Plantation 1580-1641
Plantation is a key theme, and in the eyes of some historian the key theme, in the history of Early Modern Ireland but what is comprehended under that term is less self-evident than might seem apparent at first glance. Policies of plantation grew out of and in tandem with other state-sponsored schemes to pacify and settle the island of Ireland. Contemporaries, for instance, were quite happy to style settlers who had occupied former monastic sites as “planters” although such centres of immigration were clearly not comprehended in what Sir Francis Blundell referred to in 1622 as the “six plantations made in Ireland since the memory of man.”
 Moreover, as they evolved, plantation settlements were inevitably influenced by “colonial spread” as settlers tended to abandon less desirable plantation sites to move to more attractive estates and prime locations.
  The geographical and ideological coherence which distinguished the planning of first the Munster and then pre-eminently the Ulster plantation thus rapidly dissolved under the pressure of economic actuality. When viewed in this light, it might be suggested that rather than representing a discrete theme in the history of Early Modern Ireland, plantation should perhaps be better seen as a vital component in the wider topic of British settlement in the island during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.
 
The chronology of the process is also somewhat problematic. A sustainable case can certainly be made that the period 1580-1641 represented a particular era of plantation in Ireland. Contemporary perceptions however, tended to link this era to previous developments. Toward the end of King James VI and I’s reign, an attempt was made to compile a general set of directions, comparable to those relating to the settlement of the church and the Irish revenue, to deal with the various plantations.
 In a very similar fashion to Blundell, the directions noted:

“in our kingdom of Ireland, there have been (of late years) six several plantations made, whereof two were in the time of Queen Elizabeth (of famous memory) and four have been since the time of our reign over England and Ireland.” 

The first of the plantations considered was “of the counties of Leix in the Queen’s county and Offaly in the King’s county,” the second and third were in Munster and Ulster, fourth was the plantation of Wexford, fifth was Longford and Ely O’Carroll and last was the plantation of Leitrim and “other small territories.”
 Catholic contemporaries, however, were eager to subsume much older processes of settlement under the rubric of plantation. Thus, while carefully lauding the plantation of Ulster, they subtly laid claim to the title of plantation for the Anglo-Norman conquest and identified themselves as the heirs of “plantators” noting:

The ancient plantation established upon the conquest hath fixed deep and firm roots for growth and life of the government of this kingdom and hath produced significant effects and mature fruit in all succeeding events of dangerous insurrections in this realm, wherein the heirs and offsprings of those worthy plantators, by loss of life and effusion of their blood, gave invincible proof of their faithful obedience  befitting the issue of some memorable  progenitors.

The traditional historiography of the Early Modern period tended to echo the Jacobean state perception of 1622 with the line of plantations studied generally commencing  with Laois-Offaly in the 1550s. The term plantation was also frequently used with regard to Sir Thomas Smith’s adventure in the Ards peninsula in 1570 and the earl of Essex’s failed settlement of Antrim in 1572-3. More recent studies of Tudor Ireland, however,  have tended to anchor the Laois-Offaly plantations, and even those of Smith and Essex, within a more complex network of contemporary governmental policy rather than emphasising their status as the harbingers of a new approach to the settlement of Ireland. As Ciarán Brady has identified, the first plans for plantation in Laois-Offaly were actually begun by Anthony St Leger, the principal architect of Surrender and Regrant. Indeed, St Leger’s original plans were actually more radical than those eventually executed by the earl of Sussex since he had envisaged a settlement confined exclusively to planters either from England or the older colonial community.
 More generally, he suggests that down to 1579 plantation projects in Ireland were fundamentally influenced by the unwillingness of the crown to countenance the complete removal of the native population from anything other than a restricted area. Consequently, colonising enterprises were largely based around the notion of nuclear fortified sites, sometimes extending to an interlocking chain of colonies and such schemes therefore were not necessarily at odds with the avowed governmental intention to promote internal reform of the Gaelic lordships.
 For his part, although he acknowledges the importance of the Laois-Offaly plantations as a “conceptual and geographic breakthrough” and as a “template” for all later plantations, 
 Rolf Loeber has also noted how the suppression of the monasteries acted as a forerunner of later plantations, particularly through the allocation of properties in strategic locations to New English military officers such as Kilbeggan in 1550 or Tristernagh in 1562,  where Captain William Piers received a grant on the condition that he could set only only to “English by both parents, or born within the English Pale.”
 Kilbeggan, indeed,  was to be revived as private plantation in 1606 through a grant to Sir Oliver Lambert. The confiscation of monastic land was also key to the English settlement of Roscommon in the 1570s and 1580s where Sir Nicholas Malby assembled a vast estate of over 17,000 acres with several dozen settlers mostly of English stock.
 Hand in hand with the plans for plantation in Laois-Offaly also, was the revival of governmental subsidies for the building of castles in border areas which had previously been encouraged by the statue of 1427,
 a policy which mutated in later plantations into a requirement that undertakers undertake extensive and onerous building in return for the generous nature of their land grants.
The terminus of the era of plantation is in some respects as elastic as its starting date. In addition to the six schemes already mentioned, there is little historiographical debate about the use of the term plantation to describe the plans floated for Upper Ossory, Ormond and Wentworth’s proposed plantation of Connacht in the reign of Charles I, although Nicholas Canny has argued cogently against what he perceives as the prevailing notion that during this period plantation was of less salience than previously.  The post-Wentworth era, however, is historiographically more problematic. In Canny’s interpretative schema the Interregnum settlement represented the culmination of the policy of plantation and he makes unambiguous use of the term Cromwellian plantation in his monumental study of British settlement in Early Modern Ireland.
 This is not uniform practice, however: often the great land confiscations of the Cromwellian period are not conventionally analysed under the rubric of plantation or indexed under that topic heading in many general histories of seventeenth century Ireland, despite the substantial similarities in terms of ideology, planning, uneven execution and unintended outcomes which linked that national land-settlement to the plantations of the previous century.
  The study of plantation in Early Modern Ireland, therefore, necessitates a certain caution about the term itself. Plantation both evolved from and evolved into wider patterns of settlement and the process resists an easy pigeon-holing either of time or of place. Yet its significance is undoubted, perhaps most of all because of its destabilising effect on the native elites of the island.
Plantation in Marian and early Elizabethan Ireland

Although it commenced long prior to Elizabeth’s accession, the plantation of Laois-Offaly remains germane to the examination of the topic in the period 1580-1641 for three principal reasons. First, as noted previously, contemporaries identified the :Laois-Offaly settlement as a plantation and analysis of the area materially affected the planning and the evaluation of the outcomes of other plantations which began after 1580. Second, the plantation of  Laois-Offaly continued to evolve in the course of the period under review. Third, renewed plantation in these counties in the Jacobean period was affected by the contours and the understanding of the previously planted portions of the counties.

In the course of the 1540s, the difficult midland terrain west of Kildare, the lordships of the O’Moores and O’Connors, still unstable in the aftershock of the fall of the FitzGeralds, came to assume an increasing salience in English governmental thinking. In 1546-8 two garrisons, Fort Governor (later Philipstown) and Fort Protector (later Maryborough) were established. In line with conventional colonial thinking, the initial plan was to confiscate only the land in the immediate environs of the garrisons.
 The arrival in Ireland in 1556 of Thomas Lord FitzWalter, later earl of Sussex, saw a major attempt to reinvigorate the colonization of the midlands. In 1557, in line with Sussex’s original plans, the two lordships were formally shired but effectively no further progress was made and no land grants were implemented.
 By 1561 very few of the original leases were occupied. In the three years following, eighty-eight new leases were issued although roughly half of the county of Laois and close to two-thirds of County Offaly were not included in the grants, which ultimately was to leave space for a new round of plantation in the seventeenth century. The plantation estates were grouped heavily around the forts of Philipstown and Maryborough and the two settlements were largely separate from each other, although the concentration of strongholds along the river Barrow helped to strengthen the connection between the Pale and the Ormond lordship and interposed an obstacle to easy access and contact between the O’Moores and O’Connors on the one hand and the O’Byrnes of Wicklow on the other.
 Forty-four of the grants were to soldiers and one detailed investigation has suggested a population of possibly five hundred English, although this would appear somewhat inflated.
 Indeed, one contemporary noted that English grantees preferred to inhabit their holdings with native Irish who were attracted by the possibility of military protection and from whom they exacted rent.
 The climate of war contributed to this development as up to eighteen risings occurred in the forty years after 1563. A ferocious insurrection erupted in 1564-5 which resulted in major losses both to the colony, especially those without secure castles or strongholds, and its native opponents. Maryborough and Philipstown were incorporated  in 1569-70 and at this state the walled area of Maryborough amounted to about 145,000 square feet.
 But land was evidently already becoming concentrated into the hands of a number of individuals such as Francis Cosby, the seneschal of Maryborough in Offaly and the Cowley family in Laois.  Cosby was later to be accused of having “devoured” other Englishmen.
 From the late 1560s, Cosby developed a relationship with Rory Óg O’Moore which apparently protected his own estates while those of his English neighbours were ravaged. Such behaviour would have allowed Cosby to attract more native tenants than his competitors and the attendant ruin of their lands probably facilitated him in swallowing them up. Native Irishmen also came to play a significant role. Sir Barnaby Fitzpatrick, for instance, not only became the lieutenant of Laois, but his important role as a military bulwark against the dispossessed O’Mores and O’Connors evidently contributed to the survival of the MacGiollapadraig lordship in its traditional form, complete with brehon law and an army maintained by coyne and livery down to the end of the Tudor period.


In 1573 Rory Óg O’Moore, who had previously benefited from his alliance with Cosby as well as advice and protection from the earl of Ormond, launched a serious rebellion in Laois which engulfed both counties for several years. Rory was eventually killed by Sir Barnaby FitzPatrick in 1578 and later that year Cosby and Robert Harpole engineered a horrific massacre of much of the remainder of the O’Moore clan, including the new leader Lysagh Mac Conall, at Mullaghmast.


By 1584, the earl of Ormond attempted to use the apparent failure of the midlands plantations, and in particular the insufficient means of the planters, as part of his argument that the proposed settlement of Munster should reward native lords who had stood by the government in the conflict with Desmond.
 Ten year later, a novel scheme, which apparently originated with the O’Moores themselves, emerged with the notion that the entire sept would be transplanted to  an unoccupied area of Munster.
 During the Nine Years War, the rebellious midland septs continued to pose a problem both to the local planter population and the government. Owny O’Moore emerged as a significant rebel figure who played a major role in the overthrow of the Munster plantation and who even captured and imprisoned the earl of Ormond. Yet the plantation survived and regenerated with surprising speed in the wake of the conflict. The transplantation scheme was revived by Sir Piers Crosby who engineered the removal of the septs to County Kerry. In the event, this proved of limited success as many filtered back over the following decades yet by 1610 there was evidence of agricultural activity by English tenants. Most of the plantation grants were still in the possession of the families of the original recipients.  The commissioners of the 1622 enquiry were even more positive noting:

And we hold it our duty to inform your Majesty that this plantation in the King’s and Queen’s counties as it was well begun so it hath prosperously continued, and is for the most part well built and peopled by the English and a great strength to the country and ready for your majesty’s service and their own defence.

In particular the commissioners were delighted to note that the “owners of the said lands are most of them such as dwell and inhabit  upon their plantations, which were to be wished and pursued in all other places of the plantations.” The chief focus of governmental discontent in the aftermath of this investigation was evidently the alteration of the nature of the patents by which lands were held. This was originally intended to be through knight service in capite  with a condition of residence and no right to alienate. Many of these grants, however, had been converted to socage tenure, and the crown was eager to prevent any further incidences of this procedure and to investigate the manner in which it had previously occurred.
 The restrained nature of governmental criticism was thus a recognition that from its unpromising beginnings the Laois-Offaly plantation had come to be seen as a success through the installation of a loyal settler community and the military neutralisation of a previously endemically rebellious area.
Tudor plantation in Ulster

Plantation in Ulster during the sixteenth century sits at somewhat of a tangent to the traditional narrative line. From the perspective of late Jacobean government, the various enterprises in Ulster during Elizabeth’s reign did not actually fall under the rubric of plantation and were not, for instance, considered by the 1622 commission under this heading. Yet at Newry, Carrickfergus, the Ards peninsula and south Antrim a variety of projects involving the transfer of English settlers to Ireland were launched. The most successful of these was the Bagenal settlement of Newry but the evolution of this outpost corresponds uneasily to the notion of plantation, since most of the population of the town was Irish, even though the principal residences were evidently held by English people. In the rural hinterland of the town, the traditional pattern of occupancy was even less disturbed. Nevertheless, for all its continuities the Bagenal lordship was clearly an “anglicising outpost” 
.Like the Malby settlement in Roscommon which it resembled in many details, the core of Bagenal’s position in Newry rested on the granting of church lands in the period 1550-2. Carrickfergus had once been the centre of the earldom of Ulster but in 1575 only six householders of any significance apparently remained. Gradually, however, the town recovered, partially because of conscious government patronage to favour the port over Drogheda where the issue of recusancy was creating increasing friction between local community and government. The town government was gradually taken over by New English figures such as William Piers.
 The most ambitious schemes of colonization attempted for Ulster during the Tudor period were by Sir Thomas Smith in the Ards peninsula and the earl of Essex in Antrim. Both, however, found local resistance insurmountable, despite assistance from the queen and dire episodes of violence such as the assassination of Sir Brian McPhelim O’Neill and some two hundred of his followers at a Christmas feast and the 1575 extermination of the mostly non-combatant population of Rathlin island in a raid by Sir Francis Drake and Sir John Norris.


Two principal effects of these various ventures can be observed. First, English intrusion into East Ulster became a major factor in the evolving politics of the local lordships. The rise of the Bagenal nexus at Newry was ultimately a crucial influence on Hugh O’Neill’s career and a perceived disadvantage in his competition with the Bagenals was probably a factor in determining his ultimately dominant participation within the great rebellion and war of the 1590s.
 Smith and Essex failed to secure Antrim from MacDonnell immigration and settlement but they did materially contribute to the weakening of the Clandeboye lordship, and the eventual opening of  the area to Hugh O’Neill’s influence
 Moreover, the credibility of English reform projects was necessarily diminished by the savagery displayed by the colonisers and the evident inconsistency of approach towards both the Scots and the Sir Brian MacPhelim.
 Second, the experience of failure, in particular with regard to Smith’s and Essex’s ill-fated projects, materially contributed to the planning of later plantations, especially in Munster and the Jacobean plantation of Ulster.
The Plantation of Munster
The plantation of Munster has been the subject of detailed historical enquiry which has produced a rich pool of conclusions.
 In many respects, it can be regarded as the watershed event in the history of plantation in Ireland.
 Like the later Ulster and Cromwellian projects, it occurred in the wake of ruinously expensive conflict which had resulted in widespread devastation and depopulation of the area to be settled and was the product of careful and very ambitious planning in both the Irish and English administrations.  The proximate cause for the plantation was the great Desmond revolt of 1579-83 although plans had been advanced for extensive confiscation and settlement of land by 3,000 English colonists in south-west Munster by a corporation headed by Sir Warham St. Leger and Sir Richard Grenville in the late 1560s and by a consortium which included Sir John of Desmond as well as St. Leger in 1573.
 While the Desmond revolt was still raging, Sir Francis Walsingham encouraged the development of plans of colonization and a variety of figures tendered their opinions about how best to effect them.
 The earl of Ormond, on his own behalf and that of other loyal native landholders, and a variety of servitors offered conflicting views on the best mode of proceeding. In the event, Ormond successfully cast doubt on the ability of army captains and resourceless officials to undertake a primary role in the plantation. Eventually, the dominant view in the English privy council came to privilege the idea of a hierarchical settlement in which the undertakers were to be men of substance who could afford an estimated initial investment of  £2,577 before beginning to reap profits from their grants. Planters were to receive seignories of 12,000 acres of profitable land, on which they were to settle ninety-one families. In the case of smaller grants of 8,000, 6,000 and 4,000 a correspondingly lesser number of settlers were expected but in every instance the obligation lay on undertakers to introduce colonists of exclusively English origin. This massive undertaking was legitimised not only on the grounds of justifiable reward for the trouble and expense of repressing the rebellion but also because land was under-populated and under-utilised. It was also anticipated that the plantation would have an educational and ameliorative effect on the barbarous native population who would be forced to learn from and imitate the more civilized and dominant newcomers. 
 

In reality, this grandiose scheme suffered many set-backs and revisions. The process of surveying revealed less land available than had been envisaged. Encouraged by the earl of Ormond, a series of law-suits launched by local interests reduced the pool of land still further by proving that land from which the attainted earl of Desmond had drawn rent was not necessarily his property and by asserting the rights of mortgage holders to compensation. By 1611 it has been estimated that 94,000 acres originally assigned to undertakers had been reclaimed.
 This served notably to diminish the enthusiasm of many would-be planters and of the eighty-six original volunteers only fifteen ultimately took out patents, although these were supplemented by another twenty individuals not associated with initial scheme.
 These additions, who included twelve military officers and sundry officials, ensured a certain revival of the servitor interest and the military dimensions of the new settlement were enhanced by the government’s utilisation of undertakers as commanders of horsemen maintained at the crown’s expense.
 On the outbreak of the Nine Years War, one contemporary estimate was that the plantation had attracted about 5,000 English settlers but it is more commonly surmised that the total English population in the colony stood at c. 4000 at the time of its first overthrow in 1598. This was well short of the 11,375 people that the original plans had envisaged but, as Nicholas Canny has argued, it still represented a substantial inflow of settlers in the context of the contemporary European pattern of colonial migration.


By this date, however, the plantation showed marked differences from the idealised and hierarchical settlement originally devised. The Irish predilection for pasture, and in particular the widespread practice of transhumance, was conventionally linked to their inferior cultural status and it was a stable assumption that the promotion of English civility through plantation would lead to an increase in tillage. The economic reality of Munster, however, dictated that greater profits were available from pastoralism and the new English colony was apparently more likely to convert arable land to grazing than the reverse.
 Economic dispersal of the settlement community also followed as tenants consistently sought better land, especially in the province’s fertile river valleys, in preference to less desirable plantation estates. This created significant economic difficulties for some undertakers whose tenants simply deserted them for more attractive situations. It also militated against the creation of compact model settlements along the lines envisaged, a process which was further impeded by the nature of the confiscated land, which did not lend itself to orderly division into seignories and which became even more incoherent as native landowners successfully regained large swathes of territory through legal processes. Moreover, while conscientious undertakers certainly existed, many of those granted estates simply lacked the economic resources to fulfil the conditions under which they had been granted land. As a consequence, they were prepared to retain Irish tenants on their lands, often on exploitative terms, and looked for further occasions of profit at the expense of local proprietors, even in highly unscrupulous ways.
 Such behaviour was evidently legitimised by the conviction that the loyalty of the entire native elite was suspect and materially assisted by the administration’s willingness to confer the offices of sheriff and justice of the peace on planters and the use of the Munster provincial council to buttress the influence of the new colony.
 The nascent colony, therefore, was both ill-organised for defence and the subject of a festering native resentment which culminated in its swift and brutal overthrow in October 1598 following the arrival in the province of an army under Owny O’Moore.
 The ease with which the English settlers were swept away ultimately was to have a significant impact on the planning of future projects for it exposed the vulnerability of isolated plantation settlements and their failure to act as a “civilizing” influence on the native population. As a result the notion that plantation needed to be applied across the entire country gained greater currency among the administrative elite.

After 1603, the plantation of Munster was gradually revived. The undertakers retained the right to their estates although many changed hands. By 1611 it has been estimated that the English population was close to 5000. In 1622 it had close to tripled and possibly stood at around 14,000 while twenty years later it probably amounted to over 20,000.
 This represented a very sizeable movement of population, drawn especially from South-western England, but settlement in Munster reflected less the realisation of the original plantation ideal than its adaptation to the economic possibilities of the province. In 1622 it was noted that most of the undertakers were not resident on their seignories, that some were actually tenants of others and the fact that individuals frequently held land from different undertakers gave a falsely inflated figure of English inhabitants. The English tenants largely did not build in villages or towns but were scattered on their estates and inadequately furnished with arms, with most of them depending on the state for supply. By a multitude of different contracts and devices, and in flagrant breach of the original articles, large amounts of plantation land now housed native Irish inhabitants. The planters were also held responsible for a major depletion of timber stands, particularly  through ironworks and the making of pipestaves. There was also evidence of a widescale shortfall in the rents which were due to the crown from the various seignories.
 
The central figure in the seventeenth-century plantation was undoubtedly Richard Boyle who in 1602 purchased Sir Walter Raleigh’s three and a half seignories: by 1629 he had acquired the bulk of the land confiscated in the province in the aftermath of the Desmond rebellion.
 Intensive study of Boyle’s estates have revealed the multitude and spread of his commercial contacts and activities and indicate that the high density of Protestant settlement on his better estates and those of other settlers was the result of determined recruitment and a keen awareness on the part of both landowners and tenants of the commercial value of any given parcel of land.
 The result was that areas such as the south-west and the north of county Cork and in the towns of Kinsale and Youghal attracted particularly large numbers of settler in a process of colonial spread.
 
The Ulster Plantation

The seventeenth-century plantation of Ulster was the most ambitious of the state-sponsored schemes for British settlement of Ireland during this period.
 The generous terms afforded to the Ulster confederates at the treaty of Mellifont in 1603 originally appeared to bar the way to any plantation of middle or western Ulster. In the first years of James VI and I’s reign it was the area east of the Bann which was most opened to penetration from Britain. Grants to the lord deputy Sir Arthur Chichester, James Hamilton and Hugh Montgomery laid the foundations for what developed into significant inward migration of English and Scottish settlers into counties Antrim and Down.
 The flight of the earls, however, in 1607 and the foolhardy insurrection of Sir Cahir O’Doherty in the following year opened the door to a massive colonization project in six counties, as the government, in a display of unprincipled opportunism, turned from attempting to assert the rights of native tenants and freeholders within the western lordships of Ulster to the decision to treat the entire area as escheated to the crown through the treason of the ruling lords. A multitude of conflicting opinions and priorities influenced the planning of the project. In particular divisions existed between, on the one hand, the servitor interest in Ireland eager to ensure that those who had already made careers in the island should direct the plantation, and on the other, prominent figures at court who believed that only men of significant resources should be allowed a leadership role. The king’s personal enthusiasm for the plantation as a “British” project in which both his Scottish and English subjects should have a role was also a critical influence. The result was a scheme which reflected compromise and accommodation rather than the fulfilment of a single vision of plantation. While the design of the plantation went through many mutations and was the product of many often disparate viewpoints, Nicholas Canny has argued, however, that five principal factors provided the theoretical underpinnings to the planning of the project. First, classical notions of a hierarchical and exemplary colony continued to exert a profound interest, which dictated that the leadership cadre, the undertakers, should rely entirely on British and Protestant tenants to inhabit and work their lands. Second, the plantation was intended to create an urban network of towns and fortified dwellings which would foster economic development as well as providing a conduit for an improving example to be delivered to the native population. Third, a genuine desire to establish the state church with the economic and structural foundations to undertake the religious reformation of the area resulted in a generous provision of land to support the clergy. In the opinion of Sir John Davies the people of the province were “apt to receive any faith’
 and the plantation seemed to offer the perfect opportunity to realise this evangelical goal. In addition to the 9,240 acres of bishops’ demesne land which was discovered in the six escheated counties of the plantation, it was decided that the far larger amount of territory classified as termon and erenagh land, which legal inquisition found to be escheated to the crown, should also be granted to the bishops of the established church .
 Fourth, the experience of the Munster plantation dictated the inadvisability of scattering English colonies over a wide area among a native population which still outnumbered them and where local lords retained their traditional seats and influence. It was planned, therefore, that even those natives who were to receive estates in the plantation would be forced to designated areas of the province where they could be kept under military surveillance. Finally, in the fulfilment of a civilising function the plantation was planned to allow for the compensation of blameless natives forced off the undertakers’ proportions under the comforting notion that plenty of vacant or under-utilised land was available to satisfy their needs.

Although the native Irish were singularly absent from the process of planning, Gaelic structures and the spatial system of the area also bequeathed an important legacy to the settlement, as to previous colonization projects. The existing Gaelic pattern of land division into Ballyboes (or tates, or polls) and Ballybetaghs  reflected a keen awareness of agrarian value as opposed to mere acreage and this mode of classification was adopted by the newcomers, with the ballyboe becoming the basis of the townlands which undertakers leased to their tenants, and with Irish territorial denominations listed in the patents granted. In the plantation, ballyboes were generally assumed to contain sixty acres of profitable land (with sufficient bog and woodland attached to provide fuel) but their actual size in statute acreage varied depending on the fertility of the soil. Plantation estates of 1,000 acres generally equated to sixteen ballyboes, which in turn reflected the existing divisions of ballybetaghs, the area traditionally controlled by a sept within a lordship, such as the O’Quinns or O’Hagans in Tyrone. As with the smaller unit of the ballyboe, the correspondence of these thousand acre parcels to modern statute acres, however, was extremely erratic. Philip Robinson has noted, for instance, the disparity between the two supposedly 1,000 acre plantation estates at Gortaville and Eden: the former actually contained 1,851 statute acres of largely fertile soil while the latter comprised 46,814 statute acres of much poorer quality.
 At a higher level, the baronies and precincts of the plantation corresponded to the “countries” of Irish chieftains of the pre-plantation era. Very frequently, the ballybetagh which had been the personal demesne of the Irish chief was allocated to the principal undertaker in a given barony.
 
 
In escheating the six counties of Armagh, Cavan, Coleraine, Donegal, Fermanagh and Tyrone, it was assumed that 459,110 acres of land would be redistributed. 
 162,500 acres was granted to English and Scottish undertakers and a further 45,520 acres to a corporate body of London companies, whose resources were seen as vital to the commercial success of the project and in particular to the development of two towns in Derry and Coleraine. In recognition of their contribution, they were offered an area with optimum possibilities for commercial development which was redesignated as Londonderry and which merged county Coleraine with the barony of Loughinsholin from county Tyrone, together with 4000 acres on the Donegal side of the Foyle and 3,000 acres on the Antrim side of the Bann as liberties of the towns of Londonderry and Coleraine.
 Land allocated to the church amounted to 74,852 acres while 54,632 acres, over a third of which lay in county Cavan, was granted to servitors. Another 27,593 acres was assigned to Trinity college, and to provide for schools, towns and forts. 94,013 acres were assigned to native proprietors, although in several instances, such as in the case of Art McBaron O’Neill, this grant was for life only and could not be passed to the grantee’s heirs.


The undertakers and the London companies were expected to plant twenty-four adult British males “conformable in religion” for every thousand acre proportion which they received within three years of the grant. They were to be resident, were not allowed to retain Irish tenants and were to build strong houses for themselves and to cause their tenants to build in villages near the principal house. Their lands were granted in free and common socage at a rent of £5 6s 8d per annum. Servitors were charged the same level of rent for lands which they let out to English or Scottish tenants but were allowed to retain native Irish on their estates on payment of a higher rate of £8 per thousand acres. The native Irish proprietors were charged the highest rents at £10 13s 4d, exactly double the level required of the undertakers.
 Despite this overt discrimination in their favour, the requirements which the undertakers faced were very onerous and costly. Government practice in the sixteenth century had included the offer of subsidies for the construction of castles on the frontiers of the Pale. The expectation that the undertakers would cover this cost themselves, however, was frankly unrealistic. Even the London companies experienced difficulties in meeting the building requirements despite the advantages which they enjoyed in terms of wealth, and access to shipping, materials and artisans.
 It has been estimated, for instance, that in less than thirty years the companies had spent £62,000 on the towns of Derry and Coleraine, together with at least another £22,000 in construction products within the county of Londonderry. By 1622 Derry already contained four paved principal streets, with room for  six more, and a 200 foot square paved marketplace. There were 102 houses of lime and stone with slated roofs, with room for an additional 300. The wall of the town was 20 feet high and six feet thick. 


The lack of realism demonstrated by the devisors of the scheme with regard to the costs of building was replicated in the requirement to clear large portions of the planted area of all Irish inhabitants. Those natives who were granted lands in almost all cases were expected to transplant to new places of residence thus breaking the traditional nexus of influence and patronage. The “inferior sort” to whom nothing had been allotted were ordered in chilling terms to move from the precincts of the undertakers and the London companies into the lands of the servitors or of the church “in no less numbers than the same will conveniently bear, both in respect of grazing and manureance. And concerning the surplus of the common people, if any remain that cannot be disposed of…they must prepare themselves to depart with their goods and chattels, at or before the first day of May next, into what other parts of this realm they please, where they may find best conditions of being.”
 This was not only notably harsh towards the Gaelic population who were to be forced from their areas of residence irrespective of any consideration of culpability other than their ethnic origin
 but it added considerably to the economic difficulties of the incoming undertakers.

Attracting English tenants, particularly with farming expertise, to Ulster proved difficult for all undertakers since the province was relatively unattractive compared to other possible areas of immigration open to English settlers, including Munster and Leinster.
 Economically it was far more attractive to retain Irish tenants in defiance of the plantation articles and this practice proved endemic. Indeed, the majority of the British population who settled in Jacobean Ulster were not English but Scots. Scottish enthusiasm for settlement in Ireland was reflected by heavy migration to Antrim and Down prior to the flight of the earls. The Privy Council of Scotland took a keen interest in the idea of planting the western counties of Ulster and in 1609 compiled a list of seventy-seven individuals who wished to stake a claim in the settlement. Most of these did not ultimately figure in the plantation but 59 Scots eventually did become undertakers for 81,000 acres of land. Although the number of Scottish undertakers exceeded their English counterparts, who numbered only 51, the latter were on average wealthier and acquired slightly more and evidently rather better land (81,500 acres).
 Not surprisingly, the rate of failure among Scottish undertakers was even greater than with their English counterparts: by 1619 thirty-three of the original names had surrendered their interest in their plantation properties.

Because of the pattern of Scottish debt guarantee, however, most defaulting undertakers of Scottish origin passed their holdings to their fellow countrymen while Scots also sometimes acquired estates from English undertakers and servitors who were unable to make them a going concern.
 Moreover, the greater Scottish enthusiasm for Ulster meant that Scots took tenancies on English estates and indeed were evidently often the only British tenants available to English landowners on some holdings. It has been estimated that by 1622 6,545 adult Scots inhabited the plantation area, about a thousand more than the English population of the escheated counties.  Moreover, the proximity of what was probably an even higher Scottish population in Antrim and Down gave a distinctly Scottish overtone to the British population of Ulster. As Nicholas Canny has argued, by contemporary European standards this rate of immigration was a substantial achievement, particularly as the adult female component of the population was equivalent to perhaps three-quarters of the male.
 Moreover, a surprising lack of rancour seems to have existed between the Scottish and English components of the new “British” population of the province, despite some notable and high-profile incidents.

The personal involvement of the king and the fact that the settlement was intended as a great project of social engineering, rather than merely colonization for defence and security purposes, help account for the consistent disappointment which all surveys of the plantation revealed. Undertakers were constantly shown to be in breach of their articles, particularly in terms of clearing their lands of Irish tenants. New deadlines were set for this to be achieved on a number of occasions before in 1621 it was finally accepted that residence by Irish tenants would be allowable on one quarter of the undertakers’ estates. This acceptance of the failure of the original plan to create zones free of native Irish settlement went hand in hand with a failure to achieve uniform British settlement across the areas which had been designated. British presence within the escheated counties was notably uneven. In common with all other plantations, it was the quality of land and its proximity to desirable resources, such as ports, which determined the attractiveness of locations to prospective tenants. Similarly to Munster, the English and Scottish population clustered in particular areas of Ulster, especially south and west of Lough Neagh and the Foyle and Erne basins, together with the Clogher and lower Bann valleys, mid-Cavan and the north-east of the new county of Londonderry.
 By contrast, with the exception of the Scottish precinct of Portlough (the Laggan), Lifford and the barony of Kilmacrennan, there was little British settlement of Donegal: in the barony of Boylagh and Banagh the earl of Annaghdale amassed a vast estate including the holdings granted to the original undertakers but the population was almost entirely native Irish and remained an active security worry for the government.
 

Even more serious was the plantation’s failure to contribute to the exemplary and assimilatative purpose for which it was originally designed. Ironically, the most costly war which the Early Modern English state was to endure in Ireland was precipitated by the rebellion, not of the dispossessed native nobles of the plantation,  but by “men of broken fortune” from the deserving Irish who received land grants but who proved poorly equipped to adapt to the new conditions of plantation Ulster. The difficulties which afflicted this cohort were many. Although 280 grants were made to native Irish figures few of them exceeded 2000 acres which left families with slender resources to draw on in a period of rapid economic change.
 Even successful 
economic adaptation, however, did not guarantee smooth relations within the new dispensation. The outstanding Gaelic figure in plantation Donegal was evidently Turlogh O’Boyle, the recipient of 2000 acres in Doe and Fanad barony. By 1641, partially by renting to English tenants, he had increased this holding to over 4,000 acres. Nevertheless, in 1628, O’Boyle was arrested on suspicion of collusion for an invasion of Ireland by Gaelic exiles and spent an uncomfortable period in Lifford gaol before he was released.
 

Not least of the plantation’s failures was the manner in which the generous provision for the state church resulted in little or no effective evangelisation of the native population of the escheated counties, despite the willingness of large numbers of the Gaelic clergy to conform in the decade after the peace of Mellifont in 1603, and the apparent willingness of the general population to continue make use of their services. Economic motivations undoubtedly contributed largely to this pattern of conformity but it did not last. The wives and children of conforming clergy, many of whom were members of the hereditary ecclesiastical families, often remained catholics and in many cases, the clerics themselves eventually returned to the church of Rome. A major contributory factor to this development was undoubtedly the pattern of displacement of native by settler clergy in the most desirable livings of the province of Ulster which was visible in every diocese by the 1630s, with the partial exception of Kilmore, where bishop William Bedell fought against the common assumption among the settler clergy that they were free of pastoral responsibilities in parishes devoid of British inhabitants.
 From the perspective of the bishops who appointed them, the new English and Scottish clergy far outstripped the under-educated and dubiously-motivated native clerics as representatives of a movement of religious reform which was intrinsically Anglicising as well as Protestantising. Nevertheless, the new clergy showed little sense of pastoral responsibility towards the Gaelic population, although they were often rapacious in trying to exploit the pecuniary possibilities of both traditional entitlements, as well as the tithe system which the plantation had established, and the imposition of recusancy fines which it enabled. Their activity in this regard was probably particularly resented because the endemic chaos of the preceding period had meant that much of the population had been freed from even traditional ecclesiastical payments and consequently resented the novelty of the clergy’s demands to an even greater extent. 
 Thus, rather than providing a secure base for the evangelisation of Ulster as was originally envisaged, the plantation directly contributed to a wide popular resentment of the clergy of the established church which was to be made very evident in 1641 when they became particular targets of popular fury.
 In addition, as Brian Mac Cuarta, has recently noted, the plantation seems to have contributed to the Catholic revival in the north in other ways. In this regard, the under-researched presence of Catholic families in the plantation, most notably the Hamiltons of Strabane, seems to have served as an important conduit for the arrival and maintenance of elite catholic clergy in the province.

The great disappointment which was constantly expressed in governmental circles at the failure of the Ulster plantation can partially be related to the bloated expectations with which it was saddled. But although the plantation was responsible for the advent of a very sizeable British population into what had previously been the least Anglicised area of the island it came to be perceived as not having accomplished significantly more than the lesser plantations
 of the Jacobean era.
The Plantations of Wexford,  Longford, Leitrim, Offaly (Ely O’Carroll, Ferricall, Delvyn,  Montcragan, Clincolman ) Laois (Iregan and Upper Ossory) Westmeath (portion of Clincolman) 
These lesser plantations of Jacobean and early Caroline Ireland have traditionally been treated as something of a footnote to the greater enterprises of Munster and Ulster. More recent historiography has tended to highlight the key role which these plantations played in helping to determine the political atmosphere of the period and the alienation of the native population. The actual scale of the confiscations, however, are often underestimated. In these various plantations, undertakers received almost 110,000 plantation acres, more than half of the total undertaker acreage in Ulster, and significantly more than the native Irish share of the Ulster plantation.
 Moreover, while in Ulster the native proprietors were not necessarily assigned the worst land available, the level of corruption, partly as a result of very dubious surveying, in these lesser plantations was evidently very considerable.
 In Upper Ossory, for instance, it has been noted that the vast Villiers grant comprised mostly profitable arable and pastoral land in contrast to the marginal territories assigned to many native grantees.
The basis of most of this plantation activity was laid in the lord Deputyship of Sir Arthur Chichester. Chichester’s sponsoring of additional plantation settlements outside the great enterprise of Ulster would appear to have been driven by two main considerations. The first was to provide for the servitor interest, of which he himself was a vital element, which because of the hierarchical design of the plantation of Ulster had not acquired the share of the spoils to which they aspired. Second, the plantations were intended to fulfil a social and defensive remit as the intention was evidently to break up lordships and redistribute land among a greater number of freeholders.
 Chichester’s plans, however, met with significant opposition.  The plantation of Wexford, where a major compensation of servitors was planned, rapidly ran into such a degree of difficulty that the implementation of other plantations in the midlands were seriously delayed or, as in the case of Carbery in Cork, entirely abandoned. Between 1612 and 1618 four different schemes were partially implemented in Wexford to the ongoing frustration of the lord deputy.
 A significant reason for the level of opposition to the plantation project was the degree to which it threatened Old English as well as native Irish landowners, which resulted in Old English support and legal advice for the Gaelic Irish of the area. By the close of the reign, while the Old English position, in the county had been maintained to a considerable degree,
 it was becoming apparent that significant amounts of land had been wrongly assigned. 
The basic thrust of the final scheme for the area was that a quarter of the land was to be assigned to undertakers with the remainder to be re-granted back to the natives. Yet the manner in which this was done was highly dubious. Daniel O’Connor, for instance, asserted that he had held 1700 acres of profitable land in the barony of Ballakeene. He was imprisoned for over a year for refusal to accept that more than a quarter of this territory was subject to plantation. In the end, he received a grant of 400 unprofitable acres while his own lands were divided between Sir Francis Annesley, John Langharne, Walter Synott, Brian O Murgho, and Michael O’Connor. If vindictiveness against a recalcitrant native may explain part of this harsh treatment, even those who co-operated did not necessarily fare better, as is evident in the case of Shane Redman of Cloneva, who claimed to have lost 240 acres and to have received nothing in return.
 Nor was the Wexford settlement unique for similar complaints were raised in Longford, Leitrim, Offaly and Laois. The investigations of 1622 later estimated that 30,000 acres in these plantations (exclusive of Upper Ossory), had been “misemployed”, or granted wrongly as a result of corruption or lack of skill in the surveyors and because of “the corruption of certain Irish gentlemen that were appointed by the commissioners for the plantations to be committees for the distribution of land upon the natives, who gained great proportions to themselves and deceived the natives thereof.” Lands had been granted to individuals who were neither undertakers or natives. Some native proprietors, presumably as a reward for collusion in corruption, received augmented holdings, while others saw their entitlements diminished or at times entirely removed. In the immediate aftermath of the commission’s work more than 500 petitions of grievance were presented, evidently chiefly by native proprietors, the principal victims of the process.

Unlike the Munster and Leinster plantations, these lesser settlements, which did not bind undertakers to introduce British families, were not responsible for major  inflows of population into Ireland. In the main the undertakers seem to have been casual in fulfilling their responsibilities. The 1622 investigations found less than 10% of the undertakers in Leitrim to be resident, for instance. Nor was this surprising, many of the undertakers were state officials who presumably had never intended to settle.
 These plantations were characterised by a predatory venality which prioritised the enrichment of a New English caste. Whereas a case could be made that the Munster and Ulster settlements were based on justifiable forfeitures of rebellious nobles, the Leitrim, midlands and Wexford projects operated on a different logic. The expropriation of Leitrim, for instance, was a particularly unsavoury exercise in state bullying.
 In seeking to prevent the extension of plantation further into Connacht in 1621, the lord president of the province noted the importance in distinguishing between the lands of the loyal and disloyal in designating lands for plantation and warned of he dangers which ignoring such distinctions could bring.
 Increasingly, however such logic was contested by the servitor interest of Ireland who felt free to question the loyalty of almost all native interests on religious grounds and who aspired to reap the benefits of ongoing plantation. The level of grievance which they created was profound, as Richard Bellings was later to note in his great retrospective analysis of the outbreak of the rebellion of 1641.

Most of the land confiscated in this series of plantations was at the expense of native Gaelic Irish figures, but the logic of “continuous confiscatory plantation” also posed a deadly threat to Old English proprietors. Two forces, however, combined to slow the momentum towards what Nicholas Canny has desribed as a “a plantation society”.
 The first was the conjunction of forces in London in the early 1620s, strengthened by the findings of the 1622 commission, which brought back into consideration the idea that the government’s interests might be better served by conciliating native landholders rather than by risking their alienation by plantation. Second was the outbreak of war in the second half of the 1620s which allowed the Catholic political leadership of Ireland to broker a deal with their monarch in return for financial support. One of their central objectives was a statute of limitations which promised to protect their holdings from future plantation. The ending of the war and the failure to ratify the graces, however, meant that plantation was to continue to dominate the politics of Ireland down to the rebellion of 1641. In 1628, failure in a court case between Phelim O’Byne and Sir Richard Graham, exposed the O’Byrne lordship of Ranelagh to a plantation which Viscount Falkland attempted to implement.
 In 1629-30, following Falkland’s recall, the earl of Cork as Lord justice energetically put the case for the plantation of Ormond, by which he hoped to establish a precedent for further plantations in Connacht. Such plans caused enormous alarm, not merely in Ormond but to other catholic proprietors conscious of the weakness of their title against the crown.
 In the event, Cork’s plans did not come to fruition and it was to be under lord deputy Wentworth’s government that the full threat of plantation was brought home to the catholic landowners of Ireland.

Plantation under Wentworth

The plantations which Wentworth attempted to implement in the 1630s offer a direct contrast with the plantation of Munster in the 1580s. Rather than the punishment of a convicted rebel, these projects clearly established the notion that even those who had demonstrated their loyalty in the great convulsions of the late sixteenth century, were also liable to plantation. Wentworth himself was clearly animated both by the desire to increase crown revenue (in tandem with his personal profit) and by a determination to create a mechanism to bridle Irish recusancy but his relatively clear-sighted objectives became vulnerable also to a more naked opportunism from other court interests. 
While the lord deputy himself was to acquire substantial portions of planted land in Wicklow,
 and while his policy had implications for much of the rest of Leinster, Monaghan and unplanted Munster, it was in Connacht, and particularly in the county of Galway, where the crux of his plantation strategy lay. Plans for plantation in Connacht long predated Wentworth’s arrival in Ireland. In 1615 an attempt was begun to formalise the composition arrangements of the 1580s but this eventually defeated by a shadowy coalition of interests who correctly realised that the enrolment of patents along these lines would frustrate any plantation of the province.
 By 1624, unease about the situation in Connacht was evidently feeding into a more general Old English anxiety about the threat to Irish land titles in general.
 As a result Article 25 of the Graces was intended to allow for the enrolment of the disputed Connacht titles in Chancery, while article twenty-four articulated the idea of a more general protection against plantation through a statute of limitations on the English model.
 Similarly to the Ormond territories, however, the failure of the Graces to pass into law allowed for the plantation of Connacht to come once again onto the agenda. 
By 1631, Lord Justice Cork was lobbying for a plantation of the province, excluding county Galway, where Old English interests were most strongly entrenched.
 This presumably was tactical: it was clear to all parties that the plantation of Galway would signal that no recusant land titles in Ireland, even in the Pale, would be free of threat. In the months following his appointment as lord deputy, however, Wentworth duplicitously exploited the recusant interest in Ireland in order to secure parliamentary support for the subsidies which would convey freedom of action on his government. Having achieved this, he then shocked the Catholic political community by refusing to endorse either article 24 or 25 of the Graces. Instead he proceeded with the implementation of plans for the plantation of the entire province of Connacht, including county Galway. As is well-known, juries in Roscommon, Mayo and Sligo found for the crown with relatively little difficulty in 1635. In Galway, however, he faced a very stern challenge from the earl of Clanricard which was waged both at local level and in court in England.
 Wentworth was well aware of the anxieties in the Pale and elsewhere at this overt commitment to re-plantation of Old English areas and this reinforced his determination to secure victory and set a binding precedent.  By April 1637, Wentworth seemed to have achieved a complete victory as two inquisitions found the king’s title: in contrast with the more amenable counties to the north a vindictive and exemplary procedure of confiscating half the county and all properties below 134 acres in size would have resulted in the loss to the natives of around 80% of the area.
 Within months, the landowners of Clare were admitting the king’s title in a demonstration of abject fear of the lord deputy and an agreement concerning royal title had also been reached in the baronies of Ormond.
 Wentworth’s objective was evidently continued piecemeal plantation until nearly all land in Catholic possession throughout the island had been dealt with.
 The Lord Deputy was clearly optimistic that this process would deal a mortal blow to Irish recusancy. While natives would generally retain three-quarters of their original lands in plantation grants they would be subject to close superintendence by new protestant proprietors. Moreover, by granting plantation estates to the existing landowners under the conditions of knight service, the heirs of the original grant would be forced to conform in order to succeed to the property.  The curtailment of the power and numbers of the Catholic elite would then provide the opportunity for effective evangelisation of the general population by the refurbished Church of Ireland, which the Lord Deputy was determined to establish on a firm financial footing.

In the event, Wentworth’s ambitious plantation schemes stalled almost before they had begun. It proved difficult to attract settlers to Ireland, not least because of the new restrictiveness in religion which Wentworth promoted in the established church. More pertinently, the crisis of the Prayer Book and the Bishops’ Wars of the late 1630s began to engulf the Lord Deputy from the moment of his apparent triumph in Clare in August 1637.
 Nevertheless, Wentworth’s practice of plantation proved of considerable long-term significance. It is certainly true that the negotiations for the Graces in the 1620s revealed the extent of Old English as well as Gaelic Irish fears about the momentum of plantation policy. However, the ease with which Wentworth duped the Catholic party in the parliament of 1634 was itself a testament to the existence of a remaining reservoir of trust between that community and the crown. Wentworth’s government did much to erode that trust: it is difficult to disagree with Hugh Kearney’s assertion that the participation of the Old English in rebellion in 1641 was crucially influenced by Wentworth’s pursuit of plantation.
  By the 1640s not even the vast prestige of the earl and first marquis of Ormond could persuade the Confederate Catholics of Ireland to align their forces with the king against the mutual enemy of parliament until they had been convinced that the terms of peace would make the future prosecution of Wentworth’s plantation strategy impossible.
 Without the poisonous legacy of Wentworth, it is conceivable that the entire course of the Wars of the Three Kingdoms might have differed.
Conclusion
The Cromwellian plantations, which effectively operated on the assumption of the guilt and untrustworthiness of the entire Catholic population represented the intensification of the policy which Wentworth had attempted to implement in the 1630s and the culmination of more than a century’s initiatives by the English state to tranquillize Ireland and thus to guarantee English security. It was during the 1650s that the majority of the land of Ireland passed for the first time into the ownership of Protestants, who were (rightfully) perceived as more politically reliable. Yet even these massive confiscations failed to secure the island. Catholic irredentism remained a smoking fire which once again was to erupt in the war of the three kings following the deposition of James II in 1688. From this wide perspective plantation represents an important aspect of the general failure of the English state in Ireland, providing neither security nor leading to assimilation and anglicisation. Moreover, the alienation, rebellion and ultimate dispossession of native elites was a hugely expensive as well as a bloody process. Taking this into account, the state’s long-term failure during this period to incentivise the native stake-holders of the island , whether Gaelic Irish or Old English, to act as trustworthy collaborators is a truly remarkable phenomenon.  Plantation was not the only reason for this failure, but as George Carew perceptively noted in 1614 in the wake of the Ulster settlement, it was a potent force in uniting both the Gaelic Irish and Old English of Ireland against the state.
 Why did Ireland differ to such an extent from England and Scotland where, despite the manifold temptations to the state, it was realised that widespread resumptions of land were simply too costly in political and financial terms.
 The critical difference in this regard was evidently the recusancy of the existing elite of Early Modern Ireland which weakened their political power. Rather than merging with existing interests, therefore, as had happened to many previous waves of English settlement and as occurred with the Catholic English and Scottish immigrants of this era,
 the New English of Ireland could aspire to replace the existing elite. The engrossing of political power, but not complete economic or social dominance by the Protestant minority in the period 1580-1641, was thus at the root of what might be termed the structural instability of Early Modern Ireland. Inevitably, this group, who insisted on the identity of their interests with the state,
 cast hungry eyes upon the land of the existing elites and thus created a situation which would have been destabilising in any Early Modern state. Plantation ultimately became the preferred vehicle to redress this instability but with ultimately catastrophic effects for both the English state, which during this period was not only forced to subvent the Irish administration but also eventually had to foot the bill for four ruinously expensive conquests in the long century after 1580, and for the native elites . On the other hand, the clear winners of the game were the New English community for whom plantation proved a key mechanism in their emergence as the political nation of Ireland by the eighteenth century, not merely as a component of their settlement of Ireland but, perhaps even more importantly, as an intellectual resource in the development of their political culture. 
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