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Preface






Ralph Waldo Emerson’s observation that “there is properly no history; only biography” would be a commonplace by now, were it not for a moderate reaction which declares that there is properly no biography; only history.


Perhaps the protest is a necessary corrective to the enthusiastic Carlyles and Macaulays who expounded history as an epic of the world’s great ones, and who regarded the facts of history as little more than the homage paid to the eternal Hero by his generation. Whatever needs to be said in qualification of the reaction, it is a healthy reminder that a man cannot be separated from his environment – that there is for us, heroes included, a time to be born, and that we are bound to it, and conditioned by it.


Nevertheless, when we have said that, there still remains something within human character which is unique, timeless and which eludes definition. Oliver Cromwell is an illustration of this. Biographies of the Lord Protector have appeared regularly since the time of his death, and will probably continue to appear at regular intervals, because beyond the factors of time and place one recognizes within his personality an irreducible element which remains an enigma. So to Dr. S.R. Gardiner Cromwell was “the most typical Englishman of all time”, to Sir Ernest Barker he was “the incarnation … of the genius of English Nonconformity”, to Wilbur Cortez Abbott he was the prototype, if not the archetype, of modern dictatorship.


The place of Oliver Cromwell in English history, however, has an importance beyond the riddle of his own personality, for the seventeenth century may well be described as the meeting ground of the ages of Faith and the Age of Reason, and within such a setting Cromwell is in any case a figure worthy of careful study. His significance is made more pointed by the fact that his Independent or Congregational churchmanship, with roots in Separatism and spiritual “democracy”, appears to run counter to so much within his life, and we submit that the issues raised by his life and thought must therefore be of interest not only to historians and students of political institutions, but also to any who are concerned about the relationship between personal religion and the call to public action.


At this point I must give grateful acknowledgment to those who have played more than a modest part in the appearance of this book. I am well aware that my own interest in that borderland which separates the pastoral meadows of theology from the urban rush of politics was first stimulated by the former Principal of Mansfield College, Oxford, Dr. Nathaniel Micklem. To him and to Canon Claud Jenkins, the Regius Professor of Church History at Oxford, I can only pay a respectful tribute for all the help and encouragement they gave me in the earlier stages of my researches. Sir Ernest Barker and Dr. Geoffrey Nuttall both read through the script in its original form, and gave me valuable advice, although I am sure that none of these gentlemen would necessarily wish to accept all my conclusions. I must also acknowledge a debt to Dr. Norman Sykes, the Dixie Professor of Church History at Cambridge, for so readily giving me the opportunity of perusing certain unpublished MSS. of the late Sir Charles Firth, and to the Harvard University Press for permission to quote extensively from the works of the late Professor W.C. Abbott. I also wish to thank Mr. C.E. Wells of the Morgan-Wells Studio Service for the photograph of the Cromwell statue used as frontispiece.


I wish to thank Miss L. Schofield, Mrs. J. Dowling, and Miss G. Maddy for helping to type the MS. A special word of gratitude is due to Miss Edna Wakeley and Mrs. Joyce Youngman for their work upon the original typescript, to the Rev. E.T.D. James for preparing the index and Miss S.M. Burrough for proof corrections, and finally to my wife, who in addition to invaluable and painstaking work upon the MS. was reluctantly obliged, from the first day of our honeymoon, to take the Lord Protector into our family as a more or less permanent and nonpaying guest.


To her this book is dedicated in grateful and penitent homage.












Introduction






The late W.C. Abbott of Harvard listed nearly 3,700 works dealing with Cromwell,1 and any addition to that list demands a very formidable excuse on the part of the author. The only justification that can be offered is the enigma of Cromwell’s character itself.


It fascinates because it is full of paradox, and yet the paradox within his life was not merely political: it was not simply that of a man who began by fighting for individual liberties and ended by becoming an absolute dictator. The issue is complicated by religion, and at its deepest level the contradiction is between the Independent2 who held “democratic” ideas in ecclesiastical matters, and the man who tried to remedy England’s political impasse by becoming Lord Protector. To solve the dilemma historians have resorted to a wide variety of theories, the most simple being that of the royalists, who by denying the genuineness of Cromwell’s religion are able to present the picture of a black-hearted tyrant who schemed for power from the beginning, while at the other end of the political rainbow there is the answer of nineteenth-century Liberalism – Cromwell the Great Democrat, who was forced by circumstance into absolutism. It would seem that between Clarendon’s royalist convention of the “brave bad man” and Carlyle’s noble “hero” there is a great gulf fixed, and if this is so, there can be no answer to the dilemma, and one’s estimate of Cromwell must be consigned to the arbitration of prejudice.


Although there have been modern attempts to cut the Gordian knot and present a “realistic” view of Cromwell,3 most of the theories fail because they reflect not so much the background of Cromwell’s England as ideas current at the time of writing. No aspect of the seventeenth century has suffered so much in this respect as that of religion. G.M. Trevelyan has observed that in pre-Restoration England “it would have been difficult to find more than a handful of men who openly avowed a disbelief in the miraculous sanctions of the Christian faith, in one or other of its forms”.4 By the great majority of people in the seventeenth century the reality of God and the Devil, Heaven and Hell, was never doubted, and yet historians have more often than not ignored the fact that such beliefs were bound not only to colour the thought of that time, but also to condition the life and conduct of the people who held them. Hence if we are to attempt to understand Cromwell’s career it is of the utmost importance that we should discover to what extent he shared the theological beliefs common to his time.


A similar facet of the same problem is to be seen in the usual treatment given to Cromwell’s association with Independency. To treat the possibility of Cromwell’s acceptance of these ecclesiastical views as a matter of incidental importance is entirely to misunderstand the Independent’s emphasis upon membership in the Church. It is therefore of some importance to discover whether Cromwell regarded his Christian responsibility seriously enough to have joined an Independent Church. If he did, the relationship between religion and politics in his life may shed light not only upon his character but also upon the later development of political consciousness in English Nonconformity.


If this book then starts from Thomas Carlyle’s premise that “a man’s religion is the chief fact with regard to him”, it does so not with any hope of weaning any from their cherished prejudices about the great Oliver, but upon the ground that religion was an indispensable part of the seventeenth-century environment, and that without giving it its due place we cannot hope to understand either the man or his age. At the same time, if religion and life were so closely related within seventeenth-century Puritanism we should also expect to discover that the mundane situations of political experience were not without significance in our understanding of Cromwell’s religion.


To attempt an extended discourse on Cromwellian biography would be to invite comparison with W.C. Abbott’s exhaustive survey,5 and yet we cannot ignore the subject entirely, if only because Abbott’s own great work needs to be given the place it deserves.


Throughout this book the original authorities have been regarded as primary, but it is clear that in travelling such a well-trodden historical path any writer must owe an immense debt to historians like S.R. Gardiner, C.H. Firth, and W.C. Abbott whose researches made the way plain. The debt to Abbott’s Writings and Speeches of Oliver Cromwell is evident, and its text of Cromwell’s written and spoken word is accepted as authoritative. My previous debt to Mrs. S.C. Lomas’s edition of Carlyle’s Letters and Speeches of Oliver Cromwell is almost equally great.6


Of the early biographies James Heath’s Flagellum was perhaps the most important,7 more for the extent of its influence than for its value as history. Carlyle regarded it as “the chief fountain indeed of all the foolish lies that have been circulated about Oliver since”,8 and W.C. Abbott’s restrained irony is perhaps even more damning.9 There is a passage in Galsworthy’s Loyalties where it is remarked of one of the characters who was facing libel, “If he’s as innocent as Christ, mud will stick to him”, and that seems to have been the avowed principle of James Heath: he discovers a murderer in the Cromwell ancestry, he passes on with evident relish gossip of Cromwell’s crude manners, and he is at pains to hint at an immoral relationship between Cromwell and Mrs. Lambert.10 At the same time it is for his collection of anecdotes that Heath’s book has more value than many more reputable volumes, for its author has provided us with some material – albeit of a doubtful kind – for a period of the Lord Protector’s life which is otherwise more or less a blank.


In contrast, Samuel Carrington, whose favourable biography had appeared four years earlier, in a book of over two hundred pages,11 devotes only two pages to his hero’s early life, and only nine pages to the whole period of the Civil War up to the invasion of Ireland! The same criticism to a lesser degree must be levelled against the anonymous author of The Perfect Politician, although it is undoubtedly the best of the early lives.12 The rest of the earlier biographies range from the almost useless panegyrics of Henry D’Awbeney and Richard Fleckno[e]13 to more sanely-balanced works published anonymously by Isaac Kimber14 and John Banks15 at the beginning of the eighteenth century, but our interest in them is limited, since their material is largely secondhand. The Rev. Mark Noble’s Memoirs of the Protectoral House of Cromwell, published in 1784,16 falls, however, within an entirely different category. As Mrs. S.C. Lomas has shown,17 for all Carlyle’s gibes at “poor Noble”, the work was one of painstaking and often invaluable research, and really introduces the period of modern scholarship in Cromwellian studies.


Of Carlyle’s own contribution it is sufficient to say that style, temperament, and literary prestige united in him to make him the ideal prophet, and the Letters and Speeches of Oliver Cromwell18 presented for the first time material which stimulated the great reassessment of the seventeenth century associated with the names of Dr. S.R. Gardiner and Sir Charles Firth. All later biographies of Cromwell are dependent upon the literary evidence amassed by Carlyle and the detailed research of Gardiner and Firth, from the “popular” books of John Morley and Frederic Harrison at the beginning of this century, to the recent biographies by John Buchan, Hilaire Belloc, Maurice Ashley and G.R. Stirling Taylor. All these books, however, were written prior to the monumental work of the late Wilbur Cortez Abbott. His debt to previous scholars like Gardiner, Firth, and Mrs. Lomas is recognizable and, as we shall discover, his interpretation is often open to serious criticism, but this in no way detracts from a piece of scholarship which perhaps marks the greatest advance in Cromwellian studies since the publication of S.R. Gardiner’s histories.19







	  1. A Bibliography of Oliver Cromwell (Harvard University Press, 1929). Also Addenda to the Bibliography in The Writings and Speeches of Oliver Cromwell (Harvard University Press, 4 vols., 1937–47), IV.



	  2. Where capitalized, the word is intended in its ecclesiastical sense.



	  3. Cf. G. R. Stirling Taylor, Oliver Cromwell (1928); W.C. Abbott, Writings and Speeches of Oliver Cromwell (hereafter abbreviated to W.S. in references). The place of publication is mentioned in first references to books, and where it is not specified it must be presumed to be London.



	  4. English Social History (1944), 232.



	  5. Cf. Introduction, A Bibliography of Oliver Cromwell.



	  6. New York and London, 1904, 3 vols. References to this edition appear as L-C.



	  7. Flagellum: Or the Life and Death, Birth and Burial of Oliver Cromwell The late Usurper (1663). All references are to the second enlarged edition of the same year.



	  8. L-C, I, 12.



	  9. “Thus what the newspapers of his day omitted, Heath supplied, following, or founding, that great journalistic principle of giving the people what they want – abuse and personal gossip; and, based on these unfailing recipes for popularity, it is small wonder that his book was a success.” Bibliography of O.C.,p. xviii.



	10. Op. cit., 128. There was no basis for the rumour in fact, but it was a favourite subject in Restoration “comedy”; cf. Cromwell’s Conspiracy. A Tragy-comedy Relating to our latter Times, by “A Person of Quality” (1660). The importance of Heath is that his gossip was retailed by men like Dr. Bates and Sir W. Dugdale.



	11. The H story of the Life and Death of His most Serene Highness, Oliver, Late Lord Protector, etc. (1659), dedicated to the Lord Protector Richard.



	12. The Perfect Politician: Or, A Full View of the Life and Actions (Military and Civil) of O. Cromwel. (1660), attributed to Henry Fletcher and William Raybould; (cf. Abbot, Bibliography of O.C., 135, item 1066.) Quotations from 3rd edition (1681).



	13. Historie and policie re-viewed, in the heroick transactions of his most serene high- ness, Oliver, Late Lord Protector, from his cradle to his tomb (1659), by H.D.; and The Idea of His Highness Oliver, late Lord Protector, &c. (1659) by Richard Fleckno. The latter can be compared with Panegyrici Cromwello (1654) by the Roman Catholic chaplain of the Portuguese Ambassador.



	14. The Life of Oliver Cromwell, Lord Protector of the Commonwealth of England, impartially collected (1724).



	15. A short critical review of the political life of Oliver Cromwell (1739) “by a Gentleman of the Middle Temple”.



	16. Two vols. References are to the 3rd edition of 1787.



	17. L-C, I, p. liv seq. Cf. Ibid., 13 f, for Carlyle’s remarks on Noble.



	18. First published 1845.



	19. History of the Great Civil War 1642–43 (1886–91, 3 vols.); History of the Commonwealth and Protectorate 1643–60 (1894–1901, 3 vols.). References are to the 4 vol. editions of 1893 and 1903.

















Chapter One

Formative Influences









I


The family into which Oliver Cromwell was born owed its fortunes directly to the break-up of the monastic orders and to the Protestant Establishment. Its wealth can be traced to Richard Williams, nephew to Henry VIII’s chief adviser and agent in the dissolution of the monasteries, Thomas Cromwell, Earl of Essex.1 This Richard Williams adopted his uncle’s surname, “Cromwell” or “Crumwell”, in return for his patronage; he was knighted while his uncle was still in power and managed to retain the King’s favour after Thomas Cromwell’s fall, and he passed on a considerable fortune to his son, Sir Henry “Cromwell”, who was knighted by Elizabeth, and whose liberality earned him the title “the golden knight”.


Sir Henry was a vigorous local organizer against the threat of the Armada – an activity in keeping with one whose wealth was bound up with the Protestant succession – and of his daughters, one became the mother of Major-General Whalley, and another became the mother of John Hampden. His heir was knighted “Sir Oliver Cromwell” at the accession of James I, and one of his younger sons was Robert Cromwell, the father of the future Lord Protector. Sir Oliver Cromwell was a man “who from love of ostentation pushed his father’s liberality to extravagance”,2 and eventually had to sell Hinchinbrook House to the Montagus, who thus became the leading family within the shire; which seems to have led to some rivalry between them and the Cromwells. Sir Henry’s second son, Robert, inherited an estate at Huntingdon, worth about £300 in the money of that time,3 and he married Elizabeth, the young widowed daughter of William Steward of Ely, who brought with her a jointure of £60 a year. Her great-uncle, Robert Steward, had been the last Catholic Prior of Ely, and with the change in national religion, the first Protestant Dean of Ely Cathedral. In view of Oliver’s later influence in the fen country, it is interesting to note Dr. Trevelyan’s judgment that Ely Cathedral had for centuries maintained a dominant position over the “County Palatine” of Ely, and indeed, over the whole of Fenland.4


From this it will be seen that the fortunes of the family into which Oliver Cromwell was born were strongly linked to the Protestant succession, and primarily to the Anglican settlement of Elizabeth as offering the best hopes of stable government, and hence the continued enjoyment of their wealth.


Oliver’s father did the things appropriate to a country gentleman of standing in those days. He was a bailiff of Huntingdon, a Justice of the Peace, a Commissioner of Sewers,5 and, besides other offices of local importance, he sat at Westminster for the borough in 1593. Dr. George Bates, who hated the Protector cordially, admits that he was “born of honest parents”,6 and even James Heath was not able to discover anything to the disparagement of Robert Cromwell, apart from the fact that Oliver’s mother kept a brew-house, “and thought it no disparagement to sustain the Estate and Port of a younger brother, as Mr. Robert Cromwell was, by those lawful means; however, not so reputable as other gains and Trades are accounted”.7


Oliver was baptized on April 29, 1599, in the church of St. John, Huntingdon, the second son of his parents. A comparison of the portraits of Robert Cromwell and his wife Elizabeth suggests that she had the stronger character.8 She came from a family with strong Puritan leanings,9 and in this way she may have influenced her husband, for while there is no reason to doubt that Robert Cromwell was a loyal member of the established Church, his choice of school and college for Oliver suggests that he had Puritan sympathies.10


There were good reasons for Puritanism to flourish in the Cromwell family. The family fortunes were entirely dependent upon the Protestant succession, and at the time Oliver was born, less than fifty years had elapsed since the Catholic reversion under Mary. The threat of the Armada was still too recent for Englishmen to forget the Catholic menace from abroad, while the tendencies at court gave cause for disquiet; the truculence of James I at the Hampton Court Conference in 1603, the discovery of the Gunpowder Plot in 1605, and the weak Stuart foreign policy towards Spain all tended to encourage Puritan reaction among those families which had most to lose in the event of a Catholic triumph.


East Anglia was certainly infected with Puritan ideas earlier than most of the country, to some extent because of its geographical relationship with Holland.11 Also, the religious persecutions in Europe were bringing Protestant refugees to this country, many of them weavers who settled near the cloth manufacturing town of Norwich. The city was becoming something of a Puritan centre, and it is not surprising to find here some of the first experiments in religious Separatism which eventually spread throughout the eastern counties.12


These counties, too, contained the seats and estates of great Puritan landowning families like those of Cecil, Montagu, Devereux, and Rich, together with many lesser names, like the Barringtons of Essex, the Hampdens of Buckinghamshire, and the Cromwells of Huntingdonshire, all of which had built fortunes on the ruins of the old Church. The Puritan nobility extended its protection to persecuted members of the party,13 and as family alliances grew, the influence of the new ideas became ever wider and stronger. To this we must add the influence of Puritan teaching in the University of Cambridge,14 and the fact that the standard of preaching and ministration held by the Puritans contrasted very favourably with the general slackness and ignorance of the older clergy.15


In a sense these influences are all too abstract to be assessed accurately or to be over-stressed, but they indicate that the young Cromwell was born and bred in a part of the country which was alive to the new religious temper. Such influences must be seen in relationship to the ideas of prelacy remembered by an impressionable youth from the episcopal visitation of Huntingdon by the Bishop of Lincoln when Cromwell was five years old, or the impression of monarchy gained from the lavish entertainment of James I at Hinchinbrook in 1603.







II


Oliver was born the second of three sons in a family which contained seven daughters, but since his brothers, Henry and Robert, died in childhood, he was left his father’s heir in a family circle which was predominantly feminine. At the end of his year at Cambridge, when he was barely eighteen years of age, his father died16 and left him at the head of the family. There is not much material to estimate the effect on Oliver of this feminine family circle, but there may have been a tendency for a few years to revolt from maternal control.


Of his boyhood and youth we know very little that is reliable. Heath informs us that he received his earliest education under “the slighted Governance of a Mistris”, until “his Father removed him to the Tuition of Dr. Beard Schoolmaster of the Free-School of that Town, where his Book began to persecute him, and Learning to Commence his great and irreconcileable Enemy”.17 Of Dr. Thomas Beard’s influence we shall have more to say, but speaking of Cromwell’s character at this early stage, Heath speaks of the “Vices which were so predominant and visible in him” that Dr. Beard was unable to make any impression on “his obstinate and perverse inclination”;18 then, as if warming to the subject, the author of the Flagellum says that “Among the rest of those ill qualities which fructuated in him at this age, He was very notorious for robbing of Orchards”, which crime was continued to such excess by “this Apple-Dragon” that the offence “ripened in him afterwards to the throwing down of all Law or Conscience, and the stealing and tasting of the forbidden fruit of Sovereignty”.19


A modern reader will discover less significance in these youthful escapades than did James Heath, writing just after the Restoration, but the local gossip probably had a residuum of truth in it, and there is no reason to think that young Oliver Cromwell was any more pious than the average lad of his age. There is, however, a persistent rumour, duly recorded by Heath, that as a youth Cromwell had curious dreams and presages of future greatness,20 and a similar story is told by Dr. Bates, who says that as a child Cromwell reported that “one appeared to him in the likeness of a Man, who told him that he should be a King”,21 and that Dr. Beard whipped him for it.


There is also the account of Oliver’s part in a play, The Five Senses (placed by Heath at Huntingdon, and by Carrington during Cromwell’s year at Cambridge)22 in which the youthful Cromwell is reported to have set a crown upon his head and added “beyond his Cue some Majestical mighty words”.23 It sounds, as Professor Abbott has remarked, “too apt to be true”, and yet we must admit it is the kind of incident which, in the light of future events, would have remained in people’s memories.


There is considerable divergence of opinion as to the extent Oliver benefited by his education at Cambridge. Carrington says that while there he perfectly acquired the Latin tongue, “which Language as all men know he made use of to treat with Strangers”.24 A more fulsome account of his university career, and even more vague, comes from the sycophantic pen of Richard Fleckno, who observed that “He was bred a scholar in the University where, during his youth, he gave the first Essay of that Admirable vivacity of spirit, profoundnesse of judgement, and indefatigable industry, which afterwards inform’d all the Actions of his life”.25


The royalist writers were rather less vague concerning Cromwell’s scholastic accomplishments, and purport to give us some, idea how that “vivacity of spirit, profoundness of judgement, and indefatigable industry” were employed.26 Sir William Dugdale says that in Cambridge Oliver “made no great proficiency in any kind of Learning; but then and afterwards sorting himself with Drinking Companions, and the ruder sort of people (being of a rough and blustering disposition) he had the name of a Royster amongst those that knew him”.27 Heath says that Cromwell was placed in Sidney Sussex College “more to satisfie his Fathers curiosity and desire, than out of any hopes of Completing him in his Studies”, and adds that while he was there “he was more Famous for his Exercises in the Feilds than in the Schools, (in which he never had the honour of, because no worth and merit to a degree)28 being one of the chief Matchmakers and Players at Foot-ball, Cudgels, or any other boysterous sport or game”.29


That an undergraduate, not yet seventeen years of age, preferred sport to books would hardly be cause for remark in modern times, but in the seventeenth century university “organized games and athletics did not exist, and sports were either discouraged or forbidden”.30 Games which in these days would be regarded as healthy amusements were regarded at this time as evidence of youthful dissipation, and the author of the Elenchus cursorily dismisses Cromwell’s year as an undergraduate by saying, “he laid an unsolid Foundation of learning at Cambridge; but he was soon cloy’d with Studies, delighting more in Horses, and in Pastimes abroad in the Fields”.31


Since all our information regarding Cromwell’s boyhood and youth comes through his most violent detractors, it is almost impossible to form a just estimate of his character, although the very silence of Carrington may indicate that according to the judgment of the day there was little to single out for praise. But allowing for the use which the Restoration writers make of the available data, there is not much in these “uncontrolled debaucheries” which would to-day be regarded as evidence of an uncommonly vicious spirit. Boys of all ages seem to run to type, and we cannot err far in judgment if we represent him as a fairly boisterous youth, with not much time for books, but with a keen interest in active outdoor life and considerable prowess in the arts of personal combat.


At the same time we should not ignore the dreams of future greatness, in which both Heath and Carrington saw the evidence that they each wanted to see. Such grandiose imaginings are not uncommon, especially in lads brought up in the shadow of other people’s wealth, and it would appear that Oliver, like many other highly-strung boys, indulged in his day-dreams without evincing much of the application necessary for achievement. The dreams did not prove, however, what James Heath tries to prove, that Cromwell schemed for personal power from his earliest days, and the words of Mr. Hilaire Belloc – by no means the least critical of his biographers – are a useful corrective to Heath’s bias:




If there is one thing certain about the moral character of Cromwell, to the man who reads him and remembers his reading impartially, it is that he was not ambitious.


He lived to be over forty-five without making any effort at fame or power; and no man ever develops the desire for them long after youth has passed.32










III


We must return to discuss the influence of one whom most of Cromwell’s biographers dismiss with little more than the note that Oliver was placed under “Thomas Beard – a Puritan schoolmaster, who wrote pedantic Latin plays, proved that the Pope was Antichrist, and showed in his Theatre of God’s Judgements that human crimes never go unpunished by God even in this world”.33 It is to be doubted whether Dr. Beard’s influence can be dismissed as briefly as that.


Dr. Beard seems to have maintained close connections with the Cromwell family, and Oliver appears to have held him in respect throughout life. As a friend of Robert Cromwell, Thomas Beard had attested his will,34 and subsequently he acted with Oliver in several offices of local importance; they were signatories together of the Parliamentary indenture for the election of the Huntingdon burgesses in 1620,35 they were Justices of the Peace for the borough in 1630,36 while Beard was prominent among those who signed the indenture which saw the election of Oliver as a burgess for Huntingdon in 1627/8.37 It was largely to uphold Dr. Beard’s views against the Bishop of Winchester’s nominee, Dr. Alablaster, that Oliver Cromwell make his maiden speech at Westminster on February 11, 1629. From this it would appear that he never lost his respect, or perhaps his affection, for Thomas Beard.


Although Dr. Beard remained within the Church of England, he was a rigid Calvinist and an uncompromising Puritan. He was a graduate of Cambridge,38 and had been appointed Master of the Hospital and Grammar School of St. John the Baptist, Huntingdon, in 1604, but his Puritan zeal was such that he added to this the office of “lecturer” in the town. An indenture dated March 23 1625/6 indicates not only the respect in which he was held by the people of Huntingdon, but also his own enthusiasm for the new thought in undertaking this additional labour.39


It is, however, in his writings that the significance of Dr. Beard in our study of Cromwell really appears, and of these his earliest and most popular work is the most important. The Theatre of God’s Judgements,40 according to its title-page, is a collection of histories from secular and sacred authors “concerning the admirable judgements of God upon the transgressors of his commandments”. In other words, it developed the thesis of God’s immediate concern in the events of history, and His active participation by granting rewards and punishments to His servants and His enemies. Dr. Beard’s book was entirely concerned with pointing out the punishments visited upon the latter, and his purpose was to induce such people by the fear of God’s wrath to turn from the error of their ways.


Eternal punishment for the wicked and reward for the good, was taken for granted in the doctrine of Providence accepted in the seventeenth century, but the important thing to notice is the extension of the doctrine to a belief that divine rewards and punishments Were operative “euen in this life”, and particularly the way in which Beard applied his thesis, for it illustrates the attitude taken by Puritans towards their sovereigns, which so infuriated James I. In Beard’s view the justice of God manifests itself “chiefly towardes them which are in the highest places of account, who being more hardned and bold to sinne, doe as boldly exempt themselues from all corrections and punishments due vnto them, being altogether vnwilling to be subiect to anie law of iustice whatsoever”.41


He went on to emphasize that princes are subject both to the Law of God and of Nature, and we should remember that the same thing had been said twenty years earlier in the House of Commons, with unpleasant results for the one who said it.42 Since then, the issue which Peter Wentworth had raised – the limits to the royal prerogative, and the rights of Parliament to discuss national religion – had become increasingly prominent, and the political tension had been heightened by the House of Commons’ challenge to the Crown in the granting of monopolies and the levying of subsidies. Thomas Beard’s comments upon the limitations of absolute power among the Kings of Persia and Pharaohs of Egypt must have been received with a good deal of interest “for”, he said, “they had not so much authoritie as to iudge betwixt man and man or to levy subsidies and such like by their owne powers; neither to punish any man through choler, or any ouerweening conceit, but were alwaies tied to obserue iustice and equitie in all causes”.43


It is obvious that these comments pointed towards the struggle between the Stuarts and their Parliaments, and the Theatre of God’s Judgements maintained a steady popularity, running into four editions within the first fifty years of the seventeenth century.44 As W.C. Abbott has said, “it is scarcely conceivable that Oliver Cromwell did not read Beard’s book”,45 and that alone would make it of interest, but the fact that it advocated a doctrine that was at the centre of Cromwell’s thought and conduct promotes the Theatre to considerable historical importance.46


The relevance of the book to contemporary events in the early seventeenth century was enhanced by the interpretation of eschatology accepted by the majority of Puritans – an interpretation which identified the “latter days” of the Bible with the time in which they were living. Thomas Beard shared this view,47 and the Theatre served as an introduction to his later publication, Antichrist the Pope of Rome,48 which as its title indicates, set out to prove that the Pope was Antichrist. Both the interpretation of Providence held by Beard and the apocalyptic view of contemporary history were common enough in Puritanism, but in view of the fact that Cromwell came to hold these views very strongly,49 we feel it is not extravagant to trace here the powerful influence of his Calvinist schoolmaster.


The appearance of the Authorized Version of the Bible in 1611 was the one tangible success from the otherwise miserable débâcle of Puritanism at Hampton Court in 1603, and the Bible was perhaps the greatest single influence on the life and thought of Cromwell. It has been said that “for him a single volume comprehended all literature, and that volume was the Bible”,50 and while the statement needs modification, it is true that his amazing knowledge of the Bible made up for any deficiencies in literature. But great and continuous as the influence of the Authorized Version undoubtedly was, it must have been a later influence, for it did not appear until Cromwell was twelve years old. The Bible of Cromwell’s schooldays was the Genevan Bible, with its blackletter type and its remarkable annotations.


It would be from this Bible that Dr. Beard would teach the Scriptures, and it should be noted that the commentary provided in the Genevan Version was based on the same theology that appears in Dr. Beard’s books. This commentary must have been of very great importance in helping to produce the hatred of Roman Catholicism which was characteristic of Englishmen – and particularly Puritans – during the first half of the seventeenth century, for it must be remembered that at the end of Elizabeth’s reign there was a general desire for more religious teaching, which the Queen was reluctant to permit51 and the clergy unable to supply; hence, to a very large degree the Genevan Bible and its commentary had to meet that need.


Although practically all Cromwell’s words indicate a knowledge of the Authorized Version rather than the Genevan, there are definite traces of the latter in one of his earliest letters, October 13, 1638,52 but by 1638 the new version had been in existence nearly thirty years and had rapidly supplanted the older book, and therefore it is possible that these traces of the Genevan Version were drawn from Scripture memorized almost thirty years before under the vigilant eye of Dr. Beard;53 no small testimony to the learned schoolmaster’s faculty for implanting seeds of knowledge in the young.


The influence of the Authorized Version was something which extended throughout Cromwell’s life; but it is not quite true to say that the Bible “comprehended all literature”. In his letter to Richard Mayor, written just before Cromwell sailed for Ireland, he sets down his wishes regarding Richard Cromwell’s education:




I would have him mind and understand business, read a little history, study the mathematics and cosmography: – these are good with subordination to the things of God. Better than idleness, or mere outward worldly contents. These fit for public services, for which a man is born.54





Similarly in a letter to Richard himself he advises him, “Recreate yourself with Sir Walter Raughleye’s History: it’s a body of history, and will add much more to your understanding than fragments of story”.55


This does not sound like one who despised human learning, but it shows the emphasis which Cromwell placed upon history as a study that would give a man “understanding”; and if history can be described as the secular study of Providence, we are again reminded of the Theatre of God’s Judgements and the theology behind it.








IV



The influence of Thomas Beard on Cromwell was at least the influence of one with whom we know him to have been in fairly close contact for thirty years or more. In trying to estimate the influence of Cromwell’s stay in Cambridge, on the other hand, we know very little, except that he was there for only one year. We have already noted a general consensus of opinion that as an undergraduate he was fonder of field sports than of his books, although there is no need to accept the royalist suggestion that he therefore kept bad company.56 Notices of his time in Cambridge, however, are very fragmentary, and Sidney Sussex College has little more than the bare statement of his admission.57


The Cambridge to which Cromwell went in 1616 was undergoing change. It has been seen that the university had been under strong Puritan influence,58 culminating in Thomas Cartwright’s Lady Margaret professorship, an appointment which J.B. Mullinger regarded as significant evidence of the strength of the party.59 Cartwright’s acceptance of the chair appears to have been inconsistent with his antagonism to episcopacy,60 but although he held the position for only a year, his influence upon the university can hardly be denied. Although the Puritans within Cambridge were probably a minority, they were men of authority and ability, and exerted an influence out of all proportion to their numbers,61 but by the end of the century it was a declining influence, for Cartwright retired to Warwick and died just before the ill-fated Hampton Court Conference of 1603.62 In their Millenary Petition to James,63 the Puritans had attacked among other things the sources of college revenues, and they met with a sharp rebuff from the university in a grace which passed the Senate on June 9, 1603, to the effect that “Whosoever by word, writing or other way, should in the university openly oppose the doctrine or discipline of the Church of England, or any part thereof, should ipso facto be suspended from any degree taken or to be taken”.64 This was followed in 1604 by the enactment in Convocation of canons which sought inter alia to enforce uniformity of dress in ecclesiastical ministrations, and especially the wearing of the surplice. Hitherto this had been successfully evaded in the chapels of the two recent Puritan foundations, Emmanuel College and Sidney Sussex College.65 It is of some interest to see that Sidney Sussex College should be associated with Emmanuel, which from its foundation had been regarded as a centre of extreme Puritanism.66 It is evident, however, that by the beginning of the seventeenth century the university had moved towards compliance, and it is of importance to notice that within a university swinging towards conformity, Cromwell entered a college which had a brief but decidedly Puritan tradition.


Of Richard Howlet, Cromwell’s tutor, we can say little. He went subsequently to Ireland and became Dean of Cashel.67 A former pupil of his, Dr. Bramhall, Bishop of Derry, said that he had never known him to quarrel with anyone, and described him as “A moderate man in his tenets, far from Dr. Ward’s rigidity and his way”.68 He was recommended to William Laud by Archbishop Ussher as “an able man and very fit for government”,69 and these testimonials suggest an efficient if somewhat compliant and colourless personality, which may be the main reason why we know so little of him. Writing of Cromwell’s undergraduate days, however, the author of The Perfect Politician says that Oliver’s tutor observed that he was not “so much addicted to Speculation, as to Action”.70 As far as we know, that is the only comment made by Richard Howlet about his celebrated pupil.


On the other hand, the material available for Dr. Ward, Master of Sidney Sussex during Cromwell’s stay in Cambridge, is almost too profuse, since it is difficult to tell what is relevant. Samuel Ward came from an impecunious family, and had been admitted to Christ’s College in 1589 while it was still Puritan in temper.71 He was subsequently elected a Fellow of Emmanuel, and later became the third Master of Sidney Sussex, and Lady Margaret Professor of Divinity.72


His Puritan views and personal piety have been recorded for us in his Diary, and in other MSS. in the possession of Sidney Sussex College, some of which have been edited for us in Two Elizabethan Puritan Diaries, by Dr. M.M. Knappen.73 Dr. Ward’s character would not be of much interest to us, however, were it not for the fact that in a small college like Sidney Sussex the Master must have had a good deal to do with the undergraduates. As Lady Margaret Professor he eventually had considerable prestige throughout the university, but his influence upon a small college with practically no established traditions must have been felt at every point through college life, especially at a time when attendance at college chapel was compulsory.74


The first thing we notice about Samuel Ward is the introspective piety of his Calvinism. His Diary is often little more than a daily catalogue of faults and failings, usually morbid and often ludicrous: “Sept. 15, 1595. My ‘crapula’ in eating peares in a morning and other things which might have diminished my health. As also my to much gluttony at dinner tyme. My unfitness to do anything after dinner”75 [sic.]


A good deal of Ward’s self-examination sounds less like confession of sin than sensible advice to himself for the avoidance of future illness through over-eating, although he would have regarded the resultant distemper as a “judgment” of God. Samuel Ward’s morbidity did not decrease with the years.76


He accepted implicitly the same interpretation of Providence that we have noted in Dr. Beard, but whereas the latter emphasized the background of God’s transcendent purpose within history, Dr. Ward stressed the imminence of God’s intervention in the history of the individual. As J.P. Mullinger has written of him, “as he summed up each day’s experience nothing appeared too trivial to form an indictment against himself, nothing in the course of events so ordinary as not to furnish a theme for wonder or to constitute a mystery”.77 Yet we must appreciate Ward’s background if we are to understand his theology. He alone of his family had managed to win his way to a university and against the constant threat of poverty he had managed to maintain himself through the generous gifts and influence of his patrons. An impediment in his speech almost prevented his intention of taking holy orders, but against all disabilities he succeeded and achieved very considerable academic eminence. Such a career in a life governed by the ideas of “Election” and “Grace” could only mean to Samuel Ward God’s personal care and intervention on his behalf.


The movement away from Puritanism during the last years of Elizabeth’s reign was observed by Samuel Ward with extreme disfavour. This is quite clear from many extracts in his Diary – as, for example, when at Emmanuel College in 1604 he observed “two plots laid to bring our College to the wearing of the surplice”.78 Ward managed to quieten his conscience enough to conform – the wearing of the surplice was to him “an indifferent ceremony” – – but only because he could discern “no way of escape”; the future colour of national churchmanship had been decided by the Hampton Court Conference, and he saw no reason to suffer for being “singular”.


His tendency towards compliance apparently grew with the years,79 for later Dr. Ward embarked upon the most unpuritanical course of accepting plural livings,80 and before the death of James he had become a royal chaplain,81 but if we examine Ward’s theology as distinct from his conformity in Church Order, we find that so far from giving up his original views he remained a rigid Calvinist throughout.82 He took a strong Calvinist stand at the Synod of Dort in 1619, and was one of the signatories of the Joynt Attestation, the Calvinist reply to the Arminianism of Dr. Richard Montagu’s Appello. Later on he was invited, together with the Master of St. Catherine’s, to represent the university at the Westminster Assembly – an indication that he was regarded by the Presbyterians then in power as sufficiently sound in doctrine; Dr. Ward retained the temper of Calvin and the same doctrine of Providence that Cromwell had learned from Thomas Beard. For this reason, we suggest that as a formative influence upon the future Lord Protector he is not to be disregarded.


It is difficult to place Cromwell’s year at Cambridge in its proper perspective; it was a comparatively short period and he left without a degree, although there is no reason to suggest that he left devoid of learning,83 but perhaps the period can best be considered as a continuation of his early life and schooldays, and it is for Samuel Ward’s re-emphasis of Dr. Beard’s theology that we feel the year cannot be lightly dismissed: while at the university Oliver did not escape the atmosphere of the Theatre of God’s Judgements and the august theology that inspired it.








V



Cromwell’s biographer, Carrington, says that he was intended for civil law, but that he “dived not over deep into this Study”.84 There is a persistent tradition that after leaving Cambridge Cromwell studied at Lincoln’s Inn, probably because his father, grandfather, and two of his uncles had been there.85 Professor Abbott thinks that he may possibly have been at Gray’s Inn,86 but in any case there is no direct evidence of any kind that he joined any of the Inns of Court.87 James Heath says that, having left the University, Cromwell’s “uncontrolled debaucheries did publiquely declare, for Drinking, Wenching, and the like outrages of licentious youth, none so infam’d as this young Tarquin”,88 and suggests that he was sent to London to study Law in the hope that his vices “might passe in the throng”.89 Needless to say, there is no evidence to support this slander – indeed, there is such a complete lack of data regarding Cromwell’s time in London that even Heath cannot find crumbs with which to feed his malice; the only thing he can suggest is that the very nature of the place so affected Cromwell that he “spent his time in an inward spight”.90


Heath’s dilemma of having, for once, no fact or fiction which might be used for further blackening Cromwell’s character, is not without its historical importance, for if such a persistent traducer could find no clear record of Cromwell’s stay at Lincoln’s Inn, it indicates the doubt which exists about the years between Cambridge and his coming of age. His marriage on August 22, 1620,91 however, to Elizabeth, the daughter of Sir James Bourchier,92 suggests that he must have been in or near London for some part of the time. Sir James was a city merchant owning an estate at Felstead in Essex and a house at Tower Hill, and he was related to the Hampdens.


There was always a bond of very deep affection between Cromwell and his wife: “there was never a vibrant man of eminent public activity so simply devoted to his home and so certainly satisfied with his marriage. He gave example of what is meant, in any sane and just definition, by the word chastity.”93 Yet although his wife must have been one of the greatest influences of his life, there is no material on which to base an estimate of that influence. Whether or not the increased responsibilities of marriage were responsible for bringing about his religious conversion we cannot say, but all the biographers are agreed that Cromwell was converted some time during his early married life.


Noble suggests that this conversion took place some time before Oliver was returned to Westminster for the borough of Huntingdon in 1628.94 Heath, who is usually vague on matters of chronology, seems to place it earlier than that, although he is more interested in explaining the change of manners as a ruse by Oliver to augment a dwindling patrimony, than in historical accuracy.95 Bearing in mind the fact that all the stories of Cromwell’s dissipated youth are derived from royalists like Heath, and remembering the sober protestantism of his home and education, it is at least arguable that his religious experience may have been by way of gradual development rather than by sudden change. The story of the conversion may be no more than the attempt of writers like Heath to explain the transition between the early debauchee they depict, and the religious enthusiast Cromwell is known to have become, and the rhapsodical religion of Cromwell’s letters might have been no more than his reaction to an attack of melancholia in the forms of expression popular among Puritans at that time.


Upon examination, however, it will be found that the reasons for believing that there was a comparatively sudden conversion are too weighty to be ignored. James Heath was obviously puzzled by the change, and his attempts to explain it as a subtle piece of financial duplicity are not very convincing. On October 13, 1638, the year of the Scottish National Covenant, Oliver Cromwell wrote the following letter to the wife of his cousin, Oliver St. John:


Dear Cousin,


I thankfully acknowledge your love in your kind remembrance of me upon this opportunity. Alas, you do too highly prize my lines, and my company. I may be ashamed to own your expressions, considering how unprofitable I am, and the mean improvement of my talent.


Yet to honour my God by declaring what He hath done for my soul, in this I am confident, and I will be so. Truly, then, this I find: That He giveth springs in a dry and barren wilderness where no water is. I live (you know where) in Mesheck, which they say signifies Prolonging; in Kedar, which signifieth Blackness: yet the Lord forsaketh me not. Though He do prolong, yet He will (I trust) bring me to His tabernacle, to His resting-place. My soul is with the congregation of the firstborn, my body rests in hope, and if here I may honour my God either by doing or by suffering, I shall be most glad.


Truly no poor creature hath more cause to put forth himself in the cause of his God than I. I have had plentiful wages beforehand, and I am sure I shall never earn the least mite. The Lord accept me in His Son, and give me to walk in the light, as He is the light. He it is that enlighteneth our blackness, our darkness. I dare not say, He hideth His face from me. He giveth me to see light in His light. One beam in a dark place hath exceeding much refreshment in it. Blessed be His Name for shining upon so dark a heart as mine! You know what my manner of life hath been. Oh, I lived in and loved darkness, and hated the light. I was a chief, the chief of sinners. This is true; I hated godliness, yet God had mercy on me. O the riches of His mercy! Praise Him for me, pray for me, that who hath begun a good work would perfect it to the day of He Christ.


Salute all my good friends in that family whereof you are yet a member. I am much bound unto them for their love. I bless the Lord for them; and that my son, by their procurement, is so well. Let him have your prayers, your counsel; let me have them.


Salute your husband and sister for me. He is not a man of his word! He promised to write about Mr. Wrath of Epping; but as yet


I received no letters. Put him in mind to do what with conveniency may be done for the poor cousin I did solicit him about.


Once more farewell. The Lord be with you; so prayeth


Your truly loving Cousin


Oliver Cromwell.96


The Scriptural phrases of this letter may be a style affected by Puritans, but the letter as a whole is certainly that of one who has been through an unforgettable religious experience: “You know what my manner of life hath been. Oh, I lived in and loved darkness, and hated the light. I was a chief, the chief of sinners.” These confessions ought not perhaps to be taken too literally, since the apostle Paul spoke in terms no less extravagant of his own life before being converted to Christ,97 but they do indicate the fact of an evangelical experience in Cromwell’s life. Mr. Hilaire Belloc saw the importance of this when he wrote, “No Calvin, no Cromwell. You shall not understand the mind of Cromwell, nor any of the innumerable minds who have known themselves, from that day till yesterday, to be Elect of God, until you have felt the fierce blast from the furnace which Jean Cauvin of Noyon in Picardy kindled.”98


Some form of religious conversion is implicit in the religion of Calvin’s Institutes, for it emphasizes that in the face of Man’s sin, we are saved by the Grace of God alone.99 The selection of one man for salvation and another man for damnation was predetermined within the fore-knowledge of God, and the “Elect” were chosen not because of their natural merits, but because God in His grace had awakened in their hearts the faith which alone could merit salvation. Once a man grasped the full assurance of God’s promise to him, he would pour out his heart in praise and thanksgiving for this unmerited gift: the certainty of his own salvation gave to the Puritan a tremendous sense of his unrepayable debt to Almighty God. “The Puritans”, wrote Lord Macaulay, “were men whose minds had derived a peculiar character from the daily contemplation of superior beings and eternal interests. Not content with acknowledging, in general terms, an overruling Providence, they habitually ascribed every event to the will of the Great Being, for whose power nothing was too vast, for whose inspection nothing was too minute. To know Him, to serve Him, to enjoy Him, was with them the great end of existence.”100 Cromwell’s humility before God in the letter to Mrs. St. John reminds us with what overwhelming gratitude Samuel Ward rehearsed God’s goodness to him: it is Christianity lived in the spirit of St. Paul, and it had been called into being by an experience similar to that of the Damascus road. Henceforth all events in life were related to the certainty of eternal salvation, and we may apply to Cromwell the words with which Lord Macaulay described the typical Puritan of the seventeenth century, for he came to share a faith which believed that “it was for him that the sun had been darkened, that the rocks had been rent, that the dead had risen, that all nature had shuddered at the sufferings of her expiring God”.101 This Paulinism with its idea of special choice – or “election” – by “grace”, is for our purpose the most important feature of Cromwell’s conversion, since it leads on directly to the question of his vocation: God had chosen him, Oliver Cromwell, for salvation, and henceforth he was, however unworthily, the “chosen vessel” of the Lord.102 But the very nature of such religion suggests a conception of Providence which held God to be responsible for every detail of the individual’s life, no less than for every circumstance of history, and once the evangelical experience was his, Cromwell could not help breathing the same air as Samuel Ward and Thomas Beard; for good or ill he would enter into the legacy of his earlier training.


Is it possible to arrive at a date for this religious change? Cromwell was undoubtedly subject to periodic attacks of melancholia which seem to have borne some relationship to his religious experience, and we know that he had an attack in 1628, and that the London physician, Sir Theodore Mayerne, diagnosed his condition as valde melancholicus.103 Dr. Simcott, Cromwell’s family doctor at this time, assured Sir Philip Warwick “that for many years his Patient was a most splenetick man, and had phansyes about the cross in that town”. The physician said that he had often been called to Oliver’s at night in the belief that he was dying.104 These fancies may have been the outcome of a deep religious struggle in a highly strung nature, or they may have been pathological; in either case we can imagine that they would deepen the sense of self-condemnation and intensify the desire for the assurance of divine forgiveness.


Bishop Burnet said that Cromwell had “led a very strict life for about eight years before the wars”, and from this it would appear that Cromwell was converted just before 1629–30,105 but it is easier to hazard guesses than to speak with any certainty.106 Perhaps the first piece of positive evidence is from Cromwell’s own correspondence. His earliest extant letter was written from Huntingdon on October 14, 1626, to ask Mr. Henry Downhall of St. John’s College, Cambridge, to stand godfather for his son, Richard, who had been born on the fourth of the month.107 While courteous, the style is straightforward and businesslike, and utterly devoid of Biblical quotations – a complete contrast to the letter to Mrs. St. John, quoted previously.108 We must agree with one of Cromwell’s former biographers when he observes that “it is impossible to believe that the man who on such an occasion could write to a valued friend without one word of gratitude for divine favours, or any reference to his growing responsibilities in life, could have been already so full of religious fervour as his later letters show that he became”.109


It is reasonable, therefore, to assume that his conversion occurred between the dates of these letters, October 1626 and October 1638. Two other letters fall within this period, and of these, the first does not help us very much, being purely a business letter to a complete stranger about some hawks which had strayed;110 but the second, to Mr. Storie, appealing in restrained but unmistakable Biblical language for the continued financial support of a “lecture” not only identifies Cromwell with the Puritanism of his time, but shows him to be actively interested in its promotion.111 This narrows the time for his conversion to between October 1626 and January 1635/6.


Unfortunately we have no more literary evidence to help us define the date more positively, but there are several facts about Cromwell’s life at this time which may assist us. A tradition has persisted that about the time he removed from Huntingdon to St. Ives in 1631, he had seriously considered emigrating to New England, and this would suggest that by this time he had sympathies with the Separatist settlers of America.112 Heath says that he was dissuaded from going by the death of his uncle, Sir Thomas Steward, and the inheritance left to him.113 In 1628 Oliver was elected to Parliament as a member for Huntingdon borough, and in the following year he made his first recorded speech on an issue which showed him to be strongly against the “flat popery” preached by a certain Dr. Alablaster.114 Dr. Beard had signed the indenture which returned Cromwell to Westminster, and it was in defertce of his old schoolmaster that Oliver had attacked Dr. Alablaster’s preaching in the Commons; in 1630 we find that both Oliver and Dr. Beard are appointed justices for the borough.


These events indicate a close relationship between Oliver and his old schoolmaster since 1628, and we are forced to ask ourselves whether that relationship would have been likely if Beard’s former pupil were still persisting in the course of folly attributed to him by his early biographers. We must therefore either regard the accounts of Cromwell’s earliest wildness entirely as royalist fabrications, or else date his conversion between the years 1626 and 1628. Further, perhaps the date should allow for a period before his election to Westminster when the new convert would be very much “on trial”, and this indicates a date just before 1628, as Mark Noble suggested.115


The royalist accounts of Cromwell’s early life, while they may be modified, cannot be entirely disregarded, since the temperate Sir Philip Warwick says that




The first years of his manhood were spent in a dissolute course of life, in good fellowship and gaming, which afterwards he seemed very sensible of and sorrowful for; and as if it had bin a good spirit, that had guided him therein, he used a good method upon his conversion; for he declared, he was ready to make restitution unto any man, who would accuse him, or whom he could accuse himselfe to have wronged: (to his honour I speak this. …)116





Sir Philip’s mention of “good fellowship, and gaming”, however, is very different from the complete depravity attributed to Cromwell by the Restoration writers like Heath and Dugdale, and it seems a more credible picture of his young manhood, although to Cromwell himself, this way of life would appear as having been spent in “darkness” and hating the “light”. It is difficult to see how he would ever have persuaded Elizabeth Bourchier to marry him, or her father to accept him into the family, if the character given him by Heath and Dugdale had been authentic.


In summary, therefore, it is suggested that Cromwell was converted after an emotional struggle which may have culminated or had its sequel in the illness of 1628, but by the time Charles I acceded to the throne Oliver must have been sufficiently “sound” in his religious views for the Puritan Dr. Beard to be one of his foremost supporters in his nomination for Parliament, and from this time onwards he gives every evidence of being decidedly Puritan in his views.


We must, however, see the implications of his conversion in relation to the formative influences of family, environment and education, for it made him not only a “good” man, but also a partisan and an advocate: “Election” implied personal choice, and once Cromwell accepted this salvation he accepted also a vocation from God. Our interest is to see how this was interpreted.
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Chapter Two

Early Political Experience







John Morley once wrote that “the English have never been less insular in thought and interest than they were in the seventeenth century”,1 and the reason is to be found in the continental roots of Puritanism and their own recent history. Englishmen remembered the threat of the Spanish Armada and the persecutions of Queen Mary’s reign, they did not forget the recent Gunpowder Plot, and they were alarmed at the reported increase in the number of Popish recusants and the spread of Jesuit influence throughout their country; but all these facts were given added point when the Englishman looked across the Channel and saw the religious struggle being waged throughout the continent. In the struggle against Spain and the Empire, in the stubborn opposition of the Rochellais to Richelieu and in the victories of Gustavus Adolphus, the English Puritan felt that his own battles were being fought, and when Frederick, the Elector Palatine, was forced into exile, when La Rochelle was forced to capitulate, and when Wallenstein swept through central Europe, the Puritan felt that it was time for all true Englishmen to take a hand. “Puritans felt”, wrote Sir Charles Firth, “that these German drums were a call to England to be up and doing. With anxious or exultant eyes, they followed each turn of fate in the death-struggle of Catholicism and Protestantism. … When Tilly fled before Gustavus at the Breitenfeld, Eliot cried that now ‘Fortune and Hope were met’. When Gustavus fell at Lützen, every Puritan’s heart sank within him.”2 It was a cosmic struggle in which all the Powers of Light and Darkness were engaged, and this being so James I’s vacillating foreign policy seemed to be criminal folly, Charles I’s home policy appeared to be betrayal and the ecclesiastical measures sponsored by William Laud were seen not as a reasoned attempt to put the Anglican Church on a surer ecclesiastical foundation, but as an attempt to reintroduce Romanism: the constitutional struggle between the Stuarts and their Parliaments must be seen against the background of this fear and hatred of Catholicism. To a certain extent the fact that religious and constitutional issues arose at the same time may be regarded as an accident resulting from the peculiar inheritance which Charles received from his father both in policy and in temperament, but although we can see them as separate issues, there was no such clear dividing line to the people taking part.




I


Like hundreds of his fellow-Englishmen, Cromwell was educated and trained in constitutional issues through the petty affairs of local politics.


In 1630 he vigorously opposed the change in the local government of Huntingdon. He seems to have expressed himself somewhat bluntly, and he was committed to custody for his plain speech.3 Henry Montagu, Earl of Manchester, was appointed to arbitrate, and although the earl condemned Cromwell’s bluntness he ordered the charter to be amended to meet his objections, and the matter seems to have ended there.4 By this time Cromwell was siding with the “popular” interests of the town, which were also identified with Puritanism, and he was fined for his refusal to take knighthood.5 Whether or not these clashes with authority influenced him in his decision to leave Huntingdon, he joined with his mother on May 7, 1631, in selling most of their property there. A tradition persisted for some years that about this time Oliver seriously thought of emigrating. It may be that the acceptance of a lease for a stock-farm in St. Ives was rather in the nature of an experiment, the success or failure of which might well determine whether or not he would remain in England. He failed in a legal action undertaken to gain control of his uncle Sir Thomas Steward’s estate; the old man Was apparently not competent to administer it himself.6 The rights and wrongs of the dispute are not very clear but Oliver continued to be Sir Thomas’s heir.


In St. Ives he spent his time as a typical country farmer, and his responsibilities never rose very high.7 Apart from a remarkable long-lived local rumour that he often attended church with his neck swathed in red flannel to protect his throat from the damp,8 the most we know of his religion is from his letter to Mr. Storie.9 There is no reason to suppose that at this time he considered himself anything but a loyal member of the Church of England, but his kinsman, John Williams, Bishop of Lincoln, who was living at Buckden, near Huntingdon, at this time, testified that he was “a common spokesman for sectaries, and maintained their part with great stubbornness”.10 We have already mentioned Cromwell’s interest in the Puritan lecture at Huntingdon, and Mark Noble gives us some indication of how the letter to Mr. Storie came to be written.11 He says that:




It is somewhat to be wondered at, that we should not find complaints from archbishop Laud, in his visitation of the puritanism of the county of Huntingdon, but not a word drops from the primate respecting it, except a lectureship in the town of Huntingdon, which he desires the king may be disallowed, because the lecturer was removable by lay persons, to which his majesty assents; this was in 1633.12





Noble suggests that this lecture was the one about which Oliver wrote to Mr. Storie, and if that is so it is not without considerable significance, for although it would be straining the evidence to suggest that since the lecture was “removable by lay persons” Cromwell had accepted Independency, it does at any rate argue that the lecture at Huntingdon had a bias that way. The letter is couched sufficiently in the language and expression of the Bible to show that Oliver Cromwell was taking his religion seriously; and at this time, on the top of his failures, the news came in January 1636 that his fortunes were once more re-established by reason of his uncle’s death.13


Oliver removed to the house of his uncle in Ely, where he soon began to take a hand in the affairs of the neighbourhood. As Sir Thomas’s heir he became lessee to a number of properties from the Cathedral Chapter,14 and he seems to have shown an active interest in the administration of one of the ecclesiastical charities,15 which brought him into close contact with the cathedral authorities. Whether or not these associations with the dignitaries of the Establishment lessened his respect for them, his interest in Separatism increased rather than decreased, “Nor did he omit any other duty or civility, or Office of love to any, especially to those of the Household, as they termed the people of the Separation”.16 The letter to Mrs. St. John, which belongs to this period, gives us a clear picture of his religious enthusiasm,17 and it is evident that Cromwell was ripe for a break with the Established Church.


Charles I was by this time set upon his ill-fated attempt to impose episcopacy on the Scots,18 and in the light of future events it is surely not without significance that Oliver declared, “My soul is with the congregation of the firstborn, my body rests in hope,19 and if here I may honour my God either by doing or by suffering, I shall be most glad.” He was destined both to do and to suffer before very long, for in the same year the dispute about the fens came to a head, and in May 1639 there died, at the age of eighteen, “a most promising young man, who feared God more than most”, Robert Cromwell, his eldest son.20


One of the minor failures of Stuart administration had been its management of the Fen Drainage scheme. The enterprise had been well-conceived and it had been started in 1604, but in 1634 the Crown contracted out of the project by putting the drainage into the hands of a private company of “Adventurers”, with the Earl of Bedford at its head. The shareholders of this company were to be rewarded with 95,000 acres of the reclaimed land when the work was complete, 12,000 were to be handed over to the Crown, and another 40,000 were to be held by the company towards the upkeep of the embankments and works.


There had been a certain amount of opposition from fendwellers and others who imagined that their livelihood or their property was endangered; and in this Sir Thomas Steward appears to have played a leading part.21 But when after three years the Adventurers adjudged the work complete and began to parcel out the land the opposition developed into serious rioting,22 and it fell to Oliver to continue the work of his uncle, for it was reported that upon payment of a groat by the commoners for each cow they had upon the land he would hold the Adventurers in suit for five years. Meanwhile the inhabitants would continue to enjoy their traditional rights.23 The trouble was not restricted to the local people for dissension broke out among the shareholders themselves and eventually the Crown intervened and reinstated the Dutch engineer Cornelius Yermuyden who had been responsible for the first failure: the shareholders protested that they were not getting their due, the local people protested at the loss of their commonage, and the fen-dwellers protested at the loss of their occupations. It was for the poorer people that Cromwell began to raise his voice “in which adventure, his boldness and Eloquence gained him so much credit”.24 As a result of the agitation the inhabitants of the district were confirmed in their rights until such time as the drainage was complete; but part of the royal share had been sold to the Earl of Manchester’s son, Edward Montagu, Lord Mandeville, who had proceeded with enclosures which the local people in their turn started to pull down. The Lords at once rose in support of their colleague, and in the House of Commons Cromwell rose to the support of the commoners.25 In the hearing which followed, under the chairmanship of Edward Hyde, Cromwell appears to have spoken with more vehemence than grace.26 He made no attempt to hide his warts; but although royalist writers suggest he was courting popularity, there is consistent evidence that he never lost the opportunity of helping those who stirred his pity: it is seen in his sympathy for the Separatists, his interest in public charities, and in his persistent championship of poor people threatened with dispossession and ruin. John Maidstone, one of his servants during the Protectorate, gives the following description of Oliver which we may regard as reasonably authentic:




His body was wel compact and strong, his stature under 6 foot (I believe about two inches); his head so shaped, as you might see it a storehouse and a shop both of a vast treasury of natural parts. His temper exceedingly fyery, as I have known, but the flame of it kept downe, for the most part, or soon allayed with thos moral endowments he had. He was naturally compassionate towards objects in distresse, even to an effeminate measure; though God had made him a heart, wherein was left very little roume for any fear, but what was due to himselfe, of which there was a large proportion; yet did he exceed in tendernesse toward sufferers. A larger soul, I thinke, hath seldome dwelt in a house of clay, than his was.27





That was one side of Cromwell’s nature, but we must look to John Hampden for insight into other qualities within him that were soon to be drawn out, for after the fen dispute Hampden remarked to a contemporary in the House of Commons that Cromwell was “an active person, and one that would sit well at the mark”.28







II


Cromwell’s sympathies, like those of many of his countrymen, were wholly with the Scots in the Bishops’ War of 1638–39.29 The fiasco of the First Bishops’ War led directly to the Short Parliament of 1640,30 and when Charles suffered a further discomfiture that year at the hands of the Scots,31 he had to turn to Parliament. The Long Parliament began its course in November 1640, and in both these calls to Westminster Cromwell was elected for the borough of Cambridge.


He took no part in the impeachment and attainder of Thomas Wentworth, Earl of Strafford, but he was increasingly involved in religious and moral issues. One of the earliest impressions we have of him in Parliament is that of Sir Philip Warwick, who says:




The first time that I ever took notice of him, was in the very beginning of the Parliament held in November 1640, when I vainly thought my selfe a courtly young gentleman: (for we courtiers valued ourselves much upon our good cloaths.) I came one morning into the House well clad, and perceived a Gentleman speaking (whom I knew not) very ordinarily apparelled: for it was a plain cloth-sute, which seemed to have bin made by an ill country-taylor; his linen was plain, and not very clean; and I remember a speck or two of blood upon his little band, which was not much larger than his collar; his hatt was without a hatt-band; his stature was of a good size, his sword stuck close to his side, his countenance swoln and reddish, his voice sharp and untunable, and his eloquence full of fervour.





The occasion of Oliver’s speech was in defence of “a servant of Mr. Prynn’s” – John Lilburne – who had been imprisoned for circulating a protest against the worldliness of the court. Sir Philip was not very impressed with the matter of the speech Oliver made on this occasion, and commented that it lessened his respect for Parliament to discover that the speaker “was very much hearkened unto”.32


It was on some such occasion as this that Lord Digby, following Cromwell out of the debate, enquired of John Hampden who the man was; Hampden replied, “That slovenly fellow which you see before us, who hath no ornament in his speech; I say that sloven, if we should come to a breach with the King (which God forbid) in such case will be one of the greatest men of England.”33


By this time he had become a radical in the matter of ecclesiastical organization, and he supported the “Root and Branch Petition” which sought to abolish episcopacy.34 In the debate of February 9, 1640/1, the House of Commons discussed whether the petition of 15,000 signatories against episcopacy should be heard, and Sir John Strangways, who moved its rejection, argued that “if we make a parity in the church we must come to a parity in the Commonwealth”. This was hotly denied by Cromwell, who went on to say that “he did not understand why that gentleman that last spake should make an inference of parity from the Church to the Commonwealth”. He went on to question Church revenues, and asserted that he “was more convinced touching the irregularity of bishops than ever before, because like the Roman Hierarchy they would not endure to have their condition come to trial”.35 We may think that Sir John Strangways had seen more deeply into the issues between Church and State than had Oliver at this point. King James had laid down the principle when he had declared at the Hampton Court conference, “No bishop, no king!”, and that logic was soon to be accepted, so that the supporter of episcopacy became almost automatically the supporter of divine-right monarchy – a fact that is well illustrated by the secession from the Parliamentary cause of very many members of both Houses who had previously opposed the royal claims, but who could not accept the radical ecclesiastical measures introduced in 1640 and 1641. Oliver’s reaction suggests that, although he had come to certain conclusions about the organization of the Church, he had not yet thought out the implications of those views, and this is borne out by Sir Philip Warwick who said that in a conversation with himself and Sir Thomas Chichely, Cromwell declared, “I can tell you, Sirs, what I would not have; tho’ I cannot, what I would.” In the same month we find him writing:36


Sir,


I desire you to send me the reasons of the Scots to enforce their desire of Uniformity in Religion, expressed in their 8th Article; I mean that which I had before of you. I would peruse it against we fall upon that debate, which will be speedily. Yours,


Oliver Cromwell.37


This was a reference to proposals for peace advanced by the Scottish Commissioners. He, together with many like him, had looked to the Scots’ army as a close ally in the struggle against Charles, and there was much to be said in favour of a Presbyterian system of Church government; but what were the implications of this Scottish demand for uniformity? How would it affect the status and the freedom of the Separatist groups which he had learned to respect? He was not at all sure that uniformity, as the Scots seemed to interpret it, would be the best for the country; but on this he was certain – he did not want Anglican episcopacy.


He therefore threw his whole weight into the abolition of the episcopate, joining with Sir Henry Vane the younger in drafting the famous “Root and Branch” Bill,38 which was presented to the House of Commons by Sir Edward Dering on May 22, 1641, and after the discovery of a royalist plot to rescue Strafford he proposed that the bishops should be excluded from the House of Lords “before we proceed in this”.39 Later on (September 8) he moved that afternoon sermons should be held in all parishes of England “at the charge of the inhabitants of those parishes wheere ther are no sermons in the afternoone”40 – which seems a rather petulant way of asserting the right to hear religious lectures.


From the King’s point of view things were going from bad to worse. Strafford and Laud were left to their fate, and within a year the centralization within Church and State for which Elizabeth and the Stuarts had striven had been utterly destroyed. The Scots became even more distrustful of royal intentions when a plot was discovered to seize their leaders, and it was at this point that the news came of the outrages in Ireland. While Charles was in the north, the Irish attempted to seize Dublin, but being prevented they attacked and massacred many English and Scots families in Ulster. It is difficult to appreciate the fear and horror with which the news of this massacre was received in England: Richard Baxter, writing later of the Civil War, said that it was hastened “above all by the terrible massacre in Ireland and the Threatenings of the Rebels to invade England”.41 There is no doubt that accounts of the massacre were wildly exaggerated, for even after the Restoration Lucy Hutchinson still believed that over 200,000 Protestants had been killed!42 The King’s tardiness in declaring the Irish insurgents to be rebels roused deep suspicions “that the rebellion in Ireland received countenance from the king and queen of England”,43 and upon Cromwell the effect of hearing the news was that he immediately subscribed £500 from his modest estate for use against the Irish. The effect of the massacre of October 1641 did not diminish with the course of years, and it became hardened into the one great religious prejudice of Cromwell’s life – a hatred of things Catholic, and, in particular, an overwhelming detestation of the Catholic Irish.44


The suspicion which fell upon Charles enabled the Parliamentary opposition to exert still more pressure upon him, and the rising temper culminated in the stormy passage of the Grand Remonstrance.45 Its supporters introduced it to the House of Commons at rather a late hour, but there was some opposition and the debate was postponed until the following day. Eventually after a bitterly contested debate which lasted throughout the day and into the small hours of the next morning, the Remonstrance was passed by nine votes, and Cromwell assured Lord Falkland that had the remonstrance been rejected, “he would have sold all he had the next morning, and never seen England more; and he knew there were many other honest men of the same resolution”.46 The Remonstrance divided Parliament even more sharply into Puritan Parliamentarians and Anglican Royalists. In the petition which accompanied it, the King’s concurrence was asked “for depriving the Bishops of their votes in Parliament, and abridging their immoderate power usurped over the Clergy”, and for uniting all who were opposed to the Papists “by removing some oppressive and unnecessary ceremonies by which divers weak consciences have been scrupled, and seem to be divided from the rest”. The rest of the Remonstrance collected into one amorphous document “all the grievances which the combined ingenuity of Pym and his followers could collect to discredit Charles’s administration”.47 The Grand Remonstrance led directly to the impeachment of the five members,48 and this in turn to Charles’s clumsy attempt to arrest them in person;49 and that ill-advised action made civil war almost inevitable.







III


In this chapter we have seen the beginnings of Cromwell’s public life. It was with ecclesiastical issues that he was most concerned, as might be expected; but there were other ways in which he had to trace out the implications of his new-found religion, for he had yet to work out positive views on the nature of the Church. “He was more convinced touching the irregularity of Bishops than ever before”, and he opposed them, not by separating from the Established Church, but by using every opportunity which presented itself to bring the Church of England into conformity with his own views.50 He tried to get the bishops excluded from the House of Lords he was instrumental in getting afternoon lectures established, he attacked the Book of Common Prayer, and in all these things he was trying to remove the “oppressive and unnecessary ceremonies by which divers weak consciences have been scrupled”. He was obviously not opposed to the idea of a national Church, but he would like to see a national Church in which the Separatists were included and the bishops were excluded. As yet, however, he is undecided about what form of ecclesiastical organization he would like to see within the Church; the political power to which Parliament, and in particular the House of Commons, aspired, implied Presbyterianism, but51 Cromwell wanted further information on that.


At the same time he would have to consider his religion in relationship to the nation and the time in which he was living. The Separatists regarded themselves as citizens of heaven, and held themselves apart from the affairs of this life; but the call of the hour was for men who would engage wholeheartedly in the struggle on the level of politics and perhaps warfare. This meant that the Separatists would have to re-think their position in relationship to civil society. While they were in exile, or meeting together in the obscurity of some country manor-house, they could ignore such questions, but when they found themselves forced to shape the pattern of a new commonwealth in America, or in England as they became involved in the struggle against Charles I, these questions could not be ignored. It is therefore a period of experiment in the realm of Moral Theology, and as Cromwell accepted responsibility for leadership and government, his life, to a large degree, personifies both the problems and the answers given.
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Chapter Three

From the Beginning of the Civil War to the Spring of 1644









I


Although before the break of war Cromwell’s ecclesiastical views could not be clearly defined, he was one of the first to sign the Protestation of the Commons which promised “To maintain and defend as far as Lawfully I may, with my life, power and estate, the True Reformed Protestant Religion, expressed in the Doctrine of the Church of England, against all Popery and Popish Innovations.”1 The question of religious toleration did not arise, and those who signed the Protestation did so as members of the national Church, reserving to themselves their own interpretation of the “True Reformed Protestant Religion”.


Oliver took a far more active part in the preliminary moves leading up to war than has been generally supposed,2 and when hostilities broke out he was one of the first to support the parliamentary cause.3 On July 15, 1642, he moved that an order be made to allow the townsmen of Cambridge to raise two companies of volunteers and to appoint captains for them, and he was re-imbursed for the £100 he had spent on helping to arm the county.4 In August of the same year he seized the castle and magazine of Cambridge,5 crushed an attempt by the Bishop of Ely to put the King’s Commission of Array into effect, and set three of the college heads as prisoners to London. He then returned to London to join the army of Robert Devereux, Earl of Essex, in time to be present at the battle of Edgehill on October 23,6 and it was probably just after this unsatisfactory battle that he addressed some pungent remarks to John Hampden on the state of the parliamentary cavalry:




Your troopers, said I, are most ofthem old decayed serving men and tapsters, and such kind of fellows, and, said I, their troopers are gentlemen’s sons, younger sons, persons of quality: do you think that the spirits of such base and mean fellows will ever be able to encounter gentlemen that have honour, courage and resolution in them? Truly I pressed him in this manner conscientiously, and truly I did tell him, You must get men of a spirit, - and take it not ill what I saay, I know you will not, - of a spirit that is like to go as far as a gentlemen will go, or else I am sure you will be beaten still.7





By the end of the year 1643 the whole of the north, with the exception of Lancashire and Hull, and the whole of the west, with the exception of Gloucester, Plymouth and a few ports on the Dorset coast, were secure in the hands of the King, and it was only from the eastern counties – the Eastern Associaation – that Parliament received the least glimmer of hope. Early in January Oliver had suppressed the proclamation of the King’s Commission of Array for Hertfordshire at St. Albans,8 and his correspondence gives us some idea of his activity.9 It is not surprising that by January 26 we find that he was become raised to the rank of colonel10 and directed the defence of the eastern counties from Cambridge against the threat of attack by Lord Capel.11 The number of his troops increased rapidly, and by September 1643 the single troop of October 1642 had grown to be a double regiment of fourteen full troops.12


During the early months of 1643 he was appealing for money;13 he crushed the royalists at Lowestoft14 and Lynn15, and by the end of April he had captured Crowland. Laudatory epithets were fashionable but we cannot begrudge John Vicars’s description as “the valiant and active Collonel Cromwell”.







II


The threat with which Cromwell was most concerned at the end of the first few months of 1643 was that which developed from the Marquis of Newcastle’s army in the north. In May Essex had ordered the forces of the eastern and east-midland counties to combine for the relief of Lincolnshire, and, if possible, to effect a junction with the Fairfaxes, who were more or less isolated in Yorkshire. The local commanders, however, showed little inclination to leave their own areas.16 Cromwell proceeded to Grantham, the agreed rendezvous, where he met and defeated a far superior royalist force from Newark,17 thereby tasting the fruits of personal victory in the field for the first time.18 As Dr. S.R. Gardiner has said, “The whole fortune of the Civil War was in that nameless skirmish.”19 In his account of the victory Cromwell exaggerated his own weakness and emphasized the greatness of God’s intervention on their behalf20 – “with this handful it pleased God to cast the scale”, and “by God’s providence they were immediately routed”. The connection between God’s intervening Providence and this particular body of men has begun to take shape in Cromwell’s mind, and was soon to be shared also by his troops.


Despite the victory of the Fairfaxes at Wakefield,21 the secret treachery of the Hothams and the mutual distrust of the commanders sent to relieve York led to a break-up of the coalition and left Fairfax to be defeated at Adwalton Moor,22 and Sir John Meldrum, who had been sent north to command this group of forces and root out the treachery,23 succeeded in apprehending Captain John Hotham, but failed in his main task of preventing the Queen from reaching Oxford. Oliver captured Stamford, beat off a raid from Newark on Peterborough, stormed Burleigh House, and hurried to effect a junction with Meldrum for the relief of Lord Willoughby’s force in Gainsborough. At Edgehill Rupert’s cavalry had been irresistible but uncontrolled, but at Gainsborough, Cromwell, after the initial success of his first charge, quickly drew up his disciplined troops and was able to take Cavendish’s cavalry reserve in the rear. As a result the royalist force was completely destroyed and Cavendish was himself killed. After the battle, however, Cromwell found himself in the presence of Newcastle’s main army, and retreat was inevitable; but it was conducted with consummate skill.24


Oliver was fully conscious of his victory: in the letter to some gentlemen of Suffolk he said, “Truly God follows you with encouragements, who is the God of blessings:25 and I beseech you let Him not lose His blessings upon us. They come in season, and with all the advantages of heartening: as if God should say, Up and be doing, and I will help you and stand by you. There is nothing to be feared but our own sin and sloth.”26 John Buchan observed that at Gainsborough Oliver “achieved two of the most difficult feats of a cavalry commander, to attack an enemy in formation with troops disordered by difficult ground, and to withdraw weary men in the face of a fresh foe in overwhelming numbers. Gainsborough had clinched the lesson of Grantham.”27 One of Oliver’s contemporaries commented later with some insight that this “was the beginning of his great Fortunes”.28 He had behind him a fine body of troops drawn from counties where he was known and respected – yeomen and their sons who had enlisted under his personal leadership “upon matter of conscience”, and “thus being well armed within, by the satisfaction of their own Consciences, and without, by good Iron Arms, they would as one man, stand firmly, and charge desperately”.29
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