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Introduction

Historiographical trends in Irish parliamentary history

There is a near absence of historiographical debate on the Irish Parliament 
as parliament in the seventeenth century. The English assembly has had a 
different experience. Victorian historians, often personified by the now much 
maligned Stubbs, subscribed to what has now become known as a ‘whig 
interpretation of history’.1 As such, a vibrant and confident Victorian soci-
ety sought to place its parliament, erroneously considered at the time as ‘the 
mother of all parliaments’, at the centre of England’s perfectly balanced con-
stitution.2 Parliament, so the argument ran, and in particular the Commons, 
had since its inception at some vague point in the mists of time striven to 
emphasise and safeguard the just liberties of the English people against their 
monarchs. As far as the seventeenth century went, the Stuarts were frequently 
portrayed as the bogeymen. Criticism of Stubbs and his colleagues appears 
now to be somewhat unfair – they were the first generation of professional or 
near-professional historians and, when compared with practitioners in other 
countries, they do not come across as particularly poor. Simply put, they took 
the first steps in the modern professional era and so naturally errors were 
made and perspectives were skewed. Above all, they looked at the parliament 
then in existence and attempted to work their way back.

What has been described as an ‘orthodox’ school of thought came to the 
fore in the first half of the twentieth century to take the study of English parlia-
ments to its next logical step.3 Lewis Namier and John Neale, working on the 
eighteenth and the sixteenth centuries respectively, moved away from the idea 
of a progressive and just body of MPs fighting ‘the good fight’ against author-
itarian and absolutist-minded monarchs.4 Instead, they portrayed parliament 
as being involved in near-constant confrontation with central authority. 
Wallace Notestein, in particular, wrote an influential article on the winning 
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of the initiative by the House of Commons in the early seventeenth century, 
which he argued led king and parliament on a ‘high-road to civil war’.5 This 
work was characterised by concentration on moments of high drama and of 
political conflict. These historians also overemphasised the role of members 
of the lower house, especially their religious attitudes and apparent alliances.6 
A consequence of the prominence of this school of thought led to the estab-
lishment of the History of Parliament Trust. Its approach, in turn, led to vehe-
ment reaction by the revisionists from the 1960s onwards.

George Sayles, a rare historian of both Irish and English medieval parlia-
ments, made a valid point when he wrote that

to still pretend that the history of the medieval parliament is being written when the 
sparse and uninformative details of the obscure lives of obscure men are laboriously 
collected because they made a fitful appearance among the commons is merely to 
veil the hard realities … the place of biography in constitutional history is a subor-
dinate one. If we see in parliament merely a public spectacle of political struggles 
between crown and commons and of democracy in embryo, we shall certainly 
never understand the medieval parliament.7

Elton shared these sentiments when he wrote of ‘Namier’s obsession with the 
persons of individuals – his belief that the history of parliament equals the 
history of individual members of the commons … The lords, once again, lie 
forgotten.’8

This criticism is perhaps somewhat excessive. Biographies of people who 
sat as members of the Commons are, of course, very useful.9 Nonetheless 
the dominant form of parliamentary history took the focus off the institu-
tion of parliament, and apparently supported the assertion that the history 
of parliament is the history of the House of Commons. From the late 1960s 
onwards, a revisionist school emerged in early modern parliamentary history 
that rejected the idea that there was a sure emergence of a strong opposition in 
Elizabeth’s time. Michael Graves, Conrad Russell, Geoffrey Elton and Sheila 
Lambert, among others, all played a role in this. In rejecting the ‘orthodox’ 
specialisation (some would say obsession) on the House of Commons and 
party politics, they opened the door to the study of the Lords also, and high-
lighted the need to study parliament as part of the state apparatus, rather than 
just as a political event. At the very core of this approach was a widespread 
consideration of the activity of parliament over a long period rather than 
just tracking back from the civil war looking for its causes. New approaches 
flourished. Statistical analysis of ‘work rate’ began to demonstrate the way in 
which all elements of parliament (for the most part) cooperated in the process 
of getting the business of parliament done. Developments in procedure were 
no longer to be seen as constitutional weapons in a political war, but rather as 
aids in allowing parliament to dispatch its constantly growing workload. As 
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the early modern state expanded at a fast pace, so too did all of its constituent 
courts and administrative departments and parliament was caught up in this 
process. Above all, the speed at which legislation could be processed came to 
be treated as the barometer of parliaments.10

So what about the Irish Parliament in the early modern period? It does not 
make much sense to take English historiographical developments and baldly 
apply them to an Irish question. The Irish assembly was a different institution 
which operated in a different environment and under different conditions. 
Most famously, the provisions of Poynings’ Law made the process of legisla-
tion considerably different and introduced a fourth part to the parliamentary 
trinity: Lords, Commons, king and English council, and lord deputy and Irish 
council.11 Although there were religious pressures in the English Parliament, 
the differences were all the more stark in Ireland, and the ethnic distinctions 
made the situation a little more volatile. While many ambiguities of the Irish 
situation were not formally clarified until the 1720 Declaratory Act, Ireland 
was clearly treated more as a colony than a co-equal kingdom or, at very best, 
a little brother.12 However, there were also some important similarities.

In many respects, the Irish Parliament had developed in a similar fashion to 
the English one simply because so many other facets of royal government were 
modelled on England. However, because the Irish Government was generally 
staffed with figures from the Irish lordship up until the growing anglicisation 
of government from the mid-sixteenth century onwards, there were aspects 
of parliament that had local particularism in organisation and development.13 
For example, the clerical proctors remained in the Irish Parliament a long 
time after they had disappeared from its English counterpart. An indication 
of the growing anglicisation of government affecting parliament can be seen 
in the abandonment of the law with regards to MPs’ residency and property 
qualifications in the boroughs they represented and the laws regulating where 
parliament should sit. This was not just for reasons of political expediency, but 
also because government ministers’ knowledge of parliaments rested on their 
experiences and that of their assistants in the English assembly.14 As such, 
then, while we must be cognisant that the Irish Parliament was dependent 
on local conditions for its development as an institution, it was also explicitly 
shaped, particularly from the mid-sixteenth century onwards, by the knowl-
edge of the workings of the English Parliament.

Much of the writing on the Irish Parliament has concentrated on confron-
tation, though not always on that between executive and commons. More 
often it has highlighted religious and ethnic distinctions. When reading more 
generally on Ireland in the seventeenth century the same issues are usually 
mentioned. In 1613, the fall-out from the election of the speaker and a sharp-
ening religious divide in the Commons created by the wholesale creation of 
Protestant-dominated boroughs is usually highlighted. In 1634, denial of the 
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graces and the creation of a government grouping to play the settler interest 
against the Catholic interest is prominent, and in 1640–41, partially as a result 
of policies and practices in the previous parliament, the fall of Wentworth.15 
In 1661, an all-Protestant Commons (frequently mistaken for an all-Protestant 
parliament) and the land settlement feature, and in 1689 Catholic domination 
and the land settlement – a swinging pendulum to the previous assembly. In 
most histories of seventeenth-century Ireland, parliament is used to illustrate 
the growing distrust and animosity between the competing interests. While it 
is important to acknowledge that the Irish Parliament could of course be an 
important forum in playing out the confrontational episodes of Irish history, 
an institutional study of parliament will give us a different perspective. For 
example, the 1634–35 parliament can be regarded as being, legislatively at least, 
a very active parliament. In this parliament, the Lords read 78 bills in 77 days 
sitting and the Commons read 103 bills in 104 days sitting, a much higher rate 
than any other. Having said that, one aspect of the English revisionist school 
is a strong emphasis on the production of legislation, an emphasis which, if 
unchecked, could distort an understanding of the Irish Parliament. During 
the seventeenth century, the English Parliament, and the Irish for that matter, 
took on a massive number of legal cases, which consumed much of parlia-
ment’s time and attention.16 According to the sources available to us, the Irish 
houses considered 1,664 petitions or counter-petitions usually (though not 
exclusively) initiating or answering either first instance or appellate cases. This 
aspect of parliament’s, and especially that of the upper house’s, work has been 
to a large extent ignored by historians in Ireland. The exception is especially 
revealing when these petitions were politicised, such as in 1640 and 1641.17

The Irish Parliament has not been without institutional histories. 
Richardson and Sayles’s work on the medieval Irish Parliament took the insti-
tutional route, as does much of Steven Ellis’s work and that of D.B. Quinn.18 
On the eighteenth century, much of the work of David Hayton follows an 
institutional approach, as does James Kelly’s recent work on Poynings’ Law.19 
Indeed, the collaborative project on Irish legislation by David Hayton, James 
Kelly, John Bergin, and Andrew Sneddon, on the Queen’s University Belfast 
website, is a superb example of such an approach, with legislation at its core.20 
A more thorough examination of the various works is made in each relevant 
chapter.

Perhaps we should pay special heed to the call of David Hayton to study 
‘the achievements rather than the rhetoric’.21 Although it may be relatively 
novel to Irish historiography in general, he was simply reiterating arguments 
advanced by Elton, Graves, and Smith.22 Importantly, he recognises that in 
Irish historiography, parliamentary process and institutional history have 
become totally subordinate to a dominant political narrative. As such, a more 
thorough understanding of parliament can be achieved if we study how par-
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liament worked. Political studies of parliament both for its own sake and for 
the sake of understanding the political world of Stuart Ireland have served the 
reader well in the past and continue to do so, but they are of less use in a study 
of parliamentary mechanics in its own right.

This book will attempt to study parliament purely for its own sake. It is 
essentially an investigation into how parliament processed the business put 
before it, and how, while conducting this business, the component parts inter-
acted with each other – and indeed how parliament interacted with other 
aspects of government and administration in the kingdom as a whole and 
occasionally outside of it. Generally speaking, it could be described as an 
administrative and legal history of the Irish Parliament. It is not seeking to 
overturn any previously held beliefs or advance any particular interpretation 
beyond that of the validity and necessity of institutional history as an essential 
tool for political historians to understand parliament in order to understand 
the parliamentary event. It will naturally share some characteristics with the 
revisionist school in England, but because parliament in Ireland had a dif-
ferent position within the constitution, and because it continues to occupy a 
different position in the thinking of modern historians, it will be distinct.

The parameters of this work have been set for purely practical reasons. The 
earliest parliament in this study began in 1613. This date has been chosen not 
because it was the first Stuart parliament or because it was the first parliament 
to have representatives from constituencies spread across the entire island 
(that is merely coincidental), but because it is the first parliament for which 
we have journals. Had the journals emerged in the Tudor period, this book 
would have begun in 1585, 1569, or even earlier. Nor is the end-date set by the 
watersheds in Irish political history in general. The year 1689 has been chosen 
as a logical end as, from the point of view of many historians of parliament, 
1692 represents the beginning of the long eighteenth century. However, the 
1689 parliament does throw up some difficulties. The journals for the Jacobite 
parliament, as explained in greater detail below, did not survive the 1690s and 
so a thorough examination is not possible in the way that it is for the period 
1613–66. However, that is not sufficient reason to exclude it. The Lords’ jour-
nals are missing for the Jacobean parliament and segments are also lost for 
parts of the 1640s. References to the 1689 session are therefore less numerous, 
and statistical analysis is not always possible. Yet peers and MPs who sat in 
1689 saw themselves as part of an assembly that was legitimate and so it would 
make no sense whatsoever to exclude it on the basis that Williamite politicians 
in both London and Dublin subsequently declared it to be illegal. On the 
same reasoning, there would be little use in studying the English Parliament 
between 1649 and 1660.

The chapters are essentially divided on the basis of needing to under-
stand parliament in the work that it undertook and how this workload was 
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dispatched. Therefore, there is a chapter on petitions and the adjudication of 
law (Chapter 2), a topic on which there had been very little work done, but to 
which the Irish Parliament devoted an increasing amount of time. There is, 
naturally, a chapter on legislation (Chapter 3). Irish historians have spent a lot 
of time on the issue of legislation; sometimes on the content and effects of it, 
and particularly in the seventeenth century on the thorny issue of Poynings’ 
Law, but curiously few have spent much energy on how it moved through the 
houses of parliament. This chapter will concentrate mostly on the internal 
processing of legislation. Chapter 4 follows and is concerned with the staff of 
the Irish Parliament, for in a study of how parliament conducted itself, these 
people are at least as important (if not much more so) than the members. And 
finally, in Chapter 5, we deal with privilege. Like the study of petitions and law, 
this increasingly demanded the attentions of the Irish Parliament, both pri-
vate and public. The common thread that runs through all of these chapters is 
that it deliberately avoids political commentary. It is an acknowledgement of 
the view that institutional developments in parliament tended to come about 
organically, generally as a response to the shifting way in which it conducted 
its business. Above all, this study makes much use of how parliament recorded 
its own proceedings: the journals of the House of Commons and of the House 
of Lords.

This book might have been written differently. There may well be a case 
made for a standalone chapter on committees. As it was written, committees 
as a regular cog in the parliamentary machine feature throughout this study. 
Writing a separate chapter on the parliamentary committee, ad hoc, standing, 
or grand, would in effect produce repetition both of the theory and the practi-
cal examples. The same might be said of the history of parliamentary elections, 
something many historians have written on already.23 Elections feature in this 
study only when the House of Commons took an interest in disputed elec-
tions after the House had assembled. Elections could, of course, be intensely 
political, but when viewed through the prism of administrative history, they 
are best understood as being part of the borough or shrieval administrations, 
rather than as a particularly parliamentary affair. Paying homage to the stand-
ard English authorities such as Elsynge or Selden has been avoided, for the 
most part. This is due to the fact that most of these sources, with the exception 
of Hooker’s Orders and usage and the Modus tenendi parliamentum, were 
unknown at this time in Ireland to the best of our knowledge.24 They are 
certainly not cited by members or servants of the House for guidance in their 
work, and although they could have been circulated in manuscript, they were 
not published until after the parliaments in this study had sat.

It may seem strange in a study of a colonial institution in Ireland in the 
seventeenth century that the influence of Scotland is not more emphatic. In 
fact, Scotland and the Scots make virtually no appearance in this study at 
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all. Although Scottish MPs and peers did feature in parliament on occasion, 
the longer history of Ireland’s parliament suggests that it is very much an 
English colonial institution, that either by design or by chance it developed 
in ways primarily based on an English model, and that precedents cited by 
officers and members make it clear how they felt their institution should 
develop. Furthermore, the nature of appointments by the government in the 
seventeenth century to posts relating to parliament (both high and low) effec-
tively cut out the Scots, thereby drastically reducing any possibility of Scottish 
influence over the development of the Irish Parliament.25 However, there are 
historiographical developments in the study of the Scottish Parliament that 
are worthy of our attention, and might, in another study, make for a fascinat-
ing comparison.26

The nature of the parliamentary journals and  
other sources

Most historians use the journals as their prime source for the history of par-
liament. In the seventeenth century, there were few Irish diarists and even 
fewer from those who attended parliament. Even when some did keep diaries, 
they rarely wrote much about the institution or the political developments 
that may have occurred within parliament. Newspapers in Ireland during the 
seventeenth century were rare, and in any case, parliament forbade reporting 
on its debates, votes, and resolutions.27 State and private papers supplement 
our knowledge, but they tend, naturally, to focus on political issues and rarely 
give much information on the procedural aspects of parliamentary activity. 
As such, the journals are our source for the day-to-day events in parliament. 
In most cases, in a fashion quite similar to the English parliamentary records, 
they record many of the activities of the house but not usually in any great 
detail.28 For instance, they may record a debate or discussion that will have 
taken place but rarely leave details of who spoke or exactly what was said.29 
The journals also keep a record of when bills were read, when oral or written 
messages were sent or received, when protests were made in the lords, and 
when petitions were read and the resultant decisions made. They generally 
recorded divisions and subsequent decisions. Speeches were rarely recorded, 
except those of the speaker when addressing the chief governor. The same 
may be said for the content of warrants or letters dispatched by the speaker. 
On certain days, the journal record may be merely a few sentences, yet on 
others it will be several pages long. It is incorrect to assume the length of the 
journal entry reflects the amount of work that the house did on a day. Upon 
the reading of petitions, for example, the journals might record the actual 
petition in full, the resultant decision, and any follow up issues such as reading 
a counter-petition, the order for the production of a warrant for an arrest, the 
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admittance of counsel to plead, further investigation, or committal. This could 
quite easily all be achieved in just a few minutes but the entry may be several 
paragraphs long. Whereas the entry for the reading of a bill could be just one 
sentence long, the reading and subsequent discussion of the bill, if it were a 
second or third reading could take several hours and have far greater political 
ramifications.

For the most part, the journals of the House of Lords are quite similar in 
their layout and content to those of the Commons. The Lords’ journals reg-
ularly contain an attendance list for the day, the compilation of which was 
obviously a much easier task as its membership was so much smaller. It is not 
clear whether the seating arrangements were as regimented as on the ceremo-
nial days all of the time or if robes were worn at all times.30 In the Commons, 
the only way we can ascertain whether a member was attending was if he 
happened to be mentioned on a committee list or if he had been recorded for 
some other reason, which is not very dependable.

The journals have done much to preserve the parliamentary heritage of the 
seventeenth and eighteenth century, but there are pitfalls in being over-reliant 
on this source. The main problem is one of accuracy. It is inevitable that there 
are occasions when the editor or printer made an error. Printers might make 
an error in more substantial matters, such as a record of numbers in a vote, or 
perhaps mistakenly recording, for example, the bishop of Cork instead of the 
earl of Cork. There were after all five episcopal sees that shared names with 
secular titles.31 During the restoration parliament there were four members 
who shared the Boyle surname, two more had Boyle as a first name, and there 
was a represented town, in Roscommon, called Boyle.32 The MP for County 
Carlow was John Temple and the MP for the borough of the same name was 
also a John Temple, son of the knight of the shire. In many cases there are 
committee lists or other instances in the Commons’ journals where there is 
only a reference to a Mr Boyle or a Mr Temple.33 Comparison between the 
manuscript copy and the printed journals for 1640 show there are several 
occasions when names were mistaken.34 Still, many of these errors and con-
fusions are minor and infrequent and do not necessarily change our general 
interpretation of the decisions the journals sought to record.

Detailed examination of the text shows up a number of errors in the printed 
journals in our period of study.35 In acknowledgement of the issue, the Lords, 
early in the first session of Charles I’s first Irish Parliament, ordered a com-
mittee to peruse the journal books to ‘amend what mistakes or mis-recitals 
they found’ and this order was repeated on several occasions and in later par-
liaments.36 There are certainly several minor variations between the printed 
text of the later eighteenth century and the contemporary manuscript found 
in the National Library of Ireland.37 Another obstacle to the effectual report 
and recording of business in the House of Lords is the fact that even before 
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the printing of the journals, some of the rough journals – which were the 
original record of the clerk as business took place – had been missing for some 
time. A note under the date of 16 July 1634 says that ‘There doth not appear 
upon the Fair Journal any entry of 16th July – and, upon Inquiry, the Rough 
Journal is said to have been missing many years.’38 There clearly was a sitting 
of the House of Lords on this day, as the Commons reported in their journal 
that they visited the House of Lords and, with the lord deputy present, they 
presented Serjeant Catelin as their proposed speaker.39 Even when the rough 
journal did survive, it was not always intact; as was the case in mid-1644, when 
a report mentions that ‘It appears that the proceedings of the 11th July have 
been torn out of the Rough Journal’.40 Occasionally a few errors appear, such 
as in 1642: despite entering the patent promoting the earl of Ormond to the 
marquis of Ormond in the journal only seven days earlier, the journal refers to 
him twice as the earl of Ormond.41 Also suspicious is the attendance list for 29 
October 1640 and the next recorded attendance list of 9 November 1640.42 The 
numbers recorded as in attendance are identical each day, the Lords contain-
ing 26 sitting lords, 41 represented by proxy, along with the lord chancellor, 
but there is a drastic change in the personnel sitting and those represented by 
proxy. This can probably be explained by the non-attendance of some peers 
holding a large number of proxies who were replaced with other government 
supporters who held an equal number. However, the bishop of Elphin is once 
described as Henry (Tilson, bishop from 1639 to 1655) and seven days later 
called Thomas.43 This is hardly an error that erodes any trust we might have 
in the journals as a whole, but it does indicate that errors could be made and 
were recorded, despite the supervisory efforts of the peers themselves.

The Commons seem to have had a less perfect record. For example, in 
1613, an order was recorded to have the ‘sheriff of Wexford’, Cantwell, sent 
for by warrant for not paying the wages of the knights of the shire; but 
Cantwell was the sheriff of Waterford.44 In the following parliament, a bill 
for several charges imposed upon the lands and persons of cestunique use 
was recorded as having a second reading, but no first.45 This is an occasional 
occurrence in the Commons’ journals throughout the century, particularly 
in the first half. In 1661, a letter of the speaker permitting fundraising on 
behalf of Philip Ferneley, although ordered to be entered into the journals, 
never made it into printed version.46 This surely is the fault of the printers 
as Ferneley was the clerk in the Commons and the letter was financially 
beneficial to him.47 In October 1665, the Commons made reference to the 
example of the calling of new elections to replace Lord Lisle and Lawrence 
Crawford due to their absence in England without permission. The order 
for new elections was made on 9 April 1644, but the restoration journals of 
the Commons refer to the order as having been made on 19 April 1649 (after 
parliament had been dissolved).48 In March 1666, the Commons agreed to 
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remit the fine on Matthew Harrison for non-attendance in late January of 
the same year after the truant member made sufficient argument or excuse in 
a petition.49 However, on inspecting the journals for the day the house was 
called, on the long list of eighty-four members fined between £10 and £50, 
Matthew Harrison (MP for Callan in Co. Kilkenny) is not to be found. It 
may be the case that as his fine was remitted for some good reason, his name 
should have been omitted from the original list (not usual in other examples 
of fines), but this in itself would, in most cases, have necessitated another 
entry in the journal. There was also deliberate misrepresentation of actual 
events through efforts to adjust the journals. The content of the journals 
was overseen by a committee of the House, which obviously created room 
for modification of content. There were also times when the House voted to 
remove material from the record of previous parliaments for political rea-
sons. The restoration parliament removed material from the journals of the 
1640s sessions and the 1695 parliament passed legislation to destroy the 1689  
journal in its entirety.50

When working with the journals, it is absolutely critical to remember that 
they were composed and preserved as a court record. They were primarily to 
be used by the officers of the house, speakers, and individual members both as 
a record of past events and also as a guide as to how parliaments should func-
tion. Precedent was, for example, referred to on several occasions, not just by 
members seeking to have a certain procedure followed, but also by litigants 
(who were sometimes members) who brought their cases to parliament. They 
were simply asserting their rights under stare decisis, as they could do in any 
other court of the kingdom.51 The journals were never produced or preserved 
for public consumption – indeed, as in England, the parliamentarians jeal-
ously guarded their privilege not to have their activities reported upon in the 
public sphere.52 For those interested in the history of parliamentary politics, 
particularly high politics, the very fact that the journals do not generally report 
speeches makes them seem somewhat dry and of limited use other than as a 
guide for dating the reading of certain bills or other politically significant hap-
penings. However, to the historian of parliamentary procedure, the journals 
are an invaluable source. And while one must always be sceptical and careful 
with sources, an internal record that was never compiled to relay an inter-
pretation of political events or to convince an individual as to the merits of 
one argument over another (as personal letters, pamphlets, and news-sheets 
might) must surely be regarded as relatively safe and relatively un-biased. This 
is not to suggest that procedural issues could never be contentious; and as a 
result, could the reporting of differences not be contentious also? In general, 
the reporting of differences of a procedural nature, either between the houses 
or between individual members, tended to be recorded in the journals in a 
fairly neutral fashion. Some of the major disputes from procedure and pro-
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cedural innovations of the 1690s, such as the (mis-) use of heads of bills and 
the drawing up of money bills are outside of the boundaries of this work, but 
there were differences between the houses over the issue of headwear and 
seating arrangements during conferences, and also differences over prece-
dent between individual peers in the Lords.53 While there might be dangers 
associated with such episodes with regards to the politicisation of what would 
normally be a very neutral report in the journals (particularly during inter-
house differences), these disputes are useful for historians. The very fact that 
those involved tended to research and provide arguments in support of their 
respective points of view means that we are provided with even more detail 
on the procedural history of parliament, both in the seventeenth century itself, 
but also on the perceptions that seventeenth-century parliamentarians might 
have had of both Irish and English parliaments before 1613.

That, of course, is not to say that other sources should be ignored, for 
although the journals of the Lords and the Commons make up a largest part 
of the material used in this study, there are other sources which provide useful 
insight. The statutes of the Irish Parliament in the seventeenth century are 
of some use.54 Although none of the private acts are preserved, the texts of 
almost all public acts were printed up, and as only the titles of bills were usu-
ally mentioned in the journals, the actual text of the acts is useful. On occasion 
parliament legislated to regulate its own procedures. Those of the seventeenth 
century and also from previous centuries that continued to regulate parlia-
ments with regards to elections, the calling of parliaments, the passing of leg-
islation, the location for convening, and also the regulation of parliamentary 
privilege are of particular use.55

State material can also be very useful. These are papers such as the State 
papers Ireland, State papers domestic, Carew state papers and the Acts of the 
Privy Council of England.56 State papers are mainly the written communica-
tions between state officers in Ireland or communications between the Dublin 
and London executive. Reports on the proceedings in parliament can some-
times be a little skewed despite (or perhaps because of) the fact that many 
members of both houses were members of the executive also. For a procedural 
history, they become quite important when they deal with warrants and the 
like, which may have been used to control the prorogation, calling, and dis-
solution of parliaments. State papers frequently contain detail as to how bills 
were drawn up and also information on various officers, their responsibilities, 
and pay. Following the state papers, there are occasional references to parlia-
ment in general collections in Irish and English repositories such as the Carte 
papers at the Bodleian in Oxford or Wentworth Woodhouse Muniments at 
the Sheffield City Archives. The nature of holding government papers in the 
seventeenth century meant that state papers ended up in personal collec-
tions. Frequently these papers are of a political nature and relate primarily to 
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the interests of the individual, as not many outside parliament had any real 
interest in procedure.
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