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ABSTRACT 

 
This thesis presents a detailed study of the early life and career of Sir William 

Fitzwilliam of Milton, who served as Treasurer-at-War of Ireland from 1559 to 1573 

and as Lord Deputy of Ireland from 1571 to 1575.  The study begins by considering 

Fitzwilliam’s early life and beliefs, and then turns to consider his service as Ireland’s 

Vice-Treasurer and Treasurer-at-War during the period of the great Elizabethan re-

coinage, examining how the great recoinage fared in Ireland.  

 

Fitzwilliam’s service in the Irish administrations of Sussex, Arnold and Sidney during 

the time of Shane O’Neill is then considered, with particular reference to the activities 

and duties of the Treasurer-at-War in these years. The Treasurer-at-War was 

personally liable for crown monies placed in his charge and, without the necessary 

discharges, the shortfall attached directly to the office holder. Upon crown audit, 

Fitzwilliam was found liable for several thousand pounds of crown money, and he 

was required to enter into a debt settlement as a result. With mounting debt, 

Fitzwilliam did not wish to continue in crown service in Ireland and most reluctantly 

took on the position of Lord Deputy. 

 

Fitzwilliam’s activities as Lord Deputy are then explored from the perspectives of 

religious, military and administrative affairs.  In religious terms, his episcopal 

appointments are examined with respect to puritanism. In military terms, 

Fitzwilliam’s actions during a period of flux in the garrison of Ireland are considered 

with particular reference to multiple difficulties that arose in Connacht, Leinster and 

Munster.  In administrative terms, his performance is considered from three 

perspectives: The reformation of the Irish exchequer, accounting procedures 

involving the new Treasurer-at-War, and finally, his interactions with Essex’s 

enterprise in Ulster.  

 

The conclusion will offer some final perspectives on the ‘reluctant Lord Deputy’, 

first, from the point of view of his ‘reluctance’ and, second, from the point of view of 

his service in Ireland up to his exit in late 1575. 

 



	 iii	

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 
I would like to acknowledge the help, support and guidance of Professor Steven G. 

Ellis who was always deeply interested in my work over the last few years. I would 

also like to acknowledge the helpful comments of Dr. Gearoid Barry, Dr. Alison 

Forrestal and Dr. Padraig Lenihan, the members of my Graduate Research 

Committee, who encouraged me in my work. In more general terms, I would like to 

acknowledge the helpful environment that I found in the discipline of history and the 

university itself. The history seminar series was a very useful environment for 

someone starting out in research. A special word of thanks as well to Dr. Felicity 

Maxwell for her palaeography workshop.  

 

I would also like to acknowledge the help and support of all the library staff in the 

University and in particular those in Special Collections, who were always helpful 

with my many queries. A special thanks goes as well to the staff of the National 

Library of Ireland, who were always helpful on my many visits there. In addition, I 

would like to acknowledge the assistance of the digitisation services of the National 

Archives, UK, and the Parliamentary Archives, UK. I would also like to thank the 

Northamptonshire Record Office for their timely replies regarding my queries.  

 

A special word goes to the members of Professor Ellis’ Tudor Seminar Group, Kieran 

Hoare, Raina Howe, Carla Lessing, Matthew McGinty, Lorna Moloney, Bernadette 

O’Brien, Diarmuid Wheeler, for the many stimulating discussions, presentations and 

camaraderie over the years. I would also like to acknowledge the lively discussions 

that arose in the Tudor Stuart Conferences in Maynooth and Galway. A special word 

as well for the helpful conversations regarding Tudor and Stuart matters with Dr. 

Bronagh MacShane. I would also like to thank Dr. Clodagh Downey for her interest 

in my work.  A word as well in appreciation of my teachers during my early years in 

Stanhope Street and St. Louis, where I learned a lot. Thanks also to my mother Lillie 

and Sinead and Alex. And finally, I would like to thank Margaret Houlihan and Ethel 

Walsh for the many conversations over the years, and also Conn, for listening to 

Fitzwilliam-related matters at every meal for the last four years.  

 

I would like to dedicate this work to the memory of my father Sinon.  



	 iv	

ABBREVIATIONS 
 
 

AFM Annála ríoghachta Éireann: annals of the kingdom of Ireland 
by the Four Masters from the earliest period to the year 1616, 
(ed.), John O’Donovan, (7 vols, Dublin 1851) 

 
AO Records of the Auditors of the Imprest, Commissioners of 

Audit, Exchequer and Audit Department, National Audit Office 
and related bodies 

 
APC Acts of the Privy Council of England 
 
APC, Ireland Acts of the Privy Council in Ireland 
 
Cal. Pat. Rolls  Calendar of Patent Rolls 
 
Cal. Pat. Ireland James Morrin, (ed.), Calendar of the Patent and Close Rolls of 

Chancery in Ireland, of the Reigns of Henry VIII., Edward VI., 
Mary, and Elizabeth, (Dublin: Printed by A. Thom & Sons, for 
H.M. Stationery Office, 1861) 

 
CSPI 1566-67(IMC) Bernadette Cunningham, (ed.), Calendar of state papers, 

Ireland, Tudor period, 1566-1567 (IMC, Dublin, 2009) 
 
CSPI 1568-71(IMC) Bernadette Cunningham, (ed.), Calendar of state papers, 

Ireland, Tudor period, 1568-1571 (IMC, Dublin, 2010) 
 
CSPI 1571-75(IMC) Mary O’Dowd (ed.), Calendar of state papers, Ireland, Tudor 

period, 1571-1575 (IMC, Dublin, 2000) 
 
Cal. Carew MSS Calendar of the Carew manuscripts, preserved in the 

Archiepiscopal Library at Lambeth, 1515-1624, eds. J. S. 
Brewer and William Bullen, (6 vols, London, 1867-73) 

  
Carte   Carte manuscripts, Bodleian Library, Oxford 
 
EEBO   Early English Books Online 
 
Fiants  The Irish fiants of the Tudor sovereigns, during the reigns of 

Henry VIII, Edward VI, Philip and Mary and Elizabeth I, ed. 
Kenneth Nicholls, (4 vols, Dublin, 1994) 

 
IMC Irish Manuscripts Commission 
 
NA   National Archives, United Kingdom 
 
NRO   Northamptonshire Records Office, United Kingdom 
 



	 v	

ODNB Oxford Dictionary of National Biography, (ed.), H.C.G. 
Matthew and Brian Harrison, (60 vols, Oxford, 2004) 

 
PA   Parliamentary Archives, United Kingdom 
 
PRO   Public Records Office, United Kingdom 
 
 
Sidney Papers Tomás Ó Laidhin, (ed.) Sidney State Papers, 1565-1570, 

(Dublin: Irish Manuscripts Commission, 1962) 
 
SP   State Papers 
 
Statutes Ireland Statutes at large passed in the Parliaments held in Ireland, Vol. 

I, containing from the third year of Edward II AD 1310, to the 
eleventh, twelfth and thirteenth years of James I, AD 1612 
inclusive, (Dublin: 1786). 

 
Statutes England  Statutes of the Realm, printed by command of his Majesty King 

George the Third, Vol. III, (London: 1817, reprinted 1963) 
 
    
TNA   The National Archives, Kew 
 
TRHS   Transactions of the Royal Historical Society 
 
 
 

 

 



	 1	

Introduction 

 

This thesis presents a detailed study of the early life and career of Sir William Fitzwilliam of 

Milton, who served as Vice-Treasurer and Treasurer-at-War of Ireland from 1559 to 1573 

and as Lord Deputy of Ireland from 1571 to 1575.  Despite this length of service, very little 

modern work has directly addressed the early career of Fitzwilliam, who has not secured the 

attention offered to his more celebrated contemporaries Sussex and Sidney. 

 

The Vice-Treasurer and Treasurer-at-War was the officer charged with managing crown 

monies for Ireland, and from this perspective Fitzwilliam is worthy of investigation, as he 

served during the period of the Elizabethan great recoinage, and also in the expansionist 

governments of both Sussex and Sidney. But, in addition to this, Fitzwilliam was unique in 

that his service as Vice-Treasurer and Treasurer-at-War overlapped with his service as Lord 

Deputy. No other figure in this period ever held these offices simultaneously, and why this 

should be the case with Fitzwilliam is worthy of investigation as well. Finally, Fitzwilliam 

himself is something of a mystery, apparently appearing in Ireland in the time of St. Leger 

and also apparently disappearing abruptly in 1575. Confirming the parameters of his Irish 

service is another aim of this study. 

 

This study is therefore aimed at establishing the detail of Fitzwilliam’s early service.  It 

begins by considering Fitzwilliam’s early life. It distinguishes him from another Sir William 

Fitzwilliam, Sir William Fitzwilliam of Windsor. It then considers his service during the 

period of the great Elizabethan recoinage, and his general service as Vice-Treasurer and 

Treasurer-at-War in the 1560’s. Upon crown audit, Fitzwilliam was held liable for several 

thousand pounds of crown money, and he entered into a debt settlement. He most reluctantly 

took on the position of Lord Deputy in December 1571. 

 

The qualities required for a chief governor are considered, and how Fitzwilliam measured up 

is assessed. In April 1572 Fitzwilliam was provided with instructions which were ‘diverse 

things..hertofore inserted in sondry instructions delivered to ye former deputes of ye Realme 

of Irland, now mete to be revised and continued’.1	A review of his instructions reveals that he 

																																																								
1 Instructions and Memorial of things meet for the better government of Ireland, 24 April ? 1572, TNA SP 63/36/11, f.22 
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was told to maintain religion, reduce the size of the army, and increase revenue through 

reforming the exchequer.  	

 

Fitzwilliam’s activities as Lord Deputy are then explored.  In religious terms, his episcopal 

appointments are examined. In military terms, Fitzwilliam’s actions during a period of flux in 

the garrison of Ireland are considered.  In administrative terms, his performance is considered 

with respect to the reformation of the Irish exchequer, accounting procedures involving the 

new Treasurer-at-War Fitton, and his interactions with the earl of Essex.  

 

The study ends as Fitzwilliam is discharged. The conclusion will offer perspectives on the 

‘reluctant Lord Deputy’, first, reviewing his reluctance to accept the position, and, second, 

reviewing his actual service in Ireland up to his exit in late 1575. Finally, Fitzwilliam’s own 

comments on the cost of his service in Ireland are considered.  

 

The approach taken in the thesis  

Prof. Canny has observed as a general principle that the ‘focus of historians must always be 

on people rather than places, and that they must disregard both political boundaries and 

historiographical orthodoxies whenever these act as barriers to understanding how the 

subjects of their study lived their lives’.2 Prof. Eoin MacNeill was of a similar view, noting in 

his introduction to Prof. Gerard A. Hayes-McCoy’s study on Scots Mercenary Forces in 

Ireland that, ‘The proper subject of history is human life in past times. To human life, 

governments and laws and economic activity are necessary, but subordinate’. 3 

 

This insight is all the more relevant in the study of the sixteenth century, where, as Prof. 

Dawson has said, there were no common political institutions covering all three kingdoms 

before 1603, and therefore political biographies are necessary.4  Michael Robert James 

Everett in his recent doctoral study of the early life of Thomas Cromwell quoted with 

approval an observation of Prof. Steven Gunn that ‘evidence of the personal affairs and 

interrelationships of the political actors...is of particular importance in analysing a political 

																																																								
2 Nicholas Canny, ‘Writing Early Modern History: Ireland, Britain and the wider world’, The Historical Journal, 46, 3, 
(2003), p. 746 
3 Prof. Eoin MacNeill, Introduction, to Gerard A. Hayes-McCoy, Scots Mercenary Forces in Ireland: (1565-1603) ; an 
Account of Their Service during That Period, of the Reaction of Their Activities on Scottish Affairs, and of the Effect of Their 
Presence in Ireland, Together with an Examination of the Gallóglaigh or Galloglas, (Dublin: Burns Oates & Washbourne, 
1937), p. vii 
4 Jane E. A. Dawson, The Politics of Religion in the Age of Mary, Queen of Scots: The Earl of Argyll and the Struggle for 
Britain and Ireland, (Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge UP, 2002), p.11 
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system in which the boundaries of public and private activity were so blurred’. Dr. Everett 

was himself of the view that only by adopting a methodology that embraced both the public 

and the private could a more realistic reconstruction of Cromwell’s early career be drawn. 5 

 

It is this approach of embracing both the public and the private where ‘boundaries of public 

and private activity were so blurred’ that is adopted in this thesis. This is particularly the case 

because very little modern work has addressed in any detail the early life of Sir William 

Fitzwilliam of Milton, despite the fact that he held the office of Treasurer-at-War of Ireland 

from 1559 to 1573 and also the office of Lord Deputy of Ireland from 1571 to 1575.  

What has been written about Fitzwilliam to date is either a brief overview of his life such as 

Prof. Mary Ann Lyons’ entry for the ODNB, 6 or a more detailed analysis of aspects of 

Fitzwilliam’s second term as Lord Deputy from 1588 to 1593, such as the study of 

Fitzwilliam’s Apology by Dr. Morgan. 7 Dr. Mary Finch’s The Wealth of Five 

Northamptonshire Families remains valuable for personal information on the Fitzwilliam 

family as such, but does not address in any detail Fitzwilliam’s Irish service.8 

 

Fitzwilliam’s early service in Ireland stretched from 1558 to 1575. Historians wrote about 

Fitzwilliam in the nineteenth century, 9 but very little modern work has followed on from this, 

especially with reference to his service up to 1575.  

 

Prof. Mary O’Dowd noted that Fitzwilliam was not a programmatic Lord Deputy and did not 

have a strong ideological commitment to reform. 10 In Prof. Maginn’s view, Fitzwilliam’s 

government was one which ‘kept costs down, but which did little to alter the condition of 

Tudor rule in Ireland’.11 Prof. Crawford characterised Fitzwilliam’s government as a 

																																																								
5 Michael Robert James Everett ‘Qualities of a Royal Minister: Studies in the Rise of Thomas Cromwell, c.1520-1534’, 
(University of Southampton, 2013), p.23 quoting, ‘The Structures of Politics in Early Tudor England’, Stephen Gunn, 
TRHS, 6th Series, v. (1995), p. 71 
6 Mary Ann Lyons, ‘Fitzwilliam, Sir William (1526–1599)’, ODNB 
7 Hiram Morgan, 'The Deputy’s Defence: Sir William Fitzwilliam’s Apology on the Outbreak of the Nine Years War in 
Ireland', in Proceedings of The Royal Irish Academy Section C: Vol. 114C, 2014, pp. 181-214 
8 Mary E. Finch, The Wealth of Five Northamptonshire Families, 1540-1640, (Oxford: Printed for the Northamptonshire 
Record Society by Charles Batey at the University Press Oxford, 1956), [In particular a section of Chapter V, Fitzwilliam of 
Milton, pp.100-118]  
9 James Anthony Froude, History of England from the Fall of Wolsey to the Death of Elizabeth, Reign of Elizabeth, Vol. II., 
(London: Longman, Green, Longman Roberts and Green, 1863): Richard Bagwell, Ireland under the Tudors with a Succinct 
Account of the Earlier History, Vol. II, (London: Longmans, Green and Co., 1885) 
10 Mary O’Dowd, (ed.), Calendar of State Papers Ireland, Tudor Period, (1571-1575), (Dublin: Public Record Office & 
Irish Manuscripts Commission, 2000), pp. xiv, xv  
11 Christopher Maginn, William Cecil, Ireland and the Tudor State, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), p.67 
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‘caretaker regime’. 12 Prof. Brady observed that Fitzwilliam ‘served as Treasurer-at-War in 

Ireland’ and was ‘a man in trouble’, being held ‘personally responsible’ for part of a massive 

government deficit. He also noted that ‘Fitzwilliam, the most experienced English 

administrator in Tudor Ireland still awaits detailed study’. 13 

 

A note on sources  

In terms of primary sources, the State Papers volumes 63 and 65 were found to be especially 

helpful. Use was also made of volumes 12, and also volumes 52, 59, 69 and 70. Online 

access to the State Papers was available through the National University of Ireland, Galway. 

Calendars associated with State Papers volume 63 were also helpful, especially those by Prof. 

Colm Lennon,14 Dr. Bernadette Cunningham,15 and Prof. Mary O’Dowd, 16 as was the 

calendar of the Carew manuscripts. 17 

 

In addition to the State Papers, the Carte Manuscripts, especially volumes 55, 56, 57 and 58, 

were drawn on for matters concerning Fitzwilliam. 18  These manuscripts contain government 

correspondence of the period and letters to and from several court officials.  The manuscripts 

originated at Milton, the historical home of the Fitzwilliam family, and those concerned with 

government business were then passed to the first Duke of Ormond and then to the Rev. 

Thomas Carte and so to the Bodleian Library.19 Microfilm copies of these volumes were 

consulted in the National Library of Ireland. There is overlap with the State Papers, but 

several letters were found that do not have counterparts in the State Papers. 

 

No modern calendar, such as those associated with the State Papers, is available for the 

Carte.  A longhand calendar in seventy-five volumes by Edward Edwards that treats of 

																																																								
12 Jon G. Crawford, A Star Chamber Court in Ireland, The Court of Castle Chamber, 1571-1641, (Dublin: Four Courts 
Press, 2005), p. 48 
13 Ciaran Brady, ‘Viceroys? The Irish Chief Governors, 1541-1641’, in The Irish Lord Lieutenancy, c.1541-1922, Peter Gray 
and Olwen Purdue (eds.), (University College Dublin Press: 2012), p.40 
14 Colm Lennon, Calendar of State Papers: Ireland: Tudor Period 1547-1553, (Irish Manuscripts Commission, Dublin, 
2015) 
15 Bernadette Cunningham, Calendar of State Papers, Ireland, Tudor Period 1566-1567, (Dublin: Irish Manuscripts 
Commission, 2009): Bernadette Cunningham, Calendar of State Papers, Ireland, Tudor Period 1568-1571, (Dublin: Irish 
Manuscripts Commission, 2010) 
16	Mary O’Dowd, (ed.), Calendar of State Papers Ireland, Tudor Period, (1571-1575), (Dublin: Public Record Office & 
Irish Manuscripts Commission, 2000) 
17	Calendar of the Carew manuscripts preserved in the archiepiscopal library at Lambet, 6 vols, (London: 1867-73) 
18 Carte Papers, MSS. [In particular 55, 56, 57, 58], Bodleian Library, University of Oxford 
19 Charles McNeill, Fitzwilliam Manuscripts at Milton, England, Analecta Hibernica, No. 4, October, 1932, (Dublin: Irish 
Manuscripts Commission, 1932), p.287 
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Carte20 is available for consultation in the Bodleian Library Oxford. 21  The National Library 

of Ireland holds microfilm copies of relevant volumes. Volumes one and two cover the period 

of time up to 1558, volume three the period from 1559 to 1569 and volume four covers the 

early 1570’s. These four volumes by Edwards were very helpful for approaching the letters in 

the Carte manuscripts, which do not have any other guide or calendar. A digitised calendar of 

Edwards material for Carte volumes 55, 56, 57, and 58 was constructed for this study by the 

author, summing to about 110,000 words in total. 22  

 

In terms of financial information regarding state service, Fitzwilliam’s declared account from 

1569-1571 as Treasurer-at-War was digitised by the National Archives UK and made 

available for this study. 23 The account was then completely transcribed by the author in order 

to make comparisons with a Fitzwilliam account that is extant in SP 65, and proved especially 

useful for checking details within subsections. 24  A short Irish account for the earl of Essex 

was also digitised, made available, and transcribed as well.	25 

 

A further useful source of financial information was the Fitzwilliam accounts by Ms. Ada 

Longfield MA,26 especially with regard to the early financial position of Fitzwilliam as 

Treasurer-at-War. In addition to this, the Sidney State Papers edited by Tomás Ó Laidhin 

MA., were helpful for Fitzwilliam’s account as a Tudor captain. 27  

 

In terms of information regarding family circumstances, private acts of parliament for 

Fitzwilliam’s mother’s jointure and also for his wife’s jointure were digitised by the 

Parliamentary Archives UK and made available for this study. 28 In addition, the 

administration bond for his father was digitised by the National Archives UK and made 

																																																								
20 Alistair Black, ‘Edwards, Edward (1812–1886), librarian and writer,’ ODNB. 
21 Edward Edwards, Catalogue in Chronological Order of the Carte Papers in the Bodleian Library, Vols. 1, 2, 3 and 4, 
(Oxford, Bodleian Library). 
22 The History of Parliament Trust and the Bodleian Library in the 'Religion and Rebellion' project have digitised Edwards’ 
calendars for the period 1660-87 
23 TNA, Roll 1072, Sir W. FitzWilliams, Treasurer at War in Ireland, 23 June 1569-1 Sept. 1571, AO_1_284_1072, f.1-f.45 
24 Account of Sir William Fitzwilliams, as Treasurer at Wars, from 23rd June 1569 to 31st March 1573, [30 September 
1574], TNA SP 65/7 
25 Brief declaration of account of the Earl of Essex for the province of Ulster, Ireland, extracted from the great book of 
Thomas Genison [Jenyson] Auditor of Ireland 1573-1575, TNA, LR 6/225/17  
26 A.K. Longfield, (ed), Fitzwilliam Accounts, 1560-1565, (Annesley Collection), (Dublin: 1965)  
27 Tomás Ó Laidhin, (ed.), Sidney State Papers: 1565-1570, (Dublin: Stationery Office, for the Irish Manuscripts 
Commission, 1962) 
28 Parliamentary Archives UK, Private Act, 27 Henry VIII, c. 55, An Act concerning the Assurance of certain Lands unto 
Anne Fitzwilliams, in Recompense of her Jointure, HL/PO/PU/1/1535/27H8n32, Parliamentary Archives, Private Act [of 
Parliament] 34 & 35 Henry VIII, c. 38, An Act assuring land to Anne Sidney, HL/PO/PB/1/1542/34 & 35 H8 n. 29 
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available for this study. 29 Several wills were also digitised and made available, including that 

of Fitzwilliam’s grandfather. 30 

 

The Irish Fiants were useful for tracking grants and appointments. Further sources drawn on 

included the Acts of the Privy Council of England , the Acts of the Privy Council in Ireland, 

the Calendars of Patent Rolls Philip and Mary, and Elizabeth, and the Calendar of Patent 

and Close Rolls of Chancery in Ireland. The Tudor and Stuart Proclamations were very 

helpful, especially for the time of the ‘great recoinage’. A good secondary source of 

information here was the early work by Prof. Michael Dolley and Dr. C. E. Challis. 31 

 

In terms of secondary sources for financial information, an excellent general overview of 

Irish State finances throughout the Elizabethan period was found in Dr. Sheehan’s. 32 The 

works by Dr. Knighton and Prof. Loades were most helpful for unraveling the detail of 

administrative processes and accounting procedure in this time period, as was earlier work on 

accounting procedures by Dr. Jones. 33 

 

Further useful secondary information was found in the literature on the Fitzwilliam 

manuscripts. 34 For information on Sussex, Prof. Susan Doran’s PhD thesis was very 

helpful,35 and for information on Sir Walter Mildmay, Prof. Lehmburg’s book was found to 

																																																								
29 TNA, PROB 51/70 - Sir William Fitzwilliam of Milton, Northants, Administration Bond – Record Date Oct 1550 
30 TNA, PROB 11/25/205, Will of Sir William Fitzwilliam, dated 28 May 1534 and proven 5 September 1534, (d. 9 August 
1534) 
31 K. W. Nicholls, (ed.), The Irish Fiants of the Tudor Sovereigns: During the Reigns of Henry VIII, Edward VI, Philip & 
Mary, and Elizabeth I, (4 vols., Dublin: Éamonn De Búrca for Edmund Burke, 1994):  Acts of the Privy Council of England, 
Vols. 3, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 15, 16, 18, 21, 22 ,23:  The manuscripts of Charles Haliday, of Dublin. Acts of the Privy Council in 
Ireland, 1556-1571, (London: Printed by Eyre and Spottiswoode, for H.M.S.O., 1897):  Calendar of Patent Rolls, Philip and 
Mary, (4 vols., London:1937-9): Calendar of Patent Rolls, Elizabeth, (vols. 1-7, London: 1939-82): James Morrin, Calendar 
of the Patent and Close Rolls of Chancery in Ireland, of the Reigns of Henry VIII., Edward VI., Mary, and Elizabeth, Vol. I., 
(Dublin: Printed by A. Thom & Sons, for H.M. Stationery Off., 1861): Robert Steele and Crawford, James Ludovic 
Lindsay,1967. A Bibliography of the Royal Proclamations of the Tudor And Stuart Sovereigns and of Others published 
under authority, 1485-1714, Vol 1, England and Wales, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1910): Robert Steele, Tudor and Stuart 
Proclamations, 1485-1714, calendared by Robert Steele, under the direction of the Earl of Crawford K.T., Vol II, Scotland 
and Ireland, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1910):  Michael Dolley, Medieval Anglo-Irish Coins, in conjunction with The 
Institute for Irish Studies, QUB., (London: B. A. Seaby Ltd., 1972):  C. E. Challis, ‘The Tudor Coinage for Ireland’, British 
Numismatic Journal, Vol. 40, (1971), pp. 97-119	
32 Anthony Sheehan, ‘Irish Revenues and English Subventions, 1559-1622, Proceedings of the Royal Irish Academy, Section 
C: Archaeology, Celtic Studies, History, Linguistics, Literature, Vol. 90C (1990), pp. 35-65 
33 C. S. Knighton, and David M. Loades, Elizabethan Naval Administration, (Farnham: Ashgate for the Navy Records 
Society, (paperback) 2017): C. S. Knighton, and David M. Loades, The Navy of Edward VI and Mary I, (Farnham: Ashgate 
for the Navy Records Society, 2011):  Rowan H. Jones, ‘Accounting in English Local Government from the Middle Ages to 
c. 1835’, in Accounting and Business Research, Summer 1985, pp. 197-209 
34 Charles McNeill, Fitzwilliam Manuscripts at Milton, England, Analecta Hibernica, No. 4, October, 1932, (Dublin: Irish 
Manuscripts Commission: 1932), pp. 287-326: David Beers Quinn, ‘Review of Fitzwilliam Accounts, 1560-65 by A. K. 
Longfield’, Irish Historical Studies, Vol 15, No. 59, March 1967, pp. 313-314 
35 Susan Doran, ‘The Political Career of Thomas Radcliffe 3rd Earl of Sussex, 1526?-1583’, PhD, London University, 1977 
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be of considerable benefit. 36 Valuable information on Sidney and his household 

arrangements was found in the report on the De L’Isle Dudley manuscripts. 37  

 

In terms of general secondary literature, several histories of Ireland in this period of time are 

available. The recently published volume two of the Cambridge History of Ireland contains 

several interesting articles, including a survey of the entire Elizabethan period in Ireland by 

Prof. Brady. 38 Other recent work includes Prof. Maginn’s study of the relationship between 

Cecil and Ireland. 39 Seminal studies include the general survey of Tudor governance in 

Ireland by Prof. Steven Ellis, 40 the survey of the sixteenth century in Ireland by Prof. Colm 

Lennon, 41 the study of the chief governors by Prof. Ciaran Brady, 42 and the early 

foundational work by Prof. Nicholas Canny,43 Prof. Kenneth Nicholls,44 and Prof. Robin 

Dudley Edwards. 45 

 

More specialized works have addressed aspects of this period of time as well. The advance of 

the Tudor state in Ireland in administrative terms was considered by Prof. Crawford.46 

Questions of identity have been explored by Prof. Sidwell, 47 and also by Dr. Power. 48 A 

useful overall study of the reformation in the Tudor and Stewart realms from 1485–1603 was 

recently undertaken by Prof. Ryrie.49 The reformation in Ireland was addressed by Dr. 

Hutchinson 50 and Dr. Jefferies. 51 The reformation in Dublin was examined by Dr. Murray, 52 

in Meath by Dr. Scott, 53 and in Kildare by Prof. Lyons.54  

																																																								
36 Stanford E. Lehmberg, Sir Walter Mildmay and Tudor Government, (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1964) 
37 De L’Isle and Dudley, Algernon Sidney, and Sidney Family, Report on the Manuscripts of Lord De L’Isle Dudley, 
Preserved at Penshurst Place, Vol. I, (HMSO: 1925) 
38 Jane Ohlmeyer, (ed.), The Cambridge History of Ireland: Vol. 2, 1550-1730, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
2018), Ciaran Brady, Politics, Policy and Power, 1550 – 1603, pp 23 - 47. 
39 Christopher Maginn, William Cecil, Ireland and the Tudor State, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012) 
40 Steven G. Ellis, Ireland in the Age of the Tudors 1447-1603, (London: Longman, 1998) 
41 Colm Lennon, Sixteenth Century Ireland, (Dublin: Gill and MacMillan, 2005) 
42 Ciaran Brady, The Chief Governors, The Rise and Fall of Reform government in Tudor Ireland, 1536-1588, (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1994)  
43 Nicholas Patrick Canny, The Elizabethan Conquest of Ireland: A Pattern Established 1565-1576, (Hassocks (Sussex): 
Harvester, 1976) 
44 K. W. Nicholls, Gaelic and Gaelicised Ireland in the Middle Ages, (Dublin: Gill and Macmillan, 1972) 
45 R. Dudley Edwards, Ireland in the Age of the Tudors, (London: Barnes and Noble, 1977) 
46 Jon G. Crawford, A Star Chamber Court in Ireland, The Court of Castle Chamber, 1571-1641, (Dublin: Four Courts 
Press, 2005): Jon G. Crawford, Anglicizing the Government of Ireland, (Dublin: Irish Academic Press, 1993) 
47 Keith Sidwell, ‘Old English or Gael? Personal, Cultural and Political Identity in Dermot O’Meara’s Ormonius’, in 
Renaessanceforum, Journal of Renaissance Studies, (8, [August], 2012) pp. 155-166  
48 Gerald Power, A European Frontier Elite: The Nobility of the English Pale in Tudor Ireland, 1496-1566, (Hannover: 
Wehrhahn, 2012) 
49 Alec Ryrie, The Age of Reformation: The Tudor and Stewart Realms 1485-1603’, (Routledge: 2017)	
50 Mark A. Hutchinson, Calvinism, Reform and the Absolutist State in Elizabethan Ireland, (Religious Cultures in the Early 
Modern World, 20), (London: Pickering & Chatto, 2015) 
51 Henry A. Jefferies, The Irish Church and the Tudor reformations, (Four Courts Press, 2010): Henry A. Jefferies, ‘Why the 
Reformation failed in Ireland’, Irish Historical Studies, (2016), 40 (158), pp. 151-170 
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Military and related matters have received attention from Prof. Rapple, 55 and also from Prof. 

Brady  56 and Dr. O’Byrne.57 Prof. Maginn has offered a study of the extension of Tudor rule 

in the O’Byrne and O’Toole lordships. 58 Prof. Brady has also offered a recent study of the 

Irish Chief Governors from 1541-1641, in The Irish Lord Lieutenancy c.1541-1922. 59 

Studies have also been undertaken of the earldoms of Ormond and Desmond that include this 

period of time. 60 A study of the Geraldines by multiple authors has also recently been 

undertaken.61  

 

While there is a considerable body of work in place for this time period, as stated above, 

there is very little modern work in place that directly addresses the early career of 

Fitzwilliam. He is spoken of as a caretaker, 62 and non-programmatic, 63 but he is also spoken 

of as highly experienced. 64 In order to explore how all of these things could be said of the 

same person, this study begins by attempting to establish the details of Fitzwilliam’s early 

life. It then details his early service in Ireland, looking specifically at the period of the ‘great 

recoinage’ and then more generally at his service in the administrations of Sussex, Arnold 

and Sidney. With this context in place, it then examines Fitzwilliam’s term as Lord Deputy 

from December 1571 to September 1575.  

 

 

 

																																																																																																																																																																												
52 James Murray, Enforcing the English Reformation in Ireland – Clerical Resistance and Political Conflict in the Diocese of 
Dublin, 1534 – 1590’, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009) 
53 Brendan Scott, Religion and Reformation in the Tudor Diocese of Meath, (Dublin: Four Courts Press, 2006) 
54 Mary Ann Lyons, Church and Society in County Kildare, c. 1470-1547, (Dublin: Four Courts Press, 2000) 
55 Rory Rapple, Martial Power and Elizabethan Political Culture: Military Men in England and Ireland, 1558-1594 
(Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2009) 
56 Ciaran Brady, Shane O'Neill, Historical Association of Ireland, 'Life and Times New Series', (Dublin: University College 
Dublin Press, 2015):  Ciaran Brady, [ed.,] Henry Sidney, ‘A Viceroy's Vindication?: Sir Henry Sidney's Memoir of Service in 
Ireland, 1556-1578’, (Cork, Ireland: Cork University Press) 
57 Emmett O’Byrne, War, Politics and the Irish of Leinster 1156-1606, (Dublin: Four Courts Press, 2003) 
58 Christopher Maginn,‘Civilising Gaelic Leinster The Extension of Tudor Rule in the O’Byrne and O’Toole Lordships’, 
(Dublin: Four Courts Press, 2005) 
59 Ciaran Brady, ‘Viceroys? The Irish Chief Governors, 1541-1641’, in The Irish Lord Lieutenancy, c.1541-1922, Peter Gray 
and Olwen Purdue, (eds.), (University College Dublin Press: 2012), pp.15-42 
60 Anthony McCormack, The Earldom of Desmond 1463-1583, The Decline and Crisis of a Feudal Lordship, (Dublin: Four 
Courts Press, 2005), for further information on the earldom of Desmond:  David Edwards, The Ormond Lordship in County 
Kilkenny 1515-1642, the rise and fall of Butler feudal Power, (Dublin: Four Courts Press, 2003), for further information on 
the earldom of Ormond. 
61 Peter Crooks and Seán Duffy (eds.), The Geraldines and Medieval Ireland The Making of a Myth, (Four Courts Press, 
2017) 
62 Jon G. Crawford, A Star Chamber Court in Ireland, The Court of Castle Chamber, 1571-1641, (Dublin: Four Courts 
Press, 2005), p. 48 
63 Mary O’Dowd, (ed.), Calendar of State Papers Ireland, Tudor Period, (1571-1575), (Dublin: Public Record Office & 
Irish Manuscripts Commission, 2000), pp. xiv, xv  
64 Ciaran Brady, ‘Viceroys? The Irish Chief Governors, 1541-1641’, in The Irish Lord Lieutenancy, c.1541-1922, Peter Gray 
and Olwen Purdue, (eds.), (University College Dublin Press: 2012), p.40 



	 9	

Chapter outlines 

Chapter one begins by offering an account of Fitzwilliam’s family and their lands, largely 

purchased after Fitzwilliam’s grandfather retired from service as Wolsey’s treasurer. It 

discusses the terms of his grandfather’s will and two private acts of parliament establishing 

jointure lands for his mother and wife. It then sketches out the careers of his younger 

brothers, the Tudor captains John and Brian, both of whom served in Ireland. Fitzwilliam's 

early service in England and his religious position is reviewed. Sir William Fitzwilliam of 

Milton is then distinguished from Ireland’s Sir William Fitzwilliam (also known as Sir 

William Fitzwilliam of Windsor) who was active at this time and who is often conflated with 

Fitzwilliam of Milton.  

 

The position of Treasurer-at-War is then introduced, a position occupied by Sir Henry Sidney 

before Fitzwilliam. Sidney incurred debt as Treasurer-at-War, but benefitted from a very 

favourable exchange rate on conversion from Irish into Sterling debt. The chapter ends as Sir 

William Fitzwilliam of Milton prepares to assume the position of Treasurer-at-War as 

successor to Sidney in 1559. 

 

Chapter two presents a detailed study of Fitzwilliam’s activities during the ‘great recoinage’. 

It begins by looking at the uniquely Irish position of Vice-Treasurer and Treasurer-at-War. 

This  is explored through the letters of Lancelot Alford, the deputy to Fitzwilliam. The 

international situation in the early years of Elizabeth is reviewed as is the huge early spend on 

military operations.  Henry VIII began the debasement of the coin in Ireland, and Sir James 

Croft’s subsequent views on the need for good coin in Ireland and the effects of debasement 

on prices are examined as a precursor to the situation in Fitzwilliam’s time.  

 

The recoinage in England that was undertaken in 1560-1561 is then outlined and related to 

unfolding events in Ireland. These include the establishment of an exchange rate of 6d 

English to 8d Irish, the decrying of debased Irish coin, a full army pay, resultant high prices 

and a sequence of government proclamations. Fitzwilliam’s proclamation on the fall of the 

coin in March 1561 is explored.  The plan to re-establish a mint in Ireland is also considered. 

As the mint was not established and as the base coin was not in fact removed to London, the 

recoinage in Ireland was not a success. But the rate of exchange of 6d English to 8d Irish 

meant that crown accountants now faced a bigger burden than before.  
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Chapter three presents an examination of Fitzwilliam’s service as Treasurer-at-War in three 

different administrations during the time of Shane O’Neill. In immediate terms, a Book of 

Articles was produced in London by Irish law students which charged, among other things, 

that Fitzwilliam had been responsible for paying the country with bad English coin which he 

had then re-tariffed from 8d down to 3d. This Book led to a commission of investigation 

headed by Sir Nicholas Arnold. 

 

Sussex twice sent Fitzwilliam into England to obtain money, once in August/September 1561, 

when Fitzwilliam successfully returned with money and his brother’s Berwick band, and 

again from December 1562 to March 1564. Fitzwilliam was in fact entirely absent for 

Sussex’s campaign against Shane O’Neill in 1563.  Fitzwilliam was not in Ireland either as 

the Arnold commission commenced its detailed investigations in 1563 and 1564. Arnold’s 

appointment as Lord Justice (on Sussex’s recall) prompted a struggle regarding the detail of 

Fitzwilliam’s captain’s account and his account as Treasurer-at-War that was not resolved by 

the time Arnold returned to England in 1566. 

 

Fitzwilliam was in fact out of Ireland once more from June 1566 until April 1567, and so 

missed Sidney’s winter assault on Shane O’Neill, during which Fitzwilliam’s brother’s band 

mounted a spirited defence of Dundalk. Fitzwilliam remained in England, where his captain’s 

account was reviewed by a commission of the Privy Council.  On his return to Ireland, 

Fitzwilliam ensured that his eldest son was married to a daughter of Sir Walter Mildmay, 

Lord Chancellor of England. Fitzwilliam’s rising debt as Treasurer-at-War became 

increasingly apparent and Fitzwilliam attempted to end his Irish service. But, despite being 

the third choice behind Sidney and Grey, Fitzwilliam was in fact appointed and reluctantly 

accepted the position of Lord Deputy in December 1571. 

 

Chapter four begins by considering the qualities required for a chief governor. Fitzwilliam 

never negotiated his own terms of service. In fact, he was initially without instructions, and in 

April 1572 he was helpfully informed that his instructions were ‘diverse things..hertofore 

inserted in sondry instructions delivered to ye former deputes of ye Realme of Irland, now 

mete to be revised and continued’.65  In terms of religion, Fitzwilliam was willing to 

accommodate Irish speakers to sustain the reformation, and he did not seek to appoint very 

																																																								
65 Instructions and Memorial of things meet for the better government of Ireland, 24 April ? 1572, TNA SP 63/36/11, f.22 
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zealous reform candidates. The disturbed state of the country caused candidates like Kearney, 

who had produced the first printed religious work in Ireland, to refuse an appointment. 

Fitzwilliam saw a civil dimension to these offices, and he facilitated local power structures 

and willingly received reports on rebels from the bishops.  

 

In terms of military affairs, the garrison was reduced substantially in 1572. In Connacht the 

‘mac an iarla’ revolt was dealt with by allowing the earl of Clanricard more control, and 

establishing commissioners in lieu of the original presidency. In Leinster, Fitzwilliam had 

some small success against the O’Mores in Laois in 1573 and also sent Edward Moore 

against the O’Connors in Offaly. Fitzwilliam blamed the earl of Kildare for fostering 

disturbances in the Pale. The return of the earl of Desmond in 1573 also proved problematic. 

The queen rebuked Fitzwilliam in early 1574 for not dealing with Desmond, and it was only 

his advance with Ormond in the summer of 1574 that restored his reputation somewhat.  

 

In administrative terms, Fitzwilliam facilitated exchequer reform through supporting 

remembrancer Symcott. But the relationship between Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam and the new 

Treasurer-at-War Sir Edward Fitton led to difficulties with accounting for crown subventions. 

Fitzwilliam was initially unsure of how to deal with Essex, but was cautioned repeatedly to 

assist the earl as far as he could. Fitzwilliam eventually saw Essex as his way out of Ireland, 

but Essex and Sidney engaged in opposing bids to succeed Fitzwilliam and this issue was not 

resolved until the middle of 1575. 

 

The study ends as Fitzwilliam is discharged from his ‘near xvij [17] yeres as Thresarar, 

Justice and Deputye of Irlande’. 66 The conclusion revisits his reluctance to accept the 

position of Lord Deputy, and also his actual service in Ireland up to his exit in late 1575. 

Finally, Fitzwilliam’s own comments on the cost of his service in Ireland, for which ‘my 

landes are and wilbe a good while lyable’are presented. 67 

																																																								
66 Sir William Fitzwilliam to Lord Burghley, 26 November 1575, TNA SP 63/53/70 f. 169  
67 Ibid. 
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Chapter One:  Early Life 

 

This chapter provides a context for the rest of the thesis. The Fitzwilliam lands in 

Northamptonshire and Gaynes Park in Essex are considered. Fitzwilliam’s grandfather, father 

and mother, and his links to the Sidney family are explored. His brother John is distinguished 

from others of the same name. His other brother Brian, the Marian exile, is also introduced 

and both brothers’ service in Ireland is considered.  

 

Fitzwilliam's early service in England is outlined, and his grant of the office of Marshal of the 

King’s bench is noted. His religious position at this time, which earned him the name of 

'sustainer' is also reviewed.1 Attention then shifts to distinguishing Sir William Fitzwilliam of 

Milton from Ireland’s Sir William Fitzwilliam (also known as Sir William Fitzwilliam of 

Windsor). It is seen that Cecil states that it was in fact William Fitzwilliam of Ireland who 

was involved in investigating Lord Deputy St. Leger.  

 

The largely ceremonial position of Lord Treasurer of Ireland and the operational position of 

Vice-Treasurer and Treasurer-at-War are then introduced. Sir Henry Sidney, Fitzwilliam’s 

brother-in-law was Treasurer-at-War from 1556-1559. Sidney’s account as Treasurer-at-War 

from 1556–1559 is considered, as is the role of Sir William Fitzwilliam of Ireland/Windsor in 

delivering base currency to Ireland to Sidney in 1556. The chapter ends as William 

Fitzwilliam of Milton takes up the position of Treasurer-at-War as successor to Sidney. 

 

Family  

The Fitzwilliams were established in Milton, Northamptonshire and Gaynes Park, Essex by 

Sir William Fitzwilliam I, the future Lord Deputy’s grandfather. A wealthy merchant in 

London, he was Warden of the Merchant Taylors between 1494-8, Master in 1499, Alderman 

from 1504-11, Sheriff of London from 1506-7, and Mayor of the Staple in London in 1518. 2 

Both grandfather and grandson would serve as treasurers in the Tudor administration. Sir 

William Fitzwilliam I served as Treasurer and Lord Chamberlain to Wolsey, and was one of 

																																																								
1 Christina Hallowell Garrett, The Marian Exiles, a Study in the Origins of Elizabethan Puritanism, (Cambridge: University 
Press, 1938, Paperback June 2010), p. 154 
2 Mary E. Finch, The Wealth of Five Northamptonshire Families, 1540-1640, (Oxford: Printed for the Northamptonshire 
Record Society by C. Batey at the UP, 1956), pp.100-105: Matthew Davies, ‘Fitzwilliam, Sir William (1460?–1534)’, 
Oxford Dictionary of National Biography, (Oxford University Press, 2004) 
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Henry VIII’s council.3 Cavendish wrote kindly of him, and noted the succour afforded to 

Wolsey by Sir William Fitzwilliam I in Northamptonshire during Wolsey’s fall from grace 

under Henry VIII.4  Fitzwilliam’s grandson, the future Lord Deputy was commissioned in 

1559 to serve as Vice-Treasurer and Treasurer-at-War in Ireland under Elizabeth. 5  

 

Married three times, Sir William Fitzwilliam I had nine children. Two of his grandchildren 

would continue the Fitzwilliam tradition of Tudor service at the highest level within Tudor 

society. His grandson’s greatest office would be that of Lord Deputy of Ireland. His 

granddaughter Mildred Cooke would marry Elizabeth’s principal secretary, Sir William 

Cecil, later Lord Burghley. Gemma Allen noted that Mildred ‘was an influential member of 

the political networks of Elizabethan England’. The eldest child of Sir Anthony Cooke, tutor 

to Edward VI, and his wife Anne Fitzwilliam, Mildred was very well educated, speaking, 

writing and translating Greek, Latin, French and English, and on her death she left her library 

to Cambridge. 6 Prior to and during the Battle of Leith and the Treaty of Edinburgh in 1560 

the Lords of the Confederation in Scotland including Maitland and the Earl of Arran wrote 

directly to Mildred, as a conduit to Cecil, with their views. 7 The future Lord Deputy would 

also write to Mildred whilst he was in Ireland about personal affairs, his enemies, and Cecil’s 

support, and would himself receive a letter of support from her in 1573. 8  

  

Both the future Lord Deputy and Lady Burghley are mentioned in their grandfather’s Will, 

written on 28 May 1534, and proved on 5 September 1534. William, the future Lord Deputy, 

probably about eight years of age at this time, was granted ‘twenty shillings… towards the 

finding of him to his learning’, whilst Mildred, also about eight years of age at this time, was 

bequeathed ‘a covering taken up of Malibrancke for debt, and to be given to her at her 

marriage’, and ‘ten pounds sterlings, part of the £100 bequeathed unto maidens marriages’.9 

																																																								
3 Finch, Five Northamptonshire Families, p. 100:   Letters and Papers of Henry VIII, 1515-1518, pt. ii, no. 4637: Richard S. 
Sylvester, Davis P. Harding, [eds.], Two Early Tudor Lives: The Life and Death of Cardinal Wolsey, by George Cavendish, 
The Life of Sir Thomas More, by William Roper, (New Haven: Yale UP, 1962), p. 138 
4 Sylvester & Harding, [eds.], Two Early Tudor Lives, pp.137-9 
5 Cal. Pat. Rolls, Elizabeth, Vol. 1, 1558-60, 8 June 1559, pp. 71-2: Cal. Pat. Rolls, Elizabeth, Vol. I, 1558-60, 24 July 1559, 
pp. 120-1    
6 Gemma Allen, ‘The Cooke sisters. Education, piety and politics in early modern England’, (Manchester: MUP, 2013), p. 1: 
Caroline M. K. Bowden, “Cecil [Cooke], Mildred, Lady Burghley (1526–1589),” Caroline M. K. Bowden In Oxford 
Dictionary of National Biography, edited by H. C. G. Matthew and Brian Harrison, (Oxford: OUP, 2004), Online ed., edited 
by Lawrence Goldman, May 2014 
7 Allen, ‘The Cooke sisters’, pp.126-130 
8 Sir William Fitzwilliam to Lady Cecil, 20 January 1567-68, Carte 55 f. 218:    Sir William Fitzwilliam to Lady Cecil, 29 
August 1568, Carte 58, f. 664 and verso:    Lady Mildred Burghley to Sir William Fitzwilliam, 26 October 1573, Carte 56, 
f.229 
9 TNA PROB 11/25/205, Will of Sir William Fitzwilliam, dated 28 May 1534 and proven 5 September 1534, (d. 9 August 
1534) 
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The lands and familial links which the future Lord Deputy would utilise were established at 

this time. The Lord Deputy’s lands in Northamptonshire and Essex which he inherited via 

entail would allow him to develop close ties with key Tudor advisors who also held lands or 

were associated with Northamptonshire or Essex.  Milton, located in Northamptonshire, and 

part of his mother’s jointure would become the future Lord Deputy’s residence which he 

would finally inherit following his mother’s death in 1571.10  Sir William Cecil, Lord 

Burghley, married the future Lord Deputy’s first cousin Mildred Cooke, as stated above, and 

their country residence Burghley House was located near to Milton in Northamptonshire. 

Northamptonshire was also home to Apethorpe, the country residence of Chancellor Sir 

Walter Mildmay. Mildmay’s daughter would marry the future Lord Deputy’s eldest son in 

1569. Sir Francis Knollys, treasurer of Elizabeth’s household from 1570, had a close alliance 

with Fitzwilliam’s neighbours the Treshams of Northamptonshire as Knollys’ widowed 

mother had married Sir Thomas Tresham in 1540. 11  

 

In Essex, the future Lord Deputy’s lands at Gaynes Park would provide a central location for 

the Lord Deputy’s wife, Lady Anne Fitzwilliam, sister to Sir Henry Sidney, to liaise with and 

write to, other significant figures at Elizabeth’s court on her husband’s behalf as she sought 

his return from Ireland. Gaynes Park also afforded closer proximity to London and to Court, 

which Milton, located at the northern end of Northamptonshire on the Cambridgeshire 

border, did not.  The home of Sir Thomas Heneage treasurer of Elizabeth’s chamber from 

1570, was at Copped Hall, Epping, in Essex, close to Gaynes Park. Sir Thomas Smith, 

secretary to the Privy Council, had his home at Hill Hall, close to Gaynes Park. Sir William 

Cecil’s residence of Theobalds, was also close to the Fitzwilliams’ Gaynes Park residence. 12  

 

Finch notes that ‘for the sake of his younger sons, Sir William Fitzwilliam I had seriously 

curtailed the inheritance of their eldest brother’ the Lord Deputy’s father. 13  The Will of Sir 

William Fitzwilliam I established an entail for his eldest son, to hold for a term of eighty 

years if he should live so long, which would then pass to the future Lord Deputy, and should 

he have no male issue, to his brothers John and Brian to inherit successively. Sir William 

																																																								
10 Lord Justice Fitzwilliam to Privy Council, 29 September 1571, TNA SP 63/34/15, f. 42-3 
11 Wallace T. MacCaffrey, ‘Knollys, Sir Francis (1511/12–1596)’, ODNB, [In 1540 Sir Francis Knolly’s widowed mother 
would marry for a third time to Sir Thomas Tresham of Rushton, Northamptonshire, neighbours to the Fitzwilliams] 
12 Christina Holloway, ‘Recent Excavations On The Site Of A Tudor Mansion At Copped Hall, Essex, A community 
Archaeology project reveals one of London’s lost Tudor mansions’, London Archaeologist, Vol.12, No. 9, (Summer 2010), 
pp. 237-242 
13 Finch, Five Northamptonshire Families, p. 102.  
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Fitzwilliam I in his will also bequeathed a generous jointure to his widow Dame Jane 

Ormond, and lands, via tail male, and monies to his four younger sons, which they 

dissipated.14 Yet Sir William Fitzwilliam I did not ensure a jointure for his eldest son’s wife. 

Therefore, in 1535-6 just a year after Sir William Fitzwilliam I’s death, and twelve years after 

his own marriage, as the father of four children the future Lord Deputy’s father found it 

necessary to secure a private Act of Parliament to establish a jointure for his own wife, the 

future Lord Deputy’s mother, and the future Lord Deputy’s siblings. That he had to do so 

arose because no allowance had been made for them in Sir William Fitzwilliam I’s will. If the 

future Lord Deputy’s father were to die his wife and younger children would have had no 

home or income upon which to depend, as in his will Sir William Fitzwilliam I had entailed 

all of his estate, and established a jointure for his own widow, but had not provided for his 

eldest son’s wife or for the future Lord Deputy’s younger siblings. 15 

 

The jointure noted that Fitzwilliam’s grandfather was ‘a man of great possessyon of Londe 

[land] to the clere yerly valewe of six hundreth marke and above’. 

 
The Private Act of Parliament for the future Lord Deputy’s mother, Lady Anne Fitzwilliam 

née Sapcote, established land ownership for her lifetime of the manors of Milton, Marholm 

and Castor 

that the sayd Anne shall from hensforth have and holde the sayd manrs of Mylton, 
Marham and Castor, wth all and singler theyr appurtenaunces and all other Landes 
Tentes[tenements] and other heredytamentes. 
 

The jointure also rather plaintively confirmed that 

the intent and purpose that the sayd Anne may be in surety of a convenient lyvyng 
during her lyeff, yf it please Almyghty God that she survive and ovrlyve her sayd 
husbonde, And also that the sayd Anne may [be] in abylyte to help and bryng uppe 
her seyd children according to their degree. 

 
Fitzwilliam’s father died between 1544 and 1547 as is evidenced by a case that is taken in 

Chancery against Anne, ‘late the wife of William Fitzwilliam of Milton’, regarding a debt for 

silk in the mid 1540’s.16 An administration bond was issued on 3 October 1550 regarding 

Fitzwilliam’s father’s estate and was signed by his mother ‘Anne fytzwylyam’.17  

																																																								
14	Finch, Five Northamptonshire Families, p. 103: TNA PROB 11/25/205, Will of Sir William Fitzwilliam I	
15 Parliamentary Archives UK, Private Act, 27 Henry VIII, c. 55, An Act concerning the Assurance of certain Lands unto 
Anne Fitzwilliams, in Recompense of her Jointure, HL/PO/PU/1/1535/27H8n32  
16 TNA, C1/1107/2 – 22 April 1544-15 February 1547 
17 TNA, PROB 51/70 - Sir William Fitzwilliam of Milton, Northants, Administration Bond, 3 October 1550 
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The future Lord Deputy’s mother did not die until 1571, which he confirmed in a letter of 29 

September 1571.18  Writing to the Privy Council, the then Lord Justice whilst highlighting 

‘my unhabilitie and unaptness for shrvice,’ as a possible Lord Deputy and ‘my poore state’ 

indicates 

that forther porcon wch lately is fallen unto me by the decease of my mother, and 
beeng depeached hither by her matie presently after my mothers buryall, I had not the 
leasure to have so moche tyme as to loke to the key of that my poore lyving 19  

 
The importance of his coming into his complete Northamptonsire and Essex inheritance in 

1571 should not be underestimated as a factor in his unwillingness to assume the Lord 

Deputyship of Ireland, particularly as in this letter Fitzwilliam highlighted Milton as being 

the ‘key of that my poore lyving’. This will be discussed further in chapter three. 

 

In 1543, Sir William Fitzwilliam III, the future Lord Deputy, married Anne Sidney, the sister 

of Sir Henry Sidney.20 The future Lord Deputy’s father had also ensured a jointure for his 

eldest son’s wife to be. Both he and Sir William Sidney oversaw a private Act of Parliament 

to modify the earlier entail. This Act established a jointure for Lady Anne Sidney, saw her 

come into the jointure lands of the recently deceased Dame Jane Ormond widow of Sir 

William Fitzwilliam I, and covenanted lands to the married couple. 21 Enacted on 4 January 

1543, when the future Lord Deputy was probably just seventeen, the Act confirmed 

‘thadvauncement of the seid Anne in marriage wt the said william ffitzwilliam esquyer’.  This 

private Act of Parliament allowed Anne and William to come into lands at various times, 

some on marriage, some on the death of Fitzwilliam’s father or mother, with entry to Gaynes 

Park, Essex, after the death of the future Lord Deputy’s father.  

 

Fitzwilliam’s marriage to Lady Anne Sidney would prove valuable. Through it he would 

become related to Sir Thomas Radcliffe, the Earl of Sussex and Sir Henry Sidney, President 

of Wales. All three men served in the court of Edward VI, Fitzwilliam having been 

																																																								
18 Lord Justice Fitzwilliam to the Privy Council, 29 September 1571, TNA SP 63/34/15 f. 42: Finch indicates in footnote 2, 
p.105, that Lady Anne Fitzwilliam nee Sapcote had died in 1576 attributing this information to a Miss W. Dore via the 
Marholm Parish Register – but this is negated by Fitzwilliam’s own letter of 29 September 1571. Finch had further indicated 
that Fitzwilliam’s father had died in 1552 footnote no. 2, p. 105, yet this would be negated also per the case taken in 
Chancery against his widow between 1544-1547 mentioned above. 
19 Lord Justice Fitzwilliam to the Privy Council, 29 September 1571, TNA SP 63/34/15 f. 42 
20 Finch, Five Northamptonshire Families, p. 103 
21 Parliamentary Archives, Private Act [of Parliament] 34 & 35 Henry VIII, c.38, An Act assuring land to Anne Sidney, 
HL/PO/PB/1/1542/34& 35H8n29 



	 17	

introduced there through his mother’s Sapcote family links to Lord John Russell, the first 

Earl of Bedford. 22  

 

Sir Thomas Radcliffe, Earl of Sussex married Frances Sidney, another sister of Sir Henry 

Sidney. Fitzwilliam would correspond with both the Earl of Sussex and Lady Frances Sussex 

during his career in Ireland, Sussex himself would be an advisor and correspondent of 

Fitzwilliam’s.  Sir Henry Sidney, president of Wales, and brother-in-law of the Earl of 

Leicester, Robert Dudley, would now also become brother-in-law to Fitzwilliam.  Both of 

Fitzwilliam’s brothers-in-law would serve in Ireland as Lord Deputy. Via his marital 

connections, Fitzwilliam would gain access to a Tudor career in Ireland. 

 

Other Sidney family members would also assist him: Fitzwilliam obtained assistance from 

Lady Lucy Harrington née Sidney in finalising the faltering marriage contract between his 

son and the daughter of Sir Walter Mildmay in 1569 which the future Lord Deputy sought to 

finalise whilst he served in Ireland. 23  Sir James and Lady Lucy Harrington are discussed 

later in this chapter while discussing Fitzwilliam’s service as ‘sustainer’ to the reformation 

martyr John Bradford during Bradford’s incarceration. Lady Lucy Harrington is mentioned 

again in chapter three during the negotiation of the Mildmay/Fitzwilliam marriage contract. 

 

Finally, Fitzwilliam’s wife, Lady Anne Fitzwilliam née Sidney, was as Burghley indicated a 

‘vehement suitor’24 on his behalf, and would prove to be an unstinting campaigner for his 

return from Ireland and Irish service when Fitzwilliam sought not to be appointed Lord 

Deputy in 1571. 

 

 

 

 

 

																																																								
22 Finch, Five Northamptonshire Families, p. 105 
23 Sir William Fitzwilliam to Lady Lucy Harrington, April 1569, Carte 58, f.738, f.739: Sir William Fitzwilliam to a writer 
not herein named indicating he had written to his ‘sister’ Lady Lucy Harrington to deal to his son [regarding the marriage 
contract], Carte 58 f. 747-f.748:   James Harrington, John Toland,Thomas Birch, Michael Van Der Gucht, Peter Lely, and 
John Hall, ‘The Oceana and other works of James Harrington esq’., (London: Printed for A. Millar, opposite to Catharine-
street, in the Strand., 1747), p. xxxvii   
24 Lord Burghley to Lord Justice Fitzwilliam, 10 August 1571, Carte 57, f.119, ‘your good wif hath bene so  
veheme~[n]t a suter for you, as when I cold not satisfy hir desyre I feare she hath bene much offended wt me and yetshe 
rather sayth, yt she feareth she hath offended me, wc[h] truly she hath not, and so she may be assured, yt I do ye better allow of 
hir’ 
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The Fitzwilliam brothers: John and Brian 

Fitzwilliam also had family members who would also serve in Ireland, his younger brothers 

John and Brian. Both served as military captains, John pre-deceased Brian and William in the 

1560’s. Brian died in the 1590’s. Both acted on occasion as conduits between Sir William 

Fitzwilliam and others. 

 

John Fitzwilliam was a well-respected soldier. He should not however be confused with John 

Fitzwilliams, deputy governor in Antwerp of the Merchant Adventurers, and an associate of 

Tudor financier Sir Thomas Gresham. Governor Fitzwilliams corresponded with Cecil during 

the period 1564–1567, at a time when Captain John Fitzwilliam served in Ireland. 25 Finch 

also noted that John Fitzwilliam of Milton was MP for Peterborough in the Parliament of 

1563-67. 26  Yet another John Fitzwilliam is to be found who was a Justice of Hampshire in 

1552, charged with examining whether Harry Brabon had called the King a poor child on a 

supplication enclosed by John Bale. 27 This John Fitzwilliam was a ‘near kinsman’ of the earl 

of Southampton, served as an MP for Hampshire in 1553 and fought at St. Quentin in 1557.28 

 

John Fitzwilliam of Milton received a grant of offices and lands at Fotheringhay on 4 

November 1553, renewed on 8 July 1558.  This Fotheringhay grant was shared with his 

brother William, the future Lord Deputy,29 who was dubbed a Knight Bachelor on 2 October 

1553 the day after Mary’s accession.30 On 21 April 1558, it is likely that John Fitzwilliam of 

Milton led 200 soldiers into Ireland,31 and reportedly on 17 June 1558 one of John 

Fitzwilliam’s men was hurt whilst serving in Ireland under the Earl of Sussex. Later, on 3 

																																																								
25 John William Burgon, The Life and times of Sir Thomas Gresham: Comp. Chiefly from His Correspondence Preserved in 
Her Majesty's Statepaper Office: Including Notices of Many of His Contemporaries, With Illustrations, (London: R. 
Jennings, 1839), Vol. 1., p. 350, Vol. 2, p. 182: G.D. Ramsay, The City of London in International Politics at the Accession 
of Elizabeth Tudor, (Manchester University Press, 1975), p. 25 
26 Finch, Five Northamptonshire Families, p.112 
27 APC, Vol. 4, A.D. 1552-1554, p. 4 
28 R. J. W. Swales, John Fitzwilliam of Lode Place in Kingsley, Hants., in S. T. Bindoff, (ed.), The House of Commons, 
1509-1558, Members D-M, (History of Parliament Trust, 1982), pp. 140-1 
29 Cal. Pat. Rolls, Philip and Mary, Vol. I, 1553-4, 4 November 1553, p. 327: Cal. Pat. Rolls, Philip and Mary, Vol. 4, 1557-
8, 8 July 1558, pp. 416-7 
30 Wm A. Shaw, and G. D. Burtchaell, The Knights of England: A Complete Record from the Earliest Time to the Present 
Day of the Knights of All the Orders of Chivalry in England, Scotland, and Ireland, and of Knights Bachelors ... 
Incorporating a Complete List of Knights Bachelors Dubbed in Ireland: Vol. II., (London: Sheratt and Hughes, 1906), p. 67 
[Fitzwilliam is knighted 2 October 1553]: Henry Machin and John Gough Nichols, The Diary of Henry Machyn: Citizen and 
Merchant-taylor of London, from A.D. 1550 to A.D. 1563, (London: Printed for the Camden Society, by J.B. Nichols and 
Son, 1848), p. 335   
31 APC, Vol. 6, A.D. 1556-1558, 21 April 1558, p.308 
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July 1558, John Fitzwilliam and his band and others took ‘four castles and two castles of 

wood from Donnell Lyeba’.32  

 

Both John and his brother Brian are mentioned in the 1573 Tudor accounts of Sir William 

Fitzwilliam in the provisioning allowed when Shane O’Neill was prevented from entering the 

English Pale at Dundalk in the summer of 1566. Thomas Lancaster, later Archbishop of 

Armagh, stated in a letter to Cecil on 16 August 1566 that after Sidney’s departure,  on 29 

July [1566] Shane O’Neill besieged Dundalk ‘where his traitorous pride was answered by 

John Fitzwilliam and eighteen were slain’. 33 Writing to Cecil on 3 September 1566, 

Archbishop Loftus noted Shane O’Neill burned the Haggard, attacking Dundalk, which was  

‘valiantly defended by John Fitzwilliam and the rest of Brian Fitzwilliam’s soldiers’.34  

Sidney, commenting to Leicester on 19 August 1566, noted that Dundalk ‘was constrained 

through the want of fictualls’ and that ‘[Shane] repaired to Dundalk and besieged the town, 

wheare I had left the soldiers under the leading of Captayne Bryan FitzWilliams’. 35  

 

It would seem that the defence of Dundalk and the English Pale provided by the Fitzwilliam 

brothers was regarded by all as an extraordinary act of defence. Yet it was not until 

September 1574, in the final account of Sir William Fitzwilliam as Treasurer-at-War for the 

period 23 June 1569 to 31 March 1573, that the remittance regarding the victualling of 

Dundalk for this period was finally allowed. In an entry entitled ‘Allowances of losses in 

victualles sondry waies sustained viz to – Captaine Bryanne fitzwillmes’ is an allowable 

amount of £280 10s. This payment was allowed in consideration of the 100 soldiers under 

Brian Fitzwilliam’s leading and under his brother John Fitzwilliam who was planted in 

Dundalk to ‘ffront Shane Oneale’.36  

 

Brian Fitzwilliam, the youngest brother of the future Lord Deputy was a well-respected 

soldier, determinedly taking matters into his own hands to plead his case, either to Dr. 

Wootton, England’s ambassador to France, or directly to Cecil, or to the Privy Council 

																																																								
32 Calendar of the Carew MSS, preserved in the Archiepiscopal Library at Lambeth, 1515-1574, Vol. 1, 25 July 1558, ‘A 
Journey Made by the Earl of Sussex’, pp. 274-6 
33 Thomas Lancaster to Sir William Cecil, 16 August 1566, TNA SP 63/18/89 
34 Adam Loftus, Archbishop of Armagh, to Sir William Cecil, 3 September 1566, TNA SP 63/19/1 
35 Tomás Ó Laidin, (ed.), Sidney State Papers: 1565-1570, (Dublin: Stationery Office, for the Irish Manuscripts 
Commission, 1962), pp. 15-16: Anthony Collins, Letters of Memorial of State in the reigns of Queen Mary, Queen Elizabeth, 
King James, King Charles the First, part of the Reign of King Charles the Second, and Oliver’s Usurpation, Vol. I., 
(London: Printed for T. Osborne in Gray’s Inn, 1746), pp.15-17 
36 Account of Sir William Fitzwilliams, as Treasurer at Wars from 23 June 1569 to 31 March 1573, Signed by the 
commissioners including his successor in office Sir Edward Fytton, 30 September 1574, TNA SP 65/7 f. 35	
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regarding his payment for service in Ireland.  Brian become a Marian exile, but he would 

remain a loyal Tudor advocate. Indicted on 15 February 1553,37 his arrival at Caen was noted 

by Captain Thomas Crayer (writing to Lord Grey in ‘Guise’) on 24 March 1554, who said 

that ‘Bryan Fitzwilliam’ amongst others had ‘lately arrived at Caen’. Brian is later described 

by Dr. Wotton, England’s ambassador to France, as being one of the leaders of the 150 

rebels.38 Brian appealed directly to Dr. Wotton in July 1555 as he sought his return to 

England, expressing his sorrow for the ‘henous offenssys’ which he had committed ‘for lake 

of experyens tow have knowne my dutey otherwyse’ whereby he had become ‘abanysshed 

man’. Brian sought Dr. Wooton’s assistance in order to regain Queen Mary’s good graces 

which he had earned ‘by the service he did her at Fremmyngam [Framlingham]’ assuring him 

that he had not entered into the service of the French king.39  

 

Brian’s pleas were not successful and he remained on the continent. Brian took part in a duel 

at Notre Dame Cathedral against Sir Robert Stafford who had named Brian as a traitor. Yet 

though recognized as an associate of Thomas Stafford, Brian did not take part in Thomas 

Stafford’s traitorous taking of Scarborough Castle, remaining instead in France until he was 

allowed to return to England. 40 Following Elizabeth’s accession, Brian’s mother wrote to 

Cecil her ‘countrye neybore’ at Burghley House, and now Elizabeth’s principal secretary, on 

22 March 1559, pleading that her son’s return from France be allowed so that he might be 

‘made somewaye able to lyve’. 41 Brian was pardoned on 30 December 1559, 42 having been 

returned to the Fleet for ‘safe custody’ on 28 March 1559.43  

 

Brian now served in Scotland. He was reported as injured  in one of the hottest skirmishes at 

Leith in a letter from the Duke of Norfolk to Cecil on 18 April 1560.44 Cecil imparted this 

information in turn to Nicholas Throckmorton, who was England’s Ambassador to France. 45 

Brian departed Leith and Berwick during September 1560, when he was commissioned by 

Sir Francis Leek to bring the statutes of the town to Cecil, Sir Francis Leek confirming that 

																																																								
37 Cal. Pat. Rolls, Elizabeth Vol I., 1558-1560, 30 December 1559, pp. 298-9  
38 Captain Thomas Crayer to Lord Grey, 24 March, 1554, TNA SP 69/3/170 f.123-4:  Dr. Wotton to Queen Mary, 29 July 
1554, TNA SP 69/4/243 f. 187 [in cipher] 
39 Bryan Fitzwilliams to Dr. Wotton, 12 July 1555, TNA SP 69/7/395, f.9  
40 Dr. Wotton to Sir William Petre, 13 January 1556/7, TNA SP 69/10/569, f. 12 
41 Ann, Lady Fitzwilliams [Mother of the Lord Deputy] to Cecil, 22 March 1559, TNA SP 12/3/42 f.128 
42 Cal. Pat. Rolls, Elizabeth, Vol I., 1558-1560, 30 December 1559, pp. 298-9 
43 APC, Vol. 7, 1558-1570, 28 March 1559, p. 75  
44 Norfolk to Cecil, 18 April 1560, TNA SP 52/3/33, f. 73 
45 Cecil to Throckmorton, 4 May 1560, TNA SP 70/14/26 f. 28 
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The estatutes of thys towne I shall sende yowe wth my next letteres by Mr. Bryan 
ffytzwyllyames who beyng desyrowes for hys grete effeyres determine to morowe to 
depesshe [dispatch] towards yowe.46 
 

Brian’s being entrusted with the delivery of the town statutes for Cecil’s attention highlighted 

not only that he himself was well-regarded by his commanders, but also acknowledged the 

direct access which he and indeed all three of the Fitzwilliam brothers had to Cecil.  

 

By July 1561 Brian was granted ‘for life, for his service’ an annuity of £26 13s 4d,47 and on 

28 August 1561 he was charged with leading 200 experienced soldiers from Berwick to 

Ireland. These soldiers were ‘in desperation of their wages’, and Valentine Browne, Auditor 

at Berwick,  had to financially placate them in Berwick before their departure was agreed. 48  

 

It was Brian Fitzwilliam’s band which was retained in Ireland by the Queen as other bands 

were cashed. 49 First suggested on 23 October 1561,50 his retention in Ireland was not finally 

confirmed by the Irish Privy Council until 26 October 1562, indicating that as military forces 

in Ireland at this time would not be ‘sufficient to encounter’ with Shane O’Neill, the service 

of Brian’s experienced band of soldiers was ‘continewed until her majesties pleasure be 

further knowen’.51  Sir William Fitzwilliam as Lord Justice and Treasurer-at-War in Ireland 

had earlier sought clarification regarding ‘what to do wt Bryan my broter for mony to bryng 

hys men home’ whilst Sussex was in England during Shane O’Neill’s submission to 

Elizabeth from January to May 1562.52 Sussex’s letter of 9 August 1562 indicated that Brian 

was so well regarded that the queen allowed him to choose whether he wished to return to 

Berwick or remain in Ireland, and Sussex confirmed that for the  

goodwill he berithe to me [Sussex] and his brother [William] [Brian is] rather willing 
to sarve here with his band of twoe hondrethe after the pay of Irland…then to receive 
a greater pay at Barwicke.53 

 

 

																																																								
46 Sir Francis Leek to Cecil, 3 September 1560, TNA SP 59/3/484 f. 44  
47 Cal. of Patent Rolls, Elizabeth, Vol. II, 1560-1563, 23 July 1561, p. 16  
48 Valentine Browne [Auditor at Berwick] to Cecil, 28 August 1561, TNA SP 59/5/457 f. 23  
49 Finch, Five Northamptonshire Families, p. 112: Cal. Carew MSS 1515-74, p. 328 
50 Lord Lieutenant and Council to the Privy Council, 23 Oct 1561, TNA SP 63/4/63, f.139v - Sought the retention of Brian 
Fitzwilliam’s band noting ‘Yf Shane goe to her highness, there is in or [our] opyniones no cause of there [their] 
countynuance here, if he goe not, & seke to take his advantage then may they not well be spared’. 
51 Haliday, APC, Ireland, ‘Memorandum by Lord Lieutenant and Council, 26 October 1562, p.127 
52 Lord Justice Fitzwilliam to the Lord Lieutenant Sussex, 7 February 1562, TNA SP 63/5/20 f. 39:   Lord Justice 
Fitzwilliam to Lord Lieutenant Sussex, 13 February 1562, TNA SP 63/5/28 f. 71 
53 Lord Lieutenant Sussex to the Queen, 9 August 1562, TNA SP 63/6/65, f.174-5 
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The Queen, ‘pleased that [Brian] shall there so remayne’, replied quickly to Sussex’s letter 

and, on 11 September 1562, in a letter in her own hand written directly to her Treasurer-at-

War in Ireland, Sir William Fitzwilliam, Brian’s eldest brother, she confirmed Brian’s 

retention in Ireland  

 commanding you ofsuche or [our] treasure as from tyme to tyme shalbe in yor  
hands to pay unto your said brother Bryan ffitzwillmes for thenterteynement of 
himself & his said bande.54 

 
In a letter from Sir William Fitzwilliam to Cecil on 13 October 1562, Fitzwilliam confirmed 

that Brian has arrived in Ireland on 22 September bringing with him Cecil’s letter which 

included news of John, and his mother, and news from France. He stated that  

the xxijth of September I resevyed by Bryan my brother yor letter of the xjth ther of wt 
your bockes towchyng the French for wch I do most humbly thancke yow, and for my 
mother and my brother Jhon god thanck you.55 

 

Brian at this time could be perceived as providing a support network for his brother who had 

in the same letter indicated to Cecil that, following Sir Nicholas Arnold’s musters, he hoped 

that he had not been found ‘so thevyshe [thievish] a robber of her hyghnes as the slanderus 

reporters have made’. Sir William continued that, ‘I have not eny to do for me but god, 

yourself, and my truth, in wch for god sacke standby me, for truly I have gyven my self whyll 

I lyve to love and sarve yow’.56 

 
Brian’s retention in Ireland during 1561 and 1562, together with his band of 200 experienced 

soldiers, would allow a well-known and supportive voice to be heard on behalf of Sir 

William Fitzwilliam during Arnold’s investigation. Brian’s service in Ireland continued and 

his experienced band is seen ‘repairing to Offaley’ during 1564,57 whilst in 1565 the Mayor 

and Aldermen of Dublin, though having been paid £453 6s 8d, are still owed an amount of 

£122 18s 4d for victuals provided to Brian’s band. 58  

 

Payments to Brian’s band of 200 men are included in Sir William Fitzwilliam’s military 

accounts of 1560-1565, shown in the accounting period of 24 May 1560 to 25 May 1565. 59 

Brian received 8s per day and he and his band were initially paid ‘after the rate of courante 

																																																								
54 The Queen to Sir William Fitzwilliam, 11 September 1562, TNA SP 63/7/13 f. 44 
55 Sir William Fitzwilliam to Cecil, 13 October 1562, TNA SP 63/7/28, f. 89 v.  
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money of Englande’, from 26 August 1561 to 24 October 1562 of Stg £3,449 11s 8d, 

calculated as being in ‘Iryshe monys’ of IR£4,599 8s 10d. 60 

 

The retention of his band is also indicated in Sir William Fitzwilliam’s accounts, though their 

pay would not continue in sterling. From 25 October 1562 to December 1562 Brian’s band 

were paid in ‘Iryshe monys’ of IR£551 18s 8d, totalling for the period 26 August 1561 to end 

of December 1562 IR£5,151 7s 6d. 61 His band of 200 is further noted as receiving for the 

period of ‘one hoole year’ 1 January 1562 – 31 December 1562 an amount of  

IR£2,962 9s 8d.62 In a final analysis of his account for the complete accounting period of 24 

May 1560 to 25 May 1565, Brian’s band of 200 soldiers were due IR £13,315 5s 4d of which 

an amount of £1,889 19s was ‘defalked’ or deducted for ‘voyde romes certefyed by the clerk 

of the check’. Having been ‘imprested’ or paid on account in Ireland by Master Treasurer, his 

eldest brother Sir William Fitzwilliam, IR£4,463 8s 2d and ‘imprested’ in Berwick by 

Auditor Browne of an amount of  IR£395 6s 8d, and also for victuals delivered by Cowley 

and Might amounting to IR£500 2s 10d, and with IR£141 11s 2d for artillery and munitions, 

a total of IR£7,390 7s 10d was recorded. There was an outstanding amount due to him and 

his men of IR£5,924 17s 5d.63  

 

Brian was not hesitant in making ‘supplications’ directly to the Privy Council in England. In 

1565 he disputed deductions regarding his pay on foot of commission enquiries made during 

the Arnold commission. 64  The Privy Council forwarded this query to Sir Henry Sidney, then 

Lord Deputy of Ireland, for action.65 Neither was Brian hesitant in seeking Cecil’s direct 

personal intervention on his behalf. Cecil’s supportive letter written in his own hand on 

Brian’s behalf to Sir Henry Sidney on 9 November 1565 in favour of ‘this berer my coosyn 

Bryan’, provides ‘your L[ord] some testimony of ye good will that I beare towards hym’, so 

that Sidney ‘may fynd favor’ in the resolution of Brian’s payment.66 Cecil’s direct 

intercession was successful and on 23 June 1566 Sidney issued an order exonerating Brian 

from certain charges preferred against him in relation to the check accounts.67 Sidney 
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confirmed to Cecil his support of Brian’s actions in accounting for his Berwick band in 

sterling pay as his band had come from ‘Barwick’, expecting to return there. Arnold’s 

commission had disallowed the sterling pay only allocating payment at an Irish rate whilst 

they were in Ireland. 68 Sidney wrote to Cecil on 24 June 1566 and confirmed his support for 

Brian and also for Sir William Fitzwilliam during the Arnold Commission investigations.  

 

He noted, 

How I have delt wth yor coosin Brian ffitzwillm I leve to his report suerly I have delt 
in my conscience truly wth the Queene and yet frendlie wth hym.  I neede not entreat 
you for to be good to this bringer my brother Ffitzwillmes whome you have hitherto 
carefully ffrendid, in my conscience he is p[er]fecte honest and a true man in all his 
srvices and chardges to the queens matie.69 

 

Sir Nicholas Arnold on 28 June 1566 noted, in the Copy of the Book of Checks delivered by 

the Commissioners to Lord Deputy Sidney, that the query regarding Brian’s payment had 

been referred to Sidney for resolution.70 

 

Brian was an experienced and well-regarded soldier within the Tudor territories. This is 

evidenced by the Queen’s letter to Sidney on 21 July 1567 where she confirmed that Brian 

had volunteered to serve under Sidney and she asked Sidney to expedite the matter of Brian’s 

account with good speed.71 From 1568 to 1594 Brian was retained as one of the elite band of 

military pensioners, men retained full-time for service in Ireland in case of emergency. 72 

From 8 July 1568 he received a payment of 4s per day,73 increasing to 5s per day in 1579,74 

in 1588 his pay rose to 5s sterling per day for life, 75 and by the time of his death c. 1594 had 

increased to 10s sterling per day. 76 

 

Brian had the support of his brother Sir William Fitzwilliam while in Ireland. However, it 

must be acknowledged that it was Brian’s own military reputation and expertise that allowed 

																																																								
68 Lord Deputy Sidney to Sir William Cecil, 29 January 1566/1567, TNA SP 63/20/19, f. 47 
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his direct access to Cecil, and to the English Privy Council, and also assured him of the 

queen’s support, indicated by his being frequently called upon to serve in a military capacity 

in Ireland and elsewhere until his death c.1594. 

 

Early service of Sir William Fitzwilliam 

Sir William Fitzwilliam’s early Tudor service began in England at the court of Edward VI, 

introduced there via his mother’s Sapcote connections to Lord John Russell.77 This service 

would continue under Mary and Elizabeth, and evidence of his early service may be found in 

his later letters.  

 

In August 1572 Fitzwilliam wrote to the Queen. Having been informed by his wife that those 

who ‘have not so long served yor matie as I have don, do sue for myne office of Marshall of 

the kings bench’, and not being there to ‘sollicite myn owne sute’, he indicated his concern 

was not for loss of this ‘good porcon and staye of living’, but that should this loss of office 

occur ‘the worlde might and wolde conceave of youre displeashr towards me’.78 So 

concerned was Fitzwilliam that he also wrote to Cecil on 4 October 1572, ‘praying that so 

greate a token of her Mates mislyking myght not be given to my discredid’, and pleaded that  

‘if Mr. Varneys 3 or 4 yeares service have deserved a good turne at her maties hand, God 

sende it him withoute my harme’. 79 

 
Yet the position was lost to him, and as he wrote to the Privy Council on 13 October 1573 

Fitzwilliam bemoaned the fact that due to his service as Lord Deputy in Ireland he had not 

been in England to ensure his retention of the office as Marshal of the King’s bench, and the 

income which attached, as he noted 

that through the want of my being in Englande, myne owne small thinges there have 
gon to losse, and myne office of Marischall of the Kinges benche, wch was bestowed 
on me in king Edwardes, tyme by the Duke of Northumberland, and for the wch I once 
refused £800 in ready money, is geven away from me.80 

 
Yet Fitzwilliam’s position as Marshal of the King’s Bench was not merely an opportunity for 

him to obtain remuneration. This Edwardian crown appointment saw him sustain the 

Reformation during Mary’s counter-reformation. Mentioned as ‘Keper of the King’s Bench’ 
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in Acts of the Privy Council during 1552,81 Fitzwilliam’s position as Marshal of the King’s 

bench continued during Mary’s reign. Indeed, Fitzwilliam’s position saw his being 

recognized as their ‘sustainer’ by John Bradford and others who would become martyrs for 

the reformed faith during the Marian persecutions.  

 

John Bradford wrote to ‘The Worshipful Sir William Fitzwilliams, then being Knight 

Marshal of the King’s Bench’. 82 In his letter Bradford sent a copy of his own translation of 

Dr. Nicholas Ridley’s ‘disputations’ to Fitzwilliam and noted his own ‘bounden duty deeply 

deserved on your behalf towards me’. Bradford would also write to Lord John Russell ‘now 

Earl of Bedford’ and mentor and sponsor to Sir William Fitzwilliam at Court, urging him to 

continue ‘to look upon your vocation’. 83 

 

Penny in his biography of Bradford notes that the ‘king's bench prison became something like 

a ‘mother-house’ for people charged with heresy’. John Bradford spent some ten months 

imprisoned there, from 24 March 1554 to January 1555, and Penny notes that the favour of 

the knight marshal, Sir William Fitzwilliam, saw him being allowed to preach daily and 

administer the sacraments. 84  

 

Strype too notes the part played by Sir William Fitzwilliam in being ‘sustainer’ to those 

imprisoned in the king’s bench prison, and described how during 1554 ‘the prisoners in the 

King’s Bench had tolerable fair usage, and favour sometimes shown them’, and ‘that they did 

not want [for] anything here by means of liberal supplies of charity from well-affected 

citizens’. John Philpot, writing to Careless, noted the kindness of Master Marshal and his 

wife, ‘with great kindness shewed unto him’.  Strype goes so far as to indicate that though the 

sustainers ‘of these and other prisoners of the Gospel’ were not well known, Sir William Fitz-

Williams and the Lady Fitz-Williams his wife were known sustainers. Strype also confirmed 

that Bradford wrote to Fitzwilliam enclosing a copy of Ridley’s disputation, and described 

Fitzwilliam as ‘a good man, and a lover of the Gospel’.85  
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As mentioned earlier in this chapter, the Harrington/Fitzwilliam nexus was an important one 

for Sir William Fitzwilliam. Lady Lucy Harrington née Sidney was an important conduit to 

ensure the marriage contract between the Mildmay and Fitzwilliam family reached a 

successful conclusion whilst Sir William Fitzwilliam served in Ireland during 1569. This 

connection had deep roots. As early as 1554 the Harrington/Fitzwilliam nexus provided an 

important support network for those soon to be martyrs who were detained at the King’s 

bench prison during Mary’s counter-reformation. Master Laurence Saunders is seen writing 

to Mistress Lucy Harrington, sister-in-law to Sir William Fitzwilliam, describing her as ‘a 

godly gentlewoman, and friendly in his trouble to him and his’. Laurence Sanders also 

highlighted knowledge of the Harrington/Fitzwilliam nexus, as he begged that Lady 

Harrington give ‘hearty salutations to my good lady Fitzwilliams’, and also that ‘…the grace 

of God be always with you and that good family’. In a second letter to her Saunders closes 

beseeching her to ‘give my hearty salutations unto Master Fitzwilliams and my good lady, 

with thanks also for my poor wife and child’. 86  

 

Turning now to Fitzwilliam’s early service in Ireland, he indicated in letters written during 

1571 that he had by this time served in Ireland for a period of thirteen years. The letters are 

written at a time when he actively sought not to be appointed as Lord Deputy and vigorously 

sought to return to England.87 His wife too confirmed the duration of her husband’s Irish 

service, in her petition to the Queen in 1571 as she sought a reduction of her husband’s debt 

which was incurred whilst he served in Ireland. Lady Anne confirmed that ‘He hathe served 

your magistie in that realme as threasorer and justice and for manye times as bothe for the 

space of thirtene [thirteen] yeres’88 

 

Fitzwilliam himself went further. Writing to the Privy Council on 29 September 1571, in a 

letter mentioned earlier in this chapter, Fitzwilliam was prescriptive in confirming the 

commencement date of his service in Ireland indicating that ‘I have shrved her highnes theis 

xiii yeares and fower monthes space in this land’.89 
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Thus it appears from these letters that Fitzwilliam’s service in Ireland began in May 1558. 

This date aligns with the arrival back in Ireland of the Lord Deputy, Fitzwilliam’s brother-in-

law Sir Thomas Radcliffe, Earl of Sussex.90   

 

However, this date would seem to negate his having acted as Commissioner during the 

investigation of the previous Lord Deputy Sir Anthony St. Leger. In fact, at this time, circa 

1554–1558 there is evidence of two crown officers named Sir William Fitzwilliam. One, the 

subject of this thesis, is Sir William Fitzwilliam of Milton, born in England, who will become 

Lord Deputy of Ireland.  

 

The second is Sir William Fitzwilliam of Ireland, born in Ireland, but who resided for much 

of his life in England. He served as Keeper of Windsor Great Park by 1552 and, as discussed 

below, as a member of the Irish Council during 1554-1556.  William Fitzwilliam of Ireland 

began his Court career in England in the household of his kinsman the Earl of 

Southampton,91 and subsequently joined the court of Edward VI.92  

 

Contemporary sources sometimes do not specify which ‘William Fitzwilliam’ is being 

described. For example, we see a grant of lands (22 March 1549) and also a wardship of 

Patrick Finglas (15 March 1546-7) mentioned in the Acts of the Privy Council and also in the 

Irish Fiants to William Fitzwilliam in March and July 1547.  There was a strong connection 

between the Dublin Fitzwilliam family and the Dublin Finglas family, and therefore this 

grant is very likely to have been made to William Fitzwilliam of Ireland. 93  

 

In another example, in May 1551 during Edward VI’s reign, we see that there was a mission 

to France to confer the Order of the Garter on Henry II of France. This is found in the Acts of 

the Privy Council, and also in the nineteenth century Literary remains of King Edward the 

Sixth.94 There is a William Fitzwilliam mentioned on this mission. It is possible that this Sir 

William Fitzwilliam could be either the future Lord Deputy or Sir William Fitzwilliam of 
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Ireland. Either case can be supported, though perhaps the high favour in which William 

Fitzwilliam of Ireland appears to have been held at the court of Edward makes him the more 

likely candidate. 95 

 

In Edward VI’s reign in September 1552 there is mention of a Mr. William Fitzwilliam 

‘Keper of the Kinges benche’ who is to give orders for ‘the keping of the Watche in 

Southwarke’ and who is subsequently ordered to ‘cease from ordering of the Watche as they 

were lately commaunded’. 96 This is definitively the future Lord Deputy, because as 

discussed earlier he writes of this position to the council on 13 October 1573 many years later 

when it is removed from him in the time of Elizabeth whilst he served in Ireland. 97    

 

In the Acts of the Privy Council there is a grant of lands to William Fitzwilliam of Milton, on 

3 June 1553. In a letter to the Chauncellor of the Augmentations, ‘to cause a booke to be 

made to William Fitzwilliams of Myltons, [Milton] esquire of the graunte of the manour of 

Ryme’.98   

 
So in the four cases above, three do not tell us which William Fitzwilliam is in question. It is 

possible to deduce which Fitzwilliam is the more likely to be indicated in two of the three 

cases, by considering other evidence.  In one case, the Lord Deputy himself mentions his 

appointment as Marshal of the King’s bench many years later, and in the other case 

knowledge of the Irish Fitzwilliam family’s connection with the Finglas family is of 

assistance.  

 

The Irish Fitzwilliams were a landed family, established in Ireland from the Norman period. 

There were three Irish Fitzwilliam brothers in the sixteenth century – Richard, William and 

Nicholas. Richard had two sons, Thomas and Michael.99 Thomas was made a ward of the 

Finglas family, coming into his estate when he was nine years old following the death of his  

father Richard Fitzwilliam. Whilst in December 1552, Michael Fitzwilliam is indicated in a 
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letter from Lord Deputy Croft and Council to the Privy Council, as being ‘Generall surveyor 

of this his maiesties realme’ .100 

 

William, who became Sir William Fitzwilliam of Ireland, and Keeper of Windsor Great Park, 

entered the service of his kinsman the Earl of Southampton (confusingly also named Sir 

William Fitzwilliam). 101 Nicholas Fitzwilliam, was treasurer of St Patrick’s Cathedral in 

Dublin. 102 

 

The Irish Fitzwilliam’s principal seat was at Baggotrath in Dublin, and later Merrion Castle, 

and their lands eventually extended out to Dundrum. 103 Their descendant the seventh 

Viscount Fitzwilliam would found Fitzwilliam Square in Dublin and the Fitzwilliam Museum 

at Cambridge University.  

 

After the death of the Earl of Southampton in 1542/3,104 Sir William Fitzwilliam of Ireland 

and Windsor became a member of the Privy Chamber of Edward VI. A grant of probate, and 

an entry in the diary of Henry Machyn, indicate that he died in 1559.105  A note in the Cotton 

MS, Claudius, C.III, f. 151 states ‘Sir William Fytzwilliam of Ireland, of the Privy Chambre 

to the King, who lyeth buried at Wyndesore’.  

 

Now in Mary’s reign a William Fitzwilliam was a member of the Privy Council in Ireland. 106 

Also during Mary’s reign a William Fitzwilliam, was named as Deputy Chancellor at the 

time of the investigation of accounts connected with Sir Anthony St Leger, Lord Deputy of 
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Ireland.107 St Leger was subsequently recalled in 1556, thus allowing the ‘programmatic’ 

governors Sussex and Sidney to come in to Ireland.108 

 

Yet who was this William Fitzwilliam in Commission in Ireland? As seen above, it is 

sometimes difficult to know which William Fitzwilliam the sources are discussing. 109  No 

evidence has been found of Sir William Fitzwilliam of Milton the Lord Deputy - despite his 

writing prolifically – directly mentioning his involvement in the St. Leger commission. Given 

that he wrote of his service as Marshal of the King’s bench, and later also wrote of a great 

service provided by him in 1561 in Ireland as he charged on Shane O’Neill’s forces, this is 

unusual. 

  

As indicated earlier in this chapter, Sir William Fitzwilliam the Lord Deputy indicated in his 

own letters that he was only in Ireland from May 1558.110  But the Acts of the Privy Council 

state that in September 1554 letters were sent into Ireland, one to the Lord Deputy and 

Council, another to Sir William Fitzwilliams. Again, on 19 April 1555 another letter is sent 

from the Privy Council to the Deputy of Ireland, the Lord Chancellor, Sir William 

Fitzwilliam, Sir Edmond Rowse and the rest of the Council there.111 

 

So in 1554 and in 1555 a William Fitzwilliam in Ireland was receiving court correspondence, 

but as previously noted William Fitzwilliam of Milton the Lord Deputy said that he was not 

in Ireland at that time. As discussed, he was active as ‘sustainer’ to reformation martyrs 

whilst Marshal of the King’s bench during Mary’s counter-reformation. 

 

Separately, in the Acts of the Privy Council in 1555, it is noted that William Fitzwilliam of 

Milton, Knight, listed as ‘Willelmus Fitzwilliams de Milton’, is one of two sureties for the 

recognisance of Christopher Perne of London, on 29 December 1555, and from which Perne 

is released on 30 May 1556.112 Thus indicating that the future Lord Deputy would have had 
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to have been in England to sign as an original signatory during December 1555.  Also, on 7 

February 1555, Sir William Fitzwilliam, and his brother John Fitzwilliam, together with the 

Treshams of Northamptonshire, attended the funeral of the Bishop of Peterborough.113 This 

lends further support to the view that Sir William Fitzwilliam of Milton the future Lord 

Deputy was in England in 1555, and had not come to Ireland as yet, as he himself says many 

times in later letters.  

 

Further, in a recent book on the Navy of King Edward VI and Queen Mary by Knighton and 

Loades, the signature of the William Fitzwilliam on the Council of Ireland is compared with 

the signature of the later Lord Deputy and found not to be the same. 114 Loades and Knighton 

favour Sir William Fitzwilliam of Ireland (Windsor) as having been on commission in 

Ireland.  

 

All of this is helpful. Letters were sent into Ireland to a Fitzwilliam. The future Lord Deputy 

said he is not in Ireland at this time. He was ‘sustainer’ as Marshal of the King’s bench, he 

stood recognisance in England, he attended the Bishop of Peterborough’s funeral. The 

signature of the Fitzwilliam in Ireland is not the same as the future Lord Deputy’s signature. 

But what is still missing is any conclusive statement in the sources that the future Lord 

Deputy was not this commissioner.  

 

In a note written in July 1586 in his Memorial of matters of Ireland for 55 years, from 1531 

to 1586, Cecil wrote:  

1554, primo et secundo Philippi et Mariae – Nota. Sir William Fytzwylliams of 
Ireland and Valentine Browne were in Commission 
Edm. Rouse, Tresorer.115 

 

This reference demonstrates in Cecil’s own words that it was Sir William Fitzwilliam of 

Ireland (Windsor) who led the St. Leger commission and not Sir William Fitzwilliam of 

Milton, who would serve as Lord Deputy from 1571-1575. It is interesting to note that it is 

only in a Memorial of Ireland written in 1586 that identification of the Commissioner in 

Ireland during 1554 becomes necessary, some thirty years after the events in question. During 
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the time of commission, Sir William Fitzwilliam of Ireland (Windsor) was probably readily 

recognized as holding this position, as he was the person with more visibility and also more 

readily aligned with Irish service.  

 

Yet some thirty years later, in 1586, Sir William Fitzwilliam of Milton having served in 

Ireland for a period of seventeen years from 1558 to 1574, would have been the more familiar 

Court figure aligned with Irish service. Sir William Fitzwilliam of Ireland (Windsor) having 

died in 1559, it was therefore necessary for Cecil to delineate which Fitzwilliam had served 

on commission in Ireland in 1554 when Cecil wrote his memorials for Ireland in July 1586. 

 

Treasurer-at-War 

On 26 August 1559, during the first year of Elizabeth’s reign, Thomas Butler, earl of 

Ormond, was appointed to the largely ceremonial post of Lord Treasurer of Ireland.116 

Ormond was a cousin to the new queen, related to Elizabeth through her mother, Anne 

Boleyn, 117 and Elizabeth was well disposed towards Ormond. Ormond outlived most of his 

contemporaries, not dying until 1614. 118  

 

However, operational financial control in practice was the responsibility of the crown official 

named as Vice-Treasurer and Treasurer-at-War. The position of Vice-Treasurer of Ireland 

and Treasurer-at-War in Ireland was normally held by the same individual. The Vice-

Treasurer accounted for the revenue of Ireland. The Treasurer-at-War accounted for military 

expenditure in Ireland, a sum which in annual terms far exceeded the revenue of Ireland. 119  

It should be noted at this point that not only did Sir William Fitzwilliam of Milton and Sir 

Henry Sidney both hold the position of Lord Deputy of Ireland, but they both also served as 

Vice-Treasurer and Treasurer-at-War in Ireland.  

 

The Vice-Treasurer account was first taken by commissioners of the Irish Privy Council in 

Ireland. This account was then included in the ‘view’ taken in Ireland of the Treasurer-at-War 

account. This view, usually several ‘bookes’ long, was forwarded to England to be examined 
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by a commission of the English Privy Council.120 Dr. Sheehan indicates that as Treasurer-of-

War ‘no one left office a creditor of the crown’. 121  

 

The positions as Vice-Treasurer and Treasurer-at-War were ones where the officer accounted 

for monies placed in his charge. Money placed in his charge would in theory be balanced by 

monies paid out by him under sufficient warrant. Essentially this was a form of stewardship, 

known as ‘charge/discharge accounting’.122 Any monies that did not have a sufficient warrant 

for discharge had to be produced by the officer on his accounts being taken. Thus, a crown 

accounting officer could easily fall into debt.  

 

Sir Henry Sidney was appointed as Treasurer-at-War on 27 April 1556, and held the position 

from 1 May 1556 to 30 July 1559.123 Fitzwilliam, the future Lord Deputy, took over the 

position from Sidney, serving from July 1559 to 31 March 1573.124 Fitzwilliam also served as 

Lord Deputy from late 1571 to 1575, his service as Lord Deputy therefore overlapping with 

his service as Treasurer-at-War.   

 

In terms of compensation, Sidney was provided with 40 horsemen at a rate of 9d sterling per 

day; Fitzwilliam in comparison was later provided with 20 horsemen at 9d sterling per day, 

and 20 footmen at 8d sterling per day. Both received a salary of £66 13s 4d Irish for the 

position of Irish Vice-Treasurer, and a per diem payment of 6s 8d sterling for the position of 

Treasurer-at-War(s). (Sir Edward Fitton also held the position as Treasurer-at-War from 1 

April 1573 to 30 September 1575, during the latter part of Fitzwilliam’s term as Lord Deputy, 

and continued to hold the position until he died).125 All ended their service as Treasurer-at-

War owing money to the Crown as a result of holding this position.  

 

It is interesting to note that a Sir William Fitzwilliam conveyed money from England to 

Ireland while Sidney was Treasurer-at-War. It might be reasonably supposed that this was 

one of the first appearances of Sir William Fitzwilliam of Milton in Ireland, as even if he did 
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not sit on the Irish Council at this time, he was the brother-in-law of both Sussex and Henry 

Sidney and could therefore be entrusted with such tasks.  

 

In the Irish Council Book an entry for 17 September 1556 states that Sir William Fitzwilliam 

had received £25,000 to be transported hither [to Ireland] and disbursed by ‘the handes of sir 

Edmonde Rows, knight, late vicethesaurour’. As Rows(e) had recently been given a date in 

England with the English Privy Council for the declaration of his account as Treasurer-at-

War, the Irish Privy Council had agreed that Sir William Fitzwilliams should  

paye and delyver unto sir Henry Sydney, knight, nowe vicethesauror (by wryting 
indented to be made betwene them two) all suche money, parcell of the saide 25,000 li 
as yet remayneth in his custodye.126 

 

It is also recorded in the Acts of the Privy Council at the ‘Starre Chamber’ on the 7 November 

1556 that a Sir William Fitzwilliam had been 

heretofore sent into the realme of Ireland with the somme of xxxvml li of base moneye 
to be defraied there by him according to suche instruccions as he received here for 
that purpose,127 continuing that  

 
Sir William Fitzwilliam had ‘appeared this daye bifore the Lords and offering his accompte 

for declaracion of his doinges’.128  The account was ordered to be taken by ‘Sir Clement 

Heigham, knight’ and ‘Mr. Barners, theauditour’. 129 

 

The original manuscript of this account is held within the Crown Exchequer Records of the 

King’s Remembrancer, and is described as an ‘Account of money received by Sir William 

FitzWilliam for expenditure in Ireland, 2 and 3, and 3 and 4, Phil & Mary. It confirms all 

that is stated above.  

 

However, the signature of the William Fitzwilliam on the manuscript is not that of the future 

Lord Deputy of Ireland. 130 The signature on this manuscript is the same as that appearing on 

an earlier letter sent by William Fitzwilliam of Windsor to Cecil on 18 May 1549. 131 
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Therefore, this account confirms that it was Sir William Fitzwilliam of Ireland (Windsor) 

who was sent into Ireland with monies from the Mint of England during 1556.  

 

The manuscript was signed by this Sir William Fitzwilliam. It was also signed by Sir 

Clement Higham (Lord Chief Baron of the Exchequer), William Berneres, and also by Henry 

Coddenham, Auditor of the Mint.  

 

The manuscript is a declaration of all  

suche coines of money as Sr Willm ffitzwillim knight received of the kinge and 
queens and two Threasorers resydyng and beyng within theyr Tower of London to be 
by him….convayed….and defrayed within theyr Maties seid realme of Ireland.132 

 

Confirming the earlier statement of the Irish Privy Council, Fitzwilliam was also to 

be by hym [Fitzwilliam] delivered to Sr. Henry Sydney knight as p[ar]cell of xxvm li 

[£25,000] assigned towards the payment of Captaynes and souldyeres there by order 
made by the lord deputye and Counceill of Ireland for somoche as thafforseid Sr. 
Edmond Roues was thenne depeached thense before the full defray of the seid  
xxvm li.133 

 

Sir William Fitzwilliam of Ireland (Windsor) was paid 40s per day for the duration of his 

‘215 days’ service from 25 of March in the ‘seconde and thurd yeres’ of the reign of Philip 

and Mary, to 18 October in the ‘thirde and ffourthe yeres of theyr highness reigne,’ his 

remuneration totalling £430. The manuscript also confirmed that Sir William Fitzwilliam 

acknowledged receipt from Sir Henry Sidney knight, Vice-Treasurer and Treasurer-of-Wars 

of Ireland, of an amount of £152 in payment for the necessary transportation costs incurred in 

hire of ships, carts, chests and bags, to convey the treasure from the English mint at the 

Tower of London via Chester and then into Ireland.  

 

The treasure conveyed to Ireland by Sir William Fitzwilliam was no small sum. In total the 

amount delivered was £37,310 6s 5d, made up of ‘moneys called harpe grotes & shillings 

appointed to be made within…seid Myntes for the realme of Irelande’. 134 

 

																																																								
132 TNA, E 101/520/16, Account of money received by Sir William Fitzwilliam for expenditure in Ireland 2 and 3 and 3 and 
4 Phil & Mary, 25 July 1555-5 July 1557. 
133 Ibid. 
134 Ibid. 
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Prof. Dolley noted that Tudor coin produced for Ireland was not of good quality. 135  A 

recurring Tudor policy was the debasement of coin in a bid to curb exchequer costs. The 

debasement of coin was tested first by Henry VIII in Ireland, before commencing the ‘great 

debasement’ initiative in England.  Prof. Dolley indicated that Irish coin was originally struck 

at just over 10 ounces fine during the reign of Henry VIII. 136 During 1555 ‘there begins in 

London [production of] an extensive series of 3-ounce fine shillings and groats Irish’. 137 

Prof. Challis, through an examination of Mint warrants, also points to considerable amounts 

of base money being coined for Ireland in 1556.138 Prof. Brady too notes that ‘between March 

1556 and April 1558 a total of £85,000 of 3 oz coins were shipped to Ireland’. By the end of 

Mary’s reign the exchange rate in Ireland ‘reached an unprecedented ratio of two to one’.139  

 

Mary’s Irish initiative coincided exactly with Sir William Fitzwilliam of Ireland (Windsor’s) 

conveying of base coin to Ireland from London. With the accession of Elizabeth, a new 

committee was established to examine the whole state of the mint and coinage. By the 

summer of 1560, plans for re-coinage noted that the ancient standard of eleven ounces two 

pennyweight of silver to eighteen pennyweight of alloy should be restored. 140 

 

However, even as Elizabeth sought to improve English coin (as Mary had to some extent), 

she realized that she could save herself expense by shipping over to Ireland base English 

money taken out of circulation in England as part of the restoration of the sterling standard. 

Such pieces were called by the Anglo-Irish ‘bungals’ from the Irish ‘bonn geal’ (white groat). 

The silver content of the English groat of the period was just under 30 grains, and the 

nominal silver content of the bungal was 12 grains.141 Thus, on the basis of an exchange rate 

that followed coins ‘being tariffed at its approximate silver content’,142 the early exchange 

rate under Elizabeth for such coins would approach 30:12  or  2.5 :1. 

 

Sir Henry Sidney as Treasurer-at-War for Ireland at the time of Fitzwilliam’s delivery of base 

coin to Ireland would have been acutely aware of the difficulties with such coin. He would 

																																																								
135 Michael Dolley, Medieval Anglo-Irish Coins, in conjunction with The Institute for Irish Studies, QUB., (London: B. A. 
Seaby Ltd., 1972), pp. 37-44 
136 Ibid. p. 37 
137 Ibid. p. 43 
138 Christopher Edgar Challis, ‘The Tudor Coinage for Ireland’, British Numismatic Journal, Vol. 40, (1971), p. 111 
139 Ciaran Brady, The Chief Governors, The Rise and Fall of Reform government in Tudor Ireland, 1536-1588, (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1994), p.87 
140 Stanford E. Lehmberg, Sir Walter Mildmay and Tudor Government, (Austin: U of Texas Pr., 1964), p.55-6 
141 Dolley, Medieval Anglo-Irish Coins, p. 42 & p. 44 
142 Ibid., p. 44 
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make use of this issue when presenting his Treasurer-at-War account. As noted, Sidney was 

appointed as Treasurer-at-War on 27 April 1556, and held the position as Treasurer-at-War 

from 1 May 1556 to 30 July 1559.143  Sidney ended his ‘thre hole yeares  

iiij mounthes and xxv odde dayes’ 144 service with a debt of IR £2,484 14s 5d, which on 

conversion at a rate stated in his account to be ‘Sterling money of Irland & makethe in 

curraunt money of England after xlviijs [48s] sterling Irishe for xxs [20s] Englysshe’ meant an 

‘Englysshe’ debt to him of just Stg £1,035 6s. 145   

 

Therefore, the exchange rate Sidney achieved was in effect was 2.4 : 1, reflecting the reality 

of the bullion tariff of Irish coin at the time. Elizabeth’s reign had commenced in November 

1558, and the process of reforming the English currency was underway in 1559 when 

Sidney’s term as Treasurer-at-war ended. With an eye to the future, Sidney ensured that it 

was noted in his final account that there would be no further amount sought after his death 

from his heirs or executors 

And so the sayde Syr Henrye Sydney kinghte Accomptaunte and his heyres  
executors and Administrators are of this accompte clerely dyschardged  
and Quyet.146 

 

Sir William Fitzwilliam of Milton took over the position as Treasurer-at-War from his 

brother-in-law Sir Henry Sidney. Taking up the position in 1559, he would in fact hold it 

until 1573. Fitzwilliam held this position as the Elizabethan recoinage unfolded, and an 

exchange rate of 6d English to 8d Irish was established. He also held it during the 

governments of Sussex, Arnold and Sidney, and even into his own term as Lord Deputy. 

 

Fitzwilliam fell into considerable debt as a result of his Irish service, and in large measure 

this was due to his service as Ireland’s treasurer. Chapters two and three explore his service 

as treasurer, with chapter two examining the detail of the great recoinage period as it 

impacted on Ireland and Fitzwilliam, and chapter three considering Fitzwilliam’s service in 

the administrations of Sussex, Arnold and Sidney. 

 

																																																								
143 Cal. Pat. Rolls, Philip & Mary, Vol. III, 1555-1557, 27 April 1556, p.82: Brief account of Sir Henry Sydney, Vice-
Treasurer, 14 September 1559, TNA SP 63/1/74 f. 181 
144 Brief of the account of Sir Henry Sydney, Vice-Treasurer, 14 September 1559, TNA SP 63/1/74 f. 181-2,  
145 Ibid.  
146 Brief account of Sir Henry Sydney, Vice-Treasurer, 14 September 1559, TNA SP 63/1/74 f. 181-2 
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Chapter Two: Ireland’s Treasurer and England’s ‘great recoinage’ 

 

Sir William Fitzwilliam began his term as Vice-Treasurer and Treasurer-at-War for Ireland 

on 24 July, 1559. 1 Fitzwilliam faced several difficulties as he began his crown service as 

Treasurer. The first difficulty was the dual nature of the position itself. This problem was 

highlighted on 5 January 1572 when Launcelot Alford, Clerk of the Hanaper and deputy to 

Fitzwilliam,2 wrote specifically of the operational practices regarding the position of Vice-

Treasurer and Treasurer-at-War in Ireland. Fitzwilliam, appointed Lord Deputy of Ireland on 

11 December 1571 had sought to divest himself of the treasurership, and suggested Alford as 

his successor. However, Alford considered himself  as ‘beinge verey unmeate …boethe of 

countenance and state’ for the ‘office of the warress and genrall receiver’.  

 

Alford had considerable experience as deputy to Fitzwilliam, and also ‘ffor my owen 

knowledge duringe the countynuance of theis twentie yeares the greatele time whereof I have 

had some dealings therin’, he felt that the dual role as treasurer and Treasurer-at-War was too 

much for one individual and stated, ‘I muste in dutie open [opine] unto yor L[ord] [Burghley] 

howe meate and necessarie it were to be devided’. 3 

 

In Alford’s opinion by separating the offices of Vice-Treasurer and Treasurer-at-War it 

would be possible for the Vice-Treasurer to concentrate entirely on collection of Irish 

revenues, and the Treasurer-at-War could concentrate on the military income and 

expenditure.  Alford noted that 

in defaulte of souch an office in thexcher wch should have boeth creadith and 
countenaunce fr the calling in of her maties debtes in time:  wch by tolleracion of, the 
Irishe offices hath growen desperate. 

 
Apart from the dual nature of the position, a second difficulty noted by Alford was that in 

operational terms the Treasurer-at-War was also occupied in martial service in Ireland, and 

was often appointed Lord Justice during the Lord Deputy’s absence from Ireland. Thus the 

gathering in of the queen’s arrearages in Ireland fell to the treasurer’s clerk of the receipt. 

This clerical position was seen as being without sufficient authority or ‘commission’ to carry 

																																																								
1 Cal. Pat. Rolls, Elizabeth, Vol. 1, 1558-60, 8 June 1559, pp. 71-2: Cal. Pat. Rolls, Elizabeth, Vol. I, 1558-60, 24 July 1559, 
pp. 120-1:  
2 Lancelot Alford to Burghley, 5 January 1572, TNA SP 63/35/187 f.30:   Answer of Sir William Fitzwilliam, Treasurer-at-
War, [May 1566], TNA SP 63/17/129, f. 182:		Fiants, Elizabeth, 13 August 1571, No. 1828, p.245 
3 Lancelot Alford to Burghley, 5 January 1572, TNA SP 63/35/6, f.30 
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out the business of the treasurer, and one which could effectively be ignored by those in 

Ireland when the clerk became de facto Treasurer-at-War.  

the treasurer heretofore beinge occupied in mrshall [martial] shrvices and in the  
roemes of justice in thabsence of the Deputie and never convenyente leashr [leisure] 
to exercise that office in p[er]sonne but driven to comitte the charge to their  
clerke of the receipte onelie[only] whoe nethr had any authoritie for calling in  
of the debtes or commission otherwise.4 

Alford underlined how because of the many ancillary positions which the Treasurer-at-War 

must undertake in Ireland that exchequer receipts suffered as it was ‘thexcheqr by his meanes 

beinge clere voide in effecte of that office’. Astutely Alford noted that the division of this 

position might not suit future appointees who could see the separating of positions as 

effectively reducing the opportunity for them to accrue monetary gain ‘yf any souche be’ 

during service in Ireland. Though in this regard Alford’s statement that ‘thresaurers in my 

time nevr repte [reaped] any comoditie thereby’ is a most telling one – and perhaps one that 

should echo when discussing the detail of Fitzwilliam’s tenure as crown treasurer.  

 
Alford’s politic observations; seen here as a man of twenty years’ experience in dealing with 

the parsimoniousness of the Tudor reign in Ireland, anxious not to damage the current 

incumbent Fitzwilliam’s reputation at court, aware that possible new appointees might not 

wish to take up this dismembered and therefore reduced office, stressed that the division of 

this office would be ‘for her maties benefit’ and would cause ‘neithr further charge unto her 

heighnes nor hindraunce or deminisshinge of the tale or creaditt of threr [treasurer] at the 

warres’.  

 

Alford, however, was not appointed Vice-Treasurer and Treasurer-at-War. Rather by 

November 1572 he was appointed to the exchequer position of Chief Remembrancer in 

Ireland, and by January 1573 became surveyor and estimator of the queen’s manors and 

lands.5 Sir Edward Fitton succeeded Fitzwilliam but not until 1 April 1573. Fitton received 

the undivided title, as Vice-Treasurer and Treasurer-at-War, though his appointment would 

see the development of great divisions between himself and Treasurer/Lord Deputy 

Fitzwilliam during 1573, which will be discussed in chapter three.  

 

 

																																																								
4 Lancelot Alford to Burghley, 5 January 1572, TNA SP 63/35/6, f.30 
5 Fiants, Elizabeth, 8 November 1572, No. 2165, p.277: Fiants, Elizabeth, 16 January 1573,  No. 2184, p. 279 
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A third difficulty Fitzwilliam and his family faced as a result of his crown position as Vice-

Treasurer and Treasurer-of-War for Ireland was the long-term personal financial 

accountability which derived from the position. Sidney, Fitzwilliam and Fitton all became 

crown debtors from their service as crown accountants in Ireland.  

 

Though ceasing to hold this position on 31 March 1573, Fitzwilliam (and indeed Sidney) 

were remembered in a letter from Burghley to Fanshawe the Queen’s Remembrancer of the 

Exchequer in London on 8 October 1593.6 In a postscript of this letter Burghley enquires of 

Fanshawe  

I praie yor L. advertise me assone [as soon] as you can, what the debt of Sr H. Sidnie 
was, upon he came owt of Ireland, and by what warrant the shrvice was remitted And 
in like manner what Sr William Ffitzwilliames debt was, when he left to be Threr 
[treasurer]? 
 

From this letter it would appear that it was an accepted tenet that an incumbent treasurer 

would incur personal indebtedness whilst serving as Vice-Treasurer and Treasurer-at-War 

and that this debt would be pursued in England. More importantly it can be seen that this debt 

could be sought retrospectively long after the term of office ended, and in fact in 

Fitzwilliam’s case would be sought from his estate, even after his death. 7 Fitzwilliam’s 

crown debt was in effect pursued nearly thirty years after his crown service, even with a 

change of monarch. Legislative changes that occurred during 1571, though aimed primarily 

at Tellers in the exchequer, included crown accountants in its scope, and compounded the 

personal financial liability for Fitzwilliam. 8 

 

Apart from the difficulties that flowed from the dual nature of the position, the fact that other 

offices could be held concurrently and that the personal indebtedness earned in office could 

follow an incumbent, provided a unique challenge for Fitzwilliam on his assumption of the 

office. Fitzwilliam, as crown treasurer, became responsible for the charge and discharge of 

crown monies in Ireland at one of the most volatile moments in Tudor fiscal history. Some of 

																																																								
6 Burghley to Fanshawe, 8 October 1593, TNA SP 46/38, f.356 
7 Finch, Five Northamptonshire Families, p.110:   PRO E133/10/1513, Remembrancer Records of the Exchequer, a 
deposition asks ‘Whether the lands demised by Sir William Fitzwilliams to Lady Anne, his wife, and John his second son, 
were chargeable with his debts to the queen, or whether they were to be paid by William Fitzwilliams’[his eldest son]:   PRO 
E134/2Jas1/Mich31, Remembrancer Records of the Exchequer from the second year of James 1604, follows on from the 
previous one ‘touching the extent upon, and sale of goods for crown debts, a survey in Essex in London, John Fitzwilliam-v-
Sir William Fitzwilliam, the property of Lady Anne Fitzwilliam (mother of plaintiff and defendant) deceased 
8 Statutes of the Realm, printed by command of his majesty King George the Third, in pursuance of an address of the House 
of Commons of Great Britain, from original records and authentic manuscripts, Volume the Fourth, MDCCCXIX, 
(Reprinted London, Dawsons of Pall Mall, 1963), pp. 535-7, An Act to make the Lands Tenements Goods and Chattels of 
Tellers Receivers etc., liable to the payment of their debts, 13o Elizabeth c.4, 1571	
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this volatility stemmed from military matters, an ongoing concern in the early years of 

Elizabeth, and some stemmed from currency and coinage issues. This latter financial context 

particularly impacted on Fitzwilliam.  

 

In November 1558 Elizabeth acceded to a crown which was financially and militarily 

vulnerable. English coin was debased; and Elizabeth’s government had inherited a debt of 

£300,000 from Mary. By 1562 a further debt of £139,000 had been incurred via loans from 

Antwerp, arranged by Sir Thomas Gresham, to restock the realm’s armouries.9 In total 

£306,113 was borrowed on the Antwerp markets by 1562 and almost £500,000 by 1564.10 By 

1563 as the disastrous Newhaven expedition ended, Elizabeth’s expenditure on military 

emergencies (the siege of Leith in Scotland, Treaty of Edinburgh, and the strengthening and 

maintaining of the garrison of Berwick), had reached almost £750,000 in only four years. To 

meet this huge financial challenge, new parliamentary subsidies were granted in 1559 and 

1563, raising almost £500,000 by 1566 when a further subsidy was obtained.11 This 

expenditure, incurred at the centre of the Tudor realm, would ensure far less funds or 

consideration would be allocated to the peripheral Tudor territory of Ireland. In the early 

months of Elizabeth’s reign annual expenditure within Ireland was reduced from £27,000 to 

£20,000, increased to £47,550 by 1566-1567, and was reduced again during 

1568-69.12 Following the losses at Newhaven the efficacy of open warfare was questioned.13 

Military action was seen now as a financial liability and Ireland was a location within which 

military action took place.  

 

Treasurer Fitzwilliam and Recoinage 

During this time of military expenditure Elizabeth also undertook the recoinage of English 

sterling as she sought to provide a more stable and secure currency for her realm, to remove 

debased coinage from circulation and make English coin fine. Debasement was begun by 

Henry VIII in Ireland, when he sought more financially shrewd methods to fund his 

increasingly expensive military campaigns. English coins which at the beginning of his reign 

were struck at just over 11oz fine, were debased by 1546 to 4oz fine; and Irish coins which at 

																																																								
9 Paul E. J. Hammer, Elizabeth's Wars: War, Government and Society in Tudor England, 1544-1604., (Palgrave Macmillan, 
2003), p.56  
10 Ibid, p.67 
11 Ibid, p.68	
12 Ibid 
13 Ibid, p.69 
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the beginning of his reign were struck at 10oz fine, were debased by 1546 to 3oz fine.14 

Recoinage in both Ireland and England was attempted, though unsuccessfully, during the 

reigns of Edward VI and Mary.15 It was not until the very early years of Elizabeth’s reign that 

recoinage in England was successfully achieved - officially begun via proclamation in 

September 1560 and largely completed by the end of 1561.16 Yet a full recoinage and ridding 

of debased coin from Ireland though attempted never succeeded. Ireland in effect became a 

receptacle for the debased coin of the Tudor state. 

 

It was within this monetary maelstrom that Fitzwilliam began his crown service as Vice-

Treasurer and Treasurer-at-War in Ireland. At the beginning of Fitzwilliam’s crown service, a 

considerable amount of his time as Vice-Treasurer and Treasurer-at-War was taken up with 

currency and coinage issues affecting Ireland.  

 

A study of the Irish privy council’s response to England’s recoinage can be found in 

Crawford’s Anglicizing the Government of Ireland: The Irish Privy Council and the 

Expansion of Tudor Rule, 1556-1578.  The present work addresses the role of Vice-Treasurer 

and Treasurer-at-War within Ireland at this time and argues that Fitzwilliam during the 

recoinage largely operated according to instructions derived from London.17  

 

Elizabeth’s recoinage of England began in 20 January 1560. She confirmed ‘the only remedy 

therof is to reduce the monies to the auncient standard of iijs iiijd the ounz as it was in the 

tyme of her said father’. Elizabeth noted ‘the greate want and insufficiencie of her revenues 

and treasures, to supply the ordinarie charge and defence of her dominions’, and confirmed 

that it was only in peace that ‘princes grow riche’. 18  

 

The queen highlighted too that ‘care aught to be of them wch are indebted’. 19 From 

Fitzwilliam’s point of view, as one who would become indebted as a result of his crown 

																																																								
14 Dolley, Medieval Anglo-Irish Coins, p.37-9 
15 Ibid, p.40 & p.43 
16 Hammer, Elizabeth's Wars, p. 62: Robert Steele and James Ludovic Lindsay Crawford, A Bibliography of the Royal 
Proclamations of the Tudor And Stuart Sovereigns and of Others published under authority, 1485-1714, Vol 1, England and 
Wales, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1910), Proclamation No. 530, 27 September 1560, p. 56 
17 Jon Crawford, ‘The council and fiscal experimentation: the exchequer, the coinage and the cess’, in Anglicizing the 
Government of Ireland: The Irish Privy Council and the Expansion of Tudor Rule, 1556-1578, (Irish Academic Press: 1993), 
pp.328-409	
18 Proposal by the queen for reducing her coin to the state it was in before her father’s wars at Boulogne, 20 Jan 1560, TNA 
SP 12/11/6, f.20-21 
19 Ibid, f.21v. 
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service, he may very well have felt that this ‘care’ the queen spoke of was not afforded to her 

crown servants in Ireland. Already the consequences of ‘insufficiencie of …revenues’ in the 

‘defence of her dominions’ and the effects of the debasement of coin had been particularly 

felt in Ireland.  

 

Writing during Edward’s reign on 22 December 1551 Lord Deputy Croft detailed in a five-

and-a-half-page enclosure in a letter to the Duke of Northumberland his views on the 

currency and the punitive effects of debased coin in Ireland.20 Croft arrived in Ireland in May 

1551 and would depart in December 1552.21 Croft was adamant that the same fine coin that 

operated in England should operate in Ireland and that ‘the same reason that p[er]swadyd the 

Counsaill to make the money fine in England, shold shrve [serve] also for this realme and 

otheres’. He went so far as to condemn the currency as causing the dearth now in Ireland, as 

he noted that ‘for the grete darth [dearth] that was universally through the kings domyneones 

was apparent, and that the mooneyes was the cheafyst cause’. Croft called in the inhabitants 

of Dublin, Waterford, Limerick, Cork and Drogheda and noted it was felt that ‘in thende 

nothing wolde be amended till the money ware mendyd’. 22 

 

Croft identified that the burden of the cost was felt most ‘upon all men of war, ….and chefely 

upon the kings matie’ and he noted that regarding the coins that the ‘fyner was consumed and 

the base remayned’. 23 Croft identified that rising costs occurred because of the debased 

coinage stating that ‘the baser the money the les[s] wares be to be had for it’. 24  Croft argued 

against the view that money had no intrinsic value. This was not what was being experienced 

in Ireland. In the question and answer format of his enclosure he asked 

ys it not all one seynch it is for none other use but for exchange? 
Experience teacheth the contrarie: ….yt followeth not therefor that we shold esteme 
any thing, otherwyse then reason wolde we did esteme it / For yf we wold use leade to 
make armor or edge tooles, our labor were in vayne/ yf we shold use iron to make 
money it wold not serve for that purpose but wold rust, canker, breake and be  
fylthie. 25 

 

																																																								
20 Enclosures from Lord Deputy Croft to the Duke of Northumberland, regarding Lord Deputy Croft’s opinion on the 
currency in Ireland, 22 December 1551, TNA SP 61/3/80, f. 243-246 
21 Ellis, Ireland in the Age of the Tudors, pp.368-9 
22 Enclosures from Lord Deputy Croft to the Duke of Northumberland, regarding Lord Deputy Croft’s opinion on the 
currency in Ireland, 22 December 1551, TNA SP 61/3/80 f. 243 
23 Ibid, f. 245 
24 Ibid. 
25 Enclosures from Lord Deputy Croft to the Duke of Northumberland, regarding Lord Deputy Croft’s opinion on the 
currency in Ireland, 22 December 1551, TNA SP 61/3/80 f. 244 
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Croft’s view was that debased coin was something that was ‘cankerous’ and so not fit for 

purpose. Fine coin would be esteemed and it could be used to successfully purchase goods 

without causing prices to rise due to the vagaries of base coin.  

 

Writing on 22 March 1552 this time to the Marquis of Winchester then Lord Treasurer of 

England, Croft told of how the debased coin in Ireland had seen prices rising exponentially 

even in the short space of time since his arrival into Ireland. 26 

the measur of corne that was wont to be at ijs or iijs and at my coming at vjs viijd is  
now at xxxs and the corn that was worth vjs viijd is worth xls, ….vj hearringes 
[herrings] for a grote[groat] …….a tonne of gascoyne wyne at xijli…jron [iron] 
retayled after lxli  the tonne…hops vli the hundredth 27 
 

Croft lamented the state of Ireland wondering ‘Is this a tyme to reform Yrland? Is this a tyme 

to maynten [maintain] men of war?’28  Fundamentally Croft highlighted ‘we that ar 

stypendaries must lyve upon or stypendes and by [buy] wth or [our] money wch no man 

estemith’.29 Croft’s most damning statement underlined that it was those who were paid in 

coin that suffered most from the practice of debasing the coin, and the subsequent price 

inflation - namely crown servants.  

 

In fact, under Edward three issues of new coin were minted in England – a short run of 8oz 

fine, that was deemed too light, a longer one, comprising a heavier coin at 6oz fine, and a 

third issue in 1551 and 1552 at 3oz fine. This last very debased issue of 3oz fine was minted 

in London at the Tower and at Southwark in 1551, and continued by Martin Pirry at the Mint 

in Dublin in 1552 (after a short run of 4oz fine coin) despite all the pleadings by Croft to have 

good coin in Ireland.30 

 

On 7 June 1552 Lord Deputy Croft received an instruction from Edward VI (no longer 

extant) to decry the value of money in Ireland to the value it was in England, mirroring 

Edward’s proclamations of 1551.31 In a letter of instruction in June 1552 to Lord Deputy 

																																																								
26 Lord Deputy Croft to the Marquis of Winchester in favour of the bearer Andrew Wyse, who will declare the state of the 
Treasurer's accounts, 22 March 1552, TNA SP 61/4/31 f.87-f.88 
27 Ibid, f.87-f.88v 
28 Ibid. 
29 Ibid, f.88 
30 J. Bisham, ‘The base silver shillings of Edward VI’, British Numismatic Journal, 1985, pp. 134-143 
31 CSP Ireland, Tudor Period, 1547-1553, Colm Lennon (ed.),(Irish Manuscripts Commission: 2015), King Edward VI to 
Lord Deputy Croft and the Irish Council, 7 June 1552, SP 61/4 no. 50A, Money in Ireland is to be decried to the value it is in 
England,  [Document, described as docquet, not located but see entry titled ‘Letter to the lord deputy and council of Ireland’, 
12 June 1552, in Calendar of State Papers, Domestic, Edward VI, 1547-1553, p. 241]  
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Croft, Martin Pirry, Oliver Dawbeny and William Williams (who will be discussed later) 

were urgently commissioned to coin new money in Ireland and authorized to melt down and 

recoin everything that was minted before the last day of August 1551. 32 Such coin was no 

longer to be regarded as current money of the realm of Ireland. The standard however, was 

not to be 11oz 1 dwt fine as used in England in 1551, but was to be 3oz fine silver.33 Dolley 

indicates that the date on the coin was written in roman numerals MDLII and the initial mark 

was a harp.34 A further letter was written to Croft on 10 December 1552 from the English 

Privy Council stating that no more coinage was to be minted at the Irish mint. A privy seal 

following this letter allowed a short continuation of this coinage, but Pirry had died probably 

in November, and for all intents and purposes the coinage was now over. 35 

 

Things did not improve under Mary. She formally closed the Dublin mint, produced a short 

run of 7oz fine shillings for Ireland, and then as Philip and Mary produced more extensive 

runs of 3oz fine base shillings for Ireland.36 

 

Debasement was still evident in February 1558 (just three months before Fitzwilliam arrived 

into Ireland). Lord Justice Sidney, the previous Treasurer-at-War to Fitzwilliam included a 

postscript in his letter to Lord Deputy Sussex (then in England) writing, ‘my lord help us to 

money at thys pynch though yt be as bace as counters’.37  

 

Dolley notes that as Elizabeth’s reign commenced she issued undated debased coins of 3oz 

fine shillings and groats into Ireland.38 Challis indicated that mint warrants dated 17 February 

1559, 1 May 1559 and 16 June 1559 confirmed that debased Irish coin of 3oz fineness was 

issued in London with an Irish face value of £39,657 15s 0d.39  Symonds notes that base 

English money to the value of £12,000 was gathered in to be converted into money for 

Ireland to the value of £24,000 in one warrant, and two subsequent warrants of £4,000 each 

																																																								
32 Commission to Martin Pirry, 10? June 1552, TNA SP 61/4/51, f. 171-f.184 
33 Lieut. Col. H. W. Morrieson FSA., ‘The Silver Coins of Edward VI’., British Numismatic Journal, (1916), pp. 137-182, 
p.165, & p.161  
34 Dolley, Medieval Anglo-Irish Coins, p. 42 
35 Christopher Edgar Challis, ‘The Tudor Coinage for Ireland’, British Numismatic Journal, Vol. 40, (1971), p. 113 
(footnote) 
36 Dolley, Medieval Anglo-Irish Coins, p. 43 
37 Sir Henry Sydney, Lord Justice, to the Lord Deputy Sussex, 26 February 1558, TNA SP 62/2/14, f. 28  
38 Dolley, Medieval Anglo-Irish Coins, p. 43 
39 Challis, ‘The Tudor Coinage for Ireland’, pp. 97-119, p.111 
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authorized conversions yielding £16,000 Irish in sum.40 In effect, debased English coinage to 

the current English value of £20,000 English was transformed into Irish coinage to the 

current Irish value of £40,000. At the time of minting, it would appear that a value of one 

English to two Irish (1:2) was therefore achieved to the queen’s benefit.  

 

The recoinage in England officially started in September 1560. During Elizabeth’s recoinage, 

English coin minted at 11oz 1 dwt, and then at 11oz 2 dwt would become legal tender whilst 

base English coin was recalled and exchanged at specific rates within the mint. The base 

coins were melted down to make fine coin. Conyers Read noted that the crown actually made 

a profit on this operation, particularly through some of the base testons, which were taken in 

a rate that offered a good margin to the crown.41  

 

The queen’s proclamation in England of 27 September 1560 confirmed that ‘all money shall 

be of one fineness’, because ‘base money destroys trade and raises prices to the lamentable 

hurt and oppression…[of] mean people that live by wages’. English base money would 

remain current for a further four months only (from September 1560 to January 1561) and 

could be exchanged at the mint in London for a small bonus. 42 The proclamation did not 

however apply to Ireland.   

 

On 9 October 1560 a more strident English proclamation denounced those ‘many persons 

who have gathered quantities of testons and melted them for export’. Stating that those 

caught exporting or melting money would be imprisoned with the ‘informer having either 

£40 or the melted money and any reasonable suit’. 43 The crown required all silver in England 

to be utilised to make their coin fine.  

 

Ireland, however, was not forgotten. The queen sent proclamation instructions pertaining to 

her coinage and its utilisation within Ireland to Lord Deputy Sussex. On 19 July 1559 the 

Queen wrote to Sussex and confirmed that Vice-Treasurer Fitzwilliam was bringing over to 

Ireland,44 

																																																								
40 H. Symonds, ‘The Elizabethan Coinages for Ireland, pp.97-125 in The Numismatic Chronicle and Journal of the Royal 
Numismatic Society, Fourth Series, Vol. XVII., (eds.), G. F. Hill, Oliver Codrington, and G. C. Brooke, (London & Paris: 
1917)., p.98 
41 Conyers Read, ‘Profits on the Recoinage of 1560-1’, The Economic History Review, Vol. 6., No. 2 (April 1936)., pp. 186-
193 
42 Steele, Proclamations, Vol. 1, Proclamation No. 530, 27 September 1560, p.56 
43 Steele, Proclamations, Vol. 1, Proclamation No.531, 9 October 1560, p.56 
44 Queen to Lord Deputy Sussex, 19 July 1559, TNA SP 63/1/68, f.152-f.155. 
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a masse of monyes currant wtin this or realme of England to be employed in or realme 
of Irland in or shrvice by hym as or vicetrasoror thear according to such commission 
has he hath for that purpose.45  

 
Elizabeth also instructed in this letter of 19 July 1559 that a proclamation was to be made in 

Ireland that would set an exchange rate between the two realms – 6d English would now 

equate to 8d Irish. She instructed that 

wthin that or realme of Ireland as that current here in England at vjd to be current there 
at viijd and so ratably all other coynes of English silvr here currant to be according to 
the same rate.46  

 
With this instruction Elizabeth initiated an exchange rate that would be utilised for the rest of 

the sixteenth century in Ireland. The rate of 6d English to 8d Irish would be the exchange rate 

by which crown servants would now define the value of English coin in Ireland. In effect a 

ratio of 1:1.333 would now apply. A contemporary calculation of the time provided a formula 

for this conversion – namely, add one-third to sterling coin to get an Irish value (6d English 

plus 2d (one-third of 6) gives 8d Irish) and subtract one-quarter from the Irish value to get a 

sterling value (8d Irish minus 2d (one-quarter of 8d) gives 6d English). This instruction also 

established the exchange rate at which Fitzwilliam’s crown debt would have to be repaid, a 

matter that will be discussed in the next chapter.  

 
The queen’s proclamation instructions also discussed the decrying of current values of certain 

new monies current in Ireland, namely ‘roose [rose] penne and harpe grotes and harpe 

shillings’. 47 This harpe shilling coin probably refers to the undated almost £40,000-worth of 

Irish 3oz fine coins earlier discussed and minted under warrant during 1559. 

 
The queen was not prescriptive regarding the timing of the decrying of the debasement of the 

Irish coin. She also did not think it politic that the timing of debasement should be discussed 

at a full meeting of the Irish privy council. Rather she instructed Sussex that the timing of the 

debasement of the Irish coin, should be decided ‘as soone as ye wt thadvise of ij or iij off the 

most discretest of or counsel shall think the same expedient both for us and or[our] realme’. 48 

Through this instruction the queen essentially side-lined most of the Irish privy council from 

the decision regarding the actual date of the decrying of the coin.  

 

																																																								
45 Ibid, f.153 
46 Ibid, f.153 
47 Ibid, f.154 v. 
48 Ibid, f.154 v. 
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The queen was, however, particularly prescriptive regarding the calculation of the 

debasement of the Irish coin, stating that    

the roose peny shalbe currant and the harpe groot shalbe currant there at ijd ob [2½d] 
and the harpe shilling at vijd ob [7½d].49 

 
It is unclear how Elizabeth arrived at a devaluation figure of 7½d for the Irish shilling. 

Elizabeth could have replicated the stages of devaluation which Edward had effected from 

April 1551 to August 1551 as he ‘amended’ the English shilling, first decrying the English 

shilling from 12d to 9d and finally to 6d noting that during his reign ‘prices of victuals have 

been raised by forestallers’.50 (Mary had also confirmed this value of 6d in proclamation on 

20 August 1553 and indicated that ‘Ireland has a special coinage’51 separate to that of 

England). 

 

Elizabeth in debasing Ireland’s ‘special coinage’ chose a figure of 7½d - halfway between 

Edward’s two devaluation points of 9d and 6d. Elizabeth’s choice of 7½d could be seen as a 

compromise – a middle road. A political solution to find resolution between her advisors, 

(many of whom would have been a part of Edward’s court), during the liminal fiscal period 

of her new monarchy. As Elizabeth had chosen a middle-road regarding reformation of 

religion (a middle-road between the Henrician and Edwardian reformations), so too she chose 

a mid-way computation to commence her reformation of Irish coin.  

 
Her proclamation instructions also stated that the harp coin was to be retained for use within 

Ireland only, with penalties incurred by those who removed harp coin from Ireland. She 

confirmed the coin was 

so to be payd and taken wtin or realme of Ireland only….. and such penaltyes in the 
same proclamation for the obshrvation there as to such cases dothe belong.52 

 
The queen also commanded that prior to any decrying of the Irish coin, that all monies 

currently held by the treasurer should be the first defrayed for the payment of crown debts 

and used prior to the latest allocation of English coin, newly sent over with Fitzwilliam, 

indicating that  

																																																								
49 Ibid. 
50 Steele, Proclamations, Vol 1, Proclamation No. 396, 30 April 1551, p.41, Proclamation No. 400, 8 July 1551, p. 42, 
Proclamation No. 404, 16 August 1551, pp. 42-3 
51 Ibid, Proclamation No. 428, 20 August 1553, p. 45  
52 Queen to Lord Deputy Sussex, 19 July 1559, TNA SP 63/1/68, f.154 v. 
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before any decrye be made first ye see issued for or use and for the payment of or 
dettes all or monyes there remayning wt or tresoror’, so saving only this p[ar]t tresor 
sent thither last of English monyes.53 

 
There was a conciliatory, though self-interested, note in Elizabeth’s proclamation instructions 

of 19 July 1559. She observed that provision should be made for the soldiers ‘that uppon the 

decrye ye provide that the soldier maye have his victelles necessarye for hym at some 

reasonable preeses [prices]’.54 The queen recognised that increased victualling costs for the 

ordinary soldier caused distress within army ranks and ultimately financial and military 

tribulations for her army and her crown.  

 

A full pay for the army was in fact made during 1560. During Fitzwilliam’s first tenure as 

Lord Justice, the queen wrote to Sir Henry Sidney (though Sidney was no longer Vice-

Treasurer of Ireland) on 20 March 1560 saying that she had ‘accorded to allowe the ordenarie 

paiement, and rewarde aforesaide…to be made and paide unto…all our saide Englishe 

garrisones’ in Ireland. The ‘rewarde’ she wrote was being accorded for ‘their’ better 

encouragement in our service. Every ‘Capten an increase of xijd per diem, peticap vjd’, officers 

iiijd horsemen iijd and fotemen ijd per diem’.55 She further stated that Sidney should use ‘of 

suche our treasor as shall carie to your handes and custodie, to content and paie our saide 

garrisones’. 56  

 

Fitzwilliam in his own accounts as treasurer for the period 1560-1565 confirmed that a full 

pay was made in Ireland specifically on 24 May 1560. His accounts detailed the indebtedness 

of the queen for the period 1560-1565. Entitled the ‘Estimat of the Quenes Maiesties debtes 

within the realme of Irland betwene the xxiiiith Maye 1560, at which day there was a full pay, 

to and for the last of July 1565, which is by the space of v yeres and lxviii[68] dayes.57  This 

full pay for the garrisons in Ireland would undoubtedly have included the almost £40,000 3oz 

fine undated debased Irish coin earlier minted during 1559. But was the army paid before or 

after the coin was decried? 
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55 Queen to Sir Henry Sidney, 20 March 1560, TNA SP 63/2/10, f. 23 
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57 Longfield, Fitzwilliam Accounts, 1560-1565, p. 111 



	 51	

Following Elizabeth’s proclamation instructions of 19 July 1559, there was an Irish 

proclamation regarding coinage issued on 4 October 1559 but unfortunately it is no longer 

extant. A later proclamation of 29 October 1560 referenced this proclamation of 4 October 

1559. 58  The proclamation of 29 October 1560 reiterated Elizabeth’s exchange rate of 6d 

English to 8d Irish, and directed its continued use, though the proclamation did not indicate 

that any decrying of the Irish coin had taken place.  

 

The decrying of the Irish coin from 12d to 7½d can definitely be placed between the issuing 

of instructions to Sussex on 19 July 1559 and [20] December 1560, when ‘an estimate of the 

base monies in Ireland’, dated [20] December 1560 confirmed that the ‘Irishe testornes nowe 

curraunte for vijd ob [7½d] in yrelonde, holdethe in starlinge iiijd ob [4½d]’.59  

 

There is also a later reference that is helpful. William Bermingham writing in 1566, as part of 

the commission of investigation regarding financial irregularities, pertaining to the captains 

in Ireland, stated in his book drawn up ‘of sums of money charged upon Sir William 

Fitzwilliam’ that ‘there was a proclamacon made for the fall of the monij in Ireland the iiij of 

Octobre 1559.60  

 

Bermingham further reiterated this on 26 October 1566, in his notes regarding Sir William 

Fitzwilliam’s books [as treasurer]. Bermingham mentioned ‘the fall of the mony wch was the 

iiij of Octobr 1559’.61  As a result of this fall Bermingham indicated Sussex should be caused 

to repay to the crown a sum of £5,000, which Bermingham felt was due to the queen by 

Sussex ‘not making warrant for the pay before the fall of the money in Ireland’.62 

 

Therefore, from the evidence above it can be deduced that the missing proclamation of 4 

October 1559 both set the exchange rate at 6d English to 8d Irish and also decried certain 

Irish coins from 12d to 7½d. This proclamation would have fulfilled the queen’s instructions 

from July 1559.  

 

																																																								
58 Robert Steele, Tudor and Stuart Proclamations, 1485-1714, calendared by Robert Steele, under the direction of the Earl 
of Crawford K.T., Vol II, Scotland and Ireland, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1910), Proclamation No. 35, [4] October 1559, 
(Not found), p. 3; Proclamation No. 40, 29 October 1560, p.4-Narration indicates earlier proclamation of 4 October 1 Eliz. 
59 An estimate of the base monies in Ireland, [20 Dec] 1560, TNA SP 63/2/54, f. 114 
60 Book drawn up by William Bermingham of sums of money charged upon Sir William Fitzwilliam, [Undated], [1566], 
TNA SP 63/19/81, f.162-165v., on f.163v. 
61 William Bermingham’s notes on Sir William Fitzwilliam’s books, 26 October 1566, TNA SP 63/19/28, f.53-f.63v, on f.62 
62 Bermingham’s book of money charged upon the earl of Sussex, [February 1567], TNA SP 63/20/37, f.80-81 on f.80 



	 52	

The full army pay issued on 24 May 1560 was therefore likely to have been paid with 

Elizabeth’s undated 3oz fine Irish harp shillings now decried to 7½d. If this is the case it 

explains why in her letter to Sidney on 20 March 1560 issuing the instruction to pay the army 

the notoriously frugal Elizabeth would have offered a ‘reward’ to the garrisons. The ‘reward’ 

compensated for the fact that the Irish coin was essentially now ‘counters’ as Sidney had 

described them as far back as 1558, and would undoubtedly lead to an increase in prices as 

Croft had previously observed in 1552. 

 

Concerns were expressed in Ireland regarding the debased Irish coin just before the full pay 

was made. Fitzwilliam himself had furnished his opinion regarding the coinage in Ireland to 

Cecil on 11 April 1560. Writing to Cecil from Drogheda, Lord Justice and Vice-Treasurer 

Fitzwilliam’s letter discussed matters relating to Ireland and also the current state of the 

coinage in Ireland.63 Fitzwilliam offered advice to resolve the currency difficulties in Ireland 

and described many discussions he held with the upper echelons of Irish society and do ‘styll 

her [hear] them cry of ther mony’.64  He confirmed his having been often  

in co[m]munycasyon wt sum part of the nobylyte as also wt the jugys [judges] and 
mene [many] gentylimen, and other honist welety [wealthy] yemen [yeomen] and 
power men of the contry [and] do styll her [hear] them cry of ther mony, & that 
exstremly, sayyng it hath brought all thynges to ann exsessyve pryse and by-yond 
reason to[o] ys yt.65 
 

The ‘gentylimen’ of Ireland railed against the excessive prices, but also against the unsettling 

reality within which they were forced to operate. They highlighted the market instability 

caused during the currency devaluation and Fitzwilliam confirmed their ‘wysshyng wt hart 

….. that it myght fall to 3d so as the[y] myght have 3d of currant money of ingland for it’.66  

 

Fitzwilliam advised in his letter of April 1560 that ideally one coin of equal value should be 

used in both realms and that if this was the case that the queen could gain between £60,000 

and £80,000 – perhaps due to calling down debased coin to 3d and obtaining judicious profits 

on certain coins in the transition when base coin as bullion was called in in both realms. 

Conyers Read had three estimates of between £32,000 and £67,000 for gross profits on the 

																																																								
63 Fitzwilliam’s first term as Lord Justice began in February 1560 
64 Lord Justice Fitzwilliam to Cecil, 11 April 1560, TNA SP 63/2/11, f.26 v. 
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actual re-coinage in England alone and were Ireland to be included then Fitzwilliam’s 

estimates were not completely unrealistic. 67 

 

Fitzwilliam wrote, ‘by whych mean if yor honors could think it met that on[e] sort of coyne 

shold goo in both realmis the quenis majesty may get 60 or 80 thowsand pownds’.68 

 
Fitzwilliam further advised that the proclamation to ‘sett it [the coin] to 3d’ should be 

undertaken to banish the base money within both realms, and that new currency already 

minted should be used to replace the base coin in both realms. That once this was done the 

new coin issued would in effect ‘buy up’ the base coin, and this base coin could be brought 

back to the Tower in London as a bullion coin. Fitzwilliam suggested that the 

proclamasyon to sett it to 3d and in thi sam[e] to banysh it [in] both contrys, and then 
to have a mas of mony ridy [ready] to by [buy] it up wt , to the quenes p[er]cones 
wold sonr[sooner] bryng hit hom[e].69   
 

Dramatically, Fitzwilliam indicated that, following his deliberations with the ‘gentylimen’ of 

Ireland, that probably for financial stability’s sake a more reduced value coin would be 

welcomed in Ireland  

whych don[e] new stryckyng of it in thi same sort as mony goyth in ingland porposly 
for irland though it bi not of so good standard as thi other, wold pleas us as well as the 
best and so halfe in half were to the quen,70 [i.e. a one-quarter profit (half of a half) 
would be accorded to the queen]. 

 

Should this occur Fitzwilliam stated that it would be the ‘welcomyst thyng cam to irland from 

ingland a good whyll’. Fitzwilliam strongly advised that if this route was chosen that utter 

discretion and speed was key to successful implementation  

if your wysdomes could think met [meet] so to do ther nether must be in  
ingland or irland any inckling of new coinage and mony redy to by[buy] it owt of 
hand, the[r] must have no tym alowed to decryse [decrese].71 

 
Fitzwilliam suggested that Elizabeth’s coffers had much to gain if the recoining within 

Ireland was handled speedily and discreetly. He confirmed that he was aware that ‘it is no 

small sum [of debased coin] hat com in quen marys tym and the quenes hyghniss is so much 
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the mor[e] gayne’.72 Yet all he suggested had to be subject to confirmation from London ‘if it 

may sem convinyent by yor wysdomes to be done’.73  

 

Fitzwilliam’s suggestions of 11 April 1560 were not enacted. In terms of developments in 

England, the queen’s proclamation of 27 September 1560 stated that ‘all money shall be of 

one fineness’, because ‘base money destroys trade and raises prices to the lamentable hurt 

and oppression…[of] mean people that live by wages’. 74 Elizabeth, it would appear, did not 

consider this statement immediately applicable to Ireland or to Ireland’s coin and it is clear 

that the final decision on these matters rested with her and the court. 

 

Elizabeth did however acknowledge that the harp money of Ireland was one of the most 

utterly debased within her realm. In the course of the recoinage during 1560 Elizabeth 

helpfully supplied a visual identification pamphlet of the four most debased testons of 

Edward. One of these four testons marked with the harp is the 1552 coinage produced by 

Pirry at Dublin. 75 Though even this visual pamphlet guide was not sufficient to afford ready 

coin identification of these debased coins because of their utter physical degradation. As a 

matter of urgency these 3oz fine testons had to be further distinguished by branding them 

with a seated ‘greyhound mark’. Bisham notes that even the 1552 Dublin mint shillings had 

the seated ‘greyhound’ mark. 76 Edward’s two earlier issues, of 8oz and 6oz fine, were 

branded with a ‘portcullis mark’ to distinguish them from the more debased 3oz fine coin. 

The 6oz portcullis coin would obtain a better bullion exchange rate at the Tower mint than 

the 3oz greyhound coin.  

 

In Ireland the proclamation of 29 October 1560 referenced the previous Irish proclamation of 

4 October 1559 and reiterated the continuance of the exchange rate that ‘every teston that was 

the fourth of October currant…. in Englande at six pence shulde be from hensforthe and so 

still is currant within this realme of Irelande for and at eight pence, sterling’.77 The 

																																																								
72 An estimate of the base monies in Ireland, [20] December, 1560, TNA SP 63/2/54, f. 114-[Indicates that £85,000 of 
standard 3oz fine shillings was made for Ireland in queen Mary’s time and £40,000 was made in Elizabeth’s time, a total of 
£125,000] 
73 Lord Justice Fitzwilliam to Cecil, 11 April 1560, TNA SP 63/2/11, f.26 
74 Steele, Proclamations, Vol. 1, Proclamation No. 530, 27 September 1560, p.56 
75 The summarie of certaine reasons which haue moued the Quenes Maiestie to procede in reformations of her base and 
course monies, and to reduce them to their values, in sorte as they maye be turned to fine monies, appointed to be declared 
by her Maiestie, by order of her proclamacion, in her citie of London, 1560, EEBO 
76 J. Bisham, ‘The base silver shillings of Edward VI’, British Numismatic Journal, 1985, pp. 134-143, p. 140 
77 Haliday, APC, Ireland, 1556-1571, ‘By the Lord Lieutenant and Council, 29 October 1560, p.112-3: Steele, 
Proclamations, Vol II, pp.3-4, Proclamations No. 35, [4] October 1559, & No. 40, 29 October 1560 



	 55	

proclamation forbade ‘man to presume to pay or receyve any kynde of those forsaid base 

coyness nowe proclaymed downe in England at other rates then by the said former 

proclamacion was appointed’.  

 

The Irish proclamation of 29 October 1560 also highlighted that increased prices were now a 

reality which hindered ‘the [w]hole body of the realme’. Inflation was rising. The crown 

blamed inflation in the marketplace on the ‘gredynes of sondry persons’ not on the crown’s 

revaluation of the coin. The crown commanded all mayors, JPs, bailiffs and sheriffs and 

queen’s officers, to ensure that markets were furnished with all things necessary, and also to 

ensure that the goods be ‘solde at pryses reasonable that by the insatiable gredynes of a fewe 

the [w]hole comonwelthe of this realme[Ireland] be not hyndred. 78  Inflationary prices 

experienced by Croft were now being experienced by Sussex and Vice-Treasurer Fitzwilliam.  

 

Yet the crown did make payments during these inflationary times. Payment was proclaimed 

to be made to the victuallers on 25 January 1561 not just for goods provided ‘for the last 

yere’, but also for their current spend for the provision of corn and beef for the ‘furniture of 

the fortes for this yere’.79 This meant that the country was being paid in base coin which had 

already fallen from 12d to 7½d (and which in fact had further to fall). Fitzwilliam himself 

had discussed the state of the coinage in April 1560 with the ‘gentylimen’ of Ireland. But the 

solution that they recommended of reducing the coin to 3d had not occurred. The devaluation 

was proceeding in stages which undoubtedly led to volatility and instability and Vice-

Treasurer Fitzwilliam was a very identifiable figure to blame.  

 

Fitzwilliam had been  appointed as Lord Justice for the second time on 9 January 1561. 80 

Fitzwilliam wrote on 28 January 1561 to thank the queen and said that he would ‘humbly 

geve my selfe to…the uttermost of my power and abylete…although ther be other of yor 

maiesties sarvantis both by thir long exsperyencis and wytt more mett for the same than I’. 

Going beyond the usual self-deprecating style of those accepting crown appointments, 

Fitzwilliam emphasised his inexperience describing himself as one without friends in Ireland 
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at this time, ‘in the trw opining of my one [own] state, and case, which is, beyng on[e] wtowt 

exsperyence, frendship, or jugement’. 81  

 
He recognised that through this lack of experience and friendship within Ireland, particularly 

friendships with those ‘naturally borne’ that he may offend the queen by making errors in this 

new appointment, writing that he might     

ether leve undone thorowgh ignorance some such part of sarvys [service] as myght be 
com[m]odius or by lack of experynce and frendshyp wch lackyeth me in Irland among 
them selves thir naturally borne fall in to form thi lycke offence. 

 
This letter has a very different tone from his letter to Cecil of 11 April 1560. The author of 

this letter does not seem confident of his service, ability and position in Ireland, despite 

having served there from May 1558, and having retained the position of Vice-Treasurer and 

Treasurer-at-War in Ireland. Rather he is aware that without the support of those ‘naturally 

borne’ that his crown service may well prove inadequate. 

 

Perhaps Fitzwilliam’s reserved tone stemmed from the situation in Ireland at this time. His 

letter of 11 April 1560 to Cecil showed that those naturally born in Ireland viewed the 

debased coin, and the general financial volatility, as the cause of their financial difficulties 

which ‘brought all thynges to ann exsessyve pryse’.82  

 

But the proclamation of 29 October 1560 merely confirmed the exchange rate at 6d English 

to 8d Irish established in Elizabeth’s proclamation instruction of July 1559. It did not call 

down English coins in Ireland which had been called down in England in September 1560.  

Neither did it amend in any way the Irish coin which resolutely remained at the value of 7½d 

established in Elizabeth’s proclamation instruction of July 1559. The recoinage process 

continued in England but not in Ireland and this had many repercussions in particular the 

issuing of a number of reactionary Irish proclamations as the recoinage continued apace in 

England but was ignored in Ireland – not at all the route of discretion and speed advised by 

Fitzwilliam’s letter of 11 April 1560. 

 

By 23 January 1561 certain coinage was being refused in Ireland. The Lord Lieutenant 

Sussex and council issued a letter that ‘disordre’ had grown as some within the ‘corporate 
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towenes as in the countrey do refuse to receive the coignes of England at suche rates and 

values as they were proclaymed’ earlier. The letter instructed that ‘all maner of people…to 

accepte..all coignes of Englande at suche rates and vallewes as they were proclaymed to be 

current within this realme by a proclamacion sett furthe in the firste yere of her majesties 

reigne’.83 In this proclamation the Irish council were attempting to hold the rates set in 1559 

and resolutely ignored the decrying of the English coin that occurred in England in 

September 1560. In effect, the Irish privy council having received no instructions to the 

contrary claimed that English testons that were valued at 6d English in the first year of 

Elizabeth were still in January 1561 to be valued at 8d Irish even though the very same 

English coins had been decried in England in September 1560 to 4½d or 2¼d.84  

 

Another proclamation of 24 January 1561 stated that creditors now specified the precise type 

of coin accepted for their goods in a bid to avoid the most worthless of the debased coins in 

circulation in Ireland. The proclamation stated that ‘no man shall hensforth indent or 

bargayne, what kynde of coignes he will receyve for any kynde of thing that he shall sell 

within this realme’. The proclamation retrospectively decreed that if ‘any greedy persones 

have heretofore sithens the xxti October laste, at what time the knowledge of the fall of the 

coignes came to us’ have ‘agreed to receyve payment in any speciall coigne currant within 

this realme’, that mayors, JP’s, sheriffs and bailiffs, may ‘force every man within their 

severall precincts…to receyve payment in the sorte before specified’, and that the crown 

officers may imprison the party and inform the council who will then ‘cause suche 

punnyshement to be geven to suche offendors as by the terror thereof others may take 

example’.85  

 

The question of some coins being valued over others in the general context of a debased 

coinage had concerned the authorities from early on, especially as regards smuggling of coins 

between the two realms.  A proclamation instruction note written in Cecil’s hand, though 

indicated as being authored by the queen was written to Sussex on 15 December 1560,86 and 

confirmed Sussex’s instructions to ensure that no ‘man[n]er of p[er]son do bryng into that 

realme [of Ireland] any man[n]er of bass monyes out of England’, and allowed a ‘speciall 

order of serch at evry port there [in Ireland] towards ye realme of e[n]gland, and generally to 
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serch and examy[n]e evry suspected person’, and that ‘regard also shalbe dewly gyve[n] 

uppon ye sea costs[coasts] in England towards that contry’. 87 Conceding that 

we meane not to neglect ye refining of our bass monyes there but shall as shortly as 
we may help yt that or realme may be comforted wt fyne monyes, as of ancient tyme 
was used.88 
 

Cecil’s instructions to Sussex at this point, reflected Fitzwilliam’s suggestion made to Cecil 

in his letter of April 1560, namely that fine monies should be used in Ireland. It would seem 

that Fitzwilliam’s suggestion was being heeded by Cecil though not being enacted. 

 

In a further proclamation of 24 January 1561 Sussex and his Council, outlined harsh 

punishments ‘for all suche persones as shall convey any of the base coignes of Englande,’ 

into Ireland, naming them as ‘fellon[s]’, indicating that ‘some evill disposed persones daily 

do bring over secretly those kindes of coignes’. Specifically, Sussex and the council 

highlighted that the ‘perculles’ [portcullis] coins, the debased English coins, 6oz fine of 

Edward, stamped with a portcullis and valued at 4½d sterling had appeared in Ireland 

following the queen’s fine recoinage in England.89 It was in fact with this coin that the 

greatest profit was made by the mint in the recoinage in England,90 and so it is likely that 

such a coin would be particularly valued in trading as it was seen to have held significant 

intrinsic bullion value. In fact, it is estimated that something of the order of £100,000 of 

English debased coinage remained either in circulation in England itself or found its way to 

Scotland or Ireland.91  

 

A four-month time period (September 1560 to January 1561) had been allocated by the 

proclamation in England of 27 September 1560 when base English coins could be exchanged 

at the mint in London for a small bonus of threepence of silver in the pound.92 Yet base 

English coin (especially the portcullis teston) was being smuggled into Ireland perhaps in the 

hope of gaining better value there. The Lords of the Treasury, Winchester, Sakevyle and 

Mildmay had seen Sussex’s letter of concern in this regard, and replied to Cecil on 12 

December 1560, regarding the ‘transportation of the basest testones from hear’[i.e. England] 

into Ireland, confirming that they had ‘agried…to geve order and straytr chardge to the 
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serchers and officres of trust in the portes towardes that realme [i.e. Ireland].93 The 

proclamation in Ireland of 24 January 1561 highlighted the difficult position in Ireland with 

regard to these coins as authority was given to any person in Ireland ‘what sorte soever he 

be’, to arrest anyone who should offer these debased sterling portcullis coins for payment in 

Ireland. 94 This was an extraordinary development and highlighted the depth of the currency 

crisis. Those within Ireland sought by any means to obtain a finer coin; whilst those in 

England sought to gain a better value in Ireland for their portcullis coin than that which was 

offered in England.   

 

Whilst debased English coin was being smuggled into Ireland, coin was leaching from 

Ireland. An undated proclamation of 1561 from Sussex and the Irish council, entitled ‘for 

keeping the coignes within the realme’, 95 denounced that ‘great sommes of money have been 

secretly conveyed and transported out of this realme’, despite the removal of specifically 

Irish coin from Ireland having been made illegal by the queen in her instruction of 19 July 

1559. 96 Confirming the queen’s ‘sondry lawes and ordynances’ of England ‘confyrmed by 

auctoryte of parliament in this realme[of Ireland], that ‘no golde or sylver shuld be caryed out 

of the realme’, and ‘mynding to bridle the disordered greadynes of suche singular apetytes’, 

stridently denounced the removal by anybody to ‘carry or sende, or do to be conveighed 

caryed or sent out of this her highness realme of Irelande, any manner money of coigne of 

this realme, nor of the coigne of othe realmes lands or seingnoryes….without her majesties 

lycence’. 97  

 

Sussex’s proclamation of 25 January 1561 confirmed the Queen’s instructions, made via 

Cecil, on 15 December 1560, and confirmed that ‘of late tyme dyvers great sommes of 

money have been secretly conveyed and transported out of this realme[of Ireland] and  

authorised the searchers at the ports of Ireland with sufficient authority to search all ships 

‘that shalbe fraught out of this realme to see whether there be any money laden in them’, and 

to arrest ‘the money and the parties that have laden the saide money…that the parties 

offending may be punnyshed to the terror of others’. Reward for the searchers was great. As 
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well as obtaining as reward ‘that whiche by the lawes of this realme is due to him’, searchers 

could also claim ‘any reasonable sute he can require whiche shall lye in us to graunt’.98  

 

Yet monies continued to leach from Ireland. On 26 January 1561 in a proclamation aimed at 

the specific retention of Irish coin within Ireland and at the inter-action between Irish and 

foreign merchants, it was stressed that ‘no money may be conveyed out of this realme’, as it 

causes ‘the greate diminishing of the quenes majesties coigne within this realme’. The 

Council sought in a convoluted method to retain Irish coin by controlling the actions of the 

foreign merchants via sureties. At this point, Irish coin was essentially acting as a 

commodity, being treated like iron or wine. 99 

 

In a bid to prevent any Irish merchant from paying for goods from foreign merchants in Irish 

coin and/or ‘wares’ (and the Irish coin then departing from Ireland with the foreign 

merchant), the Council sought that the relevant crown officer should ensure that he had 

obtained a ‘suretie’ from the foreign merchant that the ‘merchant straungier’ would buy other 

goods in Ireland (i.e. goods not forbidden to be transported out of Ireland) and then pay for 

these goods in the Irish coin given to them by the Irish merchant, when the Irish merchant 

had purchased ‘wynes, iron and salte’ from the foreign merchant; thereby ensuring the 

retention of Irish coin within Ireland.  

 

Reward to the crown officer in this instance too was great. An officer could seize the goods 

purchased from the ‘merchaunte straungier’ certify this to the Vice-Treasurer, namely 

Fitzwilliam, and barons of the exchequer and then be rewarded ‘with the moytie of that 

which shall accrewe to her majestie’. It was further proclaimed that if the foreign merchant 

did not stand by his surety, that the relevant crown officer would ‘make certificate to us [the 

council] or to the Vice-Treasurer, namely Fitzwilliam, and barons of the exchequer to the 

entente [intent] the forfeiture may be levied to the quenes majesties use’.100  

 

Fitzwilliam’s responsibilities as Vice-Treasurer for Ireland now seemed to extend to the 

pursuit of foreign merchants in order to prevent the leaching of Irish coin from Ireland. That 

the council considered that Vice-Treasurer Fitzwilliam could seek restitution in this manner 
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on the queen’s behalf from foreign merchants seems extraordinary. That they considered that 

this bureaucratic construct could be in any way effective is a sign of the chaotic reality within 

which Ireland’s currency crisis now prevailed, and in which Fitzwilliam as senior crown 

treasurer had to operate.  

 

Indeed, many of the proclamations issued in Ireland during 1559-1561 highlighted the 

precarious position confronting Fitzwilliam. Fitzwilliam was required to operate as crown 

treasurer within a territory whose currency was in crisis. Ireland was a country where price 

inflation prevailed primarily because of the uncertainty surrounding the debased Irish coin at 

a time when a full-scale re-coinage was taking place in England. Irish coin leached from 

Ireland illegally and base English coin was brought into Ireland illegally. Irish merchants 

purchased goods from foreign merchants using a blend of goods and coin (an amalgam of 

debased Irish coin & English coin operating essentially as commodities), whilst rewards were 

afforded to searchers, crown officers and any subject within Ireland to stop the leach of Irish 

coin out of Ireland and the importing of base English coin into Ireland.  

 

Yet the proclamations were not effective. Fitzwilliam himself highlighted the absolute 

precariousness of the situation in Ireland. He wrote to Cecil on 4 May 1561 and feared that 

‘ther wyll not much of the base monys in short tyme remayn [in Ireland]…for the  

[merchant] stranger by hys[,] wyll nott no other payment but testones nether for grayn 

jrone[iron] salte or wyne’. 101 Foreign merchants were being as prescriptive regarding the 

coin they would accept for their goods imported into Ireland, as the Irish themselves were, 

and despite numerous proclamations the authorities appeared powerless to prevent such 

events.  

 

Fitzwilliam stated that despite all of the proclamations, the foreign merchants were being 

facilitated by ‘falce’ officers 

yet have I proclaymyd and layd hevy burthenes on them, but all helpyth not[,] so 
esxtrem falce ar offysers, god wold it were holy at londone wtowt further adoo if so 
yor wysdomes wold have it.102 

 
It would seem that the searchers at ports in England and Ireland were those who profited 

most from this currency crisis. 
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Fitzwilliam further pleaded with Cecil to ensure that the testones are ‘holy [wholly]’ at 

London and no longer in Ireland, presumably so that Ireland’s coinage could be renewed or at 

least offer a more stable value, even if it was a debased value. That Fitzwilliam was at his 

wit’s end is evident as he stated, ‘…I kno not what to do…wryt[write], specke fayer[fire], 

and threaten do I tyll I am both wery and a shamyd’.103  

 

On 8 March 1561, Lord Justice Fitzwilliam and Lord Chancellor Curwen received 

proclamation instructions to further ‘decry the monies of Ireland’.104 The instructions 

acknowledged ‘the unequall values’ of the Irish and English coin within Ireland ‘doth gretely 

anoye or com[m]on weale there’, and was  particularly 

hurtefull bothe to us in the right of or corowne and possessions there and to all others 
also having any possession of lands, rentes, and specially to all manr of p[er]sones 
that lyve upon or paye eyther in cyvile or marshall offices or shrvice.105 

 
Elizabeth highlighted the difficulty which Croft had earlier described. The utilisation of 

debased coin in Ireland was specifically harmful to stipendiaries of the crown. She sought to 

redress these difficulties as ‘we have already attempted wth or realme of England’, namely 

recoinage to a finer coin following her proclamation in England of 27 September 1560.  

 

Accepting now that portcullis teston coin was in Ireland, Elizabeth instructed, and 

Fitzwilliam later proclaimed, that the portcullis testons (valued at 4½d in England since 

September 1560,106 but held at 8d in Ireland since 1559) were now in March 1561 to be 

valued at 6d in Ireland until ‘the last of April next ensuing’, where they could be taken for 

bullion at the English mint, and claimed for 4½d of English current money, or, in a line 

included in Cecil’s hand, to ‘our tresorye there in Irland…for the somes of vjd of currant 

money of that realme’. (Cecil removed the option of carrying the monies to a new mint in 

Dublin, as he knew it had not yet become operational – and in fact never would). Elizabeth 

further reduced the English greyhound 2¼d teston107 to 3d Irish, likewise the English 1½d 
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was now to be made current in Ireland at 2d Irish; all with similar instructions for carriage to 

the English mint or the Irish treasury. 108   

 

In accordance with these proclamation instructions Fitzwilliam proclaimed ‘the fall of the 

coignes’ in Ireland 24 March 1561, the eve of Ladys’ day, whilst Sussex ‘travailed’ with the 

queen in England.109 Sir William Fitzwilliam Vice-Treasurer and Lord Justice, became the 

clear, visible and public voice of the crown as he proclaimed a reduction in the value of the 

English coin in Ireland, and also of the Irish coin, the first to occur since 1559.   

 

The preamble of the proclamation issued by Fitzwilliam of 24 March 1561 highlighted the 

difficulties faced in Ireland caused by ‘the dyversytie of standerdes of her highnes moneys 

currant within this realme [of Ireland] as well Englishe as Irishe…dothe gretely annoye her 

majesties common weale here’ because ‘all maner of pryses of thinges bothe growing in this 

realme and brought and conveighed into the same from forren partes, growe dayly 

excessyve’. 110 It was noted that this resulted in the ‘manifest hurte of her crowne’, 

particularly for those ‘suche as lyve upon her highness pay ether in cyvill or marshall offices 

or services’. The queen now publicly highlighted that the varying baseness of coin in Ireland 

caused her stipendiaries in Ireland to suffer most. 

 

The proclamation noted that ‘after grete delyberacion…with her said lievetenant as with 

others’, she had ‘resolved and determyned’  

by thadvice of her right trustie and welbelouved counsellor sir William FitzWilliams, 
knight, vicethesaurer of this realme of Ireland, and lorde justice of the same, and of 
the rest of her highness counsel here to reduce the said moneys coigned and nowe 
currant within this realme, as well English as Irishe, as neighe [near] to ther values as 
may be in lyke manner as her majestie hathe already attempted within her realme of 
Englande.111 

 
Fitzwilliam, specifically referred to as ‘vicethesaurer of this realme of Ireland’, was presented 

as a key advisor in relation to the proclamation.  
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The proclamation confirmed the rates for the English coins that Elizabeth had issued in her 

proclamation instructions  

that all testons of her realme of Englande which be nowe currant at iiii.d. ob. [4½d] in 
her saide realme of Englande, shalbe from the tyme of this proclamacion valued and 
currant here [in Ireland] for six pence of moneys currant in this her realme, and so 
shall contynue currant untill the last of Aprill next commyng.  
 

When they would be taken as ‘bullyon’ to ‘her majesties mynte in England where the 

‘bringer’ would ‘have for every teston iiij.d.ob [4½d] currant money of England, or else the 

testons could be brought to the Irish treasury to obtain ‘vi d of currant money of this 

realme’[of Ireland].  The bringer therefore obtaining a more satisfactory exchange rate in 

England as at this time the ‘currant’money of England had a higher bullion content than that 

of Ireland - refined to a fineness of 11oz 2 dwt. Whilst the other base testons of England 

valued at ‘ii.d.q’[2¼d] would equate to 3d in Ireland and could be exchanged either at the 

London mint or Irish treasury. 

 
Finally, the proclamation dealt with the Irish coin declaring  
 

the teston of this realme [Ireland], stamped with the harpe being nowe currant in this 
realme for vii d ob [7½d] sterling shalbe valued from hensforthe for and at vi d[6d] of 
currant money of this realme...that the pece of a grote, stamped with the harpe, shalbe 
currant from hensforth at ii d[2d] of the currant moneys of this realme and so to 
contynue.112 

 
Those who held an Irish teston initially valued at 12d, subsequently reduced to a value of 

7½d probably by proclamation of 4 October 1559, would through this proclamation of 24 

March 1561 now hold a coin worth 6d, just fifty-percent of its original 1559 value. This was 

not the speedy reduction Fitzwilliam had advised in his letter of April 1560.  

 

The proclamation stated that though ‘ordeyned for…relief and compforte this present rate 

and valuacion’, it recognised that ‘the full redresse and ease of derthe and other myschieffes 

shall not seme to followe’ immediately, 113  but that ‘in the due tyme followe…the good and 

prosperus state of this commenweale, which all honest hartes have long expected’ would 

commence.114 Officers in Ireland were charged to ‘staye the malycious covetousnes’ in the 

practice of increasing prices with all offenders being speedily and severely punished.115   
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Unhappily for the ‘right trustie and welbelouved counsellor’ Fitzwilliam, the proclamation 

would offer no immediate resolution to the difficulties faced in Ireland.116  Shortly after, on 

23 April 1561, Lord Justice Fitzwilliam issued a clarification memorandum, ‘upon good 

delyberacion of her majesties letteres, addressed to us for that purpose’, and decryed the 

‘Reade Harpe’ and the ‘Rose half peny’, with the ‘Reade Harpe…taken and recyved…at two 

pence currant of this realme’, and the ‘Roose half peny shalbe taken and recyved only for and 

at one halfpenny currant of this realme’. 117 Omitted from the proclamation of 24 March 

1561, though included in the detail of the proclamation instruction to Fitzwilliam on 8 March 

1561,118  it would seem that these smaller coins were in use frequently and their value as such 

required clarification post the 24 March 1561 proclamation. Thus having received sufficient 

instruction, Fitzwilliam could issue this clarifying proclamation on 23 April 1561.  

 

A further decrying of the Irish coin followed via another proclamation of 14 July 1561, 

preceded by proclamation instructions to Sussex of 17 June 1561.119 Fitzwilliam’s term as 

Lord Justice having ended on 5 June 1561 this later proclamation was made by Lord 

Lieutenant Sussex. The harp shilling of Philip and Mary, and of Elizabeth ‘the shilling 

coyned in or time and stamped with or face’ would now be ‘made currant there’ [in Ireland] 

for 5¼d Irishe, ‘and shalbe eschanged in or myntes here wth monyes of fine silver of five 

pence halfpenny Irish or with foure pence half farthing sterling’ [4¾d sterling].120   

 

Thus Irish coin was decried via the queen’s proclamation instructions of 19 July 1559 from 

12d to 7½d (effected by proclamation of 4 October 1559), decried further to 6d via the 

queen’s proclamation instruction of 8 March 1561 (effected by proclamation of 24 March 

1561), decried further by proclamation instructions of 17 June 1561 to 5¼d (effected by 

proclamation of 14 July 1561). From 19 July 1559 to 14 July 1561 it took a total of two years 
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to decry Irish coin from 12d to 5¼d. Not at all a speedy enactment as Fitzwilliam had 

proposed to Cecil on April 1560.  

 

Treasurer Fitzwilliam and the Mint in Ireland 

Significantly, though not referenced in the actual proclamation of 24 March 1561 issued by 

Fitzwilliam, the proclamation letter of instruction to Fitzwilliam dated 8 March 1561 

confirmed that a mint was planned to be erected in Dublin during 1561. 

Our meaning is…to erecte up a mynte at Dublin where fine moneyes shalbe coyned 
and all the base moneyes converted into fyne silver, … although or charge shalbe 
greate, yet the comforte of so honorable an enterprise shall satisfie us….and so doo 
remitte the manor[manner] of the execucon hereof & of all thinges thereunto 
app[er]teyning to yor wisdoms discrecones.121 

 

It would appear that an effort was being made to see Irish debased coin retained in Ireland, 

melted at a Dublin mint, and its bullion used and reminted into better coin for redistribution 

within Ireland. This would parallel what was occurring in England at this time during the 

recoinage of the English base coin. The Irish mint’s final location was to be selected by 

Fitzwilliam and the queen’s council in Ireland, though always mindful of London’s 

preference for the location of the mint to be in Dublin.   

 

Fitzwilliam was already aware that a mint was under consideration for Ireland. In a letter of 

10 February 1561, Fitzwilliam, as Lord Justice, was described as one whose authority could 

be utilised by Thomas Smyth and William Williams122 as they were directed ‘wth  all spede’ 

to utilise the authority of the Lord Justice in obtaining a satisfactory location for the mint. 

They were directed that  

they shall make a shrvey of the state of the howses of the mynt and shall also search 
owt for all manor of jnstrmentes t[r]owles and othr thinges wch heretofore have ben 
therto belonging, and using the auctorytie [authority] of the L. Justice or L. 
Chauncellor shall cause asmuch to be don as may be for the recovery and repaire of 
all thinges requisite for thestabilisshing of the mynt so as the charges thereof exceed 
not any great some of money.123 
 

																																																								
121 The Queen to Lord Justice Fitzwilliam and to the Lord Chancellor, to decry the monies of Ireland, 8 March 1561, TNA 
SP 63/3/34, f.75 
122 Wm Humfrey to Cecill, 15 Sept 1565, TNA SP 12/37/30, f. 60, [The Thomas Smyth investigating the mint location in 
Ireland was not the Secretary to the Council in England, but rather a Thomas Smyth involved in mining in England. This 
letter indicates that Thomas Smythe and William Williams were involved in establishing mines in England together with 
William Humfrey]: Thomas Smyth to Wm. Humfrey, 10 November 1565, TNA SP 12/37/69, f. 187-8, discusses ‘towching 
on Survey of the mynes in the north p[ar]ties we have good lyking of them where uppon xxd for and I have until in promise 
of my L. of Westmorland to lend him thre hondreth poundes wtin this ten dayes for wch he sendeth uss his chief gentillman’.  
123 A memorial of the charge committed to Thomas Smyth and William Williams presently sent into Ireland, 10 February 
1561, TNA SP 63/3/15, f.38-f.39 



	 67	

Yet they were cautioned not to proceed without obtaining definitive confirmation from 

London, as their instructions noted that nothing was ‘me[n]t to be expended untill by 

advertisement had from there it shalbe here thought necessary to p[ro]cede therein’. 124 

 
Noting Fitzwilliam as their primary crown advocate they were instructed to first ‘confer wth 

the L. Justice or in his absence wth the L. Chauncellor there upon a place mete for the refining 

of the base moneyes’.125 Abundance of wood, its inexpensive carriage to the mint, via sea 

from Wicklow or Carlingford (if the mint was in Dublin), and security, were all concerns. 

Though ‘refining might be eyther at wyclowv[Wicklow] or at a place called 

Powerescourte…or at monsterevenv[Monasterevin]’, where ‘a fewe of the garyson being sett 

there for a gard the works might be surely inough maintained’. Economic as well as military 

reasons were responsible for siting the location of the mint at Dublin Castle, and it was noted, 

But of all othr places if the price of wood may be reasonable compassed, Dyblin 
seameth the beest [best].126 
 

It is interesting to note who William Williams and Thomas Smyth were. William Williams 

(mentioned earlier) was an assay master in the Dublin  mint in 1552, working with Martin 

Pirry, and had left Dublin on the accession of Mary, no doubt due to his association with 

reformation Bishop of Ossory John Bale.127 

 

Thomas Smyth was not the Secretary to the Council in England, but rather a Thomas Smyth 

involved in mining in England. Thomas Smythe and William Williams were involved in 

establishing mines in England together with William Humfrey. A later letter of 10 November 

1565 from Thomas Smyth to Wm. Humfrey, discusses ‘towching on Survey of the mynes in 

the north p[ar]ties we have good lyking of them’.128 

 

Writing to Cecil on 5 May 1561 Smyth seeks his patent and a higher fee than might normally 

be paid.  

Sr we are humble suteres to yor honor that by yor goodness we may have  
sevrall pattentes of our offices, wherin or fees had need to be considered somewhat 
above the like officeres in civill places for sondry respectes 129 
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127 Michael Dolley, ‘A pattern shilling of Mary Tudor’, British Numismatic Journal, Vol. 39, (1970).,  p.98-p.110, on p.104 
128 Thomas Smyth to Wm. Humfrey, 10 November 1565, TNA SP 12/37/69, f. 187-8 
129 Thomas Smyth to Cecil, 5 May 1561, TNA 63/3/66, f. 174  
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Smyth also pleaded with Cecil to write a letter to the treasurer of the navy on his behalf for 

money that Smyth had been owed for some time.  

 
I beseche your honor also to vouchave [vouchsafe]to write a few wordes unto Mr 
Conson treasourer of the Navy on my behalf that it wold pleas him to pay ccxxli 

[£220] due to me in that office for certain provisiones delivered by me the last yere as 
may [be] …and [con]firmed by Mr. Willm Wynter Surveyor of the Shippes, whiche 
money he deteyneth to my great hindraunce and discredite.130 

 

In a series of letters written in early May 1561 Dublin was confirmed as the mint’s location. 

Writing to Cecil on 3 May 1561 Sir Henry Radcliffe confirmed that Smyth and Williams had 

met with Lord Justice Fitzwilliam and the Council, and ‘uppon conference had with them’, 

it was resolvyd here; that Dublyng was the most aptest place for the refynyng & 
recoynyng therof…as well for the saftye of the treasor; & sparyng of the cuntrye from 
carryges.131 

 
After this meeting, Fitzwilliam wrote directly to Cecil on 4 May 1561 about affairs in Ireland 

and also of the mint’s location.132 Fitzwilliam confirmed Williams and Smyth had viewed the 

places appointed in their instructions, and also extended their travels to include Carlow and 

Ross but that 

for eny thyng I…lerne of them or juge[judge] by ther cawsys neadfull to be done, no 
place more fyt nor so met as dublyne if wod[wood] and coals may eny way be 
reasonably carryed.133 

 
Fitzwilliam stated that the building of the two houses would not exceed £100, that carriage 

costs relating to wood and coal though they may be dearer than their appointed prices, could 

be borne, and interestingly, victuals and lead would be sent to Dublin from England. Yet 

Fitzwilliam indicated that there were fears expressed, possibly by those in Dublin, that as a 

result of mint activities that Dublin would be 

voyd of wod [wood] ther by, wchis in my iugement a fer [fear] wtout nead, a nother is 
that they wold tack [take] up all the vytallis [victuals] in the marckyt … to furnyshe 
them selves of the great store from ingland as corne [corn] ches [cheese] butter and of 
some other also.134 

 
In writing in this manner to Cecil, Fitzwilliam was reflecting on the instructions about costs 

that had originally been issued to Smyth and Williams where they were told  

																																																								
130 Ibid.  
131 Sir Henry Radcliffe to Cecil, 3 May 1561, TNA SP 63/3/63, f.168 v. 
132 Lord Justice Fitzwilliam to Cecil, 4 May 1561, TNA SP 63/3/64, f.169-f.170 
133 Ibid, f.169 
134 Ibid, f.170v. 
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regard must be had that ….wood be so brought unto yt that it stand not the quenes 
matie above fower shillings a quarter and charcoal not to be coste above xijd [12d] the 
quarter for yf eythr of the two thinges shalbe more chargeable to her matie yt ys 
understand that her matie cannot wthowt so great losse attempt the same as shalbe 
thought convenient to be borne. But rathr to p[ro]vide some meanes for transporting 
of the said base moneyes into this realme to the tower of London there to be 
coyned.135 

 
In his more public letter written from himself and the council to the queen on 5 May 1561 

Fitzwilliam did not include any of his fears. Rather he confirmed that her majesty’s castle at 

Dublin, together with her chapel next door, was the most ‘convenientest place bothe for the 

refvyning and recoignyng of yor maties mynte in this realme’, and that the ‘bestowing of one 

hundredth poundes sterling will make them fit againe; muche soner then any other of those 

places by them seen’.  

 

This practice of Fitzwilliam writing first to key individual council member or members with 

his personal viewpoint and then to the ‘entity’ of the privy council with more prudent politic 

views will be seen again later in this thesis during his 1571 campaign not to be appointed as 

Lord Deputy.     

 

Fitzwilliam recognised the security and economy which Dublin Castle as a location afforded, 

and confirmed that ‘having chief respecte for the moost suretie of the Treasure wt leaste 

chardge of extra ordinary garde or saulf [safe] conducte’ could best be provided within 

Dublin Castle. A further pertinent reason for choosing Dublin as a location was revealed as 

Fitzwilliam indicated that Dublin was chosen ‘for the most comodione repaire unto 

thexchaunge for yor maties subiectes in this realme dwelling in the Englishe pale, emonges 

whome the moost substaunce of those moneye is supposed to be’. The location of a mint in 

Dublin reflected the reality that it was those within the Pale who held most coin in Ireland. It 

was therefore an operational reality that the mint should be in a locale where it could best be 

utilised by its principal consumer base. 136  

 
Thomas Smyth himself wrote to Cecil on 5 May 1561 to confirm the mint’s location at 

Dublin. He also indicated that work had begun on the houses, and on repairing the furnaces 

and chimneys and that he had set to work to cut wood for the furnaces and also to provide 

																																																								
135 A memorial of the charge committed to Thomas Smyth and William Williams presently sent into Ireland, 10 February 
1561, TNA SP 63/3/15, f. 39v 
136 Lord Justice [Fitzwilliam] and Council to the Queen by Wm. Williams, 5 May 1561, TNA SP 63/3/65, f. 173  
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coal. He sought a boat to be provided to him for the speedy delivery of wood to Dublin, from 

Powerscourt, and which could also be used for provisions from England for his use. 137  

 

Yet as the crown proposed a mint in Ireland, in England a commission of 26 March 1561 

authorised the mint in London to produce a small run of 11oz fine coin for Ireland with a face 

value of £11,988 which was coined between 1 April and 30 April 1561.138 Mint warrants 

indicate that this recoining initiative for Ireland occurred on 26 March 1561 (twelve months 

after Fitzwilliam’s currency letter to Cecil  of April 1560). The queen wrote to Sussex on 22 

May 1561 confirming the sending over of a ‘mass of treasure of new fine and sterling 

silver….with the stamp of Ireland’, and confirmed that this 1561 refined Irish coin would see 

that ‘12d Irish money would now equate for 9d sterling English money.139  Inscribed upon 

the coin in full was ‘Hibernie’, with the France and England of the queen’s title contracted, 

whilst on the obverse side was a crowned shield with three harps in a triangular formation.  

 

Dolley notes that the new 1561 Irish coinage, made up of shillings and groats, was inferior to 

the new refined sterling money beginning to circulate in Ireland. The new 1561 Irish coinage 

was also too good to merge with the Irish debased coin already in existence in Ireland. The 

new Irish coins were lighter than the base pieces in Ireland but the actual silver content was 

greater. 140 However, being lighter they were less attractive to the general populace. On the 

other hand they were also lighter than the new English coinage, which actually did have more 

silver content in it.  As a rough guide an Irish debased groat (4d) might have 12 grains of 

silver – the new Irish groat might have 22 grains of silver – and the new English groat might 

have 30 grains of silver.  

 

Despite Vice-Treasurer Fitzwilliam having expended much time and energy investigating the 

best possible location for a mint in Ireland it was not to be. Citing ‘ever great chardges’ the 

queen confirmed to Sussex (returned to Ireland from England) that no mint was to be 

established in Ireland.141  
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139 Calendar of the Carew Manuscripts preserved in the Archiepiscopal Library at Lambeth, vol. 1, (1515-1574), pp.309-
311, p. 311 
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Vol. 40, (1971), p.111 
141 By the Queen to the Earl of Sussex, Lieutenant of Ireland, 17 June 1561, TNA SP 63/4/7, f. 10 
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Irish mint matters were in fact discussed at court far into the future. In 1566 Lord Treasurer 

Winchester confirmed to Cecil that his ‘oppynyon ys also to have the mynt ther [in Ireland] 

occupied wch  may nowe be doon by trustie men wtout great p[er]rell [peril]’. Winchester also 

noted that ‘the realme ys furnished of all necessrie thinges [and] the metall ys soone had out 

of Spaign & other countries’. 142 Winchester also commented to Cecil that Vice-Chamberlain 

Sir Francis Knollys should be instructed to see whilst in Ireland ‘what order is taken with the 

coyning yrones [irons] and provycones for the myntes and if any falt [fault] be in the keeping 

of them to cause it to be amendid’.143  Cecil took heed of Winchester’s comments as in 

Knollys’ memorials Knollys is ‘to reme[m]bre [to] or deputy that the office of or mynt be ther 

seene to, that no mistrseady [mistreaty] be committed in ye same for such vtensiles [utensils] 

and instruments as therto do belong’.144  

 

Yet no Dublin mint was re-opened in 1561. 

 

In another proclamation instruction, to further devalue the Irish base coin, the queen wrote to 

Sussex on 17 June 1561. She wrote regarding the mint of Ireland. 

ffirst for the order and reformacon of or base monyes there, we finde by conference, 
that the same cannot without or ever great chardges be refined and newe coyned in 
that realme as was ment at the first[,]  and therefore it is resolved to be refined and 
recoyned in or tower here at London.145 

 

The recent production of better Irish coinage in London and consideration of efficiency in 

production and transport may have settled the matter for Elizabeth and her advisors. 

According to Challis,  in the time of Edward and Mary, the cost of producing coin in England 

for Ireland including transportation ran at the order of five percent of the face value of the 

coin. The cost of production at the Dublin mint appeared to be of the order of sixteen percent 

of the face value of the coin - more than three times the production costs in England. There is 

no reason to assume that it was any different in the early years of Elizabeth.146  

 

The queen noted a considerable amount of Irish coin had already been brought to the mint in 

the Tower of London. At this time there were two mints located in the Tower of London – the 
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Nether Mint and the newly opened Upper Mint.  Elizabeth noted that ‘there is browght to this 

Citie of London four or five thousand poundes of the base monyes of that countrey [Ireland] 

alredy offered into or mintes here’.147 

 

This might be a generous estimate. The accounts of Thomas Fleetwood, under-treasurer of 

the Upper Mint at the Tower of London, (and formerly comptroller of the now closed 

Southwark mint),148 submitted on 24 February 1563, and covering the period Michaelmas 

1560 to Mid-Summer 1562 includes the total operation of the recoinage in the Upper Mint. 

These accounts state that the total amount received in the Upper Mint in this period was 

£2,272 18s 4½d in Irish money. 149  If we surmise that something like the same amount was 

taken in by the Nether Mint then the total amount of Irish money received in the entire 

coinage operation would be about IR £4,500, which seems less than the amount of IR £4,000 

or IR £5,000 of base monies of Ireland which the queen mentioned had already been taken in 

by 17 June 1561.150  

 

There are of course questions of interpretation here, but it may be that some mint politics was 

at work, particularly as we know from earlier mint warrants that nearly £40,000 in undated 

3oz fine base coinage was produced for Ireland in 1559 alone by Elizabeth.151 Yet Fleetwood 

says that the total amount of Irish coin he received up to June 1562 was just over £2,000. If 

we recall that a new fine Irish coin had just been produced at the mint in London in April 

1561, it was in the London mint’s interest to over-estimate the amount of Irish debased 

coinage they were getting in so that the London mint would be authorised to produce an 

entire new Irish coinage. At this time in June 1561 the London mint must have known that 

the ‘great recoinage’ in England would shortly come to an end and London mint operations 

would wind down. It would be to the advantage of the mint officers to over-estimate the 

debased Irish coin coming to the mint for recoining in order to ensure that the London mint 

remained in operation in preference to their having to cede their contract to a mint in Dublin.   
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As an alternative to establishing a mint in Ireland, Sussex was instructed to propose a 

‘company or society of merchants of that realme’, to bring ‘all that they amasse to or mintes 

at London, and not to convey the same to any other forren place’.152 

 

Elizabeth indicated that as, according to her information, merchants were already bringing 

money to the mint in London, there was no reason to suppose that when a suitable gain was 

afforded them they would not continue to do so.  

 
it is thought by such as have experience, that appointing a reasonable gaine to the 
bringer, the same wilbe after the decry therof dayly brought hither by p[ar]articler 
merchants that trade betwixt both the realms as for some proffe without knowledge 
what gaine is to be had there is browght to this Citie of London four or five thousand 
poundes of the base monyes of that countrey alredy offered into or mintes here.153 

 

But the formal incentive offered by the queen to bring such coin to the mint at London may 

not have been attractive – an Irish farthing or half a sterling farthing on a harp shilling.154 

Indeed, this must be so, as Challis calculated that less than £12,000 at face value in total of all 

types of debased Irish coin was ever brought to be reminted to the Tower, and that a large 

proportion of Irish debased coin minted prior to 1559 continued to circulate in Ireland long 

after Elizabeth’s recoinage was complete in England.155  

 

The base coin in circulation in Ireland would have been composed of testons, groats and 

smaller coins. There may have been more of the groats and smaller coin in circulation than 

testons if the accounts from the recoinage in England are to be considered a reliable guide. In 

England, the coin taken in at the Upper Mint included 71,448 lbs., 11¼oz or £100,091 4s 

2½d in testons of the better sort (decried to 4½d) and 217,472 lbs 2½oz or £204,903 4s 4½d 

of half groats (decried to 1½d).156 Although such coin could be carried to the Tower mint by 

merchants and also taken to the treasury in Ireland, the base coinage of the smaller types 

would be unlikely to travel anywhere without considerable organisation and a reasonable 

incentive.  
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A contemporaneous estimate from December 1560 of the amount of base money in Ireland 

reveals that £85,000 in 3oz fine shillings existed from the time of queen Mary and £40,000 in 

3oz fine shillings (at face value per mint warrant) from the time of Elizabeth – all summing to 

£125,000 in shillings alone.157 If this is in any way accurate it means that much less than 10% 

of the base coinage of Mary and Elizabeth found its way to the mint at London. The rest 

either stayed in Ireland or found its way ‘to any other forren place’. 

  

It can be deduced therefore that no great amount of Irish base coinage found its way to the 

mint in London. The formal incentive being offered from June 1561, of an Irish farthing on a 

harp shilling, the Irish shilling having been devalued to 5¼d, represents an incentive of under 

5%. Challis has calculated that the incentive being offered by the London mint in the time of 

Henry VIII’s debasement was between 7% and 15%. 158 Elizabeth’s 5% incentive in 1561 

was not sufficient.  

 

Apart from the question of costs the whole question of mint politics deserves a mention. 

During the great debasement under Henry VIII eight mints were established. Essentially by 

1545, there were two in the Tower of London, a further mint at Southwark, one at 

Canterbury, one at York, one at Bristol, and by 1548 there were two more –one in London at 

Durham House and one in Dublin run first by Thomas Agard and then by Martin Pirry. All of 

these were under the control of Sir Edmund Pekham, the high treasurer of the day.159 By 

1554 all of these mints outside of one in the Tower were closed. Bristol and Durham House 

were closed in 1549, Southwark was closed in 1551, Canterbury in 1550 and York in 1552.  

Dolley states that the last coins in the Dublin mint were produced by Pirry in 1552.160  

 

Frauds of £4,000 were discovered in Southwark the very place where Fleetwood was 

comptroller before he became under-treasurer of the Nether Mint in the Tower of London.161 

So perhaps it is no surprise that the estimate of Irish debased coin received at the Nether Mint 

would be on the generous side and therefore to Fleetwood’s and the Tower mint’s advantage 

and to the detriment of the establishment of a mint in Dublin.  
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A further consideration as to why the Dublin mint was not established is the case of the 

Bristol mint, which was under the control of Sir William Sharrington. Sharrington was 

involved with the attempt by Sir Thomas Seymour, to overthrow his brother, Protector 

Somerset. And on indictment in 1548, Sharrington confessed to making counterfeit-like 

shillings to the amount of £12,000 and to fraud of at least £4,000 by reducing the size of his 

legal coins which provided materials for the counterfeit coins to be made.  

 

Therefore quite apart for opportunities for fraud, a mint provided ample opportunity for those 

who might be interested in funding rebellion against the crown. This might be another reason 

why the mint at Dublin was not established.162  

 

No complete recoinage occurred in Ireland. Without a mint in Ireland, and without sufficient 

incentive provided for their recalling, debased coins remained in circulation in Ireland. From 

this perspective, the ‘great recoinage’, so lauded in England, was not a success in Ireland 

under Elizabeth. Although the situation would stabilize over time, the period from July 1559 

to July 1561 in Ireland was one of great financial upheaval, marked by numerous 

proclamations, price rises, general uncertainty, a recoinage in England, and the establishment 

of a new exchange rate between England and Ireland. This in effect describes Fitzwilliam’s 

‘monetary maelstrom’. 

 

Fitzwilliam operated as Vice-Treasurer and Treasurer-at-War of Ireland during the period of 

the ‘great recoinage’ in England. Fitzwilliam also served twice as Lord Justice during this 

time. Proclamation instructions for setting crown policy in Ireland regarding the exchange 

rate and the decrying of the coin in both realms were issued from London. Both Fitzwilliam 

and Sussex followed these instructions. Proclamations in Ireland at this time dealt with the 

consequences of the English recoinage as it impacted on Ireland and were in effect 

reactionary in tone. 

 

Fitzwilliam had emphasised in his letter of 11 April 1560, after meeting with the gentlemen 

of Ireland, that a speedy recoinage in Ireland was necessary. But this did not occur. Here 

Fitzwilliam could easily be seen as at best ineffective at this time. Debased coin tariffed at 
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various rates continued to be used in Ireland. The lack of a mint, the establishment of which 

Fitzwilliam had sought to implement under crown instruction whilst Lord Justice and 

Treasurer, meant that the easiest route for a total recoinage within Ireland was lacking. Here 

again Fitzwilliam’s actions could be seen as ineffective. 

 

Croft had highlighted in 1552 that it was the crown’s stipendaries, paid in coin and paying in 

coin, who were those most acutely damaged by rising prices caused by debased coinage 

within Ireland. In terms of a crown servant’s remuneration, the setting of an exchange rate of 

6d English to 8d Irish would mean that their remuneration did not go as far as it once did. It 

would also mean that any debt accumulated during crown service in Ireland would be 

charged at a higher rate than it had been prior to this newly established exchange rate if being 

repaid in sterling in England. Fitzwilliam himself as the crown’s Vice-Treasurer and 

Treasurer-at-War for Ireland during the period of the great recoinage would be severely 

financially impacted by this newly established exchange rate and it is this debt earned as a 

crown servant which will be discussed in the next chapter.   
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Chapter Three: The ‘travails’ of a Treasurer 

 

Fitzwilliam served as Treasurer-at-War for Ireland under the governments of Sussex, Arnold 

and Sidney.1 This chapter examines his ongoing service during these administrations. It 

discusses his work with his brothers-in-law Sussex and Sidney, and examines his interaction 

as Treasurer-at-War with the Arnold Commission and Lord Justice Arnold himself. As will 

be seen, Fitzwilliam as Treasurer-at-War had a reasonable relationship with Sussex and 

Sidney but a fractious one with Arnold. 

 

This chapter also discusses the settlement of Fitzwilliam’s captain’s account investigated by 

Arnold, and the increasing influence of chancellor of the exchequer Sir Walter Mildmay on 

Fitzwilliam’s life as a marriage alliance is formed between Fitzwilliam’s son and Mildmay’s 

daughter. It also examines the debt that Fitzwilliam found himself burdened with due to his 

service in Ireland, as revealed in his audited Treasurer-at-War accounts. The chapter ends by 

considering his campaign not to be appointed Lord Deputy.  

 

The chapter approaches the governments of Sussex, Arnold and Sidney from Fitzwilliam’s 

perspective as a Treasurer-at-War after the ‘great recoinage’. The final chapter of the thesis 

will consider Fitzwilliam’s service from the perspective of a Lord Deputy. 

 

A Commission of Investigation  

A series of complaints were made in 1562 regarding crown officers in Ireland which would 

cast a long shadow over Fitzwilliam. A Book of Twenty-Four articles of complaint was 

articulated by Ireland’s law students studying in England. The students’ protestations 2 

became the catalyst for William Bermingham’s criticisms to London made during May and 

June 1562. These complaints ultimately saw the creation of the Arnold commission of 

investigation in July 1562,  which culminated in Lord Deputy Sussex’s recall in 1564. Sir 
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Nicholas Arnold was made Lord Justice in Sussex’s stead on 2 May 1564, and served until 

1566.3   

 

The students’ complaints regarding Ireland made during 1562 were made at a time when 

Ireland, unusually, was to the forefront of the Tudor agenda. Shane O’Neill made his 

submission to Elizabeth in London from January to May 1562.4 The earls of Ormond and 

Desmond attended arbitration discussions in London from April to July 1562. 5 Sussex as 

Lord Lieutenant of Ireland was in England throughout this period. Fitzwilliam meanwhile 

remained in Ireland as Lord Justice. From January 1562 to July 1562 Fitzwilliam served as 

Lord Justice (for the third time) and concurrently as Treasurer-at-War. 6  

 

Fitzwilliam’s voice was therefore not immediately heard at court regarding any complaints 

made with regard to the disbursement of treasure within Ireland which fell within his remit. 

Fitzwilliam learnt during 1562, whilst he had to remain in Ireland, how important it was for 

your voice to be heard at court. This may very well explain why (as will be discussed later in 

this chapter) Fitzwilliam so fervently sought to return to London in 1571 when, despite his 

vehement protestations, he was appointed Lord Deputy but was not granted licence to leave 

Ireland to plead his case at court for his revocation. 

 

Crawford describes the Book of Twenty-Four articles as a ‘book of grievances presented to 

the government in England….during the political contest over the cess in 1561 and 1562’. 7 

However, the original manuscript is entitled ‘A boke comprhendinge dyvres articles spcfyeng 

[specifying] the miserable estate of the Englishe pale of Ireland Annies 1560-1561’.8 Thus 

the original complaints set out in 1562 were initiated as a result of the unsatisfactory state of 

the Pale in Ireland from 1560-1561 which coincided directly with the period of the ‘great 

recoinage’ as Fitzwilliam began his career as Ireland’s Treasurer-at-War.  

 

																																																								
3 Crawford, Anglicizing the Government of Ireland, pp.442-438: Brady, The Chief Governors, pp. 103-107: Ellis, Ireland in 
the Age of the Tudors, p. 369:  
4 Brady, Shane O'Neill, Historical Association of Ireland, p. 60: Ellis, Ireland in the Age of the Tudors, pp.7 & p.277 
5 Ellis, Ireland in the Age of the Tudors, p.7: Anthony McCormack, The Earldom of Desmond 1463-1583, The Decline and 
Crisis of a Feudal Lordship, (Dublin: Four Courts Press, 2005), For further information on the earldom of Desmond:  David 
Edwards, The Ormond Lordship in County Kilkenny 1515-1642, the rise and fall of Butler feudal Power, (Dublin: Four 
Courts Press, 2003), For further information on the earldom of Ormond.	
6 Ibid, p.277 
7 Crawford, Anglicizing the Government of Ireland, pp.436-437 
8 A book comprehending twenty-four articles, Before March 1562, TNA SP 63/5/51, f.133-f.137, f.133 
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Article Twenty highlights the grievance pertaining to the ‘great recoinage’ period and is 

specifically relevant to actions undertaken during this period by Fitzwilliam. Briefly 

described in an abridgement of Article Twenty the complaint highlighted that ‘the 

Gouvernores kepte in their handes suche moneye as was sent to paye the armye untill the base 

moneye had a fall in England’. The crown’s terse reply that ‘This is all together denyed’ 

highlighted that the crown sought not to engage with this complaint. 9  

 

Yet a more detailed rendition of Article Twenty claimed that base coin was used to pay the 

country and then that ‘the testones was proclaymed downe’.10 The crown’s reply this time 

was more detailed but also highlighted that ‘the Governor dothe never deale wt the custody of 

the…tresoure in Ireland’, and that the ‘fall was not in Irland till the xxiiij of March’.11  

 

Both statements introduced the involvement of Treasurer Fitzwilliam. It was the treasurer’s 

responsibility and not the governor’s to ‘deale wt the custody of the…tresoure in Ireland’. It 

was also the treasurer, Fitzwilliam, acting also at this time as Lord Justice, who issued the 

proclamation of 24 March 1561 which proclaimed the fall of the money after the country was 

paid.12  

 

The most complete version of Article Twenty stated that ‘…amas of treasure currant mony of 

England was these yeres sente by her maiestie into Ireland for the payment of the armie and 

other her dettes’.13 This had been confirmed via the queen’s proclamation instruction of 19 

July 1561 where she indicated that ‘… we do send by or [our] trustye and well belovid shrvant 

Sr Willm fitzwm knight a masse of monyes currant wtin this or realme of England to be 

employed in or realme of Irland’ as she confirmed that ‘the same monyes to be rated valued 

and so to be payd and taken that of all manner…current here in England at vjd to be current 

there at viijd’.14 The queen also confirmed that ‘ye see issued for or use and for the payment of 

or dettes all or monyes there remayning wt or tresoror…so saving only this p[ar]t tresor sent 

thither last of english monyes’.15  

																																																								
9 An abridgement of certain articles exhibited by certain gentlemen of Ireland, against the Lord Governor and others, and of 
the answers of the same [21 March] 1562, TNA SP 63/5/60 f. 177-f.180, f. 179 
10 An abstract of the Irish students’ articles and answers to certain interrogatories, [21 March] 1562, TNA SP 63/5/59, f. 173-
f.176, f.175v. 
11 Ibid 
12 Haliday, APC, Ireland, 1556-1571, ‘The true copy of the proclamation for the fall of the coins’, 24 March 1560/61, p.119-
121 
13 A book comprehending twenty-four articles, Before March 1562, TNA SP 63/5/51 f.133-f.137, f.136v. 
14 The Queen to Lord Deputy Sussex, 19 July 1559, TNA SP 63/1/68, f. 152-f.155, f.153 
15 Ibid, f.154 
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Article Twenty further complained ‘the same [money] was retained in the handes of the 

govrnores undisbursed for a longe season untill such tyme as the base coine had afall by 

p[ro]clamacion here in England’. The base coin called down in England in 156016 included 

‘some testores to iiij d ob [4½d] and some to ijd q [2¼d]’.17 The same debased testons were 

not called down in Ireland, as they had been in England, and remained valued in Ireland at 8d 

Irish.  

 

Article Twenty underlined the core essence of complaint, that  

then was the ijd q [2¼d] disbursed, after that rate [of 8d] unto the cuntrie for certaine 
such dettes…therafter the cuntrie was paid they were p[ro]claymed to the same rate 
that they were herein England…by reason whereof the subiectes had greate loos [loss] 
whereas yf the said monie had byn paid in convenient tyme the great losses unto the 
pore subiectes had not byn so grevous.18  

 

The law students claimed that the English money which Fitzwilliam brought to Ireland, and 

which had been retained for use as instructed by the queen, was the utterly debased Edward 

VI shillings valued in England by 27 September 1560 at a rate of 2¼d, but per the queen’s 

proclamation instruction of 19 July 1559 were still to be valued in Ireland at this time at a 

rate of 8d. And that it was this coin that was used to pay the country during January 1561. 

The complaint of Article Twenty highlighted that after the country had been paid, the value 

of the coin had then been decried down by Fitzwilliam via proclamation of 24 March 1561 

from 8d to 3d Irish. 19 In effect, the country saw the value of their payment that had been 

made in debased Edward VI testons on 25 January 1561 drastically reduced from 8d to 3d in 

a period of three months - a reduction in the value of this coin of nearly sixty-three percent in 

three months. 

 

The treatment of the country contrasted sharply with the payment made to the army. As 

discussed in chapter two, payment was made to the army much earlier, on 24 May 1560. 

Further exacerbating the disparity between country and army, the army’s pay had included an 

additional reward to dilute the effect of the earlier decrying of 4 October 1559. In effect the 

crown allowed the army a two-fold benefit. The army was paid after an earlier crying down 

																																																								
16 Steele, Proclamations, Vol. I, Proclamation No. 530, 27 September 1560, p.56 
17 A book comprehending twenty-four articles, Before March 1562, TNA SP 63/5/51 f.133-f.137, f.136v. 
18 Ibid. 
19 Haliday, APC, Ireland, 1556-1571, ‘The true copy of the proclamation for the fall of the coins’, 24 March 1560/61, p.119-
121 
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of the value of the coin, which ensured that the pay remained at a more stable and known 

value after payment. The army was also paid an additional reward payment at the same time, 

thereby off-setting any earlier reduction of the value of the coin used for payment.   

 

Sussex, now in England whilst Fitzwilliam remained in Ireland, provided a more detailed 

reply to Article Twenty and this time specifically mentioned Fitzwilliam twice in his reply. In 

the first instance it would appear that Sussex’s defence of Fitzwilliam is vehement, as he 

stated ‘for that this matter semethe to towche Sr willm ffitzwillmes that is treasaurer and 

hathe thorder of the quenes treasaure there, I answer for him in his absence that the informer 

hathe said untrulye’.20  

 

Sussex, though apparently defending Fitzwilliam, had also in effect drawn attention to 

Fitzwilliam’s responsibility as Treasurer-at-War and highlighted that this was a matter which 

Sussex as governor was not responsible for. The politically astute Sussex stridently indicated 

that ‘I put ovr all my paymentes tell [till] the sending ovr of the newe quoyne [coin], and made 

payment in fyne silver as is openly knowne to all Ireland’.21 An anxious Sussex had in effect 

highlighted how positively he was viewed in Ireland, as he informed London that it was his 

name that was ascribed to those fine silver payments made in Ireland. But by omission, 

Sussex highlighted that Fitzwilliam had not made these payments. By Sussex’s statement of 

omission, Fitzwilliam could be viewed negatively.  

 

Ultimately, Sussex affirmed the students’ complaint regarding the timing of the decrying as 

he declared their statement ‘is not untrue’. Sussex then went on to directly associate 

Fitzwilliam’s name with the decrying down of the money after the country was paid, whilst 

he correlated his own name with the payment to the country having originally been ordered. 

Sussex ended on a rather truculent note as he suggested that the gentlemen of Ireland were 

not alone in incurring losses as others in England had made losses at this time of recoinage 

too. Sussex himself had felt the repercussions of the fall of the money in England. On 23 

October 1560 he wrote to Cecil that ‘I understand the fall of monyes in england & fele the 

loss thereof’, as he ‘hartely beseche you to be a meane to the quenes matie to lend me vc li 

[£500].22  

																																																								
20 The answer of the Earl of Sussex, [21 Mar] 1562, TNA SP 63/5/57, f.160-166, f.164v-f.164 
21 Ibid, f.164 
22 Lord Lieutenant Sussex to Cecil, 23 October 1560, TNA SP 63/2/38, f.80-f.81 
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Sussex finally suggested that the fault lay not in the proclamation but rather in the hands of 

the victuallers for not dealing with the country more speedily after they were themselves 

paid. As Sussex stated that after all ‘commission was sent unto Sr Willm ffitzwillmes for the 

doing thereof nere three monethes [24 March 1561] after the money was payed’.23 The crown 

remarkably suggested that a three-month period to disseminate a debased coin before its 

decrying down should have been sufficient time for the country to nullify the worst of the 

fiscal negatives of the decrying.  

 
The succinct reply of the gentlemen of Ireland to Sussex’s answer speaks volumes, ‘this is 

aunswered upon the twentie interrogatory save in whom soevr the faute [fault] is [,] the 

cuntrie is no small porton unpaid’.24  

 
Those living in Ireland were not afforded a similar financial ‘reward’ as that which had been 

allowed to the army, nor the opportunity to receive a loan from the queen as Sussex had 

sought. Rather they were paid in debased coin which shortly afterwards on the orders of 

Treasurer Fitzwilliam was devalued. Despite the attempts by Sussex and Fitzwilliam to 

shuffle out from under the allegations made by the law students, the students did have a 

point. The country did suffer from being paid in coin allegedly valued at 8d which very 

shortly afterwards was retariffed to 3d. Their complaints led to the installation of Arnold and 

Bermingham’s commission of investigation of the army when investigations began in July 

1562.25  

 

These developments in 1562 were quite unfortunate for Fitzwilliam, as his military reputation 

had actually soared in 1561. Sussex had undertaken an unsuccessful campaign against Shane 

O’Neill in the summer of 1561. At the end of July, Sussex sent a large force to capture cattle, 

and Shane O’Neill’s forces fell on the rear of the column. 26 Sussex was absent during this 

assault as he tended to Ormond who was ill. Sir Jacques Wingfield, Master of the Ordnance, 

instead of holding his ground at the rear of the column, had galloped forward, away from 

O’Neill’s forces. Fitzwilliam, with Stanley, had returned with his horsemen from the front of 

the column, and successfully routed Shane O’Neill’s forces. Both Sussex’s and Wingfield’s 
																																																								
23 The answer of the Earl of Sussex, [21 Mar] 1562, TNA SP 63/5/57, f.160-166, f.164 
24 The reply of the gentlemen of Ireland and students at the Inns of Court, [Mar 21] 1562, TNA SP 63/5/58 f. 167-f.172, 
f.170v 
25 Brady, The Chief Governors, p.103 
26 Richard Bagwell, Ireland under the Tudors with a Succinct Account of the Earlier History, Vol. 2., (London: n.p., 1885-
1890), pp.24-5:   Brady, The Chief Governors, p.101 
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reputations at court were put under severe strain as it was suggested that Wingfield had acted 

in a cowardly way and that Sussex had performed poorly.  

 

Fitzwilliam’s valiant action in 1561 was lauded as late as 1577, despite his having departed 

Ireland in 1575. Fitzwilliam was acclaimed for his ‘valeaunt enterprise’ of 1561 in the 

lengthy complimentary preface accorded to Fitzwilliam in Barnaby Googe’s translation of 

Conradus Hereshacius’, Foure Bookes of Husbandry, that described his ‘charge geven upon 

the Oneale at Monham [Monaghan], in the rescue of your miserably distressed and slaughtred 

companions’.27 

 
Froude noted that Sussex in his official report had downplayed the extent of the losses, but 

wrote to Cecil on 31 July 1561 more openly about what had occurred professing ‘it was by 

cowardice the dreadfullest beginning that ever was seen in Ireland: and by the valiantness of 

a few (thanks be to the given God) brought to a good end’.28 

 

Immediately following this debacle Fitzwilliam was dispatched by Sussex to provide a state 

of Ireland address at court, and to also obtain additional men and money for Ireland. As will 

be shown below, Fitzwilliam as Treasurer-at-War actually returned to Ireland in September 

1561 with £2,000 and 200 men from Berwick. Fitzwilliam also used the opportunity of being 

in England to highlight the difficulties he faced during his own crown service in Ireland. 

Fitzwilliam was in England during August and September 1561 as he sought to repair 

Sussex’s reputation and return with money and men for Sussex’s next campaign against 

Shane O’Neill.  

 

On 30 May 1561, Fitzwilliam had written to Sussex and requested that Sussex plead his case 

with Cecil for his return into England to discuss his crown service in Ireland. Fitzwilliam 

																																																								
27 Barnabe Googe, Foure Bookes of Husbandry, collected by M. Conradius Herefhachius Counsellor to the Hugh and 
mightie Prince, the Duke of Cleve, conteyhing the whole arte and trade of Husbandry, with the newely englished and 
increased by Bardabe Googe, Esquire, Genesis 3.19,’In the sweate of they face shalt thou eate thy bread tyll thou be turned 
agayne into the ground, for out of it wast thou taken, yea, dust thou art, and to dust shalt thou returne’, (At London, Printed 
for John Wight, 1578) pp.ii-iii, [Preface at the front of the book indicated Fitzwilliam’s bravery returning from Monaghan 
line 30-35 and Fitzwilliam’s charge given upon the O’Neale]:   James Anthony Froude, History of England from the Fall of 
Wolsey to the Death of Elizabeth, Reign of Elizabeth, Vol. II., (London: Longman, Green, Longman Roberts and Green, 
1863) pp.22-25, [‘Fitzwilliam’s courage alone had prevented the army from being annihilated. Out of five hundred English, 
fifty lay dead, and fifty more were badly wounded; the Irish contingent had disappeared; and the survivors of the force fell 
back to Armagh’]: Cyril Falls, Elizabeth’s Irish Wars, (London, Methuen & Co. Ltd.:1950), pp.87-88, Notes that it was Sir 
George Stanley, Marshall of the Army, who drove off those attacking Wingfield, though Falls does concede that 
‘Fitzwilliam distinguished himself’. 
28 Froude, History of England, Vol. II., (London: Longman, Green, Longman Roberts and Green, 1863), pp.22-25  
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wrote, ‘I have wryt for leve after my[c]lielmas  [michaelmas] and not to be absent above 10 

wyckes humbly besechyng yor L if yow have occasyone to wryt unto mr sesell [Cecill]’.29 

 
Fitzwilliam then wrote directly to Cecil on 22 June 1561 and clarified that he wished to 

return to England to discuss his living in Ireland, as ‘that lytll lyvyng I have fallyth not all the 

best owt to my com[m]odyte’ stating that he would remain in England just for two months 

and then return back to Ireland. Just two years after his appointment as Treasurer-at-War, 

Fitzwilliam was already highlighting the difficulties he faced regarding the financial cost to 

him of his crown position. Fitzwilliam also wished to refute complaints made about him by 

the Earl of Kildare, which Sussex on his return to Ireland had earlier made known to 

Fitzwilliam. 30 

 
Yet Fitzwilliam was not granted licence to depart Ireland until July/August 1561. Sussex 

sought Fitzwilliam’s support in pleading Sussex’s own case at court following Sussex’s 

calamitous Armagh campaign against Shane O’Neill. Fitzwilliam pleaded for additional men 

and money to be sent to Ireland so that Sussex’s and Wingfield’s reputations could be 

repaired as they took the field once more against Shane O’Neill. Fitzwilliam returned to 

England as Sussex’s emissary, but whilst there he also used the opportunity to plead his own 

case regarding his service in Ireland to Cecil.  

 

Between 31 July and 20 August 1561 correspondence between Sussex and Fitzwilliam, to 

Cecil and the Queen, indicated that additional men and money were sought to come to 

Ireland. Speed was of the essence to ensure that Sussex could once again take the field 

against Shane O’Neill. On 31 July 156131 Sussex wrote to Cecil regarding the gallant conduct 

of Fitzwilliam, and together with the Council wrote to the Queen on 6 August 1561 and 

confirmed that Fitzwilliam ‘yor highness Tresaurer at warres in this realme’, was dispatched 

to England, and we have ‘committed to his credicte to open [opine] to yor matie towching the 

said warres, wherein we most humblie beseche your highness to gyve credicte to him’. 32  

 

Simultaneously Sussex wrote to Cecil to ‘besech’ him ‘to p[ro]cur his [Fitzwilliam’s] good 

audyencof the quenes matie’ and confirmed that Cecil ‘shall fynd hym [Fitzwilliam] wyse & 

																																																								
29 Lord Justice Fitzwilliam to Lord Lieutenant Sussex, 30 May 1561, TNA SP 63/3/85, f.209-f.210,f.209 
30 Sir Wm Fitzwilliam to Cecil, 22 June 1561, TNA SP 63/4/11, f.15-f.16 
31 Lord Lieutenant Sussex to Cecil, 31 July 1561, TNA SP 63/4/25, f. 59-f.60  
32 Lord Lieutenant and Council to the Queen, 6 August 1561, TNA SP 63/4/28, f. 64  
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of very good understanding’. 33 Following up, Sussex wrote to Cecil on 14 August seeking 

Fitzwilliam’s return and that he ‘tak this to be the best to send away Sr Wyllm ffytzwyllm 

[from England] & [with] the cc[200] sholders for supply of ye bandes’…and he sought that 

Cecil prefer that ‘some coming of mony may be put by Sr Wyllm fytzwyllm’ of ‘iiim li [Stg 

£3,000] in corrant mony of england which wyll mak iiijm li [IR £4,000] her[e] [in Ireland]’.34 

Again on 19 August 1561 Sussex sought ‘mr tresorer’ Fitzwilliam be hastily dispatched ‘wt 

the 200 soldyares required for the supply of ye decayed bandes’.. 35  

 

Cecil’s memorandum noted that £2,000 was to be sent by Fitzwilliam to Ireland and that 

Captain Rede was to be directed with 200 of his men from Berwick to ‘pass into Irland wt 

spede’. Cecil did not indicate whether this payment of £2,000 was to be made in current 

money of England or Ireland.36  

 

In fact, it was Brian Fitzwilliam’s band that in the end was charged with departing from 

Berwick on 28 August 1561 and arrived into Ireland. Brian Fitzwilliam was involved in the 

defence of Dundalk during 1566 (as discussed in chapter one) and was described approvingly 

by Walsingham many years later in a letter to Leicester as a  ‘fytt a man to be a governor in 

anie of frontyer townes, being an owld sowldyer and skylfull in matters of fortyfycatyon’.37  

The queen confirmed to Sussex the speedy dispatch of ‘ijc good soldyeres from Barwycke to 

supply yor decrased bands there’. Ironically, given that the queen would shortly establish a 

commission to investigate the specific numbers employed in her army in Ireland, she 

suggested that Sussex should issue a rumour portending a greater number of army recruits 

would arrive in Ireland than the number officially dispatched from Berwick. She suggested to 

Sussex ‘of whose arryvall you may make yor benefit by the brute [bruit] of some greter 

nomber’.38 Significantly she also confirmed Fitzwilliam would return directly with money for 

Sussex’s campaign as she stated ‘We meane also that Sr Wm ffitzwillmes shall returne unto 

																																																								
33 Lord Lieutenant to Cecil, 8 August 1561, TNA SP 63/4/31, f.70-f.71 
34 Lord Lieutenant to Cecil, 14 August 1561, TNA SP 63/4/35, f. 77 [not f.78 as ascribed in SP] 
35 Lord Lieutenant to Cecil, 19 August 1561, TNA SP 63/4/37, f.80-f.81,f.80 
36 Memorandum by Cecil, 20 August 1561, TNA SP 63/4/38, f. 82 
37 Lord Lieutenant and Council to the Privy Council, 23 October 1561, TNA SP 63/4/63, f.138, After the campaign Sussex 
confirmed a total of 600 soldiers ‘reteyned here’ of which 150 soldiers remained and 450 soldiers discharged, but also that 
‘200 fotemen sent from Barwicke under the leding of mr Brian fitzwillmes remayne’: John Bruce, FSA, Correspondence of 
Robert Dudley, Earl of Leycester, during his government of the Low Countries in the years 1585 and 1586, London: Camden 
Society, 1844, pp.327-8, ‘Mr. Secretary Walsyngham to the Earl of Leycester, 30 June 1586, Cotton MS, Galba c.ix.fol.280 
38 The Queen to the Lord Lieutenant, 20 August 1561, TNA SP 63/4/39, f.83-85 
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you wth all speade possible wth suche thresour as the shortnes of tyme will p[er]mit him to 

carrye.39  

 

Fitzwilliam whilst in England also discussed his own suit regarding his service in Ireland 

directly with Cecil.  On 22 August 1561 Fitzwilliam wrote to Cecil and confirmed his having 

been informed that he ‘shold reseve from my L.treasurer 2,000l’, though not ‘untyll his L. had 

hard [heard]from yow [Cecil] agayne’.40 He humbly besought Cecil to ‘have some care, of 

me, and my power [poor] estat’, as he highlighted his fiscal plight as Treasurer-at-War in 

Ireland where ‘they baught for 18d, that I pay 10s fore [for], and in other thynges for a noble, 

that I gyve 5 and 6 for’.41 

 
Following on from Croft’s earlier analysis of price increases in Ireland (as outlined in chapter 

two), Fitzwilliam now underlined the very real fiscal and economic constraints under which 

he operated in Ireland. Fitzwilliam emphasized that he had to purchase at market prices. 

What had once been possible to purchase at a cost of 18d could only now be purchased at a 

price of 10s (120d), an increase of 666%.  

 

The situation in Ireland was such that it undermined not only the value of coins of silver 

fineness, but also undermined the value of gold coin, namely the noble coin.42 Fitzwilliam 

confirmed goods which had previously cost one noble he now had to ‘gyve 5 and 6 for’ 

representing an inflationary increase of 500% or 600%. The noble was known in Ireland up 

to at least 1590. It is included in a case contained in the court book of the liberty of Saint 

Sepulchre’s (operated under the jurisdiction of the Archbishop of Dublin), when ‘Thomas 

Porcell’ of ‘Crumlen’ claimed a rate of ‘iiij noble’ against ‘Johannem Brachall’ for the 

‘injuste’ detention of his cow.43 St. Sepulchre’s and its liberty lands were well known to 

Fitzwilliam as it was one of the crown residences from which he operated during his service 

in Ireland and many of his letters to England were written from ‘St. Pulchers’. 44 

																																																								
39 Ibid. 
40 Sir Wm Fitzwilliam to Cecil, 22 August 1561, TNA SP 63/4/40, f.86-f.87,f. 86 
41 Ibid. 
42 Herbert Wood, Court Book of the Liberty of Saint Sepulchre within the Jurisdiction of the Archbishop of Dublin, 1586-
1590, (Dublin: Royal Society of Antiquaries of Ireland, 1930), p. 86, Definition of a noble coin, ‘An English gold coin, first 
minted by Edward III, having the value of 6s 8d or 10s’. 
43 Ibid, p.15 
44 Dolley, Medieval Anglo-Irish Coins, p. 15 ‘in the 1340s England at last went over to a bimetallic currency, gold coins 
being introduced successfully for the first time…in 1351 the new noble took its place as one of the great gold coins of 
Europe’: Ibid, p. 49, ‘There is not on record from Ireland a hoard of gold coins that can be said with certainty to have been 
concealed in the period under review [c.1150-1600] and single-finds are quite singularly sparse, the odd Islamic dinar from 
North Africa, the odd English noble or angel of Edward IV and Henry VII.  
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In the same letter Fitzwilliam also confirmed that as he had not the benefit of ‘inherytence, 

and farmes’ he had not the ‘500 or 600 markes by yer [year] to helpe’ to offset paying these 

prices. Fitzwilliam did not inherit his full estate at Milton until his mother’s death in 1571. As 

mentioned in chapter one, Fitzwilliam’s mother retained the income from her Fitzwilliam 

jointure lands at Milton, thus reducing the income available to Fitzwilliam from his inherited 

lands.  

 

In every respect Fitzwilliam was at a disadvantage. His crown remuneration or 

‘entertaynment’ no longer had the purchasing power it had once had because of inflation now 

operating in Ireland following England’s ‘great recoinage’. As Treasurer-at-War, Fitzwilliam 

had to purchase goods to be utilised for crown use in Ireland at extraordinarily high market 

rates. During the volatility following the ‘great recoinage’, prices in Ireland grew rapidly. 

Fitzwilliam, in his position as the Treasurer-at-War responsible for purchasing ever more 

expensive goods for the crown during this period in Ireland, saw the debt accrued to his 

crown office increase.  

 

Fitzwilliam offered his ‘humble thanckes’ and confirmed his ‘love and sarves [service] both 

[to] yow and yors during my lyfe’, for Cecil’s goodness. Fitzwilliam confirmed his departure 

from Holyhead on 2 September 1561 bringing with him to Ireland, not only treasure and men, 

but also ‘a pardon and protection, for Shane onell’. 45 Sussex wrote to Cecil from Newry on 

21 September 1561 and confirmed ‘from mr tresourer whereby I p[er]cyve his aryvall wt cc 

[200] men from barwyke’.46 It would seem then that Fitzwilliam had arrived just in time to be 

of at least some assistance as Sussex undertook his expedition against Shane O’Neill during 

September 1561. 

 

Sussex’s continued confidence in Fitzwilliam’s loyalty and ability was seen as he dispatched 

Fitzwilliam once again into England for a period between1562 and 1564 to act for him once 

more. For a period of sixteen months from 3 December 1562 to 11 March 1564 Fitzwilliam 

remained in England. Fitzwilliam confirmed his absence from Ireland in his own 1560-1565 

accounts as he noted ‘for my owne chardges, my men and horses attending upon the Counsell 
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46 Lord Lieutenant to Cecil, 21 September 1561, TNA SP 63/4/55, f.117 



	 88	

in Inglande by the space of xvi monethes [was] the some [sum] of iiiic xxiili iiiis’ [£422 4s]. 47 

Fitzwilliam as Treasurer-at-War for Ireland was absent in England throughout all of Sussex’s 

campaigning against Shane O’Neill during 1563.  

 

This period overlapped with the beginnings of an investigation into the Earl of Sussex’s 

governorship seeking to ascertain whether Sussex ‘wasted rather than defended the Pale’.  

The Privy Council decided in July 1562 to appoint a commission to investigate the condition 

of the army in Ireland. It was headed by Sir Nicholas Arnold and worked through the winter 

of 1562/3 submitting a report in the summer of 1563. 48 

 

On 27 November 1562 Sussex wrote to Sir Nicholas Arnold asking him to examine the exact 

state of the accounts and make a perfect book of musters, in order that Sussex could make a 

full pay as Sussex sought that ‘I maye be suerly dyschardgyd wch can not be yf I sholde do 

eny thinge that upon examynacon hereafter might apeare to varye from eny thinge that yow 

[Arnold] have done here & shall informe in Englande hereafter’.49  

 

Sussex indicated that he was putting into writing his many verbal requests to which Arnold 

had not acceded. As Arnold’s investigation was being undertaken, Sussex indicated on 3 

December 1562 to the Privy Council (who sought information pertaining to Ireland) that 

Fitzwilliam, the Lord of Howth and Justice Plunkett were to be dispatched into England. 

Sussex confirmed ‘that we have chosen them as men (for their knowledge & experience) 

hable to satisfie yor LL in all matters that may fall in question, [and] we humbly beseche yor 

LL to geve full credite unto them’.50 Writing separately to Cecil on 4 December Sussex 

confirmed that Fitzwilliam would corroborate that the unsatisfactory musters and instability 

caused by commissioners had left things so uncertain that no pay to the army could be 

made.51  

 

Whilst Fitzwilliam remained in England (with his horsemen), Sussex confirmed positive 

actions undertaken by Fitzwilliam’s footmen as ‘therle of Clanrykard wt the the helpe of mr 

Treasoreres bande of footemen hath taken all the castelles deteyned from him and brought all 
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the rebelles in his countrie to submytte…wherebie he is stronger then ever he was’.52 

Fitzwilliam reported from England directly to Sussex. Sussex’s report to the Privy Council 

indicated that he had heard ‘from Sr Wyllm ffytzwyllmes that the queen matie hath resolved to 

p[ro]cede agaynste Shane Onele & to send all thinges necessary for the p[ro]vyssones for 

armaughe’ together with money to pay the soldiers before taking the field, though 

Fitzwilliam’s report from England may have been somewhat premature.53  

 

The Lord of Howth and Chief Justice Plunkett returned to Ireland on 28 February 1563, but 

Fitzwilliam remained in England.54 Throughout 1563 Sussex despaired that he had not a 

penny to take the field: to Cecil he complained that ‘I have bene ordered to go in to the felde 

& have not eny pay of money’.55 To the queen Sussex was more vociferous that he would 

‘requyre mony, vytalles, munysones & working tooles to fortefye’. Sussex further 

highlighted the fiscal extremis within Ireland as he confirmed to the queen that ‘at the 

dep[ar]tyng of Sr Wyllm ffytzwyllmes thar was not on[e] groote[groat] lefte in yor tresorye’ 

and highlighted that because of the utter lack of faith in crown finances ‘nethyer can I & yor 

counsel here borrowe eny of the cyttye[city] of Dublyn or of eny other’.  

 

Sussex also confirmed the low morale within the army as a result of Arnold’s commission, 

‘wch I wyll justyfye be as redy nowe to mutyne as they wer wont to be wyllyng to shrve’ 

[serve].56  Arnold and his commission reported their negative preliminary findings in the 

summer of 1563. Thus it was imperative that Fitzwilliam bring money and men back to 

Ireland so that Sussex could successfully campaign against Shane O’Neill thereby preserving 

Sussex’s reputation and refuting Arnold’s complaints.57 

 

Unfortunately for Sussex, his proposed campaign against Shane O’Neill clashed with the 

calamitous losses for Elizabeth’s forces in France. Delayed in England from December 1562 

through to March 1564, Ireland’s Treasurer-at-War Fitzwilliam sought funds for military 

intervention in Ireland while those at court were dealing with the collapse of the New Haven 

campaign. From July 1563, Elizabeth’s plague-ridden troops were withdrawn from France, 
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demobilized as quickly as possible to save money. 58 Unluckily for Fitzwilliam, he attended 

at court seeking funds for a military campaign in Ireland just at a time when crown policy 

was changing. Following New Haven, military campaigning, particularly ineffective military 

campaigning, was seen as being too great a financial burden for the Tudor state.  

 

Detailed instructions were issued to Arnold in 1563 and early 1564. They provided for a 

close examination of army pay, musters, the burden on the country due to cess and the 

augmentation of prices, reduction in the garrison, matters of religion and if fault were to be 

found with Sussex the Commissioners were to reserve that knowledge secretly to themselves 

and only to impart it to the queen. The instructions also noted that Fitzwilliam was to present 

his account as Treasurer-at-War in England, but required the Commissioners to take a view 

of it in Ireland, as they looked at his charges, and examined his petitions for discharge of 

crown monies.59 Auditor Dixe was appointed to assist in January 1564 as he was a ‘trusty 

man having knowledge in the auditors’ faculty’.60 

 

Ominously for Fitzwilliam, the instructions also required that captains should be bound in 

recognisances for any sum they might owe ‘to answer both to us all such former sums as shall 

be found due to us and to pay also their soldiers and our people of that country that which by 

them shall be due’.61 

 

We hear again from Fitzwilliam on 21 February 1564. Fitzwilliam wrote to Cecil from 

Chester and confirmed his arrival there ‘wt the treasor’.62 Fitzwilliam continued to write to 

Cecil from Chester and Liverpool as he negotiated the treasure back to Ireland, utilizing the 

support of the privateer Petyplace (following Petyplace’s submission) during February and 

March 1564.63 On 11 March 1564, Fitzwilliam wrote from Dublin and confirmed ‘the treasur 
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aryved at dublyn’. Fitzwilliam also noted Sussex’s visible deterioration. Fitzwilliam saw 

Sussex now  

so alteryd from my knowledge, as but that I nott know hym, …and in my opynon, 
unles hys L. fynde for more quyetnes and rest then the affayers and sarvyses of thys 
contry gyve hym, he woll not over long in them be a mynester 64 

 
Sussex’s term of office ended on 25 May 1564. 65 Fitzwilliam, however, remained in crown 

service in Ireland and confirmed in the same letter that he had met with Commissioners 

Wroth and Arnold upon his return to Ireland. 66 So began Fitzwilliam’s service as Treasurer-

at-War in Ireland under Arnold (who was appointed Lord Justice on 2 May 1564). Yet, as 

discussed below, Fitzwilliam’s relationship with Arnold and his commission deteriorated to 

such a low that in 1565 Fitzwilliam openly questioned Arnold’s warrant payments at a 

Council meeting, and resolved only to pay on warrants ‘wher speshall neade was’.67 

 

During the period 1564 to 1565 Fitzwilliam provided Cecil with information relating to 

Arnold’s tenure in Ireland. Fitzwilliam in a letter to Cecil of 28 January 1564/5 confirmed 

receipt of ‘the Q. matie warrant for to delyver mony’, and, as Fitzwilliam sought further 

warrants, he highlighted the uncertainty of the time.  Fitzwilliam requested further warrants 

but would only confirm ‘the natur of the warrant’ requested via correspondence sent by ‘my 

shervent or som other of trust for letters ar not to be sene [seen] of everybody’.68 

 
Fitzwilliam denigrated Arnold’s vanity as Arnold pursued an active campaign to be 

appointed Lord Deputy. Fitzwilliam reported that Arnold petitioned those of ‘great credyt’ to 

solicit the queen and privy council on his behalf to ensure his promotion. Fitzwilliam 

confirmed that Arnold had 

for bare not to crave of the L. prymat[e] up on hys aryvall as to me was told, to put  
hys hand ether to a letter [that]…shold goo to the Q. matie or to her hyghnes consell 
that he mought have the name of L. deputy, and told hys L. wth all that the byshope of 
meth and otheres of great credyt had promised hys L. so to wryte.69 
 

Fitzwilliam felt that Arnold should have been content to remain humbly as Lord Justice or 

else to absent himself from the office completely.70 
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By April 1565, Fitzwilliam reported to Cecil that Arnold’s inaction in Waterford regarding 

the ‘tryall of the ij erles doynges I fear wyll ne[r] com to you yet thyes monethe, for my L. 

justice in hys vij [7] wycke lying at waterford dyd lytell or nothing ther in’, as Arnold (with a 

bias towards Desmond, despite crown policy at that time being more conciliatory towards 

Ormond) sought a resolution between the Earls of Ormond and Desmond after the Battle of 

Affane of February 1565.71  

 

Fitzwilliam also confirmed there was ‘no wycke [week] wthout some myschefe’, that ‘orayles 

[O’Reilly’s] sones [sons] prayes tacken by the erle of kyldare … hath cost the inglysh palle 

subjects v c li[£500] besyd murderes, and dyvers burnynge, wch doynge holde on styll tyll thys 

daye’.  

 

Surveying the country, he said that ‘the conty of lowth and uryell [Uriel] wch  lyyth a long 

upon onelles contry is dayle and nyghtly robed and spoyled’ that in Wicklow ‘the tolles 

[O’Tooles] and byernes [O’Byrnes] be so in stat[e] as my L. justyce feryth [feareth] much 

ther hurtes’, whilst in Laois ‘fellos can race [raze] castelles, burne howsys, & kyll men at 

high daylight wth in the best of the contry’. Fitzwilliam also confirmed that ‘in meth ther is as 

good robyng, murderynge, and other pety myschefes done as by on eny border’.  Fitzwilliam 

also disparaged those who hid the truth of what was happening in Ireland, passing on false 

reports so that ‘you in Ingland her [hear] nothing from them but quyet and good’. Fitzwilliam 

urged Cecil to provide a ‘remedy’. Fitzwilliam pressed Cecil that with regard to any new 

candidates for Ireland’s Lord Deputyship that Cecil should ‘let them not have ther one [own] 

wylles and reasons to sarve them selves wth for no man was borne for hym selfe’.72  

 

Fitzwilliam highlighted that service to the crown was more important than any individual’s 

wishes. An unfortunate piece of advice for Fitzwilliam to have advocated to Cecil, all the 

more so as Fitzwilliam’s personal wish would soon be that he should not be appointed as 

Lord Deputy. Perhaps Cecil, acting for the good of the state over the wishes of the individual, 

could be seen to have heeded Fitzwilliam’s advice, to the detriment of Fitzwilliam as he 

himself, though reluctant, was still appointed Lord Deputy on 11 December 1571. 
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By 8 June 1565, Fitzwilliam confirmed the continuing conflict between Arnold and himself. 

This in effect had now become a conflict between Lord Justice and Treasurer-at-War 

pertaining to crown monies within Ireland.  Fitzwilliam refuted Arnold’s claims made to 

London that he had not provided Arnold with ‘books’ of account, and that Fitzwilliam had 

not informed Arnold of the ‘state of the treasur’ in Ireland.   

 

Fitzwilliam confirmed that he had not provided the books because Arnold had ‘never 

com[m]andyd me nor demandyd of me to macke eny’.73 Whilst Fitzwilliam also stated that 

he had, unasked, told Arnold more ‘then ones or twys…ther of, and onece  or twys in consell 

openly’ the situation pertaining to the state of the treasure. Fitzwilliam highlighted his having 

drawn attention to Arnold’s liberal granting of warrants ‘saying that of the 21,000 li [£21,000] 

wch was sent over I had isued betwen xviij or xix m li [£18,000 or £19,000] wysshyng it had 

ben other ways bestoed than it was’. 

 
Fitzwilliam highlighted the duplicity of Arnold in saying one thing though writing another as 

Fitzwilliam assured Cecil that his statements could be corroborated by those who had 

attended the Council meetings, as he confirmed 

I dowt not but God woll open the mowthes and memorys of some of thoe[s] that  
then sat in consell to tell the truth for us both, and suer I am hys L. woll not to my 
face deny eny of thes though in letters he may yewes [use] hys pleasur. 

 
Fitzwilliam’s position had caused Mr. Agar [Francis Agarde] ‘to holde hys hand from 

warrantes except to such as wer for cawsys of speshall and wayghty sarvysys’. Fitzwilliam 

himself had ‘stayed for vi [6] wyekes the goyng out of eny mony but wher speshall neade 

was’.74  

 

During 1565, Fitzwilliam had cause to write a detailed letter of explanation to the Privy 

Council, on foot of a complaint from Arnold made to London regarding Fitzwilliam’s lack of 

co-operation to furnish details to Arnold to allow the completion of Fitzwilliam’s account.  

Fitzwilliam had been informed of the complaint whereby Arnold and members of the Irish 

Privy Council had indicated that 

having brought in one peace [piece] of myne acompte and  
beinge ther upon comandyd by the said L. Justice to delyver unto him the copies of 
my warrantes to thend he might by the vew of the same advertyse yor LL 
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[par]ticulerlye of the defraymentes contained therin and of the natures of the same, 
that I shold refuse so to do.75 

 

Fitzwilliam’s reply highlighted that Arnold sought not just copies of his account but the 

certified warrants which confirmed Fitzwilliam’s authority to issue crown payments. These 

original warrants Fitzwilliam was loath to provide to Arnold before his account had been 

finalized as they formed the basis for the successful completion of his audited account. If he 

were unable to furnish the original warrants to the Auditor his account could not be finalized 

and any amounts remaining unverified would be seen as a debt to the crown for which 

Fitzwilliam would be personally liable.   

 

Finch notes that ‘warrants and the acquittances of the payees were Fitzwilliam’s discharge 

against the Crown for the allowance of his account’.76 Sheehan indicates that once a ‘view’ or 

preliminary audit of the account had been taken in Ireland, the account was taken to England 

accompanied by the auditor and Treasurer-at-War, because the Treasurer-at-War was an 

agent of the English exchequer, and was obliged to travel back to England to account before 

the privy council in England. 77  

 
Fitzwilliam drew particular attention to the fact that his warrants were his safety and 

discharge   

And for the denying to his L. the copies of the warauntes conserninge the 
peace[piece] of myne acompte, I nevr refused so to do,  but firste his L. requieryd the 
warantes of me upon his bande wch indead I denyed, saying untyll myne acompte were 
passed they were my sauftie & dyschardge and that no man showlde have them by my 
good will.78 

 
Fitzwilliam then highlighted to the Privy Council that a copy of his account book had been 

given to Arnold, and that he had also sent a copy to ‘mr Secretary’, namely Cecil. 79 

Fitzwilliam in effect said to the Privy Council members that if a copy of his account had been 

good enough for Cecil, Secretary to the queen, then surely Arnold as Lord Justice of Ireland 

should have been satisfied with the same.  

 

																																																								
75 Sir William Fitzwilliam to the Privy Council, 23 October 1565, TNA SP 63/15/16, f.54-f.55, f.54 
76 Finch, Five Northamptonshire Families, p.107, Footnote No. 3 HMC MSS of Lord de L’Isle and Dudley, i. 364-72 
77 Sheehan, ‘Irish Revenues and English Subventions, 1559-1622’, Proceedings of the Royal Irish Academy, pp. 35-65, 
pp.37-8 
78 Sir William Fitzwilliam to the Privy Council, 23 October 1565, TNA SP 63/15/16, f.54-f.55, f.55v. 
79 Ibid. 



	 95	

Fitzwilliam also confirmed that he was perplexed with Arnold’s complaint, as he had thought 

he had rectified the situation. Fitzwilliam had offered, and Arnold had accepted, that 

Fitzwilliam should make copies of the warrant and account information for Arnold. 

Fitzwilliam had already provided Arnold with a ‘booke’ of this documentation on 19 

October. Fitzwilliam highlighted that in order to make copies of account information he had 

‘but one man who wrytt and dealt for all my cawsis, who labore to copie them at lardge’. 

Further, Fitzwilliam confirmed that so careful was he of his warrants that he did not wish to 

allow them out of his own sight but that he would allow a clerk to copy them, and   

 
yf yt showlde please his L. [Arnold] to assinge one to do yt I woolde from tyme to 
tyme as his L. showlde spare me from buseness, sett [sit] by his man wth my warrantes 
tyll they were copied.80 

 
Fitzwilliam confirmed throughout that he had ‘no will for eny respecte to be undewtyfull, as I 

seam by yor LL ltres [letters]’.  Yet Fitzwilliam also felt that after he had arranged to provide 

copies of the victualler and captain’s books and his warrants, that the matter of copying what 

little that remained was so trivial as not to cause Arnold to be unable to complete other 

‘waightie matters’. 81   

 

However, Fitzwilliam’s many lengthy and detailed letters to court at this time were not 

sufficient to negate the complaints from Arnold’s commission against his service. But 

fortunately for Fitzwilliam his brother-in-law Sidney was about to return to Ireland. 

 

Commissioners for Fitzwilliam’s account as captain 

As Arnold went to England to make a report of his findings, Sidney (appointed Lord Deputy 

from 13 October 1565) wrote to Cecil on 24 June 1566 in full commendation of Fitzwilliam. 

I beseech you, Sir, be good to this bringer, my brother Fitzwilliam. In my conscience 
he is a true man in all his service and charges to the Queenes maiestie; what fryvolous 
objections weare made againt him by Brymyngiam [Bermingham], for a huge debt… 
he hath not wittingly deceaved the Queene in nothinge.82 

 
Sidney also wrote to the Earl of Leicester on 28 June 1566. Recognising that both he and 

Arnold owed their crown positions to Leicester’s patronage, Sidney spoke relatively 

approvingly of Arnold’s service in Ireland but disapprovingly of Bermingham’s information.  
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Sidney stated Arnold had ‘beene a marvelous painefull Man, and very dilligent in Enquiry for 

the Queenes Advantage’, although he highlighted that Arnold proceeded ‘in the same more 

severe then I would have wished him, or would have been my self in semblable Service; but 

he [Arnold] sayethe he followed his Instructions’. Sidney was also mindful that Leicester 

should be made aware that Sidney feared that Arnold ‘hathe written too affirmatively uppon 

Brymyngehams Informacion’.83 Sidney preferred to malign the actions of the Old English 

‘informer’ Birmingham than Arnold, a fellow New Englishman also sponsored by Leicester. 

 

Fitzwilliam would spend eleven months in England from 27 June 1566 until 10 April 1567 as 

he sought to reply to the allegations of Arnold’s commission against him. Therefore, as 

Ireland’s Treasurer-at-War, Fitzwilliam was not in Ireland during Sidney’s winter campaign 

of 1566 against Shane O’Neill.84 Just as he had been absent from Ireland for the entire year in 

1563, during which Sussex mounted a campaign against Shane O’Neill, once again in 1566 

Ireland’s Treasurer-at-War would be missing during a military campaign.  

 

Fitzwilliam’s time in Ireland did briefly overlap with the arrival into Ireland of Sir Francis 

Knollys the queen’s Vice-Chamberlain and member of the English Privy Council. Knollys 

(who had Northamptonshire links, as discussed in chapter one) had been sent from the queen 

to confer with Sidney how best to proceed with force against Shane O’Neill.85 Knollys would 

remain in Ireland for a short time, from 7 May 1566 returning into England by 8 July 1566.86 

Knollys’ visit to Ireland for Sidney was successful, as it ensured vital monies were released 

to Sidney to allow his campaign against Shane O’Neill to take place.   

 

Knollys’ assistance, together with that of Sir Walter Mildmay, Vice-Chancellor of the 

Exchequer, would also play a significant role in ensuring the reduction from debt regarding 

Fitzwilliam’s captain’s account, which Fitzwilliam now had to answer for in England. Sidney 

wrote to the Privy Council on Fitzwilliam’s behalf ‘knowing how necessarie the advise and 

shrvice of this bearer Sr Willm ffitzwillmes is and maie be especially yf there be enie doings 

wth Oneill’. Sidney sought that Fitzwilliam ‘maie wt expedicon in his causes be returnid 

hether speedily to his chardges’. 
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Sidney however did not write merely for Fitzwilliam’s benefit. In the self-same letter Sidney 

also sought his own revocation from Ireland.87 Yet Sidney’s entreaties to be returned to 

England were not successful. On 11 July 1566 Sidney noted the queen’s resolution for his 

own continuance in Ireland and rather stridently repeated his wish for Fitzwilliam’s return, 

noting that ‘I seeke allredie no small want of Sr willm ffitzwillmes the Treasoror whom yn 

respect of the tyme and the…assistaunce…yor LL will returne wth all speede possible unto his 

chardge’.88  

 

By 8 October 1566, three books had been drawn up of Fitzwilliam’s account as Treasurer-at-

War from 4 July 1559 to 16 March 1566, highlighting that an amount of £1,968 6s 3 ¼ d 

‘remayneth in his handes’.89 Though on 26 October 1566 Bermingham alleged that a total 

amount of £15,689 18s 10¾d should be disallowed to Fitzwilliam, which included the 

amount of £5,000 (discussed in chapter two) which Bermingham claimed that the queen had 

lost because money due was not paid before the fall of the currency in October 1559, and 

which Bermingham claimed was the fault of both Fitzwilliam and Sussex. 90  

 

Bermingham’s pleading were not totally altruistic. If Bermingham’s amount of over £15,000 

had been completely allowed against Fitzwilliam then Bermingham’s crown compensation of 

one-sixth of sums gained on behalf of the crown would have seen Bermingham earn 

£2,500.91 The Queen in 1567 sought to safeguard too great a payment being made to 

Bermingham, as she issued an instruction that Fitzwilliam was to ensure that any debts 

incurred by Bermingham during his crown service as informer were to be deducted from 

Bermingham’s crown stipend, ‘foreseing always that the treasurer [namely Fitzwilliam] do 

retayne to or use out of the said vjth [6th] partes all such somes of money, as are due to us by 

him in that realme any ma[n]ner of wayes by way of dett or upon imprestes there made to 

him’.92  
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Bermingham was recompensed for expenses. Fitzwilliam’s enrolled accounts from  

1569-1571 include a payment to Bermingham and other commissioners in the amount of 

£226 13s 4d under the section regarding payments made to ‘Presidentes and Counsaill wth 

Commissionres’. It appears that this payment referred to travel expenses to England incurred 

by Bermingham which were allowed, as  

Willm Bermynghame [Bermingham] late attendante & assistant to Sr Nichas Arnolde 
and thother commissioners at iij tymes in the Court of Wardes & thresorie of the 
Chamb[er] in Englande as by the legidr app[ear] - ccxxvjli xiijs iiijd  [£226 13s 4d].93 

 

Sidney had been authorized following Knollys’ visit to Ireland to spend Stg£35,000 

campaigning against Shane O’Neill.94  On 12 November 1566, Sidney wrote to the Privy 

Council ‘ernestlie to furder the sending over of Sr Willm ffitzwillmes wth a full pay of the old 

bandes at the lest’.95 Sidney again sought his own revocation from Ireland, whilst he pleaded 

for Fitzwilliam and also Auditor Jenyson’s return into Ireland as ‘the sarvyce of the queene 

greatly needyth hym & for my part I have no small want of hym’.96 

 
Repeating his pleas to the Privy Council on 12 December 1566, Sidney stated that despite his 

having received treasure recently it was not sufficient and he had as ‘muche more taken up 

uppon my credit as I was able to borrowe’. 97 Sidney confirmed renewal ‘of my former 

requeste for sending hither spedely Sr Willm ffitzwillmes’ and ‘to send hither forthwth 

Thomas Jenison the Auditor of this realme’.98 Having already experienced crown service as 

Ireland’s Treasurer-at-War (1555-1559), it would appear Sidney did not wish to suffer this 

burden again as Lord Deputy. 

 

In January 1567 Sidney was still seeking Fitzwilliam’s and Jenyson’s return into Ireland as 

he requested the ‘sending hether of the treasoror and the Auditor’, as he clearly elucidated that 

he did not wish to be ‘surveior [surveyor] of the vittelles and other meaner officeres’. With 

the return of Fitzwilliam and Jenyson, Sidney confirmed he would be ‘disburdened of that 

care and troble wch presently is my impediment to myne other services’.99  

 

																																																								
93 TNA, Roll 1072, Sir W. FitzWilliams, Treasurer at War in Ireland, 23 June 1569-1 Sept 1571, AO_1_284_1072, f.31-f.32 
94 Brady, The Chief Governors, p.120	
95 Lord Deputy Sidney to the Privy Council, 12 November 1566, TNA SP 63/19/44, f.92-93,f.92 
96 Lord Deputy Sidney to Cecil, 18 November 1566, TNA SP 63/19/51, f.102-f.107,f.106v. 
97 Lord Deputy Sidney to the Privy Council, 12 December 1566, TNA SP 63/19/71, f.139-f.142,f.141 
98 Ibid, f.141v 
99 Lord Deputy Sidney to Privy Council, 18 January 1567, TNA SP 63/20/13, f.33-f.35, f.34v. 



	 99	

Sidney stated baldly that the interim position he found himself in, as one who was operating 

as treasurer from June 1566 to April 1567, was an impediment to his service as Lord Deputy. 

Fitzwilliam himself would suffer this exact difficulty when he reluctantly undertook the role 

of Ireland’s Lord Deputy. Fitzwilliam held all three crown positions of Lord Deputy, 

Treasurer and Victualler – acting in the post of Treasurer and Lord Deputy concurrently from 

December 1571 to March 1573 - despite those at court having already been informed by 

Sidney in 1567 that this same reality would result in the ‘impediment’ of the Lord Deputy’s 

role.  

 

Cecil at last wrote a letter of explanation to Sidney on 11 March 1567, and confirmed the 

reason for Fitzwilliam’s long sojourn in England. Fitzwilliam had been attempting to settle 

his captain’s account, which was separate from his Treasurer-at-War account. Cecil 

confirmed that the issues which had ensured Fitzwilliam’s remaining in England related to 

‘matteres of checque’ and that ‘the hearing wherof was comitted by her Matie to mr 

vicha[m]berlen [Sir Francis Knollys] mr Sadler & mr mildmay who required my assistance 

wth them’.100 

 
Though Cecil also confirmed that 

at length his causes are determined & resteth only upon her mates warrant to confirme 
or [our] determination, wthout wch had although he be commanded to depart I find he 
[i.e. Fitzwilliam] is looth [loath] to depart.101 

 
Sir Francis Knollys, Mr. Sadler and Sir Walter Mildmay wrote to Sidney directly and 

confirmed that soon Fitzwilliam would be discharged of his recognisances pertaining to his 

captain’s account. The commissioners confirmed that any charges related to the ward of 

Athlone ‘wherin he [Fitzwilliam] did putt his holl trust in one John Brian his shrvant’ now 

deceased, that John Brian’s wife and others were ‘to be answerable for the cheques’. 102  

 

A more detailed letter from the queen to Sir Henry Sidney on 25 March 1567 highlighted ‘the 

check sett on Sir William Fitzwilliam by Sir Nicholas Arnold and others’.103  Arnold had 

alleged that a substantial sum of £927 3s 10d was to be ‘checked’ regarding the pay of 

Fitzwilliam’s band of one hundred footmen and soldiers ‘remayning in the warde of 
																																																								
100 Cecil to Lord Deputy Sidney, 11 March 1567, TNA SP 63/20/44, f.95-f.97,f.95-f.96v:  Wallace T. MacCaffrey , ‘Sir 
Francis Knollys, (1511/12–1596)’, in ODNB, Confirms that Sir Francis Knollys was appointed Vice-Chamberlain on 14 
January 1559. 
101 Cecil to Lord Deputy Sidney, 11 March 1567, TNA SP 63/20/44, f.95-f.97,f.95-f.96v. 
102 Vice-Chamberlain Knollys, Mr. Sadler and Mr. Mildmay to Lord Deputy Sidney, 8 April 1567, TNA SP 63/20/62, f. 129 
103 Ó Laidhin, Sidney State Papers: 1565-1570, pp. 54-5 
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Athlone’. These were probably the self-same footmen utilised in crown service on behalf of 

the Earl of Clanrickard in 1563 when Fitzwilliam was in England during Sussex’s term of 

office.  

 

The queen specifically clarified later in her letter that Fitzwilliam’s horsemen and footmen 

afforded him as Treasurer-at-War were not included in this calculation, and that Fitzwilliam 

would be 

paide and allowed for the wages of the twenty horsemen and xxty footemen incident to 
his office of Treasorer at warres and Generall Receavor according to the tenure of our 
letters patentes to him heretofore graunted without any diminution or check of the 
same wages.104  

 
From Cecil’s letter to Sidney, it can be ascertained that the members of the ‘privie Counsell’ 

appointed by the queen ‘as commissioners’ for the purpose of investigating the Arnold 

allegations made against Fitzwilliam were Sir Francis Knollys, Vice-Chamberlain, and Sir 

Walter Mildmay, Lord Chauncellor, both of whom had sought the assistance of Sir William 

Cecil, despite his being ill at this time.   Knollys, Mildmay and Cecil had found that a 

‘lawfull check’ in the amount of £187 0s 6d required repayment by Fitzwilliam. Whilst an 

amount of £346 18s 9d was to be ‘saved to us’ and ‘defalked’ or deducted out of the ‘wholle 

intertaynment for vacations of souldiours in his bands’. The Commissioners held as 

‘doubtfull (untill the sayd Sir William Fitzwilliams coulde mak better proofe)’ an amount of 

£187 4s 4d and another sum of £206 6d, both totalling an amount of £393 4s 10d.  

 

The queen informed Sidney that Fitzwilliam had made a decision regarding this ‘doubtfull’ 

amount of £393 4s 10d that because ‘divers of his souldiours be cassed [cashed] and 

discharged’, he would submit to the queen’s order regarding what amount pertaining to this 

‘doubtfull’ sum should be paid. Her commissioners had advised the queen ‘to remit unto him 

[Fitzwilliam] the one half thereof’, namely £196 12s 5d, so that both the ‘other halfe and the 

former sommes determynid by our commissioners upon him be upon his paye allowed and 

saved unto us’. In effect, Fitzwilliam would now owe the queen £187 6d being the ‘lawfull 

check’ amount, £346 18s 9d to be ‘defalked’ out of his entertainment, and an agreed amount 

of £196 12s 5d pertaining to half of the ‘doubtfull’ sum.  

 

																																																								
104 Ibid, p. 55 
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The actions of Sir Francis Knollys and Sir Walter Mildmay together with Cecil had ensured 

that Fitzwilliam saved £196 out of the £927 he was originally charged with. Nevertheless, 

Fitzwilliam still owed over £700 on his captain’s account alone, and this did not augur well 

for his much larger Treasurer-at-War account that encompassed not only the revenue of 

Ireland, but also the sums of money flowing into Ireland from England for military purposes.  

 

Following this resolution of his captain’s account, Fitzwilliam returned to Ireland. Cecil 

wrote to Sidney on 10 April 1567, confirmed Fitzwilliam as the bearer of Cecil’s letter, and 

informed Sidney that Fitzwilliam ‘hath passed his mustres [musters] … and truly the faultes 

have bene in my opinion negligence of his srvant to who[m] he commited charge’.105  

 

However, Fitzwilliam’s much larger account as Treasurer-at-War was still to come, and Sir 

Walter Mildmay would feature in the resolution of that account also. 

 

Sir Walter Mildmay and Fitzwilliam’s Treasurer-at-War accounts 

Following the settlement of his captain’s account, Fitzwilliam sought to more closely align 

the Mildmay and Fitzwilliam families, thereby creating a stronger alliance between Ireland’s 

Treasurer-at-War and England’s Lord Chancellor. Sir Walter Mildmay’s daughter, Winifred, 

and Fitzwilliam’s eldest son, William, were in fact married in September 1569. 106  

 

Like Fitzwilliam, Mildmay was a Northamptonshire resident. Mildmay was added to the 

commissions of the peace for Middlesex and Northamptonshire and in 1564 for Huntington. 

Like Fitzwilliam, Mildmay too had received crown advancement in 1559, though 

undoubtedly Mildmay’s appointment as Chancellor of the Exchequer eclipsed that of 

Fitzwilliam being appointed Treasurer-at-War for Ireland. Mildmay was also appointed a 

Privy Councillor in 1566 and in January 1567 Mildmay was named Under-Treasurer of the 

Exchequer.107 

 

Fitzwilliam continued to write to Mildmay regarding the marriage negotiations throughout 

1567, 1568 and into 1569.108 Though Finch indicated that ‘the [marriage] settlement of 1569 

																																																								
105 Sir William Cecil to Lord Deputy Sidney, 10 April 1567, TNA SP 63/20/64, f. 132 
106 Stanford E. Lehmberg, Sir Walter Mildmay and Tudor Government, (Austin: U of Texas Pr., 1964), pp.78-79 
107 L. L. Ford, ‘Mildmay, Sir Walter (1520/21–1589),’ ODNB 
108 Carte 58, f.741, f.742v, f.742, f.743v, f.743 – Fitzwilliam confirmed he wrote to Mildmay regarding the 
Fitzwilliam/Mildmay marriage negotiations on 9 December 1567, 24 January 1568, 6 May 1568, 5 July 1568 and 9 April 
1569 
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had not survived,109 the marriage contract negotiations are in fact contained within a Carte 

manuscript entitled the Arteckelles brought from Ser Walter Myllmay by Anthonie Enowes to 

me, setting out the detail of the marriage contract in a question and answer format.110   

 

The Articles indicate how much Fitzwilliam agreed to forego in order that this marriage 

would take place. As discussed earlier, Fitzwilliam’s Northamptonshire income was reduced 

by the jointure payments made to his widowed mother who lived at Milton. Fitzwilliam 

therefore had included lands that he and his brother held since the time of Queen Mary at 

Fotheringhay, as part of the Mildmay/Fitzwilliam marriage contract settlement.  

 

At this time, Fitzwilliam’s ten-year account as Treasurer-at-War was being prepared and 

audited in Ireland for dispatch into England. Fitzwilliam had become most anxious about 

resolving this account.  

 

Writing on 18 September 1568 from Thomascourt to the Countess of Sussex, his sister-in-law 

and a sister to Sir Henry Sidney, Fitzwilliam confirmed his anxieties regarding his ‘accompt’ 

as he even went so far as to indicate his fears of having to serve a prison term. Fitzwilliam’s 

fears were not exaggerations but real, as the events that befell William Patten, 111  and 

Richard Stonley, 112  tellers of the English exchequer, and Thomas Shirley Treasurer-at-

War113 in the Low Countries, demonstrated.  

																																																								
109 Finch, Five Northamptonshire Families, p.120, Footnote No. 5 ‘The settlement of 1569 has not survived’. 
110 The Arteckelles brought from Ser Walter Myllmay by Anthonie Enowes to me [Sir William Fitzwilliam], Carte 58, f. 
739v.  
111 Cal. Pat. Rolls, Elizabeth, Volume VI, 1572-1575, 17 July 1573, C. 66/1098, No. 145, pp. 50-51, Patten had crown debt 
of £7,928 7s 11½d by 1568 which he was unable to pay as quickly or in such due manner as he should have done. His 
mainpernors (guarantors) were also unwilling to pay. By 1572, a complex transaction involving interests in mines and lands 
and a related schedule of payments of 200 marks a year over sixty years to satisfy Patten’s remaining debt was being 
constructed by Burghley, Mildmay and Barons of the exchequer:  Peter Sherlock, in ‘Patten, William (d. in or after 1598), 
author’, ODNB, confirms that Patten was collector of customs in London, JP for Middlesex, receiver-general of Yorkshire 
revenues, and in 1562 was appointed a teller of the exchequer for life. In 1567/8 the auditor of the receipt discovered £7,928 
missing from his account, he was suspended, and the barons of exchequer adjudged he had forfeited his position. He was 
replaced on 13 July 1568, and lost all of his public offices…and he had had to sell all his lands and belongings…and 
deprived of an income the father of seven had to seek scholarly patronage. 
112 Felicity Heal, ‘Stonley, Richard (1520/21–1600), administrator and diarist’, ODNB, Richard Stonley, was one of four 
treasurers in the Exchequer of Receipt in London. By 1571 Stonley was struggling with arrears charged to his accounts, 
having on his own admission borrowed part of the crown’s revenue to purchase lands. In 1584, Commissioner Thomas 
Lichfield, commissioned to seek out concealment of crown land and revenue, within the Treasury, alleged Stonley had 
appropriated entry fines for leases worth over £1,000. However, Stonley was not imprisoned by Burghley until 1596 for 
being unable to refund crown debts of between £12,000-£19,000:  N. M. Fuidge, ‘Richard Stoneley, (c.1520-1600), of 
Itchington, Warws., Doddinghurst, Essex and London,  [http://www.historyofparliamentonline.org/volume/1558-
1603/member/stoneley-richard-1520-1600, Accessed-2 February 2018]:      
113 Janet Pennington, ‘Sherley [Shirley], Sir Thomas (c. 1542–1612), politician and courtier, ODNB, Sir Thomas 
Shirley/Sherley was a Treasurer-at-War for the Netherlands for a period of ten years from February 1587 until he was 
imprisoned in April 1597 charged with owing the queen £35,175 allegedly a mere fraction of what he had embezzled. It is 
alleged that the enormous sum of £1.5 million passed through his hands in the ten years he was Treasurer-at-War. 



	 103	

 

Fitzwilliam confirmed to Countess Frances Sussex that her brother Sir Henry Sidney had 

‘landyd at knockfergus [Carrickfergus] at [the] vjth of ths month’.114 Despite Sidney 

progressing through the north of Ireland, Fitzwilliam delightedly reported the best ‘dayes 

worke’ in Ireland for the past five years was that finally his account was being audited. Yet 

Fitzwilliam also pleaded for her to be an intermediary on his behalf should the need arise 

with her husband the Earl of Sussex and ‘if my fortune be to….go to pryson remember me 

good madam and be a mean to my L. to specke for me’.115  Significantly, Fitzwilliam 

indicated that he hoped to be returned to England by December 1568, and that ‘from whence 

I mean god wylling not to depart as eny sarvent agayn for Irland but truly I dare not say so 

tyll all be endyd and I in Ingland. 116  By September 1568 Fitzwilliam had confirmed in 

private letter to Countess Sussex, that if returned home that he would never return as crown 

servant for Ireland again.  

 

It would seem that by 1568 Fitzwilliam knew his account was problematic. All the more 

important therefore was the successful resolution of the Mildmay/Fitzwilliam marriage 

contract as Fitzwilliam sought to ensure the Lord Chancellor’s involvement in the taking of 

his Treasurer-at-War account. On 5 April 1569, Fitzwilliam wrote to Cecil and revealingly 

actually mentioned Mildmay as he glossed on a copy of a letter a ‘Not[e] that at thys tyme I 

sent mr secretary [Cecil] a letter wherin how Jeneson [means] to set my chardge’ that the 

matter of his account could be examined ‘wth the L. chancellor [Mildmay] and other 

com[m]yssoneres’.117  

 

On 5 April 1569 Fitzwilliam also wrote from Thomascourt in Dublin to his son in England. 

The Mildmay marriage negotiation had stalled at a most inopportune moment for Fitzwilliam 

just when his ten-year Treasurer-at-War account was being finalised. Fitzwilliam had 

received a letter from his wife in which she highlighted the conduct of their son. Fitzwilliam 

anxiously commented upon the fact in a letter to his son, that Mildmay had banished his son 

from his house ‘thorow [through] som very lewde part by you commytyd’.118 Fitzwilliam 

																																																								
114 Fitzwilliam to the Countess of Sussex, 18 September 1568, Carte 58, f. 693 
115 Ibid, f. 694v 
116 Ibid. 
117 5 April 1569, Carte 58, f. 748 – Fitzwilliam writes a long margin note on the left hand side of a copy of the letter to Lady 
Lucy Harrington confirming his having written to Cecil also at this time 
118 Fitzwilliam to his son, 5 April 1569, Carte 58, f. 744-f.745 
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chided his son that ‘you be not now ignorant of nether did I ever other wayes offer you 

marriage then showld be to your lyking’.  

 
Fitzwilliam afforded his son advice as to how to rectify the situation, as he highlighted the 

importance of his sister-in-law, Lady Lucy Harrington, another sister to Sir Henry Sidney. 

Fitzwilliam also advised his son not to disclose to Mildmay how he had received this advice. 

Fitzwilliam shared the specific details of the proposed marriage contract with his son, as it 

seemed that his son’s being unaware of their detail had resulted in Mildmay alleging that 

Fitzwilliam afforded only a ‘lytell lyving’ to his son which obviously would not benefit 

Mildmay’s daughter should the marriage take place. Ultimately Fitzwilliam sought that his 

son should submit to Mildmay as he urged that ‘by yor submission to hym you maye againe 

reduce that charge which I charge you once more to secke [seek] for & doo by eny lawfull 

meynes you maye’.119  

 

Fitzwilliam also wrote directly to Lady Lucy Harrington née Sidney, seeking her assistance. 

Fitzwilliam’s forthright letter to her, written from Thomascourt, confirmed that ‘God 

[k]nowethe and nexte to him yow beste how long I disared [desired] the marage be fore I 

opened [opined] yt to mr myldmay’.120 In order to assist Lady Harrington in understanding 

the current position regarding the marriage negotiations, Fitzwilliam confirmed that ‘I send 

you har [here]…copees of the severall partes of my letteres: wch I wrote to Sr Walter 

Myldmay concerning that mater’.121 Fitzwilliam confirmed that his brother John was an 

intermediary and also provided the specifics of the marriage contract negotiations itself to 

Lady Harrington, all in order that she could ‘judge of me as justlie I have deserved’.122 

 

The detail of the marriage contract is of interest. Sir Walter resolutely sought in Article One 

an annual payment of £100 from Fitzwilliam as he felt that his daughter and Fitzwilliam’s 

son could not live ‘wth lesse then cli [£100] a yere in hand’.123 Fitzwilliam countered with a 

lesser offer of £50 per year, increasing this offer slightly to £60 per year, and it was only with 

his brother John’s assistance in negotiating with his mother that Fitzwilliam was able to add 

an additional £20 cash to increase this annual stipend to £80. Mildmay stubbornly remained 

																																																								
119 Ibid. 
120 Fitzwilliam to Lady Harrington, 5 April 1569, Carte 58, f.738 
121 Ibid. 
122 Ibid. 
123 The Arteckelles brought from Ser Walter Myllmay by Anthonie Enowes to me[Sir William Fitzwilliam], Carte 58, f. 
739v. 
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fixed on the annual stipend of £100 and such was Fitzwilliam’s desire to successfully 

conclude this marriage contract that Fitzwilliam agreed to ‘depart presently wyth 

fowtherynghey [Fotheringhay]’ 124 - lands in Northamptonshire (which he and his brother 

John had received in 1558 during Mary’s reign) to fund this annual payment. 125 

 

This proved acceptable to Mildmay. The church, castle and lands at Fotheringhay were an 

important part of Tudor ancestry as Fotheringhay was the final resting place for four 

members of the Yorkist dynasty. During 1566 (perhaps when Fitzwilliam was in England 

from 27 June 1566 to 10 April 1567), Elizabeth made a progress through Northamptonshire 

and stayed at Fotheringhay.  Hosted by Mildmay, Cecil and Sir Edmund Brudenall, a local 

landowner, Elizabeth required that the Yorkist tombs at Fotheringhay should be repaired. 

These works were not commenced until 1572 and completed during the summer of 1573. 

Fitzwilliam’s son, William (by this time Mildmay’s son-in-law), was appointed one of the 

four commissioners to oversee the works. Building provisions may have come from 

Mildmay’s quarries nearby at King’s Cliffe, advice was definitely provided by Cecil’s 

mason, whilst the provision of payment has been attributed to Sir Edmund Brudenall 

above.126 

 

Mildmay demanded in Article Two £100 per year as a jointure for his daughter which 

Fitzwilliam agreed to, highlighting that he had ‘never offeryd eny les porsyon [portion]’. 

 

Mildmay in Article Three offered ‘to geve me [Fitzwilliam] for my Sonne vc li [£500], an 

amount which Fitzwilliam accepted confirming that he had ‘never ascked eny peny of hym 

[Mildmay] nor refusyd not hys offer therof’.  

 

In Article Four Fitzwilliam confirmed that Mildmay sought to rescind a portion of this £500 

endowment, and that Mildmay had ‘willed Enowes to see further that he wished that I would 

geve a cli [£100] of the vc li[£500] backe to my sonne and his daughter’. Fitzwilliam 

confirmed that ‘if I wer able to gyve the holl [whole] 500li’ he would, but that ‘I had 3 of hys 

systers..to care for so that I refusyd it’. 127 Fitzwilliam required this cash payment of £500 to 

																																																								
124 Ibid. 
125 Finch, Five Northamptonshire Families, p.106 
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put towards the funding of jointures for his own daughters, all three of whom would also 

require marriage contracts. 128 

 

Yet it is in Article Five (the final article) that Mildmay’s financial expertise (gained during 

his former career as one of two surveyors in the newly reorganised Court of Augmentations 

in 1547) comes to the fore.129 Mildmay sought to ensure that Fitzwilliam’s eldest son would 

inherit all of Fitzwilliam’s lands. For his younger son, Fitzwilliam tried to secure ‘120li by 

yer for my wyll, but I concludyd wth my brother John for 100li by yer only for my wyll and for 

my younger son but 20li by yer in fe[e] simple’. 130 

 

Fitzwilliam’s eldest son William became secretary to Mildmay, and as MP for Peterborough 

is credited with being the anonymous author of the record of the session of the 1584 

Parliament. 131 In effect, from now on it would not be in Mildmay’s interest for Fitzwilliam to 

have to sell any of his Northamptonshire lands to repay crown debt that he would incur as a 

result of his service in Ireland. Any sale of Fitzwilliam’s lands would result in a smaller 

income for Mildmay’s daughter, now wife to Fitzwilliam’s son.  

 

And Fitzwilliam did indeed earn crown debt as a result of his crown service as Treasurer-at 

War in Ireland. A commission to examine Fitzwilliam’s ten-year account was first 

established at the manor of Havering on 16 July 10 Elizabeth [16 July 1568]. The 

commissioners appointed were Sir Henry Sidney, Chancellor Robert Weston, Henry 

Draycott, James Bath, Chief Baron of the Irish Exchequer, and Thomas Jenison, Auditor of 

Ireland. They were instructed to  

make a view or Declaration of the account of Fitzwilliams for the office of treasurer-
at-wars and certify the same to the queen that commissioners might be appointed in 
England for the re-examination of the same view and for the determination of the 
account.132   

 

																																																								
128 Finch, Five Northamptonshire Families, p.109, Finch confirmed that the marriages for Fitzwilliam’s three daughters took 
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The brief of Fitzwilliam’s ten-year account from 1559-1569 showed that his debt amounted 

to IR£4,545 7s 7¾d, ‘cleare Debte of the saide accomptaunte ys upon thend of this accompte 

the some [sum] of m m m m D xlvli vijs vijd ob q [£4,545 7s 7 ¾ d]’.133  

 

A Commission was then established on 14 March 1570 at Hampton court to finalise 

Fitzwilliam’s ten-year account. The commissioners appointed in England were, Robert, Earl 

of Leicester, William Lord Howard, Sir Francis Knollys, Sir William Cecil, John Hanbye, 

Auditor of the Prests, and Thomas Jenison Auditor of Ireland, or any ‘three of them’. They 

were to take the accounts of William Fitzwilliam Knight, Treasurer-at-Wars and Vice-

Treasurer and General Receiver of the revenues in Ireland, of all treasure and money received 

by him from 3 July 1559 until mid-summer, 24 June 1569. The patent concluded that 

on determination of the account, a declaration thereof shall be engrossed on 
parchment in two parts, one part signed by the commissioners to remain to the 
queen’s use of record, the other signed and sealed by them to be delivered to 
Fitzwilliam for his discharge.134 
 

A further patent to examine Fitzwilliam’s account encompassing the period 24 June 1569 to  

1 April 1571 was issued on 4 March 1571.  It confirmed that the Commissioners reviewing 

Fitzwilliam’s account in Ireland included Robert Weston, Chancellor of Ireland, Henry 

Draycote, Master of the Rolls and Chancellor of the Exchequer in Ireland, Lucas Dyllon, 

Chief Baron of the Exchequer in Ireland, Francis Agarde, Nicholas White and Thomas 

Jenison, Auditor of Ireland (or any three of them, the Auditor being one). The patent 

confirmed that Fitzwilliam’s account at Treasurer-at-War in Ireland was in fact to be 

determined in England, but that first that the Queen was ‘minded to have a declaration or 

view by persons experienced in her affairs in Ireland’. 135 

 

Fitzwilliam’s indebtedness was worsening from account to account. A brief of this account 

makes that very clear. For a period of two years sixty-nine days, beginning 24 June 1569 and 

ending 31 August 1571, his debt, including arrearages, increased from IR£4,545 7s 7¾d to 

IR£5,286 16d. This account was not yet finalised, but the increasing debt was evident. The 

view of Fitzwilliam’s 1569-1571 account was signed by five out of the six authorized 
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commissioners:  Robert Weston, Lucas Dillon, Henry Draycott, Francis Agard and Auditor 

Jenison. 136 

 

Mildmay wrote to Fitzwilliam on 20 October 1571, and confirmed that Fitzwilliam would ‘be 

very well assured of anything that I can doe for you further.. in money matters or any other 

…in your debt’, as he stated that ‘I doubt not you shall fynd favor ’.137 Fitzwilliam confirmed 

to Mildmay that Jenison and his clerks were ‘very willing to help me forth wth my private 

works towching the same’, and that their re-checking had successfully recouped a IR£700 

loss to Fitzwilliam from the victualler’s account. Fitzwilliam would have ‘lost vijc li  irs 

[IR£700] yf he [Jenison] had not perused over agayne one of the victulleres accomptes’.138 

 

Fitzwilliam highlighted that his ‘having no skiles [skills] my selfe’ and the inconsistency of 

of the tenure of exchequer officers who were ‘force[d] to change every year a new officr’, 

meant that ultimately, ‘I am suer to lose how soever they dyd’. Fitzwilliam confirmed that he 

had thought he had kept records satisfactorily and competently, and that he had taken  

a note of all suche sumes of redy mony as came to my hand betwene the tyme of my 
last accompt [1559-1569] and this [1569-1571], which compared wth all suche 
warrantes and othr discharges, wch I had, I founde my selfe in that pryvate rekoninge 
well.139 

 

Fitzwilliam did highlight that it could have been even worse still, noting that ‘mr genyson 

[Jenison] having fynisshed thole [the hole] and that cast downe togethr I was upon that hole 

woorcke [work] far behind hand’.140 Fitzwilliam pointedly confirmed that it was only through 

Mildmay’s influence that Jenison and his clerks had acted so diligently towards Fitzwilliam 

in the finalising of his account, as Fitzwilliam revealed 

suer I am his [Jenison’s] good will to me is for yor seke, for otherwayes I nethr 
[neither] have nor can deserve that labor wch he so willingly bestowed upon my 
cawses. 141   

 

In exasperation, by October 1571, Fitzwilliam requested that ‘God ryd me quyte [quite] of 

irelande’. 142   

																																																								
136 A Brief Docquet of the Account of Sir William Fitzwilliam, Treasurer at Wars [in Ireland] for two years sixty-nine days 
beginning 24 June 1569 and ending 31 August 1571, 31 August 1571, Carte 57, f.160-1,  
137 Sir Walter Mildmay to Lord Justice Sir William Fitzwilliam, 20 October 1571, Carte 57, f. 175 
138 Lord Justice Fitzwilliam to Sir Walter Mildmay, 24 October 1571, Carte 57, f.250 
139 Ibid. 
140 Lord Justice Fitzwilliam to Sir Walter Mildmay, 24 October 1571, Carte 57, f. 250 
141 Ibid. 
142 Ibid. 
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In December 1571, Lady Anne Fitzwilliam wrote directly to the queen in her ‘humble 

peticons …in the behalfts of her husbande Sir William fitzwilliams now your maties deputie in 

Irelande’. Lady Anne stated that her husband was indebted to the queen because of ‘his longe 

service in Irelande’ and outlined the ‘causes that hathe brought hym to that debtt’. She 

confirmed that 

at his firste entre into service there as your magisties threasorer the quoyne [coin] was 
so base as fiftie shillings courante monye of Irelande was worthe but twentie 
shillinges corante monye of Ingelande. 
 

She said that Fitzwilliam’s salary was inadequate as he received ‘in effecte but after viijs for 

the pounde and payed…in effect to three pounde and fower [four] pounde’ for that which 

should have been sold for twenty shillings.  Lady Anne also confirmed that in this time of 

‘baseness … and of the excessive derth’ Fitzwilliam also held the office of Lord Justice many 

times with just the ‘ordinarye set allowance’.  She sought some financial respite for him as he 

began his appointment as Lord Deputy, that ‘yf that god shoulde call him in this service his 

posteritie shoulde not be undone by the greate debt that he owethe to your matie by reason of 

these services’. 143  

 
 
Fitzwilliam’s debt of IR IR£5,286 16d corresponded to a sterling debt of £3,964 11s at the 

prevailing exchange rate of 8d Irish to 6d sterling. On 28 September 1572, writing from 

Windsor, Mildmay told Thomas Fanshaw, who held the office of the queen’s remembrance 

of the English exchequer, that the queen had passed the ‘warraunt that you made for my 

brother ffitzwilliames, towching his Irisshe cause’. Fanshaw was asked by Mildmay to ‘make 

ten severall bondes and send them into Ireland, wth a dedimus potestatem’, for the attention of 

the Chief Baron, Sir Lucas Dillon; and also to the Lord Chancellor of Ireland who at this time 

was Robert Weston. 144 

 

A patent was issued on 6 October 1572 which allowed the remittal of Stg£1,000 from 

Fitzwilliam’s debt of Stg £3,964 11s (IR IR£5,286 16d) ‘in consideration of his 14 years’ 

service in Ireland’, and established a structured debt repayment. The patent noted that the 

now outstanding sum of Stg £2,964 11s was to be discharged ‘at the Exchequer of England in 

the ten years next following by equal portions, the first to be paid in Trinity term next’ whilst 

																																																								
143 Petition of Lady Fitzwilliam to the Queen, 11 December 1571, TNA SP 63/34/35, f. 102  
144 Sir Walter Mildmay to Thomas Fanshaw, 28 September 1572, TNA SP 46/29 f.164   
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the Treasurer [Burghley], Chancellor [Mildmay], and Barons of the Exchequer of England 

were ‘to cause the said bonds to be taken by sending writs of dedimus potestatem to some 

suitable person in Ireland or otherwise at their discretions’ and ‘therefore, to surcease from all 

process against Fitzwilliam for the said remainder of the debt’. 145 

 

The structuring of this repayment schedule meant that Fitzwilliam would not have to sell any 

of his English lands to meet the entirety of his crown debt in one large payment. Fitzwilliam 

agreed to pay ten yearly instalments to satisfy his debt of Stg £2,964. As noted by Finch, in 

1573, 1574, 1575 and 1576 he did pay in fact £296 9s 1¾d each year, but after that he 

stopped.146  Nevertheless, Fitzwilliam’s debt remained and payment continued to be sought. 

On 8 October 1593, Burghley wrote to remembrancer Fanshawe, and in a postscript enquired  

‘what Sr William Ffitzwilliames debt was, when he left to be Threr [treasurer], & howe 

moche yeares is auwnswered, & howe moche to be paid’.147 And in a letter of 14 May 1595 

Fitzwilliam asked Burghley ‘to stand my goode Lo; to the Queenes Matie for the maner 

of payment of the xvijc li [£1,700] I owe to her Matie’.148 

  
In 1596 the sheriff levied £72 from Fitzwilliam’s Northamptonshire lands and £160 a year 

until Fitzwilliam’s death. Furthermore, £66 a year was paid from Fitzwilliam’s Essex lands. 

When Fitzwilliam died in 1599 he still owed over £1,000 to the queen. 149   A deposition from 

the end of Elizabeth’s reign in 1602-1603 in the Remembrancer Records of the Exchequer 

examined ‘Whether the lands demised by Sir William Fitzwilliams to Lady Anne, his wife, 

and John his second son, were chargeable with his debts to the queen, or whether they were 

to be paid by William Fitzwilliams [the Lord Deputy’s eldest son]?150 Another deposition in 

the Remembrancer Records of the Exchequer from the second year of James 1604 followed 

on and again highlighted Fitzwilliam’s still outstanding crown debts.151  Both depositions 

highlight that Fitzwilliam’s crown debt earned during his service as Treasurer-at-War for 

Ireland, dating from the English exchequer settlement of 1572, was still being pursued nearly 

thirty years later, even with a change of monarch.  

 
																																																								
145 Cal. Pat. Rolls, Elizabeth, Vol. V, 1569-1572, 6 October 1572, C.66/1089, No. 3089, pp. 438-9 
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148 Petition of Sir William Fitzwilliam to Burghley, 14 May 1595, TNA SP 63/179/79, f.174 
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150 TNA E133/10/1513 
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deceased, at Gaynes Park, and in Essex and London, Sir Edwd. Montague and Sir Edwd. Dyer, knights, executors. Touching 
extent upon and sale of goods for Crown debts, 2 Jas 1, 1604,  E134/2Jas1/Mich31 
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Fitzwilliam’s third and final account for the period 23 June 1569 to 31 March 1573 was taken 

in Ireland, and finalised in September 1574. The abstract for this account drawn up in August 

1574 indicated an increased debt of £2,654 7s 2¼d beyond the amount agreed on in the 

settlement of his 1569-1571 account.152    

 

Jenison wrote to Burghley on 17 August 1574, the same date as the ‘Abstract’ was drawn up, 

and first noted that the commissioners (having sat for seven weeks) could find no cause to 

disallow anything that he had allowed. Jenison then mentioned the increased debt incurred 

since Fitzwilliam’s 1569-1571 account, as he noted 

I have allowed and entered the docquet of wch accompt yor L. shall receive herewith 
by wch may appere to yor L. how moche moer he [Fitzwilliam] is in debted then 
before (when his estallement [installments] was graunted) he was.153  
 

Jenison continued that he had asked Fitzwilliam ‘to dischardge by delivering sufficient billes 

and warrants to the treasurer [Edward Fitton], but he [Fitzwilliam] wold not so do’. 154 

Jenison felt he could go no further and now sought Burghley’s assistance as to what he 

should now do, ‘wherein yor L [Burghley] upon the sight of the docquet to dyrect him 

[Jenison] as to yor L shall serve best & moost convenient’.155 

 
Jenyson’s comment suggests that some allowance or discharge was missing from 

Fitzwilliam’s 1569-1573 account. There is in fact evidence that there was an amount allowed 

in the 1569-1571 account that was not included in the overlapping 1569-1573 account. The 

total victualling allowance in the 1569-1571 account is £9,953 10s 9 ½ d. 156 The 

corresponding allowance in the 1569-1573 account is only  £7,752 4s 9¼d.157 As itemized 

within these totals, an allowance of £2,666 13s 4d is found in the victualling section from 

1569-1571.158  There is no corresponding allowance in the itemized section in the later but 

overlapping 1569-1573 account. Although there are many small differences between the two 

																																																								
152 Abstract of Sir William Fitzwilliam’s account by 31 March 1573, 17 August 1574, TNA SP 63/47/44 (i), f.99-f.104, f.103 
153 Thomas Jenyson to Burghley, 17 August 1574, TNA SP 63/47/44, f.97-f.98  
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difficulties caused to the crown service because of the acrimonious relationship between the Fitzwilliam and Fitton] 
155 Thomas Jenyson to Burghley, 17 August 1574, TNA SP 63/47/44, f.97-f.98  
156 TNA, PRO, Roll 1072, Sir W. FitzWilliams, Treasurer at War in Ireland, 23 June 1569-1 September 1571, 
AO_1_284_1072, f.37, ‘Victualling, viz…ixm ixc liijli xs ixd ob’ [£9,953 10s 9 ½ d]  
157 Account of Sir William Fitzwilliams as Treasurer at Wars for June 1569 to March 1573, [30 September 1574], TNA SP 
65/7/69 (1), f.38:  The same total also appears in  ‘Abstract of Sir William Fitzwilliam’s account by 31 March 1573’, 17 
August 1574,TNA SP63/47/44 (i), f.102,   vijm vijc lijli iiijs ixd q  [£7,752 4s 9 ¼ d]  
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[whereupon] the same covenmnt [covenant] shall cease, ijm Dclxvjli xiijs iiijd’. [£2,666 13s 4d] 
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accounts, this one missing allowance appears to be the most significant item in understanding 

the increased debt of £2,654 7s 2¼d. 

 

There are two principal ways that this debt may have been discharged. First, Fitzwilliam may 

simply have produced the necessary ‘billes and warrants’ to discharge this increased debt, 

namely, things like the allowance that appeared in his earlier account.  This course of action 

might be the one that Jenison was hinting at to Burghley. If Fitzwilliam would not produce 

such to Fitton, he might produce them to Burghley.159 

 

Second, a document from 1575 states that Fitzwilliam was owed vm li [£5,000] from the Irish 

exchequer, ‘The L. dep. of Ireland vm li [£5,000] for dettes made by him’. 160 In the same 

document, money due to and from President Sir John Perrott is calculated, and the net sum 

due to Perrott displayed. Sir John Perrot was due ‘vijc lxxxxvijli [£797]’, whilst due by him to 

‘hir Matie for conceled landes’ was an amount of ‘ccccxxviijli [£428]’. And so ‘ccclxixli 

[£369]’ net was confirmed due to Perrot. 161  

 

No comparable calculations were performed for Fitzwilliam, but in a letter from the Privy 

Council to Sidney in April 1576, Sidney was requested by the Privy Council to give his  

assistance of ye stuartes [stewards] of Sr Wm FitzWillms, sent over to reckone wth the 
Cuntrey and to mak[e] payment of such money as he [Fitzwilliam] lefte unpaid there  
at hys coming from thence. 162  
 

The Privy Council confirmed Fitzwilliam had received money and that he now sought to 

repay the country, ‘for the victualing he saieth was lefte undon for want of money wch he hath 

since received here’. Fitzwilliam, having received what was owed to him (perhaps the £5,000 

indicated above), was now in a position in 1576 to send over his stewards to ‘reckone wth the 

Cuntrey’.163 

 

It is therefore possible that between May 1575 and April 1576 some or all of Fitzwilliam’s 

outstanding state debt in Ireland (i.e. £2,654 7s 2¼d from his 1569-1573 account) could have 

been paid from this £5,000 due to him. Whether Fitzwilliam eventually produced appropriate 
																																																								
159 Fitzwilliam’s acrimonious relationship with his successor President/Treasurer Sir Edward Fitton, will be discussed in the 
final chapter of this thesis 
160 Sums of money due to divers persons for Irish causes, 15 May 1575, TNA SP 63/51/31, f.90-f.91, f.90, [Title] ‘Sommes 
of money dew to dyveres P[er]sones for Irish causes’   
161 Ibid   
162 Privy Council to Lord Deputy Sidney, 30 April 1576, TNA SP 63/55/40, f. 133-f.134v. 
163 Ibid. 
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documentation to discharge his debt as suggested by Jenison (perhaps the likeliest 

explanation), or in fact discharged himself through a netting operation (like Perrot’s) on the 

£5,000 owed to him, or indeed found some other device is unknown, but the fact that no more 

is heard of this debt argues that Fitzwilliam found a way to eliminate it. 

 

Overall, had the Mildmay marriage proved useful to Fitzwilliam in terms of his debt? It 

would appear on the one hand that it had. Fitzwilliam was careful to acknowledge that 

Jenison had taken great pains with Fitzwilliam’s account on Mildmay’s behalf. It is likely 

that a much larger amount could have been recorded against Fitzwilliam (whose accounts 

stretched from 1559 to 1573, the first one stretching over ten years) if that care had not been 

bestowed.  

 

But on the other hand it could be argued that Fitzwilliam had not received sufficient 

consideration for his long service. His debt was not completely written off, and he was 

required to enter into a structured repayment schedule over ten years, which was sought even 

after his death. 

 

The gain to Fitzwilliam was the £1,000 that he received, probably through the influence of 

Mildmay, and perhaps due to the representations of his wife. The gain to Mildmay was that 

Fitzwilliam did not have to sell his lands to satisfy all of the debt immediately. 

 

In fact, it could be argued that Mildmay was in a very strong position to influence 

Fitzwilliam’s ongoing decisions, especially before Fitzwilliam’s exchequer settlement of 

1572 was arranged. The promise made by Mildmay to ‘be very well assured of anything that 

I can doe for you further’, would in fact lead to Fitzwilliam very reluctantly having to accept 

the very thing that he wished to avoid, the Lord Deputyship of Ireland. 164 

 

Transition 

Fitzwilliam had been appointed Lord Justice for the fifth time in April 1571 but hoped that 

this was but a temporary measure. In a letter to Thomas Heneage, Treasurer of the Queen’s 

Royal Chamber, Fitzwilliam requested that his appointment should be, 

rather to make my fower or fyve monthes butt fower or v dayes then other ways and  
so the sooner ether to send backe the L. deputye [Sidney] or some other new fytt  

																																																								
164 Sir Walter Mildmay to Lord Justice Sir William Fitzwilliam, 20 October 1571, Carte 57, f. 175 



	 114	

govnor 165 
 
and  ‘to take in hand this wayaghtye [weighty] charge to the wch good mr heninge let me have 

yor friendship’.166	

 

Hicks describes Heneage as ‘a mediator and fixer, the Court insider par excellence, who 

generally got on with everybody’. 167 Be this as it may, events moved against Fitzwilliam 

with Knollys informing him in June 1571 that 

My L. Greye was appointed by hir matie to be deputie of yreland, but his demand of 
money to be gyven for his fur[-]nyture to that office beyng 2000li hathe cawsed hir 
matie to desist from hir sayd appoyntment, so that nowe unless my L. deputie yt is 
p[re]sentlye, doe returne agayne [i.e. Sidney], here is yet no certain deputie allowed 
off.168 

 

Writing from Hampton Court on 9 July 1571, Burghley tried to console Fitzwilliam about his 

continuing tenure in Ireland, and confirmed that, ‘your desired reless [release] from yt chardg 

the lack is not in forgetfulness or remissnes of your frendes but in difficulty to procure a 

deputy’. 169  

 

Burghley confirmed that Lord Grey’s appointment as Lord Deputy had indeed been ‘stayed’  

for yt he [Grey] demandeth a support of 2 or 3,000li in gift to enable hym self this   
demand hir maty will not allow and yet for my part, I thynk 2,000 markes shuld be 
well bestowed but I can not so p[er]swade. 
 

The Queen had also indicated ‘even this day’ that Sidney should return to serve in Ireland 

until the following spring. Yet Sidney sought to be ‘excused’ completely from service.  

ye Q maty is vehement that my L. Depute that now is [i.e. Sidney] shall retorn speedy 
and kepe ye place until ye next spryng and he is as ernest to be excused what will so 
but I thynke will shortly appere, for hir maty even this daye, hath sayd yt he shallgo wt 
owt feyle [fail]. 
 

Burghley’s letter also provided an insight into his own thinking regarding how those who 

serve should be chosen  

I wold for his [Sidney’s] sake some other might have ye chardg for surely he ca[n] not 
srve to purporss yt serveth ageynst his will/ God allowed not but voluntarium 
sacrificium.170  
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Following this, Fitzwilliam, who was not in the business of serving any longer against his 

will if it could be avoided, wrote individual letters to the members of the Privy Council, to 

the Earl of Bedford (Francis Russell, the second Earl of Bedford, privy councillor, whose 

father was related via marriage to Fitzwilliam’s mother), 171 the Earl of Sussex (Fitzwilliam’s 

brother-in-law and former Lord Deputy), the Lord Keeper (married to Fitzwilliam’s first 

cousin, Anne Cooke, sister to Burghley’s wife Mildred Cooke) and the Earl of Leicester 

seeking not to be appointed to the position of Lord Deputy. 172 Fitzwilliam emphasised that he 

had served for the past thirteen years in Ireland, and ‘uppon accompt for my office of 

treasurershippe’,173 he had grown into debt of more than £4,000, which would result in his 

having to sell some of his lands to satisfy this debt.	He pleaded for their assistance that they 

plead his case for revocation to the queen so that through further service in Ireland he would 

not be ruined.  Fitzwilliam vociferously stated to the Privy Council that he had never sought 

to be Lord Deputy: ‘I have not, knowing my owne barrenness and unfytnes, ever sought 

privately, or by eny other meanes to covet the same’. 174 But Fitzwilliam probably knew that 

it would be hard to escape after Grey refused the position. (Grey was subsequently elevated 

to a Knight of the Garter on 14 April 1572.) 175  

  

In a letter to Mildmay, Fitzwilliam stated that he had heard from the earl of Kildare’s 

steward, ‘Meylor Hussey’ that ‘the common voyce spred that he [Grey] was sick’. 176 

Fitzwilliam posited that Grey might have ‘fayned’ illness because ‘belyke he fansieth not to 

come hither’ or alternatively perhaps because Grey having sold some of his land to ‘furnishe 

his preparing hither & myssed of yt’, he therefore ‘holdeth therefore him self aloof for fear of 

incurring further lyke chardge I can not further iudge’.177 

 

																																																								
171 Finch, Five Northamptonshire Families, p. 105 
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Fitzwilliam also noted how his being a Lord Justice, being simply ‘a knowen removable’ 

rather than a ‘setled governor with steyed aucthoritie’ negated his administrative control 

within Ireland. 178  Fitzwilliam noted that one who was appointed as a ‘setled governor’ and 

‘comyth wth a knowen aucthoritie and a name of Deputye…encreaseth aforehand an apt fear 

to the people to tend to their dutyes…wch otherwise they ar[e] less carefull to use’.179  

 

Also on 10 August 1571, Burghley wrote to Fitzwilliam and stated that his letter was ‘written 

in hast[e]’. Burghley wrote in the most conciliatory of terms, and addressed Fitzwilliam as 

‘my good coosyn’ as he said ‘I am much greved that I ca~[n] not as I desyrt [desired] and as I 

se[e] it necessary for you delyver yow fro~[m] yt [that] place’. 180  

 

Burghley wrote that through Burghley’s persistence that Lord Grey had been called to 

Hatfield on Tuesday to take the 

chardge of Ireland,…but even mor sence ye sealy~[n]g upp of hir matys lres, it is wonn 
at her ha-[n]ds by my i[m]portun[ity]…yt  ye L. Grey shall take ye chardge for w[ch] 

purpose he shall be at Hatfeld on teusdaye.181 
 

Burghley highlighted that the queen had wished to see Sidney continue in Ireland as Lord 

Deputy, and that 

the difficulte was principally, to remove ye Q. Maty fro~[m] a settled deter- 
minato[n] to have had, ye last depute Sr H. Sydney to have contynued and  
retorned wherin I have done my best a gret whyle both for your sake and his also who 
most ernestly refused ye place, and until yesterday it cold not be gayned.182 

 

In the final section of his letter Burghley, wrote of Fitzwilliam’s wife, Lady Anne, and stated 

that 

your good wif hath bene so veheme[n]t a suter for you, as when I cold not satisfy hir 
desyre I feare she hath bene much offended wt me and yet she rather sayth, yt she 
feareth she hath offended me, wc[h] truly she hath not. 183 

 

In a further letter of 29 September 1571, Lord Justice Fitzwilliam wrote again to the Privy 

Council.184 In this letter Fitzwilliam indicated that his mother had just died. Now, for the first 
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time since his father’s death between c.1544-1547,185 Fitzwilliam came completely into his 

inheritance.   

 

Fitzwilliam self-deprecatingly stated that ‘I am not hable to do that service to advaunce such 

honor to her matyes as is requisite for the place that I sherve yn’. He noted that he had 

‘sherved her highness theis xiii yeares and fower monthes space in this land’ and 

beeng depeached [dispatched] hither by her matie presently after my mothers buryall; I  
had not the leasure to have so moche tyme as to loke to the key of that my poore  

 lyving; wch yn tyme…must be the shute [sheet] Anchor, whereunto I, my wife and  
childrenes must leane, for or [our] relief and preshrvacon.186 
 

Fitzwilliam highlighted the expense he would have to continue to incur ‘through my wyffe 

[wife] stey there, [in England] and my remaining here [in Ireland] in doble howsekeeping’, 

another rehearsal of the argument he had earlier put forward in July.  

 

Fitzwilliam also noted that he has fallen into debt of ‘m m m m v li [£4,500] and odd to her 

matie as is to appere upppon the foote of myne accomptes, and beside seaven hondreth pounds 

to Alford’. 187 Noting that he ‘have no goodes yn effect but only my land to pay it withal’ he 

feared that he would 

discover himself a wreck and unhable to the tournes of shrvice; I moost humblye 
besech yor honors to be my good meanes to the Queenes highness to dischardge me, 
ere I be thoroughtlye p[ar]ishedd for my shrvice.188 

 

Fitzwilliam craved the assistance of the lords of the Privy Council in making his case to the 

Queen, so that his service in Ireland would not ‘make me and myne beggeres’.  189 

 

Fitzwilliam wrote on that same day to the Queen 190 and also wrote separately to Lord 

Burghley.191 Fitzwilliam told the Queen that he was ‘bold to renue of my form[er] 

sewte…beseche[s] yor highness to thinke of my dischardge’ and requested a ‘settled 
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FITZWILLIAMS, of Milton, knight. Subject: Debt for silk. London, Northampton, 22 April 1544-15 February 1547, 
C1/1107/2 
186 Lord Justice Fitzwilliam to the Privy Council, 29 September 1571, TNA, SP 63/34/15, f. 42 
187 Lord Justice Fitzwilliam to the Privy Council, 29 September 1571, TNA SP 63/34/15, f.42-f.43 
188 Ibid, f.42 
189 Ibid. 
190 Lord Justice Fitzwilliam to Queen Elizabeth, 29 September 1571, TNA SP 63/34/14, f.38  
191 Lord Justice Fitzwilliam to Lord Burghley, 29 September 1571, TNA SP 63/34/16, f.44 



	 118	

governor to be sent over by yor matie’ and one who ‘is more generally feared and obeyed and 

his service in such respecte, habounding wth more plenty of honor to yor highness’. 192 

 

To Lord Burghley, Fitzwilliam wrote in a direct tone, all the more so as he described 

Burghley as one whom he has ‘fownde you allwayes my good L[ord]…..(that hathe beene 

cheefe meanes all redy for me)’. 193 Fitzwilliam stated that ‘I do no more in remayninge here, 

but waste and syncke [sink]’, that his 

lyvinge at home through myne absence ronninge to waste/ my doble howsekeapinge 
there and here and my dett of iiijm v c li [£4,500] and odd to heer matie having nothinge 
but my lands to paye it with all.194 

 

As the year moved on, the likelihood of Fitzwilliam himself becoming this settled governor 

increased. Fitzwilliam wrote directly to his eldest son on 1 October 1571, the very one for 

whom Fitzwilliam had arranged a marriage with Mildmay’s daughter.  

 

On the reverse side of Carte 57, f. 151 there is a note in Fitzwilliam’s hand stating ‘1571, the 

firste of October, the copie of a letter sent to my Sonn’. Fitzwilliam wrote 

Sun, I perseve by your mother's letter the ansuer which the Queens Majeste made 
vnto you, the morro after you delyveryd my letter vnto Heer Hyghnes and do by that 
perseve [perceive] the hard waye I am in for my ryddance from Irland.195 

 

This unpromising response from the queen to his son however did not deter Fitzwilliam. 

Rather, with a belief that Mildmay would help him, he continued 

I have wrytten a letter to the concell which I wold have you delyver when they be for 
the most part to gether at the concell bord and that Sir Walter Myldmaye is present  
a[-]mongsthem; … I beleve my letters to ther LL [Lordships] be not at all tymes red 
[read] to them. 

 

Yet Fitzwilliam also sounded a cautionary note for his son, stating, ‘but in eny cace [case] 

saye you not so nor speck it to eny exsept to your mother’.  

 

Fitzwilliam also advised his son 

If eny of them woll saye your father is a subject and … well with Irland and it is met 
to have such ther as do …cuntry and sarvys, then you maye ansuer what …new had 
my father befor he went to sarve, as he …so let others, for if that be a reason vnhappy 

																																																								
192 Lord Justice Fitzwilliam to Queen Elizabeth, 29 September 1571, TNA SP 63/34/14, f.38 
193 Lord Justice Fitzwilliam to Lord Burghley, 29 September 1571, TNA., SP 63/34/16, f.44 
194 Ibid. 
195 Lord Justice Fitzwilliam to his son [William Fitzwilliam], 1 October 1571, Carte 57, f.150-f.151 
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is he …an honest and an abell sarvant who for hys honesty …and abellnes to sarve 
must be bound to begar  hym self …wyfe and chyldren. 

 

Fitzwilliam added, ‘locke [look] that you pluck vp to gether yor speryghtes,…have in memory 

well my tall [tale].. It maye do me good [and] hurt none’.  

 

Fitzwilliam, in closing this extraordinary letter of instruction, highlighted the involvement of 

his wife, Lady Anne, as he informed his son 

I have sent your mother copys of all the letters now sent over sethence all is nott as 
that of the concells and so you shall the better vnderstand of ther doyngs and teche 
[teach] yourself how to worcke and met [meet] with cunnyng if eny be vsed.196 

 

Fitzwilliam’s wife, Lady Anne, informed Burghley that Fitzwilliam knew his duty towards 

his ‘prince’ but she reiterated, ‘I think him a far unhappy man, … I knowe him the 

unwillingest under the soone [sun] to take the charge uppo[n] him’. 197  

 

She also hinted that any increase in Fitzwilliam’s debt would prove disastrous, as she stated 

that the debt 

wch he hathe rune into by being treasurer wch hangeth so heavey uppo[n] him as yf the  
Queen by her marcy-full pytye [merciful pity] helpe not to ease hit bothe he and his  
shall never be able to be unboordened.198 

 

Lady Anne also noted that Fitzwilliam would be required to provide visible trappings of his 

office as Lord Deputy, and this she stated ‘must rather dubble or triple his [financial] greefe’ 

the greate charge in fy[r]nyshingethe roome whose honourable estate so farre 
passethe his reach as yt I kane not devyse wch waye he shoulde settle him to supplye 
hit wthoute the sale of his lande 199 
 

She thought that at the very least he should be allowed negotiate terms himself, to ‘dele [deal] 

for him selfe in pr sence as eveary man heretofore hadde free lybertye and lycenes’.200  But 

this was not to be.   

 

On 20 October 1571, Sir Walter Mildmay wrote to Fitzwilliam, and confirmed that the queen 

was now ‘fullie resolvid’ to ‘place you in the roome of the deputy’. Mildmay indicated that 

																																																								
196 Ibid. 
197 Lady Anne Fitzwilliam to Burghley from Gaynes Park, 12 October 1571, Carte 57, f.155 
198 Ibid. 
199 Ibid.  
200 Ibid, f.155-6 
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he thought, as did others of Fitzwilliam’s ‘frendes’ in England, it ‘were moche better for you 

to have that place of deputy there than to remayn still in the roome of Lord Justice, expecting 

a deputy the appointing of whom was so uncertain here’. Mildmay counselled Fitzwilliam to 

accept the Lord Deputyship, as ‘from the knowledge I have somewhat of things here, I see 

not how you can refuse it without harm to your selfe’.201 

 

Sussex wrote to Fitzwilliam on 14 December 1571 offering advice on Fitzwilliam’s new 

position as Lord Deputy. He advised Fitzwilliam not to enter into any new actions, which 

would mean that Fitzwilliam would then be in a position to reduce the garrison numbers at 

great credit to himself, because the queen was desirous to diminish charges.202 Mildmay 

wrote again to Fitzwilliam on 15 December 1571 to reinforce this message, and informed him 

that, ‘Seeing now it fallith now that hir matie will have you shrve there in the chief place, I 

cannot but as yor frend advise you to take the same thankfully’.203  

 

Mildmay in the self-same letter confirmed that both Fitzwilliam’s son and Mildmay’s son 

were to receive crown favour, ‘By my request my L. of Lecester hath obtayned that yor son 

and myne shall be one of the penconers’.204  

 

And so Fitzwilliam found himself in a position where he had to accept the appointment as 

Lord Deputy. He entered into the office of Lord Deputy with mounting debt and still acting 

as the Treasurer-at-War, the chief cause of his accumulating debt.  Fitzwilliam was unable to 

secure his revocation to England, as it appeared that no suitable candidate could be found for 

the position of Lord Deputy, or, more accurately, the apparently suitable candidates had 

succeeded in avoiding the position in late 1571. Mildmay informed him that he should take 

the position thankfully, but in fact he took it reluctantly. 

 

Fitzwilliam had served in Ireland as Treasurer-at-War during the governments of Sussex, 

Arnold and Sidney. He had worked reasonably well with his two brothers-in-law, but had a 

fractious relationship with Arnold. How he performed as Lord Deputy from December 1571 

until 1575 will be considered in the next chapter. 

																																																								
201 Sir Walter Mildmay to Lord Justice Sir William Fitzwilliam, 20 October 1571, Carte 57, f. 175 [This letter is endorsed by 
Fitzwilliam as being received on the ‘fyerst [first] of desember 1571’.] 
202 Thomas, earl of Sussex to Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam, 14 December 1571, Carte 57, f.190-1 
203 Sir Walter Mildmay to Fitzwilliam, 15 December 1571, Carte 57, f.212-3 
204 Ibid. 
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Chapter Four: The Lord Deputy 

 

The Lord Deputyship of Ireland should have been the pinnacle of Fitzwilliam’s career.  

The queen confirmed Fitzwilliam’s appointment in a letter to Lord Chancellor Robert 

Weston, on 11 December 1571. The letter stated that Sir William Fitzwilliam Knight and 

formerly Lord Justice, was ‘appointed and substituted…to be or Depute of or sayd Realme’. 

She instructed Weston and her Council to administer to Fitzwilliam the ‘othe [oath] 

accustomed’ and required that they confirm Fitzwilliam in office according to ‘or intention 

expressed in or sayd lres patente’.1 The English letters patent confirmed Fitzwilliam’s 

appointment ‘during pleasure’ with the ‘usual powers’ as had pertained under the patent of 

appointment for ‘Thomas, Earl of Sussex’ on 3 July 1559. 2  

 

But what was a Lord Deputy and how did Fitzwilliam measure up on first glance? Sir 

William Herbert’s 1591 treatise Croftus, sive, De Hibernia liber provides an insight. Herbert 

set out the qualities required for this office. He wrote as an informed witness, following many 

conversations with his cousin Sir James Croft, who had in fact served as Lord Deputy of 

Ireland (1551-1552) and who was, as Prof. Ellis noted, influential on Irish affairs during 

Elizabeth’s monarchy. 3     

 

Herbert set out four qualities pertaining to the Lord Deputy and the office. First, with regard 

to the ‘position and station’ of the Deputy, that 

it stands to reason that he [the Lord Deputy] should come from a noble and 
distinguished family and that he should be resplendent with the most outstanding 
titles and honours.4 

 
Fitzwilliam however was a knight bachelor. 5 In contrast, his brother-in-law, Sir Thomas 

Radcliffe, Earl of Sussex, who had also served as Lord Deputy, was an earl, knight of the 

garter, captain of the gentlemen pensioners at arms, and chief justice of the forests in 

                                                
1 The Queen to Lord Chancellor Weston, 11 December 1571, TNA SP 63/34/34, f. 101, [Weston had shared the position as 
Lord Justice with Fitzwilliam from 14 October 1567-28 October 1568] 
2 Cal. Patent Rolls, Elizabeth, Vol. V, 1569-1572, No. 2706, p. 395 [Fitzwilliam appointed as Deputy General of Ireland 11 
December 1571- [Although the date of entry is entered in the calendar as 11 December 1572]:   Cal. Patent Rolls, Elizabeth, 
Vol. I, 1558-1560, pp. 113-4 [Sussex appointed as deputy of Ireland 3 July 1559] 
3 Herbert, Sir William, Croftus, sive, De Hibernia liber, (ed.), A. Keaveney and J. A. Madden, (Dublin, 1992), pp. xvi, 
xxxvii, and pp. 91-3:  Steven G. Ellis, ‘Croft, Sir James (c. 1518–1590), lord deputy of Ireland and conspirator’, ODNB:   
Christopher Maginn, ‘Herbert, Sir William (c. 1553–1593), colonist in Ireland and author’, ODNB 
4 Herbert, Croftus, sive, De Hibernia liber, (ed.), pp. xxxvii, and pp. 91-3: Maginn, ‘Herbert, Sir William (c. 1553–1593), 
ODNB 
5 Shaw, The Knights of England: Vol. II, p. 67 [Fitzwilliam was knighted 2 October 1553] 
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England.6 Sir Henry Sidney, his other brother-in-law, who had also served as Lord Deputy, 

was president of the Council in the Principality and Marches of Wales, and also a knight of 

the garter. 7 Perhaps this is why Fitzwilliam’s letter patent highlighted his association with 

Sidney and Sussex. Fitzwilliam meanwhile had highlighted during his lengthy revocation 

campaign his own unsuitability for office, and viewed himself as ‘the knowen removable’. 8 

 

Second, with regard to ‘expenses granted by the prince’, Herbert states that they 

 should correspond in splendor to so great a dignity. The Deputy’s private means  
 should be sufficient for all his private wants and in no way should the prince’s bounty 
 be diverted to his private use. 9 
 
On 30 March 1574 the queen wrote to Fitzwilliam ‘misliking’ his government, (which will be 

discussed in detail below) and enclosed articles for his urgent reply. One article had a 

complaint pertaining to Fitzwilliam’s entertainment. On 18 April 1574 Fitzwilliam replied, 

and confirmed that he had deducted his ‘entertainment’ i.e. salary, directly from crown 

treasure sent into Ireland. He explained that his retaining treasure directly for his 

entertainment had occurred because his private income had been eroded through paying his 

debts to the crown (accrued whilst serving as Treasurer-at-War), and also because he was 

required to pay for visible trappings requisite to signify his position as Lord Deputy. In effect, 

Fitzwilliam’s private means were not up to the crown appointment of Lord Deputy. 

 

Third, Herbert wrote of the military requirements of the Lord Deputy, and he noted that  

 the Deputy should always be equipped with and attended by such numbers of troops  
 as will not only maintain the dignity of his office and the safety of his person but will  
 also suffice to quiet sudden uprisings and suppress disturbances in the neighbourhood,  
 if they should arise. 10 
 
As will be discussed shortly, Fitzwilliam’s instructions specifically spoke to his having to 

reduce garrison numbers in Ireland, which completely undermined his ability to successfully 

‘suppress disturbances’ and ‘maintain the dignity of his office’.  

 
Fourth, and finally, Herbert spoke of how the prince should speak well of the Lord Deputy.  

 
                                                
6 Cal. Patent Rolls, Elizabeth, Vol. I, 1558-1560, pp. 113-4 [Sussex appointed as Deputy General of Ireland 3 July 1559] 
7 Cal. Patent Rolls, Elizabeth, Vol. IV, 1556-1559, No. 981, p. 156, [Sidney appointed as Deputy General of Ireland, 7 April 
1568-Sidney’s patent confirmed his being in England when appointed.]: Wallace T. MacCaffrey, ‘Sidney, Sir Henry (1529–
1586)’, ODNB,  [Sidney was made Knight of the Garter in 1564] 
8 Fitzwilliam to Sir Walter Mildmay, 10 August 1571, Carte 57, f. 130 verso 
9 Herbert, Croftus, sive, De Hibernia liber, pp. xxxvii, and 91-3:  Maginn, ‘Herbert, Sir William (c. 1553–1593), ODNB 
10 Ibid. 
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That the ‘Prince should perceive and speak of the finest deeds and efforts of the Deputy in an  

admirable and honourable manner’.11  
 
 
Yet the queen’s letter of 30 March 1574 set out specific reasons why she ‘misliked’ his 

government and demanded his response. Others of her Council highlighted that the queen 

viewed Fitzwilliam’s service in Ireland unfavourably, particularly the relationship between 

himself and Sir Edward Fitton, Fitzwilliam’s replacement as Treasurer-at-War. 12 It is 

therefore fair to say that the queen did not always speak of her Deputy in an ‘admirable’ 

manner.  

 

Fitzwilliam began his term by writing to the queen on 27 February 1572. He confirmed that 

he had received his patent on ‘newe yeares day’ [1572], and declared that he had been 

appointed despite his ‘longe former sewte for my dischardge’. Yet despite his being unsure if 

he was indeed ‘endowed with the partes and habilitie that ar[e] requisite to be planted in a 

governor of so weightie a chardge’, he confirmed that he would serve the queen ‘with my 

beste power and diligence as my bounden dewty byndeth’. 13   

 

Yet despite Fitzwilliam being appointed on 11 December 1571, it took some four months for 

his instructions to be issued. Initially Fitzwilliam was told simply to follow Sidney’s 

instructions.  Fitzwilliam highlighted his predicament in his letter of 27 February 1572, when 

he noted that 

I have not at eny tyme received of hym or from hym, [i.e. Sidney] either the said 
instruccones, or copy thereof: And do moost humblie therefore beseech your matye, 

that yt will please yor Highness, I may receive instruccones to direct me, as the moore 
better I may deale in your shrvices.14 

 

Fitzwilliam’s actual instructions were eventually supplied in April 1572. Unlike previous 

Lord Deputies, Fitzwilliam had not been permitted to negotiate the terms of his office in 

England, to return to court as his wife had requested to ‘dele [deal] for him selfe in prsence as 

                                                
11 Ibid 
12 Bernadette Cunningham, ‘Fitton, Sir Edward (1527–1579)’, ODNB, [Fitton a Chesire man (Welsh borderer) served as JP 
and MP there and was knighted in 1553. Cecil proposed him as President of Connaught and Thomond, and he was appointed 
on 1 June 1569. Sidney accompanied Fitton to Connaught in mid-June. Commencing as a civil administrator he soon 
fashioned the presidency into a military post. He succeeded Fitzwilliam as Treasurer-at-War on 1 April 1573 and held the 
position as President concurrently until Sidney’s return in 1575 when he continued to serve merely as Treasurer-at-War]. 
13 Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam to Queen Elizabeth, 27 February 1572, TNA SP 63/35/23, f.70 
14 Ibid, f.73v. 
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eveary man heretofore hadde free lybertye and lycenes’. 15 In comparison, Prof. Brady noted 

that Sussex supplied recommendations for Irish Reform to Elizabeth in 1560 in a MS entitled 

‘The opinion of Sussex touching the reformation of Ireland’ which totaled nine MS pages. 

Sidney had also played a ‘major part’ in the drafting of his crown instructions.16 

 

Fitzwilliam’s instructions, just four MS pages long, bluntly stated that they were simply a 

revision of instructions for previous deputies. It would be hard for Fitzwilliam to conclude 

other than that he was a ‘substitute’, simply a placeholder in this office, which he so 

unenthusiastically undertook. The instructions themselves are contained in a document of 24 

April 1572, entitled  

A memoriall of diverse things..hertofore inserted in sondry instructions delivered to ye 
former Deputes of ye Realme of Irland, now mete to be revised and continued, for ye 
better government of yt Realme under ye chardg of hir trusty and welbeloved, Sr wm 
fitzwms knight Depute of… Irland.17  

 
Fitzwilliam’s instructions confirmed that the queen was content to ‘continew to ye sayd 

depute now beng [i.e. to Fitzwilliam] such intertainments as well for ye yerly stipend of hym 

sent as for ye retinue of certen horsmen and footmen in wages, wt lyk allowance of ye same as 

ye sayd Sr H. Sydney last had being thene Depute’.18 It is interesting to note that lands at 

Kilmainham which were part of the Lord Deputy’s remittance had been leased out by Sidney 

to Edward Waterhouse (secretary to Sidney) and other lands to Robert Hartpole (constable of 

Carlow castle), and this became the source of some tension between Fitzwilliam and 

Sidney.19 

                                                
15 Lady Anne Fitzwilliam to Burghley from Gaynes Park, 12 October 1571, Carte 57, f.155-6 
16 Brady, The Chief Governors, pp. 72-112 [For Sussex’s plans for Ireland-Under Mary the reordering of Ireland through a 
revival of surrender and regrant, and under Elizabeth Irish reform based upon analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the 
Kildare and Butler factions and initiating presidential control] and pp. 113-158, [For Sidney’s plans for Ireland which are 
described as ‘recapitulation of the principal reforms deemed by Sussex to be requisite for Ireland’, p.117’].Brady, The Chief 
Governors, pp. 72 & 117: Mark A. Hutchinson, An Irish perspective on Elizabeth’s religion’, in Brendan Michael Kane and 
Valerie McGowan-Doyle, (eds.), Elizabeth I and Ireland, (London:, Cambridge University Press, 2014),pp 142-162, p. 146 
[Notes that Sidney ‘tried to alter the tone of his October 1565 instructions’.  
17 Instructions and memorial of things meet for the better government of Ireland, 24 April ? 1572, TNA SP 63/36/11, f.22-
f.25, f.22: Articles for the government of Ireland and for reducing charges thought necessary to continue, 3 March 1572, 
TNA SP 63/35/27 [Indicates that instructions for Fitzwilliam were being worked on in Westminster].  
18 Instructions by the Queen to Thos. Earl of Sussex, TNA SP 63/1/59, f. 104-113 [The patents of both Sidney 1568, and 
Fitzwilliam 1571, indicate that their patent was based upon the ‘usual powers’ as had been given to Thomas Radcliffe, Earl 
of Sussex, on his accession to the Lord Deputyship on 3 July 1559. The Lord Deputy’s entertainment to include Stg £1,500 
p.a., 50 english horsemen and 50 english footmen and the farm, house, mill & fishing at Kilmainham, Castle of Carlow, 
Wicklow,farm & parsonage of Carlingford and house of Monasterevin] 
19 Fitzwilliam to Sir Walter Mildmay, 24 March 1571/2, Carte 57, f. 341 [Extracts of leases to Edward Waterhouse of 3 
October 1567 and to Robert Hartpole of 26 October 1570 enclosed]: T. W. Moody, F. X. Martin, F. J. Byrne, (eds.), A New 
History of Ireland, Vol. IX, Maps, Genealogies, Lists, a companion to Irish History Part II, (Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1984), 
p. 529, Edward Waterhouse and then Edmund Tremayne were secretaries to Sidney, Philip Williams was secretary to 
Fitzwilliam: Fiants, Elizabeth, 17 September 1567, No. 1125, p. 138, [Robert Harpoole [Hartpole] was constable of Carlow 
Castle]. 
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Fitzwilliam’s instructions enjoined him to have ‘due regard to have the lawes allredy 

stablished for ye uniformite of religion in yt Realme well and duely observed and kept in such 

sorte’, and called upon him to ‘exhort of bishops and clergy of yt Realme, and specially ye 

Com[m]issionars ecclesiasticall to doo their duetyes in that behalf’.    

 

Fitzwilliam had been appointed as one of the quorum members of the Ecclesiastical 

Commission on 14 June 1568. Others included Chancellor Robert Weston, Thomas 

Lancaster, Archbishop of Armagh, Adam Loftus, Archbishop of Dublin, Hugh Brady, Bishop 

of Meath, the Bishop of Kildare, Henry Draycott, Master of the Rolls, Francis Agard and 

James Weston. They had authority to enquire into any heretical opinions, contempts, etc., 

against the Acts (1 Eliz) of Uniformity and Supremacy. 20  

 

Fitzwilliam was instructed to retain the members of the queen’s Privy Council who had 

served under Sidney. Prof. Brady highlighted that, in comparison, Sidney had retained only 

one of Sussex’s councillors, namely, Fitzwilliam.21 Fitzwilliam held the position as 

Treasurer-at-War when Sidney took office, and could have been viewed at the time as a more 

pliant Treasurer than others, or at the very least a known entity. A constructive relationship 

between a Lord Deputy and Treasurer was important in order to ensure that a cohesive 

payment structure operated in the discharging of the crown’s financial liabilities within 

Ireland. Fitzwilliam’s own acrimonious relationship with Fitton (his successor as Treasurer-

at-War) saw both the deterioration of his own reputation at court, and difficulties in properly 

processing crown payments in Ireland. This is a situation which will be discussed later in this 

chapter. 

 

Returning to Fitzwilliam’s instructions, Fitzwilliam (and the Council) were required to advise 

on the expenses associated with the presidencies of Munster and Connaught which had not, 

as had been anticipated, led to more obedience and a recovery of revenue. Rather, as was 

stated   

more disobedience hath folowed in some partes therof, and ye lack of recovery of any 
revenue not only continued, but ye occasions of resuming castells and other things in 

                                                
20 Cal. Patent Rolls, Elizabeth, Vol. IV 1566-1569, No. 1019, pp.173-4 
21 Brady, The Chief Governors, p. 116 
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to hir Maties hands wherby was pretended she shold have some revenue answered have 
increased hir charges directly contrary to hir expectation.22 

 

Fitzwilliam’s instructions also laid emphasis on reducing the garrison and curtailing the use 

of the concordatum (a payment which operated under the authority of the Irish Privy 

Council).23 Both considerations sought to reduce the cost of government. But reducing costs 

also meant that Fitzwilliam’s scope for military action as Lord Deputy within Ireland was 

reduced.  

 

Fitzwilliam’s instructions, therefore, when they were finally issued, dealt with questions of 

religion, military affairs and administration, with an emphasis on reducing costs. The 

following section will explore Fitzwilliam’s deputyship from the perspectives of religious 

reform, with a focus on episcopal appointments. The next section will explore his deputyship 

from a military perspective and the final one will examine administrative reform. 

 

Religion 

Fitzwillam’s religious position was much the same as it had been in the time of Mary as 

discussed in chapter one. Evidence of Fitzwilliam’s personal religious ideals can be glimpsed 

through sermons first given in Ireland. Anthony Anderson, 24 Church of England clergyman, 

theological writer and later gospeller of Elizabeth’s chapel, preached a ‘Godlie Sermon’, at 

Cecil’s Northamptonshire residence, Burghley House, in January 1575/6. Significantly, 

Anderson highlighted that the sermon had first been given at Holmpatrick, in Ireland, to 

Fitzwilliam. He stated in the preface to his sermon that he was ‘earnestly entreated to set 

down’ the sermon, which blessed all those who travel by sea, as he specifically thanked 

Fitzwilliam for the courtesy shown to him in Ireland, and commended Fitzwilliam in his 

prayers 

I have ioyned here to the forme of prayer which I gave to your worship (good Sir 
William) at Holme Patricke in Irelande, very good for all such as passe the seas, as 
our selves have tasted by good proofe, the comforts received in our late arival the lord 
be praised therefore. Take the small gyft with the gever, all yours (as he may) in the 
Lorde: to whome (with dayly thanks for your great curtesie to me in Irelande), I in my 

                                                
22 Instructions and Memorial of things meet for the better government of Ireland, 24 April ? 1572, TNA SP 63/36/11, f.22-
f.25, f.24v. 
23 Cruickshank, C.G. Elizabeth's Army, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1966), pp. 151-2; ‘There were three special institutions in 
the system of payment: payment by concordatum, payment by roll, and dead pays. The first existed only in Ireland. The 
concordatum fund was intended to cover expenses which it was difficult to provide for in advance, including the payment of 
messengers and spies, hiring of packet-boats, rewarding men for services rendered, and the keeping of prisoners’. 
24 Gary W. Jenkins, ‘Anderson, Anthony (d. 1593)’, ODNB 
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prayers commende you & the rest unfainedly. Ian.3.1575, Your worships in the Lord, 
Anthony Anderson. 25 

 

Anderson appended to this sermon his prayer for the safe crossing from Ireland to England at 

the end of Fitzwilliam’s term as Lord Deputy 

And I shall dayly pray the Lorde for you, and us, that we may speedely imbarke, and 
safely arrive in Englande through Christes ayde [aid], the master of our ship. At 
Holme Patricke in Irelande, 17 October 1575, Your worships in Dom. A. Anderson.26 

 

Anderson described himself in this sermon as a ‘minister of God’.  

 

As discussed in chapter one, in 1554, Fitzwilliam’s position as ‘sustainer’ to the reformation 

martyrs during the Marian counter-reformation highlighted his commitment to Protestant 

ideology. Following Elizabeth’s excommunication in 1570, Protestant religion began to be 

recognized more fully as the official religion of Elizabethan England. And Fitzwilliam’s first 

instruction of April 1572 directed him to have ‘due regard to have the lawes allredy 

stablished for ye uniformite of religion in yt Realme well and duely observed and kept in such 

sorte’.27 In effect, Fitzwilliam had been instructed to sustain the reformation in Ireland.  

 

Prof. Ellis noted that the Elizabethan settlement envisaged a church that was doctrinally 

Protestant but liturgically Catholic.28 But he also noted that by attacking doctrines like 

purgatory Protestant reformers had undermined the traditional medieval church’s fundraising 

options such as indulgences and votive offerings.29 The state of the livings available in the 

Church of Ireland was generally poor and unattractive. In 1576, Bishop Brady of Meath 

reported that of 224 parish churches in his diocese (Meath and Clonmacnois, united since 

1569), 105 were leased out, impropriated to farms held of the crown, 52 were endowed 

vicarages and were in poor order, and another 52 were in the gift of others and were barely 

adequate. 30 Lord Deputy Sidney suggested that leases with repairing clauses should be 

enforced on the farmers. 31 But this was hardly an option given the poor state of records in the 

                                                
25 ‘A Godlie Sermon, preached on Newe yeeres day last, before Sir William Fitzwilliam Knight, late Lord Deputie of 
Irelande, Sir Iames Harrington knight, their Ladyes and Children, with many others, at Burghley in Rutlande’ by minister of 
God Anthony Anderson, Imprinted at London by Thomas Purfoote for Lucas Harison, dwelling in Paules Church Yarde, 
Anno Dom. 1576’ 
26 Ibid. 
27 Instructions and Memorial of things meet for the better government of Ireland, 24 April ? 1572, TNA SP 63/36/11, f.22 
28 Ellis, Ireland in the Age of the Tudors, p. 226 
29 Ellis, Ireland in the Age of the Tudors, p. 227 
30 Ellis, Ireland in the Age of the Tudors, p. 233 
31 Ellis, Ireland in the Age of the Tudors, p. 234 
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Irish exchequer (which will be discussed later in this chapter).32 Even by 1604, 22 of the 

richest 33 livings in Meath were under the patronage of the Old English, and many of these 

were Catholic recusants. 33 

 
On the other hand, in terms of funding Catholic priests, chantries, with no statute enacted to 

dissolve them, continued in Ireland, with the guild of St. Anne in St. Audoen’s parish Dublin 

continuing to support Catholic priests until 1611. 34 Peter White’s academy or grammar 

school in the south-east of Ireland was a popular starting-point for Catholic education,35 and 

although in the early and mid 1570’s Irish students were still to be found in some numbers in 

Oxford,36 by 1582 James Ussher reported to Sir Francis Walsingham that in connection with 

a proposal to establish a university at Kilmainham, that the youth of Ireland were ‘sent to 

Lovan [Louvain], Dowa [Douai], and other univrsities, wherin being misled in papistry, & 

rooted therin, returning home agayne, they infect ye ignorant wth their dammable religion’.37 	

 

Elizabeth’s reformation had never been utterly definitive, but had rather sought to tread a 

middle ground and it was not until the later 1570’s that outright recusancy began to replace 

reluctant conformity.38 Prof. Brady has noted that enforcement of the reformation within the 

Pale had, up to the 1580’s, been extremely lax. 39 During this liminal period when 

Fitzwilliam’s Lord Deputyship occurred, Fitzwilliam was faced with the problem of how to 

sustain the Elizabethan settlement in Ireland without increasing volatility, a problem that had 

been unsuccessfully addressed by Fitton in Connaught, as will be seen later.  

 

There were at this transitional time competing suggestions about how to deal with religion in 

Ireland. Some involved settling English Catholics in Ireland. Others involved settling more 

zealous Protestants in Ireland.  It was suggested by the Catholic Sir Thomas Gerrard in 1569 

that Catholics from Lancashire should be settled in Clandeboy to serve the queen and receive 

toleration in return.40 Sir Thomas Gerrard was imprisoned in the Tower in July 1571.41 He 

                                                
32 John Symcott to Burghley, 13 January 1575, TNA SP 63/49/30, f.84v 
33 Ellis, Ireland in the Age of the Tudors, p. 234 
34 Ellis, Ireland in the Age of the Tudors, p. 241	
35 Ellis, Ireland in the Age of the Tudors, p. 239	
36 Alice S. Green, The making of Ireland and its undoing, (Macmillan, 1909), p. 299	
37 John Ussher to Walsyngham, 8 March 1582, TNA SP 63/90/14, f.29 
38 Ibid, p. 239 
39 Brady, Chief Governors, p.210 
40 D. B. Quinn, ‘The First Pilgrims’, The William and Mary Quarterly, Vol. 23, No. 3, pp. 360-361: Petitions of Edward 
Waterhouse on behalf of Lord Deputy Sidney, [March 1569], TNA SP 63/27/64 f. 158: Second book and offer of Sir 
Thomas Gerrard and company for the planting of the Glens and part of Clandeboy, 15 March 1570, TNA SP 63/30/32: Ó 
Laidhin, Sidney State Papers, pp.109-110 
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was fined, and in order to effect his release he had to sell lands, some of which were later 

transferred to his cousin Sir Gilbert Gerard, the attorney general. Sir Thomas Gerrard settled 

land on his children, and was imprisoned again in the 1580’s. He described himself as greatly 

in debt, and offered to serve the Queen anywhere in the world, or if this proved unacceptable, 

offered instead a settlement to the Queen of £30 a year. Gerrard was also described as having 

made a show of conformity by the 1590’s. 42 Gerrard formulated a similar plan for a Catholic 

settlement in 1582, along with Sir George Peckham and Sir Humphrey Gilbert, this time not 

in Ireland, but at Narragansett Bay (Rhode Island). 43 Though neither of Gerrard’s proposals 

prospered.   

 

With regard to dissenters, George Carleton of Overstone, Northamptonshire, wrote to 

Burghley in 1572 and noted that such Protestants as did not like the Queen’s form of religion 

should be encouraged to go to Ireland, and settle in Ulster; this would deliver from the realm 

what he termed precise ministers and their followers, ‘to the nomber of three thowsand men’. 

Burghley glossed on the back of this letter that Carleton advised ‘to suffer ye precise sort to 

inhabite Ireland’. 44 Carleton in fact went to Ulster with his servant Robert Smith and acted as 

treasurer for Essex in 1573. He was also very active in parliament (in boroughs controlled by 

the second earl of Bedford) for puritan causes over a long period of time. 45 

 

Where did Fitzwilliam stand on religion in policy terms? In 1554, as discussed in chapter 

one, during his tenure as Marshal of the King’s Bench, Fitzwilliam had acted as ‘sustainer’ 

towards John Bradford and others who would become martyrs for the Protestant faith during 

the Marian persecutions. Fitzwilliam was therefore known to be a trusted reformation 

advocate.  Fitzwilliam would operationally incline towards a middle ground; implement 

reformation, but not so stridently as to encourage conflict with those residing in Ireland, 

which would lead to a more unsettled realm. He relied on the opinions of Robert Weston, the 

                                                                                                                                                  
41 W. Murdin (ed.), A collection of State Papers relating to affairs in the reign of Queen Elizabeth from the year 1571 to 
1596, transcribed from original papers and other authentic materials never before published, left by William Cecil, Lord 
Burghley, and reposited in the library at Hatfield House, Vol. II,  (London: 1759), p.771 
42 John Morris (ed.), The Life of Father John Gerard of the Society of Jesus, (London: Burns and Oates, third edition, 1881), 
pp. 4-11 
43 D. B. Quinn, ‘The First Pilgrims’, The William and Mary Quarterly, Vol. 23, No. 3, p. 361 
44 Discourse on the present state of the realm of England, 1572, TNA SP 15/21 f. 269v, & endorsed. 
45 ‘Carleton, George (1529–1590), landowner and puritan’, ODNB  
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lay dean of St. Patrick’s and Lord Chancellor, Archbishop Adam Loftus of Dublin and 

Bishop Hugh Brady of Meath.46 

 

In a letter to Burghley, Fitzwilliam, Loftus and Brady highlighted their commitment to seek 

every means that may breed quietness and obedience, to obtain fit men, well and dutifully 

minded for spiritual functions.47  Fitzwilliam viewed things pragmatically, with an eye to the 

realities on the ground and the need for the Irish language in order to successfully preach and 

sustain Elizabeth’s reformation in Ireland. 

 

Fitzwilliam had already demonstrated that he would act prudently in matters of religion, and 

this may have been no small consideration in his appointment as Deputy. In August 1571, 

Fitzwilliam wrote regarding the vacant bishopric of Down. Fitzwilliam noted the possible 

translation of Myler McGrath from Cashel48 to Down, (who was recommended by Lord 

Chancellor Weston, Bishop Hugh Brady of Meath and Archbishop Adam Loftus of Dublin), 

and he observed that ‘the archbyshop of Cashell a naturall man of that soyll [soil], is most 

desyrous to remove thether [to Down] if so it maye stand wth her Maties good plesur’. 

Fitzwilliam also posited for McGrath’s replacement in Cashel, one ‘Mathew Sheyn a very 

godly not zelus [zealous] Protestant beyng a natural of thys country and a fyne latinest and of 

no young yers…an honest man…an ernest Protestant and spekyd [speaketh] very good 

inglysh [English]’ as his replacement. 49 Fitzwilliam highlighted that Sheyn was not zealous, 

so not a fervent puritan whose appointment might have been too disproportionate in Ireland.  

 

Fitzwilliam had also demonstrated his willingness to maintain discipline. In April 1571, 

Chancellor Weston, Archbishop Loftus and Lord Justice Fitzwilliam wrote to Burghley about 

Bishop Dixon. They noted that Dixon had been preferred to the bishopric of Cork a year 

earlier. Dixon had also retained, in addition to his wife, another ‘woman of suspected lyffe in 

                                                
46 Andrew Lyall, ‘Weston, Robert (b. in or before 1522, d. 1573)’, ODNB,[Weston was a ‘moderate Protestant’]:   Helen 
Coburn Walshe, ‘Brady, Hugh (c. 1527–1584), Church of Ireland bishop of Meath’,  ODNB, [Brady’s second wife was Alice 
Weston, daughter of Robert Weston Lord Chancellor of Ireland] 
47 Lord Deputy Fitzwillam, Adam Loftus, Archbishop of Dublin, and Hugh Brady, bishop of Meath to Queen Elizabeth, 1 
October 1572, TNA SP 63/38/2, f.3-f.4 
48 L. Ó Mearáin, ‘The Apostasy of Miler McGrath’, Clogher Record, Vol. 2., No. 2 (1958), (Clogher Historical Society), 
pp.244-256 and ‘A complaint against Miler McGrath’, Clogher Record, Vol. 2, No. 1., (1957), pp. 204-207 [One of the most 
controversial figures of his time, a Franciscan friar who became Catholic Bishop of Down and Connor in 1565. Soon after he 
apostatized and in 1571 was appointed Protestant Archbishop of Cashel where he remained until his death in 1622.] 
49 Lord Justice Fitzwilliam to Burghley, 24 August 1571, TNA SP 63/33/43 f.100 [Misnamed Lynte by Fitzwilliam in his 
letter] 
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the cittie of Corke as his wyfe’. 50  Weston, Loftus and Fitzwilliam required that Dixon 

should do public penance. He completed a public penance on ‘two sevrall sondaies’ though 

‘not in such penitent sorte as was thought mete’ and they now sought to depose him.  

 

Yet they were anxious not to encroach upon the queen’s authority, fearful that their remit did 

not extend to the depriving of a bishop. Enclosing a note of their commission’s authority, 

they sought the queen’s decision. 51 Richard Dixon was Sidney’s chaplain and had been 

recommended by Sidney for the ‘poor’ bishopric of Cork and Cloyne, then vacant, on 

December 1569, and had been ‘admytted’ to the bishopric on April 1570. 52  It is perhaps 

therefore more readily understood why Weston, Loftus and Fitzwilliam sought the queen’s 

approval to remove Dixon, which she eventually gave. Richard Dixon was deprived of the 

bishopric of Cork, for what Fitzwilliam termed a beastly and lewd loose life in a letter to 

Knollys. 53 

 

By November 1571, just before Fitzwilliam became Lord Deputy, Loftus wrote to Burghley 

in support of Matthew Sheyn now being recommended for the vacant Bishopric of Cork. He 

had known Sheyn for seven years and considered him the ‘fittest man for such a place of any 

that I know of this country berth’ [birth]. Loftus also highlighted that Sheyn spoke Irish, an 

important factor as ‘that dignity is in such a place that a man ignorant of the countrey 

language shall be able to do littell or noe good there’.54   Fitzwilliam echoed these sentiments 

in his letter of support for Sheyn to Knollys in late November. 55  

 

Sheyn was admitted to the bishopric of Cork in a patent from the queen to Fitzwilliam, now 

Lord Deputy, on 2 January 1572.56 Sheyn subsequently provided Fitzwilliam with 

information pertaining to the movements and actions of rebels in Munster. Reporting directly 

to Fitzwilliam during October 1573, Sheyn confirmed that the reason he provided the Lord 

Deputy with this information was because ‘I am put in trust by her Matie not onelie to looke 

                                                
50 Robert Weston, Adam Loftus Archbishop of Dublin, and Lord Justice Fitzwilliam to Burghley, 16 April 1571, TNA SP 
63/32/10, f. 40-41v. 
51 Robert Weston, Adam Loftus Archbishop of Dublin, and Lord Justice Fitzwilliam to Burghley, 16 April 1571, TNA SP 
63/32/10, f. 40-41v.: The clauses of the queen’s commission touching our authority to punish, TNA SP 63/32/10(i), f.41 
52 Lord Deputy Sidney to Sir William Cecil, 26 December 1569, TNA SP 63/29/84  f. 181:  A brief of matters to be resolved 
for Ireland, April 1570, TNA SP 63/30/48, f.95v. 
53 Fitzwilliam to Sir Francis Knollys, 25 November 1571, Carte 57, f. 260 
54 Adam Loftus, archbishop of Dublin to Burghley, 26 November 1571, TNA SP 63/34/30 f.85 
55 Fitzwilliam to Sir Francis Knollys, 25 November 1571, Carte 57, f. 260 
56 Cal. Pat. Ireland, No. 6, p. 547 
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unto churche matteres, but also to matteres civill’. 57 Thus Fitzwilliam’s sustaining of the 

reformation also ensured in the civil sphere the sustaining of the state.  Further matters 

concerning Cork came to Fitzwilliam’s attention in November 1573 when he was requested 

by the Lords of the Council in England to grant the priory of Rosse in Cork to a priest, Daniel 

O’Driscoll, if he forsook ‘his old errores and to applie the true ministery to the best of his 

power’. Upon examination by Loftus and Brady, the petition was approved. 58 

 

Meyler McGrath too was active in monitoring activity from his archbishopric of Cashel. He 

reported to Fitzwilliam in connection with an examination he had conducted of two newly 

arrived friars in the summer of 1571.  McGrath had been threatened by James Fitzmaurice 

Fitzgerald, 59 in connection with this examination. According to Fitzmaurice, the friars only 

preached the word of God to the poor people. 60 Fitzwilliam approved of McGrath’s service, 

as he reported to the queen that Myler McGrath (who had been retained as archbishop of 

Cashel) had behaved well in the furtherance of religion and other parts of her service. 61 

McGrath was well placed to report on events in Munster and to interact with the Butlers, and 

he kept Fitzwilliam informed regarding what he heard relating to Edward Butler, brother to 

the earl of Ormond. 62 

 

Yet as Fitzwilliam’s government became embroiled in military difficulties, there were 

difficulties too in persuading episcopal candidates to take up vacancies. In connection with 

appointments in Connaught, following the death of the archbishop of Tuam, Christopher 

Bodkin, Fitzwilliam, Weston and Loftus observed in 1572 that their choices to fill the 

vacancies had been made despite it being ‘partelye against their [the candidates] willes’. 

Their candidates served in Dublin; ‘mr Carne [Kearney] Thr [Treasurer] of St Patrickes in 

                                                
57 Mathew Sheyn, bishop of Cork to Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam, 13 October 1573, TNA SP 63/42/49(iv), f.107 
58 Lords of the Council to Fitzwilliam, November 1573, Carte 56, f. 308: Petition of Daniel O’Driscoll, a Priest to the 
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59 Anthony M. McCormack, ‘Fitzgerald, James fitz Maurice (d. 1579), soldier and landowner’, ODNB. 
60 Archbishop of Cashel to Fitzwilliam, 25 July 1571, Carte 57, f.60, and The examination of the friars, taken by the 
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Dublin, a man of connaghe [Connaught] birthe’, and ‘mr Walsshe a preacher born in 

Waterforde’.63  

 

However, by October 1572 (after the ‘mac an iarla’ revolt which will be discussed later) 

Fitzwilliam noted that both Kearney and Walsh were ‘so fraid awaie with the unquiet state of 

that cuntrey that they are by no meanes to bee perswadid to enter into those chardges’. 64 He 

found instead ‘mr Lealye, nowe dean of that sea’ and bachelor of civil laws from Oxford and 

‘Stephen Kerwan trained upp in Englande from his infancie,’ now resident in Oxford holding 

a Master of Arts from that college. Kerwan was lately returned from Paris following the ‘late 

martyring sturres [stirs] there’ and was recommended for the bishopric of ‘Kilmacowen’.65  

 

As Fitzwilliam pragmatically observed to Burghley, Kearney and Walsh, the two earlier 

choices had been ‘clean beaten’ from accepting the bishoprics as tendered because of the 

‘troblesome and daungerous’ condition of Connaught. Anxious perhaps to allay fears at court 

that he still recommended satisfactory candidates, Fitzwilliam confirmed to Burghley that 

‘we have presumed to prefer to her maties consideration such as we could get (and yet no unfit 

choise)’.66  

 

Indeed, following the St. Bartholomew’s Day massacre, increased activity had been noted in 

the west of Ireland. Fitzwilliam reported to Burghley that it was ‘no newe thing to have fryers 

[friars] gad up and downe in Ireland’ but he admitted that a greater number of friars were 

evident from October 1572. A report submitted by Edward White (clerk to the earl of 

Clanricard) highlighted that a general council of friars had been held in Galway on St. 

Francis Day [4 October 1572] and that the ‘ffrires [friars] of Ulster are so open in Galway as 

some tyme they go x [10] or xx [20] in a companie’.67 

 

The realities of the power structure in Thomond in 1573 also informed Fitzwilliam’s 

recommendation, as he looked with favour on a relative of the earl of Thomond for the 

                                                
63 Lord Deputy Fitzwillam, Robert Weston and Adam Loftus, Archbishop of Dublin to Burghley, 26 August 1572, TNA SP 
63/37/43 f.93: For Kearney see, Brian Ó Cuív, (ed.), Aibidil Gaoidheilge & Caiticiosma Seán Ó Cearnaigh’s Irish Primer of 
Religion published in 1571, (DIAS: 1994), pp.3-6:  Richard Burke, earl of Clanricard to Burghley 15 August 1572, TNA 
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 134 

bishopric of Kilfenora, though only after Archbishop Loftus and Bishop Hugh Brady had first 

examined the candidate. Fitzwilliam and the Council wrote to the queen and confirmed Sir 

Donnell O’Brien’s son, Murtough, for the bishopric of Kilfenora.68  

 

Another and younger O’Brien, Maurice O’Brien, was in possession of the bishopric of 

Killaloe. The queen thought him already the bishop, as indeed did Maurice himself. 

Fitzwilliam wrote that O’Brien only held the bishopric in ‘custodie’ and, cautious to proceed, 

Fitzwilliam sought the queen’s further pleasure regarding confirmation. Cecil noted that 

Maurice O’Brien did indeed seem to be too young to be the bishop though he thought he had 

some expectation of it.69 The queen had written to Fitzwilliam in February 1573, and 

highlighted that Maurice O’Brien had been educated at university in England, though the 

queen also noted that because of the ‘trobles’ in Munster he sought assistance to gain 

possession of the bishopric.70  

 

By December 1573, despite his youth, it would appear that Maurice O’Brien had returned to 

Thomond and wrote now to Fitzwilliam as bishop-elect of Killaloe. He wrote to inform 

Fitzwilliam that the earl of Desmond following his escape from Dublin, would assemble in 

his father’s country. He thought it ‘my parte…to expresse of anie conspiracie that I should 

here [hear] of towardes her royall Matie’ because of his being supported at Oxford and 

Cambridge courtesy of the queen’s favour, and also because she had bestowed upon him a 

good living albeit because of ‘warres in these quarteres’ he had but ‘litle proffit’ from the 

same.71  Thus reformation appointments again yielded significant practical assistance for the 

Lord Deputy in the civil sphere.  

 

Vacancies in the more northern parts of Ireland were more difficult to fill.  Fitzwilliam 

observed in a letter to the queen in October 1572 that the bishoprics of Ardagh and Down 

were vacant and Fitzwilliam said ‘Ardaghe, being in maner of no frute at all’, had long been 

void, and ‘the other of Downe being not muche better’ had been void for almost two years. 

He felt however that they should be used for the ‘furthering of obedience’. The 

recommendation for Ardagh was the dean of Christ Church, also archdeacon of Meath, Mr. 

Garvey. Fitzwilliam, Loftus and Brady confirmed to the queen that they had ‘after long 
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 135 

woing, urgid him to it’, but were only able to convince him to undertake the position if he 

could ‘inioye his other spirituall lyvinge or otherwise he should make a verie harde 

chainge’.72  

 

Down was difficult to fill because of its proximity to the sphere of influence of Turlough 

Luineach O’Neill. Christopher Browne was suggested, a prebendary of St. Patrick’s in 

Dublin, described as being, ‘a man of suche civill government…and not unlearnied, and well 

affected to religion and dutie’. 73 Fitzwilliam confirmed Garvey and Browne’s acceptance of 

Ardagh and Down respectively. Fitzwilliam felt that Browne, as he spoke Irish, could do a 

great amount of good to stay some ‘of those barbarous people’. Though he resignedly 

commented that Ardagh and Down, having had no bishop in place for some time before 

Garvey and Brown’s accepting their positions, could not be in any worse condition after their 

appointment.74  

 

Yet Brown’s appointment was not to be. Sir Thomas Smith, secretary to the government, 

preferred a companion of his son in the Ards, one Hugh Allen, for the bishopric of Down. 

Smith recalled that he had asked Fitzwilliam to stay any appointment to Down in a letter 

from Hampton Court in late December 1572.75 Smith continued his campaign for Allen to be 

appointed into 1573 and even wrote to Fitzwilliam from Greenwich and compared the 

respective merits of the two candidates. 76  The queen, despite having recommended Brown 

for appointment, nevertheless approved Allen’s appointment on 21 November 1573. In her 

patent she noted that Hugh Allen was a good preacher and a zealous man, and had 

accompanied Thomas Smith into the Ards, and noted that as bishop of Down that Hugh 

Allen’s See encompassed the Ards.  As bishop of Down, Hugh Allen also gained the 

authority to grant denization to those in the Ards plantation, an authority also held by Sir 

Thomas Smith’s son, now Colonel Smith.77  

 

                                                
72 Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam, Adam Loftus, Archbishop of Dublin, and Hugh Brady, bishop of Meath to Queen Elizabeth, 1 
October 1572, TNA SP 63/38/1, f.1   
73 Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam, Adam Loftus, Archbishop of Dublin, and Hugh Brady, bishop of Meath to Queen Elizabeth, 1 
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In this instance, Smith’s suggestion was preferred to Fitzwilliam’s.  There is no evidence that 

Allen spoke any Irish. It is perhaps likely that Smith envisaged Allen encouraging the new 

planters rather than reforming the existing native population, as envisaged by Fitzwilliam. 

 

Next door to Down was the archbishopric of Armagh, held by Thomas Lancaster, who had 

been a former royal chaplain to Elizabeth, and had secured a royal licence to accompany 

Sidney into Ireland in 1565. Elizabeth so liked him that she had loaned him £200 to allow 

him to become established in Armagh. Lancaster was also allowed to retain the fruits of his 

benefices in England, whilst he served in Ireland, namely the treasureship of Salisbury and 

the rectories of South Hill and Sherfield. 78 And despite his monetary difficulties in Ireland, 

Lancaster remained in favour, as in 1573 the queen remitted him the sum of one hundred and 

fifty pounds due for first fruits. 79   

 

Whilst Thomas Lancaster received the fullest appreciation from the queen, it was proposed to 

send away Richard Creagh the Marian archbishop of Armagh, and papal primate, who had 

been imprisoned both in the Tower and in Dublin. 80 Despite being a Catholic, he professed 

himself a loyalist, and gave a long account of his life in a letter to the Privy Council.81 

However, as would be increasingly the case in the decades to come, his loyalty was not 

trusted.  Fitzwilliam advised Walsingham that it would be better if Creagh was sent away, 

and described him as a ‘Romisshe thing that wonderfully infestith this people’. Fitzwilliam 

confirmed that Creagh hindered Loftus’ endeavours to advance the reformation and that 

Loftus had persistently demanded Creagh’s dispatch out of Ireland.82  

 

An important centre of the Church of Ireland was St. Patrick’s in Dublin. Chancellor Weston 

had died in May 1573. Loftus wrote to Burghley in 1574 to say that ‘the churche in the 

meane tyme governed by a president’ had themselves elected a new dean. He did not know 

whether to confirm that choice, or require a new election to confirm a person to be selected 

by the queen. 83  
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In 1571 Fitzwilliam had suggested to Burghley (at a time when it was thought that Chancellor 

Weston84 would return to England) that the Chapter of St. Patrick’s could have such an 

election. Fitzwilliam confirmed to Burghley that the Chapter of St. Patrick’s claimed their 

charter allowed them the free choice to elect their own dean. 85  

 

The problem in 1574 was really whom the Chapter had elected. Loftus, stated to Burghley 

that the dean-elect was ‘a man of this countrye birthe well spent in yeares, and corrupte in 

religion’. Loftus proposed not to confirm this appointment until he understood the queen’s 

pleasure. He indicated to Burghley that he felt that the new dean of St. Patrick’s was such a 

significant position that ‘there should be placed some one of our owne countrye birthe so 

qualified wth the witte, sobrietie and learning as might stande… to be employed to other 

services also’.86 In fact, the position remained vacant until the arrival of the new Lord 

Chancellor William Gerrard in 1576. 87 

 
Fitzwilliam approached religious appointments from a practical perspective recognising the 

need for bishops to speak Irish if the reformation was to be sustained with any hope of 

success. He was quite in favour of Kearney, who produced the first known printed vernacular 

religious cathecism in Ireland.  Kearney’s Aibidil consists of an epistle addressed to the 

reader, an orthographical guide, a catechism, prayers and ‘Articles of Relygion’. 88  Yet 

Fitzwilliam was also willing to allow relatives of the earl of Thomond to be appointed in 

Kilfenora and Killaloe. He opposed Allen in Down as he felt that he would not bring the right 

approach to the area. He opposed Dixon in Cork as his lifestyle was not felt to be compatible 

with reformed principles, but he was happy to support Sheyn who spoke Irish and was also a 

good Latinist. Unsurprisingly, he was also willing to recommend that the Catholic loyalist 

Creagh should be sent away because he had ‘wonderfully infestith this people’.  

 

Yet, Fitzwilliam, when he departed from Ireland and returned to Northamptonshire, 

supported the appointment of puritan ministers, as can be seen in his support of the 

nonconformist Michael Cuthbert for the parish of Etton. And after the death of Cuthbert, 

                                                
84 Andrew Lyall, ‘Weston, Robert (b. in or before 1522, d. 1573)’, ODNB, [Chancellor Robert Weston unfortunately died in 
Ireland in May 1573 and was buried in St. Patrick’s Cathedral] 
85 Lord Justice Fitzwilliam to Burghley, 8 May 1571, TNA SP 63/32/29, f.90 [Fitzwilliam indicated in this letter that he had 
also written regarding this matter to the lord keeper, the earl of Sussex, the earl of Bedford, the earl of Leicester and Sir 
Walter Mildmay]. 
86 Adam Loftus, Archbishop of Dublin to Burghley, 23 April 1574, TNA SP 63/45/81, f.217 
87 Cal. Patent Rolls, Elizabeth, Vol. VII, 1575-1578, pp.68-9, [Appointment of William Gerrard to be Chancellor of Ireland] 
88 Brian Ó Cuív, (ed.), Irish Primer of Religion published in 1571, p.11, p.185-9. 
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Fitzwilliam supported Giles Whiting, a deprived minister of London, for the same parish on 

the recommendation of leading puritans. 89 But while in Ireland, Fitzwilliam tempered his 

puritanism with pragmatism, as he sought to maintain a quiet Ireland. Overall, it is fair to say 

that Fitzwilliam sustained to some extent the reformation in Ireland. 

 

Fitzwilliam and the garrison 

Fitzwilliam’s instructions envisaged the reduction of the garrison.90 But retrenchment only 

made sense if the country was quiet. This turned out not to be the case. Although no general 

revolt like that of Shane O’Neill in the 1560’s took place, there were several continuing 

disturbances from 1572 to 1575. These occurred in Connaught, the east and midlands, 

Munster, and Ulster. Connaught and Munster came under the remit of provincial presidents 

Sir Edward Fitton and Sir John Perrot, and, as events transpired, Ulster came increasingly 

under the remit of the earl of Essex. With a reducing garrison, Fitzwilliam was poorly placed 

to deal with such disturbances. 

 

A closer inspection provides a sense of the number of soldiers in pay. On 29 September 1571, 

the garrison was said to be made up of 2,031 men at an annual cost of £32,442 10s 4½d.91   

 

By 1 January 1572, Fitzwilliam had supplied a book on the army to Burghley, with his views 

on individual bands and how savings could be effected. 92 Soon afterwards, by 1 June 1572, a 

book noted those to be discharged and those to remain, the discharges coming to 388, and 

those remaining totalling 1,674. Of these, Fitzwilliam was careful to note that only a total of 

630 footmen and 250 horsemen were available, the rest being assigned to wards, the 

presidents and officers of state. 93  

 

A further book from 1 February 1573 gave the total number remaining as 1,248 with an 

annual cost of £19,799 19s 4d. 94  A memorandum from June 1573 listed the total in service 

as 367 horsemen, 942 foot and a further 200 kern. 95  

                                                
89 W. J. Sheils, The Puritans in the Diocese of Peterborough, (Northamptonshire Record Society, 1979), p. 40 
90 Instructions and Memorial of things meet for the better government of Ireland, 24 April ? 1572, TNA SP 63/36/11, f.22-
f.25, f.22 
91 Brief of the garrison of Ireland as they remained in pay on 29 September 1571, TNA SP 63/34/17 
92 Book of the army and garrisons in Ireland, with the charges of the same for one month and notes on how it can be reduced, 
1 January 1572, TNA SP 63/35/1, [Provided by Fitzwilliam before his instructions of 24 April ? 1572 which confirmed the 
reduction of the garrison]. 
93 Book of garrison discharged and of those remaining in pay, TNA SP 63/36/46 (ii) 
94 Book of the state of the garrisons in pay 1 February 1572 with the charge thereof for one month and so for a year, TNA SP 
63/39/28 (i) 
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By 22 March 1574, a larger garrison than in 1572 or 1573 is revealed. According to 

Burghley, the number of soldiers in Ireland was now 2,800 with a possible 400 ‘decayed’ 

from Clandeboye, leaving 2,400 at an annual cost of £32,500 per annum. Burghley also 

supplied a distribution as he understood it, 96 and performed a comparison of army numbers 

for a three year period from 25 March 1571 to 25 March 1574.97  

 

In April 1574 a note of the garrison and distribution gave a revised total of 1,828 and 31 

ministers of the ordnance summing to 1,859. 98 Fitzwilliam himself supplied a book of the 

estate of the army on 15 April 1574, which indicated that the total number was 1,806 at a cost 

per month of £1,984 0s 10d. 99 Fitzwilliam subsequently explained that many of these 1,806 

were utilised in service throughout Ireland and that he had in fact only 664 footmen and 100 

horsemen available to deploy. These were in the main deployed in Lecale, Newry, Munster 

and the fort of Philipstown. He himself only had the use of 200 foot for immediate action, 

which he used from July to October 1573 against the O’Mores. 100  

 

By 2 June 1574 Fitzwilliam was in a more comfortable position as he confirmed that he could 

put 240 or 170 horse (depending on Captain Malby’s availability) and 620 footmen into the 

field against the Earl of Desmond, added to which the Earl of Ormond was expected to 

supply an additional 100 horse and 100 foot.101 A note of the ordnance and munition sent into 

Ireland revealed the buildup into 1574, with 400 calivers furnished in 1573 and 1574, and 10 

lasts of corn powder supplied in 1574, up from 1 in 1573.102  

 

A note from August 1574 showed that the garrison had reached 2,362 with an annual cost of 

£36,928 10s 6d. 103 A further note from October 1574 confirmed that the garrison was at 

2,227 with an annual cost of £30,572 11s 6d Irish. 104 A note of the army and garrisons on 10 

                                                                                                                                                  
95 Memorandum as to the state of the army etc. in Ireland in February 1572 and June 1573, TNA SP 63/41/65 
96Burghley’s computation of the number of soldiers in Ireland, 22 March 1574, TNA SP 63/45/16; Note of the queen’s 
charges and number of soldiers in Ireland by Burghley, endorsed 1573, TNA SP 63/45/23 
97Comparison of book of musters 25 March 1571 to 25 March 1574, TNA SP 63/45/27 
98 A note of the garrison in Ireland and how it is to be distributed and supplied, endorsed 9 April 1574, TNA SP 63/45/65 
99 Book of the estate of the army and garrisons with the charge of the same for one month, 15 April 1574, TNA SP 63/45/71 
(i) 
100 Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam and Council to Privy Council, 18 April 1574, TNA SP 63/45/71 
101 Docket (except wards and garrisons) of all forces to be led into the field, 2 June 1574, TNA SP 63/46/41 (xii): [The Earl 
of Desmond was returned into Ireland in March 1573, escaped in November 1573, entered into rebellion, and preparations 
for his routing and submission were underway during the summer of 1574]. 
102 A note of ordnance and munition sent into Ireland from 1 January 1571 to 31 December 1574, TNA SP 63/48/73 
103 The state of the garrisons in Ireland, August 1574, TNA SP 63/47/44 (ii) 
104 Brief note of numbers in pay with their entertainments, 28 October 1574, TNA SP 63/48/32 
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January 1575 revealed a reduction to 1,896 men with a monthly cost of £2,082 19s 3d. This 

note also confirmed that Fitzwilliam’s brother, captain and pensioner Brian Fitzwilliam and 

six of his men had been retained.105 Fitzwilliam again noted in a postscript that all that he had 

available to him as Lord Deputy was 450 footmen and 50 horsemen.  Essex had a force from 

the Irish garrison at his disposal. At Newry and Dundalk Essex had the service of Mr. 

Marshal’s 35, Morgan’s 200, Furres’s 100, Acres’ 100 and Malby’s 50 horse. 106  

 

On 12 April 1575 Fitzwilliam confirmed that he had instructed the clerk of the check to cash 

the garrison and reduce it to 1,600 as the queen had directed. 107   

 

Overall, the garrison was reduced from about 2,000 men in late 1571 to between 1,200 and 

1,300 in early to mid-1573. This huge reduction in numbers, represented nearly 40 per cent of 

the force, and compromised any hope whatsoever of effective military action by Fitzwilliam. 

The force was not built up again to over 2,000 until mid- to late- 1574, when Fitzwilliam and 

the earl of Ormond moved against the earl of Desmond. After Desmond’s submission the 

garrison suffered further reductions in 1575 to reach a number of about 1,600. The 

consequences of the reductions of the garrisons in 1572 and 1573 can be seen in the increased 

levels of disorder which would culminate in the queen’s ‘misliking’ of Fitzwilliam’s 

government by 30 March 1574.  

 

Disturbances in Connaught were the responsibility of the provincial president, Sir Edward 

Fitton. In  a letter to Mildmay in August 1571, Fitzwilliam opined that the entertainments of 

the presidents and associated victualing was an unnecessary expense. 108 He also felt that 

tension could arise between local lords and sheriffs, as the sheriff  was seen as being 

associated with the new administrative structures and he commented in connection with 

Clanricard and Thomond that 

whereby appearethe to me that all the good sarvice wch dothe or shall precade 
[proceed] from these ij [2] sherifes and there [their] howses is but for hatred of the 
Earles in hope to helpe the woorkinge of an over throwe to them.109 

 

                                                
105 Book of the state of the queen’s army and garrisons in Ireland as it was on 10 January 1575, and the charges for one 
month, TNA SP 63/49/23 
106 Ibid:  Note of the army under Walter Devereux, earl of Essex, 31 March 1575, TNA SP 63/50/34 (i) 
107 Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam to Sir Edward Fitton, 12 April 1575, TNA SP 63/50/68 (i) 
108 Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam to Mildmay, 21 August 1571, Carte 57, f. 232-233 
109 Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam to Burghley, 24 May 1571, TNA SP 63/32/44 f.125v. 
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The presidency of Connaught was established in 1569 but President Sir Edward Fitton was 

not supplied with a large military force or indeed any satisfactory way to finance the office. 

110 In fact a recurring problem for the presidency was how to finance itself. Fitton himself 

recognised that running on credit was difficult because he knew that it was ‘a meane to 

wthdraw the peoples’ hartes from obedience’.111  Fitton had initially been supplied with 30 

horsemen and some footmen.112 He had also been supplied with Chief Justice, Ralph Rokeby, 

who delivered an enthusiastic report to Cecil of executions and idols being burnt in churches 

in Galway. 113  

 

The third earl of Thomond, 114  Conor O’Brien, viewed the Connaught presidency as an 

infringement on his authority, and Ormond had to be sent to Thomond to take pledges to 

ensure Thomond’s obedience. 115 Shortly afterwards, the earl of Thomond removed himself to 

France, 116 though he later returned and submitted before the Lord Deputy and Council, 

binding himself in recognizances of £10,000 to the Queen on 27 September 1572. 117 

 

Similar complaints were heard in Clanricard,118 when the earl of Clanricard Richard Burke 

claimed in 1573 that John Burke the sheriff  ‘usurpith my lordeship and lyving’ and used 

‘greate threates and brages in her maiesties name’ and added that President Fitton was so 

‘disliked of all the people heere in generall’. 119  In 1572, as the garrison reductions began to 

be implemented, the sons of the earl of Clanricard (mac an iarlas) irritated by Fitton and 

encouraged by James Fitzmaurice, revolted.120 They rampaged from Connaught to Mullingar 

and back to Athenry. Fitzwilliam had to resort to sending Ormond to try and have the ‘mac 

an iarlas’ submit. 121   

 

The earl of Clanricard was imprisoned in Dublin but subsequently released, as it was clear by 

early August 1572 that in the absence of sufficient crown forces only he, for the present, 

                                                
110 Rates for presidents of Munster and Connaught, 30 November 1568, TNA SP 63/26/49 
111 Sir Edward Fitton to Sir William Cecil, 8 February 1571, TNA SP 63/31/6 
112 Rates for presidents of Munster and Connaught, 30 November 1568, TNA SP 63/26/49 
113 Ralph Rokeby to Sir William Cecil,4 January 1570, TNA SP 63/30/4 
114 Cal. Patent Rolls, Ireland, Vol. I, pp.86-87, [Grant establishing earldom of Thomond, no date]. 
115 Names of the gentlemen of Thomond who came to the earl of Ormond and the names of their pledges, 3 July 1570, TNA 
SP 63/30/67 (i) 
116 Conor O’Brien, earl of Thomond to queen Elizabeth, 23 July 1570, TNA SP 63/30/72 
117 Cal. Patent Roll, Ireland, Vol. I, p. 548, No. 10, Recognizance, Connor, Earl of Thomond.  
118 Cal. Patent Roll, Ireland, Vol. I, p. 86, No. 3, Grant establishing the earldom of Clanrickard 
119 Richard Burke, earl of Clanricard to Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam, 13 February 1573, TNA SP 63/39/25 
120 McCormack, ‘Fitzgerald, James fitz Maurice (d. 1579), soldier and landowner’, ODNB. 
121 Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam and Council to the Privy Council, 6 May 1572, TNA SP 63/36/16 
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could effectively rule in Connaught. 122 By 1573, the situation had stabilised somewhat, with 

a new arrangement of commissioners for Connaught being put in place. The commissioners 

appointed were the earl of Clanricard, the earl of Thomond, and Treasurer-at-War/President 

Fitton. They were given joint a commission from Fitzwilliam as Lord Deputy, with written 

instructions and powers as justices of oyer and terminer. 123 This arrangement proved 

somewhat more acceptable and Enowes [Fitzwilliam’s retainer and vice-constable of Dublin 

Castle]124 could claim with some justification that the earl of Clanricard and his sons were so 

conformable that if the Lord Deputy ‘shall neade them [he] maye assure hym self of them’. 

And Enowes also confirmed that Clanricard’s sons had banished ‘from them suche skottes 

[Scots] as wear entertained for some myscheif’.125 

 

It was not only in Connaught that Fitzwilliam inherited problems as Lord Deputy. The 

midlands were also problematic and particularly so with a reducing garrison. In March 1571, 

Chancellor Robert Weston noted that several rebel O’Mores had been executed, but that Rory 

Og O’More had assembled a force of six score swords.126 By August 1572, after a conference 

with Ormond and Kildare, O’More sought a grant of Gallen in Laois and was given a 

protection. 127 But crown proposals to plant Owen MacHugh O’Dempsey, an enemy to the 

O’More’s, in Gallen instead, led Rory Og back to war. He submitted in October 1573,128 after 

a short campaign by Fitzwilliam with his available force, 200 foot, from July to October 

1573. 129 Nevertheless, Rory Og then assisted in Desmond’s return to Munster (see below), 

and he formed a marriage alliance with the O’Byrnes of Crioch Raghnaill  in November 

1573. 130 Fitzwilliam’s actions, with a reduced garrison, could only hold the line. 

 

                                                
122 Order by the Lord Deputy and Council, 6,7 August 1572, TNA SP 63/37/27:  Crawford, A Star Chamber Court in 
Ireland, pp.197-8, The dispute between Clanricard and Fitton led to a hearing in May 1571 and another hearing in March 
1572 and charges of treason in July 1572. Further charges and rebuttals occurred in a Council meeting of 9 May 1573. On 
this last occasion the Council postponed its decision saying that any judgement against the earl would incite an uprising. 
123 Queen Elizabeth to Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam, No date, TNA SP 63/38/63 
124 Fiants, Elizabeth,  29 August 1575, No. 2667, p.354, ‘Anthony Enowes gent, viceconstable of the Castle of Dublin’ 
125 Answers to the objections against Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam’s government, [by Anthony Enowes], No date, TNA SP 
63/48/95 
126 Lord Chancellor Weston and Council to Queen Elizabeth, 23 March 1571, TNA SP 63/31/33 
127 Report by Thomas Butler, earl of Ormond and Gerald Fitzgerald, earl of Kildare to Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam and Council 
of their proceedings with Rory Og, No date, TNA SP 63/37/37 
128 Indenture of submission to the Lord Deputy by Rory Oge O’Moore exhibited at Maryborough, 22 October 1573, Carte 
57, f.531 
129 Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam and Council to Privy Council, 18 April 1574, TNA SP 63/45/71 
130 Queen Elizabeth to Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam and Council, [29 June] 1573, TNA SP 63/41/58; Nicholas Walsh to 
Burghley, 30 November 1573, TNA SP 63/42/88; Christopher Maginn, Civilizing Gaelic Leinster, p.127 



 143 

Further east, in 1572 Feagh Mac Hugh O’Byrne had been implicated in the death of Sir 

Nicholas White’s son-in-law, Robert Brown of Wexford. 131 This led to the seneschal of 

O’Byrne’s country Sir Francis Agard retaliating, and saw White (also seneschal of Wexford) 

going to London where he obtained permission to deal with Feagh Mac Hugh.132 In August 

1572, White returned and attacked O’Byrne lands in Crioch Raghnaill, armed with a patent 

from Elizabeth which established him as the Master of the Rolls,133 and also allowed him to 

continue for eight months as seneschal, to avenge the death of his son-in-law ‘for the sake of 

example’. 134   

 

Hostilities continued. Fitzwilliam commented in frustration to Burghley about White’s 

campaign that ‘passione can dym [dim] the understanding of wise men, and too great egrenes 

[eagerness] of revenge overthrowing great advantage’.135 A pardon was eventually issued to 

Feagh Mac Hugh but White took an appeal to the Privy Council looking to reverse this 

pardon. The Council, with an eye to the unsettled state of the country, demurred.136 

 

Archbishop Loftus, who now lived in Tallaght, within easy reach of the O’Tooles and the 

O’Byrnes of Wicklow, had been a target. In a letter to Sidney (now in England), at the time 

of the least number in the garrison in mid-1573, he observed 

murders, burninges, and robberies were never more rife in the Irishe contryes, than 
they be now in the englishe pale. I have among others felte my part of these comon 
calamyties. A nephew of myne owne was slayn, and others of my men mortally 
wounded at my gates of Tallaughe. If her Matie send not English force this somer to 
represse the rage of the Irishmen (wch were never prouder or more insolent than they 
be now) before the nexte winter: it were better for us to be beggars in England than to 
feele the miseries that are lyke to fall in Ireland.137 

 

The sheriff of Kildare attempted to capture Feagh Mac Hugh returning from his sister’s 

marriage to Rory Og O’More in November 1573, but was himself captured. 138 Fitton, in a 

                                                
131 Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam and Council to the Privy Council, 6 May 1572, TNA SP 63/36/16 
132 Crawford, Anglicizing the Government of Ireland, p. 278 & p. 301, ‘Irish military commanders included captains over 
bands, constables in forts who had civil and military jurisdiction, and seneschals who generally had broader powers than 
constables including commissions of martial law and authority to collect rents and dues from Gaelic septs. General hostings 
of the men of the Pale were normally short term 40 day summer exercises’.   
133 Crawford, Anglicizing the Government of Ireland, pp. 185-6, ‘The Irish legal hierarchy was the Chancellor, Chief Justice 
of queen’s bench (chief place), chief justice of common pleas (common place), and then the Chief Baron of the Exchequer 
and the Master of the Rolls’. 
134 Cal. Patent Rolls, Ireland, Vol. I, Patent, p.548 
135 Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam to Queen Elizabeth, 25 September 1572, TNA SP 63/37/59: Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam to 
Burghley, 26 August 1572, TNA SP 63/37/44 
136 An order in Council by the Lord Deputy and Council of Ireland, 20 April 1573, Carte 56, f.65-66 
137 Adam Loftus, Archbishop of Dublin to Sidney, 11 May 1573, TNA SP 63/40/36 
138 Fiants Elizabeth, 1573, No. 2345, pp.307-309, ‘Pyers Fytzgerrald, esq., sheriff [of Kildare]’ 
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report to Burghley, described Feagh as a ‘mountayne man and borderer’. 139  In the aftermath 

of these acts of insurgence, in June 1574 a demonstration in the Chamber of Dublin Castle 

led by John Crawhall ‘a good and an honest Subiect’ claimed that those who dwelled under 

the mountains of Dublin were maintainers of the raiders. At which appalling accusation Lord 

Deputy Fitzwilliam ‘tooke up his handes’ and blessed himself. 140  

 

However, Fitzwilliam and Ormond’s advance with force into Munster and the submission of 

Desmond (see below) quieted matters somewhat, if only temporarily. Fitzwilliam could 

report to Burghley in November 1574 that Munster and Connaught were quiet, the O’Mores 

obedient, and even Hugh Mac Shane of Gabhall Raghnail (Feagh’s father) had put in 

security. 141  

 

Enowes noted that the Pale would remain quiet for some good time 

certen of the Byrnes and the Tooles adjoining to Dublyn have made certen stelthes 
about Dublyn and in other partes of the English Pale, wch are no new partes nor only 
done in this time. I can iustify [justify] ….for this xvij [17] years yt hathe not been 
otherwise…Within this monnethe, [there]…were by my L. owne men taken tenne of 
them [the rebels] of wch there was offered for the lyves of ij of them vc [£500] mrkes 
in goodes so as I believe thinglish pale will be the quyeter a good while.142 
 

Enowes felt that the O’Mores were also quieted at this time as he said 

The Mores synce my L. toke them in to her Maties grace [are] better subiectes then 
ever they were… sythence my L prepared to bend her Maties perforce against desmond 
they [the Mores] have been putt in beleefe that the same was onely to go upon them, 
whereupon they wrote unto hys LP a very duetyfull letter offering…to weyght [wait] 
upon his LP [on] thys jorney wth suche company as they cold make.143 

 

The same could be said of the O’Connors in Offaly. Writing from Greenwich in 1573, just 

after the lowest point in terms of the garrison numbers, Ormond had complained to 

Fitzwilliam from court, about raids on his lands.144 Fitzwilliam had found an answer in Sir 

Edward Moore whom he described as being married to Lady Brabazon whose living was on 

the border of Uriell and ‘maye by my lady hys wyf spend better yerly then vc li  [Stg £500] 

mony of ingland’. Fitzwilliam further confirmed that Edward Moore’s credit among his 

                                                
139 Sir Edward Fitton to Burghley, 12 December 1573, TNA SP 63/43/13 
140 John Symcott to Burghley, 4 June 1574, TNA SP 63/46/51 
141 Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam to Burghley, 17 November 1574, TNA SP 63/48/53 
142 Answers to the objections against Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam’s government, [by Anthony Enowes], No Date, TNA SP 
63/48/95 
143 Ibid. 
144 The earl of Ormond to Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam, 28 October 1573, Carte 56, f. 216-f.217 
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neighbours was ‘great’ and his service is such that Turlough Luineach is brought and held as 

he now is and the baron by him ‘councelled and ayded at’.145 Fitzwilliam reported in 1574 to 

the queen that Edward Moore, ‘whome I assigned to the prosequcon [prosecution] of the 

O’Connors’ had done it so effectively and painfully that they are all fled not only from the 

King’s county [Offaly] but also from all the borders both English and Irish adjoining. 

Fitzwilliam confirmed that by taking ‘sure pledges of all the Irisshe borderers’ Moore had 

stopped the O’Connors return.146  

 

The earl of Essex was less approving of Fitzwilliam’s report. Essex grudgingly observed that 

the O’Connors were all driven out of the country by Edward Moore, and noted the 

O’Connors were ‘dispersed’, but also that ‘most of them lye wth in  xij [12] or xiiij [14] myles 

of this Towne or vj [6] or x [10] in companies’. 147  

 

Yet Enowes could still justifiably claim that ‘the O’Connors sythence Mr. Edward Moore 

was appointed to that shrvice part of them have submitted themselves and the rest p[ur]sued 

into other sundry parts’148  and Fitzwilliam himself observed that the O’Connors were 

‘brought undre’.149 

 

Fitzwilliam considered the earl of Kildare to be complicit in the activities of the raiders in the 

Pale. He credited information received that Kildare was  

the sufferer, procurer and maintainer of all of the moaste part of all the rebellion, 
robbing, burning, murtherer and disorder, committed and don sithence the 
government of Sr Willm Fitzwilliam in Leyx, Offally, the county of Kyldare, Dublin 
and ells where in the bordere of meth and westmeth.150 
 

It was noted by Fitzwilliam and Loftus in a ‘true copie’ that other information indicated that 

‘The Erle hath devised the sayde Rory wth vc [500] kerne to go sodenly to Kilmaneham and to 

see if they coulde fetche away the L. Deputyes wyfe and children’. 151  It was stated that 

Kildare had conferenced sometimes a day and other times two days in Kilkea with the 
                                                
145 Colm Lennon, ‘Moore, Sir Edward (c. 1530–1602), administrator," ODNB [Sir Edward Moore, arrived in Ireland about 
the beginning of Elizabeth’s reign, probably in Sidney’s entourage, was a leading landowner in Louth, referred to by 1564 as 
‘of Mellifont’ having already obtained a lease of the strategically important lands of the dissolved abbey of Mellifont, Co. 
Louth, and had married Lady Elizabeth Brabazon widow of Sir William Brabazon, vice-treasurer of Ireland]: Lord Justice 
Fitzwilliam to Burghley, 26 November 1571, TNA SP 63/34/31 
146 Lord Deputy to Queen Elizabeth, 10 June 1574, TNA SP 63/46/54 
147 Walter Devereux, earl of Essex to Burghley, 14 June 1574, TNA SP 63/46/62  
148 Answers to the objections against Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam’s government, [by Anthony Enowes] No date, TNA SP 
63/48/95 
149 Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam to Burghley, 17 November 1574, TNA SP 63/48/53 
150 Information against Gerald FitzGerald, earl of Kildare, 9 February 1575, TNA SP 63/49/59, f.190 
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O’Mores and O’Byrnes in the lifetime of Fitzwilliam’s administration.152 Fitzwilliam 

therefore had Kildare along with the lords of Delvin and Louth arrested on 8 May 1575,153 

and Kildare was sent to London, but nothing was proved and Kildare later returned to Ireland.  

 

Kildare’s cousin, the earl of Desmond ruled in the South-West, and Munster was a flashpoint, 

and remained so. Enowes confirmed towards the end of Fitzwilliam’s government 

where yt is sayd yreland is in worst case than ever yt was, I have known yt those xvij 
[17] yeres … yet maye I trewly saye at my coming awaye so quyett was yreland 
generally, desmondes country excepted, that yt was voyed [void] of eny open 
rebellion.154  
 

Fitzwilliam inherited a provincial administration in Munster headed by Sir John Perrot who 

had himself arrived in Ireland in February 1571. As Perrot arrived, Fitzwilliam noted that 

‘James pfitzmorres [Fitzmaurice] entered Killmaloghe [Kilmallock] burned certen howes…& 

toke awaye so myche of the spoile of the towne’. 155  

 

In ‘Desmond’s country’ Fitzmaurice ruled in place of the earl, Desmond being detained for 

several years in London.156 Fitzmaurice had convened an assembly in 1569, dispatched 

emissaries to Spain, and attempted to interest Philip II in sending aid to Ireland. 157 A factor 

that may have influenced this aggressive development by Fitzmaurice was the claim of Sir 

Peter Carew to lands in Munster,158 after his successful pursuit of Idrone in Carlow, where he 

had been found to have a superior claim than Sir Edmund Butler (brother to the earl of 

Ormond) and the Gaelic Kavanaghs. 159  

 

Sidney had appointed the aggressive Sir Humphrey Gilbert as governor of Munster in 

1569.160 By January 1570 Gilbert had successfully obtained the submission of many lords, 

and he was praised for reducing Fitzmaurice to the state of a bush beggar with only 20 knaves 

following him. 161 Gilbert was replaced in March 1570 by the earl of Ormond.162 Ormond had 
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returned to Ireland in 1569 after his brothers had rebelled due to Sir Peter Carew’s success in 

claiming Butler lands. Ormond met with them, 163 and his brother Edward Butler rehabilitated 

himself in a campaign in Tipperary which culminated in a rout of Fitzmaurice in 

November.164 Perrot moved against Castlemaine in 1572 and finally took the castle in 

1573.165  

 

Fitzwilliam attempted to support Perrot by shoring up government support in Munster with 

two strategic knightings, one from Muskerry and one from Decies. In January 1573, he 

knighted Cormac Mac Teig MacCartie of Muskerry, and on 26 April 1573 he knighted James 

FitzGerald of Decies of the house of Dromanny. 166 Both of these names appeared in a list 

drawn up in 1574 of those who misliked the Geraldines in Munster. 167  

 

Fitzmaurice submitted in February 1573, 168 and the earl of Desmond returned from England 

in March 1573 in the company of Sir Edward Fitton. 169 Articles had been negotiated in 

London for Desmond’s release, though both Fitzwilliam and Perrot disapproved of 

Desmond’s return.170 Fitzwilliam was required to take the advice of Perrot, and to make 

alterations as circumstances required. 171 The Irish Privy Council suggested a suspension of 

the liberty of Kerry for a year, but Perrot looked for more intrusive measures, and by August 

a survey of the liberty and crown administration for a year was demanded. 172 Perrot noted in 

April 1573 that Fitzwilliam and the council found Desmond ‘so voyde of reason as no order 

can yet be taken wth hym’.173 In addition, it was also proposed that a book of his soldiers was 
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to be compiled by Desmond, and that he was to forego Brehon laws and to replace coign and 

livery with rent or other lawful reservations. 174   

 

Perrot left Munster abruptly in the autumn of 1573. According to the Annals, the departure of 

President Perrot was lamented by ‘the poor, the widows, the feeble and the unwarlike of the 

country’.175 A more sanguine view of Perrot’s official discharge on 31 March 1574 was 

provided by Walsingham in a letter to Fitzwilliam, where he directed that Perrot’s account 

should be prepared with speed by Auditor Jenison.176 Perrot himself wrote to Fitzwilliam 

from court, and confirmed that he had the ‘queenes promise unto me, at my first goynge over, 

wch was that once a yeare I mighte repayer unto my owne coontrye and then doo my duetie in 

seeing of hyr maiestie’.  Perrot further informed Fitzwilliam that the only person shocked to 

see him at court was Lord Treasurer Burghley, who had earlier written to Fitzwilliam and 

requested that Perrot remain in Ireland. Burghley preferred that Perrot should remain when 

the earl of Desmond returned, in order to maintain Munster’s quietness.177 

 

By October 1573, Desmond wrote directly to the queen and sought a commission to 

determine what goods had been taken from his lands.178 Frustrated with the pace of 

negotiations, he escaped from Dublin in November 1573. Desmond then wrote to the queen 

and outlined how he had offered sureties and even his entire estate in return for £2,000 per 

annum while he lived ‘therwth in England farr from the corruption of those…[who] seek my 

undoing’.179 So unsettled was Burghley when he heard of Desmond’s escape that he 

immediately fell into what he termed as his sickness, unable to meddle in worldly causes.180 

However, in a more positive development for Fitzwilliam, reinforcements in the form of 

‘three hundred of the best and ablest’ of the Queen’s subjects that served in the wars of the 

Low Countries were ordered to embark for Ireland, along with captains Morgan and Agars.181  
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The accumulation of events in Connaught, the Pale and Munster had negative repercussions 

for Fitzwilliam at court. On 30 March 1574 the Lords of the Council confirmed the queen’s 

‘mislike’ of the government there 

specially for that she hath seen every p[ar]te of the same growen into disorders and 
rebellions, and nothinge done by you of moment to appease the same, 
notwithstanding the great charge of the garrison there, at yr commaundment to be 
employed for those purposes.182   

 
The lords noted that the queen had registered her displeasure so frequently that they felt that 

they had no option but to refer it on.  They were, however, 

being carefull for the consrvacon [conservation] of your credit & reputacon as well 
here as there, and yet cannot in dewtie forbeare to advertise yow of suche thinges as 
her Matie many tymes remembereth to us, as in misliking of your government. 183 

 
Ormond (by this time in England) had told Fitzwilliam almost five months earlier, in October 

1573, that the queen was unhappy with the ‘trobles’ in Ireland, as he commented to 

Fitzwilliam 

My L. I know not how your cace [case] standeth, but to be playne her maiestye hath 
cast forth sowr [sore] speches upon hearing of the trobles in lex, [Laois] ofalye 
[Offaly] and other contryes whiche I know greve you at hart.184 

 
And in letters brought from court in October 1573 by Fitzwilliam’s brother Brian, Burghley 

advised against Fitzwilliam’s revocation into England, fearful that the current ‘note of 

mislyking’ would act against Fitzwilliam’s future reputation. Burghley wished Fitzwilliam 

would be called ‘home uppon your own request’ after a ‘good end’ to ongoing disturbances 

such that ‘your frendes may have ground to sue for some recompence to yourself and 

yours’.185  

 
Yet as the queen ‘misliked’ Fitzwillam’s government in March 1574, there was 

contemporaneous recognition that Fitzwilliam did not have sufficient resources.  Knollys (not 

a signatory to the letter of 30 March 1574 from the Lords of the Council) said in a letter to 

Fitzwilliam on 27 March 1574 that he was ‘sorye to understand therle of Desmondes disorder 
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in Munster’ as he indicated that ‘the redresse wolde have been more speedy…if her matie 

wolde have sente yowe such forces of increase as she was counselled to have don’. 186   

 

Knollys noted that the queen also complained that disorder occurred in Laois and Offaly as 

the O’Connors and O’Moores rebelled ‘as thoughe you had forces sufficient to have 

suppressed their disordres’. Knollys said that there were those at court who ‘aunswered on 

your behalf that your lacke of money, as well as lacke of men before tharryvall of the bandes 

of Morgan and Agars’. 187  

 

Fitzwilliam was forced now to explain matters, as the Lords of the Council had enclosed 

Articles for his response.188  Fitzwilliam defended himself to Burghley, Sussex, Leicester and 

Walsingham, cast doubt on Desmond’s good faith, and argued that he did not have sufficient 

men to move successfully into the field against Desmond unless he left the northern borders 

undefended (dangerous both for Essex’s enterprise and the Pale), and also stripped men from 

Laois and Offaly, where the O’Mores and the O’Connors might relapse into rebellion after he 

had brought them to some quietness. Spreading the blame, Fizwilliam also noted that he had 

asked Fitton (now Treasurer) to go to Munster, but Fitton had refused to go, providing the 

excuses of his lack of language, and that having been thrown out of Connaught as an 

ineffective President, that he would therefore have little influence in deliberations about the 

Munster presidency, and finally that sending him [Fitton] would put his family’s livelihood in 

danger should he fail. 189 And, as explained above, it was at this time that Fitzwilliam also 

explained why he had taken his ‘entertainment’ directly from the treasure recently sent into 

Ireland.  

 

After replying to the Articles of ‘misliking’, ‘wth soche convenyient spede as you maye’,190 as 

the Lords of the Council had requested, Fitzwilliam was able to focus on taking action 

against Desmond, the central focus of the queen’s criticisms. The earl of Kildare’s brother Sir 

Edward Fitzgerald had negotiated with Desmond, and the earl of Essex and earl of Kildare 

escorted Desmond to the Council in Dublin under protection. Unhelpfully, Essex reported 
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that in his view Fitzwilliam should assist in Ulster before anything happened with Desmond, 

a task that he estimated would take less than six weeks’ work.191  

 

Fitzwilliam had enough troops to move into the field in the summer of 1574.192 Though 

without a loan of Stg £500 from the merchants of Waterford his campaign against Desmond 

in Munster would have been sorely hindered. He established a supply line through Waterford, 

which supplied powder, lead and other necessities for service against Desmond. 193  

Fitzwilliam left Sir Francis Agard and the earl of Kildare behind to defend the Pale, 194 as he 

confirmed that the earl of Ormond had committed his forces in Munster,195 whilst the earl of 

Desmond’s supporters (the so-called ‘Desmond Combination’) agreed to support the earl of 

Desmond.196  

 

Ormond had departed from Ireland in late August 1572 and did not return until June/July 

1574 and he and Fitzwilliam took the field shortly afterwards.197 Fitzwilliam and Ormond 

besieged Darinlaur castle on the Suir and slew the garrison. Fitzwilliam later commended the 

conduct of Captain Morgan in the Darinlare engagement. 198 

 

Desmond quickly agreed terms, submitted in the chief church of Cork city,199 and received a 

pardon. 200 Burghley recommended Justice Walsh and Sir Francis Agard as commissioners to 

govern Munster, and noted in passing (with some satisfaction) that Munster and Connaught 

were now quiet, and that the O’Connors and the O’Mores were likely to be reduced to 

obedience. 201   
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On 3 September 1574, Fitzwilliam wrote to the queen and commended Ormond’s service. 

Fitzwilliam also sought his own favourable revocation, because he had heard ‘that yor Matie 

have resolved, to revoke me hence shortelie, I trust wt yor highness favor or ells I pray God 

this lande may swallowe me’.202 It should also be noted that by 30 September 1574, 

Fitzwilliam’s final account of 1569-1573 had been completed. So undoubtedly Fitzwilliam 

felt this was an opportune moment for him to depart from crown service in Ireland. As an 

incentive to facilitate his departure, he recommended the earl of Essex for Lord Justice, and 

noted the goodwill he had towards Essex’s enterprise in Ulster. 203  

 

The question of Ulster was a vexed one for Fitzwilliam, due to the fact that it was probably 

the area least under the control of the Tudor administration and had not been dealt with at all 

in his instructions. Turlough Luineach O’Neill was the most powerful Irish lord, having 

succeeded Shane O’Neill and married Lady Agnes Campbell, widow of James MacDonnell 

and sister of the Scottish earl of Argyll. Lady Agnes’ daughter Finola, or ‘Inion Dubh’, had 

married Hugh Dubh O’Donnell. Both ladies had been supplied with plentiful dowries of 

Scots soldiers, who could be called upon by Turlough Luineach to supplement his Gaelic 

forces.204 Fitzwilliam had informed Cecil of Turlough Luineach’s marriage to Lady Agnes on 

12 September 1569, and confirmed that because of his marriage alliance Turlough now held 

sway over 3,000 Scots in Ulster.  

 

In 1569 as Fitzwilliam informed Cecil of Turlough Luineach’s marriage, he rather 

prophetically observed  ‘God provyd [provide] som good waye for that cursed north wch I fear 

is a place ordained to be a suckynge dreane [drain] to the Q. hyghnes treasur’.205 This would 

prove a particularly relevant statement in connection with Fitzwilliam’s own term as Lord 

Deputy. In 1572, Smith in the Ards, and in 1573 Essex in Antrim, sought to implement 

plantations in the ‘cursed north’. Both, but more particularly Essex’s enterprise in Antrim, 

would see Fitzwilliam’s resources ‘sucked’ away towards the north.   
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The idea of stopping any further Scottish intrusion was part of the motivation for the 

attempted plantations by Smith and Essex, though this thinking went back to at least 1565. 206  

The associated offer by Smith stated that the queen had granted 

to Sir Thos. Smyth, Knt. and Thomas his son all lands of her Majesty’s by inheritance 
in the country called the Ards and adjacent countrys in Earldom of Ulster, if they can 
possess them.207  

 

This development led to a hostile reaction from the loyal Sir Brian McFelim O’Neill that 

caused the Lords of the Council to write to Fitzwilliam on 24 November 1572 ordering him 

to increase numbers of soldiers in Ireland, notwithstanding any previous order to reduce the 

garrison. The crown also sought to deny rumours that ‘her Majesty meaneth to make a 

conquest of Ireland, and to extirpe the Irish race’.208  

 

The arrival of Essex in Antrim in 1573 reinforced the view of conquest, though this was 

again denied from London.209 However, from an Irish perspective the Annals commented that 

‘the queen granted him ‘si rebellus submoveret’ the moiety of the seignories of Clannaboy, 

Ferney &c., in as unlimited a manner as if the O’Neills or MacMahons had no claim to these 

territories’.210  

 

The view that Smith was in charge in the Ards from the inception of the plantation was 

reinforced by a granting of denization to Sorley Boy MacDonnell, and the statement in the 

associated patent that in future such denization would take effect if sworn in front of Smith’s 

son, now Colonel of the Ards and Claneboy, or the bishop of Down, Hugh Allen (discussed 

above).211 The Smith enterprise essentially ended with the death of Smith’s son in October 

1573. Both enterprises had to contend with the suspicious attitude of Sir Brian MacPhelim 

O’Neill of Clandeboye and a similar attitude displayed by Turlough Luineach O’Neill. 

 

Sir Thomas Smith took refuge in a classical view of events, and informed Fitzwilliam that 

‘country once as uncivil as Ireland now is, was by colonies of the Romans brought to 
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understand their laws and orders’. 212 The earl of Leicester reinforced this line. According to 

Leicester, the Irish were ‘a proud, dissembling and a malicious people; always unfaithful and 

never thankful for any good that is done them. Such a people therefore deserves continually 

the rod, and seldom to be stroked on the head’. 213 

 

Turlough Luineach O’Neill was the man with most to lose through Smith, Essex or any other 

moving into ‘all lands her Majesty’s by inheritance’.214 Essex engaged in a push through 

Turlough Luineach O’Neill’s lands from Benburb to the Foyle in late 1574 with the support 

of baron Hugh O’Neill, burning corn as he went. As with Shane O’Neill, though, the 

expedition was unable to bring Turlough Luineach to battle, and Essex contented himself 

with a slaughter of the followers of Sir Brian MacPhelim O’Neill at a feast in Clandeboye, 

the subsequent execution of Sir Brian, and an expedition led by Norris and Drake to Rathlin 

Island in July 1575 which spared no-one. 215 

 

Fitzwilliam did not have sufficient forces to maintain order as Lord Deputy, but he was still 

required to support Essex in Ulster from 1573 on. In fact, Fitzwilliam’s forces seemed to drift 

towards Essex. As discussed earlier, 1,896 men were theoretically under the command of 

Fitzwilliam in the garrison of Ireland in January 1575.  But of these Essex had at his disposal 

at Newry and Dundalk 485 men, through the service of Mr. Marshal’s 35, Morgan’s 200, 

Furres’s 100, Acres’ 100 and Malby’s 50 horse.216  

 

A further note from early 1575 states that the garrison was 1,850 and another separate force 

was operating ‘under the government of the earl of Essex in Ulster’ amounted to 1,291 

men.217 Therefore, to some approximation, Essex could apparently rely on 1,291 men of his 

own and a further 485 from the garrison of Ireland, summing to 1,776, while Fitzwilliam had 

to rely on 1,896 less 485, or 1,411 for the rest of Ireland. On this estimate, Fitzwilliam had to 

govern Connaught, Munster and Leinster with less men in total than Essex had available to 

deploy in just a portion of Ulster.  
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Turlough Luineach O’Neill wrote a conciliatory letter in Latin, as he sought a truce in April 

1575, and thanked Fitzwilliam for not having invaded what O’Neill emphatically referred to 

as ‘his lands’, as Essex had. 218 The consistent Irish perspective on Essex as ‘invader’ was 

maintained with the return of Sidney, as the Annals claimed that Sidney ‘banished to England 

the Earl of Essex, who had invaded Ulster’.219 

 

Foreign invasion of any sort was something that Fitzwilliam took very seriously, with 

emphasis on a perceived threat of invasion into Ireland from Spain. In 1571, during the 

Fitzmaurice rebellion in Munster, the Irish Privy Council considered that a Spanish invasion 

might occur, and asked for engineers that could build defences and also engines of war. 220 

There was also a plan, articulated by Burghley in March 1571, of responding to a Spanish 

invasion of Ireland by deploying three or four ships to go ‘off the cost of Ireland’ and also to 

ready men in Devon and Cornwall, Pembrokeshire and south Wales to be sent into Ireland. 

Lord Grey (eventually Lord Deputy of Ireland from 1580-1582) would be sent to Ireland and 

the Spanish ambassador would be told that the queen ‘must make avenge’. 221 

 

Despite this, no standing naval presence was available in Ireland during the entire period of 

Fitzwilliam’s government. A number of ships had been deployed in the time of Shane 

O’Neill, but subsequently withdrawn, and exactly one ship, the Handmaid, was made 

available later in 1576. 222 Roland White, Lord of the Dufferin in Ulster, and cousin to Sir 

Nicholas White, Master of the Rolls, did suggest in his ‘book on the estate of Ireland’ that the 

importing of wine in foreign ships should be prohibited in order to encourage ship-building, 

benefit Irish merchants and provide a resource in times of war. He recommended that sixty 

ships  should be built, with a hope that shipbuilders and ropemakers would increase civility.  

But this was never done.223 

 

Fitzwilliam himself wrote that he feared without sufficient garrison numbers, that ‘if Spayne 

do once posses Ireland with 6,000 souldyares I feare Englond may looke after it as Callie 
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[Calais]’. He starkly indicated that ‘I am wthout money, victualles, armour and weapones and 

in effect, men’. So fearful was he of a Spanish invasion that he confirmed that he had meant 

for his wife and children to come over to Ireland to him but that now ‘they shall tar[r]y until 

it be seene what Spayne will do. For though I dye or go to captivity… yet would I not have 

my wief and children fall into myserable captivity with me’.224  

 

However, the St. Bartholomew’s day massacre of August 1572 had forced England to 

consider developing, at least temporarily, a closer relationship with Spain. Fitzwilliam was 

aware of this development as he received from Burghley in April 1573 a copy of ‘A 

Proclamation concerning the resumption of commercial intercourse between Spain and 

England’ which Burghley advised should be proclaimed in Ireland.225 Thus during 

Fitzwilliam’s term as Lord Deputy, Spain and England began to become more aligned as 

trading partners.   

 

The subsequent treaty of Bristol in 1574 would usher in a new phase of trade between 

England and Spain, dormant at least in official terms since 1568, and would also lead to the 

establishment by patent in 1577 of a Fellowship of merchants of Spain and Portugal. This 

new Fellowship included several hundred merchants by name, and was headed by the earl of 

Leicester and Sir James Croft, a former Lord Deputy of Ireland.226 The opening up of trade 

was marked by several days of celebration in Bristol in August 1574, with the total cost of 

the celebrations exceeding £1,000. 227 In a direct contrast, in Ireland during this time 

Fitzwilliam had had to seek a Stg £500 loan from the merchants of Waterford, together with 

military assistance from Ormond, in order to be able to take to the field against the earl of 

Desmond. 228 

 

In February 1572 Fitzwilliam had sought to reduce crown expenditure in Ireland.  Fitzwilliam 

recognised that cess was one of ‘greate debtes that ar owing to the contrey people by your 

Armye’, a topic that has been treated of extensively by Prof. Brady.229 To alleviate the crown 
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debt incurred by cess on the country, Fitzwilliam decided to take charge of the victualling 

‘because I would forsee theare should be no wants growing to the hinderance of yor mates 

present shrvice, nor losse by your victelling as in former tyme hath been’.230  Fitzwilliam had 

promised the country that ‘your maties soldieres for three yeares ensuing…shall remayne in 

garrison on the borderes’, namely that the soldiers would not be billeted on the country.231 He 

confirmed that following his negotiations that the 

contrey people of the fyve counties of Dublyn, Methe, Kildare, Westmeth and Lowth 
have consented clearly to remytt and release to your matie all former debt for victelling 
of eny your Maties soldiers. 232   

 

Though Fitzwilliam had suggested also that the soldiers (now being proposed to be billeted in 

garrison and not on the country) should be paid at the English rate. This higher rate of salary 

would compensate the soldier for the ‘relief…gotten owt of their hoosts [hosts] handes wch 

boarded them’ which they now lost as the soldier was billeted in garrison.233 Fitzwilliam 

feared that if their wages remained at the Irish rate the soldiers ‘will steale awaye for that 

they shall not be hable…skarse to clothe them selves wth the remnant of their wage’. 

Fitzwilliam suggested that the expense could be met by £4,000 a quarter for 2,000 pays 

[soldiers in garrison]. 234 Fitzwilliam’s request for the sterling pay of the garrison was noted 

by Cecil in his contemporaneous Memorial document but it was not acted upon.235  

 

On 10 April 1572, Auditor Jenison confirmed that Fitzwilliam was being viewed positively in 

England, because of his plans to ‘remit the soldiers’ debts’. London liked the plans, although 

Jenison was not sure, commenting that 

I am right gladd yor travail in getting the contrie to remit the soldieres debtes be so 
well accepted here [i.e. in London] and is thought will rise to v [5] tymes a greater 
somme [sum] then I am sure it will.236 
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Jenison emphasised the benefits that Fitzwilliam’s own supply plan could provide  

for yor victualling if yow kepe the queen wt owte [without] losse (saving the losse in 
otes [oates] for horse meat) I say wthin iij [3] yeres it will p[ro]ve so beneficyall unto 
her as the countries remittal computatus computandus.237 
 

 

Jenison qualified his approval as he stated, ‘but I ffeare yow shall hardly bring it to passe’. 238  

 

Thomas Might and Thomas Sackford had been victuallers in Ireland. Thomas Might 

recovered from the financial hardships that befell him as he undertook the victualling 

contract. Thomas Sackford did not.239 In fact very few victuallers were successful due to 

problems with finance and supply. One was Edward Baeshe, victualler to the navy, who 

successfully renegotiated his contract in 1573. 240  

 

Might had succinctly observed that without ‘redie [ready] money nothing willbe hadd’. 241 

Fitzwilliam too came to this realization. Fitzwilliam took on the victualling contract in 

February 1572. In October 1572 Smith wrote to Fitzwillam’s wife, Lady Anne, and 

acknowledged that, for her husband Sir William Fitzwilliam  

it is to[o] much troble & inconvenyenct that those iij [3] charges should lie in one 
manes neck. To be deputie/ threasorer and vitteler. But yorladyship knoweth how 
lothe [loath] hir Maie is to resolve.242 
 

By  December 1572 Fitzwilliam was calling on Burghley to ‘rydd me of the 

victuallership’.243 But it was not until 29 March 1574 that it was confirmed that Thomas 

Sackford was to be dispatched to Ireland, following Fitzwilliam’s ‘so often and earnest sute’, 

and only because the army prepared to proceed against Desmond. Sackford was to be 

provided with six months’ victuals for six hundred soldiers being sent to Cork. 244  
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Yet by May 1575 Fitzwilliam wrote to the Privy Council in total exasperation at Sackford’s 

having departed completely from him, owing Fitzwilliam £800. Fitzwilliam confirmed that 

without sufficient victuals in stock to service the army it was now likely that he should have 

to ‘turn the Garrison upon the Cuntrey’, and Fitzwilliam delivered his final salvo, in a bid to 

have a victualler speedily appointed, that without a victualler the ‘Erle of Essex’s enterprice 

[will] be hindered’. 245 Fitzwilliam’s dire pleadings did see a victualler appointed. The Privy 

Council forwarded an indenture between Henry Sackford (brother to Thomas Sackford) and 

the queen for victualling the realm of Ireland to Fitzwilliam and asked that he impart the 

same to the earl of Essex.246 

 

Waiting in the wings throughout this time, Sidney was kept informed by Jenison on the state 

of the garrison and Ireland’s debt as Sidney mounted a bid to return to Ireland as Lord 

Deputy. 247 Fitzwilliam commented upon Sidney’s ‘slanderous reports’ when he wrote 

directly to Burghley and the Privy Council on 7 January 1575. In a perverse turn of events, 

rumours had circulated that the Lord Deputy who had continually sought his revocation into 

England throughout his service, had dissembled, and had in fact ‘wrought prively [privately] 

otherwies’ for his stay.248  

 

Fitzwilliam denied what for him must have been the ultimate of slanders pertaining to his 

revocation. He also absolutely refuted Sidney’s reports and said ‘the state of Irland generally, 

but of the Pale specially, is in farr better and sownder case than his lp[lordship] [i.e. Sidney] 

left it unto me’. 249  

 

And that comment summed up Fitzwilliam’s military tenure. There was no great gain of any 

sort in military terms during Fitzwilliam’s government, but as it ended, Ireland and the Pale 

was certainly quiet enough to let him leave without being ‘misliked’. Significantly, Ireland 

under Fitzwilliam’s remit had not become Elizabeth’s Calais.  
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Administrative reform 

Fitzwilliam had several administrative obstacles as Lord Deputy. These were threefold. In 

terms of his instructions, 250 he had to find a way to reform the Irish exchequer in order to 

yield more revenue for the crown. From 1573, in terms of accounting for monies flowing into 

Ireland, and having held the position as Treasurer-at-War continually from 1559-1573, 

Fitzwilliam had to find an understanding with the new Treasurer-at-War Sir Edward Fitton. 

And in terms of reporting to London, Fitzwilliam had to deal with what appeared to be a 

separately contracted reality in Ulster (under Essex) from 1573. 

 

Regarding the exchequer, John Symcott, appointed by Sidney, appeared to be Burghley’s 

agent of change for exchequer practice in Ireland. Burghley had commissioned a book on 

exchequer practice in England, which would eventually be published as The Practice of the 

Exchequer Court in 1658. The work was in fact written at the direct request of Lord Burghley 

on his becoming Lord Treasurer. 251 The author was perhaps Thomas Fanshaw [Sir T.F.] the 

Queen’s remembrancer, or possibly Peter Osborne, the Lord Treasurer’s remembrancer.252  

 

John Symcott had been appointed as second remembrancer of the Exchequer in Ireland on 22 

August 1570 (under Sidney), having been granted fee of 50s and other fees.253 Fitzwilliam 

had ensured that Lancelot Alford, his accounting clerk, was awarded the position of Ireland’s 

chief remembrancer in late 1572. 254 In early 1573, Alford had then been appointed surveyor, 

after the death of Michal Fitzwilliam, leaving the position of the chief remembrancer 

vacant.255  Symcott was conscientious in his work, and in August 1573 he was spoken of 

favourably by Adam Loftus, archbishop of Dublin. 256 Loftus indicated that the queen would 

be better served if there were more Englishmen in the queen’s courts like him.257 On 12 

September 1573, Sidney too recommended John Symcott to Burghley. Writing in favour of 

the bearer, John Symcott to be preferred for the office of chief remembrancer in Ireland, 
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Sidney indicated that Symcott is a ‘well este[e]med sarvant of my Lord of Warwyck, and my 

lady, but cheefely for … that I know not a fytter man to be found for that offyce’. 258  

 

Symcott was not made Chief Remembrancer, but he did supply to the Irish exchequer a Book 

of Orders for reformation, probably based upon Burghley’s commissioned book on 

exchequer practice in England. Symcott is noted in ‘A note of such money as hath bene paied 

for Ireland causes since xxth day of May 1573 untill the xxth of May 1574’, as having received 

£20 ‘in rewarde for his paynes in cominge into England and remayning here abowt A Booke 

of orders to be observed in theschequire in that Realme by a Warrant’.259  

 

And writing to Burghley on 4 June 1574, Symcott confirmed that, ‘I delyvered the booke of 

orders for ye Reformacion of her Maties eschequer here unto my L. deputie [i.e. 

Fitzwilliam]… wch his L. took in good p[ar]te & liked verie well thereof’.260  

 

Despite the apparent support of Fitzwilliam, it seemed that the reform of the exchequer in 

Ireland had become identified with Symcott himself. Symcott noted that ‘The said booke is 

called Symcottes booke of newe orders by ye wch they saye I have soughte meanes to 

ovrthrowe all the leases & offices in Ireland’. 261 In a preview of the difficulties that would 

plague Sidney on his return in 1575, Symcott also noted that ‘they would be contentyd to 

recompense me wth some discourtesie, if lawfullie they mighte doe it’. 262  

 

Thomas Jenison in a letter of 18 May 1574 also voiced doubts. He indicated that whilst such 

orders were indeed very requisite and needful, ‘esspecyally for taking forfatures wth bonds of 

the sheriffes and fermres’, he doubted that the reform would succeed because ‘they wch ought 

to be the greatest executores thereof be of sooche great cozinage [cousinage] in the 

contrie’.263 But Jenison continued with reform work, as Symcott noted that Jenison had made 

out three separate books of arrerages ‘one of ye desperate, the other of ye doubtful, and the 

thirde of sperate [hopeful] dettes, which wilbe answearable to her maties coffers’.264 
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Symcott hoped ‘litle by litle to wynne them & cause them to digest ye reformacion well 

enoughe’. 265 He noted with satisfaction in June 1574 that for fear of loss of his office by the 

new orders that ‘the Clarke of ye Corone [crown] of her Maties Benche’ certified into the 

Exchequer 500 or 600 marks in issues and recognisances forfeited.  Rents too were being 

more easily collected. Symcott noted that farmers ‘have better care to ye paimentes of their 

rentes’. Looking into the future, Symcott optimistically expected that by Michaelmas term 

next that the new book of orders would see a daily increase in the queen’s decayed rents and 

revenues, if duly executed. 266 

 

But Symcott also noted on 15 June 1574 that revenues were down from the usual £3,000 to 

‘not yet scarcelie one mli [£1,000] paied’. 267 By October 1574, after the submission of 

Desmond, Symcott was pleading with Burghley to appoint an English man as attorney-

general.268 However, John Bathe of ‘Drumconragh, Co. Dublin’ was appointed to the post,269 

at the same time as the previous attorney general, Edward Fitzsimons of ‘the Grange esq’, 

was appointed to the position of sergeant-at-laws.270  

 

Despite this, Symcott continued his work and issued attachments against sheriffs. 271 He 

called in Sir Thomas Fitzwilliam (nephew of Sir William Fitzwilliam of Windsor discussed 

in chapter one), who had been sheriff two years previously as Symcott indicated that he had 

‘never made anie reckeninge to yeild accompte for the same’. 272 Symcott also called in Lord 

Baltinglass who had never paid his rents once in seven years, other than when a writ of 

distringas was called against him, and Sir Lucas Dillon, Chief Baron of the Exchequer, 

bound Baltinglass to pay his debts quickly, giving ‘very short daies for theire paymentes’. 273  

 

As 1574 ended, Symcott initiated further land and lease reforms whereby the master of the 

rolls certified into the Exchequer the originals of all leases, gifts and grants as had passed 

under the great seal of Ireland, none of which had been certified for the past eight or nine 
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years. Symcott indicated that at least in this case he had convinced the ‘carefull’ Lord Deputy 

and Sir Lucas Dillon who ‘well liked and accepted’ his suit.274 

Despite Sir Thomas Fitzwilliam’s fiscal issues with Symcott and the exchequer, Lord Deputy 

Fitzwilliam nevertheless supported Sir Thomas Fitzwilliam in letters to Burghley in 1575, as 

Thomas Fitzwilliam sought permission to repair Wicklow castle, which would be 

strategically advantageous for monitoring the O’Byrnes and the O’Tooles.  Fitzwilliam noted 

that in his view the queen would have a house worth at least £500.275  It would seem that 

military priorities and the quieting of ‘stirrings’, and cost savings, were more significant to 

Fitzwilliam in early 1575 than any fiscal issues Thomas Fitzwilliam might have had with the 

Irish exchequer. 

 

By early January 1575, Symcott thought that the ‘abuses & disordere in her maties weightey 

causes which by ignorance, negligence & want of sufficiente hable officers and mynisters, 

ar[e] grown daily’. Symcott described an Irish exchequer that was in disarray 

the records are so sclenderlie looked into, made so common to ye Irish views & 
searches that a number of them are imbesiled [embezzled], theire tenures blotted, cut 
out or razed [erased], that of late daies after certain theire deceases, neyther tenures, 
rents or services of manie of their lands are to be found [all] to her maties no small 
hinderance. 276 

 

Balancing this falsification of exchequer records, was a return to some sort of normalcy in the 

legal process. Courts of Castle Chamber had been held in Dublin throughout Fitzwilliam’s 

Lord Deputyship. 277 By 10 March 1575, as the country had become more settled, Symcott 

noted that the Lord Deputy [Fitzwilliam] had held court sessions in Kildare, Meath and 

Westmeath and was due to hold them shortly in Mullingar, and that Fitzwilliam had caused a 

number of notorious traitors, rebels and their adherents to be executed. Symcott commented 

that the Lord Deputy should have ‘begon this order three yeres ago’, though no forces were 

available to Fitzwilliam to carry out such tasks in 1572, and the ‘mac an iarla’ revolt swept as 

far as Westmeath in 1572 before Clanricard was released and some semblance of order 

restored. 278 
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The earl of Clanricard, Richard Burke, had complained about the attitude of the sheriffs in 

Connaught, particularly John Burke. Fitzwilliam engaged in an attack on the sheriffs in the 

west of Ireland in 1575, when he announced that they were not implementing due process 

concerning rents, revenues and debts due in Connaught, by mis-returning or not returning 

them at the appropriate days and places.279 While this attack can be seen on the one hand as 

simply a continuation of exchequer reform, on the other hand it can also be seen as a direct 

attack on the sheriffs, which would benefit the authority of the earl of Clanricard.  

 

Following up on the implementation of legal processes, by 24 July 1575 Symcott, with the 

written support of Fitzwilliam, issued 292 writs and confirmed to Burghley, that he found 280  

the judge, justice, seriant [sergeant] & attorney most negligent in their paiements/ 
they thinke yt they must not be towched wth any p[ro]ces and as they alleage/ they 
have not ben so cruelly delte wth all before my tyme/ alleagyng that they ought to have 
more supioritie [superiority], then meanor p[er]sones/ I have shewed them, yt  they 
oughte to have lesse, because theyr well denges [doings] shoulde be examples to all ye 
rest. 281  

 

Fitzwilliam supported some initiatives by Symcott as he issued writs and suchlike, but he did 

not push hard against the entrenched opposition to reformation of the exchequer by Ireland’s 

‘cousinage’. Indeed, he was careful to facilitate native-born promotions and to make use of 

Sir Thomas Fitzwilliam when occasion served.  

 

Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam’s main priority was to avoid any further ‘misliking’ of his 

government, and to return the country to stability after the ‘stirrings’ in Connaught, Leinster 

and Munster, so that he could return home. 

 

As Sidney arrived into Ireland on 18 September 1575, by fiant of the very same date John 

Symcott’s position as Second Remembrancer of the Exchequer was awarded to Roland 

Cowyck, clerk of the Privy Council, to hold during pleasure ‘with the usual fees as John 

Simcot had’.282  
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Shortly afterwards, by another Fiant, the position of Chief Remembrancer was bestowed on 

Roger Manwaringe, to hold as John Goodall held it. 283 

 

Leicester had advised Fitzwilliam in August 1572 that the main matters for him to consider 

were the easing of her Majesty’s great burden and charge, and tranquility planted among the 

people. 284 By mid 1575, the charge to the queen may not have noticeably lessened, but the 

country was more tranquil than it had been in a while, as Enowes claimed. 285  

 

The question of the burden to the queen caused by the charge of Ireland was one that 

exercised Fitzwilliam for a long time as Treasurer-at-War. He still held the position of 

Treasurer-at-War for a full year of his lord deputyship. On 31 December 1572, Sir Thomas 

Smith confirmed that ‘Sir Edward Fitton cometh now as Thresoror wherby I trust he shall 

eace [ease] your lordship of some cares’. 286 And Leicester confirmed that Fitton, appointed 

Treasurer and one of three principal commissioners for Connaught (Thomand and Clanricard 

being the others), would bring money for Ireland. 287  

 

The choice of Fitton was not a fortunate one from Fitzwilliam’s perspective. Fitton 

eventually took up his position as Treasurer-at-War on 1 April 1573, having escorted the earl 

of Desmond back to Ireland. 288 The question of reducing costs was still in the air as Burghley 

confirmed to Fitzwilliam that, ‘I fynd hir Maty  so offended wt the endless charges of yt 

Realme, as in no other chardge she is so hard’. 289 Fitzwilliam wanted to go to England to 

address this, but instead, Tremayne, secretary to the Council, was dispatched into Ireland to 

report back to those at court. Burghley also announced that Essex would come to Ulster.290 
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Soon afterwards Fitzwilliam and the Irish Privy Council imprisoned Fitton for not returning a 

fiant (granting a general pardon) that he had been given to inspect. The pardon had been 

awarded to Meade, a servant of Captain Harrington, whose plea of self-defence a coroner’s 

court had accepted. Meade had killed a servant of Fitton’s, allegedly in retaliation for the 

death of another servant of Harrington’s. 291 A flurry of charge and countercharge between 

Fitzwilliam and Fitton (directed at London) followed these events. 292 

 

Unsurprisingly, this dispute, coming so soon after Fitton had taken up his position, was very 

damaging for Fitzwilliam at court. The queen took extreme umbrage at her Lord Deputy 

having imprisoned one of her councillors, and also berated her councillors for having 

pardoned the murderer of a gentleman. Burghley, ill at this time, was unable to act 

immediately to quiet the queen’s fury,293 and then advised conciliation towards Fitton by 

Fitzwilliam.294 Fitzwilliam claimed that he had acted entirely in accordance with 

precedent.295 Perrot, erstwhile president of Munster, 296 wrote from the court at Greenwich 

and confirmed in September that he himself would have acted as Fitzwilliam had done.297 By 

late September 1573 Smith claimed that the queen bore no more displeasure towards 

Fitzwilliam. 298  

 

However, this cannot have been entirely the case, as in October 1573 Burghley advised 

against Fitzwilliam’s immediate revocation, fearful that the current ‘note of mislyking’ would 

act against his future reputation. Burghley wished that Fitzwilliam would be called ‘home 

uppon your own request’ after a ‘good end’ to ongoing disturbances such that ‘your frendes 

may have ground to sue for some recompence to yourself and yours’. Burghley also 

cautioned Fitzwilliam to ‘forgive any with whom you were once offended’. 299  Sir Walter 
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Mildmay too wrote on 27 October 1573 to his ‘veary good brother’ and reiterated that 

continued retention in Ireland would allow Fitzwilliam to take action perhaps in Laois or 

Offaly to ‘make yor reatorne [into England] more acceptable’.300  

 

Supporting this view, Lady Mildred Burghley (Fitzwilliam’s first cousin) wrote from court on 

26 October 1573.301 She indicated that she was ‘hartely sory for the great and contnuall 

iniuries [injuries] you have & wch I well understode, before the receypt of my Ladis and your 

ltres [letters]’.  She confirmed that Burghley acted on Fitzwilliam’s behalf 

my Lorde I know, bothe hathe & dothe contynew your defendor here, what so ever he 
writith to you there, to the uttermost of his powar & onely he alone, I must nedes say, 
is dryven to answer in your behalf. 

 
She noted that she would be ‘most glad you were well delivered from that burdenos 

sarvis’ though she wished that it may be with such credit as Fitzwilliam deserved. To this end 

she advised that  

a better tyme may be fownd to seke your departure. for otherwise, besyde farder 
discredit, you shall hardly get recompence for your former sarvis, wch would greve me 
most of all. 

 
She advised Fitzwilliam to ‘kepe close your frends lres [letters] for craft & mallis [malice] 

never raygned more’ as she ended as ‘your assured loving cosin, Mildred Burghley’.    

 

Significantly this dispute between the Lord Deputy and Treasurer-at-War hindered proper 

accounting procedure for monies dispatched to Ireland. Walsingham wrote that the queen and 

her council had noted that the ‘dysagreement’ between Fitton and Fitzwilliam hindered their 

service. He wanted Fitzwilliam to sign warrants for payment, so that ‘on the other syde’ 

Fitton would not deny payment being made.302  

 

A structure to attempt to track payments was initiated whereby two or three of the Irish privy 

councillors and the treasurer were to be informed of the payment, what it was for, and the 

warrant then to be signed. Resignedly, Cecil commented that he did ‘most hartely wishe that 

you might find him [Fitton] aswell in dedes as in words perfectly reconcyled unto you. 303 

The Earl of Warwick, Ambrose Dudley, cautioned Fitzwilliam to be prudent and cryptically 
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wrote that he thought ‘there was never [a] deputy lyved in a more dangerous time there then 

you do now’. 304 

 

Even the Council told Fitzwilliam that he should be aware the confusion and ‘detryment 

ensued to her Matie’ when bills for Ireland were paid in England rather than by the Treasurer 

in Ireland.305 Burghley eventually said that whilst he would assist in processing payments one 

last time ‘I will not take lyke burden uppon me’. 306  

 

Walsingham followed this up by noting that he was sorry that still the ‘unkindnes continueth 

betwene you and Mr. Threr [Treasurer]’. 307  He then introduced a new theme by advising 

Fitzwilliam to avoid any similar situation with the Earl of Essex ‘for that it cannot but fall out 

to be perilous’.308 Walsingham underlined that Fitzwilliam should be unequivocal in his 

support of Essex in the advancement of the queen’s service or else Fitzwilliam’s enemies 

‘wyll make ther proffyt of your dyscorde…to the defacing of your long service imployed in 

that contrye’.309  

 

A further blast arrived in April 1574 when the Lords of the Council noted that money sent 

should be defrayed for current expenditure, and not for Fitzwilliam’s ‘entertainment’, which 

‘was not a little misliked’. 310  Stubbornly, Fitzwilliam continued circumventing procedures 

as he sent bills, and merchants directly to London to be paid. Burghley bewailed that it was 

‘oot of ordre’ that ‘the poore me[n] ar[e] disapoynted for here is no warrant to paye money 

for any Irland causes’. 311 He noted that if money ‘shuld be payd uppon your lres [letters] I 

know not how you shuld be accomptable’. 312  Stringently Burghley reiterated that it was only 

the Treasurer-at-War of Ireland who could pay ‘as he is only accomptable for Irland cawses 

of money’.313  
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However, Fitton too, was ‘mislyketh’ at this time, charged with contempt and possible 

revocation, as he had refused to go to Munster in late 1573 at Fitzwilliam’s instruction and 

Fitzwilliam had reported on this. 314 Burghley therefore informed Fitzwilliam that though the 

queen misliked Fitzwilliam’s government, she ‘thynketh well of your fidellitie and 

valyantes’, as Burghley confirmed his support for Fitzwilliam. 315  

 

Matters finally improved on the move against the earl of Desmond in August 1574, and it 

appears that the relationship between the treasurer and the former treasurer had improved 

somewhat, as Fitzwilliam wrote a letter of recommendation praising Fitton’s service to the 

queen. 316 

 

Nevertheless, the matter of personal relationships between the Lord Deputy and Treasurer-at-

War having impeded the proper accounting for money flowing to Ireland would not be 

allowed to recur. A more formal structure was put in place from 1575. Fitton, as Treasurer-at-

War, was informed in advance that Sidney, the new Lord Deputy, was to receive £20,000 per 

annum at a regular rate of £5,000 per quarter, and that the Lord Deputy would direct the 

Treasurer-at-War as to how this money was to be spent. 317   

 

That new directive was, however, too late for Fitzwilliam. Fitzwilliam’s relationship with 

Treasurer-at-War Fitton appears to have been bad in 1573 and the first half of 1574 and there 

is no doubt but that it hindered effective crown service in Ireland, casting doubt over how and 

where bills would be paid and accounted for. The outcome of this fractious relationship was a 

new formal structure for money flowing to Ireland instituted from 1575 onwards under 

Sidney’s final term as Lord Deputy.  

 

The arrival of Essex into Ireland in 1573 added another dimension to Fitzwilliam’s problems. 

Essex was a crown favourite, had successfully served in the northern rebellion, and was made 
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a Knight of the Garter and an Earl in 1572.318 But how was he viewed in contemporary terms 

in Ireland? 

 

Loftus provided an instructive insight. Loftus believed that Essex’s honour and position 

would always ‘eclipse’ the honour of a Lord Deputy. As Loftus stated, 

for if the deputie be a soldior, or marciall [marshall], he will mislyke that so great a 
p[ar]te of the armye, should be exempted from hym. If he be peaceable, yet will he 
thinke his honor eclipsed to have so great a p[ar]tner in the government.319 

 

Fitzwilliam’s original instructions were silent about Ulster. Yet it would be hard to see how 

Fitzwilliam could support Essex without incurring cost, and he certainly could not advance 

into Ulster without the necessary men and provisions. In 1573, the garrison of Ireland was 

weakened in terms of numbers. This removed the possibility of any immediate support for 

Essex, as Fitzwilliam was concerned with the rebellion of the O’Mores in Laois, a 

submission of sorts eventually emerging in October 1573. It was however reported that Rory 

Og O’More assisted Desmond through Kildare and Laois, following Desmond’s escape from 

Dublin in November 1573.320 

 

Yet in October 1573, Sir Thomas Heneage advised Fitzwilliam ‘that in all yor actions you 

use furtherans to my L. of essex proceeding’.321 Leicester too wrote to Fitzwilliam, 

acknowledging that ‘I have not byn in that land’, he felt that if Essex and Fitzwilliam joined 

together and agreed that they could overthrow ‘the substance and pride of those Rebells’. 322 

 

This ‘united service’ was also recommended by the Lords of the Council in January 1573/74 

so that the ‘Erles enterprise [would be] made the more easie and fecible’ [feasible]. The 

Council also advised ‘it shall be verie convenient that by yor means [Essex] be holpen to all 

things necessarie for his money at reasonable prices’.323  

 

Yet Knollys noted that he was ‘sorye to understand therle of Desmondes disorder in Munster’ 

as ‘the redresse wolde have been more speedy…if her matie wolde have sente yowe such 
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forces of increase as she was counselled to have don’. 324  Knollys also noted that the queen 

complained of disorder in Laois and Offaly ‘as thoughe you had had forces sufficient to have 

suppressed their disordres’.325  

 

Burghley pragmatically advised Fitzwilliam to be prudent and to use ‘my L. of Essex wth all 

favor yt you can for he is very well allowed of, and his degree is such that I wold not wishe 

hym lightly esteemed’. 326 Fitzwilliam must have understood this warning as he glossed in the 

margin of the letter that he should ensure ‘all thngs of the erle of Essex’. 327  

 

At the end of March 1574 the Lords of the Council looked for Fitzwilliam to conference with 

Essex regarding the safety of the Pale and ominously stated that the queen was not happy  

specially for that she hath seen every p[ar]te of the same growen into disorders and 
rebellions, and nothinge done by you of moment to appease the same, 
notwithstanding the great charge of the garrison there.328 

 

They noted that they ‘cannot in dewtie forbeare to advertise yow of suche thinges as her Matie 

many tymes remembereth to us, as in misliking of your government’. 329 

 

Knollys again commented that he was aware that Fitzwilliam had to deal with ‘rebellions in 

other places’ and Fitzwilliam lacked ‘monye, victualles, or soldears that sholde have inhabled 

youe to assist…his northern service better’. 330 The lords however sided with Essex. On 26 

April 1574 they confirmed that a certain portion of the munition now being sent into Ireland 

was for the use of Essex.331  

 

Essex emerged as a strong candidate to become the next Lord Deputy of Ireland. In May 

1574, even before Desmond’s submission in September 1574, Mildmay wrote to Fitzwilliam, 

‘as on[e] carefull of yor well being, as I am sure, you wold be of myn’. 332 Mildmay stated 

that there was a disposition at court that the Earl of Essex should succeed Fitzwilliam, which 
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was ‘the nearest waye to help you there’. 333 He asked Fitzwilliam to let him know if he 

thought anything else might work better, and that ‘I will doe my best’.334   

 

No doubt remembering how long his own accounts took to resolve, Fitzwilliam shortly after 

this communication directed Jenison to take Essex’s account and reckoning with those 

ministers under his charge in Clandeboye. But the question of by what authority this account 

would be taken was raised by Jenison. Jenison informed Burghley that he ‘as yet hathe no 

warraunte from her Matie for the same, neyther direccon how to p[ro]cede nor yet by whose 

warraunt or advertisement’.335  Jenison also informed Burghley that he would give 

allowances for payments Essex had made and he hoped that Burghley would in connection 

provide ‘dyschardge wherein I think my lord of Essex will write to your L’. 336  

 

It was not in fact until 2 April 1575 that the charges for Essex’s account were in draft form.337 

The discharges or allowances still had to be completed on Essex’s account in April 1575. 338 

Essex received a very large allowance for victualling for the period 1573-1575.  Under the 

title ‘Victualling wth chardges incidente therto’ an amount of ‘xjm cxxvli xvs jd ob qr [£11,125 

15s 1¾d]’ is allowed to Essex for his enterprise. The high cost might be in part attributable to 

the dearth and high price of grain during 1573, arising from the bad harvest of 1573.339 

 

Overall, Essex’s account eventually showed a surplus of £9,621 16s 4d. The surplus appears 

under the title, ‘And so the defreymentes of money as aforesaide doe exceade [exceed] the 

receipts from her Matie and otherwise the some of ixm vjc xxjli xvjs iiijd [£9,621 16s 4d.]’ 340 

This amount of £9,621 16s 4d is again mentioned in 1599 and set off against the debts of 

Essex and his son Robert.  It is described under the title as ‘The said lres [letters] Patentes of 

p[ar]don make mencon of a ‘Srplusage due by hir Matie to theforesaid late Earle upon 
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Accompt finished of the affaires of Irelande wch amounted to ixm D cxxjli xvjs iiijd’ [£9,621 

16s 4d]’.341 

 

Fitzwilliam appears to have been a little more circumspect in his dealings with Essex than he 

had been in comparison with Fitton. Although initially uncertain how to deal with this new 

situation, he eventually grasped that Essex was in high favour at court, and that he would 

have to adjust to this and ensure ‘all thngs of the erle of Essex’. 342  

 

In early September 1574, Desmond had submitted and Fitzwilliam’s own account was just 

completed. Fitzwilliam recommended Essex for the position of Lord Justice of Ireland.343  At 

this point, Fitzwilliam probably saw Essex as his successor and therefore Fitzwilliam’s way 

of escaping from Ireland.  By suggesting Essex, Fitzwilliam hoped to see his revocation at 

last.   

 

Fitzwilliam did not in fact escape from Ireland in September 1574. Essex and Sidney engaged 

in protracted negotiations in late 1574 and early 1575 with the queen and Privy Council 

regarding their competing terms for taking the position of Lord Deputy while Fitzwilliam, the 

‘known removable’, waited for revocation. Once again, he was at the mercy of others. 

 

An estimate of the charge of ‘recovery of Ulster’ by Essex in October 1574 suggested that 

300 horsemen, 1,000 footmen and 400 kern were required to be in pay for the venture to 

succeed, which, along with 100 officers and 100 labourers, led to a monthly charge of 

Stg£1,995. The same estimate envisaged a continuing garrison in Ireland of 2,227 of which in 

the long run the charge for Ulster would be to entertain 300 footmen and 200 horsemen. 344 

 

A plat by Sidney from 1575 envisaged 500 horsemen and 700 footmen for a ‘Garrison to 

answere all services viz,’ at an annual cost of Stg£13,368 2s 5d of which in Ulster would be 

placed 200 horsemen and 250 footmen. 345  
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A Memorial of Ireland by Burghley endorsed on 25 February 1575 envisaged that the whole 

garrison of Ireland should consist of 2,000 soldiers, 400 kern and 100 pioneers. Of which 

1,300 soldiers, 400 kern and 100 pioneers would be employed in Ulster and the remaining 

700 would be under the Lord Deputy for the rest of Ireland. 346  

 

Fitzwilliam was required to comment on this plan and informed Burghley how he would 

deploy the 700 men that would be left with him. At this point Fitzwilliam must have looked 

back on the garrison reductions of 1572 as being positively benevolent. Fitzwilliam patiently 

explained to Burghley that were the earl’s enterprise to miscarry in any way, given that most 

of the 700 men available to Fitzwilliam, would be deployed elsewhere, in the retinue of 

principal officers, wards of forts, guards of countries etc., it would be undoubtedly to 

‘thendangering of the whole State, if I had but a supply of 150 men to answere suche a 

defet’.347  

 

Fitzwilliam felt so strongly about this that he also wrote to Sir Francis Walsingham on the 

same day, beseeching him to look into the matter and again telling Walsingham that he would 

be reduced to 150 men available for the field, as he stated ‘how dangerouse it were for me to 

yeld to suche an inconvenienche I refer me to yor opinion’. 348 Nevertheless, Burghley, 

Sussex and Leicester wrote to Fitzwilliam and Essex on 9 April 1575 and insisted that the 

enterprise of Ulster was to continue under Essex, and that Fitzwilliam should continue his 

charge.349 

 

Yet on 22nd May 1575 the queen wrote to the earl of Essex, and informed him that despite her 

recent instruction to resume the government of Ulster she was now of another opinion, and 

that he should now ‘forbeare the prosquatyon [prosecution] of your enterpryce’ and advertise 

to her how this might best be done. 350  

 

On 17 May 1575 Fitzwilliam announced to Burghley that he had sent his wife to England to 

see what her solicitation might do in connection with his revocation and an end to his 
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seventeen years of crown service in Ireland. He also informed Burghley that clear discharge 

would fully satisfy him but if he could not get that he would ‘content myself as well as I may 

wth 3 monithes relaxatcon’ all as he sought to be removed from Ireland.351  

 

This must have gone well, as in a further letter of 20 June 1575, Fitzwilliam thanked 

Burghley for his honourable dealing with his wife and for his favourable dealing with the 

queen. 352 In a further letter of the 7 July 1575 to Burghley, Sussex and Leicester, Fitzwilliam 

noted that his wife has informed him that they had acted very favourably for him towards her 

majesty, and how the queen now seemed inclined to release him from his charge in respect 

‘rather of my health’.353 

 

Sidney’s proposal eventually won out over that of Essex and in a letter to Sir Edward Fitton, 

on 31 July 1575, the Privy Council announced that the queen had selected Sir Henry Sidney 

to be sent over presently to supply the place of ‘her deputy ther’. 354  

 

Sir William Fitzwilliam, the reluctant Lord Deputy, had confirmation at last that he would 

now be withdrawn from Ireland. The conclusion will offer some final perspectives on the 

‘reluctant Lord Deputy’, first, from the point of view of his ‘reluctance’ and, second, from the 

point of view of his service in Ireland up to his exit in late 1575. 

 

                                                
351 Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam to Burghley, 17 May 1575, TNA SP 63/51/35 
352 Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam to Burghley, 20 June 1575, TNA SP 63/52/29, In the same letter the plan to refurbish Wicklow 
castle by Sir Thomas Fitzwilliam was approved  
353 Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam to Lord Burghley, Sir Thomas Radcliffe, earl of Sussex, and Robert Dudley, earl of Leicester, 7 
July 1575, TNA SP 63/52/48, f.101 
354 The Privy Council to Sir Edward Fitton, endorsed 31 July 1575, TNA SP 63/52/80, f.208 
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Conclusion 

 

Sir William Fitzwilliam of Milton proved to be the most reluctant of Lord Deputies of 

Ireland. But why was this? Fundamentally, his debt problems were his undoing, and 

he knew it. His debt resulted from his long service as Treasurer-at-War in Ireland, and 

the emerging reality of his situation from 1568 onwards, as his accounts were audited, 

brought home to him the fact that he would be far better off out of Ireland than in it.  

 

But he failed to achieve this objective, and he served until 1575. This chapter will 

offer some final perspectives on the ‘reluctant Lord Deputy’, first, from the point of 

view of his ‘reluctance’ and, second, from the point of view of his service in Ireland 

up to his exit in late 1575. 

 

Debt and reluctance  

As discussed in chapter three, in September 1568 Fitzwilliam had written privately to 

his sister-in-law Frances, Countess of Sussex. Fitzwilliam had reported to her that the 

best ‘dayes worke’ in Ireland for the past five years was that finally his account was 

being audited and that once he was in England, he meant ‘god wylling not to depart as 

eny sarvent agayn for Irland but truly I dare not say so tyll all be endyd and I in 

Ingland’. 1 

 

Yet Fitzwilliam was still in Ireland in 1571 and his debt kept rising. Fitzwilliam’s 

letter to the Privy Council on 29 September 1571 expressed his frustration. His 

mother had died and Fitzwilliam came completely into his inheritance, but at what 

price? Fitzwilliam highlighted that he owed £4,500 ‘as it appere uppon the foote of 

myne accomptes’, that he had ‘only my land to pay it withal’. 2  

 
 
Following the audit of his ten year account from 1559-1569, Fitzwilliam knew that 

his debt stood at IR £4,545 7s 7 ¾d. Yet by 31 August 1571, his accumulated debt 

had risen to IR £5,286 16d.  

																																																								
1 Fitzwilliam to the Countess of Sussex, 18 September 1568, Carte 58, f. 694v 
2 Lord Justice Fitzwilliam to the Privy Council, 29 September 1571, TNA SP 63/34/15 
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By August 1574, his debt would grow by a further £2,654 7s 2¼d beyond the amount 

agreed on in the settlement of his 1569-1571 account.3 His debt continually increased 

as Fitzwilliam still retained his crown office as Treasurer-at War until 31 March 1573, 

with his final account for the period 1569-1573 not being finally resolved until 

September 1574.  

 

There are two key factors involved in the analysis of Fitzwilliam’s debt over the 

period 1559-73. The first factor is that Fitzwilliam began his service as Treasurer-at-

War just as Elizabeth’s ‘great recoinage’ was undertaken. The second factor is that 

the rate of exchange at which his debt was calculated was 8d Irish to 6d English rather 

than 48s Irish to 20s English, as was the case with his predecessor, Sidney. 

 

Fitzwilliam began his term as Treasurer-at-War during Elizabeth’s ‘great recoinage’ 

of 1560-1561. The volatility that ensued (as discussed in chapter two) saw prices 

increase in Ireland. Lady Anne brought this to the queen’s attention, just as 

Fitzwilliam commenced his term as Lord Deputy. She highlighted that when 

Fitzwilliam first began his term as ‘your magisties threasorer’ that the coin was so 

base that ‘fiftie shillings courante monye of Irelande was worthe but twentie 

shillinges corante monye of Ingelande’ a reality which she confirmed ‘brought 

allthinges in that realme to extreme derthe’.4  

 
Apart from volatility, Fitzwilliam was also the first Treasurer-at-War in Ireland for 

whom the queen’s new exchange rate affected the calculation of his crown debt. The 

rate of 8d Irish to 6d English specified in the queen’s proclamation instructions of 19 

July 1559 became the exchange rate by which crown servants would now define the 

official value of English coin in Ireland until the end of the sixteenth century. The 

new exchange rate was published in proclamations issued on 4 October 1559, and 29 

																																																								
3 Brief of the account of Sir William Fitzwilliam for 10 years ended midsummer 1569, 24 June 1569, TNA SP 
63/28/53, f.115-f.118, f.118v:   Cal. Pat. Elizabeth Vol. V, 1569-1572, No. 196, pp.29-30 [Patent to examine 1559-
1569 account]: A Brief Docquet of the Account of Sir William Fitzwilliam, Treasurer at Wars [in Ireland] for two 
years sixty-nine days beginning 24 June 1569 and ending 31 August 1571, 31 August 1571, Carte 57, f.160-1: 
Cal. Pat. Elizabeth Vol. 5, 1569-1572, No. 2107, pp.262-263 [Patent to examine 1569-1571 account]:  TNA, Roll 
1072, Sir W. FitzWilliams, Treasurer at War in Ireland, 23 June 1569-1 Sept. 1571, AO_1_284_1072, f.1-f.45: 
Abstract of Sir William Fitzwilliam’s account by 31 March 1573, 17 August 1574, TNA SP 63/47/44 (i), f.99-
f.104, f.103:  Account of Sir William Fytzwylliams, as Treasurer at Wars, from 23rd June 1569 to 31 March 1573 , 
30 September 1574 [per calendar entry], TNA SP 65/7, [Final page of his account f.40] 
4 Petition of Lady Anne Fitzwilliam to the Queen, [11] December 1571, TNA SP 63/34/35, f.102 
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October 1560.5  In effect, therefore, from October 1559, an official Irish to Sterling 

ratio of 1.3333:1 now applied.  

 
On top of volatility, the consequences of this official exchange rate for Fitzwilliam 

were enormous. In comparison, Sidney’s crown debt resulting from his service as 

Treasurer-at-War of IR £ 2,484 14s 5d converted to Stg £1,035 6s at a rate of 48s Irish 

to 20s English or 2.4:1. 6  Fitzwilliam would have been better served if his 1572  

debt settlement had been calculated at this rate, rather than the new rate of 8d Irish to 

6d English or 1.3333:1. 7 As it was, even with Stg £1,000 allowed for ‘long service’ 

on his converted debt of Stg £3,964 11s 0d, Fitzwilliam’s debt was still  

Stg £2,964 11s 0d in 1572, which was to be discharged ‘at the Exchequer of England 

in the ten years next following by equal portions, the first to be paid in Trinity term 

next’.8 

 

Lady Anne certainly understood such matters, to judge from her remark to the queen 

that ‘fiftie shillings courante monye of Irelande was worthe but twentie shillinges 

corante monye of Ingelande’. 9  In fact it was probably with his growing debt in mind 

that Fitzwilliam actively sought a marriage contract between his eldest son and Sir 

Walter Mildmay’s eldest daughter. The marriage took place in September 1569, as 

Fitzwillam’s ten-year account from 1559-1569 was being finalised.  

 

There is no doubt but that this connection proved valuable to Fitzwilliam. Fitzwilliam 

recounted that without Mildmay’s influence, auditor Jenison and his clerks would not 

have worked so diligently on Fitzwilliam’s behalf, which resulted in a saving of £700, 

as Fitzwilliam confirmed ‘for otherwayes I nethr [neither] have nor can deserve that 

labor wch he [Jenison] so willingly bestowed upon my cawses’.10   

 
																																																								
5 The Queen to Lord Deputy Sussex, 19 July 1559, TNA SP 63/1/68 f. 152-f.155, f.153: Robert Steele, Tudor and 
Stuart Proclamations, 1485-1714, calendared by Robert Steele, under the direction of the Earl of Crawford K.T., 
Vol II, Scotland and Ireland, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1910), Proclamation No. 35, [4] October 1559, (Not 
found), p. 3; Proclamation No. 40, 29 October 1560, p.4-Narration indicates earlier proclamation of 4 October 1 
Eliz 
6 Brief account of Sir Henry Sydney, Vice-Treasurer, 14 September 1559, TNA SP 63/1/74, f. 181 
7 In the former case, Fitzwilliam’s debt of IR £5,286 16d would have equated to just over Stg £2,202. As it was, 
his debt of IR £5,286 16d in fact equated to Stg £3,964 11s 0d at the rate of 8d Irish to 6d English. 
8	Calendar	of	Patent	Rolls,	Elizabeth	Vol.	5,	1569	to	1572,	(London:	HMSO.,	1966),	No.	3089	
[https://archive.org/stream/calendarofpatent05grea_0#page/438/mode/2up	–	accessed	19	February	
2017],	No.	2107,	pp.	48-9		
9 Petition of Lady Anne Fitzwilliam to the Queen, [11] December 1571, TNA SP 63/34/35, f.102 
10 Lord Justice Fitzwilliam to Sir Walter Mildmay, 24 October 1571, Carte 57, f. 250 
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Fitzwilliam was not without other useful connections. Lord Treasurer Burghley’s 

wife, Mildred Cooke, was Fitzwilliam’s first cousin, and in April 1572 Fitzwilliam 

confirmed his loyalty and familial alliance to Burghley as he noted that ‘I am my lady 

yor wiefes cousin jerman, you shall never take dishonor by me’. 11 Nevertheless, 

Fitzwilliam’s desperation to be revoked out of Ireland had seen him write in 1571 to 

request the ‘friendship’ of Sir Thomas Heneage, a significant courtier and treasurer of 

the queen’s chamber, so that Fitzwilliam would be Lord Justice ‘butt fower or v 

dayes’, and that Sidney should be sent back to Ireland or ‘some other new fytt 

govnor’.  12  

 

Fitzwilliam even asked his son to make a personal appeal on his father’s behalf to the 

Privy Council – but only on a day that his father-in-law, Sir Walter Mildmay, Lord 

Chancellor, was in attendance.13 Lady Anne also wrote to Burghley, as she feared that 

if Fitzwilliam were to be appointed Lord Deputy then further debt would mean that 

‘bothe he and his shall never be able to be unboordened’. She requested that at the 

very least her husband might be afforded leave to ‘dele [deal] for him selfe in pr sence 

as eveary man heretofore hadde free lybertye and lycenes’. 14  

 

Fitzwilliam still held the position of Treasurer-at-War in late 1571. And Fitzwilliam’s 

debt had increased significantly from 1569-1571, rising from IR£4,545 7s 7¾d in 

1569 to IR£5,286 16d in 1571, as seen in a view of his account. 15 It is true that 

operationally it might prove difficult to find both a Lord Deputy and a Treasurer-at-

War at once. But it is equally true that ‘the knowen removable’16 was not removed. 

Instead, he was promoted to the office of Lord Deputy. And he was also left 

languishing in the office of Treasurer-at-War until 1573, as his debt increased. All of 

this was slightly longer than ‘fower or v dayes’, 17 and demonstrated that Fitzwilliam 

was not significant enough or skilled enough to avoid the poisoned chalice that others 

refused. 

 

																																																								
11 Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam to Burghley, 15 April 1572, TNA SP 63/36/4  f.10-f.11 
12 Fitzwilliam to Thomas Heneage, 12 April 1571, Carte 57, f.23 
13 Lord Justice Fitzwilliam to his son [William Fitzwilliam], 1 October 1571, Carte 57, f.150   
14 Lady Anne Fitzwilliam to Burghley from Gaynes Park, 12 October 1571, Carte 57, f.155 
15 A Brief Docquet of the Account of Sir William Fitzwilliam, Treasurer at Wars [in Ireland] for two years sixty-
nine days beginning 24 June 1569 and ending 31 August 1571, 31 August 1571, Carte 57, f.160-1 
16 Fitzwilliam to Sir Walter Mildmay, 10 August 1571, Carte 57, f. 130 verso 
17 Fitzwilliam to Thomas Heneage, 12 April 1571, Carte 57, f.23 
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Fitzwilliam’s service 

Fitzwilliam was supplied with instructions as Lord Deputy to reduce the garrison in 

Ireland and engage in general cost cutting. Of course, implementing such instructions 

meant that the garrison was not sufficient to deal with ‘stirrings’, and in 1572 and 

1573 Fitzwilliam’s reputation plummeted as a result. Mildmay wrote to Fitzwilliam in 

May 1574 to say that the earl of Essex might be appointed to the Lord Deputyship of 

Ireland. This was presented as ‘the nearest way to help you there’, and Mildmay did 

say if Fitzwilliam thought anything else would work ‘I will doe my best’. 18 

 

But this glimmer of hope came just after the queen confirmed her ‘misliking’ of 

Fitzwilliam’s government in March 1574.19 Fitzwilliam had not impressed the queen 

at all as Lord Deputy in 1572 and 1573. The discordant reality that he engendered in 

1573 when he imprisoned Sir Edward Fitton, a member of the queen’s Privy Council 

in Ireland, and the new Treasurer-at-War, was hard to recover from in any way. 20 It is 

true that Sir John Perrot, erstwhile President of Munster, said that he would have 

acted as Fitzwilliam had. 21 Yet it was a most unwise course of action for Fitzwilliam 

to have undertaken, particularly for someone hoping to leave Ireland with his 

reputation intact. 

 

In fact, his reputation became so poor that Fitzwilliam’s cousin Mildred warned him 

that ‘a better tyme may be fownd to seke your departure, for otherwise, besyde farder 

discredit, you shall hardly get recompence for your former sarvis’. 22 The relationship 

with Fitton was so clearly acrimonious in late 1573 and early 1574 that Walsingham 

anxiously wrote that the ‘dysagreement’ hindered the service of both Fitzwilliam and 

Fitton.23 Continuing acrimony caused Walsingham to advise Fitzwilliam to avoid at 

all costs any such situation with the Earl of Essex ‘for that it cannot but fall out to be 

perilous’. 24 

 

																																																								
18 Sir Walter Mildmay to Fitzwilliam, 2 May 1574, Carte 56, f. 368 
19 Lords of the Council to Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam, 30 March 1574, Carte 56, f. 327-f.328 [Signed by Burghley, 
Sussex, Leicester and Walsingham] 
20	Lord	Deputy	Fitzwilliam	to	Burghley,	13	June	1573,	TNA	SP	63/41/27:	Sir	Edward	Fitton	to	Burghley,	16	
June	1573,	TNA	SP	63/41/35:		Sir	Edward	Fitton	to	Queen	Elizabeth,	June	1573,	TNA	SP	63/41/35(i)	
21 Sir John Perrot to Fitzwilliam, 30 September 1573, Carte 56, f. 218-f.219 
22 Lady Mildred Burghley to Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam, 26 October1573, Carte 56, f. 229 
23 Sir Francis Walsingham to Fitzwilliam, 18 January 1573/4, Carte 56, f. 288 
24 Sir Francis Walsingham to Fitzwilliam, 30 March 1574, Carte 56, f. 334 



	 181	

In terms of precedents, Fitzwilliam did have a poor relationship with Sir Nicholas 

Arnold in the 1560’s. Nevertheless Sidney retained Fitzwilliam as Treasurer-at-War 

after Arnold was recalled, and said of Fitzwilliam ‘In my conscience he is a true man 

in all his service and charges to the Queenes maiestie; what fryvolous objections 

weare made againt him by Brymyngiam [Bermingham], for a huge debt… he hath not 

wittingly deceaved the Queene in nothinge’.25 

 

However, the situation with Fitton in 1573 was different. Fitzwilliam as Deputy was 

supposed to be in charge and should have found some resolution beyond imprisoning 

the new Treasurer-at-War, who was also one of the queen’s privy councillors.  It is 

true that Fitton himself subsequently fell into disfavour, as he refused to go into 

Munster to negotiate with Desmond in late 1573 on Fitzwilliam’s behalf, according to 

Fitzwilliam because Fitton said that he could do little to resolve a dispute about the 

presidency of Munster having been thrown out of one himself. 26 And it is true that 

they appear to have had a slightly better relationship in late 1574. 27 Nevertheless, 

Fitzwilliam could very easily have been recalled in disgrace in late 1573 or early 

1574, and, but for his long-standing relationship with Burghley and his links with 

Mildmay, he might very well have been so recalled. 

 

Quite apart from Fitton, the queen had explicitly ‘mislikd’ Fitzwilliam’s government 

in March 1574 because of widespread disorder in 1572 and 1573, and because of 

Fitzwilliam’s failure to move on Desmond. Yet the queen, in her instructions to 

Fitzwilliam, had explicitly required a reduction in the garrison. 28 There was little 

Fitzwilliam could prudently do in such circumstances.	

 

Looking outwards, Fitzwilliam wrote in 1572 that he feared without sufficient 

garrison numbers, that ‘if Spayne do once posses Ireland with 6,000 souldyares I feare 

Englond may looke after it as Callie [Calais]’.  He starkly indicated that ‘I am wthout 

																																																								
25 Anthony Collins, Letters of Memorial of State in the reigns of Queen Mary, Queen Elizabeth, King James, King 
Charles the First, part of the Reign of King Charles the Second, and Oliver’s Usurpation, Vol. I., (London: Printed 
for T. Osborne in Gray’s Inn, MDCCXLVI), pp. 12-14 
26 Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam to Lord Burghley, Thomas Radcliffe, earl of Sussex, Robert Dudley, earl of Leicester 
and Sir Francis Walsingham, 18 April 1574, TNA SP 63/45/72 
27 Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam to Queen Elizabeth, 3 September 1574, TNA SP 63/47/48 
28 Instructions and Memorial of things meet for the better government of Ireland, 24 April ? 1572, TNA SP 
63/36/11, f.22-f.25, f.22 
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money, victualles, armour and weapones and in effect, men’.29 Looking inwards, 

without sufficient forces even dealing with the O’Mores and O’Connors in Leinster 

proved problematic, never mind moving into Munster.  

 

If he is to be believed, Fitzwilliam had only had 200 foot available for immediate 

action in 1573, which he deployed against the O’Mores, the rest of the garrison being 

fully committed elsewhere. 30 As a further sign of reputational damage on 13 October 

1573, Fitzwilliam bemoaned the fact that, due to his service as Lord Deputy in 

Ireland, ‘myne office of Marischall of the Kinges benche, wch was bestowed on me in 

king Edwardes, tyme by the Duke of Northumberland, and for the wch I once refused 

£800 in ready money, is geven away from me’.31 The personal impact on Fitzwilliam 

must have been huge.  His reputation was so poor in London in late 1573 that a 

position that he had held for upwards of twenty years, and through which he had 

helped sustain the Edwardian reformation, as discussed in chapter one, was taken 

away.  

 

Fitzwilliam may have found some small comfort that the Lords of the Council who 

signed the letter that ‘misliked’ him in early 1574 did include the caveat that they 

were required, because of her statements, to write of the queen’s ‘misliking of your 

government’. 32  Fitzwilliam could also have drawn some comfort from the fact that 

Sir Francis Knollys wrote at this time and confirmed that ‘redresse wolde have been 

more speedy’ to quiet Desmond’s disorder in Munster if ‘her matie wolde have sente 

yowe such forces of increase as she was counselled to have don’,33 and that it was 

known that criticisms were offered in connection with the O’Mores ‘as thoughe you 

had forces sufficient to have suppressed their disordres’.34  

 

Fitzwilliam, together with the earl of Ormond, did obtain the submission of the earl of 

Desmond in the summer of 1574. Fitzwilliam must have thought that finally he would 

be able to depart no longer under threat of being ‘misliked’. Yet this was not to be for 

																																																								
29 Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam to Burghley, 15 April 1572, TNA SP 63/36/4 
30 Book of the estate of the army and garrisons with the charge of the same for one month, 15 April 1574, TNA SP 
63/45/71 (i): Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam and Council to Privy Council, 18 April 1574, TNA SP 63/45/71 
31 Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam to the Privy Council, 13 October 1573, TNA SP 63/20/48 f. 99 
32 Lords of the Council to Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam, 30 March 1574, Carte 56, f. 327-f.328 [Signed by Burghley, 
Sussex, Leicester and Walsingham] 
33 Sir Francis Knollys to Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam, 27 March 1574, Carte 56, f. 150 
34 Sir Francis Knollys to Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam, 27 March 1574, Carte 56, f. 150 
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some time yet. Nevertheless, Ireland did not become Elizabeth’s Calais. In this, 

Fitzwilliam was aided by international events.  

 

Spain and England renewed official links and the treaty of Bristol in 1574 opened up 

trade.35 This removed any threat, real or imagined, of a Spanish invasion and 

quietened things in Munster. In addition, Turlough Lunineach O’Neill did not turn out 

to be a second Shane O’Neill and the earl of Clanricard proved helpful in Connacht.  

 

Despite a personal element in the real or imagined threat to Fitzwilliam’s wife, 36 the 

extraction of the earl of Kildare from Leinster in 1575 quieted the O’Mores and the 

O’Byrnes. Loftus no longer said that ‘Murders, burninges, and robberies were never 

more rife in the Irishe contryes, than they be now in the englishe pale’,37 and 

Fitzwilliam no longer had to bless himself as he had when John Crawhall outlined 

how those under the mountains of Dublin were maintainers of raiders. 38 

 

The ‘sustainer’ leaves Ireland 

Anthony Anderson the preacher had delivered himself of a prayer for safe passage to 

England for Fitzwilliam on 17 October 1575.39 And on 30 November 1575, it was 

confirmed that the queen was not answering Essex’s letters, ‘for that she dayly 

attended the coming of Sr willm fitzwillames wth whom she thought yt convenient to 

confer before the yealding of her aunswer’.40 

 

This was a remarkable turnaround from the dark days of 1573 and early 1574, and the 

fact that Fitzwilliam had managed to at least sustain the government in Ireland should 

be noted in his favour.  

 

 

																																																								
35 Queen Elizabeth I’s Progress to Bristol in 1574: An Examination of Expenses, Francis Wardell, Early Theatre, 
Vol. 14 No. 1, 2011 pp. 101 - 120 
36 Information against Gerald FitzGerald, earl of Kildare, 9 February 1575, TNA SP 63/49/59, f.190 
37 Adam Loftus, Archbishop of Dublin to Sidney, 11 May 1573, TNA SP 63/40/36 
38 John Symcott to Burghley, 4 June 1574, TNA SP 63/46/51 
39 ‘A Godlie Sermon, preached on Newe yeeres day last, before Sir William Fitzwilliam Knight, late Lord Deputie 
of Irelande, Sir Iames Harrington knight, their Ladyes and Children, with many others, at Burghley in Rutlande’ 
by minister of God Anthony Anderson, Imprinted at London by Thomas Purfoote for Lucas Harison, dwelling in 
Paules Church Yarde, Anno Dom. 1576’ 
40 [Written on behalf of the queen] To the earl of Essex, 30 November 1575, TNA SP 63/53/73, f.175-6 
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Yet even as Fitzwilliam left Ireland no longer ‘misliked’, familiar problems remained 

behind him. Loftus wrote to Burghley that, because of the ‘great want of money’ in 

Ireland, treasurer Fitton had been unable to pay for the discharge of soldiers. 

Archbishop Loftus had paid for their discharge  

I have therefore delivered hym [Fitton] some suche in bylles, the reste in ready 
money, … the some [sum] of six hondreth eight poundes ixs viijd [£608 9s 8d] 
as may appere to yor L by the Threasureres byll wch I have sent by my man. 

 
Loftus sought that the ‘saide somme may be answered to my man the bearer  

hereof wth as muche expedecon and ease of my charge as commendeth may be’. 41 

But Loftus also spoke of Fitzwilliam and how he was  

sory to leave the company of suche a frende: whom (while he helde the place 
of auctorite) I founde ever my singular good lorde, and azelous [a zealous] 
furdrer [furtherer] of true religion. 

 
Loftus confirmed that,  
 

as well in the generall government, as in his pryvate behaveyer, he hathe done 
nothinge in myne opynion, but that which may beseeme the calling wherein he 
served.  

 
Along with this commendation, Loftus highlighted how he himself had brought about  

a ‘unitye betwene Sr William Fitzwilliam and the erle of essex’. Loftus noted that he 

was pleased that the relationship between Fitzwilliam and Essex was such that ‘the 

excellent nature of the good erle … concluded … wth earnest comendacon of hym 

[Fitzwilliam] to the queens Matie’.42 

 

Slightly later in the same month, the earl of Ormond, writing ‘scribled lynes’ from 

Kilkenny on 22 October 1575, informed Burghley that ‘my veary good L. therle of 

essex’ was staying with him at that time and ‘hath fownd him self moche beholding to 

you sins his first com[m]ing hether’.  

 

Leaving the narration of events in this ‘unfortunat land’ to ‘the last, and p[re]sent 

deputies’, Ormond nevertheless informed Burghley that he was happy to 

recom[m]end always unto your favor sr willa[m] fitz williams, who I am bold 
to say, hathe veray carefullye and well sarved her highnes hear [here], which I 
hope (to his great comfort) she woll thankfullye acsept.43 

																																																								
41 Adam Loftus, Archbishop of Dublin to Burghley, 14 October 1575, TNA SP 63/53/44, f.100-101v. 
42 Adam Loftus, Archbishop of Dublin to Burghley, 14 October 1575, TNA SP 63/53/44, f.100-101v. 
43 The earl of Ormond to Lord Treasurer Burghley, 22 October 1575, TNA SP 63/53/53, f. 191 
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And Fitzwilliam confirmed that the queen did ‘acsept’ his service. Writing to 

Burghley on 26 November 1575, Fitzwilliam noted, with satisfaction 

 
Her highnece graciouce acceptacon of me, and favorable allowance of my 
service, do give me such singler compfort, as in respect thereof, I make small 
accompt of all other worldly cares.44 

 
 
Thus as Fitzwilliam ended his Irish service in 1575 he was no longer misliked by the 

queen. This allowed Googe in 1577 to praise Fitzwilliam’s ‘trustie discharging of the 

treasureship of Ireland, and your worthy goverment’, as he noted with approval 

Fitzwilliam’s returning to his lands for ‘a tyme of rest and quietnesse’. 45 But this rest 

and quietness would eventually come to an end, as the queen’s ‘favourable allowance’ 

of his service in 1575 meant that Fitzwilliam was once again considered for service in 

Ireland in the 1580’s. 

 
As he ended his service in 1575, ill with what he termed ‘myne Irisshe infirmitie’, 

Fitzwilliam nevertheless once again sought Burghley’s aid in ‘worldly cares’. In one 

page, Fitzwilliam sought something to be done ‘to my relief’ regarding his debt, the 

‘Marischalship of the kinges benche’, and his entertainment after yielding the Lord 

Deputyship to Sidney. 

 

Fitzwilliam  bewailed the large debt that resulted from his Irish service for ‘near xvij 

[17] yeres as Thresarar, Justice and Deputye of Irlande’. This debt, he noted, had to be 

paid ‘after the rate of 300li yerelie’, and for which ‘my landes are and wilbe a good 

while lyable’.   

 

And once again Fitzwilliam raised the ‘Marischalship of the kinges benche’, which he 

held ‘from king Edwardes reigne’ and which, he trenchantly remarked, ‘yelded me 

before I went to Irlande, 200 mrkes a yere at the least, and moast yeres more, and 

some yeres 200li’.  On proceeding to service in Ireland, Fitzwilliam had ‘put it over for 

100 mrkes yerely and so all that tyme lost that overpluce [overplus]’ and now the 

																																																								
44 Sir William Fitzwilliam to Lord Burghley, 26 November 1575, TNA SP 63/53/70, f.169 
45 Googe, Foure Bookes of Husbandry, collected by M. Conradius Herefhachius Counsellor to the Hugh and 
mightie Prince, the Duke of Cleve, conteyhing the whole arte and trade of Husbandry, with the newely englished 
and increased by Bardabe Googe, (At London, Printed for John Wight, 1578) pp.ii-iii 
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‘Marischalship’ was gone from him, despite ‘having neverthelese Queene Maries 

grant of it’. 46  

 

Fitzwilliam also complained that he had been without entertainment in Ireland, and 

yet still with retainers, since the twenty-second of September ‘vearie chardgeably at 

myne owne chardge’. Of the three matters that Fitzwilliam raised, it was the third and 

last of the three that was considered. In a note from December 1575, Burghley lists an 

amount of £633 15s for Fitzwilliam ‘betwixt’ the twenty-second of September, when 

he ceased to be Lord Deputy and the ninth of December, when he was at court. 47 

 

As Fitzwilliam was discharged from Irish service, Burghley’s ‘accustomed favourable 

consideracon’ could only extend to this.48 Fitzwilliam’s debt remained and the 

Marshalship was gone to the queen’s cousin. It was indeed as Lady Mildred Burghley, 

his cousin had told him in 1573, ‘greffe [grief] is comin to all those that deall in 

Princis affayres, wch I wish my frendes had less cause to know by experience’.49 

 

 

																																																								
46 Sir William Fitzwilliam to Lord Burghley, 26 November 1575, TNA SP 63/53/70 f. 169-170: The queen to the 
earl of Shrewsbury, 25 November 1575, TNA SP 12/105/77 f.165, reveals that the queen granted this position on 
the death of Varney, who got it after Fitzwilliam (see chapter one), to W.K [John Catysby to Walsingham, 8 April 
1584, TNA SP 12/170/12 writing from the ‘kynges benche in Southwark, identifies W.K. as  ‘willm knollys 
esquyer Marshall of her Maties benche’: Victor Stater, ‘Knollys, William, first earl of Banbury (c. 1545–1632), 
courtier,’ ODNB,  William Knollys was Elizabeth’s cousin] 
47 Memorandum of money due to Sidney and Fitzwilliam as Deputies, December 1575, TNA SP 63/54/27, f. 74 
48 Sir William Fitzwilliam to Lord Burghley, 26 November 1575, TNA SP 63/53/70, f.169 
49 Lady Mildred Burghley to Lord Deputy Fitzwilliam, 26 October 1573, Carte 56, f. 229  
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