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Abstract

Throughout the operations of the War of the Spanish Succession in the Low Countries
and Germany, senior commanders such as John Churchill, duke of Marlborough, were
aided, abetted and, on occasion, disrupted by a number of general and staff officers.
These officers provided the mechanism by which supra-regimental command, military
direction and management was effected. While these individuals possessed military
dignity according to their rank and station, their real authority in the army was in no
small part drawn from the powers and duties delegated to them by the commander-in-

chief, or assumed upon their own initiative; clear chains of command did not exist.

Such officers functioned not only as vital elements in their own army, but within the
broader context of the confederate warfare as a whole, in an army composed of English
(later British), Dutch, Imperial, Danish and auxiliary German contingents. They came
from diverse backgrounds and could possess constrasting political affiliations,
aspirations and notions of duty. Their careers were governed as much by patronage
and preference as any personal merit. A burgeoning sense of military duty was
complicated by personal prejudice and the boundary between public and private

endeavour was indistinct. Some officers gained wealth and financial security; others

were ruined by the peculations of others.

Note

Dates are listed as Old Style (O.S.) or New Style (N.S.) depending on the context. For
clarity, the English convention to start the new year with Lady Day (25 March O.5./5
April N.S.) has been ignored.
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Introduction

With the recent tercentenaries of the battles of Blenheim (1704), Ramillies (1706),
Oudenaarde (1708) and Malplaquet (1709), there has been a brief renascence in the
publication of works relating to the War of the Spanish Succession - or, more
accurately, the role and agency of John Churchill, Duke of Marlborough (1650-1722), in
such, with particular regard to the campaigns in Germany and the Low Countries,
1702-1711. This has brought a spate of such works as Charles, Earl Spencer’s Blenheim:
battle for Europe (London, 2004); and James Falkner’s present quartet of Great and
glorious days: the Duke of Marlborough's battles, 1704-1709: Schellenberg, Blenheim,
Ramillies, QOudenaarde, Malplaquet (Staplehurst, 2002); Blenheim 1704: Marlborough’s

greatest victory (Barnsley, 2004); Marlborough’s Wars: Eyewitness Accounts 1702-1713
(Barnsley, 2005) and Ramillies 1706: year of miracles (Barnsley, 2006).

The above works have been published with the considerable, popular military history
market in mind. None claim any new powers of analysis with respect to the period, its
actors, or the paradigms of early modern warfare (if, indeed, they are written with
regard to such), nor do they advance understanding of a field that has seen but little
development in the past quarter of a century. Instead they are in the main readable
narratives that refresh a relatively little-known period of British and European history
in the popular consciousness, satisfying a niche in the popular market that exists. Yet
the works are also indicative in style, format and focus of the great majority of material
published on both the War of the Spanish Succession and the Duke of Marlborough
himself, by and for an Anglophone British audience. In such works man and conflict
can often appear to be synonymous, with the literature focusing on Marlburian
biography (albeit with no little focus on military endeavour), or semi-biographic

military studies of the Captain-General’s campaigns themselves.



There is no shortage of writings describing the life of Marlborough.’ Recently, James
Rees Jones’ brief but cogent Marlborough (Cambridge, 1993), and Corelli Barnett's own
Marlborough (London, 1974; Ware, 1999) have proven the most instructive for a general
readership. Yet all such works suffer by their scope of reference, as a function of the
difficulties attending the historian in researching the primary materials, by far the
largest collection of which - the Blenheim Papers, concerning a wealth of
correspondence and documents pertaining to Marlborough, Sarah and Sidney Earl
Godolphin, among others - was until relatively recently kept in private hands. Those
biographies that have enjoyed such access to these archives, formerly at Blenheim
Palace, thus formed a source upon which all others have been dependent. Those that
have had recourse to view the Blenheim Papers, such as Barnett, have still used the
source manuscripts as an adjunct to those works that have guided the later

historiography: the biographies of Archdeacon William Coxe, Sir Winston Churchill

and, to a far lesser extent, Thomas Lediard.

Coxe’s Memoirs of John, Duke of Marlborough (new edition, ed. J. Wade, 3 volumes,
London, 1847), part-biography, part-reproduction of original correspondence, has
proven the most influential since its publication, Lediard’s The Life of John, Duke of
Marlborough (3 volumes, London, 1736) having waned in importance relative to this
later work. Coxe’s access to and copious use of Marlborough’s correspondence in the
Blenheim Papers, together with his early categorisation of such, supplied his volumes
with a direct connection to their subject that was unsurpassed until another multi-
volume work was published a century later. Furthermore, the subsequent loss of some
of the manuscripts rendered into printed form by Coxe in the Memoirs fortifies the

volumes’ continuing import, though elements of the Blenheim Papers are now better

served by other printed collations.

1 For example: Anon., Memoirs of the Lives and Conduct of... Prince Eugene of Savoy and John, Duke
of Marlborough (London, 1742); Archibald Alison, The Life of John, Duke of Marlborough (2-volume
2nd edition, London, 1852-18535); Maurice Ashley, Marlborough (London, 1939); Iris Butler, The
Rule of Three: Sarah, Duchess of Marlborough and Her Companions in Power (London, 1967); Virginia
Cowles, The Great Marlborough and his Duchess (London, 1973); J. F. Dutems (rev. Duclos),
I’Histoire de Jean, Duc de Marlborough (Paris, 1806); Christopher Hibbert, The Marlboroughs: John
and Sarah Churchill, 1650-1744 (London, 2001); A. L. Rowse, The Early Churchills (London, 1956);
G. M. Thompson, The First Churchill (London, 1959); Garnet, Viscount Wolseley, The Life of John
Churchill, Duke of Marlborough to the Accession of Queen Anne (2 volumes, London, 1894).



Sir Winston Churchill’'s Marlborough, his Life and Times (4-volume edition, London,
1933-1938; 2-volume edition, Chicago, 1947) could be said to bestride Marlburian
biography much as ‘Colossus’ [Marlborough] bestrode his milieu, with occasionally the
same irony.” Though Churchill also used Coxe heavily, his (and his team of highly
capable researchers’) access to his kinsman’s papers allowed a work that, in terms of
sheer breadth, is unlikely to be matched. With its contemporaneous counterpart, G. M.
Trevelyan's England under Queen Anne (3 volumes, London, 1930-4), Churchill’s work
defined the period and person, for better or worse and for much of the twentieth
century. No biography has since attempted to analyse Marlborough and depict his life
in the detail to which Churchill did; and though he provides a highly personal analysis
that indulges in self-identification, polemic, familial myth and heroism, the depth of
inquiry and wide utilisation of domestic and foreign sources can still illuminate those
that look beyond Sir Winston’s own manner and agenda. Only Richard Holmes’ recent
Marlborough: England’s Fragile Genius (London, 2008) has come close to matching

Churchill’s work in its scope; though it does not match it in depth, it provides a more

lucid and balanced insight into its subject.

Like biography, the military history of Marlborough and his campaigns is somewhat
limited by its depth of reference. Excepting Holmes —whose biography, while covering
the broad scope of Marlborough’s activities, is militarily founded —no history has
made extensive, or even notional, use of the Blenheim Papers, which provide the
largest single collection of operational details with regard to the campaigns, 1702-1711.
Studies of the war are thus dependent in part upon Coxe, Churchill, and printed
collections of primary sources, such as Sir George Murray’s Letters and Dispatches of
John Churchill, First Duke of Marlborough from 1702 to 1712 (5 volumes, London, 1845),
together with the reports of the Royal Commission on Historical Manuscripts and the

holdings of the National Archives (né Public Record Office), all of which shall be

discussed further below.

Though Frank Taylor’'s The Wars of Marlborough, 1702-1709 (2 volumes, Oxford, 1921)

has remained a useful narrative, the core of the Anglophone historiography in the

2 Oliver’s pocket looking-glass: new fram’d and clean’d to give a clear view of the great modern
Colossus begun by K.C.—, carry’d on by KJ—, augmented by KW —, and now finish’d in order
to be thrown down in t}_1e glorious r— of Q.A -, 1711.



twentieth century and beyond has been provided by two authors, Christopher T.
Atkinson and David G. Chandler. Atkinson’s Marlborough and the Rise of the British
Army (2 edition, London, 1924), together with his numerous contributions to the
Journal of the Society for Army Research, have proven important in framing the issues
discussed and guiding the tenor and approach of subsequent historians.’ David G.
Chandler, a student of Atkinson in more ways than one, has inherited the role as the
pre-eminent British military historian of Marlborough and his role in the War of the
Spanish Succession, both in the discussion of the central issues of the conflict and the
collation of primary sources for public consumption. Chandler’s Marlborough as
Military Commander (London, 1973) has provided the standard modern source in
English on the duke’s campaigns, influencing the authors of the tercentenary works
noted above, not least Earl Spencer; while his The Art of Warfare in the Age of
Marlborough (London, 1976), and the his more recent Blenheim Preparation, The English
Army on the March to the Danube: Collected Essays (Staplehurst, 2004) have provided

informative case studies of more particular elements, not least the tactical handling of

the various arms of the service.

Like many works of military history, Chandler's publications have often blurred the
gap between popular study and more rigorous academic analysis. In common with
Atkinson, Churchill and a great deal of the British historiography, Chandler’s portrayal
of Marlborough as a captain whose military capabilities were beyond reproach has
brought mixed comment. Retained references to Marlborough’s avarice and
connivance, although diminished relative to Swift and Macaulay’s condemnation,
occasionally carry the appearance of a crutch of objectivity against which the Captain-
General's myriad qualities may be all the better set. Churchill, though arguing that
such avarice “never prejudiced [Marlborough’s] public duty”, nevertheless “sought not

to palliate his voice of foible in money matters”; whilst Chandler noted as to the same

> Atkinson’s articles in JSAHR include ‘Marlborough’s sieges’, 13 (1934), 195-205;
‘Marlborough’s orders of battle’, 15 (1936), 107-113; ‘Notes on the Spanish Succession War.
Gleanings from W.O. IV and other sources in the Public Record Office’, 21 (1942), 83-96;
‘Material for military history in the reports of the Historical Manuscripts Commission’, 21
(1942), 17-34; ‘One of Marlborough’s men: Matthew Bishop of Webb’s’, 23 (1945), 157-169;
‘Marlborough’s sieges. Further evidence’, 24 (1946), 83-87; ‘The Ramillies battlefield’, 32 (1954),
14-18; ‘The cost of Queen Anne’s war. Evidence from the ‘Calendar of Treasury Books and
Papers’, 1702-1712°, 33 (1955), 174-183; ‘Wyndendael’, 34 (1956), 26-31; ‘Gleanings from the
Calendar of Treasury books and papers’, 36 (1958), 25-29, 48-60.



allegations that “there was a little fire beneath all the smoke of party and factional
vituperation”.* Whether or not Marlborough’s fiscal desires and/or improprieties were
significantly greater than others’ in a period marked by a somewhat idiosyncratic
approach to the conflation of public and private enterprise, or are indeed exacerbated

by the eye and sensibilities of the beholder, is open to further comment.

Modern criticisms of British portrayals of the military character of the duke have
focused upon two elements, usually in conjunction: (i) the edification of Marlborough’s
thoughts and deeds in particular, and many British military personnel in general, to
the detriment of those among the other allies (Prince Eugene usually excepted), most
notably the Dutch - an anglocentric motif commonly witnessed in the supposed trials
and tribulations of Marlborough in the face of Dutch obstruction; and (ii) a tendency to
portray Marlborough as a commander who was less a captain in the context of the
early modern military paradigm in which he operated, but rather a harbinger or
practitioner of a more modern military practice, not least in his recognition of the
importance and efficacy of battle, and his ability to enforce it - a conception that links
in with the above in the motif of a rationally aggressive and decisive Marlborough,

held against the Dutch with their stultified notions of strategy.

It is difficult to defend popular British military history, Churchill or indeed elements of
Chandler’s analyses from either charge. The works hitherto noted have generally
lacked any balanced appreciation of the Dutch or the German allies and auxiliaries,
and all too little consideration of the detailed workings of confederate wartare.
Analyses of the character of the Anglo-Dutch alliance, as in R. Geikie and I.
Montgomery’s The Dutch Barrier, 1705-19 (Cambridge, 1930), or Douglas Coombs’ The
Conduct of the Dutch: British Opinion and the Dutch Alliance during the War of the Spanish
Succession (The Hague, 1958) and ‘The Augmentation of 1709: a study in the Workings
of the Anglo-Dutch Alliance’, EHR, Ixxii (1957), 642-661, are rare. Primary English
sources, which so often display informative, contemporary prejudices against the

Dutch and other allies, should be investigated with regard to their merits, as opposed

to being taken de facto as objective accounts of the war.

4 Churchill, op. cit., vol. 2, p. 20; Chandler, Marlborough as Military Commander, p. 317.



Such criticisms might not in fairness be levelled at Ivor Burton’s The Captain-General:
The Career of John Churchill, Duke of Marlborough, from 1702 to 1711 (London, 1968) -
though a slim book at a little over two hundred pages, it provides perhaps the most
concise and measured account of its subject; but though historians of the period are by
necessity francophone, a knowledge of the Dutch sources is near absent. Knowledge of
the standard Dutch account of the conflict, J. W. Wijn’s (ed.) Het Staatsche Leger, vol. §,
Het Tijdperk van de Spaanse Successieoorlog, 1702-1715 (The Hague, 1959-64), which
although somewhat dated provides a more balanced account than most English
sources, is minimal; Chandler’s Marlborough as Military Commander makes no reference.
In the Anglophone historiography itself, A. J. Veenendaal (pére)’s contributions
typically display the greatest consideration of all parties: ‘The Opening Phase of
Marlborough’s Campaign in 1708 in the Netherlands’, History, 35 (1950), 34-48; ‘The
War of the Spanish Succession in Europe’, The New Cambridge Modern History, vol. vi:
The Rise of Great Britain and Russia 1688-1715/25 (]. S. Bromley, ed.; Cambridge, 1970),

pp. 410-445.

The predilection for battle, real and imagined, and with regard to Marlborough and
historians alike, is considered in detail by Jamel Ostwald in his paper ‘The “Decisive”
Battle of Ramillies, 1706: Prerequisites for Decisiveness in Early Modern Warfare’,
Journal of Military History, vol. 64, no. 3 (2000), 649-677. It is certainly true that studies of
the tactical engagements of Blenheim, Ramillies, Oudenaarde and Malplaquet &c.
preponderate over those of other elements of operations, such as the passage of the
Lines of Brabant and Ne Plus Ultra. Ostwald succeeds in promoting the study of
Marlborough and his actions in the context of the military paradigm of the time, and
such careful reappraisals and criticisms inform John B. Hattendorf's entry on
Marlborough in the new edition of the Dictionary of National Biography (2004-7).
Hattendorf had earlier promoted a far wider conception of the nature of the conflict in
his England in the War of the Spanish Succession: A Study of the English View and Conduct of
Grand Strategy (New York, 1987). To understand the degree to which leading historians
in the early modern academic community have revised their common opinion in
opposition to the general trend of the British historiography;, it is worth quoting one of

Hattendorf's closing DNB paragraphs in full:



As a general and as the allied commander-in-chief during the War of the Spanish
Succession, Marlborough based his success on his ability to co-operate effectively
with the Dutch, who had the largest number of troops under his command, paid
the largest share of the military effort, and controlled the army's logistics. As a field
commander he was noted for promoting mobile warfare, manoeuvring to engage in
decisive battle, using effective operational intelligence, planning long-range
logistical support, and having a remarkable ability to analyse and to react to
changing tactical situations in the heat of battle. Some of these same characteristics
led contemporaries to see him as impulsive, imprudent, and reckless in terms of
eighteenth-century warfare. Seen at a distance of three centuries, these
characteristics appear much more appropriate to warfare in the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries. Nevertheless, in viewing him at long range, some military
specialists have applied anachronistic values that distort the view of Marlborough

within his own time,
Though one might consider this statement fair and accurate, the lack of any
involvement by historians intimately aware of the British primary sources in such a
reappraisal proves problematic. A line such as “... the Dutch... controlled the army’s
logistics” is a touch disingenuous. British historians have often considered the nature
of supply and transport in the War of the Spanish Succession, not least with regard to
the ‘famous’ march to the Danube that is a constituent part of Marlburian legendry, but
the analyses of same by such as Alan Francis and Ivan Phelan lack weight.” Certainly
there is no British work to match Olaf van Nimwegen’s De subsistentie van het leger:
Logistiek en strategie van het Geallieerde en met name het Staatse leger tijdens de Spaanse

Successieoorlog in de Nederlanden en het Heilige Roomse Rijk (1701-1712) (Amsterdam,

1995), whose work, along with Ostwald’s, forms much of the basis for Hattendorf's

revision.

Van Nimwegen, in his summary®, comments upon the fact that, excepting Henry
Snyder, British historians otherwise remain ignorant of a great many logistical

documents present in the archives of Blenheim Palace [sic], but he makes no reference

to them himself. An analysis of such suggests a slightly more ecumenical consideration
of logistics with regard to the allied army. Such does not diminish the great Dutch
responsibility in this regard, or even the preponderance thereof in a great many areas

of supply; but to minimise to negligibility of British actors in such matters takes a

> Alan David Francis, ‘Marlborough’s march to the Danube, 1704’, JSAHR, 50 (1972), 75-100;
Ivan Phelan, ‘Marlborough as Logistician’, JSAHR, 272-4 (1985).

6 Van Nimwegen, op. cit., pp. 332 (Dutch) & 340 (English).



wholly valid and necessary reappraisal a little too far. Though of great merit, De
subsistentie remains based largely on Dutch sources, and an understanding of logistics,
within both the wider allied army and those forces in English and joint Anglo-Dutch
pay, will be better served when the multitude of operational minutiae in the Blenheim

Papers are brought to public attention.

This is a common problem in the reading of primary sources relative to military
operations in the War of the Spanish Succession. Much of the bias detected may be less
a function of national prejudice, intentional or otherwise (though a full cognisance of
all sources, no matter the language of provenance, would assuredly eliminate the
issue), than a result of source-perception that might be exacerbated in sources of
greatest familiarity. Affirmative statements of agency by an actor in a given regard are
too often taken as exclusive, whereas they are often anything but. It was all too
common in the somewhat pluralistic command structures of the allied army and its
constituent parts, with less than rigorously defined networks of responsibility, to
witness a multiplicity of people carrying out exactly the same duties in similar or
differing contexts. Whilst a zero-sum principle may seem reasonable - the notion that

any reassessment of Dutch responsibility sponsors a commensurate and outright

reduction in the agency of others - it is not necessarily correct.

Beyond the Marlburian historiography noted above, relatively little has been written
on the army, its administration and its personnel during the War of the Spanish
Succession. Though authors such as Chandler touch on elements of organisation and
function, not least tactical, there is no analysis that can compare with Major Raibeart E.
Scouller's The Armies of Queen Anne (Oxford, 1966), itself influenced by Clifford
Walton's still-useful History of the British Standing Army 1660-1700 (London, 1894). Like
Henry Snyder and Ivor Burton, Scouller contributed considerably to the understanding
of the British army and its personalities in the period, without exclusive recourse to the

typical pattern of biography or campaign history.” The Armies of Queen Anne remains

7 Ivor F. Burton, The Secretary at War and the administration of the army during the War of the
Spanish Succession, Ph.D. thesis (University of London, 1960); “The Committee of Council at the
War Office: an experiment in Cabinet government under Anne’, H], vol. 4 (1961), 78-84. For
Scouller’s other works informing The Armies of Queen Anne, and subsequent publications, see:
‘Queen Anne’s Secretaries at War’, AQ, 57 (1949), 215-220; ‘Quarters and barracks’, JRUSI, 98
(1953), 91-94; ‘Recruiting: a familiar problem’, AQ, 71 (1955), 105-112; ‘Secretaries at War to



the most valuable work on its subject, and perhaps also of any publication regarding

the British army in any way, shape or form in the period.

The sole criticism concerning Scouller’s work relates to the nature of his source
material. The still-private nature of the Blenheim Papers in the 1960s resulted in a book
that drew heavily upon, in addition to the usual sources, a great many documents at
the Public Record Office. Though Scouller’'s use of such resulted in a highly
informative work, the very nature of the PRO papers, drawn from largely domestic
sources, provided a representation of army administration that spoke more as to the
broad schema of general organisation in overview, principle and theory than the
particular nature of organisation and function in the field, as practised in the Low
Countries. Scouller attempted to rectify this problem to an extent in the subsequent
article ‘Marlborough’s administration in the field’, Army Quarterly, 95 (1968), 197-208;
96 (1968), 102-113, but the brevity of such, and the lack of detailed reference to the mass

of pertinent information in the Blenheim Papers, reduce the utility of the analysis.

Of related import are studies of the English forces that operated in the Low Countries
during the Nine Years” War. This conflict provided considerable experience to the
soldiers and officers that would serve in the War of the Spanish Succession, and forms
a useful point of reference for later studies. John Childs’" The British Army of William 111,
1689-1702 (Manchester, 1987) and The Nine Years’ War and the British Army, 1688-1697:
The Operations in the Low Countries (Manchester, 1991) provide an excellent survey, but
of particular interest is Louis M. Waddell's unpublished Ph.D. thesis, ‘The
Administration English Army in Flanders and Brabant from 1689 to 1697" (University
of North Carolina, 1971). While Waddell investigated some similar themes to those
explored in this thesis, his work is more akin to that of Scouller. There is little detailed
coverage of the workings of command and control on campaign, particularly at a lower
level; rather it is a broader overview. If it is lighter on certain administrative and
material elements than Scouller, it offers greater specificity relative to the campaigns,

and greater coverage of the social, political and economic context.

Queen Anne’, JSAHR, 38 (1960), 3-10; ‘The first Mutiny Act. Its antecedents and some
developments’, AQ, 102 (1972), 330-337; ‘The Mutiny Acts’, JSAHR, 50 (1972), 42-45;
‘Marlborough - the international commander’, AQ, 102 (1972), 438-450.



Both works are dry, with their analyses set within relatively narrow limits (no
criticism, given the nature of much of the English-language literature); there is no work
on the English or British army of the period to match John Lynn’s Giant of the Grand
Siécle: the French Army 1610-1714 (Cambridge, 1997), for example. Lynn’s work covers a
much greater province, both temporally and ideologically, and his arguments and
syntheses on the nature of the warfare of the period are deeper and wider-ranging. If
the sheer breadth of the study limits its depth with regard to specific topics (such as the
nature of command in the War of the Spanish Succession in particular), it does not

diminish the broader insights, emphasising the Why? as much as the What?

Alongside The Armies of Queen Anne, the most useful work to any historian of the
English and British armies in the Low Countries is Charles Dalton’s English Army Lists
and Commission Registers, 1661-1714 (6 volumes; London, 1898-1904). Though
occasionally in error and not always complete (see, for example, Ivor F. Burton and
Aubrey N. Newman’s article ‘Sir John Cope: promotion in the 18th century army’,
EHR, 78 (1963), 655-668), Dalton’s mammoth collation of commissions, rolls and
various ancillary information remains an invaluable aid, not least in the investigations
of the staff officers that served as at all levels - general, brigade and regimental - to
accommodate the better functioning of the forces in camp, winter quarters and on the
march, from supply and quartering to discipline and formation in the line of battle.
Studies of the headquarters staff employed by the allied forces in the War of the
Spanish Succession, irrespective of nationality or position, are distinctly lacking;
beyond occasional eulogising references to such, typically in passing, their agency 1s in

no small part subsumed into the Gestalt commander-in-chief’s function as army

comptroller.®

The most famous and distinguished member of Marlborough’s staff, William (later
Earl) Cadogan, Quartermaster-General to the British forces in the Low Countries (and,
by extension, acting in part in a similar capacity to the allied army as a whole) and
sometime diplomatic envoy and administrator, is the only individual to have attracted
particular notice, in the form of J. N. P. Watson's biography, Marlborough’s Shadow, the
Life of the First Earl Cadogan (Barnsley, 2003). If, indeed, ‘Marlborough’s Shadow reveals

8 E.g. Chandler, Marlborough as Military Commander, p. 67; Blenheim Preparation, pp. 213, 224, 289.
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that, not only was Cadogan the power behind, and major influence on his master
Marlborough...” then it is perhaps unconvincing in doing so. Watson’s revisionist
portrayal of Cadogan indulges in part in the zero-sum forms of argument hitherto
noted. The transfer of capability and worth does not serve particularly well in
characterising the nature of the professional, reciprocal relationship between Cadogan

and Marlborough, nor the greater framework of command within which they existed

as prominent nodes.

Faced with the peculiarly fluid and variable paradigm of early modern command, it is
can prove all too easy to suppose the existence of distinct and exclusive structures
more common to the modern period. Watson positions Cadogan in the role as
Marlborough’s ‘chief of staff, chief of intelligence’; while James Falkner, in his
Dictionary of National Biography (2004-7 ed.) article, follows Watson in casting Cadogan
as ‘unofficially, [Marlborough’s] chief of staff and director of military intelligence,
although these posts did not exist in the modern sense at that time’ - nor, one might
argue, did they exist in any sense at that time. Setting aside the issue of Cadogan’s
purported role as ‘chief of staff’ (which, albeit requiring a great deal of further

discussion, might bear some truth after a fashion), his depiction as a chief of

intelligence, even military, is flawed.

Though Cadogan, in his twin roles as Quartermaster-General and diplomat, directed
the collection of and personally collated a sizeable amount of intelligence, particularly
of an operational nature, he did not oversee all such activities for the army, nor the
many other officers who through personal initiative, or direction from Marlborough or
others, acted in a like manner. Cadogan’s aides and deputy quartermasters-general,
such as Alexander Spotswood, John Armstrong and Richard King, were often as liable
to communicate directly with Marlborough (via Cardonnel) as with Cadogan himself,

or be directed to act as the situation required by diverse other officers for the good of

the service.

These other officers, the general officers of the army, appear largely as ciphers to the
modern audience. There is no work on the corps as a whole, or that discusses in any
depth their agency in the War of the Spanish Succession. There is certainly no study of
the form of Erik Lund’s War for the Every Day: Generals, Knowledge, and Warfare in Earl
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Modern Europe, 1680-1740 (Westport, CT, 1999). Lund attempts, with success, to recover
for the modern reader the experience, background, education and outlook of the
Imperial generals of that period; to provide a more cogent investigation of the tasks
these officers engaged in and the degree to which they were prepared for them. Even if
it is difficult to apply Lund’s ideas on the scientific nature of personal and corporate
military development to some of the British generality, his thesis, particularly in its
application of the ‘economy of knowledge” and its provocative counterpoint to those
that charactertise the warfare of the time as stolid and unimaginative, is apposite. The

likes of Cadogan, Armstrong, King and Lascelles in particular have much in common

with Lund’s ‘soldier-scholars’.

Though the secondary literature, therefore, does not provide the most cogent model of

the field administration and control of the British and allied army, the primary sources,

both printed and manuscript, provide a considerable wealth of detail that should
promote the better formulation of such. The actions of Marlborough and his

subordinates in the Low Countries and Germany are quite well served in terms of the

contemporary papers collated and printed for a wider audience. In addition to Coxe’s
Memoirs, three major series of printed correspondence provide a significant proportion
of the correspondence of Marlborough in readily accessible form. Sir George Murray’s
edition of Letters and Dispatches of John Churchill, First Duke of Marlborough from 1702 to
1712 (5 volumes, London, 1845), though poorly indexed and not without occasional
errors [as in, for example, the attribution of Josiah Sandby’s account of the Blenheim
campaign to Dr Francis Hare; see Robert D. Horn, Marlborough, a survey: panegyrics,
satires, and biographical writings, 1688-1788 (Folkestone, 1975), item 75; and F. Harris,
‘The Authorship of the Manuscript Blenheim Journal’, Bulletin of the Institute of
Historical Research, v (1982), 203-206] is a useful compendium of diplomatic and

military correspondence, including that with many field officers.

Bert van "t Hoff’s edition of The Correspondence 1701 — 1711 of John Churchill, First Duke
of Marlborough, and Anthonie Heinsius, Grand Pensionary of Holland (The Hague, 1951)

provides a valuable record of the direction of allied warfare at the highest levels; and is
superbly accompanied and expanded upon by the considerable endeavour of A. ].

Veenendaal (fils) in producing the nineteen volumes of De briefwisseling van Anthonie
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Heinsius 1702 -1720 (The Hague, 1976-2001). Henry L. Snyder’s The Marlborough —
Godolphin Correspondence (3 volumes, Oxford, 1975), does likewise with regard to the
activities of the ‘duumvirate’, in many cases surpassing Coxe’s Memoirs in such
usefulness. Furthermore, Snyder’s erudite edition and notation, lacking parochialisms

and written in a multinational context, means the volumes transcend their value as a

collection of primary sources, and provide additional utility.

These provide necessary insights into the actions of such as Marlborough, military,
politic, diplomatic and otherwise. Yet, with the partial exception of Murray’s Letters
and Dispatches, they focus on the very highest echelons of command; a state that is
mirrored in the largest reproduction of the Blenheim Papers, the microfilm edition

prepared by David Hayton. Though a significant amount of Marlborough and Adam

de Cardonnel’s correspondence with field officers is transferred to the microfilm
edition (British Library, Add. MSS 61101-61413 passim), the great majority of
manuscripts pertaining to a wealth of operational details and matters of army
administration are not, with the focus of the edition remaining the correspondence of

Marlborough, Sarah, and Charles Spencer, third Earl of Sunderland.

In addition to Marlborough’s own papers, there are a significant number of published,
contemporary accounts of the campaigns in the Low Countries and Germany. Of
considerable importance is Dr Francis Hare’s The Conduct of the Duke of Marlborough
during the Present War, with Original Papers (London, 1712), a more impartial account
than might be expected of a strong supporter of, and Chaplain-General to, the duke,
not least on the origin and development of the antipathy between Marlborough and
Frederick Johan van Baer, Baron Slangenburg.g The remainder of the Anglophone
accounts are of martial provenance, belonging to commissioned and non-
commissioned officers and private soldiers in the regiments serving in the northern
European theatres. The materials are of varying degrees of utility; many writers are all

too laconic with regard to a great many details of campaign and camp life that would

favour a more vibrant social history of the army; and accounts occasionally provide but
the merest itinerary of the march. Nevertheless, for all their limitations and unfulfilled

promise, the following remain as a whole a valuable source.

? Hare, op. cit., p. 17.
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Of goodly import is Captain Robert Parker's Memoirs of the Most Remarkable Military
Transactions from 1683 to 1718 (London, 1746), one of the more revealing accounts of the
war and most recently republished in Chandler’s collection Robert Parker and the Comte
de Mérode-Westerloo (London, 1968); in terms of military detail it may be set comfortably
aside Richard Kane’s Campaigns of King William and Queen Anne from 1689 to 1712. Also,
a new system of military discipline for a battalion of foot on action, with the most essential
exercise of the cavalry... (London, 1745). Of additional note is The life and diary of Lieut.
Col. J. Blackader of the Cameronian Regiment (ed. Andrew Crichton; Edinburgh, 1824),
who served with Cranstoun (see below); while The memoirs of Capt. Peter Drake.
Containing, an account of many strange and surprising events... and several material
anecdotes, regarding King William and Queen Anne’s wars with Lewis XIV of France. (2
volumes, Dublin, 1755; reprinted London, 1960, ed. S. Burrell, Amiable Renegade) are
more fascinatingly ribald than either Cranstoun or Blackader’s tales, but should be
treated with attendant caution. Finally, a handful of George Hamilton, first Earl of
Orkney’s missives are published in H.H.E. Cra’ster’s edition of ‘Letters of the First
Lord Orkney during Marlborough’s Campaigns’, English Historical Review, Vol. 19, No.
74 (April 1904), 307-321, with particular reference to the field of battle.

Corporal Matthew Bishop’s The life and adventures of Matthew Bishop of Deddington in
Oxfordshire... (London, 1744), and Chandler’s editions of Private John Marshall Deane’s
account in A Journal of Marlborough’s Campaigns during the War of the Spanish Succession,
1704-1711 (Society for Army Historical Research, Special Publication No. 12; London,
1984); and Sergeant John Wilson’s ‘The Journal of John Wilson, an ‘Old Flanderkin
Sergeant’, who served 1694-1727°, Military Miscellany 1I: Manuscripts from Marlborough’s
Wars, the American War of Independence and the Boer War (Publications of the Army
Records Society, vol. 23; Stroud, 2005) provide often useful accounts from the lesser
ranks; though Sergeant John Millner's A Compendious Journal of all the Marches, Battles,
Sieges and other Actions of the Allies in their War against France in Holland, Germany and
Flanders, 1701-12 (London, 1733) is the least colourful of records, if suitably

compendious.

Of the foreign sources relating to the functioning of the confederate armies, of primary
importance is Sicco van Goslinga’s Mémoires relatif a la Guerre de succession de 1706-1711.

As a ‘field deputy’ for the province of Friesland during the years in question (1710
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excepted), Goslinga was intimately involved with the direction of the war in Flanders,
and his account provides a necessary Dutch voice. Sadly other Dutch accounts are less
forthcoming in published form, but there are several German sources, most notably in
the Feldziige of Prince Eugene (Series I, vols vii-ix; Series II, vols i-vi ; Vienna, 1876-
1881); the Kriegs- und Staatschriften iiber den spanischen Erbfolgekrieg of Ludwig Wilhelm,
Margrave of Baden (2 volumes, ed. P. Réder, 1850); and Kurd von Schoning'’s edition of
Des General Feldmarschalls Dubislav G. von Natzmer Leben und Kriegsthaten (Berlin, 1838)

is particularly informative.

The Reports of the Royal Commission on Historical Manuscripts contain in calendars,
abstracts and extracts a great deal of pertinent correspondence. Of particular note with
regard to officers’ correspondence are the letters of Colonel Cranstoun and others in
the Portland MSS, Series 29; the letters of Lord Orkney, since repeated in Cra’ster, op.
cit., in the Atholl MSS, Series 26; and also the letters of John, Baron Cutts of Gowran, in
the Frankland-Russell-Astley MSS, Series 52. The Bath MSS, Series 58, contain a great
deal of correspondence to and from Marlborough, and the Hare MSS, Series 38 detail
the letters of Dr Francis Hare, Chaplain-General to the army in Flanders. A variety of
other series, including the Bagot MSS, Series 13; the Clement MSS, Series 55; the Cowper
MSS, Series 23; the Dartmouth MSS, Series 20; the Downshire MSS, Series 75; the Ketton
MSS, Series 27; the House of Lords MSS, Series 17; the Mar and Kellie MSS, Series 60; the
Ormonde MSS, Series 6; and the Townshend MSS, Series 19 contain various letters of
interest relating to officers serving in, and commenting upon, the state and nature of

the campaigns in the Low Countries and Germany, 1702-1711.

g S

In reviewing the published literature, it will be seen the systematic nature of command

and control in warfare represents one of the least studied of subjects in early modern

military history, not least in the War of the Spanish Succession. The conflict occurred in
that era Martin van Creveld provocatively dubbed the ‘Stone Age of Command’ in his
Command in War (Harvard, 1987). Certainly the armies of the grand siécle lacked the

operational flexibility and systemised organisations of later divisional and corps-level
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formations; military cartography was somewhat ordinary; and staff work did not
adopt the formalised and dauntingly impressive-sounding bureaucracies of later eras.
Admittedly it also remained an era of often personal, immediate direction, exercised by
officers whose talents and conceptions of duty varied considerably; but this did not
presuppose inefficiency in control and leadership, or indeed the lack of any apparatus

of organisation aiding a commander like the Duke of Marlborough and his

contemporaries.

Throughout the War of the Spanish Succession, Marlborough was supported by
various individuals, in both public and private service, in the management of the
conflict. In a military context, two particular groups are apparent. The first is the
generality of the British and Allied armies, those subordinate officers of general rank
that served under the aegis of the commander-in-chief, ready to accept duties and
responsibilities on the campaign as dictated. These individuals ~the ‘full’ generals of
infantry and cavalry, the lieutenants- and majors-general, and the brigadiers —were

often deputed with considerable authority and played a major part in the prosecution

of the conflict. Their duties frequently transcended the boundaries of what a modern
audience might perceive to be such commanders’ due spheres of control and interest,

yet their agency and their relationship with their commander in the field is rarely

discussed.

The second group comprises the staff officers of the army, a diverse organisation of
individuals, their deputies and aides-de-camp, often under a general’s immanent
oversight but not infrequently beyond it, responsible for actioning the daily
sustenance, maintenance and operation of the army on campaign or in winter quarters.
The British staff officers included such figures as William Cadogan, quartermaster-
general and envoy; Adam Cardonnel, Marlborough’s personal and military secretary;
Thomas Meredyth, Henry Durrell and Metcalfe Graham, adjutants-general; such
engineers and logisticians as John Armstrong and Richard King; and a variety of

brigade-majors and aides-de-camp. Their acts, and relationships with both their
commander-in-chief and their peers, subsumed friendship, rivalry, prejudice, politics

and patronage as well as service, and provide a fertile source for any social, political
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and/or military historian who wishes to take a more pluralistic approach to Britain’s

army in the war.

Such individuals provided but the British contingent relative to control of a war that
was an allied enterprise, not least in the campaigns in the Low Countries and
Germany. The Duke of Marlborough controlled both a discrete British force within the
context of a larger confederate force, with its own internal command apparatus; and
this greater force itself, consisting also of Dutch soldiers and a variety of other allied
and auxiliary forces in their own, English, Dutch or joint Anglo-Dutch pay. The
direction of the field army as a whole thus further drew upon the talents and services
of a variety of individuals from the States-General and the Raad van State of both
Brussels and The Hague, the gedeputeerden te velde or ‘field deputies’ representing same,

and the general and supporting officers of the Dutch and Imperial forces.

This thesis seeks to provide a more developed and critical analysis of the agency of
these individuals and offices in the management of war in the Low Countries and
Germany in this period. Because of the breadth of the topic, and the sheer wealth of the

sources available, it has been necessary to limit its primary line of inquiry to the study

of the British general and staff officers serving in the Low Countries - albeit with full
reference to their activities within the context of a confederate force. Whilst this is
lamentable, given the preponderance of studies on British military topics, analyses of
the detailed apparatus of army control on campaign are very rare. Hopefully it is but a

first step towards an integration of its findings with further research on the Dutch,

Imperial and auxiliary forces.

The thesis will attempt through its investigations to contribute to the understanding of
the military, political, social and economic history of the British army within the wider
European context; and to provide a more ecumenical approach to the study of
Marlborough'’s provincia. The thesis shall examine the hierarchy and mechanisms of
command and control in the army, including the organisation of logistics, discipline
and military justice on campaign and in winter quarters; the collection, collation and
transfer of information; and the active planning of operations in the field, in response
to a variety of factors, domestic, foreign and local. It shall investigate the degree to

which all actors, from commander-in-chief to subordinate officers, were active in the
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decision-making processes of the campaign, and the extent to which their actions
proceeded from the direction of others, and/or from personal or group initiative. I
shall also pay particular attention to the nature of the personal, professional and
political relationships of the parties involved, the degree to which their roles conflicted
and complemented each other, and the interaction of the public and the private spheres

in the apparatus of army command and administration.

The thesis is split into eight chapters. Beyond this introduction and survey of the
historiography, Chapter II provides an overview of the nature and organisation of the
general and staff officers of the British army, their major roles and functions, together
with a full list of all (known) individuals who served in such posts, from aides-de-
camp and majors of brigade to the general officers themselves. Chapter IIlI discusses
the life and paradigm of the early officer, on campaign and otherwise, with regard to
the individuals and their thoughts, experiences and relationships during operations.
Chapter IV considers the conflicts between public and private enterprise that occurred
within the army, and the degree to which individuals enriched themselves —or found

penury —through their own and other’s conduct.

Chapter V highlights the importance of communication and the gathering of
intelligence in the function of the army on campaign, including the nature and role of
posts and packets, the interception of such, and the organisation of human intelligence.
Chapter VI analyses the part general and staff officers played in the decision-making
process during the campaign, and the degree to which military and political authority
was centralised or delegated. Chapter VII discusses the role of general and staff
officers in the day-to-day management of the army, be it on the march, in camp or in
garrison. Chapter VIII looks at the systems of command utilised in the preparations

for and conduct of the sieges and battles of the War of the Spanish Succession in the

Low Countries and Germany.

The thesis draws upon a variety of source material, but three particular sources bear
highlighting. The first is Chandos Papers, held at the Huntington Library in San
Marino, California. The papers of paymaster James Brydges, later duke of Chandos,
they provide an invaluable perspective on the financial supply (and misdemeanours)

of the army under Marlborough. The second is the Blenheim Papers, now held (in the
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main) at the British Library. No study of the British army in the War of the Spanish
Succession has used these to any significant degree and they offer a wealth of
information on all aspects of British military practice in the period. The third is perhaps
the most interesting. These are the papers of Richard King, held in the Royal Collection
at Windsor Castle. Beyond a whimsical overview in Sir John Fortescue’s Historical and
Military Essays (London, 1928) —Sir John discovered the mislabelled papers during his
tenure as Royal Librarian—they do not appear to have been studied by any other

historian. These papers were uncatalogued; I have endeavoured to provide a summary

and a provisional catalogue in the Appendix.
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I1

The apparatus of command:

General and staff officers, c. 1700

The general officers of the early modern English army were exactly that: officers with a
general responsibility, as opposed to a specific local authority provided by a
regimental commission. They existed as a loose umbrella of command over and above
the fundamental building blocks of the army-—its still heavily proprietorialised
permanent and semi-permanent regiments—beyond which there was no persistent
organisational structure. Regimental and general rank were not mutually exclusive;

many (indeed, most) general officers were substantive colonels in their own right,

possessing a regiment and overseeing it as their fief.

Though a general officer demanded respect and deference (not to mention a
considerable level of financial remuneration) according to his rank and seniority, it
would be misleading to suggest that such simply provided a de facto level of authority
over those of lesser rank. Their commissions specified no particular aspect of
command, other than a branch of military service: Horse, Dragoons or Foot. They were
officers to whom a commander-in-chief (see below) ‘deputed his own powers in a
subordinate degree and within certain local limits’. 10 Rank alone perhaps best
represented potential authority —with all its power and portent—rather than absolute

authority; more dignitas than auctoritas. The actual authority of a general officer was a

product of both his rank and the charge bestowed upon him by a superior.

This is perhaps best illustrated by a supreme example of a general officer in Queen

Anne’s army, the Captain-General. John Churchill, the (then) Earl of Marlborough’s
commission as captain-general was heavy on style but lighter on substance. As captain-

general, Marlborough was to command, regulate and keep discipline in Her Majesty’s

10 Col. Clifford Walton, History of the British Standing Army 1660-1700 (London, 1894), p. 618.
[Hereafter ‘Walton'.]
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Land Forces; and to enjoy the office’s “Powers, Authoritys, Rights, Priviledges,
Prehemincies, Perquisits, Profits, Allowances, Advantages, and Emoluments...” Much
alliteration, but less transparent meaning. Indeed, Queen Anne even gave the attorney
or solicitor-general free rein to insert into this commission “all such apt and proper
Clauses as [he should] think fit and necessary for this purpose..” 11 Its opaque
pageantry rivalled the post of Generalissimo, Marlborough’s notional superior in the
army, held by Prince George of Denmark. By Marlborough’s time the post of captain-
general had lost many of the powers it had possessed in the immediate aftermath of

the Restoration, when held by George Monck: it had no power, for example, to raise

forces or exert control over money and stores.12

Much of Marlborough’s functional authority in the army in the Low Countries
stemmed from his warrant to act as Commander-in-Chief, together with his post as
Master-General of the Ordnance (which gave considerable powers with regard to the
officers, equipment and supply of the train of artillery, as well as the arms and
ammunition of the army itself). It was as commander-in-chief that Marlborough held
the specific authority to command all English forces in the theatre; to prepare and

publish rules and ordinances for the command of the army; to regulate and administer
justice within it; to appoint subsidiary posts (such as a provost marshal) and brevets to
its better function - to in all ways act as his sovereign’s designated prime military

plenipotentiary in the Low Countries.13

His senior subordinates were the Generals of Horse and Generals of Foot (typically

referred to as generals of the infantry and the cavalry in foreign armies). Only four

individuals held the rank of ‘full general’ during Marlborough’s command in the Low

11 National Archives (NA), State Papers (SP) 44/168 pp. 380-381. Order to prepare a bill to
Marlborough as captain-general. Anne and Vernon. St James, 10 March 1702 N.S. For the actual
bill, see War Office Papers (WQO) 25/3207, 14 March 1702 N.S.

12 Raibeart E. Scouller, The Army of Queen Anne (Oxford, 1966), pp. 54-58. [Hereafter, ‘Scouller’.]

Charles Clode had argued that the captain-general commanded-in-chief over all forces when
the sovereign—the supreme commander of the army, from whom all officers held their

commissions and, ultimately, authority —was absent. Scouller was more cautious, particularly
on the relationship between a captain-general and commander-in-chief. Charles M. Clode,
Military Forces of the Crown (London, 1869), vol. ii., pp. 256-257, 690, 694-635.

13 NA, SP 84/574 pp. 23-24b and SP 44/168 pp. 355-358. Warrant to Marlborough as
commander-in-chief in the Low Countries. William and Vernon. 1 June 1701 O.S. SP 84/574 pp.
25-26b and SP 44/168 pp. 391-394. Warrant and orders to Marlborough as commander-in-chief
in the Low Countries. Anne and Vernon. 9 March 1702 O.S. See Chapter VI
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Countries; and for much of the war in that theatre —the campaigns of 1702, most of

1703, 1708, 1709 and 1710 ~no English or British officer served in such a post.4 The
generals of the Foot and Horse were the paternal overseers of their branch of the

service; when other general officers made dispositions for elements of the army, they

would typically do so with reference to the general(s) of Foot and Horse concerned. On

the march, a general of Foot might lead the infantry of a corps 15; In an order of battle
they would be given oversight of a considerable body of soldiers relative to their
competence, such as the infantry of a line of the army (in whole or in part), or a wing or
more of cavalry. Scouller suggests that the generals of Foot and Horse were ‘normally
lieutenant-generals in rank’, but this author has found no evidence of a concurrent
toponomy. The rank of general of Foot or Horse exceeded the rank of lieutenant-
general in all aspects (including pay and post on the establishment, forage allowance,

the number of guards and aides-de-camp allowed and the salutes received in camp)

rather than existing as a parallel distinction.16

Beneath the generals of the army were the Lieutenants-General and Majors-General. Each

functioned much like his namesake in a company, troop or battalion, exercising similar

duties but with regard to the army as a whole. The lieutenant-general in his original
form functioned as a lieutenant, legate or second in command to the general-in-chief of
an army. He was the first point of delegation, be it on the march, in camp or on the
battlefield; ready to perform any subsidiary role or duty ordered. As the formulation of
general officers evolved, the rank’s pre-eminence diminished and its population grew -

but incumbents still performed the same basic duties in the army. They commanded

14 One of these was Marlborough himself, who was promoted General of Foot in 1701. The
others were General of Foot Charles Churchill (1656-1714), General of Foot George Hamilton,
Earl of Orkney (c. 1666-1737) and General of Horse Henry Lumley (c. 1658-1722).

15 E.g. British Library (BL), Stowe MSS 481, ff. 7b-9: Michael Richards’ diary, 19 to 30 June 1705
N.S.

16 Scouller, pp. 52-53. The unqualified title general developed as an abbreviation of rank of
colonel-general. As a contemporary source noted: “Sometimes there are Colonels-General of
Horse, Foot and Dragoons, whose Authority extends over each of these Bodies.” A Military
Dictionary Explaining All Difficult Terms in Martial Discipline, Fortification and Gunnery (Third
Edition, London, 1708). Though there was no General of Dragoons in the army, Charles Ross was
promoted Colonel-General of Dragoons in 1711. This rank lacked the authority and remuneration
of a general of Horse or Dragoons, but held a similar position of pre-eminence within its branch

of service.
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detachments and oversaw sections of its order of battle as required by the general-in-

chief.17

Similarly, majors-general reflected the duties of the battalion major or sergeant-major.
A major provided the ‘medium of communication from commander to unit’, receiving
and distributing orders, and overseeing its dispositions, drill and exercise. Of the field
officers, he possessed the greatest tactical responsibility; his was a more technical,
functional role than that of the lieutenant-colonel or colonel, whose leadership was
typically moral (or proprietorial). This distinction to some degree persisted into the
ranks of general officers, as shall be discussed later in the thesis. Majors-general would
be assigned commands as necessary, typically falling under the aegis of a lieutenant-

general if the overall command was large enough.18

Outside of the army itself, with its lines and wings, the brigade was the only supra-
regimental, tactical body that might approach a degree of semi-permanency on
campaign. Composed of a variable number of battalions of Foot, or of squadrons of
Horse or Dragoons, brigades were not permanent military institutions; but neither
were they wholly ephemeral. A brigade could gain a semblance of identity and
continuity over a campaign if it experienced few changes in its roster. It was
commanded by a Brigadier or Brigadier-General. A distinction was occasionally made
between the brigadier and the other general officers. Whilst a brigadier might be
termed a general officer in various establishments and sources, in others he would be

set apart, with a major-general being the lowest ranked specimen of general officer.1?

In Marlborough’s army, the lieutenants-general, majors-general and brigadiers were

associated with a particular branch of the service—~Horse, Foot or Dragoons —rather

17 Scouller, p. 61. The first lieutenants-general in the standing army appeared in 1679, when

James II created three lieutenants-general “over all our Forces, as well Horse as Foot”; but the
rank had been used in Ireland (1662, 1674) and the Low Countries (1673). Walton, p. 618.

18 Scouller, p. 66. Christopher Duffy, The Military Experience in the Age of Reason (London, 1987),
pp. 70-71.

19 This distinction should be treated with caution, as it was far from pervasive and usage could
be inconsistent at best. In some cases, both forms could occur in the same document. (See, for
example BL, Add. MS5 23642, ff. 27-27b and KP I(i)/64: order for the limitation of baggage. 7
July 1708 N.S.) The Board of General Officers, which originally comprised all officers above
field rank, was later split into a superior board (composed of majors-general and above) and an
inferior board (composed of brigadiers). See Chapter VI.
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than “of the Army’ (though this was not always apparent in the nomenclature). While a
senior general officer leading a detachment on campaign, on the march or in garrison
might command a mixed force of infantry and cavalry, his authority in the army as a
whole was typically limited to his arm. Table A.1 (p. 261) lists the general officers that

served on the establishment of the forces the Low Countries under Marlborough.

Assisting the commander-in-chief and the general officers were the staff officers of the
army (Table A.2; p. 272). Although the commander of an early modern army took a
much greater, personal role in the direction and regulation of the campaign than his
descendents did, these staff officers played an important role: “good, unobtrusive
administrative staff work was one of Marlborough’s outstanding successes.”?0 The two
principal staff officers in the army were the Adjutant-General and the Quartermaster-
General. Both posts drew a pay-allowance of 10s. per day and were accompanied by a
brevet of colonel of Horse or Foot for the incumbent, if he did not hold that rank

already - though this did not preclude an individual rising to the rank of general

officer while still exercising the staff post.2!

The adjutant-general is the least well documented of the two. In one paper on the Duke
of Marlborough’s field-administration, the adjutant-general receives two sentences.2 In
essence, the adjutant-general acted for his general-in-chief in much the same way that a
battalion adjutant acted for a field officer, “relieving him of the more laborious details
of his duties and forming the medium of communication with the troops on any matter
of discipline generally or of tactical movements. After Thomas Meredyth left the post

in 1704, the adjutant-general was always one of Marlborough’s aides-de-camp.23

20 Scouller, p. 54.

21 E.g. NA, SP 44/168 p. 351. Brevet for colonel of Horse to Thomas Meredyth, Esq. William and
Vernon. Hampton Court, 1 June 1701 O.S. SP 44/168 p. 352, Commission of adjutant-general to
same. William and Vernon. Hampton Court, 1 June 1701 O.S. William Cadogan (c. 1671/2-
1726), Marlborough’s quartermaster-general throughout his command in the War of the
Spanish Succession, rose to the rank of lieutenant-general.

22 Raibeart E. Scouller, ‘Marlborough’s administration in the field’, Army Quarterly, 95 (1968),
197-208; 96 (1968), 102-113.

2 Walton, p. 623. The post was first added to the standing army in 1673. One served with

Marlborough throughout the duke’s campaigns. Meredyth’s successors, Henry Durell and
Metcalfe Graham, were both aides-de-camp to the duke prior to, and during, their period of
office as adjutant-general. The post in this period was notably different to its namesake of the
later 18'h century. Houlding, Fit for Service, pp. 155-6.
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The quartermaster-general was the principal operational staff officer of the army. His

duties were considerable and a discussion of the nature and extent of his role in the
army forms much of the basis of Chapter VII. It shall suffice here to say that the
quartermaster-general was responsible, in whole or in part, for routing, supplying and
quartering the troops engaged on the campaign or in winter quarters (often directing
such activities in person) and providing the necessary reconnaissance and intelligence

pursuant to the execution of such. He was aided in his duties by a Deputy

Quartermaster-General (also termed Assistant Quartermaster-General or Lieutenant

Quartermaster-General), who drew 5s. a day in pay.2

The office of quartermaster-general throughout Marlborough’s campaigns in the Low
Countries was held by William Cadogan, an officer often mentioned in the same breath
as Adam de Cardonnel, personal and military Secretary to the Commander-in-Chief.
Cardonnel was the principal personal and administrative aide to the duke in the Low
Countries; an incredible volume of correspondence—public and private—and
intelligence on political, diplomatic, economic and military matters passed through his
hands. Though Cardonnel did not take any role in directing the strategic or operational
affairs of the army, Marlborough’s orders and warrants were usually written and
issued by his secretary, in the commander-in-chief’s name. The secretary drew 10s. per
day as pay upon the establishment, but received numerous further payments on

account of the commissions and contracts he counter-signed for Marlborough.%

Confusingly, Henry Watkins, who served as Judge-Advocate or Deputy Judge-Advocate in
the Low Countries was also often referred to as ‘secretary to the commander-in-chief’,
or even ‘secretary at war to Her Majesty’s forces in the Low Countries’. He certainly

served as the duke’s Latin secretary and fulfilled a variety of administrative roles from
his office at the Hague; but as deputy judge-advocate he acted as Marlborough’s legal

counsel, with powers to regulate the general courts-martial of the army according to

24 For a useful discussion on the antecedents of the quartermaster-general and his duties (such
as its relation to the earlier offices of scoutmaster-general and harbinger, see Walton, pp. 621-627.
> Scouller, p. 67. Cardonnel had been Chief Clerk at the War Office and served has secretary to

Marlborough in the Nine Years War; but when the (then) earl went to the Low Countries in
1701, he was accompanied by Richard Warre. Cardonnel soon replaced him. Dictionary of
National Biography [hereafter D.N.B.]. Henry Snyder (ed.), The Marlborough-Godolphin
Correspondence, (Oxford, 1975), vol. i, pp. xxx, 56 n. 2. [Hereafter ‘Snyder’.]
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the Mutiny Acts and the Articles of War, attending the meetings himself when
possible. Watkins’ pay as deputy judge-advocate was 10s. daily; his expenses as

Marlborough’s secretary at the Hague were considerably greater. Watkins was often

allowed leave over the winter and appointed a deputy in his place.

The Provost Marshal joined the deputy judge-advocate in overseeing the discipline of

the army. It was his duty to police both the camp and its environs, and the line of the
army on the march, apprehending all manner of deserters, plunderers and other
transgressors, which he would place in his custody - ready to be brought before the
general courts-martial of the army, of which he would announce and manage the
logistics. The provost marshal was paid 12s. a day for himself and “his two men”, but

received considerable fees from the sutlers and traders that accompanied the army, on

account of his regulating their practices in the camp.

Other officers included the Wagonmaster-General, who ruled over the baggage of the
army as his personal fief2? —none were to question his regulation on the line of march;

those that did were liable to be severely punished and any errant wagons plundered

on the spot—and the Deputy Paymasters of the army in the Low Countries. Subordinate
to the Paymaster-General and Paymaster to the Forces Abroad, in England, these
individuals formed the continental end of the financial chain that stretched across the
North Sea to London. By virtue of public and private credit they provided the army
with its pay and other extraordinary sums as needed. There had originally been one
deputy paymaster in the Low Countries - Benjamin Sweet, at Amsterdam; but in 1706
he was joined by a colleague, Henry Cartwright, who operated from Antwerp. The
regulation of these two individuals was never entirely clear and a at times considerable
level discord existed between Sweet and Cartwright. Both initially received an
allowance of 12s.6d. a day, with expenses claimed on account - though this was later
increased to £3 p.d. in pay, with a further 20s. daily in expenses. In addition, each was

liable to receive a variable percentage on the monies they paid out to the regiments.?

26 BL, Add. MSS 61371, f. 135: order allowing six months’ leave for Watkins. 4 November 1706
N.S. See also ibid., ff. 206b: order dated at the Hague, 11 November 1707 N.S.
27 The wagonmaster-general received 7s.6d. daily for himself and his assistant.

28 For further discussion of the financial agencies and misdemeanours of the paymasters and
their accomplices in the Low Countries, see Chapter IV.

26



Two sets of junior staff officers completed the military-administrative establishment of
the army in the Low Countries. The first grouping was of the Majors of Brigade, or
Brigade-Majors. These individuals were regimental officers who were seconded,
typically upon the petition of a general officer, to serve in the sole staff posting that
attended each brigade. They acted as the link between the officer commanding the
brigade (typically a brigadier) and the battalions or squadrons that comprised it; in
essence, they served as the brigadier’s aide-de-camp, albeit with a more defined role

(given the semi-permanent nature of the brigade, relative to any temporary command

issued to a lieutenant- or major-general).?’

Brigades-major were linked to individual brigadiers or brigades for the course of a
campaign, and thus an arm of service, which reflected their own military experience
and regimental history. Their remuneration varied. In 1702, each received £91.10s. for
their service on the campaign (i.e. 5s. each p.d. over the calendar year); for the period
1703 to 1706 they were paid £100 each (10s. p.d. for 200 days); from 1707 they drew the
typical staff officer’s pay upon the establishment ~ 10s. a day over the calendar year. A

list of those that served in the Low Countries under Marlborough appears in Table A.3

(p. 275).%

Aides-de-Camp were the perquisite of all general officers of the rank of major-general
and above, typically chosen “on account of family connexion or personal friendship” as
opposed to any conspicuous statement of military merit.3! These officers served as
aides and liaisons in all matters, both military and private. Though a general was
allowed a certain number of aides-de-camp on the establishment, a senior officer—
especially the commander-in-chief—might be accompanied by any number of
unofficial aides (particularly volunteers that were ‘people of quality’) that had no place

on the establishment, but still possessed the aide-de-camp’s dignity on account of their

2 Walton, p. 627; Scouller, p. 66.

30 BL, Add. MSS 61369, £. 110b-111; Add. MSS 61370, ff. 70b, 179b; Add. MSS 61371, ff. 45, 129b-
130.

31 Walton, p. 628. There were exceptions: In the early years of the war, before he was promoted
to the rank of general officer on the establishment, Cadogan possessed at least one adjutant as
quartermaster-general. BL, Add. MSS 61370, f. 83b: warrant to pay Cadogan £82.5s. from
Contingencies, to make up the pay of his staff officers on the Establishment of Ireland to that of
the Establishment of Her Majesty’s said forces in the Low Countries, with an allowance for an
adjutant to 25 December 1704.
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commander’s patronage. Furthermore, any officer that was tasked with a particular

duty on the behalf of the commander-in-chief might be referred to as an aide-de-camp,

as occurred with Colonel Michael Richards in 1705.32

Known aides-de-camp to the general officers are listed in Table A.4 (p. 280). An aide-
de-camp filling a post allowed on the establishment typically received 10s. per day or a
fixed sum for their ‘service during the campaign’. Later in the war, the numbers of
aides allowed the general officers were as follows: commander-in-chief, 6; generals of
Foot or Horse, 3; lieutenants-general, 2; and majors-general, 1. Until 1707, however,
there was considerable variation. Promotions frequently outpaced the establishments
allowed by Parliament; as a general might not always receive pay according to his

rank, he was also not assured of receiving a proportionable number aides-de-camp.

In 1702 Marlborough, as commander-in-chief, received the full allowance of 10s. p.d.
for two aides-de-camp (James Bringfield and Henry Durell) and partial sums for four
more. This fell to three in 1703, before rising to four in 1704 and 1705 (two at 10s. per
day for 365 days and two at £100 “for the like service during the campaign”). From
1707 onwards, Marlborough was allowed six aides-de-camp, each drawing 10s. a day
for the calendar year, amounting to £1098 in total. The numbers allowed his generals
varied. Prior to 1707, each aide-de-camp was paid 10s. a day for 200 days a year. In
1702, Marlborough’s brother, Charles, had two aides-de-camp as a lieutenant-general;
Majors-General Cutts, Lumley, Orkney and Ingoldsby possessed one each. Yet in 1703,
though Churchill retained two, his fellow lieutenants-general Cutts and Lumley,
received pay for one each. For 1704, General of Foot Churchill and Lieutenants-General
Cutts and Lumley were allowed two each; Lieutenant-General Ingoldsby one; and
Majors-General Withers and Wood shared the pay of a single aide-de-camp on the
establishment between them. There was no mention of the Earl of Orkney’s aide(s)-de-
camp at all. By 1707 there was a degree of regularity, with the officers serving being

allowed a number of aides on the establishment according to their actual rank.

32 Murray, ii, p. 184: Marlborough to the Bishop of Raab, camp at Vlierbeck, 21 July 1705 N.S.
3 BL, Add. MSS 61369, ff. 111, 114b.; Add. MSS 61370, ff. 69b, 74b-75, 87-87b, 176b, 177; Add.
MSS 61371, ff. 50-51b, 52, 129-129b, 130-130b, 207b, 208-208b; Add. MSS 61372, ff. 95b-96, 107b-

108, 146b, 148, 150, 256-257b; Add. MSS 61373, ff. 43, 52b. The bill for aides-de-<camp of one
general of Foot, three lieutenants-general and five majors-general in 1707 came to £2555.
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Over the course of the war, the numbers of general and staff officers serving in the Low
Countries swelled considerably. The initial establishment, prior to the onset of
operations in 1702, was that agreed with the States-General for the command of the

twelve regiments of English Foot raised for their service. This body consisted of a
lieutenant-general (at £4 p.d.), two majors-general (£2 p.d. each), two brigadiers (30s.
p.d. each), a quartermaster-general (10 s. p.d.), deputy quartermaster-general (5s. p.d.),
four aides~-de-camp (10s. p.d. each), two majors of brigade (ditto), a secretary to the
lieutenant-general (ditto), a provost marshal (5s. p.d.) and four men (2s.6d. p.d. each),
and a wagonmaster (3s. p.d.). This establishment amounted to £6469.12s.6d. yearly.34
Marlborough’s initial warrant to authorise pay to the general officers for their service
in the year 1702 followed this basic establishment (himself as commander-in-chief
excepted), though an additional warrant provided for the promotion of two brigadiers
to majors-general for six months of the campaign, and four brigadiers were forced to

share the pay of one brigadier as listed on the establishment.?

In 1702, the total allowed to the general and staff officers of the English proportion of
the 40,000 men-—Marlborough as commander-in-chief included (£3650 p.a.)—
amounted to £10,000.3% By way of comparison, the establishment of Danish general and
staff officers in the service of England and the States-General ran as follows: two
lieutenants-general (fl. 500 each p.m.), two majors-general (fl. 250 each p.m.), four
adjutants-general (fl. 166:13.25 each p.m.), a “first auditor’ (fl. 75 p.m.), a secretary (fl. 25
p-m.), provost marshal-general (fl. 60 p.m.) and two men (fl. 16 each p.m.), three
‘officers of justice’ (fl. 16 each p.m.), an executioner (fl. 32 p.m.) and two men (fl. 16

each p.m.). This body oversaw a force of 12,520 soldiers; the staff’s total pay amounted

3 BL, Add. MSS 61317, ff. 63-64b, 65-66b, 67-72b: estimates for the charge to the States-General
for the twelve regiments of Foot raised for their service, according to a treaty of 3 March 1677.
12 May 1701 (O.S.?). Under this scheme, the lieutenant-general was the commander-in-chief of
the English forces.

3> BL, Add. MSS 61369, ff. 109-109b: warrant for pay to general officers, 30 December 1701 to 25
December 1702 (O.S.). The warrant listed a lieutenant-general (Churchill), two majors-general
(Cutts and Lumley) and four brigadiers (Orkney, Ingoldsby, Wyndham; brigadiers Wood,
Stanley and Hamilton shared the pay of the ‘remaining’ brigadier listed on the establishment).
This establishment amounted £6254.12s.6d. The warrant to make up Orkney’s and Ingoldsby’s
pay from brigadiers to majors-general for six months of the campaign appears at Ibid, £. 112.
The money needed was taken from the remainder of the £10,000 apportioned to the general and
staff officers that was unused, as also from the Contingencies.

% BL, Add. MSS 61317, £. 107. 24 January 1702 O.S.
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to fl. 2639:18 per month (or fl. 3695:17 per six weeks, which was the typical period of
account for the foreign troops in English pay).?

In 1704, the number of general officers allowed on the establishment of the 40,000 men

was as follows: a commander-in-chief (£10 p.d.), a general of the Foot (£6 p.d.), three
lieutenants-general (two of Foot, one of Horse), two majors-general (both of Foot) and
five brigadiers (three for the Foot, two for the Horse and Dragoons). Including other
staff officers, the total bill amounted to £44.13s.5d. daily, or £16302.10s.10d. for the
year.38 By 1707, it had grown further - the estimates for the establishment of general

and staff officers had risen to £19040.10d.39

The dichotomy between the number and rank of officers serving in the field, and those
allowed by Parliament on the establishment for the Low Countries, was particularly

marked in 1709. Of the nine lieutenants-general serving in the army, only three—
Lumley, Orkney and Withers —were supported upon the establishment in that rank,

receiving the full £1460 p.a. each. Five further lieutenants-general-Wood, Ross,

Argyll, Webb and Meredyth—were actually paid as majors-general (£730 p.a.) upon
the establishment, with the balance (another £730) to be paid from funds drawn from

beyond the establishment. The remaining lieutenant-general, Cadogan, was paid as a

brigadier (£547.10s.) on the establishment, requiring a further £882.10s. to be found from

other sources. This imbalance produced a knock-on effect among the other general
officers. The army’s majors-general — Temple, Stair, North and Grey and Wynne—~were
paid as brigadiers on the establishment; as was Brigadier Kellum. The other

brigadiers ~ Primrose, Sabine, Lalo, Evans and Orrery —had, in effect, no place on the

37 BL, Add. MSS 61317, f. 153: Establishment of Danes in Her Majesty’s service. 25 December
1702 (O.S.2). As another comparison, the establishment of the general and staff officers of the
Prussians and Hessians of the 40,000 men, already provided for in Holland, came to
£6363.12s.6d. (Ibid, f. 113).

33 BL, Add. MSS 61317, ff. 169-170b: establishment of the General and Staff Officers and
Contingencies &c. on the Establishment of the 40,000, 1704. The other staff officers comprised:
an adjutant-general, quartermaster-general, secretary to the commander-in-chief and deputy
judge-advocate, physician to the commander-in-chief and chirurgeon likewise (all at 10s. p.d.); a
deputy quartermaster-general (5s. p.d.), deputy paymaster (12s.6d. p.d.), chaplain to the
commander-in-chief (6s.8d. p.d.), wagonmaster-general and his assistant (7s.1.5d. p.d.), and a
provost marshal and his two men (3s. p.d.). In a scrawled memorandum, Cardonnel noted the
branches of service of each of the general officers, according to the estimates laid before the

House of Commons (Ibid, f. 171).
39 BL, Add. MSS 61317, ff. 125-126b: estimate for the 40,000 men for 1707.
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establishment whatsoever! Kellum excepted, these officers required significant

amounts of money, beyond the totals voted by Parliament, to balance their pay.4

The establishment for 1711 allowed for the commander-in-chief (with six aides-de-
camp), a general of Foot (with three aides-de-camp), nine lieutenants-general (with two
aides-de-camp each), five majors-general (with an aide-de-camp each), eight brigadiers
and eight majors of brigade. These posts, together with those of the other staff officers

(quartermaster-general, adjutant-general, etc.), amounted to a charge of £36195.10d.

Perhaps surprisingly, the charge resulting from the computation of the officers that
actually served in the Low Countries and France in 1711 undershot this establishment

by £1839. Although Lumley and Orkney were both promoted to the rank of general
early in 1711, and drew pay accordingly, the shortfall in serving lieutenants-general
and brigadiers, relative to those allowed on the establishment, suggested money to
spare. But there was a catch. A further £7847.10s. was owed various officers notionally
attached to the army in the Low Countries, but doing no service in the field
whatsoever. These were Charles Churchill (£2737.10s. as a general of Foot, with three
aides-de-camp), John Richmond Webb and Francis Palmes (£1825 each as a lieutenant-

general with two aides-de-camp), the Earl of Orrery (£912.10s. as a major-general with
an aide-de-camp) and Frederick Hamilton (£547.10s. as a brigadier).4!

40 BL, Add. MSS 61317, {. 174: computation of the sums paid and to be paid to the General
Officers and other serving in the Low Countries, 1709. This issue also affected the lesser staff
officers that attended the army in relative proportion to the general officers: the aides-de-camp
and majors of brigade. Of the eight majors of brigade employed in the Low Countries in 1709,
six—Cathcart, Tétefolle, Whitney, Congreve, Hamilton and Ligonier—were catered for
according to the establishment; two—Wolfe and Looker—were to be paid the pay of one
brigade-major between them, and that drawn from beyond the establishment. Here the aides-
de-<camp and majors of brigade are highlighted as being paid upon the establishment;
elsewhere, they appear under head of the £10,000 Contingencies (e.g. BL, Add. MS5 61369,
£.114b; Add. MSS 61370, ff. 69b, 176b, 177, Add. MSS 61371, ff. 50-51b, 129-129b ~mention of
Contingencies appears to cease in 1707).

Lieutenants-General Lumley, Orkney and Withers received their two aides-de-camp’s pay on
the establishment; Wood, Ross, Argyll, Webb and Meredyth received pay for one aide-de-camp
according to the establishment (i.e. as majors-general), with pay for the other to be drawn from
elsewhere. Both Cadogan’s aides-de-camp were paid beyond the establishment. As Majors-
General Temple, Stair, North and Grey and Wynne received pay as but brigadiers upon the
establishment, their aides-de-camp had to be paid from elsewhere. Marlborough and Churchill,
and their aides-de-camp, were properly accounted for on the establishment.

41 BL, Add. MSS 61317, £f. 176-177b: State of the Pay of the General Officers in the Low Countrys
for the year 1711 (send to Mr Lowdes from the audit in September 1711). Withers, Wood, Ross,
Cadogan, Stair, Temple and North and Grey were listed as serving as lieutenants-general;
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This expansion in the English army was mirrored among the Allies as a whole. In an

order of battle for the Allied army at the camp at Soignies, on 21 August 1707, the first

line (26 brigades of Foot, Horse and Dragoons - only one of which did not have a
brigadier listed) was overseen by a three generals (Tilly, Orange and Churchill), a
dozen lieutenants-general and seventeen majors-general. The second line (22 brigades,
each possessing a brigadier) possessed one general (Lottum), nine lieutenants-general

and thirteen majors-general. The whole was commanded by Marlborough, with

Ouwerkerk as his immediate lieutenant.42

But by the latter stages of the war, it was not uncommon to find a near parity between
the divisions of general officers. At Willemeau, on 2 July 1709, the British contingent
with the Allied army consisted of but two brigades of Foot (comprising ten battalions;
there were a further two from the Guards) and two of Horse (numbering thirteen
squadrons) ~ out of a total strength of 65 battalions and 127 squadrons. Yet this fairly
small corps was overseen by two lieutenants-general of Horse or Dragoons (Lumley
and Ross), three lieutenants-general of Foot (Orkney, Webb and Meredyth), one major-
general of Horse (Stair), one major-general of Foot (North and Grey), and three

brigadiers (Sibourg of the Dragoons, and Evans and Lalo of the Foot)!43

Indeed, as of 9 July 1709 there were with Marlborough in the Low Countries four
generals of cavalry (Tilly, the Hereditary Prince of Hesse, Albermarle and Biilow), four

Primrose, Sabine, Evans, Kellum and Sibourg as majors-general. The brigadiers comprised
Sutton, Durell, Russell and Morrison (serving for the full year, at £547.10s. each) and Preston,
Panton and Napper (serving from 12 February 1711 O.., at £484.10s. each). As the
establishment allowed for eight brigadiers serving a full year, £736.10s. was left unspent on this
head. A note in the margin states that Brigadiers Freke and Groves were to be paid £484.10s.
each for their services—using these unspent funds and requiring a further £232.10s. from

elsewhere.

2 KP I(i)/52. Order of battle of the Allied army at the camp at Soignies, 21 August 1707 N.S.
The British forces were placed on the extreme right of the first line. The British contingent
provided five brigadiers, five majors-general, three lieutenants-general and one general of Foot.
Running from the right to the centre, the brigades were commanded as follows: the Earl of Stair
(4 5qns of British and Irish dragoons); Palmes (11 Sqns of British Horse); then four battalions of
Foot, with no brigadier annotated; Penk (18 Sqns of German Horse); Chanclos (4 Sqns of Horse);
Mattha (6 Sqns of [Dutch?] Horse); Meredyth (4 Bns of Foot); Temple (5 Bns of Foot); and North
and Grey (5 Bns of Foot). The British and auxiliary Horse of the right wing of the first line lay
under Lieutenants-General Count van der Nath, Biilow and Lumley, and Majors-General
Wood, Ross and Schulenburg; the Foot under Lieutenants-General Ingoldsby and Orkney, and
Majors-General Argyll, Webb and Withers.

43 KP I(i)/124. Order of battle of the Allied army at the camp at Willemeau, 2 July 1709 N.S. See

also KP I(i)/127 for two copies.
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generals of infantry (Lottum, Orange and Fagel), thirty-five lieutenants-general
(eighteen of cavalry, seventeen of infantry), thirty-seven majors-general (twenty-one of
cavalry, sixteen of cavalry) and thirty-eight brigadiers (sixteen of cavalry, twenty-two
of infantry).# An actual order of battle at the camp at Flines, dated 25 April 1710, listed
twenty-nine lieutenants-general, thirty-two majors-general and thirty-three

brigadiers.45

# Murray, iv, p. 538: Marlborough to Villars, camp before Tournai, 9 July 1709 N.S.

> KP I(i)/186. Order of battle of the Allied army at the camp at Flines, 25 April 1710 N.S.
Marlborough commanded the whole, with Tilly as his lieutenant. The first line was overseen by
the Hereditary Prince of Hesse (Horse), the Prince of Orange (Foot) and Baron Biilow (Horse);
the second by the Earl of Albermarle (Horse), Fagel (Foot) and Anhalt-Dessau (Foot).
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The paradigm of the early modern officer:

Life, career and duty

What a young Officer is to do when he comes into the Army.

When a Man has never been in an Army, when he comes into the Camp, he is in an
Amazement, he hears a Language spoken, which till then was unknown to him and to which

before he is accustomed, he must be some time in the Camp. The Guard of the Camp: the
Piquet: The Guard of the Colours: The Orderly Guard: The Generals Guard: The Main

Guard: The Ordinary Guard: And the Bivac, are new words to him...%

The young officer was not helped by the proprietorial system in place in the army,
which meant that common practice could vary considerably from regiment to
regiment. In the winter of 1706/7, Ingoldsby had been exercising the battalion
adjutants and non-commissioned officers in their duties. They were mightily pleased,
he said, that Marlborough had thought fit to have all battalions regiment their
evolutions and exercise in the same manner, for there had been little uniformity; there
were even considerable differences in equipment: Argyll’s regiment of Foot did not
possess and pouches or slings for their ammunition, but carried a little cartouche box,
which would not contain half the ammunition necessary for a day of action. Ingoldsby

wrote that it was impossible to describe the disorder the battalions were in, for

... not two Regamts Exercising a lik, nor anney one companney off Granadrs eable
to Exercis with the Battalyone so that iff your Ldship had a mind to see the Line
Exercise, all the Granadrs off the armey must have stood still, and not [two]

Regamts eable to perfforum a like...¢”

If the freshly commissioned cornet or ensign was faced with a bewildering complexity

of regulations and geometrical evolutions —for which the armies of the time possessed

4 The Perfection of Military Discipline After the Newest Method; As Practiced In England and Ireland,
&c. Or, The Industrious Souldier’s Golden Treasury of Knowledge in the Art of making War (London,

1702), pp. 143-144.
7 BL, Add. MSS 61163, ff. 44-47b: Ingoldsby to Marlborough, Ghent, 31 December 1706 N.S.
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a particular fancy, in battle, camp and siege—for his own company or troop, then a
staff officer like Richard King or John Armstrong (whose portfolios of responsibilities
variably included company command, aide-de-camp to the commander-in-chief,
engineer and officer of the artillery train, and assistant to the quartermaster-general)
may have been particularly taxed. (Yet in 1706, Holcroft Blood, the senior engineer in
English service and commander of the artillery train, humbly begged to be grated the
command of a brigade for the following campaign, blithely asserting that the artillery

really took up very little of his time!*)

In the Spring of 1704, King was appointed as an engineer to attend the artillery train in

Holland, under the command of Holcroft Blood. His direction, from the principal

officers of the Board of Ordnance, highlighted the duties expected in such a post. By a
letter accompanying the instructions, dated 4 April 1704 O.S., King was to leave

forthwith for Holland,

... and on your arrivall there to attend [Colonel Blood], and employ your time and
Skill in learning the Art and Business of an Engineer according to the inclosed
Instructions, and to keep a Journall of your proceedings, to be laid before his Grace
the Duke of Marlborough and the Board of Ordnance, and to be obedient to the

Commands of your superior Officers as you will answer to the contrary.4®

As the campaign was expected to open soon, King had relatively little time for

preparation. The nature of the learning expected was explained in no small detail in his

instructions:

You are to use your utmost Endeavours to improve your Knowledge in all things
belonging to an Engineer, and to render your Self capable in all respects for Majts.
Service in that Art, to be well Skill'd in the Mathematicks, particularly in
Stereometry, Altemetry, and Geodesie, to take Distances Hights Depths Surveys of
Land Measures, of Solid Bodys, and to cut any part of Ground to a Proportion
given, to be well skilled in all manner of ffoundations, in the Scantlings of all
Timber and Stone, and of their severall Natures, and to be perfect in Architecture
Civill and Military, and to have always by you the Descriptions or Modells of all
manner of Engines usefull in ffortifications or Sieges to draw and designe the
Scituation of any Place their due Prospects Uprights and Perspective, to know

43 BL, Add. MSS 61309, ff. 45-46b: Blood to Marlborough, Rotterdam, 9 April 1706 N.S.
49 KP I(i)/1. Letter from the ‘Office of Ordnance’ to Richard King, 4 April 1704 O.S.
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exactly the Rates of all Materialls for Building of Fortifications, thereby to judge of
any Estimates propos’d to you to examine.

Authors and publishers were quick to seize upon deficits in a new officer’s knowledge.
Various works were put out (some in new editions) for 1702, to take advantage of the
coming campaign. Their merit was variable. Publications such as the aforementioned
The Perfection of Military Discipline, The Compleat Gentleman Soldier, An epitome of the
whole art of war, John Barker's The Treasury of Fortification, and A Military Dictionary
could prove useful for the uninitiated.! But, titles aside, actual treatises on the nature
of warfare were noted by their absence. There was little in the way of the didactic upon
the art of war, composed by an experienced military author with reference to past
campaigns - to provide a literary apprenticeship to officers that had no formal training;
to provide learning beyond the basic regulations. During this period, such an

apprenticeship —the customs of war—was learned beside experienced officers in the

field.

The official regulations or drillbooks themselves were limited to the mechanics of the
platoon, company, battalion, troop or squadron: which for the Foot amounted to the

manual exercise, the platoon exercise, the evolutions, the firings and the manoeuvres.

No new, full drillbooks were published during Anne’s reign; instead, the army drew
upon those issued at William's command, from the first new regulations of 1690,
through to the largely similar The Exercise of the Foot... To which is added, the Exercise of
the horse, grenadiers of horse, and dragoons, issued in Dublin in 1701. But there was further

development in the field, however, as highlighted by the publication in 1708 of The new
exercise of firelocks and bayonets; appointed by his Grace the Duke of Marlborough to be used
by all the British forces... These had been adopted by Marlborough’s forces while on

50 KP I(i)/ 2. “Instructions from the Board of Ordnance how to improve the Art of Engeneering”,

4 April 1702 O.5.
°1 John Barker, The treasury of fortification. Wherein that art is made intelligible to the meanest

capacity; and the several methods of fortifying, according to the late most approved engineers in Europe,
explained... To which is added, a new and compendious method to fortifie irreqular places, compared with
that generally made use of. (London, 1707); The Compleat Gentleman Soldier: or, A Treatise of Military
Discipline, Fortifications and Gunnery. In Three Parts. (London, 1702); An epitome of the whole art of
war, in two parts. The first of military discipline... the second of fortification and gunnery (London,
1692); A military dictionary. Explaining all difficult terms in martial discipline, fortification, and
gunnery... By an officer. (London, 1702); The Perfection of Military Discipline After the Newest
Method; As Practiced In England and Ireland, &c. Or, The Industrious Souldier’s Golden Treasury of
Knowledge in the Art of making War (London, 1690; fourth edition, 1702).

36



campaign, and were spread elsewhere by the likes of Captain Robert Parker, who was
summoned by Ingoldsby to Ireland to train the soldiers in the ‘Flanders discipline’.

Similar instructions were reissued by Orkney at Ghent, in 1711.52

If finding one’s own edition of a particular work was difficult, there was only one thing
for it: to painstakingly hand-copy as much as possible. King’'s own papers contain a
home-made copy, bound with a pin, of The Maxims or general Rules which are observed in
the Modern Fortifications, together with a like transcription of Mr Vane’s Observations on
Powder, and the small, hand-copied sixteen-page booklet, Les Calibres et les Noms des
Peices que I'on fondoit anniéement.®® Nor did he neglect his company duties: among his
possessions was a neatly copied piece of paper describing the various evolutions of
discipline that a sentinel of the Foot would make in giving fire, or fixing his bayonet%;

together with a far scruffier, much-folded piece marked only ‘Exercise’, as might befit

an aide memoire stuffed in an officer’s pocket on parade!s

Not all officers were so conscientious. Charles Churchill, the illegitimate son of the
Marlborough’s similarly named brother, “professed never having read a whole book
through in his life, and his letters were so ill wrote and so ill spelled” —a trait he may
have inherited from his father, who possessed one of the least refined hands—“that Sir
Robert Walpole used to keep them unread till he saw him, and then he often could not
read them himself.”5 Others tried, but struggled. John Pitt, long-time aide to the

commander-in-chief, remarked (not wholly remorsefully) that he had left a little primer

on arithmetic in Henry Watkins' rooms at the Hague. He continued:

[ ffind it harde to goe to Schoole but necessity [? per force] & I have a master heere
one Captaine Cartwright who sayes will make a proffitient in two dayes with my
owne Industry hope in a few more may make as darke a Lanthorne as himselfe...5”

>2 For the evolution of these regulations, see Houlding, Fit for Service, pp. 160-165, 171-177. For

Orkney’s regulations, see BL Add. MSS 29477.
>3 KP I(i)/ 5a—, 24 pp. Marked ‘1706’ in pencil on the rear of 5c; KP I(i)/17, 19.
>4 KP I(i)/15. “The New Exercise of the ffirelock & Bayonet” (cover). “The Exercise of the

ffirelock & Bayonet. Gant 1706” (document).
%> KP 1(i)/16. There are some expansions on certain evolutions, and occasional differences in

terminology.
> The correspondence of Walpole, quoted in Romney Sedgewick, The House of Commons 1715-

1754 (London 1970), vol. i, p. 552.
°7 BL, Add. MSS 38852, ff. 25-26b: John Pitt to Henry Watkins, Antwerp, 28 April 1707 N.S.
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If Pitt’s ingenuity in applied mathematics even approached his teacher’s (whose

peculations of army funds were considerable), he would have been assured a bountiful

existence, now matter how dim his light.

Nor were all officers so quick to learn the rudiments of warfare, as John Wolfe

admitted in an apologetic petition to his commander-in-chief:

... that your Graces petitioner being but a Younger Brother and Souldier of ffortune
and not three months in the Armie which short time of a service I could not attaine

unto the skill knowledge & experience of Marshall affaires, yet may it please your
Grace your petitioner being willing and desioruse to serve my Queen and Country
to the utmost of my power in order where to have laid out my small ffortune to
purchase a Company for her Majesties service which my present want of

experience in Marshall affaires hath given some of grater experience therein to
impose on your petitioner in severall manner of wayes and Humbley conceive may

have represented Matters to Your Grace to my great preiudice if not by your Graces
great Wisdome knowledge and goodness considered.

Which your petitioner most humbly prayes for your Graces pardon for whatever
may be represented to your Grace amendment of all such dislike actions committed

through my ignorance and want of knowledge whuch your petitioner will studdy
as well to amend as to informe his Judgement for to performe his duty in all
respects of obedience to command and Marshall Discipline craveing your Graces

ffavour to this my Humble petition which as in Duty bound.8

But it appeared the military life was not one for John Wolfe. A later petition, of Captain
Daniel Woollet of the Coldstream Guards, begged leave to purchase Wolfe’s captaincy
in Leigh’s ~ a plan amenable to young Wolfe. Woollet had served for seventeen years
in the guards, but his regiment was stuck in England and he desired service in the seats
of war abroad. There is no record of this purchase being made, but the guardsman did
get his wish; unfortunately, the only further reference to a Daniel Woollet is to a

lieutenant-colonel in Blood’s regiment of Foot, who was killed at Almanza.>

King might perhaps have been interested in the suggestion of two ingenious
gentlemen, who forwarded their plans for the better prosecution of the war to the

Duke of Marlborough. One gentleman proposed “A new invention for borning of

8 BL, Add. MSS 61297, ff. 174-175b: petition of John Wolfe, captain in Leigh’s regiment of Foot.

[1704 marked in pencil.}
> Dalton, v, p. 99; vi, p. 366. For Wolfe’s commission, see also BL, Add. MSS 61298, ff. 5-6b.

38



Cities, and Ships, also for defending and taking of fortifications.” His device was a

chemical preparation,

.. a feuer of that force that it distroys any thing, melts al Metals knowen so sure it
fals opan it, it distrois stones, timber, [‘tis] of that quality, that if two, or free drops
fals opan any limb of a man, and not Cut of within the space of five minutes that
man mus deay, and al the art of the Worelt Cannot Save him.

This fire was distributed by an engine, ejected by the force of wind “drawen into the

ingien with Matimatical instruments,” from which it “fals like a regen aut this

Confinement, the Circumferance of Sexty and more foot.” Somewhat worryingly,
considering its stated nature, the inventor claimed that it was “Vere proper abord a
ship.” And if the Duke of Marlborough was not taken by the particular invention, the
author had a ‘blunderbos’ that could throw 2.5-inch diamter grenades a distance of
one-hundred yards.® Though the inventor’s name is not mentioned in the proposal, it

is possible that the individual was one William Powell. A warrant of 3 November 1710

N.S. noted that “Whereas Mr William Powell has been at some Expence in preparing
an Engine for Shooting Liquid Ffire which has not answer'd expectation...”
Marlborough had nevertheless thought fit to allow him the sum of £20, in full

satisfaction of his expenses!s!

Mr George Taume was similarly alert to the ingenuities of warfare. Inspired by the

example of the Romany’s travelling wagons, he proposed an early modern Trojan

horse:

I apprehend & have bin told by a Master Workman yt a Waggon might be so
[tarthed] or [covered] yt to all outward appearanse it might seem & pass for A Load
of Hay: I am assured yt* ye rommon travilling Waggons often bring from Gosport to
London thirty Persons beside their lugage, y' their rommon louding is fourty
hundred weight; & in ye summer they some times travill with three store hundred,
the Waggons y* are of generall use in Kent seem to be equally strong & I apprehend

that more then twenty Armed Men might easily & conveniently be lodged,
conveied, & concealed, & might have more than room enough & liberty to breath in

60 BL, Add. MSS 61339, ff. 248-249b: A new invention for borning Cities, and Ships, also for
defending, and taking of fortifications. Anonymous. Undated.

61 BL, Add. MSS 61372, f. 244: order to Colonels Pendlebury and Hopkey. Adam de Cardonnel
by Marlborough’s command. 3 November 1710 N.S. The £20 was charged to the Contingencies

of the Train in the Low Countries.
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y* cavity of one of these seeming loads of Hay since there might easily be continued
a free passage for y= Eyre...62

* % &

Many general and staff officers in Marlborough’s army, however, had already served
their apprenticeship in the field. At the start of the first campaign, in 1702, the senior
generals - Marlborough, Lieutenant-General Charles Churchill and Majors-General
Lord Cutts, Henry Lumley, Richard Ingoldsby and the Earl of Orkney ~had all seen
considerable service in Ireland and Flanders under William. Of the five brigade
commanders, only Hugh Wyndham had done duty as brigadier previously, but the
new promotees—James Stanley, Cornelius Wood, Frederick Hamilton and Henry
Withers—were experienced Williamite officers. In addition, both Ingoldsby and
Withers had served as senior staff officers, having held the post of adjutant-general,

and five out of the six majors of brigade held field rank in their own right - a

proportion unmatched during the war.%3

Some officers, like Hugh Caldwell (brigade-major for the Dragoons in 1704), had led a
particularly eventful life. The son of Sir James Caldwell, Bt of Castle Caldwell in
County Fermanagh, Hugh claimed to have raised the first troop to be mustered in
Ireland for English service during the Williamite war, where he ‘maintained a frontier
next to the Irish army that lay before Londonderry’ and defended Donegal Castle
against Jacobite forces under the Duke of Berwick in 1689 - refusing to take a bribe of
£1000 and the offer of a troop in Berwick’s regiment to surrender his charge. If that was
not enough, Caldwell later raised three companies of Foot and armed them at his own
expense; the men were incorporated into Orkney’s regiment and served throughout
the war in Ireland. After the capture of Limerick, a dispute between Caldwell’s father
and Major-General Kirke led to his being broken by his colonel, Brigadier William
Wolesley in a regimental reduction (notwithstanding Caldwell claiming to have the

62 BL, Add. MSS 61339, ff. 252-253b: A project from George Taume. Undated.

6 Ingoldsby served as adjutant-general of Foot to the Duke of Schomberg in 1692, on his
expedition to the French coast (Dalton, iii, p. 283); Withers was adjutant-general to William in
Ireland (D.N.B.). For the ranks of the majors of brigade, see Table 2.3.

40



eldest troop).# The Duke of Schomberg gave him a troop in his regiment, in which he
continued to serve throughout the remainder of the war in Ireland, and in the Nine
Years War and War of the Spanish Succession in the Low Countries, where he rose to
the post of lieutenant-colonel and effective regimental commander. Caldwell was

wounded at the storming of the Schellenberg (where he had his horse killed beneath
him) and killed at the siege of Douai, in 1710.55

Those chosen as staff officers came from a variety of backgrounds. Consider two of
Marlborough’s longest serving aides-de-<camp, Henry Durell and Thomas Panton.
Durell was the child of a learned Anglican clergyman, scholar and apologist; Panton’s
father was an infamous gambler, philanderer and rake: “There was no game but what
he was an absolute artist at it, either upon the Square or Foul Play ... His chief game
was hazard, and in one night at this play he won as many thousand pounds as
purchased him an estate of above £1,500 a year.”¢ Though all Marlborough'’s aides-de-

camp were favoured with a degree of patronage, those serving in posts allowed upon
the establishment were of more humble birth. The likes of Sir James Chamberlain, Bt;
John Murray, Marquess of Tullibardine; William de Nassau-Zuylenstein, Viscount
Tunbridge; The Honourable James O’Hara, son of Baron Tyrawly; Charles Schomberg,
Marquess of Harwich; and Algernon Seymour, Earl of Hertford that accompanied

Marlborough as his aides did so as gentleman volunteers.

Staff officers’ proximity to the generals of the army, typically men of prestige could aid
the progress of their careers. Of Marlborough'’s six aides-de-camp in 1702, all were

promoted to the rank of general before the end of the war. Charles de Sibourg and
William Evans were promoted brigadiers in 1708 and majors-general in 1710; Henry

¢ Caldwell’s troop was one of those raised by Gustavus Hamilton, the governor of Enniskillen,
for service under William. His troop was placed in the regiment of William Wolseley, and
Caldwell’s commission as captain was probably dated c. 20 June 1689 O.S. Woleseley’s regiment
initially consisted of no fewer than twenty-five troops; this was later cut to twelve in 1690, and
six in 1691. It was in this last reduction that Caldwell was broken. Dalton, iii, p. 35.

© BL, Add. MSS 61284, ff. 159-160b: memorial of Captain Hugh Caldwell in the Royal Irish
Dragoons commanded by Major-General Ross. Undated. Dalton, v, II, p. 7 n. 50. See also BL,
Add. MSS 61163, ff. 75-76b: Orkney to Cardonnel, Maastricht, 7 May 1703 N.S. for Orkney’s
recommendation.

% John Durel (1625-1683): D.N.B. Thomas Panton (d. 1685): T. Lucas, Memoirs of the lives,
intrigues, and comical adventures of the most famous gamesters and celebrated sharpers in the reigns of
Charles 11, James II, William III and Queen Anne (1714). Quoted in D.N.B.
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Durell and Francis Godfrey were made brigadiers in 1710, Thomas Panton in 1711. The
only exception, James Bringfield, had perished at Ramillies. Joseph Sabine, who served
as a brigade-major in 1702 and 1703, was a brigadier by 1708 and a major-general by

1710.

When George Morgan, who had served for a dozen years in Ingoldsby’s regiment of

Foot, petitioned for a commission of major in the new levies, his candidature was
supported by a wealth of prominent individuals: Thomas Mansell, Member for
Glamorganshire and Comptroller of the Household to Queen Anne; Charles Churchill;
Ingoldsby himself; Henry Withers; William Cadogan; and ‘severall Welsh gentlemen’.
In the event Morgan, who had served as a major-of-brigade and sometime aide-de-
camp to Ingoldsby, and was wounded at the battle of Blenheim, went one step better;
he received a commission as lieutenant-colonel in Colonel Wynne's newly raised
regiment of Foot, dated 25 March 1705 O.5.67 Yet such service was not a guarantee of
preferment. When George Watkins, who had served as aide-de-camp to Charles

Churchill for three whole campaigns, earnestly petitioned for a lieutenant-colonelcy in

the new levies being raised, in view of various past hardships and a distinct lack of
pay, his desires went unrequited.8 And succour could arrive rather late in an officer’s
career: circa 1708, Lieutenant John Looker (who would be a major of brigade in that
year's campaign) petitioned that he had been serving in Schomberg’s regiment of
Dragoons since 1689 and was the eldest lieutenant that did duty there.®

Being a staff officer could only advance one’s career so far; it was typically necessary to
purchase a regiment —or at least command one in the field —to secure the prestige and
standing in the army to rise to general rank. It is unsurprising, therefore that William

Breton, who had served as a major of brigade to the Foot in 1702, declined the offer as

7 BL, Add. MSS 61292, ff. 39-40b: memorial of Morgan to Cardonnel. Morgan stated that he had
been made ensign 8 March 1688 O.S. and captain of grenadiers 15 March 1694 O.S. Ibid, f. 38:
testimonial of Thomas Mansell on behalf of Captain George Morgan, who desired to be made
major. 28 February 1703/4 (this date would appear to be in error; 1704/5 is more probable).
Ibid, ff. 4142b: Ingoldsby to Cardonnel, London, 24 January 1704 O.S. By order of Marlborough,
Cardonnel was to remind Marlborough that Morgan had been recommended for preference in
the new levies. See also Add. MSS 61378, ff. 4D, 60.

% BL, Add. MSS 61297, ff. 52-53b: petition of George Watkins. After 1704, before 1708 (in pencil).
% BL, Add. MSS 61291, f. 60: petition of John Looker. [17087?, in pencil.] Dalton’s (v, II, p. 23 n. 7)
earliest reference to Looker is as a cornet in this regiment, that commission being dated 22
November 1696 O.S.



serving as Henry Withers’ brigade-major for the campaign of 1703, wishing to remain
at the head of Howe’s regiment of Foot (of which he was the lieutenant-colonel

commanding). Alexander Irwin, of Orkney’s regiment, took the post instead, being
Withers’ subsequent choice.”

In the latter stages of the war, many of Marlborough’s aides were thus clamouring for
their regiments. Late in 1709, Metcalfe Graham was been languishing, ill, at Breda. He
begged forgiveness for being unable to wait upon Marlborough, but nevertheless
wondered if he might return to England: for Marlborough’s wife had been ‘so
extremely good and generous’ as to promise him a regiment, or equivalent!7! Richard
Molesworth, whose father, Robert (a former Member for Lostwithiel and East Retford,
and later 1%t Viscount Molesworth) protested that his son’s debts made him unable for
the present to attend his duty abroad, while at the same time asking that Marlborough

might grant his son leave to sell his company and purchase a regiment.725ome even
wanted to have their cake and eat it. Henry Durell thought to decline a regiment that
had been made available unless he was also made brigadier and allowed to keep his

adjutant-general’s post.”

A vacant colonelcy attracted many hopefuls, and the success of one might be attended
with attempts to satisfy those rebuffed. One such agreement was formulated when
Lieutenant-General Thomas Meredyth took brief command of the Scots Fusiliers in
1710. Colonel Robert Stearne (being the eldest colonel in Flanders) had a ‘reasonable
pretense’ to succeed him in his old regiment; but the post instead went to Windress. In
order to give Stearne satisfaction, Meredyth had agree to resign his governorship of

Tymouth to the colonel, and by way of some recompense Windress (as well as some

70 BL, Add. MSS 61287, ff. 37-38b: Withers to Cardonnel, camp near Maesdyck, 7 May 1703 N.5.
Breton commanded Howe's regiment at Blenheim; he received a brevet of colonel on 2 August

1704 O.S. Dalton, v, p. 165; v, 11, p. 49 n. 1.
71 BL, Add. MSS 61313, ff. 230-231b: Metcalfe Graham to Marlborough, Breda, 13 November

1709 NS.

72BL, Add. MSS 61298, ff. 179-180b: Robert Molesworth to Marlborough, 31 March 1710 O..
Richard had himself earlier petitioned Marlborough for his advancement, but his pretentions
‘proved such as were some way inconsistent with Marlborough’s designs...” Molesworth
desired a regiment to aid in ‘screening him from the injuries he receive[d] in his rank by

younger officers buying regiments over his head...”
73 BL, Add. MSS 42176, ff. 279-280b: Cardonnel to Watkins, Whitehall, 20 December 1709 O.5.
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other officers that were preferred on this occasion) agreed to pay Meredyth £1800.74
Even if successful, the new colonel might look to his fief only to discover a multitude of
strings attached. George Macartney, who enjoyed Marlborough’s support, protested
that he had the naming of but one captain in his regiment, who was a relation of
Lieutenant-General Ramsey. “All the rest are men of interest whom the Ministers of
State have given.” These captains included two recommended by the Duke of
Marlborough himself; one by the Duke of Argyll; one by the earls of Loudon and Stair;
the nephew to the Earl of Stair himself; Lord Fincastle, the son of the Earl of Dunmore;

one recommended by his father, Sir David Mairme; and one by a member of

Parliament, to whom a company was promised in Scotland.”s

As the pre-eminent soldier in Queen Anne’s army and commander-in-chief in
Flanders, Marlborough possessed —until the very end of the war—a considerable
autonomy and agency in appointing commissions, particularly with regard to brevets.

Of the 217 brevets made in the Foot, Horse and Dragoons until 1 January 1707, 129
were made by Marlborough, often in the Low Countries.” Such a preponderance of

influence in the hands of one soldier would make Marlborough liable to gratifying
some and disaffecting others, as he juggled deserts, influence and his own prejudices.
Marlborough displayed a bias towards those that served on campaign, particularly in

Flanders.” In one letter to the gentlemen of the Board of Ordnance, he wrote that he

was

... apt to believe if [they] had seen and considered Brigadier Sabine’s memorial,
which he might have shown you, you would not have thought it any hardship to
oblige him to dispose of [Colonel Bennet's] company after having enjoyed it as a
sinecure through the whole course and hottest of the war, now at a time when the

regiment is employed at the siege, and reduced to two captains only to do the duty

74 NA, SP 41/3/235. Cardonnel to Granville, Westminster, 14 February 1711 O.S.

75 BL, Add. MSS 61298, ff. 41-42b: Macartney’s list of officers to be laid before Marlborough.
Undated.

76 Dalton, v, pp. 165-7; vi, p. 199.

7 Following the action of Wynendael in 1708, Marlborough wrote to Godolphin: “All her

Majesty’s subject has had the good fortune this campagne in all actions to distinguish
themselves, so that I should not do them justice, if I did not beg the Queen that when this
campagne shall be ended, that she will be pleased to make a promotion amongest the generals
of this army only, which will be a mark of her favour and their merit. For hetherto, though
almost all the action has been in this army, yett every generall has advanced equally with them,
though two parts of three of them has not so much as served this warr.” Snyder, ii, pp. 1106-

1107 n. 1108.



of the whole. For my part I think it a very great indulgence that he has been
continued so long, while so many gentlemen have lost their lives doing his duty for

him.78

One Marlborough’s most famous clashes with Anne and the other influence bases in
England accompanied the general promotion of 1710. This unprecedented order saw
sixty-eight officers promoted to the rank of brigadier above; seventeen of those were
serving in Marlborough’s army in the Low Countries.” Though Marlborough had
suggested that all colonels” commissions bearing the date of 1705 were eligible for
promotion, he had earlier intimated to Robert Walpole, the Secretary at War, that it
should have gone no further than 25 March 1705; Walpole told Anne that he thought
this was Marlborough’s wish. The queen mentioned Jack Hill, whose commission was
dated 1705, but excluded on account of Marlborough’s later proscription. Her Majesty
did not insist on Hill’s inclusion in the promotion, but did desire Walpole to query the
matter.8 Marlborough gave in. Protesting that though he thought his proscription of
not going beyond 25 March 1705 was correct—otherwise too many would have
‘include a much greater number than are proper for the service, or that do realy expect

it"—he resigned himself to going a step further, including the four colonels Walpole

had mentioned: Hill, Sutton, Hobart, Ferrers.!

78 Murray, v, pp. 41-2: Marlborough to the Board of Ordnance, 5 June 1710 N.S.

7 Promotion dated at St James, 1 January 1710 O.S. Dalton, vi, pp. 17-18.
%0 BL, Add. MSS 61133, ff. 196-197b: Walpole to Marlborough, Whitehall, 18 April 1710 O.S.

51 BL, Add. MSS 61133, ff. 198-199b: Marlborough (Cardonnel) to Walpole, camp before Douai, 5
May 1710 N.S. There is some confusion in this exchange of correspondence, on account of
antedated commissions. Marlborough had asked that ‘all such major generals as have their
commussions dated in the years 1708/9 and such brigadiers as are dated in the years 1706/7 and
all the colonells dated 1705 may have their regular promotions’ (a letter of Marlborough to
Walpole, 24 April 1710 N.S,; quoted in Snyder, iii, p. 1461 n. 6 —it is this letter that Walpole’s
reply, above, acknowledges). Marlborough’s own intentions pursuant to those requirements,
however, excluded some apparently qualified officers. The duke had intended that the
promotion of lieutenants-general stopped at Temple and Stair —there being some disputes
between majors-general and brigadiers regarding seniority; this excluded North and Grey,
whose commissions as brigadier and major-general were identically dated (an error
Marlborough himself noticed, “his rank aswell as his service deserving that encouragment”).
For the promotion of brigadiers to majors-general, Marlborough had earlier intimated to
Walpole that the promotion should go no further than Evans. Walpole queried this, for he
presumed that Marlborough meant to include Sibourg and Kellum—who were serving with
Marlborough—in this category; Marlborough, somewhat clumsily and contradictorily wrote
that Walpole had the right of it, and that the promotion should go no further than Evans. Evans,
Sibourg and Kellum all bore commissions as brigadiers dated 1 January 1707 O.S.
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While the disappointment of opponents and promotion of friends might seem a
sensible tactic, it could prove counter-productive. Secretary of State the Earl of
Nottingham, writing to Lord Cutts in January 1703, noted that the most he could
feasibly obtain on the major-general’s behalf —and the utmost that some friends of
other prospective promotees would suffer—was to hasten the promotion of all his
peers, rather attempt to promote Cutts alone and thus allow his path to be retarded by
their various arguments and challenges.t2 As the war wore on, and Marlborough’s rein
over promotions within his army diminished, he found himself presented with
significant changes authored by Anne without his knowledge, as in the case of Charles
Ross, who in May 1711 (having not yet joined the army) begged leave to acquaint
Marlborough with the fact that the Queen had been pleased to raise him to the rank of

colonel-general of Dragoons, ‘without any alteration as to [his] rank in the army’ -

which he hoped would have Marlborough’s approbation.

Anne’s army was deeply politicised. Though officers possessed a burgeoning sense of
military duty that was in part distinct from political persuasion, its nature varied
considerably and was frequently coloured by personal beliefs. Of the fifty general
officers that served under Marlborough over the period 1702-1711, six sat at some
occasion as English or Scots representative peers in the Parliament of Westminster
(Marlborough, Rivers, Orkney, Argyll, North and Grey and Stair; Orrery received his
English title after he became envoy at Brussels and the Hague) and fifteen sat as
Members of Parliament for an English constituency for a period of their service in the
Low Countries.8 In addition, various other individuals with the army represented

constituencies, including Adam de Cardonnel (Southampton, 1701 to 1712); the aides-

See also Snyder, iti, p. 1488 n. 1526: Marlborough to Sarah, before Douai, 19 May 1710 N.S; and
ibid., p. 1500 n. 1536: Godolphin to Marlborough, 19 May 1710 O.S.

52 BL, Add. MSS 69380, ff. 1-2b: Nottingham to Cutts, 1 January 1703.

5 For more on this subject, see Chapter VI. BL, Add. MSS 61315, ff. 56-57b: Ross to

Marlborough, London, 11 May 1711 O.S.

% The parliamentary seats were as follows: William Cadogan, New Woodstock 1705-1716; Charles
Churchill, Weymouth and Melcombe Regis 1701-1710; John, 1#t Baron Cutts of Gowry (in the
peerage of Ireland), Cambridgeshire 1689-1702, Newport on the Isle of Wight 1702-1707; Thomas
Erle, Wareham 1701-1718; Francis Godfrey, St Mawes 1705-1710; John Hill, Lostwithiel 1710-1713;
Henry Lumley, Sussex 1701, 1702-1705; Thomas Meredyth, Midhurst 1709-1710; Francis Palmes,
West Looe 1707-1708; The Honourable Charles Ross, Ross-shire 1710-1722; The Honourable James
Stanley, Lancashire, 1690-1702; Richard Sutton, Newark 1708-1710; Sir Richard Temple, 4"
Baronet, Buckingham 1697-1702, 1708-1713, Buckinghamshire 1704-1708; John Richmond Webb,
Ludgershall 1695-1698, 1699-1705, 1706-1713; Henry Withers, Queenborough 1708-1710.
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de-camp Alexander Abercrombie (representative Member for Scotland, 1707-1708,
Banffshire 1708-1727), William Nassau de Zuylenstein, Viscount Tunbridge (briefly for
Steyning in 1708, before succeeding to the earldom of Rochford) and Algernon
Seymour, Earl of Hertford (Marlborough 1705-1708, Northumberland 1708-1722); and
regimental colonels such as William Kerr (Berwick upon Tweed, 1710-1713), John,
Viscount Mordaunt (Chipperntham, 1701-1705, 1705-1708) and Thomas Stringer (Clitheroe,
1698-1706). These men were not simply military functionaries, serving the State; they

were political actors with a vested interest and engagement in the direction of State
policy.

Attaching these officers to notions of party and faction—to Court and Country, Whig
and Tory—is difficult. The labels could vary in character as the whims and interests of
the generals did; officers like Charles Mordaunt, Earl of Peterborough and John
Campbell, Duke of Argyll could make fairly drastic changes in loyalty in a short space
of time. Many of the senior officers—Marlborough himself, Churchill, Lumley,
Orkney —might be called mild Tories in the very broadest sense, but the army in the
Low Countries never possessed truly strident Tories to the extent that it featured
staunch Whigs. Lords Orrery and North and Grey were certainly Tories, as were John
Richmond Webb and Charles Ross. Yet Webb was a moderate who did not vote for the
Tack in 1704, and his estrangement with Marlborough, accentuated by the affair of
Wynendael, came relatively late; and Ross, the ‘Cunning Scotchman’, “[seemed] to

gave shown little interest in politics prior to 1708” before developing into a prominent

Tory and opponent of Marlborough in the duke’s censure. .85

Whigs were more prominent among the low and middle-ranked generals (and some
colonels). William Cadogan, Francis Palmes, Thomas Meredyth, George Macartney, Sir
Richard Temple Bt—a stalwart of the Kit-Cat Club-Francis Godfrey and Thomas
Stringer all possessed strong whiggish views. Temple was an established country
squire in his own right, but the likes of Cadogan, Palmes and Meredyth all owed their

parliamentary seats to Marlburian patronage.86 William Cadogan was returned as one

%> Hayton et al. (eds), HoC, v, pp. 816-819 (Webb); ibid., 307-310 (Ross). BL, Add. MSS 61321, ff.
245-246b. 1716/17. List of officers that were dismissed in the late reign ad the persons that

succeeded them.
5% On Temple, see Hayton et al. (eds), HoC, v, pp. 128-129 and D.N.B.
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of two members for the Oxfordshire borough of Woodstock on 11 May 1705 O.S.

Marlborough had hoped that Cadogan would bring support to the duke’s position in
England, yet Cadogan was hardly a distinguished or particularly active member of the
House in the period 1705-11. Even for the winter sessions his military and political

duties in the Low Countries often precluded his effective attendance, with his ‘honesty

and corage to speak truth’.87

The political alliances and disputes in England and Scotland had an important effect

upon the relationships within the army in the Low Countries. Marlborough, ever
attempting to appear the urbane, apolitical statesman and manager tried to distance

himself from much of the fraction, to variable effect. When Cadogan, towing the

Marlburian line, protested:

As to what relates to Partys in England I have ever avoided speaking to my Lord
Duke on that Subject, and I allways found his Grace declined as much as he could
medling in any Domestique matters, or disposal of Civil Employments, Confining
himself to the business of the war wholly, or such Forreign affairs as have a

Relation and connexion with it.88

His old friend Thomas Wentworth, Lord Raby was hardly in agreement, scoffing:

... you must give me leave as a friend to tell you, that I believe you laugh at me,
when you say that his Grace does not meddle in any domestick matters, or disposal
of Civil employt. for I believe all England as well as my Self are assured of the

Contrary...89

87 On Marlborough’s desire to secure Cadogan’s election, see Snyder, i, nos. 430 & 438, pp. 417-8
& 426-7. The Duke desired to secure the Borough, in which his royally granted manor lay. It had
typically been a Tory stronghold, with Lord Abingdon, the previous local patron having backed
the Tory cause and suffered through it. The election was thus of considerable importance to
Marlborough and the government: see Snyder, i, p. 417, n. 1.

Cadogan was re-elected for Woodstock on 7/18 October 1710, and along with Stanhope was
much desired to attend Parliament that winter by Marlborough: ‘39 [Marlborough] shall this
Winter expect more assistance in 87 [the House of Commons] from 197 [Cadogan] and 202
[Stanhope] then from any other numbers... So that I do earnestly desire that those two men may
be chose preferable to all others...” for ‘These are two men that are both honest and brave, and
39 can relye on their speaking truth.” Snyder, iii, nos. 1645, 1646 & 1650, pp. 1590-2 & 1595-6.

But with Cadogan’s duties at The Hague and Brussels this was not always possible: as
Marlborough would write to Godolphin, ‘I shall send over all the Parliament men before I leave
the army, except Cadogan, who can not well come before me.” Snyder, i, no. 519, p. 503 (3/20
October 1705).

68 BL, Add. MSS 22196, ff. 194-197b: Cadogan to Raby, Brussels, 12 March 1709 N.5.

89 BL, Add. MSS 22196, ff. 198-199b: Raby to Cadogan, Berlin, 26 March 1709 N.S.
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The factions in the army increased throughout the war, catalysed by the deeply
partisan ministries of 1708 (Whig) and 1710 (Tory). Family connections were no
guarantee against rumour and strife - Charles Churchill assured his brother that any
man who insinuated the General of Foot had a disinclination to serve with
Marlborough in the next campaign “Lies Like a Villen,” for Charles would ever love
his brother and rather serve under him than any man breathing.% Raby noted that he
was mightily sorry his friend, Lord Windsor, had lost his regiment; his first inclination
was that if was down to politics, the colonel being a ‘violent Tory” - which would have
made him, Raby believed, the first military officer to be put out on account of party.%

As James Taylor at the Treasury confided to Henry Watkins in August 1710:

I am very sorry to hear that ffaction is crept into the Camp as well as at home. I
pray God avert the Evills that hang over us and give us a good peace at last.%?

One of the most notable disagreements was that between Marlborough and Lords

Argyll and Orrery. Arising from out of a combination of personality clashes, political
differences, and perceptions of personal and familial slights, the conflict simmered for
a while before both Argyll and Orrery left the army - the former taking the command
in Spain and the latter the post of envoy and plenipotentiary at Brussels and the
Hague. Argyll's new command restored a necessary element of concordance to the
army. Henry Watkins wrote that he had heartily wished —as Marlborough did —that
Argyll departed to Iberia, where there was as much glory as he could desire; and that

when he had ‘gained himself a good stock of reputation” perhaps he would not envy

theirs in Flanders.93

% BL, Add. MSS 61163, ff. 174-175b: Charles Churchill to Marlborough, London, 17 April 1705

O.S.
1 BL, Add. MSS 22196, ff. 75-76b: Raby to Cadogan, Berlin, 31 May 1707 N.S.

2BL, Add. MSS 33273, ff. 53-54b: James Taylor to Henry Watkins, Whitehall, 1 August 1710
O.S.

% BL, Add. MSS 33273, {. 104: draft of a letter from Henry Watkins to Richard Sutton, ¢. 1711.
Both Archibald Hamilton and John Ligonier, who had served as brigade-majors under
Marlborough in the Low Countries (Hamilton for five campaigns; Ligonier for three), left their
posts in 1711. The accompanied the Duke of Argyll to Spain, attending him as majors of brigade
in that theatre. BL, Add. MSS 61372, f. 289: order for leave to allow Archibald Hamilton (of
Orkney’s) and John Ligonier (of Lord North and Grey’s) leave to attend Argyll in Spain. Adam
de Cardonnel by Marlborough’s command. The Hague, 8 April 1711 N.S. They were to be
allowed on the musters of their regiments for a period of 12 months. Their commissions as

brigade-majors for Spain were dated 3 March 1711 O.S. (Dalton, vi, p. 182).
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Subtle differences existed in the tenor of Argyll’s and Orrery’s differences with their
commander in chief. Argyll, a vibrant, rising force in both the army and British politics,
possessed a greater sense of propriety towards his opponents, for all his self-
confidence. Orrery could be particularly contemptuous, driven and vindictive; he
sarcastically referred to Marlborough as the ‘Vicar-General’ and desired that Her

Majesty would send himself and Orrery a letter saying they could excuse themselves

from the army, for:

The Duke of Argyll and I have yet had but very little correspondence with
[Marlborough], and we have no inclination to have any with him for the future,

further than the duty of our posts obliges us to; but it is the custom for all officers
when they quit the camp to ask his leave, which is a ceremony we would willingly

omit if we could.#

Argyll had likewise resolved “to serve, that is to suffer, out this campaign but never to
serve another under the Duke of Marlborough.”Marlborough was similarly dismissive,
noting that though Charles Ross, who had come over to the continent with Orkney,
Argyll and Orrery, had been with him those past three days, the others had “not made
the same dilligence, so that I know not where thay are, nor do I much care, considering

the temper the last two are in at this time.” Yet he would make them do their duty, so

the service did not suffer. Writing to Orrery in April 1711, Marlborough had somewhat
tartly informed the general:

You are hereby directed and requir’d to remain with the Regiment under Your
Command in Quarters at Gand, and to continue to do the usual duty of that

Garrison untill further Order.%

Marlborough’s resentfulness of Argyll was so public that none conversed with the Scot
unless they were ‘angry’ with the commander-in-chief themselves.% When Her

Majesty’s leave for Argyll and Orrery to depart the camp ~without the commander-in-

A HMC, 52, Portland MSS, iv, pp. 544-545; Orrery to Harley, camp near Douai, 21 June 1710
N.S. 1710. Argyll was not as wholly for Sacheverell’s acquittal as Orrery was, believing that the
minister had behaved improperly and deserved censure, despite the political issues behind the
scandal. Ibid., pp. 537-538: Orrery to Harley, 14? March 1710.

> BL, Add. MSS 61372, £. 293: Marlborough to Orrery, Tournai, 28 April 1711 N.S.

% HMC, 52, Portland MSS, iv, pp. 548-549: Argyll to Harley, 17 July 1710 N.S. Snyder, iii, pp.
1465-1466 n. 1502: Marlborough to Godolphin, Flines 28 April 1710 N.S. See also the letters of
Marlborough to Godolphin and Sarah of 8 and 29 May 1710 N.S. (Snyder, iii, pp. 1474, 1499-

1500).
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chief’s position—came through, Marlborough was astonished: “This is so very
extraordinary a step, that even the Duke of Argile came to me yesterday to assure me
that he had made no applications, and that when he should desire to for England he
should apply to me for my leave.” It is doubtful that Argyll could have been so

unaware of Orrery’s scheme, however.%”?

Other disagreements were not so public or violent. Marlborough’s relationship with

Cutts could be difficult on occasion; the commander-in-chief could be critical of his

lieutenant and had some agency in the latter’s leaving the army and taking up the post
of commander-in-chief in Ireland. It is possible that this was in part born out of

altruism, given Cutts’ considerable financial difficulties, but the baron’s sister, Joanna

Cutts, took it particularly ill.?

Cutts died in 1707. (Upon hearing a false rumour of his passing, in 1706, Marlborough
had waspishly quipped that he hoped Her Majesty would not be hasty in engaging

herself for his employment.) Unmarried, Joanna’s own financial situation was enmired
with that of her brother. Her petitions for royal favour <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>