stowe MS 499, f. 20).
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be observed and his declaration allowing catholics to live in corporations should be left 

to Essex’s ‘discretion’ to ‘keep them from insolence and trouble’. Essex was also to 

enquire into the best way to give liberty o f conscience to all parties in Ireland. 

Regarding the catholic clergy, he was privately told that it was left to him to ‘connive 

at and allow such o f them as’ would take the ‘aforesaid oath’, a degree ‘royal 

indulgence’.83 The King’s letter arrived in July, also from Clifford, for the lease of 

certain lands to Patrick Maginn, the Queen’s chaplain.84 Meanwhile Richard Talbot and 

the Earl o f  Peterborough left for Europe in September to find and negotiate a marriage 

alliance for the Duke o f York.85

An exchange between Essex and Arlington at this time revealed the manner in 

which ‘indulgence’ was actually practiced. The viceroy had been concerned by reports 

from Derry o f presbyterian meetings o f around 2,000 people, especially when he only 

had three foot companies in the area. In a letter to Arlington he said that given the 

King’s declaration for liberty o f conscience, he would follow the example o f England 

and license some places and persons in order to limit others. The bishop o f Derry, 

however, lamented their late disorders and the trend in education for learning by 

experiments, which he said, ‘hath influenced into the state as well as the schools’.86

In the late summer o f 1672 Essex saw fit to ask for clarification regarding the 

King’s intentions to allow Irish catholics to hold office in the corporation towns.

83 Instructions for Essex, 12 July 1672 (Carte MS 37, ff 704-9); private instructions for 

Essex, 12 July 1672 (B.L., Add. MS 21505, f. 29).

84 King’s letter for Patrick Maginn, July 1672 (Bodl., MS Rawlinson B. 492, f. 32).
85

Ormond, Irish narrative (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 227, p. 31).

86 Essex to Arlington, 20 Aug. 1672 (B.L., Stowe MS 499, f, 10); bishop of Derry to Essex, 

13 Sept. 1672 (Airy (ed.), Essex Papers, i, 25-6).
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Contrary to  what he had been told in England, he now believed that protestants would 

leave as a result and trade and revenue would be affected. The Irish Council was 

pressing Essex to impose the oaths o f allegiance and supremacy on all office holders 

and he therefore asked the King to consider this matter urgently that it ‘may be 

positive and clear’. The King’s reply was anything but clear. The oath o f supremacy 

should ‘as a rule’ be administered, except when Essex considered ‘for some particular 

reason to dispense w ith’ it for ‘such persons’ as he found ‘qualified for that grace by 

their loyalty, sobriety, prudence, estate and trading, or other particular considerations’. 

Although the oath o f  allegiance was not mentioned, the lord lieutenants discretion was 

now limited to  the oath o f  supremacy. It seemed that although toleration was 

announced universally, in practice ‘grace and favour’ were still commodities to be 

earned or deserved.87 Southwell alleged that the declaration o f indulgence had only 

been issued under pressure from the French King and that a general toleration was 

never intended. It could be argued that Ormond’s dismissal, the review o f the Irish 

settlement, and the level o f catholic toleraton were all designed to reassure Louis XIV 

that Charles II would keep his part o f the secret treaty. The Order in Council issued by 

the King in September 1672, which stated that subjects were ‘required not to 

prosecute any actions against the Irish for any wrongs or injuries committed during the 

late rebellion’, the equivalent o f an act o f indemnity for the Irish catholic interest, could 

be viewed in the same light, but it turned out to be a significant turning point in the

7 Essex to Arlington, 24 Aug., 14 Sept. 1672 (B.L., Stowe MS 499, ff 14, 33); King to 

Essex, 31 Aug. 1672 (Airy (ed.), Essex papers, i, 23).
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overall political context. Charles had used his prerogative powers to do what he knew 

parliament in Ireland or England would not have accepted.88

A paper produced at the end o f 1672 entitled, ‘the discouragement o f the 

protestant interest in the kingdom of Ireland’, cited the declaration for ‘general 

toleration’, the King’s letter restoring the Irish to their ancient freedoms in 

corporations’ without obligation to take the oath o f allegiance and a ‘letter obtained by 

the Roman Catholic interest’ which enabled ‘professed and known papists’ to become 

justices o f  the peace. Several other clauses made reference to changes in the army, the 

drawing o f twenty companies o f foot into England and the disbanding o f six troops of 

horse and two o f foot in Ireland at a time of war with Holland. Richard Talbot, 

however, received special mention and the order which gave him Captain Herculus 

Dan’s troop in September 1672, without his having taken the oaths, was described as 

wholly ‘disheartening’ to the protestant interest. A similar paper was also produced the 

following year by Irish protestants.89

By January 1673 there were signs o f unease within the English Privy Council, 

which still included Ormond, regarding aspects o f the government’s catholic policy in 

Ireland. Arlington asked Essex to suspend his previous directions concerning 

corporations until the English Council ‘resolve what to do therein’, but added that this 

should not be seen as a sign o f disapproval o f magistrates already appointed; on the 

contrary, the Council approved ‘particularly’ o f ‘those nine or ten Roman Catholics 8 9

8 Southwell narrative (Carte MS 69, f. 70); King’s Order in Council, 28 Sept. 1672 (ibid., 

70, f, 179).

9 ‘The discouragement of the protestant interest in the kingdom of Ireland’, 1671-2 (B.L., 

Add. MS 28085, f. 17); ‘Discouragement of the protestant interest in Ireland’, 1672-3 (ibid., f. 

19).
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elected to the common council of Dublin’. Essex was told to make this known and the

fact that they were in agreement not only to stand by their decision o f 21 February 

1671 to allow catholics to live in corporations but also to maintain the acts of 

settlement. By January 1673 the King issued an order empowering the committee 

investigating the settlement to call any person or obtain any information necessary to 

their enquiries, but the list o f commissioners now significantly included Ormond whose 

opposition to the review was well known. The duke’s inclusion would have been a 

confidence building measure for protestants in England and Ireland and would render 

the possibility o f  major change in the Irish settlement unlikely.90

In December 1672 and January 1673 letters came into Ormond’s possession from 

Brussels and Dublin which caused great alarm to protestants in Ireland and England. 

The Brussels letter claimed that Peter Talbot and Oliver Plunkett were now reconciled 

and good friends, and that Talbot had authority from the King to govern both the 

secular and regular clergy for some time but that until now it had not been expedient to 

use it. The Dublin letter reported that in an effort to secure a warrant for the arrest o f 

Fr Byrne, a remonstrant, Peter Talbot had approached Essex, Arlington, Sir Maurice 

Eustace and then Lord Dungannon, who had finally obliged him. The unfortunate 

priest was then thrown into a dungeon for eight days and Talbot ordered no one in 

Naas to see him or bring him food. Ormond’s comment was that not even Cromwell 

had ever treated the catholic clergy so badly and he wrote to Arlington in February 

expressing great concern: ‘if  Peter Talbot had the spiritual authority’ and could ‘call

90 Arlington to Essex, 14 Jan. 1673 (Carte MS 70, ff 172-3); Order in Council, 17 Jan. 

!673 (ibid., ff 173-6); Ormond to Southwell, Jan. 1673 (ibid., f. 446); Affairs of Ireland 

(D.P.L., Gilbert MS 198, pp 278-86).
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justices o f  the peace with temporal authority to assist him’, to imprison certain 

individuals, then there ‘would be mad work in Ireland’.91

As the tenth session o f the Cavalier parliament opened in London on 5 February 

1673 the Declaration o f Indulgence, the third Dutch war and the King’s financial crisis 

combined to  produce a political change with fundamental repercussions for the Irish 

catholic interest. The King was forced to tear up the declaration following a Commons 

vote in support o f  a motion which stated that the laws on religious conformity could 

only be altered by act o f parliament. On 26 March the Commons specifically addressed 

their concerns to the King regarding the perceived danger o f the situation in Ireland 

and the

popish recusants there, who for the most part are perfect enemies to the protestant religion 

and the English interest, and now making use of your Majesty’s gracious disposition and 

clemency, are at this time grown more insolent and presumptuous than formerly, to the 

apparent danger of that kingdom and your Majesty’s protestant subjects there . . . may 

likewise prove fatal to this your kingdom of England.

They requested that the King recall the commission of enquiry into the Irish settlement, 

which had been given extraordinary powers, and that no ‘papist’ be allowed to hold 

civil, legal or military office in Ireland; also that all popish clergy, especially Peter 

Talbot, be expelled, all convents and schools ‘dissolved and suppressed’, and the 

proclamation allowing catholics to live in corporations be recalled. Colonel Talbot, 

‘who hath notoriously assumed to himself the title o f agent o f the Roman Catholics in 

Ireland’ was to be ‘immediately dismissed out o f all command either civil or military 

and forbidden all access to your Majesty’s court’. The King’s letter o f 28 September

Extract of a letter from Brussels, 23 Dec. 1672 (Carte MS 221, f. 366); extract of a letter 

from Dublin, 19 Feb. 1673 (ibid., f. 370); Ormond to Arlington, 27 Feb. 1673 (ibid., f. 359).
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1672 requiring no prosecutions against the Irish for the late rebellion was also cited 

and Charles was asked to instruct Essex to encourage the protestant interest and 

suppress the ‘insolences and disorders o f the Irish papists’. The Commons considered 

these measures essential to promote peace and safety, ‘so much of late endangered by 

the practices o f  the said Irish papists and particularly o f the said Richard and Peter 

Talbot’.92

The Dutch war and the King’s financial necessity left him with little choice but to 

comply with his parliament’s wishes. The Commons address effectively put and end to 

any hopes o f a fundamental review of the Irish settlement and catholic toleration in 

Ireland. The King’s only consolation was that, as Southwell later said, ‘few knew’ the 

extent to which these policies had been pursued ‘at the instigation o f the French King 

our ally’. Indeed evidence suggests that the King’s motives and intentions throughout 

this period were ambiguous. Irish catholic religious practice and organisation was the 

most obvious product o f court favour in this period but the catholic church itself was 

characterised by division and conflict in terms o f policy, personality and ethnicity and 

any political or religious gains ultimately proved transient following the Commons 

address.93

2 Address of the House of Commons to the King, 26 Mar. 1673 (Carte MS 70, ff 178-9); 

Affairs of Ireland (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 198, pp 290-92).

93 Southwell papers (Carte MS 69, f. 70); Simms, ‘Restoration’, pp 430-31; Plunkett to 

Baldeschi, 10, 19 Mar. 1673 (Plunkett, Letters, pp 365, 379).
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CHAPTER SEVEN :

PARLIAMENTS, PLOTS AND PROPAGANDA : MAR. 1673 - JULY 1681

Most Holy Father ! being joined in league
With Father Patrick, Talbot, and with Teague . . .

Andrew Marvell, Advice to a Painter (1673).1

I am the same man to my friends in all changes.
Colonel Richard Talbot to the Earl of Essex (1677).1 2 *

Plots true or false, are necessary things
To raise up Commonwealths and ruin Kings . . .

John Dryden, Absalom and Achitophel (1681).

Sir Robert Southwell described the opportunity for catholic toleration during the 

reign o f Charles II as a ‘door’ which was ‘as often opened, as either the patience o f the 

Church o f England would bear it or the King’s suspicions o f  safety would permit. For 

safety was his darling and he was wise enough to be afraid.’4 In April 1673, therefore, 

the King recognised the need to quell parliamentary fears regarding his catholic policy, 

his catholic courtiers and his intentions in respect o f the Irish settlement. Charles 

declared his resolution to ‘preserve the settlement o f that kingdom’, and ordered the 

review commission to confer with the attorney-general and solicitor-general to 

examine their terms o f reference. He also declared that the oaths should be 

administered to  all judges, corporation officials and office bearers in England and 

Ireland. The King agreed to cancel the second declaration o f indulgence and introduce

1 These words in Marvell’s poem were supposedly addressed to the Pope by the Duke of 

York: see Letters addressed from London to Sir Joseph Williamson (2 vols, Camden Society, 

London, 1874), ii, 26, n.l.

2B.L., Stowe MS 211, f. 322.

Absalom and Achitophel, pt. 1,11. 82-4.

Memorandum towards the Duke of Ormond’s history’ (Carte MS 69, f. 90).
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a new Test Act which would disqualify catholics from public office. With these 

commitments in place, parliament voted the necessary finance for the Dutch war. The 

King’s official response to parliament on 11 April represented a substantial volte-face 

in policy and a major blow to the hopes o f the Irish catholic interest for continued 

political concessions, chiefly a comprehensive review o f the Irish settlement. Richard 

Talbot, who with his brother Peter was specifically named in the Commons address, 

petitioned the King for permission to assure the House that, in his role as agent, he had 

not exceeded the terms o f the acts o f settlement, but at this point the King could not be 

seen to favour Talbot in particular or the Irish catholic interest in general.5

This chapter will examine the development o f Irish politics in the period between 

the cancellation o f the second declaration o f indulgence and the execution o f Oliver 

Plunkett, a time o f crisis for catholics within the three kingdoms as the protestant 

interest gave vent to anxieties regarding the catholic policies and political ambitions o f 

the monarch. The vulnerability o f the Irish catholic interest, given their lack o f real 

political power and influence in terms o f land-holding, parliament, and finance, will 

again be highlighted. Irish catholics were dependent at any given time on the ‘grace 

and favour’ o f  the King, and o f the Irish viceroy, and the influence at court o f a small 

but significant group o f catholics, some of whom were Irish. Within this group at court 

Fr Peter Talbot, Clifford, Sir Richard Bellings, the Earl o f Peterborough and the Duke 

of York were among Richard Talbot’s political associates. The Earl o f Arlington,

King’s response to parliament, 11 Apr. 1673 (Carte MS 70, f. 118); printed in part in 

(C.S.P.D., Mar.-Oct. 1673, p. 91); Southwell to Ormond, 11 Apr. 1673 (Carte MS 44, f. 650); 

Affairs of Ireland (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 198, pp 293-5); petition of Colonel Richard Talbot to 

fte King (ibid., pp 292-3).
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Talbot’s other powerful ally, conformed to the Church o f England. Those catholics at 

court in the 1670s who would have deferred to Ormond included Fr Patrick Maginn,

Fr Peter Walsh, Fr Redmond Caron, the Earl o f Carlingford and Colonel John 

Fitzpatrick. There were o f course other influential catholics: chaplains, members o f the 

royal family and European ambassadors. The political influence o f these individuals, or 

indeed for some their very presence at court, was dependent on the level o f toleration 

possible within the English establishment at any given time. Within the context o f the 

crisis which began in 1673 and culminated in 1678-81 many Irish catholic court 

connexions were broken, particularly within Richard Talbot’s faction, and the 

individuals themselves were often banished or exiled. It proved very difficult for the 

King or anyone else in government to promote Irish catholic interests in these 

circumstances. Charles’s paramount concern for ‘safety’ within his three kingdoms was 

shared by Ormond, who returned to Ireland in this period for his last term as lord 

lieutenant. It is not intended here to examine the details o f either the exclusion crisis or 

the popish plot, which have been fully discussed in the secondary literature, but to 

attempt to assess the effects o f these crises on government policy in Ireland and the 

catholic interest in particular.6

6 Recent studies of the popish plot and exclusion crisis include Mark Knights, Politics and 

opinion in crisis, 1678-81 (Cambridge, 1994); idem, ‘London’s “monster” petition of 1680’, in 

H.J. xxxvi (1993), pp 39-67; Jonathan Scott, Algernon Sidney and the restoration crisis 

1677-1683 (Cambridge, 1991); idem, ‘England’s troubles: exhuming the popish plot’, in Tim 

Harris, Paul Seaward and Mark Goldie (eds), The politics o f religion in restoration England 

(Oxford, 1990); Gary S. De Krey, ‘The London Whigs and the exclusion crisis reconsidered’, 

in A. L. Beier, David Cannadine and J. M. Rosenheim (eds), The first modern society: essays 

in English history in honour o f Lawrence Stone (Cambridge, 1989); Tim Harris, Politics 

under the later Stuarts: party conflict in a divided society, 1660-1715 (London, 1993), ch. 4;
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The proclamation issued in England on 13 March 1673, which ordered all Jesuits

and English, Irish and Scottish priests to leave the kingdom by 13 April, was not

immediately reproduced in Ireland.7 Essex continued to exercise his own discretion and

issued personal protection orders for some o f the remonstrant clergy such as John

Reynolds.8 Oliver Plunkett assured Falconieri, the Brussels intemuncio, that all the

catholic clergy, with the exception o f Peter Talbot, had followed his instructions to do

nothing which could be used as a pretext for the persecution they now expected.

According to Plunkett, Talbot had held three or four clerical meetings that year in

Dublin itself, ‘fought publicly with some friars’, and ‘interfered too much in civil and

political affairs, thus bringing upon himself the detestation o f the whole government’.

The primate added that Talbot had provoked Essex, their ‘wise and prudent viceroy’,

who was reluctant to bother those who are ‘content to live quietly’, and had also

during these past four years made open war on the duke of Ormond, who is one of the most 

powerful of the King’s subjects . . .  in this way he brought upon himself and others a deep 

hatred . . . but for the archbishop and his friends, there would not be a word about our 

activities in the parliament of England.

Talbot’s imprudent behaviour in the 1670s was such that Plunkett said it would have 

been ‘better’ for the Irish catholic interest ‘if that man had never been bom ’.9

idem, ‘The parties and the people: the press, the crowd and politics ‘out-of-doors’ in restoration 

England’, in Lionel Glassey (ed.), The reigns o f  Charles 11 and James VII and 11 (London, 

1997); Paul Seaward, The restoration, 1660-88 (London, 1991), ch. 5.

7 Steele, Proclamations, i, 433.

8 A protection for John Reynolds, 3 May 1673 (Carte MS 243, f. 338).

9 Plunkett to Falconieri, 26 Sept. 1673 (Plunkett, Letters, pp 376-81); Plunkett’s 

condemnation of Talbot is quoted in the introduction to Plunkett, Letters, p. xx, and is the 

Lord’s indictment of Judas from the gospel of Matthew xxvi, 24.
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Essex for his part pursued the investigation o f complaints against Peter Talbot, and 

an enquiry headed by Sir Harry Hamilton, Sir George Rawdon and Dr Topham began 

in the first week o f May. Talbot was accused o f imprisoning Fr John Byrne and certain 

remonstrant friars, with the help o f his nephew Lord Dungan, a justice o f the peace in 

Kildare; in other words indirectly wielding temporal authority. He was also accused of 

exercising foreign jurisdiction and o f levying money from the people to pay for Richard 

Talbot’s agency in London. To compound the problem, and protestant fears, Talbot 

claimed royal authority for all this. He branded the remonstrants as ‘heretics’ who 

could not be allowed to administer the sacraments, ‘wicked people and imprudent 

fellows’ who had ‘false opinions and damnable doctrine, which the very protestants do 

abhor’, and as ‘perfidious traitors’. Talbot believed it was his duty to defend his ‘flock 

from such devouring wolves’. Plunkett and his uncle, the titular bishop o f Meath, were 

among the witnesses called to give evidence to the enquiry, although Plunkett later 

insisted that he had reported nothing about Talbot’s activities that was not already 

common knowledge in Ireland.10

Essex was not only concerned about the ‘high nature’ o f Talbot’s ‘crimes’, but 

also the influence o f his connexions at court, and his ability to ‘invent some lies’. He 

therefore wrote directly to Arlington to explain the ‘whole truth’ o f the matter before 

Talbot’s version o f events could circulate. In June, while Essex issued an order for 

Richard Talbot’s wife and servants to be taken to Holyhead or Chester as requested, it 

was reported that the colonel himself continued ‘very gallant’ in London. Archbishop 

Talbot, however, landed at Chester, ‘having been driven out o f Ireland by the

Anonymous paper, 19 July [1673] (Carte MS 45, ff 399-401); Plunkett to Baldeschi, 10, 

19 Mar. 1673 (Plunkett, Letters, pp 364-8).
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prosecution o f the lord lieutenant’, or so it was claimed.11 Plunkett, in his many letters 

to the catholic hierarchy in Europe, recalled Peter Talbot’s long record o f trouble

making. His banishment from court in the early 1660s had, in Plunkett’s opinion, been 

on account o f  his own outspokenness, and he had also clashed with Plunkett over the 

role o f the clergy in temporal affairs and the primacy o f the see o f Armagh. Talbot 

could not be allowed to remain in England, given the political context, and went into 

exile in Paris in the summer o f 1673.11 12

The requirements o f  the new Test Act in England forced the catholic Clifford out 

of office and Sir Thomas Osborne, later the Earl o f Danby, a staunch churchman, 

became the new Treasurer. Ormond thus found himself back in favour and in the inner 

circles o f government; almost certainly to ease parliamentary fears about the King’s 

catholic advisers and policies. The Duke of York, who failed to attend Anglican 

communion from Easter 1673 onwards, was the most prominent victim o f the Test 

Act, and was forced to resign all his commissions. The removal from office o f one who 

was a significant source o f favour for Irish catholics was tempered by the fact that the 

duke remained, at this stage, in a position o f influence and he was now not only 

Richard Talbot’s friend but also openly identified with the catholic interest as a whole. 

An Anglican observer however believed that the duke had ‘lost his esteem. God grant

11 Essex to Arlington, 4 May 1673 (Osmund Airy (ed.), Essex Papers (London, 1890), i, 

84-5); order to Capt. William Burstow, commander of the Mary yacht, to take Col. Richard 

Talbot’s lady and servants to Holyhead or Chester, 13 June 1673 (B.L., Add. MS 4760, f. 44); 

Henry Ball to Williamson, 26 June 1673 (Letters addressed from London to Sir Joseph 

Williamson, i, 68).

Plunkett to the authorities of Propaganda congregation, June-July 1669 (Plunkett, Letters, 

P- 27); Plunkett to Pulton, 21 Feb. 1670 (ibid., p. 61); ibid., pp xvii, xx; Plunkett’s book, Jus 

Primatiale, published in March 1672, was his defence of the primacy of Armagh.
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life to the King. Our fears are great. We are all divided and in great confusion’. 

Arlington, another o f  Talbot’s contacts and a suspected catholic, survived the 

immediate political storm and boosted his popularity by being heroically wounded in 

the Dutch w ar near M aastricht.13

The situation in London therefore was quite unstable in July 1673, with reports of 

several mutinies at Blackheath and talk o f martial law, although this was opposed by 

many lawyers and members o f parliament.14 In the light o f these circumstances, the 

King’s Irish policy was further clarified. The decision o f the Dublin lord mayor to 

exclude from office ten or twelve elected catholics, who refused the oath o f allegiance, 

was endorsed as ‘most legal and agreeable’. It was clear that the discretion regarding 

the oaths given to  Essex on his appointment now only applied to the oath of 

supremacy.15 The other outstanding issue o f an alteration to the Irish settlement was 

resolved when the King declared the review commission ‘superseded’ and appointed a 

committee, which now included Ormond, to meet and decide the best ‘ways and means 

to attain their ends’. At a meeting o f this ‘committee for the affairs o f Ireland’ at 

Exeter House on 14 July, its members stated that Charles had ‘from time to time’ been 

advised that an inspection o f the Irish settlement would be to his advantage, but that 

they were not convinced this was the case. They asked for more time to examine the 

situation and advise the King on the best way to proceed.16

13 Lyttelton to Christopher Hatton, 24 June 1673 (Hatton correspondence, i, 107); Charles 

Hatton to same, 26 June 1673 (ibid., 108-10).

4 Same to same, 8 July 1673 (ibid., 111).

Minutes of meetings, July 1673 (Carte MS 70, ff 182-4); Affairs of Ireland (D.P.L., 

Gilbert MS 198, pp 300-01).

16 Ibid., pp 296-7.
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The subsequent report on the review of the Irish settlement stated that private 

evidences and writings should be excluded from examination and that the previous 

statement that the King’s Declaration was ‘the fundamental rule’ should also be 

omitted since it was judged to have weakened the acts o f settlement. ‘Power and 

authority’ previously given within Ireland to administer oaths and issue proclamations 

would now be reduced to ‘directions and instructions’; the former sanction could only 

be given under the great seal o f England. It was also recommended that the oath of 

supremacy be administered to all office-holders in Ireland, a practice which had been 

neglected before the 1641 rebellion. Sir Richard Browne confirmed in writing that the 

acts o f settlement had not varied materially or in ‘sense and intention’ from the 

King’s declaration, as had been alleged. The review o f the Irish settlement was 

effectively over and Lane’s minute book and other papers were ordered to be stored in 

the Privy Council office.17

The political instability at Whitehall in the autumn o f 1673 was palpable as the 

Cabal began to disintegrate. Clifford’s suicide on 17 October illustrated the intense 

pressure on individual catholics at this time. The decision to enforce the oaths drove 

key Irish catholics such as Richard Talbot and Fr Patrick Maginn out o f offices at court 

and both apparently had passes ready to be ‘gone beyond sea’. Sir Joseph Williamson 

was told that

Dick Talbot and father Patrick (with tears in his eyes) are gone, they and others having 

provoked many zealous men to be their enemies, resolving to clamour in parliament against 

their stay here contrary to the desires of the Houses.

17 Report of the committee which examined the review of the Irish settlement (Carte MS 70, 

£ 181); Affairs of Ireland (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 198, p. 303).
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Sir Nicholas Armourer reported that both had ‘marched o ff but had left ‘the gallery 

too crowded with their excellent countrymen’. By early October catholic priests and 

‘other papists’ who had been prominent at court also began to leave. The strength of 

anti-catholic feeling within the protestant interest was revealed on 5 November when 

two hundred bonfires and pope burnings took place in London between Temple Bar 

and Aldgate. It was into this situation that the new Duchess o f York, Mary o f Modena, 

an Italian catholic, arrived in early November.18

All these events seemed to intensify the confessional polarisation within England 

and Ireland. The political situation in the autumn of 1673 was so volatile that Ormond 

waited for a ‘safe hand’ to write to Essex regarding the Irish catholic clergy. The duke 

referred to the titular bishop o f Clogher’s talk o f the rivalry between Archbishops 

Plunkett and Talbot and advised Essex that ‘from this discord, in present danger, he 

may hear o f  any threat to the government’; a familiar Ormond strategy.19 The 

subsequent correspondence between Essex and Ormond revealed not only the fractures 

which existed within the Irish catholic interest but also the duke’s policy toward the 

catholic clergy in Ireland in the 1660s, a policy which Essex was also pursuing. The 

viceroy confided that since coming to Ireland he had considered O’Molony, titular 

bishop o f Killaloe, as ‘the most dangerous (because the wisest) man’ among the clergy. 

The bishop had apparently ‘made a composure o f all the differences among the men of 

their religion’, in particular between Plunkett and Peter Talbot, and Colonels Talbot

18 John Richards to Williamson, 26 Sept. 1673 ÇLetters addressed from London to Sir 

Joseph Williamson, ii, 26); Sir Nicholas Armourer to same, 2 Oct. 1673 (ibid., 27); Thomas 

Ross to same, 3 Oct. 1673 (ibid., 30); Charles to Christopher Hatton, 28 Oct., 6 Nov. 1673 

{Hatton Correspondence, i, 118-19).

Ormond to Essex, 27 Sept. 1673 (B.L., Stowe MS 203, f. 57).
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and Fitzpatrick. Plunkett had also reported this development to Rome in March 1673

and described it as significant because the colonels were, in his view, the

two outstanding laymen of this country in the management of public and private affairs and 

in the great credit which they enjoy at court. These two gentlemen divided the whole catholic 

body of the country in two by reason of their differences with resulting prejudice to our 

interests, but now . . . they are united in close friendship.

As far as the clergy were concerned, O’Molony had ‘well near made a union among 

them all’ to such an extent that Essex could not obtain any intelligence regarding their 

activities or plans. The viceroy said that he believed it was one o f the ‘most important’ 

things a viceroy could do ‘both for his Majesty’s service and security o f his protestant 

subjects’ in Ireland ‘either to keep these men divided, or, if they were united, to break 

them again’. Essex had therefore used ‘some friars’ to set up factions against their own 

bishops by accusing them o f exercising foreign jurisdiction, to the extent that their 

divisions were ‘now irreconcilable’, as in the case o f Peter Talbot and Plunkett. The 

problem he now faced was that if he obeyed the letter o f the law, as contained in the 

proclamation o f 27 October, he had to banish these ‘poor friars’ who had done him 

such service and ‘expose them’ to severe treatment, perhaps even death, abroad. Essex 

shared with Ormond his intention to privately protect these six or eight friars, on the 

understanding that it was ‘impossible but something must be understood to be left to 

the discretion o f a governor’.20

20 Essex to Ormond, 14 Nov. 1673 (Airy (ed.), Essex Papers, i, 137-8); Plunkett to 

Baldeschi, 19 Mar. 1673 (Plunkett, Letters, pp 368-71); proclamation by the lord lieutenant 

and council, 27 Oct. 1673, banishing all archbishops, bishops, abbots, vicars-general, and 

regular priests (friars), and ordering all seminaries and schools dissolved by 1 December. 

(Steel^Proclamations, ii, 106).
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Ormond’s reply to Essex was unequivocal;

It is without doubt needful th a t. . . whoever governs for the King there, should have good 

intelligence of the temper and designs of the several parties there, of whom there are none so 

numerous, so agreeing in principle of religion, or so unsatisfied with their condition as the 

Irish papists, and therefore your Excellency does most prudently to continue such 

differences as arises amongst them in point of secular interest, for to that all their 

contentions refer. When I had the honour to govern in that kingdom, I found means to divide 

them upon subscription of a certain remonstrance, declaring their fidelity to the King in 

temporals in such terms and to that degree that was not agreeable to the pretences of the 

Pope. . . but after I was recalled this course was neglected if not inverted and the 

subscribers were exposed to the persecution of the refusers, even in Ireland; if this test had 

been continued, it would have made a more useful and reasonable distinction than that 

between Regulars and Seculars . . . but it was not easy to make this understood to the 

English House of Commons . . . your Excellency is certainly in the right to give those you 

have found useful such a protection as you mention.21

Clearly Walsh’s information and suspicions as regards Ormond’s real intentions

towards the catholic clergy were well founded. The duke may have expressed himself

freely to Essex because he did not seriously think he would be returned to office in

Ireland. This is evident in a letter to Coventry in 1674, in which he said,

I neither have or am like to have any observations touching the place, the people, or the 

government. . . only, when I find myself or some friends of mine under some difficulties by 

the art or power of those that profess not to wish us well.22

With regard to  the laity, the proclamation issued in Dublin on 8 November 1673 

against ‘papists’ keeping arms had little effect on the prominent members o f the 

catholic interest who were subsequently issued with licences by Essex. In many cases 

the licences were in fact signed by leading Irish catholics themselves, who obviously

21 Ormond to Essex, 9 Dec. 1673 (Airy (ed.), Essex Papers, i, 150-51).

Same to Coventry, 13 July 1674 (Carte MS 70, f. 198).
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had the authority to do so and held the appropriate offices. These included Captain 

George M athew (Ormond’s agent and catholic half-brother) the Earl o f Westmeath, 

Colonel John Fitzpatrick, Ormond’s brother-in-law, Lord Trimleston, Lord Netterville, 

Lord Dillon and Colonel Dempsey (who actually signed his own licence).23

The political context in Whitehall changed significantly again in 1674 with the end 

of the Dutch war in February and Osborne’s elevation to the earldom o f Danby in June. 

Sir Joseph Williamson took over from Arlington as secretary o f state in September, 

which marked the final dissolution o f the Cabal and the beginning of Danby’s 

ascendancy and a pro-Anglican policy. Arlington succeeded the Earl o f St Albans as 

Lord Chamberlain.24 These political changes in Whitehall seemed to put Essex’s 

position in Ireland under threat, with ‘hot and terrible’ rumours o f Lord Berkeley’s 

return; a ‘judgement’ which Lord Kingston prayed God would ‘avert’.25 Essex was 

also experiencing ‘all the spiteful offices imaginable’ from Orrery who, despite the 

‘mightily courtly’ language o f his letters, tried his best to increase fears and suspicions 

within the protestant interest, criticising the government wherever possible. The 

viceroy confided in his brother that there was not a people ‘more apt to despise and 

affront their governors’ than the people o f Ireland, especially if they have the slightest 

idea of their replacement.26

23 •
A list of the names of those who were granted licences together with those individuals, 

other than Essex, who signed them is contained in Appendix E, pp 336-9.

Sir Charles Lyttelton to Christopher Hatton, 24, 26 June, 8 July 1674 (Hatton 

correspondence, i, 107, 108-10, 111).

Kingston to Ormond, 4 Sept. 1674 (Carte MS 243, f. 144).

26 Essex to Coventry, 24 June 1674 (B.L., Add. MS 4162, f. 218); same to Arlington, 28 

July 1674 (ibid., f. 219); Kingston to Ormond, 4 Sept. 1674 (Carte MS 243, f. 144); Essex to 

Sir Henry Capell, 13 Jan. 1675 (B.L., Add. MS 4162, f. 220).
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After Ormond returned to live in Ireland in 1674 the members o f  the catholic 

interest who had relied on his favour continued to discover that, out o f office in 

Dublin, his influence, albeit not insignificant, was limited. The remonstrant clergy were 

one such group. Peter Walsh and Thomas Harold petitioned the King and Essex 

regarding the injustice o f  their present situation given their past loyalty to the 

government. Having been persecuted without protection by those who had refused to 

sign the remonstrance, they had now been ordered into exile by a proclamation which 

made no distinction between loyal and disloyal clergy. Walsh told Essex that he ‘little 

thought’ he should ‘ever live to see the day’ when such a thing could happen. While 

Ormond supported their petitions, and had no doubt about Essex’s sympathy for their 

situation, he told Walsh that the viceroy had little influence in Whitehall and would 

proceed no further than his ‘orders will reach and how . . . averse some in greatest 

power are . . . you cannot be ignorant’. Essex, unlike Ormond, was an outsider in 

terms o f royal patronage, even when in office, and lacked a substantial group o f 

influential informants and supporters in London.27 Even while resident in Ireland 

Ormond kept his lines o f  communication open with Southwell, Coventry and Lane.

The latter, who wrote to  Ormond in cipher at this time, informed him that the ‘French 

interest at court’, like the catholic interest in general, was ‘quickly’ declining. This was 

evidenced by the King’s refusal o f a patent application by a ‘M r Sheridan’ only on the 

grounds that he was ‘accounted a papist’.28

27 Petition of Peter Walsh to Essex, 4 Aug. 1674 (Carte MS 45, ff 252-5); petition of same 

t0 tlle King (ibid., f. 264); proposals from Walsh (ibid., ff 281-2); petition of Thomas Harold 

to the King (ibid., ff 244-8); Walsh to Ormond, 8, 18 Aug. 1674 (ibid., 221, ff 364, 361); 

Ormond to Walsh, 30 Aug. 1674 (ibid., 50, f. 160).
28 t

Lane to Ormond [in cipher], 12, 19 Dec. 1674 (ibid., 38, ff 200, 209).
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By early 1675 a proposal was being debated at Whitehall to raise £30,000 in taxes, 

or ‘lapsed money’, from the ‘restored Irish’. Colonel Fitzpatrick, Ormond’s brother-in

law and client, led Irish catholic opposition to this proposal. Ormond, for his part, 

solicited support for Fitzpatrick from Coventry and Lane and reminded them o f the 

colonel’s past record o f loyal service for his Majesty at home and abroad. The duke 

told Coventry that, if  passed, this proposal would make the condition o f those restored 

as ‘miserable’ as their case was ‘hard’. In a letter to Fitzpatrick confirming his support 

Ormond stated that the King should find another way o f compensating the grantees 

other than ‘the undoing, in effect, o f  so many persons o f quality’. Many of the 

‘restored Irish’ were o f course relatives and clients o f Ormond such as Fitzpatrick 

himself, Clancarty, Clanricard, Castlehaven, Carlingford, Mountgarrett, Colonel 

Richard Butler, Sir Richard Bellings, Dudley Bagnall (who was married to George 

Mathew’s daughter), the Bamewalls, Plunketts, Dillons and others.29

While this proposal was being floated the opportunity was taken to highlight the 

fact that the commitment in the Act o f  Explanation to restore fifty-four nominees, such 

as Lord Athenry, had not yet been honoured; the ‘Irish’ were not all restored. Patrick 

Maginn, who along with Richard Talbot returned to London in May 1674, wrote to 

Essex asking for his support for the nominees and emphasising their desperate plight. 

Essex replied that he had ‘ever looked upon his Majesty’s word as engaged to those 

persons . . .  in justice they may expect’ to receive what the act promised. He added,

29 Ormond to Coventry, 19 Dec. 1674 (Carte MS 59, f. 200); same to same, 3 Feb. 1675 

(ibid., 50, f. 232); same to Lane, 3 Feb. 1675 (ibid., f. 233); same to Col. Fitzpatrick, 19 Dec. 

1674 (ibid., f. 202).
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I have always been very willing to assist these poor gentlemen . . .  I was ever of the opinion 

that his Majesty ought to extend his favour equally to the whole interest and upon that score 

I recommended those gentleman who were omitted in Sir Patrick Barnewall’s letter.

Richard Talbot also wrote to Essex with a request that he oppose the imposition o f the 

‘lapsed money’ as it would destroy most o f the ‘poor people’ involved. The position o f 

the catholic interest was well summarised in ‘a brief statement o f the case o f the lapsed 

money’, found among Ormond’s papers. The document stated that in all previous 

dealings, regarding the Irish land settlement, all other interests had been given 

precedence over the Irish catholic interest or that o f the ‘nominees’, and surely no 

‘rational man’ would think it ‘justice or equity’ that those who have managed to be 

restored should now pay £30,000 when no land has as yet been given to their fellow 

countrymen despite their nomination in an act o f parliament.30

In Ireland the earlier proclamation to expel the catholic clergy was re-issued on 27 

April 1674, but by the beginning o f 1675 Essex seemed more concerned with his own 

future, the perennial problem o f tories (especially Redmond O ’Hanlon), and the spread 

of the Scottish troubles into Ulster, than any threat from priests and friars.31 

Implementation o f the laws against the catholic clergy varied by region and according 

to the character o f the local officials. Primate Plunkett described a Jesuit school in 

Armagh for instance, which began in July 1670, attended by 40 protestant children 

whose fathers saw to it that the teachers were not ‘disturbed’. He observed that

30 Essex to Fr Patrick Maginn, 23 Dec. 1674 (Carte MS 243, f. 240); an abstract of a letter 

for Lord Athenry (ibid., f. 238); a brief statement of the case of the lapsed money (ibid., 38, f. 

440); Richard Talbot to Essex, 20 Aug. 1675 (B.L., Stowe MS 210, ff 188-9).

31 Essex to Sir Henry Capell, 30 Jan. 1675 (B.L., Add. MS 4162, f. 220); proclamations,

27 Apr., 14 Dec. 1674, by the lord lieutenant and Council, Steele (Proclamations, ii, 106-7).
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Colonel Talbot and Fr Maginn’s return to London had done little for their cause and 

even Sir Nicholas Plunkett, who had previously given shelter to the primate, would not 

now risk harbouring a fugitive. Plunkett was forced into hiding, with bishop Brennan, 

in Ulster in 1674 and his letters highlighted the desperate poverty o f the people who 

walked the roads like ‘starved skeletons’ that year. Plunkett was convinced that the 

reform o f the Irish church would help to alleviate the problem. A group o f Franciscans 

had provoked their enemies by staying openly in Dublin and ‘questing’ alms from the 

laity at mass. He claimed that the people were glad to be rid o f these friars who were 

so numerous and ill-disciplined that they drained their resources and incited 

persecution.32

It was however the reappearance o f internal divisions within the Irish catholic 

clergy which most disappointed Oliver Plunkett at this time. In June 1674 a delegation 

of Dominican, Franciscan and Augustinian friars presented Essex with a declaration 

which cited the Jesuits, Capuchins and Carmelite orders as a burden on the people by 

way o f their alleged collection o f money to support agents opposed to the King. 

Plunkett pointed out that it was the former three orders who ‘quested’ for alms from 

the people and often kept them waiting at mass for hours until the required amount o f 

money was given. The primate was also forced to defend himself against Peter Talbot’s 

allegation that Plunkett had contributed to his banishment by giving evidence against 

him. Plunkett said that Talbot had a ‘marvellous imagination’ but had condemned 

himself by his behaviour. While they all suffered persecution in Ireland, Talbot was

Plunkett to Falconieri, 26 Sept. 1673, 4 May, 10 June, 13 Sept. 1674 (Plunkett, Letters, 

pp 380-81, 404, 408, 414); same to Peter Creagh, 26 May 1674 (ibid., p. 428); Patrick Power, 

4 bishop o f the penal times: being letters and reports o f John Brennan, bishop o f  Waterford 

(1671-93) and archbishop o f Cashel (1677-93) (Cork, 1932).
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‘nice and cosy in Paris’. The earlier disclosures from Essex, however, suggest that 

some o f these divisions were deliberately manufactured.33

In Whitehall at the same time Danby was making every effort to put distance 

between the King, his former ‘evil counsellors’, and the perceived pro-French policies 

of the Cabal; principally ‘popery and arbitrary government’. Two anti-catholic 

proclamations were issued in early February 1675. The first, on 3 February, ordered 

the laws against ‘papists’ to be enforced, all ‘persons’ o f the ‘romish orders’, including 

‘all romish priests pretending privilege to attend the Queen’ and all foreign ministers, 

to leave England by 25 March, with the exception o f ‘M r Hudleston’, who had helped 

the King escape from Worcester. The second proclamation on 5 February repeated the 

terms o f expulsion for all Jesuits and priests, with the one exception already 

mentioned.34

Carlingford assessed the impact o f events in Whitehall on the Irish catholic interest. 

‘This last proclamation’, he said, ‘had locked the court gates against all o f my 

persuasion and until this be opened Ireland must be my residence . . . provided the like 

severity be not practised here, which I hope moderate and wise men will prevent’. The 

Earl went on to express himself regarding the Duke o f Y ork’s statement that his 

‘conscience’ would not allow him to go to the Church of England. In a letter to 

Ormond he said,

33 Plunkett to Falconieri, 10 June 1674 (Plunkett, Letters, pp 413-4); same to Peter Creagh, 

15 Sept. 1674 (ibid., p. 430); Essex to Ormond, 14 Nov. 1673 (Airy (ed.), Essex papers, i, 
137-8).

Steele, Proclamations, i, 437; Coventry to Ormond, 2 Feb. 1675 (Carte MS 243, ff 190- 

9D; Fr John Hudleston was chaplain to Thomas Whitgreave of Moseley Hall, Staffordshire.

An account of the incident is contained in Hutton, Charles II, p. 69.
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I wish it had been sooner and for the good of the religion I profess, that he never had been of 

it, knowing that all our sufferings will proceed from there. It is feared parliament will 

trouble some on his account and sooner upon this late declaration of his . . . if Whitehall 

were as free for me to visit as it has been, I would certainly accompany your Grace into 

England, but whilst locks and bolts do hinder, bonum est mihi else hie, where your 

commands and directions shall be obeyed and always govern the action of your most 

faithful servant.35

Carlingford’s evidently believed that the Duke o f Y ork’s conversion would only bring 

more trouble for Irish catholics; a view clearly at odds with that o f  Peter and Richard 

Talbot. Given the political circumstances in England, Ormond faced criticisms again 

for employing George Mathew, his catholic half-brother, as his business agent. The 

charge produced a stout defence from Ormond, who said that while it grieved him that 

his agent and other relations were ‘papists’, and he would ‘go far and do much to 

make them other’, in the meantime ‘natural affections’ could not be abated. He 

concluded that he had never dealt differently with people on the basis o f  their religion 

alone.36

The renewed proclamations against catholics in England forced Fr Maginn to leave 

court again and Southwell reported that ‘the papists in general were hardly ever more 

damped and perplexed than now’. Burlington reported that Lord Howard, an English 

catholic, who was truly ‘a modest and quiet man’, was also preparing to leave. The 

Irish lord chancellor, Boyle, also found himself under attack on what he described as 

the 'old charge’ o f  allowing catholics to serve as justices o f the peace, but he remarked 

that in such times as these, with ‘parties and factions’, he would ‘rather be accused for

35 Carlingford to Ormond, 16, 20 Feb. 1675 (Carte MS 38, ff 264, 273).

36 Ormond to Southwell, 17 Feb. 1675 (ibid., 50, f. 241; ibid., 70, f. 452).
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observing than for refusing’ his ‘duty’.37 Lord Ranelagh’s handling o f the Irish revenue 

since 1671 was also under scrutiny. Under ‘moneys established for the King’, payments 

of £2,000 were listed to Colonel Talbot (by means o f the Earl o f St Albans) and 

Colonel Fitzpatrick, with £1,000 paid to Colonel Dempsey. This evidence would add 

weight to Oliver Plunkett’s assessment o f Talbot and Fitzpatrick as the two prominent 

political leaders o f  the catholic interest, at least up to this point.38

Carlingford was among those Irish catholics barred from court who returned to live 

in Ireland in these years. Richard Talbot, who stayed in Yorkshire with his wife’s 

family for some time, eventually settled in Ireland at Luttrellstown at some point in 

1677, although he also appears to have been free to come and go to London in May 

1676 and again in April 1677. Judging by his correspondence with Essex, sent through 

Sir Robert Talbot, the Duke o f Y ork’s counsel, he enjoyed a good relationship with 

the viceroy. Talbot did o f course make use o f that relationship to recommend various 

people such as his nephew, Colonel Dungan, who had been in the French service.

Talbot, for his part, passed information to Essex about activities and factions at court.

It was just before Essex’s removal in 1677 that the colonel assured him that, regardless 

of the circumstances, Talbot was the ‘same man’ to his ‘friends in all changes’.39 

Nonetheless Essex continued to suffer from a lack o f information and support from

37 Burlington to Ormond, 6 Feb. 1675 (Carte MS 243, f. 199); Southwell to same, 20 Feb. 

1675 (ibid., 38, f. 275); Boyle to same, 23 Mar. 1675 (ibid., f. 288); Eustace to same, 15 May

1675 (ibid., f. 246); petition of the nominees to his Majesty (ibid., 243, f. 234).
38

Order to Ranelagh to attend court, 3 Nov. 1675 (ibid., 70, f. 372).

39 Orrery to Boyle, 19 Feb. 1676 (ibid., 69, f. 140); Col. Richard Talbot to Essex, 25 May

1676 (B.L., Stowe MS 209, f. 256); same to same, 26 July, 20 Aug, 13 Oct. 1676 (ibid., 210, 

ff 90-91, 188-9, 284); same to same, 21 Apr. 1677 (ibid., 211, f. 322).
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within the court and while he assured Ormond that he valued the ‘advice o f a person so 

well experienced’ in the ‘business o f this country’, he was also frustrated that many 

petitioners bypassed his office and went straight to Whitehall to receive 

recommendations. Essex regarded this as a ‘great imposition on the governor’ which 

also destroyed ‘all dependence upon him’. He assured Ormond that he refused to 

believe the reports that the duke had forwarded many o f these cases.40

Essex’s administration in Ireland survived until the spring o f 1677. In the 

discussions regarding his replacement Conway, an Ulster protestant, and Monmouth, 

the King’s illegitimate son, had been serious contenders, the latter supported by the 

Duchess o f Portsmouth and by Danby. The Duke o f York, however, fearful that 

Monmouth would learn the ‘taste o f sovereignty’ in Ireland, supported Ormond’s re

appointment, which in turn added to suspicions regarding Ormond’s ‘popish 

inclinations’. The duke was, o f  course, in reality a pillar o f the Anglican establishment 

and his appointment in May, like the marriage o f Princess Mary to the Prince o f 

Orange in November, was designed to reassure the English parliament and belie the 

fact that the King had made secret subsidy agreements with Louis XIV in August 

1675, February 1676, and August 1677. The fact that the Duke o f Y ork’s opinion 

prevailed in Council indicated his continued power and influence at court.41

Ormond’s final viceroyalty in Ireland began on 24 May 1677, and, like Essex, 

Berkeley and Robartes, he was officially instructed to support the remonstrant clergy.42

40 _
Ormond to Stafford, 18 Nov. 1673 (Carte MS 50, f. 113); same to Essex, 6 July 1674 

(ibid., f. 131); Essex to Ormond, 8, 14 July 1674 (ibid., 243, ff 117, 128).

Southwell papers (ibid., 69, f. 74).

42 Instructions for the Duke of Ormond on taking over as lord lieutenant, 1 Aug. 1677 (ibid., 

38, ff 380-87).
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He journeyed to Ireland by way o f Oxford, where he was received as chancellor and 

conferred no less than twenty-two honorary doctorates. The recipients included his 

catholic brother-in-law, Colonel John Fitzpatrick, his catholic agent and half-brother, 

George Mathew, and another Irish catholic, Thomas Sheridan. On his return to Dublin 

Ormond found the Irish land ‘settlement’ still in dispute. Sir Robert Talbot, Richard’s 

brother, was pursuing the Duke o f Y ork’s claims for further reprisals, despite the fact 

that some o f the ‘nominees’ had yet to receive one acre o f land. The veteran catholic 

lawyer, Sir Nicholas Plunkett, was also still at work preparing opinions on various land 

issues for some o f Ormond’s associates.43

By December 1677 the Anglo-Dutch Treaty concluded the alliance against France 

and Andrew Marvell’s A n account o f  the growth ofpopery and arbitrary government, 

was published, all o f  which encouraged and inspired the faction in England who were 

opposed to the King’s pro-catholic policies. Ormond had supported the idea o f 

recalling the Irish parliament and the content o f the five bills he proposed reveal the 

state o f the kingdom at this time. He strongly endorsed a measure for the confirmation 

of estates, with no provisos, in order to put an ‘end to the fears o f those in possession 

and the hopes o f  those who are n o t . . . solicitors, attorneys and little lawyers’, he said, 

‘get more than the King or any to whom he gives his title’. Provisos would only result 

in more hearings and effectively open a third court o f claims. Ormond also 

recommended an act o f ‘grace and general pardon’ regarding debts to the Crown 

because ‘the poor sort’ had been ‘no doubt unmercifully tormented and harassed by

A brief account of Sir Robert Talbot’s proceedings in the Duke of York’s late claim to 

further reprisals, 5 Sept. 1677 (Carte MS 44, f. 426); [Sir Nicholas Plunkett’s opinion] (ibid., 
ff 46-8).
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collection o f arrears’. The third bill was also designed to ease the misery o f the poor by 

removing hearth tax from those with only ‘a hovel to cover them’. Failure to pay had 

previously resulted in them being deprived o f whatever facility they had to ‘boil roots’.

The viceroy’s fourth proposal concerned the oath o f supremacy and catholic access 

to the Irish parliament. The Commons would want the oath administered to all, but the 

duke said that ‘many sober protestants’ were saying that ‘some Roman Catholics 

should sit with them, there being no danger o f a majority’. The fifth bill was for a 

toleration o f some Irish clergy, presumably those who supported the remonstrance. 

Although some within the protestant interest wanted a complete ban imposed, Ormond 

considered that the number o f  catholics living in Ireland made it more practicable to 

‘connive’ at them having some clergy; the remonstrance would again be used to 

distinguish loyal from disloyal.44

Once the contents o f  the proposed bills were known the adventurers countered 

with a petition to the King and their own proposals. Carlingford, who was back in 

Whitehall at this time and again acting as an informant for Ormond, told the viceroy 

that the long debate and the ‘violence and concern o f such as favoured’ the petition 

made it ‘more than probable that there is an intention o f assuming power to examine’ 

and ‘determine what has been or shall be done in that kingdom since the King’s 

restoration’. He added that

no man can tell what will become of us this year, poverty and discontent seldom produce 

good effects and seemingly these abound here, in the view of all foreign ministers whose 

representations must render as inconsiderable, yet such as make strict enquiries find that 

this nation is formidable if unanimous with self interest.

44 Ormond to Coventry, 22 Jan. 1678 (Carte MS 70, if  639-40); same to same, 22 Jan 1678 

(extract) (N.L.I., MS 802, f. 1).
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Ormond wrote again to encourage the King to call an Irish parliament, confident that 

Charles would ‘receive the fruits o f his great goodness towards the people o f this 

kingdom’. The bill o f  confirmation would however not be so easily ‘contrived’ as he 

had thought and if it succeeded it would leave ‘many hard cases’ who would approach 

the English Council for relief.45

Discussions continued in Dublin regarding the bill o f confirmation in the spring

and summer o f 1678. The ‘Irish lawyers’ were allowed to peruse the bill and ‘were

heard as long as they would speak’. Ormond reported that they made many ‘very

reasonable and material’ objections and those thought ‘fit and possible’ were conceded

to save the King from being troubled by them and ‘any hearings which would go on

and on’. The bill was finally drafted late in July and Ormond said that if  they had

managed to satisfy everyone then the other financial bills would pass easily. He added,

. . .  it must follow, that some particular cases and some more general interests will be 

disappointed . . .  it cannot be expected that a ll . . . will quietly give up their private interests 

to the public; but that some may endeavour to prepossess the people with an ill opinion of 

the provision made for them, as I am told some already begin to do . . .  the case of the 

innocents of Connacht and of the totally deficient nominees appears to me to be the hardest; 

and the council seemed to be so affected with it, that they thought it would be just that the 

product of what shall be raised by the commission of defective titles should be applied and 

appropriated to their satisfaction . . . But when the matter came to a more particular debate 

• • . many other interests interposed for satisfaction with or before them; as Sir Robert 

Talbot in behalf of his Royal Highness . . .

The Duke o f Y ork’s conversion to Catholicism had apparently not affected his 

determination to have every acre o f  Irish land to which he was entitled by law. Ormond

45 Carlingford to Ormond, 17 Mar. 1678 (Carte MS 215, f. 445); Ormond to Coventry, 21 

Mar. 1678 (extract) (N.L.I., MS 802, f. 2).
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was convinced, as he had been since the restoration, that if  all such interests were 

satisfied there would be nothing left to relieve the ‘sadness o f the condition o f those 

poor gentlemen’; the nominees and the ‘innocents o f  Connacht’. There simply was not 

enough land in Ireland. The Irish Council therefore decided that Charles should declare 

who would receive any remaining available land. Coventry was assured that changes 

had been made in consultation with the Irish catholic interest, who would not now 

raise any objections to  the bill as it stood, though the favour extended to them might it 

itself raise other objections.46

Within two weeks o f Ormond’s letter, Christopher Kirby had been granted an 

audience with the King which led to the introduction into the royal presence o f Israel 

Tonge with his allegations o f  a ‘popish plot’. Between 28 and 30 September 1678 

Tonge and Titus Oates appeared before the English Council and gave information, 

under oath, about an alleged catholic plot, with French backing, to kill the King and 

put the Duke o f York on the throne. The plot also had an Irish dimension, which 

involved the murder o f  Ormond, with Peter Talbot’s connivance, to be the signal for a 

general rebellion in Ireland supported by the Pope and Louis XIV. An order had 

apparently already been made to the papal nuncio for 40,000 ‘black bills’ to arm the 

Irish. In the context o f these allegations, and the resulting anti-catholic reaction, 

Ormond’s proposed bills looked suspiciously tolerant towards the catholic interest and 

by the end o f September he found himself defending his proposals and himself against 

just such charges. In a letter to Coventry, Ormond explained that the bills had been 

drawn by a Council o f  the protestant interest who would in no way wish to overthrow

46  f '

Ormond to Coventry, 27 June, 31 July 1678 (Carte MS 118, fF 316, 146-7); same to 

same, 27 June, 31 July 1678 (extracts) (N.L.I., MS 802, ff 3-4).
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the acts o f settlement, the ‘magna carta o f Ireland’. The bills were ‘honestly drawn’ 

and could not have anticipated these revelations in London. I f  Oates’s tale was true, he 

said, ‘the Jesuits have found a short and sure way to put me out o f  government; but I 

hope I shall rather go alone than in the company they design me, though it be the best 

in the world’.47

These events in London had significant consequences for Irish politics, and for the 

catholic interest in particular. A period o f uncertainty and difficulty for Irish catholics, 

which effectively began with the Commons address to the King in March 1673, had 

now escalated into a considerable crisis. Catholic persecution which, in Ireland, had 

been intermittent and at times tempered by local variations and the prudent approaches 

of Essex or Ormond, was now much more difficult to restrain. Colonel Talbot’s 

relationship with Essex enabled him to come and go freely between Ireland and 

England, and to live peacefully at Luttrellstown, where in the spring o f 1678 he 

planned the planting o f a garden. Peter Talbot, now a sick old man, had also returned 

from exile in France. N ow  it was going to be difficult for anyone in the Dublin 

administration to show favour to catholics in general, and to Talbots in particular.48

Among those arrested in London as a result o f the ‘plot’ were the Duke o f Y ork’s 

secretary, Edward Coleman, D r Fogarty and John Fenwick. Letters from Fenwick and 

Fogarty to Thomas Benefield, a priest in the Duchess o f Y ork’s household, were

47 Ormond to Coventry, 21 Sept. 1678 (Carte MS 118, f. 317); information regarding the 

plot in Ireland, Whitehall, 30 Sept. 1678 (ibid., 38, f. 718); Ormond to Southwell, 5 Oct. 1678 

(ibid.,70, f. 473).
48

Col. Talbot to Essex, 26 July, 20 Aug. 1676 (B.L., Stowe MS 210 ff 90-91, 188-9); 

same to same, 21 April 1677 (ibid., 211, f. 322); same to John Evelyn, 27 May 1678 (B.L., 

Add. MS 15948, f. 150).
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‘uncovered’. These letters spoke o f their ‘good friend, his Grace o f Dublin’, Peter 

Talbot, being ‘industrious’ in the ‘promotion’ o f their ‘good designs’ in Ireland.

Ormond was described as someone they ‘must neither trust’ nor ‘let live much longer’ 

even though it was alleged he had tried to get back in favour with the catholic interest 

by giving them commissions in the army. Informants in London had also implicated 

Colonel Talbot and Lord M ountgarrett in the alleged conspiracy.49

After discovery o f the plot Ormond returned from Kilkenny to Dublin. Acting 

promptly but calmly, he issued a warrant for the arrest o f  Peter Talbot, who lived with 

his brother Richard in Luttrellstown. Lieutenant Henry Brien reported that on his 

arrival at the house Richard Talbot told him there was no need to search for Peter 

because he would take him straight to the archbishop. Brien found Peter in such a ‘sad 

condition’, because o f illness and old age, and informed him that he was the King’s 

prisoner, but the only papers found with him were o f a religious nature; no 

incriminating correspondence. The archbishop told Brien that he had ‘given over 

troubling himself with the world’, and if they carried him to Dublin he would certainly 

die en route. Brien agreed and consented to take Colonel Talbot’s ‘engagement’ for his 

brother’s appearance in Dublin when required, but returned on 11 October and, finding 

the archbishop improved, brought him to Dublin Castle. Ormond hoped that his actions 

would counter the mounting accusations that he favoured ‘papists’, and urged

49 Bartholomew Russell to Dr Meara, 1 Oct. 1678 (Carte MS 243, f. 323); ‘copy of two 

letters sent to Mr Benefield’, 26 Aug. [1678] (ibid., 38, ff 750-51); measures taken upon 

discovery of the plot (B.L., Add. MS 19527, f. 55). Lorenzo Magalotti mentions a ‘Benefield’ 

among his ‘celebrated men of letters in England’: Lorenzo Magalotti, Lorenzo Magalotti at the 

court o f Charles II - his Relazione D Inghilterra o f1668, (ed.) W. E. K. Middleton (Ontario, 

1980),p. 139.
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Southwell to ask Peter Walsh to testify as to the number o f titular bishops already in 

Ireland when he returned to office in 1677.50

Peter Talbot o f  course denied any involvement in the plot but seemed to have no 

papers or official permission to be in Ireland at this time. Under examination Talbot 

claimed to have verbal permission from the King by way of the Duke o f York more 

than a year previously. He had written twice to Thomas Benefield, one o f the priests in 

the Duchess o f Y ork’s court, to ask for written confirmation from the duke. Essex had 

also apparently told his brother Richard that he could come to Ireland without any 

trouble, but the colonel nevertheless advised him to stay with his friends in England. 

The archbishop testified that he had lived in Chester until his health deteriorated, at 

which point he had approached the Earl o f Peterborough with a view to  returning 

home to end his days in peace. Colonel Fitzpatrick, one o f Ormond’s clients, had also 

advised him that someone o f his ‘quality’ could live freely in Ireland without being 

troubled by the viceroy, and he took this to mean that he had the viceroy’s tacit 

consent.51 Nicholas Netterville, a Jesuit, was also questioned about his possible 

involvement with Peter Talbot or Dr Fogarty in a conspiracy, which he denied. He did 

however tell the authorities that there were thirty Jesuits in Ireland and supplied as 

many names as he could remember.52

A warrant for securing Peter Talbot, 8 Oct. 1678 (Carte MS 118, f. 150); Ormond to 

Southwell, 10, 13, 15 Oct. 1678 (ibid., 70, ff 473-4); an account of the arrest of Peter Talbot, 

14 0ct. 1678 (ibid., 38, f. 724).

51 Examination of Peter Talbot, 15 Oct. 1678 (ibid., ff 726-7); articles against Peter Talbot 

(ibid., f. 697); further examination of Peter Talbot, 16 Oct. 1678 (ibid., ff 728, 736-7); copy of 

a Paper given by Peter Talbot (ibid., ff 734-5).

Examination of Nicholas Netterville, 17 Oct. 1678 (ibid., ff 730-32).
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Ormond took pains to ensure that everything was in order at Kilkenny, his family

seat, and would not reflect badly on him. Priests, schools, convents and mass-houses,

which had previously been tolerated there, were removed. Ormond had been accused

of setting up a ‘popish school’ at Kilkenny but the duke said he could call a thousand

witnesses to testify that the school he had opened there, which cost him £2,000 to start

and £150 each year for the schoolmaster’s salary, had been for English and protestant

children who had been previously sent to catholic schoolmasters for their education.53

The viceroy informed Southwell that he had quickly done all he was ordered and,

while he did not know what the end o f all these discoveries would be,

the real or pretended fears of some considerable men have put the common sort of English 

protestants almost out of their wits, especially in Munster, from whence the whole terror is 

diffused . . .  to the great disheartening of the English and encouragement of the disaffected 

Irish.

Orrery in particular was ‘incessant’ in his demands, criticisms and scare stories; all of 

which he transmitted to London. Ormond allowed local protestants to disarm ‘all 

papists’ who did not have licences from Essex, and protested to London that nothing 

more could be done without ‘laying waste great parts o f the towns and sending many 

first to be tories and then rebels’. The catholic clergy were ordered to leave Ireland, the 

militia put on full alert, suspected ‘incendiaries’ removed and disarmed, and the 

‘English and protestants’ warned and armed. Ormond insisted that he could find no 

hint o f a rebellion planned by the catholics in Ireland; the army and militia were too 

well prepared. Any prospective rebels, he said, would wait for a better opportunity o f 

either an invasion or a ‘division at home’. The first scenario they could prepare for, but

Priests, schools etc. in Kilkenny and now removed (Carte MS 38, f. 695); Ormond to 

Southwell, 20 Mar. 1679 (ibid., 70, f. 484).
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the second required prayer and a ‘spirit o f moderation’, and these elements, security 

and moderation, formed the basis o f Ormond’s strategy throughout the crisis. He 

stoutly defended his decision not to secure Lord Mountgarrett and Colonel Talbot in 

Dublin Castle. M ountgarrett was allowed to stay in Kilkenny on the recognisance o f 

Sir Nicholas Plunkett and Dudley Bagnall (George M athew’s son-in-law), and Richard 

Talbot was confined in Dublin under some form o f house arrest. Ormond also refused 

to accept Orrery’s proposal to purge the towns o f catholics and arrest those ‘eminent 

gentlemen’ who had ‘lost their estates’. These extreme actions, he argued, would incite 

trouble and drive Irish catholics into rebellion; in all this he had the unanimous support 

of the Irish Council and Chancellor Boyle. Those who knew Ireland well, he said, 

would see ‘how impossible it is, for want o f  the drudging sort o f English, for the great 

towns to subsist without many Irish’, and the English themselves had brought the Irish 

into the towns and on to their lands as tenants for their own advantage.54

Southwell advised Ormond to write to London emphasing the state in which he 

had found things in Ireland on his return in 1677 and the speed o f his actions, 

particularly against the Talbots, after the plot was discovered.55 The viceroy was also 

asked to advise the King regarding the calling o f an Irish parliament but Ormond

54 Ormond to Southwell, 6, 11, 19 Nov., 7, 18 Dec. 1678, 1 Mar. 1679 (Carte MS 70, ff 

474-5, 476-7, 478, 478-9, 479, 482); Boyle to [King and Council], 8 Mar. 1679 (ibid., ff 539

40); ‘an extract of some letters, orders and proclamations which have come from Ireland . . . 

which in part show what hath been done since the discovery of the plot’ (B.L., Add. MS 

27382); measures taken upon discovery of the plot (ibid., 19527, f. 55); recognisance for 

Richard, Viscount Mountgarrett (Carte MS 38, f. 746); Ormond released Richard Talbot on a 

surety of £20,000 to visit his sick wife (ibid., f. 687); Katherine Talbot [Richard’s wife] to 

Ormond, 20 Nov. 1678 (ibid., 243, f. 330).

55 Southwell to same 30 Nov. 1678 (ibid., 38, f. 662).
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cautioned against any such move. The bills ‘which were drawn and calculated for a 

time o f security, would not now be fit for the cloudiness o f this season’, and should 

therefore be kept for a time when his Majesty and the English parliament were ‘upon 

better terms’. Ormond compared the debates in Westminster at this time to those in the 

Long Parliament, which he believed had incited the Irish rebellion in 1641, and he 

warned Coventry that Ulster still contained the ‘worst sort’, both o f  catholics and 

protestants.56

Politics in England were certainly in crisis by the end o f 1678. The Duke o f Y ork’s 

secretary, Edward Coleman, and three others had been executed for their alleged 

involvement in the plot and Sir Ralph Montagu had revealed his correspondence with 

Danby and his negotiations regarding the French subsidies which resulted in the 

Commons vote to impeach Danby. Charles responded by dissolving the Cavalier 

parliament and sending the Duchess o f Portsmouth (his French catholic mistress) to 

Holland. The Duke o f York was ordered to ‘absent himself beyond the sea’ (exile in 

Brussels), and despaired o f ever being allowed back. The first exclusion parliament met 

on 6 March and the King’s speech on 16 March, which was reportedly well received, 

declared that he had only ever been married to the Queen and had not fathered a 

legitimate child; in other words that his brother James and not Monmouth was first in 

line to the throne.57 In M arch Danby resigned as Lord Treasurer to avoid impeachment

50 Danby to Ormond, 30 Dec. 1678 (Carte MS 118, f. 176); Ormond to Danby, 13 Jan. 

1679 (ibid., f, 178); same to Coventry, 5 Nov. 1678 (B.L., Add. MS 32095, f. 125). Montagu 

had been sacked for having an affair with the King’s mistress and her daughter.

S? King to the Duke of York, 28 Feb. 1679 (B.L., Add. MS 32095, f. 164); Southwell to 

Ormond, 16 Mar. 1679 (Carte MS 70, f. 483); Duke of York to Col. William Legge, 28 Mar., 

4 Apr. 1679 (H.M.C., Dartmouth, i, 30).
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but he was imprisoned in the tower until February 1684. The King’s leniency towards 

Danby caused uproar in the Commons, where Sir Francis Winnington declared that 

Charles could not pardon treason against the government but should be a ‘sanctuary to 

a people from oppression and evil ministers but not a refuge to  enemies o f the 

government’. The King, he said, had ‘limited power or it would not be a legal’. 

Shaftesbury revealed the European dimension to protestant fears when he referred to 

the protestant communities in France, Scotland and Ireland as England’s ‘little sisters 

without breasts’ whose protection was in fact the greatest security for the crown o f 

England. He was convinced that for England there could be ‘no safety’ while the doors 

in Scotland and Ireland were not ‘shut up and made safe’.58

Evidence suggests that parliament was particularly concerned about catholic 

infiltration o f the royal court, the Inns o f Court and the city o f London generally. In a 

move which the Duke o f York described as one o f the ‘strangest things in the world’, 

the King gave permission for Somerset House and St James’s palace to be searched at 

will by justices o f  the peace. After one such search Ossory, who was lord chamberlain 

to the Queen, was told that sixteen ‘papists’ were found, including the Countess o f 

Fingall. Various searches o f the London parishes were ordered by the House o f Lords 

and those catholics found were required to appear before a justice o f  the peace to take 

the Oaths o f Allegiance and Supremacy. In a search o f the ‘liberties o f  W estminster’

Sir Robert Walsh, Castlehaven and Colonel Dungan were found. Returns for the Inns 

of court indicated six catholics in Lincoln’s Inn. Fifty-three ‘Irish gentlemen’ had been

58  •

Sir Francis Winnington’s speech to the House of Commons, Mar. 1679 (Marsh’s 

Library, Z.3.1.1., cxv); Earl of Shaftesbury’s speech in the House of Lords (Cobbett’s 

Parliamentary history o f  England from the norman conquest, in 1066, to the year 1803 (12 

vols> London, 1808), iv, 1116-18.
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admitted to the Inner Temple since the restoration and five ‘reputed papists’ were 

found on inspection. Twelve catholics and thirty-seven ‘Irishmen’ were returned for 

Gray’s Inn, and twenty-seven ‘gentlemen born in Ireland’ were members o f the Middle 

Temple, but no catholics were actually found on the premises.59

Orrery, not for the first time, orchestrated accusations against Ormond o f ‘popish’

inclinations because o f his family connexions within the catholic interest in Ireland. The

duke recalled the fact that Orrery, whom he described as ‘part councillor, part friend,

part accuser and great libeller’, had previously praised him when he alone continually

objected to the review o f the Irish settlement initiated by Colonel Talbot’s petition in

the early 1670s. ‘When the stream ran and that strongly enough the other way, though

I did not ridiculously affect to stop or swim against it, yet I did not blindfold suffer

myself to be carried with it’.60 The charges again produced a resolute defence from

Ormond o f his catholic relatives. He said,

I know that he [Orrery] knows that I am bom with some disadvantages in this present 

situation . . my father and mother lived and died papists and bred all their children . . . only 

I, by God’s merciful providence, was educated in the true protestant religion from which I 

have never swerved, never tending to any extremes or changing sides for my own advantage.

He continued,

my brothers and sisters . . . were very fruitful and very obstinate (they will call it constant) 

in their way; their fruitfulness spread into a large alliance, and their obstinacy has made it 

altogether popish . . .  I am taught by nature and instruction that differences in opinion 

concerning matters of religion dissolves not the obligations of nature

59 Duke of York to Col. Legge, 2 Jan. 1680 (H.M.C., Dartmouth, i, 43); from ‘Stanhope 

and Rogers’ to Ossory, 27 Dec. 1678 (Carte MS 70, f. 578; ibid., 118, ff 171-2); ‘papists in 

London’, 18 Nov. 1678 (H.M.C., House o f Lords, i, 59, 69); returns of ‘papists in the Inns of 

Court’, 29 Mar. 1679 (ibid., 103-4).

Ormond to Southwell, 23 Mar., 30 Apr. 1679 (Carte MS 70, ff485, 486).
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but if, as happened in the 1640s, he were to find them in rebellion, he would be quicker 

to punish them.61

Colonel Fitzpatrick and Colonel Talbot, two key figures in the catholic interest, 

followed the example o f prominent court catholics in England and went into exile in 

1679. Fitzpatrick left for the continent and in March and Talbot applied to Ormond, 

apparently confident o f his ‘justice and kindness’, for permission to go to France 

because o f ill health. Talbot had been given leave to visit his sick wife, on a surety o f 

£20,000, and was then allowed to retire to the house o f Sir Francis Boynson, his 

father-in-law, in Yorkshire, on condition that he did not stray beyond five miles o f the 

place. In July he went into exile in France on a £10,000 surety, with the requirement 

that he would not return without the King’s express consent. Peter Talbot, who 

requested the last rites in April 1679, remained a prisoner in Dublin Castle until his 

death in November 1680. Repeated requests for his release on bail for health reasons 

were denied.62

Despite the history o f conflict and opposition between the Talbots and Ormond, the 

viceroy was accused o f favouring them and other prominent catholic leaders, such as 

Colonel Fitzpatrick and Colonel Justin MacCarthy. In his defence Ormond recalled his

1 Ormond to Southwell, 30 Nov. 1678 (Carte MS 38, f. 655; ibid., 70, ff 476-7).

62 Same to same, 23 Mar. 1679 (ibid., f. 485); Col. Richard Talbot to Ormond, 20 Mar. 

1679 (ibid., 38, f. 691); surety for Colonel Talbot to visit his sick wife (ibid., f. 687); Order in 

Council, 23 June 1679 (ibid., 243, f. 325); Order in Council, 11 July 1679 (ibid., 38, f. 738); 

Dr Patrick Dun’s recommendation to the lord lieutenant and council for the bail of Peter Talbot 

(ibid., f. 689); another report on Peter Talbot’s health (ibid., f. 690); Peter Talbot’s petition to 

0rmond, 11 Apr. 1679 (ibid., f. 693).
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past dealings with Peter Talbot and the fact that he had kept himself as far as possible

from ‘that busy hot headed man’, whom even the Jesuits would not admit.63 In a letter

to Longford, Ormond not only answered the allegations but also revealed the extent of

catholic involvement in practical politics. The viceroy admitted that a soldier guarding

Colonel Talbot was jailed for one night, but not for offending the colonel, as had been

suggested, but for assaulting a woman and child who asked to see him. Arms had in

fact been restored to  some catholics but only those who had received licences from

Essex. Ormond also confirmed that some ‘papists’ had come into the castle, ‘swords

by their sides’, but only the disbanded officers o f Colonel MacCarthy’s regiment, who

were ‘gentlemen o f good quality’, and one or two had naturally stayed to eat with him.

He confessed that he was ‘civil and really kind to Colonel Fitzpatrick’ but only because

he could ‘make use o f  him . . . and why it may not be thought that I govern him rather

than he me, I know not. I speak with some papists in my closet’, he said, and had done

so with Colonel Talbot on many occasions,

but so have all chief governors done since the Reformation, and so they still must do, till it 

shall please God to convert the nation, if they hope for good intelligence or to keep the 

people from uniting themselves generally against our government.64

Throughout this crisis Ormond reminded the English administration o f the differing 

religious context in Ireland which warranted both consultation with and moderation 

towards the catholic nobility and gentry as a means o f controlling the catholic majority, 

who were also essential to the protestant interest as both labourers and tenants.65

63 Ormond to Southwell, 7 Dec. 1678 (Carte MS 70, f. 478).

Same to Lord Longford, 3 Feb. 1679 (ibid., 118, f. 180); Colonel Talbot to Bennet, 13 

Dec- 1662 (C.S.P.I., 1660-2, p. 647).

65 Ormond to Sir Cyril Wyche, 7 Mar. 1679 (Carte MS 70, f. 537).
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An anonymous letter from ‘a dissenter’ in March 1679 defended the viceroy and the 

Lord Chancellor and claimed that their turning ‘papists’ was as likely as Peter Talbot 

being made protestant primate o f Ireland, Colonel Fitzpatrick being made constable o f 

Dublin Castle and Dick Talbot and Clanricard being appointed to the Irish council. The 

writer said it was well known that not all ‘Irish papists’ were rebels ‘nor so harshly to 

be treated, many o f them o f all ranks having evidenced their loyalty and stood by and 

assisted the King’s sword against their own countrymen’. In the case o f  Ireland, it 

would have been neither ‘just or prudent’ to have acted suddenly or harshly and united 

‘so considerable a body o f men in a common provocation’. The writer concluded that 

if endeavouring to ‘prevent the disjointed interest o f Irish papists from uniting’ was 

interpreted as being a friend to papists then they could do with a few more such in 

Ireland.66

Ossory, in a speech in the Lords, defended his father against the accusation that he

favoured the Irish catholic interest by pointing to the catholics’ opposition to him ever

since the King’s restoration and the fact that Ormond had not advocated the

declaration o f indulgence or the French alliance. A political verse o f the period

captured the general mood and flavour o f propaganda in London around this period

and borrowed the phrase ‘this is the time’ from Shaftesbury’s speech in the Lords.

Would you unravel popish plots 
Send Lauderdale unto the Scots 
And rid the court of Irish sotts;
This is the time. . .

Would you our sovereign disabuse 
And make the parliament of use 
And not be changed like dirty shoes;
This is the time. . .

Letter from a dissenter to his friend’, 15 Mar. 1679 (Carte MS 118, ff 190-92).
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Would you once bless our English nation 
By changing of Queen Kate’s vocation 
And bring one fit for procreation;
This is the tim e.. 67

The sheer volume and nature o f  the propaganda at this time against ‘popery and

arbitrary government’ points to an outburst, as Jonathan Scott has said, with long-term

roots, and fears produced by the wider European catholic threat.68 One pamphlet,

produced in London, traced the essence o f a popish plot back to the reformation, when

. . .  all the power and wealth of the popish party was laid out to carry on the catholic cause 

. . .  the reader may see that the religion of the papists is not from above . . . but from the 

devil, who was a murderer from the beginning, and like a roaring lion, goes up and down 

seeking whom he may devour.69

In the context o f the Irish catholic interest, the propaganda rehearsed past catholic 

treachery, particularly the 1641 rebellion, and recalled that Richard and Peter had lived 

openly in Ireland without hindrance during Berkeley’s time. One report claimed that in 

the early 1670s an Irish gentleman had written to Chancellor Boyle with evidence 

wliich proved Peter Talbot’s treachery, but within twenty-four hours Talbot had been

67 Speech of Lord Ossory in the House of Lords, Mar. 1679 (Archbishop Marsh’s Library, 

Z.3.1.1., cxvi); report on the state of Ireland, 31 Mar. 1679 {Journals o f  the house oflords[of 

England], xiii, 488-92); Ossory’s speech in the Lords (Carte MS 47, f. 247); political verse 

(Archbishop Marsh’s Library, Z.3.1.1., cxvi); Shaftesbury’s speech, 13 Mar. 1679 {Journals 

o f the house o f  lords [o f England], xiii, 452).

68 A survey of the extensive collection of pamphlet literature in Marsh’s Library, Dublin, 

will reveal a large number written between 1679 and 1685.

69 A brief account o f  the several plots, conspiracies, and hellish attempts o f  the bloody- 

minded papists, against the princes and kingdoms o f England, Scotland and Ireland, from the 

Reformation to the present year, 1678 (Marsh’s Library, G.3.4.6.,6).
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given access to this letter and had confronted the gentleman in question; such was the 

apparent friendship between Talbot and Boyle.70

The picture which emerged from Dublin in 1679 was o f a polarisation o f opinion 

along confessional lines and a climate in which the catholic interest was politically 

paralysed, having been cut off from its principal sources o f  political patronage, such as 

the Duke o f York, Colonels Talbot and Fitzpatrick, and the various court catholics. Fr 

Patrick Brady claimed that Ormond was using the ‘popish plot’ as an excuse to deal 

more stringently with the Irish catholic interest: ‘I do not believe there lives that 

Irishman to whom he did the least good in all his life, unless it be Peter Walsh . . . and 

his gang may betray us all too ’.71

The Duke o f  Y ork remained in exile throughout the first exclusion parliament, but 

letters to his friend Colonel William Legge revealed his frustration and pessimism 

regarding his future. Legge apparently suggested to the duke that he should accept 

some form o f occasional conformity but James angrily replied, I ‘pray once for all 

never say anything to  me again o f turning pro testan t. . .  do not expect i t . . .  I never 

shall. . . what I have done was not done in haste’. The duke maintained that he would 

only take orders from the King and not parliament and he believed that Charles must 

be more ‘resolute’ if  he was to ‘save the monarchy’. Scotland and Ireland would, in his 

opinion, be safe if  the government remained in the hands o f Lauderdale and Ormond,

70 Unsigned, 5 Feb. 1679 (Carte MS 118, f. 188). Fitzpatrick did complain to Ossory that 

Fr Maginn had passed copies of his letters to Peter Talbot: Col. Fitzpatrick to Ossory, 16 July 

1670 (ibid., 243, f. 55); same to same, 18 July 1670 (ibid., 37, f. 536).

71 Fr Patrick Brady to ‘Mr J. L. Morch’, 29 Mar. 1679 (ibid., 70, f. 544).
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and the Prince o f  Orange knew he must ‘sink or swim’ with the King; therefore 

Monmouth was the only ‘dangerous man’ o f ‘quality’ to be feared.72

The King’s illness in September 1679, which was apparently cured by a ‘Jesuit’s 

powder’, brought renewed fears about the succession, but also brought the Duke o f 

York back to Windsor. Monmouth on the other hand was exiled to the Netherlands.73 

After the King’s recovery in November, James received the royal commission to go to 

Scotland and deal with the covenanters, but not before he had passed information to 

the King regarding Colonel Fitzpatrick’s alleged involvement in a French plot to invade 

Ireland. Fitzpatrick, who was Oliver Plunkett’s patron and Ormond’s brother-in-law, 

had apparently arrived in Brussels with a paper signed by four titular bishops, including 

Plunkett and Tyrrell o f Clogher, which recommended him as the ‘only person fit’ to 

command an army for the ‘establishment o f the Roman Catholic religion in Ireland 

under French sovereignty’. The Duke o f York claimed to have forced Fitzpatrick to 

leave Brussels. The information regarding this alleged paper had come from Fr 

Anthony O ’Daly, Fr Phelim O ’Neill and other clergy who were opponents o f Plunkett 

from the Armagh diocese whom he had censured in the past. Plunkett also confirmed 

that Fr O ’Neill ‘hated bishop Tyrrell to death’ and him self‘aspired’ to the bishopric o f 

Derry. Once again divisions within the catholic clergy seemed to have added to the 

difficulties faced by the catholic interest as a whole.74

72 Duke of York to Col. William Legge, 28 Mar., 4, 14, 25 Apr., 2, 8, 16, 28 May, 22 July 

1679 (H.M.C., Dartmouth, i, 30-34, 36).

73 Parr to Borlase, 4 Sept. 1679 (B.L., Sloane MS 1008, f. 212).

74 Longford to Arran, 21 Oct. 1679 (Carte MS 243, f. 400); Duke of York to the King, 20 

Oct. 1679 (B.L., Add. MS 32095, f. 196); ‘letter for Edward Taylor, to be left at Terence
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Shaftesbury added a further dimension to the Fitzpatrick saga when he claimed that 

the colonel had also been in correspondence with Blood, suggesting a possible catholic 

and ‘fanatic’ alliance. Ormond remarked that o f all the Irish plots stories circulating at 

this time Shaftesbury’s revelation was the ‘most surprising’, but then he seemed to 

have ‘everybody’s destiny in his hands’. Orrery’s death in November may have brought 

hopes, within the Dublin administration, o f a reduction in tension, but another link to 

Blood, and a possible catholic and ‘fanatic’ combination, was uncovered in Dublin in 

December. Letters had been ‘scattered about the streets o f Dublin’ concerning a plot 

to murder Ormond by Michael Jephson, the son o f Alexander who was executed in 

1663 as a conspirator in Blood’s plot. Jephson, who was subsequently arrested, alleged 

that he had been ‘perverted from his religion and incited’ by various catholic clerics 

such as Oliver Plunkett, Fr Byrne and a Jesuit from Calais called Owens. As a result o f 

Jephson’s evidence a further proclamation was issued banning all catholic clergy and 

religious practice in Ireland and Ormond was forced to intervene to prevent ‘much 

effusion o f blood’ when apprentices and others tried to enforce this order themselves. 

The most significant result o f  these allegations, from the Duke o f York, Shaftesbury 

and Jephson, was the arrest o f  Plunkett in Dublin on 6 December. He had come to the 

city to visit his uncle, Patrick Plunkett, the bishop o f Ardagh, who was dying.75

It was alleged that the French/Irish plot had been organised since 1676 and but for 

the conflicts between France and Spain and Holland would have already been 

implemented. The Earl o f  Tyrone was also accused o f treachery by one o f the Burkes,

Murphy’s’, Dundalk, 7 Aug. 1680 (Carte MS 39, f. 188); Plunkett to Brenan, 18 Apr. 1670 

(Plunkett, Letters, p. 68); same [from prison] to Tanari, 15 July 1680 (ibid., p. 556).

5 Ormond to Southwell, 16, 17 Nov. 1679 (Carte MS 70, ff 495-7, 499); ‘upon discovery 

of the plot’ (B.L., Add. MS 19527, f. 55); Plunkett, Letters, p. xviii.
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whom the viceroy described as a gentleman o f ‘less credit’. The other main sources of 

intelligence were David and Maurice Fitzgerald, John MacNamara and James Nash, 

and their allegations focused on Limerick and also involved the Earl o f Tyrone and 

Lord Brittas, Colonel Pierce Lacy, Sir Turlough MacMahon, Sir John Fitzgerald, 

Captain O ’Sullivan and other Irish officers who had come to Ireland to raise troops for 

the European service. According to informants, these officers had been placed in 

charge at county level and the rebellion would commence when Captain O’Sullivan 

Beare signalled a French landing at Bearehaven, County Cork. Ormond, who was 

sceptical that a plot o f  this scale involving Irish catholics should not have come to his 

attention, nevertheless ordered that Brittas, Colonel Lacy and Sir John Fitzgerald 

should be detained.76

James Geoghegan, another informant, though later discredited, also accused 

Carlingford, Colonel Garrett M oore and Colonel Nugent and as informants multiplied 

Ormond remarked that all these ‘discoveries’ began to ‘grow chargeable to this 

overcharged revenue, but any shift shall be made rather than good informers shall want 

any kind o f encouragement’. Coventry reported the situation in Whitehall was ‘in a 

kind o f anguish’ with the addition o f the ‘Irish plots’, and there is no doubt that the 

exclusion crisis and the King’s survival had priority. Ormond’s part in all this was to 

keep Ireland quiet and this he was confident o f following the easy apprehension o f

76 Ormond to Southwell, 8 Oct., 17 Nov., 14 Dec. 1679 (Carte MS 70, if  493-4, 495-7, 

5°3); ‘several informations of John MacNamara, Maurice Fitzgerald and James Nash’ (B.L., 

Add. MS 19527, f. 165); ‘the information of Maurice Fitzgerald’, 11 Dec. 1680 (ibid., ff 165

5; Carte MS 39, f  225); deposition of James Nash (ibid., f. 166); Ormond to the deputy 

governor of Limerick, 17 Oct. 1679 (ibid., 38, f. 522); J. J. Silke, ‘The Irish abroad, 1534

1691’, mN.H.L, iii, 587-633.
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O’Sullivan Beare. He remarked, ‘when a man o f so great dependence, living in a wild 

mountainous country and not restored to his estate, is so easily brought in . . .  I know 

not who else is able to stand’.77

An anonymous paper was prepared in 1679 which bore all the hallmarks o f Sir 

William Petty’s political arithmetic, and although its intended audience was unknown, 

its aim at this time o f crisis was to show that the Irish catholic interest was politically 

limited and militarily controllable: Ormond’s contention. The writer claimed that o f the

15.000 families in Ireland who owned a house o f more than one chimney, 7,000 were 

catholic, but that they held only one fifth o f the wealth and arms in the country. O f the

50.000 arms in Ireland, 35,000 were in government hands and only 8-10,000 in Irish

hands and o f the 15,000 horses in Ireland only 4,000 belonged to ‘the restored and best

affected papists’. The 7,000 ‘rich’ catholics were said to be

governed, advised and supported by about twenty of their lawyers, about thirty merchants 

and also about fifty gentlemen who have been in foreign parts and services, who have been 

conversant in the court of England and other princes: whereunto may be added about fifty of 

the most able and active churchmen, who were either bishops, superiors of orders, vicars 

general and who have all correspondence in foreign parts.

The author stated that the catholic leadership o f only 150 individuals could be detained 

within twenty-four hours, leaving the ‘whole popish party . . . without conduct and 

countenance’; a significant assessment o f the vulnerability o f the catholic interest.

The only worrying feature referred to in the paper was the fact that the 210,000 

cottages in Ireland contained around 150,000 men, ‘all which are governed

77 Ormond to Southwell, 16 Nov. 1679 (Carte MS 70, f. 499); same to Arran, 21 Dec.

168°, 9> 18 Jan., 11 Feb. 1681 (ibid., 219, ff 188-9, 200, 204, 216-17); ‘information of James 

Gcoghegan’, 4 Jan. 1681 (ibid., 39, f. 234).
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immediately and directly by their priests and friars’ who can ‘in a short time 

communicate any design or command to their respective flocks’, which suggested a 

crucial role for the church as the only catholic institution capable o f national 

organisation. Apart from a detailed military blue print for the defence o f Ireland the 

paper also contained fairly radical religious and social proposals. A law to force 

catholics to the church o f Ireland had been ‘very effectual’ before and could be again 

and 25,000 unmarried Irish women could be swapped over five years for the same 

number o f English women so that the ‘whole genious o f the nation’ would be changed.

The paper concluded that given ‘due management and application’ the catholic 

interest posed no threat to protestants or the government o f Ireland. The writer 

believed that these proposals, if all followed entirely, would secure the 8 or 9,000 loyal 

catholics and 300,000 protestants whose interests were the main aim o f the paper. 

While the author seemed to support Ormond’s view that the catholic interest could be 

contained given proper security resources and an informed distinction or division made 

within its ranks between those who could and could not be trusted, his proposals 

clearly went a lot further. He also warned that it was not safe to trust the whole 

protestant interest in Ireland to the influence o f personal interest, which any one (or a 

few persons) can have upon the bulk o f the Irish papists, whom religion and loss o f 

estates have made implacable against the English . . .  it is not fit trusting . . . their 

discretion or opinion; nor is it safe to think such persons are either immortal or 

immutable; a clear reference to Ormond himself.78

78
‘Considerations how the protestants (or non papists) of Ireland may disable the papists 

there, both for intestine rebellion and also for assisting a French invasion, as the state of both 

parties now standeth in this present year’ (B.L., Add. MS 21135, ff 64-6).

271



Internal disunity within the catholic interest, which manifested itself in times of 

toleration, was even more damaging in times o f crisis and Oliver Plunkett had warned 

Irish catholics that ‘every kingdom divided against itself will be made desolate’. His 

arrest and trial, like his appointment and reforming ministry, exposed divisions not only 

within the catholic clergy but also within the catholic interest as a whole, along lines o f 

patronage, policy, and ethnicity. The power struggle between Plunkett and Peter 

Talbot mirrored the divisions between their respective patrons, Colonels Fitzpatrick 

and Richard Talbot, who were themselves affiliated to Ormond (and thus ultimately the 

King) and the Duke o f York respectively. It was York who had first brought 

allegations against Plunkett to the King’s attention just after Colonel Talbot arrived in 

France.79

While Shaftesbury was the driving force behind Plunkett’s trial and conviction there 

is no doubt that the principal witnesses against him were from the ‘Old Irish’ clergy o f 

his Armagh diocese who had opposed his appointment and with whom he also clashed 

during his reforming ministry. The same clergy who explained to the Vatican hierarchy 

that the ‘serious antipathy’ between the ‘Old English’ and ‘Gaelic Irish’ clergy in terms 

o f ‘different civil divisions’ and ‘different customs and language’ made Plunkett 

unsuitable for the primacy. One Irish catholic author blamed this self-inflicted division 

for multiplying their ‘miseries’ and causing a ‘w ar’ among themselves ‘merely to 

varnish their ecclesiastical pretences’.80 While Plunkett ministered to the ‘Gaelic Irish’ 

families in his diocese, he refused to help them politically or condone violence and

79 Plunkett to Falconieri, 10 June 1674 (Plunkett, Letters, pp 413-4, quoted from Matthew

xii> 25); Duke of York to the King, 20 Oct. 1679 (B.L., Add. MS 32095, f. 196).
80

A memorandum to Baldeschi (Propaganda College), July-August 1669 (Plunkett, Letters, 

PP 30-31); Plunkett MS (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 214, pp 44-5).
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his Armagh diocese who had opposed his appointment and with whom he also clashed 

during his reforming ministry. The same clergy who explained to the Vatican hierarchy 
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79 Plunkett to Falconieri, 10 June 1674 (Plunkett, Letters, pp 413-4, quoted from Matthew

xii, 25); Duke of York to the King, 20 Oct. 1679 (B.L., Add. MS 32095, f. 196).
80

A memorandum to Baldeschi (Propaganda College), July-August 1669 (Plunkett, Letters, 

pp 30-31); Plunkett MS (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 214, pp 44-5).
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defence but the trial began on 8 June and he was convicted before they arrived. In his 

last speech and letters (to Fr Corker) Plunkett maintained his innocence and committed 

himself willingly to a martyr’s death and the ultimate judgement, at which no false 

witnesses would be heard. James Cusack, another Meath cleric and Plunkett’s choice 

for the bishopric, later said the Armagh province should have been penalised in some 

way for their opposition and false evidence which led to the primate’s execution on 1 

July 1681.82

Archbishop Plunkett was not only the last victim o f the popish plot crisis but also a 

casualty o f internal divisions within the Irish catholic clergy. Plunkett’s only regret was 

that the ‘tempest’ o f the times had resulted in the alleged conversion to protestantism 

of the Earl o f Clanricard’s son and Colonel Fitzpatrick, his old patron, whom he 

described as ‘ever a worldling’. The primate’s execution also raised serious doubts 

regarding the strategy Ormond had advocated for the Irish clergy and the catholic 

interest as a whole. Although Plunkett had been taken to Rome by Fr Scarampi in 1647 

and did not approve o f the 1661 remonstrance, he clearly advocated clerical exclusion 

from temporal affairs and in his behaviour and pronouncements was the epitome o f 

loyalty and obedience. He had impeccable ‘Old English’ credentials and enjoyed the 

patronage o f some o f the most politically influential members o f the catholic interest. 

Plunkett’s uncle Sir Nicholas was a veteran lawyer and politician, a well known 

moderate and a kinsman o f Ormond. His patron, Colonel Fitzpatrick, was one o f the 

most prominent members o f  the catholic interest, Ormond’s brother-in-law and client. 

However, the primate was hanged, drawn and quartered at Tyburn. Plunkett’s life and

82 Plunkett, Letters, pp xviii, 14; Ormond to [Coventry], 29 Dec. 1680 (Carte MS 50, fF 
256-7).
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death illustrated the problems faced by the catholic interest as a whole. He was 

hampered by conflict and division, dependent through lack o f resources on the 

patronage o f others, and despite numerous declarations and displays o f loyalty, when 

political circumstances were against him, he and his patrons were powerless to protect 

themselves or their interests. Confronted by the popish plot and exclusion crisis even 

the King and Ormond were powerless to protect prominent members o f the catholic 

interest. Self preservation and the survival o f  the Stuart monarchy was the ultimate 

rationale. Ormond, in a letter to the Duke o f York in Scotland, compared these crisis 

years to the ‘wreck o f the Crown in the King’ his ‘father’s time’ and added that many 

of the ‘rocks and shoals’ on which ‘he was lost’ were surely now visible again; ‘if  we 

avoid them not we shall perish’.83

83 Petition to the Propaganda Fide congregation, Sept. 1647 (Plunkett, Letters, pp 1-2); a 

petition to Propaganda Fide congregation (ibid., pp 13-14, 18-19); Ormond to the Duke of 

York, 27 May 1679 (Carte MS 118, if  342-3); letter to bishop Compton, 17 Sept. 1680 (Bodl., 

MS Rawlinson C. 985, f. 7).
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CHAPTER EIGHT:

REACTION AND RESURGENCE, JULY 1681 - FEB. 1685

He preaches to the Crowd that Pow’r is lent,
But not convey’d to Kingly Government;
That Claimes successive bear no binding force;
That Coronation Oaths are things of course;
Maintains the Multitude can never err;
And sets the People in the Papal Chair.
The reason’s obvious; In t’rest never lyes;
The most have still their Int’rest in their eyes;
The pow’r is always theirs, and pow’r is ever wise . . .
Crowds err not, though to both extremes they run;
To kill the Father and recall the son.

John Dryden, TheMedall. A satyre against sedition, (1682), 82-100.1

The morning after the execution o f Plunkett and Fitzharris the King shocked most o f 

the court by his early arrival in town at eight o ’clock; the reason, however, soon 

became apparent. Shaftesbury, the Whig opposition leader, had been seized from his 

bed, cross-examined before the Privy Council and committed to the Tower on the 

evidence o f four witnesses. The judges later confirmed that Shaftesbury faced charges 

of high treason. The Duke o f York expressed his delight that the ‘true plot’ would now 

come to light and ‘no more o f the innocent’ would suffer.* 2 It was clear, by the summer 

of 1681, that the ‘rocks and shoals’ o f  the popish plot, the exclusion crisis and the 

King’s confrontation with parliament, which reminded Ormond o f the crisis o f  the 

1640s, had also revived similar nightmares in the minds o f others. The resulting

' The Works o f  John Dryden (1995), p. 85. Dryden’s satire mocked the political views of 

Shaftesbury and his supporters as a recipe for confusion, error and sedition.

2 Sir Charles Lyttelton to Christopher Hatton, 2 July 1681 (Hatton Correspondence, ii, 1); 

Hutton, Charles 11, p. 407; Duke of York to Colonel Legge, 5, 12 July 1681 (H.M.C., 

Dartmouth, i, 64-5)
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conservative reaction produced a political context within which the King could begin 

to reassert crown authority and re-establish Tory control. Shaftesbury’s removal from 

power was seen as an essential prerequisite for success.3

The historical debate regarding the period from 1681 has focused on Charles II’s 

political intentions. Geoffrey Holmes traces the Whig ‘defeat’ o f 1681 through ‘retreat’ 

in 1682, as Tory dominance o f the judiciary and borough corporations was established, 

to eventual ‘rout’ in 1683, after the Rye House Plot. Toby Barnard argues that Charles 

II was at first ‘hobbled by caution and meagre funds’ but, by the 1680s, ‘as his 

confidence, acumen, revenues and impatience with critics grew, so too did his taste for 

greater freedom’. The King ruled without parliament from 1681 onwards and in a more 

resolute, even absolute fashion, which the Duke o f York had always advocated and 

indeed practised in Scotland from 1680. Barnard also suggests that the Stuart 

monarchy from 1682-3 relied on the united power o f the army, rather than Anglican 

conformity, to control their three kingdoms. While historians such as John Miller have 

questioned the ‘absolutist’ intentions o f the King after 1681, it is generally accepted 

that this period marked a resurgence o f court power.4

3 Ormond to the Duke of York, 27 May 1681 (Carte MS 118, ff 342-3).

4 Duke of York to Colonel Legge, 28 May 1680 (H.M.C., Dartmouth, i, 34); Geoffrey 

Holmes, The making o f  a great power: late Stuart and early Georgian Britain, 1660-1722 

(Harlow, 1993), pp 160-74; T. C. Barnard, ‘Scotland and Ireland in the later Stewart 

monarchy’, in S. G. Ellis and Sarah Barber (eds), Conquest and union: fashioning a British 

state, 1485-1725 (London, 1995), pp 259, 265-6; Hutton, Charles II, pp 404-445; John 

Childs, ‘1688’, in History, lxxiii (1988), pp 399-423; J. R. Western, Monarchy and 

revolution: the English state in the 1680s (London, 1972), pp 146-54; John Miller, ‘The 

potential for “absolutism” in later Stuart England’, in History, lxix (1984), pp 187-207; idem,
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In preceding chapters the political dependence o f the Irish catholic interest upon 

royal favour and court patronage has been established. It would therefore be expected 

that a revival o f  crown authority from 1681 would signal a growing improvement in 

Irish catholic political fortunes. This final chapter will examine Irish politics, and the 

catholic interest in particular, with this in view. While the King enjoyed almost a 

second restoration, Ormond, a significant source o f political patronage to some Irish 

catholics, could be said to be in physical and eventually political decline, particularly 

after the death o f  his duchess in 1683. The Duke o f Y ork’s close relationship with 

Colonel Richard Talbot had always ensured the importance o f both men to the Irish 

catholic interest. James’s demonstration o f political and military acumen in Scotland 

had impressed the Anglican establishment in England and, with the duke’s succession 

to the throne now safeguarded, Talbot first recovered and then strengthened his 

political position after 1683. Talbot led and Ormond influenced the two most 

significant political factions within the catholic interest in the restoration period and 

were at times in open opposition.5 Eventually with Ormond’s decline and removal, the 

Irish catholic interest, under Talbot’s direction and the Duke o f Y ork’s patronage, 

seemed at last poised for the kind of restoration they had originally expected in 1660.

Although Shaftesbury’s dismissal from office indicated the beginnings o f a change at 

court, the future o f  the Stuart dynasty at this stage was by no means certain and the 

King could not afford to unduly alarm the protestant interest in England or Ireland.

The Duke o f York, and notorious catholic figures like Richard Talbot, therefore

‘Britain’ in John Miller (ed.), Absolutism in seventeenth-century Europe (London, 1990), pp 

195-224; idem, James II: a study in kingship (Oxford, 1973).

5 Plunkett MS (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 214, pp 32-3); Ormond, Irish narrative (ibid., 227, pp 

20-22, 26); Ormond to Colonel Talbot, 16 Nov. 1663 (Carte MS 49, f. 242).
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remained in exile until the crown’s position was more secure. There is little doubt that 

the absence o f  any actual catholic rebellion in Ireland during the popish plot and 

exclusion crisis, which can largely be attributed to Ormond’s measured strategy, had 

strengthened the King’s hand. After 1681 therefore, as he consolidated his position, the 

King remained reliant on Ormond to reassure the loyalists who had so far enabled him 

to defeat exclusion. In the autumn o f 1682 Charles told Ormond that his ‘reputation in 

the world and with the old loyal party’ was o f such ‘use’ that he could not be allowed 

to return to Ireland. Andrew Barclay has described Ormond as the ‘tory icon’ and this 

was certainly a role he fulfilled right up to the coronation o f James II. Although the 

Irish viceroy had advised Charles II in 1681 that he would soon be unable to bear the 

burden o f office, the King’s exigencies guaranteed Ormond’s political survival and 

continued dominance o f Anglo-Irish politics until 1683. The Irish catholic interest 

therefore also remained dependent on Ormond’s ‘grace and favour’ during these 

years.6

The Duke o f Y ork in exile in 1681 was not only convinced that the King must show 

no ‘fear’ and ‘stand by himself and his old friends’, but also grew more frustrated with 

attempts by Halifax and Hyde to persuade him to submit to occasional conformity. 

Ormond for his part encouraged the duke, as he would his catholic clients in Ireland, to 

be calm and patient and do only what would ‘serve most the King’s honour and

6 Ormond to Arlington, 9 Aug. 1680 (Carte MS 232, ff 66-7). After Ossory’s death 

Ormond told Arlington he had now no business ‘belonging to the world’, except to provide for 

his family’s future: Ormond to the King, 22 July 1681 (ibid., 70, f. 549); Ormond to Arran, 24 

Sept. 1682 (ibid., 219, f. 381; ibid., 70, ff 558-60); Andrew P. Barclay, ‘The impact of James 

H on the departments of the royal household’ (unpublished Ph.D. thesis, Cambridge University, 

1993), pp 4 , 35-6.
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safety’. He assured James that the economy in Ireland was so good that ‘if the best be 

made o f it, may bear a good part in the service and security o f the British monarchy’ 

with which ‘we that serve his Majesty here’ must ‘sink or swim’. In other words the 

Irish revenue, if  properly managed, could make the monarch financially more 

independent o f  parliament. Ormond’s words proved prophetic as the loyal party in 

Ireland, which included the catholic interest, would indeed ‘sink or swim’ with the 

Stuart monarchy within the decade.7

In the Irish context Ormond was as anxious as the King to maintain the security and

stability o f the kingdom where his ‘charge and stake’ lay. Steps were taken to reassure

and encourage the protestant interest in Ireland. Two proclamations issued in

November 1681 and April 1682 required army officers and justices o f the peace

respectively to produce certificates to prove they had taken Anglican communion at

least once a year, at either Christmas or Whitsun. Ormond’s usual policies towards

catholic and protestant dissent were ostensibly pursued; discretion was accommodated

while insolence was punished.8 In an assessment o f the catholic interest and his security

strategy at this time Ormond recognised that ‘the papists’ had as ‘good a will to

disturb the government’ as the presbyterians,

but as they have less wit to conceal it, so God be thanked they have less power to effect it. 

Their dependence must be entirely on foreign help, being at home more destitute of 

confederates and surrounded with enemies, yet our contempt of them must not make them

7 Duke of York to Colonel Legge, 11, 15 Sept. 1681 (H.M.C., Dartmouth, i, 67-8); 

Ormond to the Duke of York, 14 Dec. 1681 (Carte MS 118, f. 236).

8 Same to Arran, 24 Sept. 1682 (ibid., 219, f. 381; ibid., 70, ff 558-60); Steele, 

Proclamations, ii, 117. The November proclamation concerned army officers and the April 

proclamation concerned justices of the peace.
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considerable by our too much security, therefore they are to be watched as if they were 

formidable.9

Although overt favour towards the catholic interest in Ireland was impossible, 

Ormond personally continued to advise and assist those Irish catholics with whom he 

had ties o f kinship or obligation. W ords o f assurance were offered to Sir Patrick 

Bamewall and Arran was instructed to do what he could for him regarding the new 

establishment for Ireland which was being drawn up in London.10 11 Ormond also 

continued to rely on the services o f  George Mathew, his business agent and catholic 

half-brother, particularly in respect o f the marriage contract for the young Earl o f 

Ossory.11 Sir William Talbot, the Duke o f Y ork’s counsel and Richard’s eldest brother, 

was trusted by Ormond to convey personal letters to the duke during his exile in 

Scotland; letters to  James through official channels had apparently been intercepted. 

Indeed Ormond confessed to Arran that Talbot was a name he had ‘great kindness’ for 

and he was ‘desirous to show it’ whenever the opportunity arose. Despite serious 

differences from time to time with certain individuals, such as Peter and Richard 

Talbot, Ormond clearly recognised the undoubted loyalty o f the Talbot family as a 

whole to the Stuart monarchy, which was now the ultimate priority.12

Ormond’s role as adviser, go-between and patron to certain key members o f the Irish 

catholic nobility, who were also his relatives, was not confined to public affairs but also

9 Ormond to the Lord Primate Boyle, 27 Jan. 1682 (Carte MS 68, ff 322-3).

10 Same to Arran, 11 Sept. 1681 (ibid., 219, f. 278).

11 Same to Mathew, 10 June 1682 (ibid., 70, f. 552); same to Arran, 20 June 1682 (ibid., 

219, f. 337).

12 Same to Duke of York, 27 May 1681 (ibid., 118, ff 342-3); same to Arran, 21 Aug. 1681 

(ibid., 219, f. 274); same to same, 11 Sept. 1681 (ibid., f. 278); same to the Duke of York, 14 

Dec. 1681 (ibid., 118, f. 236).
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involved family matters. The securities o f a good education, preferment and marriage 

alliances which he sought for his own family’s future he also recommended to them. 

Marriage connexions were as important politically as they were financially. Ormond 

approached Clanricard on behalf o f his daughter-in-law, Lady Dunkellin, to encourage 

the earl to pay an agreed allowance to his son. The viceroy acknowledged the ‘burden’ 

Clanricard’s estate ‘lay under’ but informed him that it would be thought ‘hard’ that 

Ms heir had ‘nothing towards his subsistence’, and this might drive Lady Dunkellin to 

‘such applications’ that would be best prevented. The viceroy also addressed 

Mountgarrett, one o f his Butler connexions, on behalf o f  M ountgarrett’s son, to 

encourage the father to secure his heir’s future. While M ountgarrett acknowledged his 

appreciation for the viceroy’s concern for his ‘reduced house’, he said he had done all 

he could to advance his son’s education and ‘preferment’ in accordance with Ormond’s 

advice. Ormond clearly believed that the Irish catholic nobility must display their 

‘quality’, however difficult the circumstances, by fulfilling their obligations to their 

family and society and thus earn the respect and admiration with would be translated 

into political power and responsibility.13

An interesting assessment o f the state o f the Irish kingdom, the catholic interest, and 

Ormond’s management o f  both, was provided by Sir Robert Southwell in 1682. He 

told Sir John Perceval, who was about to leave for office in Ireland, that he would find 

the country ‘in a profound quiet’, as it had remained ‘when Scotland had in it an actual 

rebellion, and England been filled and disquieted about the plot’. Southwell said he 

could not ‘impute this under God to anything but the conduct’ o f Ormond and his

13 Ormond to Clanricard, 28 Sept. 1682 (Carte MS 219, f. 385); Mountgarrett to Ormond, 

23 June 1683 (ibid., 216, f. 293).
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long experience and knowledge of the kingdom, and all men in it, having a large fortune, 

and, consequently, many dependents scattered into its several parts, and being also related 

in blood to great number of the Irish papists, the discontented had either dread to begin, or 

he presently knew and suppressed whatever was contriving . . . whereas if a stranger had 

there governed, who must have been influenced by the general outcry, the Irish had 

certainly been driven into desperation, and when the number is (as some think) ten to one, 

that could not have produced good . . . and I doubt not it is the fear of being made more 

miserable that keeps the highest of the discontented papists from machinations . . . The 

Duke of Ormond’s interest being to preserve peace . . .  he has so steered to the tempering 

of things as to show the subdued party that they were not designed for ruin, and this 

appearing to them by a freedom of access either to his table, or to his recreations (for I see 

not that it has gone to higher things), they acquiesce therein, not but that their speculative 

men, lay more of their undoing at his door than ever or intend to forgive

because he alone had ‘stood in the gap’ and resisted Colonel Talbot’s petition in 1671. 

Significantly, Southwell estimated that 500 Irish catholics had been restored to their 

estates, consisting o f 1,250,000 acres o f the five million they held before the rebellion, 

and that they were as concerned as anyone to preserve the peace. Perceval was advised 

to take English tenants rather than Irish (although they offer more money) and he 

should be careful not to glory in being a ‘rigorous man’ towards Irish catholics because 

by ‘contrivance and common civility’, together with the occasional dropping o f a ‘little 

money’, he might learn ‘what is stirring among them as to their hopes and fears’. 

Southwell claimed that the catholic interest would remain quiet unless they ‘happen to 

be priest-ridden’ because it was the clergy who spread and encouraged hopes o f some 

revolution which would restore their fortunes and so ‘the poor followers are kept in 

awe thereby’; a typical Ormondist viewpoint. The ‘old proprietors’, according to 

Southwell, did nothing profitable but expected to be regarded as ‘unfortunate

283



gentlemen, who yesterday lost an estate and were to be restored tom orrow’, however, 

‘nothing but change and confusion can amend their case’.14

The earlier crisis o f  the 1640s had, however, highlighted the potential o f events in 

Scotland and Ireland to  undermine stability in England. The Duke o f York and 

Ormond, though by very different means, had contained any possible threat to the 

crown from these quarters. It is not surprising therefore, given Ormond’s key role as 

Irish viceroy and his importance to the court party, that he also came under attack at 

this time. Accusations o f collusion with the Irish catholic interest were potentially 

treasonable and Ormond’s resignation or impeachment would have been politically and 

materially beneficial both to his enemies and the King’s in Ireland and England.

Ormond recognised the danger o f

such times as these . . . when calumny . . . meets with credulity; and when liberty is taken 

to asperse men, and represent them to the world under the monstrous and odious figures of 

papists, or popishly affected . . . because they are known to be too good protestants, and 

too loyal subjects to join in the destmction of the Crown and church.15

The accusations o f  complicity with the Irish catholic interest which Ormond faced in 

1681-2 concerned his past and present dealings. The first controversy arose following 

the publication o f Anglesey’s ‘observations and reflections upon the Earl o f 

Castlehaven’s memoirs o f  the wars in Ireland’, a history o f Ireland in the 1640s, which 

contained implicit criticisms o f Ormond and the Stuart court. Anglesey described the 

Irish Committee in the 1640s as being ‘in at the intrigues o f the popish faction at court’

14 Southwell to Perceval, 16 May 1682 (H.M.C., Egmont, ii, 111-16). Southwell was of 

course a great Ormondist and his perspective on Ireland and the catholic interest in particular 

was very much in line with the duke’s opinion.

‘A letter from his Grace, James, Duke of Ormond’ (N.L.I., MS 11968, ff 1-4).
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who were then ‘haunting’ the place ‘like locusts’; a poor ‘reflection’ indeed on the late 

King and his closest associates. Ormond was also said to have negotiated the peace 

treaties with the confederate catholics in Ireland against the King’s express 

instructions. In correspondence with Borlase, Anglesey claimed to have found a letter 

from Charles I to  Ormond forbidding him to conclude the 1646 peace treaty or ‘any 

other agreement with the Irish’, which, if  obeyed, he said, would have prevented the 

‘mischiefs following’.16

The source o f these allegations, Anglesey, was an erstwhile ally o f  Ormond’s from 

the 1660s, a flexible courtier who had turned with the tide in terms o f catholic 

toleration and in the interests o f self-preservation. According to Ormond, Anglesey had 

been one o f the chief architects o f the King’s Declaration and the Act o f Settlement, 

from which he had benefited by acquiring the land titles o f some ‘frightened men’. 

Anglesey had then betrayed his previous ‘party, interest or religion’ by turning 

‘champion’ for the Earl o f Antrim’s restoration in the Act o f Explanation, and had 

married his daughter to Antrim’s brother and heir Alexander MacDonnell. Although 

Anglesey had supported Ormond throughout the enquiry into the Irish finances in 

August 1668, largely because they had been the earl’s own responsibility, he had also 

championed Colonel Talbot’s petition for a review o f the Irish settlement in 1671, and 

had gone so far as to ‘confess his own mistakes’ in order to expose the ‘infirmities o f 

that settlement’ and ‘pitty the oppresssed Irish’. Ormond recalled that no catholic in 

Ireland spoke against Anglesey for the next five years, but when the tide completely 

turned, after the discovery o f the popish plot, he was motivated by fear that part o f that

16 Anglesey to the King, 2 Aug. 1682 (Carte MS 47, f. 178); same to Borlase, 27 Dec. 1681 

(B.L., Sloane MS 1008, f. 331).
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‘storm’ was ‘ready to fall at his door’, and therefore to prove his credentials to 

Shaftesbury’s faction attempted to undermine the Crown by bringing about the 

impeachment o f  either Ormond or the Duke o f York. Ormond concluded that the 

fanatics and the Irish rebels used the same means for different ends.17

It was clear that events in Ireland in the 1640s continued to be an emotive source o f 

controversy and accusation; the implication being that the mistakes o f that period 

could be repeated, with the same result. Anglesey’s ‘reflections’ could not remain 

unchallenged and Ormond travelled to London in early 1682 to defend both himself 

and the late King. The viceroy and Sir Richard Bellings, who was himself involved in 

the writing o f Irish history, shared the belief that the mass publication o f material was 

detrimental to the public interest because the public would believe anything which 

appeared in print. Despite these reservations, Ormond’s reply to  Anglesey was printed 

in London in 1682. The King subsequently summoned Anglesey to appear before the 

Council to substantiate his accusations, and Colonel Fitzpatrick later reported that ‘the 

book and Anglesey’s reflections’ had been declared ‘scandalous and a libel on the late 

King’. In the final analysis Anglesey failed to spot another change o f tide and, as 

Southwell observed, his condemnation was sealed when the King marked approval o f 

Ormond by conferring a dukedom in the English peerage in November 1682.18

17 Notes concerning Anglesey in Ormond papers (Carte MS 118, ff 430-34); letters in 

defence of Ormond (N.L.I., MS 11968, ff 51, 76).

18 Ormond to the King, 17 June 1682 (Carte MS 70, f. 554); Court, Whitehall, 17 June 

1682 (ibid., f. 555); Howell, State trials, iii, 990-1018; Fitzpatrick to Arran, 29 July 1682 

(Carte MS 216, f. 123); Southwell to Perceval, 7 Nov. 1682 (H.M.C., Egmont, ii, 122); Arran 

to Ormond, 10 Nov. 1682 (Carte MS 168, ff 50-52); Raymond Gillespie, ‘Confederate culture: 

Richard Bellings’s reading and writing’, paper given at ‘Catholics and confederates: a
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Despite the criticisms, Arran, lord deputy in Dublin during Ormond’s absence in 

1682-3, maintained his father’s policies and showed what favour he could to their Irish 

catholic friends and relatives. In the case o f Lady Athenry, he interceded on her behalf 

with her creditor, ‘M r H ore’. If  Hore were to leave her ladyship enough to  live on, he 

promised to ‘show himself his friend and servant’.19 Arran, like his father, also 

continued to receive mutually beneficial information from relatives who were 

prominent members o f the Irish catholic interest, such as Clanricard and Colonel 

Fitzpatrick, men who had been associated with Ormond’s faction off and on since the 

restoration.20 While in London, Ormond was also involved in lengthy secret 

discussions about new arrangements for the Irish revenue which he had already 

informed the Duke o f York could financially support the ‘British monarchy’, if 

properly managed. In September Colonel Fitzpatrick reported that five commissioners 

had been appointed as revenue managers with Lord Longford as their chief.21

The return o f the Duke and Duchess o f York to England, on the King’s birthday on 

27 May 1682, was not only the most significant development that year for the Irish

conference celebrating the life and work of Donal Cregan’, St Patrick’s College, Drumcondra, 

Dublin, 1999.

19 Arran to Ormond, 6 May 1682 (Carte MS 168, ff 2-3); same to ‘Mr Hore’, 10 Aug. 1682 

(ibid., f. 27).

20 Fitzpatrick to Arran, 17 June, 29 July, 5 Sept., 24 Oct. 1682 (ibid., 216, ff 82, 123, 161, 

224); Arran to Ormond, 13 Sept. 1682 (ibid., 168, f. 37).

21 Wyche to Arran, 3 June 1682 (ibid., 216, f. 69); Ormond to Mathew, 10 June 1682 (ibid., 

'70, f. 552); Fitzpatrick to Arran, 5 Sept. 1682 (ibid., 216, f. 161); Longford to same, 5 Sept. 

1682 (ibid., f. 165). The five commissioners were Francis, Earl of Longford, Lemuel Kingdon, 

Robert Bridges, William Dickenson and William Strong. William Culliford replaced Dickenson 

on 27 Sept. 1684 when the latter was recalled to the King’s service in England {Liber 

munerum, i, pt. 2 p. 133).
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catholic interest but also highlighted the growing confidence o f the monarchy. The 

Yorks went straight to Arlington’s house on arrival, where they dined with the King 

and Queen. The celebrations were however curtailed when the King was taken ill and, 

as before, he would have no one else attend him but D r Shorte, a Jesuit, summoned on 

Nell Gwyn’s orders. The King soon recovered and by June Fitzpatrick reported that 

the Duchess o f  Portsmouth, Charles’s French catholic mistress, was also to return to 

England, escorted by Justin MacCarthy, Ormond’s nephew, who was sent to Paris to 

meet her. These developments, together with reports that Shaftesbury had left Britain, 

signalled a revival or restoration o f the catholic interest at court which could only be 

advantageous for Irish catholics. Although Colonel Talbot himself remained in exile, 

some o f his close associates, the Duke o f York, Arlington and Justin MacCarthy were 

already well placed.22

Clancarty, Ormond’s kinsman and a prominent Irish catholic, recognised the 

significance o f the Y orks’ return, not just for the monarchy but for the catholic interest 

as a whole. He was inspired to address some verses o f poetry to James at Oxford in 

May 1682.

Welcome from storms thou mighty pledge of fate 
And the worst shipwreck of a tottering state,
When tom from friends, and by your foes oppressed 
No port was left you but your Consort’s breast. . . 
So from the flames of Ilium went 
God like Aeneas to his banishment. . .
Let the wise mad men eagerly debate 
How they should model three great kingdoms fate, 
Let them, what now they safely might possess 
Lose in pursuit of future happiness,

22 Stewart to Arran, 27 May 1682 (Carte MS 216, f. 55); Longford to same, 30 May, 14 

Aug. 1682 (ibid., ff 61, 147); Arran to Ormond, 6 June 1682 (ibid., 168, f. 11); Fitzpatrick to 

Arran, 17 June, 29 July 1682 (ibid., 216, ff 82, 123); Fielding to same, 10 Oct. 1682 (ibid., f. 

206).
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To invade the Crown, let them new methods try 
The test of our religions loyalty.23

The significance o f Y ork’s arrival was not lost on the Whig opposition and their 

focus shifted to fresh allegations o f unwarranted favour, not just to ‘Irish papists’ but 

to the ‘popish clergy’, directed at Ormond and his current Irish administration, in an 

attempt to destabilise the situation; the viceroy’s downfall could still carry the day for 

the opposition. Massereene, an Irish Privy Councillor and presbyterian, produced a 

catholic priest who claimed that Ormond had given written permission for an assembly 

of the ‘popish clergy’ in Ireland. The viceroy o f course denied the allegation and 

challenged Massereene to produce a copy o f this document. As in similar 

circumstances in the past, Ormond also moved to pre-empt any other possible 

criticisms by being seen to deal with any complaints against the catholic interest. Arran 

was duly ordered to summon Sir William Talbot to Dublin Castle and inform him of 

the ‘offence’ that was being caused by the ‘public resort to a mass house near him and 

understood to  be o f  his setting up or maintenancy’. Talbot was to be told to manage 

the situation discreetly or expect official censure, but he had already denied the 

allegations against him and assured Arran that since they had first spoken o f this matter 

he had not even had private mass at home for his own family.24

Jonathan Scott has convincingly argued that fears o f ‘popery and arbitrary 

government’ in these years can only be fully understood within the context o f the 

English crisis o f  the 1640s and 1650s and European counter-reformation aggression;

23 Verses spoken to the Duke of York by the Earl of Clancarty, May 1682 (B.L., Bumey 

MS 390, f. 30).

24 Ormond to Arran, 20, 21 June, 1682 (Carte MS 219, ff 337, 338); Arran to Ormond 27 

June 1682 (ibid., 168, ff 16-18).

289



specifically the French conquests. The opposition in England evidently sought to 

exploit these concerns in the summer o f 1682 by trying to make others in Europe 

pressurise Charles to  honour his previous treaties with France, particularly regarding 

the ‘infraction o f  public faith’, in order to expose him to allegations that he ruled by 

French counsels. The King could do nothing to counter these impressions, and be seen 

to oppose France, without being drawn into war and a consequent dependence on 

parliament. Ormond believed it was still ‘too early and dangerous’ for the King to 

‘experiment’ with parliament. Monmouth’s activities in the north-west were a cause o f 

great concern and it would be the end o f the year before tory political control of 

London was achieved and Shaftesbury finally fled to Holland.25

Given the English and European context in the late summer o f 1682, information 

which was received from the King’s envoy in Paris regarding an alleged Franco-Irish 

popish plot was potentially unsettling. Rumours o f an Irish catholic conspiracy with 

France were not new, but these allegations were given more credence because the 

informer, Roger Tilly, also known as Sheldon, was considered more ‘qualified and 

credible’ than usual. Sheldon had access to the French court, where he allegedly heard 

that Richard Burke o f Tipperary and a ‘M r Kiemey’ (lately accused by Oates) had 

approached Cardinal de Bouvillon (a converted Huguenot) with a plan, which they said 

was already in place, in terms o f arms, men and experience, to put Ireland ‘in the 

French King’s hands’. The cardinal apparently agreed to put their proposal to Louis

25 Jonathan Scott, ‘England’s troubles: exhuming the popish plot’, in Tim Harris, Paul 

Seaward and Mark Goldie (eds), The politics o f  religion in restoration England (Oxford, 

1990), pp 110-15; Ormond to Arran, 24 Sept. 1682 (Carte MS 219, f. 38; ibid., 70, ff 558

60); same to same, 29 Oct. 1682 (ibid., 219, ff 396-7); Holmes, Making o f a great power, pp 

160-61.

290



XIV or the Pope and three days later returned to say that the French King had agreed 

to support the plan provided that able men were ready in Ireland to join with any 

French landing force. De Bouvillon was told that Clanricard was the leader in County 

Galway, Colonel Justin MacCarthy in County Cork, and ‘M r Lacy’ (father o f 

Lieutenant Colonel Lacy o f Flamilton’s regiment) in County Limerick. Other Burkes 

were also mentioned, and included the son o f Lord Castleconnell, ‘M r MacNamarra’, 

‘Mr O’Shaunassey’ and ‘M r M acGrave’ in County Clare. O f course, a popish plot 

would not be complete without the Irish catholic clergy, and Fathers Everard, Neagle 

and Gleeson were also implicated. Gleeson, who was said to be a former chaplain to 

Hamilton’s regiment and ‘since to Colonel MacCarthy’s (who hath 800 crowns 

pension from the King)’, was alleged to convey messages between the French court 

and Ireland. These included letters o f introduction from the Pope, Cardinal de 

Bouvillon and the Archbishop o f Paris to ‘persons o f quality’ in Ireland ‘for their 

charity towards the carrying on o f a work o f great consequence to the catholic religion 

and the church’. Other reports o f a possible rebellion in Ireland were received from the 

Cheshire gentry and intelligence from Nantes, which also named Clanricard and 

Colonel MacCarthy, alleged that 10,000 arms had already been landed in Waterford or 

Wexford.26

This supposed plot had not only the potential to destabilise the political situation 

but also to undermine confidence in Ormond, the King, and the Duke o f York. The 

principal members o f  the Irish catholic laity named as leading conspirators were all

26 Ormond to Arran, 30 Aug. 1682 (Carte MS 219, ff 369-74; ibid., 50, f. 297); same to 

same, 3, 23 Sept. 1682, 16 Jan. 1683 (ibid., 219, ff 387, 379, 424); Arran to the governors of 

Cork, 9 Sept. 1682 (ibid., 168, f. 35).
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kinsmen o f Ormond and frequent visitors to the royal court, whom the King and the 

Irish viceroy would have trusted and favoured; the mention o f MacCarthy’s pension 

from the King was significant. Ormond and the King were, however, confident that 

Clanricard and MacCarthy would never enter into such a conspiracy against his 

Majesty, but that their names had most likely been used to gain credit with Cardinal de 

Bouvillon. Although Ormond personally believed the plot was a ‘thing rather possible 

than probable’, he advised Arran not to neglect security precautions. Arran was also 

ordered to conduct thorough enquiries into the allegations with discretion and the 

utmost secrecy to avoid unnecessary fear and panic.27

By January 1683 developments necessitated more conspicuous measures which 

included the payment o f  three months army arrears. In London, one Peter Stepkin 

swore an affidavit regarding a document he had received from Sheldon in Paris which 

listed eleven propositions allegedly agreed between Louis XIV and the Irish catholic 

conspirators, guaranteeing the crown o f Ireland to the French King. The paper was 

entitled an ‘address to the King o f the nobles and peoples o f Ireland. They are always 

in a wretched condition from the loss o f their property and from being every day 

hindered in practising their religion.’28 Apart from Stepkin’s affidavit, it was also 

discovered that Sheldon had revealed details o f  the plot to Lord Preston, Hopkins, and 

the ptotestant Deans o f  St Patrick’s and Ossory and an official investigation was 

therefore set in motion in February. The lord deputy’s enquiries suggested that 

Sheldon was ‘looked upon as a cheat’; he therefore informed Jenkins that he intended

27 Ormond to Arran, 30 Aug. 1682 (Carte MS 219, ff 369-74; ibid., 50, f. 297); ‘extracts 

from Paris’ (ibid., 219, ff369-74); Ormond to Arran, 3, 23 Sept. 1682 (ibid., ff 387, 379).
28 mTreasury to same, 23 Jan. 1683 (ibid., 40, f. 7); affidavit by Peter Stepkin, 25 Jan. 1683 

(C.S.P.D., Jan.-June 1683, pp 28-9).
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not to put either Clanricard or MacCarthy to any trouble in this matter. Indeed the 

ensuing investigation established that Tilly had been a footman to both Justin 

MacCarthy and Anthony Hamilton before being dismissed for cheating and theft. He 

had then assumed the identity o f ‘Sheldon’ (a lieutenant o f horse in M onmouth’s 

regiment) in order to enter the French service, where he failed to impress and was only 

tolerated by Colonel Dedicour because he thought him a ‘gentleman’. Sheldon’s true 

colours emerged eventually when he was given his freedom and was followed straight 

to Titus Oates. The plot and the informer were on this occasion discredited; the 

difference being that crown authority and high church hegemony were, by early 1683, 

assured.29 Arran had successfully followed his father’s strategy regarding the Irish 

catholic interest, which was illustrated by his treatment o f Colonel Cary Dillon. The 

lord deputy had received the King’s letter to reprise Dillon o f £1,200 and he 

commented that he would also do him all the ‘kindness’ he could ‘with safety’. As 

Southwell had observed earlier, ‘safety’ was their ‘darling’.30

The first tentative signs o f revival and confidence in and within the Irish catholic 

interest were apparent within weeks o f the Duke of Y ork’s return to England. The 

Countess Clancarty married Davys, the Irish lord chief justice, and Colonel MacCarthy

29 Jenkins to Arran, 24 Feb., 17 Mar. 1683 (Carte MS 216, ff 434-5, 452); ‘Macnamara’s 

deposition’, 15 Mar. 1683 (ibid., f. 458); Arran to Jenkins, 7 Mar., 1 Apr. 1683 (ibid., 168, ft 

90, 91a, 97); Ormond to Arran, 20 Mar. 1683 (ibid., 219, ff 444-5); Arran to Ormond, 28 

Mar., 11 Apr. 1683 (ibid., 168, ff 94, 104).

30 Same to same, 17 Oct. 1682 (ibid., ff 48-9); King’s letter to reprise Colonel Dillon of 

£1,200 (ibid., 39, f. 657).
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was sent by the King to escort the Duchess o f Portsmouth back from Paris.31 

Complaints o f  a more public attendance at mass-houses in Dublin, linked to Sir William 

Talbot, the Duke o f  Y ork’s counsel, suggested a growing level o f  catholic confidence 

which was also bom  out by reports from the bishop o f Killaloe regarding the ‘insolence 

of the friars’ in County Clare.32 Ormond’s comment that he knew ‘so much o f the 

temper o f that sort o f  people [the friars] that they easily raise to insolency upon the 

least appearance o f indulgence to them’, indicated that a certain level o f ‘indulgence’ 

towards the catholic interest in Ireland was intended, albeit unofficial as yet.

Instructions to Arran stressed the King’s desire to avoid any public concern which 

might lead to disturbances, but, as the bishop’s reports would be common knowledge, 

he should make an example o f one o f the friars and deal with the others in accordance 

with existing proclamations and without any debate in government which might raise 

public fears. Ormond was concerned that the justices o f  the peace, mostly Anglican 

clerics because o f the shortage o f other ‘fit persons’ due to the number o f  catholics and 

‘fanatics’ in Ireland, should be seen to do their duty impartially.33

There were also signs o f growing confidence within the catholic clergy in Ulster. Sir 

William Stewart attributed their ‘great expectation’ to the eminent appointment o f a 

new titular primate to replace Plunkett. One o f the contenders for the primacy Tyrrell, 

bishop o f Clogher, had been accused along with Plunkett and had often supported the

Arran to Ormond, 13 June 1682 (Carte MS 168, ff 13-4); James Tisdall to Sir John 

Percival, 17 June 1682 (H.M.C., Egmont, ii, 116-17); Colonel Fitzpatrick to Arran, 17 June 

1682 (Carte MS 216, f. 82).

32 Ormond to same, 21 June 1682 (ibid., 219, f. 338); Arran to Ormond, 27 June 1682 

(ibid., 168, ff 16-18).

33 Onnond to Arran, 24 Oct., 14 Nov. 1682 (ibid., 219, ff 394, 402, 404).
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late primate in his disputes with O ’Daly and O ’Neill, the son o f Sir Phelim Roe 

O’Neill, who was now the other candidate for the primacy. Tyrrell and O ’Neill 

therefore represented respectively the ‘Old English’ and ‘Gaelic Irish’, pro- and anti- 

Plunkett factions, within the clergy.34

Another incident occurred in December 1682 which, apart from illustrating family 

dynamics within the catholic interest and Ormond’s involvement, suggested a degree o f 

boldness, even arrogance, on the part o f Colonel Justin MacCarthy, who, although a 

relative o f Ormond, was also associated with the Duke of Y ork’s faction. Arran 

reported the matter to his father for advice, in light o f the alleged Franco-Irish plot and 

MacCarthy’s supposed role as a rebel leader in County Cork. MacCarthy had 

apparently informed his sister-in-law, Lady Clancarty, that he wished to settle in Cork 

and requested the tenancy o f Blarney Castle, but her ladyship pointed out that the 

castle’s occupant, a protestant clergyman, could not simply be removed. Arran 

intended to tell ‘Justin’ privately o f the ‘imprudence o f the thing’ which he would 

publicly oppose if necessary. Following their conversation, Arran confidently reported 

that the issue had been settled but added that MacCarthy was upset because he had his 

heart set on the castle. Ormond’s response emphasised the need to avoid the ‘noise’ 

provoked by the suggestion that a protestant, and a clergyman at that, could be 

removed to ‘make room for a papist’. The viceroy observed that, although MacCarthy 

should not live in the castle, Lady Clancarty must also not offend him, because if her 

son should die the title would pass to Justin and ‘all her daughters’ would then be at

34 Stewart to Arran, 15 Dec. 1682 (Carte MS 216, f. 242); a memorandum to Baldeschi, 

July-August 1669 (Plunkett, Letters, pp 30-36); Benignus Millett, ‘Survival and 

reorganisation, 1650-1695’, in P. J. Corish (ed.), A history o f  Irish Catholicism (6 vols,

Dublin, 1968-72), iii, 22-3, 49, 55-6.
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the ‘mercy’ o f  their uncle. Colonel MacCarthy had also influenced the young Lord 

Clanricard to ask Ormond to become his guardian; a request which had been 

forwarded to Lord Justice Keating for his opinion as to what could best be done for 

the ‘advantage o f the boy’ and Ormond’s ‘own safety’.35

Arran observed that the situation at court had changed by November 1682. Victory 

for the Tories in the battle for control o f the London corporation was a turning point, 

as evidenced by Shaftesbury’s flight into exile. The King, having rewarded Ormond, 

now began to assert himself at court by restricting unapproved access to his 

bedchamber to all but Ormond, Halifax and the Scottish and English secretaries of 

state, much to Arlington’s annoyance. Sunderland was re-appointed principal English 

secretary in January 1683 and Shaftesbury, who had once boasted that he would make 

the Duke o f York a great ‘vagabond’, himself died in Holland. Ormond also observed 

that the opposition began to ‘despair o f forcing the King to submit to the Commons’.36 

The first indications in early 1683 o f Ormond’s political and physical decline were, 

however, arguably o f more significance for the Irish catholic interest and Anglo-Irish 

politics in general. The viceroy, who had served the ‘old loyal party’ well throughout 

the crisis, confessed to Arran in January that he had nothing o f any secrecy to impart 

and within a few weeks he was also taken ill.37

35 Arran to Ormond 18, 21 Dec. 1682 (Carte MS 168, ff 60-62, 62); Ormond to Arran, 13 

Jan. 1683 (ibid., 219, f. 420).

36 Southwell to Perceval, 7 Nov. 1682 (H.M.C., Egmont, ii, 122); Arran to Ormond, 10 

Nov. 1682 (Carte MS 168, ff 50-52); Ormond to Arran, 5, 19 Dec. 1682, 10 Jan. 1683 (ibid., 

219, ff 406-7, 408-9, 416-7); same to same, 10 Jan. 1683 (ibid., 70, ff 563-4).

37 Same to same, 24 Sept. 1682, 10 Jan. 1683 (ibid., 219, ff 381, 416-7; ibid., 70, ff 558

60, 563-4).
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A revival o f  court power also brought the issue o f the Irish land settlement back on 

to the political agenda in March 1683 with the proposal that a commission be granted 

by the King to secure defective titles and allocate any other remainder or forfeited land 

still held by the Crown. This ‘commission o f grace’ was apparently the suggestion o f 

Colonel Fitzpatrick, Ormond’s brother-in-law and a political leader within the Irish 

catholic interest, whose alleged conversion to protestantism was now in some doubt. 

Under this scheme the land titles o f those in possession would be confirmed and the 

remainder distributed by crown prerogative or royal favour. The proposal was much 

debated by Lords M ount Alexander, Albemarle and Anglesey, who composed a paper 

on the issue. By the Act o f Explanation all forfeited lands had been vested in the crown 

for distribution to the adventurers, soldiers, ’49 officers and the nominees and, if  this 

commission was issued, these parties would be ‘forever barred’ from further grants.

The Duchess o f  Cleveland, who apparently had the grant o f the remainders o f those 

gentlemen’s estates who were restored by the Act o f Settlement, reported that they 

had applied to her for King’s letters for this land.38 Secretary Jenkins informed Arran in 

May 1683 that his Majesty ‘hath been (it seems) humbly moved’ to issue commissions 

of grace for ‘supplying and confirming’ defective titles in Ireland. Jenkins asked if this 

proposal would be thought ‘seasonable and grateful to the generality’ at this time and, 

as had been suggested, ‘o f advantage to the King’s coffers’, as a fee would be charged 

for the issue o f such a document. Arran decided to consult on the subject and await 

Ormond’s advice, but he initially thought it might be the best way to finally settle the

38 Reading to Arran, 19 Mar. 1683 (Carte MS 216, f. 456); Duchess of Cleveland to same, 

17 Mar. 1683 (ibid., f. 454).
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kingdom and bring in some revenue. Ormond’s reaction to the proposal was positive 

and his view was that the people o f Ireland would concur.39

By the spring o f 1683, therefore, the political climate seemed more favourable to 

the Irish catholic interest than it had been throughout the previous decade. The King 

had not been forced to call parliament since 1681, the Duke o f York had survived the 

threat o f exclusion, and Irish catholic hopes o f royal favour were high. In Ireland there 

were further signs o f  popular catholic confidence. Lord Mountjoy reported that the 

‘great quiet’ throughout Ireland, even Ulster, had been disturbed by an ‘unfortunate 

incident’ in Fermanagh. Apparently three or four ‘giddy fellows’, with a warrant for 

the arrest o f  a priest, had attempted to seize him at a public meeting where all his 

friends were gathered. The crowd not only prevented the priest’s arrest but killed one 

or two o f the officers involved. Mountjoy added that 20 persons had consequently fled 

to the mountains and while he would try to apprehend them before they turned tory it 

was impossible to deal with the situation without a competent army.40

It was, however, the discovery in June o f the Rye House Plot to murder the King 

and the Duke o f York, together with the subsequent reaction, which proved the most 

influential political event for the Irish catholic interest. A fire at Newmarket had 

brought the King and the Duke of York back to London eight or ten days earlier than 

planned and before the plot could be executed. The Duke o f Monmouth, Lord Grey, 

Colonel Algernon Sidney and the Earl o f Essex (who later committed suicide) were 

among the leaders. These men represented not just the extremes o f the Whig

39 Jenkins to Arran, 22 May 1683 (Carte MS 216 f. 277); Arran to Jenkins, 7 June 1683 

(ibid., 168, f. 123); Ormond to same, 9 June 1683 (ibid., 219, f. 462).

40 Mountjoy to Arran, 1, 22 June 1683 (ibid., 216, if  279, 289); Arran to Ormond, 7 June 

1683 (ibid., 168, f. 121).
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opposition but the ‘republican' element within the protestant interest which had killed 

the King and abolished the monarchy in 1649. The plot therefore provided the perfect 

context and the necessary reaction to enable Charles n  to extend his personal rule and 

ruthlessly purge national and local offices o f what could now be called ‘disaffected' 

people.41 For his part, the King declared that he found it ‘strange that beggars should 

contend for property, atheists for religion and bastards for succession’.4‘

Colonel Fitzpatrick reported that the plot was alleged to have originated among the 

dissenters in Scotland and Ireland, and the most immediate effect o f its discovery was 

the dispatch o f two troops o f horse to Strabane to counter any possible threat from the 

Ulster presbyterians, who were reported to have had a great meeting and communion 

within ten miles o f  the town.4' The perceived threat within Ireland was now from 

presbyterians and not catholics, a view which Ormond had always held. Another 

important consequence o f the plot as far as the catholic interest was concerned, was 

the re-emergence o f allegations o f misgovemment in Ireland in terms o f the sale of 

offices and the toleration o f ‘disaffected’ protestants in army commands. Arran 

confessed that he had always disapproved o f this practice, begun under Lord Robartes, 

of ‘the commerce o f  buying and selling commands’ in the army, but recalled that the * 2

41 Ormond to Arran, 22, 26 June 1683 (Carte MS 219, ff 472, 474); copy of a letter to the 

lieutenant of London, 24 June 1683 (ibid., 40, f. 81); Col. Vernon to Arran, 26 June 1683 

(ibid., 216, f. 295); proclamation, 23 June 1683 (Steele, Proclamations, i, 454-5); 

proclamation, 28 June 1683 (ibid., 455); Scott, ‘England’s troubles: exhuming the popish plot’, 

PP 107-31 (for a discussion regarding the link between this crisis and the earlier crisis of 1640
50s).

2 Sir Robert Read to Arran, 12 July 1683 (Carte MS 216, f. 305).

Fitzpatrick to same, 23 June 1683 (ibid., f. 291); Arran to Ormond, 29 June 1683 (ibid., 

168, f. 132); Mountjoy to Arran, 8 July 1683 (ibid., 216, f. 299).
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Privy Council had always approved any legal appointments in Ireland. The lord deputy 

later received an order to stop the sale o f offices in Ireland together with a list o f  those 

to be expelled from office and command in the army. Arran expressed his approval o f 

the former but questioned the alleged disloyalty o f some o f those on the list. Lord 

Granard, who was apparently implicated by Walcott, a Rye House plotter, was one 

whom Arran had intended to send into ‘the north to keep the Scotch fanatics in 

order’.44 The lord deputy made his own enquiries in Ireland regarding any possible 

connexions with the London plotters. Mountjoy encouraged Arran to be resolute 

against the presbyterians and added that ‘a few troops o f horse more would make them 

conform, and satisfy their consciences more than all Telletson’s [Tillotson] sermons’. 

Ormond’s advice to his son was to continue to do his duty and leave the rest to ‘God, 

who governs great and little things’.45

It was, however, the return from exile o f Colonel Richard Talbot, in July 1683, 

which was arguably the most significant consequence o f the plot for Irish catholics. 

Talbot’s restoration to court and favour was by no means inconspicuous. A royal 

warrant was issued on the 12 July which allowed him to reside in Ireland and ‘keep 

horses and arms for his safety and defence’. Talbot was also granted ‘free passage’ 

between England and Ireland and was exempt from jury service or other duties ‘except 

such as he would voluntarily submit to ’.46 In other words he was given liberty to do as

44 Ormond to Arran, 3 July 1683 (Carte MS 219, f. 478); Arran to Ormond, 9, 19, 20, 28 

July, 1 Aug. 1683 (ibid., 168, ff 138-40, 146, 147, 151, 153).

45 Mountjoy to Arran, 24 July 1683 (ibid., 216, f. 311); Ormond to same, 3 July 1683 

(ibid., 219, f. 478).

46 Warrant for Colonel Richard Talbot, 12 July 1683 (C.S.P.D., July-Sept. 1683, pp 107

8).
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he pleased; the political context had indeed changed for the better for Irish catholics.

This much was clearly apparent from Ormond’s correspondence with Arran at the end

of July 1683, over the question o f calling an Irish parliament, in which he revealed his

views o f the general political climate as it affected Irish catholics.

I will venture to tell you without cipher that I think the reason why the calling of an Irish 

parliament sticks is the severity of two bills transmitted against the papists, the one taking 

away the votes of Peers whilst they are papists and the other inflicting death upon a certain 

sort of popish clergy if found in Ireland, the one seeming unwise and the other cruel and 

neither necessary, considering that so many of the Lords of that religion are already disabled 

by outlawrys that there is no danger that ever they will come near an equality of votes with 

the protestants and that there are already such laws in force against papists and the popish 

clergy as will at any time min them if put in execution . . .  I confess, for my part, if I had 

been here when the expelling the popish Lords past I should have voted against it in 

conscience and prudence. In conscience, because I know no reason why opinion should take 

away a man’s birthright, or why his goods or lands may not as well be taken away, since 

money misemployed is for the most part a more dangerous thing in disaffected hands than a 

word in his mouth . . .  upon serious and cool thoughts I am against all sanguinary laws in 

matters of religion, fairly and properly so called . . ,47

Following the discovery o f the plot Arran had not issued any new proclamations but 

merely reprinted those issued in London. In a letter to his father he claimed that Irish 

law was most severe ‘against papists’, whom he described as ‘our countrymen’.48 

There certainly appeared at this time to be an official, albeit secret, will to allow a 

discreet toleration o f Catholicism in Ireland, despite the law, while protestant dissent 

was actively prosecuted.

Reports o f  overt activities by the catholic clergy often hampered unofficial attempts

47 Ormond to Arran, 31 July 1683 (Carte MS 219, f. 498).
48

Arran to Ormond, 1 Aug. 1683 (ibid., 168, ff 152-3).
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at a toleration o f Catholicism in Ireland. Arran reported in August that the clergy were 

indeed showing their imprudence by holding some o f the greatest meetings in Dublin 

for many years, but hoped they could be persuaded to be ‘more discreet for the future’. 

Ormond described their behaviour as ‘senseless and extravagant’ and he was 

concerned at reports o f  public meetings for mass in Galway and Boracoule, the 

ordination o f new priests, nuns and friars, and the erection in Kilkenny o f four chapels, 

despite the advice o f some ‘more sober men o f their own religion’ against such ‘folly’. 

He was particularly concerned about such activities in Kilkenny, his own place o f 

residence, because he feared they would expose him to charges o f ‘tenderness’ towards 

the papists. Ormond therefore advised on the now familiar approach o f a measured, 

calm, but competent response, together with exemplary prosecutions as a deterrent to 

the remainder (unless they were entirely ‘out o f their wits’).49

The evidence o f Irish catholic confidence, verging on ‘insolence’, by late 1683, may 

be explained with reference to the proposed ‘commission o f grace’, the rigorous 

suppression o f protestant dissent in the wake o f the Rye House Plot, Ormond’s visible 

physical decline following the death o f his Duchess, and in England the clear 

establishment o f  royal supremacy over parliament. Another key factor affecting 

catholic confidence was the growing political stature and strength o f the Duke of 

York, together with the return to Ireland o f the duke’s close friend Colonel Talbot.

The Rye House Plot also provided the justification for York, with Talbot’s assistance, 

to remodel the Irish army, whose officers would now be appointed directly by the 

crown. Irish catholic hopes increased in line with court power, the strength o f the

49 Arran to Ormond, 1 Aug. 1683 (Carte MS 168, ff 152-3); Ormond to Arran, 30 Aug., 2 

Oct. 1683 (ibid., 219, ff 522-3, 536); Arran to Ormond, 8 Sept. 1683 (ibid., 169, ff 4-5).
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Duke o f York and the catholic faction within that power base; now an even greater 

source o f Irish political patronage.50 By the end o f the year hopes o f a reconciliation 

between the King and Monmouth, which had reportedly left the Irish ‘papists 

somewhat dejected’, were dashed. Monmouth was barred from court and the King’s 

presence; a further boost, if  one were needed to James’s position.51

Given the political circumstances and what Ormond described as the ‘unreasonable 

folly’ o f the catholic clergy and laity in the autumn o f 1683, the viceroy advised Arran 

to try to find suitable Irish catholics, with enough credit within their own interest to 

advise the others to moderate their behaviour: another familiar strategy. The catholic 

interest must be made to see how impossible it was for the government to allow them 

‘greater liberty’ than before while at the same time suppressing protestant dissent, but 

Ormond doubted if Arran would find any ‘capable o f giving or receiving such sober 

counsels’. Arran, for his part, confirmed that the reports from Kilkenny were true and 

he would be ‘forced to use severity against them’, but he had sent for his ‘uncle 

Mathew’ to talk rather than write on ‘that subject’. Mathew had found some people to 

persuade the regular clergy to disperse and assured Arran that they would be more 

careful in future. Ormond warned Arran that they must give their ‘detractors as little 

handle’ as possible, and ‘serve our master faithfully, diligently and constantly, in spite 

of opposition and without fear o f what may follow, leaving that to the good 

providence o f G od’.52

50 Ormond to Arran, 9 Aug. 1683 (Carte MS 219, f. 504).

51 Arran to Ormond, 9 Nov. 1683 (ibid., 169, ff 27-8); Ormond to Arran, 13 Dec. 1683 

(ibid., 118, f. 210; ibid., 219, f. 560); Jenkins to same, 15 Dec. 1683 (ibid., 232, f. 139).

52 Ormond to same, 16 Oct., 10 Dec. 1683 (ibid., 219, ff 544-5, 556-7); Arran to Ormond, 

27 Oct., 14 Nov. 1683 (ibid., 169, ff 16-17, 22).
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A ‘commission o f grace’ was eventually granted under the great seal o f England on 

14 March 1684 to confirm defective titles and grant other concealed lands in Ireland in 

the King’s possession. Colonel Fitzpatrick, Ormond’s brother-in-law, had been the first 

to suggest the idea o f the commission, as ‘useful to subject and King alike’, and he 

apparently had the ‘greatest hand’ in ensuring the proposal was passed, despite the fact 

that some catholic lawyers later withdrew their support. Fitzpatrick was apparently in 

high favour with the Duchess o f Portsmouth, so much so that Rochester and 

Sunderland were highly displeased. Arran was ordered by Ormond to give the 

commission his full support so that should it failed the viceroy could not be blamed. A 

proclamation was issued in Dublin on 4 June 1684 which announced the granting o f 

the commission and its first sitting in the King’s Inns in Dublin on 12 June, ‘where all 

those desirous o f  the King’s grace are to attend’. The commission for the confirmation 

of existing title and the allocation o f the remaining land in Ireland was issued by the 

King in Council, and the details proclaimed in Dublin by the lord deputy and Council, 

without reference to either the English or Irish parliaments. The legality o f this manner 

of disposal o f land had o f course been successfully challenged by Patrick Darcy in 

1661, but the political circumstances in 1684 were completely different. The King’s 

power was now so great that he had successfully ignored his obligation under the 

Triennial Act to call a Parliament in London in March.53

The catholic interest received another boost in May when the Duke o f York was 

restored to the Privy Council after over a decade o f exclusion. Arran, however, found

53 Ormond to Arran, 5 Feb., 18 May 1684 (Carte MS 220, if  9, 67); Treasury to same, 3 

Apr. 1684 (ibid., 40, f. 253); Lady Cavendish to same, 6 May 1684 (ibid., 216, f. 486); Arran 

to Ormond, 27 May 1684 (ibid., 169, f. 69); proclamation by the lord deputy and Council, 

Dublin, 4 June 1684, in Steelq, Proclamations, ii, 118-19.
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an unlikely source o f moderate counsel for the catholic interest in Richard Talbot. 

Before he left for England he ‘prevailed with his countrymen and those o f his religion 

to be more discreet’ than they had been o f late; a sign o f quiet confidence.54 With the 

Duke o f Y ork’s interest firmly consolidated, Talbot knew from past experience that 

any great changes in Ireland would first require the removal o f Ormond. The King was 

therefore persuaded that not only was Ormond too old for effective service, which he 

himself had stated, but that he had also allowed protestant dissenters into high office in 

the Irish government, army and the legal profession. The changes required to put 

Ireland on to a good footing would be best carried out with a new man at the helm. As 

John Miller has observed, the campaign ‘slowly eroded Charles’s trust in his oldest 

servant’, and the King himself told Ormond in October 1684 that he was to be replaced 

by the Earl o f  Rochester, Clarendon’s son, Ossory’s father-in-law and, more 

importantly, the Duke o f Y ork’s brother-in-law.55

It is perhaps significant that in September, a month before his replacement, Ormond 

instructed Viscount Dillon to free him from his obligation to pay a bond o f £500 to 

Gilbert Talbot. It was, said Ormond, something he ‘came into out o f any friendship to 

that nobleman and his family’.56 Ormond clearly approved of his successor not only for 

his ‘own interest’ but also the King’s service. Arran was instructed to be prudent and 

temperate in his reaction and ‘lose no friends we can keep’. However, Ormond was 

concerned as to what new methods o f governing Ireland had been resolved upon which

54 Arran to Ormond, 30 May 1684 (H.M.C., Ormonde, n.s., vii, 238-9).

55 John Miller, James II: a study in kingship (1978), p. 117; Barclay, ‘Impact of James II 

on the departments of the royal household’, p. 6.

56 Ormond to Viscount Dillon, 3 Sept. 1684 (Carte MS 50, f. 334).
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would come into competition with his ‘solid foundation’ and ‘plain and easy way’. He 

concluded that he would not trouble himself with ‘conjectures’ when he had been 

‘made a stranger to  fixed resolutions’ which were ‘fit for the King to command and 

unfit’ for him to ‘execute’.57 Ormond later heard that he was now considered the most 

unfit man in ‘the three kingdoms for the place’ o f viceroy and that his ‘brother’ 

Fitzpatrick had said that he was grown ‘old and peevish’, and was now in his ‘dotage’. 

Looking back on his service during the Popish Plot, Ormond observed that his ‘defects 

and failings were then covered’ but were now conspicuous.58 Reports reached Ireland 

before Christmas 1684 o f another ‘sudden change in the kingdom’. Rochester assured 

Arran that the rumour was untrue that those who had served against Charles I, or 

whose fathers had, were to be turned out o f offices, but that he would ask the King if 

he was allowed to tell Ormond his mind on this matter. Ormond had to confess he did 

not think he would live to see the day when the disclosure to him o f the King’s 

intentions for Ireland would even be in question.59

The anticipated ‘sudden change’ in Ireland was believed to be to the advantage o f 

the catholic interest. Lord Galmoy had heard that ‘both in military and civil affairs’ 

there was to be to no distinction made between catholics and protestants. I f  this was 

the case he asked Arran to keep him in mind.60 Justin MacCarthy, Ormond’s nephew

57 Ormond to the Duke of York, 3 Nov. 1684 (Carte MS 220, f. 80); same to Arran, 3, 12, 

19 Nov. 1684 (ibid., ff 81, 87; ibid., 118, f. 9); same to same, 12 Nov. 1684 (ibid., f. 87; ibid., 

118, f. 9).

58 Same to same, 20 Nov., 10 Dec. 1684 (ibid., 220, ff 89-90, 98; ibid., 118, f. 9).

59 Arran to Ormond, 11 Dec. 1684 (ibid., 217, f. 87); Galmoy to Arran, 13 Dec. 1684 

(ibid., f. 85); Ormond to same, 24 Dec. 1684 (ibid., 220, f. 106; ibid., 118, f. 10).

60 Galmoy to same, 13 Dec. 1684 (ibid., 217, f. 85).
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and an associate o f  the Duke o f York, informed Arran that he was to have his own 

regiment in the Irish army and it was later confirmed that he was also to have ‘the 

government o f  Charles Fort’, Kinsale, and Nicholas Armorer was to be otherwise 

compensated. Obviously the Duke o f York’s plan for the remodelling o f the Irish army, 

which included the appointment o f catholic officers such as Colonels Talbot and 

MacCarthy, would now be carried out under his personal direction. Ormond observed 

that if it was ‘intended to place some papists in command in the army’, he was glad he 

would not be commanded to do it because to ‘put in few o f them’ would ‘signify little 

and to put in many, though by degrees’, would ‘not be safe’. There also appeared to 

have been a purge o f many places in the establishment in Ireland, which Ormond 

cynically remarked was to ‘make room for others o f the same religion’, presumably 

catholic, or those that are to ‘choose one’.61

Marriage alliances were o f course among the best ways to consolidate a political 

‘interest’ at this time. An incident involving the young Earl Clancarty illustrated this 

point together with the confidence and determination o f his uncle Justin MacCarthy to 

secure an influential family alliance. Clancarty, who was reported to have an estate o f 

over £7,000 per year, had been placed by Ormond, the boy’s guardian, in the care o f 

the bishop o f Oxford. The bishop reported however that Colonel MacCarthy,

Clancarty’s uncle, had come to him with a letter from Sunderland which said it was his 

Majesty’s pleasure that the boy should spend Christmas in London with his uncle. He 

had agreed to this, but clearly the bishop was concerned. After the New Year it 

emerged that Clancarty had been secretly married to Sunderland’s second daughter in

61 Arran to Ormond, 11, 20 Dec. 1684 (Carte MS 217, ff 87, 91); Ormond to Arran, 15, 24 

Dec. 1684 (ibid., 220, ff 102, 106; ibid., 118, f. 10).
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London under the authority o f the King’s letter, neither the boy’s mother nor Ormond 

having given consent for the marriage. Clancarty was to be sent abroad to travel 

because his wife was still only twelve years old, but MacCarthy had successfully linked

himself and his family to one o f the most powerful politicians in Whitehall at this

.. 62 time.

By January 1685 Irish catholics in London were again lobbying on behalf o f their 

countrymen and protesting at the ‘rigours’ o f the government in Dublin, which had 

closed mass-houses in the city. Royal patents were issued appointing Rochester as Irish 

viceroy and giving commissions for Irish army regiments to Richard Talbot and Justin 

MacCarthy.62 63 Celebrations were however soon eclipsed by the fatal illness and death o f 

the King on 6 February. Charles II died at five minutes to twelve o ’clock and King 

James II was proclaimed at three o ’clock with the ‘usual somemnities’.64

The ambiguity surrounding Charles’s religious position and his death-bed 

profession has never been resolved. The bishop o f Worcester told Lord Digby that 

Ormond never believed Charles II was a catholic because he had often, in his presence, 

with the Duke o f York ridiculed the ‘Romish religion’.65 No such doubts existed 

regarding the religious affiliation o f the new King, James II. The Tory revival following 

the popish plot and exclusion crisis, together with the suppression o f dissent which the

62 Bishop of Oxford to Ormond, 22 Dec, 1684 (Carte MS 217, f. 95); Arran to same, 11 

Jan. 1685 (ibid., f. 101); newsletter to John Squire, 3 Jan. 1685 (C.S.P.D., May 1684-Feb. 

1685, p. 273).

63 Arran to Ormond, 13 Jan. 1684 (Carte MS 217, f. 107); newsletter to John Squire, 15 

Jan. 1685 (C.S.P.D., May 1684-Feb. 1685, p. 287).

64 James Fraser to Sir John Perceval, 7 Feb. 1685 (H.M.C., Egmont, ii, 145-9).

65 ‘Memorandum from Thomas Carte’, 8 June 1729 (Carte MS 69, f. 157).
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Rye House Plot afforded, had undermined parliamentary power and strengthened royal 

supremacy and James’s own political position. The new King had an altogether 

stronger foundation from which to begin his reign than his brother Charles had enjoyed 

in 1660. Andrew Barclay has argued that the message from James II to his people at 

his coronation was one o f continuity, and to this end, Ormond, the ‘Tory icon’, was 

ordered by the King to attend the coronation and carry St Edward’s crown, as he had 

done for Charles II. The Irish catholic interest however, through its confessional 

alliance with James, and the influence o f Richard Talbot, both o f whom had shown 

themselves to be resolute in their intentions, was now in a position to effect a radical 

change in Anglo-Irish politics o f the kind they had hoped for in 1660. The catholic 

interest in Ireland would indeed ‘sink or swim’ with the Stuart monarchy and, in 1685, 

future prospects were buoyant. The real restoration in Ireland could now be 

accomplished.66

66 Barclay, ‘Impact of James II on the departments of the royal household’, pp 4, 35-6; King 

to Ormond, 23 Mar. 1685 (Carte MS 217, f. 131); Ormond to the Duke of York, 14 Dec. 1681 

(ibid., 118, f. 236).
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CONCLUSION

Un roy, une foy, une loy.
The motto of the Earls of Clanricard.1

. . . either truth in England is different from itself 
or it is not clear to anybody, so much disagreement 
have I found in their opinions of the present state 
of affairs, and inconsistencies in their judgements 
about the future.

Lorenzo Magalotti (1668).1 2

The peoples’ brave, the politicians’ tool;
Never was patriot yet, but was a fool.. .

John Dryden, Absalom and Achitophel (1681).3

The author o f  ‘A light to the blind’, said that the Irish catholic nobility and gentry in 

the restoration period ‘behaved themselves like poltroons [cowards], not uniting in the 

common cause nor helping themselves as they should’ each looking after his own 

selfish interest. Agents for the catholic interest were said to have managed affairs so 

discreetly as to  be totally ineffective, and despite the concern and offer o f support from 

Louis XIV, the Irish agents told Ruvigny, the French ambassador, that they were 

content to trust promises o f restoration from Ormond and Clarendon. Furthermore, 

according to the author, the acts o f settlement were passed by an illegal and 

unrepresentative parliament and he pitied ‘the nation whose King is liable to be fooled

1 ‘One King, one faith, one law’, the motto of the Earls of Clanricard, The peerage o f

Ireland {2 vols, London, 1768), ii, 8.
2

W. E. K. Middleton (ed.), Lorenzo Magalotti at the court o f  Charles II: his relazione 

d ’Inghilterra o f 1668 (Ontario, 1980), p. 17.

3 John Dryden, Absalom and Achitophel, pt. 1,11. 67-8.
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into their destruction or who dares not do them justice’. The continued calamities o f 

the English monarchy were cited as evidence o f divine judgement.4 5 As other Irish 

catholic writers in the seventeenth-century sought reasons to explain the failure o f their 

leaders to secure widespread restoration after 1660 disunity, self-interest, corruption, 

incompetence, betrayal and injustice were recurring themes.3 One writer pointed to the 

continued wickedness o f protestant and catholic extremists, the ‘Nuncioists and 

Commonwealthmen’, while Peter Walsh stressed the folly o f repeating the mistakes o f 

the past by adhering to a ‘system of doctrines and practices’ which brought catholic 

loyalty and allegiance into question.6

An anonymous paper presented in 1679 (which has been discussed in previous 

chapters) provides a valuable contemporary appraisal o f the political potential o f the 

catholic interest in Ireland in the restoration period. According to the author’s 

assessment the catholic leadership consisted o f a small group o f only twenty lawyers, 

thirty merchants, fifty gentlemen and fifty clergymen who were all known to the 

authorities in Dublin and London and could be easily controlled. This thesis has shown 

that even within this limited group it was mainly the gentlemen and clergy who

4 ‘The title of protestants to lands in Ireland’ (Carte MS 229, ff 32-54); ‘A light to the 

blind’ (ibid., if  138-230); Patrick Kelly, “‘A light to the blind’: the voice of the dispossessed 

elite in the generation after the defeat at Limerick’, in I.H.S., xxiv, no. 96 (Nov. 1985), pp 431

62 for a discussion of this manuscript and various other versions.

5 David 6  Bruadair, ‘The shipwreck’ [written after 1691], in J. C. MacErlean (ed.), The 

poems o f  David 6  Bruadair (3 vols, Irish Texts Society, XI, XIII, XVIII, Dublin, 1910-17), 

hi, 165; French, Narrative; idem, The unkind deserter o f  loyal men and true friends (Louvain, 

1676).

6 Plunkett MS (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 214, p. 188); Walsh, History (preface), pp iv, vi, xiv, 

xvii, xix, xxvii; ibid (first treatise, first part), p. 30.
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were politically prominent in this period. Military men such as Colonel Richard Talbot, 

Colonel John Fitzpatrick, Colonel Justin MacCarthy, Lord Muskerry, Colonel Garrett 

Moore, and Colonel Richard Butler and members o f the nobility and gentry such as 

Lords Carlingford, Clanricard, Clancarty, Athenry, Fingall, Castlehaven, Birmingham, 

Sir Richard Bellings and Daniel O ’Neill. The clergy who were politically involved 

included Peter and Thomas Talbot, Patrick Maginn, Anthony Geamon (all o f whom 

were court chaplains), Peter Walsh, Nicholas French and Oliver Plunkett. Catholic 

lawyers had been an important group in the confederation o f Kilkenny and would be 

later in the Jacobite parliament but in the absence o f a similar vehicle for Irish catholic 

representation in the restoration period the only politically active catholic lawyers were 

veterans from the 1640s who included Sir Nicholas Plunkett, Sir Robert Talbot,

Patrick Darcy, and Geoffrey Browne (the only catholic elected to the Irish parliament 

in 1661).7

Given that the catholic interest was led by such a small group, its leaders also faced 

problems which were at once peculiar to and typical o f the time. They were not only 

affected by the political contexts o f Ireland and England but individually and 

collectively exhibited many of the characteristics o f the period as a whole. The 

circumstances in Ireland in 1660 were unprecedented in that there had recently been a 

substantial change in the ownership o f Irish land, in the Cromwellian settlement, and 

the country was ruled by a religious minority. Irish catholics were the only group, apart

7 ‘Considerations how the protestants (or non papists) of Ireland may disable the papists 

there, both for the intestine rebellion and also for assisting a French invasion, as the state of 

both parties now standeth in this present year, 1679’ (B.L., Add. MS 21135, ff 64-6). Browne 

was elected for the constituency of Tuam but never took his seat due to controversy over the 

result: Case (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 243, pt. 2, p. 92).
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from the regicides, excluded from pardon after the restoration.8 J. C. Beckett described 

land as the factor o f stability and people as the source o f instability in Irish history. One 

of the fundamental problems which confronted Irish catholics, dispossessed and 

displaced from their land with depleted resources following almost a decade in exile, 

was their dependence on people, particularly the King and members o f the royal court, 

for ‘grace and favour’. Individual personalities and relationships were therefore crucial 

and success or failure for the catholic interest was subject to the complexities, 

insecurities, ambiguities, and factional rivalries which typified the royal court and 

politics as a whole. In this respect, however, Irish catholics were not unique. The 

uncertainties encountered by Magalotti were typical o f this period and were the 

common experience o f everyone in politics or public office from the King down. It was 

patronage, secrets and lies, rather than patriotism and ideals, which characterised the 

restoration court. Previous chapters have shown that success for Irish catholics in 

terms o f recovery o f lands was dependent on a complex combination o f resources, 

connexions, birth, location, circumstances and luck. Political survival was a similar 

lottery and the stakes were high, as evidenced by the dramatic fall o f such differing 

figures as Clarendon, Clifford, Shaftesbury, and Danby. The best defence was to build

s Simms, ‘Restoration’, pp 426-8; Connolly, Religion, law, and power, p. 13; K. S. 

Bottigheimer, ‘The restoration land settlement in Ireland: a structural view’, in I.H.S., xviii, no. 

69 (Mar. 1972), pp 1-2; ‘Act of free and general pardon, indemnity and oblivion’, 1660 

(Statutes o f  the realm, v, 226-34; extract printed in Andrew Browning (ed.), English historical 

documents, 1660-1714, pp 164-5).
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an extensive network o f powerful contacts, a strategy which the first Duke o f Ormond 

certainly pursued throughout his long years in high office.9

The catholic nobility and gentry were forced to operate in these difficult 

circumstances and, given the nature o f the Irish settlement, it was at times a case o f 

every man for himself. The overriding importance o f land, a personal and collective 

concern, encouraged divisions and brought catholics into constitutional compromises. 

The catholic interest in 1660 seemed prepared to accept restoration from any source 

and were aggrieved that they had been excluded from the Act o f Indemnity in England. 

Agents from the Dublin convention, however, had been instructed to request the 

suspension o f Poynings’ Law to prevent interference from Whitehall. Irish protestants 

were thus seen to defend Irish parliamentary sovereignty while catholics seemed less 

than concerned.10

Irish catholic leaders were certainly variously divided, both by internal and external 

factors, in this period. The element o f continuity in terms o f significant personnel such 

as Sir Nicholas Plunkett, Daniel O ’Neill, Clancarty, Sir Richard Bellings, Ormond and 

others, ensured that friendships and rivalries from the 1640s and ‘50s were perpetuated 

after 1660. Enmity between Ormond and Richard Talbot, which originated in exile, 

resulted in one o f the most significant splits. Although Ormond was not himself a

9 J. C. Beckett, ‘The study of Irish history: an inaugural lecture’, in idem, Confrontations: 

studies in Irish history (London, 1972), p. 23; Middleton (ed.), Magalotti at the court o f  

Charles II, p. 17; Joseph Byrne, War and peace: the survival o f  the Talbots ofMalahide 

(Dublin, 1997), pp 56-61; J. H. Ohlmeyer, Civil war and restoration in the three Stuart 

kingdoms: the career ofRandal MacDonnell, marquis o f  Antrim, 1609-1683 (Cambridge, 

1993), pp 278-89.

10 Instructions for Broghill from the convention (Carte MS 59, f. 491), included a request to 

suspend Poynings’ law; Case (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 243, pt. 1, pp 32-3).
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catholic he had numerous family connexions and long-term associates who were. The 

animosity between Ormond and Talbot, which in some respects revealed a generational 

division, was also reflected in the factional conflict within the catholic interest between 

Talbot and Colonel Fitzpatrick, Ormond’s client and brother-in-law, and reinforced by 

the rivalry between Peter Talbot and Oliver Plunkett, whose patron was Fitzpatrick.11

Apart from the power-struggle between the rival primates, Talbot and Plunkett, the 

catholic clergy were also divided on the issues o f the remonstrance and church reform. 

Underlying these divisions were differences o f ethnicity. The ‘Gaelic Irish’ clergy 

believed that the ‘Old English’ clergy had betrayed Rinuccini and the catholic faith in 

the 1640s by supporting the peace treaties. The remonstrance in 1661/2 was 

viewed as another ‘Old English’ betrayal but, although Ormond was the common 

denominator in both cases, opponents o f the oath were not identified with Talbot’s 

faction until Peter Talbot’s arrival in Ireland in 1670. The ethnic divide within the 

clergy was clearly articulated with reference to Oliver Plunkett. The Ulster clergy, who 

opposed the appointment o f Plunkett as a ‘native o f M eath’, referred to the ‘serious 

antipathy’ between the ‘two sides’ who had ‘different customs and language’ and who 

belonged to a ‘different civil division’. Plunkett’s reforming measures were also 

considered alien to the Armagh diocese and ultimately the case against the archbishop 

was built on the evidence o f these clerical opponents. During the restoration period the 

church itself was arguably the only national framework with the potential to unite Irish 

catholics. Essex certainly grasped this point, as evidenced by his alarm that John

11 Plunkett MS (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 214, pp 30-31); Ormond, Irish narrative (ibid., 227, ff 

19-21); Richard Talbot to Ossory, 13 Oct. 1663 (Carte MS 214, ff 561-3); Ormond to Talbot, 

16 Nov. 1663 (ibid., 49, ff 242-3); same to Ossory, 24 Dec. 1664 (ibid., 48, f. 179); Plunkett 

to Baldeschi, 19 Mar. 1673 (Plunkett, Letters, pp 368-71); ibid., pp xiii, xviii, xx, 128.
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catholics. Essex certainly grasped this point, as evidenced by his alarm that John 

O’Molony, bishop o f Killaloe, had managed to heal the divisions between Plunkett and 

Talbot and Colonels Fitzpatrick and Talbot. This was, however, short-lived and was 

the exception rather than the rule. There was generally little trace o f common purpose 

or identity among the catholic clergy.12

Factional divisions, like many other distinctions in the restoration period, were not 

hard and fast and were often compromised by opportunism. Ormond and Talbot were 

shrewd enough politicians to recognise the power o f their respective connexions and 

the need to  co-operate on certain issues. Talbot had personal access to Ormond in 

Dublin Castle and Ormond eventually approved Talbot’s scheme to acquire an Irish 

estate for Lord Arlington. Certain catholic relatives o f Ormond, such as Justin 

MacCarthy and Lord Muskerry, were clearly also associated with Talbot. Although 

Ormond supported the remonstrant clergy and despised the ‘Nuncioist’s’, he warmly 

recommended Fr Patrick Maginn for promotion at court. Maginn had not subscribed to 

the oath and was a known ‘Nuncioists’ but Ormond was evidently under some 

obligation to him.13

12 Richard O’Ferrall and Robert O’Connell, Commentarius Rinuccinianus, de sedis

apostolicae legatione adfoederatos Hiberniae catholicos per annos 1645-9 (ed.), Rev. 

Stanislaus Kavanagh (6 vols, Dublin, 1932-49), iv, 212-14; J. J. Silke, ‘The Irish abroad, 

1534-1691’, in iii, 614-5; Conor Ryan, ‘Religion and state in seventeenth-century

Ireland’, in Archiv. Hib., xxxiii (1975), p. 130; Plunkett to Baldeschi, July-Aug. 1669 

(Plunkett, Letters, pp 30-36); same to Tanari, 15 July 1680 (ibid., pp 552-5).

13 Richard Talbot to Bennet, 13 Dec. 1662 (C.S.P.I., 1660-2, p. 647); Sir Francis Aungier 

to Bennet, 2 Apr. 1662 (ibid., p. 531); Ormond to the King, 9 Dec. 1665 (Carte MS 219, f. 
58).
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Ormond’s relationship to the catholic interest remains a source o f controversy. He 

stands accused o f abandoning the Irish settlement because o f the insolent behaviour o f 

Talbot, but, given his stake in Ireland in terms o f lands and family together with his 

political experience, this seems an unlikely senario. Ormond admitted to Essex that he 

had deliberately exploited the remonstrance to divide the Irish clergy, but even without 

the oath he, like Essex, would doubtless have found another means o f dividing them. 

He had learnt from past experience that the church and the clergy had significant 

influence among the catholic population. Ormond recognised that a settled and 

peaceful Ireland was crucial to the monarchy and therefore supported the loyal clergy 

and tempered many o f the extreme anti-catholic proposals, particularly after 1678. It is 

difficult to identify another Irish or English protestant who could have been more 

favourable to the catholic interest than Ormond was during his terms in office. Even 

after the death o f  Charles II one Irish catholic poet saw a role for Ormond in Ireland 

under King James.

. . . The second James by heaven’s decree 
Will the great healer of our breaches be . . .
But Ireland, sure, above the rest 
In that auspicious name is doubly blest;
For while the royal James the English crown does wear,
And Ormond’s noble James remains his vice-roy here,
Ireland will ne’re again know cause of publick grief, or fear.

Richard Talbot, arguably the most significant Irish catholic political leader in the 

seventeenth-century, established and developed his power-base after 1660. Like 

Ormond, Talbot held office in the royal household and through his close friendship 14

14 Essex to Ormond, 14 Nov. 1673 (Osmund Airy (ed.), Essex papers (London, 1890), i, 

137-8); Ormond to Essex, 9 Dec. 1673 (ibid., 150-51); Ireland’s tears. To the sacred memory 

o f our late dread sovereign King Charles II  (London, 1685).
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prove past loyalty or ‘innocence’ but played the restoration political game for himself. 

While Sir Nicholas Plunkett attempted to justify catholic actions in the 1640s, Talbot 

was planning to secure the former lands o f Lord Clanmalier, an Irish catholic, for 

Henry Bennet, later Earl o f  Arlington, one o f the most powerful politicians in this 

period. In opposing Ormond, Talbot was also prepared to ally himself with such 

notable anti-Catholic figures as Lords Orrery and Buckingham. Talbot on one 

occasion, in pursuit o f  a marriage alliance with the Earl o f Cork’s daughter, received 

assistance from her uncle, Orrery.15

It was, however, Talbot’s association with the Duke of York which promised to 

pay dividends for the catholic interest. The strength o f court power was evident by 

1684 and although Charles died before his intentions in terms o f Irish policy were 

clearly defined, the influence o f the Duke o f York and Richard Talbot was already 

apparent in the reform o f the Irish army. It was also significant that the power to 

appoint Irish army officers was assumed by the court and Talbot and Justin MacCarthy 

were among the first commissioned.16 When James became King in February 1685 the 

Stuart monarchy, the royal court and the catholic interest were in a stronger position 

than at any time during the restoration. Bryan O ’Neill, dedicating a collection o f Irish 

genealogies to James n , observed that men serve God because o f the ‘trust reposed in’

15 Ormond, Irish narrative (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 227, p. 22); Sir Francis Aungier to Bennet,

2 Apr. 1662 (C.S.RI., 1660-2, p. 531); Bennet to Ormond, 6 Aug. 1662 (Carte MS 221, ff 5

6); Richard Talbot to Bennet, 13 Dec. 1662 (C.S.P.I., 1660-2, p. 647); Carlingford to Ormond, 

Nov. 1663 (Carte MS 214, ff 576-7).

16 Arran to Ormond, 20 Dec. 1684 (ibid., 217, f. 91); newsletter to John Squire (C.S.P.D., 

Mayl684-Feb. 1685, p. 287)
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genealogies to  James II, observed that men serve God because o f the ‘trust reposed in’

him and the ‘hopes’ they have o f him. In the same way the Irish ‘brethren o f the

conquest’ had ‘followed and faithfully adhered’ to the crown. They had been

provided for by their own innocency, merits or gracious provisos and clauses mentioning 

them in the late acts, yet having benefit by neither, wander as strangers in their own 

country, bearing, as it were, like the scapegoat the sins and crimes of the three nations on 

their heads only . . . not so much dissatisfied with the misery they lived in as the contempt 

they lay under . . . from which nothing could raise them, had they not seen that stone of the 

royal quarry, which the builders of the Babell of exclusion had rejected, was now become 

the cornerstone and the assured foundation of these kingdoms’ happiness . . .

Clanricard’s motto, ‘one King, one faith, one law’, had previously appeared to be a 

relic from a golden age now gone forever, since a combination o f confessional 

allegiance and law had served to exclude catholics from power in Ireland. In 1685, 

however, ‘one King, one faith, one law’ was resurrected and the consequences would 

prove decisive for the catholic interest.17

17 •
Irish genealogies or a brief account of the first plantations of Ireland, and the conquest 

thereof by the three sons of Milesius (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 204, p. 1); The peerage o f Ireland, 

n> 8; Connolly, Religion, law, and power, p. 2; Glenn Burgess, ‘Was the English civil war a 

war of religion? The evidence of the political propaganda’, in Huntington Library Quarterly, 

bd (1999), pp 199-201.
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APPENDIX A :

The K ing’s D eclaration for the settlem ent of Ireland . 30 N ovem ber 1660.

1. Members o f the Irish  catholic nobility and gentry  [36], named in the King's 
Declaration, for restoration to their former estates Tor reasons k n o w  to us, in a 
special manner merited our grace and favour . . . without being put to any further 
proof. Colonel O 'B ryans name was added in December making a total o f  37 
altogether.

Earl o f Clanricard (6th Earl)
Earl o f W estmeath (2th Earl)
Earl o f Fingall (3rd Earl)
Earl o f Clancarty (1st Earl)
Lord Viscount Gormanston (7th Vise., 10th Baron)
Lord Viscount M ountgarrett (4th Vise.)
Lord Viscount Dillon (4th Vise.)
Lord Viscount Taaffe (2nd Vise.)
Lord Viscount Ikerryn (1st Vise.)
Lord Viscount Netterville (3rd Vise.)
Lord Viscount Galmoy (2nd Vise.)
Lord Baron o f Dunboyne (4th Baron)
Lord Baron o f Trimleston (8th Baron)
Lord Baron o f Dunsany (4th Baron)
Lord Baron o f  Upper Ossory (6th Baron)
Lord Bermingham, Baron o f Arthenry (12th Baron)
Lord Baron o f Strabane (4th Baron)
Colonel Richard Butler
Sir George Hamilton, Knight and Baronet
Sir Richard Bamewall, Baronet
Sir Edmund Everard, Baronet
Sir Valentine Brown, Knight
Sir Thomas Sherlock, Knight
Sir Dermot O ’Shaghnussey, Knight
Sir Daniel O ’Bryan, Knight
Mr Richard Belling, son to Sir Henry Belling, Knight 
Richard Lane o f Tulsk, Esq.
Mr Edmund Fitzgerald o f  Balymalo
Mr Thomas Butler o f  Kilconnel
Mr Macnemarra o f Creevagh
Mr David Power o f  Kilbolane
Mr Donnogh O ’Calaghane o f Clonmeen
Mr James Coppinger o f Cloghane, County Cork
Mr George Fitzgerald o f  Tierochane
Mr Barnard Talbot o f Rathdown
Conly Geoghegan o f Donore
Col. Christopher O ’Bryan
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2. The King declared that the following list o f Irish  officers [223] had ‘continued 
with us, or served faithfully under our ensigns beyond the seas . . .  for whom we do 
hereby intend satisfaction . . . ’

Lord Viscount M uskerry (Colonel) (3rd Vise.)
Lieut. Col. Legg
Serjeant M ajor Edward Scott
Capt. John O ’Neill, Carrick, Co.Tipperary
Capt. Terence Bryan, Pallas Green, Co. Limerick
Capt. Teige MacCarty, Co. Cork
Capt. Daniel Boy O ’Donovane, Killcellman, Co. Cork
Capt. Edmund O ’Murriane, Dulish Murrian, Co. Tipperary
Capt. John White, Loyhall, Co. Limerick
Capt. Daniel O ’Keef, Drumagh, Co. Cork
Capt. Philip Barry, Dunbagy, Co. Cork
Capt. Thomas Brown, Co. Cork
Capt. Francis Hacket, Dually, Co. Tipperary
Capt. Charles O ’Shiell, Co. Antrim
Capt. Davie Dannan, Fermoy, Co. Cork
Capt. Dermot O ’Bryen, Carrickcouquis, Co. Clare
Lieut. Pierce Walsh
Lieut. Richard Barry, Robertstown, Co. Cork
Lieut. Dermot O ’Murriane, Co. Tipperary
Lieut. Edward Mandevill, Ballyne, Co. Tipperary
Lieut. Daniel O ’Driscoll, Carbury, Co. Cork
Lieut. Teige O ’Cullaine, alias Totave, Co. Cork
Ensign Morris Fitzgerald, Balynemart, Co. Cork
Ensign Daniell Carthy, Dunedarrick, Co. Cork
Ensign George Cumerton, Co. Kilkenny
Ensign Walter Butler, Shan-bally, Co. Tipperary
Ensign Piers Quirke, Co. Tipperary
Ensign William Quirke, Co. Tipperary
Ensign John MacTeige, alias Macteige o f Carbury, Co. Cork
Ensign Pierce D uff Butler, Co. Tipperary
Ensign Theobald Butler, Bamane, Co. Tipperary
Ensign Miles Roach, Co. Cork
Ensign Philip Hogan, Hally, Co. Tipperary
Ensign Turlagh O ’Her, Balime, Co. Clare
Adjutant Owen Oge MacEgan, Co. Cork

Lord Castle Connell, Co. Limerick (5th Baron)
Col. Charles MacCarty Rieagh, Kilbretan, Co. Cork 
Col. Richard Fitzgerald, Balenemartery, Co. Cork 
Col. Cornelius O ’Driscol, Donesaide, Co. Cork 
Lieut. Col. William Butler, Ballifoqui 
Capt. William Barry, Ringquaran, Co. Cork 
Capt. Peirce Nagle, Monaneme, Co. Cork 
Capt. Arthur O ’Kinfe, Glaneffiacan, Co. Cork 
Capt. Owen MacCarty, Clocerre, Co. Cork
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Capt. Edmond MacCuiny, Massanglashy, Co. Cork
Capt. Charles MacCarthy, Cloncalaih, Co. Cork
Capt. Dermot O ’Shinan, Co. Limerick
Capt. Edmund Power, Inch, Co. Cork
Capt. John Fox, Baligadin, Co. Limerick
Capt. Michael Morisey, Co. Clare
Capt. Dermot O ’Sullivan, Kilmalac, Co. Kerry
Lieut. Dermot O ’Sullivan, Fermoyle, Co. Kerry
Lieut. Richard Stapleton, Lynestowne, Co. Tipperary
Lieut. James Purcel, Knockinroe, Co. Tipperary
Lieut. Henry Weis, Co. Waterford
Lieut. Garret Fitzgarret, Lickfour, Co. Kerry
Ensign George Shaie, Co. Kilkenny
Ensign Philip Hogane, Aylehie,Co. Tipperary
Ensign Moilmory O ’Holy, Co. Armagh
Ensign Daniell O ’Donman, Fomeife, Co. Cork
Ensign Donee O ’Culan, Baly Coursy, Co. Cork
Ensign Florence O ’Driscoll, Ballyhan, Co. Cork
Capt. Gorman
Mr David Bourke, Barnanlahie, Co. Tipperary 
Capt. Stephen Butler
Ensign Alexander Berne, Co. Roscommon
Col. William Taaffe
Lieut. Bryan MacDonough, Co. Sligo
Ensign Edward Dillon, Co. Westmeath
Lieut. Col. James Fitzpatrick
Lieut. John Caffin
Ensign Edmund Brenane
Major Owen O ’Connor, Baylynegare, Co. Roscommon
Lieut. Walter Costelloe, Co. Mayo
Ensign Daniel O ’Connor, Co. Mayo
Capt. Walter Hope, Molingare
Lieut. Terlogh MacDonnough, Co. Sligo
Ensign Christopher MacDonnough, Co. Sligo
Capt. Gerarld Farrell
Lieut. Charles MacDonnel
Ensign Richard Farrell
Capt. Charles O ’Molloy
Lieut. Edmund O ’Molloy
Ensign Alexander MacDonnell
Capt. Edward Sarsfield
Lieut. James Enis
Ensign Phellim Dempsey
Capt. Bryan Fitzpatrick
Lieut. Jeffery Fitzpatrick
Lieut. Miles Bermingham
Ensign Connor MacGwier
Capt. Hugh O ’Connor Dun, Balin Tuber
Lieut. Robert Mififet



Ensign John Farrell
Lord Viscount Iveagh (3rd Vise.)
Lieut. Henry Tute
Ensign Phelim Curtaine
Capt. W alter Phillips, Clunmore
Ensign Hugh O ’Connor
Capt. Dudley Costelo
Lieut. Roger O ’Connor
Capt. Gerald Dillon, Portleck
Lieut. John Dillon
Ensign Robert Dillon
Capt. M atthew M oony
Lieut. John Flanelly
Ensign Owen Sullivan
Adjutant Roger Brenan
Adjutant John Dillon
Judge Advocate, Anthony French
Sir Ullick Bourke, Co. Galway
Capt. Francis Byrne, Rodin, Co. Roscommon
Capt. Hugh O ’Neill, Ulster
Capt. Phelim MacGenis, Ulster
Capt. Hugh O ’Marignine
Capt. Theobald Dillon, Bracklon, Co. Roscommon
Capt. M ortagh Clanchy, Castlekeale, Co. Clare
Capt. C. O ’Neill, Ardgonell, Co. Armagh
Lieut. William Bourke, Turlagh, Co. Mayo
Lieut. John M acDonough, Cuse, Co. Sligo
Capt. John Caesy
Lieut. Brian MacGenis, Ulster
Ensign Brian MacGenis, Ulster
Ensign Lowys MacDowel, Co. Roscommon
Ensign Thomas Dierne, Co. Roscommon
Ensign William Talbot, Hagestown, Co. Louth
Ensign Roger O ’Malreanin, Tully Mulreanin, Co. Roscommon
Ensign Owen O ’Keny, Clanboren, Co. Galway
Lieut. Patrick Clenton, Co. Louth
Lieut. Michael MacDonagh, Caloony, Co. Sligo
Mr Charles O ’Flyne, Celtabar, Co. Roscommon
Mr Nicholas Walsh Esq., Traly, Co. Kerry
Mr Franq. Coghlane, Belclare, King’s County
Mr Henry Bieme, Dangan, Co. Roscommon
Mr Patrick MacGwire, Ballykilcany, Co. Fermanagh
Mr John Brady, Co. Cavan
Col. Richard Grace
Lieut. Col. Charles Molloy
Col. William Bourke
Capt. Stephen Molloy
Capt. Edmond Fitzpatrick
Capt. Art. MacTerlogh Molloy
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Capt. John Caroll
Capt. Neal M orris
Capt. William Dullany
Capt. Edmund Bourke
Capt. Owen Flattery
Capt. Walter Walsh
Capt. Walter Butler
Capt. Tiege Caroll
Capt. Gerrot Aylmer
Capt. William M ac Redmund Bourke
Capt. Theobald Butler
Capt. William Stapleton
Capt. Philip Kennedy
Capt. James Devin
Capt. Art. Molloy
Lieut. Patrick Dallachanty
Lieut. John Molloy
Lieut. Bryan Flattery
Lieut. Alexander Dalton
Lieut. John M acGerrot Molloy
Lieut. Symon Coghlane
Lieut. Daniel Kennedy
Lieut. Edward Molloy
Lieut. Nicholas Sweetman
Lieut. James Hynane
Lieut. Oliver Grace
Lieut. James Cummerford
Lieut. Thurlogh Carrol
Lieut. John Molloy
Lieut. William Fogurthy
Ensign Anthony Gosse
Ensign Fanagh Molloy
Ensign William Tute
Ensign Christopher Russel
Ensign Owen Gilmer
Ensign Richard Coddy
Ensign Daniel Higgen
Ensign William Carroll
Ensign John Fitzpatrick
Ensign Eneas Reardan
Ensign William Kelley
Ensign Piers Walle
Ensign John Pyndergast
Ensign Tiege Carrol
Ensign Thomas Butler
Col. Hoyle Walsh, Ardery, Co. Kilkenny
Col. William Brown, Balrankan, Co. Wexford
Major Oliver Fitzharryes, Co. Limerick
Capt. Robert Walsh, Borredstown, Co. Kilkenny
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Capt. Therlagh Molloy, Balyboy, King’s County 
Capt. Nicholas Plunkett, Dunsoghly 
Lieut. John Meagher, Grange, Co. Tipperary 
Mr Henry Rochford, Kilbred, Co. Kilkenny 
Col. Lewis O ’Farrell
Lieut. Col. Sir Connell Farrell, Firlickin, Co. Longford
Capt. Terence Farrell, Co. Longford
Capt. Faghna Farrell, Co. Longford
Capt. Charles Kelly, Skryne, Co. Roscommon
Capt. John M acRory Farrell, Co. Longford
Capt. Charles Farrell, Co. Longford
Capt. Jasper Tute, Co. Westmeath
Lieut. Farriagh O ’Hanly, Slewbane, Co. Roscommon
Lieut. M orogh O ’Flaherty, Uma, Co. Galway
Capt. Bryan Lennan, Fale, Co. Antrim
Lieut. Con MacGennis, Iveagh, Co. Down
Ensign Andrew Fallon, Miltowne, Co. Roscommon
Capt. Tiege O ’Flaherty
Col. George Cusacke
Col. Piers Lacy, Co. Limerick
Capt. James Weldon
Lieut. John Talbot, Belgard, Co. Dublin
Mr Christopher Russell, Seaton, Co. Dublin
Mr William Talbot, Haggerstowne, Co. Louth
Mr Thomas Cusack, Carick, Co. Kildare
Mr Harald, Killnekeuge, Co. Dublin
Capt. William Skelton
Mr Terrence Molloy, Gortachurrey, King’s County 
Mr James Eustace, Culadin, Co. Wexford 
Mr Owen Waddrick, Kilchecle, Co. Wexford 
Mr Arthur Linch, Co. Meath 
Mr Roger Duygin, Corr, King’s County 
Mr Lawrence Bellew, Co. Louth.1

Declaration (1660), pp 21-7 (Staffordshire Record Office, Dartmouth MS 

D(w)1778/v/602); Affairs of Ireland (D.P.L., Gilbert MS 198, pp 133, 143-5).
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3. The names o f the Com m issioners appointed to carry out the King’s declaration 
and instructions were as follows:

Viscount Henry M oore
Viscount Arthur Annesley
Viscount John Massereene
Lord Francis Aungier
Lord John Kingston
Lord Richard Coloony
Sir James Ware
Sir Theophilus Jones
Sir Robert Newcomen
Sir Arthur Forbes
Sir Richard Lane
Sir Patrick Weymes
Sir George Lane
Sir John Stevens (or Stephens)
Sir Audley Mervyn 
Sir William Flower 
Colonel Marcus Trevor 
Colonel Arthur Hill 
Colonel Charles Coote 
Sir Francis Fowkes 
Captain Robert Fitzgerald 
Captain Hans Hamilton 
Captain Robert Warde 
Captain Richard Gething 
Sergeant-Major George Rawdon 
Sergeant-Major Thomas Harmon 
Dr William Petty 
Alderman Daniel Bellingham 
Brian Jones 
Richard Stevens 
James Cuffe 
Samuel Bathurst 2

2 .. .
This list is contained in , Kevin McKenny, ‘Charles II’s Irish Cavaliers: the 1649 

Officers and the Restoration land settlement’, l.H .S ., xxviii, no. 112 (Nov. 1993), p. 411.
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APPENDIX B : The Irish catholic remonstrance.

1. The text:

To the King’s most excellent Majesty, the humble remonstrance, acknowledgement, 
protestation, and petition o f the Roman Catholic clergy o f Ireland.

Your Majesties faithful subjects, the Roman Catholic clergy o f your Majesties kingdom 
of Ireland, do most humbly represent this their present state and deplorable condition.

That being entrusted by the indispensable commission o f the King o f Kings with the 
cure o f souls, and the care o f their flocks, in order to the administration o f sacraments, 
the teaching the people that perfect obedience which for conscience sake they are 
bound to pay to  your Majesties commands, they are loaden with calumnies, and 
persecuted with severity.

That being obliged by the allegiance they owe, and ought to swear unto your 
Majesty, to reveal all conspiracies, and practices against your person and royal 
authority that comes to their knowledge, they are themselves clamoured against as 
conspirators, plotting the destruction o f the English among them, without any ground 
that may give the least colour to so foul a crime to pass for probable, in the judgement 
of any indifferent person.

That their crimes are as numerous and divers as are the inventions o f their 
adversaries: and because they cannot with freedom appear to justify their innocency.
All the fictions and allegations against them are received as undoubted verities: and, 
which is yet more mischievous, the laity, upon whose consciences the character o f 
priesthood gives them an influence, suffer under all the crimes thus falsely imputed to 
them: it being their adversaries principal design, that the Irish, whose estates they 
enjoy, should be reputed persons unfit, and no way worthy any title to your Majesties 
mercy.

That no w ood comes amiss to make arrows for their destruction; for as if  the 
Roman Catholic clergy, whom they esteem most criminal, were, or ought to be a 
society so perfect, as no evil, no indiscreet person should be found amongst them, the 
whole clergy must suffer for that which is laid to the charge o f any particular person 
amongst them.

We know what odium all the catholic clergy lies under, by reason o f the calumnies 
with which our tenets in religion, and our dependence upon the Pope’s authority, are 
aspersed; and we humbly beg your Majesties pardon to vindicate both, by the ensuing 
protestation, which we make in the sight o f heaven, and in the presence o f your 
Majesty, sincerely and truly, without equivocation or mental reservation.

We do acknowledge and confess your Majesty to be our true and lawful King, 
supreme Lord, and rightful sovereign o f this realm o f Ireland, and o f all other your 
Majesties dominions. And therefore we acknowledge and confess ourselves, to be 
obliged under pain o f  sin to obey your Majesties subjects, and as the laws and rules o f 
government in this kingdom do require at our hands. And that notwithstanding any 
power or pretension pt the Pope or See o f Rome, or any sentence or declaration o f 
what kind or quality soever, given. Or to be given, by the Pope, his predecessors, or 
successors, or by any authority spiritual or temporal proceeding or derived from him, 
or his See, against your Majesty or royal authority, we will still acknowledge and 
perform to the utterm ost o f our abilities our faithful loyalty and true allegiance to your 
Majesty. And we openly disclaim and renounce all foreign power, be it either papal or
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princely, spiritual or temporal, in as much as it may seem able, or shall pretend to free, 
discharge or absolve us from this obligation, or shall any give us leave licence, to raise 
tumults, bear arms, or offer any violence to your Majesties person, royal authority, or 
to the state, or government. Being all o f  us ready not only to discover, and make 
known, to  your Majesty and to  your ministers all treason made against your Majesty or 
them, which shall come to our hearing; but also to lose our lives in the defence o f your 
Majesties person and royal authority, and to resist with our best endeavours all 
conspiracies and attempts against your Majesty, be they framed or sent under what 
pretence, or patronised by what foreign power or authority soever, And further, we 
profess that all absolute princes and supreme governors o f what religion soever they 
be, are G od’s lieutenants on earth, and that obedience is due to them according to the 
laws o f each commonwealth respectively in all civil and temporal affairs. And therefore 
we do here protest against all doctrine, and authority to the contrary. And we do hold 
it impious, and against the W ord o f God, to maintain that any private subject may kill 
or murder the anointed o f God, his prince, though o f a different belief and religion 
from his. And we abhor, and detest the practice thereof as damnable and wicked.

These being the tenets o f  our religion in point o f loyalty and submission to your 
Majesties commands, and our dependence o f the See o f Rome, no way entrenching 
upon that perfect obedience which by our birth, by all laws divine and humane, we are 
bound to pay to your Majesty our natural and lawful sovereign, we humbly beg, 
prostrate at your Majesties feet, that you would be pleased to protect us from the 
severe persecution we suffer merely for our profession in religion: leaving those that 
are, or hereafter shall be guilty o f  other crimes (and there have been such in all times as 
well by their pens as by their actions) to the punishment prescribed by the law.3

2. (i) Members o f  the Irish catholic clergy [24] who initially signed the address to the 
King, 3 February 1662 :

Fr Oliver Darcy (bishop o f Dromore)
Fr George Dillon (guardian o f the Irish Franciscans in Paris)
Fr Philip Roch (OFM, reader general o f  divinity)
Fr Anthony Geamon (OFM, one o f the Queen M other’s chaplains)
Fr John Everard (OFM, confessor and preacher)
Fr Anthony Nash (OFM, confessor and preacher)
Fr William Lynch (OFM, confessor)
Fr Nicholas Sail (OFM, confessor and preacher)
James Cusack (doctor o f  divinity)
Cornelius Fogorty (prohonotary apostolic, and doctor o f  civil and canon law)
Daniel Dougan (Divine)
Fr Henry Gibbon (OSA, confessor and preacher)
Fr Redmund M oore (OP, confessor and preacher)
Bartholomew Bellew 
Denis Fitzhanna 
Bartholomew Fleming

Walsh, History (first treatise, first part), pp 7-9.
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Fr Redmond Caron (OFM, reader jubilate o f divinity)
Fr Simon W affe (OFM, reader o f divinity)
Fr James Caverley (OFM, confessor and preacher)
Fr John Fitzgerald 
Theobald Burke 
Mathew D uff 
Peter Geoghegan (OFM)
Fr Peter Walsh (OFM, reader o f divinity and procurator o f the Roman Catholic 

Clergy, both secular and regular o f Ireland).4

2. (ii) Other members o f  the Irish catholic clergy [45] who later subscribed in 
London, Dublin or elsewhere:

Bartholomew Strich (sacerd.)
Fr George Goulde (OFM, confessor and preacher)
Cajetanus Macharius (VID et protonotarius)
Fr Thomas Talbot (almoner to the Queen Mother)
Fr Valentine Brown (reader jubilate o f divinity, comissary o f the Franciscans in 

Connacht)
Fr James Fitzsymons (guardian o f the Franciscans at Dublin, custodian o f the province 

o f Ireland)
Fr Lawrence Tankard (OFM, confessor and preacher)
Fr Patrick Porter (OFM, confessor and preacher)
Fr Nicholas Fitzsymons (OFM, confessor and preacher)
Fr Valentine Cruiz (OFM, confessor and preacher)
Fr John Reynolds (OP, confessor, preacher, gen. and notary apostolick)
Fr John Scurlock (OP, prior o f Drogheda)
Fr Nicholas Archbold (OFM, confessor and preacher)
Fr Phillip Codd (OFM, confessor and preacher)
Fr Christopher Plunkett (OFM, pres, o f Clane)
Lawrence Archbold (vicar general o f Dublin, and rector o f Laragh Bryan)
John M urtagh (doctor o f  divinity, vicar o f Athlone &c)
Bartholomew Read (doctor o f  divinity &c)
Thomas Kenny (sac. et theolog.)
Edmund Smith (sac.)
Fr James Shiele (OFM, confessor and preacher)
Denis Ferrail (parish priest o f  Mastrim, theolog.)
Fr Lawrence Cullen (OP, confessor)
Fr Bonaventure Darcy (OFM, confessor)
Fr Patrick Carre (OFM, guardian o f Carrigfergus)
Fr James Tute (OFM, guardian o f feorus)
Fr Francis Coppinger (OFM, reader general o f divinity, guardian o f Cork)

‘Remonstrance, acknowledgement, protestation and petition of the Roman Catholic clergy 

of Ireland to the King’, 3 Feb. 1662 (C.S.P.I., 1660-2, pp 505-8); Carte MS 45, f. 276; Walsh, 

History (first treatise, first part, pp 7-9).
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Fr Patrick Wesly (OFM, guardian o f Trim)
John M uldoon (prior insulae sanctorum vie. de Cashel et Rathclin)
Fr Anthony Fitzgerald (OFM, reader o f divinity)
Fr James Tum or (OFM, confessor)
Fr Patrick Euers (OFM, confessor)
Fr Christopher Dillon (Ord. Carmel, calceatorum, nunc in Hibernia senior et prior

conventus de Cultrack)
Fr Ludovick Fitzgerald (OFM, pres, o f Kildare)
Ronan Maginn (doctor o f divinity, dean o f Dromore)
Fr Clemens Bern (OP, prior de Villanova)
Fr Didacus Bern (OFM)
Fr George Coddan (OFM, reader general o f divinity and missionary apostolical)
Fr Anthony Dalaghan (OFM, guardian o f Killihy)
Fr Thomas Harold (OFM, reader jubilate o f  divinity)
Fr Francis Dillon (OFM, guardian o f Ballimote)
Fr Columbanus Gemon (OFM, confessor and preacher)
Fr John Dondon (OFM, guardian o f Limerick)
Fr James Tute junior (OFM, reader o f  divinity)
Fr Anthony Molloy (OFM, reader o f divinity)

Walsh said he had not included :
Fr Anthony Docharty (Prov. o f  the Franciscans, Ireland) who initially supported.
Fr Andrew Lynch (bishop o f Kilfinuran), who had wanted to subscribe at St Malo. 
Fr Patrick Plunkett (bishop o f Ardagh), who had initially indicated his support to his 
brother Sir Nicholas Plunkett, but later refused to subscribe.5

3. (i) Members o f  the Irish catholic laity [98] who initially subscribed to the 
remonstrance:

Luke, Earl o f  Fingall 
Donogh, Earl o f  Clancarty 
Theobald, Earl o f  Carlingford 
Morrogh, Earl o f  Inchiquin 
Oliver, Earl o f  Tyrconnel [d. 1667] 
Thomas, Viscount Dillon 
Arthur, Viscount Iveagh 
Edmund, Viscount M ountgarrett 
Charles, Viscount Muskerry [d. 3 June 
1665]
William, Viscount Slane 
William, Viscount Taaffe 
William, Baron o f Castleconnell

Oliver, Baron o f Louth 
John Bellew, Kt.
James Dillon, Kt. 
Nicholas Plunkett, Kt. 
Luke Bathe, Bt. 
Valentine Browne, Bt. 
Ullick Burke, Bt. 
Edward Fitzharris, Bt. 
Henry Slingsby, Bt. 
Robert Talbot, Bt.
Lt. Col. Ullick Burke 
Lt. Col. Pierce Lacy 
Lt. Col. Ignatius Nugent

5 Walsh, History (first treatise, first part), pp 47-8.
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Lt. Col. Thomas Scurlog
Col. Christopher Brian
Col. William Burke
Col. Charles Dillon
Col. John Fitzpatrick
Col. Brian M cMahon
Col. Milo Power
Col. Miles Reilly
Col. Gilbert Talbot
Christopher Plunkett o f  Dunsany
Edward Plunkett, Esq.
Mathew Plunkett o f  Dunsany 
Mathew Plunkett, Esq.
Geoffrey Browne o f Galway 
Patrick Bryan 
John Talbot o f  Malahide 
John Holliwood o f Artaine 
Dudley Bagenal o f  Dunleckney 
Edward Butler o f  Monihore 
Patrick Sarsfield o f  Lucan 
James Talbot o f  Ballyconnell 
James Talbot o f  Templeoge 
Luke Dowdall o f  Athlumney 
John Walsh o f  Ballynvoher 
James Fitzgerald o f  Lackagh 
Thomas Luttrell o f  Luttrellstown 
Henry, son o f Sir Phelim O ’Neill 
Henry Draycott o f  M omington 
Nicholas D ’Arcy o f  Platin 
John MacNamara o f Cratloe 
Patrick Archer 
Philip Hore o f Kilsalchan 
James Allen o f St. W olstan’s 
James Bamewall o f  Bremore 
Thomas Cantwell o f  Ballamakedy 
Edmund Dillon o f Streamstown 
Peter Sherlock o f Grace Dieu 
Patrick M oore o f Dowanstown 
Pierce Butler o f  Callan 
Pierce Butler o f  Killvealegher 
Thomas Browne o f Clandonal Roe 
Patrick Clinton o f Irishtown 
John Bagot
John Arthur o f  Hogestown 
Christopher Aylmer o f  Balrath 
Thomas St John o f Mortlestown 
Richard Strang o f Rockwell’s Castle 
Anthony Colclough 
Pierce Nangle o f  Monaninmy

Michael Bret
James White o f Chambolly 
Captain Richard Dempsey 
Patrick Porter o f  Kingstown 
Robert Balf o f  Corrstown 
John Cantwell o f  Cantwell’s Court 
John Fleming o f Stahalmock 
Christopher Archbold o f Timolin 
Nicholas Haly o f Tooreen 
John Segrave o f Cabrach 
Richard Wadding o f Kilbarry 
Oliver Cashel o f Dundalk 
Captain Christopher Turner 
William Grace
Marcus Laffan o f Greastown 
James Plunkett o f  Gibstown 
William Barryoge o f Rincorran 
James Butler o f Ballinekill 
Thomas Sarsfield o f  Sarsfieldstown 
James W olverstown o f  Stillorgan 
Patrick Boyton o f Ballytumymacoris 
Major Lawrence Dempsey 
Edward Nugent o f Culvin 
Major Marcus Furlong6

6 ‘Print of the faithful and humble 

remonstrance of the Roman Catholic 

nobility and gentry of Ireland to the King’

0C.S.P.I., 1669-70&Add„ 1624-1670, pp 

562-3); the names of the Irish catholic laity 

who signed the remonstrance are also 

printed in, John Curry, An historical and 

critical review o f the civil wars in Ireland 

from  the reign o f Queen Elizabeth to the 

settlement under King William. (Dublin, 

1793), ii, 376-9.
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3. (ii) Other members o f  the Irish catholic nobility and gentry [32] who subscribed 
later.

Earl o f  Clanricard 
Earl o f Castlehaven 
Lord Gormanston 
Lord Slane 
Lord Athenry 
Lord Brittas 
Lord Galmoy
Henry Bamewall (later Lord Kingsland)
Sir Andrew Aylmer 
Sir Thomas Esmond 
Sir Richard Bamewall 
Philip Fitzgerald 
Nicholas Darcy 
Francis Bamewall 
Sir Henry O ’Neill 
Nicholas White 
George Bamewall 
Richard Bellings 
W. Talbot 
John Walsh 
Michael Dormer 
John Bellew o f Wellistown 
Patrick Netterville 
Robert Netterville 
Charles White 
Col. Walter Butler 
Col. Thomas Bagenal 
Gerald Fitzsymons 
Robert Devereux 
Col. James Walsh 
Edmond Walsh 
Gerald Fennell 7

7 Walsh, History (first treatise, first part), p. 95.
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APPENDIX C : Copy o f ‘the catholic declaration’, 25 March 1666

Jesus + Maria

“In the plain appearance o f the heavenly throne and o f the whole world, such o f the 
subjects o f  England, Ireland and Scotland as have not only been promoters o f usurped 
authorities o f  states, Commonwealth, Protector and Rump, and also actors in the 
[murdering] o f  the late King Charles, are thoroughly indemnified and in possession o f 
the estates o f  [us], innocent catholic subjects not concerned in the foul guile o f any 
aforesaid practices, nor for any other cause kept out o f our estates and abridged o f our 
due liberties, but for our being papists . . .  By the late contrived rules made laws by a 
selected parliament o f  the aforesaid possessors themselves, certain catholics were to be 
restored to their estates provided they should prove their innocency in such manner as 
by the said rules was prescribed.” “Yet, fearing least [catholics] who might easily 
prove their loyalty to a King who was thereby obliged to see justice done them, might 
also - notwithstanding the [thorny] qualifications by the said selected parliament 
contrived in the rules aforesaid and through which catholics must pass, and 
notwithstanding their subordinating for [money] great numbers o f peijurers to  be ready 
for swearing what they would have them to [incriminate] catholics - likewise make out 
their innocency in such manner as in the said contrived rules was prescribed,” a time 
was limited in which claims must be put in and heard. The greater part o f  this time was 
expended by the judges in considering how to hear claims o f innocent catholics, “or 
rather, if  the naked truth was known, how to make them all nocent.” By bribery the 
rich man was heard first at this court, even if he had a lame case, and the poor, 
however strong his case, had to wait till the period for hearing him was elapsed. “And 
if a man who hath been robbed o f his cloak by a rebel against the King and his laws 
shall put the question - if  he could not to-day have access to the judges for the 
thronging clamours o f  their subjects who also were robbed o f many horses and 
[clothes], why not tom orrow ? Who can say that the robber ought to have the cloak 
soon as tom orrow is come since it is not the subject’s fault he is not heard whilst to 
day.” [These] Acts [are] “so detestable that the very promoters o f  them do themselves 
detect the foulness and tyranny o f them, witness these words o f  the Duke o f Ormond 
in a late speech o f his where he brands the precedent usurpers with the wicked 
practices o f taking away the estates o f several persons for no other cause but for their 
being papists - a tyranny reasonably and justly hinted; but although he abhors it in 
other usurpers, yet finding it conducive to his party’s profit; by himself [it is] now most 
exactly imitated and practised.

We therefore do, in the name o f Jesus Christ under whose banner we resolve to  live 
and die, unanimously declare that the Pope’s holiness is supreme head o f Christ’s 
church militant on earth, and that with our swords drawn we will stand against and 
oppose [such] as believe the contrary and do so unjustly rob us o f our due liberties o f 
conscience and rights.”
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Signed by the following 50 people:

Myles Reilly 
Thomas Farrell 
Neil O ’Neill 
Faghny Farrell 
Walter Reynolds 
Colonel McCawfill 
Patrick Brady 
Richard Flanigan 
Francis Rourke 
Owen Brady 
Connor Hanly 
Gerald Farrell 
James Reynolds 
Cahrles Byrne 
Hugh Reilly 
John Costello 
Laghlin Reynolds 
Hairy Byrne 
Daniel McSweeny 
James Griffin 
James Farrell 
Roger Hanly 
John Reilly 
Richard Farrell 
Dermot Hanly 
Hugh Reilly 
Richard Plunkett 
Con O’Neill 
Edmund Farrell 
Charles Hanly 
Cahir Reilly 
Roger Phillips 
Teige Flanigan 
Dudley Costello 
Edmund Nangle 
Marcy Farrell 
William Farrell 
Cormack McDonoghue 
Garrott Farrell 
Thomas Plunkett 
Daniel Farrell 
Morogh Farrell 
Cormack O ’Neill 
Manus O'Donnell 
Richard Reynolds

Laghlin Donnelane 
Charles Reilly 
Christopher Hill 
Francis Shanly 
Daniel O ’Connor8

8 Copy o f ‘the catholic declaration’, 25 

March 1666 (iC.S.P.I., 1666-9, pp 62-3). 

The declaration was apparently a 

translation, and a note in Ormond’s hand 

referred to it as the ‘declaration of the Irish 

rebels’.
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APPENDIX D :

The review of the Irish settlement, 1671-3.

1. The letter o f  commission to Colonel Richard Talbot to act in the behalf o f  the 
Roman Catholics o f  Ireland, signed by the following :

Earl o f  Westmeath 
Earl o f M ountgarrett 
Col. Dungan 
Christopher Plunkett 
Matthew Plunkett 
Robert Netterville 
John Goidan 
Thomas Teeling 
Gerret Fitzgerald 
John Warren 
Thomas Fitzgerald 
Thomas Cusack 
Thomas Mcanvey 
Thomas Dungan 
Gilbert Talbot 
Michael Fleming 
Catherine Cheame 
Theobald Dillon 
Christopher Dillon 
Nicholas White 
Bernard Talbot 
George Gemon 
James Farrell 
William Talbot 
Henry Gerroty 
Netterville 
Bamewall 
Trimleston 
Patrick Bamewall 
Edward Burke 
H. Slingsby 
Gerrot Dillon 
Co. Geoghegan 
Edmund Dillon 
John Talbot 
Nicholas Plunkett 
George Fitzgerald 
Christopher White 
Theobald Dillon 
William Hallon 
John Dillon

John Dillon 
James Talbot 
Edmund M oore 
John Talbot 
Edward Halsey 
Stephen Leyns 
Oliver Fitzgerald 
Philip Hore 
Thomas K e n t9

9 ‘Resolution by certain Roman 

Catholic nobility and gentry of Ireland, 28 

Nov. 1670, Dublin (C.S.P.I., 1669-70, & 

Add, p. 313); Affairs of Ireland (D.P.L., 

Gilbert MS 198, pp 38-9). There were two 

copies of the document with slight 

variations in the names, but the above list 

contains all the names from both.
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APPENDIX E :

The following were among those granted licences to hold firearms 

Earl of Clanricard
-1  case o f  pistols + 6 cases for his servants - 17 Nov. 1673.
Earl of Westmeath
-1  case o f  pistols + 6 cases for his servants - 17 Nov. 1673.
Lord Viscount Barnewall
- 1 case o f  pistols + 4 cases for his servants - 17 Nov. 1673.
John Taaffe (Earl o f  Carlingford’s son)
-1  case o f  pistols + 2 cases for his servants - 18 Nov. 1673. 
Captain George Mathew
-1  case o f  pistols + 4 cases for his servants - 19 Nov. 1673. 
R obert Leigh Esq. (agent for Earl o f Arlington)
-1  case o f pistols + 2 cases for his servants - 19 Nov. 1673. 
Thomas Kennedy (servant to Earl o f  Arlington)

- 1 case o f pistols - 19 Nov. 1673.
George Dunn (servant to  Earl o f Arlington)
- 1 case o f  pistols - 19 Nov. 1673.
James White (servant to  Earl o f  Arlington)
-1  case o f  pistols - 19 Nov. 1673.
James Barnewall (Bremore, Co. Dublin)
- 1 case o f  pistols - 20 Nov. 1673.
Charles Dunn (Bremore, Co. Dublin)
- 1 case o f  pistols - 20 Nov. 1673.
Luke Archer (Kilkenny - one o f Ormond’s receivers)
-1  case o f  pistols + 1 case for John St. Leger (his servant)
- signed, Capt. Mathew, 20 Nov. 1673.
John Bagot (Earl o f  Arran’s receiver)
-1  case o f pistols + 2 cases for his servants - 20 Nov. 1673. 
Colonel Richard Butler
- 1 case o f  pistols + 3 cases for his servants - 19 Nov. 1673.
John Grace Esq. (Kilkenny)
-1  case o f  pistols + 2 cases for his servants - 19 Nov. 1673. 
Nicholas Plunkett Esq.
- 1 case o f  pistols + 2 cases for his servants - 19 Nov. 1673.
Sir Robert Nugent
- 1 case o f  pistols + 2 cases for his servants
- signed, Earl o f  Westmeath, 21 Nov. 1673.
Francis Barnewall Esq. (Beggstown)
~ 1 case o f  pistols - 20 Nov. 1673.
P atrick  Allen (St. Wolfstons)
- 1 case o f pistols + 2 cases for his servants - 20 Nov. 1673. 
Charles Moore
- 1 case o f  pistols + 2 cases for his servants - 20 Nov. 1673. 
Francis Nugent
-1  case o f  pistols + 2 cases for his servants

- signed, Earl o f Westmeath, 20 Nov. 1673.



W alter Lawless
-1  case o f  pistols + 1 case for his servant - 24 Nov. 1673. 
Francis D arcy
-1  case o f  pistols + 2 case for his servants
- signed, Colonel Fitzpatrick, 25 Nov. 1673.
Terence C oghlane
-1  case o f pistols + 2 cases for his servants
- signed, Colonel Fitzpatrick, 25 Nov. 1673,
Francis C oghlane
-1  case o f pistols + 2 cases for his servants
- signed, Colonel Fitzpatrick, 25 Nov. 1673.
John Coghlane
- 1 case o f  pistols + 2 cases for his servants
- signed, Colonel Fitzpatrick, 25 Nov. 1673.
M axim illian D em psey
-1  case o f  pistols + 2 cases for his servants
- signed, Colonel James Dempsey, 20 Nov. 1673.
Earl of Fingall
- 1 case o f  pistols + 2 cases for his servants - 24 Nov. 1673. 
R obert, L ord  B aron  Trim leston
-1  case o f pistols + 2 cases for his servants - 24 Nov. 1673. 
Lady D ongarre
- 2 cases o f  pistols for her servants - 20 Nov. 1673.
P atrick  Bellew
- 1 case o f pistols + 2 cases for his servants
- signed, Lord Trimleston, 24 Nov. 1673.
Edm und N ugent
-1  case o f  pistols + 2 cases for his servants
- signed Earl o f  Westmeath, 21 Nov. 1673.
R obert N ugent
-1  case o f pistols + 2 cases for his servants
- signed, Earl o f  Weatmeath, 24 Nov. 1673.
Symon L utterell
-1  case o f pistols + 3 cases for his servants - 20 Nov. 1673. 
Dudley B agnall (son-in-law to Captain Mathew)
- 1 case o f  pistols + 2 cases for his servants - 25 Nov. 1673. 
Edm und B utler
-1  case o f pistols + 2 cases for his servants 
signed, Colonel Fitzpatrick, 25 Nov. 1673.
Bryan, L ord  B aron  U pper Ossory 
-1  case o f  pistols + 3 cases for his servants
- signed, Colonel Fitzpatrick, 27 Nov. 1673.
Sir John  Bellew
- 1 case o f pistols + 2 cases for his servants - 27 Nov. 1673. 
Randall, L ord  B aron  Slane
- 1 case o f pistols + 2 cases for his servants - 27 Nov. 1673. 
Charles W hite
-1  case o f pistols + 2 cases for his servants - 27 Nov. 1673.
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Sir Andrew Aylmer
-1  case o f  pistols + 3 cases for his servants
- signed, Colonel Fitzpatrick, 20 Nov. 1673.
Walter Cheevers Esq.
-1  case o f  pistols + 1 case for his servant - 27 Nov. 1673. 
Christopher French
-1  case o f  pistols for defence - 2 Dec. 1673.
Richard Gilsennan
-1  case o f  pieces for fowling - 28 Nov. 1673.
Richard Shee Esq.
-1  case o f  pistols + 1 case for his servant - 27 Nov. 1673.
John Browne Esq.
-1  case for pistols + 1 case for his servant - 27 Nov. 1673.
Robert Arthur Esq.
-1  case fo pistols + 1 case for his servant - 26 Nov. 1673.
Lord Viscount Dillon
- 1 case o f  pistols + 4 cases for his servants - 18 Nov. 1673. 
Francis, Lord Baron Athenry
- 1 case o f  pistols + 4 cases for his servants - 1 Dec. 1673.
John Dalton
- 1 case o f  pistols + 1 case for his servant
- signed, Earl o f  Westmeath, 27 Nov. 1673.
Nicholas, Lord Baron Netterville
-1  case o f  pistols + 2 cases for his servants - 27 Nov, 1673. 
Robert Netterville Esq. (nephew o f Lord Netterville)
-1  case o f pistols + 1 case for his servant
- signed, Lord Netterville, 27 Nov. 1673.
Matthew Plunkett Esq.
- 1 case o f  pistols + 2 cases for his servants - 27 Nov. 1673.
James Barnewall Esq.
- 1 case for himself - 1 Dec. 1673.
Francis Farrell Esq.
- 1 case o f pistols + 1 case for his servant - 29 Nov. 1673. 
Theobald Dillon Esq. (who killed Dudley Costello the great tory) 
- 1 case o f  pistols + 2 cases for his servants
- signed, Lord Dillon, 5 Dec. 1673.
Thomas Nugent Esq.
-1  case o f pistols + 1 case for his servant
- signed, Earl o f  Westmeath, 27 Nov. 1673.
Thomas Alymer Esq.
- 1 case o f  pistols + 3 cases for his servants
- signed, Colonel Fitzpatrick, 25 Nov. 1673.
Colonel James Dempsey
- 1 case o f pistols + 3 cases for his servants
- signed by himself, 20 Nov. 1673.
Patrick Archer
- 1 case o f  pistols - 27 Nov. 1673.
George Browne Esq.
-1  case o f pistols + 1 case for his servant - 3 Dec. 1673.
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Robert Lutterell
- 1 case o f  pistols + 1 case for his servant - 27 Nov. 1673.
Richard Talbot (Malahide)
-1  case o f  pistols + 1 case for his servant - 16 June 1674.
William Talbot Gent. (Co. Louth)
-1  case o f  pistols for his own use - 24 July 1674.
William Talbot (Templeoge, Co. Dublin - employed in the Duke o f Y ork’s service)
- 1 case o f pistols for his own particular use - 26 Sept. 1674.
John Talbot (Belgard, Co. Dublin)
- 1 case o f  pistols - 16 Sept. 1674. 10

1673-4, licences to Irish catholics to keep arms (B.L., Add. MS 4760, ff 69-71, 122, 

150-51, 168), cases where someone other than Essex signed the warrant are indicated.
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