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Abstract

The Interregnum and Restoration are among the most studiedspef Early
Modern History, for they were key events in an era of swgepbltical change and
experimentation which engaged the entire populationdiBgi upon the work of Kevin
Sharpe, Jason Peacey and Joad Raymond in the realm of propagdnaege making, this
thesis wil examine how sovereign theory evolved aftére©laccepted the greater spread of
powers offered to him in 1657. Specifically, this analysis fadlus on the regimes of Oliver
Cromwel, Richard Cromwel, the Republican governments of 1659Chades II, to
explore how the concept of sovereign authority developed by Bhétoabes in his 1651
bookLeviathanwas tested amid the six changes of government between 163668 Key
to this study wil be an investigation into the newsbook$@fderiod which, as Peacey and
Raymond have shown, were instrumanih the state’s attempts to communicate with its
population, particularly during the Interregnum. Furthermding, thesis wil examine the
political tracts advertised within the various newsbooks pauck upon the relationship
between news and stataghtighting how the complex issues of Hobbes’ sovereign theory
were broken apart by seventeenth century writers to adtadtklefend their ideal sovereign.
The result of this study wil reveal that Oliver Croetiyv and the role of Protector, were
actively promoted as having sole sovereign authority Ungileind of his rule, effectively
forming a template that Charles II’s propagandists and supporters would follow after the
Stuart Prince’s Restoration in 1660. Finally, this thesis will demonstrate that the sovereign
arguments used to promote the Republican experiments of 165%wendificial to ensure
stability n 1659 after Oliver’s death, concluding that a single ruler was the only tolerable

form of sovereign rule in Early Modern England.
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Introduction

The year 1657 was a crucial one for the future of the Comeadtiw of England. It
would see the end of the rule of the Major Generals ifottaities, and saw the crown of
England offered to Oliver Cromwell, in spite of eight previyesrs of attempted
republicanism. Despite the fact that Cromwell rejectedittheof king, his acceptance of
increased powers under the Humble Petition and Advicetiedfgc ensured that the Lord
Protector became a ‘Prince’.! This study wil therefore analyse how the perceptiornef t
Cromwellian regime was manipulated from 1657 to enhance Cromwell’s stature as a
champion of the Commonwealth, and promote the Protector ag hsovereign authority.
Issues, such as whether the image of Cromwell movedr d¢tosleat of a king in print culture,
had popular support for republicanism waned, and what pro-Commomwesdters were
publishing come to the fore. Similarly, this transfer of poalso raises questions about the
inluence of royalism, and more specifically, the poterftalthe return of the Stuart family
to the throne. The Humble Petition and Advice, as wel aRéstoration, raise questions
such as whether there was a growth in pro-Charlest Stupro-monarchical literature, was
there a major literary resistance to monarchy, and whetlyalism had truly disappeared
during the Commonwealth years. Further, this thesisenlore the twelve month period
between the fall of Richard Cromwell on the &y 1659 and the formal restoration of
Charles Il on the 2Bay 1660 with the aim of understanding how the definition of reiye

authority evolved to justify sweeping changes in govemme

To enable any study into the public manipulation and debatesovereign authority,

it is important to establish a broad definition of what thentsovereign meant in seventeenth

1 John Canne (ed.), ‘Number 94 — 3 August- 10 August 1657°, Publick IntelligencefLondon: 1657), p.1535
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century England. According to Jason Peacey, in his stugglitidal theory within Thomas
Hobbes 1651 bookeviathan sovereign authority was manipulatésbught to develop a
consent-based theory of sovereignty where individuals éraedf their natural power and
forswore their natural rights in return for safe ancliee govetiment.”?> Hobbes’ definition
approaches the royalist approach to sovereignty, although soyaleignty may become
closely entwined with the concept of the divine right ag&j a personal belief of Charles |
who stated that ““God's sovereignty”, ...[was] “King of men's consciences™, a view passed

to his son Charles #.By definition, everyone who was not the king was a subpud
therefore restricted to an advisory rble&or republicans the idea of public sovereignty
emerged with the writings of Henry Parker in the early 16d48gh developed, Mark
Kishlansky states, into ‘parliamentary sovereignty’ or ‘singulas major, universalis miner
“greater than any but less than all>.’® In this sense, every Englishman had the right and
authority to challenge Barliament’s authority, regardless of whether it was Monarchical or
Republican, as they were citizens rather than subjelety. fiad given the House the
authority to act by electing them, ergo they could takeat#tority away by resisting them.
However, whie republican theories were enough to see atgndranned and the
Commonwealth established, Cromwell’s immediate promotion as the figurehead of the
Commonwealth in 1649 instantly fulfilled Hobbes’ definition that sovereignty could only be
held by a sigle figure, for Cromwell ‘consisteth the Essence of the Commonwealth ... One
person, of whose Acts a great Multitude ... have made themselves every one Author’.® The

Lord Protector’s belief that monarchy had no place in England through divine intervention

2J.T. Peacey, ‘Nibbling at Leviathan: Politics and Theory in England in the 1650s’, Huntington Library
QuarterlyVol. 61, No. 2 (1998), p.241

8 Cited inKevin Sharpe, ‘Private Conscience and Public Duty in the Writings of Charles I’, The Historical
JournalVol. 40, No. 3 (Sept., 1997), p.654

4Thomas Hobbesegeviathanin Richard Tuck (ed.)Hobbes: LeviathafCambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2016), p.121

5 Mark Kishlansky A Monarchy Transformed: Britain 16031714(London: Penguin Books, 1997), p.39
6 Hobbes| eviathanp.121
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meant that he could not accept the title of King, yetpiers granted to him led to the pro-
Protectorate author dhe P ublick Intelligenceto call him a ‘Prince’.” Arguably, Robert
Zaller comes closest to defining sovereignty during the Cediaw rule, who states that
Cromwel, while personally rejectinghomas Hobbes’ definition of sovereignty, ‘embodied
the characteristics of a Hobbesian sovereign to a strikiggeetehis rule was based on the
promise of security; he molded institutions according tgldasure; and he did not hesitate
to use force® Therefore, for the purposes of this study, polemic and delmtedigy

sovereignty in print wil be compared against the Hobbesiainitet.

Because this study wil focus on the public debate andpoiation of sovereign
authority, it is important to understand two of the majorstitiéf the period: Lord Protector
and Monarch. The original constitution of the Commonweadlh,Instrument of
Governmentmade clear that the title Lord Protector was ©onehich a person was ‘elected’
rather than gained through hereditary right, a markedgehiom the understanding of
monarchy in the seventeenth cenfur@ther terms in thénstrumentspread power and
authority between a single house Parliament and a mininmiiteen member Council of
State, which would ‘advise’ the Protector during his rule.1® However, J. R. Tanner states that
Cromwell sought to dissolve his first Parliament, called3 @eptember 1654 as per the terms
of the Instrument at the first opportunity after it spent the majorityit®fexistence debating
amendments to the constitutibn.Sharpe draws a similar conclusion, commenting that

Cromwell’s use of the word ‘calling’ in a speech to the First Protectorate Parliament was a

7 Canne, ‘Number 94°, Publick Intelligenceyp.1535

8 Robert Zaller, ‘Breaking the Vessels: The Desacralization of Monarchy in Early Modern England’, The
Sixteenth Century Journa¥ol. 29, No. 3 (Autumn 1998)p.773

9 Samuel Rawson Gardiner (ed.), ‘97. The Instrument of GovernmentConstitutional Documents ofthe Puritan
Revolution(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1906), pp.405-7

10 |bid.

11]. R. TanneiEnglish Constitutional Conflicts ofthe Seventee@#ntury 1603:689(Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1971), pp.182-3
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means to demonstrate his authority over thémhe issue of Parliament being dissolved and
called at the behest of the ruler had been a key elemehg start of the English Civili Warr,
where Charles I’s Personal Rule had seen Parliament uncalled from 1629 until the spring of
164012 The fact that Cromwell was handed these powers sugddtthe title of Protector
was far closer to that of a Monarch when dealing withetlegyday business of Parliament,

fuffilling the Hobbesian definition of a sovereign.

To legislate against the prospect of a single rulerrtiigumentincluded a provision
that the Protector must call a Parliament every thedr,yand that every Parlament must last
a mnimum of five months before it could be dissolved, whieGbenci of State would
remain in power throughodf. However, this concept of a Triennial Parliament had bésgh tr
during the 1640s, where Charles | had been forced to accepigheial Act in 1641 after
the work of the Long Parliament, and had been another keyefeiatsending England down
the path to civl war in 1642. Combined with this is the faat the Council of State was to
be made of advisers who would serve for life, with replacemeartsinated by Parlament,
and other Council members, before the Protector himself thadimal choice® This bears a
striking resemblance to the monarchical Privy Council, lwinad been vilfied during the
1640s and had remained in exie with Charles IlI, a factRb&#r Gaunt is quick to noté.
Although Gaunt identifies Cromwall choice was to be limited to whom the Council
nominated, the actual effectiveness of the Council estsiated to day to day business,

regardless of whether Parliament was in session dr ndowever, Cromwell still required

12 Kevin SharpeReading Authority and Representing Rule in Earlyddon EnglandLondon: Bloomsbury,
2013), p.186

13 Jonathan Watts, ‘John Pym’ in Timothy Eustace (ed.), Statesmen and Politicians ofthe Stuart Aleng
Kong: MacMillan, 1985), p.125

14 Gardiner, ‘Instrument’, pp.405-7

15 |bid.

16 Peter Gaunt, ‘The Single Person’s Confidants and Dependants? Oliver Cromwell and His Protectoral
Councillors’, The Historical JourngMol. 32, No. 3 (Sept. 1989), pp.546-7

171bid., p.547, 549
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the consent of either Parlament or the Council to makermajorms to law, taxes or foreign
affairs, his power of veto only extending to block changes thasgs proposed, a key

diference between the role of Protector and that of Monarch

However, this outward balance of sovereign authority would ddressed with the
Humble Petition and Advice, which made Cromwell a ‘Prince’ according to the editor of The
P ublick Intelligencerin May 165718 By definition the Humble Petiton and Advice without
the provision for Oliver Cromwell to be crowned, meant thatg Oliver’ could never be
proclaimed, despite the fact that Cromwell himself hactiegethe tile when the Humble
Petition was originally proposed in February 168%Gaunt has completed an extensive
analysis on the debate of whether Cromwell actively biedrotectoral powers as a king,
while Sharpe highlights Cromwell’s personal rejection of the title of king due to a belief that
God himself had made the tite redund@ntdiowever, Cromwell was handed vastly greater
powers than before, including the right to declare an h#er than nominate someone
whom would have to be elected as Protector, essentiallytirefleihe well-established
monarchical concept of hereditary rédeFurthermore, the Humble Petition also reinstated
the upper House of Lords, another device abandoned in 1649 and stesglyiated with
monarchical rule, drawing the perception of the Protectdi6i7 ever closer to that of the
traditional view of a monarch’s sovereign authority.?? Thus, the Protectorship would come to

reflect the definition of sovereignty proclaimed in Hobbes’ Leviathan which stated that only

18 Canne (ed.), ‘Number 94°, Publick Intelligenceyp.1535

19 Kevin Sharpelmage Wars: Promoting Kingsand CommonwealthsiglEnd 16031660(Yale: Yale
University Press, 2010), p.475

20 See Gaunt, ‘Protectoral Councillors’, Historical Journalpp.542-3; Sharpemage Wars p.475

21 Samuel Rawson Gardiner (ed.), ’102. The Humble Petition and Adte’, Constitutional Documents of the
Puritan Revolution{1900), pp.405-7

22 |bid.
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a single figure could hold sovereign authority, regardlesshether they ruled a Kingdom or

Commonwealfi3

The concept of a monarch was a far more simple title t@ gna$657, athough there
would stil be constant repositioning by Charles 1l in order tdoconto its ideals. Arguably
the most important factor for a King of England was to be a ftaote something which
Charles Il and his advisors were keen to maintain duigtie as Anna Keay has stad.
Whether the King had to be Presbyterian or Anglican was miban unknown, with the
court in exile containing a sizable faction of Anglicans,emsasEngland’s administrators
were largely Presbyteri@A. To solve this issue an outward ambiguity from Charlesdl an
chief advisor Edward Hyde was used to ensure that the king’s personal preference remained
largely unknown until the religious settiements of 1866Rivine right was another element
to which a monarch would be expected to conform to, meaning th&inghevas to govern as
God’s representative and as the ‘father’ of the nation, arguments that Cromwell used to
define his role as Protector through divine providéic®ivine right played to Charles 1I’s
main argument that he was the rightful, and therefagel, ldeir to the throne and had, under
the rights of hereditary rule, effectively been made kingthe 30of January 1649, the day of
his father’s death.?® It was unlikely that the wider population of England ytralanted to have
Charles | executed, and it had required numerous purgegliaimat before the Rump

approved his execution, highlighting a natural support for masanchiPopular support for

23 Hobbes|eviathanp.121

24 Anna Keay,The Magnificent Monarch: Charles Il and the Cereiasrof Power(London: Continuum, 2008)
p.65

25 Timothy Eustace, ‘Edward Hyde, Earl of Clarendon’, in Timothy Eustace (ed.), Statesmen and Politicians of
the Stuart Age(London: Macmillan, 1985), pp.166, 169-70; Fothgdics in the Stuart Court in exle see Mark
Wiliams, The King's Irishmen: The Irish in the Exiled CowoftCharles Il, 1649660 (London: Boydell &
Brewer Ltd, 2014) and Geoffrey Smitfthe Cavaliersin Exile 1640660(New York: Palgrave Macmillan,
2003)

26 Eustace, ‘BEdward Hyde’, pp.166, 169-70

27 Sharpe)Jmage Wars p.471

28 bid., pp.52931
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divine right was unknown, although many key figures amoagStiniart court recognised that

it was the most efficient way for a country to be governedorasas the king took and acted
upon the advice of his peop®. To rule without would leave a king to be labeled as a tyrant,
an accusation leveled at both Charles | and Charlesinbdthe Interregnum by
Commonwealth propagandists, but one which was also used tddeScamwell by his

opponents?

To expand upon this understanding of sovereign rule, éasssary to understand
how the period of 1657 to 1663 has been analysed previously, particoldeiyms of
propaganda and polemic. Kevin Sharpe and Jason Peacey anadpalpwriters on this
period, both of whom had commented on propaganda and print emeagnghé final years
of the Interregnum. Peacey’s work has highlighted censorship during the Cromwellian era,
highlighting the work of John Thurloe in suppressing Royalistensr prior to and after the
Humble Petition and Advicg: This case study forms part Béacey’s much wider study into
print during the English Civl Wars and Interregnum, whigs focused on Royalist,
Parliamentarian and Republican attempts at propaganda dheinueriod®? Peacey
concludes that Royalists were forced to use printed matamia@n ever increasing scale
throughout the Interregnum, through techniques and inoogatdeveloped by the
Commonwealth’s propagandists.33 Peacey’s work provides an excellent start into looking at
the activities of royalist writers at the dawn of thesBration. As Peacey’s study ends in
1660, questions can be raised about how pro-royalist literatureoledebr were utlised by

the state after the restoration of Charles Il, unél dbssation of newsbook printing in 1663.

29 Eustace, ‘Edward Hyde’, pp.1678

30D. Border, ‘Number 26: 215t October- 28" October 1659, The Loyall Scou{London: 1659), pp.202-3; John
Canne (ed.), ‘Number 222: 12th — 30" March 1660°, Publick IntelligencefLondon: 1660), p.16

31 Jason Peacey, ‘Cromwellian England: A Propaganda State?’ History, Vol. 91, No. 2 (April 2006), p.182-4

32 Jason Peacefoliticians and Pamphleteers: Propaganda Duringtigdish Civil Wars and Interregnum
(Aldershot: Ashgate, 2004), p.307

331bid., p.307
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This thesis consequently asks what were the aims apdssuiof royalist writers post-1660;
did republicanism continue to feature in discourse aboutatiueenof government; and were

propaganda and polemic stil required to reinforce rule or ideasvefeign identity.

A similar limitation affects Sharpe’s major contribution to the debate around pro and
anti-royalist propaganda between 1657 and 1663, which also stopsevitivitation for
Charles Il to return to Englarid. In the study entiledmage WarsSharpe analyses a variety
of means of propaganda production undertaken during the Commtmvpesibd including
print, comage, state artworks and architecture as part of the various government’s attempts to
generate popular support for their respective regihesthough Sharpe’s focus is on visual
propaganda rather than an analysis of the percepfiarmoyal ‘subject’ or republic ‘citizen’,
Sharpe does suggest that the Royalist campaign in print was enhanced by the more ‘natural’
concept that monarchy was ‘God’s ordinance’.3® It was because of this understanding that
Commonwealth propaganda was ultimately focused around tine fif Cromwell from the
start, which Sharpe infers by highlighting the offer of¢hewn to Cromwell in 1658’
Sharpe’s analysis therefore reveals that instead of changing the concept of how England was
run via the ‘old Constitution [of] King, Lords and Commdnghe Commonwealth
propagandists only exchanged the powers of the king witrofHatotector, as symbols of
Charles | were replaced with symbols representing Cronavellthe Protectorafé. Sharpe
takes this further when analysing John Milton’s Eikonoklastesa key Commonwealth text
written to counter Charles I’s posthumously published Eikon Basilike with both texts serving

as the basis for other pro and anti-royalist works througheautnterregnum? In this

34 Sharpe)Jmage Wars

35 |bid., pp.433, 442-4

36 |bid., pp.454-5

37 |bid., p.468

38 Richard BaxterA Holy Commonwealth, or, Political Aphorisnfsondon: 1659), p.ixlbid., pp.4367
39 SharpeJmages Warspp.400-1
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analysis Sharpe states that Milton ‘struggled to refigure Charles the man as well as the

monarch’, effectively ensuring that the Basilike, and by extension Stuart Royalism remained
unchallenged® A similar conclusion can be drawn from Annabel Patterson’s study into
Censorship and Interpretation in Early Modern England, which has highlighted Milton’s

desire to challenge the lteracy workBdsilike, instead of chalenging its message direttly.
In spite of these conclusions, Joad Raymond points to théhdadEikonoklastesvas burned

in significant numbers during the first year of the tBedion, hence suggesting that a text
that failed to achieve its poltical aim, in this casedunter the royalist memory of Charles |,
still held provided a threat to the state’s public polemic.42 With this long-lasting impact of
texts and ideas, regardless of success, this thesiatteihpt to analyse how mass printed

media was countered in print, as well as physically, beyonditimeediate release.

An analysis into Republcan and Commonwealth theory iatter part of the
Interregnum also provides questions about the impact of pofiteets, some of which have
yet to be fully explored. Timothy Eust’s study into the life of Sir Henry Vane, a prominent
Republican and Fifth Monarchist M.P. who was ousted from Cromwell’s Protectorate
Parliament after voicing his concerns about the regmiei 1656 pamphlef Healing
Questior*® However, Eustace does not analyse the conteAtHwfaling Questionor
whether it spawned any more pRepublican works, so further study is required into Vane’s
public influence. Nigel Smith, in contrast, suggests phatRepublican thinking did not
disappear after the ewerof 1657, stating that Milton’s 1660 published The Readie and Easie

Way to Establish a Free Commonweadtha bewailing report on the fight for a free state.

40 bid., p.401

41 Annabel Patterso@ensorship and Interpretation: The Conditions dfiwg and Reading in Early Modern
England(Wisconsin: University of Wisconsin Press, 1984)178

42 Joad RaymondRamphlets and Pamphleteering in Early Modern Engl@ambridge: Cambridge University
Press), p.365

43 Timothy Bustace, ‘Sir Henry Vane, the Younger’, in Timothy Eustace (ed.ptatesmen and Politicians ofthe
Stuart Age(London: Macmillan, 1985), pp.150-1

44 Nigel Smith, Literature and Revolution in England, 164660(London: Yale University Press, 1994), p.193
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Furthermore, both Smith and Raymond’s studies suggest that there was very little pro-
Republican literature produced after 1657, with only a minor resciegduring the chaotic
events of 1659, when Protectorate, Army and Republican rule allextempted>
Conforming to this is Christopher Hill’'s The World Turned Upside Dowwhich lists, rather
than fully analyses, pro-Republcan material produced in 1658ludorg that the majority
of those works were produced from an economic, rather thaesglofttand point® This
essay wil take these points on motivation to print into denation when analysing the

polemic of sovereign authority in 1659.

For Charles Il and Royalism the period of 1657 to 1663 was also a cti@etic
although many historians agree that it was a time Jdath became increasingly popular.
Tim Harris, for example, suggests that the overwhelmimagpnity of the population of
London were keen to see the return of Charles Il by thegspfi 1660, having remained
ambivalent before the chaos of 168%arris’ analysis expands that of Christopher Hill,
which suggests that support for Charles Il was throbghutrelated combination of the
minority interests of radicals, royalists and Anglicanshe final months of the Repubfé.
The former’s study goes further than Hill’'s into how radical groups attempted to support
Royalist conspiracies during the Interregnum, while asosing on ambiguous public
attacks on the Rump and Army governments in the finalth:ioof 1659° Yet, Harris does
not include any analysis of either newsbooks or pamphletsigth his study, only
referencing printed petitions around the time of the Regtorarather than focusing on

polemical pieces. Hill’s analysis is also limited by his choice to focus on radical groups

45 Smith, Literature and Revolutioypp.B82-3, 187-9, 191, 193

46 Christopher Hill, The World Turned Upside Down: Radical Ideas Durihg English RevolutiorflLondon:
Penguin Books, 1991), p.346

47 Tim Harris, London Crowds in the Reign of CharlegMelbourne: Cambridge University Press, 1990),7p.3
48 Hill, World Turned Upside Downpp.347-8, 350-1, 353-4

49 Harris, London Crowds pp.42-5
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throughout the Civil War and Interregnum, before drawingclosions on those groups in the

year 1660, further restraining its use.

A more focused study into newsbooks printed after the Restgratith analysis on
pro-royalist and pro-Stuart propaganda can be found in the wddknafs Sutherland, who
states that post-Restoration news wasfally controlled and presented in ‘a reassuring
manner’.%% Yet, Sutherland’s input into the issue of propaganda at the time of the Restoration,
and the years preceding t, is limited to an overview atwias being done by editor Henry
Muddiman, with much more focus placed on newsbooks printedtladteBreat Fire of
London. J. B. Williams has also completed a study focused entirelynd newsbooks,
although his work focuses entirely around those printed dthiegevents of 1659, through to
the first year of the Restoration. Wiliams highlight® fall of prominent pro-Cromwellian
propagandist Marchamont Nedham in May 1659 from control of the Cowwalth
newsbooksMercurius PoliticusandP ublick Intelligencer only to be replaced by
‘incompetence’ in the form of John Canré. Williams® study then analyses the machinations
of General Monck, commander of the Army in Scotland, in ¢adnT of print, who employed
Muddiman to control newsbooks upon Monck’s arrival in London in early 1660.52 The career
of Muddiman is then broken apart, with Williams highlighting Muddiman’s three year
monopoly granted by Monck and Charles II, before moving throughetaork of Roger
L’Estrange, a famed Royalist propagandist fiom the mid-1660s onward%® The career of
L’Estrange has received a lot of focus from numerous historians, with Williams’ work in

particular focusing on his early career as a royalist plateeh in the months surrounding the

50 James Sutherlan@he Restoration Newspaper and its Developn{@ambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1986), p.93

51].B. Williams, ‘The Newsbooks and Letters of News ofthe Restoration’ The English Historical Reviewol.
23, No. 90 (April 1908), pp.253-4

52|bid., pp.257-8

531bid., pp.25860
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Restoratior?* Others, such as Raymond, have mentioned L’Estrange’s pamphleteering career
in brief, choosing instead to focus on his work as head of tla cepsorship campaign that
would come into effect during 1663 Likewise, Harold Love has mentioned, rather than
analysed, L’Estrange as a pamphleteer, choosing instead to focus on his career as a censor
under Charles II, while Sutherland provides an extensive analysis of L’Estrange’s control of
post-1663 newsbooks. Utimately, it is Wiliams who provides the most balanced
examination of royalist news before, during and immedjatdier the Restoration, although
he does not provide an in depth analysis of what Muddiman wdshmg, or the content of
L’Estrange’s pamphlets. This study will therefore analyse these Royalist writers and their
remarks on sovereignty, and examine what Muddiman would veig working on behalf

of General Monck, and later L’Estrange.

An important element of the period after the offer of tleeva to Cromwell is how
the image of Charles Il himself was manipulated to gémeyapport from the English
population. The work of Andrew Lacey suggests that thereaveai®ong foundation for pro-
Stuart writers to work from, with the emergence of the Githe Martyr King in the wake of
his father’s execution. Lacey’s study focuses on the Cult’s development from the execution
block and itsde factofounding text,Eikon Basilike a move which effectively ensure a
sympathetic memory of Charles | survived into the 16%Qscey speculates on the attempts
by royalist supporters to mark the regicide on thef3fanuary, although ultimately concedes
that it is impossible to judge to what extent these ceiebsa which survived through the

1650s, were kept hidden from official viéf.Lacey’s study also incorporates the work of the

54 |bid., pp.15962

55 Raymond,Pamphlets and Pamphleteeripg.324-6

56 Harold Love, ‘L'Estrange, Sir Roger (1616-1704): Authorand press censor’. From H. C. G. Matthewand
Brian Harrison (eds.poDNB (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004); SuthedaRestoration Newspaper
pp.911

57 Andrew Lacey The Cult ofKing Charles the MartyWoodbridge: Boydell Press, 2003), pp.18-9, 81-6
58 bid., pp.131, 135
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post-Restoration government in refeay the Cult’s energy, with the Office for 30 January
incorporating various celebrations of Charles | into a campaiggnhance the legtimacy of
Charles 11, and to change the ‘historiography’ of the Civil Wars and Republic.>® However, the

overwhelming feus of Lacey’s study is on the portrayal of Charles I rather than the influence

of the Cult on his son Charles Il, instead suggestingtiteaCult was a means for Anglicans,

rather than Charles I, to re-establish their control. aAKray, in contrast, completes an in-
depth analysis of the life of Charles II, incorporating various elements of ‘ceremony’ before,
during and after the Restoration, in order to outline howl€xhdr portrayed himself
publically8® Keay’s analysis notes that Charles II was ‘unusually tall’, and had carefully
maintained his image as a prince during his exile, nmainta the loyalty of royalists both in
England and abrogtd. The study also highlights Charles’ coronation in Scotland on the 1
January 1651 but only mentions, rather than analyses, treqsabs spread of reports
regarding the evefE Indeed, Keay’s study does not focus on the polemic surrounding
Charles II'’s exile, only making minor remarks on how the Commonwealth propagandists
used Charles’ reputation for being “devoted to pleasure” as a means to attack the exied
court®3 This thesis wil therefore examine how the Protectoedtacked the sovereign
authority of ‘the Scotish King’, as well as the Restoration government’s attempts to enhance

Charles II’s sovereignty once he was on the throne.

Arguably the most valuable element of Keay’s study for the purpose of this thesis
comes in her analysis of Charles’ entry into London from Dover in May 1660, although her

focus on the ceremony surrounding Charles as he moved hthkeeigt eliminates the

59 |bid., p.136

60 Keay,Magnificent Monarch
61bid., pp.47-8

62 pid., p.57

631pid., p.77
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unofficial celebrations held elsewhére David Underdown has highlighted the celebrations
in the south west of England and concluded that thereawadespread joy in the return of
monarchy across the country, so much so that areas vatiig $euritan links were unable to
prevent banned practices, such as maypole dancing, fromingtwo their jurisdictions in
166085 The royal procession has also been covered by Underdown, wé® thtt from the
moment that Charles Il landed at Dover genuine joy aarnigal spread along the rolie.
Sharpe has also analysed the procession, highlighting thiadacCharles kissed the ground
at Dover and the promotion of the royal oak which, according asp8hwould be adopted as
a symbol of the regime after Charles had hidden inside laaftea the battle of Worcestéf.
Furthermore, Sharpe suggests that it was Charles’ period in exile that made him a popular

figure among the population, becoming known for being wittigblef, familiar and vulgar, a
stark contrast to the Puritan figure of Oliver Crom@eliGodfrey Davies has also
commented on Charles’ image, stating that his escape from Worcester became more valuable

to him as a romantic image, rather than a symbol of hisefd! Davies also comments on
the sharp rise in ‘Lives’ about Charles that appeared in the first months of the new regime,
which were a counter to those produced celebrating Oliver V@b Furthermore,

although Davies finds criticism in Charles’ attendance of the theatre, his preference for satire
and vulgarity would have appealed to the wider populaton ap&isaggests' This study

wil analyse whether these depictions of Charles lleweflected in either pro or anti-

64 |bid., pp.81-4

65 David UnderdownRevel, Riot and Rebellion: Popular Politicsand tQu in England 1603.:660(Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1987), pp.271-3

66 bid., p.273

67 SharpeReading Authorityp.194

68 Kevin SharpeRemapping Early Modern England: The Culture of $égenth Century Politic€Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2000), p.218

69 Godfrey Davies, ‘Charles II in 1660°, Huntingdon Library QuarterlyVol. 19, No. 3 (May 1956), pp.250-1
701bid., pp.257-8
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monarchical works printed around the Restoration, and whtttheraffected the debate

surrounding sovereign rule.

Based on the questions raised by the historiography regarding a ruler’s image,
sovereign rule and the manipulation of public perception,sthdy wil be split into three
chapters. The first element of this analysis wil foousnewsbooks, allowing this study to
emphasise how both the Cromwellian or Restoration regimes’ used official newsbooks to
promote their sovereign identity, whie attacking other eptx In order to complete this
investigation, various comparisons will be drawn between the two regimes’ sets of
newsbooks, with the issues Mercurius Politicusand P ublick Intelligencey printed during
the Interregnum, anMlercurius PublicusandThe Parliamentary Intelligencesf the
Restoration years the main focus. The portrayal of keyedgusuch as Olver Cromwel and
Charles Il provide a crucial area of this analysis, dgwaomparisons between how they are
referenced in years of support and when viewed as opponeniarl@ginthe representation
and reporting of various plots against each regime witdyapared, as well as how the
plotters themselves were portrayed after their arrestugh these various comparisons this
study wil demonstrate that the perception of royalsm gddnvery litle in spite of the
Cromwell’s denial of the crown, and demonstrate that portraying a Protector as a sovereign

ruler was akin to promoting a monarch.

The second part of this study will analyse miscellasepiinted media, including
widely publshed books, pamphlets and ballads that were advertidead the newsbooks
printed during the late Cromwellian and early Restoratieniods. As newsbooks were
among the most widely available sources of informatiomiih seventeeth century England,
it is likely that printed works advertised within them wibthilave a far wider readership than
those that were spread by word of mouth. Using Sharpe and Lacey’s concept that Basilike

provided a foundation for royalist polemic during the Interregnthis study wil
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demonstrate that works advertised to support monarchy Bagélike’s central concept that
the king represented God; ergo any other form of rule couldhendetgitimate’? Additionally,
Hobbes’ Leviathanwil be used as a prina means of comparing concepts suggested by
both Protectorate and Royalist writers, who needed to justigfirdtion of sovereign rule to
establish the legal authority of their respective suléturthermore, the attempts of anti-
monarchical, and pro-Cromwellian, writers to promote thedradts wil also be examined,
in order to demonstrate that there were too many factiotise iEnglish Commonwealth to
promote a united front against royalism. Without a unitedt,frime concepts of royalism and
monarchy defined bRasilike andLeviathanwould never truly disappear under Oliver
Cromwell, whie royalist writers in the 1660s had a unMepsalemic that they would bring

to the fore as they attempted to ideologically restore EnglandKitgdom.

The third and final part of this essay wil focus oncthaotic year of 1659, which saw
numerous changes of government and a sharp rise innaelitepamphlets and newsbooks,
as well as a complete change in who the state used tatheiteown propaganda. This
section wil analys the final month of Richard Cromwell’s reign as Lord Protector,
highlighting how even the state backed newsbd®ublick IntelligencerandMercurius
Politicusturned on Richard as more pro-Army editors D. Border ancaiRicolings
emerged with their own works. This section wil also incorporate the public print battle
between Republicans and pro-Army writers in newsbooks arabties they promoted, a
debate which folowed public posturing from various figuresjuding General John
Lambert and General George Monck. This element of the stildgffectively demonstrate
that too many definitions of a Commonwealth, and its authongre proposed between the

fall of Richard and the return of Charles Il to grast English Republic stabilty. Without

72 Sharpe)Jmage Wars p.453
73D. Border (ed.), ‘Number 1: 22" 19N April 1659°, The Faithful ScoufLondon: 1659), p.1
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that stability, and hence security according to Hobbesian sgvettgeory, this study will
ultimately support Underdown’s claim that a significant portion of the population moved to

back Charles Il in the final months of the Repulfiic.

The overall aim of this thesis wil be to demonstrate tiatroyalist concept of
sovereign authority was one that the Commonwealth coulélinobate after a decade of
rule, although it was in an overal dormant state uniile© Cromwell was offered the crown
in 1657. Once Cromwell gained the enhanced powers under tHaleH&ratition and Advice,
it became clear that the titles of King and Protectalevie more similar than previously
thought. This study wil show that the methods with wratate backed newsbooks referred
to their respective rulers differed little, and is an imgartfactor in understanding why the
Restoration was possible and, utimately, survived. Furthernibe analysis of the books
and pamphlets advertised within the newsbooks wil expand teonitfluence, allowing
the more theoretical discussions into sovereign authtwitgome to the fore. Additionally,
separation of 1659 into its own chapter wil allow this studppetier explore the sudden
swings in sovereign theory that emerged in the pulplter® during that year, and
demonstrate how the royalist definition of a sovereign becaane appealing to the wider

population as the Republican experiment drew to a close.

74 Underdown Revel, Riot and Rebelliqp.272
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Chapter I: Reporting a Ruler

The newsbook became the main form of state controlled propagatdzutbn during
the English Civil Wars, a trend that would continue throtighentire Interregnum and into the
Restoration period. The Commonwealth government had two sistablistate newsbooks by
1657,Mercurius Politicusard P ublick Intelligencer which together provided one of the most
eficient forms of communication between the State and papleand were used througho ut
the 1650s to show that the newly re-invested Protector wageeegn leader. In 1660, under
the Restoration government, these issues would be supplanteivobgimilarly named
newsbooks,Mercurius Publicusand theKingdomes Intelligencer although the change in
names did not change their purpose for both would be used to daaorikat the returning

Charles Il was also a sovereign ruler.

This chapter will therefore analyse the content ofngwsbooks in their attempts to
display the sovereign authority of both the Protectors amdllgShll as monarch, comparing it
against the template dictated byoilas Hobbes’ Leviathan Hobbesian theory dictated that
the sovereign must display the abilty to protect their pebpta spiritually and physically,
as wel as their legal right to rule, either by successibforce! As such, this chapter wil
focus on various terms such as Highness, Majesty, hagisan, divine authority and both
foreign and domestic perception to examine how ProtectoratRestdration propagandists

used newsbooks to display, or deny, sovereign authority.

The aims of chief Commonwealth and Protectorate propagandsthdmont Nedham

is an interesting area of analysis for a study of newsboogaganda and sovereignty, with

1 Thomas HobbesegviathanIn Richard Tuck (ed.}lobbes: LeviathafCambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2016), pp.121, 126, 136, 139, 199
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Joad Raymond stating that Nedham found the Hobbesian definbib a Sovereign
‘Provocative’.? The word ‘provocative’ suggests that Nedham sought to counter Hobbes’
implication of sovereignty being restricted to kingship, andvbeld do so by attacking the
most viable successor to the throne: Charles II. Nedham’s newsbooks P ublic Intelligencerand
Mercurius Politicudirequently used the term ‘Titular King of Scots’ to identify Charles Stuart,

a name that Benjamin Woodford has stated was a meansciingtt&€harles as an ineffective
ruler: a king without a thron&.This is not shown by the newsbooks printed after 1657,
however, which instead apply the title ‘King of Scots’ when referring to Charles’ military
plans. In the first issue dflercurius Politicusprinted in 1657, Nedham comments on the
‘designs of those Fugitives of your Nation, that are scattered up and down on this side of the
Water,” referencing the troops of the ‘Titular King of Scots’ amid Charles’ negotiations with
Spain for support. As the leader of a ‘scattered’ group of ‘Fugitives’, Charles’ credibility as a
military leader was being questioned by Nedham, who was aimingdermine any potential
support for Charles that existed in England. The association ofthe ‘King of Scots’, and military
failure dated back to the Battle of Worcester on the 3 Septeft651, which saw the newly
crowned King of Scotland resoundingly beaten by an army uteercammand of Oliver
Cromwel® Although not directly referencing the battle almost sarg previously, Nedham
plays to the established concept that Charles, the ‘King of Scots’ was not a threat, implying

that he would require the support of Spain to have any clenepacting on England.

Further comments on Charles, ‘King of Scots’ and his military force can be found in

other editions, with comments on the morality of his troopsvedlsas his true role as a leader.

2 Joad Raymond, ‘Nedham [Needham], Marchamorita(p.1620, d.1678)’. From H. C. G. Matthew and Brian
Harrison (eds.)ODNB (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004)

8 Benjamin Woodford, ‘From Tyrant to Unfit Monarch: Marchamont Nedham’s Representation of Charles

Stuart and Royalists during the Interregnum’, History, Vol. 100, No. 339 (January 2015), p.10

4 John Hall (ed.), ‘Number 342 — 24 December- 1 January 1657°, Mercurius Politicu§London: 1657), pp.1-2
5 Anna Keay The Magnificent Monarch: Charles Il and the Cererasrof Power(London: Continuum, 2008),
p.59
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On the front page of edition 68 Blblick Intelligencey Nedham reported that the ‘“Mustering
of [the] Scottish Kings Forces” was ‘Said to be about six thousand ... very ill conditioned in
their ways, and rob people in the high ways, and pistedepgers.’® An earlier editon stated
that there was ‘a Popish Chaplain in every one of his Regiments’, although here Nedham speaks

of ‘Charls Stuart’ rather than the ‘King of Scots’ in an attempt to avoid associating the title of
King with Catholicism! Nedham made this distinction to support the work of his graplo
Secretary of State John Thurloe, who would be among thoseshioQduer Cromwell to take
the crown under th&lumble Petition and Advicg By effectively aligning Charles Stuart the
man with Catholicism, Nedham was undermining any morak das the return of a Stuart
monarch for, as the English Ciml Wars had shown, onlyraeBtant could rule England.
Furthermore, while this detachment was designed to emhhiacprospect of Cromwell taking
the crown with backing from the public, it would survive pastrejection of the offer, for
Charles continued to consult with known Catholic power Spain, England’s most significant
rival.

Furthermore, it was not just the morality ‘Charls Stuart’ that Nedham sought to attack,
as the editor of the Protectorate newsbooks sought to form pgsikian between Charles the
younger’s supporters in exile, and ‘those that fear God’ m support of the Cromwellian
governmen?. Paul Rahe has suggested that Charles and Jamesefeered to as one in the
earliest editions dPoliticusandP ublick Intelligencer but Nedham distinctly referenced them
separately in the final two years of the Cromweliale. Y1 None would receive as much moral

guestioning as the futurEing’s brother James Stuart, Duke of York. Murder would be among

6 John Canne (ed.), ‘Number 68 — 26 January 31 January 1657°, Publick IntelligencefLondon: 1657), p.1

7 John Canne (ed.), ‘Number 66 — 12 January 19 January 1657°, Publick IntelligencefLondon: 1657), p.15

8 Timothy Venning, ‘Thurloe, John (bap. 1616, d. 1668)’. From H. C. G. Matthew and Brian Harrison (eds.),
ODNB (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004)

9 John Hall(ed.), ‘Number 363 - 21 May- 28 May1657°, Mercurius PoliticugLondon: 1657), p.14

10 paul A. RaheAgainst Throne and Altar: Machiavelliand Politiciieory Under the English Republic
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008), @2
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the charges levelled at the ‘Pretended D. of York’, who was reported to have ‘imhumanely
killed’” one of sixty surrendered English soldiers after they ‘utterly refused’ to join Charles’
ranks!! Nedham also associated James with piracy, as his col@res reportedly used by
‘The Pirat[e] commander’ of the Frigate Little Michael as it raided French and Dutch ships
heading to Englant® Nedham moved to associate the Duke of York, rather than €Harées
the principle aggressor against England, particulatyr #ie pair reunited with each other after
a personal fallout in early 1657. Other reports stated the Wakefighting alongside Spanish
troops against England’s allies France, while also being one of the leaders in the Spanish-
Royalist defeat to the Anglo-French forces at the baftkhe Dunes on the 1Mine 1658, the
last physical battle between Cavaliers and Commonw&aliiis transfer of responsibility was
a calculated one by Nedham, for it ensured that James dectarget of suspicion, the second
in ne to the defunct throne, whie simultaneously emdihe perception of Charles as a
Hobbesian style sovereign. A seeming reliance on his brother’s military prowess, which like
Charts’ had more frequently ended with defeat than victory, meant that Charles could not

ensure ‘safe government’ as Hobbes’ theory suggested he must do to retain legitimacy.14

To aleviate the memory of Charles 1l and his brothergognarms against England
throughout the 1650s, Charles’ propagandists set about re-establishing his right to rule as the
successor to a ‘murdered’ king. To do so was to go beyond the Hobbesian theory on succession;
that a democracy, or Parlament could not nominate a succdsr Charles had been invited
to take the throne by the Convention Parlament on the &% M60° Instead, Charles’

propagandists were highlighting his right to rule via DMRight, for Charles carried the blood

11 John Hall(ed.), ‘Number 375— 6 August- 13 Augusti657’, Mercurius Politicu§London: 1657), p.15

12 John Canne (ed.), ‘Number 66 — 12 January 19 January 1657, Publick IntelligencefLondon: 1657), p.15
13 John Canne (ed.), ‘Number 131 — 21 June- 28 June 1658 Publick Intelligence(London: 1658), p.1
14J.T. Peacey, ‘Nibbling at Leviathan: Politics and Theory in England in the 1650s’, Huntington Library
QuarterlyVol. 61, No. 2 (1998), p.241

15 Hobbes|eviathanp.136; Giles Dury (ed.), ‘Number 22: 21 May — 28 May 1660°, Mercurius Publicus
(London: 1660), pp.2-4
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of an anointed king, God’s representative, within him16 Within the first month of the
Restoration, before Charles had even set foot on EnglishMsiturius P ublicugpublshed a
report ‘That John Bradshawdeceased ... be one of those that shall by Act of Parliament be
attained of High Treason, for the murdering of the lategKiMajesty. The same order was
made concerningOliver Cromwel| Henry Ireton Thomas Pridedeceased.”*’” The editor of
Publicuswas seeking to undermine the memory of the old CommonweatihProtectorate
regimes by attacking their foundation: the ilegal etiecuof Charles I. It was the Regicide
that came to dominate the early issues of the Restonagiasbooks, with near-weekly updates
on the state of the trials against the ‘murderers’ of Charles’ father, including transcriptions of
the court proceedings themselves. Issue 4Meafcurius Publicus for the week of 4t1
October 1660 listed the first 28 regicides to be arrested, assmélk @pening of proceedings
against ‘those wretched men ... who contriv’d, arraign’d, sentenc’d and executed that most
vertuous [sic] Prince our late Soveraigne Lord King Charles the First’.18 The subsequent edition
of Publicusmakes similar statements, including the concept of the ‘Martyr’d Sovereign” when
reporting the trial of Hugh Petetd.ldentifying Charles 1 as ‘Soveraigne’ reinforced the
concept that the former King had legally ruled Englandl649, and therefore restored the
concept of the monarch being the embodiment of the statscamdeignty. The report also
includes the two pleas of guity by Sir Hardress Wallast &Ir George Fleetwood, whom both
were said to ‘be preferred to His Majesty for mercy.”?? This was a significant bonus for the new
Restoration government, for the recognition of guit byl®Wand Fleetwood backed up the
concept that there had been a genuine crime commitelb4i, whie their submission to

Charles II for ‘mercy’ enhanced his role as the ‘fountain of justice’ or source of legal authority

16 Kevin Sharpe, ‘Private Conscience and Public Duty in the Writings of Charles I’, The Historical JournaWol.
40, No. 3 (September, 1997), p.654

17 Giles Dury (ed.)!Number 20— 10 May- 17 May 166Q Mercurius PublicugLondon: 1660), p.15

18 Giles Dury (ed.), ‘Number 41— 4 October- 11 October 1660 Mercurius PublicugLondon: 1660), p.13

19 Giles Dury (ed.)!Number 42— 11 October 18 October 1660 Mercurius PublicugLondon: 1660), p.13
20bid., pp.14-5
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in Englanc?! By focusing on the trials of the Regicides, Charles II’'s propagandists are
publicising that both he and his father were sovereign ,loote becoming a martyr of

monarchy, the other displaying his sovereignty by seekinggukir his predecessor.

Furthermore, highlighting that it was of high treason asdéntral charge against the
Regicides was one which propagandists used effectivelyaliate further the sovereign
authority of Charles Il for, according to Hobbesian theongckitg the sovereign was to go
against the state itséff. Additionally, the charge of high treason, according to Hobbas, w
one which meant that the transgressor was going against the ‘Fundamentall’ or God’s law, for
which the monarch was responsible for maintaining as the ‘fountain of justice’.2® For Royalist
propagandists, high treason fitted naturally with the ephthat the king was sovereign, ergo
any attempt to attack the king was a treasonable act. tréglson was the principle charge
levelled against the main figures behind the Regicdethe reports of the Dury edited
newsbooks, with Cromwell, Ireton, Bradshaw and Pride all trebexecuted as a result of the
charge?* Likewise, John James was accused of High Treason for ‘preaching maliciously, and
trayterously, against the life and safety of our Soveréigrd the King, and against the Peace
and Government of this Realm’, having been caught stating his intent to ‘destroy his Majesty’
Charles Il in October 166%. The Marques of Argyle was reported to be standing trial for
‘fourteen Articles of High Treason’, which included conspiracy against both Charles | and

Charles 11, as well as ‘Confederacy with Cromwel.’2® Labeling traitorous acts against the king

21J.H. Baker, ‘Criminal Courts and Procedure at Common Law 1550 — 1800°, in Cockburn, J. S. (ed.Lrime in
England 1556- 1800(London: Methuen, 1977), p.25

22 HobbesLeviathan pp.212-3
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26 Giles Dury (ed.);Number 8 — 18 February- 25 February 1681 Mercurius PublicugLondon: 1660), p.15

28



as treason was a key method of linking monarchical rule with sovereignty for Charles II’s

propagandists, for it effectively united national secuwith the safety of the king.

Likewise, the government under Oliver Cromwel used therge of high treason as a
means to reinstate the Lord Protector was the sovereign, for it was deployed by the state’s
propagandists to promotectheed to secure the Protector’s safety. As Alan Marshall has stated,
it was the Sindercombe Plot that ‘revived discussions as to whether the Lord Protector should
become king,” a plot which Nedham took great care to report in his newsbooks.2” Nedham
statesthat the plot was a ‘Treasonable conspiracie’, designed to ‘ruine the good People, if they
could first destroy his Highness person, Whom God preserve.’?8 In attacking Cromwell the
‘notable desperate Fellow’ Miles Sindercombe was shown to be attacking the state, a reflection
of the Royalist definition of treason against the stat€o reinforce this notion, Nedham’s
report includes reminders that it was God who was responsible for ‘this discovery and great
deliverance’, while the ‘House do wait upon His Highness the Lord Protector to congratulate
him for this great Mercy and deliverance,” outlining that Parliament were not the equals of the
Lord Protector, who had divine protecti#h.The subsequent edition ®fercurius Politicus
reminds the reader that theopi& must ‘set ourselves to use our utmost endeavors for the
preservation of his Highness Person as may secure ldinusamand after him the preservation
of this Cause, and of the Publick peace’, a demonstration that the role of the Protector as

sovereign for Cromwell was charged with protecting thiema!

Indeed, the trial of Sindercombe became a centre pieceeforetime as Cromwell

toled with the issue of taking the crown, with Nedham icoimg to bond the position of

27 Alan Marshall ‘Sindercombe, Miles (d. 1657)From H. C. G. Matthew and Brian Harrison (edSDNB
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004)

28 John Hall(ed.), ‘Number 345— 15 January- 22 Januant657’, Mercurius Politicu§London: 1657), p.15
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Protector with that of a somdgn by highlighting that Sindercombe was ‘conspiring against

the Life of his Highness.”32 Furthermore the ful indictment against Sindercombduded in

the report statethat the plot was to ‘imagine the death ofthe said Lord Protector, and to subvert

and alter the Government of the Commonwealth.’33 There is no suggestion of the plot being
against Parliament, meaning that understanding of the charge of ‘High Treason’ during the
Protectorate period was that it was only to be applied to the ‘Life’ of the Protector. Therefore,
Nedham reinforced the concept that the Protector waseseipv ruler by playing to the
seventeenth century understanding of treason; that@oiy can judge a legtimate ruler. To
confirm this the following issue @ oliticus descriles Sindercombe’s suicide on the eve of his
execution, including the coroner’s report which recounted a ‘brain much inflamed, red, and
distended with Blood,” before printing the ‘Verdict’ on his death that stated that he had done

so ‘by the instigation of the Devil.’** Nedham continued on to recount the execution of
Sindercombe’s lifeless body later that day, with the ‘stark naked’ corpse of Sindercombe left

with aspike ‘driven through him into the earth’ at Tower Hill having been hung ‘as an example

of terfor to all Traytors for the time to come.’® Through sensational language, Nedham was
reinforcing the ‘example’ that the court had set for the charge of Treason against the Lord

Protector, and ensuring that the Lord Protector was viewedsasereign.

The trm ‘His Majesty’ was one inherently tied to kingship in the seventeenth century,
and it was one that the Restoration propagandists used extenghei Charles 1l was restored
to the throne to secure understanding of his sovereigMyjesty’ was used in the edition of
Mercurius Publicuglated the week 2&pri — 3 May 1660, which presented the reader with

news that it was the ‘Birthday of our Soveraign Charls the Second, whom God preserve;’ before

32 John Hall(ed.), ‘Number 348 -5 February- 12 Febuary 1657°, Mercurius PoliticugLondon: 1657), p.15
33 |pid., p.12

34 John Hall(ed.), ‘Number 349 - 12 February- 19 February 1657°, Mercurius PoliticugLondon: 1657),
pp.14415
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a discourse on ‘His Majesties gracious Letter and Declaration’.3® This ‘Declaration’ would be
the famed Declaration of Breda, which the editor sumnsarieger the following pages,
highlighting that ‘His Majesty promises upon the word of a King’ when speaking of the pardon
that later became the Act of Indemnity and Obliviérit is ‘His Royal Majesty’ that ‘declare

a Liberty to Tender Consciences’, ‘His Majesty’ that will ‘consent to any Act or Acts of
Parliament to the purposes aforesaid’, and that ‘all Arrears due to the Officers and Soldiers of
the Army underlie Command of General Monck’ will be paid and considered to be ‘in His
Majesties service’ as a result of this Declaration.®® Furthermore, the editor &fublicusfocuses
on the reaction to the attached letter when it was reRariament, focusing on the remark of
Mr. Luke Robmson that ‘If a Message from His Majesty hath such influence as to beget so
eminent a Concert, why may we not hope that His Glorious @ppee wil be an universal
healing to the Nations; Men wil recover their Sensgaina as wellas their Liberties.’3® The
editor of Publicusis reminding the reader that Charles II’'s ‘Majesty” was his identity as a
sovereign ruler, using the term in place of using Charles’ name as a means of conferring

authority to him directly.

To counter the titleof ‘Majesty’, the Protectorate propagandists opted to use the
alternative distinction of ‘His Highness’ as a means of distancing the title of Protector from
that of king, for it was a title not regularly used ingBnd since the reign of Elizabeth 1.
Nedham consistently remied his readers that ‘His Highness” was above the Parliament in
terms of authority, stating that there would be a ‘Humble and earnest Prayer of the Parliament
to Almighty God ... preserve his Highness, and watch over him for good’ in the wake of the

Sindercombe PI# In early 1657 the colony of Jamaica received ‘news here, which

36 Giles Dury (ed.);Number 18— 26 April— 3 May 1660, Mercurius PublicugLondon: 1660), p.9
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encourages us that His Highness the Lord Protector will suddenly send us relief’, while it was
‘on behalf of His Highness the Protector’ that Louis XIV handed control of Dunkirk to Lord
Lockhart in 16581 Here, Nedham is again demonstrating that the role of Protector as ‘His
Highness’ was above that of Parliament, for there are no thanks for Parliament from Jamaica,
nor recognition from France reported. In everyday parlieangntbusiness, Nedham
consistently stated the fact that Parlament hadetd legislation to Cromwell ‘for his
Highness Consent’, both before and after the offer of the crown.#? Nedham takes this relation
further during reports of Cromwell’s mvestiture on the 26une 1657, reporting that ‘His
Highness standing thus adorned in Princely State, according to his merit and dignity’ m the
moments after swearing an oath to ‘endeavor, as Chief Magistrate of these Three Nations.’ 43
Additionally, the Anglo-French capture of Fort Mardyke, whiokierlooked Dunkirk, was
reported on the 28eptember 1657 as having been done so ‘on behalf of His Highness’.#4 The
language of these statements, and that of the fulysdrbed oath, demonstrated to the nation
that Cromwell was the sovereign ruler, while the honour of ‘His Highness’ was actively

engineered by Nedham to be shown as the representative estithestate?>

Intriguingly, there appears to have been some overlap in how the terms ‘Majesty’ and
‘Highness’ were interpreted in the Protectorate newsbooks, although thscéavould change
as the English Republc under the Protectors sought to iggrnational recognition.

Nedham’s reports of foreign correspondence, as Peacey has stated, wereahlevatool for

41 John Hall (ed.), ‘Number 348 — 5 February- 12 February 1657°, Mercurius PoliticugLondon: 1657), p.1;
Hall, ‘Number 421°, Mercurius Politicusp.2

42 Issue 365 ofoliticus for example, included a full list of bills sewtthe Protector that week, ranging from an
assessmentin Ireland for funding the war with Sp&d a bill for settling the price of wine.

43 John Cannéed.), ‘Number 88 — 22 June- 29 June 1657°, Publick IntelligencefLondon:1657), pp.145

44 John Cannéd.), ‘Number 101 — 21 September 30 September 1657, Publick IntelligencefLondon: 1657),
p.16

45 For the use of ‘Highness’ as a title elsewhere in Early Modern Europe see Roland MousnigfThe Institutions
of France Under the Absolute Monarchy, 1598-178&8uxhe 2: The Origins of State and Socié®hicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1984plaf van Nimwegen The Dutch Army and the Military Revolutions, 1588-
1688(Woodbridge: Boydell Press, 2010)
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distributing information regarding the continent and England’s enemies, consistently referred

to the King of France, England’s principle ally during the Interregenum, as ‘His Majesty’.#® In
an editon ofPublick Intelligencerdated in early February 1%, the ‘very acceptable’ news
that Sindercombe’s attempted assassination of Oliver Cromwell had been thwarted had been
reported to the French Court, prompting ‘their Majesties ... congratulate him’ for the Lord
Protector’s survival.#’ After the battle of Duark it was reported that ‘his Majesty, desirous to
gve due Testimonies of reall Friendship and good correspondetic&ngiand, put the Town
mnto the possession of my Lord Lockhart, on the behalf of His Highness the Protector,’
conveying recognition ofhe French King’s authority and Louis XIV’s recognition of the
Protector as a sovereign ru€rLikewise, neutral sovereigns such as the kings of Dennmatk a
Sweden were frequently reported on as ‘Majesties’, while King Philip IV of Spain was
occasionally, if somewhat dismissively, referenced as his ‘Catholick Majesty’. This
demonstrates a symbiotic relationship between honours ofddghand Majesty on public
display, furthering the concept that Oliver, as Protectos, the equivalent of a King abroad.
This would change under his son Richard’s rule, however, with the honour of Highness only
appearing in transcriptions that directly addressed wiedor. Lkewise, as the Army moved
to oust the Protector, reference to Richard as such wouldiwéia newsbooks, with only one
foreign reference to Richard as the sovereign in a coiome from the King of Denmark,
whom ‘gave thanks to the Lord Protector’ when Richard sent ambassadors to settle the Dano-
Swedish war in May 165% Furthermore, all reference to the positon of Protector is
abandoned upon Richard’s agreement to resign from the title, with his father simply referred

to in his former position as ‘the late Lord General’.5° The term ‘Highness’ can therefore be

46 peaceyPoliticians and Pamphletegms205

47 John Cannéed.), ‘Number 69 — 2 February- 9 February 1657°, Publick Intelligence{London: 1657), pp.14
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understood as a mark of respect for the Protector, and Onsarticular, with reports of the

use of the title abroad enhancing the concept that thed®rotvas sovereign. Likewise, when
the Protector was reasoned to be a poor leader, as the Armgdiédchard, the honour of
‘Highness’ was withdrawn, replaced by the term ‘his Excellency’ when General George Monck

assumed control of the Army, and the State, in December 5659.

Evidence that divine authority was a major elementherrewsbooks when conveying
sovereign rule, for it served asnformation that God acknowledged the ruler’s ability to lead
their people spiritually, as Hobbesian theory dictétek reporting Cromwell’s rejection of
the crown, Nedham inferred that God did not consent to théed®or taking the throne
remarking that‘to undertake one of the greatest burthens ... without the support of the
Almighty, he must necessarily sink under the weight of it, to the damage of these Nations.’ %3
In that same editon Nedham remaiCromwell’s acceptance of the amended Humble P etition
and Advice and the belief that it was simply ‘an Introduction to the carrying on of the
Government of these nations,” to which God had already consented to by granting Cromwell
victory in the English Civi War8? It was a return to the notion that Ramént’s soldiers were
acting as ‘His [God’s] servants’ when Cromwell led them to victory during the Civil War, a
remark that Nedham himself had made when reporting obatte of Marston Moor thirteen
years earlieP® Furthermore, the newsbooks of Nedham would be the m@incipeans of
conveying days of public Thanksgiving under the Cromwellian eBtotate, which marked a

range of events from ‘the deliverance of his Highness’ from the Sindercombe Plot, to the taking

of Dunkirk>® In proclaiming God’s support of Cromwel, and printing the reminders to the

51Giles Dury (ed.), ‘Number 1: 19 December— 26 December 1659°, Parliamentary Intelligencetondon:
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population that they should publically thank God in the saomtegt, Nedham is publically

reinforcing the Protector’s sovereignty by declaring that victory served God’s interests. >’

Likewise, the Restoration government took great pains te iat therewas divine
mnfluence in the return of Charles II and kingship, for Charles truly believed he was God’s
representative to the natiéh.Foremost among the reports of Charles’ divine inspiration was
the performance of the Royal Touch, the success of whitkld be reported frequently by his
propagandists throughout the early years of the Restor&tiBublicusadvertised Charles 1I’s
availability at the Banqueting House, claiming that dhly first 200 peopléto be presented
to him’ would receive the cure for the ‘Evil’, with which ‘The Kingdome having for a long
time, by reason ofhis Majesties absence, been troubled.’9 By the end of JulyP ublicusclaimed
that ‘near 1,700 persons’ had been Touched since Charles Il landed in Dover, with 1,000 more
from London alone waiting to receive the cure, which ‘his Majesty is graciously pleased to
dispatch to all.’®! Eight months lateP ublicusreported that there ‘certain persons ... have the
Forhead to come twice of ttei to be touched, meaning certificates from Church Wardens
would need to be presented from the next ‘Healing’ onwards.®? The origins of the Touch came
from the miracles of Edward the Confessor, and hence ifigadauld perform an equivale nt
miracle, such asthe Touch, then it would be evidence of Gaubsing them, a point Andrew
Lacey has made in reference to Parlamentary legislabanning people visiting Charles |

when he was held captifé. Focusing so heavily on the Touch was a means of tyieg t

57 For the debate regarding Nedham’s personalthoughts on the Protectorate and Commonwealth see Benjamin
Woodford Perceptions ofa Monarchy Without a King: Reactitm®liver Cromwell's Powe(McGill-Queen's
Press, 2013)Blair Worden, ‘Milton and Marchamont Nedhan’. In David Armitage, Armand Himy, Quentin
Skinner (eds.)Milton and RepublicanistCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995)

58 Sharpe, ‘Private Conscience’, Historical Journalp.654

59 For the use of the Touch by other seventeenthucgkings see Marc BlochThe Royal Touch: Sacred
Monarchyand Scrofula in England and Fraicendon: Routledge, 2015)
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Restoration monarchy back to years before the Interregnum, enhancing Charles II’s right to
rule as sovereign as he was publically performing thaclkir that his predecessors had
performed for centuries. Further, it restored a practice tiie Army and Parlament had
deemed ‘superstitious’, which, as Robert Zaller has claimed, was part of Charles I's reasons
for rejecting peace in 1647 for it would ‘betray his crown.”®* Aiding this was the fact that recent
memory of the Touch had not disappeared during riteerdgnum, for Nedham’s newsbooks
reported that the King of France ‘touched a great number of people that were sick of the Evil’

in early 1657° Though it was only a section from the daily businesshefArench Court, its
inclusion demonstrates that there was stil popular belidgfe practice, for there is no criticism
of the practice, although it must be noted that Nedham would be unwilling to attack England’s
principal ally. The Touch was renowned as a symbol of divine authoaihd by heavily
publishing its use by Charles Il, Restoration propagandiste demonstrating that Charles

was a sovereign ruler.

An important element in comparing the representaton otrsgwnty between
Protectors and Monarchs in the final years of the Bgeum is to analyse how reactions to
their respective investitures were reported, for therdokh variaton and overlap in the
methods used by Protectorate and post-Restoration newsbook edioiShdfles Il, news
centred on his ‘Proclamation’ as King of England, which was reported in the newsbooks as a
means to inspire conformity to the new regime, as reporslelfration were twinned with the
official context that a Proclamation was typically read. The report of Charles’ proclamation in
Oxon was among the firsd be printed, reporting the ‘very solemn, magnificent, splendid, and

joyful order’ in which they news was celebrated.6¢ As a former Royalist stronghold during the

64 Robert Zaller, ‘Breaking the Vessels: The Desacralization of Monarchy in Early Modern England’ The
Sixteenth Century Journafol. 29, No. 3 (Autumn 1998)p.768
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English Civil War, and the home of the Royalist pressnguthe confict, relaying news that
the population of Oxford ‘have ever born his Majesties Father, our late King of most glorious
memory,” comes as little surprise, but does reinforce the notion that Charles II had popular
support for his return fiom the propagandist’s perspective.5” The rest of the edition featured
reports from Pontefract and Warwick, while the following week’s issue of Publicusincluded
no fewer than twelve reports of Proclamations from adtwsscountry, including Liverpool,
Scotland, Cambridge and Sherbotfhie A similar approach had been adopted by the
Protectorate propagandists after Oliver Cromwell’s acceptance of the Humble Petition and
Advice, which was reported as ‘A Proclamation by His Highness and the Parliament’ on the
front page ofMercurius Politicusfor the week 29une to 2 Jul§? Further reactions to the
Proclamations made regarding Cromwell’s investiture as Lord Protector were slowly trickled
across following issues, which similarly reported the ‘solemnity’ of the events. The report of
“The Publick proclaiming of his Highness the Lord Protector’ from Kings Lynn, Norfolk was
printed in an issue dtoliticusfor the week 23 July to 3luly, yet the report itself is undated,
simply stated as ‘by the last.’’® A week later andPoliticus reported on an ‘acclamation as |
have not heard before’ in Albrough, Suffolk, which was staged on the 27 July, before the final
major report of celebrations from Rippon, Yorkshire which wageatiin early Septembét.
In highlighting the ‘solemnity’ of these events, and celebrations surrounding them, both
Royalist and Protectorate propagandists attempted to showhéhabpulation supported the
regime, a public display of consent to the sovereign’s rule, regardless of whether it was a

Protector or King.
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Under Richard Cromwel, however, the reports of the varBreclamations made to
announce him as Lord Protector were entwined with the dédib father, giving a far more
formal tone. The first such report came of the ProclamaitioExeter, which stated that there
were ‘multitudes’ following the officials as they went around conducting thecBmations,
before claiming that ‘I never remember anything done with so great solemnitie’, only to temper
that statement by mentioning the ‘nvaluable losse ... in the death of the incomparable late
Lord Protector.”’? A similar sentiment from Dunkirk is reported later in k&ie, which stated
that there was ‘a greate deale of Joy ... yet not without a deep sense of the great loss’, while
the report from Herefordshire ‘urged the people to the obedience of the now Lord Protector,
citing many places of Scripture to induce them thereunto,” after the conclusion of the official
celebrationg?® Reaction from Scotland was also contained within the &swe, including the
declaration by the Council of Scoill ordering, ‘with consent of tongue and heart’, that the
Sheriffs to proclaim Richard’s ascension, only for a second report to be printed in early
November to announce that the city had ‘unanimously resolved to adhere unto him and it
against Charles Stud’4 The fact that there needed to be a clarification of @ebtand
Edinburgh’s position regarding the acceptance of Richard’s accession, with claims that the
people were ‘generally well satisfied’ repeated throughout, undermines the notion that people
had genuinely given consent for Richard to rule as Ravtagoon his ascension, hence

Nedham’s needed to print reminders.’®

Furthermore, while reports of the Proclamations of Chdilesd Olver Cromwell

were to last for a couple of months at the masks of Richard’s succession was consistently

72 John Hall (ed.), ‘Number 433 — 9 September 16 September 1658Mercurius PoliticugLondon: 1657),
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reported through to March 1659, and most often took the form of a ‘humble Address’ with a
petition attached. At first glance these address look likearafully crafted campaign to
demonstrate support for the new Lord Protector, with these seklyeand petitions gaining
‘thousands of signatures’ in a document that frequently declared ‘satisfaction” with Richard’s
succession. However, these Addresses had a more formal nebnaniike the reports of the
Proclamations, relayed litte news of celebrations to #® of Richard Cromwell, instead
choosing to highlight the popularity of his father. The fesich address, printed in issue 146
of Publick Intelligencer came from the County of Buckingham to request Righard ‘make
the Example ofyour deceased Father to be your Pattern’; namely for the continuation of “pious
Magistracie and Ministry’, ‘Rights and Liberties’ and ‘the suppressing of Sin,” so that the
population ‘will be ready to testifie our Affections to your Highness, our obedience to your
Government.’’® This was not a gesture of immediate consent to Richard’s rule, rather a promise

to support Richard as Lord Protector if he ruled to their expawatnamely that he rule as his
father had. A similar sentiment is shown in the HumBtédress from Leicester printed two
weeks later, which hopetlat Richard will ‘indeavour to the just freedom and liberty of these
Nations ... according to the Humble Petition and Advice.”’” The Coventry petiton printed in
mid-November remarkethat it was ‘sad stroke of Divine Providence, that took away ... your
Highness most gloriously renowned Father’, while the address of Durham a week later talked
of Richard’s father Oliver as one who entwined characteristics of several former Kings, from
Henry | to Edward VI8 Focusing so heavily on Richard’s father was a means of confirming
that the title of Protector was a sovereign postion, for Nedkas outlining the widespread

support for Oliver Cromwell in that role in every Addressgrinted.
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In order to appease people to Richard, Nedham used Addressepdkatof divine
providence to legtimise his rule, appeasing a more roysdisise of sovereignty to make up
for the fact that Richard was a relative unknown. Pdopgécoming Protector, the only major
report regarding Richard Cromwell had been the launcithefRichard a sister ship to the
English fleet’s flagship the Nasebythat had been named ‘in honor of the most illustrious Lord,
the L. Richard Cromwell’ in May 1658.7°9 The Dorchester address printed in early December
claims that they ‘will by Gods assistance adhere to you’, while the Leicester address stressed
that it was their ‘duty’ to aid the new Protector after they had ‘eye the providential hand of God
in caling forth yur Highness to success in the Government of these Nations.”8® The Address
from Pontefract printed in early November gave thanks to ‘Almighty God’ for ‘not leaving us
as sheep without a shepheard’, from Oxford it was stated that Richard was ‘the person
desgnated by God and Man to reign over us’, while it was with ‘thankful hear[t]s we receive
the wonderful outgoings of God in our age’ that Nottingham Addressed Richard.81 Even the
Army, who would later engineer the removal of Richard, ve@wvn to be supporting the
‘Providence i bringing your Highness to succeed him’ with a hope that Richard ‘carry that
good old Cause and Interest of God’ in an Address dated the 18 September that was otherwise
dominated by reverence of his fatBérFurthermore, the receptioio Richard’s speech to his
only Parliament on the 27 January, of which only a ‘seasoning’ could be printed i the
immediate newsbooks, was also positive as he reflected shatments, although a lack of

support for the new Parliament, and hence Richard, soonarms®st the Arm§® By stating
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that Richard was divinely backed in his succession, teatid¢ath of his father was something
that God had intended, Nedham attempted to introduce the Natiweir new Protector as
God’s servant. Further, it conforms to Hobbesian theory regarding ‘Common-wealth by
Acquisition’, for Richard had agreed to serve as Oliver’s successor after their reported meeting

on the latter’s deathbed.®4 Richard was being biled as a future sovereign by teithad, so
there can be litte surprise when he fell eight moreisr as he failed to achieve the divine

expectations that had been placed upon him throughout drisrsign.

As the Army proved to be the main feature of the Protectorate’s downfall, and much of
the chaos 0f659, a key element of Charles II’s propaganda campaign in the newsbooks would
be a need to show that he was in complete control, and haesfiect of, the English troops.
Reports of demobilisation were a common sight in the newshmwoited after the Restoration,
the first such communique coming on the 8 November 1660, wieegathisons and regiments
of South Wales and Hereford were paid®®fThat issue oP ublicusadditionally reported that
the troops ‘most cheerfully laid down their Arms, with loud shouts and large expressions of
their loyalty and obedience to his Majesty,” highlighting their acceptance of Charles II as their
sovereign, and his right to declare both war and p&adenear identical report folows in an
edition of Publicustwo weekslater, while further reports continued to note the ‘joy’ and
‘loyalty’ that the disbanded troops displayed across the following months. An edition of
Publicusin mid-March 1661 took these reports even further, stredbiagthe regiments of
Ireland ‘would willingly spend their Lives and Fortunes in his service’ should Charles require
them8’ These reports explained that the soldiers had been paid bffy blaiming that the

soldiers were satisfied, loyal subjects of the crown, the gesplists managed to counter the
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memory of Olver Cromwel, who was famed as a general, haddenjoyed the same right of
declaring war and peace as Protedtof-or those regiments that remained, the Oath of
Supremacy and Allegiance was made compulsory for new sombletsofficers, with public
swearing of the oath reported in several issues, and theitealf printed in full in both
Kingdomes Intelligencer and Publicus in January 166%° Furthermore, Charles was
increasingly reported to be being referred to as ‘Dread Sovereign’ by the army, with letters and
addresses printed in ful appearing to that effed® ublicusas early as the April 16612° This
was an older form of Dread, meaning awe or reverence, adbretognition used to refer to
other Kings and Queens of England, and was used as a toeemsfirm that Charles 1l had
the support of the army like his predecessors. By demonstrdtaigCharles had the loyalty
and respect of the remaining troops, that he had the loyakypvofex-soldiers that no longer
posed a threat to the rest of population without their athes,Restoration propagandists
effectively demonstrated that Charles had the ability fendethe nation, a key part of being a

Hobbesian sovereign.

The newsbooks of Oliver Cromwel and Charles 1l from 1657 asvawere an
effective method for establishing that both Cromwell and I€hawvere legally sovereigns, for
it was shown that they could meet the terms of a Hobbesian Under Oliver, sovereignty
was established by various means, from outlining that GheéBkiart was an incapable
alternative, demonstrating that Oliver’s position of Protector was divinely supported through
his history, to reporting that his acceptance ofHlmnble Petition and Advicevas a decision
met with widespread celebration across the country to @nspither conformity. Under
Charles II, newsbooks were used in a similar vein, addingsieof memory of former Kings,

as well as restoring Charles Ito a position of sovereignty to reinforce Charles II'’s legitimacy,
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a return to the old ways of governing the country. The pekece to this rule would be the
propaganda campaign under Richard Cromwell as Protector, who lacked his father’s ability to
inspire, nor Charles II’'s long standing claim to rule. Without those foundations, the
understanding of Richard as Protector and sovereign wouldlyglose its early support, for
it was a role so mixed with the perception of his father rtbaamount of acclaim could ensure

wider conformity.
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Chapterll: Advertising Sovereignty

In the week ending 22 June 16¥1blick Intelligencercarried a variety of
‘advertisements for books newly printed’, which ranged from The Life of the Renowned
Nicolaus Claudius Fabricu$o The History of Magick However, among the works
advertise was a piece by ‘Britains Remembrancer’ entitltd A Sudden Flashwhich sought to
publically outline why Olver Cromwell had rejected thewn just a month earlier to be re-
invested as ProtectdrThis was part of a growing use of newsbooks by the state to
manipulate public thinking to support the Protectorate regimepce$s started, as Jason
Peacey has stated, by the Commonwealth and Protectorate gmaigadviarchamont
Nedhan® This trend was carried over into the Restoration period rolgdsvard Nichols,
Secretary of State from 1660 until 1662, a period which saw aasase in the number of
poltically focused works advertised, as compared with the digliteen months of Olver
Cromwell’s Protectorate.

As such, this chapter wil focus on the poltically e works highlighted by state
advertising as a means of comparing how Protectors and Wegs praised, vilified, and
even justified as sovereign rulers, using the newsbooks as the gateway that their author’s
intended in the mid-seventeéntentury. To do so, this analysis will take Thomas Hobbes’
definition of a sovereign ruler, whom must act as a source of justice, act as God’s prophet,
and provide stability and security, to examine how otheensriattempted to demonstrate or

deny sovereignty to Charles Il and Oliver Crom#elturthermore, this analysis wil focus on

1 John Canne (ed.), ‘Number 87 — 15 June- 22 June 1657°, Publick IntelligenceLondon: 1657), p.13
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themes highlighted by the individual pieces, with tyransjigious affinity, justice and the
use of the natural world as a metaphor used to view hovnteiegegnum and early
Restoration writers were debating sovereignty. The smledf works wil be based on the
timing of their advertisement rather than their origipablication date, as they were
highlighted to gather public support for a particular faction orngadlitconcept of
sovereignty, and provide a reliable date for when interactimata/een theories were taking
place publically

The first piece of work to be advertised amid the offer ottievn to Cromwell in
early 1657 appeared Publick Intelligencer on page thiteen of the seventy-third edition,
dated for the week 2-9 March. The work was by a Rector namedgé€skawson, entitledAn
Examination of the Political Part of Mr. Hobbs hisviathan printed in London by a Mr. R.
White. In it, Lawson offered a discourse into what powers ersom, regardless of being a
‘Prince’ or King, truly has over the ‘Civil Sovereignty’ of the population and Parliament.®
Lawson stated théfThere cannot be any Soveraign but one, in one and the same Common-
wealth: and to set up Supremacy against Soveraignty; Cagamst Laws; Ghostly
authority against Civil, must needs be a cause of division, confusion, dissolution.”’ Here,
Lawson is attempting to demonstrate that a sovereign, of éngiale cannot have sole
power, and therefore must work with a Pariament to haverubeatithority, or the right, to
rule, a direct counter to the ideal Hobbesian sovefeifjhis is a pattern that appedr
throughout Lawson’s piece, with constant reminders that ‘the Kings ofEnglandnever made

or repealed a Law, nor levied a subsidie alone dkiees, without a Parliament.’® The timing

5 Jason Peacey has highlighted the potential valaaalysing the adverts printed within the newslsoafk
Marchamont Nedham before. Segon Peacey, ‘Cromwellian England: A Propaganda State?” History, Vol. 91,
No. 2, (April 2006), p.191

6 George LawsonAn Examination ofthe Political Part of Mr. Hobbisheviathan(London: R. White, 1657),
p.99, 138

7 Ibid., p.138

8 Hobbes|eviathanp.121

9 Lawson,An Examination of Leviathayp.100
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of the advert for Lawson’s work is therefore important to note, for it came in the midst of the
Humble Petition and Advicdebate over whether Oliver Cromwell should be crowned as
King. Lawson’s work served as reminder to its readership that, regardless of titleleramust
operate with the people’s consent, ‘Otherwise we may fear a miitary Government, or an
absolute Monarch, or a Tyrannie, or an #hg.’1% Furthermore, while it is neutral on the
legality of Kings, Lawson bemoans the fact that a soveraigr can be affected by il
advice through both Parliament and ‘Privy-Counsel’ for ‘both these may be il constituted,
abused and turned into factions, there is no doubt, we havedadful experience of
this.’11 For Lawson, sovereignty was a question of balance betweeglea authority, ideally
a King, and a constructive Parliament.

Concern over the style of rule, and what truly constfua sovereign, also surfaced at
the start of the next regime, that of Richard CromwelSeptember 1658. In mid-November
1658 issue 152 d?ublick Intelligencerbegan advertising a John Miton edited version of Sir
Walter Raleigh’s The Cabinet Coungilprinted by the state’s newsbook printer Thomas
Newcombet? Although the work was originally written in the Elizabethan period, Milton’s
edition appeared in early 1658 as a method of questioning Oliver Cromwell’s right to rule as
a single authority, as has been discussed by Kevin Shaliis is enhanced by the fact that
historians such as Mark Nichols and Penry Wiliams haw@e to the conclusion thahe
Cabinet Councivas not by Raleigh at al, as can be evidenced by the lackopfysof the
manuscript pririd before Milton’s edition.'4 Nicholls and Wiliams suggest instead that

Raleigh’s name was used by Milton to enhance the work’s appeal to scholars and the wider

101bid., p.90

11bid., p.90

12 John Canne (ed.), ‘Number 152 — 15 November- 22 November 1658 Publick Intelligencer(London: 1658),
p.12; Walter RaleighThe Cabinet CouncilLondon: Thomas Newcombe for John Milton, 1658)

13 Kevin SharpeReading Authority and Representing Rule in Earlyddon EnglandlLondon: Bloomsbury,
2013), pp.183-4

14 Mark Nicholls, Penry Wiliams ‘Ralegh, Sir Walter (1554618), ODNB, (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2004)
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populationt®> However, the work was not advertised until the early weékschard
Cromwell’s rule, suggesting the editors Bfiblick IntelligencerandMercurius Publicus
wanted to promote a debate on the state once again, although Newcombe’s hand as printer of
both cannot be ignored as he would have benefited from theo$aesork he was
advertiing. The tome itself provides interesting reflections on what a ‘Commonwealth” was
defined as, including a Hobbesiesiue opening statement that ‘Al Common-wealths are
either Monarcles, Aristocraties, Democraties.’*® The role of Protectowas not stated
outright, although Milton’s definitions of ‘Soveraigntie’ reflect those of Hobbes, with Milton
highlighting thesovereign’s ‘Power to bestow all Honors and cheif Offices at his plegsare
power that the newsbooks had consistently reported as knighthcer@sawarded by
Cromwelll” Furthermore, while ‘Artistocraties’ and ‘Demoncraties’ received litle attention,
the concept of Monarchies were constantly quebied/ilton’s piece, with the words
‘Tyranny’ and ‘Sedition’ only appearing alongside the concept of a single rulet® Criticism
of the recent history of Olver Cromwell and attempteeaaisorship can also be seen, as
Miton statedthat ‘Tyrants do also endeavor to suppress the knowledge of Lettesviand
life, to the end all good arts should be exiled, and Barbarsodiced® Miton was
implying that censorship was a practice limited to singlersuand hence inferring that the
Protectorate was tyrannical for conducting its own cengorsiimpaign led by Secretary of
State John Thurlo®’.

Unlike the previous starts to the final Protectorate regimes, the start of Charles 1I’s

reign in May 1660 was not heralded by a piece solely attempiingdéfine sovereignty.

15 Ibid.

16 Hobbes|eviathan p.121;Raleigh, The Cabinet Councijp.1

17 Hobbes|eviathan p.68;Raleigh, The Cabinet Councip.3;John Canne (ed.), ‘Number 121 - 8 February-
15 February 1658 Publick IntelligencefLondon: 1658), p.15

18 Raleigh, The Cabinet Councipp.4, 9, 81-7, 197-8

19 bid., p.85

20 peacey, ‘Cromwellian England’, History, p.178
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Instead, issue 615 dercurius Politicusfor the week 82April 1660, advertised a series of
sermons by John Alington, entitled Continuation of the Grand Conspirgayhich had
been preached earlier in the yéhithe major subject of the sermon was Oliver Cromwell,
Allington stating that Cromwell was not only an ‘Impudent Usurper’, but had courtedthe
Devil ... that he might seem to prove himself the Protector, and Prince of this war(ébr

King he could never reach to)’.22 Alington went further in his attack of Cromwell asagent
of the ‘Devil’, reminding his readers that ‘as Gods anointed truly saidmy help, my Crown,
my Kingdomis of the Lord’, echoing statements made in Charles I’s Eikon Basilike and
enhancing his argument that Cromwell wanted to be #ingdditional criticism of the
Cromwellian rule came through attacks on #rmy, with Allington further stating ‘what

ever any thing is made of, by the same principles it tmakept up, that which is got by the
sword, must be kept by the sword, and that which is got by thie ust be kept by the
Divil.’24 In attacking Cromell’s reputation as a General, by equating his rise to Protector by
the sword and Army to consorting with ‘the Divil’, Allington was further undermining the
perception of the Protectorship as a sovereign position. Ty tiofithe advert for this piece
is crucial, for it appeared just a few weeks before the Ammmnants, led by a principal
author of thelnstrument of Governmerdohn Lambert, capitulated as the last major group
actively resisting Monck’s gradual shift towards the restoration of monarchy. The language
used by Allington against the remains of Cromwell’s Army mirrored that used by Lambert’s
militant rebels, as demonstrated in the Calendar of Staeer$®r Apri 1660. In them, an
intelligence report revealkambert’s men believed ‘The Lord is angry that.. we employ

carnal, selish men in His work, especially that treemlge wretch, the Lord General, but we

21 John Hall(ed.), ‘Number 6155 April — 12 April 1660’, Mercurius PoliticugLondon: 1660), p.9
22 John Allington A Continuation ofthe Grand Conspiraghyndon: 1660), p.5

23|bid., p.6

24\bid., p.27
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hope he wil be removed out of the way.Their aim was to remove George Monck, who
was proclaimed Lord General before the final Rump governmdssolved itself, and prevent
either Monck, or Charles Stuart, from taking the throne. Allington’s sermons therefore
worked hand in hand with the Council of State’s attempts to keep the majority of the
population on the side of the Restoration before a ful Re& had been elected to make
the Restoration a reality. The circulation of Allington’s work was particularly important, for
it was advertised in the London newsbooks, a city left vulnerable by Monck’s destruction of
the gates upon the request of the Coéfclh stating that God was the backer of kings, and
the ‘Divil’ a supporter of ‘the Protector, Allington undercut the Army remnant’s campaign,
and reinforced the concept that a king was the only vaiiérsign according to God.
Memory was an important element in the polemic piecesrtisbd during the
Interregnum and Restoration, and could serve the purpose ofttaatking and defending the
sovereignty of a specific person or position. George Wither’s A Suddain Flashadvertised in
issue 87 oPublick Intelligenceras being by ‘Britains Remembranceis one such example,
using the memory of the Civil Wars to explain why OiMeromwell rejected the crown in
165727 According to Wither, Cromwell’s achievements in defeating Charles I and Charles Il
merited the title of king at the very least, fGihou hast subdued Kingdomes,and
greatKings; | Whereby, theirCrowns,their Scepters& all things | Belonging to
suchConquerorsare thine,| As truly, as the Clothes I wear, are mine.”?® Yet, Wither states
that the title of Protector is something more, a legitsnagi position that makes Cromwell
superior to all other Rulers: ‘For, in his condiscending to Ibéng, | He could have been, at

best, nogreater thind Than otherEarthly PrincesBut, hereby| He may ascend unto

25Mary Anne Everett Green (ed.), ‘Volume 220: April 1660, CSPD: Interregnum, 16560 (London: Her
Majesty's Stationery Office, 1886), p.407

26 Mark Kishlansky A Monarchy Transformed: Britain 1608714(London: Penguin Books, 1997), p.219
27 Canne ‘Number 87°, Publick Intelligenceyp.13

28 George WitherA Suddain FlaslfLondon: 1657), p.5
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aSoveraignty, ?° Furthermore, Wither makes repeated statements thatrdbecrship was
‘by God, conferred upon him’, while also implying that it was the former kings, rather than
Cromwell that had ‘usurped’ control of England, so ‘GOD, hath provided to restore | Al, that
our Kings usurped heretofore’.3% This reinforces the underlying message from the newsbooks
printed by the State, which constantly advertised days of Thanksgiving for England’s military
triumphs under Cromwellian rule. An example of this barseen in the reporting of the
Battle of Santa Cruz, Tenerife, fought on the 20 April 1657 bigiedify reported to the
Council of State on the 27 May, whereby the Council orderegrihiing of the report, as
well as a day of Thanksgiving, which both appeared in that week’s editions of Intelligencer
andPoliticus®! This is a modification of the Hobbesian template of a saweravhich
dictates that the sovereign senmdGod’s prophet.32 Both Wither and the State were making
it clear to the public that Godas on the side of Cromwel, and so the rule of a Protector was
as a sovereign.

For the Restoration writers, however, memory was used toadStwmrles | to his
throne and to enhance Charles II’s authority. In the context of the Restoration, memory was
used to refer back to rule of Charles I, highlighting the piopeds of the former king.
Alongside Allington’s Continuation of the Grand Conspiraagsue 615 o oliticus
advertisedThe Faithful yet imperfect Character Of a Gloridiag, King Charles the First
written by ‘A Person of Quality” and sold at the exact same book seller, Richard Royston.33 It
is important to note that Royston had a long association watliks promoting Charles |,

noted as the first bookseler to sell thikon Basilikein 164934 As for the Faithful yet

29 |bid., p.4

30|bid., pp.5, 13-5, 37, 44, 47

81 Mary Anne Everett Green (ed.), ‘Volume 155 May 1657° CSPD: Interregnuni,656-7 (London: Her
Majesty's Stationery Office, 1886), p.38¥hn Hall(ed.), ‘Number 364 — 28 May— 4 June 1657 Mercurius
Politicus(London: 1657), pp.11-3, 16

32 Hobbes| eviathan p.299

33 Hall, ‘Number 615°, Mercurius Politicusp.9

34H. R. Tedder and rev. Wiliam Proctor Wiliam@d.), ‘Royston, Richard (1601-1686)’. From H. C. G.
Matthew and Brian Harrison (edsQDNB (Oxford: Oxford University Pres2004)
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imperfect Characterthe author claims that Charles | wég highest Monarchupon earth’,
but was powerless to prevent the civil war without infiiiegion his rights or style of rufe.
Indeed, when outlining Charles I’s traits and ‘Vertues’, the author states that Charles I ‘let his
affections to, and an high opinion of mens Persons ... to weigh down his own judgement’
prior to the Civil War, effectively allowing ‘those that carried on their own Designs, under
some specious pretence of service to him’ to bring England to war.36 Furthermore, to counter
the claims of Wither that Cromwell’s rejection of the Crown in 1657 was to obtain a more
legtimate sovereignty, the author &ithful yet imperfect Charactetated that Charles |
‘seemed to ware rather an Immortal then Temporal Crown’ during his reign, a crown later
confirmed by his deatt. The Faithful yet imperfect Charactavas attempting to undermine
any retrospective thought that either Cromwellian ordPaehtarian rule were Godly
periods, rather that the man those regimes killed was God’s chosen ruler. Further, it restored
Charles | to a Hobbesian definition of a sovereign, one who aétdntptguide his people as
God’s prophet.3® Later works also advertised in royalist newsbooks would playisto t
concept, such as Thomas Forde’s panegyric Virtus Redivivia advertised inParliamentary
Intelligencer 43, which statedHe who had worn a Crown &old, must now admit a crown
of thornesthat might fit him for the Crown d&lory.”39

An important element for a sovereign in seventeenthuigelingland, according to
Hobbes, was to be perceived as being a just ruler, one who rthéd thwe bounds of the
law.40 For Royalists writing during and after the Restoration Was a simple matter, for the

concept that the monarch was the centre for justiceowasound in Common Law since the

35 A Person of QualityThe Faithful, yet Imperfect, Character Of a Glorsd{ing, King Charles I: His
Country’s & Religions Martyr (London, 1660), pp.68-9

36 |bid., pp.35-6

37 |bid., p.4

38 Hobbes| eviathan p.299

39Thomas FordeVirtus Rediviva(London, 1660), (24

40 Hobbes] eviathan pp.212-3
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Saxon period! JohnGauden’s commentary Cromwell’s Bloody Slaughter House, advertised
during the first week of July 1660 iParliamentary Intelligencerstated that in kiling
Charles I Parliament ‘obstructed the Fountain of Justice, altered the Channekeibithe
Cistern, turned the clear and wholsome waters of our Laws into blood’.42 The Faithful yet
imperfect Charactelikewise commented that ‘when Justice was most corrupted in the
streams, it was ever pure in him the Spring.’, when defending Charles I, an important
reminder at the time of advertising given that the Cowicsafety were stil negotiating the
Resbration settlement with Charles’ son.*® Allington’s piece made a near identical statement
when commenting on Charles I'’s defeat; ‘as if God had delivered whatever the sword had
forced; whereas indeed, the streams of Gods justice, tbegvaa run in a redar channel’.4
Of Charles II ,Walter Charleton’s A Character of his Most Sacred Majesty, Charles
the Secongdadvertised and printed a year and a half into Charles II’s reign, remarks ‘He is a
KING, in whom Clemencyand lustice, Pietyand Fortitude, Modestyand Magnanimity,
(Virtues that seldom chabit in one breast) are with so perfect an Union married together:’4°
Charleton’s piece was particularly timely, for it was advertised in Publicus46 for the week 7
14November 1661, a period when the government were campaigningt a&gese in non-
conformist agitation, while stil dealing with the legaof the Cromwellian rule:There are
many mongrel justices that were for Oliver, who proceed coldly and neglect duty.’#8 Wiliam
Langley summarises théfrhey [kings] are Gods by deputation, in that they judge not for

men, but for the Lord, 2 Chron. 19.6.’, a statement made in his pieCiee Death of Charles

41J.H. Baker, ‘Criminal Courts and Procedure at Common Law 1550 — 1800°, in Cockburn, J. S. (ed.Lrime in
England 1556- 1800(London: Methuen, 1977), p.25

42 John GaudenGromwell’s Bloody Slaughter House (London: 1660), p.7

43 A Person of QualityFaithful yet Imperfect Charactgn.39

44 Allington, Grand Conspiragyp.9

45 Walter CharletonA Character of His Most Sacred Majesty, Charles$keond, King of Great Britain,
France, and Ireland. Defender of the Faith, &ondon: 1661), p.21

46 Giles Dury(ed.), ‘Number 46— 7 November- 14November 1661°, Mercurius PublicugLondon: 1660),
p.13; Mary Anne Everett Green (ed.), ‘Charles II - Volume 44: November 1661°, CSPD: Charles|l, 1661-2
(London: Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1861)15%b
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the First Lamented’ By advertising works such as these, the Restoration newsh@oks
reinforcing CharleslIls right to rule by demonstrating that legal justice would be guaranteed
under the restored monarchy, for it was a return to theahatethod of legal justice and
peace keeping, akin to the sovereign templateeinathan*® Furthermore, a piece by John
Hall advertised in May 1657 as Cromwell debated taking the Entiiione, commented that
‘Nay and respect to the continual administration of Juat&a® unto which (doubtless) our
Laws had an especial regard, when not onely the publick peealied he Kings Peacebut
the Laws too are called his Laws, being acted in his naswyell as enforced by his
authority?.#° Advertising Hall’s work was a final attempt by the newsbook editors to
persuade Cromwell to take the crown, for it focused on thes sErstabiity and peace that
monarchy had long been associated with.

Likewise, works advertised during the Cromwellian periodrgited to demonstrate
the same concepts, albeit to consolidate the rule of thectroes a single sovereign ruler.
Wither takes a direct approach to the issue, replacing th&ifouanalogy for one of
foundations: ‘By our Protector who, must be th&tone| First laid, to buid theimew fram'd
work upon?°% Samuel Purchas used another analogy entirely inuuy stTheatre 6
Politicall Flying-Insectsadvertised twice in October 1657 and again in June 1658, periods of
relative stability after Cromwell’s second inauguration.®® Purchas comments th&he Laws
whereby this Commonwealth is ordered, are natural, noemwvritt letters but engraven in
their manners;” when writing about the structure of a bee-hive, a piecbetaiely designed

to test sovereign theory against the natural waridithough Cromwell was inaugurated

47 Willam Langley, The Death of Charlesthe First Lamented, with testRuration of Charles the Second
CongratulatedLondon: 1660), p.58

48 Hobbes Leviathar, pp.91-2, 191

49 John Hall, The True Cavalier Examined by his Principles anohid not guilty of Schism or Seditioqhondon:
1656)

50 wither, A Suddain Flashp.16

51 John Canne (ed.), ‘Number 106 — 26 October- 2 November 1657 Publick Intelligence{London: 1657),
p.12; John Canne (ed.), ‘Number 128 — 31 May— 7 June 658, Publick IntelligencefLondon: 1658), p.12

52 Samuel Purcha#\ Theatre of Politicall Flying-Insec{éondon: 1657), p.33
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against two written constitutions, Purchas statesithi@tvithin the Protector’s rights to rule
as other single sovereigns had previously, remarking that ‘the Commander of the Bees’
should ‘imitate the King of Bees, who so deports and carries himd®t hee is beloved,
provided for, and protected by &k Bees;’.>3 Marchamont Nedham’s self-advertised piece,
The Great Accuser Cast Doywwhich appeared iR ublick Intelligencerl10 to attack
preacher John Goodwin, attempts to defend the Protectorate’s authority over law by claiming
that Goodwin ‘is as boldasLeviathanand having a Brow of Brass, it is he that counts the
present Authority and Laws but as straw and rotten wood before him.”>* In this, Nedham is
mplying that Cromwell’s rule is legal, for Goodwin is simply ignoring law to state his own
arguments, despite evidence otherwide:vomits up against the present Authority, because
they have given Rules and Directions by a Law to prove wtether they be sound in the
Faith, before they be sent to preach the Faith’.55

Tyranny was also a key topic for writers attempting to elefiovereignty on behalf of
their rulers, for it was used as a tool by the newsbooks to both attack the regime’s
predecessors, and defend their current ruler. John Mitorexéomple, used his Walter
Raleigh attributed piec&he Cabinet Councillto suggest that Charles | was a tyrant due to
the fact that ‘[against the] causes of Cvil War some remedies may be used, because it
preceedeth of Faction, Sedition or Tyranny.’>® Furthermore, Miton claied that sediton and
tyranny deived themselves from ‘certain Captains, Cavaliers, or Ringleaders of the people’
who fought for Charles |, yet the former king did nothing to @mexthem from doing s®’
This, combined with Milton’s consistent association of monarchs with tyrants, demonstrated

a personal pursuit of a return to a Republican style of pda the accession of Richard to

531bid., p.4

54 Marchamont NedhanThe Great Accuser Cast Down, or, APublick TriaMrf John Goodwir(London:
1657), p.55

551bid., p.55 ‘Faith’ in this context meaning to support the sovereign, rather than religious belief.
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571bid., p.83
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his father’s title. Other works produced in the final years of the Interregnum took a more
theoretical posttion, attempting to define tyranny to alieriafeom the title of Protector, and
more significantly king.Publick Intelligencerissue 73, printed in the first week of March
1657 as Oliver Cromwell debated taking the crown, carried an advert for Lawson’s
Examination of Hobbs Leviathawhich stated tha Tyrannie doth not signifie Monarchy,
nor Oligarchy an Aristocracy.”®® Although this was a quote directly froneviathan Lawson
does not share Hobbes’ belief that the label of tyrant is only another name for a monarch
issued by the ‘discontented’.5° Instead, to defend the concept of retaining a single ruler by
maintaining a Parliament and ‘Privy Counsel’ as part of the ‘Constitution of England,
Lawsonstated that ‘we may fear a military Government, or an absolute Monarch, or a
Tyrannie, or an Anarchy.’6% For Lawson, and the editors Pfiblick Intelligencey declaring
that a monarchy and a tyrant were different worked i their favour regardless of Cromwell’s
utimate decision, for it effectively separated thestitef king and tyrant, whie also
absolving he rule of a single person regardless of title. Purchas’ treatise on the Theatre of
Politicall Flying-Insectswhich appeared after Cromwell’s second nauguration, also
referencedthe issue of tyranny, claiming that’ under the Commander of the Bees, who useth
not his sting, that is, exerciseth tyranny against ,nand orders nothing but that which is
profitable for the Commonwealth;” was a better means of rule than a tyrant leadingn who
... never perform any thing notable, and praiseworthy;’.? By using he term ‘Commander’
rather than ‘Queen’, Purchas sought to appease the concept of Protector as a sovereign titl
thereby insulating the positon with Olver Cromwell lie trole from the image of a tyrant.
For the Restoration newsbooks, advertising works that redgtetycanny as a

separate form of rule also served as a method of debatingeigavéineory, primarily by
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denouncing the Regicide as having been conducted by ty@mntsiwell’s Slaughter House,
Gauden’s piece advertised in early July 1660 was a prime example of this, bsidting that
the Regicide‘at one blow to cut off the head of three Kingdomes, and with him
all Monarchy;to make way for youtoleocracy,aMilitary Tyranny, or Schismatichal
Anarchy. %2 Furthermore, during the week in which the Act of Indemm ity Oblivion came
into effect, the newsbookilercurius Publicusadvertised Fabian Philipps’ Veritas Inconcuss,
which included numerous definitions relating to Civi Wad &ebeliorf3 According to
Phiipps, treasomwas defined asrhe intending, advising, or declaring of a War igdson of
compassing the Kings death; that an endeavourlieestithe fundamental Laws and
Government oEngland, and introduce a Tyrannical Government against L&whis was a
modified version of the Hobbesian definition, but one thadftperfectly with the actions of
the Regicides according to the autfoRoger L Estrange continued this association in 1662,
when hisMementobegan to be advertised in an editonMafrcurius Publicusone of the
newsboks L’Estrange oversaw.66 In the Memento, L’ Estrange implied that the Regicide
alowed Cromwell to be‘successfully Employ'd in the subjecting ®fotland,andlrelandto
their Power,andModel, and to complete theifyrannyover the KingsBest Subjectsard
their Usurpationsover hisRoyal Doninions, .57

Furthermore, Restoration writers employed the rhetoricrafty as a method of
attacking the legacy of Cromwell’s rule, largely through its association with usurpation.

William Prynne’s Signal Loyalty and Devotion to Gods True Sajmisted that That it is not

62 GaudenCromwell’s Slaughter House, p.15
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66 Joad RaymondPamphlets and Pamphleteering in Early Modern Endi@ambridge: Cambridge University
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only unnatural, unchristian, and inhuman, &atichristian, tyrannical, treasonable for

any usurped Powers or Innovators whatsoeverto enforce Subjects against their Loyalty,
to both Church and staté Atthough Prynne, a prominent Royalist Member of Pariament,
only had his work advertised in the State badkiedjdoms Intelligenceiin mid-April 1661,
its sentiments can be seen in other works produced aft&esiteration. Gauden’s

Cromwell’s Slaughter Houseamong the first books to be advertised after the restoration,
would boldly state that the Protectorate and Republican regimes ‘by Treachery and Tyranny
usurped upon all just power, and exalted your selves (saicdBle worms) above all that
is called God?’%° Moving on from the Regicide, Gaudeko claimed that ‘we so far disdain,
your Hypocrisie, Treachery and Tyranny, that we had réthemder the Tyranny of our
rightfull King (of whose justice and clemency we nothidgubt) then owe our Liberty, as
you call it’.”® Another work by Gauder§tratoste Aiteutikomdvertised irfMercurius
Publicusfor the week 8-1May 1662 but claimed to have been written in February 1649,
complained of censorship ‘in those Tyrannoustimes’ that prevented the piece being printedt
This is strikingly similar to John Milton’s complaints about the censorship campaign
conducted under the Protectorate regim@hie Cabinet Councijllwhich had been advertised
after the ascension of Richard Cromwell in 1658 and containesly ltmncealed criticisms of
Oliver’s rule. If censorship was something that only a tyrant would contemplate, then
Cromwel, according to both Gauden and Miton, must be considetgdng rather than a

lawful, popularly supported sovereign.
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Away from censorship, L’Estrange commented in his Mementothat it was a natural
progression for Cromwell’s rule to develop into a tyranny, for “What they got by
Rebellion, was to bemainteyn'dby Tyranny; and Necessitywas sure at Last to do the work
of Conscience’2 This was hardly a unique discourse by L’Estrange, for John Dauncey’s
History of His Sacred Majesty Charles thedtdvertised as early as May 1660, labelled
Oliver Cromwell as a ‘Noble Tyrant’, while ‘his Tyrannicall Government’ enslaved those
‘being by the Protector known as persons not very well affected’ to his rule.”® Wiliam
Younger’s historiographical piece, A Brief View of the Late Troubles and Confusions in
England claimed that the final years of the English Republic had seen ‘all mouths are open
in an instant, against the late Protec@iver, reproaching him as the worst of Tyrants and
Usurpers’.’* Younger’s piece was advertised in mid-July 1660 inParliamentary Intelligencer
iIssue 29, as the Government sorted through business relatingragedanflicted upon the
Church and Royalist supporters during the Interregnum, meaning Younger’s work could be
used as a means to demonstrate why the Government welisgoonssuch issue®. Another
history, The Compleat History of Independendiy Clement Walker, first advertised in mid-
November 1660 iMercurius Publicusattacked the Humble Petition and Advice for
alowing Cromwell ‘To name his successor, that so he might entail his yoke of tyrannical
Usurpation and slavish oppression on the Kigd@nAttacking the Protectorate regime of
Oliver Cromwell for being tyrannical was a means of remforcing Charles II’s rule, for it
eroded any thinking that Cromwell, or the Republics that heqest, were sovereign

creations.
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73 John DaunceyThe History of His Sacred Majesty Charles the linglof England, Scotland, France and
Ireland, defender of the Faith, &condon: 1660), pp.149, 169

74 Willam Younger ABrief View of the Late Troubles and Confusidn€England(London: 1660), p.101

75 Giles Dury (ed.), ‘Number 19 — 9 July— 16 July 1660 Parliamentary Intelligencgtondon: 1660), p.9

76 Clement Walker, ‘The Fourth and Last Part’, p.29, in Clement Walker, The Compleat History of
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To enhance Charles II’s ability to rule the kingdom, the newsbooks produced after the
Restoration would advertise works that highlighted his dedicatidProtestantism, which
would fulfil the Hobbesian definition of the sovereign as God’s prophet.”’ During the
Interregnum, one of the Reotorate regime’s most efficient propaganda campaigns had been
to question whether Charles Il was truly a Protestanticgarty when reporting the
composition of his armies and court when in €Xildn the week in which the Council of
Stat ‘ordered in their public prayers to pray for the King, by the nameQafr"sovereign
lord, Charles,” Mercurius Publicugan an advert for the Thomas Newcomb printsettain
Letters evidencing the Kings Stedfastness in tredstant Religiorf® An anonymously
translagd set of letters between members of Charles’ exiled court, the Protestant
organisations in Paris, and agents in EnglaBdidencing the Kings Stedfastnesas
designed to simply counter ‘evil rumors concerning the Religion of this Pringg
Furthermore, aif to counter the claims of the ‘Popish chaplains’ that Publick Intelligencer
claimed had populated Charles Stuart’s armies, the author stated that despite having to ‘reside
sometimes in places where the Exercise of our Religgamoti permitted, yet he hath always
had his Chaplains near to him’, implying that these were Protestant minis#érddward
Reynolds’ Divine Efficacy without Humane Powgadvertised in late July 1660 Mercurius
Publicusissue 31, outlned that it was God who arranged for Charlesbi restored,
reminding the population tlesse the Lord for his Majesties firmnessin, andzealouscare of
the Protestant Religion, and withstandingteaihptationsvhich would have drawn him from

it.’82 Likewise, Dauncey claied that Charles Il &d been imbued ‘with the Principles of the

77 Hobbes| eviathan p.299

78 John Canne (ed.), ‘Number 66 — 12 January 19 January 165® ublick IntelligencefLondon: 1657), pp.5-6
79 Giles Dury (ed.), ‘Number 19 — 3 May— 10 May 1660°, Mercurius PublicugLondon: 1660), p.11Mary
Anne Everett Green (ed.), ‘“Volume 221: May 1660,” CSPD: Interregnum, 16560 (London: Her Majesty's
Stationery Office, 1886), p.434

80 Anon.,Certain Letters Evidencing the Kings Stedfastnesté Protestant Religioftondon: Thomas
Newcombe, 1660), p.20

811bid., p.20; Canne, ‘Number 66’, Publick Intelligencerp.6

82 Edward ReynoldsDivine Eficacy without Humane Powékondon: 1660), p.41
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Religion of the Church dEngland’ a trait inherited ‘from his most religious Father of

blessed Memory’.83 From this, Dauncey implied that Charles Il will be lawgdvereign, for
““tis Love not Fear makes him Religious; he Fears God only because he Loves him.’84

Edward Terry claimed there would be peace with Charles 1I’s Restoration, as ‘the Purity and
Power of Religion shakhineamongst us, we cannot be less thekaupy people:’ in his
Character of His most Sacred Majesdypiece advertised either side of the Restor&tion.
Restoration propagandists were demonstrating that Chasless Itestored to the throne with
God’s ascent, which was granted because of Charles II’s devotion to Protestantism.

To further @fend Charles II’s right to rule through religion, the newsbooks also
advertised works that defended the faith of his father, l€sh&rThe Cult of King Charles the
Martyr had already buit a foundation for later works to be baped, with Eikon Basilike
having made it clear that Charles | died a Protestant &d\ndrew Lacey has surmis&t.
Ames Short’s God Save the Kingvould rhetorically ask ‘How much the Protestant Religion,
the King's Royal Familythe three Kingdoms dEngland, ScotlandandlIreland have
suffer'd since the ‘murther’ of Charles 1.87 Short’s printed sermon, advertised in mid-July
1660 amid the Restoration government’s first debates on the Church settlement, also claimed
that Charles II’s beliefs were ‘derived from his Grandfathedames,the first of Grea®rittain,
the Solomonof his Age; and from his late Majesty, his no lesse wise and prudent Father.’88
Furthermore, Forde would claim Yirtus Redivivathat Charles I ensured his children’s
‘education in the truBrotestant Religionwhich he alwayegrofessedand

learnedly defended, ' reinforcing the concept that Charles II took his father’s lessons of piety

83 DaunceyHistory of His Sacred Majesty Charles thepl.156

841bid., p.224; Additionally, Alexander Brome’s A Congratulatory Poemutlined a request th&tue Religion
flourish and increasd And we love virtue, ashe ground of peace;’ in a panegyric advertised in the 30th edition
of Mercurius Publicusss the first reports of Proclamations were regbrtehe newsbooks.

85 Edward Terry A Character of His most Sacred Majesty King Chatles (London: 1660), pp.36-7

86 Andrew Lacey The Cult ofKing Charlesthe MartyWoodbridge: Boydell Press, 2003), p.83

87 Ames ShontGod Savethe King: A Sermon Preach’d at Lyme Regis May 18. 1660.(London: 1660), pp.xi-xiii
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to hear® Philipps’ Vertias Inconcussalaimed that Charles 1 ‘had already granted enough to
preserve the Laws, Lives, Relgion and Liberty of the pe@pld was so wiling almost at
any rate to purchase a peace for himself and his people;” a statement used to simultaneously
denounce the regicide and the Commonwealth that replacet fihe self-proclaimed
‘Lover of Loyalty’ reminded the population that the Regicide sawrotestant
King, not treasonablconspired against, buiurdered, in a tract advertised in the second
week of May 1660 as the Council of State passed a charge dfédgon against Oliver
Cromwell, John Bradshaw, Henry Ireton and Thomas Pride domtinder of Charles °t
Furthermore, on the anniversary of Charles II’s return to London, Thomas Washbourne
would remark that the restored king was ‘still the Defender of the faith once delivered to the
Saints,therein following the great example of the best of Kings,Rayal Father, who to his
death maintained the Religion of the ChurchEnfland,and died a Martyr for the same.’92
Consistently reminding the population that Charles II’s father was a Protestant king who was
the victim of murder, whose beliefs were passed to his sbheinensured that Charles |
was retroactively restored to being a sovereign ruler. Charles I had been God’s chosen ruler
according to the Restoration propagandists, and it was beafliseexample, combined
with Charles II’'s own demonstrations of his dedication to the Protestant faith, that God had
provoked the Restoration.

Furthermore, post-Restoration writers advertising the sigméyeof Charles 11 would
use the Bible to explaiwhy England’s new monarch had sovereign authority, expanding
upon portrayals of Charles II’s faith. The main argument for Restoration propagandists was to

equate etther Charles I, or his father, to King Davidsadél, which the Bible outined was

89 Forde,Virtus Rediviva, p.6

90 Philipps, Veritas Inconcussg.207

91G. S., Lover of Loyalty,The Dignity of Kingship Asserte(London: 1660), p.35; Giles Dury (ed.), ‘Number
20: 10 May- 17 May 1660°, Mercurius PublicugLondon: 1660), pp.13, 15
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the first sovereign monarch accepted by God. Washbourne haerimen, The Repairer of
the Breachadvertised in the first week of November 1661, a period wherotlngne nt
was dealing with minor business, some six months afteast originally preachetf
Washbourne’s sermon was originally preached on the anniversary of Charles II’s birth and
return to London, and remarked that ‘upon this very day whereon he came into the world, he
came into his Royal City, being just thirty years oldDawid was when he dgan to reign.”%4
Anthony Sadler’s Mercy in a Miraclefollowed a similar template, reflecting th&the Lord
make his Majesty truly Happy; his People truly Loyal; alhdruly thankful; for this Regal
Restauration akin to the the Preservation, and Restoration of Kibgvid.°> James
Barker’s The Royal Robgadvertised in February 1661 ercurius Publicusvarned that
people cured of the King’s Evil were falsely claiming to suffer from the disease in order to
receive the Royal Touch a second time, clainted ‘our cause is much lke that
of Davids, to dwell amongst those that are enemies to pe¥cAlthough this statement was
made in reference to the Royalist cause during the Ghal, the fact that the work was
advertised just a few weeks after a failed uprising by itie FMonarchists suggests that the
newsbook editors thought it necessary to remind the populationthein sovereign was, and
who he represented.

Away from the Bible, the use of the natural world as apfer was another
prominent technique deployed by writers during the laterégeum and Restoration
periods, with works advertised to promote either monarchy or thecpaite regimes.

Purchas’ Theatre of Politicall Flying Insectadvertised first in November 1657, stated that

93 Giles Dury (ed.), ‘Number 45: 31 October — 7 November 1661°, Mercurius PublicugLondon: 1661), p.9;
Green “Volume 44°, CSPDQ pp.13242

%4 WashbourneRepairer of the Breacip.23

95 Anthony SadlerMercy in a Miracle shewing, the deliverance anediuty, of the King, and the People
(London: 1660), pp.i, 2
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bee hives were ‘Common-wealths’ equivalent to a Kingdome ‘whereby the duties of the King
towards the people, and of the people towards the King, and Gittrens among

themselves are most clearly taught.”®® However, to blunt what would otherwise have been an
allegory promoting kings, Purchas stated that the membdhe @@ommonwealth pay
‘reverence to their Commander by whose counsel their Commonwealth is governet? In
replacing kings with ‘Commanders’ was to reference Oliver Cromwell in his position as a
General. Furthermore, the acknowledge ménat the Commander was a ‘counsel’ for the
Commonwealth appeased the image that the Protector shiuldsrtihe central figure of a
wider poltical landscape, which, according to the Humbletid?etand Advice, meant a
Parliament. Barker would also use the bee analogy iRdysl Robe however his discourse
identified the ‘MasterBee,whom all the rest do follow as thefting,’ rather than a
Commandet?® The Royal Robe also adopted the theory of a ‘Common-wealth’ among the
bee population, although Barker suggedsthat this was a society designed to support their
‘Master Bee’ as a King.191 Regardless of specific arguments, however, both Purchas and
Barker were promoting the concept of the single ruler aseaesgn, reflecting the
Hobbesian definition of single sovereigns tolerating a set\adexs, for in the natural world

it was a simple response for society to form a Commonwealthppmuthem:02

To conclude, advertising in the newsbooks was a key aspecdablisisng
sovereignty by both the Restoration and Protectorate regimes,allowed various concepts
of sovereign authority to be tested, debated and publicised tmadluthe wider population.
Demonstrating that God supported either Oliver Cromwell @ri€&hll to rule was a key

element for establishing their sovereign authority, aetlielry explicitly stating their

98 PurchasTheatre of Insect9p.3-4
9 |bid., p.17

100 Barker, Royal Robep.177
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dedication to Protestantism. Royalist works in particular Wwesn to connect Charles 1l to
the biblical figure David, whie others worked to portray faher Charles | as a Christian
martyr. The classification of a tyrant was also a kegneht, as pro-monarchical writers
attempted to separate the label rom monarchy, either @agensupport for Cromwell to
take the throne, or to establish greater support for theof@harles Il. This was part of the
rise of a facton more sympathetic to monarchy duringCileenwellian rule, with Nedham
and Thurloe promoting works that equated monarch and Protecgubtlyr promoted the
former through natural metaphor. Likewise, attempts to adeditie term tyrant and
monarch, led by Miton but in ine with the Hobbesian déini were used to persuade the
population that monarchy was not a tolerable form of rule,cplaniy at the start of Richard
Cromwell’s rule, while others such as George Wither attempted to legitimise the Protectorate
by denouncing the crown entirely. Yet, the final months of Oliver Cromwell’s rule would
demonstrate to the population that he was the sovereigonréd$lotector, a position that was
increasingly made akin to that of monarch by works advertised in the regime’s newsbooks.

This would provide a stable platform for Royalist writers tddbupon in 1660, and was duly

used to reinforce the rule of Charles Il as monarch
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Chapterlll: The Disappearing Sovereign?

This final chapter wil analyse how sovereignty wageustood in the twelve months
between the fall of Richard Cromwell on the M&y 1659 and the return of Charles Il in May
1660. The latter half of 1659 and early 1660 were among the moskadfeamonths in
English history as no fewer than four distinct governmensing different models of
rulership, attempted to establish and define their authoiitynwthe territory of England.
Central to this analysis will be an examination into hmapagandists and writers in 1659
attempted to define a Commonwealth, for it was a term tlthbéan ambiguously applied in
England since the writing of Thomas More’s Utopia.l As all official declarations and
documents referenced the Commonwealth of England, Scotlanttedand in 1659,
understanding how each government portrayed the Commonweaiportant to

establishing how sovereign power was defined in spite ofttheges in government.

Addttionally, this chapter wil examine how Charles Stuuture king of England,
was viewed in the tumultuous twelve months of 1659, and whéitle greater concept of
monarchy could ft within any concept of Commonwealth. Hastion wil question whether
the ‘King of Scots’ was perceived as a genuine threat to the English Commonwealth in 1659,
or if he was ever publically acknowledged as a viable sowetsigore his return in May
1660. Furthermore, this chapter wil analyse how Engliish sowmty was portrayed in the
wider concept of foreign policy, both in terms of those plottigginst the English
Commonwealth, and those whom the various governments viag/pdtential alies.

Moreover, this chapter wil analyse the memories of tren@ellian rule in 1659 and the

1 Jonathan Scott, ‘What Were Commonwealth Principles?’, The Historical JournaMol. 47, No.3 (Sep. 2004)
p.591
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actions of the English Army officers, particularly theriwof General George Monck in re-

establishing the monarchy in spite of a widely printed feamofher Civi War

The debate over what exactly a Commonwealth was in 1659araef the much
wider issue of sovereignty, for the concept of a Commonwealdhsasereign power was
being applied for the first time. Jonathan Scott has comtlta@t republcan writers in the
1650s came to view the Commonwealth as an integral part obtieept of a Republic that
went ‘beyond the mere word ‘Commonwealth’,” which Scott states was simply the ‘English
rendering of the Latimes publica.® Thomas Hobbes, when writingeviathanin 1651, stated
that the concept of a Commonwealth was an artificial fofmule, with sovereign power
only attained when men ‘submit some Man, or assembly of men, voluntarily’.* Hobbes
identified this form of ‘Commonwealth’ as ‘Commonwealth by Institution’, although his
opposition to this form of government is made clear as hedtigblithe inherent flaw in the
concept: a body formed by Covenant cannot reject those theyntade sovereign without
undermining their own authority to make a sovereigRoyalist writer James Howell would
use this concept as a central argument irPhiganglus printed in April 1660, highlighting
how often the governments of the 1650s had been dismantledirbgisbeciated partiess.
Wiliam Prynne used a similar concept in his prefac&éhomas Campanellastating thatby
scattering the seed of Schism and division in the hasaiances in England would allow
Spain to establish a ‘Universal Monarchy’ across the World.” In this instance, ‘natural

sciences’ refers to understanding how England was governed, with the Commonwealth a

2 John Canne (ed.), ‘Number 201 — 31 October- 7 November 1659 Publick Intelligence{London: 1659), p.16
3 Scott, ‘Commonwealth Principles’, Historical Journalpp.591, 595

4Thomas Hobbesgeviathanin Richard Tuck (ed.)Hobbes: Leviatha(Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2016), p.121

5lbid., pp.121-2

6 James HowellPhilanglus: Som Sober Inspections made into thda@prand Consults of the Late-Long
Parlemenf{London: 1660), p.181

7 Tommaso Campanell@homas Campanella,an ltalian Friar and second Néat, his Advice to the King of
Spain for attaining the Universal Monarchy of therWd, trans. Wiliam Prynne, (London: 1660), p.ii
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result of ‘Schism and division’ to eliminate the ancient and ‘natural’ monarchy.® Steven
Pincus has analysed the impact of translations of Campanella’s work on the foreign policy of
the Cromwellian Protectorate in the 1650s, with particuteous on the start of the Anglo-
Dutch War in 1653, rather than its impact in 186Dther pro-Royalist writers would use
God’s Sovereignty over humanity as a means to demonstrate that monarchy was ‘natural’,

with R.W. stating thatThe Object of earthly Government, being the advancement

of GODSImage in Mankind, for the establishing of the Theawf Reason and Law, in, and
amongst men, according to the Rules prescribe@® and Nature-10 God was the single
ruler and sovereign of the Earth, ergo the rule of a monaeshthe only method of fulfilling
the ‘Object’ of government, something a Commonwealth could never achieve. For Royalists,
a Commonwealth could never have its own sovereign power fbtolaises had established,
the populace had sworn themselves to the protection of a mdmaticiphysically and

spiritually.

Other definitions, highlighting the sovereignty and authast a Commonwealth
government, were frequently proposed by Republican writet65%® and 1660 in something
of a resurgence of Republican theory after the death e#rOGromwel. Joad Raymond has
investigated this revival, remarking on the Republican Rdib meetings led by James
Harrington to discuss the Political landscape after Oliver’s death, as well as the general
despair for the Republic’s future upon General Monck’s march south.'! In these works and

discussions, there was a universal acceptance that adDamaith meant a Republican state

8 Ibid., p.ii

9 Steven PincusRrotestantismand Patriotism: Ideologies and th&ikigofEnglish Foreign Policy, 1650 -
1668(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996),18/-6; Peter Schrodés Trust in Early Modern
International Political Thought, 1598 713provides an analysis on Campéa’e impact on a wider European
scale.

10R. W., The Originall of the Dominion of Princes foundedanpGods Soveraignty over the whole Earth
(London: 1659), p.10

11 Joad RaymondPamphlets and Pamphleteering in Early Modern Bnitglambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2003), p.251
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and vice versa, surmised by Raymond as a return to the ‘Good Old Cause’.1? Interestingly,

the majority of works advertised after the fall of Rich&@tmwell that referenced
Commonwealth government appeared prior to, or during, the Army &lillepugh most of
the works were hesitant to explicitly reference the GoodQaldse that had overthrown
Richard’s Protectorate.!® The adertised pieces did, however, conform to the Cause’s core
belief that the monarchy, and more generally the rule swigle person, had to be resisted to
allow England to develop spiritually. The most provocative of these works would be
William Sprigg’s A Modest Plea for an Equal Common-Wealth against Mama which
claimed that ‘the true nature of Monarchy, which is no other themtbee gentle or civil
expression offyranny,” through constant corruption.!® In contrast a Commonwealth was a
means of defence against monarchical tyranny accordifgrigg, who proclaims:to settle

a Free-state upon such just and righteous foundationsnrast dze moved, that may be a
strong Ramire of defence not only to our Civil Liberties ... but also of security to our

Sptitual Liberties,”.1® Diapoliteia, authored by the Fifth Monarchist minister John Rogers,
uses similar arguments, stating that one of ‘the evils of Monarchy is ‘intrenchment upon the
peoples lberties, with thRetrivementand Retrenchment of tidonarches usts (in things
Civil andReligious, we mayadd.)’!’ Furthermore, Rogers statédt ‘what ever was

the Causethat was theeffect(and an inevitable EFFECT of th#arg | am sure; Ergo, the
need for a Commonwealth was a natural reaction to theariseas Rogers believed the

abuse, of monarchical power which had started the Civi.\WHtfiton was unsurprisingly

121pid., pp.251-2

13 A. H. Woolrych, ‘The Good Old Cause and the Fall of the Protectorate’, The Cambridge Historical Journal
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involved in this call for Commonwealths against monarchahough hisReadie and Easie
way to Establish a Free Commonweaktbuld only appear after Monck had ousted the Army
generals from government. For Milton, the Commonwealth was a means of breaking ‘royal
bondage’, allowing people to maintain their freedom ‘in the civil rights and advancements of
every person according to his nmieft Chrigopher Hill has remarked upon Milton’s

mentality throughout the Interregnum, highlighting hiseasing desire for a Republican
state, as well as becoming a template for religious graighs &s the Ranters, afthough Kevin
Sharpe has noted th@éhe Readie and Easie waas a last attempt to achieve said
CommonwealtR? For Republican writers, the Commonwealth derived its sigmeyefrom

its people, who consented to the Commonwealth governmentuin fer the abilty to

choose whom would govern them.

To summarise, writers in the year between the faRictard Cromwell and the
return of Charles Il were craftihg two overarching dédims for a Commonwealth. For those
who supported Charles and monarchy, the Commonwealth veadblitter than the
Protectorate, a usurping creation that could not have anyegpvepower for it lacked a
direct connection to God’s supreme authority. For Republicans, however, a Commonwealth
was a symbol of civil liberty, which was in turn invested into the Commonwealth’s
government to produce a sovereign state. With this undenstp of what a Commonwealth
was considered to be, it is possible to dissect the propaganda and b went into
defending and attacking i, as well as the alternativéneinfdrm of Charles Il and the return

of monarchy.

19 John Milton,The Readie and Easie way to Establish a Free Commewhh.In John Alvis (ed.),

Areopagitica: And other Political Writings of JoMilton (Indianapolis: Liberty Fund Inc., 1999), pp.41614
20 Christopher Hil, The World Turned Upside DowfLondon: Penguin Books, 1991), p.395; Kevin Sharpe
Reading Authority & Representing Rule in Early Medé&ngland(London: Bloomsbury, 2013), pp.179, 184
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The most intense periods of propaganda and polemic to asspport of a
Commonwealth government came in May 1659 and September/October 1669when
the Army attempted to dictate who should hold sovereign awthdiine earlier of the two
campaigns in May 1659 was, as Ruth Mayers and Joad Raymoncunanged, dominated
by the emergence of a number of ptany newsbooks that proclaimed for the ‘Good Old
Cause’, principally Richard Collings’ Weekly Intelligencey and D. Brder’s series: The
Faithfull Scout The Loyall ScoutandThe Weekly Post! The purpose of these newsbooks
was to break the stranglehold of the two parliament-backedbiomks, the® ublick
IntelligencerandMercurius Politicusshortly before the removal of Marchamont Nedham as
the editor of the parliamentary editions on theMi®/.2? Furthermore, while the
Parliamentary newsbooks would only mention the Good Old Gelese transcribing events
as they were reported by the government, both Colings and Bawldad author personal
statements that declared their support for the Cause. The first of Border’s newsbooks, The
Faithfull Scout called for the removal of Richard’s Protectorate parliament in April a
‘progress into the National Interest, for the establishing of it a Commorwealth’, a significant
coup for the Army Officerd® For Border, the removal of the Protectorate Pariament was
aided ‘by the Lords good hand’, absolving the Army’s pursuit of ‘that Good Old Causé for
it was a stepowards the ‘restoring of the people to their just Rights and Priviledges.’24
Likewise, hevery first edition of theWeekly Intelligenceropened with a statement regarding
the Council of Officers, who ‘were assiduous & elaborate for their advancement of the

publique peace ... many addressed were made unto him, and many proposals presented f

21 Ruth Elisabeth Mayer4559 The Crisis of the Commonweal(Voodbridge: Boydell & Brewer, 2004),
p.185; RaymondPoliticians and Pamphleteep.251, 253

22 Joad Raymond, ‘Nedham [Needham], Marchamorta(. 1620, d.1678)’. From H. C. G. Matthew and Brian
Harrison (eds.YODNB (Oxford: OUP, 2004)

23D. Border (ed.), ‘Number 1 — Friday April 22 to Friday April the 29, 1659, The Faithfull ScoufLondon:
1659), p.2

24bid., p.2
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the common safety of the good old Cause & the assertors of it;’.25 Both Border and Colings
were supplying their readers with the concept that the @lddCause was creating a
sovereign Comonwealth government by dismantling Richard’s authority: Border by

outlining divine support; Colings by highlighting public consent.

Subsequent events, and the statements within rivalboeks, also suggest that the
Commonwealth that Colings and Border had championed via the Gdddabse had
genuine support, confirming their arguments of divine suppaltcansent in the designs.
Henry Reece has studied on the Army leadership’s reaction to the return of the Cause in
1659, stating that the ‘unchecked military presence’, which increased throughout 1659, ‘was
the single most important reason for the political nation’s acceptance of an unconditional
restoration of the monarchy in 1660°, rather than their mvolvement in the ousting of Richard
in May 16592¢ Whereas the two Parliamentary newsbooks, under the editorstiphrof
Canne from the 13 May, would also highlight the Cause asrig Afficers moved against
Richard, the reports produced were restricted to simple transcriptions of the government’s
actiors?’ The most intriguing of these reports was the inclusioanafvitation to praise God
S0 ‘That there may be a wise, and and thorow understanding of the Good Old Causéon the
18 May, a date originally reserved by order of Richard Cromwelh iday of thanksgivingf
Two weeks later an@oliticuscarried a Petition from the ‘divers Assertors of the Good Old
Cause, Inhabitants of the County of Bucks’, which included various propositions for the
‘Cause of this Commonwealth’.?® The two newsbooks had alsamdal the ‘humble

RepresentatiomndP etitionof the General Council of the Officers of the Armies’ addressed

25Richard Collings (ed.), ‘Number 1 — From Tuesdaiay3 to TuesdaMay 10°, Weekly Intelligencer
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to Richard in midApril, which declared that the Good Old Cause would be ‘for the

strengthening of Your Highness and Parliament; 30 Yet, reports of the Cause would soon fade
in the newsbooksR ublick IntelligencerandPoliticus only printing two references to the
Cause between June 1659 and January 1660, (both of which appear in June), while Collings’
Weekly Intelligencerwould not mention the Cause at all from its fith editibrough to its

last in Decembet! Even the Royalist uprising by George Booth in August 1659 hwihizs
reported to have spread across the country from its origthashire, failed to raly renewed
calls for the Cause in the public sphere for it waseusadly stated that God had prevented
the Cavaliers from succeedi®). The conspicuous absence of the Cause from the newsbooks
after Richard had been dealt with suggests that the Cause’s definition of a Commonwealth,

one which hd to reject monarchy or single rule in favour of a ‘Free State’ ruled by

Parlament, had been achieved.

It is therefore interesting to analyse what pro-Commolblvesuthors were writing in
the middle of the Rump’s second attempt at rule from May until October 1659, for athough
the Cause had disappeared, political debate had not. In the sessndf September 1659
Politicus advertisedA Modest Plea for an Equal Common-wealth againshéahy
authored by Wiliam Sprigg, a poltical theorist based at CalgriUniversity?® Christopher
Hill has noted Sprigg’s dislike of primogeniture as well as his attacks on the nobility with A
Modest Pleabut did not develop upon those themes in his studies of tlwntgisted groups
in England®* For Sprigg, this tract was not a call to remove the Rumpwasrit printed to

‘fawn upon your Honours in the midst of your Triumphs, beingtmart of it committed to
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31 John Canne (ed.), ‘Number 182 — 20 June- 27 June 1659 Publick Intelligence(London: 1659), p.6
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pp.12
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the Press before the breaking forth of the late Rebellion’, led by the Royalist George Bodth.
Instead it waso serve as a reminder to the Rump that they were ‘Pilots that sit at the Stern.
to endeavour the Common-wealth may be so equally ballanc'dnayg bheither have
propensity to a second relapse into Monarchy, as of la®ligarchy, which is worse, nor
yet into Anarchy, the worst of all three:3® Further, they weréo settle a Free-state upon such
just and righteous foundations as cannot be moved, thabenaystrong Rampire of defence
not only to our Civil Liberties ... but also of security to our Spiriual Liberties,”.2” In this,
Sprigg moves away from the rhetoric of'the Cause, for it is his belief that a ‘Free-state’

should place far more restrictions on religious toleratibeyond the established hatred of

Catholicism.

Furthermore, A Modest Pleaecounted that the religious principles of the
Commonwealth had been established by the Army Officers as part of their ‘duty to teach and
preach to their several Regiments and Companies in whaghreaped the fruit of Gods
glorious presence’, in effect a means of inspiring the troops to victory during the Civil \War.
However, the project of a ‘Free State’ would be delayed amid the rise of Quakers and
Anabaptists across the country, as well as the establisioeppsgof Presbyterians and
Independents which had created factions within the betitiy and Rumg@? Only tight
control of these religious factions ‘that clash so much against another, and make such tumults
in the world” would, according to A Modest Pleaallow a Commonwealth to truly emertfe.
Their removal would promote unification against monarchy, itfhad been reported in the

newsbooks that these groups had been courted into supportingnaaieionarchyt! Sprigg
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was otherwise convinced that it would be nigh-impossibleafoonarch to be established
‘since the Crown-Lands and Church-Lands of this Natiors@dg while to reinstate
monarchical rule was ‘the seed of a perpetual civil war,” being as it was ‘diametrically
opposite to, and inconsistent with the true liberty and hagspioé any peple.”#2 Further, a
truly ‘Godly’ monarch was an impossibility, for Sprigg declares that ‘Kings are Gods
scourges and given in wrathccording to scripture, having used the example of Nimrod
during his discours®® For Sprigg, the Commonwealth was already a sovereign ustdés
the Rump, built on a foundation of the Good Old Cause’s concepts but requiring some

spirtual refnement to ensure that it would perseveransigéuture threats.

However, the Army’s rebellion and subsequent establishment of a Committee of
Safety packed with its Officers dispels the concept tleaCtficers wanted to promote a
Commonwealth formed by the Cause, though the exact agpodawhich Lambert and his
Officers removed the Rump on O&tober 1659 is unclear. The principal reasons for the fal-
out between the Rump were a concoction of poltical theorndsnaaterial concerns, the most
public and prevalent of which would be money. After the faRiohard, the newsbooks of
the Parliament and Army had been littered with reportsttieaformer Royal Palaces of
Hampton Court, Somerset House, and even the goods in Whitelald be sold to pay off
the debt owed to the Army regimefifs.The sales of Somerset House and Hampton Court
were likely to have been more particularly sought, thedorfor being a residence of the
Papist ‘little Queen’ Henrietta-Maria, whie the latter had been home to Oliver Cromurell

his years as Protecttt.The sale of those properties would have removed two key symbols
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monarchical rule, akin in principle to the sale of Royal gabds had been in practice since
1649: removing a royal symbol effectively equated to the mhatexituction of royalist
influence?® However, none of the former Palaces would be sold before LamheifEairfax
ousted Parliament in October, in spite of an eleventh hoder®@y the Council of State and
the House to pay ‘the Arrears due ... out of the Moyerie of such monies as shall be raised by
the sale or other disposition of the Estates of Delinqueetgiestered and to be sequestered
upon the late Insurrection,”.*” Without a steady stream of funding, the Army Officers opded
remove the Rump to obtain the funds required to pay their trolhmsjgh there would be no
dramatic changes to the Army’s funding after the expulsion of the Rump. Henry Reece and
Tim Harris suggest that the situation after the Army’s power grab was worse than it had been

at any point before, Reece focusing on the near constarpatiocuof various counties such
as Kent and Cheshire, while Harris identified a rumoured kpt the soldiers in London to
raid the goldsmith4® Reece has further stated that the period of the Arfaywas one of
confusion within the Army itself, with individual regimts roaming the country, whie the
north of England was sulejeto ‘wartime conditions’ as General Monck questioned

Lambert’s intentions from Scotland.*® In the midst of this self-inflicted chaos, there i litt
evidence that the Committee of Safety established brimg could have formed a
sovereign government, for its own principle supporters, tldessl were acting on an

individual rather than national basis.

There would be some major attempts by pro-Army writers paiexwhy the Army

Officers had acted in October 1659. The principal argument outiigeitle Army’s most

46 See Kevin Sharpenage Wardor a more detailed analysis of Commonwealth sefeRoyal goods and
properties in the early 1650s, particularly pages b 434.
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reliable propagandists and polemics, which proved to be the olginieantary newsbooks
Politicus and P ublick Intelligencer would be that the new government was opposed to
monarchy and would create a ‘Civil Government’ to rule over England.%® This was a claim to
appease those whom viewed that the Commonwealth was to beegb\®y a parliament,
and hence the Army would be diigent in creating one. Homvewntelligencerwould take its
new found allegiance further in December 1659, advertisingn@mymously authored
pamphlet ttledThe Armies Vindication of this last CHANGRvhich explained why the Army
Officers were justified in removing the Rurhp.The author ofindication proclaimed that
the Army, not Parliament, had become the sovereign powengiE#nid during the Civil

Wars, for it was largely ‘raised out of the ordinary and common bulk of the people, wheh ar
the greatnesse and strength of the Nation,” at the request of the G688 God’s interests were
further analysed ivindication, with the claim thatA Military power is us truly an
Ordinance of God, as any other, ageriorto it ... all Governments are calegowers,and

in Scripture, called, th&word.53

Moreover, the author ofindication claimed that ‘the Parlament had no legall
Constitution or Right to Goverient by any law of this Nation,” for that was an authority it
had lost via the execution of the King, meaning the Army’s actions could not be viewed as
treasonable nor a usurpat®h.Vindication supplemented this claim by higghting that ‘the
Government being broken and shattered, and that remainingf plagt Parliament was very
lame and defective:’ a justification of their effort to remove the Rump whiglas not only

ineffective, but lacked authority in the first pleR®eln terms of monarchy, the author stated

50 John Hall(ed.), “Number 592 - 20 October 27 October 1659 Mercurius PoliticugLondon: 1659), p.12
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that the Army had ‘rescued themselves and the honest party of this Nation Tyrany; in
defeating Charles I, whom had ‘perished by his own sword, by sheathing it in the bowels of
his own body politick.”>® Monarchy, as far agindicationwas concerned, was a moot topic
upon the death of Charles I. The combination of these $atipthe anonymous author of
Vindication was a clear demonstration that the Army’s creation, the Committee of Safety,

was a sovereign entity to rule the country, for it reptese®od, had the consent of the

people, and had removed a government deemed unsuitable to rule.

However, Vindicationwould stand alone as the polemical defender of the Army in
terms of advertised works, as other writers, and polticakels, questioned their motives
and actions. On the surface, the pro-Army writer Border, @diing The Loyall Scout
appeared to conform to the Committee of Safety’s rejection of monarchy, producing a series
of editions throughout October that opened with a discourgbeoactions of several former
Kings. The most striking of Border’s passages appeared in issue 27 of The Loyall Scout
which used the example of the resistance agamnst ‘King Henry the Third ... a great Oppressor
of His Subgcts’ as a means to justify the Army Officers actions.®’ For Border, the resistance
to Henry III was an example of ‘the Duty of all English men, to endeavour their Countries
preservation, considering that each individual Members bk Fortune is safest when
ventures for the publick Interest’.>® However, Border’s passage proves to be a discourse
against the Army’s actions, for he questions whether ‘England’s Freedom be purchased at no
cheaper rate, than by puling up the Foundation of the peakERight and priviled ges?%°
In removing the Rump, the Army had, according to Border, remdweddvereign power of

the country: the Parllament. Unlikéindication, this was the language of the Good Old
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Cause, a need to be governed by a Parlament to resist a seeoppghgsive regime,

twisted to subtly attack the Army Officers.

Furthermore, Monck’s counter campaign against the Army Officers questioned their
intentions for the Commonwealth, and ultimately ended twitrol of the country via the
Committee of Safety. The biggest fear of the Committe&atdty, and the London Counci,
was ‘the nature of General Monck’s proceedings in Scotland’ which ‘might ensue another
civil war’, prompting the two bodies to meet in mid-November 1659, as reported Byblick
Intelligencer®® This stance came either side of a state backed suppressigraign of
Monck’s motives and actions, for the state-backed publicationd oliticusand P ublick
Intelligencerrevealed that Monck had sent a letter to the Committeed d&@ctober, but
did not print its content®: However, the suspected letter from Monck was printedeekly
Intelligencer for the same week, which revealed that Monck ‘thought it My Duty to suspend
the Execution of Your Desires,” on account of the opinion of his troops®? Monck reinforced
his stance in favour of Parlament with subsequentrdetied reports from the Scottish
Parliament, which were printed in various newsbooks and, dsRiyanond has highlighted,
pamphlets to enhance his poltical pressure upon the CoefffitfEhe state newsbooks
would soon calm the thoughts of a potential civi war dowth veports that Monck was keen
to negotiate with the Army Officers in England, with be#nding representatives to
Newcastle in Novembéf. However, as negotiations with stalled in Newcastle,litanti
newsbookOccurrences from Forraign Pareported that the Convention of the Scottish

Parliament, called by Monck to discuss the situation iHaBdg had given consent for
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Monck to ‘secure the peace of that Nation’, while Loyall Scoutproclaimed that Monck was
actively preparing his Army for war a week laterAlthough these reports suggest that
London’s fear of a civil war were true, there would be no fighting when the Newcastle talks

fell apart in December, with the Council of Army Offiseconsenting to the restoration of the
Long Parliament on the 26 the month. Peacey, meanwhile, has outined that Nedham,
acting as editor dPublick IntelligencerandP oliticus had reversed his postion to supporting
the Scottish General, atthough his change of heart apdrted defections from the
Committee’s troops, would not secure him a place in Monck’s new temporary government. 56
Instead, Monck arranged for a new newsbook naPediamentary Intelligenceffirst sold

on the 2@ecember 1659 for editor Henry Muddiman, to enter print, which gimeed on

its opening page that the English Army had been unwiltimgght Monck due to their belief
in Pariamentary authorit§. That same edition would also include a statement aghipst
Committee of Safety, labeling reports that they had cdlleck the Parliament as false for it
was their intention to call a ‘Military Parliament’.68 The population had deemed that
sovereign power laid within the bounds of a representativéarRant, and it was up to

Monck in the early months of 1660 to decide how a stable governnoiat e established.

Having wrestled for control, Monck’s agenda became the focus of attention for
writers in the Commonwealth, as the General graduallyechéw supporting a restoration of
the monarchy. Theoyall Scoutwas among the first publications to print a report on ah Oat

of Renunciation, which was to be sworn by members of the Hoefsemed Council of State

65 John Macock (pub.), ‘Number 42. Novemb.22 toNovemb.29’, Occurrences from Forraign Parfisondon:
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and the Army to reject the line of Charles Stuart, andemrently reject monarchk§. Yet the
Calendar of State Papers made no mention of this Odthrebruary 1660, revealing a
concern that Monck had yet to acknowledge such an oath fhitiseurthermore, whie the
newsbooks would print that the Oath existed, and revealedntent in the form of an
Engagement, there would be no reports that any membersliamBar, Council of State or
statesmen swearing to it before it was ‘repealed’ on the 13 March 1660.71 Monck, meanwhile,
had engineered the return of the secluded members, persbededb dissolve themselves,
and would go on to accept the Declaration of Breda, and ovhesesdection of the
Convention Parliament that would negotiate Charles II’s return. Throughout this period,
Monck and the Council of Safety used the notion of a FrearRant for the Commonwealth
to maintain the support of the most vocal, and volatile, adwadtte Cause within the
Army, although the subsequent election of the Conventiolariant resutted in a strong
Royalist majority’?2 Monck’s subtle control of the major newsbooks saw letters sent to and
from Monck printed, used to communicate his hopes that the people ‘shall continue faithfull

in this Good Cause, that the Nations may be stablished d@@-&Clommon-weal,”. 73 In
February a letter to the Speaker of the House was releasedcieg the concept that
‘Monarchy, cannot possibly be admitted for the future in these Nations ... because it’s
exclusive to all the former Interests both Civil and Spiritual,” that England ‘must needs be
Republique.’’4 Paul Hammond has analysed the Republican writings of Mitahe context

of'a ‘free’ Republic, highlighting Milton’s concerns with how the population would use their
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71 John Canne (ed.), ‘Number 216 — 13 February- 20 February 1660 Publick IntelligencefLondon: 1660),
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‘freedom’ correctly, although it would be a concern that stretched well into the Restoration.
A review of the State Papers implies that Monck had bpproached by members of the
exiled Royalist court in early January, albeit withouy emajor success, but by the end of
March Monck was issuing positions in themy ‘by virtue of the power delegated to me by
King Charles 11.”7® The key to this change would be Monck’s use and reaction to calls for the
restoration of the secluded members of Parliament, publishitegslend declarations from
other counties s as Norfolk and Devon that proposed ‘remedies’ for the high taxation,
‘interruptions of Government” and lack of representation over the previous year.”’ Their
nfluence, combined with Monck’s constant purging of his forces, use of printed media, and
promotion to Commander in Chief of all English forces, gawnd®® enough influence to
secure the secluded members return as a means of securing a ‘Free Parliament’, which
promptly agreed to dissolve itself and prepare fresh Paniame elections from the 23
February onward& The campaign for a Free Parliament had therefore beemdliow
develop into a campaign for monarchy m the public sphere under Monck’s guidance, which

in April 1660 would be described by the Convention Parlamenteaid them from

‘Bondage and Slavery’ since 1649.79

In late 1659 and 1660, pro-Royalist writers advanced a powerful emguragarding
the hypocrisy of forming a new Commonwealth government, amhsdveral principal
creators to rebel against it a few months lditkiwell’s Philanglus printed in 1660 and

advertised in the sixteenth edition of the now pro-RoyalsivsbookP arliamentary
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Intelligencer reminded his readers that the original concept of Parignwhich Howell
implies is synonymous with ‘Commonwealth’, was the creation of King Henry $°
Specifically, Howell’s discourse states that the Long Parliament, which by 1649 had been
reduced to the Rump, had lost its authority the moment Charles I lost his head, for ‘the
Original Writ from whence they deriv’d their power was void by the Kings death.’81 A body
elected, by royal authority, to advise the sovereign, canmet kept its own power once the
authority with which they were invested had been remoWgithout that legally recognised
consent from the population, the Rump could not transttioraBshgirom a Kingdom to a
Commonwealth or Republic with legal authority. Intriguingliis ttheory also undermines
the Convention Parlament that voted to reinstate thencipnan May 1660, which was
being elected aBhilangluswas being advertised. However, the Calendar of State Papers
reveal that the Parliament, which included the secludenhbers who had banned from
sitting since Pride’s Purge in 1649 for refusing to agree to the trial of Charles I, had been
debating the return of the monarchy as early as February®®§0April, the king’s return
was all but a formality, with the two pro-Royalist newsbodlescurius Publicusand
Parliamentary Intelligenceofficially replacing the Parllamentary editiomdercurius

Politicus and P ublick Intelligenceras the state’s main news source from the 26 March 1663

Running parallel to the debates of sovereign authority dioaigstwere remarks on
foreign policy relations, in asserting that the governmead international recognition as a
means of aiding its attempts to portray sovereign authoriguvinkSharpe has highlighted the
Commonwealth’s efforts to obtain recognition from the United Provinces pudothe start of

Oliver Cromwell’s rule, with state visits of envoys orchestrated by Charles I’s former master
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of ceremonies Sir Oliver Flemid. This, according to Sharpe, caused a royalist appearance
to the ceremonies which promoted the image of Cromwel, bb@®itsecame Protector, as
being greater than the Commonwealth he set®ekhis issue of a single figure being
recognised as the symbol of the Commonwealth would perssgtiout the 1650s,
particularly when England entered the realm of inteonal diplomacy. Helmer Helmers has
analysed the public reaction to Oliver’s rule within the United Provinces and Europe, which
would denounce the Protectorate as being nothing short @rayy both immediately after
the regicide, and the Anglo-Dutch WArWhen taking part in the negotiations to end the
newly reignited Dano-Swedish war in May 165Qblick Intelligencerprinted that the King
of Denmark ‘gave thanks to the Lord Protector and to the General [Montague] for their
affection,”.8” This piece of international recognition was intriguinghynted in the same
edition that reveade that the Army had forced Richard’s Parliament out of office, and placed
alongside the conclusion of the Army’s Declarationadvocating the return of the Rump
members whom had sat between 1649 and $&58bsequent editons of the newsbooks
provided no news of English involvement in the Dano-Swedegptiations, as the
subsequent Rump and Army governments focused on the linwer struggles instead,
suggesting that international recognition was not aityriéor the various governments in

1659.

However, when it came to reporting to news of Royalist wevoknt in international

poltics, the newsbooks were not to be silenced. A continuing tlerie Protectorate and
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Commonwealth’s anti-monarchical propaganda was that Charles Stuart would foseiga
power to aid his return to England. Throughout the summer of T6&%Veekly P ostvould
report that James, the ‘Titular Duke of York” was fighting with an edict for the Spanish

Army, while The Faithful Scoutlaimed that James and Henry, the youngest Stuart hrothe
were to lead a group of English and Scottish regimentsnwiti@ Spanish Arm§? In July,

this changed to James and Charles leading disbanded, aidréhamofficial, Spanish
regiments, before in December the Duke was said to be commaadipginish force to
attack Dunkirk?® Characterising Charles and his brother as warmongerslisiabers of the
peace was a means to undermine the case of monarchy infgpiteupheaval being caused
in England by the Army and their involvement in politidsurthermore, the newsbooks were
quick to establish that Charles was involving himself @ riegotiations between France and
Spain, theLoyall Scoutreporting that Charles had issued a declaration to the two nation’s

armies that outined his intentions to invade Englandngluoine of the meetingd. The Loyall
Scoutwent further by stating that Charles was to negotiate 8pain in the knowledge that
tolerance of Papists would be required for their support, a fetgjcwolatile statement

given the reports that the Papists had declared foreShduking the Booth uprisitg. The
state backed newsbooks were more suBtlghlick Intelligencerreporting in October that
Charles had failed to gain any support from the concludedy trevhile Politicusinferred that
it was common knowledge among Cavaliers that there wassSpaacking for Charles at the

end of Novembe??® Politicuswould later imply that the ‘King of Scots’ would return
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Dunkirk to Spain in return for their assistance, athough & small caveat that this was
more a Spanish hope than a promise, timed as the Restoratio nadriarchy became a
certainty in April 166(* By undermining Charles’s agenda abroad, the Commonwealth’s
propagandists were undercutting the perception of CharEBsgland, associating him with

England’s major enemy from the 1650s in the form of Spain.

To counter the Republican focus on Charles’ actions on the Continent, the pro-
monarchist writer and poltician Wiliam Prynne added a peef® Thomas Campanelli
1660. Advertised in both the Commonwealth supporBingplick Intelligencerand the
Royalist Exact Accompin the final week of FebruanCampanellavas claimed to be a
translation of a piece by Tommaso Campanella, an ‘ltalian Frier, and secondachiavel, as
an a@enda for Philip II to become a ‘Universal monarch’.°> According to Prynne, whom also
penned a preface for the edtion, the creation of the Comméihweas a Spanish plot which
had been proposed before the death of Queen Elizabeth P& 8068.concept, according to
Campanella, would be to ‘privately’ support King James of Scotland to the throne, with an
agreement to ‘restore there again the Catholck Religion; for the loveerebf, His
Mother, Mary Stuart Queen of Scots refused not to spend her deacest 11’ However,
upon James’ accession, the Spanish king was to withdraw his support, leaving James to
‘labour with the English Peers, and the chiefest of thiafant, and egge them on to
endeavour to reduce England into the Form Bépublick’ to cast himself into the image of
a tyrant?® As this was going on, Campanella proposed that a template for a ‘Common-

Wealth’ should be circulated, promoting ‘Mutual Love should be maintained amongst all
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Felow-Citizens, for the benefit of the Publick; as we iséeamong thé/enetians:®® The
result of this agenda would be a Cvil War, alowing Spain #®epain to tame the country

alongside the restored Catholic church.

Despite their failure to achieve a corruption of James I, Prynne maintains that ‘they
have now made (eithégnorantlyor affectedly such an unhappy dismal progress, by
subverting our ancierkKingly Governmento metamorphose us intoCommonwealtti
implying that Spain could achieve its goals at any #feFurthermore, Prynne surmised that
these plots explained the ‘warswith the Scotsand Hollanders’ and the action ofthe
late Agitatorsand general Council @fficersin the Army, and theiAnti-Parliamentary
Conventiclesever since the year 1647.191 The only solution to this was therefore: thappy
restitution of out Hereditary King, Peers, and EnglishligPaents to their ancient Rights and
Priviledges’, an opinion which was, outside of this near-apocalyptic context, voiced in
Monck’s restored Parliament.192 In this, Prynne advocated the return of monarchy by
undercutting the perception of the Commonwealth to makeatt#fioial and foreign creation
to undermine the natural, English form of sovereign rulalsti went further, using one of
the Commonwealth writers’ favoured methods of associating Catholicism and monarchy
against it, suggesting that the only defence against a Catholic ‘Tyrant’” would be a ‘speedy

cordial Christian uniorbetween our lawful KING long exiled Head and members;’.103

To conclude, the battle to publically define whom had soveraighority in 1659
would serve as the major catalyst for the sweeping ckanggovernment throughout the
year of 1659 and 1660, as writers for Parlament, Army and Monareu, vasious

arguments to explain why their leader’s authority was sovereign. For the Army soldiers and

9 |bid., p.93

100 |hid., p.ii

101 |hid., p.ii

1021hid., p.iv; Green ‘Volume 219°, CSPDQ p.375
103 Campanella,Campanellapp.i

86



Republcan writers, the ambiguous definition of the Commaitivebecame entwined with
the Good Old Cause’s desire for an anti-monarchical regime that ruled with a Parlament. The
Cause’s Commonwealth ideal would come to fore at various points, used to oust Richard
Cromwell and provide the foundation of General Monck’s resistance to the English Army’s
regime between October and December 1659. Furthermore, Charles Stuart’s claims to the
throne were undercut by constant association with forp@wers and intentions to invade,
attempts made to undermine any belief that monarchy wouldderstabiity. The Army
Officers somewhat abandoned the Cause’s Parliamentary concept to enforce their rule in
October, their more extreme supporters advertising thasttixey, not Parliament, that had
mherited sovereign power upon Charles I’s execution, only to face resistance from Monck

and the population of London who clung to the concept of Parliament’s authority. Royalist
writers, meanwhile, would focus on the constant disseninwitie bounds of the
Commonwealth’s governments to demonstrate its inability to secure stability, or maintain the
public peace. Yet, the Cause’s definition would only be overcome when a majority of those
who held power according to the Cause’s Commonwealth design moved against it, with
Royalist writers allowing pro-monarchical lterature kowdy re-establish the balance of

power between Parlament and King.
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Conclusions

This thesis aimed to examine how the definition of sayerauthority was
manipulated in the final years of the Interregnum ang gadrs of the Restoration, to both
defend the ruling regime as well as attack its opposition. Hilebesian template for a
sovereign, established in 1651Laviathan provided the foundation for all works of the
period, which proclaimed that sovereignty could only be estedlidby a single ruleY. Under
the regimes of Olver Cromwell and Charles I, the conodpt single ruler was promoted to
enhance public perception of their roles as Protector andddamgctively, with various
elements of Hobbes’ theory used to demonstrate the ruler’s sovereign authority. The most
frequently used elements of Hobbes’ theory were God’s acceptance, the ability for a
sovereign to guide their population spiritually as God’s prophet, abilty to provide poltical
stability, and ensure the publc pe&dewas only after the ousting of Richard Cromwell in
May 1659 thatHobbes’ concept of a single ruler was directly challenged in print akhough
this thesis has shown, widespread support for a Republcan Cweaitinm had been eroded

by the spring of 1660.

The first chapter of this thesis was limited to théessapported newsbooks printed
during the regimes of Olver Cromwell and Charles lle Hewsbooks of Marchamont
Nedham,P ublick IntelligencerandMercurius Politicusestablished that Olver was deemed
to be the sovereign ruler of England after his acceptahttee Humble Petition and Advice
by highlighting his ¢le as Protector and ‘His Highness’. God’s influence on Cromwell’s

actions, from his military victories to the rejection af ttrown, were highlighted within the

1 Thomas HobbesgviathanIn Richard Tuck (ed.}Hobbes: LeviathafCambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2016), pp.121, 126, 136, 139, 199, 299
?lbid., pp.121, 126, 136, 139, 199, 299
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newsbooksa pattern followed by the newsbooks of Charles II’s early rule which emphasised

his use of the Royal Touch as evidence of God’s support. Further similarities can be seen in

the fact that the newsbooks were used to attack each regime’s rivals, the Cromwellian
newsbooks by demonstrating that Charles Stuart was a poor prasesbtvereign through
his constant fights against Englishmen, whie his mstahdards, and hence abilty to lead
England spiritually, were constantly questioned. To counterR#storation newsbooks
reinstated Charles 1I’s father as being the legal sovereign that he had been in 1649, and hence
attacked the entre Commonwealth by consistently repooinghe trials of the regicides. The
result of these campaigns would be that Oliver Cromwed, diad was remembered into his
son’s reign, as England’s sovereign, while Charles II’s regime was successfully able to close

its official newsbooks in 1663 without fear of major polemical uproa

The second chapter of this thesis used books advertised thighimewsbooks of the
Cromwelian and Restoration regimes as a means of padsty how sovereignty, and terms
regarding it, were debated and publicised to the popufatibm.complement the newsbooks,
advertised works supporting either Oliver Cromwell or Challleduring their reigns would
frequently highlight their divine backing. Charles 1l wasatgd to the biblical King David in
numerous works to enhance his image as the fountain of justice and being God’s anointed to
rue as sovereign, whie OIvar Protectorate was proclaimed as having been ‘conferred upon
him* by God# Elsewhere, Nedham would defend the Protectorate agadnists abf injustice
by royalist preachers such as John Goodwin, later countered by John Gauden’s advertised
piece Cromwell’s Bloody Slaughter House which denounced the regicide as the destruction of

the entire state.Tyranny was another key theme shared between the regwitkspro-

8 SeeJason Peacey, ‘Cromwellian England: A Propaganda State?’ History, Vol. 91, No. 2, (April 2006), p.19%
Peacey proposed an analysis of advertised matesial means to investigate how polemical ideas sjeread
by Nedham’s newsbooks.

4 George WitherA Suddain FlaslkfLondon: 1657), p.5

5 John GaudenCromwell’s Bloody Slaughter House, (London: 1660), p.7
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monarchical writers attempting to separate monarchy frenspectre of tyranny to apply the
charge of tyrant to Cromwell, while others such as JoltoriMtied the two terms together to
warn against the rule of kings and single sovereigndoriviwas particularly vocal, labeling
both Charles | and Olver Cromwell as tyrants, the forthesugh the actions of his troops
during the Civl War, while the latter was outed fag bise of censorship, destabilising the
perception that either had held sovereign authority duhieg rule through a lack of justicé.
Finally, there appeared to be an increasing trend in the final months of Oliver’s rule to

advertise works that subtly promoted monarchy through thefussural metaphor, with the
structure of the bee hive used to demonstrate the roles of ‘Commanders’, ‘Kings’ and

‘Queens’.”

The third and final chapter of this thesis combined tbe®iqusly separate studies of
newsbooks and advertised works to analyse sovereignty iortexic of 1659, a period in
which sovereign theory was tested against a relatimely form of rule: the Republican
Commonwealth. The Good Old Cause was championed within the #roust te
ineffective Richard Cromwell from the Protectorate inyM#&59, promoted via the
newsbooks of Richard Colings and D. Border as well as the writofglohn Rogers and
Wiliam Sprigg. The Cause called for the complete rema¥ahonarchy, and more generally
single rule, and the establishment of a ‘Free State’ or Commonwealth ruled by Parliament,
although its sentiments were overshadowed by the Army Officer’s rebellion against the
Rump in October 1659. The Army Rule saw Gengsahbert’s supporters claim that it was
the Army that should rule, the author Tdfe Armies Vindicatiorproclaiming that God had
backed the ‘common bulk of people’ within the Army against the monarchy during the

English Civil War, while Parliament was left ‘lame and defective’.® Genesil Monck’s counter

6 Walter Raleigh,The Cabinet Counci(London: 1658), p.85
7 Samuel Purcha# Theatre of Politicall Flying-Insec{éondon: 1657)
8 Anon.,The Armies Vindication ofthe last CHANGH. ondon: 1659), pp.4-5, 14
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campaign used the Cause as a tool to gain support in Decgé6f@rand restore the Rump,
although his ambiguity beyond that point allowed more pro-moinafcpolticians and
writers to emerge in the spring of 1660. The Commonwealthquiekly redefined by
Royalist writers as an unstable, artificial and insecuess, while the restoration of Charles

Stuart and monarchy were shown to be a means of healingbldrawation.

Ultimately, this thesis has demonstrated that the s=vatin century notion of
sovereignty was fluid, but could only be bent so far in state gampa and poltical writings.
As Kevin Sharpe and Robert Zaller have shown, Oliver Cromwell’s actions as Lord Protector
are enough demonstrate that he held sovereign power agctodire Hobbesian templdte.
This study has expanded upon this concept to demonstratdethatiters of the Cromwellian
regime, led by the newsbooks of Nedham, actively sought to promote the Protector’s
sovereign authority, eluding to Hobbes’ theories. Naturally, the Hobbesian template was
better suited to describe Charles II’s early reign, during which the state actively sought to use
the major characteristics of Hobbes’ Leviathanto restore Charles, his father and more
generally monarchy to a position of sovereign authorityemits to portray Richard
Cromwel as the sovereign faltered as he lacked the dofitigaport of his father, whie the
arguments put forward by supporters of the Republic and Commatihweere distorted by
the events of 1659. Without a clear concept of what the Commithweauld represent in
the spring of 1660, the return of monarchy was all but a certainty, although Charles II’s
regime would stil need to actively demonstrate his posdisrsovereign to prevent another

Republcan experiment.

9 Kevin Sharpe|mage Wars: Promoting Kings and Commonwealthsriglind, 16031660, (London: Yale
University Press, 2010), p.44Bpbert Zaller, ‘Breaking the Vessels: The Desacralization of Monarchy in Early
Modern England’, The Sixteenth Century Journabl. 29, No. 3 (Autumn 1998)p.773
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