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Abstract 

 

This thesis is a study of the role and consequence of military and civil governance in the 

Protectoral government’s North Western Association. It seeks to understand how the creation 

of the association contributed to the security and maintenance of unopposed Protectoral rule. 

It examines the impact on traditional structures of local government and communities within 

the association. Ultimately, it shows that uninterrupted control over the association’s regions 

contributed to the continued stability of Cromwell’s Protectorate.  

 

The first chapter examines North Western society’s religious and political allegiances in the 

aftermath of the civil wars and finds that, while the parish continued to play a prominent role 

within the community, some political adversaries of the same ascribed social status within 

county society continued to maintain pre-war social relationships. Chapter two assesses the 

role and impact of state imposed martial governance within the association and finds that 

central government’s policy of promoting godly reform to counter irreligion reaffirmed 

measures previously pursued by godly officials and magistrates. The third chapter examines 

the backgrounds and careers of the association’s two major-generals, Charles Worsley and 

Tobias Bridge, and finds that, before his death, Worsley was the driving force behind the 

instigation of measures to deal with anti-government activities and godly reformation. 

Finding that the association’s three county militias were wholly remodelled in 1655, chapter 

four assesses their reorganisation and role, along with that of the regime appointed 

commissioners for securing the peace of the Commonwealth, as well as the work of the 

magistracy. Chapter five considers the efficacy of raising revenues through sequestration and 

finds that more than sufficient funds were raised by way of the levied decimation tax to 

maintain the association’s three new troops of horse militia. The sixth chapter examines the 

parliamentary election campaign of 1656 and considers its relevance to the Northern anti-

government rising staged by Sir George Booth in August 1659. It finds that many of the same 

protagonists at the centre of the election campaign of August 1656 were also at the heart of 

the events of Booth’s rising. 

 

The thesis concludes that the imposition of military governance ensured that stable 

unopposed Protectoral rule was maintained throughout the life of the North Western 

Association and that Tobias Bridge’s oversight of the association lasted well into 1658.
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Introduction 

 

‘That these men are restless in their Designs, and are the causes of all Our 

Trouble and Unsettlement, and will leave no stone unturned, to render vain and 

fruitless, all that Blood which hath been spilt to restore Our Liberties; and the 

hopes We have conceived of seeing this poor Nation settled and reformed, […]’    

                                            Oliver Cromwell: Lord Protector, October, 31. 1655.
1
 

 

            Subsequent to the expected, though unsuccessful, royalist insurrection of 

March 1655, the publication of Oliver Cromwell’s declaration of 31 October 

1655 provided the nation with official confirmation of the Protectoral 

government’s concerns regarding the security of the Commonwealth. Cromwell 

acknowledged that to avoid restless men leaving the ‘well-affected’ of the three 

nations ‘exposed to their continual Attempts, the Peace and common 

Concernments of this Commonwealth, must be otherwise secured and provided 

for, then at present they were; That this was not to be done without raising 

Additional Forces; That the Charge of those Forces ought not to be put upon the 

good People, who have born the heat and burthen of the day, but upon those who 

have been, and are the occasion of all Our Danger.’
2
 The government’s response 

was to establish and impose the major-generals’ system of regional military 

governance, which ostensibly functioned throughout England and Wales for 

fifteen months. Set against a crisis in government finances already exacerbated 

by military expenditure, along with eleven other distinct military provinces, the 

North Western Association was established as part of a system of regional direct 

military rule by an alarmed government in the wake of the failed insurrection.  

            Despite the outcome of the failed royalist uprising, the Protectoral 

government, ever mindful of ongoing threats posed by internal and external 

enemies, was resolute in the formulation of operational instructions for the 

regime’s newly-commissioned major-generals, which first appeared in draft form 

when presented to the Council of State by John Lambert on 22 August 1655. A 

                                                 
1
 A Declaration Of His Highnes, By The Advice of his Council, Shewing The Reasons Of their        

  Proceedings for Securing the Peace of the Commonwealth, Upon occasion of the late    

  Insurrection And Rebellion (London, 1655), pp. 32-33. At least two versions of this declaration  

  were published in 1655, but with different pagination; the version cited here is BL, E.857[3]. 
2
 Ibid., p. 33. 



 9 

new military force of county horse troop militia made up of volunteers from 

within the military districts’ ranks of known government supporters was put 

under the command of the major-generals to assist them to achieve their primary 

objective ‘to suppresse all tumults, Insurrections, Rebellion, or other unlawfull 

Assemblies’, as well as ‘take care and give order, that all papists and others who 

have beene in Armes ag[ains]t the P[ar]l[ia]ment, or assisted the late King, or his 

Sonne in the late warrs, as also all others who are dangerous to the peace of the 

Nation, be disarmed, and their Armes secured in some of the garrisons safe 

Magazins, or otherwise disposed of as may be for the publique service.’
3
 Further 

instructions defined their oversight of other areas, notably that ‘highways were to 

be made safe, and robbers and highwaymen secured and prosecuted according to 

law; a strict eye was to be kept on the carriage of the disaffected, and no “horse-

races, cock-fightings, bear-baitings, or any unlawful assemblies” permitted, on 

the ground that rebellion was usually hatched at such meetings; idlers and 

persons having no visible means of subsistence answerable to their expenditure 

were to be sent out of the Commonwealth, whilst the execution of the laws for 

the benefit of the poor was urged’; and ‘by their “constant carriage and 

conversation, to encourage and promote godliness and virtue, and discourage and 

discountenance all profaneness and ungodliness”.’
4
  

            The government, hampered by large annual fiscal deficits and forced to 

impose unpopular taxes, especially the excise and monthly assessment taxes, in 

order to avoid further financial burdens associated with the newly-raised county 

horse troop militias, empowered regional commanders, like Charles Worsley of 

the North Western Association, to levy a punitive ‘extraordinary’ tax on royalists 

who had conspired and fought against parliament or been sequestered for 

delinquency since 1642. Following the failure of the 1654 Parliament to pursue 

the regime’s central aim of godly reformation, Cromwell and the Council of 

State sought to ensure that the major-generals’ instructions were formulated 

around the central tenet of reforming the manners of society in those provinces 

put under their governance. Christopher Durston argues that for both Cromwell 

and John Lambert, the main architect of the system, a fundamental principle 

                                                 
3
 NA, SP 46/97, State Papers Domestic: Supplementary, fols 184-185. Draft instructions to the  

  Major Generals of the counties, August 1655.  
4
 Samuel Rawson Gardiner, History of the Commonwealth and Protectorate 1649-1656 in Four  

  Volumes, New Edition, Vol. III (London: Longmans, Green, and Co., 1903), pp. 319-320. 
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guided the Protectorate’s policy makers: ‘that security and reformation were 

indivisible goals and that, just as godly reform would only be realised once the 

regime was fully secure, so real security would only be established once the 

godly reformation had taken firm root.’
5
   

            The geographical nature of the three counties ultimately amalgamated to 

form the association - Lancashire, Cheshire and Staffordshire - was a major 

factor of their strategic importance to the stability of the Commonwealth and 

later Protectorate. Through the western ports of Liverpool and Chester 

government troops and supplies were shipped across to Ireland and to Scotland, 

while cutting through the association was a major westerly land route that 

enabled large formations of troops to move speedily between England, Wales 

and Scotland; it was the route used by opposing sides when the duke of 

Hamilton’s invading Scottish Engager army crossed the border on 8 July 1648 

and by Charles Stuart when he led his failed incursion into England from 

Scotland on 6 August 1651. An example of one western region’s strategic 

importance is examined by R. N. Dore in his work on the civil wars in Cheshire, 

in which he highlights Sir William Brereton’s choice of Nantwich for a county 

headquarters because ‘it alone was the centre of a network of roads leading to the 

Midlands and London, to North Wales, Lancashire, Yorkshire and Scotland.’
6
 

Indeed, the area’s layout of thoroughfares remained as strategically important 

during the 1650s as it had been in the first civil war.  

            To varying degrees, the three counties were affected by the martial 

activities of opposing sides in the three civil wars, not least during the 

Commonwealth period when north western regions, especially Lancashire, 

suffered the impact of two invasions from Scotland. On both occasions, the Scots, 

supported by small contingents of local royalists, were countered by forces of the 

New Model Army assisted by the Lancashire militia. In July 1648, the progress 

of the joint force of the duke of Hamilton’s Engager army and Sir Marmaduke 

Langdale’s English royalist horse and foot through Lancashire was checked at 

Preston, initially by Lambert’s and then Cromwell’s parliamentary forces, 

leaving the remainder of Hamilton’s forces vulnerable to government skirmishers 

                                                 
5
 Christopher Durston, Cromwell’s Major-Generals: Godly government during the English  

   Revolution (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2001), p. 34. 
6
 R. N. Dore, The Civil Wars In Cheshire (Chester: The Cheshire Community Council, 1966),          

   p. 25.    
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as they marched southward through Wigan on their way to take the only crossing 

for miles over the Mersey at Warrington Bridge.
7
 However, the Scottish force 

was caught and defeated by Cromwell at the decisive battle of Winwick Pass on 

19 August 1648, which ultimately forced Lieutenant-General Baillie and the 

remnants of the Scots foot to capitulate at Warrington after being abandoned by 

Hamilton and some 3,000 of his horse.
8
 Hamilton led his force through Cheshire 

to join up with Lieutenant-General Middleton at Malpas, about which Cromwell 

reported: ‘They have taken Five-hundred of them, - I mean the Country Forces 

“have,” as they send me word this day.’ Middleton was later captured at Stone in 

Staffordshire and Hamilton stopped and captured at Uttoxeter on 25 August 

1648.
9
  

            In his study of ‘Lancashire provincial politics and the creation of the 

English republic’ (part of the thesis title), Alexander J. Craven argues that ‘The 

need to counter each of these invasions [1648 and 1651] made Lancashire central 

to the New Model’s strategy’, so when in August 1651 the ‘Scotch King’ 

marched southward, the Council of State declared to Colonel Thomas Birch: ‘We 

doubt not that if they can make their impression so far, they have an eye upon 

that county [Lancashire], as conceiving themselves to have a great party there.’ 

Birch was ordered to: ‘Take special care of the garrison of Liverpool, whence 

there are some to be drawn out, by order of this Council, to make up a regiment, 

for which we gave orders to Col. Duckenfield.’
10

 The Council acknowledged the 

strategic importance of the ‘cos. Stafford, Chester, and Lancaster,’ during the 

incursion by Charles Stuart’s Scots army in August 1651 by ‘approving their 

diligence, and desiring them to proceed with the greatest vigour to break bridges 

and stop passes,’ to prevent the passage of the Scots army.
11

 When the earl of 

Derby was left behind to raise Lancashire for Charles Stuart after the royalist 

army of horse and foot passed quickly through the county in August 1651, his 

                                                 
7
 Richard Ward, ‘The battle of Winwick Pass’, Our Local Voice (2013)  

   <http://www.ourlocalvoice> [accessed 6 August 2014] (pp. 26-47) 
8
 Ibid., (pp. 48-54)  

9
 Thomas Carlyle, Oliver Cromwell’s Letters and Speeches With Elucidations, Three Volumes In  

   One (London: Chapman and Hall Ltd., 1888), pp. 296-298. Cromwell sent his letter on 20  

    August 1648.  
10

 Alexander J. Craven, ‘Coercion and Compromise: Lancashire Provincial Politics and the  

    Creation of the English Republic, c.1648-1653’ (Unpublished doctoral thesis, University of  

    Manchester, 2004), p. 103; CSPD, 1651, p. 308; Carlyle, Oliver Cromwell’s Letters and    

    Speeches With Elucidations, p. 284. 
11

 CSPD, 1651, p. 330. 

http://www.ourlocalvoice/
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small force was routed on 25 August 1651 near Wigan by Colonel Robert 

Lilburne’s force of dragoons and three companies of foot from Manchester and 

Chester, even before a royalist rising in the county had chance to take hold.
12

 

Parliamentary militias from all three counties, along with Sir Thomas Fairfax’s 

organised Yorkshire levies and Major-General Thomas Harrison’s troops, were 

directed to Warrington to bar passage across the Mersey prior to the arrival of 

Charles Stuart’s advance guard on 15 August. However, joined by John Lambert, 

Harrison made a tactical withdrawal to Knutsford Heath on 16 August.
13

 In the 

days after the Battle of Worcester the Council of State considered it highly 

probable that Charles Stuart and the duke of Buckingham were in or about 

Staffordshire. As a consequence, the Council issued Captain John Ley with ‘a 

warrant for the discovery of them, or any other adherents of  that Scottish  party 

[…] and cause any such person as you conceive can give any information 

concerning them to be brought before the Governor of Stafford, or any other 

justice of peace, to be examined on oath concerning them’.
14

  

            Like Lancashire and Staffordshire, Cheshire also experienced 

repercussions following Charles Stuart’s failed incursion, with suspected 

adherents from prominent families, like Urian Leigh, coming under suspicion 

from the state. Having previously taken ‘up arms against Parliament 

unadvisedly’, Leigh had begged to compound for the ‘moiety of Bosely tithes’ 

and taken the ‘Oath and Covenant’ in January 1646. Nevertheless, on 3 July 

1651, just weeks before the incursion, an annuity of £40 was deemed 

‘sequestrable’ after information emerged that in 1648 Leigh ‘was in               

arms at Pomfret (Pontefract) Castle, and assisted in the Scots’ invasion’.
15

 In the 

aftermath of the third civil war and throughout the period leading up to the 

creation of the association, central government’s determination to reinforce 

                                                 
12

 Carlyle, Oliver Cromwell’s Letters and Speeches With Elucidations, p. 287; A Great Victory    

    By The Blessing of God, obtained by the Parliaments Forces, against the Scots forces.  

    Commanded By the Earl of Derby, on the 25 of August 1651. neer Wigan in Lancashire.  

    Certifyed By a Letter from Col. Lilburne, and two Letters from Chester. Also a Letter from Col.  

    Birche, to Mr. Speaker (London, 1651); Lieut.-Col. T. S. Baldock, Cromwell as a Soldier,  

    Forming The Fifth Volume of the Woseley Series, ed. by Capt. Walter H. James (London:  

    Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner & Co. Ltd., 1899), pp. 495-501. 
13

 C. F. Atkinson, ‘Great Rebellion’ in 1911 Encyclopaedia Britannica, 11
th

 edn Vol. XII  

    (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1910), pp. 403-421 (pp. 420-421). 
14

 CSPD, 1651, pp. 475, 477. The then Governor of Stafford was Colonel Henry Danvers. 
15

 CCC, II, pp. 893-895. Thomas Leigh Jr., son of the late Thomas Leigh, of Adlington, Cheshire,               

    Peter, his brother and cousin Urian Leigh all ‘begged’ to compound for their delinquency. 
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measures to counter the aspirations of royalist supporters and sympathisers 

caused it to mete out appropriate intelligence-led retribution. Included in a 

standing commission issued from Whitehall on 2 September 1651 to Lancashire 

commanders Colonels Duckenfield and Birch was an order to, ‘Make strict 

examination of Mr Herle, of Winwick, Mr Harper, of Bolton, Mr Johnson, of 

Halshall, Mr Gee, of Ecclestone, and Mr Latham of Standish, or any other 

ministers or persons against whom you have received information of their being 

assistant to or corresponding with the enemy, and return their examinations, or 

any others taken concerning them to us, that you may receive further direction.’
16

 

Besides helping wounded royalists, Charles Herle,‘seems to have been among 

the local presbyterian ministers who made overtures to Derby while he was 

occupying Wigan for the king [Charles Stuart].’ Like Edward Gee, ‘Herle was 

among a group of distinguished Lancashire ministers arrested on suspicion of 

correspondence with the king and taken to Liverpool. Plague later led to their 

removal to Ormskirk, but their imprisonment seems to have been relatively short 

and their rehabilitation fairly rapid.’
17

 Significantly, local Presbyterian ministers 

supported Sir George Booth when he staged his anti-government uprising in 

August 1659.
18

 To varying degrees, communities in all three counties suffered 

the consequences of Charles Stuart’s failed incursion. In its attempt to ensure the 

stability of the government, the Council sought to control royalists and other 

reputed ‘suspected persons’ by way of the ongoing application of sequestration 

and composition, strengthened after March 1655 by the imposition of security 

bonds and, in December 1655, the levying of an extraordinary or decimation tax 

as it was widely termed.                                                                                                    

             During the first half of the 1650s, far from enjoying unanimous political 

support and loyalty from all sections of the English and Welsh populations, the 

Commonwealth and later Protectoral governments had to contend with the 

background noise of discontent and potential threats emanating not only from 

                                                 
16

 CSPD, 1651, p. 397.  
17

 ODNB, Vivienne Larminie, ‘Herle, Charles (1597/8-1659), Church of England clergyman and  

    political theorist’, online edn, May 2006 [http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/13080,  

    accessed 19 June 2014]; ODNB, S.J. Guscott, ‘Gee, Edward (bap. 1612, d. 1660), Church of  

    England clergyman and writer’, online edn, Sept 2004 [http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/   

    article/10497, accessed 19 June 2014]. 
18

 Anon., The Grand Spie Discovered. Being A punctual Narrative of all the Transactions of the  

    Nation, Both Civil and Military, More especially, In Cheshire, Lancashire, Yorkshire, and  

    Derbyshire. As also in the Counties of Kent, Sussex, and Surrey (London, 1659), p. 4. 
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defeated royalists, but also from an array of disparate politico-religious factions. 

Despite benefitting from timely information obtained by an effective networked- 

intelligence operation, ultimately central government’s trepidation towards 

perceived threats to its authority were to impact on the governance of counties 

like those of the North Western Association. The quelling of Levellerism 

especially within the New Model Army along with the suppression of reforming 

nonconformist dissenting groups like Diggers and Ranters, as well as open 

enmity shown by disillusioned radical republicans like Edmund Ludlow towards 

the political direction adopted by the Cromwellian party, contributed to an 

atmosphere which emboldened anti-government politico-religious factions like 

Fifth Monarchists and Quakers, whose memberships often included many former 

wartime comrades of the regime’s governing elite. G. E. Aylmer, referring to the 

part played by divisions in republican unity in a failed post Civil War 

‘revolution’ argues that ‘This begins to be discernible from Cromwell’s and the 

Independents’ breach with the Levellers (1647-9), and becomes more patent  

after the fall of the Barebone’s, more marked still with the Humble Petition’.
19

 

The creation of the Protectorate ‘with its new policies’ engendered disquiet in 

certain quarters, most notably within the more radical elements of the New 

Model Army; the state reacted with haste when collusion between Leveller John 

Wildman and three dissident colonels, Alured, Saunders and Okey, led to the 

adoption and intended circulation of Wildman’s provocative The Humble 

Petition of Several Colonels of the Army which not only criticised the 

Protectorate and denounced “Cromwell’s unfettered control over a standing 

army”, but also called for ‘constant successive Parliaments, to be freely and 

equally chosen by the People […] and that those Parliaments should have the 

Supreme Power and Trust in all civill things whatsoever,’ as stated in the Grand 

Council of the Army’s Agreement of the People of December 1648.
20

 In London, 

known politico-religious agitators like prominent Fifth Monarchist preachers 

Christopher Feake and Vavasor Powell openly remonstrated and agitated against 
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Cromwell and the government; the vehemence of their preaching at Christ 

Church and Blackfriars, along with Powell’s subversive activities in Wales, 

caused Alexander Griffith on 17 March 1654 to relay his concerns directly to the 

Protector.
21

 However, ongoing anti-government activities were not confined to 

London as other regions, including the three counties later formed into the North 

Western Association, also had to contend with the clandestine activities of 

royalists and other subversive politico-religious factions. The state, ever vigilant 

and apprehensive about potential threats to its authority, administered a highly-

efficient intelligence-gathering operation through which information was 

channelled by way of a network of local informants and government agents like 

Thomas Hutchins and Captain John Griffith in Cheshire.
22

 Information of this 

type, sometimes reliable, sometimes suspect, was also extracted from royalist 

delinquents like Roger Cotes, who, during his examination of 16 February 1654, 

as well as providing details of royalist meetings and intrigues in London during 

November and December 1653, also made reference to the nationwide journey 

made by a Mr Dutton who claimed ‘that he had been in most parts of the West of 

England, in Wales, in Yorkshire, and Lancashire, and had engaged of his friends, 

and gentlemen, to the number of six or seven hundred, which would be ready, he 

feared, before we could, and would come up when he sent for them’.
23

 Even 

though Lancashire royalists failed to rise for Charles Stuart in 1651, as Craven 

argues, ‘the county’s reputation for royalism will have made it central to the 

republic’s concerns over security.’ Hence, the apparent successful ‘imposition of 

the Engagement’, so that ‘Ultimately, the republic’s success in securing 

Lancashire will reveals much about the new government’s ability to pacify the 

country.’
24

 However, concerns over security persisted in the years leading up to 

and after the abortive royalist uprising of March 1655, provoking regionally-

based military forces and civilian authorities, as in the association, to monitor 

and where necessary, act against suspected royalists and politico-religious groups. 
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            As yet, there has been no single study of the role and consequence of 

military and civil governance in the Protectorate’s North Western Association, 

nor the significance of its contribution to the continuance of unopposed 

Protectoral rule. Although from the outset the role of Cromwell’s provincial 

major-generals and their deputies has provoked much debate and engendered 

uncompromising divisive views and attitudes, this episode in the Cromwellian 

Protectorate has failed to attract the same level of academic attention that has 

been devoted to the period of the civil wars. Although studies of local 

governance in the pre- and post-civil war counties of Lancashire, Staffordshire 

and Cheshire have been made by B. Gordon Blackwood, John Sutton and John 

Stephen Morrill respectively, to date, no extensive study of all three counties 

within the context of the North Western Association has been undertaken.
25

 

Despite Blackwood providing meticulous background details relating to the 

social status and political and religious allegiances of those involved in 

Lancashire’s mid-seventeenth-century local governance and magistracy, it is 

undoubtedly Morrill’s work on Cheshire, and particularly Sutton’s examination 

of Staffordshire’s commissioners, that provide the more useful detailed analysis 

of the background and career of those individual officials who assisted Charles 

Worsley and his successor Tobias Bridge.  

            Henry Reece’s examination of the government of the localities in the 

years preceding and during the period of imposed provincial martial governance 

only provides an overview of the work undertaken by the major-generals and 

their ‘helpers’. Since Reece’s study is primarily directed at examining the role of 

the standing army in Cromwellian England, the emphasis of his examination of 

local governance and the magistracy is, for the most part, directed at their 

relationship with the standing army and fails to provide any meaningful insight 

into the relationship between major-generals like Charles Worsley and their local 

government and judicial bodies. By contrast, the earlier examination of Major-
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General James Berry’s career by Sir James Berry and Stephen G. Lee provides a 

more detailed and comparative insight into the governance of an association that 

bordered counties controlled by Worsley and his successor Tobias Bridge.
26

 

Durston’s examination of Cromwell’s major-generals’ system of martial 

governance, which is the most recent work on the subject, provides a much-

needed reassessment of the ‘rule’ of the major-generals, not least with regard to 

the governance of the North Western Association. Despite the availability of 

quality information held within particular primary sources - not least Charles 

Worsley’s, and to a lesser extent Tobias Bridge’s, reports and letters contained 

within Thomas Birch’s A Collection of the State Papers of John Thurloe and the 

Interregnum State Papers and Commonwealth Exchequer Papers held at the 

National Archives - and in the form of printed primary source material such as 

Wilbur Cortez Abbott’s The Writings and Speeches of Oliver Cromwell and 

Henry Fishwick’s The Note Book of the Rev. Thomas Jolly, to date, no single 

study has specifically examined the association. This study aims to fill that gap.  

            This study makes use of various collections of primary sources like 

Thomas Dunn’s records of ‘suspected persons’ held by the British Library; 

Quarter Sessions order, indictments and presentments books held by the county 

record offices of Lancashire, Cheshire and Staffordshire; collections of family 

and estate papers like that of the Kenyon family of Peel held by Lancashire 

Record Office; and collections of papers and manuscripts like the Bailey 

Collection held by Chetham’s Library and the Carill Worsley Papers held by 

Greater Manchester County Record Office. However, there are missing elements 

within the primary sources, particularly with regard to personal letters and 

records that may have belonged to Worsley and Bridge and documents relating to 

aspects of the 1656 parliamentary elections. As well as the absence of a 

definitive official list of commissioners for securing the peace of the 

Commonwealth, there are no surviving muster lists for the association’s three 

troops of new reserve horse militia, nor surviving accounts for the collection and 

disbursement of the decimation tax within the association. In addition to using 

primary sources, the study consults the views and arguments contained within 
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numerous secondary source works provided by historians like Aylmer, Durston, 

Gardiner, Morrill and Sutton. 

            As part of what Edmund Ludlow called ‘this detestable project’, the 

North Western Association under its major-general, Charles Worsley, was an 

element in a system of rule that was castigated and subjected to blatant anti-

Cromwellian rhetoric disseminated through the contemporaneous writings of 

commentators and opponents of the regime like the disillusioned republican 

Ludlow, who decried Cromwell for having usurped power by military means and 

‘divided England into cantons, over each of which he placed a Bashaw under   

the title of Major-General’.
27

 Similar vitriolic sentiments were echoed by other 

contemporary critics of the regime, not least biographer Lucy Hutchinson, who 

vilified Cromwell’s major-generals describing them as ‘a company of silly, mean 

fellows, called major-generals’, and the royalist Edward Hyde, earl of Clarendon, 

who wrote ‘they carried themselves like so many bassas with their bands of 

janizaries towards the people, and were extremely odious to them of                  

all parties’.
28

 In his writings on the ‘principle Fundamental Rights, Liberties, 

Proprieties of all English Freemen’ published in 1656, the purged Member of 

Parliament, lawyer, pamphleteer and critic of government policies, William 

Prynne, passionately denounced the appointment of the major-generals, their 

deputies and the powers invested in them under the state-imposed system of 

martial governance. He railed against ‘the late erected New Powers of our Major 

Generals, and their Deputies throughout England […] and their exorbitant 

Tyrannical proceedings in apprehending, taxing, decimating, dis-officing, dis-

franchising, and sequestring all sorts of men in Counties and Corporations at 

their pleasure; in controuling all Officers and Ministers of Justice; in 

intermedling with all mens sutes and causes upon any informations, or Petitions, 
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after Judgements, Verdicts, Decrees, and whiles pending or ended in any Courts 

of Law or equity’.
29

  

            Roger Howell Jr. argues that during the Restoration, ‘the prevailing tone 

of the period from 1660 to 1688 was anti-Cromwellian’ and yet, despite the 

prevailing political mood and impact of censorship, some laudable works were 

published that attempted to present a neutral and balanced account of politics and 

military matters in the Cromwellian era. Howell advocates that one of the most 

important and balanced of the accounts was The Perfect Politician, which 

appeared in 1660 and was probably written by unknown author ‘l.S.’.
30

 It 

identified Cromwell’s ‘Vice-Roys, and the Counties allotted to every one’s 

share’, and highlighted that ‘These Major-Generals in their respective Provinces, 

did the Protector no small service, in forcing Delinquents to pay the Decimation 

of their Estates, which was imposed upon them by the Court (for the sins of their 

youth).’ The anonymous author concluded his examination of the major-generals 

by reporting, ‘Yet this new device after a while grew troublesome to the grand 

Protector himself, who fearing they might in time eclipse his own greatness, (if 

continued) brought them down again to move in an inferiour Orb.’
31

 However, 

this account failed to provide a convincing explanation of the eventual demise of 

the major-generals’ system, and as such, is one episode of the Protectorate that is 

examined in detail in chapter six of this thesis.  

            One post-Restoration writer who followed the royalist party line in a 

trend that continued into the eighteenth-century was Roger Coke who wrote, 

‘These Major-Generals acted their Parts to the Life; and being an obscure 

company of mean Fellows (except Fleetwood) lorded it over the Nobility as well 
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as Gentry and Clergy, with an unheard-of Insolence.’
32

 Despite the efforts of a 

few writers like novelist Tobias Smollett and clerical antiquarian Mark Noble, 

who in 1784 in his Memoirs of the Protectoral-House of Cromwell endeavoured 

to produce an unbiased account of Cromwell’s career, in general, commentators 

like Mrs Catharine Macaulay adopted less neutral stances; one accusation 

asserted by Mrs Macaulay in her bitter invective against Cromwell was that ‘He 

deprived his country of a full and equal system of Liberty, at the very instant of 

fruition.’
33

  

            In contrast to seventeenth- and eighteenth-century critics and decriers of 

Cromwell’s Protectorate and despite the views of some nineteenth-century 

writers, like Francois Pierre Guillaume (M.) Guizot, particularly with regard to 

the appointment of provincial major-generals, a number of Victorian writers 

were more tempered and favourable in their attitude towards Cromwell and the 

Protectorate. Guizot accepted that ‘He stood in absolute need of more money and 

other soldiers; […] the necessities of his power. To supply this deficiency, he had 

recourse [Guizot disparagingly wrote] to an act of revolutionary tyranny and 

iniquity [the appointment of the major-generals]; and the difficulty of his 

position was such that his genius could discover no better expedient.’ Supportive 

works by other writers such as Thomas Babington Macaulay described the dead 

Cromwell as ‘the greatest prince that has ever ruled England’, while Thomas 

Carlyle saw him in terms of ‘The last glimpse of the Godlike vanishing from this 

England’.
34

 However, although commentators like Carlyle offered sympathetic 

reassessments of the rehabilitated ‘Poor Cromwell, Great Cromwell’, a view 

echoed by later noted Victorian historians like Samuel Rawson Gardiner and 
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Charles Harding Firth who present Cromwell as a ‘great man’ with ‘magnitude 

of mind’, many still supported the Scottish philosopher David Hume’s view of 

the major-generals that ‘Under colour of these powers, which were sufficiently 

exorbitant, the major-generals exercised an authority still more arbitrary, and 

acted as if absolute masters of the property and person of every subject.’
35

 

Following the publication in 1895 of David Watson Rannie’s article on the 

major-generals’ system of martial governance, the perception that they were 

‘satraps and puritan kill-joys’ was perpetuated by some historians. Indeed, in 

1902 Firth argued that ‘the despotic rule of the major-generals had produced a 

widespread reaction against military rule even amongst the supporters of 

Cromwell.’
36

 Such assertions, together with activities instigated by the North 

Western Association’s first appointed major-general, Charles Worsley, and his 

successor, Tobias Bridge, are examined in detail in chapters two and three of this 

thesis. 

            The onset of the twentieth century brought with it new appraisals of 

Cromwell, Protectoral rule and the major-generals’ system of provincial 

governance. During the 1930s, influenced by the extreme ideologies of certain 

nationalistic political factions and sordid events that befell Europe during the 

first half of the century, some commentators like Ernest Baker considered the 

nature of the Cromwellian Protectorate comparable to dictatorships of the period. 

Consequently, such tainted influences led to the formulation of biased opinions 

and propositions concerning aspects of the Cromwellian Protectorate and, as 

such, affected the veracity of what should have been impartial academic 

conclusions. Baker argued that ‘Historical parallels are often dubious; and to 

draw a parallel between an Englishman, living in a period and a century of the 

dominance of the religious motive, and a German who lives and moves in a 

period and an epoch of the dominance of social and economic motives, is 

especially difficult and especially dubious.’ However, he reflected, ‘But to draw 

an historical parallel is itself an historical fact, which may have historical 
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influence; and whatever the justice or the propriety of the parallel, the fact and 

the influence must be taken into our reckoning. There is a sense in which the 

English Puritan Revolution of the seventeenth century and the German National 

Socialist Revolution of recent years have their analogies.’
37

  

            Other writers succumbed to the temptation to draw parallels and 

comparisons with despotic regimes, though in 1957, Maurice Ashley reappraised 

his earlier biography of Cromwell, admitting that he had been ‘profoundly 

influenced by the rise of Mussolini, Hitler, and Stalin, and by many years of 

Conservative government in Britain.’ He also changed his opinion of the 

‘dragooning’ major-generals, whose primary objective he had considered to be 

fiscal, accepting ‘that they were, on the whole, not religious fanatics.’
38

 Austin 

Woolrych argues that ‘During the dark years preceding the Second World War 

and for more than a decade after its end, the dictatorships of Mussolini, Hitler 

and Stalin lay so heavily upon the political consciousness of the west, either in 

present fact or in recent memory, that writers about Oliver Cromwell and his 

Protectorate were inevitably drawn into seeking parallels with them.’
39

 It is an 

argument echoed by R. C. Richardson when he proposes that ‘Historical 

interpretation never stands still but goes on changing in line with the changing 

circumstances and ethos of the present in which the historians and biographers 

themselves live.’
40

 Like Woolrych, Richardson also considers and compares all 

shades of opinions propounded or endorsed by many twentieth-century historians 

and biographers in their examinations of Oliver Cromwell and Protectoral rule, 

advancing the valid point that ‘In different periods, in different hands and for 

different purposes many comparisons have been made involving Oliver 

Cromwell’, which by implication and association would have to encompass the 

nature and apparatus of Protectoral rule.
41
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            In his examination of the period, Wilbur Cortez Abbott does not deny that 

Cromwell’s ‘administration rested on a military despotism such as England had 

never seen, and never saw again. It was hated by those on whom it pressed so 

heavily, and men of all parties, even many of the Independents themselves, 

longed for its downfall.’ However, he argues, ‘Thus ended the year 1655 for the 

little group which controlled the destinies of the British Isles. Surrounded by a 

people largely hostile to them; holding that people down by its system of major-

generals and its army; collecting a great part of its revenue from its enemies by 

forced levies; at war with Spain; that group with the Protector at its head not only 

managed to survive, to suppress insurrection, and to terrorise its domestic foes, 

but it had signed treaties with Holland and France; it had spread the fear of 

England into the Mediterranean and seized an island from the Spanish empire.’
42

 

Abbott acknowledges that ‘Especially after the appointment of the major-

generals, those officers, with county commissioners for all sorts of purposes - 

militia, assessments, sequestration and decimation of Royalists’ estates, and 

ecclesiastical affairs - with the presence of the army everywhere, in garrisons or 

on the march, and control of the militia, carried the authority of central 

government into every quarter of the British Isles.’ However, in his writings 

about Cromwell, Abbott argues, ‘It would, perhaps, be stretching analogy too far 

to compare his situation and that of his followers with that of the dictators of our 

own day, with Soviet commissars, Nazi gauleiters and Fascist secretaries, and the 

“party” they represent’. Indeed, Aylmer argues that ‘Cromwell himself certainly 

did not want to be a despot or a military dictator; his Council provided some 

check on his personal power, and he tried hard to find a constitutional 

settlement.’ Also, that ‘The significance of the Major-Generals has sometimes 

been exaggerated.’
43

  

            Not all studies have been negative in their treatment of Cromwell’s 

major-generals of the militia or marred by political comparisons and overtones. 

Indeed, some notable exceptions have added to the knowledge of this episode of 

Protectoral rule. Until the publication of Durston’s more recent book on the 

major-generals, Cromwell’s Major-Generals: Godly Government During the 

                                                 
42

 Wilbur Cortez Abbott, (ed.), The Writings and Speeches of Oliver Cromwell, Vol. IV, The  

    Protectorate, 1655-1658 (Cambridge Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1937-1947), p. 62. 
43

 Ibid., p. 373; G. E. Aylmer, The Struggle for the Constitution 1603-1689: England in the  

    Seventeenth Century (London: Blandford Press Ltd., 1975), pp. 149-150. 



 24 

English Revolution, David Watson Rannie’s article ‘Cromwell’s Major-Generals’ 

of 1895 provided one of the earliest impartial authoritative studies of the rule of 

the major-generals, a system he categorised as being, ‘Among the experiments of 

the Commonwealth and Protectorate’.
44

 Rannie’s examination and analysis of the 

political and military pressures that heralded state-imposed martial governance in 

English and Welsh provinces following abortive scattered royalist uprisings in 

March 1655, provided pertinent insights into matters affecting regions like those 

of the North Western Association, not least concerning policing and security 

measures; the collection of assessments and decimation tax; Worsley’s 

endeavours to impose government policies relating to the reformation of manners 

and promotion of godliness; and Bridge’s involvement in the parliamentary 

elections of 1656.
45

 In his doctoral thesis, Craven argues that ‘For an older 

generation of historians the developments in government during the 

Commonwealth have been interpreted as the climax of centralisation’. Indeed, in 

his work The Community of Kent and the Great Rebellion 1640-1660, Alan 

Everitt argues that ‘the parochial gentry were powerless to govern the county, 

and there was no other means of controlling its wayward propensities than by a 

centralized military despotism.’ Similarly, in his examination of centralisation 

and regional governance in ‘Settlement in the Counties, 1653-1658’, David 

Underdown argues that ‘Revolutionary governments are usually centralising 

governments.’
46

 However, contrary to these arguments, the creation of the later 

regional military associations, including that of the ‘zealous favourer of the 

views of the Independents’, Major-General Charles Worsley, was never an 

inevitable consequence of the forms of government that had exerted power under 

the Commonwealth or even the Protectorate; it was the coming together of 

circumstances and events that was the precursor to the imposition of             

state-regulated regional marital governance.
47

 Indeed, Peter Gaunt argues that 

‘Ultimately, the Protectorate owed its very existence, and Cromwell his position 
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as head of state, to military backing.’ Nonetheless, ‘The military presence was 

not overplayed and it is hard to maintain that, as Protector, Cromwell was 

running a military dictatorship.’
48

 The regime ensured, ‘With a few exceptions, 

the established process of law was observed, martial law was not imposed upon 

civilians, and few military men served as JPs or on central government 

committees.’
49

 That there was no shift in the pattern of decision-making from 

local to central government is supported by Stephen Roberts who, in his study of 

Local Government Reform in England and Wales during the Interregnum, 

concludes that ‘The “centralisation” which occurred during the 1650s was of a 

very specific kind. It did not develop through institutional change.’ Also, ‘There 

was no shift in the pattern of decision-making from local to central levels. If 

“interference” is substituted for “centralisation”, if the major-generals are seen 

simply as meddlers rather than as agents of the centralising state, our 

understanding is improved. But when historians have spoken of “centralisation” 

they have meant the presence of soldiers in the counties as commissioners        

for assessments and for ejecting scandalous ministers.’
50

 Roberts contends that 

‘Seen in this light, the major-generals appear as temporary successors to the 

assize judges and to the apparatus of conciliar control.’
51

 Save for the imposition 

of the innovative discriminatory decimation tax, the measures announced in 

October 1655 and touched upon in Rannie’s article were not imposed to fill a 

vacuum in local governance; indeed, for the most part, they were a reinstatement 

of laws and sanctions already in situ and being enforced by various levels of 

county officials. Even the stringent security measures introduced following the 

failed scattered royalist risings of March 1655 echoed actions previously pursued 

in the post-civil war era by commanders and troops of local garrisons like those 

of Nantwich and Liverpool, and by local militias and regional officials such as 

county committeemen. Moreover, in accord with Gaunt’s view, like Charles 

Worsley, ‘the Major-Generals and their commissioners worked with the existing 

local government and justice, especially the JPs, they did not supersede them.’
52
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            Down to the 1990s most assessments of the system of the major-generals 

had been predominantly negative. The emphasis had been on the system as new, 

innovative, oppressively military, arbitrary, despotic and unpopular. A few 

historians such as Rannie had grudgingly seen some positive virtues or, like 

Roberts and Gaunt had seen some elements of continuity, but even they had been 

generally critical of the system. For example, in a contribution to an edited 

collection of 1970 Ivan Roots recognised that more work was needed on the 

major-generals and also emphasised the differences between the various men 

who held that office, but he largely endorsed the traditional negative conclusions 

that they were viewed as an unwelcome, burdensome and potentially disruptive 

intervention within the counties.
53

 Moreover, in a subsequent contribution to 

another edited collection in the mid-1980s, Anthony Fletcher purposely 

questioned the traditional dismal image of the major-generals to determine how 

onerous they really were, but he too concluded that they reinforced political 

instability and were viewed with profound hostility by the traditional local elites 

and so advised against too much revisionism in interpreting the major-generals.
54

  

            However, in the late twentieth-century a small number of historians 

adopted a different and revisionist view, seeing the system as brief, ineffectual 

and having only had a limited impact in the regions. The leading light of this 

revisionist viewpoint was Henry Reece, who in his 1981 doctoral thesis took a 

very different view of the major-generals, to which he held true and repeated 

when the monograph springing from the doctorate was published in 2013. Reece 

argues that the regime of the major-generals lasted barely ten months and that far 

from being a radical and onerous innovation it merely continued the well-

established practice of army officers working alongside civil tax collectors and 

other officials in policing and maintaining order in the regions. Accordingly, he 

portrays the system of the major-generals in a positive light, seeing it as ‘a 

formalization of the army’s existing role in administration, a difference in degree 

rather than kind.’ Reece further argues that by the mid-1650s ‘contemporaries 
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were not surprised to find army men actively involved in local government’ and 

that the system was not especially unpopular.
55

 

            Published in 2001, Durston’s study of the major-generals picked up and 

explored the contrasting views of the system, finding some value in both. 

Drawing extensively on primary sources and very wide-ranging literary research, 

Durston portrays the system as innovative, quite onerous, certainly unpopular, 

but also ineffectual and limited in its results. He portrays the major-generals as a 

group of mainly military men, most of them with demonstrable links to radical  

Protestantism, who set about their tasks conscientiously and with dedication. 

Durston finds that they were often good at closing alehouses and policing 

royalists, but in many other areas, such as campaigns against profanity, sexual 

sometimes marginal and temporary. Consistent with the traditional views of 

historians, Durston concludes that they were strongly disliked as soldiers, as 

agents of the centre and, by many, as religious radicals.
56

 This interpretation has 

proved very influential and is reflected in most of the biographical entries for 

individual major-generals found in the Oxford Dictionary of National Biography, 

and provides a ‘yard-stick’ against which new studies can be measured.
57

  

            Since the publication of Durston’s monograph no substantial academic 

studies of the regime of the major-generals in Cheshire, Lancashire or 

Staffordshire have appeared. Blackwood’s studies of Lancashire in the mid-

seventeenth-century, which appeared between the 1960s and the early 1980s, 

were very much focused on the number and allegiance of the county’s gentry. 

Accordingly, while he explores office-holding and committeemen, he says 

almost nothing about the major-generals. In his most detailed work, Charles 

Worsley receives four mentions, all of them relating to his purchase or 

possession of estates in Lancashire, while there are no entries in the index for 

either Tobias Bridge or the major-generals.
58

 Stephen Bull’s 2009 study of the 

civil wars in Lancashire briefly reviews the 1650s in order to carry the story 

down to the Restoration. His coverage of Worsley is extremely brief and fairly 
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standard, noting his ‘enormous vigour’ especially in closing alehouses and 

cracking down on vagrants, and he describes Worsley as ‘one of the              

more puritan-minded of his peers.’ As so often, Bridge is overlooked.
59

 Craven’s 

detailed work on local government and administration in Lancashire after the 

civil war is excellent at setting out the pre-major-generals context, but as his 

work takes the story down to around 1653, but not much further, it tells us 

nothing about the impact of Worsley and Bridge in the county.
60

 

            In many ways, Staffordshire under the major-generals has received even 

less recent attention. The exception is John Sutton’s chapter exploring the 

Staffordshire commissioners. Thus the focus of this work is a collective study of 

that group of men, exploring their family background, social status, education, 

marital status, previous political and military experience and religious affiliations. 

He concludes that overall they were not very different from local government 

personnel holding office at other times during the 1650s, portraying them as a 

blend of established gentry and new post-war figures, and he claims that as a 

group they were not social, religious or political usurpers. Sutton therefore 

claims ‘that the men spearheading the Major-Generals’ campaign in the localities 

were not such an “aberration” from the officeholders who immediately preceded 

them.’
61

 However, Durston questions some of Sutton’s findings in this respect, 

particularly seeing the Staffordshire commissioners as characterised by much 

stronger godly zeal than Sutton claims, and on that basis he believes that          

the commissioners were more distinctive.
62

 Over and above that, Sutton’s focus 

means that he says very little about the system of the major-generals in broad 

terms or about Worsley, other than characterising him as zealous, hard-line and 

exacting. 

            The most detailed modern study of the system of the major-generals in 

the three counties is to be found in John Stephen Morrill’s 1974 examination of 

the running of Cheshire 1630-1660. Morrill argues that Worsley was the severest 

of the major-generals, that he was exceptionally zealous and thorough, that he 

was rigorous in imposing the decimation tax and taking sureties and that he was 
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especially vigilant in suppressing alehouses. Thus while in some areas Morrill 

portrays Worsley as merely continuing policies pursued by Cheshire JPs earlier 

in the 1650s, in other areas he took county administration in a new direction and 

was more radical and innovative - even to the point, Morrill suggests, that 

Worsley went beyond what was expected by central government and may even 

have been an embarrassment. Overall, Morrill finds that ‘Worsley’s reputation as 

the most oppressive of the Major-Generals thus appears well founded.’ In 

contrast, Morrill accords Bridge very little attention, with just three passing 

references to his activities in connection with the 1656 parliamentary elections.
63

 

            By March 1655, circumstances and events had conspired to set in motion 

the development and subsequent launch of the major-generals’ experiment in the 

autumn of that year. The political hiatus caused by Cromwell’s dissolution of the 

First Protectorate Parliament removed any notional constraints on the two 

remaining power-sharing elements of the ‘system of mixed government’ of the 

Protectoral constitution as laid out in the Instrument of Government: the Lord 

Protector and his Council.
64

 Regardless of political upheavals, as Durston rightly 

argues, ‘The real source of Cromwell’s power at the beginning of 1655 remained, 

of course, the New Model Army.’ But this in itself created a major problem in 

the form of increasing fiscal demands associated with maintaining a large 

standing army whose numbers were not only garrisoned throughout England and 

Wales, but also deployed in large numbers to Ireland, Scotland and further afield. 

Unsurprisingly, the Protectoral government’s demand for a monthly direct 

assessment tax of £90,000 to finance the army contributed to the high levels of 

taxation that were deeply unpopular within county societies, especially amongst 

royalist delinquents and papists, where the deliberate financial punishments of 

sequestration and composition ‘still rankled deeply.’
65

 Even such unprecedented 

high levels of taxation proved inadequate to meet the government’s financial 

needs so that ‘By early 1655, the government was running at an annual deficit  of 

around £700,000 and as a consequence was facing an acute and growing 

financial crises.’
66

 Although one obvious solution to the regime’s fiscal problems 

would have been to downsize the standing army, Cromwell’s reluctance to 
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dramatically reduce troop numbers reflected his apprehension regarding the 

state’s vulnerability ‘to attack from his many external and internal enemies.’
67

 In 

a period where, for many, religious beliefs and political aims were indivisible, 

perceived threats to the state’s authority from all extremes of the political 

spectrum convinced the regime that it needed to devise and implement a viable 

cost-effective alternative security solution.  

            The following chapters will assess the role and consequences of martial 

and civil governance in the Protectorate’s North Western Association, which 

ostensibly lasted from 1655 to 1657. The first chapter studies central 

government’s relationship with provincial judicial and governing authorities in 

Lancashire, Cheshire and Staffordshire in the aftermath of the civil wars and 

assesses the importance of retaining the cooperation of like-minded religious and 

politically-aligned local officials to uphold the regime’s authority. Beginning 

with the period of the later 1640s, it examines the enforcement and impact of 

central government’s laws and policies - which in 1649 John Allen of Bury 

disparagingly described as ‘new modelised and Cromwellysed’ - on the personal 

freedoms of demographic groups and considers, as a consequence, problems 

encountered by county officials and parochial officers in the performance of their 

duties.
68

 The chapter will investigate the devolved enforcement of the regime’s 

deliberate policy of levying financial penalties in the form of sequestration and 

composition and consider its effect on royalist delinquents and papists. Not only 

were the counties’ supporters of the royalist party subdued by financial penalties 

for past misdeeds, but they were also put under continuous surveillance by the 

state and, as such, a key objective will be to determine the level and viability of 

threats to state security in the years leading up to and during the ineffective 

royalist insurrection of March 1655.  

            The rationale and consequence of imposed martial governance and godly 

reform in the state-created North Western Association will be examined in the 

second chapter. In particular, government instructions issued to Colonel Charles 

Worsley and his state-appointed commissioners in the wake of the failed royalist 

insurrection of March 1655 will be analysed and compared with policies 
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previously pursued against anti-regime and irreligious elements within 

communities by garrisoned troops of the New Model Army, local militias and 

various bodies of provincial officials.
69

 In addition to examining the measures 

implemented under the auspices of the state to monitor and control suspected 

subversive royalists and certain religious groups, notably recusants and Quakers, 

the chapter will investigate steps taken by local authorities and the judiciary to 

reform the manners of anti-social elements within communities. The application 

of such designated state policies and initiatives throughout the association was 

directed by two trusted and proven senior officers who were appointed at 

different stages in the course of its existence and it will be in the third chapter 

where the careers and governorships of these two major-generals - the zealous 

Charles Worsley, the original appointee, and, following his death, his successor 

Tobias Bridge - will be investigated. Also, to obtain a better understanding of the 

policies pursued by commissioners and other county officials, particular attention 

will be paid to the specific instructions issued to Worsley on 21 September 1655, 

comparing them with measures already being enforced within the counties 

brought under his authority.         

            The various elements of chapter four examine the measures by which the         

Protectorate not only addressed its primary concern over possible breaches in 

state security especially in the strategically important counties of Lancashire, 

Cheshire and Staffordshire following the ineffective royalist insurrection of 

March 1655, but also supported county officials to achieve the necessary 

management of compliant communities. Having endured chaotic disruption 

during military campaigns in the first two civil wars and parliament’s armed 

response to the two Scottish-instigated invasions, communities grew accustomed 

to the continued presence of government forces within their localities. Inevitably, 

the regime’s ability to deploy martial force to counter threats to the Protectorate 

and maintain civil order remained one of the cornerstones of the state-created 

association, but it was martial force based around reformed and remodelled 

locally-raised county militias. Additionally, by investigating the experience and 

social status of the association’s appointed commissioners of the peace and the 
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magistracy, the chapter will assess the veracity of Everitt’s assertion that ‘If the 

Great Rebellion had proved anything, it was the necessity of employing country 

gentry in country affairs.’
70

 It will examine the view that after the exclusion of 

royalists and parliamentarians who declined to serve as commissioners, far from 

being ‘usurpers within the social as well as the political (and often the religious) 

order’, as claimed by Ronald Hutton in The British Republic 1649-1660, for the 

most part the association’s state-appointed commissioners and JPs came from 

within the same socially-defined minority; indeed, Everitt echoes this view 

apropos the political and religious loyalties of Kent’s parochial gentry, most of 

whom ‘were themselves so closely interrelated with the greater gentry of the 

shire as to preclude the likelihood of class rivalry.’
71

 Although few came from 

traditional elite landowning families or were ‘raised up’ from outside their social 

group like the two “commoners” Peter Backhouse of Seighford (Doxey) and 

Thomas Malkin of Leek, who Sutton designated yeoman and ‘borderline gentry’, 

the majority of appointees, like Henry Stone of Walsall, Thomas Marbury of 

Marbury and even Charles Worsley of Platt in Manchester, came from within an 

already-established pre-Commonwealth ‘blend’ of older county gentry and 

economically-secure professional and merchant gentry, some of whom had held 

or were holding military commissions and had held office in local government.
72

 

Under the direction of first Charles Worsley and then Tobias Bridge, the 

association’s commissioners and parochial officials, working closely with the 

local magistracy, were expected to perform their duties in accordance with the 

Council’s instructions, not least when trying to reform the morality of their 

communities. To this end, as well assessing the association’s effectiveness in 

policing its communities and enforcing the ordinance for ejecting Scandalous, 

Ignorant and insufficient Ministers and Schoolmasters, as directed by the final 

draft of the major-generals’ instructions, the chapter will seek to confirm that, for 

the most part, the instruction to ‘encourage and promote godliness and virtue, 

and discourage and discountenance all profaneness and ungodliness’ reaffirmed 

                                                 
70

 Everitt, The Community of Kent, p. 321. 
71

 Ronald Hutton, The British Republic 1649-1660, 2
nd

 edn (Basingstoke: Macmillan Press Ltd.,  

    2000), p. 85; Everitt, The Community of Kent, p. 296. 
72

 Sutton, ‘Cromwell’s commissioners’, pp. 165-166, 171, 178, 181; CRO, DDX 384/1, Diary of  

    Thomas Mainwaring of Over Peover, 1649-1659, p. 173. Mainwaring listed Thomas Marbury  

    as one of a caucus of Cheshire gentlemen who nominated parliamentary candidates for the  

    1654 election. 



 33 

and reinforced existing measures already being applied by the association’s 

officials against such moral transgressions as ‘drunkenness, profaneness, 

blaspheming,’ and in dealing with ‘idlers’ and the dissolute.
73

  

            A perennial problem for the regime was its inability to source sufficient 

funds to meet its national commitments especially with regard to financing its 

armies of occupation in Ireland and Scotland, its military forays in the Spanish 

West Indies during the Anglo-Spanish War, as well as continuing to meet its 

military commitments in England and Wales. To this end, in the years preceding 

the creation of the association the state continued to raise a proportion of its 

revenues by way of operating a deliberate policy of penalising royalist 

delinquents and papists through the mechanisms of sequestration and 

composition and it is in chapter five where the efficacy of this policy will be 

examined. In the same vein, to avoid placing further burdens on state finances, 

the association’s militias were funded for eighteen months until 21 December 

1656 from decimation tax receipts and, as such, the chapter will assess the tax’s 

viability and impact on the association’s royalists.
74

   

            The death of Worsley on 12 June 1656 coincided with the Protectorate’s 

worsening financial problems, which were further exacerbated by its war with 

Spain. Though not required to be called until 1657, as permitted ‘Under the  

terms of the Instrument of Government […] the second protectorate parliament 

which met in September 1656 was thus an additional assembly which the       

Instrument had stipulated could be summoned at times of national emergency.’
75

 

The regime surely hoped that a newly elected parliament favoured by a placated 

politicised nation would sanction the provision of sufficient funds to meet its 

commitments. By August 1656, Worsley’s successor, Tobias Bridge, was already 

active in the association not only preparing for the upcoming elections of 

parliamentary candidates, but also putting commissioners, troops from the army 
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and county militia troops in a state of readiness to prevent opportunistic invasion 

from abroad and insurrection at home. It is these events, along with the influence 

exerted by central government and the part played by the association’s        

gentry in the region’s election process that will be scrutinised in chapter six.
76

 

The defeat of Desborough’s Militia Bill during the Second Protectorate 

Parliament should have marked the end of the major-generals’ system of 

provincial rule early in 1657, but evidence will be examined in the chapter that 

indicates that Bridge continued to oversee the governance of the North Western 

Association for at least a further eighteen months; it will also assess the 

continuing importance of county militia troops.
77

 Against the backdrop of the 

demise of the Protectoral regimes of Oliver and Richard Cromwell and the nadir 

of the interregnum, which ignited a conundrum of vying factional political 

aspirations, the chapter assesses the association’s legacy and its relevance to Sir 

George Booth’s anti-government uprising of August 1659.   

            Ironically, the uprising was staged within what had once been one of the 

regime’s most secure and diligently-operated military districts where, despite the 

inability to enforce meaningful and lasting moral and godly reforms, under 

Charles Worsley’s governance it became one of the few associations able to 

successfully meet its security commitments by way of funding received out of 

the revenues extracted from the decimation tax. By considering these various 

aspects of martial governance in the North Western Association, this thesis seeks 

to establish that the creation of the association, as with the other English and 

Welsh military districts, not only served as a timely measure primarily 

introduced by the Protectorate to counter perceived viable threats from royalists 

and other anti-government politico-religious groups, but also reaffirmed the 

regime’s intention to uphold civil obedience and religious compliance while at 
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the same time ensuring social morals remained within acceptable parameters.
78

 

Roberts argues that ‘Security and finance were the preoccupations of 

Interregnum legislators; no discernible pattern emerges beyond these themes.’ 

Accordingly, set against this stark argument, this thesis seeks to establish that the 

imposition of regionally-managed martial associations was a logical consequence 

of the Protectoral Council’s considered view that there was a need to counter 

possible future armed insurrections with a robust system of cost-effective overt 

regional security. It was a measure that found particular favour with the regime’s 

supporters in north west England whose sufferings during the civil wars had 

included the consequences of two invasions from Scotland.
79

  

            Woolrych is one of that minority of historians who challenge an earlier 

accepted view that Cromwell’s major-generals ‘were universally unpopular, or 

mere agents of central power.’ He argues that ‘The scheme was potentially 

dictatorial, within limits; but it proved in practice less oppressive and less 

effective in most parts than was feared, and in less than a year - much less in 

some regions - it entered upon a long diminuendo.’
80

 While this generalised view 

is pertinent to the official status of the Protectorate’s regional military governors 

following the defeat of Desborough’s Bill, this thesis seeks to establish that the 

system of martial governance originally imposed to ensure unopposed 

Protectoral rule continued to operate throughout the regions of the North Western 

Association for longer than previously accepted, though its success remained 

dependant on the experience and good offices of established local officials who 

continued to administer effective county governance through traditional 

structures. It was the insular nature of these traditional structures that prompted 
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Woolrych to argue that ‘Faced with the ingrained preference for traditional ways 

and traditional authority that he found in Lancashire, Cheshire and Staffordshire, 

Major-General Worsley pulled strenuously against the tide and worked himself 

literally to death at the age of thirty-four.’
81

 That view will be reassessed and 

reflected upon here. 
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                                                 Chapter  One 

   The aftermath of the civil wars: society, religion and allegiances in post                       

                        civil war Cheshire, Lancashire and Staffordshire 

 

             This chapter will examine and assess issues that confronted the counties 

of the future North Western Association in the wake of the civil wars and 

through to the mid-1650s. The issues explored will extend to the role of local and 

county officials, the handling of royalists and Catholics, central responses to 

fears over security, the handling of perennial problems such as poverty, vagrancy 

and epidemics, and solutions touching financial and taxation mattters. Certainly, 

Worsley and Bridge had to confront many of the same issues during their 

governorships. 

The impact of the three civil wars on the three counties that were 

amalgamated to form the North Western Association cannot be underestimated. 

Throughout the first half of the 1650s the already politically and religiously 

polarised nation continued to endure the consequences of the internecine 

conflicts of the previous decade. As with other counties, the level of official 

interference exerted over demographic groups within the three counties of the 

Protectorate’s North Western Association, for the most part, continued to be 

contingent upon political and religious allegiances. As in the previous decade, 

religious adherences tended to predispose political allegiances, not least those of 

the ruling elite whose convictions influenced political decisions and doctrines, 

and infused national and local government to continue ongoing efforts to reform 

the moral fabric and perceived lack of ‘godliness’ within society. However, some 

elements within local communities, not least within north western regions, 

regarded the enforcement of imposed laws and policies by agents of central 

government as anathema to their personal freedoms and loyalties. When in 1649 

John Allen of Bury indignantly declared to Thomas Hammond, the constable 

who had found him ‘tipleing’ late at night, that he no longer knew what the laws 

were, they being ‘new modelised and Cromwellysed’, he unknowingly expressed 

a view held by many who stridently disapproved of the Commonwealth’s 

curtailment of personal freedoms. Allen compounded the offence by treating the 
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constable with contempt at the Manchester Michaelmas Quarter Sessions of 1649, 

‘Callinge him knave in open Courte’ and calling into question not only his 

authority, but also the dignity and standing of the Commonwealth’s JPs.
82

       

Allen’s accusation was an unwitting indictment and local response to 

repercussions flowing from national and constitutional crises experienced by 

post-civil war society. ‘Such fears prospered, even in the 1650s when Oliver 

Cromwell, seeing himself as a “good constable set to keep the peace of the 

Parish”, maintained an order more abrasive than, but as effective as, that of the 

1630s.’
83

 The maelstrom of confrontations, not least between factional wings of 

the puritan host, that beset the second half of the 1640s, would influence the 

state’s future attitude towards sections of society and have far-reaching 

repercussions on the style and direction of both national and provincial 

governance during the post-civil war 1650s. ‘In the summer of 1646 Parliament 

was by a substantial majority Presbyterian.’
84

 H. N. Brailsford argues that ‘The 

word “Presbyterian” […] might mean merely a politician of the landowning or 

mercantile classes, who opposed the extremer claims of the crown, and wished to 

be rid of episcopacy and to transfer the control of the church and religious belief 

to Parliament.’ Encompassing diverse shades of religious and political 

allegiances, the Independents, unlike the Presbyterians, represented a broad 

coalition. ‘The word “Independent” had also a wider political meaning and was 

often used to include all, from the Levellers, republicans and sectaries […] to the 

Cromwellians […] who opposed the Presbyterian conservatives.’
85

 It was at a 

juncture in the evolution of the English republic when the very ethos and 

direction of parliamentary governance was tested by acrimonious schisms pitting 

Independency against Presbyterianism, not least regarding the size and funding 

of the New Model Army which led Cromwell to say to Fairfax on 11 March 

1647 that the Presbyterian MPs who controlled the House of Commons         
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were men “who have so much malice against the Army as besots them”.
86

 In his 

reflections of the period, the Presbyterian parliamentarian, Colonel Richard 

Graves, commented that ‘As the weeks of April and May passed the divisions 

between the contending factions of Presbyterians, Independents, army agitators, 

and others became more pronounced, and the lines harder between opinions    

and self-interests.’
87

 The incidence of mutinies and financial burdens endured by 

provinces into the 1650s - not least within north west England - was engendered 

by the series of parliamentary votes passed in February and March 1647 for the 

disbanding of the Army. ‘They also determined that a body of 3,000 horse, 1,200 

dragoons, and 8,400 foot, to be drawn from the army of Sir Thomas Fairfax, 

should be employed for the reconquest of Ireland.’ Under the terms of the 

disbanding, ‘The soldiers were to receive a very small portion of the pay due to 

them, and they were offered very insufficient securities for their large arrears of 

pay.’ When passed, soldiers regarded as insufficient for their protection, the 

promised Act of Indemnity for past ordered military acts committed during the 

war. ‘Finally, it was evident that the disbanding would be followed by severe 

measures for the enforcement of Presbyterian orthodoxy and the punishment     

of sectaries.’
88

 Graves noted that ‘Evidence was gathering from all parts which 

demonstrated the danger of keeping a large army, to whom arrears of pay were 

owing, with nothing to occupy them.’ Additionally, many senior officers such as 

Sir Thomas Fairfax and Sir Philip Stapleton were also owed large arrears though, 

‘Those in favour, or of sufficient importance to command attention, were given 

orders for money to be paid out of delinquents’ fines or sequestrated estates.’
89

  

The years spanning the first two civil wars was a period when the 

Independent party, itself a coalition of politico-religious factions, began to 

experience arguments and rivalries within its host, so much so that ‘When 

Cromwell became their open enemy, they [the Levellers] returned to              
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their revolutionary solution.’ Indeed, ‘The breakdown of the “Independent 

alliance” in the late 1640s heralded, therefore, a new struggle […] as the radical 

army faction and more moderate Independents both sought power over            

[…] Parliament.’
90

 Perceived betrayals of republican ideals and goals, and the 

direction of parliamentary rule, led to factional discontent and overt agitations 

staged most notably from within the Leveller movement which posed a threat to 

the authority and influence of Independent politic and army grandees. Early 

Leveller compromises to political expediency proved unsuccessful in securing 

political redress and franchise reform through petitioning parliament, as with 

William Walwyn’s ‘Large Petition’ of March 1647, which as well as calling for 

Lieutenant-Colonel John Lilburne’s release from prison and enactment of 

Leveller-inspired reforms, also proposed the abolition of church tithes and 

reform of funding for the clergy; in response, the Commons ordered the petition 

to be burnt on 20 May 1647. Such antagonistic attitudes led Leveller notables 

like Lilburne and Richard Overton to lose faith in the parliamentary process. ‘He 

and Overton, who now realised that the House of Commons would do nothing to 

uphold their rights against the Lords, had already made up their minds to    

appeal over its head to the sovereign people.’ The situation led Overton to 

declare that ‘England had relapsed into “a state of nature”.’
91

  

 By 1649, agitations fomented by political agendas promoted 

predominantly by London-based civilian and military Levellers and elected army 

radical ‘new agents’ or ‘agitators’ at arenas like the Putney Debates, along with 

continuing complaints about arrears of pay and drafts for Ireland, had incited 

rebellious elements within the New Model Army to stage several futile minor 

mutinies throughout southern England.
92

 The failed Leveller-inspired mutinies 

staged at Corkbush Field near Ware in November 1647 and at London’s 

Bishopsgate in April 1649 preceded further defining actions by Leveller-inspired  
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New Model Army rebels at Banbury and then Burford in May 1649.
93

 Leveller-

influenced radicals from Colonel Adrian Scrope’s regiment of horse billeted at 

Salisbury and within ‘the regiments of Ireton, Harrison, Reynolds and Skippon’, 

were resolute that refusals over drafts for Ireland would continue not only until 

withheld arrears of pay had been secured, but also until declared demands were 

met to secure ‘a political settlement in line with the Levellers’ Agreement of the 

People and restoration of the elected Army Council of 1647 had been 

achieved.’
94

 The vigour with which Fairfax and Cromwell deployed their loyal 

regiments of horse and foot against mutineers at Burford highlights the lengths to 

which the two army grandees were prepared to go to suppress escalating disorder 

and preserve unity within the army; if through its own dissensions the army lost 

its discipline and political unity, many of the causes to which Cromwell, 

especially attached the greatest importance, would have been immediately 

endangered.
95

 That such declared demands provoked much discontent and 

political disharmony within sections of the New Model Army, especially within 

regiments quartered and operating in the southern half of England, not 

unsurprisingly led to swift and harsh reprisals meted out by what                     

was becoming an increasingly powerful Cromwellian lobby. The Leveller 

movement’s suppression by the republic’s central government and Council of 

State, following its political mobilisation in 1649, engendered uncompromising 

attitudes towards the possible threat posed by anti-government groups such as 

Fifth Monarchists and royalists; it was also to prove a major influence on the 

subsequent style and direction of national and local governance throughout the 

1650s.
96

 Indeed, the anticipated threat to stable national governance posed by 

anti-government groups would ultimately be the determining factor that 

influenced the Protectoral government to impose the major-generals’ system of 
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provincial military governance in the wake of the failed royalist insurrection of 

March 1655.        

Notwithstanding that in July 1647 the army of the Northern Association 

resolved to align itself with the New Model soldiers’ demands and seized its 

commander, the Presbyterian Major-General Sydenham Poyntz, and that later in 

1649 it was rumoured a meeting had been held at Blackburn to organise a party 

of Levellers there, few incidents of significant Leveller activity in and around 

Lancashire were reported.
97

 Following the Council of State’s order of April 1649 

to Major-General Assheton to forcibly disband Captain Bamber’s supernumerary 

troop of Lancashire horse before they reportedly joined with Levellers, a letter 

sent from Lancaster claimed that “The Principles of the Levelling Party of this 

Nation, as they have extended themselves in every part thereof; so have they had 

their powerful influence upon many wel affected men in this County, who for a 

long time have been restless in their endevors, and as private in their 

transactions…” A rumoured Leveller-influenced plot by a squadron of horse to 

seize Lancaster Castle was foiled by the castle’s governor who disbanded the 

troop.
98

 Determined to eliminate all suspected Leveller-inspired disorders, on 10 

November 1649 the Council of State ordered Colonel Thomas Birch, ‘to make 

further inquiry as to the Levellers in Lancashire, and secure such as he shall find 

there carrying on any designs.’
99

 Contrary to the significant levels of Leveller- 

and agitator-influenced activities in southern England and ineffectual Leveller-

influenced disorders reported for Lancashire, as Morrill argues, ‘There is no 

evidence of any Leveller infiltration of the Cheshire forces.’ For the most part, 

north western provincial armies and garrisons did not mutiny to secure 

ideological political agendas; their demands were associated with discontented 

soldiers seeking recourse to local problems and, crucially, their outstanding 

arrears of pay.
100

 Leveller influence was ‘limited in importance’ during episodes 

of provincial military unrest in Wales and north western England, ‘with 

absolutely no evidence of outside influence during the Cheshire mutinies of 
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1646-7’; indeed, the major mutiny staged by troops in North Wales in April 1647 

to secure arrears of pay took place three months before New Model agitators 

wrote to their ‘Honoured and Noble Friends and fellow Soldiers’ and others of 

the well-affected in North Wales on 12 July 1647 seeking support to protect their 

declared politicised agenda. The greatest threats to peace and civil order in the 

provinces came not from Levellers, but from provincial groups like the 

Moorlanders - who operated and ‘rioted against the county committee in north 

west Staffordshire’ - and clashes between soldiers and hostile civilians in 

garrison towns, so that by the summer of 1647 there was a very real threat of the 

collapse of order.
101

                                                                                            

           While some aggrieved regiments defied the parliamentary commissioners’                                                                                                 

instructions to embark for Ireland - like Colonel William Herbert’s regiment of 

foot which in April 1647 refused to march away to Chester to embark, being 

‘that upon the first intention to send that Regiment into Ireland, the Officers and 

Souldiers did unanimously declare they would not stirr unlesse they had their  

full arrears’ - other disgruntled troops resorted to more direct actions to rectify 

their grievances.
102

 ‘Letters out of Lancashire, adver[t]ised, that the Souldiers 

had seized on the Treasury, and taken out £300 upon a mu[t]iny for pay, and 

being pursued, retyred into a Church, where they were surpriz[e]d, and the chiefe 

of them taken.’
103

 Cheshire also occasionally suffered at the hands of mutinous 

garrisoned troops by way of organised plunder though, ‘More direct were the 

concerted efforts by whole regiments to exact their arrears.’
104

 Quarter Sessions 

records provide evidence of ‘plaintiff appeals about the excesses of the troops’, 

and despite villagers in at least three Cheshire townships skirmishing with 
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soldiers set on plunder, there is little evidence of any serious civilian backlash 

against mutineers.
105

 Conversely, potentially graver consequences were likely to  

ensue when ‘Upon Tuesdaye the 14
th

 July, 1646, A great Mutynye was made in 

Namptwiche by some of the Rude & unseemlie sorte of the Towne Souldyers […] 

w[i]thout either com’and or Ayde of theire Captyns or head officers, beinge all in 

Armes & forcing many honest Townsmen to Joyn w[i]th theim.’ They went on to 

seize the ‘Comittee of Sequestracons for Namptwiche hundred’ together with 

Thomas Croxton, ‘the Governour of the Towne, (whom they wounded in one, or 

two places) and put them in the prison amongst the Rogues, for 45. howres, 

where they were without victualls the souldiers also seased on a Chest in which 

is money, some say neere £500 to pay themselves.’
106

 ‘But on the said July 16. 

the souldiers heard of the forses coming from Litchfield [sic] and released them: 

The Commissioners, and Governour promising not to prossecute them              

for mutiniers.’
107

 Notwithstanding the mutineers’ capitulation, later in the month 

‘two Troops of Cheshire Horse’ marched to the homes of the two deputy 

lieutenants and JPs, Thomas Stanley of Alderly and Philip Mainwaring of  

Peover, ‘with horses, swords and pistols, and in an hostile manner broke        

open their doores, and forced each of them to pay them £50 a peece, or else they      
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would have plundered them.’
108

                                            

           An ongoing deficiency in the government’s finances invariably resulted in                                               

additional financial constraints on communities and often pre-empted responses 

to local disorders as confirmed by the response to Cheshire’s heightened 

situation of 1646, when a Committee of the Commons decided to pay off all 

troops - besides officers - except for a residual garrison of 600 at Chester. 

Additionally, as well as resolving that the town of Nantwich should be 

‘disgarisoned, dismantled and slighted’, the Committee also proposed that as a 

positive gesture, the central treasurers should release £12,000 out of the 

composition fines of Cheshire delinquents. Unfortunately, the amount was       

not fully paid until June 1647.
109

 Tensions remained high within the county as 

witnessed in August 1646 when ‘Captain [William] Shipley with part of his 

Troop of Horse, came to the house of one Mr Willliam Worhall, one of the 

Committee for Sequestrations in Cheshire;’ where, initially unaware of the 

presence of a large number of local people at the house ‘(it being a time that Mr 

Worhall was marling part of his ground, upon which occasion he had great store 

of company)’, he ‘demanded mony’ from the official. Worhall reacted by 

insisting, ‘That neither he, nor the rest of the Sequestators, neither intermedled 

with the receit of the mony, neither was any order directed to him for the 

payment of any to him.’ It was reported that ‘upon the discovery of the many 

people the Captain found in the house; (leaving his expectation frustrate) he 

made little stay, but marched away,’ with his troop of horse. Shipley was 

probably the Lieutenant William Shipley commissioned into Robert 

Duckenfield’s troop of horse in 1650.
110

   

            The county’s problem with its soldiery reached its height in June 1647 

when the remaining garrison at Chester, determined to secure their arrears, 

marched out and seized a number of deputy lieutenants at Nantwich and other 

gentry from around the county, all of whom were held captive until they had 

raised sufficient money to meet the soldiers’ demands: ‘£4,000 cash and an 
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engagement from the prisoners that the citizens would be satisfied for               

the quarters of the souldiers’.
111

 For captives like Richard Venables, who were 

forced to raise the money by extensive borrowing, the problem of repaying 

creditors persisted well into 1650.
112

 Morrill argues that ‘In most respects the 

Cheshire mutinies fit the same pattern as elsewhere in the country. The demands 

of the soldiers remained essentially local, their overriding concern being arrears. 

There are no signs that any broader political or constitutional programme was 

evolved.’ However, ‘the mutinies were highly organised and competently carried 

out.’
113

         

Central government’s dilemma over financing a large standing army was 

a constant problem all through the period of the Commonwealth and Protectorate, 

and, as such, proved to be at the root of much of the troubles experienced by the 

regions, not least, those in the north west of the country. In 1649, financial 

deficiencies constrained military operations to the point that ‘The £30,000 a 

month, left uncovered by the assessments, must be found before Cromwell could 

sail for Ireland, and though there were many sources of supply ultimately 

available, such as the composition of delinquents, the property of the royal 

family, and the lands of the suppressed Deans and Chapters, none of these would 

yield an immediate revenue sufficient for the purpose.’
114

 The consequences of 

inadequately financing a standing army as well as auxiliary and local militia 

forces not only challenged central government during the three civil wars - as 

confirmed in 1651 when the colonels, commanders and officers of the brigade of 

foot raised in Cheshire to fight in the ‘late Engagement at Worcester’ petitioned 

‘for their former Arreares of pay, and disbursements’ - but also created a source 

of unrest within the army from 1645 to 1647 that left ‘a permanent scar on the 

minds of the majority of the county leaders, which was to have a serious effect 

upon their politics in the 1650s.’
115

                                                                                

                                                 
111

 Morrill, Cheshire 1630-1660, pp. 200-201. 
112

 Ibid., pp. 201-202. 
113

 Ibid., p. 202. 
114

 Gardiner, History of the Commonwealth and Protectorate, Vol. I, pp. 24, 40. 
115

 CRO, ZCR 63/3/45, John Parson Earwaker Collection and Manuscripts. Copy of a petition of  

      colonels, commanders, officers of the brigade of foot raised in Cheshire, who were ‘in the  

      late Engagement at Worcester’ for arrears of pay disbursements due, 1651; Morrill, Cheshire  

     1630-1660, p. 203. 



 47 

In the years leading up to the 1650s, central government’s attempt to 

pacify the financial demands of the army was co-joined with a policy of reducing 

its size. Nowhere was this more evident than in Lancashire where, following the 

repeal of the Militia Ordinance, its ‘militia commission was reorganised in 1649’ 

and where, ‘since the autumn of 1648’, central government had also sought to 

reorganise military forces ‘that were still in service.’ To facilitate ‘the disbanding 

of the Lancashire forces still on foot’, the government ordered the Committee of 

Cumberland to contribute £4,000 from their county’s sequestration receipts 

towards paying off the forces and instructed Goldsmith’s Hall to commit £3,000 

from money ‘formerly earmarked for the Scots.’
116

 In an attempt to reduce the 

county’s forces, on 24 October 1648 the House of Commons voted to disband all 

officers and soldiers, both horse and foot, within Lancashire.
117

 Consistent with 

this direction, on 28 November 1648 the Committee of Both Houses ordered 

Colonel-General Ralph Assheton’s Lancashire militia forces be disbanded, 

stating that ‘The continuance of them on foot is a great charge to the country’.
118

 

Reflecting Richard Graves’s warning of the dangers associated with keeping a 

large unoccupied standing army that was owed large amounts of pay, the House 

of Commons, anxious to disband extraneous forces as quickly as possible, on 10 

February 1649 instructed Major-General Lambert to ‘draw out such of those 

Forces, as may be useful for Ireland’; it was hoped to raise a regiment of 1,000 

foot from the disbanded northern soldiery. To encourage disbanded Lancashire 

troops to volunteer for service in Ireland - as with disbanded Cheshire troops - 

they were to be paid off first ‘out of the moneys assigned by the                 

Houses for their disbanding’.
119

 Lancashire commissioners were urged to disband 

supernumeraries and send them to Ireland to save money, but like Cheshire’s 

situation, insufficient money was provided to pay off Colonel Shuttleworth’s 

troops; consequently, the Council ordered the treasurers at Goldsmith’s Hall to 

provide ‘with speed’, sufficient money to enable the quick disbandment of 

Lancashire forces, thereby hopefully eliminating the burden of free quarter, ‘the 

continuance whereof breeds discontent and disaffection, which the malignants 
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know how to improve to raise new troubles. You are therefore to pay that money 

with speed.’
120

  

‘Difficulties encountered in enforcing the Ordinance for Disbanding the 

militia’ erupted into a ‘spirit of unrest’ in spring 1649 when about 4,000 of 

Assheton’s militiamen, ‘being zealous for the Covenant’ and encouraged by local 

clergy, refused to lay down their arms and occupied Clitheroe Castle. Yet, 

despite their perceived zealousness, on 27 March 1649 they reportedly submitted 

to disband and quit the castle upon receipt of £3,155. 15s. 10d. paid to settle their 

arrears of pay.
121

 According to the Council, by April 1649 apart from the free 

companies of Captain Bamber still at large in the county and the troop of horse 

commanded by the disobedient Captain Carter, which had marched out of        

the county and into Cheshire, all Lancashire forces had been disbanded.
122

 

Subsequent to Lambert’s instructions, on 17 April 1649 the Council ordered 

Major-General Assheton to secure Bamber along with other officers and forcibly 

disband his troop, for ‘he not only continues his troop, but increases it by the 

addition of disorderly men, who take free quarter and oppress the country’; 

Assheton was to restore horses and arms to former owners or the 

Commonwealth.
123

 In his study of Lancashire and Cheshire, Thomas Baines 

advances the view that ‘With the disbanding of the militia in Lancashire and 

other counties, the power of Parliament, as an independent body, entirely passed 

away; and Oliver Cromwell, at the head of a victorious army of 30,000 men, 

became the real governor of England, although some of the forms of 

parliamentary government were continued.’
124

 Implicit in Baines’s assertion are 

differences and tensions that beset the post-civil wars republican consensus.           
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            In marked contrast to attitudes and Leveller ethos adopted by sections of 

the New Model, elements of Lancashire’s soldiery, before their disbandment and 

with encouragement from local ministers, pronounced their intention to adhere to 

the Solemn League and Covenant and all its principles, which gave ‘reason to 

doubt the loyalty of the county’s standing forces.’
125

 In May 1648 Lancashire 

soldiers issued the Declaration of the Officers and Souldiers of the County-

Palatine of Lancaster, which, together with their Letter to the Reverend 

Ministers of the several Hundreds of that County, desiring them to publish the 

said Declaration in their Parish Churches, affirmed their staunch support for 

Presbyterianism, putting them at odds with the ethos of Independency or, as 

Brailsford refers to it, the ‘consciousness’ of the New Model Army.
126

 Believing 

they had behaved ‘as becomes loyal subjects and faithful souldiers and servants 

of God, King, and Kingdom’, Lancashire’s officers and soldiers asserted their 

ownership of the ‘Solemn League and Covenant of the three Kingdoms in every 

branch of it, and will not by any combination, perswasion or terrour, be drawn 

from it.’ They proclaimed that ‘The too frequent declensions of many that 

pretend to Religion from their first principles, the misunderstanding, and diverse 

interpretations of our solemn League and Covenant, as it may suit to private 

interests, and the Generall Apostasy of the age we live in, together with the 

greivous aspersions under which we suffer, hath enforced us to present you with 

this inclosed Declaration […].’
127

 The Declaration confirmed that the county’s 

forces were not only determined to ‘stand for the Fundamental Government of 

the Kingdom by King, Lords, and Commons, according to the Laws of the Land, 

and the Declarations of this present Parliament, before our first engagement’, but 

also were ‘against Toleration of Heresie, Schism, Prophanesse, and whatsoever is 
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contrary to sound Doctrine and the power of Godlinesse, so plainly covenanted 

and declared against by the Ministers and others of this and other Counties.’
128

  

The civil wars and their aftermath had dire consequences for communities 

within the three counties that were eventually formed into the North Western 

Association. The harshness and grievous consequences of free quarter caused 

Alexander Rigby to petition the Council of State regarding the ‘miserable 

condition of Lancashire, both by those who live upon and waste the country 

without commission, and those who take free quarter’, while Cheshire 

communities also suffered the ‘disaffection and disorderly carriage’ of troops 

commissioned for service in either England or Ireland.
129

 Having instructed their 

agent at Chester, Charles Walley, not to pay troops their allotted daily rate of 6d. 

sufficient for their diet but instead pay the people where they were quartered,  the 

Council of State wrote to Colonel Duckenfield, governor of Chester, regretting 

the actions of some of Colonel Tothill’s regiment, ‘whereby the people of the 

country suffer much vexation.’
130

 Moreover, counties had to contend with ‘bad 

runs’ of harvests that often engendered malnutrition and famines.  

Following his earlier examination of the impact of weather-cycles and 

other underlying factors on agricultural yield/ratios, William George Hoskins’s 

later study of the patterns of good and bad harvests during the 140 years between 

1620 and 1759 found that, on the whole and despite the ravages of war, harvests 

were plentiful until the middle years of the 1640s. ‘The worst of the bad runs 

came in the years 1646-50 and 1657-61: each showed five bad harvests in a 

row.’
131

 ‘The year 1648 was exceedingly wet: a bad harvest was accompanied by 

a widespread murrain among cattle. Food prices rocketed year after year, 

reaching a peak in 1650.’ Conversely, the 1650s, particularly from 1652 to 1655, 

saw abundant harvests bring about fairly stable food prices.
132

 Food shortages 

weakened local populations and usually led to outbreaks of ‘diseases such as 

plague, smallpox and typhus etc. giving rise to crises of mortality.’
133

 Writing 
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about a visitation of the plague to ‘Rushton Grange now known as Cobridge in 

the parish of Burslem’ in Staffordshire in 1647, Martin Docksey notes that the 

conclusion of the first civil war witnessed movements of large bodies of men 

throughout England who, apart from ‘taking what food they could where they 

could’, aggravated maladies by ‘carrying with them fleas and lice,                    

the “vectors” which gave transport to diseases such as plague and typhus’.
134

 

Referring to Hoskins’s study, Docksey reports that ‘The harvests during the later 

part of the first civil war period had been disastrous, a series of deficient harvests  

culminating in the harvest of 1647 bordering on dearth, approaching less than 

50% of the expected yield.’ It was a precursor to a sharp rise in grain prices 

during the ‘long famine’ of 1646-51, which peaked ‘in 1647-8 to nearly     

double that of five years earlier.’
135

 During 1645-7 the mainly urban districts of 

south and east Staffordshire were visited by plague and other diseases like typhus, 

with Lichfield, where at least 801 died, and Stafford suffering badly; Burton-

upon-Trent not only suffered the plague in the mid-1640s, but also in the mid-

1660s.
136

 In response to the outbreak of plague in Burslem, and in accordance 

with Elizabethan plague orders, 25s. of the £9. 2s. 7d. expended on the poor out 

of rates collected in Shelton and Hanley 1648 was deemed due to Burslem under 

the order.
137

    

Like Staffordshire, Lancashire townships were periodically visited by 

plague and other infectious diseases during the 1640s and 1650s. After being 

‘plundered almost to their skins’ in August 1648 by the duke of Hamilton’s 

routed Scots army as they marched through the town towards Warrington, 

pursued by Cromwell, Wigan’s townspeople suffered a visitation of the plague 

that caused many deaths, the last related burial of which was held on 23 July 

1649.
138

 An account of the severe distress inflicted on the county by the ‘three-
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corded scourge of Sword, Pestilence, and Famine’, particularly in the towns of 

Wigan, Ashton, and the parts adjacent, appeared in a harrowing report written  by 

ministers and notables of Wigan and Lancashire, which was first                

printed in London on 24 May 1649.
139

 Warrington itself, along with Chester, was 

‘grievously visited’ by an epidemic of the plague in June 1647 which caused the 

House of Commons on 29 June 1647 to issue an order for ‘Two Parts of all such 

Monies’ received from a public collection be paid to Chester’s mayor, aldermen 

and sheriffs, and the ‘Third Part’ paid to Warrington’s constable and prominent 

inhabitants, Messrs Woolly and Robert Massey; all were charged to ensure that 

the money was ‘distributed unto such of the poor Inhabitants of the said City and 

Town as shall most need it’.
140

 However, in July 1647 Warrington’s townspeople 

petitioned Sir George Booth and other JPs at Manchester’s Midsummer Quarter 

Sessions for ‘some considerable relief’, claiming that the £200 previously 

granted by the country for plague relief had been ‘obstructed and hitherto 

neglected’; forced to borrow £50 by levying a tax on the inhabitants, constables 

used monies gathered for the necessary use of the poor and to defray other 

charges associated with their continual work in confronting ‘discontent to        

the cuntry & further danger in the said towne.’
141

 Besides putting a strain on 

Chester’s resources, the passage of hundreds of troops to and from Ireland most 

likely facilitated the spread of the plague to the city, so that ‘between 22 June 

1647 and 20 April 1648’ perhaps inevitably, “no less than 2,099 persons died of 

the Plague in Chester. [...] Cabins for the infected were erected under the Water 

Tower, and in the adjoining salt-marsh”.’ J. F. D. Shrewsbury maintains that 

‘1,906 of these deaths occurred between 25 June and 22 October, in which case 

more than 90 per cent of the city’s mortality happened during the “plague-

season”.’
142

 At the end of June 1647 the ‘corporation of Liverpool’, which itself 

was subsequently visited by the pestilence in 1647 and again in 1650, considered 
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the situation grave enough to prohibit ‘the entry into the town of people and 

goods from Chester and Warrington.’
143

 In his study of the history of bubonic 

plague in the British Isles, Shrewsbury refers to the impact of the bubonic plague 

epidemic on Chester’s citizenry by arguing that ‘Indeed it seems probable that 

the combined effects of siege and visitation decisively altered the history           

of Chester, dealing the city a blow from which it never fully recovered.’
144

 

‘Certainly, the plague epidemic of 1647-8 seriously delayed the return to 

normality in city government. Parliament suspended the mayoral election in 1647, 

appointing Robert Wright as mayor and naming two sheriffs, arrangements 

confirmed in March 1648 when meetings of the Assembly resumed.’
145

  

As with the association’s other two counties, Cheshire and Staffordshire, 

records confirm that post-conflict Lancashire communities continued to 

implement measures to minimise the consequences of periodic plague epidemics, 

with JPs asserting statutory powers to ensure relief was provided to victims. 

Legal remedies were sought by those affected directly or indirectly by epidemics 

as exemplified by Ellen Anderton, who petitioned Wigan’s Epiphany Quarter 

Sessions of 1649/50 on behalf of herself and three orphaned infants of Thomas 

Starkie and his wife who had died of the plague; she sought recompense for 

wages and monies spent during the continued care of the infants during their 

parents’ sickness until the present, and relief for their future maintenance.
146

 

Similarly, following an outbreak of plague at Bootle in 1652, Lathom’s 

constables petitioned Ormskirk’s Midsummer Quarter Sessions of 1653 seeking 

provision of relief to alleviate the impact of plague in Ormskirk and 

neighbouring townships.
147

 In a period when rudimentary public health controls 

prevailed in England, one favoured measure employed to try to contain 

contagious diseases was to isolate infected persons in specially-erected cabins or 

‘pest houses’ sited outside city walls or well away from communities. When 

suspected infected persons entered Staffordshire’s Rushton Grange workhouse, a 
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JP, Edward Mainwaring of Whitmore, charged Tunstall Court’s constable on 19 

August 1647 to return them to their “cabins”, or nail up the workhouse door with 

the ‘infected people inside and placing a strict “watch and ward”, to restrain them 

from coming abroad, lest the infection spread further in to the country.’
148

 Like 

Rushton Grange and other communities such as Burton-upon-Trent, where in the 

mid-1640s and 1660s victims were also isolated in cabins erected on Broadholme 

and Burton meadow, Chester’s Assembly implemented the same policy, housing 

infected persons in plague cabins erected on the edge of the Roodee between the 

Water Tower and the river during the outbreak of 1647-8; it was a policy 

revisited during a further outbreak in 1654.
149

 In a period marked by a decline in 

the relevance of church courts and Courts Leet, enforcement of statutes in 

parishes, and increasingly in townships, rested upon local officials, not least 

provincial magistracy who enforced preventative anti-epidemic measures and 

adjudicated on issues confronting plague victims; it was an aspect of local civil 

governance that continued throughout the decade following the wars. JPs 

adjudicated on all manner of issues associated with outbreaks, including non-

compliance with regulations, as demonstrated when a list of townspeople who 

had failed to pay for cleansing their houses during the 1648 visitation was 

submitted to Ormskirk’s Midsummer Quarter Sessions of 1650; the forcible 

confinement of persons like Bartholomew Houlme, an alehouse keeper of 

Lydiate, who in 1650 was suspected of being infected; and the auditing and 

sanctioning of costs associated with isolating victims.
150

                 

Compliance with the Plague Relief Act of 1604 necessitated levying local 

taxes or rates to support not only the infected, but also provide for finance 

                                                 
148

 Docksey, ‘The Plague in Burslem 1647-8’, in Essays on the History of North Staffordshire.   
149

 VCH, Tringham (ed.), A History of the County of Stafford: Vol. 9, Burton-upon-Trent; VCH,  

     C. P. Lewis and A. T. Thacker (eds.), History of the County of Chester: Vol. 5, Part 2, the  

City of Chester (Woodbridge: Boydell and Brewer, 2005), pp. 49-58, ‘Medical Services’; 

CRO, ZML/3, Mayor’s Letters 1546-1716, Vol. III, fol. 310, p. 376, 20 April 1654. The  

 isolation of infected persons was confirmed in an anonymous rough draft of a letter which  

 reported that the plague or ‘some other pestilence’ had infected eight households, and that all  

 the families had been removed out into the cabins ‘which are remote from the passage of the   

citie’. With one exception, the infected houses were near the bridge, and only eleven deaths 

were known to have occurred at the time of writing the letter. 
150

 LRO, QSP/11/19, Wigan Quarter Sessions: Petitions, Epiphany 1648/9. Note of persons not  

     paying for cleansing their houses in 1648 plague; LRO, QSP/35/15, Ormskirk Quarter  

     Sessions: Petitions, Midsummer 1650. Lydiate - Barthlomew Houlme, alehousekeeper,  

     confined for suspicion of plague; QSP/35/45, Ormskirk Quarter Sessions: Petitions,  

     Midsummer 1650. Halsall Parish - expenses of isolation for plague. 



 55 

keepers, watchmen, searchers and gravediggers, as well as the erection of cabins 

and pest houses; it was also permissible to impose penalties on those who left 

infected houses.
151

 These levied rates often created resentment and precipitated 

non-payments, forcing high constables to seek redress by way of presenting 

petitions at Quarter Sessions to obtain collection orders for arrears, as at Ashton-

in-Makerfield in 1650 and at Wigan’s October Sessions in 1654 relating to 

unpaid rates previously set in 1652 for the poor and infected of Liverpool,  

Bootle and Halsall.
152

 Records for Lancashire confirm that petitions associated 

with unpaid relief continued to be addressed by JPs at Quarter Sessions and at the      

Sheriffs’ Table during Assizes week throughout the 1650s.
153

 Jonathan Healey’s     

published study ‘The Development of Poor Relief in Lancashire, c. 1598-1680’ 

confirms the importance of the statutory role of local officials, notably the 

magistracy, in enforcing the ‘formal relief mechanisms’ of rate-funded poor 

relief that ‘were essentially in place before the Civil War’, and how, ‘After a 

brief hiatus during the conflict [when there appeared to be a dearth of  collectors 

and overseers of the poor] the poor law was quickly revived in the 1650s.’
154

 In 

the absence of what now would be recognised in terms of a modern-day state-
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financed public sector, local officials were intermediaries between state and 

society and, as Healey notes, ‘The role of the magistracy is emphasized as a 

crucial driving force, not just in the enforcement of the statutes, but also in 

setting relief policy. The thousands of petitions to JPs by paupers, parishes, and 

townships that survive in the county archives suggests that magistrates were 

crucial players in the “politics of the parish”.’ Hence, ‘Formal poor relief was 

thus one of the main fires in which the power-wielding culture of the “middling 

sort” was forged.’
155

  

In the post-conflict pursuance of maintaining stable and compliant 

communities, the role of parish- and parochial-appointed officials - 

churchwardens, overseers of the poor and surveyors of the highways - continued 

to be significant. Chosen to serve yearly terms, the role of churchwardens is to be 

found in the vestry minutes and accounts of parishes like that of Prescot where, 

as in other parishes, the vicar, John Wythens, along with eight members of the 

vestry and other gentlemen parishioners, appointed churchwardens from the 

‘wealthier male inhabitants of the parish’ at annual meetings held during Easter 

week.
156

 Churchwardens like Thomas Deane of Rainhill and John Tunstall of 

Rainford, who were both appointed on Tuesday 20 April 1652, as well as 

undertaking specified duties within the parish’s several townships, were expected 

to account for all financial transactions relating to the parish as illustrated in the 

accounts presented for 1654-5.
157

 The accounts presented by Henry Eccleston, 

John Poughtin, Joseph Potts and John Tunstall at Easter 1654 show that of £33. 

18s. 8d. total monies received, £31. 4s. 0d. was collected from ‘church leyes 

laide’ for the ‘use of the said church’; arrears of £1. 0s. 10d. received from James 

Traves and John Tunstall, late churchwardens; 6d. from the sale of 3lbs of church 

lead; and £1. 13s. 4d. charged for burials in the church.
158

 Of the £32. 15s. 8½d. 

spent on payments and disbursements, £18. 10s. 7d. was associated with repairs 

and maintenance to the fabric of the parish church, while £14. 5s. 1½d. was spent 
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on meeting expenses and other parochial expenditure.
159

 Allowing for late 

receipts and payments, a surplus of £1. 9s. 1½d. was paid over by the old 

churchwardens to Thomas Lyon, one of the new churchwardens.
160

 Except for 

larger urban parishes like Rochdale, where parish clerks like Raph Webb were 

paid to keep accounts, churchwardens were expected to prepare and submit 

accounts showing monies received and disbursed for approval at the annual 

vestry meeting; at the year-end, financial surpluses or deficits ‘passed from one 

office-holder to the next at Easter each year.’
161

  

‘Also chosen annually from the better-off male inhabitants’ by the vestry, 

the collective decision-making body for the parish whose power extended to 

setting the parochial rate and allotting relief, were overseers of the poor who - as 

with churchwardens - were expected to present annual accounts and accept year-

end financial surplus or deficit from their predecessors.
162

 Apart from collecting 

annually-levied taxes for the maintenance and relief of the poor and impotent, as 

with £39 ‘layed’ across Prescot parish’s townships in July 1653, overseers of the 

poor and churchwardens accounted for ‘all expenditure on poor relief,      

including workhouse expenses and those associated with Settlement, Bastardy                  

and Vagrancy Examinations and appeals, and all subsequent legal activities.’
163

 

Unlike churchwardens, the appointment of overseers of the poor was confirmed 

by the JPs in Quarter Sessions (rather than the vestry and minister), as with Henry 

Robie of the parish of Upholland who was appointed in 1653, ‘and their accounts 

needed to be audited and signed off by two JPs at the end of the accounting year 

at Easter.’
164

 Overseers of the poor were able to seek legal remedies to resolve 
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difficulties encountered during the performance of their duties as shown when   

the threatened consequence of Orrell’s townspeople’s continuing refusal to pay 

specified church leyes for the relief of Upholland’s impotent poor forced Henry 

Robie to petition the Ormskirk Midsummer Quarter Sessions of 1654.
165

 ‘Both 

churchwardens’ and overseers’ accounts were public and any parishioner could 

demand to see them.’ It was also the case that ‘Churchwardens were authorised   

to act as overseers, and many items of expenditure in churchwardens’           

accounts might equally be found in an overseer’s account.’
166

    

           In the aftermath of the wars, each parish continued to appoint ‘two 

Surveyors of Highways’ in accordance with the Statute of Highways of 1555.
167

 

Appointed annually and required to submit yearly accounts, surveyors like John 

Bold and Edmund Tunstall of Sutton, who were both elected to serve during 

1651-2, were empowered to levy a rate for the upkeep of local highways as     

well as supervise the deployment of labour on the roads, to which householders 

were under statutory obligation to give six days a year or face           

‘compounding by a money payment’ for non-compliance.
168

 That the endeavours 

of parochial officials were supported and legally endorsed by local JPs is borne 

out by the many petitions submitted to Quarter Sessions. When surveyors and 

constables at Ince Blundell sought to collect outstanding leyes from named 

inhabitants and instruct designated individuals to repair highways, ‘the Towne 

being in a very foule condicion’, their actions were sanctioned by JPs sitting at the 

Ormskirk Michaelmas Sessions of 1649.
169

 Parochial officials continued to seek 

legal remedies throughout the 1650s, as in 1654, when Henry Gillman, John Bate 
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and John Hatton, nominated parish surveyors of Warrington, sought an order from 

the Ormskirk JPs to bring before the court those inhabitants of the town who 

refused to pay leyes for the repair of local highways.
170

 As with Lancashire, 

presentments to Cheshire and Staffordshire courts confirm that incidents of non-

compliance with statutory obligations relating to the repairs of highways and 

bridges, and disputes concerning allocation of funds to particular repairs, 

continued throughout the 1650s.
171

 

            For parish officials, non-compliance of duties or failure to submit accounts 

could have legal ramifications. When a complaint was made at Manchester’s 

Easter sessions of 1655 concerning the transgression of a churchwarden at 

Rivington who, when summoned to present his accounts at Bolton, declared he 

had not been given sufficient time to prepare for his attendance, it was  

adjudicated he had compromised his duties by not preparing any accounts.
172

 

Similarly, failure to act in accordance with prescribed duties could have legal 

consequences for former churchwardens, as in 1649 when Ormskirk’s 

Michaelmas Quarter Sessions issued a warrant for the arrest of John Houghton 

and William Johnson, along with other former churchwardens of Croston parish, 

for their failure to comply with an order to provide for the maintenance of 

Katherine Tompson, ‘a poor impotent person borne in the same parishe’. 

Likewise, responding to a petition submitted by 30 men of Kirkham parish who 

complained that duties neglected by their elected churchwardens included the 

                                                 
170

 LRO, QSP/99/1, Ormskirk Quarter Sessions: Petitions, Midsummer 1654.   
171

 CRO, QJB 2/7, Indictments and Presentments Book, Jan. 1655-Nov. 1659 (microfilm, 200/5).  

     One such presentment delivered on 21 October 1656 named John Partington and John Sorton,  

     both of Witton in Cheshire, for not repairing the highway near Wade Brook that headed  

     towards Northwich; SRO, Q/SO/6, Staffordshire Quarter Sessions Order Book 1642-1659,  

     Translation (July) 1654, p.11. Sitting JPs adjudicated on the state of local highways and level   

     of mandated repairs undertaken by communities as recorded: ‘Whereas the inhabitants of the  

     foure townes That is to say Penkhull, Shelton, Clayton & Seabridge, and Wolstanton were  

     presented at the generall sessions of the publick peace holden for this County on Tuesday next  

     after the feast of the Epiphanie 1652 for the neglect of repaire and decay of the highwayes  

     within the said townes’. When necessary, adjudications were made regarding allocations of  

     local funds as with the overseers of Audley parish who were ordered to make disbursements  

     for the repair of the ‘great road’ running from London to Lancashire through the hamlet of  

     Talke before funding  repairs to the hamlet’s other highways. 
172

 Steel (ed.), Prescot Church Wardens’ Accounts, 1635-1663, pp. 158-163; LRO, QSP/112/25,  

     Manchester Quarter Sessions: Petitions, Easter 1655. Rivington, churchwarden’s accounts  

     1655.   



 60 

repair of their church and school, JPs at Preston’s Easter Quarter Sessions in 1653 

legally instructed the churchwardens to perfom their prescribed duties.
173

 

            Rates levied locally to fund relief for the poor and infected were part of a   

range of taxes imposed by parish and state in accordance with prescribed rules to 

finance national government as well as local commitments. The level of taxation 

proved contentious not only with individuals, but also with local authorities; it 

was an issue taken up by Chester city’s officials. Speaker Lenthall’s letter of 

September 1651 to the commissioners for the monthly assessments for the army 

in the city and county of Chester, confirming the Act of Parliament for the 

continuance of the monthly assessment of £120,000 for the maintenance of the 

army, was sent amid growing resentment at the level of the imposed tax.
174

 

Following a communication from the Commissioners for the Army in December 

1652 to the commissioners for assessments in Chester regarding a complaint 

made by James Smith, sub-commissioner for the city’s excise - who claimed his 

assessment for the army was excessive - in September 1653 the Commissioners 

for the Army wrote to Chester’s mayor informing him that Smith had complained 

that his office had been ‘broken open’, his books seized and his servant thrown 

into prison by the said mayor, ‘under pressure of levying an assessment laid upon 

him by the assessors’ of the city.
175

 From ‘Whitehall on 10
th

 of June 1653’, 

Cromwell also wrote to Chester’s commissioners for the monthly assessments for 

the army to confirm ‘the continuance of the Assessment at the present rates for six 

moneths as from 24
th

 of June instant’; it was, he maintained, ‘required to be 

collected with care and diligence’.
176

 In a subsequent complaint, Chester’s mayor 

and aldermen bitterly attacked the ‘oppressive taxation of their city’, alleging that 

the level of taxation dictated its taxation regime.
177

 They argued that they paid 6s. 

in the pound, and were it not that they assessed both ‘personall and reall estates in 

one and the same waie, which few places in England doe’, it would amount to at 

least 12s. in the pound.
178

 The mayor and aldermen prayed for some abatement of 

‘this inordinate taxation’, claiming that it would relieve the city considerably to be 
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joined for purposes of assessment with ’the countye togeather, as Yorke and 

Yorkeshire is’.
179

 In June 1654, the city wrote a letter of complaint, enclosing a 

petition asking for relief from the assessments; copies were sent to Henry 

Cromwell and John Bradshaw.
180

 Included in the papers of the Shakerley family 

of Hulme and Somerford is an account of payments made between November 

1653 and June 1655 by Astbury and Somerfield in Cheshire, which highlights the 

disproportionate impact of army funding on localities. It shows that out of 

payments totalling £12. 1s. 0d. - being £5. 12s. 3d. for Astbury and £6. 8s. 9d. for 

Somerfield - payments amounting to 5s. 7d. were made for repairs to the church 

and bridges; 5s. 8d. was paid to the poor; while payments amounting to an 

estimated £11. 9s. 9d. were paid for arms and towards the upkeep of the army.
181

  

Deemed ‘Verye necessarye, Needfull and p’ffitable for all Justices of 

peace and gent w[i]thin the same & maie serve for a p’petuall president to them & 

theirs for the true and p’fect easye mode, Quicke assessinge and charging of the 

seu’all & p’ticular Townes’, books of tax rates were sought out by provincial 

officials seeking guidance on the assessment and apportionment of county tax 

charges across every Hundred’s parishes and townships within their counties.
182

 

Published early in the seventeenth century, one of the most definitive works on 

taxation was compiled by astronomer, mathematician and merchant, William 

Crabtree of Broughton in Lancashire. Based around precise rules ‘to be observed 

in the rating and collecting of all Taxes and Leyes’, Crabtree’s book of tax rates 

set out levels of contributions to be made by the Hundreds within the          

County Palatine of Lancashire when the whole county was charged to make                  

any of the sums following, namely: £500-£200-£100-£50-£20-£10-£5-£2-£1-10s.  

‘according to the Soldiers’ Ley or County Ley’.
183

 Similarly, Crabtree provided 

detailed tables setting out the amounts every parish and township of each Hundred 

should pay when the same Hundred was charged to pay rates; payments were 
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based on the following sums: £100-£50-£20-£10-£5-£2-£1-10s.
184

 As well as 

providing tables for the collection of the subsidy, the fifteenth or when necessary 

the tenth, Crabtree’s book detailed weekly rates of taxation to be collected in 

every parish to fund the relief of maimed soldiers’ levy and subsistence of 

prisoners at the Marshalsey and Lancaster Gaol.
185

 

 _________________________________________________________________ 

 

  Figure 1.1   Extract from William Crabtree’s Book of Rates for the County Palatine of Lancaster - 1650    

                        ‘A true & p’fect Booke of all rates and Taxacons wch concerne this county of  

                         Lanc. Verye necessarye and Needful and p’ffitable for all Justices of peace  

                         and gent wthin the same & maie serve for a p’petuall president to them &   

                         theirs for the true & p’fect easye mode  Quicke assessinge & charging of ye  

                         seu’all and p’ticular Townes Wth what sumes of money food shall att any  

                         tyme bee imposed upon the same Countie as hereine maie plainlye appeare’, 1650.
186
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            After the second civil war the ‘pressing occasions of the State for money’ 

hastened the Committee for Compounding with Delinquents to send out terse     

letters in September 1650 to county committees - including those of the future                                             

_________________________________________________________________ 

 

 Figure 1.2   Extract from William Crabtree’s Book of Rates - Weekly Taxation to be levied in every 

                      Parish in each Hundred for the Relief of the Maimed Soldiers & Prisoners - 1650    

                      Crabtree’s Rates enabled Lancashire officials to quickly assess and apportion charges  

                      across every Hundred i.e. Salford, West Derby, Leyland, Amounderness, Blackburn and  

                      Lonsdale. Charles Worsley, the first major-general of the North Western Association, is 

                      reputed to have owned a copy of Crabtree’s book of tax rates.
 187 
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association - to enquire into the state of sequestration revenues under their 

management. Having compared expected half-year revenues with actual sums 

paid in, committees were admonished for being remiss in enforcing payments 

and submitting insufficient amounts. Rebuked for allowing arrears not collected 

by former committees to remain in tenants’ hands and money to be retained by 

county treasurers and collectors, committees were told that if they had used their 

powers as determined by the Act of Parliament of January 1650 ‘for the better 

Ordering and Managing the Estates of Papists and Delinquents’, most of the last 

half-year’s rents would have been paid. As a consequence, future revenues were 

to be paid as they became due and a ‘perfect rental’ of revenue and alterations or 

improvements submitted each month.
188

 Except for augmentations to ministers, 

no charges or allowances were to be paid unless authorised by the Committee for 

Compounding and because of the infrequency of the meetings held by some 

county committees, all committees were ordered to meet weekly or ‘oftener        

if  needful’ and submit not only times and locations of all meetings, but also the            

                          _______________________________________________________________ 

                        

                       Expected Annual   Expected Half Year         Actual Half Year 

                        Revenues (rents)     Revenues (rents)    Revenues (rents) returned 

                              £.   s.   d.                 £.   s.   d.                     £.   s.   d. 

  Cheshire         3,634. 14. 06.          1,817. 07. 03.                778. 00. 00.    

  Staffordshire  3,834. 16. 00.          1,917. 08. 00.                200. 00. 00.       

 

         Table 1.1   Sequestration revenue shortfalls in 1650.
189

  

            (Sequestration revenues returned from Lancashire are not available)  

________________________________________________________________  

details of why rents remained outstanding.
190

 With monies left uncollected or not 

submitted county committees faced penalties, while all former committeemen, 

treasurers, collectors and solicitors were deemed accountable and subject to fines 

for past proceeds not returned.
191

                        

           Crucial to the enforcement of parliament’s legislation was the role of local 
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officials who utilised local knowledge to implement state policies throughout the 

1640s  and 1650s.
192

 Critical to ensuring the enforcement of government policies 

                        that affected sequestration and compounding, as well as the later decimation tax,    

                        was the compilation and submission of  accurate records identifying the status of   

                        recusants and delinquents residing within county Hundreds. While sequestration  

                           committeemen like Thomas Malbon and Thomas Hurwar, both of  the Nantwich 

                        Hundred, dutifully submitted details of resident delinquents and papists - like the  

                        earls Rivers and of  Shrewsbury, and viscounts Kilmorey and Cholmondeley - to   

the Committee for Compounding with Delinquents, it fell to constables like John 

Sherburne and James Richmond of the Blackburn Hundred to also compile     

and maintain lists of all known local papists and malignants.
193

 Despite that by 

1656 the interregnum government’s more relaxed attitude towards Roman 

Catholics engendered a widely-practised toleration favoured by Cromwell and 

several MPs, as records for Staffordshire’s Hundreds confirm, lists of those 

“suspected to be papists or popishly affected’ of sixteen years and over, with 

their place of abode and their condition or occupation’ continued                        

to be compiled.
194

 Complying with the terms of the Act of 26 June 1657          

‘for convicting, discovering and repressing of popish recusants’, every 

‘constablewick and township within each hundred’ compiled lists of persons 

‘summoned by proclamation to appear at the […] Sessions of Peace in 

accordance with the ‘late Act of Parliament’ and had defaulted; each was 

therefore to appear at the next Quarter Sessions to take the oath of abjuration as 

appointed by the act, under pain of being adjudged ‘a popish recusant 

convict”.
195

 The thoroughness of the lists identified recusants from all strands of 

Staffordshire’s society, from William Lacon, a gentleman, and his wife, 
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Elizabeth, who resided at Arley in the Seisdon Hundred, down to George and 

Thomas Dutton, both weavers of Darlaston in the Offlow Hundred.
196

   

            Before the imposition of the decimation tax, delinquents like Cheshire’s 

Thomas Leigh Jr., who was arrested while visiting Stafford and imprisoned at 

Coventry, ‘were willing to come to composition because although they had        

to pay a price it was better than losing everything.’
197

 In expectation that the 

parliamentarians would ultimately be defeated, royalists considered ‘it would still 

be worthwhile to treat with the rebels in the meantime in order to ensure       

some control over the running of their estates.’
198

 Although in Staffordshire there 

was no definitive ‘clear line of social status, economic interest,                                           

or family connection separating royalist from parliamentarian’, strict            

religious ideologies were instrumental in determining partisan political 

loyalties.
199

 However, although such generalised conclusions appertaining to the 

allegiances of all classes of Catholics have found support amongst scholars like 

Christopher Hill who argues that papists ‘had solidly supported Charles in the 

Civil War’, others like Edward Toby Terrar emphasise ‘that the labouring 

Catholics who were the majority, unlike the gentry Catholics, did not take the 

royalist side.’
200

 Members of most of Staffordshire’s ‘old Catholic families - the 

Lanes of Bentley, the Giffards, the Talbots, and the Fowlers - were to be found 

fighting in the royal armies; but others among them preferred to be neutral, or to                 

make the best terms they could’ with parliament’s agents.
201

 Despite supporting 

early resistance to Stuart rule, a similar ‘reluctance to push it to the point of 

armed rebellion’ was adopted by many of Staffordshire’s non-Catholic landed 

families.
202

  

            In Lancashire, not only did numbers of the Catholic gentry serve in the 

parliamentary army, ‘Thomas Brockholes of Heaton and Francis Morley of 
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Wennington began as royalists and ended as parliamentarians, they also        

acted as sequestration agents, assessors, collectors and magistrates’, and                       

‘the Catholic Alexander Barlow, who was a sheriff for Lancashire in 1651.’
203

 

Blackwood’s examination of Lancashire’s gentry highlights the criteria marking 

the social differences between royalists and parliamentarians and addresses once-

accepted notions that the nobility and gentry were predominantly royalist        

and townsfolk and the peasantry, parliamentarian.
204

 The nobility of Lancashire 

‘were unanimously and vigorously Royalist. But there were only three of them: 

James Stanley, seventh earl of Derby; Richard Molyneux, second viscount of 

Maryborough in Ireland; and Henry Parker, thirteenth baron Morley and 

Monteagle.’
205

 Of the ‘774 gentry families in Lancashire on the eve of the Civil 

_________________________________________________________________ 

                                                                 Royalist            Parliamentarian 

Lancashire                                                   272                         138 

Cheshire                                                    *117                         138           

 Table 1.2   Civil War Allegiances of Individual Lancashire & Cheshire Gentry.
 206

  

*Morrill incorrectly transcribed Dr Wanklyn’s total of 118 Cheshire Royalists as 117. 

_________________________________________________________________                

 

War’, 177 are identified as royalist, 91 as parliamentarian and 24 as 

sidechangers/divided. Though the remaining 482 families’ allegiances are not 

known, it is highly likely that most of the ‘common people’ remained neither 

predominantly royalist nor parliamentarian.
207

 Indeed, approximately 100 of the        

482 gentry ‘neuter’ families were Catholic who may have been alienated from 

Charles I because of the effects of recusancy fines and other impositions such    
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as ‘ship money, distraint of knighthood and military burdens.’
208

 Resentment 

against the imposed pecuniary burdens of the period of Personal Rule was indeed 

nowhere more intense than in Lancashire where ‘the sheriff was forced to report 

that “two of the largest hundreds, Amounderness and Lonsdale, altogether stand 

out and will neither assess nor pay”, and there is some significance in the fact 

that Amounderness and Lonsdale were notoriously Catholic hundreds.’
209

                          

            While Morrill disagrees with Keith Lindley’s claim that only 26% of 

Lancashire’s royalists were Catholic, he agrees with Blackwood that the king’s 

cause received substantial support from the Catholic community, ‘far more than 

is implied by the work of Dr Lindley’, citing that ‘almost two-thirds of 

Lancashire, royalist families were Catholic’, and that along with ‘Cheshire, a 

much higher proportion of the Catholic than of Protestant gentry were actively 

royalist.’
210

 Indeed, some of the king’s most ardent supporters were Lancashire 

Catholics, notably the redoubtable papist delinquent, Hugh Anderton, gentleman 

of Euxton who, having been actively involved along with 8 others in the ‘late 

insurrection led by Charles Stuart’, was considered guilty of committing treason, 

and as such under the Act of Sale of Delinquents’ Lands, was not permitted ‘to 

compound’ for his estates and left liable to have them ‘sold and confiscated’ by 

Lancashire’s county committee.
211

   

The extent of centralised control exerted over county committees by     

the Committee for Compounding with Delinquents is highlighted by Lancashire 

committee’s response to a rebuke issued by the then-sitting London-based 

Committee regarding the non-submission of an account of profits from 

sequestrations and unauthorised payments made from the said profits. Sent from 

Blackburn on 24 July 1650, Lancashire’s committee insisted that it was unable to 

send an account of profits secured from sequestrations because, in accordance 

with orders issued by the former London-based Committee, they had to ‘issue all 

money arising until 24 June last for satisfying the soldiers and ministers, so that 
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we have not anything to account for; from thence forward we shall not fail to 

account; there is however little, if anything, due until 29 Sept. next.’
212

 But while  

Lancashire officials were being rebuked for not submitting an account of    

profits from sequestrations and failing to seek ‘our allowance of that order’ 

previously issued to pay soldiers and augmentations to ‘impropriations’, other 

counties openly provided financial assistance to military forces. On 12 August 

1650, Staffordshire’s committee notified the Committee for Compounding with 

Delinquents that ‘The Militia Commissioners here, by virtue of the Act (for 

Settling of the Militia of the Commonwealth of England) and of a letter from the 

Council of State, have charged horse on divers delinquents and Papists, 

according to their 1/3 or 1/5, and have laid the 2/3 or 4/5 on the remainder of 

their estates.’ As a consequence, the Staffordshire committee asked ‘What are we 

to disburse in that behalf?’
213

 Similarly, on 24 September 1650, Captain John 

Ley, agent to the county committee for Stafford, reported to the Committee for 

Compounding with Delinquents that the county’s ‘commissioners thought fit to 

lend £260 for the better and quicker dispatch of the horse into the North,     

which will be repaid out of the money to be levied upon the county’; he       

hoped that ‘the service being so considerable,’ would not be ‘unpleasing’                      

to the London-based Committee.
214

 Parliament addressed and clarified such 

inconsistencies in the funding of military forces in the Act passed on 26 

November 1650 ‘for raising One hundred and twenty thousand pounds per 

Mensum for Four Moneths, To commence the Five and twentieth of December                 

1650. for Maintenance of the Forces in England, Ireland and Scotland,                                                                                                                                       

Raised by Authority of Parliament for the Service of this Commonwealth.’
215

 

Notwithstanding, the Committee for Compounding with Delinquents again had 

to rebuke Lancashire officials on 18 March 1651 after militia commissioners 

appealed that unless more charges were allowed against sequestered estates, then 
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‘horse and foot now raised will have to be disbanded’; the Committee replied 

that it ‘cannot allow any charge for the raising of horse upon the sequestered 

estates, unless Parliament order it, and hopes they will not expect that in their 

county, which is not allowed in any other in England.’
216

               

            The prescriptive nature of the relationship between the Committee for 

Compounding with Delinquents and its county counterparts often led to 

contentious issues and points of clarification being referred back to London, not 

least following on from repercussions of the imposed Oath of Abjuration and 

later Act of General Pardon and Oblivion. After seeking clarification on 9 

August 1650 as to whether the estates of persons who had taken the Oath or who 

had died since sequestration were still to be regarded as sequestrated, to which 

the London-based Committee replied ‘tell us whether the estates are now under 

sequestration, and you shall receive further directions’, Lancashire’s county 

committee on 21 September 1650 informed the Committee ‘We continue as yet 

under sequestration those who have taken the oath of abjuration, though they 

were discharged by the late County Committee.’
217

 Likewise, Cheshire’s county 

committee confirmed to the Committee for Compounding that it would            

not discharge any sequestered delinquents under the Act of General                 

Pardon and Oblivion without the London-based Committee’s express consent.
218

 

County committeemen officiating in what would become Worsley’s North 

Western Association were the instruments through which significant funds were 

secured for the state and they ensured that local enforcement of state-imposed 

sanctions against anti-government factions were applied across the social 

demographic of the counties’ communities, as in Cheshire where many 

prominent personages were acted against by local agents of the state. Having had 

their real and personal estates sequestered, many prominent Cheshire royalists 

like Lord Brereton, Richard Mallory, Peter Mainwaring, Sir Robert Brerewood, 

Sir Hugh Calveley, Richard Litler and Daniel Bavand, compounded with the 

state to discharge their estates; in some instances, however, local officials 
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encountered difficulties ascertaining the true wealth or locating the estates of 

some delinquents, as with Henry Leigh and John Jones.
219

 

            ‘In a county where the Civil War had been extremely bitter,            

bloody and ideological’, and despite 42 of its 312 members of the upper classes 

losing their lives fighting for the royalist cause, paradoxically, ‘the Royalist 

gentry seem to have suffered less in Lancashire than in many other parts            

of England.’
220

 ‘It was not simply that sequestrations, composition fines and 

confiscations had few permanent damaging effects. It was also because a fair 

minority of Royalist gentlemen - 66 (21 per cent) - appear to have escaped these                      

punishments altogether.’
221

 Blackwood maintains that ‘many of the Lancashire 

county committeemen were noted for their political moderation and their aim 

was to reconcile the defeated Royalists to the new regime by leniency rather than 

to alienate them by harshness. But a more important reason for the fair treatment 

of the Lancashire Royalist gentry would seem to have been their great numbers. 

Support for the Stuarts was so strong in Lancashire that the Parliamentarian 

authorities dared not make an example of every Royalist.’
222

  

            In the years following the conflict authorised sequestrators and county 

committeemen appointed and nominated by parliament, continued to take 

possession of delinquents’ real and personal estates and secure ‘two parts’ of all 

the estates, real and personal, of papists.
223

 In accordance with the Act of 

Parliament later passed on 21 October 1653 sequestered recusants ‘begged’ to 

contract with the Committee for Compounding with Delinquents, as in the 

months of December 1653 and January 1654 when 151 recusants, comprising 

130 from Lancashire, 11 from Cheshire and 10 from Staffordshire, petitioned   

the Committee to contract for their estates.
224

 Thomas Dring’s compilation of 

compounded delinquents published in 1655 lists 347 compounders - of which 

only one, Philip Dracot of ‘Pavisley’ (Painsley) in Staffordshire, is         

identified as recusant - for the three counties ultimately selected to form Charles  
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_______________________________________________________________________ 

                                                           Cheshire        Lancashire          Staffordshire 

Total Compounders.
225

 :                        154                  150                        43 

Compounders by sums compounded: 

Under £100                                              72                    96                          7                                          

£100 - £499                                              45                    44                        22  

£500 - £999                                              25                      7                          6 

£1000 - £5000                                            9                      2                          7 

Over £5000                                                3                       1                          1 

                                                              £.   s.   d.          £.   s.   d.            £.   s.   d. 

Highest composition values: 

Lord Cholmondeley of Chester.
226

 7,742. 00. 00. 

Robert Rawlington of                                               8,046. 00. 00. 

March Grang[e], Lancaster.
227

 

Sir Richard Leveson of                                                                       6,000. 00. 00. 

Trentham (with £360 per annum settled).
228

 

Lowest composition values: 

William Smith of Withenshaw.
229

         1. 00. 00. 

John Wood of Preswich,                                                      10. 00. 

Lancaster.
230

 

Symon Dege of Collowhill.
231

                                                                   7. 00. 00.   

                                                                                  

Total amounts compounded.
232

:  54,061. 13. 09.   31,637. 10. 09.   24,332. 01. 03. 

 

Table 1.3   Extracts from Thomas Dring’s,  A Catalogue of the Lords, Knights, and  

                   Gentlemen that have compounded for their Estates (London: 1655). 

The table shows numbers of compounders by county and by range of sums compounded; 

highest and lowest composition values of individual delinquents from across the social 

spectrum; and total sums compounded for the counties allocated to Charles Worsley. 

_______________________________________________________________________ 
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Worsley’s association, whose composition value totalled £110,031. 05s. 09d.,                  

with Cheshire’s total value being well-nigh equal to the combined total values   

of both Lancashire and Staffordshire.
233

 Not only did the total fines imposed     

on Staffordshire’s 43 listed delinquents amount to the not insignificant sum of 

£24,332. 01s. 03d., but also 7 of the county’s delinquents compounded for sums 

between £1,000 and £4,000.
234

 In addition, before mitigation, Staffordshire’s Sir 

Richard Leveson was fined £9,846, which was not only the largest delinquency 

fine in Staffordshire, but also one of the largest in the country.
235

            

            John Spurr argues that ‘For puritans the 1650s were a decade of high 

hopes, great fears and deep disappointments.’ This transpired despite the New 

Model Army’s declaration to their brethren in Scotland, ‘that we are not soldiers 

of fortune, we are not merely servants of men; we have not only proclaimed 

Jesus Christ, the King of Saints, to be our King by profession, but desire            

to submit to him on his own terms, […] he having of his own good will entered 

into a Covenant of Grace with his poor Saints.’
236

 In his writings about the 

preceding years, William Charles Braithwaite argues that ‘although there had 

been no formal settlement of religion on the basis of liberty of conscience for all 

except Episcopalians and Roman Catholics, the pressure of the army and the 

leanings of the English Independents had practically secured this for some years. 

There was religious liberty de facto.’
237

 At a time when politics and religion 

remained indivisible, with religion shaping social attitudes and influencing 

national and local governance, the 1650s continued to be marked by the piety of 

the dominant political and military puritan majority. ‘Independency sprang into 
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national importance as the system which by contrast with the bonds                    

of episcopacy or of the presbytery was the natural religious home for men of free  

spirit.’
238

  

            Piety, however, was not the preserve of parliament’s supporters; it was, 

Blackwood argues, ‘also to be found on the Royalist side. The leader of the 

Lancashire Cavaliers, James Stanley, seventh Earl of Derby, was a very devout 

Anglican. His book of Private Devotions is clear evidence of this. His wife, who 

so bravely defended Lathom House for the king, was even more devout.’
239

 The 

piety of parliament’s Lancashire army officers is confirmed by Presbyterian 

minister, Adam Martindale, in his recollections of time spent serving as ‘clark of 

the troop and deputie quartermaster’ to Colonel John Moore’s company at the 

Liverpool garrison. He recounts that before its fall in 1644, he ‘enjoyed sweet 

communion with the religious officers of the company, which used to meet every 

night at one anothers’ quarters, by turnes, to read scriptures, to confer of good 

things, and to pray together.’
240

 Of the year 1646, Martindale wrote: ‘This was 

that bustling yeare wherein the Presbyteriall and Congregationall governments 

were like Jacob and Esau struggling in the wombe.’ It was the year that saw the 

parliamentary ordinance sanctioning the division of Lancashire into nine 

classical presbyteries passed by the Lords on 2 October 1646 and a period in 

which Martindale observed the ‘very zealous (usually called Rigid) presbyterians, 

that were for the setting up of the governance of the Church of Scotland amongst 

us, (some few circumstances excepted,) and the utter extirpation of 

Independencie, root and branch, as schismaticall and inconsistent with the 

covenant’.
241

 

             As with other counties, church government, through the auspices of 

classical presbyteries, was settled on Lancashire only after ‘a return or certificate 

had been made by the County Committee with the proposed scheme of classes’ 
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and lists of ministers and elders ‘had passed the examination and approval of the 

Committee for Enumeration’ and then passed to both Houses of Parliament.
242

 

William Shaw argues, ‘That there was a purely classical organisation in Cheshire 

in 1648, quite distinct from the later voluntary association in 1653, is proved by 

the ordination of Henry Newcome at Sandbach on the 22nd of August, 1648. It is 

quite apparent from Newcome’s words that the Sandbach Classis ordained quite 

regularly.’
243

 ‘Constrained to take the Engagement’ to obtain his Gawsworth 

ministry, Newcome in time repented his action and noted ‘But, upon my real 

repentance for it, I looked always upon myself as a non-engager.’ Indeed, his 

religious and political conviction mirrored that of other Presbyterian ministers 

and it was while he ministered to the congregation at Gawsworth between 1650 

and 1657 that ‘he actively sought out other like-minded men who shared with 

him the ideal of a fully reformed national church.’
244

 ‘Throughout the early years 

of the 1650s, together with Machin (his friend and mentor John Machin of 

Seabridge in Staffordshire), Thomas Leadbetter of Holmes Chapel, and others,’ 

Newcome undertook preaching  tours  of  Cheshire  and  Staffordshire  towns.
245

 

‘The line separating religious Presbyterians from Independents was often 

tantalizingly vague and indefinite. It was easy for many sincere and honest 

Puritans who had no fixed opinions on questions of Church policy to straddle it, 

or to cross from one side to the other.’
246

 This aspect of mid-seventeenth-century 

religious observance is supported by Shaw who, in his examination of the 

voluntary associations of 1653-5, writes that ‘The vast majority of the body of 

the clergy was not, at heart, either Presbyterian or Independent.’
247

 Indeed, Shaw 
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argues that ‘It might have come to loyally embrace (as it did for a moment 

formally acquiesce in) state presbytery if that had been not only declared but also 

enforced as the national Church system.’
248

 Underdown advocates that the term 

“Presbyterian Independent” best describes men like Sir James Harrington, MP 

for Rutland and later Middlesex, ‘upholders of non-separating Independency, 

with each congregation organised on disciplined Presbyterian lines, yet without 

the tight centralization of classes and synods possessing absolute authority. 

“Congregational Presbytery” the system was sometimes called.’
249

 ‘Among the 

clergy the occupational diseases of controversy and denominationalism were 

naturally more common than among the laity.’ Yet, in the 1650s there were 

ministers who were “men of no faction, nor siding with any party, but owing that 

which was good in all.”
250

 One such minister was ‘John Wilson, vicar of 

Backford in Cheshire from 1656 to 1662, who professed “I never was one of [the 

Congregational men], nor intend to be”, yet was licensed for both Presbyterian 

and Independent congregations in 1672.’
251

    

             It is Braithwaite’s opinion that the ‘substituted Presbyterian system 

established by the Ordinance of 1648’ to replace the powerful authority and 

prelacy of previous religious institutions ‘had failed to plant itself securely in 

England.’ It is a view also supported by Gardiner who wrote that ‘Even in 

Lancashire, where the system obtained the greatest acceptance, it was hampered 

by the reluctance of parishioners to elect elders and deacons; and after the defeat 

of Charles at Worcester it was still more hampered by the knowledge                 

of the leading ministers that they had become obnoxious to the                      

Government as supporters of the royal claims.’
252

 Shaw contends that ‘London 

was not so furiously aggressive in its Presbyterianism after 1649 as Lancashire 

was. It was more under the eye of the central civil power, and was 

correspondingly more under a cloud.’ Nevertheless, ‘in Lancashire the clergy 

were more harsh.’ It was not unknown for members of Lancashire’s clergy to 
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oppose ecclesiastical discipline.
253

 Following John Lake’s election at Oldham ‘to 

the charge of the parochial church’, the royalist parson ‘distinguished himself for 

several years by his activity, and his opposition to the Presbyterian form of 

church government, and the authority of elderships;’ he defied the Provincial 

Synod’s exhortation of November 1648 and Manchester Classis’s directions 

regarding the administration of the Sacrament; ‘and when, in defiance of it, Lake 

proceeded to his promiscuous administration, the classis formally examined into 

the matter. His action subsequently formed one of the articles of charge which 

were exhibited against Lake before the Justices of the Peace at Manchester in 

January 1652-53.’
254

 However, unlike Presbyterian minister Robert Constantine, 

‘who suffered suspension and even imprisonment in 1650-1’ and temporary loss 

of his Oldham church over his ‘refusal to take the Engagement’, Lake, who 

replaced Constantine as curate during his suspension, was protected by the civil 

power which subsequently abandoned his prosecution and was able to keep 

opponents well at bay by arguments and the favour of friends like his        

royalist patron Edmund Ashton JP of Chadderton.
255

 ‘Similar disputes relating to 

promiscuous celebrations of the Sacrament occurred at Gorton, Turton and 

Bradshaw.’
256

 Lake, an Episcopalian and known loyalist malignant who held ‘the 

living by subterfuges’ and was at the centre of a concerted effort to strip him of 

his Oldham living, ‘was able to defy the Manchester Classis and was even 

approved briefly by the committee for plundered ministers.’
257

 Surviving letters 

written by Lake and several Lancashire worthies, notably Henry Wrigley of 

Salford and Edmund Hopwood JP, both of whom served as High Sheriff, 

highlight disputes surrounding the review of the chapelries of Oldham and   

Shaw, and Wrigley’s zealous support for Constantine.
258

 In his effort to eject the 
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‘scandalous’ Lake and put his living into the hands of Constantine, Wrigley 

appealed to Charles Worsley, Judge Bradshaw and the London-based Committee  

for Plundered Ministers for assistance.
259

  

             Despite denominational differences, as Ann Hughes argues, ‘On practical 

matters the ‘establishment’ in the Cromwellian church ranged from Presbyterians 

to non-separatist Calvinist Baptists’, a fact borne out in Lancashire where by 

1654 ‘Presbyterians like Henry Newcome and Robert Constantine acted with the 

Independent Samuel Eaton and Baptist John Wigan in signing testimonials for 

ministers seeking approval from the Triers.’
260

 Such cooperation contrasts with 

the activities and aims, which increasingly irritated Cromwell, as espoused by 

‘various radical groups - Fifth Monarchists, Baptists and Quakers - who refused 

to accept his broad state church. His ‘via media in religion, as in politics’, Hill 

argues, ‘became increasingly narrow.”
261

 Many ‘radical religious sects’ mirrored 

the view that ‘by accepting the position of Lord Protector, Cromwell had 

betrayed the ‘good old cause’ of republicanism, and erstwhile colleagues, such as 

John Bradshaw, Sir Arthur Haselrig and Edmund Ludlow, were by 1655 deeply 

hostile to the regime and regarded’, along with conservative royalists, ‘as a major 

security risk.’
262

 ‘The Fifth Monarchists were an essentially urban movement. [...] 

North of the Midlands there was only one real centre, embracing congregations 

at Liverpool, Manchester and Cheshire. In addition, there were isolated 

strongholds at Hull and Sheffield. Large parts of the country seem to have been 

untouched by Fifth Monarchist ideas, [despite attracting the support of some 

prominent adherents like Staffordshire associated Thomas Harrison and Henry 

Danvers] including most of the North, South Wales and many parts of the 

Midlands and the traditionally Puritan county of Essex.’
263

 A quasi-political 
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religious movement, Fifth Monarchist groups were essentially urban-based and 

existed more as a ‘tendency within Baptist or Congregational Churches’.
264

 

Having developed Baptist convictions before 1650, the Independent Divine, 

Major John Wigan, ‘alone was responsible for bringing Baptist and                

Fifth Monarchist ideas to Cheshire and the Manchester area, and the churches at 

Budworth and Nantwich reflect his work.’
265

   

            Unlike the confined progress of Fifth Monarchism - which made little 

doctrinal impact or failed to test civil order in north western counties during the 

early 1650s - the actions of the ‘rapidly growing Quaker movement’, which also 

was ‘refusing to recognise the legitimacy of the government and preaching a 

potentially explosive creed of social egalitarianism’, developed to challenge civil 

powers and provoke established religious congregations.
266

 In the parliamentary 

debate of 1656 to resolve the ‘Nayler business’, as well as Sir Gilbert Pickering 

describing Quakerism as ‘infectious as the plague’, Simon Highland, MP for 

Southwark, while presumably thinking primarily about James Nayler and the 

Quakers, confusingly added that ‘Those that come out of the North, are the 

greatest pests of the nation. The diggers came thence’.
267

 The undoubted ability 

of prominent itinerant preachers like George Fox and Nayler to attract support 

and converts during their extensive preaching tours of the northern counties 

helped to establish Quakerism in northern England during 1652-4. With its 

‘origins almost exclusively in the north of England’, the movement’s original 

leaders were, according to Hill, predominantly ‘northern yeomen and craftsmen’; 

he further argues that Lancashire Quakers included ‘former victims and 

opponents of oppressive royalist landlords’ who had gained experience of 

cooperative action in ‘resisting increases in rents, labour-services and tithe 

payments.’
268
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            Fox and Nayler’s ability to successfully engage all shades of society was 

demonstrated by Fox’s involvement with the Fell household at Swarthmore Hall 

near Ulverston in Furness, which in 1652 formed part of northern Lancashire.
269

  

Allowed to preach at meetings held at the hall, Fox converted servant and gentry 

alike, most notably Margaret Fell wife of Thomas Fell, Judge of Assize, who, 

although unlike his wife never converted, protected the new movement.
270

 In 

1653, efforts were made to establish Quakerism in Cheshire and the bordering 

regions of Wales. Indeed, ‘The celebrated mystical preacher, Morgan Lloyd, the 

Independent minister of Wrexham, had a good deal of sympathy with the views 

of Fox.’
271

 However, after northern Quaker preachers, John Lawson of Lancaster 

and Richard Hubberthorne of Yealand, attended a church-meeting at Wrexham, 

‘They reported to Margaret Fell that the great idol, known as the Church at 

Wrexham, called themselves the people of God and saints, and said that Christ 

was in them, and had a high form of words, but denied the power of God and 

lived in pride, envy, and covetousness.’
272

 ‘In Cheshire they fared better, and 

Separatist communities supplied the nucleus of meetings settled at Malpas      

and Morley.’ Furthermore, before his imprisonment at Chester, Hubberthorne        

met with a separate community at Congleton and attended meetings                   

around Congleton and Leek that were ‘drawing people in’.
273

 During his travels 

throughout the Midlands in 1654, Richard Farnsworth, set about debating his 

Quaker beliefs with the leaders of the sects he encountered. He recalled, ‘one 

sore battle with the great Baptists in Staffordshire [27
th

 September at Harlaston 

near Tamworth], but conquered Goliath, [...] down, down they fall [...].’
274

 

Braithwaite argues that ‘The turnings and overturnings in Church and State had 

indeed for the time deprived established institutions of their usual stability and 

show of authority, and had made a unique opportunity for the emergence of   

non-institutional types of religion.’
275

 Indeed, the emergence of other potentially 

well-supported divergent religious sects, notably Quakerism, confirmed 
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Braithwaite’s contention that ‘Side by side with the doctrinal systems of 

Presbyterians, Independents and Particular Baptists, and in fierce conflict with 

them, Quakerism could spring up and flourish, calling men to the eternal inward 

realities and to lives of unswerving devotion to the light.’
276

                             

            Despite the outcome of the civil wars and consequences of republican rule, 

some political adversaries of the same ascribed social status within county 

society continued to maintain social relationships. Indeed, some commissioners 

went out of their way to remain on amicable terms with royalist friends and 

neighbours, one being Cheshire commissioner and JP, Sir Thomas Mainwaring 

who, along with his wife, continued to visit and be visited by royalist friends like 

the Wilbrahams of Woodhey, the Cholmondeleys and the Leycesters.
277

 Though 

Mainwaring and fellow-commissioner Henry Birkenhead were ‘active supporters 

of the Protectorate’ it did not prevent them from seeking to protect friends and 

relatives, to the point of writing to the Lord Protector on behalf of Mainwaring’s 

cousin, the suspected royalist supporter, Peter Leycester of Tabley, who sought 

exemption from the decimation tax.
278

 Similarly, in May 1656 Mainwaring was 

one of fourteen Cheshire commissioners who appealed to Cromwell on behalf of 

the discharged former delinquent, Henry Harpur, to release him from 

sequestration.
279

 

             As in other parts of the country, apart from the aristocracy, the royalist 

and parliamentary causes had found support from all levels of the north’s county 

gentry and pre-war established prominent families like that of Lancashire 

parliamentarian officer Colonel Robert Duckenfield. Additionally, a significant 

feature of the conflict and its aftermath was the part played by the expanding 

professional and mercantile class from which many prominent parliamentary 

officers like Charles Worsley, the association’s first major-general, emanated.
280

 

Even before the outbreak of the wars, growing numbers from this increasingly 

prosperous property-owning and vociferous demographic had put themselves 

forward to serve on the bench and as local government officials. 
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             To conclude, this chapter has examined issues which - in the aftermath of 

the civil wars - affected north western communities and went on to confront and 

shape the military governorships of Charles Worsley and Tobias Bridge. As well 

as examining events that impacted on communities both socially and financially, 

notably plagues and harvests, and also explored the traditional mechanisms of 

county government designed to deal with them, the chapter has addressed the 

adequacy of established localised tax-gathering systems to meet national as well 

local demands, particularly the efficacy of the discriminatory money-raising 

systems of sequestration and composition, the concept of which had a bearing on 

the decision to introduce a new source of targeted tax revenue, the decimation tax. 

The chapter’s examination of early political dissent and central government’s 

reaction to the aims and actions of the Leveller movement has confirmed that it 

engendered an uncompromising attitude within the Protectoral government 

towards future perceived threats from anti-government groups, such as royalists 

and Fifth Monarchists, and influenced the subsequent style and direction of 

national and local governance throughout the 1650s. Hence, both Worsley and 

Bridge were tasked primarily with maintaining secure and stable governance 

throughout the North Western Association. 

            The chapter has assessed afresh the problems facing the counties of the 

future North Western Association in the wake of the main civil war and through 

to the mid-1650s. It drew on a range of primary sources, including significant 

new work on archival material such as the surviving Quarter Sessions records, 

Crabtree’s Book of Rates for Lancashire and the Leveson papers relating to 

Staffordshire, to explore how in various areas - the role of local and county 

officers, the handling of royalists and Catholics, fears over security and central 

responses, the handling of perennial problems such as poverty, vagrancy and 

epidemics, together with financial issues and taxation - many of the problems 

faced by Worsley and Bridge were not new and to demonstrate how their 

response to them often echoed or continued existing central and county policies. 

Accordingly, based on new research, it provided a context to the regime of the 

major-generals in this region, but more than that it both laid the basis for and 

directly began the exploration of how far the regime of the major-generals 

involved elements of continuity and change. 
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                                                   Chapter Two 

 

     The North Western Association: martial governance and godly reform 

 

This chapter will explore the role of martial governance within the North 

Western Association, particularly with regard to Charles Worsley’s military 

establishment and most notably its role and contribution to his campaign of godly 

reform. Unlike other studies undertaken on the role and achievements of the 

major-generals by historians such as Durston, Peacey and Fletcher, who for the 

most part have concluded that this period of regional governance failed to 

achieve the goals set by the state particularly with regard to godly reform, this 

study offers the first detailed assessment of the role and achievements of the 

major-generals in the North Western Association. It will extend and take much 

further the brief coverage of the role of the association’s two major-generals 

provided by Durston, the assessment of their work in Cheshire found within 

Morrill’s much broader county study and the specialist analysis undertaken by 

Sutton of Staffordshire’s commissioners for securing the peace of the 

Commonwealth. Indeed, this study will be the only detailed modern examination 

of an entire association rather than a component county within an association. 

Accordingly, it will not only add to our knowledge of the North Western 

Association, but also offer a fresh perspective on the regime of the major-

generals.  

Royalist attempts to overthrow the republican regime in the eleven years 

following the execution of Charles I emphasised the complete failure of royalist 

conspiracies.
281

 In his study of a specific Midlands royalist, Andrew C. Lacy 

notes that ‘When Charles II was eventually restored in 1660 it was the result of 

the breakdown of the Commonwealth after Cromwell’s death rather than the 

strength of the Royalists.’
282

 ‘Indeed if Charles had been forced to rely solely on 

the efforts of the Royalist conspirators it is doubtful whether he would ever have 

been restored.’
283

 Royalist activists ‘were an isolated group who were free from 
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the economic restraints of sequestration and composition.’
284

 Notwithstanding, 

without the benefit of hindsight as contemporary documents reveal, the activities 

of some royalists - not least within north west regions - had a profound effect on 

security measures within the republic especially after their failed insurrection of 

March 1655. Indeed, in the years preceding the abortive scattered royalist risings 

the Commonwealth’s efficient intelligence network, directed by Thomas Scot 

and his successor John Thurloe, confirmed government suspicions that numbers 

of the ‘old malignants’ were scheming to restore the Stuart monarchy; it was 

reported, ‘they being very unacceptable to many whose concurrence is necessary 

to their designs, - they have endeavoured to obtain their end by corrupting    

some of the Levellers’.
285

 Certainly, Cromwell reflected the extent of the state’s 

anxiety over royalist conspiracies when in his closing speech given at the 

dissolution of the First Protectorate Parliament on 22 January 1655 he declared 

that ‘the Cavalleer Party have bin designing and preparing to put this Nation in 

blood again with a witness’.
286

  

            Like other regions, before the creation of the major-generals’ associations, 

north west England was targeted by royalist conspiracies organised and promoted 

by Charles Stuart’s ‘Court’. In the period preceding the third civil war one of the 

busiest of the royalist agents was Colonel Roger Whitley of Aston Hall, Flint. 

‘Whitley was authorised to return to England, to deliver letters and commissions 

to the leading Cavaliers in his native district, and to “bring ym to speedy 

Resolucons, to take up Armes.”’ David Underdown argues that ‘Specifically, he 

was empowered to treat with Sir Thomas Myddelton of Chirk, John Booth of 

Dunham Massey, and other Presbyterians of the Northwest; to attempt to reduce 

strongholds such as Beumaris castle; and to discover who would be the most 

acceptable commander for a rising in the area.’
287

 Reflecting on the ‘prosecution’ 

of Whitley’s mission, Underdown argues that ‘it may be significant that early in 

1650 there were reports of seditious meetings at Shrewsbury (the Presbyterians 
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were blamed), and that [in February 1650] two men from the Isle of Man were 

arrested at Chester on a charge of attempting to betray the garrison.’ Those 

arrested were two of the earl of Derby’s men, ‘and three months later a 

consignment of arms was impounded by the authorities at Liverpool.’
288

 In April 

1650, the Council of State reacted to royalist conspiracies by addressing ‘the 

defect of forces in the garrison at Chester.’ Also, the commissioners for the 

militia for Chester were instructed ‘that the regiment of foot to be raised in the 

hundreds near Chester is to be commanded by Col. Duckenfield, governor of 

Chester.’ In October 1650, the ‘Militia Commissioners for counties Cumberland, 

Westmoreland, Lancaster, Notts, York, and Stafford,’ were directed by             

the Council to address ‘the smallness of their forces according to the list returned,  

and to desire them to fill them up according to the establishment.’
289

 When in 

December 1650 another royalist agent named Stafford travelled throughout the 

north distributing commissions he found a ready response and busy preparations 

already underway in Lancashire. ‘This was no accident.’ The county was close to 

Charles Stuart’s forces in Scotland, and the earl of Derby, ‘its great feudal 

magnate was a fanatical Royalist.’
290

 ‘Men had been engaged in Chester and 

Liverpool, and at Manchester and Bolton he found “the most resolved people that 

ever I met withal”.’ Indeed, ‘Fourteen regiments could be raised in the Northwest, 

Stafford optimistically decided.’
291

 It was agreed to secure passage at Carlisle for 

a party of horse from Scotland during Charles Stuart’s incursion and 

‘representatives of the Scots army had been secretly to Chester to discuss the 

preparations.’ Underdown argues that ‘Some of the credit for these signs of 

organisation should probably go to the Col. John Booth, a Cheshire Presbyterian 

who had been Governor of Warrington in 1644, had changed sides in the second 

civil war, and was again under suspicion of Royalist activity in 1650.’
292

 On 24 
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May 1650 the Council of State resolved ‘To write to Col. Birch to take caution of 

Col. John Booth to appear before Council when directed, and meantime to do 

nothing prejudicial; in case of refusal, he is to secure and examine him further.’ 

Although arrested in October 1650, the Council of State confirmed on 2 

December 1650 that ‘Col. John Booth of Lancashire dismissed from his 

recognizance, and the goods or horses taken from him to be restored.’
293

                                      

            Underdown’s identification of several active anti-government royalist 

leaders in northern England counters Geoffrey Smith’s assertion that ‘Outside the 

West Country, with the partial exception of Lancashire, where agents of the 

ultra-royalist Earl of Derby, who was still holding out on the Isle of Man,       

were active, there is little evidence of any effective, or widespread       

organisation of royalist opposition to the Commonwealth.’
294

 ‘The leaders in this 

region included Col. Robert Werden of Chester, who [...] had helped to put Coke 

in touch with John Booth; Col. Edward Vernon, a younger son of Sir Edward 

Vernon of Sudbury; Col. Vere Cromwell, son of the Earl of Ardglass; and Col. 

John Shalcross of Derbyshire, who claimed to be able to raise a good            

force from among the local miners.’
295

 ‘Their plans included the assembling of a 

series of county rendezvous, which would combine with the Lancashire                

Royalists at Warrington.’
296

 On 12 March 1651, it was ordered ‘- upon a report 

from the Committee of Examinations, of a discovery from Scotland of a perilous 

plot now on foot, and carried on by some gentlemen in Cheshire and Lancashire, 

North Wales, and parts adjacent, communicated to the Lord President of the 

Council by order from the Lord General - that the said committee peruse the 

papers and letters touching that design, and prepare letters, warrants, and 

instructions, in the name of Council, to the respective commanders in those parts 

where the delinquents are to be found [particularly Colonels Birch and 

Duckenfield], and to whom else they think fit for apprehension of the offenders, 

seizure of their horses, arms and ammunition, and securing their estates, so that 

the same be done with effect.’
297

 The information contained within the papers 

obtained from captured royalist agent Captain Isaac Birkenhead was ‘sufficiently 
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alarming to spur the Council into action: militia forces were rapidly alerted, and 

regulars under Major-General Thomas Harrison sent to the Northwest.’ In April 

1651 he was ordered to take command of ‘such other of the forces in the 

garrisons in North Wales and cos. Chester, Stafford, Lancaster [the counties of 

the future North Western Association], Derby, Notts, and York, as you find 

necessary, - having regard to the safety of the garrisons, - you are to take care of 

those parts and prevent all disturbances of the peace, by suppressing all 

insurrections, and opposing any attempt of the enemy from the Isle of Man, 

Scotland, or any other place.’
298

 It was Birkenhead’s disclosures that ‘also put the 

authorities on the trail of Thomas Coke’ who, after his eventual capture, provided 

‘an elaborate account of both Royalist and Presbyterian conspiracy.’
299

  

            On 21 April 1651, in pursuance of a parliamentary order of 25 September 

1649 ‘authorising the Council of State to give power and instructions to such 

persons within the several counties of England and Wales as they shall think fit, 

for preserving peace and preventing tumults, insurrections, and invasions’, 

instructions were issued to commissioners of militia. The emphasis of these 

instructions would later determine the form of security measures drafted by 

‘Lambert’s subcommittee’ into the new regional military commanders’ 

operational instructions which, along with a second document setting out orders 

for their helpers - the newly appointed county commissioners for the securing of 

the peace of the Commonwealth - ‘was adopted by the council on 21 September 

[1655].’
300

 As laid out in the orders issued to new commissioners, like those in 

Cheshire, this second document stipulated the criteria by which royalist 
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communities - depending on their complicity in the spring uprisings of 1655, or 

if not ‘conspicuously active’ in the risings, ‘appear by their actions and words to 

adhere to the interest of the late king or of Charles Stuart his son and to be 

dangerous enemies to the peace of the commonwealth’, or by their involvement 

in the fighting against parliament or sequestration for delinquency since 1642 - 

should be divided ‘into three categories or ‘heads”.
301

 

            Irrespective of the veracity of discovered plots and conspiracies, post-

civil war governments - which were kept well informed by an efficient 

intelligence network - far from ignoring reported anti-government activities of 

royalists and other subversive factions, readily implemented counter-measures. 

As in other regions of the Commonwealth, when necessary, such measures were 

vigorously applied in the three counties ultimately brought together to form 

Worsley’s association. In his examination of John Thurloe, Bernard Newman 

argues that ‘After the execution of Charles I, Cromwell seemed to assume that 

the Stuarts were no longer a menace and treated the defeated Cavaliers 

comparatively mildly. Nor, at first, did he trouble those whose religious opinions 

differed from his own.’ Newman, however, acknowledges that ‘continual 

Royalist plots at last made him take his opponents more seriously’, especially 

after the foiled ‘Ship Tavern conspiracy’ of February 1654, and far more serious 

Gerard plot of May 1654, which sought to foment a royalist uprising and secure 

his assassination.
302

 As the 1650s progressed growing concern over security, 

coupled with the fear of domestic dissent and internal rebellion, continued to 

plague the post-civil war regime and led to a corresponding growth in covert 

state intelligence-gathering. ‘Information-gathering and security became the 

mainsprings during the 1650s in pushing forward the development of intelligence 

activities in an English context and this was carried forward into the reign of 

Charles II.’ It was a crucial factor in the state’s ability to pre-empt and counter 

anti-government conspiracies in regions like those of the North Western 
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Association.
303

 ‘Under Oliver Cromwell, intelligence-gathering was given far 

greater resources than ever before. The Commonwealth’s espionage network was 

centred on the postal system with John Thurloe, Cromwell’s spymaster or 

Number One Argus, taking the role of Postmaster-General [...] as well as 

overseeing an extensive network of ‘subtil and sly fellowes.”
304

 Set against this 

climate of intrigues and conspiracies, as Martyn Bennett highlights, Cromwell 

complied with the Instrument of Government when he ‘waited for the statutory 

five months to elapse on 22 January - although he cheated a bit by using lunar 

months of 28 days rather than calendar months, thus knocking ten days off the 

sitting - and dissolved parliament.’
305

 

            The defeat of Charles Stuart’s forces at Worcester on 3 September 1651 

not only thwarted royalist ambitions, but also established the crucial date used by 

the government to determine the granting of pardons for all treasonous acts and 

felonies committed against the Commonwealth as set out in the Act of General 

Pardon and Oblivion of 24 February 1652; it was one of several government 

measures intentionally instigated to secure the support of compliant         

royalists.
306

 Passed by the Rump Parliament at Cromwell’s instigation, the Act 

declared that those who had refrained from acting against the state since the 

Battle of Worcester would be pardoned for all treasons and felonies committed 

before 3 September 1651, the day of the battle. ‘Unfortunately, the exceptions 

appended to this generous offer took away much of the largeness of the 

concession. As far as the period between the King’s execution and the Battle of 

Worcester was concerned, only such treasons as were committed by words   

alone were pardoned, treasonable acts being left to the operations of                           

the law.’
307

 Furthermore, the government’s unresolved financial predicament still 

necessitated the enforcement of financial penalties against delinquents by way of 
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composition and sequestration as set out in the government’s revised regulations 

of 9 April 1649. Indeed, £300,000 of arrears was still due to the Committee for 

Compounding in November 1649. Under the revised regulations, which set 

delinquents a deadline of up to six weeks to submit their accounts for 

composition, a rush of applications to compound followed the king’s execution 

in 1649 and again in 1650. Also, ‘The warning that delinquents who failed to 

compound would forfeit their entire estates persuaded many, including a number 

who had previously gone abroad.’
308

  

            Most royalists reluctantly complied with, but refused to reconcile with, 

the republican regime. Hence, the Act of General Pardon and Oblivion did little 

to pacify delinquents who had already been forced to pay composition fines to 

regain their sequestered lands during the late 1640s, much like Thomas 

Broughton of Broughton in Staffordshire whose substantial fine had been fixed at 

£3,200 on 28 February 1646. However, Gardiner argues, ‘Yet, after all 

allowances are made, the Act of Oblivion liberated a considerable number of 

persons from danger of prosecution, and contributed to the widening of the basis 

of the Commonwealth. By its efforts to reform the law Parliament at               

first appeared to win popular support.’
309

 Significantly, Blackwood highlights 

that unlike the overwhelming majority of Cheshire royalists, ‘only 74 Lancashire 

Royalist gentry had compounded by the end of 1652.’ Moreover, ‘Well over 100 

Cavaliers had not even attempted to compound.’ Consequently, ‘It was partly to 

deal with the recalcitrant non-compounder and partly to achieve solvency that in 

1651-52 Parliament ordered the confiscation and sale of the lands [by way of 

three Acts of Sale] of 780 Royalists in England and Wales.’
310

 

            Enacted on 2 January 1650 amid rumours of Charles Stuart allying 

himself with the Scots, the Act For Subscribing the Engagement, like the 
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subsequent Act of General Pardon and Oblivion, sought to legitimise the newly 

established Commonwealth of England. It was the culmination of a period of 

radical activities orchestrated by the Independent Party which witnessed the 

king’s execution and abolition of the House of Lords, outcomes which alienated 

moderate Presbyterians and provoked already hostile royalists. ‘One of the most 

immediate tasks of the new government was thus to persuade such moderate and 

hostile groups that the revolution was really over. They had to be given     

reasons for obeying and submitting to the newly established Commonwealth            

rather than trying to continue the fight.’
311

 ‘On the other hand the enforcement of 

the Engagement was accompanied with grave difficulties. The penalties for 

refusing it were sufficiently serious to secure its acceptance by the vast majority 

to which all forms of government are equal if only they provide for the security 

of life and property; but the Presbyterian clergy preached and argued against it, 

and the Royalists either abstained from taking it or took it only with a resolution 

to break it.’
312

 However, ‘The reception of the Engagement appears to have    

been by no means general.’
313

 Early in 1650 it was reported that, ‘[...] there were 

“letters from Chester, of the ministers in that county bitterly exclaiming against 

the Engagement, and condemning all that take it to the pit of Hell [...]”.’
314

 

Indeed, noted Cheshire Presbyterian minister, Henry Newcome, subsequently 

regretted subscribing to the Engagement at Chester on Christmas day 1650 to 

obtain his Gawsworth ministry.
315

 Further, as a consequence of a parliamentary 

order issued in November 1650, clergymen who refused to take the Engagement 

were subject to dismissal from their ministries as with Lancashire clergyman 

Robert Constantine, who suffered suspension and temporarily lost the ministry of 

his Oldham church.
316

 

            Like the subsequent Act of General Pardon and Oblivion, the Act For 

Subscribing the Engagement failed to achieve a consensus of approval or 
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political obligation to the Commonwealth government. Indeed, ‘Its chief 

opponents were Presbyterian clergymen, who argued that the terms of the 

Solemn League and covenant of 1643 precluded their signing the Engagement. 

Clergymen who might have lived peaceably organised meetings to debate the 

legality of the Engagement and denounced the government from their pulpits.’
317

 

It was members of the Presbyterian clergy in the north west who in 1659 

enthusiastically promoted Sir George Booth’s anti-government rising to their 

congregations.
318

 Within weeks of the dissolution of the Nominated Assembly in 

early December 1653, it was put before the Council on 21 December 1653 that 

‘Cooper and Jones to draw up a Bill for restraining and punishing sedition and 

treason, and advise with the counsel learned thereon.’ Later on 29 December 

1653, the Council was asked by Scobell ‘to prepare an Ordinance for taking 

away the engagement, providing that it be not henceforth imposed on any officer, 

that any persons who have been prejudiced in suits by not taking it have that 

prejudice taken off, and that mention be made in the preamble of a tenderness of 

multiplying promissory oaths, further than is necessary for public safety.’
319

 

Perhaps more by design than by accident, ‘the Ordinance for repealing several 

Acts of Parliament for taking the engagement’ and ‘the Ordinance declaring the 

offences therein mentioned, and no others, to be high treason, in England, 

Scotland [and] Ireland,’ were both passed for laws by the Protector and Council 

on 19 January 1654; both Ordinances ‘were ordered to be printed and 

published.’
320

     

            Aspects of government rule during 1653 and 1654 contributed to 

establishing a measure of conciliation with the royalist community, notably the 

Council’s directives to set at liberty numbers of selected royalist prisoners, albeit 

it was for ‘those in the Tower to give bonds to the Lieutenant of the Tower, and 

those in St James’s to Col. Goffe and Lieut.-Col. Worsley, who are to discharge 
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them.’
321

 Before its collapse, the Nominated Assembly sought to improve the 

defeated royalists’ situation by introducing several Acts of Parliament notably in 

October 1653, the Act for the relief of Creditors and Poor Prisoners, the 

oversight of which supported the appointment of new judges; notwithstanding, 

‘this time the delinquents were not explicitly excluded from the benefits of the 

law as they had been when a similar act was passed in 1649.’
322

 In November 

1653 the Act for Repealing of a Branch of a certain Act of the late Parliament, 

Entituled, An Act for Subscribing the Engagement was passed, while in January 

1654, the Ordinance for repealing several Acts and Resolves of Parliament made 

for or touching the subscribing or taking the Engagement was passed, thereby 

repealing the oath itself.
323

 Within months of the repeal of the Act of 

Engagement, in April 1654 Cromwell stood accused by Edmund Ludlow of 

advocating to circuit judges ‘that peaceable royalists should be treated 

leniently.’
324

 Ludlow asserted that ‘This usurper endeavouring to fix himself in 

his throne by all ways imaginable, gave direction to the judges, who were ready 

to go their several circuits, to take especial care to extend all favour and kindness 

to the cavalier party.’
325

 The failure of the republican governments to secure a 

consensus of support from recalcitrant royalists and indeed many Presbyterians 

especially the clergy, led to ongoing royalist plotting which ultimately promoted 

the staging of the failed scattered royalist risings of March 1655. The launching 

of the risings finally convinced Cromwell that a meaningful “settlement” could 

not be reached with recalcitrant royalists and ‘that the Cavaliers could only be 

restrained by military repression and new experiments in discriminatory 

taxation.’
326

  

            Certainly, the continual need for state surveillance of royalist and 

Presbyterian conspirators and when necessary, intervention against credible 

royalist designs in the years leading up to the failed planned armed insurrections 

throughout England in March 1655, not least the arrest and examination of 
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Lancashire’s Sir George Middleton and his force of about 100 followers at 

Preston, confirms that by the mid 1650s the government had failed to eliminate 

royalist aspirations.
327

 Indeed, The failure to reach a post civil-war conciliatory 

“settlement” with royalists, or effectively repress royalist landed gentry for their 

past and continued royalist aspirations by way of the economic penalties of 

composition and sequestration, confirmed that the royalist party could only be 

restrained by way of ‘military repression’ to ensure regional security and the 

application of a new overt discriminatory tax. To this end, oversight and 

maintenance of self-funding regional security was at the heart of the instructions 

issued to the newly appointed regional major-generals like Charles Worsley.    

            T. C. Barnard argues that ‘Cromwell exaggerated the extent of royalism. 

However, he was right to fear the fanaticism of a small group and the 

unpredictable effects of a new royalist rising on the uncommitted in England. 

Those who actively schemed for Charles II’s return were few in comparison with 

those who had fought for his father. Most cavaliers wished only to regain and 

restock their estates. Over 3,000 leading royalists had had to pay fines to recover 

their patrimonies.’
328

 The dilemma facing post-civil war governments was that 

they were forced to treat each discovered conspiracy and plot as a potential threat 

to the security and status quo of republican governance. Abbott acknowledges 

this dilemma when he writes that ‘The question of the plots was still disturbing 

the government. In the first week of January 1655, various   arrests, examinations 

and information absorbed much of the attention of the authorities.’
329

 Throughout 

the first half of the 1650s royalist plotting was nowhere more evident than in the 

regions of Worsley’s future association, thereby providing evidence, if needed, 

that the failed royalist rising mounted in March 1655 was far from an isolated 

event. Despite the Rump Parliament’s move towards reconciliation with royalists 

by way of passing the Act of General Pardon and Oblivion in February 1652, ‘a 

conspiratorial council of old royalists was formed in England’, the activities of 
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which represented the conservative ‘old royalist’ faction at the exiled Stuart court 

- the Sealed Knot and the more militant conspirators of the Action Party - and 

though ultimately proving ineffective, tested the state’s resolve.
330

 

            Within one month of the passing of the Ordinance declaring the offences 

‘adjudged High Treason’ Thurloe’s agents had uncovered the conspiracy of 

February 1654, followed in May by the more serious Gerard Plot, thereby 

confirming that the government had failed to dissuade royalist groups            

from conspiring.
331

 The success of Thurloe’s network of agents and informants in 

collecting timely information ensured the disruption of royalist plots and 

apprehension of conspirators. ‘The chief man in the Royalist organization in 

Leicestershire and Staffordshire was Sir Robert Shirley, of Staunton Harold in 

the former county.’ Doubtless, ‘His association with Staffordshire opponents of 

the republican regime led to his first imprisonment in the Tower of London on 4 

May 1650 and the sequestration of his estates, though he was soon released    and 

the sequestration lifted. In 1654 he was involved in attending secret meetings to 

support the exiled king by royalists living in the midland counties, [...]. He was 

again arrested and sent to the Tower.’
332

 Underdown maintains that ‘Although 

the information supplied by Thurloe’s spies cannot always be taken at face value, 

at least it suggests that in the first half of 1654 a fair number of Royalists were 

plotting under the auspices of the Sealed Knot’.
333

 Not only did government 

agents expose two unauthorised royalist plots associated with hardcore royalists 

of the ‘Swordsmen’ faction that precipitated and compromised the Sealed Knot 

for its cautious inactivity, it also witnessed the defeat of Major-General 

Middleton’s army of royalist foot and horse by Monck’s Commonwealth forces 

at Dalnaspidal in July 1654, thereby quashing planned Scottish insurgency.
334

 In 

north west England intelligence reports were routinely compiled and submitted 

by informants like Alexander Lancton of Chester and agents like Chester sheriff, 
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commissioner and militia captain, John Griffith, who kept John Thurloe, 

Secretary to the Council of State and head of the Commonwealth’s spying and 

intelligence network, regularly supplied with intelligence concerning events in 

and around Cheshire, Lancashire, Shropshire, Staffordshire and North Wales.
335

 

            1655 was a pivotal year for safeguarding republican governance and as a 

consequence, even allowing for an element of spurious intelligence and scare-

mongering, to the government the flow of adverse intelligence together with 

memories of past attempts to destabilise the state was proof enough of a viable 

threat to the Protectorate that could not be ignored. This was particularly true in 

the north west of England where the advent of the 1650s had witnessed a spate of 

serious riots - within the domain of fanatical royalist the earl of Derby - ‘(in 

March) about the collection of the excise in Manchester, Rochdale, Preston and 

Ormskirk,’ followed by fevered royalist activity in Lancashire and Cheshire, 

causing visiting royalist agent Stafford to report that at Manchester and Bolton he 

found ‘the most resolved people that ever I met withall.’
336

 Most importantly, 

within Lancashire and Cheshire were situated two of England’s most strategic 

ports at Liverpool and Chester, whose protection was paramount to continued 

seaborne movements of military provisions and troops to and from Ireland and 

Scotland, and because Liverpool was long considered the most likely western 

landing stage for invading royalist troops. The reckless plots that imperilled the 

Sealed Knot occurred at a time when the groundwork for the rising of the 

following March was being laid by the resourceful royalist conspirator, Nicholas 

Armorer, who ‘travelled throughout England in the spring of 1654’, acting ‘as 

intelligencer, money-collector and organiser of plots’. Before evading 

apprehension and the fall-out of the government’s retribution against royalist 

plotters, Armorer, who had served and fought in the Welsh border counties and 

Staffordshire, was able - along with ‘Sir Vincent Corbet of Moreton Corbet [...] 

and Colonel Richard Scriven of Frodesly’ - to lay out the original for the seizure 

of the most important towns and garrisons of Shrewsbury, Ludlow, Denbigh and, 
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 perhaps most crucially, Chester.
337

 

            That the Protector and Council accepted that it was not only likely but 

inevitable that royalists would stage a major rising proved to be justified, for 

‘Inept though many of the royalist plans for uprisings in England were, their very 

existence served to confirm the view of Protector and councillor that their  

regime was being threatened from every direction.’
338

 The prospect of armed 

insurrection precipitated the arrival at Liverpool of 3,000 foot and 600 horse                       

recalled from Ireland early in 1655 by an anxious state.
339

 ‘The nub of the 

royalist plan [...] was a series of simultaneous risings in various areas, London 

included. The plotters derived encouragement from the fact that an anti-

Cromwell movement, involving Levellers and army radicals, was gathering 

momentum [...]. The geographical focus of the plotters was threefold: Yorkshire, 

southern counties westwards from Hampshire and Wiltshire, and the Welsh 

Marches.’
340

 Despite ‘the activities of several prominent Lancastrians such as 

John Gerard and the Halsall brothers, Edward and James, the county was not 

considered to be a prime recruiting area for the conspiracy. Given the large 

contributions Lancashire made to the king’s war effort in the first Civil War, that 

it did not feature in the Sealed Knot’s calculations may seem surprising, but less 

so when it is recalled that the county’s enthusiasm for the Royalists in the second 

and third wars was comparatively muted. Moreover, the death of the old leaders, 

Derby, Molyneux and Tyldesley, and the exile of such former notables as 

Charles Gerard, blunted the ability of the Lancashire Royalists to revive         

their fortunes.’
341

 Although sidelined, the ‘Lancashire preparations seem to have 

begun in early February 1655’, and the ‘focus of Royalist hopes in north 

Lancashire in 1655 was Sir George Middleton of Leighton Hall, in Yealand 
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Conyars township (Warton ancient parish), south Lonsdale Hundred.’
342

 It is 

likely that ‘Middleton and his accomplices must have had wind of the national 

developments, although the lines of communication are blurred. Middleton’s 

preparations were matched by an equally premature rising by western Royalists 

near Salisbury and Bristol on February 12
th

 and 13
th

. Following the collapse of 

Penruddock’s rising on March 14th, Middleton still entertained hopes of a rising 

until, presumably unaware of the failure in the south, his arrest by county horse 

troops.’
343

 Middleton’s hopes were dashed when, along with Somerfield Oldfield 

and probably about 100 followers, he was arrested by county horse troops at 

Preston and charged with allegedly gathering with others ‘in an hostile manner, 

armed with sword and pistols at Leighton in Lancashire’ during February and 

March 1655; it was commissioners of the peace for Lancashire and Cheshire who 

examined them at Preston.
344

 Informants were also examined about other 

possible royalist plots as in the case of examinee Roger Cotes who, in February 

1654, informed that a Captain Dutton had visited the west of England, Wales, 

Yorkshire and Lancashire, and engaged ‘six or seven hundred’ in readiness for 

the arrival of Charles Stuart. Although the reliability of such testimonies may be 

questioned, especially if monetary inducements were involved, there is sufficient 

evidence to confirm mounting royalist unrest in and around the regions of the 

north west of England and North Wales in the months leading up to March 

1655.
345

 A further example of perceived royalist activity in Staffordshire in the 

months before March 1655 is to be found in detailed reports and examinations     

of an alleged conspiracy involving a number landowners in the county, notably 
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 Walter Vernon of Stokely Park and Charles Littleton of Arley.
346

 

            Though the expected coordinated royalist risings of early March 1655 - 

postponed several times due to the rivalry between the two conspiratorial royalist 

parties - failed, north west royalist communities still suffered repercussions       

of the aborted insurrection. It failed partly due to good intelligence gathering             

and, as Aylmer argues, because ‘royalist plans went equally awry though with 

more outwardly spectacular consequences.’
347

 Vague schemes failed to transpire, 

not least the seizing of Chester Castle. ‘In Cheshire there was much talk, but no 

action. The leaders were the Presbyterian John Booth, Col. Randal Egerton of               

Betley, Staffordshire and Col. Robert Werden. Cheshire, like Lancashire                     

and Staffordshire, remained undisturbed by direct royalist action.’
348

 ‘The design 

against Chester castle was first promoted by John Stephens when he passed 

through the city after his visit to Mons. Later there were meetings of the local 

Royalists to advance it, including one at an alehouse near Betley, attended by 

Egerton, Sir Thomas Armstrong’s son (Thomas), and Sir Robert Shirley.’ 

Likewise, ‘Lancashire was yet another county that was undisturbed. James 

Halsall’s brother Edward [...] had been nursing a plot against Liverpool, but it 

was frustrated in January by the arrival of the troops (3,000 foot and 600      

horse) from Ireland.’
349

 Although intelligence had indicated likely royalist action 
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against Shropshire, Chirk Castle in North Wales and especially Chester, apart 

from a few Cheshire insurgents involved in failed attempts to take Shrewsbury 

and implement Robert Werden’s plan ‘to seize Chester Castle,’ unlike the low 

hundreds of their counterparts who turned out and were dispersed on the evening 

of 8 March 1655 at Hessay Moor outside York, Morpeth in Northumberland and 

Rufford Abbey in Nottinghamshire, the majority of Cheshire’s royalist        

gentry and their supporters chose to stay at home.
350

 As a consequence, the            

‘much vaunted general royalist uprising proved a shambles’; it was a failure 

acknowledged by Gardiner when he argued that ‘what really took place on the 

night of the 8
th

 was the gathering of a few isolated bodies of enthusiasts at their 

allotted stations, whilst the great bulk of the royalists refusing to sacrifice life and 

property in so harebrained an adventure, remained quietly at home.’
351

 Despite 

northern and western royalists failing to secure the aims of the conspiracies so 

long warned of by Thurloe’s agents, particularly ‘turned’ royalist spy Colonel 

Joseph Bampfield, the government still felt insecure.
352

 When the one rising of 

any significance did break out in Wiltshire even the routing of 400 insurgents led 

by Sir Joseph Wagstaffe and Colonel John Penruddock at South Molton in 

Devon by Captain Unton Croke’s county troop of horse on 15 March 1655   

failed to temper the Protector’s exasperation with the royalist community.
353

 The 

royalist activities of 1655 finally ‘convinced Cromwell that settlement was out of 

the question and that the Cavaliers’ - who he once called ‘a company of mean 

fellows, not a lord, nor a gentleman, nor a man of fortune, nor this, nor            

that, amongst them’ - ‘could only be restrained by military repression and new 
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 experiments in discriminatory taxation’.
354

 

            Confirmation that the failure of the insurrection of March 1655 evoked a 

‘siege mentality’ within the Cromwellian Protectorate is provided by the 

distribution of public letters in the wake of the Penruddock Rebellion, urging 

local magistrates in South Wales and southern England to ‘take careful security 

measures’, thereby replicating measures already being undertaken by the ‘godly’ 

of the north west.
355

 Alarmed by royalist designs afoot in North Wales, on 10 

March 1655 one day before Penruddock’s insurgents gathered at Clarendon Park, 

Chester city sheriff and militia captain, John Griffith, supplied Thurloe with ‘true 

coppyes off the best intelligence I could obtaine, notice whereof I have already 

sent unto colonel Henry Brooke, colonel Crockston, colonel Duckinfield, 

lieutenant colonel John Brooke, and some others, that I know to be faithfull and 

persons of interest; and shall humbly make it my request, that such persons may 

speedily be authorized in all these adjacent partes for the sudden cheque of those 

wicked brood’.
356

 Griffith, however, had been dissuaded from using former army 

officers to defend Chester because he found ‘the citizens generally averse to 

serve a straunger (as they call them.)’ He therefore recommended to Thurloe that 

‘alderman William Wright may bee apoynted to command the foote in this 

citty’.
357

 Although north west royalists failed to rise, their activities continued to 

cause concern, so much so that Griffith complained to Thurloe that he had found 

‘20, 30, 40, or 50, cavilleers have lately been very frequent at theire meetings, 

and given sufficient cause of offence’ and that a person ‘in these parts’            

was needed - authorised with the power to apprehend and examine such        

suspected persons - to prove their intension to breach ‘the publique peace’.
358

 

That government troops were overstretched following the failed risings is borne 

out by Colonel Robert Lilburne’s response of 13 March 1655 to Lambert 

regarding reinforcing Lancashire, for as Lilburne pointed out - along with the 6 

Irish troopes - his, and all of Lambert’s available troops, were deployed at 
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Newark, Hull, York, Durham and Beadnell, ‘hard at worke fetching in great 

persons, that were at several randevouzes on thursday night last;’ so that ‘for the 

present some other way’ should be found to supply troops into Lancashire.
359

 

Albeit that Griffith reported to Thurloe on 17 March 1655 that ‘By the blessing 

of God upon our vigilancey there are not now any visible party of the enemy in 

those parts, that dare keepe their station, other than some skulking partys, who 

meete in the most obscure places, and upon notice of our readiness disperse 

themselves;’ deliberate actions were still being launched against delinquents 

throughout Cheshire and North Wales.
360

 It is also evident from Griffith’s reports 

that in their pursuit and apprehension of delinquents, the godly in the localities of 

Cheshire and North Wales had recourse to employ cross-border cooperation 

before the establishment of the major-generals’ associations. Indeed, Robert 

Duckenfield was offered a commission by the Protector to raise a regiment of 

local horse, which Griffith reported ‘will sufficiently serve for all the quarters of 

North Wales and Cheshire.’
361

 

            A significant consequence of the ‘siege mentality’ evoked by the failed 

insurrection - that existed during 1655 and for much of 1656 - ‘was that the 

regime came to see the need to rely more than ever on godly minorities in the 

localities.’
362

 Official government newsbooks publicised the part played by its 

puritan supporters in the suppression of the insurrection, thereby providing great 

encouragement to the nation’s godly element. One report from Gloucester 

declared that royalists had been resisted by ‘honest men, most of them of the 

Congregational way, or such as wish well to the same’ and it was those ‘tituled 

by the name Independent, and Anabaptist and Presbyterian’ that had proved 

‘Gods precious servants, and the Common-wealths best friends in time of 

need.’
363

 Within two days of Penruddock taking Salisbury, the regime was 

spurred on to extend the strength of militia forces - something already underway 

in London - to other areas deemed to be most at risk from royalist insurgency. 

Regions, including Lancashire, Cheshire, Staffordshire and Chester, were issued 
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with new militia commissions instructing commissioners to recruit and train men 

for the new militia forces “who were well affected” and “fitt for war”.
364

 

Authorised and tasked to use the new forces to put down invasions and 

insurrections, commissioners enforced instructions that incorporated and 

reinforced those previously issued in April 1651. As well as overseeing a policy 

of “kill and slay” against resisting enemies of the state, commissioners were 

expected to disarm papists; secure the weapons of previously-serving militiamen; 

and ‘requisition arms and horses from the inhabitants of their areas with respect 

had unto the quantity of his or their estates, and with respect also to the ease of 

the peaceable and well affected people of this nation, that the charge and burden 

of these forces may be laid upon the malignant and disaffected party who have 

been the cause of this insurrection’.
365

 Although by mid March it was clear that 

the ‘much vaunted royalist uprising’ had failed, local officials were still tasked 

with seeking out and apprehending suspected persons in regions of the future 

North Western Association. For his part, Griffith apprehended several high-

profile delinquents in and around Chester, not least Yorkshire royalists Sir 

Richard Maleveror and Major John Walters, both escapees from the Yorkshire 

debacle and, under instruction from Gilbert Ireland, prominent Cheshire   royalist 

Colonel Robert Werden.
366

 ‘He was arrested and examined at Chester, but Scot 

quickly moved Thurloe for his release. It was granted, and Werden immediately 

went off on a secret mission to Holland, obviously with Thurloe’s 

connivance.’
367

 Throughout March and April, in the wake of the aborted risings, 

a spate of examinations were conducted by the counties’ commissioners of 

militia to establish culpability; it was at such an examination that Thomas Jacob, 

a professor of surgery of Warrington in Lancashire, was questioned by Gilbert 

Ireland about a suspect named Moore, as well as his meeting and conversation 

with a Mr George Lisson, who he freely admitted ‘came post out of      

Yorkshire’ and ‘rode many miles up and down the country, in pursuance                              
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of raising some tumults in the country.’
368

 Indeed, subsequent to seeking Thomas 

Scot’s intervention to obtain parole on the Protector’s authority, Werden, like 

Jacob, was brought before Gilbert Ireland, Edward Aspinwall and Thomas 

Spillman, to be examined about suspects George Lisson and Moore.’
369

 During 

this period of upheaval when royalists were naturally regarded with suspicion 

and apprehended northern royalist ‘Late Risers’ were being put on trial before 

state-appointed commissioners like Gilbert Ireland, Thurloe’s agent, Griffith, 

was surreptitiously monitoring and reporting on the activities and dependability 

of outspoken parliamentarians like Cheshire commissioner Major Peter Brooke, 

who had declared against the raising of more horse and foot troops, charging that 

Cromwell may have had an ulterior motive in so doing.
370

  

            In the wake of Penruddock’s rising, northern parliamentary officer 

Lieutenant-Colonel Robert Duckenfield - in a much quoted letter of 23 March 

1655 to Cromwell - as well as explaining his refusal of a commission to raise and 

command a regiment of local horse, highlighted shortcomings in aspects of state 

policy affecting north west regions. Duckenfield, who by March 1655 had 

become disillusioned with Cromwell, aware of a local reluctance to serve in the 

new regiment, wrote of Cheshire that ‘this county especially is soe wonderfully 

impoverished, as without destroying of it, not many souldiers can be             

raised theirin in the way you intend.’
371

 Although the Cheshire rising had failed 

to materialise, and despite his political misgivings, Duckenfield remained 

convinced that an active royalist undercurrent still lurked within the county. He 

declared, ‘I humbly conceive further, that these remote corners of this nation are 

soe corrupted of late, by the subtilties of the jesuited party, as few of them, that 

will be intrusted with armes by the new militia committees in these parts, will be 

found faithfull to your interest, in case of necessity or danger.’ He added 

‘Charles Stuart hath 500 friends in these adjacent counties, for every one friend 

to you amongst them, and he doubts not of finding you worke enough, whilst  

hee lives.’
372

 Warning that the abortive risings in the north would not be without 
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consequence and to counter possible future threats to the regions, Duckenfield 

urged, ‘Theirfore I think it would be an excellent course, to raise of about 2000 

horse equally out of all the counties on the north side Trent, and to impose the 

charge of maintaineing and finding them onely upon such as are convicted or 

suspected notoriously for malignancy.’
373

 It is highly likely that Duckenfield’s 

proposal for the policing of the northern regions formed the blueprint for the 

Protectorate’s later development of the system of regional martial oversight with, 

as Duckenfield suggested, new regional horse militias being funded by a 

discriminatory or ‘decimation’ tax levied against local royalist malignants.  

            Growing opposition to the Protectorate was not restricted to the cavalier 

party. Indeed, the First Protectorate Parliament had debated the basis of the 

Instrument of Government and questioned the principles of the Protectorate itself. 

If the imposition of the major-generals caused consternation amongst royalists, it 

was no less problematic among some lawyers not least Bulstrode Whitelocke, 

who had concerns about the constitutional legality of the major-generals          

and advised against their appointment because ‘it would discontent the people   

& was wholly illegal’.
374

 Nonetheless, unencumbered by a parliament after 22 

January 1655, ‘The decision to inaugurate the rule of the major-generals 

underlines three of the major characteristics of Protectorate government in 1655-

56 [...]: a fear of the royalist security threat; a willingness to use harsh, extra-

legal measures against opponents; and an overriding commitment to godly 

reformation in  league with godly allies around the country.’
375

 Although failing 

to constitute an immediate threat to regional governance, the abortive risings 

‘were nonetheless, to have a profound impact on subsequent political 

developments, for by considerably increasing the fears of Cromwell and his 

council for the safety of the regime and by forcing them to contemplate 

unprecedented security measures, they proved a major catalyst for the 

introduction of the rule of the major-generals six months later.’
376

 The deliberate 

suppression and containing of royalist ambitions, however, was not the only 

determining factor to cause the regime to introduce a system of security measures 

                                                 
373

 Ibid. 
374

 Ruth Spalding (ed.), The Diary of Bulstrode Whitelocke, 1605-1675  (Oxford: Oxford  

     University Press, 1990), p. 415.   
375

 Coward, The Cromwellian Protectorate, pp. 51, 65. 
376

 Durston, Cromwell’s Major-Generals, p. 17. 



 106 

within the localities. As well as having to contend with royalists, other 

‘discontented spirits’ had been at work then, and were still at work: ‘malcontents 

[who] might not all agree in their hearts with the Cavaliers, but “they must end at 

the interest of the Cavaliers in the long run. That must be their support”.’
377

 

            Open public defiance and political diatribes against Cromwell and the 

Protectorate originated from former confederates like Lieutenant-General 

Edmund Ludlow and Leveller activist John Wildman. ‘Perhaps more worrying 

was the growing evidence of dissatisfaction in the army. In November 1654 three 

colonels, Mathew Alured, Thomas Saunders and John Okey,’ were arrested for 

circulating the protestation The Humble Petition of Several Colonels of the Army 

in October 1654 which unsettled the regime; it was also disturbed by the 

fragmentation of a fragile consensus into vociferous political-religious sects that 

once shared a common purpose: from ardent republicans to militant Fifth 

Monarchists, each seeking their own destination to political salvation.
378

 ‘The 

Protector divided the malcontents into three classes. First came the Levellers 

proper, who had prepared in 1655 to join the Cavaliers in carrying on their 

design, and endeavoured to raise a revolt in the army in Scotland. Allied with 

them were the discontented republicans - a party that went “under a finer name or 

notion,” and called themselves “Commonwealths-men” - some of whom were 

“men of fortune and great estates”. Finally there were a set of men “of notions 

more seraphical,” the Fifth-Monarchy men.’ Staffordshire-born Major-General 

Thomas Harrison was a prominent leader of the Fifth Monarchists. ‘All three 

parties were working together to produce ‘blood and confusion’ in England,    

and one of them was in league with Spain. The Protector acquitted the 

Commonwealths-men and Fifth-Monarchy men of this treason to their 

country.’
379

 

            The rationale behind the government’s decision to establish military- 

controlled regional associations lay not only with securing the regime, but        

also with providing a solution to an ever-increasing financial burden that beset the  
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the terms of the new bond, they would forfeit the specified sum and probably lose thei               

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

           Map 2.1   The major-generals’ twelve associations.
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      (Reproduced from Durston’s Cromwell’s Major-Generals) 

_________________________________________________________________    

Protectorate. The fiscal dilemma that had forced Cromwell to accept Colonel 

Thomas Birch’s proposal, to reduce the size of the monthly assessment and 

consequently the size of the standing army, saw no sign of diminishing by the 

summer of 1655; it was clear that solutions to security problems would have to be 
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implemented at minimal cost to the state.
381

 That the Treasurers-at-War, John 

Blackwell the younger and Richard Deane, were still expected to pay monies 

owed to regular troops from the reduced monthly assessment of £60,000 is borne 

out by an order issued in July 1655 by the Committee of the Army instructing the 

payment of £1,917. 6s. 0d. out of the June assessment to Lieutenant-Colonel 

Worsley upon account towards payment of pay owed to officers and soldiers of 

the Lord Protector’s Lancashire-raised regiment of foot that had quartered at           

St James’s.
382

 Without recalling any of the 42,000 troops needed to police and 

secure Ireland and Scotland, and excluding small garrison companies, ‘in 

December 1654 there were just over 11,000 officers and men in England,’ that 

could be deployed to meet threats posed by coordinated regional insurrections; it 

was therefore essential that with public finances in turmoil, the proposed system of 

major-generals and their newly-raised local horse militia expedited regional 

policing and security in the most cost-effective manner.
383

                                   

            By the time Lambert’s committee had begun to draft the new system, the 

monthly assessment for the maintenance of the military had already ‘been reduced 

from £120,000 to £60,000’, and following ‘the fiasco of the Western Design to the 

Caribbean’, government finances in the summer of 1655 had reached crisis 

point.
384

 In accordance with the reduction, the Lord Protector’s ordinance of 8 

February 1655 stipulated the assessed monthly tax to be levied for six months - for 

the maintenance of the military - against regions that would eventually form 

Worsley’s association: Lancashire was assessed at £800; Cheshire at £660, with 

Chester at £73. 6s. 8d.; Staffordshire at £788; and Lichfield at £12.
385

 After being 

tasked with examining how the expense of the army could be reduced without 

endangering state defences, a committee of army officers recommended that 

regular soldiers’ pay should be reduced and a new reserve of local horse militia 

raised to replace some regular units. ‘Mustered four times a year and to be ready at 

forty-eight hours’ notice’, the new reservist force, which was raised within a few 

weeks, ‘was made up of 6,520 men, divided up into sixty-four county troops of 
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horse and an additional two troops of foot for the city of Norwich. Its annual 

salary bill was around £64,000.’
386

 Apart from some amendments to districts and 

responsibilities, by mid-October the system - modelled around Major-General 

John Desborough’s western military command and conceivably Robert 

Duckenfield’s compelling proposal that the cost of raising and maintaining new 

mounted militia troops should fall exclusively on royalist malignants - was 

inaugurated. Roots argues that as the new militias were mustered from local 

volunteers, then local leaders ‘might stomach a new model militia better than the 

now old model professional army.’
387

 Proof of Cromwell’s initial support for the 

system is provided in a letter sent by Thurloe to Henry Cromwell, in which he 

confirms his father’s involvement in the selection of captains for the new reservist 

force; it was from the ranks of the regime’s regional supporters that men with 

proven military experience, like Thomas Croxton for Cheshire and Gilbert Ireland 

for Lancashire, were appointed.
388

                

            On 1 June 1655, the recently-commissioned captains of the new militias - 

who subsequently were also appointed commissioners to enable them to work 

alongside their civilian counterparts - were instructed by the Council to enlist 

troops who were ‘well mounted for service and armed with one good sword and 

case of pistolls’. Paid in arrears out of the receipts from the decimation tax, each 

rooper received an annual retainer of £8, which was augmented by the standard 

daily pay of a regular soldier when on active service.
389

 Although no muster lists 

or payment details have survived for Worsley’s three troops of reserve militia, it 

is most likely that his troopers were of a similar calibre to those mustered into 

Lord George Eure’s four troops of Yorkshire horse militia.
390

 Having raised the  
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MAJOR GENERAL WORSLEY’S MILITIA ESTABLISHMENT FOR HIS DISTRICT  
OF THE COUNTIES OF CHESTER, LANCASTER AND STAFFORD (JUNE 1655) 

 

            [p. 873]   Passed 13 April 1655 

                      An Establishment made and concluded upon by his Highnes the 

                      Lord Protector and Councell for the militia forces in England 

                      and Wales comenceing from the 24
th 

of June 1655 inclusive viz
t
 

.      .      .      .      .      .      .      .      .      .      .      .      .      .      .      .      .      .      .      .      . 

[p. 876]   Major Generall Worsley for the Counties of Chester Lancaster and Stafford 

 

                                Officers’ Names Qualities & Salaries Pr Anum for one yeare 

                                                                                                   ending 24 June 1656 at 100 

                                                                                                   private souldiers 

Counties 

                                                                                                                   £.   s.   d.      £.   s.   d. 

 

                                 Colonell Thomas Croxton       Captaine                 100. 00. 00.      

                                 John Griffith                            L[i]eutenant             50. 00. 00. 

                                 John Holford                            Cornett                     25. 00. 00. 

                 Officers   George Glaine                          Quarterm[aster]       13. 06. 08. 

Chester    Military   Three Corporalls (above Souldiers pay) each 2l
i.          

6. 00. 00. 

    Viz
t                                   

One Trumpeter    (above Souldiers pay)                    5. 06. 04. 

                                  100 Souldiers      (three Corporalls and one}         800. 00. 00.  999. 13. 00. 

                                  Trumpeter included) at 8l
i.
each                   }                                 

 

                                  One Clerke to the Major General and Com
rs                 

80. 00. 00. 

                Officers     Two messengers at 30l
i.
each                                    60. 00. 00. 

                  Civill       One Doorkeeper                                                       10. 00. 00. 

                                  Commissioners Contingencies                                 40. 00. 00.  190. 00. 00. 

 

                                  Trea[sure]r at 3
d.

p[er] pound                              ___ Totall      1,189. 13. 00. 

 

                       Colonell Gilbert Ireland           Captaine               100. 00. 00. 

                       Thomas Boardman                   L[i]eutenant            50. 00. 00. 

                       +                                               Cornett                    25. 00. 00. 

       Officers   +                                               Quartermaster         13. 06. 08. 

Lancaster  Military  Three Corporalls (above Souldiers pay) each 2l
i.          

6. 00  00. 

      Viz
t                                 

One Trumpeter    (above Souldiers pay)                    5. 06. 04. 

                                   100 Souldiers      (three Corporalls and one}         800. 00. 00.  999. 13. 00. 

                       Trumpeter included) at 8l
i.
each                   } 

 

                       One Clerke to the Major General and Com
rs                 

80. 00. 00. 

      Officers    Two messengers at 30l
i.
each                                    60. 00. 00. 

        Civill      One Doorkeeper                                                       10. 00. 00. 

                       Commissioners Contingencies                                 40. 00. 00.   190. 00. 00. 

 

                       Trea[sure]r at 3
d.

p[er] pound                                    Totall       1,189. 13. 00. 

 

+ These officers are not named in the Order Books. 
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                      Officers’ Names Qualities & Salaries Pr Anum for one yeare 

                                                                                                    ending 24 June 1656 at 100 

                                                                                                    private souldiers 

Counties 

                                                                                                                £.   s.   d.      £.   s.   d. 

                       *                                         Captaine                  100. 00. 00. 

                       ThomasWorswick              L[i]eutenant              50. 00. 00. 

                       William Clare                    Cornett                       25. 00. 00. 

        Officers   Edward Groves                 Quartermaster            13. 06. 08.  

        Military   Three Corporalls (above Souldiers pay) each 2l
i.  

6. 00. 00. 

   Stafford                      One Trumpeter   (above Souldiers pay)                5. 06. 04. 

       Viz
t                                      

100 Souldiers      (three Corporalls and one}    800. 00. 00.  999. 13. 00. 

                        Trumpeter included) at 8l
i.
 each                  } 

 

                        One Clerke to the Major General and Com
rs          

80. 00. 00. 

         Officers  Two messengers at 30l
i.
 each                              60. 00. 00. 

           Civill    One Doorkeeper                                                  10. 00. 00.   

                        Commissioners Contingencies                            40. 00. 00.  190. 00. 00. 

 

                        Trea[sure]r at 3
d.

 p[er] pound                               Totall      1,189. 13. 00.              

 

                                                   To Major Generall Worsley                         666. 13. 04.  

                        ________________________________________________________ 

 

                                                                                                      Totall      4,235. 12. 04. 

 

 
Figure 2.1   Major-General Worsley’s Militia Establishment for His District 

                     of the Counties of Chester, Lancaster and Stafford - June 1655 

                     (passed 13 April 1655).
391

  
 

* While no name is recorded in the Order Books for the Captain of 

Staffordshire’s troop, by the time of their appointments, both Gilbert Ireland and 

Thomas Croxton were already experienced officers who had previously been 

granted commissions as colonels of militia by the Council of State on 22 March 

1650 and 8 July 1650 respectively. Durston confirms that the ‘John Griffiths’ 

often identified in records and by Morrill and Pinckney as a former captain of 

militia, a commissioner in Chester, as well as Secretary Thurloe’s regional agent, 

is the same John Griffith listed as the lieutenant for Croxton’s Cheshire troop.
392
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new volunteer force from amongst known government supporters to supplement 

a downsized regular army without jeopardising state defences, in late July the 

Council cut the pay of regular troops to save further money. The number of 

regular troops in England fell from around 11,000 in December 1654 to around 

10,000 in October 1655, but by mid 1657 had risen again to nearly 12,000.  

            The North Western Association came into being by default. Originally its 

first appointed major-general, Charles Worsley, was to be given command of 

‘Derbyshire, Cheshire and Worcestershire’, but in the first week of October 1655 

he ‘exchanged Staffordshire for Derbyshire’ with Edward Whalley, ‘gained 

Lancashire from Lambert and lost Worcestershire to Berry’. Although at around 

3,000 square miles, Worsley controlled one of the smaller associations, it was 

bordered by the four associations of Charles Howard and Robert Lilburne acting 

as Lambert’s deputies, Edward Whalley and James Berry, thereby forming          

a combined area with a jurisdiction covering some 30,000 square miles 

stretchingfrom the Scottish borders to central England and into Wales. The new 

reservist force raised in June 1655 was technically a ‘select militia’ which 

complemented the already-established ‘general militia’, which had last been 

reorganised in 1650. While both types of militia were reservist forces - required 

to maintain their own weapons and expected to turn out only at times of 

particular tension or danger - the advantage of the new reserve militia was that, 

as with Worsley’s three county troops, they were almost entirely mounted forces. 

Apart for Rutland and the Isle of Ely, where each new cavalry troop was 

mustered at sixty men, until June 1656, like the other fifty-nine county cavalry 

troops, each of Worsley’s three cavalry troops was mustered at the regulation 

100 troopers.
393

 

                  The remainder of each troop’s complement comprised: a captain who was 

paid £100 per annum; a lieutenant who received £50; a cornet who was paid £25; 

a quartermaster who received £13. 6s. 8d.; a trumpeter who was paid £13. 6s. 4d.; 

and three corporals, who were each paid £10. Also, each county troop employed 

the services of a number of ‘Officers Civill’ namely: a clerk to the major-general 

and his commissioners who was paid £80 per annum; two messengers who each 

received £30; and one doorkeeper who was paid £10. As well as treasurers being 
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paid at a rate of 3d. per pound, £40 was provided to cover commissioners’ annual 

contingencies. Council Order Books show that in accordance with the 

establishment of militia forces passed by the Lord Protector and the Council on 

13 April 1655, the total cost for each of Worsley’s select militia cavalry troops of 

100 men was set at £999. 13s. for the year commencing 24 June 1655, with an 

additional £190 to cover the cost of civilian support staff. The overall cost for the 

North Western Association’s three militia troops amounted to £4,235. 12s. 4d., 

which included £666. 13s. 4d. being Worsley’s annual pay.
394

 Each troop’s 

captain reported directly to Worsley in his capacity as the Major-General of the 

North Western Association and after his sudden death in June 1656, to his 

successor Tobias Bridge.  

            The government sought to enlist troops into the new reservist force that 

fully supported the regime and were, like most of their officers, such as    

Thomas Croxton, experienced veterans of the New Model Army.
395

 In January 

1656, having collected sufficient monies from the decimation tax Worsley 

informed Thurloe, ‘I pray to take some course, that wee may pay the severall 

troopes, and get ridd of those that are unworthy. Wee have now moneys ready, 

wee onely want your orders.’
396

 Without surviving records it remains conjecture 

how the men mustered into Worsley’s select militia compared with those formed 

into other militias such as Eure’s four troops of Yorkshire horse militia, whose 

qualities and experience were reported in Mercurius Politicus namely, ‘It may be 

said of them that they are good Troops, consisting of much reduced Officers in 

the Parlements service and old Soldiers. Those few who have not bin Soldiers, 

are such whose affections have been tryed, and having good Estates have freely 

engaged in the work’.
397

 While Worsley’s troop officers were politically beyond 

reproach and of good standing, the status and political loyalty of their troopers 

probably mirrored that of Eure’s troops. However, troopers were still subject to 

the rigours of the law as evidenced by the petition brought against John Grundy, 
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a trooper in Lancashire’s county troop, by Robert Hewitt for an alleged assault 

committed on his person by Grundy while he was taking bread to Bolton market 

on 15 November 1656.
398

 

            The thoroughness with which the Protector and his Council imposed 

measures to preserve the peace of the Commonwealth, even to the point of 

ordering against ‘Printing Unlicensed Scandalous Books and Pamphlets, and for 

regulating of printing’, was especially true with the raising of the additional 

‘Standing Forces of Horse’ in every English county to preserve the peace thereof, 

from ‘The New Plots and attempts of the enemies of the Commonwealth’.
399

 

That the regime was convinced its imposition of regional military oversight was 

justified is reflected in one of Secretary Thurloe’s many letters to Henry 

Cromwell, in which he relayed that ‘The major generals are most of them at 

worke, and finde a very ready complyance with the gentlemen of the countrye; 

and the cavaleirs themselves doe very quietly submit to this new way of taxinge 

them; so that through the blessinge of God there is like to be a very good use of 

the raysinge of this new militia, and the puttinge it under major generallships, 

and the nation is likely to be kept thereby in peace from those continuall    

dangers, which the cavaleirs and some other people do threaten it with.’ Thurloe 

added, ‘It is certeyne, that the 5th monarchy men, (some of them I meane) have 

designes of puttinge us into blood; but I trust this will be prevented, since we are 

preparing, against the season, for action, little or nothinge havinge beene yet 

done at sea by either side.’
400

 

            With the pacification of the south west completed, in the autumn of 1655 

responsibility for punishing those involved in the March risings in other parts of 

the country was handed over to the major-generals and their commissioners. ‘The 

major-generals who were most involved in pursuing those who fell under the   

first head were naturally those whose associations contained the locations of            

the March uprisings.’
401

 Early in 1656, while Lambert’s deputy, Robert Lilburne, 

‘conducted examinations of those suspected of involvement in the royalist 
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gatherings at Morpeth and Hessay Moor, and [...]. Edward Whalley similarly 

examined and imprisoned several royalists whom he suspected of being 

implicated in the attempted rising at Rufford Abbey in Nottinghamshire. In July 

1656, however, he admitted to Thurloe that he was not confident that any local 

jury would find them guilty if he put them on trial, and he suggested instead that 

he should take security from them and let them leave the country.’
402

 Charles 

Worsley, meanwhile, was actively pursuing those he believed had planned the 

abortive Cheshire uprising, particularly Sir Robert Shirley and Randal 

Egerton.
403

                                                                                                        

            Having received his commission on 11 October 1655, Major-General 

Charles Worsley was already in his association by late October 1655 and having 

met with most of the appointed officers of his new county militias in the first 

week of November, reported to Thurloe from Manchester, ‘And truely I find in 

them a spirret extraordinarily bent to the worke, and I plainly discerne the finger 

if God goinge alonge with it, which is indeed noe smale encouragement         

unto mee.’
404

 In accordance with his instructions regarding the disarming process 

within his association, Worsley informed Thurloe that he intended to disarm all 

royalists, papists and disaffected on the same day, ‘that wee may not be in the 

least prevented’. To this end, he decisively deployed his new reservist force, 

allowing him to report to Thurloe on 26 November 1655, ‘Wee have already 

disarmed the disaffected persons in these three countyes, and indeed have done 

(if I may say soe) to the purpose.’
405

 Within weeks of arriving in his association, 

as well as directing his commissioners to implement the ‘Orders of his Highness 

and the Council for Securing the Peace of the Commonwealth’ and ordering 

malignants to appear before his commissioners to have their estates ‘both real 

and personal’ assessed for the purpose of levying the decimation tax, Worsley 

sought to establish the suitability of his association’s postmasters.
406

 Ensuring the 

provision of a secure and efficient postal service was a key strand of the 
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government’s security strategy as evidenced by the care taken to ensure the 

suitability of incumbent postmasters, a view endorsed by Robert Lilburne who, 

when advising Thurloe not to reinstate Durham’s former postmaster, highlighted 

that it was important ‘to have cordial men in places of trust’.
407

 Throughout 

December 1655, Worsley directed examinations of his association’s postmasters 

to establish their suitability, as with Thomas Chalenor who, having served         

as postmaster at Stone for many years, nevertheless was thoroughly examined by 

Staffordshire’s commissioners and JPs. Worsley agreed with his officials that 

along with Chalenor, who through time of peace and war discharged the trust 

reposed in him according to the orders and instructions given to him by former 

comptrollers and secretaries of state, Thurloe should retain the postmasters at 

Chester, Nantwich, Warrington and Manchester. There is no evidence to suggest 

that, like Goffe, Worsley appointed any of his new militia officers to the role of 

postmaster.
408

 

            In his examination of religious adherences and their influence over 

political loyalties in the Lancashire Hundreds during the civil war, Blackwood 

highlights that many parliamentarians lived in or near Manchester and Bolton, 

and that ‘Altogether 87 per cent of Parliamentarian families in Salford hundred 

were Puritan. The Royalist gentry, on the other hand, were strongest in the 

western hundreds, the most pro-Catholic part of Lancashire.’
409

 He argues that 

‘In Leyland hundred 61 per cent, in West Derby hundred 80 per cent and in 

Amounderness 89 per cent of Royalist gentry families included one or more 

participating family members who were Papist, and these are rather conservative 

estimates.’
410

 As a Lancastrian, Worsley was most likely well acquainted with 

the religious and political loyalties of many of the communities and noted 

families within his association, not least in the Lancashire Hundreds. Within 

communities - like those in the Blackburn Hundred - individuals known or 

suspected to have carried arms against parliament since 1641 were named and 

monitored by local officials like John Sherburne, a constable, and John King, a 

minister, both of Chipping in Lancashire, who maintained lists of delinquents, 
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recusants and papists; constables at Ribchester and Dilworth also listed ‘all 

simple persons’ like John Culter, ‘that never bore arms’.
411

 The compilation of 

local lists, such as the ‘Returns of Delinquents, Recusants and Papists’ for the 

Pendle Forrest region for 1655, enabled Worsley, as instructed, to summon 

named recusants, including Christopher Townley, John Lambe and John Cottam;                         

as well as delinquents such as John and Edward Robinson, to appear before him  

at Whalley on 28 January 1656.
412

 Staffordshire’s Quarter Sessions records for 

1657 show that within the county’s Hundreds similar lists continued to be 

compiled of suspected papists or ‘popishly affected’ persons aged sixteen and 

above who, despite having been summoned as per Act of Parliament, failed to 

appear before Stafford’s General Sessions to take and subscribe to the Oath of 

Abjuration and therefore being in default were, for all intents and            

purposes, adjudged to be popish recusant convicts.
413

 Such well-proven localised 

information-gathering systems provided Worsley and his commissioners with a 

ready source of reliable information, thereby facilitating the submission of 

accurate lists of royalist suspects in compliance with the regime’s instructions 

relating to the taking of security from the royalist community.
414

 

            While some major-generals, particularly Thomas Kelsey, sought 

clarification as to whether all royalists or only those who fell under the ‘first or 

second heads’ should be required to sign the new security bonds, Worsley was 

under no misapprehension as to his instructions and considered - rightly as it 

turned out - that the entire royalist community, even those who had been 

sequestrated or previously signed bonds, should enter into the new bonds. Those 

required to sign the bonds, like the recusants and delinquents of Pendle, were 

expected to attend their local major-general or his commissioners and bring with 

them two individuals to act as sureties. The new security bond reflected previous 

measures imposed to control the activities of delinquents like John Brooks of 

Balderstone who, having been a prisoner at Preston in 1643, gave security to 
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Lancashire’s county committee to never again take up arms against parliament. 

Realising his bond was not extant and eager to stay within the law Brooks 

petitioned to appear before the newly-installed Major-General Worsley to renew 

his bond.
415

 Subsequent levying of punitive measures against delinquents caused 

the Council on 10 September 1650 to instruct Lancashire JPs to ‘take bail of 

Peter Egerton, John Holcroft, and Edward Holland, in £2,000 each, with sureties, 

to appear when required, and to be of good behaviour.’
416

 On 7 October 1650 

Cheshire JPs Henry Brooke and Thomas Marbury were also instructed ‘to issue 

warrants for apprehension’ of Henry Vernon of Haslington, ‘and secure him until 

he enters into recognizances of £2,000, with two good sureties, not to act 

anything to the prejudice of the commonwealth, and to appear before Council 

within twenty days after summons.’
417

 By 1655, the concept of taking financial  

_________________________________________________________________ 

 

                  Gentlemen Yeomen Husbandmen Labourers Craftsmen Tradesmen Others   Total     

 

Lancashire        201          217           344               14             134            78             37    1,025       

 

Cheshire              77          118           180                 4               64            40               4      487 

 

Staffordshire     133            98           166               77             189            75               5       743 

                      _____      _____       _____         _____         _____      _____       _____   _____ 

 

Total:                 411          433           690               95            387          193             46    2,255 

 
         Table 2.1   Summary showing by rank and occupation the numbers of suspected  

                             persons in Major-General Charles Worsley’s association obliged to  

                             enter into new security bonds during late 1655 and early 1656.
418

 

_________________________________________________________________ 

security from delinquents was central to the new security bond imposed during 

late 1655 and early 1656 by Worsley and his commissioners on royalist suspects 

for their good behaviour. Royalists were conditionally ‘obliged’ that they ‘shall 

not Plot, contrive or act, or cause or consent unto, to be plotted, contrived or 

acted any thing against the person of his Highness the Lord Protector, or the 

peace of this Commonwealth.’ They were also to appear within twenty days after 
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being summoned to be examined. Also, if they or any other male member of their 

households broke the terms of the new bond, they would forfeit the specified sum 

and probably lose their estates.
419

 

            A total of 2,255 royalist suspects and their male servants were forced to 

enter into security bonds for their good behaviour and had their names, addresses  

and social positions submitted to the London Register Office by way of county 

returns from Worsley’s association during late 1655 and early 1656, which 

represented the third largest number of bonds enforced after John Desborough’s 

and Robert Lilburne’s associations.
420

 ‘The sums liable to forfeiture were very 

high, ranging from £5,000 for those who had been in arms in the 1640s to £1,000 

for other suspects and £100 for servants.’ On 3 January 1656, Sir Richard 

Leveson of Trentham, was forced to enter into security bonds for the             

good behaviour of his two servants John Langley and William Bradhurst.
421

 The          

_________________________________________________________________                                                              

         Lancashire Towns & Parishes - List 1.       Staffordshire Towns & Parishes - List 1.                                                                                                                          
         Lathom     p.   2 Richard Abram, Yeoman.           Burton upon     p. 15 William Dickson, 

Lathom     p. 20 John Gregson, Gunsmith.            Trent                           Blacksmith. 

          Preston      p.   2 Isabell Abram, Widow.               Trentham         p. 40  William Dalton, Miller. 

          Preston      p. 40 Thomas Dawson, Cooper.           Lichfield          p. 31  William Lamb, Locksmith. 

          Warrington p. 12 John Bate, Yeoman.                   Cannock          p. 53   William Walton, Labourer. 

          Knowsley p. 106 Robert Johnson, Husbandman.  Wolverhampton p. 106 John Johnson, Yeoman 

           

                                           Cheshire Towns & Parishes - List 1.                                                                   
                                           Gawsworth    p. 106   Edward Johnson, Shoemaker.   

                                               Chester           p. 182   Thomas Roberts, Butcher.         

                                               Rushton          p. 120   John Low, Husbandmen.            

                                               Boughton       p. 138   John Moulson, Husbandman.                                    

                                               Cuddington    p.   52   George Walker, Husbandman.                                      

                                               Malpas           p. 204   John Tomlinson, Mason.            

                                               Chester           p. 120   Ralph Leigh, Baker. 

 
         Figure 2.2   Lists of named suspected persons in various English and Welsh counties, 1655.  

                               Extracts from Major-General Charles Worsley’s submissions to Thomas   

                     Dunn’s London Register Office for Lancashire, Staffordshire and Cheshire.
422
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suspected persons from whom security bonds were extracted comprised a wide 

cross-section of the social spectrum, with the highest number of bonds for good 

behaviour being imposed on 690 north west husbandmen. The 411 categorised as 

‘Gentlemen’ included 102 esquires for the three counties, while an assortment of  

46 ‘Other’ suspects comprised: widows, showmen, physicians, spinsters, a 

schoolmaster, a lawyer, a musician, a servant, a tinker and a falconer.
423

 ‘Each 

Major-General was allowed considerable scope within the terms of his 

instructions to concentrate on whichever of the allotted tasks he pleased. Thus 

Edward Whalley paid particular attention to social and economic problems 

(notably enclosure), while he and James Berry were notably less severe in 

exacting securities from former Royalists than Disbrowe or Worsley. But from 

almost every point of view, Cheshire, Lancashire, and Staffordshire were placed 

under the severest of all Major-Generals, Charles Worsley.’
424

 Durston argues 

that ‘Such wide variations can partly be explained by the unequal size of the 

associations, the uneven distribution of royalists across the country, and the 

particularly acute concerns about the security situation in the west country and 

Yorkshire, where the troubles of the previous spring had been concentrated. The 

fact, however, that the disparities were so great, with Worsley and his 

commissioners enforcing several thousand bonds in the north-west and Edward 

Walley and his only around 125 in the east Midlands, suggests that they were 

also a reflection of the differing priorities of individual major-generals and sets 

of commissioners, and perhaps also some inconsistency in their interpretation of 

the government’s wishes.’
425

             

            That sections of the north west’s craftsmen and tradesmen like John 

Gregson, a gunsmith of Lathom, and Ralph Leigh, a baker of Chester, supported 

the royalist cause is borne out by the names and occupations of suspects 

submitted to Thomas Dunn’s London Register Office. Equally, as well as listing 
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titled and greater and lesser gentry supporters, submitted county returns show 

that royalists were also to be found amongst the lower labouring classes of the 

north west like William Walton, a labourer from Cannock.
426

 The failed March 

rising ended all hope of reaching a reconciliation with royalists and as a 

consequence brought about a drastic change in the Protectorate government’s 

attitude, which was translated into the major-generals’ order to enforce the 

introduction of repressive measures, notably the imposition of security bonds  

and the closer monitoring of royalists’ movements. The government-imposed 

measure to monitor the controlled movements of royalist delinquents was a 

logical extension to the existing countrywide travel restrictions endured by 

communities, regardless of political allegiances. In the aftermath of the March 

uprising, even north west government supporters were still expected to comply 

with prescribed travel restrictions as with Roger Whynray, a soldier, who despite 

having served the state for eleven years and commanded by Colonel Arthur 

Hesilrig, was required to petition JPs at Lancaster to grant him and his family 

permission to pass from constable to constable on their journey to London. 

Likewise in November 1655, Lawrence Glossop, a maimed parliamentary soldier 

from Cheshire, was provided with an official travel pass which permitted 

unhindered travel from Hertfordshire to Cheshire.
427

 Royalists were expected to 

seek permission from their local major-general before travelling away from home 

and, as such, Worsley, like other major-generals, was kept informed of his 

association’s absent royalists’ up-to-date travel plans to and from London and 

within the capital by way of regular written reports produced by Dunn’s office. 

One such letter sent by Dunn’s office to Worsley on 9 January 1656 notified him 

of Richard Laythom of Allerton in Lancashire who, having lodged in the parish 

of St Clement Danes since 17 December 1655, ‘past the time of his first 

appearance’ at Dunn’s office, had returned as required, to give personal notice of 

his intention to leave his lodgings and return to Allerton on 9 January            

1656. Dunn’s register shows that from 9 January 1656 to 10 June 1656, just days 
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before his death, Worsley received 13 such notifications.
428

 This compares with 

13 received by James Berry, 14 received by Robert Lilburne and 9           

received by Charles Howard.
429

 Compared with other associations, particularly 

those governed by William Goffe and Edward Whalley, fewer royalists from 

Worsley’s association are listed in Dunn’s records of suspected persons in 

London and Westminster for the period covering December 1655 to June 1656. 

Of the visiting north western royalists listed, 10 were from Lancashire, 5 from 

Cheshire and 14 from Staffordshire, although as Dunn’s records indicate, during 

the period some made several trips to London, particularly Richard Kirby of 

Kirby in Lancashire and Edward Stamford of Perry Hall in Handsworth, 

Staffordshire.
430

 

            It is evident from Cromwell’s and Secretary Thurloe’s justification of the 

creation of a ‘new standing militia’ that despite suppressing the disrupted royalist 

insurrection the government, still wary of possible royalist ambitions that might 

threaten the regime’s ongoing stability, considered it expedient to inaugurate the 

new county militias. Although the defeat - after four years of ‘contrivance’- of 

the royalists’ great design left the government’s ‘cruel and bloody enemy 

disappointed’, there was still an urgency to maintain security and public order 

throughout English and Welsh regions.
431

 In the years prior to the creation of the 

North Western Association, militia and other auxiliary forces were raised and 

disbanded as the Council of State considered circumstances dictated, notably for 

suppressing tumults and insurrections and repelling expected invasions from 

abroad. Events in Lancashire in March 1650 confirmed the government’s 
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reliance on militia forces. Indeed, in the weeks in which several noted active 

parliamentarians of the 1640s - Colonels Richard Standish, Shuttleworth and 

Assheton, as well as Sir Richard Haughton and Mr Rigby Jr. - were dismissed 

from their ‘employment in settling the militia in Lancashire’, the lack of a fully 

‘settled’ new militia led to three troops of regular cavalry under the command of 

a Major Mayres being deployed to assist Colonel Thomas Birch in quelling riots 

and disturbances against the excise in Preston, Ormskirk, Manchester and 

Rochdale, by people resisting the sheriff and his officers.
432

 In Cheshire, as in 

Lancashire, the delay in settling the new remodelled militia also led to 

insufficient militia forces being available to counter the Commonwealth’s 

enemies who had ‘designs on foot to disturb the public peace’, thereby creating 

consternation within the Council. Consequently, Chester’s militia commissioners 

were instructed to raise a regiment of foot militia, which after being raised in the 

Broxton and Wirral Hundreds, was commanded by Robert Duckenfield, 

governor of Chester.
433

 

            Even before his appointment to the position of major-general, Charles 

Worsley was well-regarded as an experienced and trustworthy officer. By the 

time of his appointment, Worsley had already been involved in penalizing 

subversive elements from within his future association, notably some of the more 

than one dozen leading Cheshire royalists who, ‘suspected of involvement         

in recent plots’, had been apprehended by Colonel Lilburne and ‘kept under 

guard by Thomas Croxton in Chester Castle.’
434

 ‘However, those thought to be 

particularly dangerous, John Booth, Peter Leycester, and George Warburton, 

were sent up to London to be examined by the Protector’s Council.’ Having 

failed in their repeated attempts to be examined by the Council, St James’s-based 

Worsley was appointed to interview them on 16 May 1655. After taking bonds 

for their good behaviour, each of them being bound by two sureties to the Lord 

Protector for £2,000, Worlsey certified their release the following day.
435

 

Following his appointment, Worsley was already in his association before the 
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publication of Cromwell’s Declaration and, as with Lancashire and Cheshire, 

proceeded to meet with commissioners in Staffordshire on 20 November 1655, 

where cavaliers were also instructed to attend their next meeting to be assessed 

for the decimation tax.
436

             

            Despite Cromwell’s acknowledgement that the failed design had 

‘discouraged’ the smaller parties of royalists who were to seize Chester and rise 

in Staffordshire, Worsley reported to the Protector that he and his commissioners 

were no less determined to execute his Council’s instructions so ‘that the first 

and continued causers of the disturbance of our peace might not equally have 

shared our so dearly purchased freedom.’
437

 As well as deploying his new horse 

militias to disarm known delinquents, papists and other disaffected persons as per 

his instructions, Worsley sought out and caused particularly dangerous persons - 

who ‘lay sculkinge about, and seldome seen [in] publicke’ - to be apprehended. 

In a report sent from Preston on 21 December 1655 Worsley confirmed that he 

and his county commissioners diligently endeavoured to apply the three heads of 

their orders to suppress those considered subversive within his association.
438

 As 

his ardent pursuit of Lancashire delinquents gathered pace and prisons began to 

fill, Worsley reported to Thurloe progress that ‘Many of the great delinquents in 

this country were papists, and their estates sold away; soe are now beginning to 

fill the prisons with suspitious fellows, and shall be troubled for a convenient 

place for that, as also for the keeping of the armes wee have.’ Additionally, 

determined to fully achieve his prescribed goal of subduing subversive elements 

within his association, Worsley suggested to Thurloe that ‘If his Highnes would 

let me for a little time have one company of the regiment into the castel of 
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Liverpoole, till this be a little over, it would, we humbly conceive, be very 

convenient.’
439

 

            Worsley’s success in pursuing royalist subversives can be gauged by his 

apprehension of a number of ‘dangerous persons’ such as Sir William Naile and 

most notably Lancashire veteran royalist officer and papist delinquent Hugh 

Anderton, who had remained at large after being released from Lancaster Gaol 

by Charles Stuart before joining his forces in 1651. It was Anderton who 

Worsley described as ‘one of the most wicked dangerouse men in this commone 

welth.’
440

 However, despite Worsley’s successes and continued action against 

those he believed planned the abortive Cheshire uprising, namely ‘Liecester, 

Booth, Warburton, and Werden’, his rigorous investigations into Werden’s 

flawed plan to seize Chester Castle ‘failed to uncover any plot which involved 

anyone except those whom the government already with reason treated as the 

lunatic fringe.’
441

 Though a staunch supporter of the regime, it is evident from 

his reports that Worsley soon became frustrated at limitations he claimed the 

government’s instructions placed on him and his commissioners, citing that 

‘were it wee had a little more powere;’ many more dangerous persons could be 

apprehended. Similarly, he took exception to practical difficulties encountered in 

enforcing aspects of the first two heads ‘as to persons fit to be sent away’; it   

was, Worsley admitted, hard to establish the culpability of such persons 

‘notwithstanding they be persons, that have bene and would be redy to lay hould 

on any opertunitie to disturbe our peace.’
442

 He reinforces this view in his report 

sent to Thurloe from Knutsford in February 1656 when he writes that some of his 

Cheshire commissioners confirmed ‘that they could find nere 60 gentlemen in 

this county, many of them younger sonns, that were fit to be sent out of this 

commone welth, which done would much tend to the securitie thereof and terrifie 

others.’
443

 

            The role performed by Worsley’s new reserve force had its origins in 

duties previously undertaken by the standing army and old militia forces. Reece 
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argues that ‘the presence of a large number of soldiers in peacetime provided a 

reservoir of men to perform police duties.’ He also contends that ‘outside royalist 

circles, the appearance of the major-generals caused relatively little comment at 

the time.’
444

 Indeed, Worsley’s appointment as major-general and therefore agent 

of central government for the North Western Association was not referenced in 

the auto-biographies of Adam Martindale or Henry Newcome.
445

 The scope of 

the instructions to which Worsley and his new troop militias were expected to 

adhere emphasised the need to counter threats to regional security with martial 

remedies while also providing effective localised policing, thereby ensuring the 

enforcement of government policies and maintenance of civil order, duties 

previously undertaken by regular troops. Crucial to Cromwell’s ‘major-generals’ 

experiment’, and fundamental to Worsley’s ability to comply with government 

instructions, was the delegation of martial authority thereby enabling him, if 

necessary, to resort to armed force to counter security threats and riotous tumults 

while at the same time providing military support to assist the offices of his 

association’s county officials and judiciary.
446

 

            Before 27 February 1657, when at a meeting with army officers 

Cromwell announced, ‘That it is time to come to a settlement and lay aside 

arbitrary proceedings, so unacceptable to this nation’, thereby abandoning the 

major-generals in favour of constitutional change, Cromwell believed that the 

major-generals’ successes outweighed their failures.
447

 He had confirmed this 

view in his speech made on 5 March 1656 to the lord mayor, aldermen and 

common council of the city of London, in which he spoke of the nature of the 

standing militia. It was, he insisted, ‘That the soldiers, as well as their officers, 

were so many inhabitants of each Association under their respective Major-

Generals, and would thereby fitly serve to be so many watchmen or spies to give 

notice of, or apprehend, such as were of dissolute lives and conversation, who 

lived like gentlemen and yet had no visible way for the same, being cheaters and 

the like, who were mere fit to be sent beyond the seas than to remain here.’ 

Cromwell further highlighted, ‘That now the Major-Generals had gone through 
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all the counties of England and Wales; and wherever the Major-Generals were 

present, in accord these loose and vagrant persons did fly from there to other 

counties, the Major-Generals’ occasions not permitting them to be in          

accord at one time.’
448

 The government’s concerns over unregulated movements 

or gatherings of people often merged with its desire to advance the reformation 

of manners and while Worsley’s attitude as a committed protagonist of the 

‘godly moral reform agenda’ reflected the government’s attitude, he was equally 

determined in his efforts to enforce the ‘secular’ elements of his instructions.
449

             

            Writing about the new militia force, John William Fortescue argues that 

‘Strictly speaking, therefore, it was rather a force of mounted constabulary than 

of regular cavalry, and there can be no doubt that, if order was to be preserved, 

such a body of police was absolutely necessary. Yet it is probable that no 

measure brought such hatred on the Army as this. The magnates of the counties 

were of course furious at this usurpation of their powers, and the poorer classes 

resented the intrusion of a soldier and a stranger between themselves and their 

old masters.’
450

 In addition to addressing repercussions of the failed insurrection, 

Worsley’s three new militias were tasked with undertaking duties previously 

performed by regular troops - the mainstay of enforcing central government 

policy and policing in the north west for more than a decade - in the wake of 

their planned manpower reductions. It a view echoed by Reece who argues      

that ‘much of the army’s police work was done on an ad hoc basis, but at     times 

the government organised more concerted campaigns.’ Indeed, Worsley was 

charged to comply with instructions that would ensure ongoing military 

involvement in regional policing while at the same time providing                

ready assistance to local governance.
451

 To this end, many politically-acceptable 

county dignitaries, as well as continuing to serve as magistrates, assisted Worsley 

in the capacity of newly-appointed commissioners for securing the peace of the 

Commonwealth. Similarly, local tradesmen like Thomas Handcocke the younger, 
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a qualified Chester gunsmith, were employed to provide specialist services to 

support Worsley’s military resources.
452

 

            As with the other major-generals, Charles Worsley’s first task was 

overtly military: to disarm papists and all others who assisted the late king, round 

up trouble makers and expel royalist activists.
453

 But the immediacy of securing 

his association was only one aspect of Worsley’s martial governance, for the 

major-generals’ instructions can be divided into two distinct categories: practical 

and administrative instructions devised by the pragmatic Lambert, and moral and 

religious based instructions originated by the more ‘godly’ Cromwell. It is a view 

of the origin of the instructions that is supported by Gardiner who writes ‘it must  

be admitted that there is some indication - it would be impossible to style it 

evidence - of a twofold origin.’
454

 During the construct of the major-generals’ 

system, both Lambert and Cromwell endorsed a fundamental principle that 

underlay much of the policy-making of the Protectorate period: ‘that security and 

reformation were indivisible goals and that, just as godly reform would only     

be realised once the regime was fully secure, so real security would                

only be established once godly reformation had taken firm root.’
455

 ‘It was the 

government’s unanimous adherence to this fundamental principle’, coupled with 

Cromwell’s argument that the two objectives were scarcely distinct, ‘which 

determined that the major-generals would be burdened with the twin 

responsibilities of security and moral reform.’ Indeed, moral censorship 

stipulations were eventually introduced into the major-generals’ instructions      
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at Cromwell’s insistence.
456

 In Worsley’s association, many measures of godly 

reform advocated and supported by the region’s puritan faction often disguised 

underlying pragmatic purposes or outcomes. 

            If Cromwell was looking to appoint like-minded senior officers ‘to hasten 

the coming of the Kingdom of God on earth’ then there was no more likely 

candidate than the zealous Charles Worsley, whose opening remarks in a 

dispatch sent to Thurloe from Stafford on 21 March 1656 confirm that his 

uncompromising political and religious adherences influenced his style              

of governance.
457

 Enthusing about the work being done in other associations, 

Worsley noted ‘how it pleaseth the Lord to own this worke in the hands of them 

imployed in every county. [...], which may be incouragement to us to goe on and 

not flag in our worke.’
458

 ‘Successive Interregnum governments from 1649 to 

1659 turned to the army for police work’, so much so that military involvement 

was normally deployed ‘in the face of, or anticipation of’, riotous opposition to 

civil authority.
459

 As a native of the north west, Worsley would have accepted 

that an ongoing military presence was necessary to maintain civil order within 

the communities of his future association, a factor later reflected in elements of 

his orders and instructions: they reaffirmed and reinforced measures enforced by 

the military during the previous decade. It was normal for regular troops to be 

called upon to assist civilian officials, not least when violent opposition to   

excise officials erupted in Lancashire in 1650 and in 1651. In his proclamation of 

8 November 1651, Cromwell reminded army officers that they were under 

standing orders to protect and assist civilian officials in the collection of the 

excise tax.
460

 Similarly, county sequestration committees regularly used locally 
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garrisoned troops of the standing army to enforce their orders.
461

 It is therefore 

unsurprising that Worsley was instructed to ensure that his new mounted militia 

supplemented regular troops and county militias in the suppression of possible 

insurrections, rebellions or invasions, while at the same time providing civil 

authorities with the ongoing ability to counter localised tumults and unlawful 

assemblies.
462

 

            The imposition of martial governance brought enhanced local oversight 

across the association’s diverse communities along with the ability to direct 

specific interventions to enforce government policies. To prove effective, 

Worsley’s governance depended on constant sources of reliable information. To 

this end, he prompted Lancashire JPs to take more care over the appointment of 

constables by personally examining them and requiring appointees to provide 

regular reports - comprising six predetermined categories - on their parishes to 

commissioners for securing the peace. Under the first category, constables were 

expected to provide ‘A true accounte of all robberies and burglaries committed 

since the 19
th

 of October 1655, and of persons guilty of the same’, while under 

the last they were told ‘You shall informe yourselves of all papist delinquents or 

other disaffected persons what armes they hold or have since the fierste Day of 

December 1655’. The other categories covered such matters as identifying 

suspected highwaymen; reporting the staging of cockfights, bear-baiting and 

stage plays; identifying those with risible livelihoods; reporting enemies of the 

government and reporting those who had not given security as ordered by the 

government.
463

 Worsley also sought to improve the calibre of local officials in 

Cheshire by way of appointing new parish officials who would be expected to 

work alongside constables and report directly to the county’s commissioners, as 

proposed for the parishes within the Nantwich Hundred.
464

 The struggle to 

reform moral values was ongoing long before the establishment of the 

Protectorate, indeed reforms had been sought throughout the sixteenth and early 

seventeenth centuries. As such, articles drawn from certain statutes by sixteenth-

                                                 
461

 Reece, The Army in Cromwellian England 1649-1660, p. 140. Reece writes ‘soldiers were  

     well suited to breaking down doors when sequestration was resisted, collecting overdue rents,  

     and settling new tenants on sequestrated estates’. 
462

 Abbott, The Writings and Speeches of Oliver Cromwell, Vol. III, p. 844. 
463

 LRO, QDV/29; LRO, QSO/2/28 (1655), QSO/2/29 (1656), Commissioners’ instructions to  

      high constables ; TSP, IV, p. 473.  
464

 CRO, DDX 384/1, Diary of Thomas Mainwaring of Over Peover 1649-1659, p. 242.  



 131 

century Cheshire JPs were issued as an order at Quarter Sessions that set out 

responsibilities for every townships’ constables and parish officials with regard 

to dealing with alehouse keepers, gambling in alehouses, beggars and vagabonds. 

These articles and later government pronouncements, like that of James I’s 

proclamation of January 1609 concerning licensing of alehouses and their 

excessive numbers, formed the criteria around which Worsley’s instructions for 

the godly reformation of his association were set.
465

 Besides their other two main 

duties ‘to sustain law and order and prevent any tumults, plotting or 

insurrections’ and ‘to impose a tax on all known Royalists to meet the upkeep of 

their troops and thus make the system self-supporting’, major-generals like 

Worsley were tasked to ‘promote godliness and  virtue  by  enforcing  the  laws  

against  drunkenness, blasphemy and immorality of every kind’.
466

 Of the major-

generals, Gardiner writes ‘It is, indeed, possible that if they had been allowed to 

restrain their actions to that of a police force employed to keep the peace, by the 

suppression or discouragement of active Royalism, posterity would have heard 

little of the illegality of their commissions. It was as discouragers of vice and 

encouragers of virtue that they roused the most virulent opposition.’
467

 However, 

he ignores that ‘committed’ men like Worsley and neighbouring major-general, 

James Berry, were determined to ‘fasten a code of puritan behaviour’ on their 

associations.
468

 

            That Berry, like his counterpart Worsley, vigorously pursued the 

government’s policy of godliness and reformation of manners is evidenced by his 

governance of Shropshire, where aided by JPs, he also issued strict orders for the 

suppression of drunkenness and disorders, and of alehouses. Similarly, severe 

punishments were imposed on particular groups as in Charles Howard’s 

association, where some ‘Players’ were taken in Newcastle and sentenced to     
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be ‘whipped for rogues’.
469

 As well as imposing the decimation tax on royalist 

delinquents, Worsley directed policies covering policing and reformation of 

morals that replicated previously-enacted laws and ordinances. That he was 

tasked to utilise military resources to ensure that highways and roads were made 

more safe for travellers, and prevent all-too-frequent burglaries and robberies as 

suffered by Edward Rigbie, a husbandman robbed by force of arms at his home 

in Orrell, Lancashire, in midsummer 1653, reinforced previous instructions 

issued by the Council to JPs in 1649.
470

 These same instructions to JPs and 

constables - later incorporated by Lambert into the major-generals’ instructions - 

called upon them to ensure sufficient ‘Watch and Ward’ be kept by armed able-

bodied persons at ‘fit places’ and towns adjoining ‘great roads’,  set constables to 

examine all passengers at erected ‘posts, rails and gates’ and apprehend thieves 

and robbers. Importantly, the execution of all laws in force against rogues, 

vagabonds and sturdy beggars, suppression of unlicensed alehouses and 

monitoring of ‘innholders’ by JPs and constables continued under the direction 

of major-generals like Worsley.
471

 

            It is no coincidence that Major-General Worsley’s zealous application   of 

his instructions to ‘[...] “discourage and discountenance of all profaneness and 

ungodliness”,’ especially with regard to the suppression of unnecessary and 

unlawful alehouses and promotion of godly reform, was shaped by an upbringing 

centred around the strict tenets of religious Independency and morality in a             

part of Lancashire exemplified by Blackwood’s argument that ‘Nevertheless,         

some leading Puritans said that their religion was defined in ethical terms.’ He 

further argues that ‘Puritans were deeply concerned about moral reform.’ Indeed, 

‘Dr J. S. Morrill considers that Major-General Charles Worsley’s opposition to 

all manifestations of loose living in Lancashire, Cheshire and Staffordshire was 

probably as much the result of his moral convictions as of his preoccupation with 
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security.’
472

 Lancashire’s puritanism developed alongside a growing commercial 

prosperity enjoyed by an emerging mercantile class, as epitomized by Worsley’s 

father Ralph, within market towns located south-east of the Ribble and parts of 

Cheshire. Notably, Manchester became a centre of radical protestant reform in 

north west England and it was within this environment that the future major-

general was ‘piously nurtured.’
473

  

            Charles Worsley’s particular brand of zealousness was the product of an 

upbringing in an area of Manchester where puritantism was not only embedded 

within a section of the local gentry, but also within an increasing prosperous    

and vociferous mercantile class to which his father Ralph belonged. Hence, the 

son’s predisposed censorious approach to religion and politics meant that upon 

‘Inheriting from his father the Puritan sentiments of the age, he carried with him 

those feelings into a more extended sphere, and adopting arms as a profession he 

took his stand with parliament against the king.’
474

 Indeed, from an early age, he 

would have been aware of the persuasive radical puritan views held and espoused 

by his father’s like-minded puritan neighbours and like his father, was active in 

promoting Independency. The piety of both father and son was confirmed by 

their involvement with Birch Chapel, Rusholme, both as worshippers and 

prominent financial benefactors. Despite maintaining links with the sympathetic 

Presbyterian Divine, Richard Heyricke, Warden of the Collegiate Church, in 

1640 Ralph donated £4 to an endowment-fund established for the purchase        

of land “to bee laid to the Birch chappell,” which eventually was                         

used for Independent worship. Father and son also paid annual subscriptions to  
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 support the Chapel’s ministrations.
475

  

            Walter J. King writes of alehouse keepers, ‘By the end of the sixteenth 

century, JPs imposed elaborate recognizances upon keepers of alehouses; in 1619 

royal proclamation prescribed annual licensing. Needless to say, these statutes 

did not establish a rigid national system of control, but only authorised JPs to 

employ discretion when granting licences.’
476

 He argues that ‘With the exception 

of a few townships - Garstang, Upholland and Prescot, for example - licensing 

alehousekeepers had become a county function by the seventeenth century. 

However, the enforcement of correct behaviour largely remained with leet jurors, 

stewards, constables and aletasters or alefounders - the “front-line troops”.’
477

 

Referring to King’s investigation of the court leet records of Prescot in 

Lancashire, Fletcher highlights that it shows ‘a pattern of wholesale collusion 

between parish officers and ale-sellers intended to exclude justicess from any 

role in regulation.’
478

 King asserts that his study shows that ‘first, presentments 

(informal accusations) of unlicensed alehousekeepers and requests to suppress 

alehouses were not randomly distributed in time and space in Stuart Lancashire. 

Second, leet officials intended less to eliminate than to profit from alleged illegal 

alehousekeeping. And third, suppression of unlicensed or unwanted alehouses 

was inhibited by the very nature of seventeenth-century alehousekeeping.’ He 

argues, ‘The evidence suggests that leet officials charged alehousekeepers with 

“breaking the assize of ale” so that fines would be forfeited annually, fines which 

constituted an unofficial local “business tax”.’ King further maintains that ‘year 

after year the order in which the names appeared in the alefounders’ 

presentments remained basically similar, [....].’ Indeed, ‘Thomas Walls, for 

example, headed the list of those allegedly not observing the assize of ale at 

Prescot from 1647 to 1659.’
479

 ‘Prescot enjoyed complete jurisdiction over 

alehousekeeping offenses. Between 1626 and 1660, Prescot’s constables 
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presented no alesellers among the 162 residents cited before the quarter sessions. 

In contrast, during the same period officials at Prescot’s court leet                  

dealt with 1,161 alehousekeeping offenses.’
480

 Worsley’s pursuit of godliness 

and reformation of manners found much support in those Lancashire regions 

where the puritans were most numerous, ‘in the highland hundreds of Salford, 

Blackburn and Lonsdale. Hardly surprisingly, the Puritan gentry were strongest 

of all in the most puritanical region of Lancashire, Salford hundred.’
481

                                                                                       

            Worsley resolutely ‘opposed all manifestations of loose living’. However,          

‘his overriding concern seems to have been the suppression of ale-houses.’
482

 

Being of the same ilk as those who endeavoured systematically to reduce         

the number of alehouses in south Lancashire during the 1620s and late 1630s, 

Worsley would have been aware of Lancashire puritan magistrates’ increased 

efforts to prosecute unlicensed ale sellers especially after 1647, when ‘a 

memorial against alehouses was signed by over 800 ministers and godly 

laymen.’
483

 Likewise, he was probably aware of the efforts of Cheshire JPs  who, 

alert to the ‘oppression’ caused by excessive numbers of alehouses within some 

communities like that of the 1638 petitioners of Bunbury and ‘urged on by John 

Bradshaw, had worked hard since 1648 to eliminate disreputable ale-houses and 

to limit them through the reports of committees in each parish to the monthly 

meetings of the Justices.’
484

 However, despite such measures even in the weeks 

leading up to the imposition of martial governance, Lancashire JPs continued to 

receive complaints relating to moral transgressions. A typical complaint was 

received by Manchester JPs from the inhabitants of Moston who cited the 

disruptive impact of alehouses on their community and how they ‘led to much 

wickedness, drunkenness, and profaning of the Sabbath’. Especially highlighted 

were the activities of James Jackson, who was eventually imprisoned for 

showing great contempt for the JPs’ authority by continuing to brew ale contrary 

                                                 
480

 Ibid., (p. 32). 
481

 Blackwood, ‘The Catholic and Protestant Gentry of Lancashire during the Civil War Period’,  

     THSLC,126 (1976), 1-29 ( p. 10). 
482

 Morrill, Cheshire 1630-1660, p. 282. 
483

 LRO, QSB/1/49/9; QSB/1/51/59; DDKE/3/78, in 1628-1629 Quarter Sessions were petitioned  

     to suppress superfluous alehouses in several Lancashire townships, including Blackburn and  

     Ashton-under-Lyne; Blackwood, ‘The Catholic and Protestant Gentry of Lancashire during  

     the Civil War Period’, THSLC,126 (1976), 1-29 ( p. 14); John K. Walton, Lancashire: A     

     Social History 1558-1939  (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1987), p. 57. 
484

 Bennett and Dewhurst (eds.), Quarter Sessions Records, p. 94. Petition to the Chief Justice for  

     the suppression of certain Alehouses in Bunbury, 1638; Morrill, Cheshire 1630-1660, p. 282. 



 136 

to their orders. Despite his imprisonment, his wife also showed great ‘insolence’ 

by continuing to brew and sell ale.
485

 Worsley’s written orders of 4 January 1656 

to 5 selected Chester officials confirm that notwithstanding his assurance to act 

in accordance with his own orders and instructions from Cromwell and the 

Council ‘against the restless and irreconcileable malice of the first and continued 

Disturbers of the Peace and Tranquillity of this Commonwealth’, he deemed the 

selling and consumption of ale or beer in the ‘multiplicity of Ale-houses’ and 

‘blind’ ale houses an affront to morality and root cause of civil disorders that had 

to be suppressed.
486

 

            Despite acknowledging the likely detrimental impact on tax revenues, 

prompting him to express to Thurloe in January 1656, ‘I find it a difficult 

bussinese how to observe my instructions as to alehouses, and not weaken that 

revenew, though truely it’s too visible that they are the very bane of the countys’,  

Worsley inaugurated a fresh onslaught on the problem.
487

 Worsley’s Cheshire 

commissioners reported to Thurloe that very nearly 200 ‘disorder’d, unnecessary, 

and disaffected alehouses’ had been suppressed, ‘And have also suppressed the 

excessive number of malsters, and restrained them and the beer-brewers from 

selling malt or beer to any suppressed or unlicensed alehouse-keeper, other than 

for his own private use’.
488

 They also reported that they had ‘inflicted deserved 

punishment upon several persons unduly and pretendedly married contrary to the 

law, and the persons who married them; as also upon several persons, which by a 

strict enquiry are found to be loose and idle persons that live without calling, and 

upon common tiplers, drunkards, and Sabbath-breakers, and others’.
489

 Worsley 

reported from Blackburn that in accordance with ‘these things specifyed in the 

orders’, he and the commissioners and JPs in the Hundred had ordered at least 

200 alehouses - ‘the very wombe, that brings forth all manner of wickednese’ - to 
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be ‘thrown down in that hundred’.
490

 However, Fletcher argues ‘We cannot 

imagine that the two hundred alehouses which Charles Worsley boasted of 

having closed in Blackburn hundred of Lancashire remained closed for          

very long.’
491

 Worsley, as the motivating force behind the suppression of his 

association’s unnecessary alehouses, attended Stafford’s Epiphany Quarter 

Sessions on 15 January 1656, where he sat with other JPs who passed an order 

calling for the suppression of unnecessary alehouses.
492

 A sudden influx of 

petitions from suppressed Cheshire alehouse keepers in 1656 suggests that 

measures instigated by Worsley and his commissioners were particularly 

successful. Two such petitioners were Joane Morte, a parliamentary soldier’s 

widow of Weaverham, and Richard Edge, a former parliamentary soldier of 

Never Knutsford who - along with 24 other common alehouse keepers - 

petitioned JPs at the Nantwich Quarter Sessions of July 1656 to protest at their 

treatment and request reinstatement as licensees. Despite protesting that they had 

been observant in ‘keeping good order’ in their respective houses, to their 

consternation petitioners like Edge and Morte were forced to seek legal recourse 

to continue brewing and selling ales. Though considered of good enough 

character to have held several offices including constable, Edge was prevented 

from operating his alehouse, even though it was frequented by travellers          

and lodged soldiers. For widows like Morte, monies obtained from brewing and 

selling ales proved essential to maintaining the well-being of their families.
493

 

            As in previous decades, it was local officials, such as churchwardens and 

especially the body of constables, who because of their local knowledge were at 

the fore in the drive to instil and maintain righteous values within localities. To 

this end, Worsley and his commissioners continued to rely on their experience 

and dependability for as records for the Blackburn and Salford Hundreds show, 

high and petty constables were instructed to submit returns relating to their 

localities to commissioners. As well as security and criminal matters, issues 

touching on morality were to be reported, not least listings of all alehouses along 
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with the names of those who kept them within their parishes.
494

 It is evident that 

Worsley was the motivating force behind the campaign to rid his association of 

all unnecessary alehouses. In the aftermath of his death, however, several 

inhabitants of the Salford Hundred, feeling aggrieved that despite complying 

with JPs’ demands to compile and submit information touching on the multitude 

of unnecessary alehouses, bastardy, swearing and profaning of the Lord’s Day, 

submitted a remonstrance to the Hundred’s JPs in which they declared that as yet, 

they had seen little or no reformation. Contrary to their expectations, many 

alehouse keepers, who they had identified as unfit and unnecessary in previous 

presentments and thereupon suppressed, had since procured licences from some 

JPs ‘so that offenders are rather hardened in their bad practices’.
495

 From the 

point of view of Lancashire, and indeed the association’s other Hundreds, 

although over 400 alehouses in the Salford and Blackburn Hundreds were 

officially suppressed in 1656-7 and though the sustained campaign must have 

had a perceptible effect on lifestyles in the county, authorities may subsequently 

have had second thoughts - as did Worsley at its inception - about the campaign 

because of the likely loss of tax revenue.
496

 

            As his written orders of 4 January 1656 confirm, Worsley considered it 

reasonable that those people most affected by the ‘Evil Designs and 

Contrivances’ against the Commonwealth and who suffered ‘the many sins and 

abominations therein committed by loose and idle persons’, should freely help to 

suppress such activities. ‘Whereunto all persons are commanded to yield their 

Assistance and Obedience, which donbtless all good people will freely              

do, although not thereto required.’
497

 Despite his initial reservation regarding the 

“Licensing system,” Worsley reported, ‘I find it a difficult bussinese how to 

observe my instructions as to alehouses, and not weaken that revenew, though 

truly it’s too visible that they are the very bane of the countys. Yesterday and day 

before I mett the commissioners and justices for the hundred of Blackborne about 

these things specifyed in the orders, and wee find, that these alehouses are the 
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very wombe, that brings forth all manner of wickednese; wee have ordered at 

least 200 alehouses to be thrown down in that hundred, and are catching up loose   

and vile persons.’
498

 Worsley ordered that 5 Chester city officials should gather 

information - as specified in the orders issued by the Protector in Council - from 

within their localities.
499

 In January 1656, after being prevailed upon by Worsley, 

Cheshire commissioners appointed 5 officials who, aided as they thought fit by 

ministers, churchwardens and constables, were tasked ‘to make diligent inquiry’ 

into the activities and conversations of every inhabitant and resident in the city’s 

two Wards.
500

 They were to make a return comprising the several heads of 

Worsley’s instructions touching on security; the reformation of manners, aspects 

of which were laid out in the Protector’s proclamation of August 1655; and civil 

obedience.
501

 Touching security, they were to identify all persons who had 

bought or kept offensive or defensive arms, or ridden with such arms; lain 

lurking or hidden in any place; kept horses to ride the post without warrant, along 

with postmasters who suffer them; and in the case of innkeepers, lent out horses 

without giving notice to JPs. Additionally, they were to identify persons ‘that had 

been in Arms for the late king or Charles Stuart his Son, against the Parliament’; 

were dissatisfied with the present government; or had aided, assisted or abetted 

any plots or designs against the same. Houses and places where such dangerous 

and suspicious persons met were to be noted, as were  their entertainers and 

abettors and all idle and vagabond fellows with no ‘visible estate’ who wandered 

from place to place.
502

 To aid the reformation of manners, the officials were to 

note down all persons who sold ale or beer within the Wards, how they had been 
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affected by the late Parliament or present government and their suitability to 

entertain strangers and passengers within the Wards. Apart from conducting 

nightly house-to-house searches for drunkards within the city, the officials were 

also expected to note frequenters of tipling-houses, swearers, Sabbath-breakers, 

reputed fathers of bastard children, suspected bawdy houses or of evil fame or 

repute where suspected persons might be protected and all other alehouses, blind 

and private alehouses used for tipling, drunkenness and wickedness.
503

 Touching 

civil obedience, the officials were to identify all persons, their accomplices, 

agents and abettors who staged unlawful assemblies thought to be frequented by 

royalist delinquents.
504

 Such unlawful assemblies were often prohibited by 

successive partisan governments to manage communities during times of 

political and military unrest: ‘Horse-races, Cock-fights, Bear-baiting, Stage-plays, 

Interludes, and all other unlawful Assemblies, and their Complices, Agents, and 

Abettors.’
505

 In accordance with the Protector and Council’s prior ordinance of 

28 August 1654, the officials were also required to identify and report all 

Scandalous, Ignorant and insufficient Ministers and Schoolmasters.
506

 Worsley 

ordered that he should receive the completed return on the last day of January 

1656, and it was the provision of such information -aspects of which linked 

suspected persons to unlawful assemblies and ill-used dwellings - that with other 

intelligences and restrictions enabled a confident Worsley to report of his 

association, ‘I doubt not but through the blessinge of the Lord to bee in a good 

posture for any thing, that may be invented or contrived by that restless enemy, 

and shall bee strict to have an eye upon all persons that may in the least be 

suspected. We have things in that posture already, that there is hardly a meetinge 

of three caveleirs together upon any account, but I am sodainly acquainted with it; 

and hee that hath begun this good worke, I hope will bring it to some good and 

blessed issue.’
507
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            To conclude, following on from Chapter One’s examination of the 

government’s treatment of the Leveller movement, this chapter has assessed how 

the legacy of anti-government feeling, as well as the trepidation it caused, 

spurred Cromwell and the Council - in the wake of the failed royalist uprising of 

arch 1655 - to react to anticipated threats to national and local governance by 

establishing the major-generals’ system of provincial martial governance, of 

which the North Western Association was integral. It has shown how Charles 

Worsley dominated and influenced the governance of his association not only 

with regard to security and civil order, and the treatment of delinquents and 

‘suspected persons’, but also the imposition of government policies relating to 

the reformation of manners and promotion of godliness. As Durston and others 

have argued, in the system of the major-generals the achievement of security and 

the promotion of moral reform went hand in hand; without one, Cromwell and 

others - including Worsley - believed the other could not be completely achieved. 

As this chapter has demonstrated, the restriction of alehouses was the element of 

godly reform closest to Worsley’s heart and to which he gave priority intimately 

linked to establishing greater security within his region. Accordingly, this chapter 

has explored that campaign against alehouses alongside the achievement of 

security; other aspects of Worsley’s moral programme will be explored in the 

next chapter. This chapter has further demonstrated that in some respects 

Worsley’s governance was shaped by distinctive characteristics found within his 

three counties, notably Lancashire, as well as by their recent pre-1655 histories. 

However, in other respects it has revealed discontinuities and the particular 

impact which Worsley brought to the region, partly borne of his religious beliefs 

(to be explored further in the next chapter), which was paralleled in the 

governance of some of his fellow major-generals, but which makes him stand out 

when compared to others. Despite Edmund Ludlow’s denunciation of the major-

generals and their system of provincial martial governance, this chapter 

concludes that aspects of Worsley’s pursuit of godly reformation often 

complemented the safeguarding of regional security, not least the closing down 

of alehouses and sporting events where royalists often met to plot their anti-

government activities.
508
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            This chapter has drawn upon detailed information contained within 

printed sources such as Thurloe’s papers and the weekly newsbooks but also 

upon fresh archival research, notably Worsley’s military establishment found in 

the State Papers and the surviving material generated by Dunn’s London Register 

Office, in order to explore martial governance and intimately linked to it a 

particular aspect of godly reform. Accordingly, it threw new light on aspects of 

the military structure and personnel available to Worsley and offered detailed 

perspectives upon aspects of costs and funding. It also presented detailed new 

findings about the numbers and social breakdown of suspects within the three 

counties. It demonstrated how Worsley’s regime was shaped both by the 

government response to the risings of spring 1655, by the particular 

circumstances and inherited problems of the three counties and by Worsley’s 

own priorities and outlooks, illustrated here by exploring afresh his campaign 

against alehouses. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 143 

                                                 Chapter  Three 

  Two Major-Generals: civil obedience and the pursuit of righteous values 

           This chapter will examine the careers and achievements of Charles 

Worsley and his successor Tobias Bridge, paying particular regard to their 

implementation and oversight of godly reform. The chapter will compare their 

careers and achievements with those of the other major-generals using details 

contained within studies and biographies of the named senior officers. Historians 

have provided portraits of men, who, despite being successful in securing their 

associations, achieved mixed results in the pursuit of godly reform. Indeed, 

despite the efforts of men like Hezekiah Haynes, a man described as being 

‘influenced by his being a devout Independent’ and whose ‘puritanical zeal’ like 

that of Worsley, underpinned much of his work not least his energetic pursuit of 

godly and moral reformation, modern historians Derek Hirst and Christopher 

Durston have reflected on what they view are the limitations and failures of 

reform.
509

 In her detailed study of Warwickshire between 1620 and 1660, Ann 

Hughes considers the impact of Whalley upon the county and upon some of its 

largest towns. She suggests that there ‘are signs that Whalley reinvigorated 

county government’, especially in its role clamping down on alehouses and 

enforcing existing laws against vagabonds and beggars and regulating poor relief. 

However, she finds that little progress was made in the prosecution of moral and 

sexual offences and that Whalley instituted security measures against just 

fourteen suspected royalists within the county.
510

 More recently, in his study of 

godly reform, Bernard Capp has concluded that while the reformers ‘fell far short 

of impossibly ambitious goals, they advanced further than any before them’.
511
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 Light might be thrown upon the North Western Association and further 

conclusions might be drawn upon the work and effectiveness of Worsley and 

Bridge by comparing it and them with the other associations and major-generals 

in England and Wales. It may be particularly enlightening to focus on those 

counties and associations which directly bordered the North Western Association 

- Howard’s and Lilburne’s in the far north and in Yorkshire, both as deputies for 

the largely absent Lambert, Whalley’s in the Midlands and Berry’s in Wales and 

the Marches. However, much of the best and most detailed recent work on 

individual major-generals and counties tends to focus further south and it is there 

at this review will begin.  

Thomas Kelsey was major-general for Kent and Surrey. J. Peacey 

highlights his prior links to the area as he had been born into a Surrey family and 

in the early 1650s was governor of the garrison based in Dover Castle, which led 

on to his active involvement in Kentish religious committees in the mid-1650s. 

This echoes Worsley’s prior family and career connections with his association, 

at least in respect of Lancashire. Peacey goes on to stress Kelsey’s ‘puritan zeal 

and political radicalism’ as well as his effectiveness at crushing royalist 

delinquents during his time as major-general. On the other hand he also notes his 

relatively mild and measured attitude towards the Quakers.
512

 Again, this is very 

similar to Worsley’s outlook, and his vigilance against possible royalist activity, 

though the latter’s death in early summer 1656 means that his handling of the 

Quaker issue was much briefer than Kelsey’s. Durston finds Kelsey to be        

one of the less well-documented major-generals, noting that information             

about his character and personal beliefs is ‘patchy’. Nonetheless, he suggests                    

he was ‘probably one of the more radical major-generals’.
513

 In this, Durston 

notes similarities with Worsley, who he characterises as a religious zealot with 

an unusually strong commitment to the godly cause; that is also consistent with 

the findings of this study.  

In terms of county studies of Kelsey’s work and impact, we lack any 

good and recent work on Surrey, while Peter Bloomfield’s chapter on the 

Kentish commissioners, like Sutton’s broadly-similar study of the Staffordshire 
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commissioners, is mainly a cumulative biographical evaluation and makes only 

limited comment on the major-general himself.
514

 Much more detail on Kelsey’s 

work in Kent is to be found in Everitt’s county study. Everitt suggests that 

Kelsey was already ‘virtual governor of the county’ before his formal 

appointment as major-general and that his appointment was ‘the final blow to 

county autonomy’. Stressing that Kelsey’s loyalties lay with the Protectorate and 

not with the shire, Everitt suggests that the county committee became a ‘mere 

cipher’ and that Kelsey ran Kent via ‘arbitrary decrees’. In these respects, 

Worsley seems very different, in that he was certainly not virtual governor of any 

of the counties in his association immediately prior to his appointment - he was 

based at London in the mid-1650s - and while there is no doubt of his loyalty to 

the Protectorate, he seems to have been far more willing to work with county 

officials than Kelsey and existing office-holders also often appear to have been 

more willing to work with him. Kelsey’s heavy-handed imposition of decimation 

alienated many Kentish moderates who would otherwise have acquiesced, Everitt 

suggests, though he concludes that his administration was ‘as severe as it was 

just’ and that Kelsey was able - uniquely, Everitt suggests - to raise enough 

money to cover the pay of the militia.
515

 On the other hand, he was much less 

successful in controlling the county and borough elections to the Second 

Protectorate Parliament, Kelsey himself ruefully noting the return of many 

unsuitable members of the Kentish gentry as well as the hostility to the system of 

the major-generals which had emerged during the election process. Everitt sees 

Kelsey’s failure in the elections as ‘symptomatic of a deeper problem’, namely 

the lack of support among the county gentry for the regime.
516

 In these areas, too, 

contrasts and similarities with Worsley are apparent. Worsley imposed 

decimation efficiently and raised sufficient money to cover the pay of his three 

militia troops, though his sudden death meant that the handling of the 1656 

elections passed to his successor, Bridge, who met with mixed results but in the 

Cheshire county and borough elections the eventual outcome seemed much more 
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amenable to the regime than those in Kent, perhaps because under pressure the 

local gentlemen drew up an acceptable slate. More broadly, while Worsley and 

Kelsey had similar religious motivations, Worsley’s policies within his 

association sometimes seem to have had a sharper religious focus than Kelsey’s - 

especially in regard to Worsley’s anti-catholicism - while Kelsey, at least as 

portrayed by Everitt, appears to have taken a sharper and less-accommodating 

political approach in Kent than that often adopted by Worsley in his three 

counties.   

William Goffe was major-general of Sussex, Hampshire and Berkshire. 

Durston notes that he was born into a Sussex family, though he also records 

Goffe’s own comment upon being appointed major-general that he was a 

stranger to the area and that he may therefore have been brought up elsewhere. 

This contrasts with Worsley, who had strong connections with at least one of the 

counties in his association prior to appointment. Durston highlights Goffe’s 

radicalism, apparent in his deep and active involvement in army politics during 

the later 1640s, his acquisition of former crown land in the Home Counties in the 

early 1650s and his strong commitment to Cromwell and the Protectorate. In 

these respects, Goffe and Worsley appear cut from the same cloth. As major-

general, Durston finds Goffe to have been very active and unswerving, 

convinced that he was serving God in both the security and reformation aspects 

of his work; his work as major-general, like his earlier career, was shaped by ‘his 

radical religious and political beliefs’ and by a profound millenarianism which he 

retained to his death. Again, therefore, he seems very similar to Worsley, whose 

own millenarianism earlier in the 1650s is apparent in his preface to Goad’s work. 

Despite his zeal in trying to enforce decimation, Durston concludes that Goffe 

was one of the first major-generals to appreciate the financial shortfall from this 

source and that his running of his association was undermined by debts and 

resulting uncertainty about the continuing support of some of his officers. 

Worsley had no such worries and the financial position of his association was 

more secure. On religious grounds, Durston notes Goffe’s zeal in seeking to 

suppress unlicensed alehouses in Hampshire and an attitude towards itinerant 

Quakers which he characterises as ‘extremely hostile’. Again, this seems to echo 

Worsley’s stance on alehouses, though not so clearly his handling of Quakers. 
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On the other hand, Durston also finds Goffe to be anxious and lacking in self-

confidence, leading to repeated requests to Thurloe and to Cromwell for 

guidance, support and reassurance; in this correspondence Goffe also several 

times noted that he was encountering difficulties and that he was exhausted. 

While Worsley’s correspondence with the centre was also extensive and he 

occasionally sought guidance or clarification on some technical aspects, overall 

he seemed to have greater self-confidence than Durston’s characterisation of 

Goffe; on the other hand, ill-heath and exhaustion clearly overwhelmed Worsley 

in summer 1656 in a way they never did Goffe. In terms of the parliamentary 

elections of summer 1656, Durston finds that Goffe met with considerable 

success, at least in Hampshire, where he worked with prominent gentlemen to 

agree a broadly acceptable slate of candidates.
517

 This seems to echo Bridge’s 

approach and the results he met with in Cheshire. 

Of Goffe’s three counties, Berkshire has attracted little modern or 

detailed work. Sussex, on the other hand, has been the focus of a county study by 

Anthony Fletcher. Goffe’s role in Sussex is portrayed as an aspect of attempted 

centralisation in a county which had little history of royalist resistance. 

Accordingly, security never became ‘a pressing problem at any stage during the 

ten months when Goffe was present in Sussex’, Fletcher suggests, and he feels 

that Goffe was sceptical about any potential political threat to the regime in that 

county. Clearly, this is very different from the complexion of Worsley’s three 

counties, which had a strong pedigree of royalist and political disaffection, 

reflected in the policies adopted by Worsley. Goffe was more concerned with 

religious radicalism, especially the threat to order posed by the Quakers, and in 

accordance with the views of most of the county establishment he took a tough 

line against them. But in most areas, Fletcher suggests that Goffe’s impact was 

very limited and that ‘he made no discernible impact on morality, education, 

preaching, poor law enforcement, alehouse licensing or the reform of criminal 

jurisdiction’, failing to attend any of the Sussex Quarter Sessions during his time 

as major-general. Fletcher attributes his limited performance to his role as an 

outsider, unfamiliar with the county, his inexperience in local government and 
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the size of the region over which he was given control; moreover, local JPs did 

not give him effective support, resulting in some policies ending in ‘a farce’. 

This seems very different from Worsley’s administration of and impact within 

his association, for he did have more discernible if temporary results in some 

areas, he played a more active role administratively and, despite his misgivings 

about constables, he was often ably supported by JPs and other officials. Goffe 

was aware of some of these shortcomings and anxiously sought support from the 

centre; however, Cromwell’s sympathetic response to well-connected victims of 

decimation in Sussex only served to worsen Goffe’s financial and other problems 

and arrears of pay became ‘a constant anxiety’ to Goffe, marring his relationship 

with his commissioners and militia. ‘By the summer [of 1656] Goffe was 

distraught about the effect of lack of money on his administration’, Fletcher 

concludes. Worsley certainly shared Goffe’s misgivings about Cromwell’s 

propensity to exempt people from decimation and the resulting anxiety over the 

financial implications of this, but in general the financial standing of Worsley’s 

association was much stronger than Goffe’s and he was never so hamstrung by 

debts and fears of debts. Overall, Fletcher believes that Goffe was less effective 

than many other major-generals because ‘they grasped their opportunities more 

firmly’, while Goffe ‘was temperamentally unsuited to the administrative task set 

him’, reduced to a self-pity which ‘betrayed a serious lack of confidence’; even 

his faith in God and the Protector could not overcome this. However, Fletcher 

sees some virtue in Goffe’s lack of confidence, in that he was ‘so dependent on 

and vulnerable to other men’s courtesy and civility’ that he generally acted with 

tact, though some in the county saw that as a sign of weakness and a potential to 

manipulate him. Fletcher sees both the limited reach of decimation in Sussex and 

the outcome of the 1656 parliamentary elections as evidence of Goffe’s own 

weakness as well as the failure of the centre to impose regional control via the 

major-generals.
518

 Worsley comes across as a very different character, generally 

not lacking in self-confidence, not obviously weak in his handling of 

administration or men, not especially beholden to other men’s view of him and 

not easily manipulated.    
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In his study of Hampshire government Andrew Coleby stresses both the 

brevity of Goffe’s time within the county and his ignorance of Hampshire. He 

suggests that Goffe’s reports on Hampshire’s affairs were limited by his 

‘previous ignorance of the county, his naivety and his many other concerns’. In 

stark contrast, Worsley knew his counties well and his reports to Thurloe appear 

well-informed. Coleby goes on to argue that Goffe’s administrative achievement 

in Hampshire was ‘insignificant’, especially when compared to the work of local 

JPs throughout the 1650s. Accordingly, Coleby detects no significant changes to 

or acceleration in moral reformation in Hampshire during Goffe’s time there and 

he suggests that the major-general can be directly credited with closing a single 

alehouse.
519

 Again, the contrast with Worsley and his impact upon moral 

reformation in general and alehouse closing in particular within the North 

Western Association is obvious and stark. Once more in contrast with Worsley’s 

achievement, both Coleby and Durston note how Goffe’s collection of the 

decimation tax fell a long way short of what was required to pay his militia 

troops.
520

 

            Moving westwards, John Desborough was major-general of a large south 

western association comprising Cornwall, Devon, Dorset, Gloucestershire, 

Somerset and Wiltshire. Unlike the other very senior army officers and members 

of the Protectoral Council who remained in London and whose associations were 

run through deputies, Desborough - very much like Worsley - was present and 

very active in his region. Stephen Roberts notes that he was not a local man, as 

he had been born into a landed Cambridgeshire family, and also stresses both his 

extensive military experience during the 1640s and early 1650s and his close 

personal links to Oliver Cromwell through military service and through his 

marriage to one of Oliver’s sisters. He was therefore much closer to Cromwell 

than Worsley or Bridge and probably had far more influence on and at the centre 

during his time as major-general than they could exert. Roberts goes on to note 

Desborough’s growing military connections with his future association, 

campaigning there with the New Model Army in 1645-6, quelling a mutiny in 

Plymouth in 1649, the same year in which he was given command of a cavalry 
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unit guarding the western counties, and active in Somerset and Dorset during the 

closing months of 1651, in the wake of the Worcester campaign. By 1650 he was 

involved in the administration of Devon and in 1654, by dint of his appointment 

to office in the Forest of Dean, he was involved in the administration of western 

Gloucestershire. Thus despite not being a native of the association assigned to 

him in 1655, Desborough - very much like Worsley - was familiar with the area 

before the advent of the system of the major-generals. As major-general, Roberts 

suggests that Desborough galvanised and reformed his counties but that he was 

‘not particularly confrontational’, prepared to intervene to settle local disputes 

but preferring to work with ‘sympathetic figures among the gentry’. In that 

respect, there are similarities with both Worsley and Bridge, who were able to 

work with broadly amenable local gentry and officials within their association. 

Roberts suggests that Desborough was often sympathetic towards Protestant 

minorities within his region, though he remained wary of the Quakers, but that he 

was vigilant in detecting, reporting and taking security from potential political 

opponents within his association. In both his attitude to the Quakers and his 

vigilance against political opponents, Desborough’s approach seems similar to 

that of Worsley. Like Bridge, Roberts finds that Desborough was very active and 

broadly successful in ensuring the return of sympathetic candidates in the 

parliamentary elections of summer 1656.
521

   

            Like Roberts, Durston sees Desborough’s role as effectively military 

governor of south west England in the mid-1650s as the forerunner of and the 

model for the nationwide system of the major-generals inaugurated in autumn 

1655. Again like Roberts, he also stresses his long and close personal connection 

with Cromwell. Durston also detects different strands of Desborough’s character 

during his time as major-general. On the one hand, he had no qualms about his 

military role and power, took a hard line towards royalists and was prepared to 

use ‘threats and intimidation’ to force out civil officials whose loyalty he doubted. 

On the other hand, Durston sees a ‘milder, more conciliatory side to his 

character’, apparent in his moderate line towards religious radicals and even 

expressing a hope that former royalists could be won over and reconciled to the 
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regime. Of these two approaches, the first seems similar to that adopted by 

Worsley but the latter, especially in regard to hopes of conciliating old royalists, 

seems more at odds with Worsley’s approach.
522

 

            Turning to the individual counties of Desborough’s association, studies of 

Dorset and Cornwall written and published in the first half of the twentieth- 

century present images of the major-generals which are quite negative and 

typical of their time, even though Mary Coate’s work on Cornwall was more 

sophisticated than most county studies of her era and pointed the way towards 

the richer approach adopted from the 1960s onwards.
523

 We await a modern and 

detailed academic study of Cornwall during the 1650s, and Wiltshire too has 

been little studied, though a semi-academic study of Dorset appeared during the 

1990s by Tim Goodwin. He notes the exhaustive list of royalist suspects within 

the county compiled by the major-general as well as the extensive nature of 

Desborough’s power within Dorset, though he concludes that Desborough was 

‘conciliatory whenever possible’ and that his rule ensured peace.
524

 However, 

there are more detailed and more fruitful modern studies available of 

Desborough’s role in Devon, Somerset and Gloucestershire.  

            In his wider study of Devon local administration from 1646 until 1670 

Roberts suggests that the regime of the major-generals was ‘not spectacular’ and 

that Desborough, ‘while conscientious, was not of the same feral zeal as his 

colleague in Cheshire, Charles Worsley’. Despite Desborough’s ‘far-reaching’ 

interests, Roberts suggests that his behaviour was not that ‘of an apparatchik’. 

He charts the different phases of Desborough’s focus, beginning with the need to 

settle the new county militia, moving on to deal with royalist and other 

opponents and then from late 1655 onwards absorbed with financial strains and 

arrears of pay, together with the resulting need to trim costs.
525

 Roberts suggests 

that Desborough’s relationship with the Devon Quarter Sessions was one of 

‘cautious cooperation…respectful and fruitful’, with a preference for ‘quiet 

progress to the grand gesture’. Roberts also contrasts Desborough’s perceived 
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‘lack of confidence in his own authority’ with the zeal of his military 

commissioners, an ‘insecurity’ reflected in his repeated calls for instructions 

from the centre - an interpretation which seems at variance with some other 

modern work on Desborough and which, if true, would put him at variance with 

the more self-confident Worsley. His Devon officials were often more assertive, 

though they met with mixed results, and overall Roberts concludes that Devon 

local administration was already strong and well established and thus ‘held up 

well even during the intrusion of the major-generals’.
526

 In that respect, there 

seems a greater similarity with Worsley and his counties. 

            The principal work on Somerset during this period remains that of David 

Underdown published in 1973. Underdown characterises Desborough as a 

‘formidable despot’, but his impact upon Somerset was ameliorated by the 

approach of his subordinates who generally acted with moderation rather than 

zeal. No such parallel is evident in Worsley’s association. Even so, Underdown 

notes Desborough’s vigilance against old royalists, the heavy impact of the 

decimation tax within Somerset and the close control of royalists moving within 

or from the county. This is closer to the experience of the North Western 

Association. Underdown also concludes that ‘however mildly implemented’, the 

system of the major-generals represented ‘a police state with military despots’, 

evident in Desborough’s control over the militia, local officials, jury selection 

and the closure of unlicensed alehouses. Although Worsley and to some extent 

Bridge adopted similar policies within their association, it seems unfair and 

stretching the evidence to characterise either of them as despots. For Underdown, 

the county’s reaction against this military rule was evident in the Somerset 

elections of 1656, for even though many of the elected MPs were respectable 

county gentlemen with no pedigree of political disaffection, apart from 

Desborough himself no other military men secured election.
527
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            There are two modern studies of Desborough’s role in Gloucestershire. A. 

Warmington sees aspects of both the old and negative interpretation of the 

impact of the major-generals and the more recent and quite positive views 

apparent within the county. Desborough’s role was ‘detrimental’ because it was 

‘brief and ill-informed’. As the least royalist of his many counties, 

Gloucestershire ‘came low amongst his priorities’, he paid only two brief visits 

to the county and Gloucestershire’s affairs were settled last and almost ‘as an 

afterthought’. This is different from the approach of Worsley and Bridge who 

devoted time and attention to each of their counties and neglected none of them. 

Warmington suggests that Desborough leaned heavily upon a ‘zealous group’ of 

Gloucester commissioners and ‘was content to rubberstamp their suggestions’. It 

was them rather than the major-general who took the lead in drawing up the list 

of county suspects and in remodelling the county’s corporations; Desborough 

only became involved when factional infighting occurred, as it did in the 

parliamentary elections of 1656. Indeed, Warmington suggests that Desborough 

intervened directly and with considerable success in the Gloucestershire 

elections.
528

 Again, this is different from the approach of Worsley who took a 

much more directional line in dealing with all his officials and never acted as a 

mere ‘rubberstamp’. Warmington’s interpretation largely supersedes a brief 

article on Desborough’s work in Gloucestershire by A. R. Williams. Williams 

suggests that he was selected for ‘his loyalty and reliability rather than for talent’, 

though he notes that Desborough did act to remodel town government at Bristol, 

Tewkesbury and Gloucester in pursuit of reliability and godly reform, as well as 

his successful intervention in the parliamentary elections of 1656.
529

  

            In terms of London and the Home counties, there would be little benefit 

in comparing Worsley and Bridge to Sir John Barkstead (acting as deputy for 

Philip Skippon) as he oversaw the urban and metropolitan association comprising 

Middlesex, London and Westminster. More fruitful comparison may be drawn 

with Hezekiah Haynes, who oversaw Cambridgeshire, Essex, the Isle of Ely, 

Norfolk and Suffolk as deputy for the absent and London-based Charles 

Fleetwood. Haynes was a local man, born into an Essex family, though he had 
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spent part of the 1630s in New England, before returning and fighting for 

parliament in the armies of the Eastern Association and the New Model. Durston 

emphasises his further links with his future association, stationed for a time in 

Essex in the early 1650s and through his purchase of former crown lands there 

and in Norfolk and Suffolk around the same time. By the mid-1650s he was 

active in county government in East Anglia and played a prominent role there 

during 1655 in disarming royalists and raising new troops even before his formal 

appointment as major-general. In all of this, there are close comparisons to be 

drawn with Worsley. Durston portrays Haynes as an active major-general, 

assiduous in taking security and imposing decimation, arresting suspects, 

intervening in town government and attempting, though with mixed success, to 

control the parliamentary elections of 1656. He was particularly worried by the 

spread of Quakers in East Anglia and he imprisoned a large number of them and 

he also took a hostile line towards the Fifth Monarchists. Again, in much of this 

Haynes appears similar to Worsley, though the latter does not seem to have 

intervened so strongly in town government and because of his early death the 

Quaker issue was left to other officials, especially the JPs; although the evidence 

is thin, his successor Bridge also seems to have played little part in municipal 

affairs and largely left the handling of Quakers to others. Durston notes that 

because of lack of evidence it is hard to reconstruct Haynes’s personality, though 

there is evidence that he suffered significant ill-health both during his time as 

major-general and immediately afterwards.
530

 This too has echoes in the collapse 

of Worsley’s health in summer 1656.  

            Many of the traits identified by Durston were also picked up by W. L. F. 

Nuttall in an older brief overview of Haynes and his work. Nuttall stresses 

Haynes’s prior connections with his association through family ties and office 

and he notes that during spring and summer 1655 he was overseeing security 

measures in East Anglia in response to the royalist threat. In many ways, 

therefore, like Desborough Haynes appears in effect to be playing much of the 

role of a major-general in his region prior to his formal appointment in October 

1655. In this aspect, Haynes is different from Worsley for the latter played no 

military role within the counties of the future North Western Association during 
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spring and summer 1655. More broadly, Nuttall portrays Haynes as an active and 

vigilant major-general, assiduous in overseeing security and imposing 

decimation, displaying a keen interest in the administration of justice such that he 

accompanied the judges on their circuit of East Anglia and, ‘influenced by his 

being a devout Independent’ and a firm supporter of liberty of conscience, 

energetic in pursuing godly and moral reformation; Nuttall suggests that a 

‘puritanical zeal’ underpinned much of his work. Once more, close comparison 

can be drawn with Worsley - the evidence regarding Bridge is much thinner - 

though neither Worsley nor Bridge seems to have intervened so directly in the 

running of judicial affairs. Nuttall also stresses Haynes’s active intervention in 

municipal affairs and discusses his remodelling of the Colchester corporation. In 

this, there is no obvious parallel with Worsley or Bridge.
531

 

            There are very few modern local studies which reflect upon Haynes’s 

performance. For example, Blackwood in his work on Suffolk says very little 

about the major-general, though he does use the list of suspects he drew up to 

explore the number of royalists and the strength of royalism within the county.
532

 

In a detailed study of Norwich, John Evans suggests that although Haynes was 

one of those major-generals who was ‘strict, rigorous, and controversial’ and he 

took a ‘special concern for towns’ with a bite ‘as vicious as his bark’, he took a 

surprisingly soft and non-interventionist line in dealing with Norfolk’s county 

town. He did not purge the corporation or force the surrender of its charter and 

his intervention in the town’s parliamentary elections of summer 1656 was 

ineffective, for he was unable to block the return of two undesirables.
533

 There is 

almost nothing in terms of modern county studies which throw further light on 

Haynes’s work in Essex, Norfolk, Cambridgeshire or the Isle of Ely. 

            Work on the two figures who served as Charles Fleetwood’s deputies in 

the Home Counties is equally thin. His very distant cousin George Fleetwood 

served for a time as his deputy in Buckinghamshire. Durston stresses his local 

connections with the county, for he had been born there, campaigned for 
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parliament in and around Buckinghamshire during the civil war, was active in 

county administration from the later 1640s and in 1650 was appointed colonel of 

the county militia. In autumn 1655 he was appointed as one of the commissioners 

for securing the peace of the Commonwealth in Buckinghamshire and in 

February 1656 he was promoted to be deputy major-general. His time in that role 

was therefore limited and neither Durston nor Ian Beckett in a recent county 

study records much impact that he made there. Indeed, Beckett gives the 

impression that the commissioners played a far bigger role in county government 

than the deputy major-general.
534

 Clearly, this is very different from Worsley’s 

much more active involvement in, and his evident impact on, the counties in his 

association. William Packer, sometime deputy major-general for Hertfordshire 

and Oxfordshire, is portrayed by D. N. Farr as one of the most obscure major-

generals and almost nothing of his life is known before he entered military 

service for parliament in the mid-1640s. Thereafter, he rose rapidly as a 

distinguished soldier and officer, notable also for his godliness, his preaching 

ability and his alliance with religious radicals, leading on to his active 

involvement in religious commissions of the 1650s. By the time of his 

appointment as deputy major-general for Hertfordshire and Oxfordshire - and 

technically for Buckinghamshire as well, though he seems to have left that 

county to George Fleetwood - he had personal connections with the region, for 

he had acquired royal property in Hertfordshire. Durston characterises him as 

‘one of the most radical of the major-generals in terms of both his political and 

religious beliefs’, stressing both his earlier connections with radical groups and, 

despite a strong personal aversion to the Quakers, his later radical pedigree 

which led to his cashiering from the army and his sufferings around the time of 

the Restoration.
535

 In terms of his radicalism, there are therefore parallels to be 

drawn between Packer and Worsley on both political and religious grounds and 

between Packer and Bridge on political grounds. 
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            William Boteler was major-general of a compact association comprising 

Bedfordshire, Huntingdonshire, Northamptonshire and Rutland. Characterised by 

Durston as an ‘uncompromising puritan zealot’, he can be portrayed as 

‘immoderate and tactless’ leading to a contemporary reputation ‘as a bully and 

bigot’. In this, there are certainly echoes of Worsley, particularly in regard to the 

latter’s religious outlook. Again, almost nothing of Boteler’s early life is known 

before he emerged as a rapidly-promoted parliamentarian officer during the civil 

war; even so, he lacked the experience of senior command which most major-

generals had exercised before their appointment. In this, too, there some parallels 

to be drawn with Worsley who had seen limited military action before his 

appointment. Probably from a Northamptonshire family, Boteler certainly held 

land and office in the county before 1655 and so, like Worsley and many other 

major-generals, he had links with his association prior to becoming major-

general. He clashed repeatedly with the Quakers, against whom he took a tough 

line, and was equally rigorous and uncompromising in dealing with suspected 

royalists within his association. He was noted for his ‘vigorous, even violent, 

implementation of the decimation tax’ and showed scant regard for the       

‘social sensibilities’ of prominent royalists. He was equally heavy-handed          

in dealing with the towns within his association and purged Bedford        

corporation. One modern author has concluded that he possessed ‘an                      

unappealing personality’, pursuing ‘narrow’ principles in an ‘oppressive’ 

manner.
536

 Although his character is not so often blackened and he was less 

interventionist in remodelling town government, Worsley’s vigour and vigilance 

in general and his hard line towards royalist and decimation in particular seem to 

have parallels with this portrait of Boteler. A somewhat older interpretation of 

Boteler, by Paul H. Hardacre, stresses his ‘arrogance’ as well as his enthusiasm 

for enforcing decimation, noting his vigilance in visiting his counties and in 

selecting local officials, as well as his severity in imposing his religious 

outlook.
537

 Again, there are echoes of Worsley here. There are no modern 
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academic studies of the counties under Boteler’s control which might throw 

further light on the major-general. 

            Edward Whalley was major-general of a sprawling association which 

comprised Derbyshire, Leicestershire, Lincolnshire, Nottinghamshire and 

Warwickshire. Durston notes his family links with the region, as he was born 

into a landed Nottinghamshire family, as well as with the Cromwells by marriage. 

He had a distinguished military career, rising to command a New Model 

regiment, and he served under Cromwell as Commissary-General in the Scottish 

campaign. Again, therefore, he had a pedigree of military command and action 

more senior and more extensive than that of Worsley; in his service in Scotland, 

there are closer parallels between Whalley and Bridge. Durston sees Whalley’s 

religious outlook as more complex, as an Independent but one who was not 

hostile to a national church settlement and who had some sympathies with the 

Presbyterians. In this, he was very different from Worsley, though perhaps less 

so than from Bridge, whose religious outlook is less clear and more amorphous. 

As major-general, Durston portrays Whalley as active and dedicated, keen to 

enforce moral reformation and to win the backing of the godly within his 

association in support of his campaign against vagrants and alehouses. Durston 

also suggests that he displayed ‘more interest than most of his fellow major-

generals in social issues’, reflected in his concern for poor litigants, as well as his 

drive to clamp down on fraudulent market practices and on enclosures. In terms 

of moral reformation but not in respect of social issues, there are parallels here 

with Worsley’s approach. During his time as major-general Whalley continued to 

pursue a nuanced religious policy, supporting moves at the centre to readmit the 

Jews. He also dealt with royalists within his association ‘with rather more 

moderation than some of his fellow major-generals’ and Durston argues that this 

outlook is seen in his willingness to allow the continued running of horse races 

sponsored by members of the landed elite with royalist backgrounds.
538

 In this 

respect, further reflected in the much smaller number of bonds which Whalley 

imposed in his association than Worsley did in the north west, Whalley seems to 
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have been cut from a very different cloth than the more rigorous and suspicious 

Worsley.
539

 

            Modern county studies of Whalley’s region are patchy, with little detailed 

coverage of Derbyshire or Leicestershire. In terms of Lincolnshire, Clive Holmes 

portrays the regime as ‘authoritarian’ and a reflection of ‘centralizing tendencies’, 

while noting that Whalley employed his powers within the county ‘less 

abrasively than many of his colleagues’. He explores his care in securing reliable 

commissioners, his campaign against alehouses and his intervention to enforce a 

settlement within the squabbling corporation of Lincoln. There is a tension in 

Holmes’s interpretation, for while he takes the traditional line on the system as a 

whole, seeing it as ‘the epitome of central interference’ and as onerous and 

unwelcome, he also rightly notes Whalley’s moderation and sensitivity at times, 

perhaps reflecting ‘a fundamental ambiguity in Cromwell’s own character’ and 

the movement of the Protectoral regime away from ‘the authoritarianism and 

centralizing enthusiasm of the Rump’.
540

 Holmes’s characterisation of Whalley 

portrays him as a more moderate figure than Worsley. However, there are more 

rounded as well as more recent portraits of Whalley’s activities in 

Nottinghamshire and Warwickshire. 

            Writing in 1999, and thus in the wake of some of Durston’s articles on 

the major-generals but before the appearances of his monograph, P. R. Seddon 

reassesses Whalley’s relationship with the government of Nottinghamshire in 

1655-6. Seddon begins by exploring the traditional negative views of the major-

generals and to some extent he seeks a more positive interpretation. He notes 

Whalley’s sensitivity to the weakness of the Nottinghamshire commission he 

inherited and his attempts to reinvigorate county government based upon active 

investigation and information-gathering, often undertaken in person as he 

travelled around the county. He further signalled his intention to play an active 

role by attending the county Quarter Sessions, promoting far better attendance by 

the JPs, and by his appointment of additional officials to clamp down on 

unlicensed and disorderly alehouses; Seddon suggests that the appointment of 

these marshals was ‘an attempt to remedy a major weakness in local government’. 
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While Worsley, too, was aware of the shortcomings of the bench he inherited, he 

seems not to have gone as far as Whalley in terms of regular attendance at the 

Quarter Sessions or the appointment of new and additional local officials. 

Whalley also galvanised the county’s officials to take more action in regard to 

vagrancy, though in this respect Seddon suggests that the result of the major-

general’s intervention was patchier than clearer evidence relating to alehouses. 

Despite the extent of Whalley’s association, Seddon concludes that he had 

considerable impact within Nottinghamshire, perhaps because ‘his efforts were 

concentrated’ there. He also chose to be selective in his work, focussing on some 

specific areas, notably vagrancy and alehouses, establishing ‘new priorities for 

these had not been the major concerns of the justices in the years 1652-1655’. 

Worsley, too, focused on vagrancy and alehouses and gave an added impetus to 

dealing with those problems, but he did so throughout his three counties rather 

than devoting most of his attention to one of them. Overall, Seddon concludes, 

Whalley took a ‘realistic’ approach to solving longer-term problems, including 

the limitations of the bench he inherited, and in several areas he took a 

‘constructive and potentially…effective…approach’. Accordingly, Whalley did 

have ‘a significant impact on the government of his native shire’ and sweeping 

condemnations of the regime of the major-generals as a fiasco ‘should not 

include Whalley’s work in Nottinghamshire’.
541

 Although in some respects 

Whalley was very different from Worsley and Bridge, Seddon’s suggestion that 

in Nottinghamshire Whalley’s regime was far from being a fiasco is consistent 

with the broadly more positive conclusions drawn here about Worsley’s and 

Bridge’s activities and achievements in the North Western Association. 

            In a detailed study of Warwickshire between 1620 and 1660, Ann Hughes 

devotes some space to considering the impact of Whalley upon the county and 

upon some of its largest towns. Her verdict is mixed. She suggests that there ‘are 

signs that Whalley reinvigorated county government’, especially in its role 

clamping down on alehouses and enforcing existing laws against vagabonds and 

beggars and regulating poor relief. On the other hand, she finds that little 

progress was made in the prosecution of moral and sexual offences and that 

Whalley instituted security measures against just fourteen suspected royalists 
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within the county. While much of this appears to chime with Worsley’s approach 

and activities, there is a stark difference between the two major-generals in their 

vigilance against suspected royalists, as in their views on possibly lowering the 

threshold at which the decimation would become liable, Worsley favouring such 

a move while Whalley opposed it. In this, Whalley appears to have been 

deferring to the opinions of his commissioners, a stance different from that of 

Worsley, who tended to set the agenda and required his commissioners to 

implement it. Hughes argues that, like all the major-generals, Whalley was 

‘dependent on the co-operation of local men, [and] on the activities of the godly 

magistrates against the wicked’ and this was not always forthcoming; ‘the 

campaign against rogues fizzled out’ in the face of indifference displayed by the 

constables. This has echoes of Worsley’s complaints about some of his 

constables. Hughes shows that Whalley achieved his greatest success when 

working in tandem with an active and enthusiastic traditional office-holder, most 

notably Robert Beake during his period as mayor of Coventry, but that he often 

met with more limited support from the traditional elite who were wary of his 

links with the godly, the lesser gentry and the middling sort. There was no 

equivalent of Beake within Worsley’s and Bridge’s association - prominent 

figures like John Bradshaw and Sir William Brereton in the north west were 

viewed as potentially hostile rather than as active supporters - and much of the 

traditional elite there tended to acquiesce with Worsley, though their outlook 

became clearer after his death and in the parliamentary elections of summer 1656. 

Overall, therefore, Hughes concludes that Whalley’s impact within the county 

was quite limited and she characterises the mid- and later 1650s more broadly as 

a time of ‘moderation and reconciliation’.
542

  Worsley’s impact in the north west 

was probably much greater than Hughes’s interpretation of Whalley’s impact in 

Warwickshire; the less-interventionist Bridge perhaps comes closer to this 

portrait of Whalley. 

            It might be instructive to compare and contrast the role and impact of the 

two deputy major-generals in northern England with Worsley’s and Bridge’s 

running of the North Western Association. However, Robert Lilburne and 

Charles Howard are two of the least studied major-generals and there are no 
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detailed, modern academic studies of any of the counties of their associations. 

Lilburne was a local man, born in County Durham, who rose to prominence as an 

officer in the parliamentarian armies of the 1640s, though his radical links - he 

was a Baptist and his brother was the leading Leveller - sometimes put him under 

suspicion. Following service as governor of Newcastle and then in Scotland, in 

1655 he was appointed Lambert’s deputy in Yorkshire and County Durham. The 

limited surviving sources suggest that he was active in clamping down on 

royalists and unruly alehouses, but it is difficult to reconstruct a fuller and more 

rounded picture of his role and impact.
543

 A study of county government in 

Yorkshire during the 1650s confirms Lilburne’s concerns about alehouses and 

unruly gatherings and detects a ‘just perceptible quickening of interest in the 

correction of moral offences during 1656’, but suggests that Lilburne’s initiatives 

ran out of steam in the face of the indifference of JPs, while his failure to attend 

Quarter Sessions or to make much impact in the running of York and Hull may 

indicate that he had been ‘defeated by the intricacies of local government’.
544

 

Howard was also local, born into a landed and titled Cumberland family, though 

in other respects he stands out as very different from the other major-generals. 

Far from having a background of godliness and of distinguished military service 

in the parliamentary cause, he was raised a Roman Catholic, allegedly fought for 

the king in the mid-1640s and was under suspicion of royalism in the early 1650s. 

However, he enjoyed a rapid rise in the cause of parliament from the Worcester 

campaign of 1651 and was seen as loyal to Cromwell and the Protectorate. As 

such, he was appointed Lambert’s deputy in Cumberland, Northumberland and 

Westmorland in October 1655. Some contemporaries and some historians view 

him as a trimmer and ascribe his willingness to take office under the Protectorate 

to a desire to advance his career and to cement his family’s position in the north. 

His impact within his association appears to have been very limited.
545

 While 

Worsley and Bridge appear to have been different from Lilburne and very 
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different from Howard, the dearth of information about those two deputy major-

generals precludes detailed comparison. 

            Moving from England to Wales and the Welsh border, James Berry was 

major-general of the whole of Wales and of Herefordshire, Shropshire and 

Worcestershire. This was a huge association and in practice he was assisted by 

two deputies, John Nicholas in Monmouthshire and Rowland Dawkins in 

Carmarthenshire, Cardiganshire, Glamorgan and Pembrokeshire. Modern studies 

of Berry stress his obscure and humble origins, as clerk in an iron works in the 

West Midlands, as well as his military service for parliament during the 1640s 

and early 1650s which brought him close to Cromwell. By the early 1650s he 

had acquired land and local office in Lincolnshire and in spring 1655 he was 

active in quelling royalist insurrection in Nottinghamshire. Unlike many major-

generals, therefore, including Worsley, he had few links to the region assigned to 

him. Recent works also stress his vigour in touring his huge association, his 

vigilance in taking security from royalists and imposing decimation and a 

religious zeal borne of his strong godliness - all characteristics of Worsley, too - 

which nonetheless might be ‘tempered with an underlying tolerance and a wry 

sense of humour’. Thus he treated political and religious radicals in a civil and 

moderate manner, adopting ‘a relaxed and lenient approach to their activities’, 

while also complaining about the limited support he was receiving from JPs - 

another echo of Worsley - and about the onerous and tedious workload he had to 

discharge. Durston ascribes his conspicuous leniency to his own radicalism and 

suggests that the freedom he gave to Quakers may have stemmed from a personal 

sympathy with that faith.
546

  

            In the case of Berry we also possess a full-length biographical study, 

albeit one which is rather dated and reflects the general views of the major-

generals prevalent at the time of its publication in the 1930s. For example, the 

joint authors claim that his letters to Thurloe are suggestive of activities in Wales 

comparable to ‘those of an administrative officer of the present day in British 

tropical Africa’. This is intended to be positive and to reflect Berry’s ‘kindly 

interest in the welfare of the people of his district’ and a tenancy to leniency. 
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Quoting his surviving correspondence at length and often in full - in places, the 

book becomes little more than a compilation of his letters - the authors stress 

Berry’s energy and vigour and the wide range of business with which he had to 

deal, some of it reflecting, they suggest, the insecurity of the Protectoral regime. 

They chart his extensive travels, his care in dealing with town and county 

business and his engagement with problems such as unlicensed alehouses and 

religious radicals in general and Quakers in particular. They also relate Berry’s 

difficulties in raising sufficient funds to cover his own and his association’s 

expenses and his support for lowering the threshold at which royalists were liable 

to decimation. Worsley died before Quakers became a major issue within his 

association, but in all other respects this characterisation of Berry rings true for 

Worsley. The authors also suggest that Berry was particularly concerned with the 

affairs of his three English counties and sometimes gave them priority over 

Welsh business. Having explored Berry’s record as major-general, the authors 

conclude that the work of Berry and his colleagues ‘is not to be regarded as 

entirely without fruit’, pointing to the reinvigoration of local government which 

he and they brought about, stirring many of the gentry to support them and the 

Protectoral regime and making a real impact in enhancing security.
547

 Again, 

much of this rings true for Worsley and Bridge, including the former’s 

enhancement of security in the north west and the support which the latter 

received in the parliamentary elections of summer 1656. 

            Little is known of Berry’s two deputies in southern Wales and few 

contrasts and comparisons can be drawn with Worsley and Bridge. Dawkins was 

born into a modest landed family in Glamorgan and during the 1640s and early 

1650s gained wide experience of campaigning and office across much of south 

Wales. Roberts suggests that his high profile in local administration and local 

military affairs made him a natural leader in the enhanced measures put in place 

during 1655. Durston sees him as ‘undoubtedly also godly in his religious 

outlook’, while noting uncertainty about his links to the Baptists.
548

 Of Nicholas, 

Durston notes that nothing of significance is known about his personality or 
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beliefs and he does not receive an entry in the Oxford Dictionary of National 

Biography. A recent study of Monmouthshire gives a bare outline of his work, 

while suggesting that even in that county Berry rather than his deputy set the 

agenda.
549

      

            As well as comparing the achievements of Worsley and Bridge with those 

of their fellow major-generals and comparing their association with the other 

associations, there is another way in which their role might be viewed. In recent 

years several historians have explored how and how far godly and cultural 

reformation advanced between the end of the civil war and the Restoration and in 

doing so they reflect to some degree upon the goals and achievements of the 

major-generals. In an article published in 1991 and a chapter published in 1996, 

Derek Hirst and Christopher Durston respectively reflect upon what they view as 

the limitations and failures of reform. The two authors take slightly different 

perspectives. Much of Hirst’s article, which focuses on the 1650s alone, explores 

the attitude of parish clergy, ministers and evangelicals and sees in the advance 

of dissent in the north and in Wales and the persistence of non-conformity after 

the Restoration an element of success in what is otherwise a picture of fairly 

abject failure. Ranging over a longer time span, from the mid-1640s onwards, 

Durston explores wider aspects of what he sees as a cultural programme of 

reform - indeed, ‘an attempt to bring about wholesale cultural revolution’ - 

though he reaches a similarly negative conclusion. He argues that the apathy or 

hostility of local officials combined with the ‘withering scorn and contempt’ of 

much of the public stymied the reform programme and he ends the chapter by 

quoting and endorsing the views of a Victorian historian who was strident in his 

condemnation of the futility of the endeavour. Neither Hirst nor Durston says 

very much about the major-generals and the latter makes clear that in most 

counties the lead was always taken by the established officials and not by the 

major-generals. Hirst notes the attempts by some major-generals to crack down 

on alehouses, though with mixed results, and he also suggests their limited 

success in urban settings - Berry failed to get Sabbath-breakers convicted in 

Worcester, Worsley secured few indictments in Chester and Haynes’s presence 
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at the Suffolk Quarter Sessions could not prevent the jury acquitting alleged 

fornicators. Similarly, Durston notes Worsley’s zeal but suggests he met with 

very limited results and that he felt thwarted by the lack of support given by his 

constables and he also points to Haynes’s growing exasperation and despair. 

Overall, however, neither author accords much room or role to the major-

generals in their tale of the failure of reform.
550

    

            The work of Hirst and Durston has to a large extent been superseded by a 

much more detailed and full length study of the attempted puritan reformation 

during the interregnum written by Bernard Capp. This rich and deeply-

researched examination explores the overall reformist agenda, the attempts to 

enforce and support it and the opposition mounted against it, before going on to 

analyse the different elements of the programme, from swearing and Sabbath-

observance to sex and fornication, from drunkenness and alehouses to dancing 

and music, from sport and the arts to plays and shows. The conclusions reached 

are more nuanced than those of Hirst and Durston, suggesting that ‘we should not 

harp on failure’ and exploring areas in which, generally with the support of godly 

local officials, real if often temporary progress was made in the reform 

programme. While the reformers ‘fell far short of impossibly ambitious goals, 

they advanced further than any before them’.
551

 Again, however, the major-

generals do not loom large in Capp’s story. Individual major-generals pop-up 

from time to time and we have brief discussions of Howard’s intervention in the 

Carlisle elections, of Haynes’s role in reforming Colchester’s town government, 

of Boteler’s hard-line against swearing, of Whalley’s antipathy to the        

bagpipes played outside his lodgings and so on.
552

 However, broader explicit 

consideration of the major-generals and their regime is few and far between.  

            Capp does see the presence of specific major-generals having a short-

term impact in areas such as the rate of ejection of insufficient ministers, the 

number of sexual offenses coming before some Quarter Sessions, the campaign 

against alehouses in some areas and the clamping down on horse races in other 

                                                 
550

 Derek Hirst, ‘The Failure of godly rule in the English Republic’, P&P, 132 (1991), 33-66;  

     Christopher Durston, ‘Puritan Rule and the Failure of Cultural Revolution, 1645-1660’, in The  

     Culture of English Puritanism, 1560-1700, ed. by C. Durston and J. Eales (Basingstoke:  

     Macmillan, 1996), quotations from pp. 218, 222. 
551

 Capp, England’s Culture Wars. Puritan Reformation and its Enemies in the Interregnum,  

     1649-1660; quotations from pp. 258, 263. 
552

 Ibid., pp. 49, 50, 93, 186. 



 167 

areas.
553

 In a broader but brief assessment of the major-generals, Capp stresses 

the enormity of the task facing them, the strength of opposition they faced in 

some areas though also the active support some received from established 

officials and the potential they could make both by galvanising the existing 

ministers and officials and by forcing out opponents of reform. Capp sees the 

impact of the major-generals as agents of reform as ‘hard to assess’, arguing that 

they reassured and emboldened the godly minority but that their presence and 

impact were transitory and that their time in office proved to be just another 

example of the way interregnum regimes failed to drive through a comprehensive 

reform programme.
554

 The closing section of the book comprises a series of local 

case studies. The only one drawn from the North Western Association is Chester, 

which Capp sees as an example of a town in which reformation failed, despite 

Worsley’s presence and input in 1656-7.
555

 Indeed, the main text, the footnotes 

and the bibliography suggest that Capp made thorough use of the Chester and 

Cheshire archives, with many examples drawn from the county’s surviving 

Quarter Sessions records, but that no use was made of the Lancashire and 

Staffordshire record offices and those two counties rarely feature in Capp’s book. 

            A consequence of the replacement of Major-General Charles Worsley by 

Colonel Tobias Bridge following his sudden death in June 1656 was that 

governance of the association turned into a process of martial rule in two parts, 

each defined by particular objectives. Both men came from that group of senior 

military officers whose ‘strong military character and their programme of 

banning “cakes and ale” might be expected to make them uniquely unpopular’, a 

theme examined by Morrill in his assessment of reactions to the major-generals’ 

role in the localities.
556

 However, Morrill’s assessment raises several issues that 

are challenged by particular aspects of the episode of martial rule in the North 

Western Association not least: ‘Though their tenure lasted barely a year,          

the major-generals were detested in the localities. They were outsiders who 

imposed alien values without regard to the fabric of local society.’
557

 Charles 

Worsley was an ardent pursuer of royalist delinquents who ‘saw conspiracy 
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everywhere; and where there was conspiracy, there could be no conciliation.’
558

 

Nonetheless, his primary objectives comprised oversight of self-funding martial 

solutions ‘to sustain law and order’ and safeguard his association from 

‘insurrections’, coupled with enforcement of government policies to ‘promote 

godliness and virtue’. Equally, although under his appointment, Bridge was 

directed towards maintaining ongoing security measures and government edicts 

touching civil and ‘godly’ matters, he was additionally charged - as a later 

chapter will examine - with arranging ‘for favourable election returns’ in the 

association during the parliamentary election of 1656.
559

 

            Puritan lawyer and pamphleteer William Prynne’s condemnation that the 

major-generals and their deputies acted ‘(like absolute Justices) without any legal 

Authority’ was also echoed by other writers and commentators.
560

 Despite 

arguing that ‘as an administrative expedient, the intervention of the major-

generals was a fiasco’, and in reality ‘they never did rule’ because they had been 

unable to impose their will on aristocratic and magnate gentry families who 

exercised real power within English counties, Fletcher concedes that ‘Out in the 

provinces, faced with the tangles and thickets of local politics, some proved of 

stronger mettle than others.’
561

 ‘Yet for all this general unanimity of purpose, the 

major-generals were a heterogeneous collection of men, differing in their politics 

and temperaments. Nothing daunted Charles Worsley or Edward Whalley, but 

William Goffe at times became pathetic.’
562

 Since the military was a constant 

feature in English life throughout the 1650s, as Reece argues, ‘The appointment 

of the major-generals in autumn 1655 was a formalization of the army’s existing 

role in administration, a difference in degree rather than kind.’ Hutton contends 

that ‘It was clearly no great trauma for the ruled. On the other hand, if they were 

not detested then it does not appear that they were wanted.’
563

 

            Born on 24 June 1623 into an increasingly prosperous and prominent 

Lancashire merchant family, Major-General Charles Worsley certainly did not 
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represent the archetypal ‘outsider’ identified by Morrill. Although perceived as 

inferior in status to established landowning families, successful urban families 

like the Worsleys of Platt, in Rusholme, Manchester, were part of an ‘urban elite’ 

who not only had ‘familial ties to landed gentry’, but also ‘were able to 

accumulate substantial wealth’, hence, ‘such men were able to hold positions    of 

authority in urban government or in administration, comparable to the     

positions monopolised by the gentry in the countryside.’
564

 Evidence of the 

influence exerted over local affairs by Charles Worsley and his father, Ralph, ‘a 

former member of the sub-committee of accounts for Lancashire’, is provided by 

their involvement in the events of 1650.
565

 In that year, ‘when there were serious 

riots (in March) about the collection of the excise in Manchester, Rochdale, 

Preston and Ormskirk, Worsley, now lieutenant colonel, was busy enrolling and 

drilling foot soldiers. A good part of these troops belonged to a regiment raised 

in Manchester and other parts of Lancashire about the year 1647. They became 

notable for their exploits, having distinguished themselves in the campaign under 

Cromwell, Lambert, and others in Lancashire against the duke of Hamilton in 

1648, [...] When not on service a patriotic esprit kept them together. Called 

“supernumeraries,” they were disbanded in the county in January, 1647-8, and 

May, 1648.’
566

  

            When in June 1650 Parliament approved the order to raise a Lancashire 

regiment of foot to assist Lambert in Ireland, many of the disbanded troops again 

came together to form a force initially called “The New Militia”, which was put 

under the control of Lancashire’s Militia Commissioners. Later known as “The 

Manchester Militia” in Manchester, it soon came to be designated as “The Lord 

General’s Regiment of Foot,” and put under the command of the favoured 

Charles Worsley. ‘The political movements in Scotland caused the destination of 

the regiment to be diverted from the west to the north,’ necessitating Worsley to 

drill his troops ‘with a Scottish campaign in view.’
567

 That in July 1650, John 

Burdsell, - of the “Militia in Manchester,” - ‘was equipped for the service by the 
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elder Mr. Worsley, and for his pains he had 30s. in hand, 1s. daily when he was 

trained with his company, and 30s. more when he set out’, is testimony to Ralph 

Worsleys’ financial resources.
568

 Ralph’s status and authority enabled him to call 

two important musters of his eldest son’s troops at Cheetham Hill on 21 July and 

2 August 1650, thereby ensuring the regiment could march north on 19 August to 

join with Cromwell’s army at Edinburgh on 12 September, just after the battle of 

Dunbar.
569

  

            It was Charles Worsley who, in his capacity as Lieutenant-Colonel of 

Cromwell’s regiment, on 20 April 1653, when ‘called in’ by Major-General 

Harrison, marched two files of the regiment’s musketeers into the House to 

attend Cromwell in the expulsion of the Rump Parliament. Together with 

Harrison, Worsley persuaded ‘the Speaker to leave his chair, or as some said, 

pulled him out’ and then - acting on Cromwell’s order - ‘put out’ Algernon 

Sydney, ‘who sat next the chair on the right hand’, and refused to move. ‘After 

the members had all left, the door of the House was locked and Worsley took 

away the key and the mace’, the symbol of republican authority, which he 

safeguarded and returned to the House during the Nominated Assembly.
570

    

            Upon reaching the age of 18 years, Worsley, along with his father Ralph, 

took the ‘National Protestation as inhabitants of Birch Chapel in 1641-2’, as did a 

number of their puritan neighbours including, ‘Mr Thomas Birch [of Birch] 

(afterwards the Colonel, ‘‘Lord Derby’s Carter’’), Mr George Syddall [of Slade], 

Oliver Edge [of Holt] (afterwards Captain), and others.’
571

 Like his father, 

Worsley openly supported religious Independency by way of providing financial 

support to Birch Chapel and having his son Raphe, baptised by an Independent 

minster (probably John Wigan) at the Chapel on 7 February 1647. Similarly, to 

further the cause of religious Independency, in the mid-1640’s, along with other 

radical puritans, both Charles and Ralph Worsley were amongst a number of 
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signatories to ‘The Humble petition, of the Gentlemen, Ministers, Freehoulders, 

and others the inhabitants of the parish of Manchester, in the County Palatine of 

Lancaster.’, which sought improvements to the Independent Chapelry in the said 

parish. Directed at ‘The Honourable the Knights, Citizens, and Burgesses, of the 

Comons House of Parliament.’, the petition, as well as requesting ‘that the nine 

Chapel’s in the parish should be parochial’ and ‘for the Planting of a godly and 

constant ministry’ in the parish’s chapels, sought the redistribution of ‘Tythes’ 

from the Collegiate Church ‘to support a necessarie Ministrie at Manchester’; it 

also called for the inhabitants of each chapel to ‘have liberty to elect their own 

ministers’.
572

  

            The radical cause of religious Independence was the catalyst that shaped 

Charles Worsley’s political outlook during his formative years, so much so     

that his rapid promotion from Captain to Lieutenant-Colonel was possible proof 

and reward for his zeal for the parliamentary cause.
573

 Together with other local 

adherents he followed the precepts of the Independents who, although not so 

numerous throughout Lancashire, were encouraged by local influential notables 

like Colonels Thomas Birch and Robert Duckenfield.
574

 Worsley’s involvement 

with such prominent like-minded politicised commanders probably helped to 

secure him a captaincy while he was campaigning in Lancashire during the first 

civil war. ‘In common with his neighbour and comrade, Colonel Robert 

Duckenfield, he was a zealous favourer of the views of the Independents. Both 

officers were influential in forming the first Congregational churches in 

Lancashire and Cheshire. Worsley encouraged the establishment of the churches 

which met at Birch and at Chetham’s College, over which was placed his then 

chaplain, John Wigan.’ Under the patronage of Worsley, ‘Wigan at Chetham’s 

College preached doctrines, as Martindale tells us, ‘diametrically opposite’ to the 

Presbyterians, ‘under their very nose,’ for they held their ‘classical meetings’ in 
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the same building.’
575

     

            Charles Worsley was a zealous Independent who was undeniably 

committed to the ideals of both the Commonwealth and the godly cause.
576

 

During the ‘excitement’ that preceded the wars, Worsley ‘fell in with the 

political sentiments of the Manchester burghers’, many of whom were probably - 

in accordance with the writ issued by Cromwell - selected and assembled by the 

town’s constables at the ‘Booths’ where he was elected Manchester’s first MP to 

the First Protectorate Parliament on 19 July 1654, a role he performed while still 

serving as a JP for Middlesex.
577

 Additionally, shortly before his death, Worsley 

was elected to replace the deceased Robert Whitbie as a freeman and alderman of 

the City of Chester. However, although 34 votes were cast in his favour, a note 

was added to the register for 13 June 1656 verifying that ‘the maior generall was 

dead and therefor this elecion is voyd.’
578

 

            Most modern historians believe that many of Worsley’s goals as major-

general were shaped by his faith and that, too, is the contention of this present 

work. Accordingly, it is essential to get as strong a grasp of that faith as the 

surviving sources, principally Worsley’s own words, permit. His extant letters as 

major-general, written mainly to Thurloe but occasionally to the Protector, deal 

in the main with the business of running his region and are accordingly couched 

in secular language. However, there are plenty of allusions to the divine within in 

them, suggesting a profound personal faith. Indeed, Worsley’s pious outlook was 

evident in one of his first reports sent to Thurloe on 3 November 1655 in which, 

following a meeting with most of the officers of his new county militias at 

Manchester, he wrote, ‘And truely I find in them a spirret extraordinarily bent to 
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the worke, and I plainly discerne the finger of God goeinge alonge with it, which 

is indeed noe smale encouragement unto mee.’
579

 In his next letter to Thurloe he 

reported that, in reference to the ejection of inadequate ministers, ‘I have daylie 

more and more incouridgment, that God will carry one this good worke,’ In a 

further letter sent during November he noted, ‘I hope, when wee have a little 

more time, to take some course to get out bad officers, and put good in there 

rooms in corporations; but truly that which is none of the least incouridgments is, 

that God hath alredy put into his people a prayinge sperit for this great and good 

worke.’
580

 A little later in the month he told Thurloe that ‘I blese the lord I 

cannot but take nottis of the good hand of God leading and carriinge mee one 

hitherto in this great and good worke of his.’
581

 While we might see these and the 

other exhortations to God and of godliness appearing in Worsley’s letters as 

major-general as a fairly standard trope, found in the correspondence of some 

other major-generals and of Cromwell himself, there survives another, far more 

extensive and also more revealing religious text written by Worsley. 

            In 1653 Worsley wrote a four-page preface to a printed work gathering 

together and making available to a wider audience the works of a prominent 

Presbyterian minister, Christopher Goad. The preface is signed ‘Thine in the 

Lord, C. Worsley’ and there is no reason to doubt that this was the work of the 

future major-general. Both the strong recommendation of Goad’s writings in the 

closing paragraph of the preface and the more personal expressions of his own 

faith in the body of that preface point to Worsley’s strong and at that stage 

distinctly millennial faith. Weaving in some biblical passages from the Old 

Testament, Worsley expanded upon the idea that the world was changing and a 

period of sinfulness was about to give way to godly rule. The preface opens with 

the admonition, ‘It is time for us to be looking out of this world which grows old, 

and is ready to vanish away; God is by the brightness of his discoveries, burning 

up the works thereof, and stablishing that the new heavens, & new earth where 

righteousness dwells; the creation hath sent up strong groans, and hath long lien 

under bondage; the redemption thereof now draws nigh.’ Elaborating on the 

theme, Worsley noted that ‘We are the children of the last times, and upon us are 

                                                 
579

 TSP, IV, p. 149. 
580

 Ibid., pp. 179, 187. 
581

 Ibid., p. 189. 



 174 

the ends of the world come; Prophesies and Promises, which have hid from ages 

and generations, are now enriching us by their revealing, and fulfilling in us’. 

Using the imagery of a descending dove, Worsley claimed that the world and the 

suffering church were about to be saved by God and lifted from a ‘mist of 

darkness’ during which Satan had misled men and ‘the whole world wondered 

after the Beast’, deceived by the forces of evil. Such abominations were about to 

be ended through the direct interventions of the Lord and mankind was shortly to 

be led away from destruction on a new and godly path. As Worsley put it, ‘And 

now that the fullness of time for those better things kept in store for us, draws 

nigh, and that Egyptian darkness and slavery which the world hath been kept 

under, is nigh to cursing, how hath the truth multiplyed, how hath God 

remembred his people, and for some good number of yeers past been making 

way for himself again to be owned, and breaking forth in such measures of light 

as the world hath been able to bear, and gradually destroying the power of the 

beast in his mark, his image and the number of his name, and is still going on till 

he make Jerusalem a praise in the earth’. Worsley looked forward to and 

expected a time when ‘whatever hath been captived into Babylon, shall be 

brought back, and set upon Mount Sion: the redeemed of the Lord shall return, 

and being filled with the Spirit, and restored to their first state, shall shine in the 

perfection of beauty of holiness, and then shall all Saints sing in the unity of the 

spirit the song of Moses the servant of God, and the song of the Lamb’.
582

 

Whether or not Worsley still held such distinctively millennial views in 1656-7 - 

his surviving correspondence as major-general makes much fewer and less 

explicit reference to the imminence of a Second-coming of the Lord - there is 

ample evidence that a profound religious faith underpinned and informed his 

work as a major-general.   

            Far from being the ‘common dragooner in Yorkshire, not long since a 

sneaking,’ as decried by some of Thomas Birch’s scornful fellow MPs for his 

‘low social origins’, Tobias Bridge - the younger son of John Bridge of Hatfield 
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Broad Oak, Essex - was, like Philip Skippon, a ‘self-made’ soldier.
583

 Unlike his 

father’s brother - who was also named Tobias and a ‘gentleman’ steward to the 

godly matriarch Joan, Lady Barrington - Bridge’s father was variously described 

as a tailor and a yeoman. Bridge himself ‘was apprenticed to a liveryman of      

the London Merchant Taylors’ Company in 1637, and became a freeman           

of the company in 1646.’
584

 By 1644, ‘Bridge had been appointed a lieutenant of 

dragoons’ in Lieutenant-Colonel John Lilburne’s regiment in the Eastern 

Association army and since his superior officer, ‘the future regicide Captain 

Isaac Ewer’, had also lived at Hatfield Broad Oak before the war and served 

Lady Barrington as her ‘man of business’, Bridge was almost certainly well 

known to him. Following his promotion to captain in the New Model Army’s 

regiment of dragoons under Colonel John Okey, in spring 1645, Bridge 

‘probably fought at the battle of Naseby and in the army’s west country 

campaign of 1645-6.’
585

 A consequence of the make-up in the shortfall of the 

regiment of dragoons needed to re-conquer Ireland in spring 1649 was Bridge’s 

appointment to the vacant ‘majority’ in Okey’s regiment.
586

 Firth argues that 

although Okey’s regiment does not appear to have marched with Cromwell into 

Scotland, it continued to campaign in Scotland after Cromwell marched back to 

England in pursuit of Charles Stuart.
587

 In October 1653, with Okey back in 

England - and with the onset of the royalist rising under Glencairn and Middleton 

- Robert Lilburne emphasised the predicament of Commonwealth forces under 

his command in Scotland by complaining to Cromwell about a lack of officers, 

‘there being neither Colonell nor Major of horse in all Scotland but Major 

Bridge’.
588

 Nevertheless, letters to the Protector from Lilburne and Monck make 

mention of what Firth calls ‘a number of small successes’ achieved by Bridge 

against an elusive enemy, not least his good service in harrying royalist moss-
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troopers.
589

 Scott argues that Bridge ‘had no difficulty accommodating himself to 

the protectorate’, so much so that early in 1655 he was the obvious replacement 

for Okey in Scotland following Okey’s dismissal for conspiring against the 

Cromwellian regime.
590

 Considered ‘a very honest sober man’ by John Thurloe, 

Bridge, after completing nearly five years of noteworthy service in Scotland, was 

recalled to England where in autumn 1655 he was appointed deputy to Major-

General Charles Fleetwood with oversight over Buckinghamshire, Hertfordshire, 

and Oxfordshire. However, his only known intervention into these counties’ 

affairs occurred when he investigated a dispute among office-holders of the 

Buckinghamshire borough of Chipping Wycombe.
591

 After recommending a 

purge of those he deemed troublemakers, swearers and drunkards and royalist 

sympathisers, Bridge, perhaps because of his lack of connections within his 

allotted region was, in February 1656, replaced by the Council who appointed 

George Fleetwood and William Packer in his place. Notwithstanding, he 

remained in favour with Whitehall, for in July 1656 he was appointed successor 

to the recently deceased Charles Worsley.
592 

 

            Politicised by conviction, both Worsley and Bridge were experienced 

army officers who staunchly defended the defining ‘Cromwellian principles’ of 

the parliamentary cause inside and outside parliament. Like Worsley, Bridge  

was an active MP - returned for Chipping Wycombe in the Second Protectoral 

Parliament - who was named to forty-one committees and served as a teller.
593

 

Indeed, while Worsley was prominent in overseeing direct proceedings to close 

alehouses that were ‘the very bane of the countys’, Bridge for his part, in October 

1656, was made a member of a parliamentary committee along with Major-

Generals Lambert, Berry, Kelsey, Captain Nichols and others, charged with 

considering ‘how the excise of Ale and Beer may be improved and the payment 
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thereof made more certain, and brought in with less charge, by imposing a 

certain rate upon alehouses, inns, and victualling houses, to be paid in lieu of the 

Excise payable by them’.
594

 Responding to the maelstrom of Leveller activity in 

parts of the army, on 11 December 1647 - out of loyalty to parliament and to 

Fairfax and Cromwell - Bridge, along with two other of Okey’s troop 

commanders, ‘presented an address to Fairfax, saying that their troops would live 

and die with him, and not “adhere in the least to the counsels and practises of 

those surreptitious agents, who under the pretence of freedom, would freely and 

willingly captivate us to their anarchical liberty.”’
595

 Major Bridge further 

endorsed Cromwell, when in the wake of his turning out of the Long Parliament, 

along with fifteen fellow officers he sent a signed address to the General and 

Council of Officers in England, enthusiastically approving of their actions.
596

 

Similarly, Lieutenant-Colonel Worsley was one of a group of senior officers who, 

complying with an order of 12 August 1652 from the Council of Officers of the 

Army, presented its revised petition, ‘The humble Petition of the Officers of the 

Army’, to the Rump Parliament the following day.
597

 Though amended by 

Cromwell on 12 August to avoid demands for an immediate dissolution of the 

existing Parliament and to stipulate that only pious and godly representatives 

should stand for successive parliaments, the revised petition - subsequently 

referred to a select committee - still encapsulated the officers’ main list of 

‘particulars’: ‘the propagation of the Gospel; the ‘outing’ of profane scandalous 

ministers; the speedy and effective regulation of legal and financial reforms; the 

elimination of tithes; and effectual suppression of all vagabonds and common 

beggars.’
598

 

            Formulated by consensus, the demands of the army officers - aspects of 

which reinforced continued enforcement of existing ordinances - influenced the 

nature of the major-generals’ subsequent instructions. That religion influenced 

and dominated national and local governance, and was at the heart of securing 
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both civil obedience and reformation of manners, is borne out by the prominence 

given to the propagation of the Gospel in the officers’ petition and subsequent 

major-generals’ instructions. Consequently, most major-generals considered 

reform of the parochial ministry to be of the utmost importance. Indeed, when  he 

addressed them and some of their fellow officers in March 1657, Cromwell 

claimed they had ‘pressed’ him for the ‘rooting out of the ministry’.
599

 ‘With 

regard to the attempt to reform the parochial ministry, some of the major-

generals put a great deal of effort into this area of their work, but once again 

without achieving any very significant results. [...] The two major-generals who 

were quickest to take up the challenge of reforming the ministries of their areas 

were Edward Whalley and Charles Worsley, both of whom took action within a 

few days of their arrival in their associations. Whalley began by prompting the 

Lincolnshire ejectors to begin work in November 1655. The following month he 

met with those in Leicestershire and Nottinghamshire, and by that stage the 

Warwickshire commissioners were also active.’
600

 ‘Worsley, meanwhile, spoke 

with both the Cheshire and Lancashire ejectors in November, and in early 

December he sat with those in Staffordshire. In all three counties, he prevailed 

upon the ejectors to send out notices inviting individuals to submit their 

complaints about the clergy. At the end of December, he reported to Thurloe that 

a great many articles had been received by the Lancashire ejectors and that 

summonses had been sent to those named in them requesting their personal 

appearance before the committee.’
601

 It was Worsley rather than Bridge, who 

bore the initial brunt of establishing public order and moral reform within the 

association’s three counties. Although constant oversight and elimination of 

potential threats to the security of his association was his prime objective, 

Worsley was also tasked with immediately enforcing new and existing legislation 

aimed at reforming spiritual as well as social attitudes. 

            Evidence that the association’s local officials supported state-imposed 

public order measures and moral reforms, while endorsing the leadership of 

Major-General Worsley, is to be found in the signed letter sent to John Thurloe 

by Cheshire’s commissioners. It was sent on the same day that Worsley wrote to 
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appraise Thurloe of his association’s efforts in tackling issues that were against 

public order or an affront to the godly: alehouses; blind alehouses; houses 

thought to be bawdy or harbourers of suspected persons; unlicensed brewers and 

maltsters; and marriages conducted in contravention of Parliament’s Civil 

Marriage Act passed on 24 August 1653, for which guilty persons were 

incarcerated.
602

 ‘All marriages after the 29
th 

of that month were to be performed 

before a magistrate; the banns having first been published on three several Lord’s 

days in Church after the morning service, or (at the option of the parties) in the 

market place on three several market days, between the hours of eleven and 

two.’
603

 Just as previous locally-appointed Registrars - like those at Walton, 

Sefton and Childwall in Lancashire - had complained to JPs about the blatant 

disregard shown by some in their parishes towards Parliament’s Marriage Act, 

William Ellam, Registrar at Winwick, petitioned JPs at Ormskirk’s Quarter 

Sessions of Midsummer 1655 to register his complaint about the continued 

performing of non-registered marriages, thereby contravening the Act.
604

 The 

appointment of Worsley and his fellow major-generals affirmed the state’s 

intention to reform ungodliness and immoral predilections in sections of the 

nation, with local officials, in what would become Worsley’s association, all-too-

aware of problems caused by anti-social attitudes and non-compliance with some 

of the Commonwealth’s Acts. Worsley’s Cheshire commissioners reported to 

Thurloe that they wanted the Protector to know that in addition to enacting his 

instructions relating to the assessment and enforcement of the decimation tax, 

‘we have also (being thereto desired by our said major general) taken into serious 

consideration the other part of his highness’s instructions, together with such 

other grievances as we can discover this city to be incumbered with, by the 

notorious practices of loose and idle persons, sabbathbreakers, undue marriages, 

and the growth and excessive number of alehouses, (the places of receipt of 

wickedness, drunkenness, sabbath-breaking, and other impieties) all which we 
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have seriously thought on as a work to which every of us ought to yield their 

utmost assistance, which we have (by the care, countenance, zeal, and authority 

of the said major general) been in some large measure the better enabled to effect, 

and have suppress’d many disorder’d, unnecessary, and disaffected alehouses, to 

the number of near 200.’
605

 

            Confirmation of the challenge confronting Worsley is provided in 

Craven’s examination of the religious quandaries confronting the godly of 

Lancashire prior to the imposition of devolved martial rule, in which he argues 

that ‘Although Lancashire was one of the few counties where the Long 

Parliament’s Presbyterian plan was put into practice, it is clear that in parts of the 

county the ministers laboured in unsympathetic territory.’
606

 ‘It was accounted 

one of the “dark corners of the land” by zealous Protestants, and had one of the 

highest Catholic populations of anywhere in England and Wales; John Bossy 

estimated a population of 60,000 Catholics within the county in 1641, 

concentrated in the western hundreds of West Derby, Leyland and 

Amounderness.’
607

 In his examination of the quandaries confronting the county’s 

‘strong Protestants’, Craven refers to George Walker’s description of Lancashire 

shortly before the Commonwealth as “a rough, vntilled barren desert, ouer-runne 

with ignorance, superstition, and poperie”; and a petition from Garstang in 1654 

bemoaning, “the extraordinary profaneness, lukewarmness, popery, and several 

strange heresies so much abounding”.
608

 Craven argues that when in 1650 

Chester magistrate Richard Bradshaw, ‘branded the clergy of Lancashire and 

Cheshire as “the reason for the people’s backwardness”, he was not referring to 

irreligion or superstition. In fact he was describing some of the most godly and 

zealously Protestant clerics in the county.’ They were ministering in part of the 

country where a fully-working Presbyterian system of church government was 

successfully established. Craven further argues that ‘Where once this had made 
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Lancashire one of the strongest bastions of the parliamentarian cause, now it 

threatened to become the greatest breach in the new regime’s defences.’
609

 

 In the Parliament of 1654, Worsley ‘took a very active part, as his name 

is found on several committees, especially that for ejecting scandalous ministers, 

and that for “recognising and maintaining the rule of the lord protector over the 

three kingdoms.”’
610

 His contempt for scandalous ministers mirrored the attitude 

of many within the provincial puritan minorities of the north west - particularly 

amongst Independent religious leaders and congregations - like dissenting 

minister Rev. Thomas Jolly and the gathered church at Altham in Lancashire. In 

response to the new major-general, Charles Worsley, ‘desiring the Officers and 

Brethren to make known their grievance’, Pastor Jolly and his Altham brethren - 

like other Independent congregations - presented Worsley with a letter detailing 

their grievances which he promised to ‘redress according to his power’.
611

 By 

asking ‘That the number of ale-houses be made fewer, and fit persons allowed’; 

and ‘That fairs and markets put off’, Jolly’s letter replicated measures contained 

within Charles I’s Book of Orders of 1631, particularly when it addressed ‘That 

Sabbath breakers, swearers, drunkards, and unclean persons may be effectually 

stopt.’
612

 The Book’s aims had also been taken up by the Council of Officers in 

their humble petition of 1652; in the ordinance of 1654 for ejecting Scandalous, 

Ignorant and insufficient Ministers and Schoolmasters; and in the major-

generals’ instructions of 1655. Buchanan Sharp argues that ‘It is currently 

fashionable to play down the novelty of Charles I’s Book of Orders of 1631. 

Nonetheless, as applied in the 1630s, with an emphasis on arresting vagrants, 

setting the poor on work, binding out the children of the poor as apprentices, the 

suppression of alehouses, and the punishment of those who blasphemed or failed 
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to attend church, the Book of Orders constituted, if not a blue-print                   

for a reformation of manners, then a programme for stricter maintenance                    

of order and a rational response to social and economic problems.’
613

 That there 

was tantamount to unanimous agreement across society - puritan or not - with the 

Book’s aims, inevitably suggests that there was no fundamental conflict between 

the social welfare objectives proclaimed by the former crown administration and 

the aspirations of the godly government. Hence, the Book’s aims were replicated 

in - or at the very least formed the basis of - the moral reform policies 

promulgated by way of the Interregnum’s ordinances and instructions. The moral 

or godly instructions to the major-generals thus built upon and in some measure 

replicated a long series of government aspirations and admonitions evident in a 

string of central directives but which often, as perhaps suggested by Rev. Jolly’s 

letter, had proved elusive in terms of implementation at grassroots level. 

The gathered church’s adamant response went to the heart of the policy 

fervently pursued by the regime and its army officers touching Scandalous, 

Ignorant and Insufficient Ministers and Schoolmasters, ‘That profane and 

heretical Ministers who fill most pulpits in the country may be                    

purged out, and that good ones may preach in their room.’
614

 It was a policy 

enforced under the ordinance of 28 August 1654, the success of which depended 

largely on the offices of the newly-authorised county commissioners of lay 

ejectors and clerical advisors, who were tasked with receiving information from 

parishioners and other witnesses concerning local clergymen or schoolmasters 

accused of committing one or more prescribed offences. Empowered to summon 

and examine accused clerics and schoolmasters, it was the new ejectors - that 

included major-generals like Worsley for Lancashire - who were able to   remove 

all those from their parishes who they considered had transgressed.
615

 Like 

Cheshire Independent divine Samuel Eaton, other provincial Presbyterian and 

Independent divines, notably Presbyterian minister Richard Hollinworth of 

Lancashire and puritan minister Thomas Blake of Staffordshire, were recruited to 

                                                 
613

 Sharp, ‘Rural Discontents and the English Revolution’, p. 258. 
614

 Fishwick (ed.), The Notebook of the Rev. Thomas Jolly, (ed.), A.D. 1671-1693. Extracts from  

     the Church Book of Altham and Wymondhouses A.D. 1649-1725. and An Account of the  Jolly  

     Family of Standish, Gorton and Altham, Manchester, Chetham Society, new ser. 33 (1895), pp.  

     1-161 (p. 128). 
615

 A&O, II, pp. 968-990, An Ordinance for ejecting Scandalous, Ignorant and insufficient  

     Ministers and Schoolmasters; Durston, Cromwell’s Major-Generals, p. 158. 



 183 

act as clerical advisors to the lay ejectors.
616

 With several drawn from well-

established families and being men of undoubted position in their counties, the 

majority of lay ejectors like Thomas Mainwaring of Cheshire, Zachary 

Babington of Staffordshire and John Sawrey of Lancashire, went on to be 

appointed commissioners for securing the peace of the Commonwealth.
617

 

Except Tobias Bridge and Robert Lilburne, Worsley and all other future major-

generals were named as ejectors in 1654. However, after his appointment to 

major-general, Bridge, on 24 October 1656 was named an ejector to Cheshire 

and Staffordshire; it was during this period that Worsley’s father, Ralph, served 

as a named ejector for Lancashire.
618

 Worsley’s reports to Thurloe during the 

first half of November 1655 not only confirm his commitment to the godly cause 

and the vigour with which he attempted to implement godly moral reform and 

regeneration, but also the commitment shared by the majority of his association’s 

commissioners. Sutton argues that ‘Such zeal should not be confused with 

fanaticism. Most of the commissioners seem to have been on the conservative 

ends of the Puritan spectrum.’
619

 It is evident from their letters to the Protector 

and Thurloe that their godly zeal to comply with their instructions should not be 

confused with religious fanaticism. 

Before the publication of Cromwell’s Declaration, Worsley was already 

in his association where, after meeting with most of the officers of his new 

militia troops on 3 November 1655, he spent the following weeks touring the 

major towns in his association to meet with his provincial commissioners.
620

 But 

if upholding security and maintaining civil obedience was the imperative, godly 

reformation was the underlying driving force. Reflecting elements of the       

1654 ordinance, the Protector’s proclamation of 9 August 1655 provided the 

framework by which Worsley and his administration were able to enforce moral 
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 reform throughout all shades of society.
621

 The proclamation commanded a 

‘speedy and due execution of the laws against the abominable sins of 

Drunkenness; profane Swearing and Cursing; Adultery, Fornication and other 

acts of uncleanness; for observing the Assize of Bread, Ale, Fuel, and touching 

Weights and Measures; for setting the Poor on Work, and providing for the 

impotent and aged poor; punishing Rogues and Vagabonds; for taking account of 

churchwardens and overseers of the poor; and against the disturbing of public 

Preachers, and profanation of the Lord’s day.’
622

 

Following his first meeting with his Lancashire commissioners at Preston, 

Worsley, in his detailed report to Thurloe, confirmed his willingness to confront 

his endeavours when he wrote, ‘I have alsoe got a day set for to sitt upon the 

ordinance for ejectinge of ignorant and scandelouse, ministers and scoalmasters. 

I have daylie more and more incouridgment, that God will carry one this       

good worke.’
623

 Having put into execution the ordinance for ejecting Scandalous, 

Ignorant and insufficient Ministers and Schoolmasters, Worsley’s zealous 

determination to redress the ‘endemic irreligion and ungodliness’ within his 

association led him to report ‘I have since bene in some corporations with 

mayors and aldermen, and the best of the people, to stir up and quicken to be 

puttinge in effectual execution the lawes against drunkennese, sweringe, 

profaininge the Lord’s day, and other wickednesses.’
624

 Though not as frequent 

as his meetings with his Lancashire and Cheshire commissioners and ejectors, 

Worsley’s first meeting with his Staffordshire commissioners at Stafford was 

convened on 20 November 1655, whereupon he instructed local royalists to 

attend their next meeting to determine extraordinary tax liabilities. He reported, 

‘Wee have sent for the most of the cavaleirs to meete us here att our next 

meetinge, soe that we shall, I hope, be shortly over the mony businese.’
625

 After 

meeting with his Lancashire commissioners at the end of November 1655 
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Worsley reported, ‘Wee have mett this day about the ordinance for ejectinge of 

scandelous and ignorant ministers and schoolemasters, and have chosen a clerke, 

and sent out warrants into every hundred of this countie to give notice of our next 

meetinge, and liberty for everie one to apply unto us with such articles and 

complaints against any person, that they judge guiltiie of any of the particulars 

specifyed in the said orders.’ It was a process repeated for Staffordshire and 

Cheshire.
626

  

However, despite the deliberate inclusion in the Declaration issued by the 

Protector and his Council on 24 November 1655 of instructions confirming 

actions to be taken where necessary against delinquents, ejected ministers, 

schoolmasters and those who harboured them, in January 1656, Worsley, writing 

form Lancashire, raised concerns over the lack of ‘fit persons’ to enforce the 

ordinance.
627

 In support of the list he submitted to Thurloe, Worsley wrote, ‘I 

have herein inclosed sent you a list of fit persons to be added to that ordinance 

for scandelouse ministers for this county, which done would be of much use to us; 

for in these countyes wee can hardly get a coram, there is soe few named in it, 

and some that are dead, and some that will not act. I shal be at a straight how to 

get fitt and active men in these countyes for the commission of peace, but I’le 

shortly send you up the list.’
628

 Following Worsley’s constant warnings and 

advice to his superiors in London regarding the lack of ‘fit persons’ to serve on 

the counties’ committees for ejecting scandalous ministers, these committees and 

the counties’ militia committees were enlarged by the addition of several militia 

officers. He also reported, ‘I finde a very greate wante of justices of the peace in 

these countys, both by reason of those that refuse to act, as alsoe of the 

smallnesse of the number; and shall send you a list of such as are conceived     

fitt for that imployment shortly.’
629

 Subsequent to Worsley’s report of 21 March 

1656, in which he reminded Thurloe of his previously-submitted list of 

nominated ejectors, more than one hundred new lay ejectors and clerical advisors 

were finally recommended by Lambert’s subcommittee from the lists of 

nominees to commissions in fourteen counties, of which thirteen were to be 
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appointed in Cheshire, eighteen in Lancashire and seven in Staffordshire. It is 

most likely that these thirty-eight new appointees were inherited by Tobias 

Bridge upon his appointment as military governor of the North Western 

Association following Charles Worsley’s death.
630

 

Consistent with the rise to greater prominence of lowborn men within his 

administration, Worsley sought to employ ‘honest, judicious men’ within his 

association. To the greater gentry of his association, many of whom had served 

parliament as MPs, JPs, deputy lieutenants or on county committees, the 

advancement of minor gentlemen, such as those appointed and ‘emploied in the 

severall parishes in Namptwich Hundred concerning the Major Generalls & 

Commissioners articles’, meant that the appointment of such ‘honest and 

sufficient men’ was a euphemism for the promotion of lowborn men. 

Nevertheless, Worsley’s appointment of ‘honest, faithfull, and judicious men’ to 

replace purged bad constables confirmed his determination to promote able    and 

honest minor gentlemen to official positions within parishes.
631

 Although the 

Cheshire committee for ejecting scandalous ministers was still meeting in 1658, 

apart from four remaining representatives of the ‘old group’ of committee 

members - Sir William Brereton, who by then was spending most of his         

time at his home in Surrey, Colonel Thomas Croxton, Major George Malbon and 

 Thomas Mainwaring - all other members were lowborn militia officers.
632

 

For more than six months Worsley and his ejectors pursued their task 

with a great urgency, but their initiatives failed to bring about the wholesale 

purge of the parochial ministry they had hoped to achieve. Indeed, only 7 

ministers can be identified as having been ejected in Worsley’s association 

during this period, 4 of whom were from Lancashire, 3 from Staffordshire, but 

none from Cheshire. Although Thomas Wright, Rector of Bollin Fee in the 

Wilmslow parish in Cheshire, was on the major-general’s list of suspects in 1655, 

there is no evidence of him being ejected. The 4 ejected Lancashire clergymen 

were Ralph Brideoak, Rector of Standish; John Heywood, Rector of Walton on 
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the Hill; William Calvert, Vicar of Cockerham; and William Rothwell, Vicar of 

Leyland. Although Edward Morton, Rector of Sefton was on the major-general’s 

list of suspects, like Thomas Wright, there is no evidence of him being ejected. 

The 3 ejected Staffordshire clergymen were Thomas Brown, Vicar of Ilam; 

William Langley, Vicar of St Mary, Lichfield; and Jonathan Yates, Vicar of 

Bradeley.
633

 In 1655, ‘well-affected’ parishioners petitioned the Council to eject 

previously imprisoned Richard Harrison, Curate of Tettenhall for allegedly 

officiating at the former royalist garrison at Lichfield before deserting and 

articled against for delinquency. Although the Triers would not approve  

Harrison, the Council left petitioners to ‘proceed in ordinary course of law.’
634

 

The association’s 7 ejections compared with the 40 or so ministers - nearly a 

third of the national total - ejected in the six western counties controlled by John 

Desborough in 1655 and 1656.
635

 

Sharp writes, ‘There is no doubt that Underdown is right when he argues 

that the Puritan reformation of manners needs to be seen as a response to the 

economic situation of the period from the late sixteenth century through the first 

half of the seventeenth. But it was only one dimension of a larger societal and 

governmental response to pressing problems of poverty and economic 

dislocation, which those in positions of authority perceived as having the 

potential to disrupt the social order.’
636

 ‘For example, in Keevil, a parish in the 

north-west Wiltshire textile area, compelling economic necessity rather than 

Puritan religiosity explains stricter ‘attitudes to bastardy and bridal pregnancy’, 

during the early seventeenth century.’
637

 Fletcher argues that ‘There was in fact 

an inherent tension within early bastardy legislation between the administrative 

business of settling illegitimate children and the question of punishment.’
638

 

‘Although there were some puritan MPs who wished to see the state punishing 

the begetting of a bastard as a sin, regardless of the social implications, the 1610 
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act, strengthening the hand of the justices, was quite specific in its direction that 

mothers should be sent to the house of correction only if the baby was chargeable 

to the parish. There was a good deal of ambiguity in that ruling since many 

bastard children could be regarded as potentially chargeable. In this situation it is 

not surprising that policy varied a good deal from county to county. Cheshire, 

Hampshire and Sussex, are examples of counties where there was no attempt in 

the early part of the seventeenth century to punish people for the sexual 

immorality involved in bastard bearing.’ [...] ‘In Lancashire during the first two 

decades of the century it was normal practice to order a whipping, and sometimes 

stocking as well, for both the man and the woman concerned.’
639

 

Fletcher further argues that ‘In the years between 1610 and 1640 anxiety 

about the ill effects of the misbehaviour of the poor led many benches quite 

regularly to enforce the 1610 provision for a spell in the house of correction. 

Some, like Essex, Lancashire and Warwickshire, adopted the new policy almost 

immediately it reached the statute book. Cheshire, by contrast, moved more 

slowly. The justices there confirmed their moderate line with an order in 1638 

that confinement should be reserved for recidivists and that the whipping of both 

parents, where the evidence of culpability was satisfactory, should remain         

the normal procedure, “that others may be terrified from committing the               

like offences”.’
640

 In order to minimise the burden on parish finances in north 

western provinces, pragmatic over religious considerations would continue to be 

exercised when dealing with particular moral transgressions. In the aftermath of 

the civil wars not all members of society conformed to expected moral standards 

and prevailing ‘righteous values’ which, as a consequence, could leave some 

women liable to incarceration for bastardy and fathers of illegitimate children 

liable to financial maintenance. Many women sought and received legal recourse, 

like Elizabeth Hoult of Chorlton, who successfully petitioned JPs at Ormskirk’s 

Midsummer Sessions of July 1652 regarding non-maintenance of her bastard 

child by Thomas Heyes.
641

 Others, like Anne Dawson, a spinster of Moston who, 

having by ‘order of the last sessions endured restraint and correction in the 

House of Correction for Bastardie’, petitioned the Manchester Quarter Sessions 
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of Midsummer 1651 for her speedy release after being visited by a great sickness 

leaving her despairing of life; it was claimed that her child would be ‘preserved 

and maintained without charge to the parish for she had sufficient surety’.
642

 

North west JPs like Lancashire’s Edmund Hopwood - who after accepting 

that John Adkinson had taken advantage of Susan Nuttall’s weakness and 

innocence, allowed her father’s petition to have her released - strived to ensure 

that once proven, men should face financial responsibility for their illegitimate 

children, thereby relieving parishes of onerous pecuniary burdens.
643

 Harsh 

penalties continued to be imposed to avoid such financial encumbrances with 

noncompliant fathers liable to arrest as with Henry Webster, a husbandman of 

Windle, against whom a warrant was issued by Ormskirk’s Easter Sessions of 

1652 relating to a charge of bastardy and maintenance of the child of Ellen 

Gyles.
644

 Such legal remedies continued to be applied by the association’s courts 

throughout the governorships of both Charles Worsley and Tobias Bridge, with 

men found guilty on charges of bastardy being forced to take responsibility for 

their illegitimate children, as with Robert Buckley of Knot Lane in the parish of 

Ashton-under-Lyne in Lancashire, who was compelled to take responsibility for 

his ‘reputed bastard child begotten upon the body of Jane Clough till it attain the 

age of 14 years’.
645

 This was the age up to which parishes were bound to support 

non-maintained illegitimate children. Therefore, it was vital that courts 

assiduously imposed orders against miscreant fathers, as with Thomas Tuft    

who at Stafford’s Michaelmas Sessions of 1656 was ordered to pay ‘4d.           

weeklie toward the keeping of a bastard’.
646

 Under the military governorships of 

the association’s two major-generals, warrants continued to be issued for the 

arrest and incarceration of women like Jennett Rothwell of Bolton and Mary 

Asley of Sharples, who when charged and imprisoned for bastardy had to 

petition Quarter Sessions for their release; it was the cost to parishes of 
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maintaining illegitimate children that continued to be uppermost in the minds of 

JPs when releasing such women.
647

 

Another social and economic dilemma that continued to confront the 

association’s parishes, and therefore Charles Worsley, centred on the treatment 

of the poor. ‘The standard early-modern approach to poverty emphasised the 

sharp divide between the deserving “impotent poor”, whose inability to fend for 

themselves was in no way their own fault, and the large numbers of itinerant 

“sturdy beggars”, whose straitened circumstances were believed to stem from 

their own idleness and immorality.’
648

 As in previous decades, compliance with 

the poor law necessitated locally-appointed overseers of the poor, like Henry 

Robie for the parish of Upholland and William Swaine for the parish of Winwick, 

ensuring the collection of sufficient monies through local leyes to fund parish 

poor relief for deserving poor like Thomas Hardman of Warrington, who, due to 

his sickness and lameness of his body, was granted the relief he needed to subsist 

by Ormskirk’s Midsummer Sessions of July 1652.
649

 However, some deserving 

persons were still forced to rely on the generosity and resources of others for 

their subsistence, one being Peter Smith who, having been wounded in action by 

the King’s army between Wigan and Bolton, had a petition presented on his 

behalf to Sir George Booth on 14 May 1649, requesting permission for 

collections to be made for his relief in churches in Warrington where he lived 

and in North Meols, where he was born.
650

 As arbiters in the provision of welfare 

and relief to the poor in their communities, JPs were often petitioned to sanction 

maintenance for ex-soldiers and their families from local rates, as in the case of 

James Taylor of Castleton. After ten years fighting for parliament, which 

included service in Ireland, Taylor petitioned for maintenance after being 

maimed at St Johnstone while fighting in Scotland. Similarly, at Manchester’s 

Easter Sessions of 1653, Mary Nuttall, the wife of Thomas, a soldier of three 

years who was serving in Scotland under Lieutenant-Colonel Worsley, petitioned 

for relief on the grounds that with her husband gone and because of her 
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prolonged sickness, her livelihood could not be maintained.
651

 For ex-soldiers 

maimed in the service of parliament who, like Lawrence Glossop of Cheshire, 

were successful in petitioning the government, pensions were made available.
652

 

In October 1655, following a written submission by Colonel John Brooke, 

Glossop’s former commanding officer, Cromwell issued a signed order 

instructing Cheshire JPs that they ‘doe allow unto the said Lawrence Glossop a 

competent pencion for his maintenance.’
653

 Worsley’s attitude towards the poor 

within his association was, as with other major-generals like Berry, influenced by 

prevailing accepted criteria. ‘The standard early-modern approach to poverty 

emphasised the sharp divide between the deserving or ‘‘impotent’’ poor, whose 

inability to fend for themselves was in no way their own fault, and the large 

numbers of itinerant “sturdy beggars”, whose straitened circumstances were 

believed to stem from their own idleness and immorality.’
654

 

During the governorships of Worsley and Bridge, parishes continued to 

play a vital role in upholding social cohesion within the association. In May 1656, 

as in previous years, the eight churchwardens of Prescot parish ordered full 

annual church leyes amounting to £39 be “layed” across Prescot parish’s 

townships, and when collected, assigned to the several townships to be ‘paid over 

to the overseers or some of them at or before 3 June next, for the maintenance 

and relief of the poor and impotent.’
655

 By its very nature, this system of levying 

and distributing local taxes only raised finite amounts of monies, which as a 

consequence, for the most part restricted available levels of support and 

maintenance to the indigenous poor and impotent of the parishes’ townships. 

Churchwardens sometimes experienced difficulties in collecting leyes from 

communities, one such troublesome area being Farnworth Side where, in 1648 

Prescot churchwardens had to demand monies from the constables, and again in 

1655 when churchwardens had to travel to the district to demand and receive the 
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appropriate church leyes.
656

 Throughout the two governorships, oversight of 

churchwardens’ activities continued to rest with JPs, who were empowered to 

impose appropriate legal remedies when deemed necessary. Indeed, when 

outgoing Prescot churchwardens were deemed liable to pay £3. 16s. 3d. in 

outstanding monies to the newly-elected churchwardens, they were ordered to 

pay the full amount within one month ‘upon pain of being proceeded against 

according to the law, and that the new churchwardens shall return an account 

concerning the same’ as ordered by Gilbert Ireland and John Foxe.
657

 

One particular grievance highlighted in the Rev. Thomas Jolly’s letter to 

Charles Worsley was, ‘That beggars who can work be made.’
658

 By and large, 

this was the accepted view of, ‘the large numbers of itinerant ‘‘sturdy beggars’’, 

whose straightened circumstances were believed to stem from their own idleness 

and immorality.’ [...] ‘As such, they were to be severely punished before           

being returned to their parish of birth or set to work in houses of correction.’
659

 

Crucially, vagrancy was the most unmanageable problem to confront early Stuart 

local government and one to which JPs struggled to impose an effective 

solution.
660

 Certainly, the lack of robust judicial responses to ongoing social and 

economic difficulties during the early part of the seventeenth century ‘enabled 

the massive vagrant population of the 1630s to flourish.’
661

 However, despite the 

lack of coordinated cohesive judicial responses, in the years prior to the 

appointment of Charles Worsley, provincial JPs made sporadic attempts to tackle 

vagrancy. After the summer assizes of 1618, Lancashire JP Oswald Mosely 

copied a set of articles “for the better enforcement of certain statutes” into his 

memorandum book which were “clearly intended to prompt a general quickening 

of the basic activities of county and parish government”. Consequently, one 

group of local officials brought under the surveillance of the superintending 

authority within the magistracy, and reported for not submitting lists of vagrants 
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in parishes or dealing with them ‘on the spot’, were the constables.
662

 Referring 

to Oswald Mosely’s notebook entries, Fletcher acknowledges that in the 1620s 

not only was the Lancashire JP preoccupied with bastardy and tippling in Salford 

Hundred, but also vagrancy, as evidenced by the privy searches for vagrants he 

instigated in September 1624 and the following January.
663

 As early as 1603 

Staffordshire JPs sought to make constables submit a monthly account of their 

efforts to arrest vagrants and at the Trinity General Sessions of 1603, a number 

of constables including Robert Sharratt of Gayton and John Gallimore of 

Draycott, were examined for having ‘made default and not punished rogues and 

vagabonds according to the statute of 18 June 1603.’
664

 ‘In Cheshire the bench 

initiated what could have been a vigorous campaign in 1629, when they 

threatened constables who failed to punish vagrants with fines and declared 

emphatically that everyone aged over seven able to work found ‘‘wandering or 

begging’’ was to be deemed as such.’
665

 Fletcher argues, ‘There are more signs 

of determination in the attack on vagrancy during the 1630s than in the preceding 

or succeeding decades. The accounts of constables in the three midlands villages 

- Braunston and Waltham in Leicestershire and Pattingham in Staffordshire - 

taken together show that whereas only 47 vagrants were taken between 1611 and 

1620, 248 were handed on to the next officers between 1631 and 1640.’
666

 

            Before the intervention of Charles Worsley and other like-minded 

military governors including James Berry, William Boteler and Edward Whalley, 

attempts to eradicate vagrancy in the 1640s and early 1650s continued to be 

characterised by a mixture of magisterial alarm and inadequate administrative 

response, as typified by Cheshire’s plan of 1641 for constables to ride       

through their divisions at least once a week to ‘seek out rogues’,                                    

but  which Fletcher argues, ‘can hardly have lasted long’.
667

 Certainly, prevailing 

local measures proved inadequate to control rogues and vagabonds, ‘whilst it was 
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not till 14 August [1656] that the Major-Generals in all districts were directed to 

send in lists of such dangerous people, rogues and vagabonds as they had 

apprehended or might apprehend at any future time, with a view of their being 

conveyed to some seaport and conveyed beyond the sea.’
668

 Worsley’s attitude 

towards wandering idle vagabonds and beggars reflected the often harsh 

treatment meted out in prior years by his local authorities as in the case of the 

Quaker preacher, Richard Hubberthorne, against whom the city of Chester on 13 

February 1654 issued a certificate - signed by the mayor and certain aldermen - 

ordering him to leave the city within ten days. City constables were notified that 

the bearer of the certificate, the indicted ‘disorderly’ Hubberthorne, having been 

duly ‘hernissed and whip’d for an idle wandering person or vagabond’ was, in 

accordance with the Poor Law, ordered to return to Yealand, near Lancaster, his 

place of birth.
669

 When a vagrant pass was issued against James Whitworth, 

together with his wife and children, after correction for ‘vagrant begging’ in 

Market Bosworth in Leicestershire, Manchester’s Michaelmas Quarter Sessions 

of 1656 adjudicated that they should be passed from constable to constable until 

they reached Rochdale, their claimed place of birth.
670

  

            Confirmation that in the attempt to eradicate vagrancy it was common 

practice to incarcerate the idle and dissolute with a view to intended 

transportation out of the country, is provided in reports and ‘listings for 

transportation’ compiled by military governors such as William Boteler, Edward 

Whalley and Rowland Dawkins. On 5 January 1656, James Berry reported from 

Shropshire, ‘We have imprisoned here divers lewde fellowes, some for haveing a 

hand in the plott, others of dissolute life, as persons dangerouse to the peace of 

the nation; amongst others those papists, who went a hunting when they were 

sent for by major Waringe; they are desperate persons, and divers of them fitt to 

grind sugar-cane or plant tobacco, and if some of them were sent into the Indies, 

it would doe much good.’
671

 ‘Charles Worsley, meanwhile, supervised the arrest 

of a considerable number of “wandring idle persons” in his three northern 

counties during December 1655 and January 1656, and contemplated tackling the 

problem by making the towns and villages on the borders of his association 
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responsible for preventing wandering vagrants from entering his area.’
672

 Indeed, 

in an account of his progress to Cromwell, Worsley reported in December 1655 

that, as per his commission, ‘We are about to make some progress upon the rest 

of the particulars, especially upon that of wandring idle persons, some being 

already apprehended. Our greatest want will be for a convenient place, and a 

guard upon them.’
673

 Notwithstanding, Worsley’s intention to penalise border 

townships that permitted unhindered movement of wanderers within his 

association was both new in itself and a complete break with the relaxation of 

laws against wanderers, a feature of poor law administration for the previous ten 

years.
674

 It was a proposal with financial implications as evidenced by the 

complaint made to JPs at Nantwich’s Easter/Trinity Sessions of 1656 by the 

inhabitants of Warburton in Cheshire. Initially unaware of Worsley’s proposal 

and subsequent order relating to unchecked movements of wandering vagrants, 

Warburton’s constables dismissed neighbouring Lymm’s constables who had 

confronted them and demanded 12d. for each ‘wanderer’ they had brought with 

them. However, once aware of the order, Warburton’s inhabitants complained 

about the financial burden placed on them, since payments to any such 

‘wandering people’ brought before their constables would not be reimbursed. 

The JPs took the unusual step of referring the complaint directly to Charles 

Worsley and his commissioners for a decision.
675

 

            The documented efforts of Worsley and other major-generals to prevent 

the free movement of wandering beggars and vagrants within their associations 

proved fruitless for as Durston argues, ‘Despite this, there is no real evidence that 

these initiatives by the major-generals and their allies resulted in any overall 

reduction in their numbers. To rid one area of its beggars was often merely to 

increase their prevalence elsewhere [...]’.
676

 The absence of verifiable evidence 

relating to the transportation of already-secured beggars and vagrants from the 

North Western Association also confirms that central government’s 

indecisiveness to implement a system of transportation of such persons - even 

after the creation of the Council’s subcommittee to consider the question of 
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transportation - badly let down the major-generals and proved the process           

a failure.
677

 In a subsequent development, the government’s Act of June 1657 

clearly set out and reinforced the measures and controls to be enforced against 

the increased numbers of ‘Vagrants and wandring, idle dissolute persons’, who 

were to be adjudged and proceeded against and punished as declared ‘Rogues, 

Vagabonds and Sturdy Beggars’. It was further enacted ‘That if any person or 

persons commonly called Fidlers or Minstrels,’ were to be taken while ‘playing, 

fidling and making musick in any Inn, Alehouse or Tavern,’ or while ‘proffering 

themselves, or desiring, or intreating any person or persons to hear them play, or 

make musick in any [of] the places aforesaid,’ they also were to be adjudged and 

declared to be Rogues, Vagabonds, and Sturdy Beggars and proceeded against 

and punished within the said Statute.
 678

 

            Mindful of the arguments advanced by Underdown and Sharp regarding 

economic and social connotations driving the puritan reformation of manners, the 

underlying influence and impact of ‘godly attitudes’ still cannot be ignored, 

especially on communities within the North Western Association. Indeed, Rev. 

Jolly’s letter highlighted, ‘That seeing not one in twenty in many towns go to any 

place of worship on the Lord’s Day, but sit in their houses, that care be taken    to 

search them out.’
679

 ‘It was on the Sabbath that the struggle for the minds and 

souls of Stuart countrymen became most intense. [...] The Lancashire bench 

adopted a fierce set of regulations relating to the Sabbath in 1616 which included 

provision for permanent closure of any alehouse found open and an insistence 

that every alehouse-keeper “with his wife and family” should attend church on 

pain of losing their licence unless they had a “lawful and reasonable excuse”.’
680

 

Such enforcements illustrate the influence of puritan religiosity on moral reform 

in areas of the north west and go some way to highlight the religious and 

moralistic atmosphere that shaped Charles Worsley’s character, as evidenced by 

the vigour and impetus he brought to the reformation of manners within his 

association. Described by Fletcher as ‘perhaps the severest and certainly the most 

energetic of all the major-generals,’ Worsley, in a report from Lancashire, 
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echoed past concerns relating to the profanation of the Sabbath when he decried 

the practice, ‘that is the markit-day beeinge either on the saturday or monday, 

ocations the Lord’s day to be much violated about constables, that are swerers, 

and drunken idle parsons themselves, and of the meanest sort of men’.
681

 ‘The 

one aspect of the moral reform agenda where some of the major-generals may 

have had a rather more significant, albeit once again short-lived impact was the 

attempt to regulate alehouses and reduce drunkenness.’
682

 Indisputably, however, 

it was in Charles Worsley’s association where the most determined campaign to 

suppress alehouses was enforced. Indeed, ‘Worsley’s determination to reduce the 

numbers of what he described as “the very wombe, that brings forth all manner 

of wickednese;” verged on the obsessional.’
683

 

            Fletcher justifiably argues that ‘Worsley’s campaign for honest and 

sufficient constables and his onslaughts on loose living and alehouse-haunting in 

Cheshire and Lancashire showed results. They were results, though, that 

depended on his vigour. Once that was removed, JPs and local officers quickly 

slackened their efforts.’
684

 In Lancashire, where Worsley’s oversight of moral 

reform had the most impact, results still appear to have been less dramatic than 

some local puritans had hoped for, as evidenced by the petition submitted by 

twenty-five godly constables from the Salford area to their local JPs to complain 

about the abortive nature of the moral reform initiatives in their locality.
685

 As 

Durston rightly argues, the godly constables’ petition confirmed that ‘Endemic 

dissatisfaction with the progress of moral reform was a defining trait of the godly 

psyche, but this petition would nevertheless seem to indicate that even within 

Worsley’s association many of the targets of the major-general’s reform 

initiatives had found ways of shielding themselves from the moral onslaught.’
686

 

However, Worsley always believed that his tireless efforts were bringing 

desirable results, assuring Thurloe in a letter from Parkhead in Lancashire in 
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March 1656 that ‘Wee are in a very good condition in this county. This worke 

stirs up the good people to informe us of the conversation of all men, their 

carridge and behaviour; soe that truly I thinke the good sober people never were 

in better hart then now, and soe much owned; nethere was more cordiall to 

present proceedings then att this time.’
687

 

            Besides instigating measures throughout his association - in accord with 

the restated aims of the campaign to reform manners - to counter declining 

morals and societal attitudes brought about primarily by a relatively unrestricted 

and often belligerent drinking culture and prescribed moral misdemeanours, 

Worsley endeavoured ‘to restrict popular sporting events and pastimes’, which it 

was hoped would help maintain civil order, and ‘ensure a better observance       

of the sabbath.’
688

 His new militias were deployed to monitor and ostensibly 

curtail the activities of moral transgressors, not least by suppressing public 

gatherings and sporting events such as cockfights and horse races to the point of 

arresting attendees as in Cheshire and Lancashire where instigators of 

prearranged horse races were apprehended and their horses confiscated. Writing 

from Middlewich in Cheshire on 14 December 1655 he reported to Thurloe, ‘Sir, 

There beinge a horse race appointed in this county last weeke, beinge informed 

of it, I sent a party of the troop. They apprehended the chiefe actors; and they 

tooke the horses, which I heare since I came to Manchester are still in custody. I 

desire your direction what to doe with both.’ He subsequently reported on 21 

December 1655, ‘I have taken good bond both for men and horse, that were 

about the horsrace, that should have bene. I desire your further direction.’ 

However, the militias were undoubtedly deployed - in accordance with 

Worsley’s instructions - for far more pragmatic reasons, ‘forasmuch as treason 

and rebellion is usually hatched and contrived against the state upon such 

occasions, and much evil and wickedness committed.’
689

 Although Morrill cites 

that ‘Worsley’s opposition to horse racing was probably as much the result of his 

moral convictions as of his preoccupations with security’, it is a moot point 

whether or not the suppression of public gatherings such as horse races served to 

improve moral behaviour - as promoted by Sir John Barkstead whose determined 
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actions were emulated by a few of his fellow major-generals including Charles 

Worsley - or, as is more likely, to help maintain civil obedience and deter 

conspirators.
690

 Indeed, aware and suspicious that malignants and conspirators of 

past insurrections continued to congregate at public gatherings such as fairs and 

stage plays, the major-generals’ instructions reflected those previously issued by 

the Council of State in 1649 to sheriffs and other county officials prohibiting 

horse races and Cromwell’s proclamation of 24 February 1655 that caused races 

at Chester to be banned; it was in anticipation of further civil disturbances or 

even insurrection that the Protector’s later proclamation of 8 April 1658 

specifically prohibited horse races for eight months.
691

             

            Both Worsley and Bridge had to contend with ongoing religious divisions 

and enmities that engendered mistrust throughout their governorships, as 

illustrated by a letter sent to Secretary Thurloe from York on 29 December 1657 

by Presbyterian political divine Edward Bowles following his attendance at ‘a 

publick meeting-place, to heare one mr Geldart,’ who not only preached about 

the observance of ‘Christmas-day’, but also ‘prayed for his owne party under    

the name of orthox, and for a reparation of their losses in these times, with         

other untoward expressions, which I cannot remember.’ Having long desired to 

have Geldart removed, Bowles declared that ‘The person is inconsiderable for 

learning or life, but serves to uphold the enmity betwixt the seeds. I have long 

desired and studyed a way for his removall (knowing him to be incapable of 

doing any good in his place) but know not well how to accomplish it, save by a 

tryall of his sufficiency, which is doubtfull, for the office; and if it fall not out 

well, will make the busines worse. But the plaine trueth is, unles some quick way 

to purge cityes and considerable places of such persons and practises, they will in 

a short time sett all on fire; for notwithstanding all the freedome they enjoy, and 

faire quarter that is given them, they have a most implacable spiritt against those 

that differ from them, and are not one jot amended by any lenity.’ Using the 

nature of quarrels of religion as witnessed in past times, desperate anti-
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government factions hoped to stir the people of the nation to sedition.
692

 The 

government’s attitude towards certain religious groups set the agenda that 

dictated how Charles Worsley and his fellow major-generals should deal with 

particular elements in provincial society. At a time when Cromwell’s broadly-

inclusive national church espoused a religious policy that was supposedly 

making steady progress towards reconciliation among the Protestant sects, as 

Claire Cross argues, ‘Cromwell’s government openly tolerated the separatist 

churches of the more radical Protestants, and connived at the continuance of the 

separate churches of the Roman Catholics and the Laudians; so in practice, on 

the periphery of the very broad national church, a collection of churches    

existed in a condition of partial or total isolation.’
693

 Indeed, during this period, 

church legislation was being enacted against papists and the new ‘agitating’ 

religious sect, the Quakers. 

            The state had long targeted Roman Catholics and subsequent to the 

proclamation of April 1655 - which called for the execution of existing laws 

against ‘Jesuits and priests’ and speedy convictions of ‘popish recusants’ - in the 

month before Cromwell’s declaration confirming the deployment of the major-

generals, the Protectoral Council issued further instructions.
694

 The instructions 

formalised measures to control the activities of papists and were issued by the 

Council to JPs in every county throughout England and Wales, requiring them   

to make returns relating to all priests, Jesuits and recusants residing within their 

localities.
695

 Early in February 1656, Worsley reported from Preston, ‘I have had 

many sad complaints against the attorneyes in this county, and had against this 

meetinge sent summons out to all attorneyes that were delinquents or papis; and 

they apereinge yesterday, I have first taken the bonds ordered by the counsell; 

another bond, that they should never act any more as an attorney or solicitor in 
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this commonwealth, without spetiall lycense from his highnes and his counsell, 

or either of them; and the most of them have done this, onely one, that did not 

apeare, which we have sent to apprehend.’
696

 Later in the month, Worsley 

confirmed the capture of the elusive Lancashire papist royalist Major Hugh 

Anderton. He reported, ‘I intend to send hime to the castle of Chester to the rest. 

Hee hath beene sought for often, but could never be found before. Hee was deepe 

in blood of Boulton.’
697

 

            In his work on the Quakers, Braithwaite writes, ‘In April 1655, after the 

Royalist rising, a proclamation was issued announcing that the law would be 

enforced which required persons suspected of Roman Catholicism to take an oath 

abjuring the Papal authority and the doctrine of transubstantiation. Although the 

oath was directed against Roman Catholics, the widespread idea that Quakers 

were Jesuits in disguise frequently caused it to be put to them, and in other cases, 

as Fox says, “envious magistrates made use of that oath as a snare to catch 

Friends in, who they knew could not swear at all.” [...] It was also found to be 

easy for that most elastic of offences, contempt of court, to be proved against the 

Quakers, since they refused the token of respect required in courts of justice.’
698

 

Outbreaks of civil disorder - provoked by the presence and actions of some 

Quakers in areas of the north west - had preceded Cromwell’s proclamation of 15 

February 1655 relating to religious liberty, and the actions to be taken by all 

officers and ministers of justice to avoid the disturbing of ministers by ‘Quakers, 

Ranters, and others’.
699

 In Ulverston in 1652, ‘after he had attempted to interrupt 

a minister’s sermon and preach in the parish church’, George Fox was set upon 

by a mob which, incited by the local JP, dragged him out of the church and ‘beat 

him until he was dazed.’ A fortnight later, following a failed attempt on his life, 

Fox and James Nayler were both attacked by another crowd of around forty 

men.
700

 When one Richard Waller, a Cheshire Quaker, posted nineteen written 

questions at a place where Samuel Eaton, the Independent minister and 
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controversialist, was due to preach, Eaton responded with the publication in 1653 

of his fervent condemnation of the Quaker religion: The Quakers confuted.
701

 

The Quakers’ growing influence, along with differing notions as to doctrine and 

dissemination of radical ideas by the army, persuaded Martindale to publish in 

1653 ‘An Antidote Against the Poyson of the Times, a catechism intended to 

provide his parishioners with a clear account of orthodox doctrine.’
702

 

            Martindale, apart from holding a grudging admiration for the formidable 

Lancashire Quaker missionary Richard Hubberthorne - ‘applauding him for his 

abilities’ - after engaging him in a public debate on Knutsford Heath in the 

summer of 1655, wrote of the Quaker that he was ‘severall times affronted by 

some of that gang at mine owne church and elsewhere, and pelted with their 

furious papers from such places as Chester, Stafford, and Warrington’.
703

 ‘Being 

on the direct route from London to the north, northern townships like Preston’, as 

Dulworth Abbatt argues, ‘are likely to have experienced fairly frequent public 

meetings held by itinerant Quaker preachers.’ One such preacher was Thomas 

Briggs who, in 1653, held a meeting in Preston while on his way to Manchester, 

where it was reported ‘many were convinced by his preaching.’
704

 Echoing both 

Eaton’s and Martindale’s anxieties over the disobedience and increasing 

influence of Quakers, Worsley reported to Thurloe from Cheshire on                 

14 December 1655, ‘Wee are extreamly trobled with quakers in these parts.’
705

 

From Preston a week later, he expressed even greater concern when he reported, 

‘Wee are much troubled with them, that are called quakers; they troble the 

markets, and get into private houses up and down in every towne, and drawe 

people after them. I have and shall take what course I can, but I could wish to 

have some further power or direction from you in that case. Wee are as forward 

                                                 
701

 The Quakers confuted, Being An Answer Unto Nineteen Queries; Propounded by them, and   

     sent to the Elders of the Church of Duckenfield in Cheshire; Wherein Is held forth much of the  

     Doctrine and practice Concerning Revelations, and immediate Voices, and against the holy  

     Scriptures, Christs Ministry, Churches and Ordinances &c; Together With an Answer to  a    

     Letter which was written and sent by one of them to a Family of Note and Quality in the said  

     County, which pleaded for perfection in this life, and for Quaking; By Samuel Eaton, Teacher  

     of the Church of Christ heretofore meeting at Duckenfield, now in Stockport in Cheshire  

     (London, 1653). 
702

 ODNB, Nunn, ‘Martindale, Adam (1623-1686), nonconformist minister’. 
703

 Martindale, The Life of Adam Martindale, p. 117. 
704

 Dilworth Abbatt, Quaker Annals of Preston and the Fylde 1653-1900 (London: Headley  

     Brothers, 1931), p. 73. 
705

 TSP, IV, p. 315. 



 203 

as thos in the other countyes.’
706

 In a follow-up letter to the Protector, Worsley 

further expressed his concern when he admitted that ‘The Quakers abound much 

in these countryes, to the great disturbance of the best people. I have done and 

shall what I can; but crave your highness further orders and instructions, how    

to deal with them.’
707

 However, at a time when most JPs in the north west were 

trying to eradicate the Quaker menace, as witnessed in Preston, where in 1656 

the first of several cases were instigated to arrest and imprison Quakers passing 

through the town on their way to religious meetings, two of the north’s most 

notable magistrates, ‘Thomas Fell and John Bradshaw, ordered the release of 

Quakers from prison in 1655 and 1656; it was Bradshaw who ordered the   

release of twelve of them following allegations of mistreatment in prison.’
708

 

Despite Worsley being much troubled with Quakers, both Abbatt and 

Braithwaite argue that ‘his attitude towards them was, however, greatly changed 

by attendance at a dispute with ministers held in a great chamber at the Bull in 

Preston, on 4 March 1656. The Major-General seems to have presided, supported 

by the Commissioners for securing the peace of the Commonwealth. His opening 

speech showed a strong bias against Friends (Quakers), due to the information 

given him by envious ministers’, which included Samuel Eaton of Stockport. 

Lancashire Quakers were accused of having had insurrectionary leanings by 

some of the clergy and other opponents, and Worsley, sought to enquire into the 

veracity of the charge, However, they answered their questions fully and to the 

Major-General’s satisfaction. ‘Then they claimed the right of putting questions to 

the ministers. Samuel Eaton, a leading divine in the North, [...] would not       

stay to have the tables turned on him, but the others remained.’ The next morning, 

 Worsley said ‘he had received full satisfaction in all things.’
709

 

            To conclude, Charles Worsley and Tobias Bridge were advanced            

to the rank of major-general because both were highly-regarded army            

officers, and equally because their political credentials were beyond reproach, 
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which kept them in favour with Whitehall.
710

 That both men attained the rank of 

major-general belies the marked differences in their army careers and nature of 

their governances. Bridge, unlike Worsley - whose previous experience before 

his promotion had been with local forces, and who like John Desborough, was a 

tireless capable administrator - fought with the New Model Army in various 

engagements throughout the civil wars and went on to serve as a career soldier 

until his assumed death at Barbados in 1672. Indeed, Bridge’s name appears in 

Reece’s list of Agitators in 1647 who still served as army officers in 1658.
711

 

Though serving under Cromwell in Scotland in 1650 - but not fighting at Dunbar 

- Worsley’s military service was restricted to fighting for parliament in 

Lancashire during the first civil war and campaigning in the north west              

of England against the earl of Derby in 1651.
712

 Ashley concludes that ‘the 

young Major-General [...] found his joy and death in imposing the puritan pattern 

on the north-west of England, a pattern it has largely sustained ever since.’
713

 It 

was a moral and religious dimension of Worsley’s character and attitude likely 

shaped during his formative years in his home county of Lancashire by the 

polarising views and written works of anti-Catholic proponents of Lancashire 

puritanism, not least by Richard Heyricke - Warden of Manchester’s Collegiate 

Church and contemporary of the Worsley’s - who maintained a sustained attack 

on Catholicism. Richardson argues that ‘Not surprisingly, it was the puritan 

clergy of Lancashire, where Catholicism was strongest and most extensive, who 

were the most conspicuous in the attack on the old religion and its adherents.’
714

 

Described by Durston as a religious independent whose beliefs were markedly 
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‘apocalyptic and millenarian’ in flavour, Worsley - general was a divinely-

inspired mission, and thus could rely on God’s providence to bring him eventual 

success in his endeavours.
715

 

            Notwithstanding his unforeseen death at the early age of 34, this     

chapter has shown how Worsley’s short governance is noteworthy for his fervent 

imposition of his instructions; it was Worsley’s dynamic administration of        

his three counties which Coward argues ‘was sometimes embarrassing                

even for the government, which intervened to moderate his enthusiasm’.
716

 

Ashley acknowledges this enthusiasm when he writes that Worsley, like Ireton, 

did not die from wounds, but rather ‘through overwork and devotion to duty’, 

although in reality it is more likely that his adherence to onerous schedules        

of travel and meetings aggravated an underlying chronic illness.
717

 Like other 

major-generals - particularly Edward Whalley and Berry’s deputy, Rowland 

Dawkins - Worsley, believing his tireless efforts were bringing progress and 

desirable results, submitted upbeat assessments of his achievements, as in his 

report to Thurloe from Parkhead in Lancashire on 10 March 1656. He wrote, 

‘Wee are in a very good condition in this county. This worke stirs up the good 

people to informe us of the conversation of all men, their carridge and behaviour; 

soe that truly I thinke the good sober people never were in better hart then now, 

and soe much owned; nethere was more cordiall to present proceedings then att 

this time.’
718

 Such assessments, reinforced and developed by the findings of this 

chapter, contrast with the views and conclusions of most modern historians like 

Fletcher, who argues that the intervention of the major-generals was a ‘fiasco’, 

particularly noting ‘We cannot imagine that the two hundred alehouses which 

Charles Worsley boasted of having closed in Blackburn hundred of Lancashire 

remained closed for very long.’
719

 Certainly, the curtailment of the ideological 

policy to enforce the widespread closure of alehouses like those planned for 

Salford and in Staffordshire following the passing of an order at Stafford’s 

Epiphany quarter sessions in January 1656, was not so much a deliberate failure, 
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but rather the inevitable consequence of Worsley’s death in June 1656, together 

with Bridge’s preoccupation with organising the association’s elections to the 

Second Protectorate Parliament and the need for ‘honest and sufficient men to be 

put in the plase of constables’ and sufficient JPs to enforce such policies. Indeed, 

the lack of such lesser officials and JPs had been recognised by Worsley himself 

as witnessed in his reports of January 1656 to Thurloe, in which he bemoaned the 

dearth of much needed suitable constables and JPs within his association.
720

 

Indeed, Charles Worsley’s drive against alehouses in Lancashire was the 

continuation of an intensive campaign in the county conducted between 1646 and 

1652.
721

 Likewise, Durston argues that for officers like Whalley and Worsley the 

onerous demands of duties - like security work and collection of the decimation - 

meant they could never fully concentrate on moral reform.
722

 However, as 

demonstrated in this study, contrary to such adverse views, Bridge’s governance 

differed in significant ways from that of Worsley’s: to the association’s local 

gentry, Bridge - unlike Worsley - was regarded as both a moderate and a stranger 

who had no intimate knowledge of their relationships and intrigues; he was 

purposely instructed to ensure the election of suitable candidates to the Second 

Protectorate Parliament; and yet, Bridge was still expected to comply with 

Worsley’s original instructions.
723

 

            This chapter has explored the careers and achievements of the two major-

generals who operated within the North Western Association, squeezing the 

admittedly sometimes rather sparse printed primary and archival material to 

reconstruct portraits of Worsley and Bridge. It has also examined views 

advanced by other historians which appertain to this period of localised martial 

governance and thereby permit comparisons between the activities and 

achievements of Worsley and Bridge and the other major-generals to be assessed, 

particularly with regard to moral reform. Drawing on a wide range of sources, 

including the Quarter Sessions material, the records of the Chester corporation 

and the diary of Thomas Mainwaring, the chapter went on to explore wider 
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aspects of the godly reform programme attempted and driven through by 

Worsley. It highlighted aspects of success and achievement, even if just 

temporary, thereby further countering old interpretations portraying the regime as 

a complete failure and a fiasco. On the other hand, it also noted some 

shortcomings revealed by the source material and reflected upon the apparent 

differences in approach and priority between Worsley and Bridge, even if, as 

discussed at the end of the chapter, some contemporary evidence reveals that 

Bridge’s active involvement in the region continued well beyond the date 

traditionally seen as the end of the system of the major-generals. 

            Comparisons with other major-generals such as Goffe and Whalley 

confirm Worsley’s effectiveness and initial success in his campaign of alehouse 

reform, especially in Lancashire and Cheshire, thereby putting him at the fore in 

the suppression of alehouses. However, the loss of impetus and direction over 

constables and JPs in this area of reform following his sudden death and to a 

lesser extent, Bridge’s preoccupation with the 1656 parliamentary election, 

curtailed earlier successes and confirm Capp’s assertion that ‘The overall picture 

of alehouse reform is patchy, however. [...] Yet in this field, as in others, the 

reformers achieved significant results, however short-lived.’
724

 The chapter has 

shown that ‘the defeat of Desborough’s militia bill’ did not herald the ‘end of the 

rule of the major-generals in its fully fledged form’, nor did the system disappear 

overnight. Indeed, the Council continued to refer routine matters to the major-

generals as if nothing had happened.
725

 Along with many officers like Charles 

Howard and Robert Lilburne - who were very much in evidence in their 

associations for some time after the defeat of the bill - Bridge remained actively 

involved with his association well into 1658. Indeed, unlike the ambiguous status 

of many ‘post-bill major-generals’, local officials continued to defer to Bridge’s 

authority as evidenced in February 1657, when he was asked to find a governor 

for a Chester hospital.
726

 He also maintained an ongoing oversight of policing 

and security matters within the association as confirmed by the report sent to him 

by Colonel Richard Standish, Henry Ogle and William Linley from Wigan on 18 

December 1657, in which they detailed their examination of a Captain Philip 
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Carpenter and Major Lyme concerning the contents of intercepted letters, and the 

examination of a Mr Thomas Weaver by Colonel Gilbert Ireland and Captain 

Case.
727
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                                                  Chapter  Four 

 A new form of old government: militias, commissioners and the magistracy 

            This chapter will examine the relationship between Major-Generals 

Charles Worsley and Tobias Bridge and their local commissioners for securing 

the peace of the Commonwealth. While the relationship between the major-

generals and commissioners has been studied by others, this chapter will provide 

further proof by way of new research relating to military and civilian posts held 

by Worsley’s commissioners - encapsulated in Tables 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4 - of the 

relationship between major-general and commissioner. It was Henry Reece’s 

view that the military presence in local government was so strong and persuasive 

throughout the Protectorate that ‘the appointment of the major-generals in 

autumn 1655 was a formalization of the army’s existing role in administration, a 

difference in degree rather than in kind’.
728

 Similarly, G. E. Seel argues that ‘It is 

now clear that the inauguration of the major-generals was not an experiment      

in centralisation. Rather, they were “bolted on to” the existing structures            

of local government.’
729

 Peter Gaunt argues that ‘the Major-Generals and their 

commissioners worked with the existing local government and justice, especially 

JPs, they did not supersede them.’
730

 Charles Worsley and his successor, Tobias 

Bridge, were far from being, as Durston notes, ‘the agents of centralisation who 

were resented and opposed primarily because they represented a threat to long-

established traditions of local autonomy and self-government.’
731

    

            That the major-generals were not appointed to ‘erect some sort of police 

state’ but rather, to oversee a new reserve militia financed by decimated royalists 

that the government hoped would ultimately allow for a reduction in the size of 

the standing army and in turn lead to a reduction in the assessment, is borne out 

by the fact that the regime did not impose martial law on the civilian 

population.
732

 But, even though the imposition of regional military governorships 

was never part of an overall government strategy to establish a stringent sphere 
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of central interference and control over local government - which would have 

threatened long-established traditions of local autonomy and self-determination - 

major-generals like Worsley and Bridge certainly never acted in isolation of 

Protectoral government policy.  

As with other associations, the governorships of Worsley and Bridge 

confirmed that ‘They commanded the soldiers and militia within their district and 

were to participate in the civil government.’ Certainly, ‘They did not supersede 

the existing organs of local government, ranging down from the County 

Committees (a product of the Revolution) through the mayors and aldermen, 

common councillors, justices-of-the-peace, churchwardens, down to the lowly 

parish constable, but they would reinforce them, supervise them, invigorate and 

command them.’
733

 Like their counterparts, both men were, ‘So far from acting 

like the satraps and bashaws to whom republicans and royalists likened them, 

they mostly tried hard to operate within the bounds of the law. They were added 

to the commissions of the peace in their districts at their own request, to bind 

them closer to the local magistracy and confer as much legitimacy as possible on 

their actions.’
734

 Indeed, as for Worsley and Bridge, ‘Far from descending on 

those districts as imperious agents of a centralising dictatorship, they showed 

much anxiety about their reception, they were often different about the daunting 

range of their duties, and they frequently sought advice and reassurance.’
735

 

Charles Worsley - a native of the north west who had been active in army 

administration - would have been well aware of his association’s long-

established traditions of local autonomy and strata of regional officialdom and 

therefore well qualified to discern difficulties that could have befallen the 

Protectoral government if it had attempted to impose a policy of centralised 

governance upon his association.
736

  

Roberts argues that ‘Everitt and Underdown would agree that 

“revolutionary governments are usually centralising governments” and would 

differ only on the extent of the process. But it is not simply a question of how far 

“centralisation” qua “alienation-of-the-gentry” was allowed to proceed.’ He 
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reinforces his argument by reviewing the inadequacy of the concept of the 

centralising state, citing that ‘In Glamorgan, the county committee, originally the 

agent of Whitehall, became impenetrable to outside authority and became a 

bulwark of localism. The excise regulations of the Rump developed formal 

administrative procedures but involved devolution to local officeholders on a 

scale significant enough to allow Sir Roger Twysden of Kent to make payment 

arrangements with the excise office largely on his own terms. Major-Generals 

James Berry and Robert Lilburne found that excisemen were deviant localists 

and implored Secretary Thurloe to “be careful in disposing powers and places to 

put them into good hands or you undo us”. Finally, in Cheshire we find that the 

“godly”, including ministers intruded by central committee, establishing parish 

vestries to increase local administrative initiatives on, for example, alehouse 

reform.’
737

 The question of centralisation versus localism led Woolrych to write 

that ‘Faced with the ingrained preference for traditional ways and traditional 

authority that he found in Lancashire, Cheshire and Staffordshire, Major-General 

Worsley pulled strenuously against the tide and worked himself literally to death 

at the age of thirty-four.’
738

 

 In addition to being given command of locally-garrisoned regular troops, 

who continued to be paid by way of the assessment, three new sources of local 

resources - crucial to the enforcement of the Protectoral government’s policies 

within the North Western Association - were made available to Worsley and later 

Bridge: the newly-instituted county troops of horse militia, paid from monies 

collected from delinquents under the new extraordinary or decimation tax; the 

specially-appointed county commissioners for securing the peace of the 

Commonwealth; and a reorganised magistracy.
739

 ‘By the mid-1650s the military 

presence was a settled feature of local government in many parts of the country. 

[...] Towns and counties did not experience a transformation from “normal” 

civilian administration to “repressive” military rule in 1655-6, and then a return 
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to civilian norms in 1657.’
740

 ‘The army’s role in the government of localities 

was constant, though in many cases fairly low-key. [...] The establishment of the 

major-generals and their militia was intended, after all, to reduce the size and 

cost of the standing army, and there “was nothing new about the idea of a    

select militia”.’
741

 In his examination of the nation’s dire fiscal situation Ivan 

Roots justifiably argues, ‘Yet something had to be done and by May 1655 most 

officers had been educated to accept a reduction of both bodies and pay. The 

anticipated weakening of security was to be met by raising a supplementary 

militia in the localities, one more centrally and professionally controlled than the 

old misnamed trained bands. This national scheme followed a regional            

try-out in the south-west by Desborough earlier in 1655.’
742

 Charles Worsley’s 

appointment, and later that of Tobias Bridge, put them in command of both 

militia and locally-garrisoned regular forces. 

In his memoranda of the royalist plot of March 1655, Secretary Thurloe 

gave reasons for the instigation of new standing militia forces, with particular 

reference made to the part played by royalist commands in Staffordshire and 

Cheshire.
743

 It is therefore no coincidence that at a time when the Protectoral 

government expected further armed challenges and possible public disorders - as 

confirmed in Thurloe’s letters of October and November 1655 to Henry 

Cromwell - Charles Worsley was already active in his association by             

early November 1655.
744

 In his first progress report to John Thurloe sent from 
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     against the season, for action, little or nothinge havinge beene yet done at sea by either side.’  
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Manchester on 3 November 1655, Worsley confirmed that he had met with most 

of the officers that commanded his three county troops noting, ‘And truely I find 

in them a spirret extraordinarily bent to the worke, and I plainly discerne the 

finger of God goeinge alonge with it, which is indeed noe smale encouragement                   

unto mee.’
745

 Even though the association’s regions would not experience any 

further attempts of direct insurgency until Sir George Booth’s failed ‘uprising’ of 

1659, the ability to readily deploy locally-raised county troops of horse militia 

enabled Worsley and then Bridge to address issues previously attended to by the 

standing army, notably security, public order and the collection of taxes. In 

particular, Bridge deliberately deployed Croxton’s troop of horse militia to 

Chester Castle to safeguard the staging of the 1656 election to the Second 

Protectorate Parliament and, along with troops from the county militia and army, 

prevent disruptions elsewhere in the county.
746

 Reece writes that ‘It is instructive 

to speculate what contemporary perceptions of the experiment of the major-

generals would have been had it been a straightforward security measure, with 

some bolted-on responsibilities for social reform, and lacked the dimension       

of the punitive treatment of royalists.’
747

 Indeed, several reports to Thurloe touch 

upon the punitive nature of the work undertaken at Worsley’s direction by his 

counties’ troops of select horse militia. One such report sent from Preston on      

1 February 1656 confirms Worsley’s uncompromising attitude and intention 

towards certain communities when he writes of his plan for ‘Boulton,          

where I intend to muster the troopes, and make a purge, for it needs it’.
748

  

Notwithstanding, the enforcement of punitive measures against papists and the 

ill-affected had been established long before the imposition of the major-generals. 

A consequence of the reshaping of the Lancashire militia in 1649 and 1650 under 

the Militia Act of July 1650, had been the requirement that ‘The militia 

commissioners were to seek out information “of all Conspiracies, Designs, 

Practises, secret and suspicious Meetings of disaffected persons”. They also had 

the power to disarm and imprison Catholics and the “ill-affected”.’
749
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Nevertheless, in accordance with his operational instructions, within two 

weeks of meeting his officers Worsley had deployed his three new troops of 

horse militia. After his meeting with his commissioners at Preston, Worsley 

notified Thurloe on 12 November 1655, ‘You may see by my last, what progrese 

was then made; and since that time I have with the assistance of the lieutenant 

[Thomas Boardman] of this county-troope taken care, that all papists, and 

malignants, and evill-affected persons be disarmed; and that wee may not be in 

the least prevented, have taken care, that as much as possible it may be done      

in all parts of the county in one day.’
750

 After Lancashire, Worsley proceeded 

into Cheshire where, according to his report sent from Chester on 13 November 

1655, supported by the Cheshire troop’s Captain, Colonel Thomas Croxton, he 

replicated the actions he instigated in Lancashire. He reported, ‘Coll. Croxton 

and my selfe have agreed about the disarminge of delinquents, and papis, and 

disafected parsons. Wee have likewise picht upon a time to put in execution the 

ordinance for scandelouse ministers. I blese the lord I cannot but take nottis of 

the good hand of God leadinge and carriinge mee one hitherto in this great and 

good work of his.’
751

  

‘After completing these preliminary arrangements in Lancashire and then 

Cheshire, he hastened to the third portion of his little principality - Staffordshire - 

where likewise he summoned the Commissioners and other officials of the 

county, to whom he announced the same intentions as those he had before 

expressed, and from whom he received like promises of support.’ From 

Nantwich on 26 November 1655 Worsley reported to Thurloe, ‘Wee have 

already disarmed the disaffected persons in these three countyes, and indeed have 

done (if I may say soe) to the purpose.’ Following his meeting at Stafford on      

8 December 1655, Worsley declared, ‘Wee shall now fall of snapping some of 

our old blades, that will not let us be quiet.’ Indeed, as an ardent pursuer of 

delinquents like ‘Booth, Warbutton, Leister, and Werden’, he assuredly wrote 

that ‘There is so few in that ordinance for scandall, that they have much a doe 

both here and in other countrys to get a coram.’
752

 In his letter sent to Thurloe 
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from Cheshire on 14 December 1655, Worsley recounted that he and his 

commissioners ‘had divers off the gentlemen of the county before us; att which 

time wee proceeded to the extraordinary tax, and taxed as many as amounted to 

15 hundred pounds per ann. or thereabouts; and have sent for the rest to come   

in the next meetinge, with whom wee shall proceed accordingly.’ He also 

confirmed that he put his new mobile militia at the fore in executing measures 

against royalist activists and sympathisers of the late king, not least by disrupting 

gatherings - particularly sporting events - where royalist agitators were known to 

congregate.  

Despite reporting his satisfaction at apprehending ‘a couple of dangerous 

persons’ as well as Lancashire’s infamous papist royalist, Major Hugh    

Anderton, Worsley was frustrated that he and his helpers were constrained                         

by the instructions or ‘heads’ issued by Cromwell and his Council,                   

and complained to Thurloe that ‘Wee have apprehended a cople of             

dangerouse persons, and could doe many more, were it wee had a little more                                                                                                      

powere; but our instructions as to persons fit to be sent away lookes onely 

forward, except they were ingaged in the last designe, and thats hard to prove 

either; notwithstanding they be persons, that have beene and would be redy        

to lay hould on any opertunitie to disturbe our peace.’
753

 However, despite his 

reservation about this aspect of his instructions, in December 1655 Worsley still 

requested that ‘If his Highnese would let me for a little time have one company 

of the regiment into the castle of Liverpoole, till this be a little over, it would, we 

humbly conceive, be very convenient.’
754

 This confirms that despite Worsley’s 

concern over aspects of his instructions, it did not prevent him from continuing to 

disarm and apprehend so many delinquents in Lancashire - many being disposed 

papists - that he was beginning to fill the prisons and needed a convenient place 

to hold them and their confiscated arms. Cromwell evidently agreed to let 

Worsley occupy Liverpool Castle, for in January 1656, Gilbert Ireland, 

Lancashire’s troop captain, was in Liverpool to determine which detainees - 

recorded on a list of delinquents - should be released or remain in custody; it was 

a list, the details of which were notified to Thurloe by Gilbert Ireland and 
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William Linley, ‘The persons mentioned in the list, to wit, Carpenter, and 

Weaver, and Lynn, are already secured, and now under guard at Preston.’
755

 

Several of Worsley’s reports to Thurloe - as sent from Stafford on 20 November 

1655 - suggest that his endeavours against delinquents necessitated cooperating 

with other major-generals and operating across association boundaries. When, 

following on from the failed royalist uprising, Major Richard Creed sent divers 

captured prisoners to Chester - some coming from Major-General James Berry’s 

association - to be temporarily held in custody, Worsley sought clarification from 

Thurloe as to whether or not security might be taken from them to ensure they 

would deliver themselves up to Berry.
756

  

            Further evidence of cross-border cooperation is provided in Worsley’s 

dispatch sent from Preston on 1 February 1656, in which he reported to Thurloe 

that as part of the examination of Sir George Middleton and about fourteen or 

sixteen others involved in an alleged armed gathering, he had sent out orders to 

apprehend others and that, where necessary, he would notify the major-generals 

of other associations from where suspects originated.
757

 Worsley’s success in 

levying the new decimation tax enabled him to confidently report to Thurloe 

from Stafford on 8 December 1655, ‘I hope wee shall pay our county troope out 

of what we have done allredy, and provide you a considerable sum for other 

uses.’ However, on 21 December 1655, besides seeking direction and further 

powers from Thurloe to deal with Quakers who reportedly caused much trouble 

in parts of his association, a concerned Worsley also wrote ‘I desire you would 

order some way for the payment of the troopes, that wee free them of divers, that 

are unworthy.’ He again raised the subject of payments to his three troops of 
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horse militia in January 1656 when he announced to Thurloe, ‘I pray to take 

some course, that wee may pay the severall troopes, and get ridd of those that are 

unworthy. Wee have now moneys ready, wee onely want your orders.’
758

  

 No muster rolls or financial records for decimation taxes collected, nor 

payments to county troops of select horse militia, survive for the North Western 

Association. However, records exist for the two neighbouring associations of 

Major-Generals Charles Howard - as John Lambert’s deputy - and Edward 

Whalley, and as such reveal the administrative process underpinning the levying 

of the extraordinary or decimation tax and its disbursement to troops of horse 

militia like those operating under Worsley. Collected twice a year and remaining 

in force for eighteen months until 21 December 1656, the tax was administered 

by newly-appointed county treasurers or ‘Receivers of the Extraordinary Tax’; in 

many counties the new post was assigned to existing receivers of the assessment 

tax. One such county receiver was George Archer of Kendal, who was          

made responsible for accounting for the assessed decimation tax              

collected in Westmorland, and disbursements made to Sir Wilfred          

Lawson’s troop of horse militia - which was shared by Cumberland - as           

per Charles Howard’s instructions.
759

 Similarly, in Edward Whalley’s association, 

John Walden of Coventry was appointed to account for the assessed tax collected 

and monies disbursed to Colonel Joseph Hawksworth’s Warwickshire           

troop horse militia.
760

 Despite Worsley’s conviction that his counties’ troops of 

horse militia would be adequately funded through the tax, a realisation soon 
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emerged in other associations - first propounded by Goffe - that the decimation 

tax would raise insufficient funds to maintain the state’s newly-imposed system 

of local militias. ‘The determination left the burden on the shoulders of the 

Major-Generals unlightened.’ Indeed, ‘When January drew to an end they were 

expected to find six months’ pay for troops levied in the preceding June,          

and cast about in vain for the means of fulfilling their obligations.’
761

 Writing to 

Thurloe from Winchester on 2 February 1656, Goffe reported, ‘As for paying of 

the militia troopes in the way as it is now putt, it will be for his highnes service; 

for whereas I am appointed to pay 6 monthes pay, or as farr as it will goe, the 

truth is, the money raysed in this assosiation will not (after the necessary charges   

incident to the service shall be deducted) amount to above 3 months’               

pay; [...].’
762

 Although the approved annual expenditure of £1,189. 13s. 0d. set 

for Cumberland’s and Westmorland’s shared militia troop for the year beginning    

24 June 1655 was cut by £240, comprising savings achieved by reducing the 

troop’s strength by twenty soldiers and cuts to administration costs, it is doubtful        

that the revised approved annual expenditure of £949. 13s. 0d. set for the year         

beginning 24 June 1656, was adequately funded from tax receipts.
763

 Indeed, 

although the assessment lists forwarded to the Protector on 28 February 1656 for 

Cumberland and Westmorland by Charles Howard and his commissioners show 

combined assessed tax receipts of £955. 11s. 0d., their covering letter submitted 

for the two counties stressed, ‘Wee shall endeavour to improve it by further 

discoveries; but feare it will rather come short of what it is, by reason some   

have made address for abatement, wherefore this list will be subject to some 

alteration.’
764

 To eradicate such shortfalls in monies received from locally-levied 

decimation taxes and thereby reduce the pressure on major-generals, Cromwell 

and his Council finally agreed on 11 April 1656 to affect a diminution in the 

expenditure on local horse troop militias such as those of the North Western 

Association. As well as making the reduction in expenditure ‘universal’ by 

reducing troop establishments from one hundred to eighty, in order to avoid any 

future risk of bringing the major-generals ‘into personal conflict with their 

militias’, responsibility for the payment of militia troops was transferred from the 
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major-generals to the Army Committee of the Council, which hitherto had been 

employed in facilitating the financial needs of the regular army.
765

 Also, orders 

were to be prepared authorising major-generals to issue warrants for the payment 

of monies collected from the ‘Delinquent Tax’ to militia forces according to their 

establishments.
766

  

In accordance with the Council’s order of Friday, 11 April 1656, Worsley, 

like other major-generals, complied with its instruction to reduce by twenty 

soldiers the establishment of each troop of his horse militia to achieve a 

diminution in expenditure.
767

 He later informed Thurloe on 29 April 1656 that 

Captain John Griffith, a commissioner for Cheshire and Lieutenant of the 

county’s troop, ‘that doth yow spetiall good servis in that county’, was in London 

at the behest of the gentlemen of Cheshire to raise the issue of the soldiers’ 

arrears with the authorities.
768

 Subsequently, on 5 July 1656, Edward Whalley 

ordered John Walden to pay arrears of £80 owed to the twenty soldiers chosen to 

be disbanded from Colonel Joseph Hawksworth’s troop horse militia.
769

 An 

overall cost reduction of £13,057. 6s. 8d. was expected from the reduction in 

militia troop establishments across the major-generals’ divisions, with £777 to be 

contributed by Worsley’s Division or North Western Association, being a 

reduction from £4,235. 12s. 4d. to £3,458. 12s. 4d. in annual expenditure.
770

 

Because of the unexpected interval between Worsley’s death and Bridge’s 

appointment, the name of the major-general responsible for Cheshire, Lancashire 

and Staffordshire was left blank on the published finalised militia establishment 

effective from 24 June 1656.
771

   

If the association’s three troops of horse militia and garrisoned units of 

the standing army were the ‘tools’ of direct action, then Worsley’s and Bridge’s 

deputies, the commissioners for securing the peace of the Commonwealth were, 

as in Staffordshire Sutton argues, the ‘invisible men of Interregnum politics’, 

appointed by the Lord Protector to assist his major-generals during their ‘brief 
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rule between 1655 and 1656’.
772

 On this point, however, evidence confirms that 

as part of the North Western Association, Staffordshire was still under the 

control and influence of Bridge beyond 1656. Like ‘the county committees of the 

1640s, the major-generals’ - supported by their commissioners - ‘operated from 

an urban base after 1655.’
773

 During the 1640s and 1650s towns acquired new 

responsibilities and roles which ‘affected their relationships with the surrounding 

countryside’, not unlike a number of north western towns that not only gained 

strategic significance, but also developed into centres of military and civil 

activity; it was from these towns that new taxation policies and new moral       

and religious programmes spread outwards.
774

 It was in the provincial urban 

administrative centres of the association like Preston, Chester and Stafford that 

the ‘different aspects of the business of handling the defeated Royalists’ were 

dealt with: assessment, composition fines and decimation tax. All these ‘penalties 

on Royalist landlords were settled in the towns.’
775

   

The summary of ‘Orders and Instructions’ provided by Peter Bloomfield 

in his examination of the Kent commission from 1655 to 1657 and shown in 

Table 4.1, lists duties undertaken by commissioners which not only echo the 

work performed by men appointed to the three county commissions of the North 

Western Association, but also reflect the duties previously undertaken by various 

subcommittees of the defunct county committees.
776

 Bloomfield argues that ‘if 

the maintenance of law and order, and suppression of plots and riots, was the 

prime duty of the major-generals, and that enforcement of the decimation tax 

formed the main burden of business of the commission, then their next     

principal concern was to see that godliness and virtue prevailed.’
777

 He further 

argues that whatever the failings of the royalist groups, their activities and the 

rising of 1655 combined to maintain pressure upon the government and caused it 

to regard royalists with suspicion. In the unsettled atmosphere of the time it is not 

surprising, he argues, that the main concern of the government was security and 
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the preservation of peace. To secure the peace in Kent, Thomas Kelsey and his 

commissioners for securing the peace of the Commonwealth were, as was 

Worsley and his commissioners, provided with a nine-point plan. Bloomfield 

argues that the principal burden of work of the Commission is revealed by the 

title on the cover of its minute book, ‘Decimations’. It was the commissioners’ 

duty to assess, levy and enforce payment of the extraordinary tax.   

The nature of the various duties prescribed by Cromwell and his Council 

to be undertaken by major-generals like Charles Worsley and his ‘helpers’, the 

_________________________________________________________________     
 

 

Table   4.1   Summary of the Orders and Instructions issued to Major-General  

                     Thomas Kelsey and his Kent commissioners 

  

‘1.    to imprison or banish, and to sequester the estates of those involved   

                    in designs against the Protector; 

             2.    to imprison or banish any who “appeare by their words or actions to  

  adhere to the interest of the late King or of Charles Stuart his son”; 

3.  to levy a Decimation Tax;                                                      

4.  to transport those Royalists who did not possess a taxable estate and   

“who live loosely and without labour”; 

5.  to prevent Royalist families from employing sequestered or ejected  

  ministers and teachers; 

6.  to curtail the activities of such ministers and teachers; 

7.  to stop members of  “the late King’s Party” from holding arms; 

8.  to provide for the sequestration of those sent overseas who returned  

        without licence; 

9.  to empower the Commissioners to take oaths, send for persons;       

  papers and records, and to imprison anyone for contempt of their   

  orders.’
778

 

 

_________________________________________________________________ 

               

newly-appointed commissioners, can arguably be compared to duties formerly 

undertaken by county committees which, as Morrill argues, ‘can be divided into 

at least eight distinct areas: the first was control of the militia and the second 

responsibility for general security (duties arising from the Militia Ordinance     

and from the traditional concerns of the Lieutenancy). Four others were 

                                                 
778

 Bloomfield, ‘The Cromwellian Commission In Kent, 1655-57’, p. 12; CRO, DLT/B38, Civil  

       War Materials, 17
th

 Century, pp. 1-10, ‘Orders of his Highnes & the Councill for Securinge  

       the Peace of the Commonwealth’, 21 September 1655. 



 222 

concerned with the implementation of distinct finance ordinances (for 

Assessments, the Advance of Money, Sequestrations and the Excise). A     

further duty touched the auditing of local accounts. Finally, local committees                    

were responsible for ejecting scandalous ministers (royalists) and giving                               

succour to plundered ministers (those expelled from livings in royalist areas).’
779

 

‘Parliament itself appointed local commissioners for all these functions except 

accounts and the Excise, for which sub-committees were nominated by the 

relevant central committee. In practice, Parliament appears normally to have 

wanted to consolidate the membership of the various committees in each county 

in order to create a single, all-purpose county committee. And so it often turned 

out.’
780

 Although responsibility for the militia and general security passed to 

Worsley and then Bridge, the association’s commissioners - many of whom had 

served as committeemen - were tasked with continuing to undertake duties 

previously performed by the three counties’ committeemen.  

            Despite the absence of a definitive national list of named commissioners 

for securing the peace of the Commonwealth, it is still possible to identify many 

of the local men who were selected to serve as commissioners and thereby assist 

Worsley and Bridge. It is also possible to establish many of the official roles 

performed by commissioners (before and after their appointment) within the 

association’s three counties.
781

 Even allowing for the expulsion of royalists from 

positions of authority, and though much is made of the progress of the ‘middling 

sort’ in local society and government, each of the association’s new commissions 

included many men who had long been well established not only in county 

society, but also in the hierarchy of county and often national government. One 

achievement of this study has been to produce three tables which list, by county, 

those men who were appointed to serve as commissioners under Major-General 

Charles Worsley. Though not exhaustive, Tables 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4 confirm that 

regardless of social rank, the majority of the new county commissioners were 

drawn from the same close familiar groups of men who had always filled the 

variety of posts within local government. The Cheshire commission comprised 

many prominent personages from the highest ranks of Cheshire society such as  
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Table  4.2  Commissioners for securing the peace of the Commonwealth -  
                  Chester and Cheshire                 
   
Notes and references are shown  
in Appendix 4.1,  pp. 347-354                                                                        

        
   

1634 – 1654 
 

1655 – 1657 

 1. Thomas Croxton (Colonel) 
  

GN/GC/DL/CM/CC/JP/E GC/CP/JP/E      

 2. William Malbon 
  

         - 
 

CP                     

 3. John Delves (Captain) 
  

         - 
 

CP                     

 4. Thomas Hurwar (Captain) 
  

SC          
 

CP/E                  

 5. Thomas Malbon (Captain) 
  

SC 
 

CP/E                  

 6. Edward Malbon 
  

         - 
 

CP                     

 7. Thomas Mainwaring 
  

CM/JP/E CP/JP/E            

 8. John Leadbeater (Captain) 
  

         - 
 

CP/E                 

 9. Jonathan Bruen 
  

JP/E/CM 
 

CP/JP/E                 

 10. Thomas Howard (Colonel) 
  

         - 
 

CP                     

 11. Henry Birkenhead 
  

MP/JP/E 
 

CP/JP/E 

 12. John Griffith (Captain) 
  

         - 
 

CP 

 13. William Wright (Major) 
  

AL/CM 
 

CP/M 

 14. Richard Minshall 
  

AL/CM 
 

CP/M 

 15. William Crompton 
 

  AL/M 
 

CP 

 16. Richard Leicester 
  

AL/M/CM  
 

CP 

 17. John Bradshaw     *             
 

  MP 
 

CP 

 18. George Malbon (Major) 
 

           -                 
 

CP/E 

 19. Edward Hyde 
  

DL/JP/CM 
 

CP/JP 

 20. Thomas Stanley 
  

DL/JP/CM/CL 
 

CP/JP/E 

 21. Walley (Captain) 
  

         - 
 

CP 

 22. Henry Brooke (Colonel) 
  

MP/CL/JP/CM 
 

CP/JP 

 23. Anthony Booth (Captain) 
  

         - 
 

CP 

 24. Thomas Marbury 
  

CM/JP/CM MP/CP/JP 

 25. William Barrett 
  

CS        
 

CP/E 

 26. Hugh Whitney (Captain) 
  

         - 
 

CP 

          
Key: 
CL:    Commissioner for levying a  
         Monthly Assessment 
AL :   Alderman of Chester   
GN:   Governor of Nantwich                                                                          

       GC:   Governor of Chester 

     CM:   Commissioner for settling the Militia 

     CC:   County Committeeman 

     SC:   Sequestration committeeman  
     JP:    Justice of the Peace 

      CP:   Commissioner for securing the peace of the Commonwealth  
DL:    Deputy Lieutenant  
M  :   Mayor of Chester 

   MP:   Member of Parliament 
     CS:   Commissioner for sequestrations 

      E:  :   Commissioner for ejecting Scandalous, Ignorant and insufficient Ministers and Schoolmasters 

        *  John Bradshaw (Serjeant at Law) served as Lord President of the king’s judges, Chair of the Council until   
   1651 and Chief Justice of Chester. Although appointed  to act as commissioners, Robert  Duckenfield, Sir  

    William Brereton and Sir George Booth Bart.  ‘did not Act at all’.
782

           
______________________________________________________________________________ 
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John Bradshaw - Lord President of the king’s Judges, Chair of the Council until 

1651 and Chief Justice - Jonathan Bruen, Edward Hyde, Thomas Marbury and 

Thomas Stanley. Under the previous royalist regime most of its appointees were 

indicted for high treason, their names remaining on record; it was Worsley who 

requested that Thurloe order the removal of their names from the file.
783

   

            That the civil wars brought about a change in the circumstances of 

royalists is borne out not only by the transfer of power from the old local county 

royalist elites, but also by the imposition of restrictions such as monitored 

management of travel. Nevertheless, it did not prevent political adversaries from 

within the same social sphere maintaining pre-civil war relationships and 

friendships. Serving as a Cheshire commissioner and JP did not prevent Thomas 

Mainwaring of Over Peover and his wife from socialising with Major-General 

Worsley while at the same time regularly dining with neighbouring royalist 

sympathisers and members of the county’s social elite, particularly Lord and 

Lady Cholmondeley, Sir Thomas and Lady Wilbraham of Woodhey and          

Sir Peter and Lady Leycester of Nether Tabley. On 18 December 1655, 

Staffordshire commissioner, Colonel Thomas Crompton, wrote to his royalist 

friend - and fellow pre-civil war ‘neuter’ - Sir Richard Leveson to apologise and 

inform him that under new orders and instructions received from his ‘Highness 

and Councell’ he was required to give security to the authorities for himself and 

his ‘meaniall servants’. Crompton not only proposed that with the ‘weather 

beeinge very difficult and tedious for you to stir from your home, my respect I 

owe you, Commands mee to wayte on you either att your own house orr your 

Tenants house in Trentham’, but also assured Leveson ‘you may be confident I 

will use you with what Civillitie my Commission, and Instructions will gjve    

me leve’.
784

 Similarly, in his letter of December 6, 1655, fellow Staffordshire 

commissioner Robert Smith thanked Sir Hervey Bagot for ‘Acting for the 

present Authority’ and expressed his willingness to help his royalist neighbour - 

who was seeking to escape the decimation tax, and whose character was later 

                                                 
783
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Table  4.3  Commissioners for securing the peace of the Commonwealth  
                     Lancashire 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

      Notes and references are 
shown in Appendix  4.2, 

  
1634 -1654 

 
1655 -1657 

 pp. 355-357 
      

      27. Ralph Worsley  
 

MC   CP/E 

 28. Lawrence Rawstone   CM 
 

CP 

 29. John Foxe (Major)    JP/E CP/JP/E 

 30. Richard Haworth 
 

CC/CM/JP/E CP/JP/E 

 31. Randle Sharples 
  

RS/JP/E 
 

CP/JP/E 

 32. William West (Major) 
 

MP/JP/E 
 

CP/JP/E 

 33. John Sawrey 
 

MP/JP/E 
 

CP/JP/E 

 34. John Case (Captain) 
 

SA CP/E 

  35.   Adam Sands (Captain)                                
 

SA                                 
 

CP/E 

 
  

        
   

             
         

        
     

     
      
      
      
        

     
       
      
      Key: 

 
   

      
E   :  Commissioner for ejecting 
        Scandalous, Ignorant and 

             insufficient Ministers and  
        Schoolmasters            

    SA:  Sequestration Agent  
      JP:   Justice of the Peace 

      CM: Commissioner for settling the  
        Militia 

    CC : County Committee member  
    MP:  Member of Parliament               

     CP:  Commissioner for securing the peace of the Commonwealth 
  MC: Member of the sub-committee of  

        accounts for Lancashire 
    RS:  Receiver of Sequestration monies 

   

     

      

                                                                                                                
     Under the Ordinance of August 28, 1654 for ejecting Scandalous, Ignorant and insufficient 

Ministers and Schoolmasters, Charles Worsley was named a Commissioner for Lancashire 

and his successor Tobias Bridge, a Commissioner for Cheshire and Staffordshire.
785

             

                                                 
785

 A&O, II, p. 972; TSP, IV, p. 733; NA 25/77, pp. 320-321. ‘appr. 13. Sep.’ 1656. 
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  Table  4.4  Commissioners for securing the peace of the Commonwealth -  
                  Staffordshire and Lichfield 
 

          Notes and references are shown 
  

1634 – 1654 
 

1655 – 1657 

    in Appendix  4.3, pp. 358-362 
         

          36.  Mathew Worswick 
 

CDR 
 

CP/JP/M/E 

    37. Zachary Babington 
 

C/JP/E 
 

CP/JP/E 

     38.   Thomas Worswick (Lieutenant.)        - 
 

CP 

    39. George Bellot (Captain) 
 

MP/NA/A/C/JP/E 
 

CP/JP/E 

     40.   Peter Backhouse (Captain) 
 

G 
 

CP 

    41.   Thomas Crompton (Colonel) 
 

MP/CL/A/C/CS/CM/JP CP/MP/JP 

    42. Henry Stone (Colonel) 
 

G/A/C/CS/CM/JP/E CP/JP/E 

    43. Robert Smith (Captain/Major) 
 

G 
 

CP 

    44. John Symcox 
 

A/CS/T 
 

CP 

    45. Edward  Brett 
 

C/CA/JP 
 

CP/JP 

    46. Daniel Watson (Captain) 
 

A/C/CS/RS/JP CP/JP/E 

    47. Edward Mainwaring 
 

A/C/CS/CM/SH/JP CP/JP 

    48. George Bowes (Captain) 
 

A/C/CM/JP 
 

CP/JP/E 

    49. John Chetwode 
 

MP/NA/A/C/CM/ST/JP/E CP/JP/E 

    50. Thomas Pudsey (Captain) 
 

A/CS 
 

CP 

    51. Thomas Adshead (Lieut. Colonel) 
 

A/C/CA/JP/E CP/C/JP/E 

    52. William Gent         
 

        - 
 

CP/E 

    53. Thomas Malkin 
 

        - 
 

CP 

    54. Thomas Minors   
 

MP/SH/B/A/C/JP 
 

CP/MP/B/JP 

    55. Thomas Whitgreave (Captain) MP/A/C/T/JP/E CP/MP/JP/E 

    56. Sir John Wirley, Bart. 
 

A/C/JP 
 

CP/JP/E 

    57. John Young (Captain) 
 

G/A/C/CM/JP CP/JP/E 

     
 

         Key: 

         CM: Commissioner for settling the Militia 
  

  
    JP:  Justice of the Peace 

        CS : Commissioner for sequestrations 

M  :  Mayor 

SH:  Sheriff 

B  :   Bailiff 

CL:  Commissioner for levying a Monthly Assessment 

CP:  Commissioner for securing the peace of the Commonwealth 
     MP:  Member of Parliament 

        CA:  Commissioner for taking the Accounts of the Kingdom 
     G  :  Governor of a Parliamentary garrison 

      A  :   Assessment Commissioner 
       T  :   Religious Trimmer 

C  :   Commissioner for charitable uses 
       ST :  Member and treasurer of Staffordshire's Parliamentary Committee 

    NA:   Member of the Nominated Assembly 

RS:   Recorder and steward 

CDR: Conductor of Parliamentary troops 
      

 

   E:      Commissioner for ejecting of Scandalous, Ignorant and insufficient Ministers and Schoolmasters 

 

   _______________________________________________________________ 
 

applauded in an unsigned petition sent to Cromwell on 8 December 1655 - by ass-  
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-uring him ‘I shall bee very ready really to serve you in what lawfully I may, and 

at all tymes remayne your assured freinde and servant.’
786

     

            The table of commissioners appointed by the Council of State to serve 

Chester and Cheshire includes a number of ‘gentlemen of substantial, if 

somewhat lesser status, such as Henry Birkenhead, Henry Brooke, William 

Crompton, and Thomas Croxton’, governor of Chester and captain of the county’s 

new select horse militia.
787

 The ‘county’s commissioners included around ten 

serving regular army officers such as Colonel Henry Brooke, Captain Thomas 

Malbon and Colonel Thomas Howard’, Charles Worsley’s second-in-command of 

regular forces. Many of the officers appointed to act as the association’s 

commissioners had previously been commissioned by the Council of State           

to serve as officers in the counties’ militia forces during the 1650s.
788

 Among 

those previously commissioned for Lancashire were William West as major of 

foot and Adam Sands as captain of foot, both commissioned on 16 August 1650; 

for Staffordshire, Thomas Crompton as colonel of horse and Thomas           

Adshead as lieutenant-colonel of foot, both commissioned on 14 May 1650; and 

for Cheshire, Henry Brooke as colonel of foot and John Griffith as cornet of 

horse, both commissioned on 22 August 1650.
789

 Although Sir William Brereton, 

Sir George Booth and Robert Duckenfield were listed as ‘Commissioners joyned 

with Major-General Worsley for the County of Chester’ on the nine-point orders 

issued by Cromwell and the Council, it is recorded that they ‘did not Act at all.’
790

               

             Though not exhaustive - due to the absence of a definitive national list 

of named commissioners for securing the peace of the Commonwealth - the 

three tables compiled for Chester and Cheshire, Lancashire and Staffordshire 

and Lichfield list those men known to have acted when appointed 

commissioners for securing the peace of the Commonwealth in 1655. The tables 

show that the majority of the 57 newly-appointed active commissioners were 

                                                 
786
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men who had held official positions within the three counties during the 

previous twenty years. Indeed, in the years leading up to 1654 many had held 

more than one official appointment within local government, with some, like 

Thomas Stanley of Cheshire, Richard Haworth of Lancashire and John 

Chetwode of Staffordshire, holding at least three different official appointments 

within county government while at the same time sitting as JPs. All those who 

had previously sat as JPs prior to 1655 continued to do so after they were 

appointed to the post of commissioner. Also, West and Chetwode, like a number 

of other commissioners, had served as MPs while acting in their official 

capacities in the years leading up to 1654. The tables show that only 13 new 

commissioners had not previously held official posts within the three counties 

prior to 1655, and that of these, 9 were army officers. Indeed, Cheshire’s two 

active sequestrators prior to 1654, Thomas Hurwar and Thomas Malbon, were 

both army captains.             

            Like Cheshire, Staffordshire’s commission possessed a distinctly ‘military 

and godly flavour’ and a reasonable representation of the mix between the 

county’s greater gentry families as exemplified by men like John Chetwode and 

Sir John Wryley and ‘gentlemen of substantial, if somewhat lesser status’ like 

Thomas Adshead.
791

 For his part, Charles Worsley sometimes sat as a JP, and 

prior to his promotion to major-general had served as Clerk of the Peace for 

Lancashire and MP for Manchester.
792

     

           As with Cheshire and Lancashire, the Staffordshire commission was well 

represented by former civil war and militia officers. Also, like the other two 

commissions, by the time of their selection the majority of its commissioners had 

held official positions within the county. Men like Thomas Minors, who served as 

Lichfield city sheriff in 1642-3, and as junior bailiff in 1648-9, were usually 

appointed to a variety of roles. Although many attended several parliaments, only 

Thomas Minors, Daniel Watson and Sir Thomas Whitgreave served as MPs in 

parliaments up to and including Richard Cromwell’s. While Minors and Watson 

went on to attend the Convention Parliament, only Edward Mainwaring attended 

                                                 
791
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the Cavalier Parliament.
793

 

   From the tone of Worsley’s report sent from Stafford on 20 November 

1655 - in which he remarks not only upon the readiness and willingness of his 

Cheshire commissioners, but also on the progress made with his Staffordshire 

commissioners - it is clear that he believed he and his commissioners shared a 

common determination to enforce the government’s prescribed aims.
794

 However, 

Worsley’s early reports indicate that although commissioners were ready and 

eager to undertake their duties, by 30 November 1655 they were still waiting to 

receive some of the government’s orders and instructions.
795

 Having received no 

specific orders relating to what he termed ‘the city and county’ of Lichfield, 

Worsley raised concerns over its governance citing that he and his county 

commissioners considered that they ‘have no authority to act there’, and causing 

him to request Thurloe to have Henry Scobell, the Clerk to the Council, send him 

orders which - since hardly ‘a corum of honest men’ could be found in the city - 

should allow his county commissioners to also act for the city.
796

 The report also 

confirms Worsley’s willingness to voice concern over what he considered to be 

state interference in aspects of local government, not least when the government 

published lists of candidates for the posts of county high sheriffs. In response to a 

unanimous request from his Staffordshire commissioners, he sought that Colonel 

John Bowyer ‘may not be prickt for sherife’ of the county until Thurloe had 

spoken to Colonel Thomas Crompton; likewise, he promoted the capabilities of 

Colonel John Starkie for the Lancashire appointment.
797

 As well as repeating his 

nomination of John Starkie to Thurloe, Worsley also put forward Raphe Ashton 

of Middleton as a likely candidate for the post of high sheriff of Lancashire. 

Because he believed the government’s candidate for Cheshire, Philip Egerton, 

was too involved with enemies of the state, Worsley, as an alternative, put 

forward John Leigh of Booths for the shrievalty to Thurloe.
798

 

Despite his reservations about Egerton, Worsley accepted the 

government’s candidature of him for the post for Cheshire. However, as late as 
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April 1656 - during Egerton’s tenure in office - Worsley raised further 

suspicions with Thurloe regarding his integrity and true loyalty. As for 

Staffordshire, Worsley and his commissioners considered the state’s listed 

candidates unqualified to undertake the role of high sheriff suggesting as 

alternatives John Shelton Esq. of West Bromwich and the more favoured John 

Whitehall Esq. of Whitehall.
799

  

Not only were the new commissioners dismissed as ‘inept and 

unscrupulous non-entities’ by both hostile contemporaries and later 

commentators, but also the lack of meaningful evidence has meant that most 

modern historians of the Protectorate have generally avoided commenting in 

detail on the identity and character of commissioners.
800

 Indeed, not until 

Sutton’s exhaustive examination of Staffordshire’s commissioners was any 

meaningful evidence presented that sheds light on commissioners’ identities and 

family backgrounds; military service and local government experiences; social 

and professional status; and parliamentary careers.  

Contrary to the first edition of his book on the British Republic in which 

he characterises Cromwell’s commissioners as ‘usurpers within the social as 

well as political, and often religious order’, Hutton, in the second edition 

concedes that Sutton ‘establishes beyond doubt’ that Staffordshire’s 

commissioners were very similar to other senior local officials during the 

Interregnum.
801

 He further accepts that rather than coming from significantly 

lower social levels, they were instead drawn from the usual mixture of lesser 

gentry and members of the ‘prosperous middling sort’ like Daniel Watson, 

Thomas Worswick and Zachary Babington - who by now were already well 

established within society - along with a few survivors from the traditional 

elite.
802

 Of Staffordshire’s twenty-two commissioners only six - some of whom 

were of ancient lineage - were socially pre-eminent prior to 1642: Sir John 

Wirley had been knighted at Whitehall in June 1641 by the late king; George 

Bowes and John Chetwode, both came from the well-established county gentry; 

Thomas Crompton and John Young - who was by far the wealthiest of all the 

                                                 
799
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commissioners - were sons of esquires, while (Mainwaring) was the sole 

representative of the greater gentry. Seven deputies hailed from Staffordshire’s 

middling gentry; four from its lesser gentry; six from its merchant gentry - of 

which Sutton remarks five “reeked of the counting house” - and three from its 

professional gentry. The remaining two, (Backhouse and Malkin) could be 

described as “commoners” of yeoman stock.
803

   

  Apart from providing an insight into the social standing of the twenty-

two commissioners - who were drawn from all of the shire’s seven geographical 

subdivisions - Sutton’s examination also serves to highlight the nucleus of 

prominent local worthies who had successively taken positions in local 

administration and sat as JPs.
804

 However, Hutton still argues that Sutton ‘misses 

the point’: that to most people of the time, the fact that unlike university-

educated commissioners like George Bellot and George Bowes, less than a third 

of the commissioners had undergone any form of higher education or achieved 

any social prominence before the civil wars, they therefore would have 

represented a usurpation of accustomed authority of considerable significance.
805

 

           The detailed orders and instructions to which the association’s 

commissioners were expected to comply confirm that the range of duties and 

responsibilities assigned to the major-general’s ‘agents’, such as the men 

appointed to officiate in Staffordshire who Worsley described as ‘men in whom 

I am perswaded his highnese may very much confide’, were truly daunting.
806

 

Worsley was an uncompromising zealot who declared he was ‘resolved now to 

strike while the iron is hott, and give myself no rest’; it was during his frenetic 

and hard-line administration that he proved to be an exacting taskmaster, 

expecting his subordinates in regard to their collective mission ‘not to be 

wanting in that, but to make it our study night and day’. As with his other 
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commissioners, Staffordshire commissioners were soon ‘presinge’ Worsley that 

they should be individually sent full particulars about ‘every one’ of their 

expected duties. In the wake of restless and irreconcilable royalist malice that 

manifested itself in Penruddock’s failed revolt, the prime function of the 

association’s commissioners was to police royalist delinquents in their 

respective counties.
807

 Staffordshire’s commissioners were required not only to 

disarm all dangerous and suspicious persons, but also to keep them under the 

strictest surveillance, measures that replicated actions previously undertaken by 

Lancashire’s and Cheshire’s commissioners of the peace when they directed 

Lancashire’s troop of horse to arrest and disarm the delinquent Sir George 

Middleton and Somerfield Oldfield along with their followers at Preston.
808

          

            Similar to their counterparts in Worsley’s other two counties 

Staffordshire’s commissioners spearheaded a reformation of manners through    

a concerted attack on ‘Drunkenness, Sabbath breaking, Swearing, and 

Unwarrantable Meetings, Plays, and Mirths, and Jollities’.
809

 These ambitious 

goals were to be achieved under the direction of Worsley, who authorised that, 

in line with the declaration issued by Protector and Council, his commissioners 

compile a full, exact and impartial return of all persons who had been in arms for 

the late king or his son, Charles Stuart, or were disaffected to the present 

government; all delinquents, and scandalous, ignorant preachers and 

schoolmasters; all idle and vagabond fellows; all frequenters of tipling houses; 

and finally all those that attended horse races, cock-fights, bear-baiting, stage 

plays, interludes and all other unlawful assemblies throughout his area of 

jurisdiction.
810

 However, the extent of the tasks facing commissioners was 

brought into sharp focus when, in January 1656, Worsley warned Thurloe that 

unless ‘more commissioners bee nominated’ it would jeopardise his 

association’s compliance with the ordinance for ejecting Scandalous, Ignorant 

and insufficient Ministers and Schoolmasters. It was a problem later echoed in 
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Robert Lilburne’s letter of March 1656 to the Protector.
811

 Besides entreating 

with Thurloe on behalf of his commissioners ‘that more may bee added to them 

nominated in the ordinance’, Worsley also reported of ‘a very greate wante of 

justices of the peace in these countys, both by reason of those that refuse to act, 

as alsoe of the smallnesse of the number’; he resolved to send Thurloe a ‘list of 

such as are conceived fitt for that imployment shortly’.
812

 Worsley had 

previously raised the problems caused by the lack of ‘good justices’ in a 

dispatch sent to Thurloe from Lancashire on December 3, 1655, in which he also 

contrasted his initial favourable view of his commissioners’ eagerness and 

performance with a poor opinion of the calibre of some of his counties’ 

constables.
813

 He derided certain Lancashire constables when he reported that 

market day, being held either on a Saturday or Monday, occasioned the ‘Lord’s 

day to be much violated about constables that are swerers, and drunken idle 

persons themselves, and of the meanest sort of men, which is much occasioned 

by the want of good justices’.
814

            

            Diverse honest constables were reported ‘here and there’ by Worsley, 

but, because they did not know how far they could proceed in ‘punishing sin’, 

were ‘doubtfull of what poure’ they had.
815

 Highlighting the need for honest and 

sufficient men to be put in the place of certain constables - ‘for truly the want of 

that is a great evell to this nation’ - Worsley suggested some course should be 

taken to put such men in place.
816

 In a letter to the Protector, James Berry 

endorsed Worsley’s view regarding the calibre of some local officials, admitting 

it was difficult to find honest men to serve as officials in Merioneth, Anglesey 

and Caernarfon, recounting that ‘most of them, even the justices and monethly 

assessors, came before us as delinquents; and there is little hopes of haveing       

it better at present’.
817

 Like Worsley and Berry, Charles Howard had also  

bemoaned  the  dearth  of  suitable  local  candidates,  especially for  more  
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senior official appointments like that of sheriffs, informing Thurloe in October 

1655 that ‘in regard fitt menn are soe thinn in these parts’.
818

 The enforcement of 

much of the government policy for which both Worsley and Bridge were 

responsible was only achieved through the actions of lesser local officials, who 

were deliberately charged to assist in the control and administration of the  

numerous parishes that made up the Hundreds of the association’s three 

counties, under orders and directives issued in the name of the Lord Protector, 

by commissioners and JPs.
819

 Although the association was created under the 

auspices of a military governorship, local civil officers and authorities, such as 

churchwardens, constables and JPs, continued to function under predetermined 

and clearly-defined lines of authority, as confirmed by the barrister and legal 

writer William Sheppard. In his book of 1641, which was subsequently revised 

in 1652 and 1657, Sheppard examines and lays out the essential qualities 

expected of county officers such as constables, churchwardens and treasurers; 

their duties and legal obligations; the consequences of misappropriating funds 

and failing to fulfil instructions; and their required relationships with JPs and the 

local populace.
820

    

            The only noteworthy shift of power produced by the civil wars was from 

the nobility and greater gentry to the middling and lower gentry, as witnessed by 

Worsley’s replacement of several county officials with “very obscure men”. 

This is a view addressed by Everitt, Sutton, Morrill and Blackwood in their 

examinations of the retreat of county elites and greater gentry from                

local governance and the bench.
821

 After examining changes to the county 

committee’s membership following the Kentish Rebellion of 1648, Everitt 

argueses that ‘The abdication or ejection of the greater gentry from the seats of 

local government was now virtually complete’.
822

 Of the transfers of power to  
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  Map 4.1  Residences of Cromwell’s Staffordshire Commissioners.
823

 

                           (Reproduced from Sutton’s ‘Cromwell’s commissioners’) 

______________________________________________________________________ 

to lesser parochial gentry - which itself was in a constant state of flux and 

interrelated to the greater gentry - who now sat on the County Committee, he 

argues that “it is tempting to attribute this change in Committee membership to a 

simple class cleavage in the county; but closer analysis shows that such a theory 

is untenable.”
824

 Such developments were not peculiar to Kent and confirm that 

in the counties of Worsley’s association, “The local power of the gentry had not 
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been diminished but rather increased by the Great Rebellion.”
825

 Sutton’s 

detailed examination of Cromwell’s Staffordshire commissioners does not 

substantiate Hutton’s claim ‘that the Cromwellian commissioners were social 

and religious as well as political “usurpers”. Socially speaking, the Staffordshire 

deputies were largely drawn from the gentry class.
 
While only one representative 

of the greater gentry (Mainwaring) was to be found among them, another four - 

and possibly two more - hailed from the ranks of the middling gentry. Of the 

remainder, it is possible to classify four as members of the lesser gentry, six as 

merchant gentry and three as professional gentry. This leaves just two 

(Backhouse and Malkin) who could be described as “commoners” and, [...], 

even they fall into the category of borderline gentry.’
826

 Sutton further argues 

‘All this suggests - if the Staffordshire experience was typical - that the men 

spearheading the Major-Generals’ campaign in the localities were not such an 

“aberration” from the officeholders who had immediately preceded them. 

Indeed, they were often the same people.’
827

 This argument is supported by the 

information contained within the Tables 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4, which have been 

compiled for the three counties that formed Worsley’s North Western 

Association. Aylmer, in questioning the premise behind the shift of power away 

from the aristocracy and greater gentry towards what Clarendon termed the 

“middling sort”, criticised the validity of Gardiner’s and Firth’s examination of 

the subject. In his criticism, he argued that ‘The most serious limitation in the 

approach of [...] Gardiner and Firth, may not have been their alleged lack of 

interest in economics, still less any unawareness of class as a force in history, 

but their relative neglect of the court-country tensions in early modern society, 

and of the importance - to contemporaries - of rank, style and status.’ Fletcher 

acknowledges that Aylmer ‘has properly emphasised how momentous the 

changes in the local power structure that occurred during the 1640s and 50s must 

have appeared to contemporaries who were obsessed with rank, style and 

status.’
828

 Aylmer goes on to ask ‘If we are dealing with a revolution, a partial, 

uncompleted and ultimately unsuccessful one, when did its defeat become 
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unavoidable?’
829

 However, there is no indication within any of Worsley’s 

correspondence to Thurloe that he was ever concerned about the background or 

social rank of his government-appointed commissioners, rather he was more 

concerned about their willingness and loyalty; hence his favourable comments 

after having met with all his commissioners.
830

 Indeed, his favourable view of 

his commissioners’ eagerness and performance was in stark contrast to his 

expressed poor opinion of the calibre of some of his counties’ constables.
831

 

            Morrill’s examination of the pre-civil war Cheshire bench and 

commission of the peace highlights that all JPs came from a ‘compact group of 

the gentry’ interrelated by marriage and dominated by families that had served 

the crown as sheriffs, JPs or deputy lieutenants for generations. New families 

were assimilated and absorbed by marriage and social contact into this 

expanding distinct network at about the same rate as the size of the commission, 

and since there was a constant trickle of men in and out of the commission, a fair 

majority of this group of families served during each generation. It was, Morrill 

argues, a ‘situation transformed by the Civil War.’
832

 ‘The most striking feature 

of local politics between 1649 and 1653 was the narrowing of circles of power, 

as the retreat of the traditional ruling families from both administrative and 

political activity reached its climax.’
833

 Morrill writes ‘In all, thirty men were in 

some fashion active as Justices between 1645 and 1659, but only nine belonged 

to families represented on the Bench between 1603 and 1642.’ Many of the 

county’s elite had been excluded, including Lord Cholmondeley, earl Rivers and 

Sir Edward Fytton for delinquency; Sir Thomas Wilbraham, Roger Wilbraham 

and John Arderne for openly opposing the king’s execution; and like Sir Henry 

Delves, the young George Booth and John Crewe, for refusing to serve, even 

though appointed to the bench.
834

 Having decried the calibre of some of his 

constables, on 3 December 1655 Worsley declared to Thurloe that a lack of good 

JPs caused problems and that there was a ‘want of good justices’.
835

 ‘Several of 

Brereton’s officers rose from minor gentry birth to the Bench via the Army.  
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Gilbert Gerard and George Manley, for example, both served as head constables 

- a role far below the calling of a Justice - before the Civil War, while Manley 

and William Tuchett were both styled yeomen during their fathers’ lifetimes. 

Other men of similar birth John Wettenhall and Thomas Tanat (both ex head 

constables), had risen from minor civilian offices during the war as rewards      

for their proven efficiency. But these men were the exception.’
836

 By the time 

Worsley arrived in his association, the bench, and his commissions for securing 

the peace of the Commonwealth, as in Cheshire, were already dominated by 

representatives of well-established families with middling or lesser estates and 

less creditable genealogies like Thomas Croxton, Robert Duckenfield and Henry 

Brooke, who were not part of what Morrill calls ‘the close web of connection 

and marriage which had given the pre-war Bench its compactness and unity.’
837

    

            ‘The linchpins of seventeenth-century local government were, of course, 

the county justices of the peace.’
838

 Their importance during the Interregnum is 

recognised in Cromwell’s commissions of the peace for the ‘Countie Palatine of 

Lancaster’ issued on December 13, 1655 and August 29, 1656, to confirm the 

appointments and duties of selected JPs. For the most part, however, the 

commissions merely served to reaffirm the names of already-active JPs who, 

like Gilbert Ireland and Peter Brooke, had been selected from the           

prevailing group of those politically acceptable Lancashire notables who                     

already occupied senior positions in local government.
839

 It is no coincidence 

that already-established senior local officials and JPs like Thomas Mainwaring 

of Cheshire, Edmund Hopwood of Lancashire and Henry Stone of Staffordshire 

were selected to serve as both commissioners and JPs. Blackwood argues that 

‘Lancashire was not the only county whose Bench deteriorated socially during 

the Interregnum [...] In Cheshire power passes from the leading county families 

to the middling and parochial gentry.’
840

 His analysis of ‘the social composition 

of the acting Lancashire magistracy, 1646 and 1659’ shows that by 1655 - the 

year of the association’s imposition - there were 20 active magistrates of which 
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9 were from the greater gentry, 8 from the lesser gentry, and 3 he termed 

‘plebeians’. He records that by 1659 - the year of Booth’s ‘uprising’ - active 

Lancashire magistrates had declined to 12 of which only 5 were from the   

greater gentry, 6 from the lesser gentry, and only 1 a ‘plebeian’.
841

 Blackwood 

concludes that before 1642 the greater gentry had a monopoly of the magistracy, 

a near-monopoly during the late 1640s, and a dwindling majority throughout the 

1650s when, despite only 45 per cent of the magistracy having served in the 

previous decade, it culminated in lesser gentry and plebeians accounting for 58 

per cent of its active membership in 1659.
842

 ‘Those who gained most from the 

social changes of the Interregnum were the lesser gentry. On the other hand 

contemporaries might have attached even more social significance to the 

unprecedented appointment of four plebeians to the commanding heights of 

local government.’
843

         

            Despite the reformed membership and character of his region’s 

magistracy, Worsley - like a number of other major-generals - within weeks of 

arriving in his association felt compelled to complain to central government 

about the ‘a very greate wante of justices of the peace’.
844

 And yet, despite 

Worsley’s complaint and contrary to Berry’s own letter sent to the Protector 

from Wrexham on 21 December 1655, in which he decried the calibre of some 

JPs and local officials in Merioneth, Anglesey and Caernarfon, in a subsequent 

report sent to Thurloe from Monmouth in February 1656, Berry wrote 

favourably of that county’s JPs.
845

 Although unsettled by the calibre and conduct 

of some constables - not least in Cheshire - which led him to direct JPs to rectify 

the custom of appointing constables by house-row, Worsley reported that there 

were ‘divers counstables here and there, that are honest, who are doubtfull of 

what poure they have, and how farr they may proceed of themselves in 

punishing sin’.
846

 Additionally, Worsley claimed that the work of such honest 
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constables in punishing sin often lacked encouragement from JPs, adding to his 

report, ‘The law is very darke in that, soe divers have suffred upon that account, 

and they find it hard to find justises, that will encourage them in that worke.’
847

 

Fletcher argues that ‘Much time and effort were put by zealous JPs                  

into enforcing constables’ accountability.’
848

 Morrill argues that ‘Certainly until 

the Civil War head constables [title used in Cheshire] were treated with scant 

respect by the Justices, subject to the same peremptory tone as the petty 

constables. A gentleman of any substance was assured of nothing harsher than a 

polite reminder of his duties if he erred.’
849

  

            Morrill also argues, ‘But after the Civil War, they were treated quite 

distinctly from the petty constables. They were no longer subject to threats of 

imprisonment or fines, and were given fresh duties and greater freedom of action 

in dealing with their old tasks. They were involved, for example, in the difficult 

task of surveying bridges and estimating the likely cost.’
850

 Indeed, Morrill 

asserts, ‘Furthermore, after 1651 they became paid officials, successfully 

arguing that, having taken over responsibility for the allocation and collection of 

the monthly assessment within their own divisions, they should receive the 

remuneration laid down by Parliament. In the same year they acquired the right 

to nominate their own successors. Before the war they [Cheshire head 

constables] were kept in office at the Justices’ pleasure and replaced at the 

hundredal meeting by the local Justices nominee. After 1651 a head constable 

was allowed to remain or retire at will; when he retired he was expected to draw 

up a short list (usually of three) of those capable and willing to take office, one 

of whom was then chosen at Quarter Sessions.’
851

  

            Quintrell confirms that ‘There was no statutorily fixed term of service for 

high constable, and the counties each made their own decisions about its 

duration. In some it remained open ended until the 1640s at least, but            

there was a general tendency to define its length. [...] In Lancashire, however, 
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the high constables were from their first appearance in the county records           

in 1600 appointed for a one year term only.’
852

 In some counties terms could 

turn out to be open-ended as in Cheshire where, ‘After 1646 the system changed; 

all head constables were henceforth appointed annually at Michaelmas quarter 

sessions.’
853

 Craven also argues that ‘In some counties, the local bench issued 

directives to regulate the appointment and service of high constables; the 

Staffordshire bench limited their term of high constables’ service to one year in 

1648’. The 1640s also saw the development of outgoing high constables drawing 

up their own short-lists of replacements - usually three in number - one of whom 

would be nominated at the Sheriff’s Table during Assizes week to serve the 

following year.
854

 When the high constables of the Hundred of Leyland failed to 

return a list of ‘sufficient names’ to Lancashire’s Sheriff’s Table for the election 

of the following year’s new high constables, it led the Table on April 6, 1658 to 

order them to present a list of able persons at the next Sessions.
855

 ‘The high 

constables tended to be men of some substance belonging to that social group 

which in Lancashire was accorded, and accorded itself, the style of yeoman or 

gentlemen as occasion served, sometimes continuing the practice within a single 

family over two or three generations.’
856

            

           In the 1650s, as in previous decades, scattered JPs, like those within 

Lancashire, came together during Assizes week to demonstrate not only a 

collective presence and authority of county magistracy, but also to prepare and 

agree future business for upcoming quarter sessions, and develop collective 

solutions to problems affecting the whole county rather than to just individual 

Hundreds and parishes. Besides being a forum at which circuit judges 

communicated government policy, the Table provided judicial supervision over 

aspects affecting county administration - often involving financial support for 

the county at large - where collective responsibility and agreement was required. 

Influenced by Assize Judges and acting on the advice of the Grand Jury and 

other notables, the Table operated as a ‘unique Quarter Sessions Bench’, 
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ordering and overseeing the performance of legal solutions throughout the 

county; oversight of the selection of high constables was another element of the                                                                                                     

Table’s business.
857

 Selected nominees were required to swear an oath and have 

their appointment confirmed at the next Quarter Sessions, although a number - 

including Robert Chewe and John Hartley of the Blackburn Hundred - protested 

that they failed to meet the qualifications needed for the office of high constable 

and petitioned the court to excuse them from swearing their oath, and discharge 

them from the said office.
858

 In his examination of the Cheshire Grand Jury, 

Morrill argues that of all the officials emanating from the same social groupings 

of ‘middling importance’, the ‘most important of these other officials were the 

head constables’, citing that ‘Between 1625 and 1659, 266 men served as head 

constables. Almost two-thirds also served as grand jurymen, the greater majority 

before they served as head constables. Of the 50 most active jurymen, 32 also 

served as head constables, usually fairly early on in their careers.’
859

 Similarly, 

reflecting the importance of the role of high constables, oversight of their 

appointments was kept firmly under the control of the Sheriff’s Table and 

Quarter Sessions, with nominees who failed to accept appointments - as with 

Robert Lowe of Whittle in Woods - liable to suffer severe financial penalties.
860

 

Even serving constables like Richard Greene of Aspull had to obtain the Table’s 

permission to change their duties.
861
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            Throughout the life of the association, as Morrill highlights in his study 

of the Cheshire Grand Jury, two head constables ‘served at any time in each 

hundred’ and continued to be ‘responsible for a wide range of fiscal and judicial 

duties, they were a vital role in the enforcement of the social and economic 

orders prescribed by Parliament, Privy Council or justices of the peace.’
862

 

Craven argues that as ‘the key middlemen who transmitted instructions from the 

bench to the parish, high constables were subjected to increased regulation by 

magistrates during the Commonwealth.’
863

 In his oath, ‘the constable had to 

promise to be diligent in receiving all information and presentments and 

returning them to sessions; in reporting faults and oversights among            

parish officers; investigate ‘bloodsheds, assaults, affrays and outcries’; and      

executing all writs and warrants sent to them.’
864

 During the 1640s and 1650s, 

‘the centralization of decision-making in Quarter Sessions was to allow 

increased scope for planning and implementing of new measures, but the decline 

in the time and effort spent by the Justices in affairs in their own hundreds 

threatened to lead to a breakdown of communication between village and county 

authorities.’
865

 In Cheshire to avoid such a breakdown between communities and 

county authorities - which could only be partly filled by increasing the power of 

high constables - JPs harnessed the use of committees of “the most religious and 

discreet inhabitants” thereby enabling proven ‘men in each parish to meet 

regularly to implement Sessions orders and make reports on other matters.’
866

 

‘They made recommendations, among other matters, about licensing of 

alehouses and maltsters control of corn supplies and the viewing of dilapidated 

bridges.’
867

 ‘Normally the Lancashire high constables were expected to fulfil 
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other duties once their year of office was over. They served regularly on hundred 

juries of presentment at both quarter sessions and assizes, and sometimes on trial 

juries too; and they were among the men of experience and responsibility to 

whom the table turned when it wanted a bridge surveyed and repaired, 

purveyance collected, or a treasurer for its maimed soldiers’ fund.’
868

 

           While Staffordshire’s JPs invariably met at Quarter Sessions held at the 

county’s capital of Stafford, the peripatetic benches of Lancashire and Cheshire 

continued to meet at Quarter Sessions held each Epiphany, Easter, Midsummer 

and Michaelmas in the Sessions towns of Preston, Manchester, Lancaster, 

Ormskirk and Wigan in Lancashire, and Chester, Knutsford, Nantwich, 

Middlewich and Northwich in Cheshire.
869

 Integral to the pattern of Quarter 

Sessions and Assizes were Grand Juries and Grand Inquests. Based on his 

analysis of two primary sources to determine the changing circumstances of 

Cheshire royalist families, Morrill argues that ‘Grand juries were drawn from the 

lowest ranks of the gentry and many jurors were required to serve time after 

time.’
870

 The first source, ‘the commissions for distraint of knighthood issued by 

Charles I in the early 1630s’, enabled him to identify 250 families with annual 

incomes of £40 or more, and of these, ‘only 58 were sworn to grand juries in the 

years 1625-59 [...] all 58 compounded at the minimum rate of (£10)’. Using the 

second source, ‘the extensive sequestration and composition records for 

Cheshire’, Morrill cites that ‘While 30 grand jurymen compounded for 

delinquency, at least 36 others were discharged from sequestration as possessing 

personal estates of under £200 capital value’; it is, he contends, reasonable to 

assume ‘the royalist group is a typical cross-section of the whole, this would 

certainly suggest that a majority of the grand jurymen had incomes of not much 

more than £10 per annum. Of the 30 who compounded, ten paid fines which 

suggest a revenue of between £10 and £40 a year, 16 paid fines representing 

between £40 and £100 pounds a year, and four incomes in excess of that.’
871

 

Morrill argues ‘Whatever the statutory requirements really were, it is clear that 
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sixteenth- and seventeenth-century clerks and sheriffs differed widely in 

practice, and tended to follow local custom. At any rate, the writs from both the 

clerks of the peace and the clerks of assize to the Cheshire sheriffs during this 

period instructed them simply to impanel 40-shilling freeholders.’
872

 However, 

not everyone impanelled from every hundred would have been sworn to ‘avoid 

their fines’ and serve as jurymen at Quarter Sessions or Assizes.  

           Quarter Sessions records for Staffordshire - ‘where Grand Jurymen were 

styled ‘gentlemen’ - show that between the Easter Sessions of 1654 and 

Midsummer Sessions of 1658, John Byrch served 6 times, John Slaney 5 times 

and Thomas Mills 2 times, as jurymen at the Quarter Sessions; both Slaney and 

Mills also served as jurors for the Grand Inquest. For Cheshire, 30 men were 

most frequently called upon to perform Grand Jury service between 1625 and 

1659, of whom Philip Antrobus appeared on 49 Grand Juries, and served as a 

juror at 40 Quarter Sessions and 9 Assizes, and Randle Blackshaw, who 

appeared on 21 Grand Juries, and served as a juror at 14 Quarter Sessions and 7 

Assizes’.
873

 ‘Thus, while all assize juries were selected from panels containing 

an equal number from each division, those actually sworn normally came from 

only three or four hundreds.’
874

 After 1645, fines - invariably of 40 shillings - 

exacted by JPs and Judges from sworn jurors who failed to appear at Sessions 

were doubtless intended to be punitive, but as Morrill argues, ‘the offence was 

hardly one grave enough to require the confiscation of a whole year’s 

income’.
875

 ‘Cheshire was thus among the minority of counties which did not 

have hundredal juries, and was equally unusual in having a second inquest at the 

assizes.[...] while in Staffordshire two juries were drawn from the same panel 

and proceeded to divide bills of indictment between them.’
876

 Morrill argues that 

‘The grand jury system was a vital part of the administrative machine upon 

whose smooth operation much of the efficiency of the court depended.[...] It is 

vital to realize that magistrates and judges could only proceed through 

formalized channels, and that they required others - ideally men selected for 
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their experience - to bring matters within their jurisdiction.’
877

 Indeed, as Morrill 

points out, ‘only when a grand jury had endorsed the bill of accusation could the 

court proceed to trial before JPs and jury.’ Similarly, ‘the other formal duty of 

the grand jury’ was the drawing up formal presentments that notified the court of 

the administrative or criminal defaults known to them.
878

 Unlike the small 

number of Cheshire JPs who sat regularly at Quarter Sessions or Assizes - which 

throughout the period at the centre of Morrill’s examination only averaged 6 - 

‘the substantial freeholders who comprised the grand juries were much closer to 

the pulse of community life. They were men with essentially parochial interests 

and contacts, though often with lands in several townships in the area of their 

homes. Yet they were definitely ‘gentry’, and their freehold security and 

possible social aspirations might have set them slightly apart from the social 

pressures and the consensus of opinion in the community. They were habitués of 

the alehouse, and they farmed their land. Above all, they were accepted by their 

fellows as ‘gentlemen’ in those communities where their possible social 

aspirations may have ‘slightly set them apart”.
879

             

            Charles Worsley’s appointment to major-general enabled the staunch 

puritan to direct a concerted attempt to bring about godly and moral reformation 

within his association. Its success, however, relied on the complicity of a 

‘magistracy of just men fearing God and hating covetousness’, hence, Worsley - 

himself a JP who had sat in Middlesex and at Stafford’s Epiphany Quarter 

Sessions of January 1656 when JPs passed an order calling for the suppression 

of unnecessary alehouses - realising the significance to his work of the 

association’s magistracy, upon arriving at his north western command, 

expressed concern at the depleted strength and calibre of its membership.
880

 

Also, as records for the Stafford bench confirm, the workload of Staffordshire’s 

JPs was disproportionate. Of the 21 named to sit on the Stafford bench between 

the Easter Sessions of 1654 and Midsummer Sessions of 1658, only 6 sat at least 

10 times: Richard Flyer and Mathew Moreton sat 13 times, Anthony Rudiarde 
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and Daniel Watson sat 11 times, while Zachary Babington and Henry Stone sat 

10 times.
881

 The authority and prestige of the association’s bench was upheld by 

county officials like Philip Egerton who, in his capacity as Cheshire’s high 

sheriff - as well as impanelling freeholders - prior to each General Sessions of 

the Peace issued writs to his bailiwick to ensure that all coroners, high and petty 

constables, stewards, bailiffs of liberty and other officials were in attendance.
882

 

As well as adjudicating on transgressions against government policies 

particularly with regard to irreligious behaviour and godly reform, the 

association’s appointed JPs oversaw aspects of local governance and adjudicated 

on a range of administrative and criminal misdemeanours. Acting in accordance 

with their commissions, JPs adjudicated on grievances submitted by petitioners, 

and dealt with criminal miscreants as laid out in government instructions, such 

as those issued in 1649 relating to ‘Robberies, Burglaries and other Outrages’.
883

           

            During the military governorships of Worsley and Bridge, presentments 

and petitions in the same vein as those presented for adjudication before the 

imposition of martial governance continued to be put before the courts of 

Quarter Sessions. As well as continuing to adjudicate on minor criminal cases 

involving such acts as riotous behaviour, assault upon the person, theft, trespass, 

poaching, upholding and maintaining a cottage and forgery, the courts also    

dealt with the administration of the association’s counties. Their administrative 

responsibilities extended to maintaining county buildings including              

gaols; the maintenance of bridges and roads; and the licensing of innkeepers and 

tradesmen.
884

 Moreover, throughout Worsley’s and Bridge’s governorships, 

courts ensured that constables and churchwardens - charged with various tasks 

such as the maintenance of highways and bridges, collection of fines and        
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local taxes and disbursement of poor relief - continued to fulfil their 

responsibilities.
885

  

            Additionally, as well as administering the poor law, the association’s 

courts oversaw the provision of maimed soldiers’ pensions, whereby they 

established the worthiness of former parliamentarian army veterans like John 

Hesker of Nantwich - who petitioned the Middlewich Easter Sessions of 1656 - 

to be paid a pension; it was also the courts’ responsibility to oversee and 

administer local officials, particularly high and petty constables.
886

 Despite the 

crucial nature of its role, judicial authority constantly suffered instances of 

disrespect and disobedience at Quarter Sessions: from former royalist soldiers 

who abused authorities for supposed vindictiveness; from radicals who were 

abusive for welcoming royalists back into society; and from sectaries and 

Quakers who challenged the social order. Most disturbing were occasional 

charges of corruption made against JPs, as in the allegation made by Adam 

Jackson and his wife, who swore under oath that they had witnessed Thomas 

Stanley of Alderley and Mr Deane his clerk receive a bribe of £10.
887

 Regardless 

of such distractions, JPs continued to function in a climate of ‘godly reform’ as 

exemplified by Lancashire’s puritan Clerk of the Peace, Joseph Rigby, at the 

Epiphany Quarter Sessions of 1656 held at Wigan, where Thomas Holecroft, a 

fustian webster, stood accused of drunkenness and swearing four ‘wicked and 

profane oaths’. Having confessed his guilt, Rigby ordered the constables of 

Atherton to demand 28s. 4d. be paid by Holecroft for his misdemeanours and, if 

not paid, the confiscation and sale of goods and chattels, the proceeds of which 

were to be given to churchwardens and overseers of the poor in the parish of 

Leigh. If no goods were available, the constables were to ‘sett’ Holecroft in 

Atherton’s stocks for twenty-four hours according to the ‘laws and statutes’.
888

      

            ‘Undoubtedly, however, the part of the country which witnessed the most 

concerted effort to suppress alehouses was Charles Worsley’s association in the 
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north-west.’
889

 In Worsley’s native Lancashire, some JPs were particularly 

committed to his campaign of alehouse regulation, pursuing offenders not only 

at Quarter Sessions, but also at their petty sessions; ‘during 1656 Edmund 

Hopwood, a justice from the south east of the county, dealt with more than 

seventy alehouse offenders in this way.’
890

 Compared to the many thousands of 

drinking establishments in England and Wales, the number of alehouses closed 

by the major-generals represented only a fraction, but of these ‘a large 

proportion were situated in Worsley’s three counties’. That the initiatives had a 

‘real impact on the ground’ is revealed by the fact that as a consequence of the 

enforced alehouse regulations, JPs, like those in Cheshire, were being petitioned 

by individuals protesting about the suppression of their alehouses and asking    

for their reinstatement as licensees.
891

 Despite protesting that they had been 

observant in keeping good order in their respective houses, to the consternation 

of many like Richard Edge, Anne Clayton, Joane Morte and Robert Buckley, 26 

operators of common alehouses were forced to petition Cheshire JPs in the 

summer of 1656.
892

 Some keepers of common alehouses were successful in 

pleading their case, like Thomas Gorton of Rawtenstall, who successfully 

petitioned the Preston Epiphany Sessions of 1656/7 to obtain discharge from 

fines imposed by a previous court.
893

 

            Both Durston and Fletcher acknowledge Worsley’s undoubted initial 

success in suppressing hundreds of alehouses within his association, although as 
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Fletcher rightly argues, it was short-lived.
894

 Indeed, Worsley’s initial success 

lay in his vigour and determination to pursue this aspect of security and moral 

reform, together with his foresight to utilise lesser local government officials 

like High and Petty Constables to methodically gather and collate information to 

identify alehouses ‘to be thrown down’. This procedure was used to good effect 

in the Blackburn Hundred, where information gathered and collated by 

constables was set against five prescribed ‘quallifications’ that denoted the 

nature and ownership of alehouses relating to whether: alehouses were operated 

by true supporters of the parliament, operated as genuine and useful local 

hostelries, were not operated improperly in or by ‘dark corners’ as ‘blind 

alehouses’, were not run in a disorderly manner by ‘persons of bad name and 

repute amongst their neighbours’, and not used for immoral or illicit purposes.
895

 

The information gathered by Blackburn’s lesser officials enabled Worsley to 

declare to Thurloe on 24 January 1656, ‘wee have ordered at least 200 alehouses 

to be thrown down in that hundred, and are catching up loose and                    

vile persons.’
896

 In the following month the use of the same methodology in and 

around Chester, enabled Cheshire commissioners to confirm to Thurloe that they 

had ‘suppress’d many disorder’d, unnecessary, and disaffected alehouses, to the 

number of near 200.’
897

 Of Worsley’s initial success Fletcher argues, ‘They were 

results that depended on his vigour. Once that was removed, JPs and local 

officers quickly slackened their efforts.’
898

 Certainly, the curtailment of the 

concerted ideological campaign to assess and where necessary close significant 

numbers of alehouses within the association, such as those planned for Salford 

and in Staffordshire following the passing of an order at Stafford’s Epiphany 

quarter sessions in January 1656, was not a mishandled failure, but rather was 

the inevitable consequence of Worsley’s death in June 1656, together with 

Bridge’s unavoidable preoccupation with organising the association’s elections 
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to the Second Protectorate Parliament and the dearth of lesser officials and 

sufficient JPs needed to administer the campaign. Indeed, Worsley had 

acknowledged the lack of suitable lesser officials and JPs in his reports to 

Thurloe in January 1656, calling for ‘honest and sufficient men to be put in the 

plase of constables’ and that ‘I finde a very greate wante of justices of the peace 

in these countys, both by reason of those that refuse to act, as alsoe of               

the smallnesse of the number; and shall send you a list of such as                     

are conceived fitt for that imployment shortly.’
899

 Although Worsley’s campaign 

against alehouses in Cheshire and Lancashire was by far the most successful of 

the major-generals’ efforts to regulate alehouses, it only produced short-term 

favourable results. Indeed, there is no evidence to suggest further widespread 

alehouse closures were put into effect by Bridge after Worsley’s death.      

            When necessary, the association’s JPs would respond to violent or 

unacceptable behaviour by issuing harsh punishments. Manchester JP, Edmund 

Hopwood, responding to a terrified community’s affidavit made against 6 men 

from Broughton and Keasley - accused of ‘evil behaviour following no lawful 

cause of life but living freely and spending much money’ - considered the men’s 

actions just cause to send them to the House of Correction, ‘which would lend 

cause to the safety and satisfaction of the people who profess to be in fear of 

them’.
900

 Individuals could also be incarcerated for non-violent crimes, as with 

Thomas Eaton of Over Whitley who was committed to prison for uttering 

‘provoking words’, and Thomas Houlmes of Mere for blasphemy.
901

      

            In conclusion, this chapter has explored and thrown new light upon 

Worsley’s new horse militia and his commissioners. In assessing the latter, this 

chapter has built upon Sutton’s work in Staffordshire to investigate and to add to 

our knowledge of the commissioners in Cheshire and Lancashire. Further, it has 

demonstrated how Worsley and his commissioners interacted with the 

magistracy and the traditional forms of county government, once again placing 

the system of the major-generals within a wider context. This new work broadly 
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confirms but builds upon and takes further Durston’s conclusion that the major-

generals were quite successful in fulfilling their security brief. Indeed, it was a 

measure of Worsley’s success that in achieving his primary objective of securing 

his association, he disarmed and apprehended so many delinquents in Lancashire 

- many of whom were disposed papists - that he rapidly ran out of available 

prison space and needed a convenient place to hold them and their       

confiscated arms.
902

 The ability to deploy locally-raised troops of select horse 

militia enabled Worsley, and then Bridge, to address issues that previously were 

designated the army’s responsibility, notably local security, public order and the 

collection of taxes. As such, Bridge deliberately deployed Colonel Croxton’s 

troop of select horse militia to Chester Castle to safeguard the staging of the 

1656 election to the Second Protectorate Parliament, while troops from 

Nantwich garrison and the county’s horse militia were deployed outside the city 

and elsewhere in the county to prevent disruptions and civil disorder.
903

 Equally 

resolute in their endeavours were Worsley’s commissioners, which was 

confirmed by the letter sent by Cheshire’s commissioners to Cromwell on 27 

November 1655, in which they expressed their determination to enforce his 

additional instructions regarding the extraordinary tax so that ‘first and 

continued causers of the disturbance of our peace might not equally have shared 

our so dearly purchased freedom’.
904

 

            The chapter has presented new evidence about the military-based 

operation of the North Western Association. It has drawn upon fresh work on a 

range of primary and archival sources, including the State Papers, Exchequer 

records, Mainwaring’s diary and the Bower Papers, to provide a detailed new 

assessment of martial governance and its impact. In particular, it has taken 

further the work of Sutton on the Staffordshire commissioners and provided, 

both in tabular form and in discursive analysis, a wealth of new information 

about the Cheshire and Lancashire commissioners. Further, drawing on a range 

of county and family papers, notably material relating to the Bagot family, it has 

presented new and detailed findings of aspects of composition and the 

interaction between the civilian population of the North Western Association on 
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the one hand and traditional and novel forms of county and regional governance 

on the other.  

            Evidently unconcerned about the background or social rank of his 

commissioners, Worsley worked closely with them and often responded 

positively to their opinions, as witnessed with the compilation of a new list of 

judicious freeholders and with regard to their concerns about the numbers of 

commissioners needed to enforce the ordinance for ejecting scandalous ministers 

and schoolmasters.
905

 However, Worsley’s undoubted favourable view of his 

commissioners’ eagerness and performance was in stark contrast to his poor 

opinion of the activities and calibre of some of his counties’ constables,       

which was ‘much ocationed by the want of good justices’.
906

 When, following 

Worsley’s sudden death in June 1656, Tobias Bridge was appointed to succeed 

him as the association’s new major-general in July 1656, he inherited not only 

the overall command of the association’s county militias and three troops of 

select horse militia, but also its already well-established structures of 

experienced county commissioners who, as with Worsley, were expected to aid 

and assist the association’s new military governor. It would transpire that the 

prominence, influence and local knowledge of a particular group of Cheshire 

commissioners who, as part of a caucus of county gentry known as ‘Gentlemen 

Confederates’ which included Peter Brooke, Thomas Marbury and Thomas 

Mainwaring, facilitated the attainment of Bridge’s predetermined objective to 

secure the nomination and subsequent election of ‘acceptable’ Cheshire 

candidates in the parliamentary election held in the summer of 1656.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

    

 

                                                         
905

 Ibid., pp. 534, 485. 
906

 Ibid., p. 278. 



 254 

                                                      Chapter Five 

      Sequestrations and the Decimation Tax: enforcing the will of the State 

            This chapter will investigate the process of collecting the decimation tax 

within the context of sequestrations and its efficacy in the provision of sufficient 

monies to fund Worsley’s three troops of select horse militia. It will also assess 

the efficiency of the tax collecting process in other associations. J.T. Cliffe’s 

comprehensive study of the assessment lists and levying of the decimation tax 

provides details of tax revenues and financial shortfalls within the associations; it 

also highlights background information on its collection within the major-

generlas’ associations. Christopher Durston’s work on the major-generals also 

provides valuable information relating to decimation tax assessments as well as 

taxes collected and financial shortfalls within the major-generals’ associations. 

Studies and biographies of individual major-generals like that of Thomas Kelsey, 

also provide insights into the efficiency of the tax collection process. To 

compensate for the dearth of financial records associated with Charles Worsley’s 

North Western Association, archival material relating to financial aspects of 

Charles Howard’s association and the county of Warwickshire in Edward 

Whalley’s association, for which far richer sources survive, will be examined.
907

  

Although a zealous Independent who was undoubtedly committed to the 

ideals of both the Commonwealth and the godly cause, Charles Worsley was 

nonetheless not averse to making money from the prevailing turmoil of the 1640s 

and 1650s.
908

 Indeed, by the time of his promotion to major-general, Worsley 

‘had antagonised his Lancashire gentry neighbours and made substantial 

financial gains by acting as an informer for the parliamentary sequestrators.’
909

 

Although Worsley attained high military rank, he ‘found it difficult to gain 

acceptance from the Cheshire gentry, partly because of his background, but 

mostly because of his unenviable reputation as a man who had spent the years 

after 1646 seeking a fortune as a informer against those who had concealed parts 

of their estates from the sequestrators; he had even accused Sir William Brereton 
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of illegally appropriating the profits from the stewardship of Macclesfield 

Forest.’
910

  

 The opportunity to purchase estates confiscated from the crown, church 

or individual royalists enabled those major-generals of more modest ‘social 

origins’ and wealth to become significantly wealthier by 1655.
911

 The availability 

of such estates provided Worsley - who had already made substantial financial 

gains from his work as a paid discoverer of concealed royalist estates - with the 

opportunity to acquire a significant property portfolio.
912

 Besides contracting to 

purchase Bolton Manor and property in Halliwell, and in Salford for £290. 13s., 

the Manor of Bury for £287. 18s. and lands in and around Macclesfield in 

Cheshire, Worsley - as the new owner of several properties in Bolton that 

formerly belonged to the executed earl of Derby - received chief rents on several 

properties including Mason House, Bradshaw House and a messauage at Darcy 

Laver; he also received a rent of ten shillings for the toll on Bolton market.
913

 On 

his death-bed in June 1656, Worsley - who had amassed an estate worth £1,679 

of which £489 was paid out to creditors - directed that the former estate of 

Catholic royalist Sir Cecil Trafford, which he had bought from the sequestrators, 

should be returned to the state as he ‘would not for all the world wrong the 

commonwealth.’
914

   

 In the years before the imposition of the North Western Association,     

the Council of State considered that if well applied, sequestration                     

‘would cure the seditious itch of those insolent offenders, who ought no          
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longer to remain unquestioned or unpunished.’
915

 Consequently, employing the 

mechanism of sequestration, government-authorised local commissioners 

lawfully meted out state retribution against delinquents and papists by way of 

enforced seizures of estates - both real and personal - the outcome of which 

proved integral to the levying of the officially-labelled extraordinary or 

decimation tax as it was widely termed. Indeed, sequestration was a determining 

factor in the levying of the tax, as with Sir Richard Leveson, to whom Worsley’s 

Staffordshire commissioners wrote to inform him that because he had been 

sequestered for his delinquency - his estate having been rated at £1,100 per 

annum - he would be taxed yearly at £110, to be paid in two halves in December  

_________________________________________________________________ 

              In November 1652 annual revenues under sequestration in the three   

              counties of the future North Western Association amounted to:  

                                                Delinquents                Papists                    Total                                                                                                                      

                                                   £.   s.   d.                 £.   s.   d.               £.   s.   d. 

                * Cheshire           1,640. 00. 11.          1,211. 10. 11         2,851. 11. 10. 

                   Lancashire        8,269. 00. 071/4.       4,926. 10. 003/4.   13,195. 10. 08.                           

                   Staffordshire     1,137. 19. 08.          3,183. 10. 10.        4,321. 10. 06. 

                                        _______________   ______________   _____________                   

                        Total:          11,047. 01. 021/4.      9,321. 11. 093/4.   20,368. 13. 00.           

                 * In March 1651 annual revenues for Cheshire and Chester City  

                    amounted to: 

                                                £2,333. 06s. 03d.        for   53 Delinquents 

                                                £   561. 09s. 02d.        for     7 Papist Delinquents 

                                                £   902. 14s. 03d.        for   43 Papists 

                                             ________________ 

                        Total:              £3,797. 09s. 08d.  

        Table   5.1    Summary showing revenues collected under sequestration  

                               from Cheshire, Lancashire and Staffordshire as reported 

                               on 30 November 1652 and in March 1651.
916

 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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and January.
917

 Similarly, ‘Sir Charles Egerton of Newborough in Staffordshire 

failed to secure a release from decimation even though his sequestration had been 

discharged.’
918

 

Unlike the decimation tax which, as in Worsley’s association, was levied 

against delinquents for past misdeeds or loyalty to the royalist party in order      

to raise sufficient monies to specifically maintain its horse troop militias,          

the government’s deliberate pursuance of sequestration served to act not only as 

a pecuniary punishment, but also as a much needed source of income to help 

alleviate the Commonwealth’s financial dilemma. Writing to Lancashire’s 

county committee in March 1651 the Committee for Compounding admitted that 

‘The necessities of the Commonwealth for money are so great that they      

require more than ordinary care in those employed about the public revenues.’ 

Therefore, because under the management of the committee ‘so large a revenue 

lies’, it was urged ‘to hasten in the receipts.’
919

 It was reported on 30 November   

1652 that total revenues collected from English and Welsh sequestered estates 

amounted to the sum of £144,456. 0s. 1½d., of which £20,368. 13s. 0d. was 

collected from the three counties that would later form the North Western 

Association. Of the three counties, Lancashire provided the largest revenues 

amounting to £13,195. 10s. 8d., which was second only to Yorkshire where the 

nation’s highest total of £22,641. 17s. 2d. was collected.
920

 In March 1651, the 

annual account of receipts from the estates of ‘Delinquents, Papist Delinquents 

and Papists’, show that £3,797. 9s. 8d. was collected from Cheshire and Chester 

City, which was £945. 17s. 10d. higher than the reported amount collected on 30 

November 1652 of the following year.
921

     

           In the years leading up to the creation of the association and introduction 

of the new extraordinary tax, the government continued to introduce measures 

aimed at financially penalising individuals who acted against, or refused to 

conform to, the will of the state. It revisited and enforced the main aims of the 
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Oath of Abjuration passed on 19 August 1643 that related to the seizure and 

sequestration of estates - both real and personal - of ‘certain notorious 

delinquents’, and convicted ‘Popish Recusants and others’ who refused to take 

the oath.
922

 This was demonstrated when, on 4 October 1653 Lancashire’s county 

committee reported to the Committee for Compounding that despite sending its 

agent to summon five persons suspected of ‘Popery’ to take the oath, just three - 

Henry Walmsley, a husbandman of Elston, Richard Parkinson of Sowerby and 

Gabriel Short of Lea - appeared, ‘but declined to take it’. Thomas and John 

Cosson of Grimsargh did not appear at all and so the committee sequestered two-

thirds of all their estates.
923

 The Act passed by the Nominated Assembly on 21 

October 1653 authorised the disposal of ‘Two Parts of the Lands and Estates of 

Recusants for the Benefit of the Commonwealth’ and led to concerned Catholic 

recusants petitioning the Protector in January 1654 to insist that those 

sequestered for religion would be forced to contract within a very short time     

for two-thirds of their estates at a ‘proportion higher’ than imposed on             

general delinquents.
924

 Under the Act even peaceable Catholics were likely to be 

penalised for their religion and in January 1654, the same month when concerned 

Catholic recusants petitioned the Protector, the Committee for Compounding 

confirmed that Cheshire’s county committee could let the estates of sequestered 

delinquents or papist delinquents for one year. 

             One consequence of the Act was that on 29 November 1653 Sir Cecil 

Trafford, like many other Catholic recusants, ‘begged’ to contract on the ‘late 

Recusants’ Act’ for the sequestered two-thirds of his estate.
925

 The Act required 

that sequestration should be imposed without distinction of age and although 

recusants were denied use of their lands for no more than one year, four years’ 
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value was expected to be paid, with sequestrations to remain in force until all 

fines had been discharged. Recusants claimed that such difficulties, along with 

their extreme sufferings in the late wars ‘wherein none of us were engaged 

against the Commonwealth’, made it impossible for them to comply with the Act. 

They reasoned that since the proportion of four years was so high, and because 

many were only tenants for life, they could not raise sufficient money; estates 

would fall liable to penal laws if found to be still in the hands of recusants after 

one year, meaning they would have to pay four years’ value for one year’s 

profit.
926

 Most recusants could only raise money on their estates, yet these estates 

could not be freed from sequestration until all monies had been paid. Since many 

of the estates were leased, arguments were used to show the improbability of 

strangers contracting while better bargains were on sale, as purchasers would 

have limited powers over such estates. For all contractors the Act proposed 

payments proportionate to the age of the contractor, with sequestrations being 

discharged on payment of the first half and giving good security for the second. 

Contractors were to enjoy what they contracted for, while tenants in fee simple, 

and under forty years were to pay three years’ value or if above forty years and 

tenant for life, two years’ value.
927

 Nevertheless, during the months of December 

1653 and January 1654 the imposition of the ‘Recusants’ Act’ prompted 151 

individuals from within the three counties of the future association - of which the 

130 from Lancashire was greater than the combined total from Cheshire and 

Staffordshire - to petition to be allowed to contract for their estates and be 

referred to Reading.
928

 On 20 December 1653, the Committee for Compounding 

ordered that all who applied for their estates on the ‘late Recusants’ Act’ were to 

be ‘admitted to contract on their own particulars, such as they will stand by at 

their peril’.
929

 

             Particulars relating to delinquents’ and papists’ estates collected before 

Worsley’s governorship by north western officials like sequestrators Captains 

Thomas Malbon and Thomas Hurwar of Nantwich in Cheshire - both of whom 
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went on to serve as commissioners under Worsley - would subsequently prove 

useful when Worsley, along with other major-generals, sought to verify royalists’ 

own assessments of their estates’ values for the purpose of levying the 

decimation tax.
930

 Their account compiled in 1650 - in accordance with the 

orders of the Committee for Compounding - listed Nantwich Hundred’s 

delinquents and papists, together with particulars of their estates; their values and 

leases; and an account of arrears due.
931

 Besides highlighting prominent residents 

like the earls of Rivers and Shrewsbury, and viscounts Cholmondeley and 

Kilmorey - who had been delivered in orders for suspension of sequestration - 

their list showed 24 who had been discharged on oath that their whole estates 

were not worth £200, and 39 who, not having compounded, remained 

sequestrated.
932

 Similarly, 5 years later, responding to an order issued by          

the Treasury Commissioners on 14 September 1655, Worsley’s commissioners 

submitted information showing the number of sequestered recusants and 

delinquents still sequestrated in March 1656.
933

 Their submission showed  that  

_________________________________________________________________  

 

                      Sequestrated Recusants      Delinquents still under 

                                                                          Sequestration                                                                        

      Cheshire                         38                                        16                              

      Lancashire                    505                                      139                             

      Staffordshire                  36                                          4                             

                                          _________                          _________                     

       Total:                          579                                       159                          

   

 Table   5.2    Summary showing the numbers of Recusants and Delinquents  

                       still sequestered in Cheshire, Lancashire and Staffordshire in  

                       March 1656, taken from the return compiled for the Treasury  

                       Commissioners by Charles Worsley’s county commissioners.
934

 

_________________________________________________________________   
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by far the most sequestered recusants and delinquents were still to be                

ound in Lancashire where, because of its concentrations of Catholic and royalist 

gentry,  royalist support was strongest in  the  pro-Catholic western  Hundreds  of   

Amounderness, West Derby, Leyland and the more arable regions of West 

Blackburn and Southern Lonsdale. The term ‘recusant’ was originally used to 

refer to both Catholics and noncompliant Protestant dissenters, but under an Act 

of June 1657, which was a reissue of the Oath of Abjuration passed on 19 August 

1643, everyone who refused to take the oath was to be ‘adjudged a Papist’, with 

consequent penalties that began with the confiscation of two-thirds of the of the 

recusant’s goods and went on to deprive him of almost every civic right.
935

 On 

13 September 1655, Cromwell and his Council declared that JPs throughout 

England and Wales should certify the names of all persons who refused to take 

the Oath of Abjuration, and exercise the power to ‘tender unto any that should be 

suspected to be popish recusants’.
936

 A week later, Cromwell proclaimed that 

delinquents were prohibited from holding office or from having a vote or voice 

in any election to a public office.
937

  

After Charles I’s execution, the ‘Goldsmiths’ Hall Committee radically 

reconstituted the sequestration committees in each county, generally placing less 

influential local figures in control. In part, this was intended to weaken local 

opposition to their work, but it was also a sign of the decline in the amount and 

importance of the work left to be done.’
938

 ‘Early in 1650 the county committees 

were to all intents and purposes abolished. As far as sequestration business was 

concerned this was, to be sure, a centralising move. Sequestrations were now 

totally under the control of the Goldsmiths’ Hall Committee in London, to which  

all funds had to be returned; the officials in the counties were now no more      

than sub-commissioners, directly responsible to Goldsmiths’ Hall.’
939

 However, 

during the Commonwealth, the consolidation and reduction in size of the upper 
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levels of London-based bureaucracy previously built up during the wars meant 

that ‘in most other ways the change aided the recovery of the quasi-independence 

of the counties’, a feature demonstrated by the powers exerted by Worsley and 

his commissioners when levying the decimation tax.  

            Throughout the 1650s, the Committee for Compounding with 

Delinquents along with the Commissioners for Sequestrations and Compositions 

maintained oversight of all locally-managed sequestered estates in accordance  

with strict government policy.
940

 Indeed, in February 1654 new local sub-

commissioners for sequestrations were appointed to those counties that would 

subsequently form Charles Worsley’s North Western Association and included 

John Peirce and Captain John Lea for Staffordshire; Lieutenant-Colonel Edward 

Aspinwall and Robert Massey for Lancashire; and Thomas Robinson the sole 

sub-commissioner for Cheshire and the City of Chester.
941

 However, certain 

cases - usually involving the most prominent delinquents and papists - still 

warranted more specific directives, as on 8 December 1651 when the Committee 

for Compounding directed that Staffordshire’s county committee must ‘require’ 

the rent for Colonel Sir Richard Leveson’s estate be paid, or move to distrain the  

property. On 31 January 1652, the London Committee had again to direct the 

county committee to demand the outstanding rent for Leveson’s estate and, if not 

paid within three weeks, to distrain or re-seize it.
942

 The authority of the London-

based Committee and Commissioners was such that from 1643 to 1654 ‘there 

existed sequestration machinery which was distinct from the major agencies of 

administration and which adopted policies of varying severity towards 

delinquents all of which contrasted with the basically conciliatory views of the 

deputy lieutenants.’
943

   

            ‘Conflict between sequestrators and deputy lieutenants arose specifically 

at three particular points. The most important point surrounded the extent of 

sequestrators’ powers to determine what constituted delinquency. The second  

                                                 
940
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                                    Map   5.1    Lancashire’s Hundreds    

            (Edward Aspinwall and Robert Massey were appointed Lancashire’s   

                       sub-commissioners for sequestrations in February 1654).
944

                                  

                                                 
944

 Lancashire Hundreds: <http://www3.lancashire.gov.uk/environment/oldmap/others/  

      hundreds.jpg> [accessed 8 September 2015]; CCC, I, p. 673. 
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                                  Map   5.2    Cheshire’s Hundreds 

                  (Thomas Robinson was appointed the sole sub-commissioner for  

               sequestrations for Cheshire and the City of Chester in February 1654).
945

 

_________________________________________________________________    

                                                 
945

 Cheshire Hundreds:< http://www.bostock.net/users/tony/namehist/Images/Image4.jpg> 

      [accessed 8 September 2015]; CCC, I, p. 677. 
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                                       Map   5.3   Staffordshire’s Hundreds 

                (John Peirce and Captain John Lea were appointed Staffordshire’s  

                        sub-commissioners for sequestrations in February 1654).
946

 

________________________________________________________________ 

concerned the distribution and allocation of the money raised from sequestrations, 

and the third resulted from the reluctance of hundredal committees to release the                   

                                                 
946

 Staffordshire Hundreds: V.C.H. Staffordshire <http://www.britsh-history.ac.uk/image.aspx?   

     compid=22895&filena...> [accessed 8 September 2015]; CCC, I, p. 672. 
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estates of those who had compounded.’
947

                  

            When the First Protectorate Parliament met in September 1654 the theme 

of Cromwell’s speeches ‘was the need for ‘healing and settling’. Sequestrations, 

was no wholesale purge of local government officials.’
948

 ‘When a fresh wave of 

repression did occur, in 1655, responsibility was taken by Major-General Charles 

Worsley, and his method of exacting double sureties, though widespread,           

at least stopped short of sequestration.’
949

 Indeed, Worsley, after discovering that 

Leveller and former army agitator Major John Wildman - who became one of the 

most active speculators in the forfeited lands of royalist delinquents, clergy and 

Catholics, both for himself and others - had a ‘great estate’ in Lancashire ‘bought 

and compounded for in his name’, made clear to Thurloe, ‘If I here not from you, 

I intend to sequester all that belongs to hime.’
950

 Out of the process of exacting 

the new decimation tax from delinquents for past misdeeds against the 

government, Worsley reported to the Protector and Thurloe in December 1655 

and January 1656 that he and his commissioners had discovered ‘some estate’ in 

Lancashire belonging to Lord Byron and a Staffordshire estate found to be 

owned by the executed royalist Penruddock, which he had ordered to be 

sequestered.
951

 Indeed, it was not uncommon for delinquents, such as Sir Richard 

Leveson of Trentham, to own sequestered estates in different counties.
952
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            At the same time that estates were being discovered, claimants were 

seeking redress from the Council for monies still owed from before the creation 

of the association. One such claimant was Lieutenant Richard Nuttall who was 

still owed a balance of £56, which had formerly been ordered to be paid out of 

the sequestrations of Cheshire, for ‘disbursements about Crowton garrison’ 

which he had supplied with provisions valued at £100, and despite the deputy 

lieutenants ordering the sequestrators of the Eddisbury, Worrall and Broxhill 

Hundreds to pay him the balance out of discoveries. The Council, having 

certified Nuttall ‘his services and sufferings’, ordered Worsley to consider some 

way of paying him out of ‘Cheshire monies’. Similarly, when Major Thomas 

Gent, Lieutenant-Colonel Edward Downes, Captain Robert Grosvenor and 

Captain John Ley - acting for other officers and soldiers of Staffordshire - 

petitioned for payment of their arrears out of discoveries to be made before 

appointed commissioners, the Council reported that it should be considered how 

discoveries may be used to the state’s advantage.
953

 Captain Henry Jackson was 

another former officer who - having raised and commanded a troop of horse at 

his own expense for four years from 1642 and been given a ‘public faith bill for 

£850’ by Staffordshire’s committee - petitioned the Protector for an order for 

payment, which with a debenture for arrears amounted to £3,105. 6s.; on 27 June 

1656 the Council ordered that he should receive the amount from half of the 

estates and goods discovered by him.
954

 

              In the aftermath of the failed royalist uprising of March 1655, while the 

government moved to confiscate the estates of royalists caught in arms, those 

who appeared to adhere to Charles Stuart - which Roots argues was ‘a 

conveniently vague formula’ - were subject to a ten per cent charge on their 

income - ‘the decimation tax’.
955

 ‘When Oliver Cromwell and his advisers 

concluded in the summer of 1655 that the continuing intrigues of their enemies 

necessitated the establishment of a national security system headed by the major-

generals, they decided that the cost of the new initiative should be borne not by 

the nation as a whole but by the royalist community which they believed had 

steadfastly refused to acknowledge the legitimacy of the Cromwellian regime 
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 268 

and still looked for a restoration of the Stuart monarchy.’
956

 The system of the 

major-generals was not cheap, and so, consequently the heavy costs required to 

run local administrations and militias - like those of the North Western 

Association - were to be met by the royalists, for as Cromwell told the 

Parliament of 1656, ‘if there were need of greater forces to carry on the work, it 

was a most rigorous thing to put the charge on that party that was the cause of 

it’.
957

 Roots argues that ‘The chief responsibility of the new-style lord-lieutenants 

at this stage was the militia itself, and the assessment and collection                   

of a ‘decimation tax’ to maintain it.’
958

 ‘Unlike the monthly assessment for the 

support of the regular army the decimation tax was a discriminatory tax in the 

sense that it was specifically designed as a levy on royalists or suspected 

royalists. In the event, however, it proved to be one of the most short-lived of 

taxes, with just three half-yearly collections being levied before it was 

discontinued after the rejection of Desborough’s Militia Bill at the end of January 

1657.’
959

 As a concept, the decimation tax had its origins in the earlier attempt to 

fund county-raised militias from monies deliberately extracted from royalist and 

papist delinquents in accordance with the Act for Settling the Militia, enacted on 

11 July 1650. Under the Act, county militia commissioners were empowered to 

charge for ‘raising and maintaining horse and arms out of sequestered estates in a 

proportionate way’. However, when such estates were freed from contributing by 

the Lancashire sub-committee for sequestrations, the militia commissioners 

reported to the Committee for Compounding with Delinquents, ‘how impossible 

it was either to raise or maintain the number required and already raised in this 

county’. Commissioners claimed that without an allowance from parliament to 

release more funds from sequestered estates, horse and foot militias already 

raised would have to be disbanded.
960

  

            ‘The decimation tax was inaugurated in orders “For securing the Peace of 

the Commonwealth” which were issued by the Protector and his Council on 21 

September 1655. The tax, it was explained, was to be levied on such persons in 
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England and Wales whose estates had been sequestered for delinquency or who 

had been in arms for the late king against the Long Parliament or for Charles 

Stuat his son “or have adhered to, assisted or abetted the Forces raised against the 

said Parliament”.’
961

 The tax was to be levied against all royalists who fell within 

the scope of the ‘third head’ of the printed orders and instructions drawn up by 

the Council for the major-generals and their commissioners, and who possessed 

an estate ‘of inheritance’ or a life interest in lands, tenements or other 

hereditaments worth at least £100 per annum for which £10 for every £100 of 

annual income was to be paid. Those who did not possess landed estate of this 

value but who owned personal property worth at least £1,500 were to pay £100 

every £1,500. Royalists who qualified under the headings of both real and 

personal estate could either pay a lump sum of £100 or an annual levy of £10 per 

annum for every £1,500 of their personal estate. It meant that delinquents across 

the association were assessed to pay different levels of the annual tax according 

to their assets, so while George Warburton of Arley in Cheshire and Peter 

Giffard of Chillington Hall in Staffordshire were each assessed to pay £100, 

William Farington the elder of Worden in Lancashire was assessed to pay the 

lower annual tax of £20.
962

 ‘The tax would be payable in half-yearly instalments, 

the first on 21 December and the next on 24 June. For anyone refusing to pay the 

tax or neglecting to pay within twenty days after the appointed day the penalty 

was sequestration of his real estate.
’963

 As an alternative to paying biannually, 

qualifying royalists were given the opportunity to convey to the state land of an 

equivalent annual value to their liability under the tax, assured in the knowledge 

that it would be returned to them if the tax were rescinded in the future. The 

government offered royalists a ‘possible means of avoiding the new tax’ when, 

shortly after publishing the arrangements, Cromwell in his declaration of 31 

October 1655 - in which he outlined the reasons for the establishment of 

provincial military governance and imposition of the decimation tax on the entire 
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royalist party - declared that if any royalists had dissociated themselves from the 

‘confederacy’ and shown evidence of a change of heart, or if any decided to 

forsake their former principles, ‘We shall much more esteem of their 

Reformation, then desire their harm or prejudice’.
964

 

            It is no coincidence that the majority of commissioners who assisted 

Worsley in administering the decimation tax - as in Lancashire - came from 

established cliques of politically and socially accepted provincial officials of long 

standing, such as John Sawrey and Edward Aspinwall. However, his complement 

of county commissioners also included former army field officers who had 

served as county sequestrators. While Captains Thomas Malbon and Thomas 

Hurwar served as sequestrators in Cheshire, Captains John Case and Adam Sands 

acted as sequestrators in Lancashire. In Staffordshire, Colonels Thomas 

Crompton and Henry Stone and Captain Daniel Watson all served as 

sequestrators. Stone had allegedly ‘gained a great estate’ through being              

‘a busy man in sequestrations and decimations’. Indeed, Sutton maintains that 

‘During the first civil war the confiscated goods of defeated royalist gentry do 

seem to have stuck to his fingers like glue, though whether he was guilty of 

corruption in the collection of the decimation tax a decade later is not known.’
965

            

            In accordance with the order issued by the Protector and his Council - 

which was reminiscent of aspects of the work undertaken by sequestrators like 

Captains Thomas Malbon and Thomas Hurwar of Nantwich, who had previously 

compiled a list of the Hundred’s delinquents and papists together with particulars 

of their assets and liabilities - Worsley directed his newly-appointed 

commissioners to identify every person whose estate was liable to be taxed, 

establish the value of ‘real and personal estate’ owned within the association’s 

counties or which they had in their possession on 1 November 1653 and assess 

the amount of tax to be levied against each individual.
966

 Certified lists of those 

persons whose estates were to be charged with the extraordinary tax - together 
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with the names of newly-appointed county treasurers tasked with collecting and 

administering the extraordinary tax - were to be forwarded to the Committee for 

the Army. On 12 June 1656, the Council agreed that county treasurers should 

regularly submit accurate auditable accounts to the Commissary General and his 

deputies, together with details of updates to the original muster rolls for the 

counties’ militia troops. Appointed Receivers General for the whole of the 

extraordinary tax collected in England and Wales, John Blackwell and Richard 

Deane, Treasurers at War - along with the Committee for the Army - were 

charged with overseeing the receipt and discharge of all monies; it was this 

group’s remit to ensure that payments and allowances owed to militia officers, 

troopers, civil officers and for contingencies were paid out of the tax collected.
967

    

            In many counties the new post of Receiver of the Extraordinary Tax was 

assigned to existing Receivers of the Assessment and since no financial records 

survive relating to the collection and disbursement of the decimation tax in 

Worsley’s association, it is only possible to get an understanding of the 

association’s financial workings from the surviving accounts of such officials in 

other associations. One such county receiver was George Archer from Kendal, 

who was made responsible for accounting for the extraordinary tax collected and 

disbursed in Cumberland and Westmorland. His accounts show that the total tax 

collected over the three scheduled payment dates between 1655 and 1656 

amounted to £405. 17s., all of which in accordance with the orders of Charles 

Howard, John Lambert’s deputy, was disbursed to Colonel Sir Wilfred Lawson 

for his combined troop of horse militia and civil officers for Cumberland and 

Westmorland. Tax receipts from the first two payments show that amounts 

collected from individuals varied significantly; while Sir John Lowther paid £37 

10s. and Christopher Dudley, Esquire, paid £25, James Moore, a gentleman of 

Middleton, only paid £2. 10s.
968

 Like Archer, John Walden of Coventry City was 

an appointed Receiver of the Extraordinary Tax who, under the direction of 

Major-General Edward Whalley, collected and disbursed the decimation tax in 

Warwickshire. The third payment of the tax was scheduled for 21 December 

1656 and Walden’s account for the year and a half ending on 25 December 1656  
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Figure   5.1   Extracts from George Archer’s accounts of the Decimation Tax    

                       collected in Cumberland and Westmorland for the years 1655  

                       and 1656.
969

                                                

_________________________________________________________________                        
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year and a half ending on 25 December 1656 shows that total monies collected 

from ninety-seven payments amounted to £1,436. 15s. 91/2d., all of which - in 

accordance with Whalley’s orders - was paid to Colonel Joseph Hawksworth for 

his troop horse militia and civil officers: John Boun, a clerk; Richard Terrey and 

William Smith, messengers; and Thomas Pumphrey, a doorkeeper. As well as 

covering the cost of John Walden and a payment to one Joseph Harvey, in 

accordance with an order of 5 July 1656 disbursements provided £80 to be paid 

to twenty ‘soldiers disbanded’.
970

 

             ‘Surprisingly, the orders of 21 September 1655 made no reference to the 

possession of property in more than one county despite its obvious relevance to 

the question of eligibility. This point was belatedly acknowledged in an 

additional instruction for the county commissioners which was dispatched two 

months later. In such circumstances, it was explained, the total value of a 

person’s real or personal estate would determine whether he satisfied the 

financial criteria which had been laid down; if so, the commissioners should only 

tax him on the property which he owned in their particular county. In effect, the 

new instruction highlighted the potential drawbacks of a tax scheme which was 

to be operated on a county basis. Not only was there a need for consistency in 

evaluating an individual’s political loyalties when he had lands in two or more 

counties but it was also import to ensure that the financial criteria were properly  

applied where there was any element of doubt.’
971

 Following a meeting held at 

Nantwich in November 1655 at which Worsley relayed the additional  instruction, 

the Cheshire commissioners wrote to the Protector to confirm that in accordance  

with  the  new  instruction  they  were  applying - where necessary - the tax 

proportionately against those who owned estates in other counties, and expressed 

their determination to enforce his orders so that ‘the first and continued causers 

of the disturbance of our peace might not equally have shared our deeply 

purchased freedom.’
972

 ‘The fact that a major-general usually had responsibility 

                                                 
970

 NA, E179/194/324: Affidavit of non-distraint and accounts books, Part 1/Items 3 & 4, an  

     Account of the Decimation or Extraordinary Tax received in the County of Warwick for a  

     year and a half ending on 25 December 1656. 
971

 Cliffe (ed.), ‘The Cromwellian Decimation Tax of 1655’, p. 411. 
972

 TSP, IV, p. 251. 



 274 

 

          Figure   5.2   Extract from John Walden’s account of the Decimation  

                                  Tax collected in the County of Warwick for the year and                

                                  a half ending 25 December 1656.
973

 

  

 

for a block of counties was clearly helpful in this respect but some royalist 

landowners had widely scattered estates. While the central government sought to 

keep in close touch with what was happening at the local level its involvement in 

individual cases was largely confined to the consideration of petitions from 

persons who were attempting to secure exemption from the tax or the     

                                                 
973
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provision of guidance in response to requests from the major-generals or                        

their commissioners.’
974

 Within weeks of assuming command of his association, 

Worsley and his Staffordshire commissioners received an unsigned letter dated 

28 November 1655 - undoubtedly written by Sir Richard Leveson - in which the 

writer, after referring to the particulars of his estate in ‘both counties as it was 

delivered and allowed’ at his composition, pleaded his financial predicament and 

sought to submit to their ‘favourable consideration’.
975

 ‘However, there were a 

few special cases in which it took the lead and accepted the offer of a once-for-

all payment of composition as an alternative to decimation.’
976

 One such special 

case involved William Cavendish, earl of Devonshire, who owned estates in a 

number of counties from which in December 1655 it was reported a total annual 

landed income of £8,091. 0s. 4d. was generated, which included £252. 3s. 2d. 

obtained from his Staffordshire properties. ‘Eventually it was agreed that the earl 

should pay £4,000 in full discharge of his fiscal liabilities.’
977

 

          Early in December 1655, Worsley informed Thurloe that in Lancashire the 

‘malignant party seeme to submitt to what is imposed with redinese.’
978

 However,  

although in his letter to the Protector later in December 1655 he wrote of ‘the 

unexpected submission and subjection of them we have to deale with’, as a 

knowledgeable local man, Worsley also observed that many Lancashire 

delinquents ‘were papist-delinquents, and their estates quite sold by the state, 

which will make us all much short of what we expected’. Worsley’s concern was 

justified since significant amounts of property within the association - especially 

in Lancashire - had been ‘sold away’ by the Treason Trustees in accordance with 
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legislation enacted in 1651 and 1652 for the disposal of estates forfeited to the 

Commonwealth for treason.
979

 ‘The first task of the county commissioners was to 

draw up a list of persons who in their judgement were liable to be taxed. Obvious 

sources of information for this purpose were the compounding papers of royalists 

who had been involved in one way or another in the Civil Wars and the 

sequestration accounts which had been maintained by parliamentary committees 

in the various counties. [...] Whether there was a general outflow of information 

from the records of Goldsmiths’ Hall committee remains unclear, though it may 

be noted that on 26 November Major-General Charles Worsley, whose 

association consisted of Cheshire, Lancashire and Staffordshire, was reporting 

that the commissioners were proceeding against all those who had been 

compounders.’
980

  

             Worsley’s correspondence with Thurloe emphasised his determination to 

ensure that assessments for the new tax were based on actual values for estates 

‘both reall and personall.’ His report from Preston on 9 November 1655 

confirmed that although Lancashire’s ‘great malignants’ were ordered to ‘bringe 

in an exact account of there estates both reall and personall’, he and the county’s 

commissioners would not ‘rest upon there survay, but still take that course, that 

wee may come to a full and right understanding of the full vallue, and proceede 

with them accordingly.’
981

 The lengths to which some royalists went to avoid or 

minimise their tax liability is highlighted by the activities of Staffordshire 

delinquent Sir Hervey Bagot. Bagot, whose 1647 composition fine had been 

fixed at £1,340, but in 1649 was reduced to £1,004. 17s. was one of several 

notable Staffordshire delinquents who, following the failed insurrection of March 

1655, petitioned Cromwell citing ‘It is much our greife that the folly of some 
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John Walden’s Account of Disbursments Paid out of Decimation Tax Receipts  

 

                                                                          £.   s.   d.                   £.   s.   d. 

By an order of 22 January 1656: 

Paid to Colonel Hawksworth for his 

Troop of Horse                                              500.  00.  00. 

By an order of 14 January 1657: 

Paid to Colonel Hawksworth for his 

Troop of Horse                                              419.  06.  06. 

By an order of 30 September 1657: 

Paid to Colonel Hawksworth all the 

remaining money for the pay of his 

Troop of Horse                                              199.  16.  11.          1,119.  03.  05. 

By various orders of 16 June 1656 to 

30 June 1657: 

Paid to Civil Officers: 

John Walden – Treasurer                                 26.  12.  041/2. 

John Boun - Clerk                                          105.  00.  00.                                      

Richard Terrey and William Smith - 

Messengers                                                       75.  10.  00. 

Thomas Pumphrey - Doorkeeper                      18.  10.  00.           225.  12.  041/2. 

By an order of 5 July 1656: 

Paid to 20 Soldiers Disbanded                          80.  00.  00.             80.  00.  00. 

By an order of 30 June 1657: 

Paid to Joseph Harvey                                       12.  00.  00.             12.  00.  00. 

                                                                      ____________        ____________ 

Total Paid :                                                   1,436.  15.  091/2.     1,436.  15.  091/2. 

 

 Table  5.3  Summary of John Walden’s Account of disbursements paid as ordered   

            out of Decimation Tax Receipts to Colonel Joseph Hawksworth for his troop  

            of horse militia, civil officers and sundries in the County of Warwick.
982

       

_________________________________________________________________ 

                                                 
982

 NA E179/194/324, Part 1, Items 3, 4 and 5. Receipts and warrants for payments - affidavit of      

      non-distraint and account books of John Walden of Coventry, Receiver of the Extraordinary  

     Tax for Warwickshire. 



 278 

notable Staffordshire delinquents who, following the failed insurrection of March 

1655, petitioned Cromwell citing ‘It is much our greife that the folly of some 

rash and inconsiderate persons (whose acions wee wholly disowne, and to whose 

practises wee were noe way privy), should throwe a generall aspersion up on all 

such as adhered to the late Kinge’. The petitioners reasoned that ‘you are better  

pleased with obedience then sacrafise, with an ingenious protestacon of our 

innocense and a reall and harty submission to your highnes and the present 

government then with fines and penalties to be imposed upon us.’
983

   

            Having already been ordered on 18 November 1655 to appear before 

Staffordshire’s commissioners to present ‘a true perticuler in wrighting’ of his 

Staffordshire estates together with their values, on 26 March 1656 Bagot was 

ordered to provide Staffordshire’s commissioners with ‘a true and exact pticuler 

in writinge’ of his estates ‘both reall and psonall’ since November 1653 for 

taxing; he was further instructed on 29 March 1656 to provide similar 

information to Warwickshire’s commissioners.
984

 After he was recommended to 

Cromwell in the unsigned petition of 8 December 1655 as an object of mercy as 

‘His Carriage has beene such as hath Expressed peacefull and humble Thoughts’, 

on 11 January 1656 Bagot directly petitioned Cromwell ‘to discharge his person 

and estate from the present generall charge’.
985

 Besides seeking Robert Smith’s 

help in his efforts to escape the decimation tax, Bagot also sought the assistance 

of Council member Sir Charles Wolseley who, on 20 January 1656, confirmed 

that he had received Bagot’s request for assistance and his petition and would try 

to help, to which Bagot replied on 4 February 1656 reminding him of his promise. 

However, on 11 March 1656, Wolseley, having had no success with the Council 

over his petition and explaining ‘the truth is they haveing not done any thinge in 

cases of licke nature did not thinke fit to afford any favour in yours, their hath 
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not any that I know of beene discharged here if ever compounded unless they 

have beene in actuall service since’, sent his regrets to Bagot.
986

  

            As well as complying with Robert Smith’s letter of 11 December 1655 

requiring him to go to Cheadle to make ‘security for peaceable demeanor 

towards his Highnes’ according to the ‘directions from the Major-General of this 

county’, Bagot was deemed liable by commissioners at proceedings held at 

Coventry to pay a tax of one tenth of the yearly income earned from estates.
987

 

On 19 December 1655, Bagot was ordered by Staffordshire’s commissioners to 

pay ‘forty two poundes to bee paide yearely’ for his decimation, while 

Warwickshire’s commissioners ordered him to pay twenty pounds, which like his 

assessed tax in Staffordshire, was ‘payable at the 21 of December and the 24 of 

June yearly by equal portions’.
988

 Subsequent to Staffordshire commissioners 

issuing an order on 3 June 1656 that delayed the decimation of Bagot’s estate 

until all evidence had been heard at their next meeting, it was ordered that the 

amount of his decimation should be reduced to £22.
989

     

            Worsley’s report from Nantwich on 26 November 1655 confirmed that 

although Cheshire delinquents had supplied details of their properties, he and his 

commissioners had ‘taken a course to come to a true account of there severall 

estats by comparinge, that they bring in with what survay wee have of ther 

estates for 1640; and if wee find that deficient, wee intend to survay anew those 

estates that wee have a doubt of’. Also, ‘all the rest of those gentlemen that were 

compounders’ were ordered to comply.
990

 Those summoned to appear before 

commissioners in late 1655 were expected to provide particulars of their     

estates as at 1 November 1653. Although the association’s commissioners were 

reasonably successful in finding royalists to decimate, they were equally aware 

of the financial incentive for  royalists  to  underestimate  the  value  of  their  

lands  and  property. While deliberate undervaluing of land and personal property 

had enabled royalists in some associations to avoid making realistic bi-annual tax 
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payments, in Worsley’s association commissioners challenged the accuracy of 

valuations received from delinquents, comparing them with earlier surveys 

submitted by royalists when compounding for estates. Where necessary, the tax 

liability was reassessed and sequestered delinquents ordered to supply updated 

particulars of their estates, including land held in other associations. From 

Preston early in November 1655, Worsley reported to Thurloe that ‘Wee have 

put our selves into a method of proceedinge, and have chosen a clerke, a 

messenger, and a dore-keeper, and brought our businesse to this issue, as that 

wee have sent order for divers off our great malignants in this county to apeare, 

and to bringe in an exact account of there estates both reall and personall. Wee 

have done this, not that wee shall rest upon there survay, but still take that course, 

that wee may come to a full and right understanding of the full vallue, and 

proceede with them accordingly.’ Writing to Thurloe from Nantwich later in 

November 1655, Worsley reported that ‘The commissioners for this county of 

Cheshire met this day att Namptwich, att which time I received your letters, with 

the inclosed from the counsell, and the progrese wee have made is, wee received 

the particulars from those gentlemen, wee sent our governors two, and have 

taken a course to come to a true account of there severall estats by comparinge, 

that they bring in with what survay wee have of ther estates in 1640; and if wee 

find that deficient, wee intend to survay anew those estates that wee have a doubt 

of.’
991

  

           While Major-General James Berry initially reported to Thurloe that many 

delinquents in Wales were poor and would not fall within the scope of the rules 

of the decimation tax, Worsley was more determined in his resolve to extract as 

much tax as possible from royalists in his association.
992

 Besides emphasising 

that to ensure accurate tax assessments he and his commissioners were resolved 

to come to a ‘true account’ of delinquents estates, Worsley reported to Thurloe in 

early December 1655 that he and his Lancashire commissioners had debated, 

though it remained unresolved, the tax position relating to delinquents and ‘old’ 

rents and long leases as it would likely ‘add to that taxe set upon them.’
993

 In 

accord with Edward Whalley’s view that few men’s ‘personall estate’ could be 
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taxed, ‘it being so hard a thing to discover them’, Worsley - who also thought 

they would not find much personal estate - reported in December 1655 that ‘Wee 

shall (I doubt) not find much of a parsonall estate.’
994

 One consequence of the 

process was that the Council of State received a petition from Richard, earl of 

Dorset, in which he cited that several orders had been issued by the 

commissioners of Derbyshire and Staffordshire, one directing ‘a particular of his 

estates’ to be given in, the other appointing his tenant to pay certain sums 

assessed which he conceived to be grounded on a ‘misinformation of 

delinquency’ as he had never borne arms for or otherwise sided with the late 

king’s party. Major-Generals Worsley and Whalley were instructed to discharge 

the petitioner if they found his statements to be true.
995

    

            Although Worsley reported to Secretary Thurloe on 20 November 1655 

that at their first meeting his Staffordshire commissioners had expressed 

dissatisfaction that too little decimation tax had been collected and as a 

consequence most of the county’s cavaliers had been summoned to attend their 

next meeting to resolve issues relating to the collection of the tax, he still hoped 

to ‘be shortly over the mony businese.’
996

 Indeed, unlike some other major-

generals, on 8 December 1655 Worsley optimistically reported from Stafford that 

out of the tax already collected in, there was sufficient to pay the county’s troop 

and ‘provide you a considerable some for other uses.’ Likewise, as with 

Staffordshire, in February 1656 he reported that sufficient monies had been 

collected in Cheshire to pay the county troop and have ‘a pretty good summe to 

spare to be otherwise disposed of.’
997

 However, Worsley reported to Cromwell 

that the tax collected in Lancashire would be less than expected since the estates 

of many great papist delinquents had already been ‘sold away’ by the state, 

thereby reducing annual incomes upon which the decimation tax was based. 

Hence, he was prompted to propose to Cromwell that in order to bridge potential 

shortfalls, the lower threshold of annual income from estates in land should be 

reduced from £100 to £50 and from £1,500 to £500 for personal estates and that 

all delinquents who had previously compounded should be taxed.
998

 And yet, 
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Worsley still maintained his optimism about the amounts of decimation tax likely 

to be collected within his association, prompting him to declare to Thurloe in 

March 1656 that he expected to collect very nearly £5,000 per annum in tax 

receipts, a sum far in excess of the authorised annual expenditure sanctioned by 

Cromwell and his Council for operating his three county militia troops, which 

stood at £4,235. 12s. 4d.
999

 As Cliffe rightly argues, the ‘estimated receipts for 

Major-General Worsley’s counties of Cheshire, Lancashire and Staffordshire 

(£5,000 a year) [...] are considerably in excess of the authorised expenditure 

figures even before their reduction.’
1000

 On 24 December 1655, Worsley reported 

to the Protector that in Staffordshire he and his commissioners had taxed ‘as 

many as amounts to about £1,300 or £1,400 per annum’, in Cheshire it had 

amounted to £1,500 per annum, and in Lancashire to about £1,100 per annum.
1001

  

             As correspondence with the Protector and Thurloe shows, Worsley was 

annoyed that official delays meant he and his commissioners were not ‘free to 

medle with the estates’ of such notable royalists as Sir Robert Shirley, Colonel 

Robert Werden, Peter Leycester, Colonel John Booth, George Warburton and Sir 

George Middleton.
1002

 Ever ruthless in his application of the tax, Worsley raised 

concerns with Thurloe over the many biased certificates sent to the Council by 

Cheshire gentlemen on behalf of decimated royalist neighbours and the number 

of exemptions or ‘references’ received by his commissioners from Cromwell. 

Parliamentary supporter Henry Harpur of Chester was one such petitioner 

‘referenced’ by the Protector - to whose declaration and direction Cheshire 

commissioners ‘humbly’ submitted - following his discharge from his ‘fine and 

delinquency’ and all payments by order of parliament.
1003

 In his diary, Thomas 

Mainwaring recorded that along with Worsley and other commissioners he 

attended several meetings, such as those held at Nantwich on 26 November 1655 

and Middlewich on 11 December 1655, to discuss the levelling of the decimation 
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tax. However, such meetings did not prevent Mainwaring and another 

commissioner, Henry Birkenhead, from writing to the Protector on behalf of 

Mainwaring’s cousin, the suspected royalist supporter Peter Leycester, who 

sought exemption from the tax.
1004

 One former royalist who the Protector and 

Council ordered ‘to be discharged from all proceedings against him or his estate, 

on the orders to Major-Generals’ - probably because of his loyal service as 

parliament’s agent in Chester after the siege - was former mayor, Alderman 

Charles Walley.
1005

  

            Although Cromwell’s declaration of 31 October 1655 implied exemption 

from decimation for those who could provide evidence of a sincere change of 

heart and acceptance of the Protectorate, Worsley viewed the exemptions as 

being abused, writing ‘it will indanger the wholl businese.’
1006

 It was a view 

shared by Thomas Kelsey and Robert Lilburne, who himself complained to 

Thurloe that too many delinquents were being allowed to avoid decimation, 

citing ‘you clip our stocke too much with your suspensions’, while like Worsley, 

querying the number of exemptions from the tax received by his commissioners 

from the Protector.
1007

 In 1655, Sir Hervey Bagot, together with seven other 

Staffordshire delinquents: Richard Leveson, Ralph Egerton, George Digby, 

Thomas Lane, John Persehowse, Thomas Leigh and H. Warde, submitted an 

unsuccessful petition to Cromwell for pardon and remission of fines. Despite this 

rejection, Bagot sought the aid of his neighbour, Sir Charles Wolseley, a member 

of both Cromwell’s Council and the subcommittee for considering petitions, to 

assist in the passage of his petition against his fines. On 20 January 1656, Wolsey 

wrote to Bagot to acknowledge his receipt of Bagot’s petition and written request 

for help in dealing with it, adding ‘I cannot promise any successe to it in my 

hand but found it but answerable in the respect & service I owe you to use my 

best Endeavors in it’.
1008

 On 4 February 1656, Bagot drafted a reply to Wolsely, 

reminding him of his promise to help. Subsequently, on 11 March 1656, Wolsely 

wrote to Bagot to inform him that his petition had been turned down, explaining  
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‘I did deliver it with the best advantage I could to the Counsell but the truth is 

they haveinge not done any thinge in cases of licke nature did not thinke fitt to 

afford any favour in yours’.
1009

  

             The pursuit of prominent delinquents led Lancashire commissioners - 

who had so far met with few problems in dealing with delinquents - in April 

1656 to seek guidance from the Protector with regard to ‘some persons of 

quality’ within the county whose alleged crimes would fall within the first and 

second heads of his instructions. Because some of the more eminent of the 

accused insisted that their counsel should be allowed to plead for them and 

witnesses for their part examined under oath like those of the Commonwealth, 

the commissioners sought a ruling from Cromwell as to how they should 

proceed.
1010

 The commissioners of Cheshire had no such scruples for as Worsley 

had previously reported in March 1656, some like the delinquent Mr Warburton 

had already been taxed.
1011

 After examining articles against Sir George 

Middleton and his followers, Worsley and his officials issued orders not only to 

apprehend Middleton and those adherents residing within the association, but 

also to secure their estates - both real and personal - until their trial; adherents in 

other counties were to be given notice and the major-generals of those counties 

notified of the proceedings.
1012

 Following the Council’s instruction of March 

1656 that all English and Welsh commissioners should summon the decimated 

royalists within their respective counties before them once again to demand new 

particulars of their estates - in an attempt to uncover lands liable to tax which had 

been concealed during the initial assessment process - Cheshire’s commissioners 

acted on the directive and undertook a wholesale reassessment of the tax liability 

during the spring and summer of 1656.
1013

  

            ‘Generally, the county commissioners preferred to tax real estate rather 

than personal estate. This is hardly surprising since the value of real estate was 

much easier to verify.’
1014

 When problems arose over incomes associated with 
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personal estate, guidance was sometimes sought. Worsley sought Thurloe’s 

direction ‘where a person hath an estate of two hundred pounds a yeare for thirtie 

one yeares or fortie one, or if A. B. live soe longe, it appeares but to bee a 

chattell, and soe will not come within our compasse.’
1015

 Worsley’s taking of 

security from papist attorneys ‘who have been in armes against the parliament or 

present government’ - some of whom had already paid security - confirmed his 

view that they were the worst people in the Commonwealth to deal with; it was 

his view that it would have been better ‘if the counsell had thought fitt’ to reduce 

the income threshold of papists, malignants and delinquents to £40 per 

annum.
1016

 As a means of ensuring all anomalies were addressed, ‘some major-

generals proposed that the threshold for real estate should be lowered to £50, £40 

or even £20 a year and for personal estate to £500 or even £300.’
1017

 Unlike 

Worsley - who was heavily involved in overseeing the decimation of delinquents 

- there is no evidence to suggest that his successor, Tobias Bridge, even when 

acting as deputy to Major-General Charles Fleetwood, was involved to any great 

extent, if at all, in the decimation of delinquents.     

            Several royalists challenged the imposition of the tax, not least Colonel 

Robert Werden who, in an appeal to Secretary Thurloe, claimed his innocence of 

the charge levelled against him by the commissioners of Chester and their 

summons ‘for the payment of my tenthe’. 
1018

 Petitions submitted to the Protector 

and his Council by other royalists like ‘Sir Charles Egerton of Newborough in 

Staffordshire - who had been put on trial at Stafford and found liable to 

decimation’ - and Henry Leigh of Cheshire, who sought discharge or exemption 

from decimation, were invariably referred to their association’s major-general 

and commissioners.
1019

 Having found Egerton liable to decimation for an estate, 

most of which was situated in Yorkshire, Worsley told Thurloe that he would not 

fail to give ‘col. Lilborne an account thereof.’
1020

 In a report to the Protector, 

Worsley highlighted that although he had found many dangerous persons in his 

association, their estates would ‘fall short of one hundred pounds per ann.’ and 
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that many who were looked upon to be men of ‘good estates’ who had been 

active against parliament, would hardly be brought within the limits of the tax, 

‘for in these countryes one hundred pounds per ann. is a considerable estate’. To 

prevent delinquents escaping the decimation tax because the supposed annual 

income from their estates was less than the stipulated lower limit of £100, 

Worsley suggested to the Protector that if the thresholds were lowered to £50 for 

estates in lands, and £500 for personal estate, ‘we shall raise much more than else 

we can’.
1021

 It was a view also shared by William Goffe who told Thurloe that 

‘Men do now begin to be very industrious to bring in their estates to be under 

£100 per annum, which makes us more earnestly desire an additionall order, that 

those who have £50 per annum may be taxed’.
1022

 The only major-general who 

rejected the call to lower the thresholds was Edward Whalley who told Thurloe 

in mid December that, after consulting with his Nottinghamshire commissioners, 

they had all agreed that they should oppose the move on the grounds that it 

‘would discontent many, and ruinate some in this countie’, and in the rest of the 

counties under his charge, ‘bring very little money into the treasury, the middling 

sort of men being almost all for the parliament, or neuters.’
1023

   

            At the beginning of 1656, perhaps because they feared it might provoke a 

backlash from the royalist community or would be too costly to administer, 

Cromwell and his advisers decided to reject calls for a reduction in the original 

lower limits of real and personal estates. John Desborough was disappointed 

when he heard of the decision, and told Thurloe that he felt that it had been a 

mistake to dismiss the proposal, claiming ‘you will not loose one of them by itt, 

that otherwise might be gained, and without a change of their principles           

are better lost then found.’
1024

 Although it is difficult to quantify the amount of 

additional income that would have been generated had the thresholds been 

lowered, the size of any increase would certainly have varied greatly from county 

to county. Worsley had already pointed out to Thurloe and the Protector that in 

the poorer parts of northern England, where estates worth £100 per annum were 

few and far between, the great majority of the royalist party supposedly did not 

possess sufficient income to qualify, which was extremely galling for him and 
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his commissioners.
1025

 While a lowering of the thresholds might well have raised 

the morale of the major-generals and their commissioners, and brought in a little 

extra money, there is no reason to believe it would have produced a large enough 

increase in the overall national yield to remedy the underlying problem. ‘By June 

1656 the government had become so concerned about the failure of the 

decimation tax to provide sufficient funds for the support of the militia that it was 

decided that greater centralised control was necessary.’
1026

 Hence the decree on 

13 June that the Army Committee ‘shall have the care, mannageinge and 

ordering of the whole businesse of bringing in, receiving, disposing, and issuing 

forth of the monies’.
1027

 Significantly, for whatever reason, unlike some of the 

other associations that in the spring of 1656 were ordered by the Council to 

transfer ‘overplus moneys’ to the most underfunded major-generals as part of an 

attempt to shift money from one association to another, the North Western 

Association was never instructed to transfer any of its moneys to any other 

associations.
1028

 ‘All the evidence suggests, however, that the declaration had 

little practical effect.’ In the event, none of the initiatives aimed at rectifying the 

shortfall from the decimation tax worked. The accounts of the Treasurers at War, 

apart from showing the earl of Devonshire’s contribution, revealed no 

decimation money, ‘and it is apparent that in counties for which detailed records 

have survived’, like Warwickshire, ‘the money received continued to be held and 

disbursed locally at the direction of the major-generals.’
1029

 Inevitably, the 

serious financial problems experienced by the major-generals and their 

commissioners in many parts of the country persisted throughout 1656 and on 

into 1657.  

            It is evident from his letter of 2 January 1657 to John Walden, treasurer to 

the Warwickshire militia, that Major-General Edward Whalley believed that 

unlike Colonel Hawksworth’s troop of horse, most if not all other county troops 

had already been paid for ‘this last year’ out of decimation tax receipts. Hence, 

only weeks before the defeat of Desborough’s militia bill, Whalley was 

‘impowered’ by the Protector and Council, to order Walden - who for whatever 
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reason had not yet paid Hawksworth’s troop - to pay the outstanding sum of £419 

6s. 6d. to Colonel Hawksworth for himself and his troop horse militia, plus £150 

for his civil officers, and for ‘the Commissioners’ contingencies being all due for 

the year ended 24 June last’.
1030

 Since no financial records for the North Western 

Association’s militias are available, it is impossible to ascertain if all outstanding 

monies owed to the Association’s three troops of horse were paid. However, 

since Worsley confidently reported that more than enough tax had been collected 

to pay his three troops of horse, and since the association had not been ordered to 

transfer ‘overplus moneys’, it is reasonable to assume that all outstanding monies 

had been paid out.  

             Even before the defeat of Desborough’s militia bill, falling tax receipts 

were weakening the system’s financial viability, a situation not helped by ‘the 

willingness of the Protector and his Council to look favourably on requests for 

exemption from the tax.’
1031

 By how much tax receipts fell, if at all, in the North 

Western Association is not known. The defeat of the bill should have brought to 

an end the ‘rule’ of the major-generals in its ‘fully fledged form’; however, 

despite - what Durston aptly terms - their now ‘ambiguous status’, it did not 

herald their immediate demise or convince the government that they were no 

longer needed to maintain the security and stable governance of their respective 

associations, as with Tobias Bridge, who remained actively involved with the 

North Western Association well into 1658.
1032

 Nevertheless, one immediate and 

far-reaching outcome of the bill’s defeat was the abolition of the decimation tax, 

which had been the sole source of funding for the horse troop militias.  

           Despite the disappearance of any real prospect of ongoing guaranteed 

funding after January 1657 a number of county troop horse militias managed to 

remain active, and indeed were called upon to be in a state of readiness when the 

nation’s security appeared to be threatened. This happened in 1657 and         

1658 when rumours and intelligences abounded at the prospect of Fifth 

Monarchist plots, popish insurrection and the prospect of royalist and Leveller 
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risings supported by a Spanish invasion.
1033

 Cromwell himself acknowledged the 

plight of the troop horse militias in a letter to his friend Colonel Alban Cox - who 

in February 1658 was still acting as captain of the Hertfordshire militia troop - in 

which he wrote ‘we are sensible of your want of pay for yourself and Troop; and 

do assure you that effectual care shall be taken therein, and that without 

delay.’
1034

  

             The most damaging outcome of the defeat of the militia bill was that new 

enmities emerged; it was no longer simply royalist against parliamentarian. 

Following the fractious debate surrounding the bill, those parliamentarians who 

had always held the view that the introduction of the tax had been inconsistent 

with the Act of General Pardon and Oblivion of 1652 and therefore ‘against 

common justice’, along with many who feared the power of the army and a 

return to military rule, voted against the bill, and in effect the army.
1035

 Indeed, 

the onset of fractured political loyalties and the subsequent acrimonious nature 

and end of Richard Cromwell’s Third Protectorate Parliament engendered the 

participation of a number of former government-supporting politicised 

Presbyterians in the armed insurrection staged in Cheshire and Lancashire in 

1659.    

             To conclude, this chapter has explored in as much detail as the surviving 

though sometimes rather limited surviving sources permit the financial context 

and operation of the North Western Association. It has placed the decimation tax 

introduced in autumn 1655 within the broader context of sequestrations, 

compositions and the financial suffering of delinquents and papists within the 

region, thereby demonstrating elements of continuity alongside the innovations 

of the new tax. It has also reassessed the mechanism of decimation within the 

North Western Association, throwing new light not only upon the operation of 

the association and its two major-generals, but also upon the predicament faced 

by those who were liable to suffer, most notably the Bagot family, for which 

unusually rich archival sources survive. This chapter has also explored more 
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broadly the income and expenditure of the North Western Association, thereby 

bringing into sharper focus and throwing new light upon the strengths and 

weaknesses of the association’s financial position. 

            The chapter has thrown new light on the process of decimation by placing 

it within the longer-term context of sequestrations. Making detailed use of the 

printed Calendar but supplementing that information by drawing directly on 

archival material, including Exchequer records and substantial work on the 

Bower Papers in reference to the Bagot family, it demonstrated both the strengths 

and the limitations of the decimation process within the region. Compensating 

for the dearth of surviving source material for Worsley’s region, detailed 

comparison was also made with aspects of the financial operation of Howard’s 

association and of the county of Warwickshire for which far richer sources 

survive. Nonetheless, the extant sources for the North Western Association were 

squeezed to recover as full a picture as possible of the income, expenditure and 

generally robust financial position of the association. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

        



 291 

                                                   Chapter Six                                                           

The 1656 Parliamentary Election and the 1659 Rising: political affiliations  

            This chapter will examine issues relating to the 1656 parliamentary 

elections and the failed anti-government rising of 1659. Although falling outside 

and beyond the timespan of the regime of the major-generals, evidence will be 

examined to establish linkage between the two events, notably the involvement 

of the region’s Presbyterian gentry. Lists of prisoners captured after Booth’s 

defeat will be reviewed to identify participants from the association’s gentry who 

had served as local officials and MPs elected at the 1656 parliamentary elections 

and as commissioners for securing the peace of the Commonwealth, as set out in 

Tables 4.2, 4.3, 4.4 and 6.1 of this study. It is already known that the following 

Cheshire and Lancashire former officials were held prisoner following their 

defeat at Winnington Bridge: Colonel Gilbert Ireland of Lancashire; Sir George 

Booth; of Cheshire; Alderman William Wright (Captain) of Chester; Captain 

Philip Egerton of Oulton; Major Peter Brooke MP of Cheshire; Colonel Henry 

Brooke of Cheshire; and Thomas Marbury of Cheshire. These findings will be 

further explored to establish how the allegiances of these individuals changed.
1036

  

The death of Major-General Charles Worsley in June 1656 marked not 

only a change in the governorship of the North Western Association, but also a 

point when, as Woolrych argues, ‘the brief military ascendancy achieved       

during 1655-6 was well on the wane by the early weeks of 1657.’
1037

 Worsley 

had succeeded in not only ensuring that more than adequate tax revenues were 

being collected from decimated delinquents to finance his association’s three 

select troops of horse militia, but also in complying with the Council’s order to 

reduce each troop’s establishment by twenty soldiers. However, despite 

Worsley’s contribution to the major-generals’ effort to reduce the government’s 

financial deficit, the events that unfolded at Westminster in late 1656 and early 

1657 were the consequence of the government’s unresolved financial problems - 

exacerbated by war with Spain - reaching crisis point in the summer of 1656. The 

outbreak of hostilities between England and Spain in February 1656 not only 
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necessitated a large financial outlay to equip and maintain an army of occupation; 

it also required ‘a still larger one’ for naval preparations and operations.
1038

  

Early in February 1656, Major-General Desborough wrote to the 

Protector to suggest, ‘for I humbly think, that if you would please to summon all 

the major generals up to wait upon you within a fortnight, there might be 

somewhat propounded to your highnes, which might be of great use and 

advantage to this poor nation, especially if they find the temper of the gentlemen, 

where they come, as I do generally in these parts.’
1039

 ‘If this statement meant 

that Desborough had come to believe that a parliament should be called, he 

would almost certainly have discussed the matter with Cromwell, and perhaps 

also with several of the other major-generals who visited the capital in February, 

on his return from the west country several weeks later.’
1040

 It may well have 

been Desborough’s influence that persuaded the Protector ‘to summon all the 

major-generals to London in May 1656 to report on their progress and advise the 

government on how best to tackle its financial difficulties.’
1041

  

            In the month prior to their meeting with the major-generals in May 1656, 

Cromwell and his Council finally agreed to affect a diminution in the expenditure 

on local horse troop militias like those of the North Western Association. The 

countrywide receipts from the decimation tax, having proved insufficient to 

provide sufficient monies to finance the government’s newly-raised county troop 

horse militias, led initially to the deficit being met by reducing troop strengths to 

80 soldiers. Despite endeavouring to reduce overall annual running costs from 

£80,067. 12s. 4d. to £67,010. 5s. 8d., doubts remained whether it would be 

possible to continue to raise even this reduced sum; consequently, the 

sustainability of the new militias was threatened.
1042

 On 5 May 1656, Worsley 

asked of Thurloe, ‘I humbly crave your leysence for one month to come upp to 

London, about some occasions’, which almost most certainly referred to his 

attendance at the meeting convened by the Protector.
1043

 ‘Among the strategies 

reportedly under consideration were the doubling of the assessment tax, the 
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collection of privy seal loans and the extension of the decimation tax. All these 

alternatives were eventually rejected, however, in favour of the major-generals’ 

preferred option of the calling of a parliament.’
1044

 It was this option upon which 

the major-generals and Cromwell’s advisors unanimously agreed.
1045

 After fully 

involving  the major-generals to find a solution, a dubious Cromwell and the 

government decided to call a parliament as was its right at times of national 

emergency under the terms of the Instrument of Government.
1046

 ‘The following 

year Cromwell claimed that he had been against the proposal, and he accused the 

major-generals to their faces of having been “impatient” to hold a parliament, 

and of winning over the council through their confidence that by their “strength 

and interest” they could obtain the election of “men chosen to your heart’s 

desire”.’
1047

 The writs for the county elections, which were to be held on 20 

August 1656, were issued a few weeks after Worsley’s funeral, which was held 

on 13 June 1656; it was in the intervening period that Colonel Tobias Bridge was 

officially appointed on 18 July 1656 to replace Worsley as the Major-General for 

the North Western Association.
1048

     

           ‘As a result of the sudden death of Worsley, there was no direct 

intervention by a major-general in the election campaign in Cheshire, Lancashire 

or Staffordshire until the final few days before the poll.’
1049

 Campaigning had 

already begun when, apart from a short stay in Staffordshire to arrange for 

favourable election returns, Bridge arrived in Cheshire on 13 August 1656, 

which was just one week before the day of the election.
1050

 As instructed, he 

immediately directed his energies towards preventing ‘hostile groups’ from 

disrupting the election and ensuring that only acceptable candidates were elected, 
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not least because it was known that the prominent opponent of the government, 

Lord President Bradshaw, intended to contest the election.
1051

 On 15 August 

1656, Bridge - along with other major-generals including John Desborough, 

James Berry and Lambert’s deputy, Robert Lilburne - replied to a letter sent by 

Cromwell to all major-generals on 8 August 1656 in which the Protector, as well 

as expressing misgivings about the political climate, set out instructions to 

counter what he believed was the very real prospect of imminent ‘invasion from 

abroad or insurrection at home’.
1052

 Indeed, exactly one year on from the date of 

Bridge’s reply in which he confirmed Cheshire’s readiness to ‘oppose any 

invasion from abroad or insurrection at home’ and when he still exercised 

oversight of the association, the transportation of three apprehended papist 

delinquents, named Jefford, Ashley and Alanson, from Staffordshire to London 

on 15 August 1657 seemingly vindicated Cromwell’s misgivings. After being 

examined, the three prisoners - who were ‘men formerly in Arms against the 

Common-wealth, and one of them with Charls Stuart when he invaded England 

and went to Worcester’ - were committed to the Tower of London for being ‘all 

now again upon his score engaged in treasonous designe against the present 

Government, having Commissions from Charles Stuart for that purpose’.
1053

  

            In his letter, Cromwell directed major-generals to remain vigilant during 

the election campaign to prevent ‘hostile groups’ from taking advantage of the 

election to destabilise the regime and while he did not name John Bradshaw 

specifically, it is inconceivable that Bridge - who read out Cromwell’s letter to 

about twenty Cheshire gentlemen, all of them commissioners, at a meeting at 

Middlewich - was not made fully aware of Cromwell’s concern over the possible 

nomination of the renowned republican and opponent of the Protectorate,      

Lord President Bradshaw.
1054

 Although in his memoirs Ludlow recounts that 

Cromwell sent out letters giving ‘notice that it would be resented, if such persons 

were elected; one of which was publickly read at the election for Chester, to 

deter men from appearing for the President’, there is no evidence to show that 
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such a letter was read out on 20 August 1656. It is more likely that Ludlow 

wrongly ascribed this letter to the one read out by Bridge at his meeting at 

Middlewich.
1055

  

             Having berated Cromwell for his dissolution of the remnants of the Long 

Parliament and dismissal of the Council of State on 20 April 1653, Bradshaw - as 

the newly-elected MP for Stafford and Cheshire - in 1654 went on to refuse to 

subscribe to the ‘recognition of the government’ as prescribed for all those 

returned to the First Protectorate Parliament. He was at the fore of the attack 

made by the ‘Commonwealthmen’ on the new constitution, so much so that his 

speeches aimed at modifying the Instrument of Government marked him out as a 

leading anti-militarist. Despite being dismissed from his post as Chief Justice of 

Chester in August 1654 after being forced to defend his patent of appointment to 

Cromwell and the newly-appointed Council of State, Bradshaw faced down     

his opponents by going on circuit, which was subsequently officially sanctioned   

in September 1654.
1056

 Having already been suspected by Secretary Thurloe of 

complicity in several plots against the government in 1654 and 1655, in 1656 

Bradshaw was again suspected of being involved with a group attempting to 

instigate a coalition of Levellers, republicans and Spaniards. The animosity 

between Cromwell and Bradshaw intensified when - following ‘his encounter 

with Cromwell and the council of state on August 1, 1656’ - Cromwell told 

Bradshaw that he hoped the accusations against him could be proved.
1057

 Like 

Brereton, Bradshaw found support not only amongst freeholders and artisans, but 

also within the ranks of the poorer unskilled manual labouring classes; it was 

because of his popularity with the ‘poorer classes’ and ‘radical religionists’ like 

the Quakers - who ‘spoke kindly’ of him at a time when Cheshire magistrates, 
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like Thomas Marbury, were noted for their cruelty against them - that he was 

regarded as dangerous by Cromwell’s government.
1058

 Despite profiting ‘greatly 

from parliamentary grants of confiscated estates’ and speculating in former 

Crown lands, and like Worsley engaging in ‘such ungentlemanly actions            

as profiting from discovered lands’, Bradshaw remained a widely-respected and 

popular Chief Justice at Chester.
1059

  

            Thomas Mainwaring’s diary for July 1654 confirms that ‘before each 

Protectorate Parliament a caucus’ of Cheshire’s most influential gentlemen, ‘was 

formed to settle on an agreed group of candidates.’ He records that he attended 

one such meeting at which Sir William Brereton, Thomas Stanley, Thomas 

Marbury, Peter Brooke and Jonathan Bruen were present and at which four 

candidates were nominated who were subsequently elected. ‘With the exception 

of Brereton, those at the meeting were the leading civilians active in local 

government during the first months of the Protectorate.’
1060

 In a subsequent entry 

Mainwaring records that on 25 July 1656 another meeting was attended by 

Thomas Stanley, Jonathan Bruen, Peter Brooke, Philip Egerton, the sheriff, 

Thomas Brereton of Ashley, Roger Wilbraham of Derfold and John Aderne; 

‘these last four were all disillusioned Parliamentarians’ and of the others, ‘Bruen 

and Brooke had ceased to play a full part in local government since the 

inauguration of the Major-Generals.’ Morrill argues that the group’s seemingly 

overriding concern ‘to select candidates who would oppose military rule in the 

new Parliament’ is the only reasonable explanation for their choice of 

candidates.
1061

 The four candidates selected by the gentlemen at this meeting 

were Thomas Marbury, Peter Brooke - who in 1655 had spoken out against the 

new militia - Richard Legh of Lyme - who was Brooke’s nephew by marriage 
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and the son of a royalist - and John Bradshaw.
1062

 Although there were grounds 

to include Bradshaw on the slate, he would have been unacceptable to many of 

the county’s ‘increasingly conservative gentry.’
1063

  

            Before the arrival of Bridge, several meetings had been held throughout 

Cheshire following the meeting of 25 July 1656 in order to gather support for the 

gentlemen’s slate of candidates. However, within forty-eight hours of his arrival, 

Bridge had called his own meeting at Middlewich and was asking members of 

the county’s gentry, upon whom he relied, to support his own slate of four 

nominees namely: Thomas Marbury, who appeared on both lists, Thomas 

Croxton, Thomas Mainwaring and Edward Hyde; of the four, only Thomas 

Marbury was returned. They were all men of solid gentry and parliamentarian 

credentials, but generally intolerant of the sects and unwilling to trouble         

their royalist friends and neighbours; it was also a group ‘of the most traditional 

wealthy gentry’ who in the summer of 1656 were still very much active as 

commissioners for securing the peace of the Commonwealth and ‘who were   

still willing to serve under Cromwell.’
1064

 Thurloe best summed up the political 

intrigues occurring in the days leading up to the election in his letter of 12 

August 1656 to Henry Cromwell, in which he reported that ‘The day of election 

now drawes neare; and here is the greatest striveinge to get into the parlament 

that ever was knowne. All sorts of discontented people are incessant in their 

endeavours.’
1065

 After further discussions, a compromise between the two slates 

was agreed, with Bridge agreeing to the gentlemen’s list provided they undertook 

to prevent the election of John Bradshaw.
1066

 In his letter sent from Middlewich 

on 15 August 1656, Bridge informed Cromwell that he did not doubt that those 

nominated in Cheshire would be ‘both satisfactory to the county, and also 

faithful to your highnesse’, but he also pointed out that ‘my Lord Bradshaw’ 

enjoyed the support of a ‘greate party here in this county, even amongst the 

commissioners’, some of whom had met several times with the sheriff in 

preparation for the election and had resolved on the slate of John Bradshaw, 
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Peter Brooke of Mere, Richard Legh of Lyme and Thomas Marbury of Marbury. 

However, in his letter, Bridge informed Cromwell that ‘after much debate and 

arguing with them concerning the lord Bradshaw, I believe they are now satisfied 

to leave him out’.
1067

 Bridge must have felt confident that ‘he could rely on the 

gentry to implement this agreement, for the next day he set off for Lancashire 

and did not return until after the election.’
1068

  

             ‘Soon, however, the Gentlemen Confederates (as the caucus became 

known) began to have qualms about the possibility of preventing Bradshaw’s 

election.’
1069

 In the remaining days before 20 August, several meetings were held 

at Richard Legh’s house to discuss the problem and ‘Henry Bradshaw was 

invited to one of these meeting to discuss his brother’s position.’ Hearing that his 

brother, John, was determined to ‘serve if elected clearly caused consternation, 

particularly because several of the Gentlemen had been spreading rumours that 

he would refuse to serve if elected, or that Cromwell would arrest him rather  

than let him take his seat.’
1070

 When Henry Bradshaw - who was ‘managing his 

brother’s candidacy’ - showed them a letter from his brother confirming his 

intention to stand it only increased their agitation, and ‘further meetings were 

held in Chester on the evening before, and morning of the poll before a decision 

to adhere to Bridge’s agreement was finally taken. In the meantime, Sir      

George Booth had accepted the nomination as their alternative candidate                         

to Bradshaw.’
1071

 The initial decision to sponsor the candidacy of the well-

connected Bradshaw possibly lay in terms of his family ties with several of the 

Gentlemen Confederates, while the candidacy of Booth - ‘another close relative’ 

- was probably meant in part ‘to mollify’ Bradshaw and perhaps Brereton, both 

of whom had long-standing ties with the family of their erstwhile parliamentary 

ally. In his early legal career in his native Cheshire, Bradshaw - who was the son-

in-law of Thomas Marbury of Marbury - enjoyed the patronage of his neighbour 

and kinsman Sir William Brereton. However, the nomination of Booth in 

Bradshaw’s place seemed to owe less to their family ties than to their temporary 
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political agreement over the threat posed by the major-generals.
1072

 ‘They had 

been bitterly opposed to one another in local politics for years,’ and while the 

arch-republican Bradshaw was an outspoken Republican opponent of the 

Protectorate, ‘Booth had been expelled from the Commons at Pride’s Purge’, and 

‘was one of three commissioners who had openly refused to serve with Worsley’; 

it was Booth who ‘called the major-generals ‘Cromwell’s hangmen”.
1073

 Booth’s 

selection ‘may well have been determined by the need to have an experienced 

member to lead the county delegation to Westminster; the direction from which 

he attacked military rule was less important than the determination to oppose 

it’.
1074

 If ‘the Gentlemen Confederates were negotiating with leading Royalists 

like the Cholmondeleys and Egertons to induce their tenants to support their 

nominees, Booth would have been’ a more acceptable ‘choice than Bradshaw.’ 

The disenfranchisement of royalist gentry under the Instrument of Government 

did not prevent them from exerting pressure on their newly-enfranchised 

tenants.
1075

 One notable candidate left off the Cheshire slate, but who was ‘in the 

field’, was Sir William Brereton who, according to Bridge, ‘hath been bestirring 

himself what he can by himself and agents, to procure voices; but I find his 

interest amongst the gentlemen very little; only some of the rigid clergy cry him 

up.’
1076

 Indeed, many of ‘the Cheshire gentry would not look with favour on 

Brereton’s candidacy since he was the outstanding symbol of old animosities 

which were better forgotten.’
1077

 

             Confident that he had secured the Gentlemen’s promise to thwart 

Bradshaw, Bridge, having spent just two days in the county, departed to 

Lancashire on 15 August 1656 to handle a tricky election campaign there, but not 

before he had instigated certain precautions. In the letter he wrote at Middlewich 

before his departure, Bridge informed Cromwell that to prevent any disturbance 

at the election he had ordered a troop of the regular army stationed at his 

Nantwich headquarters ‘to draw forth near Chester, and be in readiness; as also 
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the county troop, and Col. Croxton’s’, to secure the castle ‘in which the election 

is to be, as also to prevent any inconvenience elsewhere.’
1078

 Bridge reported that 

he had arranged a meeting at Preston for Monday, 18 August 1656 and that as 

soon as he had informed himself of the condition of Lancashire, he would give 

his ‘highness an account, but I expect much thwarting there, through the 

peevishness of some, and disaffection of others.’
1079

 Since Bridge’s whereabouts 

are not known until September, when he was at Nantwich, it is likely that he 

considered the Lancashire situation more serious and decided to spend more time 

there. As a consequence, he subsequently delayed the Lancashire county poll by 

several weeks from August to September, to give himself more time to influence 

its outcome.
1080

 In contrast to the time and effort spent influencing the election 

results in Cheshire and Lancashire, Bridge - apart from his initial short stay to 

arrange for favourable election returns - appears to have had minimal 

involvement in Staffordshire’s county elections, not least because he would have 

approved of all three candidates. Two of them, Thomas Crompton and Thomas 

Whitgreave, were commissioners for securing the peace - Thomas Minors 

elected for Lichfield was also a commissioner - while Sir Charles Wolseley was 

a leading member of the Council of State.
1081

 ‘The main reason for this intense 

activity was that the election quickly came to be seen as a referendum on the  

rule of the major-generals.’
1082

   

           The elections to the Second Protectorate Parliament were much more 

divisive than to the First, a view borne out by the nature and outcome of the 

election in Cheshire, the one county in the association for which documentary 

evidence of events survives.
1083

 While Morrill and Pinckney both refer to Henry 

Bradshaw’s account of the election, Pinckney argues that ‘its ambiguities       
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make it difficult to relate Wednesday’s sequence of events with assurance.’
1084

 

The election began in the Shire Hall and it would appear that after one person - 

probably Booth - was declared elected, Judge John Bradshaw was spontaneously 

nominated by the people both in the Hall and outside on the Common; it was this 

Henry Bradshaw recounted, together with the nomination of Sir William 

Brereton, that “‘was much displeaseinge to them in the chaire, and some 

others’”.
1085

 A ‘pole’ was demanded by a majority of those present, notably by 

the sizable number of freeholders, but as High Sheriff Philip Egerton had his own 

plans for the outcome, the court was adjourned to the large yard outside the Hall 

where again supporters of Judge Bradshaw and Brereton demanded a ‘pole’. 

Probably a majority of those present - including most of the voters of the four 

final victors - were for Bradshaw while fewer than half favoured Brereton who, 

while travelling to the election, had taken offence at the suggestion that his 

supporters and some of Bradshaw’s friends should join together ‘so as to advance 

him and oppose the four Nominated Gentlemen’.
1086

 Bradshaw’s supporters 

refused to be pacified until his brother Henry urged them to desist, an action he 

would later explain in terms of saving Sir William’s honour after his brother’s 

had already been ‘promoted’. The supporters of both Bradshaw and Brereton had 

not counted on the duplicity of the Gentlemen Confederates who in the meantime 

had voted for their slate of Sir George Booth, Peter Brooke, Richard Legh and 

Thomas Marbury. Upon hearing how unsatisfied and discontented the 

‘Generalitie’ of freeholders and some gentlemen were after the sheriff declared 

the four nominees of the Confederates elected and John Bradshaw excluded, the 

Confederates - along with several of Egerton’s group, including Edward Hyde - 

made speeches hoping to show themselves friendly to the Judge, while using the 

excuse that his election could only be harmful to him.
1087

 One further name 

added to the list of new members of parliament was that of Edward         
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Bradshaw, alderman, who was chosen to represent the City of Chester.
1088

 

Consequently, Philip Egerton, the High Sheriff appointed by Cromwell for both 

1655 and 1656 despite Worsley’s reservations, worked towards his ‘Design’ to 

aid Cheshire’s traditional gentry.
1089

 The effective block to the election of John 

Bradshaw was Egerton’s refusal to hold the poll; it was also Egerton’s refusal to 

hold a poll for Brereton that enraged his supporters. ‘But Egerton had been 

working for weeks for his own slate, and since Brereton was also denied the poll, 

it is likely that the ‘“Sheriff and his favourites”’ were more interested in 

defeating those with radical tendencies than those whom Cromwell specifically 

distrusted.’
1090

 ‘Bridge himself was returned for Chipping Wycombe, where the 

new ruling group evidently hoped that he would continue to favour                    

its interests.’
1091

 In the aftermath of the election the mood of the county seemed 

to call for a testing of Cromwell’s intentions if not for active participation. With 

this in mind, it is probably no coincidence that Thomas Mainwaring recorded in 

his diary that on 4 September 1656, ‘my selfe and most of the rest of the gentry 

mette the foure parliament men for this county at Knottesford’, probably to 

discuss and agree objectives and tactics.
1092

 Pinckney argues that ‘The short 

duration of Bridge’s visit to Cheshire points to the probability that he was not 

only impressed by, but also willing to acquiesce in, the arrangements of the 

Brooke-Legh-Egerton forces’. Also, ‘There remains the possibility that Egerton 

was acting on orders from Bridge, but Henry Bradshaw’s report that the 

nomination of his brother “‘was much displeaseing to them in the chaire, and 

some others”’, would appear to indicate an unexpected and unofficial 

annoyance.
1093

 

             Despite the outcome of the election, it is evident that Bradshaw and 

Brereton retained considerable popularity and that all did not agree that Brereton 

would have lost a poll, as evidenced by the petition drawn up by divers 

freeholders in the name of themselves and many hundreds of the county’s  
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 _______________________________________________________________  

Table   6.1       List of MPs elected to the English Parliament in 1656 from 

                         Major-General Tobias Bridge’s North Western Association.1094 

Notes and references are shown  in Appendix 6.  pp. 363-370                                        

                    

                            Constituency                         Elected to Parliament                  

Cheshire:            Cheshire                           +   1.    Sir George Booth, Bart. 

                                                                           2.    Thomas Marbury Esq. 

                                                                           3.    Richard Legh Esq. 

                                                                           4.    Peter Brooke Esq. 

                             City of Chester                      5.    Edward Bradshaw Esq.  

Staffordshire:     Staffordshire                          6.   Sir Charles Wolseley, Bart. 

                                                                            7.   Thomas Crompton Esq. 

                                                                            8.   Thomas Whitgreave Esq. 

                             Lichfield                          *    9.   Thomas Minors Esq. 

                             Stafford                                 10.  Martin Noel Esq. Merchant of  

                                                                                 London. 

                             Newcastle-under-Lyme   *   11.  John Bowyer Esq. 

Lancashire:         Lancashire                            12.  Sir Richard Houghton, Bart. 

                                                                           13.  Colonel Gilbert Ireland 

                                                                           14.  Colonel Richard Holland 

                                                                           15.  Colonel Richard Standish 

                              Preston                                 16.  Richard Shuttleworth Esq. 

                              Lancaster                              17.  Henry Porter Esq. 

                              Liverpool                         *   18.  Thomas Birch Esq. 

                              Manchester                      *   19.  Richard Radcliffe 

           +   Sir George Booth initially ‘absented’ himself before taking his seat.
1095

 

          *    Of the 19 members elected from Tobias Bridge’s association to  

                serve in the Second Protectorate Parliament, 4 were excluded.
1096
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freeholders. It was a response setting out, ‘That whereas at the late General 

Assembly of ffreeholders for that County, held the 20
th 

of August laste at the 

Castle of Chester, for the electing of ffoure knights to serve in this              

present Parliament for the same county, Sir William Brereton Barronett was duely 

elected one of the knights to serve in parliament for the said county by the 

Greater Number of ffreeholders, and such as had voyces at that Election as wee 

conceive, wherin yet finding opposition from Phillip Egerton, Esq., High Sheriffe 

of that county and others his complices engaged in his Designe urging to have 

others chosen and exclude the said Sir William Brereton from being elected.’
1097

 

Though petitioners and other freeholders demanded and pressed the Sheriff to 

hold a ‘Pole’ at the election, he wilfully refused and did not include Brereton on 

the return of knights elected to serve the county. In 1659, Brereton took his seat 

in the recalled Rump Parliament.
1098

 In his declaration of 16 October 1656, John 

Bruckshawe the younger, a freeholder of Bradbury, wrote of being, ‘Bound as I 

Conceive to attend at the County Courte held at the Castle of Chester within the 

said County in order to the Election of ffoure Knights for the said County to 

serve the Parliament then sumoned for the Comonwealth of England’. Like                                                                                                                                                              

many other freeholders, Bruckshawe was a supporter of Sir William Brereton 

and considered Philip Egerton’s intervention in the election of the county’s slate 

and his refusal to hold a poll, a denial of his liberty and privilege as a ‘freeman of 

the Comonwealth of England, and of this County’. He deemed Egerton’s actions 

illegal and conceived himself and other like freeholders ‘much injured’, accusing 

Egerton of the ‘insufferable wrong’ done.
1099

 Responding to his exclusion, Sir 

William Brereton, backed by eye-witness testimony and in the presence of John 

Bradshaw, petitioned the Cheshire grand Jury that the ‘Pole’ had been demanded 

from Philip Egerton, high sheriff of the county, ‘for the clearinge of the Election’, 
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but contrary to the form of the statute, it was not granted by Egerton.
1100

 ‘One of 

the more important implications of Henry Bradshaw’s summary is that the 

election was a ‘“free”’ one. Bridge was still in Lancashire, and no reference is 

made to the army troop or Croxton’s castle guard, which the Major-General had 

mentioned in his letter of 15 August.’ Indeed, ‘neither Brereton nor Bradshaw 

mentions the presence of troops in their unbridled complaints about the handling 

of the election.’
1101

            

            Contrary to Pinckney’s suggestion ‘that the replacement of the forty-

shilling-freehold qualification with one based on the ownership of real or 

personal estate worth £200 or more had the effect of expanding the county 

electorate, possibly by as much as 50 per cent’, Morrill argues ‘that the reforms 

almost certainly “reduced the size of the electorate substantially”.’
1102

 ‘It thus 

seems probable that the Instrument’s franchise reforms disenfranchised some 

people (especially in rotten boroughs and some of the poorest voters) while 

enfranchising others (particularly those whose wealth met the £200 qualification 

but was not necessarily in the form of freehold).’ The franchise reforms led 

Pinckney to suspect that ‘much of the support for Bradshaw and Brereton came 

from a newly enfranchised group which had profited from the revolution, a group 

which could perhaps be called in more modern terms a middle or even lower 

middle class situated in such places as Stockport, Congleton, Macclesfield, 

Nantwich, and even Chester itself.’ However, ‘this need not necessarily justify 

his conclusion that “the electorate had been noticeably increased”.’
1103

 Prior to 

the Instrument of Government, eligible county electors were allowed two votes 

to elect candidates who would sit for two seats; however, though the Instrument 

greatly increased the number of county seats, it did not specify whether electors 

still possessed only two votes as in previous elections, or whether they could cast 
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as many votes as there were seats available.
1104

 Contrary to Pinckney’s claim in 

relation to the Cheshire election that ‘electors still possessed only two votes, 

regardless of how many members were to be returned for the county’, Morrill 

argues that ‘electors surely possessed as many votes as there were members to be 

returned.’
1105

 

           On 15 July 1656, Thurloe confirmed his initial pre-election optimism 

regarding its outcome in a letter to Henry Cromwell, in which he conveyed that 

in the new parliament, ‘Wee hope for good from it; and that wee shall have none 

of those, who dureinge the last parlament were continueinge very bloody 

designes against the protector and peace of the nation, and used all endeavours   

to seduce the armye from their integritie and obedience.’
1106

 However, by 12 

August 1656, when he again wrote to Henry Cromwell, Thurloe - in what aptly 

applied to Cheshire and probably Lancashire - was raising concerns that as the 

‘day of election now drawes neare; and here is the greatest striveinge to get into 

the parlament, that ever was knowne’, all sorts of discontented people were 

‘incessant in their endeavours.’
1107

 Six days after the election he reported that 

‘much adoe there hath beene about the elections here; every faction hath 

bestirred themselves with all their might’, and that ‘Serjeant Bradshaw hath 

missed it in Cheshire, and is chosen noe where else.’
1108

 All over England, many 

electors were to show deep hostility towards candidates associated with the 

Protectoral regime in general and with the military governorships of the major-

generals in particular, as confirmed by the problems that beset Bridge, to some 

extent in Lancashire, but especially in Cheshire. Many of the country gentry 

especially, as in the North Western Association, deplored the ‘rule of the 

swordsmen’, the imposition of the decimation tax upon former royalists and the 

creation of commissioners to secure the peace, which appeared to undermine the 

status of the traditional commission of the peace.
1109
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            From the reports submitted by the major-generals - like the one sent by 

Bridge to the Protector from Middlewich on 15 August 1656 - the regime was 

able to fully monitor the election process and gauge the level of anti-military 

feeling among electors, which soon profoundly alarmed the Council of State.
1110

 

The Council initially planned to enforce the ‘recognition’ before the Second 

Protectorate Parliament assembled on 17 September 1656 to avoid any repetition 

of the events of 1654, and as early as 1 July 1656, Thurloe informed Henry 

Cromwell that ‘The election is to be, as it was the last parliament; only all 

possible care is to be used, that the qualifications in the government be observed, 

and the recognition is to be first taken, before they sit in the house.’
1111

 Little and 

Smith argue, ‘However, the council was caught off-guard by the unexpectedly 

large number of candidates unsympathetic to the regime who were returned, and 

by the beginning of September it had apparently decided that nothing short of a 

large-scale exclusion would prevent such individuals from taking their seats.’
1112

 

They further argue that ‘In so far as any  regional pattern can be discerned in the 

results of the 1656 elections, it seems that the government faced its greatest 

problems in those areas that had been most strongly Parliamentarian during the 

Civil War. Although this might seem paradoxical, it can be explained by the fact 

that in those regions where royalist sympathies remained strongest, in particular 

towards the north and west of England and in Wales, Parliamentarians looked 

less critically upon the Cromwellian regime and were keener to submit to the 

protection of the major-generals.’
1113

  

            Although Durston’s examination of the exclusion rate for the 400 English 

and Welsh constituencies in the election to the Second Protectorate Parliament 

provides that overall 28% or 112 of those returned were excluded before the start 

of the new Parliament, it fails to highlight that the 5 excluded from the 19 

returned from Bridge’s association included Sir George Booth who, having 

previously absented himself from the First Protectorate Parliament, initially 

absented himself from the Second Protectorate Parliament.
1114

 The 4 members 
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excluded from Bridge’s association were: Thomas Minors for Lichfield; John 

Bowyer for Newcastle-under-Lyme; Thomas Birch for Liverpool; and Richard 

Radcliffe for Manchester. They represented 21% of the 19 returned         

members. Little and Smith argue that none of the 5 members for Cheshire were 

excluded.
1115

 Pinckney argues that, ‘Booth probably would not have absented 

himself in 1656 if there had not been an exclusion. Legh, Brooke and Marbury 

remained, and the latter two were among the twenty-nine who voted on             

29 September in favour of bringing in those excluded, while Brooke spoke             

in favour of them in December.’
1116

 Booth’s temporary absence from the Second 

Protectorate Parliament was confirmed by diarist Thomas Burton who noted on 

several occasions that Booth had attended Westminster during the latter part of 

1656.
1117

  

            The political loyalties of many of the leading protagonists associated with 

the 1656 Cheshire election came to the fore during the staging of Sir George 

Booth’s insurrection in August 1659. Indeed, the nature and outcome of the 

election suggests that it was the precursor to events in north west England in 

1659, so much so that it was inevitable that the entrenched views and loyalties 

espoused by Sir George Booth and Thomas Marbury, and other like-minded 

Presbyterians, would resurface during the staging of the failed insurrection of 

1659; it was a view endorsed by George Monck who ‘appeared to be specially 

swayed by the Presbyterian character of Booth’s rising’.
1118

         

              In his letter of 20 January 1657 to Henry Cromwell, Thurloe wrote of 

the parliamentary debates appertaining to Desborough’s militia bill, highlighting         
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that ‘The bill of decimation yet stickes’ and ‘That which is pretended for the 

reason of the opposition to this bill, is the feare, that it will establish the major 

generals, which they seeme to desireth very much.’ Nonetheless, the decline of 

the once-dominant military faction within the first weeks of the new Parliament 

is borne out by the speech given by Cromwell to over a hundred officers, 

including the major-generals, at Whitehall on 27 February 1657, in which he 

‘showed his exasperation with the army’s clumsy politicking’.
1119

 Having come 

to protest against Parliament’s ‘draft of a new constitution’ proposing that the 

Protector ‘should assume the title of king and that a new upper house be 

established’ - to Cromwell’s intense irritation - the officers were told ‘that it is 

time to come to a settlement and lay aside arbitrary proceedings, so    

unacceptable to the nation’.
1120

 ‘The whole speech was an angry and occasionally 

unfair castigation of the army leaders’ political incompetence. Cromwell for a 

while was seriously at odds with the military members of his council and their 

allies Sir Gilbert Pickering and Walter Strickland, who would have liked to keep 

the Protectorate in its present form and to perpetuate the army’s prominent role 

in central and local government.’
1121

 ‘He was more and more sympathetic though 

not uncritically so, to the party which was promoting the Humble Petition and 

Advice (as the new constitution came to be called) - a party no less loyal to the 

Protectorate than the army was, but one anxious to hasten the transference                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

of governance from a military to a civilian basis and to give it a more traditional 

cast.’
1122

 However, just two and a half years after the Protector’s castigation of 

his officers, events forced Richard Cromwell’s government to falter and de-

stabilise, leaving him with no alternative but to dissolve his Third Protectorate 
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Parliament, thereby ending the ‘Cromwellian Regime’, and supporting Barnard’s 

argument that Oliver Cromwell ‘founded no durable regime’.
1123

 

            By the early half of 1659, the Third Protectorate Parliament was being 

confronted by problems consistent with those that had forced the calling of a 

parliament in 1656, but exacerbated by an emerging distrust of Richard 

Cromwell and ‘a growing breach between the army and the conservative 

majority in parliament’.
1124

 What Oliver Cromwell had managed to avoid in 1656 

by calling a Second Protectorate Parliament, Richard could not, so that by 1659 

the three perennial destructive undercurrents of financial instability and its 

impact on army funding; republican and radical intrigues and manoeuvrings, and 

their links to the army; and the obedience of the army, finally surfaced and came 

to a head in April 1659. After failing to win over the will of Parliament or the 

army to support his proposals, Richard - defeated by a combination of the old 

Rumpers and ‘Good Old Cause’ men of the army - ultimately bowed to army 

pressure and felt compelled to do as the officers commanded, and on 22 April 

1659 dissolved his Parliament by enforced command, thereby passing effective 

power over to the army.
1125

 However, the alliance between the old Rumpers and 

the army quickly broke up because of their fundamentally different ideas on 

future government. Morrill argues that ‘The bizarre alliance of army chieftains 

and a withered Rump Parliament which took power from the faltering hands of 

Richard Cromwell in the early summer of 1659 engendered far more widespread 

distrust and hostility than any of the preceding regimes. Superficially this made 

the chances of a successful Royalist rising better than at any point since the death  

of Charles I’.
1126

 ‘Those who had considered the Protectors to be usurpers but 

who had supported them because they gave peace and security, had no reason to 

support the Rump - that remnant of a remnant at odds with its own army.’
1127
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            In 1659, Tobias Bridge sat for Newcastle-under-Lyme in the Third 

Protectorate Parliament and probably remained involved with the North Western 

Association until, as reported on 3 September 1659, he was ordered ‘to  

command the horse belonging to the garrison of Dunkirk.’
1128

 However, there is 

no evidence of him being involved in the suppression of the insurrection led by 

Sir George Booth. Indeed, not only did the lack of an initial government response 

directed from within the association allow Booth and his cohorts to organise and 

implement their planned insurrection, but also it led to the urgent deployment of 

a government army to restore order.
1129

  

            Though instigated as a royalist insurrection, evidence will show that a 

significant number of the main protagonists who actively participated in Booth’s 

anti-government rising were Presbyterians. When in 1659, dormant political 

enmities resurfaced in the aftermath of Richard Cromwell’s resignation and with 

it the end of the Protectorate, it echoed earlier rivalries - as examined in chapter 

one of this study - that were played out because of different political and 

religious allegiances. The association’s Presbyterian gentry, after acquiescing to 

the political reality of officiating under imposed military governance by 

continuing to serve on the bench and accepting official recognition as appointed 

commissioners of the peace, conspired - with the support of some committed 

Presbyterian ministers - to overthrow the republican government.
1130

  

            Significantly, Sir George Booth found support - both direct and indirect - 

from within the ranks of Cheshire’s most prominent families, not least members 

of Cheshire’s ‘Gentlemen Confederates’, who as a caucus selected the slates of 

candidates for parliamentary elections, as in summer 1656. They included 

Thomas Marbury of Marbury and Peter Brooke, both of whom were elected to 

parliament in the summer of 1656, together with Thomas Mainwaring and Philip 

Egerton, the former high sheriff of Cheshire.
1131

 Accordingly, in the light of the 

additional evidence it might reveal about the fracture lines within the North 

Western Association under both Worsley and Bridge, this chapter will close by 

reassessing ‘Sir George Booth’s Rising’ of 1659.     
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            J. R. Jones argues that ‘The nature of the problems which faced all 

royalist plotters had become clear by 1658. Cromwell and the Commonwealth 

were intensely and almost universally hated. The force of this detestation took by 

surprise even such a staunch royalist as Ormonde when he returned in secret  

after years of exile. Except for careerists and opportunists Cromwell had 

alienated almost all those who had once supported him. The question which the 

royalists had to solve was how to exploit his isolation and unpopularity. [...] His 

reorganization of public security under the Major-Generals increased still further 

the detestation in which his regime was held, and emphasized the oppressiveness 

of military rule. But at the same time this new organization added considerably  

to the difficulties of undertaking another rebellion.’
1132

 Jones further argues that 

‘This failure did not deter all royalists. The leaders known as the Knot continued 

to show themselves dilatory, defeatist and incompetent, but some younger men 

were eager for another attempt.’
1133

 Firth argues that ‘Younger men, less able    

to measure the strength of their opponents, less dejected by repeated 

disappointments, and by nature less prudent, were ready to risk their lives for the 

King without too nicely calculating the chances of success. Those most 

concerned in the plots of the winter of 1657-8 were described by a supporter of 

the government as “new sprung Cavaliers, such as young gentlemen lately come 

to their lands and estate”.’
1134

 ‘In the spring of 1658 the situation seemed to be 

encouraging. Yet the failure in 1658 was even more abject and complete than 

before. Preventive arrests broke up the royalist organization before anyone could 

take the field.’
1135

 Firth argues that ‘A still more dangerous symptom was the 

growing tendency of the Presbyterians to forget their former hostility to the 

Royalists, and to unite with them in the movement for the restoration of Charles 

II. Few even of the leaders, and fewer of the rank and file, were prepared to take 

action, but their temper was unmistakable.’
1136

 Crucially, ‘Ormonde discovered 

further difficulties when he tried to negotiate with the Presbyterians, who by this 

time were prepared to translate their hatred of Cromwell into action to secure   
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his overthrow.’
1137

 The problems confronting royalists formed the subject of a 

memorandum drawn up in 1658 by Colonel Roger Whitley, who at the time was 

a gentleman usher at Charles Stuart’s court, but who had considerable experience 

as a royalist agent.
1138

  

A member of a Cheshire family with estates in Flintshire, Whitley 

possessed contacts throughout North Wales and the north west of England. 

Consisting of four parts, his memorandum examined: suggested heads for a royal 

declaration, a discussion on the possibility of foreign aid, an analysis of the 

problems and methods of organising a successful rising, and, finally, long lists of 

supporters - like Richard Legh of Lyme whose name had been added to the list as 

early as mid-1658 - whose services could be called upon.
1139

 In examining the 

use of foreign troops, Whitley was pragmatic in his discourse touching the 

consequences of using papist troops. Although many of the cavaliers he listed - 

especially in Lancashire - were recusants, ‘these lay Catholics who had       

fought for the king had little influence on their leaders and higher clergy.’
1140

 

Jones argues that ‘Whitley saw that there was no alternative but to seek an 

alliance with the Presbyterians. Like Mordaunt he argued the case for negotiation 

from necessity; he did not particularly relish the idea of combining with old 

enemies who had stood aloof in both 1648 and 1651. But though he appreciated 

the dangers inherent in such an alliance, for the Presbyterians had objectives of 

their own which it might be difficult to reconcile with the interests of the king, 

the advantages outweighed them. Whitley admitted that as a party they were 

more formidable than the royalists: [...]. On the whole they represented the better 

sort of those who had fought against the king in the first civil war. It is 

interesting to note that Whitley considered that they were particularly influential        

in the manufacturing districts, and significant in view of Booth’s rising that       

                                                 
1137

 Jones, ‘Booth’s Rising of 1659’, p. 419. 
1138

 ODNB, Paul D. Halliday, ‘Whitley, Roger (1618-1697), royalist army officer and politician’. 

       online edn, 23 September 2004 [http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/40805, accessed  

       9 March 2019].  
1139

 Pinckney, ‘The Cheshire Election of 1656’, pp. 423-424. Although listed, Legh’s imprison-  

       -ment in Yorkshire in May 1659 prevented him from participating in Booth’s rising.  
1140

 CSPD, 1659-60, p. 37; TSP, VI, pp. 532-533, 539-540; John O’Hart, The Irish Landed  

       Gentry When Cromwell Came to Ireland (Dublin: James Duffy and Sons, 1887), p. 375. In  

       1659 Whitley continued to correspond with the ‘troublesome’ Catholic, Nicholas Bodkin  

       who, on 21 July 1659 sent a coded message to Colonel Whitby (Whitley) at Brussels, and as  

       one of the ‘Forty-Nine’ officers who had fought in the Irish Confederate wars, was already  

       known to Thurloe; Jones, ‘Booth’s Rising of 1659’, p. 421, the highest proportion of papists  

       was in Lancashire, where sixteen of the forty-two royalists listed by Whitley were Catholics.  



 314 

he should have added especially in Lancashire and Cheshire.’
1141

 Booth owned a 

considerable estate in the Warrington area and enjoyed a strong proprietorial 

interest in the southern part of Lancashire; it is likely that he attracted support 

from the strong Presbyterian constituency in that area. His prominence and 

influence was endorsed by Clarendon who described him as ‘a person of one of 

the best fortunes and interest in Cheshire, and, for the memory of his grandfather, 

of absolute power with the presbyterians, promised to possess himself of the city 

and castle of Chester.’
1142

 Indeed, Booth, Mordaunt reported to Charles Stuart, 

‘is very considerable in his county, a Presbyterian, but entirely reliable.’
1143

 

            The Protectorate was never forced to confront viable hostile threats from 

anti-government activists within the North Western Association. However, to the 

consternation of the state, the momentum surrounding the mobilisation of 

royalists and especially Presbyterian gentry in Cheshire and parts of Lancashire 

in the months following the dissolution of the Third Protectorate Parliament in 

April 1659 and subsequent recall of the ejected Rump Parliament in May, 

ultimately resulted in government forces being deployed to quell an unexpected 

anti-government insurrection instigated in August 1659. As with Lancashire, 

under the direction of Sir George Booth sections of Cheshire’s politically divided 

communities - which had been a dominant feature of the parliamentary election 

of 1656 - joined with those members of the county’s gentry who were resolved to 

use martial force to oust the Rump Parliament.
1144

 Booth’s collaboration with the 

exiled Court of Charles Stuart provided the link between the Association’s 

counties and a ‘national movement’ resolute in its aim to stage a general revolt. 

Crucial to its success was the response from the Presbyterian gentry, particularly 

from influential notables such as Thomas Marbury, Peter Brooke and         

Gilbert Ireland, rather than from untrustworthy royalists.
1145

 Influenced by John 

Mordaunt and initiated in accord with his new scheme for a general revolt, on 1 

March 1659 Charles Stuart issued a commission to a small group of men 

authorising them to organize a series of joint royalist-Presbyterian risings. 
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Known as The Great Trust this new group, though boycotted by The Sealed Knot, 

by August 1659 had secured members almost equally from royalists                 

and Presbyterians backgrounds. This in itself was a significant development            

for despite wildly exaggerated hopes throughout the decade, royalists had never    

seemed likely to gain the widespread support of disgruntled Presbyterians.
1146

 As 

a significant inducement, Presbyterians were allowed to decide whether to 

declare openly for the monarchy or stand on the rights of the subject and the laws 

of the land.
1147

     

A member of the subversive royalist ‘Juncto’ from May 1659, Sir George 

Booth was its contact in Cheshire from the beginning of royalist scheming, and 

in August 1659 was the only one of its commissioned local leaders to              

rise with any success.
1148

 Like Sir William Brereton, Robert Duckenfield and the 

Bradshaw brothers, Booth was a prominent resident of the easternmost part of 

the county, which provided him with obvious advantages as a leader not least 

because of his social position, though his sincerity and consistent record towards 

the original values of the parliamentary party of 1642 had seen him lead the 

purged MPs of 1648 in an attempt to re-take their seats. He had campaigned for 

considerate treatment for the defeated royalists - which suggests a capacity to 

hold together the broadest-based party possible - and his wealth was ‘less 

damaged’ than that of royalists who had undergone sequestration, composition 

and decimation. Although he had served in the defence of Nantwich and the 

siege at Chester, he resigned his colonelcy in the Cheshire forces in 1645 to take 

up the county’s vacant parliamentary seat, and as such lacked extensive and 

varied military experience.
1149

 Under Whitley’s strategic plans, unlike the three 

crucial areas where major risings were to be staged and the series of supporting 

risings, the Cheshire rising was originally to have been ‘one of the diversionary 
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movements’, with Booth appointed sole organiser with ‘considerable freedom to 

make arrangements in Lancashire and Cheshire.’
1150

  

Jones argues that ‘The part assigned to Booth was only one among these 

comparatively less important risings, and consequently it did not receive so much 

attention in the general preparation as did the plans for securing Bristol and Lynn. 

However, in one respect it differed from the other local risings in that detailed 

preparations were left largely to Booth himself. The Presbyterians of Lancashire 

and Cheshire accepted him as their natural leader, no rival contested his 

influence with them. On the other hand, we do not have sufficient evidence to 

say how the royalists, as distinct from the Presbyterians, were contacted and 

organized.’
1151

 ‘Whitley arrived shortly before the date fixed for the rising with 

instructions from Mordaunt and messages and commissions direct from Charles 

in Flanders. Furthermore, the majority of those royalists who took part appear on 

the list which he had compiled the previous year of those suitable to serve as 

officers. But there must have been more detailed organization, unknown to us, 

and it is not clear whether the royalists had any direct local connection with 

Booth for any length of time before the rising began. In May 1659 Booth 

received his commission from Mordaunt, and undertook to raise Cheshire       

and south Lancashire.’
1152

 Except in Cheshire and Lancashire, the risings planned 

for 1 August came to nothing in a way very reminiscent of the fiascos of 1655, 

and it is ironic that the one rising to be staged in England was mounted from 

within what was once Charles Worsley’s ‘model’ association. Neither the 

government - who acting upon intelligence had ordered militia commanders to 

stand to their guard to arrest suspected persons - nor the royalist high command 

ever considered that north west England along with North Wales would be the 

only regions to stage risings. Indeed, on 5 August, after being notified by way of 

various reports of the prevention of a rising and many persons secured, Edward 
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Hyde was told that ‘Sir George Boothe, ‘a man we never dreamt of’, has seized 

Westchester; all Lancashire and Cheshire’.
1153

    

Unlike Sir George Middleton’s failed Lancashire royalist rising of March 

1655, which was quashed before it began when the county’s horse troops 

arrested Middleton and his followers at Preston, two other risings did deploy 

troops as part of wider integrated plans. Noted for their similarities as well as for 

their differences, the royalist insurrection staged in the West Country in March 

1655 to restore Charles Stuart to the English throne and the later rising centred 

around Cheshire in August 1659, are often referred to by way of their most 

effective commanders: Colonel John Penruddock and Sir George Booth. Like 

Penruddock’s move to Salisbury in 1655, Booth’s march to Chester in 1659 was 

only meant to be part of a wider integrated scheme to assault the recalled Rump 

using regionally assembled troops. However, in both cases, the risings failed to 

be supported by stronger forces in other areas and hence failed. Certainly, one 

major difference between the two failed risings was Penruddock’s unavoidable 

reliance on limited numbers of royalist troops, while the change in royalist policy 

brought about by the authority and influence of ‘The Great Trust’ enabled Booth 

to rely less on ‘untrustworthy’ royalists and thus deploy significant numbers      

of Presbyterians.
1154

 Consequently, whereas Penruddock commanded a decidedly 

royalist rising, Booth, a former Presbyterian, commanded what was as much               

a Presbyterian as a royalist rebellion.
1155

 Indeed, because of the Knot’s usual 

dilatory stance set against increasing dissentions amongst republicans - who 

distrusted the Presbyterians - Mordaunt who, like Roger Whitley was known to 

Thurloe’s agents, was ‘exasperated by their delays and refusal to co-operate’ and 

went so far as to describe royalists as ‘the laziest and most irresolute of parties’, 

sought the help of the Presbyterians.
1156

 

Dore argues, ‘But when the rising was called off, the Knot forgot to warn 

Sir George until the last moment, and the government, thinking of his past record, 
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overlooked him.’
1157

 ‘The Knot’s letter reached him on Sunday, 31 July, the day 

before the date fixed for rising, when he was having a last conference with his 

supporters in Manchester. At first he wanted to abandon the attempt, but it was 

too late to conceal it any further as his most enthusiastic supporters, the 

Presbyterian clergy, were fiercely calling their congregations to arms from their 

pulpits.’
1158

 Yet, Presbyterian divines Adam Martindale and Henry Newcombe - 

though aware through leaks of the intended rising - were not approached in 

advance and asked to support it, and although both were sympathetic, neither was 

prepared to openly support it.
1159

 ‘Many of the gentry urged him that the only 

way to avoid their ruin was to carry on. Eventually he agreed.’ Booth did not 

proclaim that he was rising for Charles Stuart, ‘but for the restoration of a proper 

parliament’ which inevitably, Dore argues, would include Charles Stuart as king. 

‘For the rest his proclamation was very much aimed at conservative opinion, 

socially and religiously, and spoke of a “mean and schismaticall party depressing 

the Nobility and the understanding Commons”.’
1160

 Using the pretext of the need 

to suppress an imminent Quaker revolt, Booth - supported by the earl of Derby 

and some gentry - mustered a force of some 500 men at the Booths’ town of 

Warrington the following day, while another 500 collected at Manchester, and 

armed men were in motion all over Lancashire and Cheshire. ‘Although rumours 

of the intended rising had reached Colonel Thomas Birch in Lancashire no later 

than 28 July, the authorities in both Lancashire and Cheshire made no attempt   

to hinder its inception, and on 1 and 2 August, were withdrawing into            

scattered fortified places.’
1161

 Indeed, Booth was soon to gain control over south 

Lancashire and all Cheshire. Local militias, though alerted, could not hold the 

field against the insurgents, and after he was replaced as one of Lancashire’s 
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militia commanders, Colonel Gilbert Ireland, himself a Presbyterian, went over 

to Booth with two troops of horse.
1162

  

           On 2 August 1659, Booth moved his main force from Warrington to 

Chester, and his appearance in arms soon attracted very considerable support. 

With his initial success came support not only from all the royalist families, but 

also others of any note; it was reported that among them were the famous names 

of Lord Cholmondeley, Captain Thomas Cholmondley of Vale-Royal, Major-

General Randolph Egerton, Colonel Robert Werden, Colonel Sir Geoffrey 

Shakerley of Hulme, Piers Leigh, Sir William Neile, Major Philips, Colonel 

William Massey, Thomas Grosvenor, Thomas Needham and Colonel William 

Stanley of Hulton. Philip Egerton, the former high sheriff of Cheshire, raised      

a troop of horse to serve with Booth; even Thomas Mainwaring                  

probably ‘appeared’ for Booth.
1163

 Dore further argues that ‘More unexpectedly, 

Presbyterians who had been faithful to all governments since Charles I’s 

execution, such as Brook of Norton, Ireland of Crowton and Sir Thomas 

Myddelton of Chirk, came over, and even trusted servants of the existing regime 

made it plain they were not opposing the rebels. Peter Brooke, a sitting member 

of the Rump, joined his nephew: Henry Bradshaw, brother of the regicide judge, 

though he received a commission to raise the militia, wrote to Sir George Booth 

assuring him he never had opposed and was not now opposing the cause he had 

in hand. Magistrates, like Stanley of Alderley and Legh of Knutsford         

Booths went into hiding to wait on events.’
1164

 ‘Evidence suggests that other 

Presbyterians were involved: John Crewe of Utkinton, Peter Dutton of Hatton, 

Edward Hyde of Norbury, John Daniel of Over Tabley, Thomas Marbury of 

Marbury, and Henry Delves of Doddington.’
1165

 

             At the first rendezvous at Rowton Heath just outside the city, some ‘500 

men were present, but this number soon rose to 3,000’; it was here that Booth 
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‘addressed his troops and issued two manifestos, the “Declaration” and the 

“Letter to a Friend”.’
1166

 Booth’s uncle, John Booth, with the help of a sheriff, 

opened the city’s gate early on the morning of 2 August, thereby allowing the 

insurgents to enter the city unopposed.
1167

 Chester’s mayor and about half the 

corporation took the least line of resistance and supported the rebels, but          

the city was far from unanimous as demonstrated when ‘the Governor of the city, 

Colonel Croxton, retreated with his scanty forces into the castle.’
1168

  

Although it does appear that after coming to an understanding with 

Mordaunt, and twice taking Charles Stuart’s orders - Booth did favour the 

eventual restoration of Charles Stuart as king - he was nevertheless furious when 

he heard that some of the Lancashire insurgents had proclaimed Charles Stuart   

at Warrington, and later rebuked Myddelton for his open espousal of Charles 

Stuart and his cause at Wrexham. However, the importance of these        

admonishments had little bearing on the military situation.
1169

 Jones argues that 

‘Booth’s statements of policy make it abundantly clear that his primary aim was 

to secure Presbyterian objectives; his arguments were calculated to appeal chiefly 

to his co-religionists. If these objectives were to be secured it was essential for 

the Presbyterians to gain control over Parliament so that conditions could be 

imposed upon the king before he returned.’
1170  

During its day’s proceedings on 
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15 August 1659, The Council of State reflected that Sir George Booth had ‘lately 

bore arms for this very Parliament [...] He is a great Presbyterian, and for 

political reasons, has not yet declared for the King, but for a Parliament freely 

chosen.’
1171

 Jones further argues that ‘A declaration for a free Parliament, and 

nothing more, might serve as a basis for negotiations with Lambert and other 

leaders, men who had already rejected royalist overtures. The Presbyterians 

might be convinced that the ultimate return of the king was inevitable and 

necessary, but they were clearly determined to entrench themselves in power 

before they recalled him.’
1172

 Certainly, ‘In his speech at Rowton Heath, in the 

letter which he sent out, and in his Declaration, Booth carefully omitted any 

reference to the king. [...] his appeal was directed chiefly to disaffected former 

parliamentarians like himself.’
1173

 

‘By 6 August Booth had perhaps 4,000 men about him, while there were 

other small bodies of troops about the county and considerable numbers in the 

neighbouring counties.’ This is probably a reasonable estimate as Clarendon 

reports that Booth was able to garrison Chester with 2,000 men before he 

marched northwards.
1174

 But by the end of that first week Booth’s situation was 

already becoming precarious. While Lambert was hurrying north from London 

‘with three regiments of Horse, one of Dragoons, and three Regiments of Foot, 

and a Train of Artillery’ to deal with the rising, a further 1,000 foot and 500 

horse from Ludlow’s command in Ireland were expected to land in Wales, and 

troops from Robert Lilburne’s Yorkshire command ‘were advancing to link up 

with Birch in north Lancashire.’
1175

 ‘Within two days of his first letter Henry 

Bradshaw was writing again to Booth, warning him that only Lancashire and 

Cheshire were up and a considerable government army was on its way.’
1176

 

However, Booth was doing his best to strengthen his situation ‘by enlarging     

his area of operations.’
1177

 The earl of Derby had occupied Preston and Roger 

Whitley had seized Harwarden Castle. Booth’s Presbyterian friends brought in 
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Colonel Gilbert Ireland who occupied Liverpool, and ‘persuaded some of the 

militia to desert their colours. Warrants were sent out to raise the posse comitatus: 

twenty men enlisted at Bury on August 8, forty at Bolton the next day.’ Booth 

sent two troops of horse to Chirk castle, where they were eagerly welcomed by 

Sir Thomas Myddelton.
1178

 After the Oswestry militia refused to join him, 

Myddelton set off ‘to join Booth at Chester, leaving Chirk in royalist hands. 

Within a week a large tract of country between Chirk and Preston was in  

Booth’s hands.’
1179

 No significant risings occurred elsewhere to save Booth from 

destruction. Fauconberg, having arrived at York, deferred action for two hours 

then left, while Byron and his cavalier friends at Nottingham were put to flight 

by the militia troop at Southwell on 12 August 1659. Colonel Charles White, 

who had been with Byron, made his way to Derby where he was well received by 

some of its aldermen and many citizens after reading Booth’s Declaration at the 

market place. Unfortunately, Booth had no men to spare to send to White’s 

assistance and all came to nought when, on 12 August 1659, one of Lambert’s 

officers rode into Derby to warn rebels of the consequences of ‘‘their base 

ingratitude to the Parliament, under whom they had such opportunities of gaining 

estates.’’
1180

  

           ‘As Lambert approached the county, Booth suggested negotiations,       

but was faced by a contemptuous ultimatum demanding abject surrender.’
1181

 By 

15 August all other attempted risings had collapsed, and Lambert was established 

at Nantwich.
1182

 After a few days of manoeuvring and skirmishing, on 19 August 

Roger Whitley, Myddelton’s major-general of horse, made contact with 

Lambert’s scouts beyond Winnington Bridge and gave the alarm. Responding, 

Booth drew up in battle array in front of Northwich, but it was too late to hold 
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 the bridge, and after a fierce but brief battle his army disintegrated.
1183

 The 

whole movement promptly collapsed as the gentry leaders fled and surrendered 

themselves.
1184

 It is evident that by 7 August 1659 when he met and conversed 

with Henry Newcome, Booth had accepted that without military support from 

other parts of the country the viability of the rising was threatened. In his 

autobiography, Newcome recalled that ‘At night, after sermon, we were with Sir 

G. Booth, who, with much sorrow told us “how basely he was deserted.” Five 

hundred lords and gentlemen, of the best in England, were engaged, and were all 

either prevented of had failed their trust; and none was up but Sir Thomas 

Middleton, &c. We advised to endeavour a mediation between Lambert and them, 

and Mr. Eaton was willing to have gone about it, and something to that end was 

drawn up; but the council at Chester was not for it, and so it fell.’
1185

   

            With his defeat, the towns Booth had taken were soon reoccupied by 

Lambert. Chester surrendered without resistance and officers dismissed their men, 

Manchester was also occupied without resistance, Liverpool eventually declared 

for Lambert and Chirk Castle capitulated without a fight.
1186

 Peter Brooke, who 

along with fellow Cheshire Presbyterians Sir George Booth and Thomas 

Marbury, and Lancashire’s Colonel Gilbert Ireland, had been elected to the 

Second Protectorate Paliament in 1656, was still an MP in 1659. Consequently, 

on 13 September 1659, he was brought to the Bar of the House where, when 

questioned, he admitted to his role on Booth’s Council of War during the rising. 

After he was commanded to withdraw from the House, it was ‘Resolved, That 

Peter Brook be disabled and is hereby discharged from being a Member of 

Parliament.’ It was further ‘Resolved, That Peter Brook Esq; be committed        

to the Tower of London, for High Treason in levying War against the Parliament 

                                                 
1183

 John Lambert. The Lord Lambert’s Letter To the Right Honorable Speaker of the Parliament, 

       Concerning the Victory which it hath pleased God to give the Forces of this Common-wealth  

       over the Rebels under Sir George Booth in Cheshire. Read in Parliament, Monday Aug. 22.  

      To which is added A List of the Officers which are Prisoners, with the number of Soldiers and  

      Colours taken; according to the Relationmade by Captain Brown, who was present in the  

       fight (London, 1659), pp. 3-7; Whitelocke, Memorials of the English Affairs, p. 684;  

       G. Ormerod, The History of the County Palatine and City of Chester in Three Volumes, ed.  

       by  T. Helsby (ed.), Vols. I & II (London: George Routledge and Sons, 1882), pp. LXV, 204. 
1184

 The Lord Lambert’s Letter To the Right Honorable Speaker of the Parliament, pp. 5-6;  

       Underdown, Royalist Conspiracy in England 1649-1660, pp. 282-283; Morrill, Cheshire  

       1630-1660, p. 309. 
1185

 Newcome, The Autobiography of Henry Newcome, M.A., Vol. I, pp. 110-111. 
1186

 CSPD, 1659-60, p. 147; Jones, ‘Booth’s Rising of 1659’, p. 442. 



 324 

and Commonwealth, in order to his tryal.’
1187

 ‘Booth, Henry and Peter Brook, 

and others were put in the Tower, and orders sent to sequester their estates. The 

Charter of Chester was declared dissolved and the separate jurisdiction of the 

County Palatine ended. But by February 1660 all the prisoners had been released 

without ever having been brought to trial, and the charter and the palatine 

jurisdiction restored - the latter to continue its shadowy existence until 1830.’
1188

 

Dore argues that ‘The Army and the Rump had been unable to agree                  

on any settled form of government, and there had been a repetition                                 

of the now too familiar removals of Parliament by the military.’
1189

 ‘The latter’s 

growing unpopularity with the civilian population and the failure of their own 

leaders to provide any acceptable form of government was suddenly brought 

home to them by the action of General Monk, who, having been summoned  

from Scotland to save the Rump, won enormous popularity by insisting that        

it restored its excluded members and dissolved itself.’
1190

 ‘By the time Monk             

reached London, early in 1660, the Presbyterians were in a position to assist him, 

to gain control of the militia, and subsequently of the Council of State.’
1191

 ‘The 

Convention Parliament which then met contained practically no Rumpers, but 

was almost entirely made up of Presbyterians or royalists too young or too 

discreet to have fought in the First Civil War.
1192

 Dore justifiably argues that ‘It 

was certain they would recall the King. The new M.P.s from Cheshire were the 

inevitable Sir George, Thomas Mainwaring, the preserver of the frame-work of 

county society, and two Presbyterian aldermen from Chester, John Ratcliffe     

and William Ince.’
1193

 Jones argues that ‘In Booth’s group, before and after the 

Restoration, is to be found the origin and nucleus of the first Whig interest in the 

north west.’
1194

       

Although his involvement in the North Western Association was in many 

ways limited or at least not so fully documented as Worsley’s, this chapter has 
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demonstrated that Bridge played an active, decisive and in many ways successful 

role in the parliamentary elections of summer 1656. In that, he certainly acted as 

an agent of central government and central administration and upon his 

appointment in summer 1656 he appears to have acted in a focused manner by 

concentrating on executing the government’s electoral strategy, perhaps 

contrasting with Worsley’s much broader programme within the association. 

However, the suggestion that in practice Bridge devoted himself to a narrower 

remit than his predecessor needs to be hedged around with caution, for while 

Worsley ran the association for barely eight months before his sudden death, 

there are clear indications that Bridge retained some involvement in and 

oversight of the running of the three counties down to early 1659, a period of two 

and a half years and extending well beyond the traditional date at which 

historians suggest the system of the major-generals terminated. This chapter has 

further demonstrated that, built upon his swift appreciation of affairs within the 

association, Bridge adopted a different line to the elections within his three 

counties; he was confident enough to leave Staffordshire in the hands of his 

commissioners, for a time focused on Cheshire where he proved willing to accept 

most of the Gentlemen Confederates’ slate so long as Bradshaw was excluded, 

but then hurried away north into Lancashire where he clearly had more doubts 

and significant worries. Certainly in Cheshire, and possibly to some extent in 

Staffordshire and Lancashire though the evidence is far less conclusive, Bridge’s 

election strategy ran up against a strong (political) Presbyterian caucus, with 

whom he effectively reached a compromise deal. 

This chapter has rested in part on printed sources such as Thurloe’s 

papers and the newsbooks, but also made significant use of new archival work on 

material such as Mainwaring’s diary, Brereton’s family papers and the Chester 

corporation records, to assess afresh the twin issues of the 1656 parliamentary 

elections and 1659 rising. While the latter is generally seen as falling outside and 

beyond the timespan of the regime of the major-generals, evidence was adduced 

to show linkage between the two events, notably in the prominent role and 

activities of the Presbyterian gentry within the region. Again, therefore, this 

study has found connections between the regime of the major-generals in this 

region and what came both before and after, thereby placing the regime within a 
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wider context and highlighting elements of continuity and change. In terms of the 

parliamentary elections, the chapter built upon but took further the existing work 

of Pinkney on the Cheshire elections but also ranged more widely to assess the 

admittedly thinner but important evidence relating to Bridge’s election activities 

in Staffordshire and Lancashire.  

            Thus this chapter, as well as chapter one, have together demonstrated the 

strength of Presbyterianism within a significant part of the North Western 

Association, a facet which has been explored further here in the reassessment of 

Booth’s rising. This has demonstrated the persistence, strength and in some areas 

within the association almost supremacy of Presbyterianism and has thrown 

additional light on a major potential problem with which successive interregnum 

regimes had had to grapple (as discussed in chapter one), including and perhaps 

especially Worsley and Bridge during their time as major-generals (as analysed 

in detail in this study). The royalists within the region in 1659, just like Monck in 

terms of national settlement in 1660, recognised the strength of political 

Presbyterianism; just as the durability of Presbyterians in the north west may 

help explain not only elements of continuity within the region during the 1650s 

but also the attention given to the region by various central regimes, so the 

acquiescence of the Presbyterian caucus, their willingness to work with Worsley 

and Bridge and in turn the willingness of those two officers to work with the 

Presbyterians coloured the regime of the major-generals within the North 

Western Association. 
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                                                       Conclusion 

 

While Durston rightly argues that ‘in the summer of 1656 the rule of 

Cromwell’s major-generals over the English provinces appeared to be well 

embedded’, the death of Charles Worsley - one of the government’s most ardent 

supporters - in June 1656 coincided with the start of a series of events that within 

nine months would see the whole ‘elaborate experiment’ abandoned following 

the defeat of Desborough’s militia bill.
1195

 Against a backdrop of worsening 

financial constraints and royalist conspiracy, Worsley, along with his fellow 

provincial military governors, was sent into his association of Lancashire, 

Cheshire and Staffordshire, not deliberately to extend the control of central over 

local government, but to address the dual task of enhancing the security of the 

Cromwellian regime and creating a more godly society, both of which he tackled 

with mixed results.
1196

  

He was assisted in his duties by newly-appointed county commissioners 

for securing the peace of the Commonwealth who, after the purges of the old 

county committees, were drawn from the officer ranks of the army, the already 

established cliques of ‘traditional solid’ and ‘lesser’ gentry, and from what 

Craven terms the ‘urban stock’ of the growing towns.
1197

 Between October 1655 

and the late spring of 1656, Worsley successfully stamped his authority on his 

association and went on to introduce and supervise a number of significant 

changes to local administration: he assumed overall command of the three 

recently-raised county troops of horse militia; imposed new restrictions upon 

persons suspected of being hostile to the government; assessed and levied the 

new decimation tax on former royalists in order to finance the new security 

initiatives; supervised the ejection of scandalous and insufficient ministers; and 

launched a determined campaign against immorality and ungodliness.  

           Having put the “suppressing of vice and encouragement of virtue” on a 

par with security - both of which the zealous Worsley confronted with firm 

conviction and great gusto - the newly installed major-generals doubtless quickly 
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acknowleged  that ‘Cromwell himself was probably responsible for giving them 

a general brief to spur easy-going justices into enforcing the puritan laws against 

drunkenness, swearing, sabbath-breaking, celebrating Christmas and Easter, and 

other breaches of the godly code.’
1198

 Within days of arriving in his association, 

Worsley had put pressure on the towns of his area to issue proclamations against 

drunkenness and to organise nightly searches for drunkards, so that by mid 

November 1655 he was able to report to Thurloe that some of them, like 

Nantwich, had been quick to respond positively.
1199

 As in the hundred of 

Blackborne he orchestrated what was undoubtedly the most concerted effort in 

the country to suppress alehouses, ‘for wee find, that these alehouses are the very 

wombe, that brings forth all manner of wickednese’.
1200

 As well as finding 

natural support for his agenda of godly reform in those regions where puritans 

were most numerous, as in the Lancashire Hundreds of Salford, Blackburn and 

Lonsdale, Worsley was also supported by a compliant magistracy in other areas, 

as confirmed in January 1656 when the JPs at Staffordshire’s Epiphany Quarter 

Sessions - which Worsley attended - passed an order calling for the suppression 

of all unnecessary alehouses in the county.
1201

  

            For the duration of Worsley’s short tenure as major-general, a large 

proportion of the many hundreds of alehouses suppressed nationally were 

situated within his three counties where, as Durston argues, ‘for a short time at 

least it must have become quite difficult to conceal a disorderly house from the 

authorities.’ Certainly, the sudden influx of petitions from suppressed alehouse 

keepers in 1656 suggests that measures instigated by Worsley and his 

commissioners were effective.
1202

 And yet in Worsley’s native Lancashire, where 

reform had the most impact, the results appear to have been less dramatic than 

some local puritans had hoped, as confirmed by the letter of complaint sent by 25 

‘godly’ constables from the Salford area to their JPs in late 1656 or early 1657. 

In the letter they spoke of the abortive nature of moral reform in their locality 

when only a few months before they had rejoiced when the JPs had set about 
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reforming ‘severall things amisse amongst us, as the multitude of unnecessarie 

alehouses, bastardy, swearing and profanation of the Lord’s Day’. Despite 

having played a full part in helping to prosecute the ungodly, who had begun to 

fear the severity of their punishments, they now claimed to have seen no 

reformation, even to the point where many alehouse keepers presented to be unfit 

and unnecessary, and therefore suppressed, had since procured licences from 

some JPs; so that offenders ‘are rather hardened in their bad practices, which is 

no small discouragement to us hereafter to be employed in a worke of that 

nature’. Little wonder Fletcher argues, ‘we cannot imagine that the two hundred 

alehouses that Charles Worsley boasted of having closed in Blackburn hundred 

of Lancashire remained closed for very long’.
1203

  

             Despite the commitment of Worsley and his commissioners to improve 

the morality of communities within the sphere of their control, they were still 

unable to overturn the decades’-old propensity for people to offend religious 

values by way of frequenting alehouses, attending traditional sports and 

festivities or indulging in illicit sexual activity. Equally disappointing, and 

despite the determination of Worsley and his counties’ committees for ejecting 

scandalous ministers - who for more than six months pursued their task with 

great urgency - was their failure to bring about the ‘wholesale purge’ of the 

parochial ministry they had hoped to achieve. Indeed, only 7 ministers were 

ejected in Worsley’s association during this period, compared with the 40 or so 

ministers - nearly a third of the national total - ejected in the six western counties 

controlled by John Desborough in 1655 and 1656.
1204

 

           Although Worlsey’s efforts did not drastically reduce levels of immorality, 

the courts continued to apply legal remedies against men found guilty on charges 

of bastardy, forcing them to take financial responsibility for their illegitimate 

children until the age of 14 years. Worsley certainly saw the need                       

to punish moral transgressors appropriately, as their crimes invariably had cost 
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 implications for the parish purse.
1205

 He was equally unyielding in his treatment 

of ‘wandering idle persons’ who also strained parish finances. During December 

1655 and January 1656, in addition to reporting that many suspicious, idle and 

loose persons had been sent to gaol - ‘some whereof to continue, ’till they give 

sureties for their good abearinge for the time to come’ - he set in motion the 

arrest of considerable numbers of ‘wandering idle persons’ in his three northern 

counties, while at the same time contemplating making border towns and villages 

financially responsible for not preventing wandering vagrants moving freely 

within his association.
1206

 It is clear from his actions that Worsley ‘intentded to 

penalise townships on the borders for letting wanderers into the county. This 

proposal was both new in itself and a complete break with the relaxation of laws 

against wanderers, which had been one of the features of poor law administration 

during the previous ten years.’
1207

   

           Certainly Worsley proved to be more successful in levying the new 

decimation tax. His success was even more remarkable given - as he reported to 

Thurloe from Cheshire in May 1656 - he found much ‘readiness amongst 

gentlemen of the county to answer the desires of the malignant’ to have their tax 

removed.
1208

 Hence, Worsley’s mistrust of royalist delinquents and elements 

within the gentry who showed loyalty and support towards them made him 

determined to extract as much tax as possible from delinquents; it was also key to 

ensuring that his commissioners challenged the accuracy of asset valuations 

received from delinquents - upon which their decimation tax was based - by 

comparing them with surveys they had previously submitted when compounding 

for their estates. Where necessary, the tax liability was reassessed                    

and sequestered delinquents ordered to supply updated particulars of their estates, 
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including land held in other associations.
1209

 Unlike some other major-generals, it 

enabled Worsley to optimistically report to Thurloe in March 1656 that he 

expected to collect very nearly £5,000 per annum in extraordinary tax receipts, a 

sum far in excess of the authorised annual expenditure sanctioned by Cromwell 

and his Council for operating his three county militia troops which stood at 

£4,235. 12s. 04d.
1210

 As Cliffe argues, ‘Worsley’s estimate of £5,000 was still far 

in excess of his militia troops’ operating costs, even before their reduction’ (20 

less men per troop brought it down to £3,458. 12s. 04d ).
1211

 And yet, despite his 

success in levying more than enough tax to pay his militia troops, Worsley, 

because the tax collected in his native Lancashire was less than expected due to 

the estates of many great papist delinquents having already been ‘sold away’ by 

the state - thereby reducing annual incomes upon which the extraordinary tax 

was based - proposed to Cromwell that in order to bridge potential shortfalls, the 

lower threshold of annual income from estates in land should be reduced from 

£100 to £50 and from £1,500 to £500 for personal estates, and that all 

delinquents who had previously compounded should be taxed.
1212

    

            Woolrych argues that ‘If the major-generals had been restricted to their 

primary task of stamping out royalist conspiracy they would have been more 

readily tolerated’, while Durston argues that ‘The one area where they can 

perhaps be regarded as having at least partly achieved their aim was that of 

security.’
1213

 Such critical assessments cannot be levelled at Worsley for he fully 

achieved his prime objective of securing and maintaining stable provincial 

governance within the three counties of his association. Contemptuous of royalist 

delinquents and papists, he was only too eager to impose government restrictions 

on anyone suspected of being hostile to it, particularly by way of imposing 

security bonds on the association’s entire royalist community; maintaining and 

submitting lists of suspected persons to Thomas Dunn’s London Register Office; 

and liaising with Dunn’s office with regard to the movement of north west 

                                                 
1209

 Durston, Cromwell’s Major-Generals, pp. 103-105; Cliffe (ed.), ‘The Cromwellian  

       Decimation Tax of 1655’, pp. 417, 418. 
1210

 TSP, IV, p. 639, dispatch sent to Secretary Thurloe from Stafford on 21 March 1656 by  

       Charles Worsley, but wrongly attributed to Major-General William Goffe; NA, SP 25/77,  

       pp. 873, 876. 
1211

 Cliffe (ed.), ‘The Cromwellian Decimation Tax of 1655’, pp. 421, 427.     
1212

 Ibid.  
1213

 Woolrych, ‘The Cromwellian Protectorate: A Military Dictatorship?’, p. 78; Durston,  

      Cromwell’s Major-Generals, p. 228. 



 332 

royalists to and from London.
1214

 In addition to successfully disarming 

delinquents and papists, Worsley deployed his militias to disperse gatherings and 

sporting events, especially horse races where royalists were known to congregate 

in order to plot, and personally pursued ardent royalists like Lancashire’s papist 

delinquent, Major Hugh Anderton.
1215

 By way of the restrictions he imposed and 

intelligences he received, Worsley was able confidently to report to John Thurloe 

in March 1656, that he and his officials were prepared for anything ‘invented or 

contrived by that restless enemy’, and ‘there is hardly a meetinge of three 

caveleirs together upon any account, but I am sodainly acquainted with it’.
1216

 

However, opposition to the Protectorate was not restricted to the cavalier party, 

and questions relating to the Instrument of Government and the fundamental 

principles of the Protectorate were still not settled between the disparate political 

factions of parliamentarians.  

The role of the North Western Association is inexorably linked to the 

successes and failures of Worsley’s governance. Although his campaign to 

achieve godly reformation only ever achieved a modicum of success, his 

achievements in containing royalist aspirations and collecting more than 

sufficient decimation tax to fund the policing and security activities of the 

association’s troops of horse militias should not be overlooked. Equally, his 

ability to maintain stable local governance enabled parliamentarians of disparate 

political persuasions - Presbyterians, Independents, republicans and radicals - to 

coexist. And yet, it is likely that from within this environment came the sixty or 

so disaffected people whom Worsley reported as ‘anxious to transport’, and who 

Pinckney argues were from the group of gentry who began to appear on 

Cheshire’s committees and peace commissions after the second civil war, and 

who mostly came from the western and central regions of the county; areas not 

so ‘immediately and ardently Parliamentarian’ as the easternmost region.
1217

 

By August 1656 the stability that Worsley had maintained within one of 

the three counties of the association, that of Cheshire, was shaken by the 
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elections to the Second Protectorate Parliament, which engendered old political 

divisions and enmities, accusations of electoral fraud, and the exclusion from 

Parliament of some of Lancashire’s and Staffordshire’s elected MPs. Referring to 

the resultant Second Protectorate Parliament, Woolrych argues that ‘the brief 

military ascendancy achieved in 1655-6 was well on the wane in the early weeks 

of 1657.’
1218

 He also argues that the ‘Protectorate could do without the major-

generals and their militia, so that when Parliament’s condemnation delivered the 

coup de grace, the waters closed silently over their whole organisation.’
1219

 

However, contrary to the accepted view, the defeat of Desborough’s militia bill 

in January 1657 did not herald the immediate demise of direct military rule in all 

provinces, as confirmed by Tobias Bridge’s continuing governance of the North 

Western Association. Indeed, Bridge’s active involvement with the association 

lasted for at least two years longer than the duration of Worsley’s governance, 

with officials continuing to defer to his authority well into 1658.  

Bridge maintained oversight of his association’s security and policing at a 

time when agitated Fifth Monarchists were plotting, and a Popish insurrection at 

home and an invasion on behalf of Charles Stuart from abroad were considered 

viable threats by the government.
1220

 He continued to receive - and most likely 

acted upon - reports relating to the security of the north western regions, as 

confirmed by the report sent to him from Wigan on 18 December 1657, in which 

Colonels Richard Standish and Gilbert Ireland relayed their findings of their 

examinations of royalists Captain Philip Carpenter, Major Lyme and Captain 

Case, along with the contents of intercepted letters.
1221

 In September 1658, 

Bridge and Sir Charles Wolseley presented an address to Protector            

Richard Cromwell from the gentry and freeholders of Staffordshire, ‘filled        

with expressions of duty and love’.
1222

 ‘In the elections to Richard Cromwell’s 

parliament of 1659 Bridge was returned for both ‘Wickham’ (Chipping 

Wycombe in Buckinghamshire) and Newcastle-under-Line (Staffordshire). In the 

event, he opted to sit for Newcastle-under-Lyme, where he had been given the 
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senior place.’
1223

 As there is no evidence to the contrary, it is most likely that 

Bridge remained involved with the association until, as reported on 3 September 

1659, he was ordered ‘to command the horse belonging to the garrison of 

Dunkirk.’
1224

 However, there is no evidence to suggest that he was involved in 

the suppression of the insurrection led by Sir George Booth. 

            Against the backdrop of the demise of the Protectoral regimes of Oliver 

and Richard Cromwell and the nadir of the Interregnum - which ignited a 

conundrum of vying factional political aspirations involving many of the same 

protagonists active in the election campaign of August 1656 - the legacy of the 

North Western Association was to be found in the political allegiances of those at 

the heart of Sir George Booth’s anti-government rising of August 1659, which 

ironically was staged within what had once been one of the Protectorate’s most 

secure and diligently-operated military districts: the North Western Association 

of Major-Generals Charles Worsley and Tobias Bridge.   

           These conclusions are consistent with and are reinforced by the findings 

of this new investigation of the North Western Association. While Bridge does 

not appear as personally involved in the reformation process, or at least that is 

the impression surviving sources give - and it is noticeable that the works of 

Hirst, Durston and Capp make no reference to Tobias Bridge - we have analysed 

here the abundant evidence of Worsley’s engagement with many aspects of 

reformation and also noted the disappointment of the godly after his departure 

and their fears for the slackening of reform. Again, the conclusions reached here 

in respect of Worsley’s involvement are, like Capp’s, nuanced and mixed. 

Worsley clearly advanced reformation on some fronts and in some areas within 

his association, but his achievements were limited, perhaps inevitably so given 

his short time as major-general and his sudden and premature death, and after his 

departure the impression is of a programme continued by some local officials 

rather than driven forward by the direct and personal involvement of his 

successor.  
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            In conclusion, this study has offered the first detailed assessment of the 

rule of the major-generals in the North Western Association. It has greatly 

extended and taken much further the suggestive but quite brief coverage of the 

two major-generals in this region offered by Durston, the assessment of their 

work in Cheshire found within Morrill’s much broader county study and the 

specialist analysis of one particular aspect of their regime in Staffordshire 

undertaken by Sutton. Indeed, this is now the only detailed modern study of an 

entire association rather than of a component county within an association. 

Accordingly, it adds to our knowledge of the North Western Association but also 

offers a fresh perspective on the regime of the major-generals. 

            This study has confirmed the recent trend to see elements of success and 

positive achievements in the regime of the major-generals; the findings presented 

here indicate that the governance of Worsley and Bridge was far from the 

traditional image of imposed military dictatorship and fiasco and abject failure 

and that neither man was merely the brutal swordsman and decimator of tradition. 

Accordingly, the findings presented here are closer to those of Durston, whose 

national study of the system pointed to elements of achievement, though 

ultimately he concluded that only in the area of security did the major-generals 

really succeed. While this new regional study broadly concurs with those 

findings, it does not entirely do so and this study of the North Western 

Association has not only provided a wealth of detail and fresh analysis beyond 

what was possible in Durston’s national overview, but it has also provided fresh 

perspectives and suggests modifications to some of his conclusions. Thus, the 

longer timespan explored here, especially in chapters one and six, have 

highlighted significant elements of continuity largely ignored by Durston, 

thereby throwing new light on the novelty or otherwise of Worsley’s and 

Bridge’s administration in this region. Moreover, it has found that both men 

achieved greater success in some areas than Durston suggests. While Worsley’s 

campaign against alehouses may have produced only temporary results, he 

achieved considerable success not only in the area of security but also in finance 

and financial administration, such that his was one of the few associations able to 

fund its militia troops and when his Staffordshire commissioners reported that 

they were struggling to raise sufficient money he swiftly and personally 
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intervened to resolve the issue. His successor, Bridge, succeeded in his main task 

of ensuring that no outright enemies of the regime were elected to parliament in 

summer 1656, doing so at least in part by cajoling and working with local 

Presbyterian gentry rather than trying to ride roughshod over them employing 

military force. After the considerable success that both Worsley and Bridge 

achieved, it is ironic that the only area in which the planned risings of 1659 came 

to fruition was within their former association. That it did so may have been 

more despite than because of the regime of the major-generals in the North 

Western Association. 
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                                      A Catalogue of the Lords, Knights, and Gentlemen that have compounded for their Appendix  1.    page  1.

                               Estates in the counties of Cheshire, Lancashire and Staffordshire. (Printed in 1655) 

Cheshire  £ .  s .  d Lancashire  £ .  s .  d Staffordshire  £ .  s .  d

Section No. Section No. Section No.

  A 14 Allen William of Bewdley, Chester 0090.00.00   A 42 Ambros Will. Lowick, Lanc. Gent. 0129.00.00   A 46 Archfield Hen. of Lichfield, Staff. Esq. 0186.10.00

  A 15 Allen Richard Sen. Greenhill, Chest. 0110.00.00   A 44 Ashton Tho. Penketh, Lancast. 0198.08.04   B 5 Birch John of Cammock, Staff. 0100.00.00

  B 12 Burgess William, of Maklesfield, Chest. 0050.00.00   A 60 Ashton Tho. of Westbank, County Lanc. Yeom. 0016.04.00   B 20 Broughton Thomas, of Broughton, Com. Staff. Esq. 3200.00.00

  B 16 Brereton Richard, Ashley, Chest. 0600.00.00   A 102 Adkins Nathaniel, Broughton, Lanc. 0031.00.00   B 183 Bagot Sir Harvey, of Field, Staff. 1004.17.00

  B 32 Berrington Thomas, of Chester, Gent. 0020.00.00   B 22 Brown Ralph Aspeh, Lanc. 0011.00.00   B 282 Broadhurst William Bradnop Staff. 0160.00.04

  B 42 Boville Stephen, Brumley Chester 0035.00.00   B 23 Bate John, of Warwick Lanc. 0011.00.00   C 88 Chetwine Walter, Ridgley, Staff. Gent. 0464.00.00

  B 49 Bellet John Senior, and John his son, of 1005.05.00   B 30 Barker James, Blackrod Lanc. 0010.00.00   C 162 Creswell Richard, Barnhurst, Staff. Esq. with £30 per 0227.06.03

Morton, Com. Chest. Esq.   B 35 Bridgeman Edward, Warrington, Lanc. 0100.00.00 Annum settled

  B 56 Barlow Henry, of Chester Citty 0120.00.00   B 36 Bowden Edward, Kinbie, Lanc. 0040.00.00   D 11 Symon Dege of Collowhill, Staff. 0007.00.00

  B 31 Berrington Thomas, of Chester, Gent. 0020.00.00   B 39 Bayclon William, Barnaker, Lanc. 0070.00.00   D 82 Dracot Phil. of Pavisley, Staff. Recus. 0816.14.06

  B 66 Bromley Thomas, Hampton, Chest. Esq. 0320.00.00   B 43 Breres Lancelot, of Whittle Lanc. 0010.00.00 p. Tho. Tickeridge, and Tho. Abnell

  B 69 Benet Thomas, Barnston Chester, Gent. 0095.00.00   B 45 Boles Sir Charles, Louth Lanc. Knight, and £27 per 0400.00.00   D 85 Digby George, of Landon, Staff. Esq. 1440.00.00

  B 70 Booth Law, Tovin Low, Chester Gent. 0191.07.00 annum settled   E 24 Egerton Rando'ph, Betley, Stafford, Esq. 1411.00.00

  B 78 Burroughs Stanley, of Bichley, Com. 0298.03.06   B 60 Bretherton John, of Leigh, Lanc. Gent. 0150.00.00   E 55 East Michael, of Lichfield, Staff. 0035.15.00

Chester. Esq.   B 179 Breres Alex. of Martin Lanc. Gent. 0082.04.05 Frith Rowland, and Edward his son of Thornes, Com. 

  B 96 Bunbury Henry, of Stanney Chest. Esq. 0868.00.00   B 180 Brown William, of Wiggin, Lanc. Gent. 0020.12.00   F 54 Staff Gent. 0270.00.00

with £25 per Annum settled   B 189 Brown Edward, Woodplumpton, Lanc. 0127.08.00   F 60 Fowke Gerrard, Batchaker, Staff. Esq. 0135.00.00

  B 106 Bravand Daniel, of Chester Citty, Gent. 0090.00.00   B 235 Bower William of Latham, Lanc. Yeoman 0025.00.00   F 111 Fitz-William Oliver of Ipstones Com. Stafford, Esq. 0243.06.08

  B 110 Bridgman Orl. of Chester Esq. 0865.05.09   B 241 Brockcliffe John, of Lanc. Gent. 0151.00.00   G 16 Goodale Thomas, of Lichfield, Staff. 0830.10.00

  B 160 Barston William, Charton, Chest. Esq. 0567.00.00   B 253 Brownelow Randall of Pemberton, Com. Lanc. Husb. 0015.00.00   G 84 Walter Grosvenor Walter Junior of Totten-Hall Com. 0300.00.00

  B 170 Brown Richard of Upton Chester 0024.15.00   B 259 Baxter Charles, of Newton, Lanc. 0021.00.00 Stafford Gent.

  B 182 Brereton Lord William. 1738.18.00   B 302 Brabon Tho. Whittington Lanc. 0122.17.00   G 121 Gaywood Tho. Offley Staff. Gent. 0080.00.00

  B 194 Brereton John, of Brereton Chester, Esq. 0150.00.00   B 321 Butterworth Alex. Belfield Lanc. 0003.06.08   H 36 Hawe George, and John and Thomas his sons, of 0212.00.00

  B 206 Bierwood Sir Robert, of Chester City 0387.10.00   B 341 Byrow John of Salford, Lanc. Gent. 0201.16.06 Colnure, Com. Staff, Gent.

  B 213 Broster Richard, of Chester, Alderman 0170.00.00   B 346 Byrom Edward Salford, Lanc. Gent. 0002.06.08   H 84 Hopkins Will. Wednesbury, Staff. 0195.00.00

  B 239 Bridge Thomas of Malpas, Chest. Cler. 0026.00.00   B 357 Bowker Adam, Salford, Lancast. 0016.13.00   H 147 Hinton Samuel, Lichfield, Staff. Esq. 0392.00.00

  B 262 Bromfield Robert, of old hall Wilson, Com. 0057.03.00   B 358 Bowker Peter, Manchest. Lanc. 0012.00.00   H 220 Hill John, of Lichfield, Staff. Gent. 0270.14.06

Chester, Gent.   B 367 Bechingham Rowland Hornby Lanc. 0016.00.00   L 40 Littleton Walter, of Lichfield, Doctor 0100.00.00

  B 378 Bickerton George, Horie-Hall, Chest. 0055.10.00   C 148 Carus Thomas, of Halton Lanc. Gent. 0516.10.00   L 57 Lane Tho. of Bently, Stafford. Esq. 0225.00.00

  C 20 Cotton George, Comibermeer Chest. 0666.13.04   C 150 Chisenhall Edw. Chisenhall, Lanc. Esq. 0480.00.00   L 60 Leveson Sir Richard of Trentham, Staff. With £360 p.   6000.00.00

  C 29 Carter Robert, Middlewich, Chester 0047.00.00   C 176 Charnoke Robert, Astley Lanc. Esq. 0260.00.00 an setled

  C 35 Cleaford John of Over Chester, Yeom. 0018.00.00   C 180 Cowling Thrustram, Chorly, Lanc. 0010.13.00 Leigh Sir Thomas Junior, of Humpitall-Ridward, Com.

  C 76 Cholmondly Lord, Com. Chester 7742.00.00   C 189 Collier James, of Rainford, Lanc. 0036.08.00   L 136 Staff Knight. 1376.00.00

  C 77 Cholmondly Tho. Vale Royal, Chest. Esq. 0450.00.00   C 191 Cooling James, Chorley, Lanc. Mercer 0009.00.00   M 2 Manly William Holthouse, Staffordshire. 0100.00.00

  C 123 Cooper Robert, of Rinckhorn, Chester 0080.00.00   C 192 Croston Richard, Heath-Charnock, Lanc. 0012.00.00   N 3 Nicholas Richard Henton Culvert, Stafford. 0060.00.00

  C 213 Charnock Tho. Loyland, Lanc. Gent. 0058.00.00   N 24 Noel Walter Hilcot, Stafford, Gentleman. 0148.00.00

  O 21 Orme William Hunckhall, Stafford, Gent. with £18 per 0372.00.00

annum setled.

Total c/fwd.  32 Compounded  @       £ 16958.10.07 Total c/fwd. 35 Compounded  @       £ 3376.07.07 Total c/fwd. 35 Compounded  @       £ 20365.14.03
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Section No. Section No. Section No.

  C 184 Cheshier Thomas, Holton, Chester, Gent. 0100.00.00   C 279 Cotterell John, Brandle Lancast. 0020.09.06

  C 203 Caldecott John, Bickley Chester, Gent. 0009.00.00   D 96 Dawson Tho. of Roosewet, Lanc. Gent. 0045.00.00   P 1 Paget Lord William of Beandesert, County Stafford. 0500.00.00

  C 235 Cholmley Thomas, of Bickley, Chester 0002.10.00   D 97 Dewhurst Will. Dewhurst, Lanc. Gent. 0186.10.00   P 16 Parker Georeg Weston Cony Staffordshire. 0120.00.00

  D 3 Dorell Thomas, of Edge, in Com. Chest. 0150.00.00   F 3 Forth William, of Wigham, Com. Lanc. 0040.00.00   P 148 Powel Sir William of Tutbury Staffordshire. 0087.16.08

  D 27 Delves Sir Tho. Dorrington, Chester 1484.10.00   F 10 Fearnely Anne, Warrington, Lanc. 0021.00.00   S 134 Sneade Ralph of Keel, Stafford, Esq; with one 1000.00.00

  D 65 Dod Edward, of Edge, Com. Chest. Esq. 0093.06.08   F 40 Fleetwood Joh. of Penworth, Lanc. Esq. 0641.03.04 hundred pounds per annum setled.

  D 66 Davenport Will. Broomhall, Chest. Esq. 0745.00.00   F 41 Fincham Raph, of Cotton, Lanc. Gent. 0125.00.00   S 242 Shelton Richard Tetenhall Stafford Gent. 0040.03.04

  E 6 Elcock Rob. of Acton, Com. Chester 0018.00.00   F 66 Farington Wil. Senior Warden, Lanc. Esq. 0536.00.00   W 43 Wrottesly Sir Walter of Wrotesly, Staf. with £15 per 1332.10.00

  E 30 Edg William, of Harbton, Chester 0057.00.00   F 71 Foxcroft Hen. of Caughton, Lanc. 0002.00.00 annum setled.

  E 56 Eltonhead Richard the elder, of Sutton, 0092.02.00   F 107 Foster Robert of Copell Lanc. Tanner. 0008.15.00   W 116 Walter George of Salt, Com. Staff. Gent. with £30 0016.17.00

Com. Chester, Esq.   F 110 Farington William the younger of Werden Com. 0117.13.04 per annum setled for his life.

  F 15 Fletcher John of Morley, Com. Chest. 0318.00.00 Lanc. Gent.   W 121 Whorwood Brom Sandwell, Stafford, Esquire. 0872.00.00

Gent. and Richard his Sonne   G 45 Garsido Gabr. Rachdale Lanc. 0028.00.00

  F 46 Frogg John, of Whitby Chester 0058.08.00   G 62 Gerrard Thomas, of Ince, Lanc. Gent. 0209.00.00

  F 81 Forrest Humph. Overtably Chester. 0016.16.08   G 67 Gerrard Thomas, Angton, Lanc. Gent. 0080.00.00

  F 94 Foord George, Congleton, Chest. Merch 0012.09.00   G 73 Gerrard Rich. of Bryn, Lanc. Esq. 0100.00.00

  G 20 Gannell William of Chester, Gent. 0225.00.00   G 88 Gregson John Wood plumpton Lanc. 0051.07.00

  G 69 Griffin Richard, of Batherton, Chester 0050.00.00   G 108 Gerrard Will. Pennington Lanc. 0002.10.06

  G 118 Grosven's Sir Rich. Eaton-Chester Bar. 1250.00.00   H 55 Holt Robert, of Castleton, Lanc. Esq. 0150.00.00

with £130 per an. setled   H 102 Holt Rich. of Ashworth, Lan. Gent. 0551.00.00

  H 34 Horton Ralph, of Cool, Chester, Gent. 0128.00.00   H 111 Hough Robert, of Moston, Lanc. 0025.00.00

  H 82 Heath Rich. of Weston, Chest. Gent. 0138.00.00   H 125 Hey Ellis, of Eccles, Lanc. Gent. 0309.00.00

  H 93 Harleston John, of Pickton, Ches. Gent. 0890.00.00   H 136 Hencock John, Clithero, Lanc. Yeoman 0005.05.00

  H 113 Holford John, Davenham, Chest. Gent. 0110.17.00   H 137 Hesketh Robert, Rufforth, Lanc. Gent. 0045.18.09

  H 126 Heath Richard, of Eyerton, Chest. Gent. 0237.00.00   H 142 Heop Thomas, Pulkington, Lanc. Gent. 0101.00.00

  H 146 Hinton William, Burton, Chester. Gent. 0090.00.00   H 143 Hangton Richard, Ridley, Lanc. Gent. 0060.00.00

  H 166 Heys Richard, of Brereton, Chester 0010.00.00   H 157 Haughton Thomas, Haughton, Lanc. 0002.10.00

  H 184 Hinsh Alexander, of Hornblooten, Chest. 0013.06.08   H 158 Hind Richard, Overton, Lanc. Yeom. 0034.00.00

Som.   H 164 Hodginson Luke, Preston, Lanc. 0015.00.00

  H 224 Horton Robert, of Cool, Chester, Gent. 0010.00.00   H 170 Halsworth Thomas,  of Heath-Charnock, Com. Lanc. 0018.00.00

  H 241 Hollingshead Francis, Bosely, Chester 0002.06.08   H 182 Haydock Roger, Henry, Lanc. 0003.15.00

  H 252 Hope George, Dodleston, Chester Esquire 0503.10.00   H 183 Heywood Peter, of Heywood, Lanc. 0351.00.00

  J 11 Jerman Rich. and Rich. his son of 0090.00.00   H 190 Higham Thomas, of Lanc. deceased 0070.10.00

Newton, Com. Chest.  

Total c/fwd.  63 Compounded  @       £ 23875.13.03 Total c/fwd. 67 Compounded  @       £ 7332.15.00 Total c/fwd. 43 Compounded  @       £ 24332.01.03
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Section No. Section No. Section No.

  J 22 Jenning Ralph, Manly, Chest. Gent. 0075.00.00   J 63 Jackson John, of Overton, Lanc. Gent. 0006.00.00

  J 61 Jones John, of Nantwich Chester, Gent. 0025.00.00   K 20 Kirby John, of Kirby, Lanc. Gent. 0036.05.04

  J 75 Jrish William, of Newhall, Chester 0058.00.00   K 43 Kitson Tho. of Warton, Lanc. Gent. 0390.00.00

  K 15 King John, of Cholmly, Chest. Gent. 0050.00.00   K 44 Kempyon Richard of Ashworth, Lancashire, Gent. 0003.10.00

  K 32 Kessall John, Stratford, Chest. Gent. 0236.00.00   L 63 Leckonby Richard, of Elwick, Lanc. 0058.06.00

  K 45 Kinsey John, Wilboldsly Chest. Gent. 0080.00.00   L 121 Livesey Rich. of Breadhalph, Lanc. Gent. 0010.00.00

  K 48 Knight Will. Congleton, Chest. 0012.00.00   M 7 Mosely Nichols of Ancotes, Lancaster, Gent. 0170.00.00

Ann, the Widdow of Thomas Leigh of   M 18 Mosely Francis, and Nicholas his son, of Collihurst, 0200.00.00

  L 10 Adlington, Com. Chester 0603.07.08 Com. Lancaster, Gent.

  L 16 Lawton John, of Snape, Chester 0054.00.00   M 31 Mosely Sir Edward Hangden, Lancaster 4874.00.00

  L 22 Leonard Robert, of Tarvin, Chester 0070.00.00   M 34 Molyneux Viscount Rich, with £357 per annum setled. 3140.00.00

  L 30 Leigh Thomas of Adlington, Chester, with 1440.00.00   M 61 Morley Francis Wennington, Lancaster, Gent. 0160.00.00

£56 per Annum settled   M 76 Morte George of Blackrod, Lancaster, Esq. 0046.10.00

  L 31 Leigh Edward, of Bugerley, Chester, Gent. 0300.00.00   M 79 Midleton Sir George Layton, Lancaster, Knight and 0855.00.00

  L 33 Loverlay William Senior, of Wedlock, Com. 0260.00.00 Baronet, with £60 per annum setled

Chester, Esq.   M 155 Molineux Robert of the Wood, Lancaster, Gent. 0240.00.00

  L 34 Lawton of Lawton, Chester, Gent. 0680.00.00   N 9 Norris John of Bolton, Lancaster. 0050.00.00

  L 35 Leigh Henry, of Heigh Leigh, Chester, Esq. 0710.00.00   N 10 Norris Alexnder of the same. 0015.00.00

  L 46 Larden John, of Cholmley, Chest. 0063.00.00   N 15 Nuttall Joshua Curch Lancaster. 0020.00.00

  L 51 Littler Richard, Mouldsworth, Chest. 0053.00.00   N 42 Nowel Roger of Read, Lancaster, Esq. 0736.04.06

  L 52 Leigh John, of Adlington, Chest. 0060.00.00   N 44 Nicholson Francis Junior, Poulton, Com. Lancast. 0133.03.04

  L 73 Leicester Peter, Junior, of Neithertably 0778.18.04 Yeoman

Com. Chester, Esquire   N 66 Norris Robert of Kirby, Lancaster, Yeoman 0107.11.08

  L 53 Leigh Charles, of Adkington, Chest. 0050.00.00   N 68 Norris Thomas of Speak, Lancaster, Esq. 0508.00.00

  M 4 Massy James of Sale, Chester, Gentleman. 0052.00.00   O 2 Oyle Cuthbert of Whiston, Lancaster, Gent. 0120.00.00

  M 25 Morgell Edward of Chester, Gent. 0060.00.00   O 27 Orrell Richard Farrington, Lancaster, Gent. 0022.10.00

  M 33 Minshall John Vale Royall Chester, Gent. 0740.00.00   P 25 Pendleton Henry Manchester, Lancaster. 0080.00.00

  M 67 Mannaring Elisha Martins, Chester 0150.00.00   P 46 Prescot William of Uphold County of Lancaster. 0027.00.00

  M 68 Maisterson Thomas of Woodford Chester, 0630.00.00  Prestwich Sir Thomas, and Thomas his son of Hutine

Gent.   P  99 County Lancaster. 0330.00.00

  M 77 Moreton William Moreton, Chester, Esq. 0641.12.00   P 126 Preston George of Natby County Lancaster. 0030.00.00

Manwarring Peter, Junior of Smallwood, Preston Thomas of Holker County Lancaster Esquire

  M 96 County Chester, Gent. 0100.00.00   P 132 with £120 per annum, setled. 0186.17.00

  M 103 Mallory Richard, Moberby, Cheshier, 0193.16.00   P 187 Potter Alexander of Manchester Lancaster. 0004.05.00

Gentleman.   P  192 Pilkington John of Adlington Lancashire. 0007.10.00

  M 110 Mawaring, Thomas, Bastock Cheshier, 0142.00.00   P  193 Pilkington Richard, of Coppul, Lancashire. 0011.05.05

Gentleman.   P  194 Prescot Robert, of Standish Lancashire. 0008.00.00

Total c/fwd.  92 Compounded  @       £ 32243.07.03 Total c/fwd. 102 Compounded  @       £ 20018.12.03 Total c/fwd.  43 Compounded  @       £ 24332.01.03
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  M 116 Massy Sir William of Puddington Chester, 1210.00.00   P 195 Pilkington Richard of Wiggan Lancashire, Gent. 0029.05.00

Knight with £34 per annum settled   R 8 Rascoe John of Aspeh Lancaster. 0010.00.00

  N 6 Niveton William of Parkhouse, Chester. 0024.00.00   R 10 Ryly Thomas, of Chatborn Lancaster. 0050.00.00

  N 28 Nichols William Cheadle, Chester, D.D. 0143.00.00   R 40 Robinson Edmund of Newld. Lancast. 0040.00.00

  N 48 Nash Philip of Crewe, Chester, Gent. 0039.14.02   R 57 Rigby Alexnder of Burgh Lancaster, Esq. 0381.03.04

  P 5 Pigget Thomas of Butly County Chester. 0030.00.00   R 60 Rawlington Robert March Grang, Lancaster. 8046.00.00

  P 14 Pritchard Philip Bostock Chester. 0080.00.00   R 77 Rawington James of Exton Lancaster. 0014.12.06

  P 15 Pickford Thomas of Adlington County 0016.15.00   R 80 Radcliffe William of Baldston, Lanc. 0015.00.00

Chester.   R 87 Reincars Richard of Lancaster, Husband. 0012.15.10

  P 50 Penket Thomas of Sutton County Chester. 0066.05.00   R 114 Raphsen Edmond of Iunce Blundell Lancaster. 0011.01.00

  P 88 Pershal Thomas, and Edward Chester. 0300.00.00   R 120 Rogerton William of Copull, Lancaster. 0010.05.00

  P 119 Parkington William Worral Chester. 0005.00.00   R 121 Raincars Nicholas of Findley, Lancaster. 0021.11.10

  P 182 Peirson Thomas, Overtably Chester, Gent. 0007.00.00   R 124 Rogerton John of Mancester, Lancaster. 0004.18.04

  R 3 Renshaw James of Butley, Chester. 0012.00.00   S 12 Seddon John of Hentley Com. Lancast. 0010.00.00

  R 16 Russel Edward of Chester, Gentleman. 0310.00.00   S 18 Slaughter Henry Lightcocks Lancaster. 0130.00.00

  R 25 Road Rendal of Road County Chester 0138.00.00   S 74 Sharrock Ralph of Wolson, Lancaster. 0050.00.00

Esquire, and Thomas his son.   S 92 Stanly Ferdinando of Proughton, Lancaster. 0150.00.00

  R 105 Renshaw Robert of Stopford, Chest. Gent. 0003.10.00   S 101 Skipwith Ralph of Marfield, Lancaster, Gent. 0155.00.00

  S 4 Smethwicke Thomas, Smethw'ck, Chest. 0157.00.00   S 105 Sherrington Francis Boothes, Lancaster, Esq. 0373.10.00

Gent.   S 106 Summer John and William his son of Layland Com. 0085.00.00

  S 20 Shirt Dorothy of Adlington, Chester. 0030.00.00 Lancaster.

  S 26 Sidway Thomas of Alsager, Com. Chester. 0050.00.00   S 133 Shaw Henry of Langrode, Lancaster, 0023.00.00

  S 31 Smith Thomas of N.bly, Com. Chester. 0040.00.00   S 195 Sandis William Eastwaite Lancaster Gent. 0050.00.00

  S 86 Snell George of Gilding Sutton, Chester, 0330.00.00   S 201 Stanley William of Woodhall, Lancast. Gent. 0046.13.04

Doctor.   S 288 Southworth John Samlisbury Lancaster. 0358.18.09

  S 94 Stockton Thomas of Kidington, Chester. 0223.00.00   T 51 Talbot Sir John, Salop Lancaster, Knight 0444.00.00

Gent.   T 86 Trevilian, Robert Didsbury, Lancaster, Yeoman 0050.00.00

  S 108 Smith Sir Thomas of Chester, Knight with 2150.00.00   T 87 Twiford Richard Didsbury Lancaster, Yeoman 0044.00.00

one hundred and ten pounds  per annum   T 98 Tempest William of Wigan Lancaster. 0007.14.00

setled.   T 107 Taylor John of Oldham County Lancaster 0010.00.00

  S 130 Spurstow George Spurstow, Chester, Gent. 0056.00.00   T 122 Townson Robert Cansfield Lancaster. 0002.05.00

  T 123 Twiford Robert Didsbury Lancaster, Gent. 0045.15.04

Total c/fwd. 117 Compounded  @       £ 37664.11.05 Total c/fwd.  134 Compounded  @       £ 30699.01.06 Total c/fwd.  43 Compounded  @       £ 24332.01.03
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  S 137 Shackerley Jeffery of Holme Chester, Es;. 0784.00.00   V 19 Valentine John of Beancliffe in the Parish of Eccles, 0255.04.09

  S 156 Shipton Samuel Alderby, Chester, Clerk. 0250.00.00 County Lancaster, Gentleman

  S 169 Savage Thomas of Beeston, Chester, Esq; 0557.00.00   W 34 Woodward Alexander Sherington Lancaster: 0044.00.00

  S 182 Swaine John of Brereton, Chester. 0025.16.00   W 55 Walker William of Kirkhon Lancaster Gent. 0175.00.00

  S 214 Sparke William of Chester, Alerman. 0059.00.00   W 70 Wall Thomas of Prescot County Lancaster. 0020.00.00

  S 225 Starky Henry of Darly Chester, Esq. 0617.03.00   W 129 Wakefield John Standish, Lancaster, Mercer 0020.00.00

  S 231 Savage Thomas of Barrow Chester, Gent. 0070.00.00   W 151 Walmesly Edward of Bainster Hall, Lancaster. 0114.00.00

  S 248 Sollito Randolph Church Lanton, Chester. 0008.10.00   W 155 Welshman Hugh Samesbury, Lancaster. 0003.10.00

  S 251 Smith William Withenshaw Chester. 0001.00.00   W 156 Widdowes John of Lawton, Lancaster, Gent. 0034.14.00

  T 38 Taylor John of Brimstage, Chester. 0074.00.00   W 159 Westfield Richard of Overton, Lancast. 0034.00.00

  T 69 Thorp Thomas of Chester, Gent. 0177.00.00   W 183 Wood John of Preswich, Lancaster, Gentleman. 0000.10.00

  T 85 Tatton Robert Withenshaw Chester, Esq. 0707.13.04   W 204 Wood Francis of Gressingham Lancaster. 0051.15.00

  V 1 Vernon Henry of Haslington Chester, Gent. 0500.00.00   W 208 Whittingham Richard Clayton, Lancaster. 0118.10.00

  V 8 Venables Peter of Hinderton County 6150.00.00   W 209 Wildbore Augustine of Lancaster, D.D. 0132.02.06

Chester Esquire, and his son Thomas.   W 224 Winckley William of Billington Lan. Gent. 0016.00.00

  W 9 Warren Edward, and Edmond & Humphry 0650.00.00   W 238 Windresse William Nether-Weirsdall, Lanc. 0003.19.00

his Uncles of Pointon Chester, Gent.   W 242 Wignall John of Halsfall, County Lancaster. 0012.03.00

  W 11 Walker John of Congleton Chester. 0056.00.00

  W 17 Walts George of Adlington Chester. 0440.00.00

  W 31 Wood Humphrey of Point Chester. 0010.00.00    

  W 32 Weston Thomas Senior of Chester. 0190.00.00    

  W 33 Warden John and Robert his son of the 0600.00.00

City of Chester Gent.

  W 38 Wibraham Sir Thomas Woodhay Chester. 2500.00.00

  W 42 Walley Charles of Chester Gent. 0268.10.00

  W 44 Whitmore Val. Thurstaston Cheshire. 0250.00.00

  W 54 Wicksted Richard Nantwich, Gentleman. 0210.00.00

  W 59 Widdens William of Morley Chester. 0025.00.00

  W 60 Walthal Alexander Burley-heyes Chester. 0164.00.00

  W 80 Webster Robert of Barrow Chester. 0065.00.00

  W 97 Wilbraham Hugh Draketon, Chester Gent. 0362.00.00

  W 154 Wilson John of Chester, Gent. 0142.10.00

  W 167 Wicksted Thomas of Hampton, Chester, 0056.00.00

Yeoman

  W 188 Wilson Richard of Chester, Gent. 0022.00.00

  W 245 Woodneth Jonathan Shevington, Chester, 0400.00.00

Gent.

  Y 1 Yates William of Middlewich, Com. 0017.00.00

Chester.

Overall Total: 154 Compounded @       £ 54061.13.09 Overall Total: 150 Compounded @       £ 31637.10.09 Overall Total: 43 Compounded @       £ 24332.01.03

Association Total: 347 Compounded @       £ 110031.05.09
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Appendix  2. BL. Add  MSS 34013  -  Vol. 111,  Total numbers of reported suspected persons in the North Western Association - 1655

 

Lancashire  Cheshire Staffordshire     Total

folio nos.

2 19  13 14 46

3 21  0 15 36

4 5  0 1 6

6 0  21 0 21

7 52   38 23 113

8 63  0 33 96

9 0  0 47 47

11 26  16 7 49

12 55  13 15 83

13 8  0 42 50

15 30   26 19 75

16 5  15 10 30

17 22  0 14 36

18 24   12 28 64

19 0  0 16 16

20 39   21 20 80

21 14  0 3 17

23 29  27 3 59

24 56   33 17 106

25 32  0 48 80

27 16  15 22  53

28 3  7 0 10

29 13  0 11 24

30 26   27 15 68

31 14  0 16 30

33 37   19 5 61

34 26  13 41 80

35 17  8 0 25

36 15  10 22 47

38 19  18 18 55

39 22  9 30 61

41 38   19 12 69

42 20  0 15 35

44 17   26 0 43

45 47  0 38 85

46 27  0 30 57

48 25  15 9 49

49 30   0 19 49

50 1   5 8 14

52 16   26 3 45

53 54   32 26 112

54 38  0 24 62

55 4  3 4 11

Total: 1025  487 743 2255  
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Appendix  2.                       Numbers of suspected persons listed by distinct categories for Lancashire - 1655

(using information obtained from BL. Add MSS 34013: 1655, Vol. III, fols 2-55)

Gentlemen Yeomen Husbandmen Labourers Craftsmen Tradesmen   Others     Total

folio nos.

2 6  + 2 4 0 6 0 1  * 19  * widow  + 4 Esq's

3 7  + 2 7 0 3  1 1  ^ 21  + incl 3 Esq  ^ 1 Physician

4 1  + 0 2 0 1 0 1  * 5  + Esq  * widow

6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7 13  + 8 19 2 5 3 2  * ^ 52  + incl 5 Esq * 1 Spinster ^ 1 Physician

8 8 21 21 0 7 3 3  * ^ 63  * incl 2 widows ^ incl 1 showman

9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11 0 3 12 0 6 3 2  * 26  * 2 widows

12 4  + 11 23 2 3 10 2  * 55  *2 widows  + incl 4 Esq

13 3  + 2 2 1 0 0 0 8  + incl 1 Esq

15 5  + 7 7 1 10 0 0 30  + incl 5 Esq

16 1 2 2 0 0 0 0 5

17 5  + 2 10 0 2 3 0 22  + incl 2 Esq

18 6  + 4 10 0 3 1 0 24  + incl 1 Esq

19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

20 8  + 12 12 0 4 3 0 39  + incl Sir William Gerrard Bt 3 Esq

21 3 4 4 0 3 0 0 14

23 8  + 5 6 1 2 2 5  * 29  * incl 4 widows + incl  2 Esq 1 Tinker

24 6  + 20 21 0 3 5 1  * 56  * incl 1 widow + incl 1 Esq

25 7  + 5 12 0 3 3 2  * 32  * incl 1 widow 1 showman+ incl 3 Esq

27 3  + 2 6 0 5 0 0 16  + incl 1 Esq

28 0 2 0 0 0 0 1  ^ 3  ^  1 showman

29 3  + 1 5 0 3 1 0 13  + incl 1 Esq

30 2 6 14 0 2 2 0 26

31 5  + 4 4 0 1 0 0 14  + incl 3 Esq

33 3 10 14 0 3 5 2  * 37  * 2 widows

34 13  + 2 6 0 2 3 0 26  + Sir Vivian Mollineux Kt Sir Edward Mosley Bt incl 2 Esq

35 10  + 4 2 0 1 0 0 17  + Sir William Neale Kt

36 8  + 2 0 0 2 3 0 15  + incl 4 Esq

38 5  + 2 6 0 3 1 2  * 19  * 2 widows + incl 1 Esq

39 3 2 10 1 3 2 1  * 22  * widow

41 4 16 12 1 3 2 0 38

42 2 2 5 0 8 2 1  * 20  * widow

44 0 3 4 1 7 1 1  * 17  * Spinster

45 3  + 12 21 0 7 4 0 47  + incl 1 Esq

46 12  + 5 6 1 1 2 0 27  + incl 2 Esq

48 10  + 5 7 1 1 0 1  * 25  * widow + Sir Cecil Trafford Kt 2 Esq

49 6  + 7 8 1 3 2 3  * 30 * 3 widows + incl 1 Esq

50 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

52 7  + 3 2 0 2 1 1  * 16  * spinster + incl 1 Esq

53 8 9 22 0 8 5 2  * 54  * 2 widows

54 2 8 13 1  " 7 5 2  * ^ 38 * 1 widow ^ 1 showman " 1 collyer

55 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 4

Total: 201 217 344 14 134 78 37 1025  
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Appendix  2.    Numbers of suspected persons listed by distinct categories for Cheshire - 1655

  (using information obtained from BL. Add MSS 34013: 1655, Vol. III, fols 2-55)
 

Gentlemen   Yeomen Husbandmen Labourers Craftsmen Tradesmen    Others     Total

folio nos.

2 2 1 5 1 4 0 0 13

3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6 3 9 6 0 2 1 0 21

7 6  + 12 13 1 5 1 0 38  + incl 3 Esq

8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11 1 3 10 0 2 0 0 16

12 2 3 3 0 3 2 0 13

13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

15 2  + 6 14 0 3 1 0 26  + incl Sir Ralph Dorr Knt 1 Esq

16 3 1 8 1 1 0 1  ^ 15  ^ incl 1 Falconer

17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

18 5  + 2 2 0 1 2 0 12  + incl 1 Esq

19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

20 4  + 5 8 0 2 2 0 21  + incl 1 Esq

21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

23 4 4 13 0 3 3 0 27

24 4  + 11 9 0 4 5 0 33  + incl 2 Esq

25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

27 0 3 6 1  5 0 0 15

28 0 3 1 0 2 1 0 7

29 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

30 5  + 5 10 0 2 5 0 27  + incl 1 Esq

31 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

33 5  + 0 8 0 4 2 0 19  + incl 1 Esq

34 2 3 4 0 1 2 1  * 13  * Doctor

35 0 3 1 0 2 1 1  ^ 8  ^ Servant

36 1 4 4 0 0 1 0 10

38 4 5 5 0 1 2 1  ^ 18  ^ musician

39 1 1 5 0 1 1 0 9

41 4  + 4 6 0 2 3 0 19  + incl 1 Esq

42 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

44 6  + 8 10 0 1 1 0 26  + incl 3 Esq

45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

46 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

48 2 2 5 0 4 2 0 15

49 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

50 1  + 0 3 0 1 0 0 5  + incl 1 Esq

52 4  + 4 12 0 4 2 0 26  + incl 2 Esq

53 6  + 14 8 0 4 0 0 32  + Sir Thomas Wilbraham bt incl 2 Esq

54 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

55 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 3

Total: 77 118 180 4 64 40 4 487  
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Appendix  2.             Numbers of suspected persons listed by distinct categories for Staffordshire - 1655

 (using information obtained from BL. Add MSS 34013: 1655, Vol. III, fols 2-55)
 

 

Gentlemen   Yeomen Husbandmen Labourers Craftsmen Tradesmen     Others     Total

folio nos.

2 1  + 4 3 2 2 2 0 14  + 1 Esq

3 2  * 2 1 3  + 3 4 0 15  + 3 Collyers      *inclLord Walter Aston

4 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7 4  + 3 3 4 7 2 0 23  + incl 1 Esq

8 4 6 11 1 9 1 1  * 33  * Schoolmaster

9 4  + 9 9 4  ^ 16 5 0 47  + incl Sir henry Bagott Bt 1 Esq  ^ incl 1 Collyer

11 2 2 2 1 0 0 0 7

12 4  + 1 2 0 6 1 1 15  + incl 1 Esq ^ incl 1 Lawyer

13 12  + 4 11 8  " 6 0 1  ^ 42  + incl 1 esq " incl 3 Collyers ^ incl 1 Lawyer

15 9  + 3 1 1 4 1 0 19  + incl Sir Richard Dyott Knt  2 Esq

16 0 5 2 1  + 2 0 0 10  + incl 1 collyer

17 4  + 0 4 1 3 2 0 14  + incl 1 Esq

18 9  + 5 6 2 6 0 0 28  + Sir Thomas  Fleetwood Bt 1 esq

19 4  + 2 2 1  " 3 4 0 16  + incl 2 Esq " 1 collyer

20 7  + 2 2 3  " 4 2 0 20  + 2 Esq " 1 collyer

21 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3  

23 2  + 0 0 0 1 0 0 3  + incl 1 Esq

24 4 2 2 1 5 3 0 17

25 5  + 4 11 4 21 3 0 48  + incl 2 Esq

27 1 5 7 2 4 3 0 22

28 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

29 0 1 5 2 1 2 0 11

30 5  + 1 5 1 3 0 0 15  + Sir Richard hobson Bt Sir Thomas Leigh Bt

31 5  + 0 1 2 6 2 0 16  + incl 2 Esq

33 0 1 3 0 1 0 0 5

34 8  + 2 7 4  " 13 7 0 41  + incl 2 Esq " 1 collyer

35 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

36 4 2 5 1 7 3 0 22

38 3 0 3 2 7 3 0 18

39 8  + 4 9 3 3 2 1  * 30  * Lawyer + Sir William Powell Kt 2 Esq

41 0 1 6 0 4 1 0 12

42 0 0 5 0 7 2 1  ^ 15  ^ Doctor

44 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

45 3  + 11 9 6  " 4 5 0 38  + incl 1 Esq " incl 2 collyer

46 4  + 2 4 6  " 7 7 0 30  + incl 2 Esq " incl 1 collyer

48 1 1 3 1 2 1 0 9

49 2 5 3 3  " 5 1 0 19  " incl 1 collyer

50 3  + 0 1 0 2 2 0 8  + incl 1 Esq

52 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 3

53 3 5 5 4 7 2 0 26

54 5  + 2 9 1 6 1 0 24  + incl 1 Esq

55 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 4

Total: 133 98 166 77 189 75 5 743
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Appendix 3. Add. MSS  34014  -  Vol. 1,  List of suspected persons in London and Westminster 1655.

Lancashire Cheshire Staffordshire

folio nos.

2 Dec-55 Richard Lathom of Allerton (Appeared 17 Dec-55)

3 Dec-55 Edward Stamford of 'Percy' Hall - Hansworth (Moved Lodging 24 DEC-55)

             .. Dec-55 Edward Stamford of 'Percy' Hall - Hansworth (Moved Lodging 24 DEC-55)

             .. Jan-55 Richard Laythom of Allerton (Removed from list 8 Jan-55)

4 Jan-55 Henry stowall of morley         Dec-55 Edward Stamford (Removed from list 4 Jan-55)

7 Jan-55 Thomas Fryth of parish of Shenston (Removed from list 28-Feb-55)

9 01-Feb-55 Richard Kirby of Kirby

11 01-Feb-55 George Wakefield of Burton-upon-Trent

12 06-Feb-55 John Ashurst of Ashurst, Wigan

14 09-Feb-55 Thomas Doughty of Kinver ?

.. 09-Feb-55 Henry Gerrard of Newton, Winwick

21 18-Feb-55 Richard Kirby of Kirby

.. 18-Feb-55 George Wakefield of Burton-on-trent

22 20-Feb-55 John Shallcross of Stapport?

24 25-Feb-55 Richard Ashley of Patishull?

25 26-Feb-55 Henry Garrard of Winwick

26 28-Feb-55 Edward Frith of Shorston or Shenston?

               .. 28-Feb-55 Thomas Doughty of Whittington? in parish of Kinver

27 29-Feb-55 Philip Pritchard of Bostock

28 03-Mar-55 Edward Stamford of Peryhall in Hansworth

30 08-Mar-55              ..

               .. 10-Mar-55 Symon Hassall of Lichfield

31 14-Mar-55 Edward Stamford

34 29-Mar-55 Edward Stamford

              .. 29-Mar-55 Philip Pritchard of Bostock 29-Mar-55 Symon Hassall

35 31-Mar-55 Edward Stamford of Peryhall

36 05-Apr-56 Edward Stamford of Peryhall

37 12-Apr-56 John Pershouse of Raynald Hall?

43 24-Apr-55 John Pershouse of Raynald Hall?

47 30-Apr-55 Henry Newall of Great Mearley?

48 01-May-55 Richard Kirby

49 01-May-55 Richard Assley of Patishull?

             .. 01-May-55 Edward Stamford

51 3May-56 John Giffordof Wolverhamton

52 05-May-56 Edward Frith

53 06-May-56 John Potts of Moston

57 09-May-56 Edward Stamford

        .. 09-May-56 Sir Thomas Fleetwood of Ellaston (Moved lodgings on 22 May 55)

58 10-May-56 Richard Townsley of Townsley, Burnley

63 14-May-56 William Walker of Kirkham (Removed from list 26 May-55)

68 19-May-56 John Huddleston of Pickton?

72 21-May-56 Sir Thomas Fleetwood (Appeared in person 9 May-55)

73 22-May-56 Edward Frith (Appeared in person 6 May-55)

74 22-May-56 Sir Thomas Smithwick of Smithwick? in CHESHIRE (Removed from list 1 July-55)

75 23-May-55 John Gifford of Wolverhampton (Appeared the same in Person)

76 24-May-56 William Shipworth of Larton? 24-May-56 John Stamford of Pery Hall (Removed 7 July-55)

              .. 24-May-56 Thomas Browne of Chester (Removed 7 July-55)

              .. 24-May-56 William Walker of Kirkham (Appeared 14 May-55)

78  29-May-56 Sir Thomas Fleetwood(Appeared 9 May-55)

82 05-Jun-56 Robert Webster of Great Budworth

83 06-Jun-56 George Digby of Sandon? (Removed from list 1 July-55)

84 09-Jun-56 Robert Webster of Great Budworth (Appeared 4 June-55)

              .. 09-Jun-56 John Cumberford of Hanforth? (Removed from list 7 July-55)

              .. 09-Jun-56 Thomas Doughtyof Whittington? (Removed from list 3 July-55)

85 10-Jun-56 William Skipwirth of Hawlson? (Removed from list 16 June-55)

             .. 11-Jun-55 Richard Kirby (Appeared on 1 May-55, Removed from list 12 June-55)
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Appendix  4.1 

                                            Notes and References 

Table  4.2   Commissioners for securing the peace of the Commonwealth -  

                   Chester and Cheshire 

 

1. Thomas Croxton (Colonel) 

     ODNB, Malcolm Gratton, ‘Croxton Thomas (c. 1603-1666) parliamentary army  

     officer’, online edn, 23 September 2004 [http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article  

     /19686, accessed 23 January 2021]. Croxton served as a member of the Cheshire  

     county committee from as early as 21 March 1643 and his advancement to the  

     governorship of the parliamentarian headquarters at Nantwich followed his  

     appointment as deputy lieutenant in May 1644; Following his appointment as a  

     militia commissioner for Cheshire in 1650, which was reaffirmed in1654-1655,  

     Croxton was appointed a member of courts martial to try participants in Charles  

     Stuart’s invasion of 1651, including that which tried and sentenced the earl of Derby  

     on 1 October 1651; A&O, I, p. 1235. 2 December, 1648: An Ordinance for the  

     setling the Militia in the severall Counties, Cities and places within the Kingdom of  

     England, Dominion of Wales, and Towne of Barwick upon Tweed - Croxton was  

     named a Commissioner for settling the Militia; Ormerod, The History of The County  

     Palatine and City of Chester, Vol. I, p. xxxix. Croxton was named in the  

     Commission of the peace for Cheshire in 1650; CSPD, 1650, Militia Commissions  

     granted by the Council of State, p. 507, July 8, 1650 - Colonel of Horse, p. 510, Aug.  

     22, 1650 - Colonel of Foot; CRO, DLT/B38, Civil War Materials, 17
th
 Century, pp.  

     1-10, ‘Orders of his Highnes & the Councill for Securinge the Peace of the Common-  

     -wealth’, 21 September 1655,‘Commissioners ioyned with Maior General Worseley  

     for the County of Chester’; TSP, IV, p. 251. In a letter dated Nov. 27, 1655, Croxton,  

     together with 8 other Cheshire commissioners and Charles Worsley, wrote to the  

     Protector and the Council to pledge obedience to the orders and instructions they had  

     received; TSP, IV, p. 523. Croxton and 5 other commissioners wrote to Thurloe on 9  

     February 1656 to confirm that they had received ‘his highness’s orders and instruc-  

     -tions’; ODNB, Croxton followed Robert Duckenfield as governor of Chester Castle  

     in 1653 and served as its commander in the summer of 1659 during the Booth rising.  

     He served as a JP between 1647 and 1659, and was named to the committee for  

     ejecting scandalous ministers in 1658; CRO, DDX 384/1, Diary of Thomas  

     Mainwaring of Over Peover 1649-1659, p. 334. In early May 1658 Croxton, together  

     with Mainwaring, Sir William Brereton, Major George Malbon and other members  

     of the committee for the ejecting of scandalous ministers met at Middlewich.   

 

2. William Malbon 

     TSP, IV, p. 251. In a letter dated Nov. 27, 1655, William Malbon, together with 8 

     other Cheshire commissioners and Charles Worsley, wrote to the Protector and the  

     Council to pledge obedience to the orders and instructions they had received. 

 

3. John Delves (Captain) 

     CSPD, 1650, Militia Commissions granted by the Council of State, p. 510, Aug. 22,  

http://www.oxforddnb.com/
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     1650 - Captain of Foot; CRO, DLT/B38, Civil War Materials, 17
th
 Century, pp. 1-10,  

     ‘Orders of his Highnes & the Councill for Securinge the Peace of the Common-  

     -wealth’, 21 September 1655,‘Commissioners ioyned with Maior General Worseley  

     for the County of Chester’; CRO, DDX384/1, p. 242. In his diary, Thomas  

     Mainwaring chronicles that in April 1656 he attended a hundredal meeting at  

     Nantwich which was attended by several commissioners including Captain John  

     Delves; TSP, IV, p. 251. In a letter dated Nov. 27, 1655, Delves, together with 8  

     other Cheshire commissioners and Charles Worsley, wrote to the Protector and the  

     Council to pledge obedience to the orders and instructions they had received. 

 

4. Thomas Hurwar (Captain) 

     CCC, I, p. 174. Records for February 1650 confirm that Thomas Hurwar served on  

     the Sequestration Committee for Nantwich hundred; CRO, DLT/B38, Civil War  

     Materials, 17
th
 Century, pp. 1-10, ‘Orders of his Highnes & the Councill for  

     Securinge the Peace of the Commonwealth’, 21 September 1655, ‘Commissioners  

     ioyned with Maior General Worseley for the County of Chester’; CRO, DDX384/1,  

     p. 242. In his diary, Thomas Mainwaring chronicles that in April 1656 he attended a  

     hundredal meeting at Nantwich which was attended by several commissioners  

     including Captain Hurwar; TSP, IV, p. 251. In a letter dated Nov. 27, 1655, Hurwar,  

     together with 8 other Cheshire commissioners and Charles Worsley, wrote to the  

     Protector and the Council to pledge obedience to the orders and instructions they had  

     received; NA 25/77, pp. 320-321. ‘appr. 13. Sep.’ 1656: ‘Said Severall p[er]sons  

     have been named in the sayd Ordinance Vizt’. Thomas Hurwar was added to the list  

     of Commissioners ‘for ejecting of scandalous, ignorant and insufficient Ministers  

     and Schoolmasters’.                  

 

5. Thomas Malbon (Captain) 

     CCC, I, p. 174. Records for February 1650, confirm that Thomas Malbon served on  

     the Sequestration Committee for Nantwich hundred; CSPD, 1650, Militia Commiss-   

     -ions granted by the Council of State, p. 510, Aug. 22, 1650 - Captain of Foot; CRO,  

     DLT/B38, Civil War Materials, 17
th
 Century, pp. 1-10, ‘Orders of his Highnes & the  

     Councill for Securinge the Peace of the Commonwealth’, 21 September 1655,  

     ‘Commissioners ioyned with Maior General Worseley for the County of Chester’;  

     CRO, DDX384/1, p. 242. In his diary, Thomas Mainwaring chronicles that in April  

     1656 he attended a hundredal meeting at Nantwich which was attended by several  

     commissioners including Captain Malbon; TSP, IV, p. 251. In a letter dated Nov. 27,  

     1655, Thomas Malbon, together with 8 other Cheshire commissioners and Charles  

     Worsley, wrote to the Protector and the Council to pledge obedience to the orders  

     and instructions they had received; NA 25/77, pp. 320-321. ‘appr. 13. Sep.’ 1656:  

     ‘Said Severall p[er]sons have been named in the sayd Ordinance Vizt’. Thomas  

     Malbon was added to the list of Commissioners ‘for ejecting of scandalous, ignorant  

     and insufficient Ministers and Schoolmasters’.   

 

6. Edward Malbon 

 

    TSP, V, p. 22. In a letter dated 7
th
 of May, 1656, Edward Malbon, together with 13  

    other Cheshire commissioners, wrote to the Protector from Cheshire, to promote the  

    loyalty and character of the discharged delinquent, Henry Harpur. 

 

7. Thomas Mainwaring  

     CRO, DLT/B38, Civil War Materials, 17
th
 Century, pp. 1-10, ‘Orders of his Highnes  

     & the Councill for Securinge the Peace of the Commonwealth’, 21 September 1655,  

    ‘Commissioners ioyned with Maior General Worseley for the County of Chester’;  
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    TSP, IV, p. 251. Following a meeting of Cheshire commissioners held at Nantwich,  

    Mainwaring, together with 8 other commissioners and Charles Worsley, wrote a letter  

    dated Nov. 27, 1655 to the Protector and the Council, to pledge their obedience to the  

    orders and instructions they had received; TSP, V, p. 22. In a letter dated 7
th
 of May,  

    1656, Mainwaring, together with 13 other Cheshire commissioners, wrote to the  

    Protector from Cheshire, to promote the loyalty and character of the discharged  

    delinquent, Henry Harpur; ODNB, Hans Nortton, ‘Mainwaring, Sir Thomas, first  

    baronet (1623-1689), online edn, Sept 2004 [http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/  

    17813, accessed 24 January  2021]. Apart from his committee work, Mainwaring  

    became a JP in 1649, sat as a commissioner for assessment, the militia, and the  

    regulation of ministers, and served as sheriff in 1657-8; A&O, II, p. 969. 28 August,  

    1654: An Ordinance for ejecting Scandalous, Ignorant and Insufficient Ministers and  

    Schoolmasters - Mainwaring was named a Commissioner in the ordinance; CRO,  

    DDX 384/1, Diary of Thomas Mainwaring of Over Peover 1649-1659, p. 334. In  

    early May 1658 Mainwaring, together with Thomas Croxton, Sir William Brereton,  

    Major George Malbon  and other members of the committee for the ejecting of  

    scandalous ministers met at Middlewich; A&O, I, p. 1235. 2 December 1648: An  

    Ordinance for the settling the Militia in the severall Counties, Cities and places within  

    the Kingdom of England, Dominion of Wales, and Towne of Barwick upon Tweed - 

    Mainwaring was named a Commissioner for settling the Militia; George Ormerod,  

    The History of The County Palatine and City of Chester; Compiled from Original  

    Evidences in Public Offices, The Harleian and Cottonian MSS., Parochial Registers,  

    Private Muniments, Unpublished MS. Collections of Successive Cheshire Antiquaries,  

    and A Personal Survey of Every Township in The County, In Three Volumes, Vol. I  

    (London, 1819), p. xxxix. Harpur was named in the Commission of the peace for  

    Cheshire, 1650.  

 . 

8. John Leadbeater (Captain) 

    CRO, DLT/B38, Civil War Materials, 17
th
 Century, pp. 1-10, ‘Orders of his Highnes  

    & the Councill for Securinge the Peace of the Commonwealth’, 21 September 1655,  

    ‘Commissioners ioyned with Maior General Worseley for the County of Chester’;  

    TSP, V, p. 22. In a letter dated 7
th
 of May, 1656, Leadbeater, together with 13 other  

    Cheshire commissioners, wrote to the Protector from Cheshire, to promote the  

    loyalty and character of the discharged delinquent, Henry Harpur; NA 25/77, pp. 320- 

    321. ‘appr. 13. Sep.’ 1656: ‘Said Severall p[er]sons have been named in the sayd  

    Ordinance Vizt’. John Leadbeater was added to the list of Commissioners ‘for ejecting  

    of scandalous, ignorant and insufficient Ministers and Schoolmasters’. 

 

9. Jonathan Bruen 

 

    CRO, DLT/B38, Civil War Materials, 17
th
 Century, pp. 1-10, ‘Orders of his Highnes  

    & the Councill for Securinge the Peace of the Commonwealth’, 21 September 1655,  

    ‘Commissioners ioyned with Maior General Worseley for the County of Chester’;  

    TSP, IV, p. 251. Following a meeting of Cheshire commissioners held at Nantwich,  

    Bruen, together with 8 other commissioners and Charles Worsley, wrote a letter dated  

    Nov. 27, 1655 to the Protector and the Council, to pledge their obedience to the  

    orders and instructions they had received; TSP, V, p. 22. In a letter dated 7
th
 of May,  

    1656, Bruen, together with 13 other Cheshire commissioners, wrote to the Protector  

    from Cheshire, to promote the  loyalty and character of the discharged delinquent,  

    Henry Harpur; A&O, II, p. 969. 28 August, 1654: An Ordinance for ejecting  

    Scandalous, Ignorant and Insufficient Ministers and Schoolmasters - Bruen was  

    named a Commissioner in the ordinance; Ormerod, The History of The County  

    Palatine and City Of Chester, Vol. I, p. xxxix. Bruen was named in the Commission  

    of the peace for Cheshire, 1650; A&O, I, p. 1235. 2 December, 1648: An Ordinance  

http://www.oxforddnb.com/
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    for the setling the Militia in the severall Counties, Cities and places within the  

    Kingdom of England, Dominion of Wales, and Towne of Barwick upon Tweed – 

    Bruen was named a Commissioner for settling the Militia.  

 

 

 10. Thomas Howard (Colonel) 

 

    Durston, Cromwell’s Major-Generals, p. 60. Thomas Howard was second-in- 

    command of Charles Worsley’s regular forces. 

 

 11. Henry Birkenhead 

 

   Browne Willis, Notitia Parliamentaria, Part II: A Series or Lists of the Represent-  

   -atives in the Several Parliaments held from the Reformation 1541, to the Restoration  

  1660 (London, 1750). Birkenhead sat in the Parliament from July 5, 1653 to Dec. 12,  

  1653, p. 255; Ormerod, The History of The County Palatine and City of Chester, Vol. I,  

  p. xxxix. Commission of the peace for Cheshire, 1650; CRO, DLT/B38, Civil War  

  Materials, 17
th
 Century, pp. 1-10, ‘Orders of his Highnes & the Councill for Securinge  

  the Peace of the Commonwealth’, 21 September 1655, ‘Commissioners ioyned with  

  Maior General Worseley for the County of Chester’. 

 

 12. John Griffith (Captain) 

 

   CSPD, 1650, Militia Commissions granted by the Council of State, p. 510, Aug. 22,  

   1650 - Cornet of Horse; CRO, DLT/B38, Civil War Materials, 17
th
 Century, pp. 1-10,  

   ‘Orders of his Highnes & the Councill for Securinge the Peace of  the Common-  

   -wealth’, 21 September 1655, ‘Commissioners ioyned with Maior General Worseley  

   for the County of Chester’. 

 

 13. William Wright (Major) 

 

       TSP, III, p. 217. In his letter of 10 March 1655 to Thurloe, John Griffith recommended  

       that the then ‘captaine’, Alderman William Wright should be given command of the  

       ‘foote’ within the city; CRO, DLT/B38, Civil War Materials, 17
th
 Century, pp. 1-10,  

       ‘Orders of his Highnes & the Councill for Securinge the Peace of the Commonwealth’,  

       21 September 1655, ‘Commissioners ioyned with Maior General Worseley for the     

       County of Chester’; J. S. Barrow and others, ‘Mayors and sheriffs of  Chester’, in A  

       History of the County of Chester: Volume 5 Part 2, the City of Chester: Culture,  

       Buildings, Institutions, ed. A. T. Thacker and C. P. Lewis (London, 2005), British  

       History Online <http://www.british-hstory.ac.uk/vch/ches/vol5/pt2/pp305-321>  

       [accessed 31 January 2021]. Major (Alderman) William Wright was Mayor of Chester  

       in 1655-6; TSP, IV, p. 523. Major William Wright and 5 other commissioners wrote to  

       Thurloe on 9 February 1656 to confirm that they had received ‘his highness’s orders  

       and instructions’; A&O, I, p. 1235. 2 December, 1648: An Ordinance for the setling  

       the Militia in the severall Counties, Cities and places within the Kingdom of England,  

       Dominion of Wales, and Towne of Barwick upon Tweed - Wright was named a  

       Commissioner for settling the Militia. 

. 

14.  Richard Minshall 

 

    TSP, III, p. 273. In his letter of 19 March 1655 to Thurloe, John Griffith refers to  

    Richard Minshall (Mynshall) as an Alderman; CRO, DLT/B38, Civil War Materials,  

    17
th
 Century, pp. 1-10, ‘Orders of his Highnes & the Councill for Securinge the Peace  

    of the Commonwealth’, 21 September 1655, ‘Commissioners ioyned with Maior     

    General Worseley for the County of Chester’; TSP, IV, p. 523. Minshall (Mynshall)  

http://www.british-hstory.ac.uk/vch/ches/vol5/pt2/pp305-321
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    and 5 other commissioners wrote to Thurloe on 9 February 1656 to confirm that they  

    had received ‘his highness’s orders and instructions’; J. S. Barrow and others,  

    ‘Mayors and sheriffs of Chester’, in A History of the County of Chester: Volume 5  

    Part 2, the City of Chester: Culture, Buildings, Institutions, ed. A. T. Thacker and C. P.  

        Lewis. Alderman Richard Minshall was Mayor of Chester in 1657-8; A&O, I, p. 1235.  

        2 December, 1648: An Ordinance for the setling the Militia in the severall Counties,  

        Cities and places within the Kingdom of England, Dominion of Wales, and Towne of  

        Barwick upon Tweed - Minshall was named a Commissioner for settling the Militia. 

 

15.  William Crompton 

 

    J. S. Barrow and others, ‘Mayors and sheriffs of Chester’, in A History of the County  

    of Chester: Volume 5 Part 2, the City of Chester: Culture, Buildings, Institutions, ed.        

    A. T. Thacker and C. P. Lewis. Alderman William Crompton was Mayor of Chester  

in 1649-50 ; CRO, DLT/B38, Civil War Materials, 17
th
 Century, pp. 1-10, ‘Orders  

of his Highnes & the Councill for Securinge the Peace of the Commonwealth’,          

21 September 1655, ‘Commissioners ioyned with Maior General Worseley for the 

County of Chester’; TSP, IV, p. 523. Crompton and 5 other commissioners wrote to 

Thurloe on 9 February 1656 to confirm that they had received ‘his highness’s orders 

and instructions’. 
   . 

16.  Richard Leicester 

 

        C. P.  Lewis and A. T. Thacker, (eds.), A History of the County of Chester: VCH, Vol.  

        5, Part 1, the City of Chester, (Woodbridge: Boydell and Brewer, 2003), ‘The Civil  

       War and Interregnum, 1642-1660’, Leicester was described as an Alderman for  

        Chester in 1646; CRO, DLT/B38, Civil War Materials, 17
th
 Century, pp. 1-10,  

       ‘Orders of his Highnes & the Councill for Securinge the Peace of the Commonwealth’,  

        21 September 1655, ‘Commissioners ioyned with Maior General Worseley for the  

        County of Chester’; J. S. Barrow and others, ‘Mayors and sheriffs of Chester’, in A  

        History of the County of Chester: Volume 5 Part 2, the City of Chester: Culture,  

        Buildings, Institutions, ed. A. T. Thacker and C. P. Lewis. Alderman Richard  

        Leicester was Mayor of Chester in 1650-1; TSP, IV, p. 523. Leicester and 5 other  

        commissioners wrote to Thurloe on 9 February 1656 to confirm that they had   

        received ‘his highness’s orders and instructions’; A&O, I, p. 1235. 2 December,  

        1648: An Ordinance for the setling the Militia in the severall Counties, Cities and  

        places within the Kingdom of England, Dominion of Wales, and Towne of Barwick  

        upon Tweed - Leicester was named a Commissioner for settling the Militia. 

 

17.  John Bradshaw (Serjeant at Law) 

 

    Browne Willis, Notitia Parliamentaria, Part II: A Series or Lists of the Represent-  

    -atives in the Several Parliaments held from the Reformation 1541, to the Restoration  

    1660 (London, 1750). Bradshaw attended the Parliament, at Westminster, Anno 1654  

    (it met on Sep. 3, 1654 until Jan. 22, 1655), p. 260; TSP, V, p. 22. In a letter dated 7
th
  

    of May, 1656, Bradshaw, together with13 other Cheshire commissioners, wrote to the  

    Protector from Cheshire, to promote the loyalty and character of the discharged  

    delinquent, Henry Harpur; CRO, DLT/B38, Civil War Materials, 17
th
 Century, pp. 1- 

    10, ‘Orders of his Highnes & the Councill for Securinge the Peace of the  

    Commonwealth’, 21 September 1655, ‘Commissioners ioyned with Maior General  

    Worseley for the County of Chester’. 

 

 18.  George Malbon (Major) 
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    CSPD, 1650, Militia Commissions granted by the Council of State, p. 510, Aug. 22,  

    1650 - Major of Foot; CRO, DLT/B38, Civil War Materials, 17
th
 Century, pp. 1-10,  

    ‘Orders of his Highnes & the Councill for Securinge the Peace of the Common-  

    -wealth’, 21 September 1655, ‘Commissioners ioyned with Maior General Worseley  

    for the County of Chester’; NA 25/77, pp. 320-321. ‘appr. 13. Sep.’ 1656: ‘Said  

    Severall p[er]sons have been named in the sayd Ordinance Vizt’. Major George  

    Malbon was added to the list of Commissioners ‘for ejecting of scandalous, ignorant  

    and insufficient Ministers and Schoolmasters’; CRO, DDX 384/1, Diary of Thomas  

    Mainwaring of Over Peover 1649-1659, p. 334. In early May 1658 Mainwaring,  

    together with Thomas Croxton, Sir William Brereton, Major George Malbon and  

    other members of the committee for the ejecting of scandalous ministers met at  

    Middlewich. 

 

19.  Edward Hyde 

 

    Paul J. Pinckney, ‘The Cheshire Election of 1656’, Bulletin of John Rylands  

    Library, 49, 2, (1967), 387-426 (p. 399). Hyde ‘had been appointed a Deputy-                                                                                                                                              

    -Lieutenant for Parliament in 1643’; CRO, DLT/B38, Civil War Materials, 17
th
  

    Century, pp. 1-10, ‘Orders of his Highnes & the Councill for Securinge the Peace of  

    the Commonwealth’, 21 September 1655, ‘Commissioners ioyned with Maior  

        General Worseley for the County of Chester’; A&O, I, p. 1235. 2 December, 1648:  

        An Ordinance for the setling the Militia in the severall Counties, Cities and places  

        within the Kingdom of England, Dominion of Wales, and Towne of Barwick upon  

        Tweed - Hyde was named a Commissioner for settling the Militia; Ormerod, The  

        History of The County Palatine and City Of Chester, Vol. I, p. xxxix. Hyde was  

        named in the Commission of the peace for Cheshire, 1650; TSP, V, p. 22. In a letter  

        dated 7
th
 of May, 1656, Hyde, together with 13 other Cheshire commissioners, wrote  

        to the Protector from Cheshire, to promote the loyalty and character of the discharged  

        delinquent, Henry Harpur; CRO, DCC/15/18, List (C 18) of J.P.s for Cheshire,  

        Michaelmas Term, 1650 - Hyde is listed as one of the JPs. 

 

20.  Thomas Stanley 

 

    CRO, DLT/B38, Civil War Materials, 17
th
 Century, pp. 1-10, ‘Orders of his Highnes  

    & the Councill for Securinge the Peace of the Commonwealth’, 21 September 1655,  

    ‘Commissioners ioyned with Maior General Worseley for the County of Chester’;  

    Ormerod, The History of The County Palatine and City Of Chester, Vol. I, p. xxxix.  

    Stanley was named in the Commission of the peace for Cheshire, 1650; Saltmarsh,  

    (ed.), Perfect Occurrences Of Both Houses of Parliament, and Martiall Affairs, Issue  

    No. 33, 8-14 August 1646, in the written account about the attack upon Stanley’s  

        home by mutinous troops, Stanley was described as Deputy Lieutenant and Justice;  

        A&O, I, p. 642. 21 February, 1645: An Ordinance of the Lords and Commons  

        assembled in Parliament, for the raising and levying of the Monthly Sum of One and  

        Twenty Thousand Pounds, towards the Maintenance of the Scottish Army under the  

        Command of the Ear[l] of Leven, by a Monthly Assessment upon the severa[l]  

        Counties, Cities and Towns, of the Kingdom of England therein mentioned - Stanley  

        was named a Commissioner responsible for levying a monthly assessment of ‘Two  

        Hundred Fifty-five Pounds, Ten Shillings, Five Pence Three Farthings’ for four  

        months;  A&O, I, p. 1235. 2 December, 1648: An Ordinance for the setling the  

        Militia in the severall Counties, Cities and places within the Kingdom of England,  

        Dominion of Wales, and Towne of Barwick upon Tweed - Stanley was named a  

        Commissioner for settling the Militia; NA 25/77, pp. 320-321. ‘appr. 13. Sep.’ 1656:  

        ‘Said Severall p[er]sons have been named in the sayd Ordinance Vizt’. Stanley was  

        added to the list of Commissioners ‘for ejecting of scandalous, ignorant and  

        insufficient Ministers and Schoolmasters’; TSP, V, p. 22. In a letter dated 7
th
 of May,  
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       1656, Stanley, together with 13 other Cheshire commissioners, wrote to the Protector  

       from Cheshire, to promote the loyalty and character of the discharged delinquent,  

       Henry Harpur. 

 

  

21.  Walley (Captain) 

 

    CRO, DLT/B38, Civil War Materials, 17
th
 Century, pp. 1-10, ‘Orders of his Highnes  

    & the Councill for Securinge the Peace of the Commonwealth’, 21 September 1655,  

    ‘Commissioners ioyned with Maior General Worseley for the County of Chester’. 

 

22.  Henry Brooke (Colonel) 

 

   CSPD, 1650, Militia Commissions granted by the Council of State, p. 507, July 8,  

   1650 - Colonel of Horse, p. 509, Aug. 22, 1650 - Colonel of Foot; A&O, I, p. 642. 21  

   February, 1645: An Ordinance of the Lords and Commons assembled in Parliament,  

   for the raising and levying of the Monthly Sum of One and Twenty Thousand Pounds,  

   towards the Maintenance of the Scottish Army under the Command of the Ear[l] of  

       Leven, by a Monthly Assessment upon the severa[l] Counties, Cities and Towns, of  

        the Kingdom of England therein mentioned - Brooke was named a Commissioner  

        responsible for levying a monthly assessment of ‘Two Hundred Fifty-five Pounds,  

        Ten Shillings, Five Pence Three Farthings’ for four months; A&O, I, p. 1235. 2  

        December, 1648: An Ordinance for the setling the Militia in the severall Counties,  

        Cities and places within the Kingdom of England, Dominion of Wales, and Towne of  

        Barwick upon Tweed - Brooke was named a Commissioner for settling the Militia;  

        Ormerod, The History of The County Palatine and City Of Chester, Vol. I, p. xxxix.  

        Brooke was named in the Commission of the peace for Cheshire, 1650; CRO, DCC/  

        15/18, List (C 18) of J.P.s for Cheshire, Michaelmas Term, 1650. Henry Brooke is  

        listed as one of the JPs; Browne Willis, Notitia Parliamentaria, Part II: A Series or  

        Lists of the Representatives in the Several Parliaments held from the Reformation  

        1541, to the Restoration 1660 (London, 1750). Brooke attended the Parliament, at  

    Westminster, Anno 1654. (it met on Sep. 3, 1654 until Jan. 22, 1655), p. 260; CRO,  

    DLT/B38, Civil War Materials, 17
th
 Century, pp. 1-10, ‘Orders of his Highnes & the  

    Councill for Securinge the Peace of the Commonwealth’, 21 September 1655,  

    ‘Commissioners ioyned with Maior General Worseley for the County of Chester’;  

    TSP, V, p. 22. In a letter dated 7
th
 of May, 1656, Brooke, together with 13 other  

    Cheshire commissioners, wrote to the Protector from Cheshire, to promote the loyalty  

    and character of the discharged delinquent, Henry Harpur.  

 

23.  Anthony Booth (Captain) 

 

    CRO, DLT/B38, Civil War Materials, 17
th
 Century, pp. 1-10, ‘Orders of his Highnes  

    & the Councill for Securinge the Peace of the Commonwealth’, 21 September 1655,  

    ‘Commissioners ioyned with Maior General Worseley for the County of Chester’;  

    TSP, V, p. 22. In a letter dated 7
th
 of May, 1656, Booth, together with 13 other  

    Cheshire commissioners, wrote to the Protector from Cheshire, to promote the loyalty  

    and character of the discharged delinquent, Henry Harpur. 

 

24.  Thomas Marbury 

 

        A&O, I, p. 1235. 2 December, 1648: An Ordinance for the setling the Militia in the  

        severall Counties, Cities and places within the Kingdom of England, Dominion of  

        Wales, and Towne of Barwick upon Tweed - Marbury was named a Commissioner  

        for settling the Militia; Ormerod, The History of The County Palatine and City Of  

        Chester, Vol. I, p. xxxix. Marbury was named in the Commission of the peace for  
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        Cheshire, 1650; CRO, DLT/B38, Civil War Materials, 17
th
 Century, pp. 1-10, ‘Orders  

        of his Highnes & the Councill for Securinge the Peace of the Commonwealth’, 21  

        September 1655,‘Commissioners ioyned with Maior General Worseley for the  

        County of Chester’; TSP, V, p. 22. In a letter dated 7
th
 of May, 1656, Thomas  

        Marbury, together with 13 other Cheshire commissioners, wrote to the Protector from  

        Cheshire, to promote the loyalty and character of the discharged delinquent, Henry  

        Harpur; Browne Willis, Notitia Parliamentaria, Part II: A Series or Lists of the  

        Representatives in the Several Parliaments held from the Reformation 1541,  

        to the Restoration 1660 (London, 1750). Marbury was elected to the Parliament of    

        Sept. 17, 1656, which was adjourned on June 26, 1657, p. 273. 

 

25.  William Barrett 

       

    Morrill, Cheshire 1630-1660, pp. 206-207. A Congregational preacher, former  

        sequestrator William Barrett served with fellow former sequestrator Thomas  

        Robinson for the years 1650-4 under the chairmanship of Henry Cockson in the new  

    single Cheshire commission, which replaced the hundredal committees; CRO,  

    DLT/B38, Civil War Materials, 17
th
 Century, pp. 1-10, ‘Orders of his Highnes & the  

    Councill for Securinge the Peace of the Commonwealth’, 21 September 1655,  

    ‘Commissioners ioyned with Maior General Worseley for the County of Chester’;   

    NA 25/77, pp. 320-321. ‘appr. 13. Sep.’ 1656: ‘Said Severall p[er]sons have been  

    named in the sayd Ordinance Vizt’. Barrett was added to the list of Commissioners  

    ‘for ejecting of scandalous, ignorant and insufficient Ministers and Schoolmasters’.  

 

26.  Hugh Whitney (Captain) 

 

        CRO, DLT/B38, Civil War Materials, 17
th
 Century, pp. 1-10, ‘Orders of his Highnes  

        & the Councill for Securinge the Peace of the Commonwealth’, 21 September 1655,  

   ‘Commissioners ioyned with Maior General Worseley for the County of Chester’.  
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Appendix  4.2 

                                            Notes and References 

Table  4.3   Commissioners for securing the peace of the Commonwealth -  

                   Lancashire  

 

27. Ralph Worsley 

       Craven, ‘Coercion and Compromise’, p. 178. Ralph Worsley was ‘a former member  

       of the sub-committee of accounts for Lancashire’; NA 25/77, pp. 320-321. ‘appr. 13.  

       Sep.’ 1656: ‘Said Severall p[er]sons have been named in the sayd Ordinance Vizt’.  

       Worsley was added to the list of Commissioners ‘for ejecting of scandalous,  

       ignorant, and insufficient Ministers and Schoolmasters’; TSP, IV, p. 733. In their  

       letter sent to the Protector from Preston on 25 April 1656, the Commissioners in  

       Lancashire, including Ralph Worsley, reported that ‘In the carrying on the great   

       work of the country’s peace and safety committed to us by the orders and   

       instructions of your highness and council, we have used our utmost care and  

       diligence to effect the same, according to that trust reposed in us’. 

    

28. Lawrence Rawstorne 

       A&O, I, pp. 1238-1239. 2 December, 1648: An Ordinance for the setling the Militia  

       in the severall Counties, Cities and places within the Kingdom of  England,  

       Dominion of Wales, and Towne of Barwick upon Tweed - Rawstorne was named a  

       Commissioner for settling the Militia; TSP, IV, p. 733. In their letter sent to the  

       Protector from Preston on 25 April 1656, the commissioners in Lancashire,  

       including Lawrence Rawstone, reported that ‘In the carrying on the great work of  

       the country’s peace and safety committed to us by the orders and instructions of  

       your highness and council, we have used our utmost care and diligence to effect the  

       same, according to that trust reposed in us’. 

 

29. John Foxe (Major) 

 

       CSPD, 1650, Militia Commissions granted by the Council of State, p. 511, Sep. 28,  

       1650 - Major of Foot; LRO, QSC/54. John Foxe was named in the Commissions of  

       the Peace, 4 Mar 1653; NA 25/77, pp. 320-321. ‘appr. 13. Sep.’ 1656: ‘Said  

       Severall p[er]sons have been named in the sayd Ordinance Vizt’. Foxe was added to  

       the list of Commissioners ‘for ejecting of scandalous, ignorant, and insufficient  

       Ministers and Schoolmasters’; TSP, IV, p. 733. In their letter sent to the Protector  

       from Preston on 25 April 1656, the commissioners in Lancashire, including John  

       Foxe, reported that ‘In the carrying on the great work of the country’s peace and  

       safety committed to us by the orders and instructions of your highness and council,  

       we have used our utmost care and diligence to effect the same, according to that  

       trust reposed in us’; TSP, V, p. 745. On 31 December 1656, John Foxe and John  

       Case were named as two of Lancashire’s Commissioners for securing the peace of  

       the Commonwealth who examined Henry Bold of Widness, his son William and  

       William Penketh of Cuerdley, at Liverpool. 
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30. Richard Haworth 

       A&O, I, pp. 758-762. 29 August, 1645: An ordinance for ordaining a Committee in  

       the county of Lancaster - Haworth was named a Committeeman; A&O, I, pp. 1238- 

       1239. 2 December, 1648: An Ordinance for the setling the Militia in the severall  

       Counties, Cities and places within the Kingdom of England, Dominion of Wales,  

      and Towne of Barwick upon Tweed - Haworth was named a Commissioner for  

      settling the Militia; LRO, QSC/54. Haworth was named in the Commissions of the  

      Peace, 4 Mar 1653; A&O, II, p. 972. 28 August, 1654: An Ordinance for ejecting  

      Scandalous, Ignorant and Insufficient Ministers and Schoolmasters - Haworth was  

      named a Commissioner in the ordinance; TSP, IV, p. 733. In their letter sent to the  

      Protector from Preston on 25 April 1656, the commissioners in Lancashire,  

      including Richard Haworth, reported that ‘In the carrying on the great work of the  

      country’s peace and safety committed to us by the orders and instructions of your  

      highness and council, we have used our utmost care and diligence to effect the same,  

      according to that trust reposed in us’. 

                  

31. Randle Sharples 

      John Brownbill (ed.), The Royalist Composition Papers, Being the Proceedings of  

      the Committee for Compounding A.D. 1643-1660 So Far As They Relate to the  

      County of Lancaster, Vol. VI., Part I, S-WE. (Chester: RSLC, 95, 1941), pp. 27-28.  

      In July 1650, Sharples held the post of Receiver of sequestration monies; LRO,  

      QSC/54. Sharples was named in the Commissions of the Peace, 4 Mar 1653; A&O,  

      II, p. 972. 28 August, 1654: An Ordinance for ejecting Scandalous, Ignorant and  

      Insufficient Ministers and Schoolmasters - Sharples was named a Commissioner in  

      the ordinance; TSP, IV, p. 733. In their letter sent to the Protector from Preston on  

      25 April 1656, the commissioners in Lancashire, including Randle Sharples,  

      reported that ‘In the carrying on the great work of the country’s peace and safety  

      committed to us by the orders and instructions of your highness and council, we  

      have used our utmost care and diligence to effect the same, according to that trust  

      reposed in us’. 

    

32. William West (Major) 

 

       CSPD, 1650, Militia Commissions granted by the Council of State, p. 509, Aug. 16,  

       1650 - Major of Foot; Browne Willis, Parliamentaria, Part II: A Series or Lists of  

        the Representatives in 1660 (London, 1750). West attended the ‘National  

       Assembly’ Parliament that sat from July 5, 1653 to Dec. 12, 1653, p. 256; A&O, II,  

       p. 972. 28 August, 1654: An Ordinance for ejecting Scandalous, Ignorant and  

       Insufficient Ministers and Schoolmasters - West was named a Commissioner in the  

       Ordinance; LRO, QSC/54. West was named in the Commissions of the Peace, 4  

       Mar 1653; TSP, IV, p. 733. In their letter sent to the Protector from Preston on 25  

       April 1656, the Commissioners in Lancashire, including William West, reported  

       that ‘In the carrying on the great work of the country’s peace and safety committed  

       to us by the orders and instructions of your highness and council, we have used our  

       utmost care and diligence to effect the same, according to that trust reposed in us’. 

.  

33. John Sawrey 

       Browne Willis, Notitia Parliamentaria, Part II: A Series or Lists of the Represent-  

       -atives in the Several Parliaments held from the Reformation 1541, to the  

       Restoration 1660 (London, 1750). Sawrey attended the ‘National Assembly’  

       Parliament that sat from July 5, 1653 to Dec. 12, 1653, p. 256; A&O, II, p. 972. 28      

       August, 1654: An Ordinance for ejecting Scandalous, Ignorant and Insufficient  

      Ministers and Schoolmasters - Sawrey was named a Commissioner in the Ordinance;  
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       LRO, QSC/54. Sawrey was named in the Commissions of the Peace, 4 Mar 1653;  

       TSP, IV, p. 733. In their letter sent to the Protector from Preston on 25 April 1656,  

       the commissioners in Lancashire, including John Sawrey, reported that ‘In the  

       carrying on the great work of the country’s peace and safety committed to us by the  

       orders and instructions of your highness and council, we  have used our utmost care  

       and diligence to effect the same, according to that trust reposed in us’. 

 

34. John Case (Captain) 

           CCC, I, p. 463. Records for July 11, 1651 confirm that the County Committee for  

           Lancashire notified the Committee for Compounding that it sought a commission  

           for ‘John Case to be agent in part of Derby Hundred’; NA 25/77, pp. 320-321. ‘appr.  

           13. Sep.’ 1656: ‘Said Severall p[er]sons have been named in the sayd Ordinance  

           Vizt’. John Case was added to the list of Commissioners ‘for ejecting of scandalous,  

           ignorant, and insufficient Ministers and Schoolmasters’; TSP, IV, p. 733. In their  

           letter sent to the Protector from Preston on 25 April 1656, the commissioners in  

           Lancashire, including John Case, reported that ‘In the carrying on the great work of  

           the country’s peace and safety committed to us by the orders and instructions of  

           your highness and council, we have used our utmost care and diligence to effect the  

       same, according to that trust reposed in us’; TSP, V, p. 745. On 31 December 1656,  

       John Foxe and John Case were named as two of Lancashire’s commissioners for  

       securing the peace of the commonwealth who examined Henry Bold of Widness,  

       his son William and William Penketh of Cuerdley, at Liverpool. 

 

 35. Adam Sands (Captain) 

       CSPD, 1650, Militia Commissions granted by the Council of State, p. 509, Aug. 16,  

       1650 - Captain of Foot; CCC, I, p. 463. Records for July 11, 1651 confirm that the  

       County Committee for Lancashire notified the Committee for Compounding that it  

       sought a commission for Richard Whitehead in Lonsdale Hundred, ‘ in place of  

       Captain Adam Sands, who gave up 6 months since’; NA 25/77, pp. 320-321. ‘appr.  

       13. Sep.’ 1656: ‘Said Severall p[er]sons have been named in the sayd Ordinance  

       Vizt’. Adam Sands was added to the list of Commissioners ‘for ejecting of  

       scandalous, ignorant, and insufficient Ministers and Schoolmasters’; TSP, IV, p.  

       733. In their letter sent to the Protector from Preston on 25 April 1656, the    

       commissioners in Lancashire, including Adam Sands, reported that ‘In the carrying  

       on the great work of the country’s peace and safety committed to us by the orders  

       and instructions of your highness and council, we have used our utmost care and  

       diligence to effect the same, according to that trust reposed in us’. 
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Appendix  4.3 

                                            Notes and References 

Table  4.4   Commissioners for Securing the peace of the Commonwealth -  

                   Staffordshire and Lichfield   

 

36. Mathew Worswick  

       TSP, IV, p. 423. Worswick was one of the Staffordshire JPs and commissioners  

       who wrote to Thurloe in support of Thomas Chalenor, post-master of Stone. Sutton,  

       ‘Cromwell’s commissioners’, pp. 169, 182. During the Civil War, Worswick was a  

       Conductor of Parliamentary troops. From 1655 to 1656 he was Mayor of Stafford  

       and from 1656 sat as a JP. NA 25/77, pp. 320-321. ‘appr. 13. Sep.’ 1656: ‘Said  

       Severall p[er]sons have been named in the sayd Ordinance Vizt’. Worswick was  

       added to the list of Commissioners ‘for ejecting of scandalous, ignorant and  

       insufficient Ministers and Schoolmasters’.   

 

37. Zachary Babington 

       TSP, IV, p. 423. Zachary Babington was one of the Staffordshire commissioners      

       and JPs who wrote to Thurloe in support of Thomas Chalenor, post-master of  

       Stone. Sutton, ‘Cromwell’s commissioners’, p. 182. Babington was Commissioner  

       for charitable uses and sat as a JP from 1653; SRO, Q/SO/6, p. 38. Along with other  

       Staffordshire JPs, Babington met with Charles Worsley at the Stafford General  

       Sessions, Epiphany (January) 1656; A&O, II, p. 974. 28 August, 1654: An  

       Ordinance for ejecting Scandalous, Ignorant and Insufficient Ministers and  

       Schoolmasters - Babington was named a Commissioner in the ordinance.    

 

38. Thomas Worswick (Lieut)     

       TSP, IV, p. 423. Thomas Worswick was one of the Staffordshire commissioners  

       who wrote to Thurloe in support of Thomas Chalenor, post-master of Stone; Sutton,  

       ‘Cromwell’s commissioners’, p. 182. 

 

39. George Bellot (Captain) 

       Browne Willis, Notitia Parliamentaria, Part II: A Series or Lists of the Represent-  

       -atives in the Several Parliaments held from the Reformation 1541, to the  

       Restoration 1660 (London, 1750). George Bellot attended the (National Assembly)  

       Parliament, July 5, an. 1653, p. 256; TSP, IV, p. 423. Bellot was one of the  

       Staffordshire Commissioners and JPs who wrote to Thurloe in support of Thomas  

       Chalenor, postmaster of Stone; Sutton, ‘Cromwell’s commissioners’, p. 182. George  

       Bellot was a Commissioner for charitable uses and a Commissioner for assessment,  

       who also sat as a JP from 1650; SRO, Q/SO/6, p. 38. Along with other Staffordshire  

       JPs, Bellot met with Charles Stuart at the Stafford General Sessions, Epiphany  

       (January) 1656; A&O, II, p. 974. 28 August, 1654: An Ordinance for ejecting  

       Scandalous, Ignorant and Insufficient Ministers and Schoolmasters - Bellot was  

       named a Commissioner in the Ordinance. 

.                  
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40. Peter Backhouse (Captain) 

      Sutton, ‘Cromwell’s commissioners’, p. 182. Captain Peter Backhouse was the  

      Governor of a Parliamentary garrison; TSP, IV, p. 423. Peter Backhouse was one of  

      the Staffordshire commissioners who wrote to Thurloe in support of Thomas  

      Chalenor, post-master of Stone.  

 

41. Thomas Crompton (Colonel) 

 

       Browne Willis, Notitia Parliamentaria, Part II: A Series or Lists of the Represent-  

       -atives in the Several Parliaments held from the Reformation 1541, to the  

       Restoration 1660 (London, 1750). Crompton attended the Parliament, at  

       Westminster, Anno 16, Charles I. 1640 (it met on Nov. 3, 1640), p. 249 and the  

       Parliament, at Westminster, Anno 1654 (it met on Sept. 3, 1654) p. 265. He was  

       also elected to the Parliament, Sept. 17, 1656, p. 278; A&O, I, pp. 642. 21 February,  

       1645: An Ordinance of the Lords and Commons assembled in Parliament, for the  

       raising and levying of the Monthly Sum of One and Twenty Thousand Pounds,  

       towards the Maintenance of the Scottish Army under the Command of the Ear[l] of  

       Leven, by a Monthly Assessment upon the severa[l] Counties, Cities and Towns, of  

       the Kingdom of England therein mentioned - Crompton was named a Commissioner  

       responsible for levying a monthly assessment of  ‘Three Hundred and Ten Pounds,  

       Five Shillings, Six Pence and Three Farthings’ for four months; A&O, I, p. 1242. 2  

       December, 1648: An Ordinance for the setling the Militia in the severall Counties,  

       Cities and places within the Kingdom of England, Dominion of Wales, and Towne  

       of Barwick upon Tweed - Crompton was named a Commissioner for settling the  

       Militia; CSPD, 1650, Militia Commissions granted by the Council of State, p. 506,  

       May 14, 1650 - Colonel of Horse; TSP, IV, p. 423. Thomas Crompton was one of  

       the Staffordshire JPs and commissioners who wrote to Thurloe in support of  

       Thomas Chalenor, postmaster of Stone; Sutton, ‘Cromwell’s commissioners’, p. 182.  

        He was a Commissioner for charitable uses, a Commissioner for assessment and a  

        Commissioner for sequestrations, who also sat as a JP from 1645; SRO, Q/SO/6, p.     

       38. Along with other Staffordshire JPs, Crompton met with Charles Worsley at the  

Stafford General Sessions, Epiphany (January) 1656. 

.  

42. Henry Stone (Colonel) 

       A&O, I, p. 1242. 2 December, 1648: An Ordinance for the setling the Militia  

       in the severall Counties, Cities and places within the Kingdom of England,    

       Dominion of Wales, and Towne of Barwick upon Tweed - Stone was named a  

       Commissioner for settling the Militia; A&O, II, p. 974. 28 August, 1654: An  

       Ordinance for ejecting Scandalous, Ignorant and Insufficient Ministers and  

       Schoolmasters - Henry Stone was named a Commissioner in the ordinance; Sutton,      

       ‘Cromwell’s commissioners’, p. 182. Stone was a Commissioner for assessment, a   

       Commissioner for charitable uses, a Commissioner for sequestrations and the  

       Governor of a Parliamentary Garrison, who also sat as a JP from 1645; SRO,  

       Q/SO/6, p. 38. Along with other Staffordshire JPs, Stone met with Charles Worsley  

       at the Stafford General Sessions, Epiphany (January) 1656; TSP, IV, p. 423. Henry  

       Stone was one of the Staffordshire JPs and commissioners who wrote to Thurloe in  

       support of Thomas Chalenor, post-master of Stone.  

  

43. Robert Smith (Captain/Major) 

      CSPD, 1650, Militia Commissions granted by the Council of State, p. 506, May 14,  

      1650 - Major of Foot; Sutton, ‘Cromwell’s commissioners’, p. 182. Robert Smith  

      was the Governor of a Parliamentary Garrison; TSP, IV, p. 423. Smith was also one  

      of the Staffordshire commissioners who wrote to Thurloe in support of Thomas  
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      Chalenor, post-master of Stone. 

.  

44. John Symcox 

       Sutton, ‘Cromwell’s commissioners’, p. 182. John Symcox was a Commissioner for  

       Assessment, a Commissioner for sequestrations and a Religious Trimmer; TSP, IV,  

       p. 423. Symcox was one of the Staffordshire commissioners who wrote to Thurloe  

       in support of Thomas Chalenor, post-master of Stone. 

 

45. Edward Brett 

       Sutton, ‘Cromwell’s commissioners’, p. 182. Edward Brett was a Commissioner for  

       charitable uses and a Commissioner for taking the Accounts of the Kingdom, who  

       also sat as a JP from 1649; SRO, Q/SO/6, p. 38. Along with other Staffordshire JPs,  

       Brett met with Charles Worsley at the Stafford General Sessions, Epiphany  

       (January 1656). 

 

46. Daniel Watson (Captain) 

       Sutton, ‘Cromwell’s commissioners’, p. 182. Daniel Watson was a Commissioner  

       for assessment, a Commissioner for charitable uses, a Commissioner for sequest-  

       -rations and a Recorder and Steward, who also sat as a JP from 1649; SRO, Q/SO/6,  

       p. 38. Along with other Staffordshire JPs, Watson met with Charles Worsley at the  

       Stafford General Sessions, Epiphany (January) 1656; NA 25/77, pp. 320-321. ‘appr.  

       13. Sep.’ 1656: ‘Said Severall p[er]sons have been named in the sayd Ordinance  

       Vizt’. Watson was added to the list of Commissioners ‘for ejecting of scandalous,  

       ignorant and insufficient Ministers and Schoolmasters’. 

 

     47. Edward Mainwaring 

 

       A&O, I, p. 1242. 2 December, 1648: An Ordinance for the setling the Militia in the  

       severall Counties, Cities and places within the Kingdom of  England, Dominion of  

       Wales, and Towne of Barwick upon Tweed - Edward Mainwaring was named a  

       Commissioner for settling the Militia; Sutton, ‘Cromwell’s commissioners’, p. 182.  

       Mainwaring was a Commissioner for assessment, a Commissioner for charitable  

       uses and a Commissioner for sequestrations, who also sat as a JP from 1645;  

       SRO, Q/SO/6 , p. 38. Along with other Staffordshire JPs, Mainwaring met with  

       Charles Worsley at the Stafford General Sessions, Epiphany (January) 1656; Ben  

       Coates, MAINWARING, Edward (c. 1602-1674), of Middle Temple, London; later  

       of Whitmore, Staffs. <https://www.historyofparliamentonline.org/volume/1604-   

       1629/member/mainwaring-edward> [accessed 18 July 2021] Edward Mainwaring  

       was Sheriff of Staffordshire in 1645-6.  

   

48. George Bowes (Captain) 

 

       A&O, I, p. 1242. 2 December, 1648: An Ordinance for the setling the Militia in the  

       severall Counties, Cities and places within the Kingdom of  England, Dominion of  

       Wales, and Towne of Barwick upon Tweed - Bowes was named a Commissioner  

       for settling the Militia; NA, pp. 320-321. ‘appr. 13. Sep.’ 1656: ‘Said Severall  

       p[er]sons have been named in the sayd Ordinance Vizt’. Bowes was added to the   

       list of Commissioners ‘for ejecting of scandalous, ignorant, and insufficient  

       Ministers and Schoolmaster’; Sutton, ‘Cromwell’s commissioners’, p. 182. George  

       Bowes was a Commissioner for assessment and a Commissioner for charitable uses,  

       who also sat as a JP from 1649; SRO, Q/SO/6, p. 38. Along with other Staffordshire  

       JPs, Bowes met with Charles Worsley at the Stafford General Sessions, Epiphany  

       (January) 1656.   

http://www.historyofparliamentonline.org/volume/1604-%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%201629/member/mainwaring-
http://www.historyofparliamentonline.org/volume/1604-%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%201629/member/mainwaring-
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    49. John Chetwode 

 

      Browne Willis, Notitia Parliamentaria, Part II: A Series or Lists of the Represent-  

      -atives in the Several Parliaments held from the Reformation 1541, to the  

      Restoration 1660 (London, 1750). John Chetwode attended the (National Assembly)  

      Parliament, July 5, an. 1653, p. 256; A&O, I, p. 1242. 2 December, 1648: An  

      Ordinance for the setling the Militia in the severall Counties, Cities and places  

      within the Kingdom of England, Dominion of Wales, and Towne of Barwick upon  

      Tweed - Chetwode was named a Commissioner for settling the Militia; A&O, II, p.  

      974. 28 August, 1654: An Ordinance for ejecting Scandalous, Ignorant and  

      Insufficient Ministers and Schoolmasters - Chetwode was named a Commissioner in  

      the ordinance; Sutton, ‘Cromwell’s commissioners’, p. 182. Chetwode was a  

      Commissioner for assessment, a Commissioner for charitable  uses and a  

      Commissioner for sequestrations, who also sat as a JP from 1647. John Chetwode  

      was also a member and treasurer of Staffordshire's Parliamentary Committee.   

        

    50. Thomas Pudsey (Captain) 

 

      Sutton,‘Cromwell’s commissioners’, p. 182. Thomas Pudsey was a Commissioner  

      for assessment and a Commissioner for sequestrations. 

 

    51. Thomas Adshead (Lieutenant Colonel) 

 

       CSPD, 1650, Militia Commissions granted by the Council of State, p. 506, May 24,  

       1650 - Lieutenant Colonel of Foot; A&O, II, p. 974. 28 August, 1654: An   

       Ordinance for ejecting Scandalous, Ignorant and Insufficient Ministers and  

       Schoolmasters - Thomas Adshead was named a Commissioner in the Ordinance;  

       Sutton, ‘Cromwell’s commissioners’, p. 182. Adshead was a Commissioner for  

       assessment, a Commissioner for charitable uses Commissioner for taking the  

       Accounts of the Kingdom, who also sat as a JP from 1649; SRO, Q/SO/6, p. 38.  

       Along with other Staffordshire JPs, Adshead met with Charles Worsley at the  

       Stafford General Sessions, Epiphany (January) 1656.   

 

     52. William Gent 

 

       A&O, II, p. 974. 28 August, 1654: An Ordinance for ejecting Scandalous, Ignorant  

           and Insufficient Ministers and Schoolmasters - William Gent was named a  

       Commissioner in the Ordinance.   

. 

     53. Thomas Malkin 

 

       NA 25/77, pp. 320-321. ‘appr. 13. Sep.’ 1656: ‘Said Severall p[er]sons have been  

       named in the sayd Ordinance Vizt’. Malkin was added to the list of Commissioners  

       ‘for ejecting of scandalous, ignorant and insufficient Ministers and Schoolmasters’. 

  

     54. Thomas Minors 

 

       Browne Willis, Notitia Parliamentaria, Part II: A Series or Lists of the Represent-  

       -atives in the Several Parliaments held from the Reformation 1541, to the  

       Restoration 1660 (London, 1750). Thomas Minors attended the Parliament, at  

       Westminster, Anno 1654 (it sat from Sept. 3, 1654), p. 265 and was elected to the  

       Parliament, Sept. 17, 1656, p. 278; Sutton, ‘Cromwell’s commissioners’, p. 182.  

       Thomas Minors was a Commissioner for assessment, a Commissioner for charitable  

       uses and a Commissioner for taking the Accounts of the Kingdom, who also sat as a  
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       JP from 1649; SRO, Q/SO/6, p. 38. Along with other Staffordshire JPs, Minors met  

       with Charles Worsley at the Stafford General Sessions, Epiphany (January) 1656;  

       M. W. Helms / A. M. Mimardiere, Minors, Thomas (1609-77), of Saddler Street,  

       Lichfield, Staffs. <https://www.historyofparliamentonline.org/volume/1660-1690    

       /member/minors-thomas> [accessed 18 July 2021] Thomas Minors was sheriff of  

       Lichfield in 1642-3 and Bailiff (junior) in 1648-9 and 1657-8. 

 

     55. Thomas Whitgreave (Captain) 

       Browne Willis, Notitia Parliamentaria, Part II: A Series or Lists of the Represent-  

       -atives in the Several Parliaments held from the Reformation 1541, to the  

       Restoration 1660 (London, 1750). Thomas Whitgreave attended the Parliament, at  

       Westminster, Anno 1654 (it sat from Sept. 3, 1654), p. 265 and was elected to the  

       Parliament, Sept. 17, 1656, p. 278; A&O, II, p. 974. 28 August, 1654: An Ordinance  

       for ejecting Scandalous, Ignorant and Insufficient Ministers and Schoolmasters –  

       Thomas Whitgreave was named a Commissioner in the Ordinance; Sutton,  

       ‘Cromwell’s commissioners’, p. 182. Whitgreave was a Commissioner for  

       assessment, a Commissioner for charitable uses, a Religious Trimmer and also a JP  

       from 1651; SRO, Q/SO/6, p. 38. Along with other Staffordshire JPs, Whitgreave  

       met with Charles Worsley at the Stafford General Sessions, Epiphany (January)  

       1656; TSP, IV, p. 423. Whitgreave was also one of the Staffordshire commissioners  

       who wrote to Thurloe in support of Thomas Chalenor, post-master of Stone.   

 

     56. Sir John Wryley, Bart. 

       NA 25/77, pp. 320-321. ‘appr. 13. Sep.’ 1656: ‘Said Severall p[er]sons have been  

       named in the sayd Ordinance Vizt’. Sir John Wryley was added to the list of  

       Commissioners ‘for ejecting of scandalous, ignorant and insufficient Ministers and  

       Schoolmasters’; Sutton, ‘Cromwell’s commissioners’, p. 182. Sir John Wryley was  

       a Commissioner for assessment and a Commissioner for charitable uses, who also  

       sat as a JP from 1649; SRO, Q/SO/6, p. 38. Along with other Staffordshire JPs,  

       Wryley met with Charles Worsely at the Stafford General Sessions, Epiphany  

       (January)1656; TSP, IV, p. 423. Wryley was also one of the Staffordshire  

       commissioners who wrote to Thurloe in support of Thomas Chalenor, post-master  

       of Stone.  

 

57. John Young (Captain) 

 

       NA 25/77, pp. 320-321. ‘appr. 13. Sep.’ 1656: ‘Said Severall p[er]sons have been  

       named in the sayd Ordinance Vizt’. Captain John Young was added to the list of  

       Commissioners ‘for ejecting of scandalous, ignorant and insufficient Ministers and  

           Schoolmasters’; A&O, I, p. 1242. 2 December, 1648: An Ordinance for the setling  

           the Militia in the severall Counties, Cities and places within the Kingdom of   

           England, Dominion of Wales, and Towne of Barwick upon Tweed - Captain John  

           Young was named a Commissioner for settling the Militia; Sutton, ‘Cromwell’s  

           commissioners’, p. 182. John Young was the Governor of a Parliamentary garrison,  

           a Commissioner for assessment, a Commissioner for charitable uses and also  

       sat as a JP from 1653. 
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Appendix  6 

                                            Notes and References 

Table  6.1   List of MPs elected to the English Parliament in 1656 from   

                    Major-General Tobias Bridge’s North Western Association 

 

City of Chester and Cheshire: 

1. Sir George Booth, Bart. (Cheshire) 

    HoP, M. W. Helms / Gillian Hampson / Basil Duke Henning, ‘Booth, Sir George, 2
nd

  

    Bt. (1622-84), of Dunham Massey, Cheshire.’ <http://www.historyofparliamentonline  

    .org/volume/1660-1690/memb/booth-sir-george/1622-1684> [accessed 17 March  

    2021], after serving as a colonel of Cheshire foot from 1644 to 1646, Booth resigned  

    his commission; ODNB, Kelsey, ‘Booth, George, first Baron Delamer [Delamere]  

    (1622-1684), politician’. Booth, though chosen to represent the county in parliament,  

    ‘was secluded at the purge in December 1648, his way into the Commons chamber  

    barred on the 7
th
 by soldiers under the direct instructions of his brother-in-law  

    Thomas Grey, Lord Grey of Groby’; A&O, I, p. 1235. 2 December, 1648: An  

    Ordinance for the setling the Militia in the Severall Counties, Cities and places within  

    the Kingdom of England, Dominion of Wales, and Towne of Barwick upon Tweed - 

    Booth was appointed a Commissioner for settling the Militia in the City of Chester  

    and County of Chester; Ormerod, The History of The County Palatine and City Of  

    Chester, Vol. I, p. xxxix, Booth was listed in the commission of the peace for  

    Cheshire, 1650; A&O, II, p. 969, 28 Aug., 1654: An Ordinance for ejecting  

    Scandalous, Ignorant and Insufficient Ministers and Schoolmasters - Booth was  

    appointed a Commissioner for the County of Chester; CSPD 1655, p. 78. On March  

    14, 1655, Booth was appointed to head the new militia commission in Cheshire,  

    established in the aftermath of John Penruddock’s royalist revolt; ODNB, Kelsey,  

    ‘Booth, George, first Baron Delamer [Delamere] (1622-1684), politician’. However,   

    despite his appointment, suspicions arose that he had actually been intended as the  

    commander of an insurrection in Cheshire and north Wales in 1655’; CRO, DLT/B38,  

    Civil War Materials, 17
th
 Century, pp. 1-10, ‘Orders of his Highnes & the Councill  

    for Securinge the Peace of the Commonwealth’, 21 September 1655. Although  

    appointed with other ‘Commissioners ioyned with Maior  General Worseley for the  

    County of Chester’, it is recorded that Booth was among those few that “did not act  

    at all”; Browne Willis, Notitia Parliamentaria, Part II: A Series or Lists of the  

    Representatives in the Several Parliaments held from the Reformation 1541, to the  

    Restoration 1660 (London, 1750). Booth was elected to the Parliament which began  

    at Westminster, Sept, 3, 1654, and sat until Jan. 22 following, p. 260. He was sub-  

    -sequently elected to the Parliament which assembled Sept. 17, 1656, and continued  

    sitting to June 26, 1657, p. 273, though he initially ‘absented’ himself before taking  

    his seat; DTB, I, p. clxxix, p. clxxx, p. 262, p. 284. Thomas Burton recorded that  

    Booth met with the Speaker in the second-half of September 1656 and was appointed  

    to a parliamentary committee which reported to parliament in October 1656; CCSP,  

    III, p. 424. Certainly by December 1656 Booth had taken his seat in the Second  

    Protectorate Parliament for it was reported that during the debates on the decimation  

    tax he had told Charles Howard that the Major-Generals were Cromwell’s hangmen,  
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    and, in answer to a sharp reply, said ‘he would satisfy any man that was angry at his  

    words with his sword.’ Indeed, Booth’s open animosity towards the major-generals  

    reinforced his refusal to serve as a Commissioner under Charles Worsley. 

           

2. Thomas Marbury (Cheshire) 

 

        A&O, I, p. 1235. 2 December, 1648: An Ordinance for the setling the Militia in the  

        severall Counties, Cities and places within the Kingdom of England, Dominion of  

        Wales, and Towne of Barwick upon Tweed - Marbury was named a Commissioner  

        for settling the Militia in the County of Chester; Ormerod, The History of The County  

        Palatine and City Of Chester, Vol. I, p. xxxix. Marbury was listed in the commission  

        of the peace for Cheshire, 1650; CRO, DLT/B38, Civil War Materials, 17
th
 Century,  

        pp. 1-10, ‘Orders of his Highnes & the Councill for Securinge the Peace of the  

        Commonwealth’, 21 September 1655,‘Commissioners ioyned with Maior General  

        Worseley for the County of Chester’; TSP, V, p. 22. In a letter dated 7
th
 of May, 1656,  

        Thomas Marbury, together with 13 other Cheshire commissioners, wrote to the  

        Protector from Cheshire, to promote the loyalty and character of the discharged  

        delinquent, Henry Harpur; Browne Willis, Notitia Parliamentaria, Part II: A Series  

        or Lists of the Representatives in the Several Parliaments held from the Reformation  

       1541, to the Restoration 1660 (London, 1750). Marbury was elected to the Parliament,  

       assembled Sept. 17, 1656, and continued sitting to June 26, 1657, p. 273. 

 

3. Richard Legh Esq. (Cheshire) 

 

   HoP, M. W. Helms / Irene Cassidy, ‘Legh, Richard (1634-87), of Lyme, Cheshire.’  

   <http://www.historyofparliamentonline.org/volume/1660-1690/memb/legh-richard/  

   1634-1687> [accessed 13 May 2021]. Raised a Presbyterian, Richard Legh sat for  

   Cheshire in the Second and Third Protectorate Parliaments. ‘He was deeply obnoxious  

   to the republicans, and after the dissolution in 1659 he was imprisoned at York,  

   thereby escaping involvement in the rising of Sir George Booth, in which one of his  

   cousins of the Bruche branch was killed.’ Legh served as a commissioner for assess-                                                                                                             

   -ment for Cheshire in 1657 and for Cheshire and Lancashire from August 1660 to  

  1679. He also served as a commissioner for militia in March 1660, as a JP from June  

  1660 and a commissioner for recusants in 1675; Browne Willis, Notitia Parliamentaria,  

  Part II: A Series or Lists of the Representatives in the Several Parliaments held from  

  the Reformation 1541, to the Restoration 1660 (London, 1750). Legh was elected to  

  the Parliament, assembled Sept. 17, 1656 and continued sitting to June 26, 1657, p. 273.   

         

4. Peter Brooke Esq. (Cheshire) 

 

        William Duncombe Pink and the Rev. Alfred B. Beavan, The Parliamentary  

        Representation of Lancashire, (County and Borough), 1258-1885, with Biographical  

        and Genealogical Notices of the Members, &c. (London: Henry Gray, 1889), p. 280.          

        In the Parliament, Anno 16 Charles I. 1640, which began at Westminster Nov. 3,  

        1640, and continued sitting till April, 20, 1653 when it was dissolved, Peter Brooke of  

        Mere in Cheshire, represented Newton in Lancashire from March, 26, 1646 until  

        secluded by Pride’s Purge in December, 1648. He later served as High Sheriff of  

        Cheshire in 1669; Browne Willis, Notitia Parliamentaria, Part II: A Series or Lists of  

        the Representatives in the Several Parliaments held from the Reformation 1541, to the  

        Restoration 1660 (London, 1750). Brooke was elected to the Parliament assembled  

    Sept. 17, 1656 and continued sitting to June 26, 1657, p. 273; Mercurius Politicus,  

    Issue No. 586, 8-15 September 1659, p. 732.  Brooke was still an MP when on 13  

    September 1659, he was brought to the Bar of the House where, when questioned, he  

    admitted to his role on Booth’s Council of War during the rising. He was commanded  

    to withdraw from the House, after which it was ‘Resolved, That Peter Brook be  

http://www.historyofparliamentonline.org/
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    disabled and is hereby discharged from being a Member of Parliament.’ It was further  

    ‘Resolved, That Peter Brook Esq; be committed to the Tower of London, for High  

    Treason in levying War against the Parliament and Commonwealth, in order to his  

    tryal.’ 

 

5. Edward Bradshaw Esq.  (Chester City) 
 

    Chester Mayors & Sheriffs 1615-1815, <http://www.lordmayorchester.co.uk/wp- 

    content/uploads/2014/06Mayor-mayors1615.pdf> [accessed 12 May 2021]. A mercer,  

    Bradshaw served as Sheriff for Chester City in 1636-7 and as Mayor for part of 1647- 

        8, for 1648-9 and 1653-4; A&O, II, p. 969, 28 Aug., 1654: An Ordinance for ejecting  

        Scandalous, Ignorant and Insufficient Ministers and Schoolmasters - Bradshaw was  

        appointed a Commissioner for Chester ; Browne Willis, Notitia Parliamentaria, Part  

        II: A Series or Lists of the Representatives in the Several Parliaments held from the  

        Reformation 1541, to the Restoration 1660 (London, 1750). He was elected to the  

        Parliament which assembled Sept. 17, 1656 and continued sitting to June 26, 1657, p.  

    273. 

 

 

Staffordshire, Lichfield, Stafford and Newcastle-under-Lyme: 

 

6. Sir Charles Wolseley, 2
nd

 Bart. (Staffordshire) 

    

    HoP, M. W. Helms and A. M. Mimardiere ‘Wolseley, Sir Charles (c. 1630-1714), of    

    Wolseley, Staffs.’ <http://www.historyofparliamentonline.org/volume/1660-1690/  

    memb/wolseley-sir-charles-1630-1714> [accessed 13 May 2021]. Wolseley was a JP  

    in Oxfordshire 1653-6, in Staffordshire 1653-70 and March 1688-?d., and in Cheshire  

    1655-6; Charles Wolseley was appointed a Commissioner for scandalous ministers  

    for Staffordshire in 1654 and for visitation at Oxford University in 1654; he was    

    appointed a Commissioner for Staffordshire’s militia in 1655 and March 1660, for  

    statutes at Durham College 1656, for assessment at Oxon. and Staffordshire 1657,  

    1661-3, 1664-80 and 1689-90; Wolseley served as a Councillor of State 1653-9 and  

    Also as a Commissioner for trade 1655-7; Browne Willis, Notitia Parliamentaria,  

    Part II: A Series or Lists of the Representatives in the Several Parliaments held from  

    the Reformation 1541, to the Restoration 1660 (London, 1750). Wolseley was elected  

    to the Parliament which began at Westminster, Sept, 3, 1654, and sat until to Jan. 22    

    following, p. 265. He was also elected to the Parliament which assembled Sept. 17,  

    1656, and adjourned on June 26, 1657, p. 278. 

. 

7. Thomas Crompton, Colonel, (Staffordshire) 

 

    A&O, I, p. 642. 21 February, 1645: An Ordinance of the Lords and Commons  

    assembled in Parliament, for the raising and levying of the Monthly Sum of One and  

    Twenty Thousand Pounds, towards the Maintenance of the Scottish Army under the  

    Command of the Ear[l] of Leven, by a Monthly Assessment upon the severa[l]  

    Counties, Cities and Towns, of the Kingdom of England therein mentioned - Thomas 

    Crompton was named a Commissioner responsible for levying a monthly assessment  

    of ‘Three Hundred and Ten Pounds, Five Shillings, Six Pence and Three Farthings’  

    for four months; A&O, I, p. 1242. 2 December, 1648: An Ordinance for the setling  

    the Militia in the severall Counties, Cities and places within the Kingdom of England,  

    Dominion of Wales, and Towne of Barwick upon Tweed - Crompton was named a  

    Commissioner for settling the Militia; CSPD, 1650, Militia Commissions granted by  

    the Council of State, p. 506, May 14, 1650 - Crompton was appointed a Colonel of  

    Horse; TSP, IV, p. 423. Crompton was one of Staffordshire’s Commissioners for  

    securing the peace of the of the Commonwealth who wrote to Thurloe in support of  

http://www.lordmayorchester.co.uk/wp-
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    Thomas Chalenor, the post-master of Stone; Sutton’s ‘Cromwell’s commissioners’,  

    p. 182. Crompton was a Commissioner for charitable uses, a Commissioner for  

    assessment and appointed a Commissioner for sequestrations, who also sat as a JP  

    from 1645; SRO, Q/SO/6, p. 38. Along with other Staffordshire JPs, Crompton met  

    with Charles Worsley at the Stafford General Sessions, Epiphany (January) 1656;  

    Browne Willis, Notitia Parliamentaria, Part II: A Series or Lists of the Represent-  

    -atives in the Several Parliaments held from the Reformation 1541, to the Restoration  

    1660 (London, 1750). Crompton was elected to the Parliament which began at  

    Westminster, Sept, 3, 1654, and sat until Jan. 22 following, p. 265. He was also  

    elected to the Parliament which assembled Sept. 17, 1656, and adjourned on June 26,  

    1657, p. 278. 

 

8. Thomas Whitgreave Esq., Captain (Staffordshire) 

 

     A&O, II, p. 974. 28 August, 1654: An Ordinance for ejecting Scandalous, Ignorant  

    and Insufficient Ministers and Schoolmasters - Thomas Whitgreave was named a  

    Commissioner in the ordinance; Browne Willis, Notitia Parliamentaria, Part II: A  

    Series or Lists of the Representatives in the Several Parliaments held from the  

    Reformation 1541, to the Restoration 1660 (London, 1750). Whitgreave was elected  

    to the Parliament which began at Westminster, Sept, 3, 1654, and sat until Jan. 22  

    following, p. 265. He was also elected to the Parliament which assembled Sept. 17,  

    1656, and adjourned on June 26, 1657, p. 278; TSP, IV, p. 423. Thomas Wheatgreave  

    was one of the Staffordshire JPs and Commissioners for securing the peace of the  

    Commonwealth who wrote to Thurloe in support of Thomas Chalenor, the post- 

    master of Stone; Sutton’s ‘Cromwell’s commissioners’, p. 182, Whitgreave was a  

    Commissioner for assessment, a Commissioner for charitable uses, a Religious  

    Trimmer and also a JP from 1651; SRO, Q/SO/6, p. 38. Along with other  

    Staffordshire JPs, Whitgreave met with Charles Worsley at the Stafford General  

    Sessions, Epiphany (January) 1656. 

 

9. Thomas Minors Esq. (Lichfield) 

 

        Browne Willis, Notitia Parliamentaria, Part II: A Series or Lists of the Represent-  

        -atives in the Several Parliaments held from the Reformation 1541, to the Restoration  

        1660 (London, 1750). Thomas Minors was elected to the Parliament which began at  

        Westminster, Sept, 3, 1654, and sat until Jan. 22 following, p. 265. He was also  

        elected to the Parliament which assembled Sept. 17, 1656, and adjourned on June 26,  

        1657, p. 278; Sutton, ‘Cromwell’s commissioners’, p. 182. Besides being appointed a  

        Commssioner for securing the peace of the Commonwealth, Minors was a Commiss-  

        -ioner for assessment, a Commissioner for charitable uses and a Commissioner for  

        taking the Accounts of the Kingdom. He also sat as a JP from 1649; SRO, Q/SO/6, p.  

        38. Along with other Staffordshire JPs, Minors met with Charles Worsley at Stafford  

        General Sessions, Epiphany (January) 1656; M. W. Helms / A. M. Mimardiere,  

    Minors, Thomas (1609-77), of Lichfield, Staff <https://www.historyof parliament  

    online.org/volume/1660-1690/member/minors-thomas> [accessed 18 July 2021]  

    Thomas Minors was sheriff of Lichfield in 1642-3 and Bailiff (junior) in 1648-9 and  

    1657-8. Minors was initially excluded from the 1656 Parliament.  

 

10. Martin Noel  Esq. - later identified as Sir Martin Noell  (Stafford) 

 

    Alfred B. Beavan, The Aldermen of the City of London Temp. Henry III. - 1908.   

    With Notes on the Parliamentary Representation of the City, the Aldermen  

    and the Livery Companies, the Aldermanic Veto, Aldermanic Baronets and     

    Knights, etc., (London: The Corporation of the City of London, 1908), pp. 6, 
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    84 and 353, originating from Stafford, Martin Noel was a scrivener who rose to be an  

    Alderman of the City of London; CSPD, 1651, p. 493, on Oct. 25. 1651, the Council  

    of State agreed that ‘A letter for a private man-of-war to be granted to Martin Noel’;  

    CSPD, 1652-1653, p. 461, p. 463; CSPD, 1654, p. 258, p. 393, p. 451. In addition to  

    rising to become a leading merchant in the City, Noel also thrived as a tax farmer;  

    Beavan, The Aldermen of the City of London Temp. Henry III. - 1908, p. 317, to  

    enable Noel to represent Stafford in various parliaments, he was discharged from his  
    Aldergate Aldermanry in 1656-1658 and January-April, 1659; Browne Willis, Notitia  

    Parliamentaria, Part II: A Series or Lists of the Representatives in the Several  

    Parliaments held from the Reformation 1541, to the Restoration 1660 (London, 1750),  

     p. 278, Noel was elected to the Parliament which assembled Sept. 17, 1656, and  

    adjourned on June 26, 1657. He was knighted as Sir Martin Noell in 1662. 
 

11. John Boyer Esq. (Newcastle-under-Lyme) 

 

     A&O, I, p. 1242. 2 December, 1648: An Ordinance for the setling the Militia in the  

    severall Counties, Cities and places within the Kingdom of England, Dominion of  

    Wales, and Towne of Barwick upon Tweed - John Boyer was named a Commissioner  

    for settling the Militia; Browne Willis, Notitia Parliamentaria, Part II: A Series or  

    Lists of the Representatives in the Several Parliaments held from the Reformation  

    1541, to the Restoration 1660 (London, 1750), p. 204, John Boyer (Bowyer) attended  

    the ‘First Parliament, at Westminster, Anno I  Charles I. 1625. The First Parliament  

    began June 21, 1625, anno regni I, and held to July 11, when it was adjourned to  

    Oxford Aug 1, and sate to Aug, 12, and then dissolved’; p. 278, Boyer (Bowyer) was  

    later elected to the Parliament which assembled Sept. 17, 1656, and adjourned on   

    June 26, 1657. Boyer was initially excluded from the 1656 Parliament. 

 

 

Lancashire, Preston, Lancaster, Liverpool and Manchester: 
 

12. Sir Richard Houghton, Bart. 

 

    A&O, I, p. 632, p. 642. 21 February, 1645: An Ordinance of the Lords and Commons  

    assembled in Parliament, for the raising and levying of the Monthly Sum of One and  

    Twenty Thousand Pounds, towards the Maintenance of the Scottish Army under the  

    Command of the Ear[l] of Leven, by a Monthly Assessment upon the severa[l]  

    Counties, Cities and Towns, of the Kingdom of England therein mentioned -  

        Houghton was named a Commissioner for levying a monthly assessment of ‘Seven  

        Hundred Thirty Pounds, One Shillings, Four Pence’ for four months; A&O, I, p. 758.  

        29 August, 1645: An ordinance for ordaining a Committee in the county of Lancaster  

        - Sir Richard Houghton was named a Committeeman; A&O, I, p. 1238. 2 December,  

       1648: An Ordinance for the setling the Militia in the severall Counties, Cities and  

        places within the Kingdom of England, Dominion of Wales, and Towne of Barwick  

        upon Tweed - Houghton was named a Commissioner for settling the Militia; A&O, II,  

        p. 972. 28 August, 1654: An Ordinance for ejecting Scandalous, Ignorant and  

        Insufficient Ministers and Schoolmasters - Houghton was named a Commissioner in  

        the Ordinance; LRO, QSC/54, 55, 56, 57 and 58. Richard Hougton was named in the  

        5 Commissions of the Peace issued between the 4 March 1653 and 29 August 1656;  

        Browne Willis, Parliamentaria, Part II: A Series or Lists of the Representatives in the  

    Notitia Several Parliaments held from the Reformation 1541, to the Restoration 1660  

    (London, 1750). Houghton (Hoghton) sat in the Parliament, at Westminster, Anno 16,  

    Charles I. 1640 (it met on Nov. 3, 1640), p. 245 and in the Parliament assembled Sept.  

    17, 1656, and adjourned on June 26, 1657, p. 275. 
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13. Colonel Gilbert Ireland (Lancashire) 

 

     A&O, I, p. 758. 29 August, 1645: An ordinance for ordaining a Committee in the  

    county of Lancaster - Gilbert Ireland was named a Committeeman;  A&O, I, p. 1239.  

    2 December, 1648: An Ordinance for the setling the Militia in the severall Counties,  

    Cities and places within the Kingdom of England, Dominion of Wales, and Towne of  

    Barwick upon Tweed - Ireland was named a Commissioner for settling the Militia;  

    CSPD 1650, Militia Commissions granted by the Council of State, p. 505, March 22,  

    1650 - Ireland was made a Colonel of Foot; LRO, QSC/54, 55, 56, 57 and 58. Gilbert  

    Ireland was named in the 5 Commissions of the Peace issued between the 4 March  

    1653 and 29 August 1656; A&O, II, p. 972. 28 August, 1654: An Ordinance for  

    ejecting Scandalous, Ignorant and Insufficient Ministers and Schoolmasters - Ireland  

    was named a Commissioner in the ordinance; NA SP 25/77, p. 876, Gilbert Ireland  

    was appointed ‘Captaine’ of Charles Worsley’s newly formed Lancashire troop of  

    select horse militia for ‘one yeare ending 24 June 1656’; Browne Willis, Notitia  

    Parliamentaria, Part II: A Series or Lists of the Representatives in the Several  

    Parliaments held from the Reformation 1541, to the Restoration 1660 (London, 1750).  

    Colonel Gilbert Ireland was elected to the Parliament which began at 1654, and sat  

    until to Jan. 22 following, p. 265. He was also was elected to the Parliament which  

    assembled Sept. 17, 1656, and continued sitting to June 26, 1657, p. 275. 

 

14. Colonel Richard Holland (Lancashire) 

 

    Ormerod, George, (ed.), Tracts Relating to Military Proceedings in  

    Lancashire during the Great Civil War, commencing with the removal, by  

    Parliament, of James, Lord Strange, afterwards Earl of Derby, from his  

    Lieutenancy of Lancashire, and terminating with his execution at Bolton  

    (London: Chetham Society, 2, 1844), pp. 74-76, p. 60, p. 90. It was reported in  

    February 1642 that Colonel Richard Holland and his regiment of Lancashire foot  

    were involved in the taking of Preston. Richard Holland was later included in the  

    commissions of the peace issued in October 1642. On 1 April 1643, Holland  

    was appointed to the ‘Committee of Sequestrators for Lancashire’; A&O, I, p.  

    1239. 2 December, 1648: An Ordinance for the setling the Militia in the severall  

    Counties, Cities and places within the Kingdom of England, Dominion of Wales, and  

    Towne of Barwick upon Tweed - Holland was named a Commissioner for settling the  

    Militia; Browne Willis, Notitia Parliamentaria, Part II: A Series or Lists of the  

    Representatives in the Several Parliaments held from the Reformation 1541, to the  

    Restoration 1660 (London, 1750). Holland was elected to the Parliament which began  

    at Westminster, Sept, 3, 1654, and sat until to Jan. 22 following, p. 262. He was also  

    elected to the Parliament which assembled Sept. 17, 1656, and continued sitting to  

    June 26, 1657, p. 275. 
 

15. Colonel Richard Standish (Lancashire) 

 

    A&O, I, p. 1235. 2 December, 1648: An Ordinance for the setling the Militia in the  

    severall Counties, Cities and places within the Kingdom of England, Dominion of  

    Wales, and Towne of Barwick upon Tweed - Standish was named a Commissioner  

    for settling the Militia; LRO, QSC/54, 55, 56, 57 and 58. Richard Standish was  

    named in the 5 Commissions of the Peace issued between the 4 March 1653 and 29  

    August 1656; Browne Willis, Notitia Parliamentaria, Part II: A Series or Lists  

    of the Representatives in the Several Parliaments held from the Reformation 1541, to  

    the Restoration 1660 (London, 1750). Standish was elected to the Parliament which  

    began at Westminster, Sept, 3, 1654, and sat until to Jan. 22 following, p. 262. He  

    was also elected to the Parliament which assembled Sept. 17, 1656, and continued  
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    sitting to June 26, 1657, p. 275. 

 

16.  Richard Shuttleworth Esq. (Preston) 

 

    A&O, I, p. 758. 29 August, 1645: An ordinance for ordaining a Committee in the  

    county of Lancaster - Richard Shuttleworth was named a Committeeman;  A&O, I, p.  

    1239. 2 December, 1648: An Ordinance for the setling the Militia in the severall  

    Counties, Cities and places within the Kingdom of England, Dominion of Wales, and  

    Towne of Barwick upon Tweed - Shuttleworth was named a Commissioner for  

    settling the Militia; LRO, QSC/54, 55, 56, 57 and 58. Richard Shuttleworth was  

    named in the 5 Commissions of the Peace issued between the 4 March 1653 and 29  

    August 1656; Browne Willis, Notitia Parliamentaria, Part II: A Series or Lists of the  

    Representatives in the Several Parliaments held from the Reformation 1541, to the  

    Restoration 1660 (London, 1750). Shuttleworth was elected to the Parliament which  

    began at Westminster, Sept, 3, 1654, and sat until to Jan. 22 following, p. 262. He  

    was also elected to the Parliament which assembled Sept. 17, 1656, and continued  

    sitting to June 26, 1657, p. 275. 

 

17. Henry Porter Esq. (Lancaster) 

 

        Browne Willis, Notitia Parliamentaria, Part II: A Series or Lists of the Represent-  

        -atives in the Several Parliaments held from the Reformation 1541, to the Restoration  

        1660 (London, 1750). Porter was elected to the Parliament which began at  

        Westminster, Sept, 3, 1654, and sat until Jan. 22 following, p. 262. He was also  

        elected to the Parliament which assembled Sept. 17, 1656, and continued sitting to  

        June 26, 1657, p. 275. 

 

18. Thomas Birch Esq.  (Liverpool) 

 

    Ormerod, George, (ed.), Tracts Relating to Military Proceedings in  

    Lancashire during the Great Civil War, p. 90, on 1 April 1643, Thomas Birch  

    was appointed to the ‘Committee of Sequestrators for Lancashire’; A&O, I, p.  

    759. 29 August, 1645: An ordinance for ordaining a Committee in the county of  

    Lancaster - Birch was named a Committeeman; A&O, I, p. 1239. 2 December, 1648:  

    An Ordinance for the setling the Militia in the severall Counties, Cities and places  

    within the Kingdom of England, Dominion of Wales, and Towne of Barwick upon  

    Tweed - Birch was named a Commissioner for settling the Militia; LRO, QSC/54, 55,  

    56, 57 and 58. Thomas Birch was named in the 5 Commissions of the Peace issued  

    between the 4 March 1653 and 29 August 1656;  A&O, II, p. 972. 28 August, 1654:  

    An Ordinance for ejecting Scandalous, Ignorant and Insufficient Ministers and  

    Schoolmasters - Birch was named a Commissioner in the Ordinance; Browne Willis,  

    Notitia Parliamentaria, Part II: A Series or Lists of the Representatives in the Several  

    Parliaments held from the Reformation 1541, to the Restoration 1660 (London, 1750).  

    Birch was elected to the Parliament which began at Westminster, Sept, 3, 1654, and  

    sat until Jan. 22 following, p. 263. He was also elected to the Parliament which  

    assembled Sept. 17, 1656, and continued sitting to June 26, 1657, p. 275. Birch was  

    initially excluded from the 1656 Parliament. 

 

19. Richard Radcliffe Esq.  (Manchester) 

 

    Ormerod, George, (ed.), Tracts Relating to Military Proceedings in  

    Lancashire during the Great Civil War, p. 46, p. 51, pp. 248-250, p. 333. A  

    captain and, by May 1645, a major in Colonel Richard Holland’s regiment of  

    foot in Lancashire, Richard Radcliffe commanded the town’s forces at the  
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    siege of Manchester in September 1642. He remained commander of the  

    town’s permanent guard and was explicitly exempted from a general muster  

    of the county forces on Barlow Moor in may 1645. In May 1648 he was a  

    signatory to the Presbyterian anti-New Model Army petition of Lancashire  

    Officers; Browne Willis, Notitia Parliamentaria, Part II: A Series or Lists of the  

    Representatives in the Several Parliaments held from the Reformation 1541, to the  

    Restoration 1660 (London, 1750). Radcliffe was elected to the Parliament which  

    assembled Sept. 17, 1656, and continued sitting to June 26, 1657, p. 275. Radcliffe  

    was initially excluded from the 1656 Parliament. 
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