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     He was a man of great spirit, which disposed him to great resentments; he was very well affected to the King, and zealous for the rights of monarchy; and no man was more averse than he to the measures of the Parliament in England, or readier to treat their orders with contempt as well as neglect.  But he had an unsettled mind, a vast ambition, and in cases where they chanced to interfere, the strength of his passions overruled his judgement and his principles of acting.

     The above passage by the Ormond biographer Thomas Carte represents to a large extent the contemporary view of the first ‘defection’ of Murrough O’Brien, sixth baron Inchiquin, in July 1644, and it has influenced subsequent interpretation.  Charles I had insulted Inchiquin in a visit to England from January to April of that year by not formally granting him the title of President of Munster, the position that Inchiquin held in practice since the death of his father-in-law William St. Leger, and “the title which he much desired.”
  Following the Ormond cessation with the Confederation of Kilkenny in September 1643, Inchiquin obeyed the directive of Charles I to provide him with troops for the English theatre.  He sent with them his most trusted subordinate commanders, and followed them in January 1644, presumably to receive his formal title, receive personal instructions from Charles I on how to proceed in Munster, and discover for himself the nature of the war and politics in the English theatre.
  During the audience, the king shocked Inchiquin by announcing that he had promised the presidency to Hierome Weston, earl of Portland, linked to the king through a recent marriage.  Portland was to assume his position later that summer (he never assumed the command).  Instead, Charles I proposed that all the Munster forces “be united into one body,” joined by a considerable body of Irish and English horse, to fight in England for the king under Inchiquin’s command.
  Charles I also offered Inchiquin the title of earl for his expected services.  Inchiquin declined and returned to Munster, but visited Ormond in Dublin enroute, who observed him “as full of anger as his buttons will endure.”

     Certainly, this personal affront to Inchiquin’s position played a role in his decision a few months later.  To adopt Carte’s interpretation, however, is one-dimensional and limited.
  This approach reduces the cause of Inchiquin’s defection to personal grievance, presents Inchiquin as a staunch Royalist before his journey to England, and, presumes a clear choice in the allegiance of Inchiquin and the Munster Protestants between the Royalist-Parliamentary dichotomy.  A review of the evidence demonstrates that for the Munster plantation and their President, a decided anti-Confederate stance better describes their position than any professed sympathy towards Parliament or the King from 1641-1644. 

     The Royalist-Parliamentary polarization that emerged so strongly in England in 1642 offered little to the New English plantation faced with the brutal, short-term reality of the Irish Rebellion.  While the popular notion of the Parliament as the defender of custom and rights against a king seduced by ‘papist’ councilors emerged in England, the situation in Munster was quite different.  Their ‘papists’ were not faceless adversaries separating the King from his subjects; they were carrying pikes at the doorstep, in rebellion against plantation.  Some individuals expressed firm support for either Charles I or Parliament.
  St. Leger, had he lived, would have proven a staunch royalist.  He demonstrated unwavering support for Strafford, against the wishes of the earl of Cork and other Munster peers, politically in Ireland, militarily by raising and training an Irish army, and diplomatically with his contacts in Spain.
  Inchiquin adopted his father-in-law’s support for the King, for a time.  The majority of the Munster Protestants, however, dispensed with the ideological niceties of their affluent lord President.  The ‘regional consciousness’ of Munster Protestants expressed itself firmly in violent opposition to the ‘rebels’ and anyone who supported them.  The planters understood that an Irish victory would result in an end to the economic and political ascendancy they had created for themselves, and seemingly rose up with one voice to quell the Rebellion as quickly and decisively as possible.  John Murphy describes a “frontier mentality” of the planters; the urgent need to defend their individual and collective holdings against the native Irish.
  Their concerns in Munster trumped interest in the events in the First English Civil war; they wanted assistance in their cause and they were not necessarily concerned with which faction in England provided it.  To a large extent, they viewed the “unhappy misunderstanding between the King and Parliament” as subordinate to the Irish Rebellion; they begged for an English peace so they would be free to “prosecute the rebels” and “further the establishment of the Protestant religion.”
   As Murphy aptly describes, “they regarded themselves as loyal colonists defending themselves against the Irish rebels.  Their war in Munster was a racial and religious one against the Catholic Irish and their appeals for help as colonists were to King and Parliament.”

     What the Munster Protestants needed so desperately from King and/or  Parliament was logistical support.  Bogged down in the English theatre, neither the King nor the Parliament was able to provide any significant aid to Inchiquin’s forces.  Only a few Parliamentary shipments arrived between 1641 and 1644, and they each only amounted to a few days of pay and supplies.  Inchiquin resorted to procuring his own funds from Munster and Irish contacts, receiving supplies from private merchant vessels, and seizing property from New English merchants to fit his army.
  Inchiquin also established markets between his garrisons and the local Irish population.
  In contrast to the Munster Protestant fervor over the rebellion, the Munster Irish, having benefited from plantation, faced an identity crisis.  Therefore, the Munster Irish appear to have split in their practiced allegiance.  Although “tardy and reluctant,” the Irish on the peripheral areas of the county eventually joined in support of the Rebellion.
  The Irish closer to the port centers of Cork and Youghal, however, generally remained neutral and retained their commercial interests with the Munster Protestants.  It was these Irish farmers that Inchiquin relied upon in lieu of necessary aid.  Inchiquin developed a protective attitude towards them, if loyal.  He was rather hesitant to approve of subordinates detaining, plundering, and killing of Munster Irish unless they had sufficient evidence of rebellious activity from “such good subjects,”
 a policy that he would reverse in brutal fashion with the sack of Cashel in 1647, when his communication with the “Mere Irish” prompted Parliament to doubt his loyalty. 
     The Munster army, despite the success of the 1641 and 1642 campaigns, including an impressive victory at Liscarrol, could not sustain operations with such limited and ad-hoc logistical arrangements.  In the spring and summer of 1643, the dearth of supplies prevented any significant offensive operations and forced Inchiquin to garrison his forces in the port towns and the outlying castles.
   With some reluctance, and out of pure military necessity, Inchiquin accepted the Ormond cessation of September 1643.  As Carte explained, “he hoped by the cessation to preserve the garrisons until further means might offer for the prosecution of the war.”
  His Munster subjects similarly lamented the lost opportunity for securing their position: “unless timely relief were afforded … they must yield their religion, lives, fortunes and prey to the merciless rebels, and yet no relief was sent.”

     Inchiquin, although echoing the feelings of the planters, and brought to it by sheer need, exploited the political opportunities afforded by the cessation and the First English Civil War.  Although perhaps Royalist by general inclination, the evidence demonstrates an individual playing as many cards as possible.  Inchiquin minimized his involvement in the cessation to Parliament, claiming Ormond failed to consult him and did not know the specifics of the arrangement.
  He accepted the small Parliamentary shipments and dispatched a small lobby to the Commons, including William Jephson and Sir Philip Percivall, to plead for more aid, to the point of threat.  Just before the cessation, Inchiquin requested “200 barrels of power and match proportionable … if any service be expected at our hands.” 
  When he left for England in January 1644, he placed a staunch Parliamentarian, Sir Hardress Waller, in command in his absence.
  Yet he followed the directives of Ormond and Charles I by sending over a rather large body of troops and his key deputies.  In general, Inchiquin pretended that the King and parliament were still operating as a cohesive unit, implying that Charles I approved the supplies he had received from Parliament.  He expresses this even in his letter to the monarch explaining his reasons for breaking the cessation; he writes “we humbly beg your Majestie, as we have likewise done the Parliament to send us what supplies of Men, Armes, and Ammunition your sacred Majestie thinkes fit.”
  Certainly, Inchiquin received frequent and detailed intelligence on the events in England, and his subordinate commanders express a clear understanding of the civil wars in their letters, even in the early stages; Waller pleads, “God send us some good newes of an Accommodation of the great Differences in England.”
  In addition, he used the cessation as an opportunity to increase his communications with his Confederate Irish peers.  He had maintained rather cordial communication between his Catholic twin in Munster, Donagh MacCarthy, viscount Muskery, before the cessation, since “they had been friends and neighbors before the war began, and hoped, no doubt, to be friends again when it was over.”
  Upon the cessation, Inchiquin met with Muskery to discuss the temporary disposition of lands and terms for the continuation of Irish-English markets in the province.
  

     When Inchiquin returned to Munster in April 1644, he discovered that the cessation further threatened, not temporarily secured, the planters and his own position.  Irish raids on the settlers in the country had intensified, not lessened, demonstrating to the Protestants the insecurity of their position.
  The Supreme Council also attempted to usurp Inchiquin’s position in a post-war Munster, naming his youngest (and Catholic) brother, Christopher, a Confederate lieutenant colonel as “Baron Inchiquin.”
  Christopher exploited his older brother’s absence in early 1644 by taking over control of his estates to his own and the Confederate benefit, which caused Inchiquin to expend no little energy to rectify: “my brother Christopher hath made many severall inconsiderate bargaines and contracts, and embezzled and disposed of my estate in severall prejudicall ways … I disavow all manner of contracts or agreemts … entred into by him.”
  Certainly, this move showed Inchiquin that an Irish victory precluded his personal supremacy in Munster, and would see his title and lands passed to his younger brother.

     If an unobserved cessation was bad enough for Inchiquin and the planters, Charles I and Ormond’s position towards the Confederacy only furthered their distress and insecurity.  When Inchiquin visited Ormond on his return trip from England, he learned that Ormond was negotiating further terms of peace between the Royalists and the Supreme Council.  At this point, Charles I considered Irish regiments as an essential ingredient in his hopes for a victory, and he urged Ormond to develop some sort of understanding that would bolster his military position.  The Irish army that Ormond, Inchiquin, and others had provided the King in the autumn of 1643 did not provide the King with the military dominance he desired.  Charles I directed Ormond to resume negotiations with the Supreme Council in May 1644 to grant greater autonomy to Ireland in exchange for troops.  The Confederates demanded complete religious freedom, independence of the Irish Parliament, and a drastic reduction in plantation.
  Although neither the King nor Ormond would agree to those terms, Inchiquin was not convinced with their resolve.  He found the King “strangely beguiled” by the Irish, and no terms of peace with the Confederacy were acceptable to the ‘frontier mentality’ of his Munster constituency.
  Inchiquin’s letters to the King, Parliament, and his friends in England reflect the defensive position of the Munster Protestants, their opposition to any cessation or peace with the Confederacy, and a renewed vigor of their claim as loyal colonists.  Inchiquin clamored,  “[the Irish] meane to make such use as that no English (if Protestants) shall be left therein … [we] resolve to die a thousand deaths rather than to condescend to any peace.”
  

     The Munster declaration against the Irish cessation, however, professes no specific allegiance to King or Parliament.  On the contrary, the pleas were for a peace between the two English factions, “without which we must be (as speedily) as unavoidably ruin’d.”
  Inchiquin professed that “we fight neither against the King’s person nor laws, we intend nothing but loyalty to him.”
  After his declaration, Parliamentary commissioners offered the Covenant to be taken at Youghal and from there it spread throughout the Province.  Inchiquin was not pleased, and drew up his own profession for his officers, minimizing any inference against the King and a definite statement in favor of Parliament.
  The Munster Protestants “[placed] the honour of the English nation above [their] lives and fortunes [and wished for] the settlement of the true Protestant religion and the maintenance of laws and liberties.”
 

     At the same time, however, Inchiquin’s declaration and letters express great excitement over the prospect of Parliamentary aid and eventual victory and provide further insight into his ties to the Munster plantation.  He clearly expected a great deal from Parliament in terms of funding, manpower, and logistical support.  To Inchiquin, the 1643 ‘Doubling Ordinance’ of the Adventurers act also presented the potential for both war revenue and subjects in a post-rebellion Munster.  He dispatched his longtime ally Jephson to actively recruit colonists and secure funding immediately after his declaration.
   To St. Leger, Inchiquin said of his returning to Munster “[here] you will have good pay, halfe you Areares in Adventures and if God prosper our designs we shall surely posesse the estates of our enemies.”  Similarly, to his cavalry commander Paulet, he claimed, “there is no doubt (if God make us vanquishers) but deserving men will have estates conferred on them in the end of this, as it was in the end of the last warres (I meane Tyrones warres) of Ireland.”
  In addition to the promise of granting estates to his subordinate commanders and supporters, Inchiquin added that the prospective Adventurers would provide them “with the comfort of having all our neighbours English and Protestants.”      

     Finally, the cessation also provided Inchiquin the opportunity to attempt to anticipate a clear victor in the First English Civil War.  The military situation in the English theatre in the fall and winter of 1643 has been characterized as a stalemate, and although Parliament gained ground in the spring and early summer of 1644, it was not particularly decisive.
  Certainly the array of factors and events shows Inchiquin’s declaration on 17 July 1644 as the logical end to a long process, but the temporal connection between the Parliamentary victory at Marston Moor on 2 July and Inchiquin’s formal declaration is particularly striking.  Perhaps Inchiquin and the Munster Protestants perceived that battle as an indicator of an eventual Parliamentary victory; the news of Prince Rupert’s defeat was the ‘final straw’ in their decision.

     It is important, then, to interpret the declaration of July 1644 not as a profession for Parliament or against the King, but as a protestation against the native Irish and the possibilities that a Royalist-Confederate treaty would mean for the Munster plantation collectively and for Inchiquin personally.  There was no opportunity or need for a Munster Protestant allegiance to either Charles I or Parliament on an ideological level.  The enemy was Irish, and they threatened their economic and social position, their religion, and their lives.  The planters pleaded for aid from the King and Parliament until it became clear that military necessity would drive the Royalists into a peace with the Confederacy, which was unacceptable to a faction determined to fight them at all costs.  It was only then that Munster rested its hopes on Parliament and the promise of aid.  For Inchiquin, the situation was somewhat more complex and personal.  Generally Royalist in disposition, yet he was slow and calculated in his observation of Irish and English events and he practiced a level of allegiance to both King and Parliament.  He, too, violently opposed the Irish Rebellion for the furtherance of plantation and the maintenance of his supremacy in Munster.  An Irish victory would certainly result in his demise, and a Royalist-Confederate treaty threatened as much.  He could only hope for the logistical aid that he so desperately needed to prosecute the Irish Rebellion with a declaration for Parliament.  Charles I was in no position to offer aid to Munster; he requested further assistance for his own ends instead.        
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