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ABSTRACT

There has been an imbalance in scholarship concerned with the years
1642-60. The most detailed research carried out, has tended to be concerned

directly or indirectly, with the successful Parliamentary party, or with
the Interregnum Royalist opposition. In the work which follows, I have

attempted to do two things. To re—-examine the course of the first civil

war in northern England from the point of view of the Royalist army raised
there; and to analyse the composition of the officer class of that army

in order to see who the Royalist activists were. By an examination of the
backgrounds and careers of individual officers, it is possible to arrive at
some worthwhile view of the nature of northern Royalism. I have endeavoured
to show, in the first instance, that the northern army was for a long time
capable of securing a decisive victory on the King's behalf, and, that it
failed to do so, was due less to the power of the Parliament than to
uncertainty and lack of an overall strategy on the part of the Royalist
commanders. The lack of cohesion between forces to the east or west of

the Pennines has been demonstrated, and the extremely 'local' nature of the
forces engaged, stressed. In the regimental analysis, it will be seen

that the Royalist officer class was conposed largely of the minor gentry,
most of whom had no significant standing in terms of office or court
position, prior to 1642. It will also be seen that, contrary to much
accepted opinion, in the north at least, the Catholic section of the community
contributed officers to the Royalist cause far in excess of their numbers

in the northern counties generally. The nature of northern Royalism has
been dealt with in general and in the particular, as it expressed itself in

comnitment to armed defence of the King.
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INTRODUCTION

The study of history, like virtually all fields of human interest and
activity, is subject to fashion. Scholars, usually consciously but some-
times in spite of themselves, create a direction for research to take, pose
various problems and use their skills for the solution of then. Where the
problems and the proposed solutions impinge upon, or arise directly from,
contemporary political, social or economic theories, the particular period
of history in question may almost seem to be lost under the weight of
academic cut and thrust. Most particularly is this true of the study of
the English Civil War and Interregnum, whether seen as a great revolution or
merely as a temporarily successful rebellion. The intensity of scholastic
debate can rival in vehemence and proliferation of works, the intense blow
and counter-blow of the Royalist and Parliamentarian tract writers. All
historians, of course, deal in theories: all historians approach their
work with some form of bias, which is the result of their experience, of
their environment, or of their study. TFashion dictates the dominant field
of theory at any one time, as it also dictates style of approach and
presentation. The Whig and Tory historians of the civil war, from the 17th
century to the 20th, were most markedly narrative historians, taking a good
lgng look at their period and presenting it as a whole, with such evidences
to support their differing views and opinions, as seemed good to them.

If their opinions now seem dubious, their literary merit was high: 1if
their attitudes were rigid, their ability to think in wide terms remains
noteworthy. If they did not analyse their sources in minute detail, they
for the most part grasped the spirit of them. In Gardiner and Firth,

the narrative style and the modern analytical approach found fusion: the
obvious consequence of that, lies in the great importance still attached

to their work in a modern world of specialisation and critical analysis.

"In history" wrote Hilaire Belloc, *we ought not to look down a persp-
ective but to travel along a road'. Belloc, that most unfashionable of
Cétholic narrative historians (for whom all of history was a speciality),
who arrived on the scene too late to be acceptable, might be classified by
ﬁrofessor Lawrence Stone as an "antiquarian fact grubber"; a description
which Stone feels all historians stand in danger of meriting. Nonetheless,
and risking cdnsure, it can be argued that Belloc and other, greater,
narrative historians have set apposite guide~lines for even the most
analytical of historians to follow: for there is a point at which detailed
study and the broader view can meet, as Gardiner's work demonstrates.

Careful analysis of any single aspect of the period can be justified for 1its



own sake, and ought not to serve specifically, the theorising of the
researcher, but the general knowledge of the period under examination.

The "“Yantiquarian fact érubber“ provides the materials for the theoriser, and
is responsible only for the accuracy of his findings, not for their inter-
pretation along the lines of any general theory. The danger of a solely
theoretical approach to research is that evidence may be shaped quite
unintentionally, and made to fit into preconceived notions, serving neither

scholarship nor wider knowledge.

These prefatory remarks are intended to explain the approach which I
have taken, both in the study of the northern campaigns and of the regiments
which fought in themn. The relation of my findings and conclusions to
general theories, except insofar as direct contradictions require elaboration

has not been attempted.
The nature of the work:

The study of the military history of the civil war, in detail, and in
particular of the Royalist armies, was long neglected. Until Gardiner and,
later, Firth, took the trouble to make their descriptions of campaigns as
accurate as possible, military history turned almost solely upon the
biographies of outstanding figures like Prince Rupert, Thomas Fairfax and, of
course, Oliver Cromwell. Their victories were clear cut, their failures
understandable. Of their armies, of the men without whom the generals
would not have established their reputations, little was known. Scholars
dealt in round numbers, computing the size of rival armies and neglecting to
consider their composition. Even where historical study was concerned with
the loyalties of individuals, no analysis of their military careers beyond
the oft-repeated details of widely known fact or supposition, was attempted.
To all intents and purposes, the campaigns of the civil war, on which its

outcome turned, were fought by anonymous men.

Firth and Davies, in their remarkable study of the regimental history
of Cromwell's army, established a new field of research, but it was one into
which few scholars ventured until, in recent years, the desire to know nore
of the social origins of Republicans, Presbyterians and Levellers has led to
a more analytical study of the Parliamentary officer cadre. Lven here,
attention has been paid largely to the New Model Army, whilst the vast mass
of the Parliamentarian Provincial Armies has been practically ignored. If

this is the case with the victorious armed forces, how much more truehas it

been of the defeated Royalist military organisation.




Scholars and others who have directed their attention to the Royalists i

have been few. The late Norman Tucker's work on North Wales; Peter Young's

forays into Royalist campaign history; Dr. Ian Roy's continuing study of

the Oxford army; and Dr. Wanklyn's research into Royalist officers in Devon

and Cornwall, these represent almost the sum total of research. The Ei
reasons for this neglect are apparent. Clearly, the losing side attracts |

less scholarly interest than the victorious, particularly where the victor-
ious armies, as in the case of the English civil war, are generally represen-
ted as serving a revolutionary, progressive ideal. Lack of sympathy with
Royalist ''backwoodsmen'; the view of them as simple reactionaries or as
obscurantists, has led many otherwise careful scholars to dismiss the bulk
of royalist activists out of hand. Yet it would seem that, even accepting
the most rigidmview of Parliament's sympathisers, the study of the Royalist
soldier and officer is extremely valuable. There were an enormous number
of these ''reactionaries' and 'obscurantists'", clinging to an old order in
a futile effort to stem the tide of change. In the regimental analysis
contained in the Appendices (Vol. 2) it will be seen that we are concerned

with 2024 persons holding commissions in the six northern counties of England

or in regiments raised- there. Nor is this total final, since many others,
whom we know by rank, defy regimental classification. It is self-evident

to observe that there could not have been a civil war without two relatively

strong opposing sides. Historical balance demands that greater attention be

pald to the losers. .

The neglect of the Royalists has not entirely been due to scholastic
fashion. A serious limitation on research is imposed by the lack of source
materials. The defeated officers tended to burn their papers: personal
effects were rifled and dispersed on the battlefield - what, after all,
-became of the Marquess of Newcastle's cabinet contents seized on Marston
Moor and sent to London? Paper proof of an individuals part in the
Royalist army was easily destroyed. It is a daunting prospect that
presents itself to the. student of Royalist military history, and the problems

of the sources will be discussed shortly.

This study of the northern Royalist army has been divided into two

parts. The first concerns its campaigns, dealing with the course of the
war in the north between 1642 and 1645. The second section, contained in
the Appendices (Vol. 2) concerns the regiments and the officers. In the

regimental analysis, the intention has been to discover just who were the

men that formed the officer cadre of the northern army. The north of

England was chosen primarily because of its neglect, certainly insofar as
Royalist history is concerned, and also because it was the source of the

most powerful Royalist military machine outside of the Oxford army. It fed

- -9 -



the Oxford army with regiments from August 1642 to January 1644, and after
the defeat at Marston Moor (July 2nd 1644) and the collapse of York (July
16th) the bulk of the surviving Royalist cavalry regiments raised in the
north, considerably strengthened the King's army in the south.

The northern counties were, moreover, held by the Parliamentarians to
be the seat of a dreadful Popish conspiracy, and it is this factor of
Catholic and Recusant activism and its controversy, which required more
detailed research. On December 19th 1642, the earl of Newcastle's army,
which had only shortly before entered Yorkshire for the defence of that
county, was estimated at 7000 horse and foot, whereof no less than 4000 were
said to be Catholics, and the rest dismissed as Church Papists. Parlia-
mentarian propagandists, raising the bogey of papist conspiracy behind the
royal army, and playing upon what Lawrence Stone has called the paranold fear
of Catholicism that marked 17th century England, took trouble to name every
Catholic officer captured over the next few years, as if to press home the
threat. As with all propaganda of whatever age, it was a collation of some
truth and some falsehood: Laudians, for example, were no better than
convicted Recusants in the eyes of Puritan divines, and a defence of episco-
pacy such as that written by (Colonel) Sir Francis Wortley before the out-
break of war, was enough to damn even a firm Protestant in the eyes of the
carefree propagandists. Persons of irreproachable Puritan leanings, such as
Conyers Lord Darcy and Conyers, who happened also to be Royalists, were
ignored. The eyes of London's tract writers were fixed on the north and on
northern Catholics. Clarendon, years later, might deny that there were ever
any Recusants in arms for the King, but that was wilful distortion of truth
on his part. The Parliamentarians could name them, and the sources which

remain for a study of the Royalist army and its officer class, support the

Parliamentary view to a notable extent. Scholars who have felt sympathy
for the Catholics as a persecuted minority, have tended to further obscure
the picture by associating themselves with Clarendon (a curious alignment)
in refuting the claims of Parliamentarian writers. The evidence, however,
shows quite a startling picture of Catholic activism, which will be gone
into in depth shortly.  Suffice it now to say, that whilst the identifiable
Catholic and Recusant participation in the northern Royalist army was a
little over one third of the identified officers (any attempt to classify
rank and file is impossible), in the elite cavalry arm, for example, the
Catholic field officers closely rivalled their Protestant comrades 1in
gumbers and influence. The implications of this will later become apparent.
As a minority of the population, their activists would obviously be a minor-
ity in any serving army, but the positions of authority and of influence
which they held under Newcastle, argue against any view of their presence

as at all insignificant. This is what the Parliamentarians knew.

- 10 -




In examining any specific area of civil war campaigns, some line has to
be drawn, as often as not arbitrarily. In a study of northern regiments
and campaigns, however, the fine geographical limitations impose themselves
more or less wholly. The Scottish border marked not only a national
boundary, if less markedly than in the 16th and earlier centuries, but also

a limit upon the fighting. It was not until 1644 when Montrose began his

Scottish expedition by leaving Carlisle, that the war moved further north
and, even then, he fought largely unaided by English forces. Accepting this
northernmost limitation, therefore, the southern boundary requires some

explanation.

The Earl of Newcastle's commission as General in the north extended
beyond the limits selected for this study, the counties of Yorkshire, Durhan,
Northumberland, Cumberland, Westmorland and Lancashire. He had responsibi-
lity for Lincolnshire, Nottinghamshire, Derbyshire, Staffordshire and also,
if he could ever get there, for Norfolk, Suffolk and Essex. He recruited

forces in practically all of these counties - with three exceptions in East
| Anglia - but geographically they cannot be considered as 'northern'. Rather
are they 'north midland' shires, and few of their regiments played any part
in the civil war in the six northern counties. Their one confirmed appsar-
ance in the north came in 1644, when they formed a small part of Rupert's
army which fought at Marston Moor; but other than that, the Staffordshire
and Derbyshire regiments particularly, were countyforces maintaining a
- precarious foothold in their own recruiting grounds and they can, with
reason, be excluded from the study. Officers from these counties certainly
served in the north, in otherwise northern regiments, as did professionals
- from elsewhere in England and from Scotland, but the survey can accomodate
these by distinguishing their geographical origins. In many of their cases,
:ﬁofeover, it is impossible to reach any definite identification. To incorp-
orate a Staffordshire regiment in an otherwise northern survey would merely
involve their ommission from the statistical analyses. One regiment, that
of Colonel Sir Francis Fane's Foot (see Vol. 2), might be considered a
Lincolnshire force. However Fane was seated primarily at Aston in South
Yorkshire, recruited some Yorkshire officers, and was Gevernor of Doncaster,

hence his inclusion.

| For the same reason, northern regiments which served elsewhere in
England are included in the survey, for to leave them out would be to
convey an incorrect impression of northern Royalism. Several of these
fégiments, particularly those drawn fronm Lancaéhire, contained prominent
Catholic officers, and ;erved at one time or another in the north, anywaye.

They will, of course, be distinguishable from regiments which had an entirely
. northern origin and career. |
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If there is any problem in the definition of the 'north', it seems to
be in regard to Cheshire. Local historians and others have tended to lump
Cheshire and Lancashire together, not always arbitrarily, but in much the
same way that Cumberland and Westmorland are associated. Newcastle's
authority did not extend to Cheshire, indeed, his exact responsibility for
Lancashire is doubtful, but in view of my earlier remarks, that in itself is
not sufficient or good reason, for excluding Cheshire. After much consider-
ation, it was decided that military and political considerations, rather than
geographical or administrative, demanded Cheshire's exclusion. Most clearly
was the fact that at no time from the outbreak of war was Cheshire even
temporarily Royalist controlled, unlike the situation in Lancashire and the
other five counties. Further, the campaign history of Cheshire was
inextricably bound up with that of North Wales and the Welsh bor?er, whilst
its involvenment with Lancashire was minimal. The earl of Derby made the odd
sortie into Cheshire in 1642/4, and the Parliamentarians there occasionally
returned the visits, but otherwise there was no link. There was, similarly,
little overlapping in regimental recruitment where Cheshire and Lancashire
were concerned. For this reason, I have excluded from my survey those
Cheshire regiments which had a tiny proportion of Lancashire officers, such

as Lord Rivers's Foot, Edward Fitton's Foot and Charles Gerard's Foot. A
similar tiny proportion of Cheshire (and North Welsh) officers in Lancashire

regiments, like those of Tyldesley, Molyneux, Gilbert Gerard and Derby him-
self, are distinguished in the survey, in the same way that the Kentishmen
and Cornishmen in the otherwise Yorkshire regiments of Newcastle and Colonel
Sir John Mayney, are noted. Cheshire is, anyway, questionably defined as a
northern midland county, and for all of these reasons, military, political

and, less importantly, geographical, has been excluded from this study.

- The Sources:

Before going on to consider the findings of the regimental analysis,
it is as well to pause to: discuss the sources available for the study of
those regiments, as well as for the campaigns themselves. It has already
been said that the bulk of contemporary material has simply not survived,
but it is nonetheless possible to piece together such as there is, to
provide a Royalist campaign history, and the biographies of a large number
of individual officers. No study of the officer class, however, would have
been feasible without the existence of the list of officers who petitioned
Charles II for relief, as indigents, in 1663. A List of Officers Claim-
ing to the Sixty Thousand Pounds &c. Granted by His Sacred Majesty for the
Relief of His Truly Loyal and Indigent Partxz contains nearly 7000 names of

commissioned officers, that is, officers above the rank of sergeant, who

claimed to have suffered in their fortunes as the result of their active

service in the civil wars and the harsh punitive measures employed by the

- 12 =
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Parliamentary and Interregnum regimes. The book is systematically

organised. Each officer who filed a claim, was listed under the Field
Commander that he claimed as his senior. These field officers, whether
Colonels, Lt. Colonels or Majors, were listed, not by rank, but alphabetically
by surname and forename only. In some cases, the claimant also stipulated

the particular troop or company commander under whom he had served, so that

it is possible to construct accurate regimental structures from the List.

Technical difficulties can sometimes be obstructive, for the lack of rank
designation for field commanders may tend to confuse, in that a single

regiment may be listed two or three times in the List under Colonel, Lt.

Colonel and Major respectively. An example will suffice. The Margquess of
Newcastle's own regiment of foot has two entries, one composed of claimants

who gave the Marquess as their field commander, the other composed of those

who gave Colonel Sir Arthur Basset. Basset, a Cornish professional, was

appointed Colonel by Newcastle, and appears in the List prior to Newcastle

himself. The link between the two columns of names is easily established
from other sources, but in less well documented cases it can often be
intensely frustrating. For example, whilst Colonel George Wray's regiment

of horse can be identified, it is not apparent from the List that the

officers claiming under Ralph Millot were claiming under Millot as Vray's
Lt. Colonel. Such difficulties will be dealt with as they arise.

There are other problenms. The confusion of the names of field officers
as in the cases of Howard and Tempest, makes for difficulties and demands
caution in assigning any one officer to any one field commander. Printers?'.
errors, too, not covered by the provided errata, crop up from time to tine.
The same man may appear twice, as in the case of an officer of Sir Philip
Musgrave's regiment of horse, or appear twice, appafently with a different
name on one occasion, as in the case ' of Captain Talbot Lisle of Lambton's
Foot who also appears as Talbot Lesley. Double claims are also not unusual,
the most striking being that of Captain, later Lt. Colonel, Collin Munro or

Monro, an unidentified Scottish professional. He fought in both civil wars

of 1642/6 and 1648.

This raises an additional problen. It is not always possible to be sure
of "‘the dates of an individual officer's service, and there are cases of
activism in 1642/6, 1648 and 1651. Thomas Tyldesley, for example, held a
Colonel's commission in all three wars, and clearly some of his officers, for
example, Alexander Rigby of the Burgh, can only have been in arms in 1648 and
1651. It is usually possible to identify later war service, as in the case
of Major John Harling, who served under Tyldesley, by reference to composi-

tion proceedings, but these, too, have their drawbacks, as will be explained.

It is also the case that certain known field commanders certainly

- 13 -
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do not appear in the List. Colonel Sir Thomas Metham, for example,
commanded a regiment at least until the early part of 1643, and then became
commander of Newcastle's Life Guard, but no claimant filed under his nane.

It must also be said that certain 'officers!' traditionally said to have held

the rank of Colonel, cannot be traced or positively identified as such.
An example is the case of Sir Bryan Palmes2 whose military service seems to
have been confined to the immediate pre-war years, and who does not appear to
have commanded a regiment after the outbreak of war, although he was a

prominent Royalist.

Without the List, such a regimental study as has been attempted, would

have been impossible. To stress the difficulties is only to say that they
can be overcome with care. Yet we have come a long way from the enthusiasm

with which Peter Young greeted the discovery of the List. He described 1it

as ''virtually the Cavalier army book“? and in his own research has continued
to use it as such, apparently without qualification. It is far from being
a source complete in itself. Most obviously, the book was never published.
with this intention, as the preface clearly states:

eseesfor as much as the Honorable the Commissioners appointed
by act of Parliament for Distribution of the said Moneys,

are upon good grounds perswaded to believe, that many
Certificates have been unduly introduc'd, whereby not only
every man's share will be lessened, through the Multitude

of Pretenders; but without a Strict and Accurate Inspection
a great part of the Moneys will fall into wrong hands....Upon
Consideration hereof....the Commissioners aforesaid have
resolv'd upon a Printed List of the Persons Certifi'd, as the
most apt Expedient for the Discovery of any Fraud.eese.

The criterion for determining a man's entitlement to reparation was clearly
established also:

ceeoIndigent officers who have had Real Command of Soldiers
according to their Several Commission, and who have never

Deserted his Majesty nor His Blessed Father's Service During
the late times of Rebellion and Usurpation....
The dangers for the military historian are therefore clearly set out.

The real value of the List can only be arrived at by relation to other

available sources which will be discussed shortly. Its publication was
intended to reveal fraudulent claims, by enabling interested parties to
give evidence against those presenting false certificates. I have gg}xf

identified“_ -~ one or two such false claims, but if there were as many as

was suggested, they must surely be sought amongst the lists of officers who
filed a claim without indicating the fielé officer under whom they served.
Identification of fraud so many centuries after the event would be a hopeless
task, and fortunately, insofar as the north is concerned, it is possible to

be sure of the authenticity of many of the claims we are concerned with.
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The problems presented by the List have not gone altogether undetected.
John Childs, in his study of the army of Charles 114 observed that it had to

be approached with "caution'l. Childs, however, did not notice that there is

an additional drawback, although it is one which Young, if he had attempted
to verify the officers with which he was concerned, ought to have found.

It is best here to give a hypothetical case to explain my point, and we will
suppose that we are dealing with three claimants from a cavalry force as

they appear in the List. The names are fictitious.

SMITH, James
Yorks : Smith, Thos. Captn.
L &W : Brown, John, Lieut.
Lincs ¢ Jackson, Wm. Corn.

Here we have the field commander's name and the names of three claimants.

It will be noted that preceding each claimant's name is a county designation,
which Young assumed to be the county in which the claimant was ordinarily
resident (L & W here representing London and Westminster). This is not
always the case, and county designation can be misleading in the extreme.

In every case, county identification represents the county from which the
claimant filed his certificate in 1662/3, and it does not necessarily give

a true indication of the county in which the claimant was resident when he
began his military service. Here are instances in which complementary
sources are essential. From James Smith's Horse, it would be hard to say
where the force originated territorially, particularly if James Smith himself
were to defy identification. By a consideration of Quarter Session Records,
Protestation Returns, Recusancy Records and Composition Papers, it is
normally possible to interpret the bare essentials given in the List.. Thus
Captain Thomas Smith may be positively identified as a Yorkshireman, whilst
it may be shown that Lieutenant Brown, claiming from London in 1662, was

in fact resident in Yorkshire in 1642. He may have lost his property in

that county by 1660, or he may have gone to London to press his claim

personally. Cornet Jackson might have been temporarily domiciled in Linc-
olnshire in 1662, or have removed to that county between 1642 and 1662.
There are, naturally, various permutations, but this illustrates the point

sufficiently well. The regimental survey contains several cases of this
kind ®

It has been said that the List must be tackled in the light of other

méterial, which is often extremely fragmentary in terms of military detail.

It consists, for the most part, of stray documents in family archives or in
aftificial collections which ordinarily have no importance in themselves but

become significant when placed beside a name in the List. It would be

pointless here to list each and every one of these odd scraps of information

particularly since they are alluded to in the regimental survey anyway.
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We can however, look at the more general of the available sources. First
and foremost, although its apparent significance does not stand up to close

inspection, is that dubious work, The Army Lists of the Roundheads and Cava-
liers, edited by Edward Peacock in 1863. I am not qualified to judge

the accuracy of the Parliamentarian lists, but for the Cavalier regiments

certain observations must be made. Peacock was, for a long time, the single

easily available source for a study of Cavalier forces in 1642, Indeed, his

source was a contemporary pamphlet A Copy of a List of all the Cavaliers
.of his Majesties Marching Army.

The overriding point to be made, is that the army of 1642, by which we
mean, that army which was formed in the summer and which marched to Edgehill,
‘underwent radical change during the early part of 1643. It must be for this
~:eason that it is virtually impossible to identify with any certainty, any of
the officers said to be serving in such northern regiments as are quoted in
the source. The commanders of such regiments are easily identified:
Newcastle himself, Sir Thomas Glemham, Sir Francis Wortley, John Belasyse
and Sir Edward Osborne. From this point, identification of the names of
other officers ceases to be viable: as will be seen in the context of the
,fegimental studies under these aforementioned colonels, the officers given
in the 1642 list stand out like rather forelorn ghost figures, defying

identification for the most part, but given a certificate of authenticity
by the contemporary tract. Peacock's editing, where it existed, was largely

fanciful. We know as little about this 1642 list as Peacock knew in 1863,
and we are unlikel} to know more without the key being discovered somewhere
in a hitherto unknown document or series of documents.

Attention has already been drawn to the limitations of the Compounding
papers, although they are still a prime source. That is to say, from the
#omposition papers it is possible, not to comnstruct regimental lists, but to
pgthflesh on the bones of the List itself. In very few cases, perhaps 5 per

cent, where an individual made his composition, was any mention made of his
regiment or rank if he had been in arms. In slightly more cases, about

ten per éent, there may*be some vague allusion to an overall commander like
Newcastle or the earl of Derby, which gives nothing more than a general idea
of a compounder's sphere of activity and dates of service. In about 25 per
cent of cases concerning a compounder who had been in arms, the rank is

referred to vaguely - there was quite naturally, a desire on the part of
the victim to minimise his actual involvement. Allusion to arm of service,
horse or foot, is altogether too scarce. For the most part, we must be
“éoﬁteht with passing allusions to a man having been in arms, whilst the
county and London committees adopted a very lax terminology indeed. This
might mean that a compounder would be described as having t'adhered to* the
King, or as having 'assisted' Royalist forces, without any precise details
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being given, in most cases, of what that assistance entailed. To be in
arms was fairly specific: but what are we to make of a term like 'assisted!
when 1t was applied indiscriminately to male and female Royalists, and on

occasions can be shown to have been applied to officers in the army? The

List here provides a means of resolving the degree of commitment on the part

of very many compounders of whose military service we are told little or
nothing.

The composition committees were willing to come to terms with delinquents
as quickly as they could, and it was not in their interests, or in those of
the delinquent, to make too much fuss. Certain cases involving notorious
Royalists were more lengthy, but these are rare, in the north at least, for a
good many of the diehards simply went abroad and made no attempt to compound.
The same was true of Catholic Royalists who had been in arms, for they were
debarred for a long time from compounding at all, and one of the weaknesses of
the Catholic neutrality argument has been the failure on the part of its
proponents to grasp this. Catholics in arms simply do not appear in the
composition proceedings in any numbers relative to their actual involvement.
One or two managed to compound by denying or concealing their commissions,
or through abjuring their faith, and it is well known that localcommittee
men tended to connive with their neighbours who appeared before then. This
was not, however, commonplace where Catholic activists are concerned. The
fullest list of Catholics in arms, but by no means exhaustive, is that which
can be made up from the names in the three Land Sale Acts of 1651 and 1652?
where a large number of northern Catholics appear who held military command

and who appear nowhere in the composition records.

For the Protestant Royalist officer, the composition records not only
cdnvey considerable personal details, including social standing, but tend
to leave the false impression that the northern Royalist army was almost

entirely Protestant in persuasion.

*ﬁ In endeavouring to identify Catholic officers I have, as has been said,
been obliged to resort to sources other than composition records, and to

relate those sources to the List. Recusancy records and Quarter Sessions

records, particularly for the North Riding of Yorkshire which was a strong
Catholic and Royalist area, provide ample clues and frequent positive

identifications. In the composition papers, it is occasionally possible to
pick out a Catholic officer who compounded by concealing his commission, his
religion, or both, or who abjured the one. There are often references to

Recusancy indictments prior to 1642 in such a person's papers.

The Calendar of State Papers, Domestic Series, for the years immediately
after 1660, contain numerous petitions from Royalist officers which assist in

identifying individuals given in the List and elsewhere.
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There is one curious source for Catholic officers which I am not aware
has been used previously. This is a broadsheet published, apparently, and
anonymously, in 1662 or 1663, detailing the sufferings of Catholic Royalists
during the civil war. The only extant copy of this broadsheet, which is
entitled A Catalogue of the Lords, Knights and Gentlemen (of the Catholick
Religion) that were Slain in the late Warr, in Defence of their King and
Country, is in the British Library, catalogued as a printed book under
'Catholic?. It lists by social and military status, 154 officers of
commissioned rank, the vast majority of whom were clearly northerners.

For the most part, the accuracy of the Catalogue can be confirmed by other

sources, including the List. 1In view of the degree to which its claims can

be verified, I have taken it as a limited but primary source in cases where
religious persuasion is doubtful. It 1s this document, however, which makes
the claim that Colonel Sir Henry Slingsby (see Vol. 2) died a Catholic when
he was executed in 1658. No hint of a conversion comes from any other
evidences for Slingsby's life, and one would be tempted to dismiss the claim

were it not for the overall veracity and accuracy of the other details given.

Moreover, the Catalogue, if it were spurious or concocted, would surely have
included the more widely known rumour that the earl of Derby died a Catholic,
which it did not. The Slingsby case is discussed in his biographical

details.

Parliamentary sources are also useful in identifying Royalist officers.
Contemporary newsletters and tracts abounded with lists of Royalist captives,
often quoting name and rank, sometimes with distinction by arm of service.
Not uncommon, too, were additional allusions to a man as a "great Papist"
or "a notorious Papist'", but with such additions one has to exercise caution
and to seek corroboration elsewhere. As has been said, too close an assoc=
lation with Laudianism might earn for a Royalist a quite unjustified label
of Papist or Catholic. More reliance can be placed upon lists of prisoners
supplied by northern Parliamentarian officers and generals, like Lord Fair-
fax, who meticulously listed Catholic Royalists and who was in a good
position to know what he was writing about. For the average Parliament
sympathiser in London and the home counties, these lists of names must have
been a mystery, for they can scarcely have been familiar with the obscure
northern gentlemen who, going quietly about their religion for years, now
found themselves thrust into the forefront of national interest to endure

the calumnies of the mob and its orchestrators. Thus, whilst Parliamentary
prisoner of war lists have their value, often extremely pertinent, caution

has to be exercised in dealing with these religious labels hung with lack

of discrimination around all manner of necks.

Moving on to other sources, we come to those which also have a direct
bearing upon the history of the fighting itself. Memoirs can be valuable
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both for officers' names and for campaign details. Sir Henry Slingsby's
diary, although compiled in full at a later date and not kept as a day to
day, or even as a month to month, journal, is useful for the names of
certain field commanders and their whereabouts at any given time. It is
also a prime source for the fighting in Yorkshire from 1642 to 1644, and

for the war in northern Lancashire in the latter year. Yet it is fragment-
ary, as is menory itself, and Slingsby tended to overlook or to ignore
crucial minor officers and engagements. For example, he does not mention

any officers of his own foot regiment (apart from his Major), although from

the List they would seem to have been men well known to him as neighbours.

It may be that when compiling his 'diary', and fearing its discovery, he
deliberately ommitted references that might prove embarrassing to his old
officers. Colonel Sir Hugh Cholmeley's Memoirs of the defence of Scarborpugh
suffer from a similar deficiency, although, written much later, not for the
same reason as has been suggested for Slingsby's work. The long tedium of
siege conditions produced more detailed diarists, Isaac Tullie in Carlisle
and Nathan Drake in Pontefract. But with their writings, we are dealing
with an army which had ceased to be strictly organised, when all regimental
cohesion had gone and officers, now Reformadoes wanting employment in regular
regiments, formed temporary alliances and military units for the purpose of
garrison work and defensive warfare. Even so, Drake is of particular value
in preserving with minute attention to detail, the names of many Royalist
officers of whom we would otherwiseknow no more than a passing reference in

the List§

To briefly consider other campaign sources. There is no single

corpus of material which covers the war in the north from 1642 to 1645, and

consequently the narrative has to be pieced together from Parliamentarian

and Royalist memoirs, tracts and correspondence. Two important sources,
the life of Newcastle and the memoir of Sir Thomas Fairfax, whilst valuable
for the years 1642-4, terminate in the latter year, Newcastle going into
exile in July, and Fairfax, after serving in Cheshire early in the year,
returning briefly to Yorkshire for the siege of York and the battle of
Marston Moor. As has been said, Slingsby's diary is of wvalue for the
course of the fighting although far less detailed than the two referred to.
John Vicars, in his Parliamentary Chronicles, pieced together into a useful
continuous narrative, the material which he gleaned from Parliamentarian
tracts and, like Rushworth, must be taken as an important source even for
Royalist campaign history, although with caution. The same caution has to
be applied to the tracts themselves, and these have to be compared with
extant Royalist sources such as Newcastle's Life, and with the official

Royalist accounts found in the pages of Mercurius Aulicus. Royalist

tracts and pamphlets are far rarer. The somewhat complicated process of
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interpreting, selecting and fusing together sources often divergent and
contradictory, has led in the past to many misunderstandings of the war in
the north in general, and of particular incidents in that war. A case in
point is that of the fighting in Yorkshire between January and April 1644,
where entire battles have been overlooked, misdated and sometimes gathered
together by later writers. The i1nherited errors in dealing with this
particular period of fighting have led, in turn, to a failure on the part of
many writers to appreciate the real significance of the battle of Selby

on April 11th 1644 which can be seen as the decisive turning point in the
civil war in the north. Other problems of interpretation will becone
apparent as the narrative unfolds and cannot be referred to here. It will,
however, be clear that in using the sources for campaign history as well as
for regimental and officer history, the same principles apply. The sources
must be analysed minutely and, initially, in isolation from other sources,
until gradually a complementary pattern emexrges. Only in this way can
errors and contradictions be tracked down and disposed of. Although I do
not suppose that I have succeeded in eliminating all such, I have gone some
way towards a thorough revision of the accepted view of the course of the
civil war in the north, in the same way that I have endeavoured to cast

light upon the composition of the Royalist officers who fought that war.

As other researchers have found, family archives from Royalist origins

abound. County Record Offices are full of them, but they are, for the most

part, utterly devoid of military material. The Beaumont of Whitley archives

at Huddersfield, for example, contain only one civil war document. The
entire extant series of letters sent to Major Thomas Beaumont by Colonel Sir
William Saville, lie in the Bodleian Library. The Wentworth of Woolley
papers in Leeds contain two or three minor documents, whilst the Meynell
family papers at Northallerton lack any military material whatsoever, which
has led some researchers to suppose, quite wrongly, that the Meynell's were
neutral Catholics. The best chronological sequence of military papers
lies in the little used Musgrave collection at Carlisle, whilst the Tenmple-
Newsam Mss. at Leeds contain several useful papers concerning the garrison
of Skipton Castle where Colonel Sir John Mallory was governor. A full
listing of family archives in which military papers have been identified,
will be found in the bibliography. The scant nature gives emphasis to the
point already made, concerning the wilful destruction by officers of their

incriminating documents.

To labour the problems of sources is rather akin to excusing oneself
before blame has been apportioned. It is, anyway, not so much a question
of what materials there are, as it is of how those materials are used.

The regimental history of the Royalist army, and of its campaigns, can be

built up from ancillary sources as well as from specifically military
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archival material. If the pieces of the jigsaw can be made to fit easily
together without losing anything of their original shape, the construction
lines need not show. It needs but judicious removal of extraneous aspects
which may have accrued over centuries of neglect or of unsystematic

piecing together. If one is to pursue what in many respects amounts to a

pioneer course, it is a duty to let nothing go unquestioned.

There 1s one body of sources, in some senses secondary, which no
researcher could function without, but which few acknowledge their supreme
indebtedness to. I refer to those vast indices, genealogical works and
calendars compiled largely during the 19th century. Mrs. Green's work on
the records of the Committees for Advance of Money and for Compounding has
become an essential adjunct, which is right since it was intended to be so.
But her work, and that of less widely known "antiquarian fact grubbers"
must not be simply taken for granted. Where northern history is concerned,
the names of Horsfall Turner, Joseph Hunter, Clay and Foster deserve and
require proper acknowledgement. Their painstaking concern for detail in
the composition of family pedigrees, often using materials that are no longer
extant: <their careful compilation of .calendars of wills and probates:
their meticulous attention to details however trivial; without their years
of work, no research involving the analysis of hundreds of inviduals would
be feasible. Sometimes in error they may have been, but error on so vast
& scale is understandable. Often reworking the same ground, particularly
where genealogies were concerned, they provided a means of cross-referencing
and checking their work which makes it possible to pinpoint their occasional
errors. Genealogies and probate indices are essential in identifying
individual officers mentioned in composition proceedings or elsewhere, in
determining their family status, their social ¢anding, their age, and,
occasionally, their religious persuasion. By all these means, then, we

can rescue hundreds of officers from the virtual anonymity of the List,

and make that document itself of major importance, as the problem of

Catholic activism most clearly demonstrates.

Having introduced the problems of the sources, and having shown in what
way apparently disparate materials can be made to complement and to
supplement each other in order to overcome a lack of directly pertinent
sources, we must now turn to the subject matter of the research. 1 am
primarily concerned now with explaining the purpose of the regimental

Appendices, and in drawing together the findings of the officer analysis

involved.
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The Regiments and their Officers:

As will become apparent, within the normal 17th century framework of
Horse, Foot and Dragoons, there was plenty of room for exceptions to the
norm.  Moreover, in dealing with a nation in which there was no standing
army at the outbreak of war, there was ample room for innovation, largely
born of 'making do'. Nor was there any lack of gentlemen or of yeomen

ready to officer either the Militia or Trainband formations initially
utilised in 1642?, or to take over the commissioned regiments that appeared
later in that year. Lois Schwoerer8 in her study of the attitudes toward
military forces on a permanent footing, showed that anti-militarism was
directed almost entirely against the idea of professional common soldiers
officered by professional officers. In building up the Northern Army,
early in the war at least, efforts were made to base the largely infantry
forces upon the old Trainband system, calling to their colours regiments

like those of Thomas Metham or Robert Strickland, leaving the active gentry

free to raise their own troops of horse or, if ambitious enough, their own

cavalry regiments to supplement the foot forces. This explains, incidentally,

the Catholic predominance in cavalry forces. The penal legislation barred
them from service in the Trainbands - although it must be noted that both
Metham and Strickland, and they were not unique, were known Catholics -

and consequently, they may well have tended to gravitate towards the cavalry
arm. Throughout the war, Catholics were more strongly represented in the
horse than in the foot.

Nor, let it be said, was the appearance of Catholics in arms universally
welcomed by Protestant Royalists. The earl of Cumberland, the first
o

general in the north, actively avoided employing them”, and some regiments

remained free of them throughout the war. The evidence is overwhelming that
Catholics tended to gravitate towards certain regiments, where a Catholic
Colonel welcomed them. Thus, insofar as the officers are concerned, we

can identify certain almost exclusive Catholic regiments, generally cavalry,
in service by mid 1643 when the earl of Newcastle's sensible relaxed policy
gave them opportunity. Examples of these 'Catholic' regiments will suffice.
All such can easily be identified in the regimental analysis contained in the
appendices. In Yorkshire, the regiments of Sir Walter Vavasour (later under
Francis Hungate); William Eure, and Sir Robert Clavering were largely offic-
ered by Catholics. In Durham, George Wray and Sir William Lambton drew
co-religionists to their colours: in Northumberland Edward Grey and Sir
Edward Widdrington did the same, whilst in Lancashire Thomas Tyldesley and
Viscount Molyneux are noteworthy. From Lancashire, too, came those two
regiments which formed part of the elite of the Oxford army, the Queen's
regiments of horse and foot, her Lifeguards, commanded by Henry Jermyn.
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Indeed, where the supply of home-grown Catholic officers failed to meet the
demands of the Queen's regiments, French soldiers of fortune filled their
places. Men like Charles Charbo, Anthony de St. Mark and a Captain St.
Michel rubbed shoulders with Lancashire Recusants such as John Cansfield,

Lawrence and Gervase Clifton and Thomas Brockholes.

|
What are we to make of this polarisation of Catholic Royalists in

certain specific regiments? It was not an overall policy, for several
Catholic colonels had very few identified co-religionists on their staff.
John Belasyse, for example, who raised at least three regiments in the King's
interest, never had so many Catholic officers as did Robert Clavering in his
single cavalry regiment. Similarly, whilst Walter Vavasour attracted
Catholics to his colours by some means or other, George Middleton had less
than a handful. The want of a coherent pattern is frustrating, but that
there was a pattern of some kind seems clear. Catholic regiments did exist,
but how they came about, how colonels selected their officers, is obscure.
Family connection was the answer in some, but not in all, cases. The single
factor which emerges is that of a shared religion, and of a shared experience
of persecution. But the number of Catholic field officers in regiments
predominantly Protestant or commanded by a Protestant colonel, is sufficient
to warn against any general theory of Catholic and Recusant group identifica-
tion. On the other hand, we tend to find occasional instances of Protestant
Lt. Colonels or Majors serving Catholic colonels who might be of inferior
local or social status. It begins to look as if the Catholic Royalists

as often as not, gave the lead in resorting to arms in 1642.

For what is irrefutable and remarkable, is that almost from nowhere, in
late 1642 and early 1643, Catholics hitherto debarred from Trainband
service and military experience, came forward in numbers large relative to
their proportion in the population of the north, until they formed one
third of the commissioned colonels and one third of the commissioned officers
that it has been possible to identify. Their influence in the army, and
their sacrifices on the field of battle, were out of all proportion to their
numbers in the population and in the arnmy. The Marquess of Newcastle's

army owed much of its strength and success to these men.

In 1642 Parliamentarian and Royalist sympathisers alike, found comfort,
such as it was, in having the social system reflected in the military
organisation ~ freeholders in arms under the local gentry. This 1is
evidenced strongly by the fact that the few professional soldiers employed
in the north were as often as not, subservient in rank to amateur officers |
who were also peers, baronets, knigiis or esquire. Thus Newcastle, though
he hearkened to their advice, kept his professionals - with the single ’

exception of James King - firmly in their place. Even in the critical
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months of 1645 the King himself, casting the dice for the last time, chose
to place the courtier, Digby, in command of the remnants of his cavalry,
making Langdale, most brilliant of northern brigade commanders, ostensibly
second in command. The professionals remained very much in the background,
although let it be said that by 1644 most of Newcastle's field commanders
could justifiably claim to have become professionals and veterans. By

professional at this stage, we must mean, those men who had made their way
in the world in the profession of arms. James King is a prime example,

Charles Lucas another. Such men took the blame, and little of the credit.
Thomas Glemham, a remarkable garrison commander, was by-passed by the King

who gave a peerage to Charles Gerard in which Glemham had some claim.

What is remarkable is that, as the war grew more bitter and more wide-
spread, the local Trainband officers found, often to their surprise, a
capacity for military command few of them would otherwise have found lay in
them. Even merchants, men whose entire lives had been centered around
the business of tradeﬁ:gp acquisition of money, like Sir John Marley of

Newcastle, became profficient commanders in the face of dire necessity.

The point will be made in Chapter One that the Royalist army in the
north, as elsewhere in 1642, was improvised. Although the Trainband formed
the basis of the infantry, there is very little evidence for the survival of
Trainband units into mid 1643. Metham's Foot completely disappeared, or so
it seems, and his active colonelcy lapsed, although he retained the rank as
an honour whilst serving as Captain of Newcastle's Lifeguard. He was, any-
way, a very old man in 1642 and his first and last fight was on Marston Moor
two years later. Of other identifiable Trainband regiments, that of Conyers
Lord Darcy went to Oxford under his heir's command and acquitted itself well.
Robert Strickland's, George Wentworth's, William Saville's and William
Widdrington's, all infantry formations, fought on in the north, but prestige
did not attach to them as it attached to newly commissioned foot regiments
like Lambton's or Huddleston's. The York City Trainband, under Henry
" Slingsby, disappeared only to reappear as a normal volunteer regiment.

Sir Henry Griffiths's infantry probably disbanded in the autumn of 1642,

In Lancashire, the Trainband system was in disarray from the first, and

the Royalists there recruited from scratch, probably because the local
Parliamentarians had a firm hand on the most populous Trainband areas anyvaye.
The Trainband system survived in Cumberland and Westmorland, with all its
deficiencies, not least the failure of many of its commanders to decide

precisely which side they were on.

Nor is there any identifiable continuity between the army of 1642/3
and that raised in 1639/4120 Of the commanders of regiments then appointed,

although several served the King during the civil war - Jacob Astley and
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George Goring for example ~ only one northern commander, Thomas Glemham,
held a colonelcy on both occasions, but the officers of his regiment in
1640 bear no relation to his officers given in the List for 1642/6. The
fact is, that several minor officers in arms in 1640 went on to become

field commanders in their own right in 1642/3, and a few examples will serve

to illustrate this point. Lt. Colonel ﬁenrﬁ Waite, who served under Sir
William Wentworth in 1640, commanded his own regiment in York in 1642/4.

Captain Stradling of Newport's regiment became colonel and governor of Carlisle
Castle. Major Basset of Ogle's became Colonel of Newcastle's Foot. Others
of course, appeared as Parliamentary officers, for the army of 1639/41 was

not a model for the Royalist forces of 1642/6. In much the same way,

officers returning from European service found themselves suddenly elevated

in rank and offered commissions by King and Parliament. Lt. Colonel Richard
MacMoyler of Duncombe's Horse had been, as late as January 1642, merely a
cavalry trooper with Irish service. Promotion was not quite so rapid in all
cases, but it is marked enough. The Royalist army was to a large extent

built upon promotion through merit, even if as a policy, it was not pursued

beyond the initial development stage or even openly advocated.

In the north we can identify certain periods of intensive recruitment.
The accusation levelled at Newcastle, that he distributed commissions with
séént regard for their fulfilment, has been discussed elsewherez1 Having
recruited his own army in Durham and Northumberland in 1642, he found on his
arrival at York in December of that year, that the earl of Cumberland had
demonstrably failed to organise a military force worth anything, after the
King had marched away with such regiments as had indeed, been recruited there.
With the arrival of the Queen from Holland in March 1643, there was more
recruiting, to provide men to accompany her to Oxford, and to fill the gaps
made by the departure of regiments as escort forces, virtually all of which
were to remain in Oxford with the King. It was at this time, for example,
that Darcy's Trainband Foot left the county, and hundreds of soldiers were
drawn away from Lancashire to form the nucleus of the Queen's two Lifeguard
regiments. With the renewal of the siege of Hull in September 1643,
Newcastle raised fresh forces to replace those left stationed in Lincolnshire
under Sir William Widdrington, and again, in November, comnissions were
issued to recruit men for service in Derbyshire and Staffordshire. The
invasion of the Scots in January 1644 meant a renewed burst of recruiting
both to meet the threat and to safeguard Yorkshire in the rear. To this
period we can positively date the raising of Anthony Byer}gy's Foot in

Durham, which regiment, like many others, cannot have exigted for .mere than
UNIVER: 1Y

three months at most. CWF;BRK
LI2RARY

A perpetudl drain upon the northern army came from thed e of

forces summoned to assist that at Oxford. The poor earl of Derby was
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seriously handicapped by the loss of newly recruited forces at critical
moments. Tyldesley's, Molyneux's and Gilbert Gerard's marched away to
Oxford. Newly raised troops and companies formed the basis of the Queen's
Lifeguard. These losses contributed in no small way to the Royalist
collapse in Lancashire by the early summer of 1643. Things were not quite

50 bad in Yorkshire and the east. The earl of Newcastle had greater

reserves of manpower upon which to draw, and he had so successfully out-
generalled the Fairfaxes and their fellow commanders, that he was never really
in.any danger of being overwhelmed, unlike Derby. Belasyse's and Pennyman's
had departed for the south in August 1642. Over the next year, they were
followed by Darcy's Foot, Eure's Horse and Foot, perhaps by Osborne's Horse,
as well as by other units which came to make up, in time, the foot regiments
of Thomas Pinchbeck and Henry Percy. Of these, only Eure's cavalry came
back to Yorkshire, to go down on Marston Moor where William Eure and his

lt. colonel, both of them Catholics, lost their lives. Tyldesley's and
Molyneux's also came to Marston Moor and took a beating, but for the most
part, served in the south.

The Trainband system had determined that no man should serve outside
his native county. The development of the war made this an impracticable
anachronism. If the Trainbands were rife with parochialism, they had to
be replaced or purged, and it is perhaps surprising that Darcy's Foot went so
easily with the Queen, who must have attracted a good deal of personal
popularity. Even so, and during the war's later stages, certain regiments
never left their native counties -~ Muschampgs and Forster's, for example, in
Northumberland, and Byerley's in Durham - so, clearly, Newcastle respected
certain traditions even if he brushed others aside. It may have been, of
course, that these local regiments provided an easy means of policing the
Royalist hinterland. Garrison regiments were, of course, a different case
altogether, being intended solely to maintain a town or an important castle.
Mallory's in Skipton, Cuthbert Clifton's in Liverpool, Scrope's in Bolton in
Swaledale and Marley's in Newcastle upon Tyne, were never in any danger of
being marched away and may well have been Trainband in origin. Marley's
certainly was. Whatever regimental cohesion these garrison regiments
possessed, must have gone by 1645 (for those that survived) when their ranks
became crammed with Reformadoes from broken field regiments. Pontefract is
a case in point, where whatever regimental structure Colonel Lowther may have
had, was utterly lost by the time the siege began in December 164i. The
same 1s demonstrably true of Scarborough, where a large number of Royalist
field commanders came together in the last defence, and where several of them
died. Garrison regiments were, anyway, distinguished by a marked versatility
in improvisation, cavalry doubling as infantry and vice versa, something no

self-respecting cavalryman would have considered in the field.
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Having observed that neither the Trainband system, nor very many of
its regiments, survived into 1643, we ought to consider the means by which
a regiment was raised. It is not altogether clear just where the power to
issue commissions lay. Certainly, the King and his generals could and did
personally distribute authorisations for raising regiments: the earl of
Newcastle would, for example, sign a commission for a colonel and then for
a captain, without following any recognisable system other than the prescribed
wording of the commission!2 The extent to which Colonels chose their own
officers cannot be truly assessed in the north, although such evidence as
there is suggests that the choice was primarily their own, subject to the
sanctions, perhaps, of Newcastle and his chief commanders. In this way
the .earl could, if he wished todo so, prevent a man receiving a commission:
the earl of Cumberland, for example, simply ignored Catholic supplicants and

seems to have tried to make do with what Trainband forces he had.

It probably need not be said that both sides might have preferred to
fight the war with Trainband formations. The issuing of commissions meant
that at one peal of the trumpet or beat of the drum, the property qualifica-
tion for military service went by the board. Into the rank and file came
the unemployed, the landless and the rogues, as well as the sincere Royalist
sympathisers from the yeomanry and minor gentry classes, though I do not mean
here to imply that genuine Royalism was confined to specific classes. In
both civil war armies, perhapé more obviously in that of the Parliament,
the volunteer nature of the forces was a tool for social levelling. That it
had any permanent effect one would doubt, since war conditions were, after
all, exceptional conditions in which exceptional things, unheard of in peace,
might be temporarily acceptable. For the northern Royalist army between

1642 and 1645, we can envisage the freeholder element as a leaven in the

rank and file, but no longer as the hard core of any single regiment. It
was the improvised nature of these forces that enabled Newcastle to march
his regiments wherever he wished, untroubled by Trainband traditions, and
subjected only to obstacles such as lack of pay or want of victuals. For
the most part, these volunteer regiments fought with a dogged obstinacy

that at times, was almost sacrificial. The Whitecoat regiments on Marston
Moor, for example, marched all the way from Durham and Northumberland, stood,
and died, whilst native Yorkshire cavalry fled the field. It must be that
men who had, prior to the war, wanted some means of identifying themselves
with their society, found in their regiments a community, and in their
officers very immediate leadership. It cannot be denied, moreover, that
the Royalist soldier, whether he felt it deeply or not, was fighting for a
cause just as much as his Parliamentarian counterpart. Asked to define it,
he might have been hesitant (as might the Parliamentarian), but it had a lot
fo do with shared hardships, regimental colours and officers who stood
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shoulder to shoulder with their men. That is part of the essence of war.

Thus the Trainband system gave way to an improvised organisation far
more efficient for the waging of civil war. It had hardly been a matter of
choice, however. Even ignoring the Trainband disposition to think in
narrow, parochial terms, there was a more major factor in preventing the war

being fought by Trainbands. These were, after all, peace time civilian

regiments and troops, in which officers and men of various religious and
political leanings, worked together. The sudden jagged split in national
cohesion split the Trainbands as well, setting officer against officers,
soldier against soldier. A regiment of foot might be ruined by its colonel's
decision to accept the Commission of Array, whilst two or three of its
captains might try to take their own companies over to the Militia Ordinance.
It would not be taking the argument too far to say that the outbreak of war
decreased the numbers and effectiveness of the available national military
forces, and from their ruins emerged the two opposing armies, in a haphazard
fashion almost everywhere, until events and strong men began to shape and to
direct resources. The difficulty in identifying Peacock's army list of
1642 may be explained by the fact that at least until the spring of 1643,
regiments were changing shape and composition: that October to March can be
seen as a period of transition. For example, Edward Grey rode down to
Marlborough in December 1642 with his regiment of Dragoons, but by the spring
of 1643 he was back in the north with a regiment of Horse. Two of his
officers, John Roddam and Ralph Hebburn, found themselves promoted, Hebburn
to the command of his own regiment of foot. Robert Brandling, the turncoat
Yorkshire infantry officer, had been a Captain until early 1643. Edward or
Edmund Duncombe, the despised temporary commander of Strickland's Tralnband

Foot in the summer of 1642, was later a Colonel of Horse in his own right,

the case of trooper MacMoyler has already been alluded to.

Impressment was, however, a common resort of both armies. Volunteers
would very rarely bring a foot regiment up to prescribed strength, and
conscription was a necessity. In April 1646, Ralph and Nicholas Stevenson
of Bishop Burton, husbandmen, petitioned that the Committee for Compounding
had unfairly drawn them into its net, for '"when the Earle of Newcastles Armie
pfvailed in the North ST Marmaduke lLangdales forces compelled yo¥ peticonTts
to go wth them and after four daies spent amongst y' unhappie Crew yoT
peticonl'S got away...."23 Keeping men once they had been rounded up must
have been a constant nightmare for the conscientious commander. Gabriel
Garsid of Rochdale was, in 1642, summoned by the earl of Derby to provide a
Trainband soldier at a Warrington muster, but having complied with the
letter of the dem?ﬁd, Garsid at once withdrew the man and sent him into the

Parliament's army.. Yet the authorisations for impressment were perpetually
hopeful. In January 1644, a bad time for the northern Royalists, John
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Belasyse, then Governor of York, trying desperately to provide the Marquess

of Newcastle with reinforcements with which to resist the Scots, issued orders
for conscription. These were to apply on the old Trainband principle for

the Wapentakes of the North Riding, and if the required number was not met,

"'you are to raise all men of able bodies beinge ffreeholders or ffarmers

of five pounds per annum"35

It was less of a problem to find officers. Sir Henfy Slingsby noted

that when he sought a commission at the start of the war, he found that "ye

King had so many y' wait'd for Employment, y' unless I would find arms for
y® wl they were rais'd, it would not be grant'd"]6 John Brackenbury was so
eéger for a commission that he paid over ten pieces of gold to Newcastle's
secretary, even though Brackenbury was the brother-in-law of Colonel John

17

Redman. He does not seem to have succeeded in his endeavour.

- Impressment for the cavalry must have been negligible, if it operated
at all. A large number of the rank and file troopers must have shared
social standing with their officers, although the old Trainband requirement
by which men of substance provided horse and rider for a local troop doubtless
helped in completing troops.

What is evident anyway, is that neither infantry nor cavalry regiments
reached their prescribed strength, except in certain cases!8 Regiments to
which prestige attached, particularly if not solely, cavalry regiments, would
ordinarily expect to maintain their quota, at least until the disasters and
heavy losses of 1644, Newcastle's own, Edward Widdrington's, Thomas
Tyldesley's, Robert Clavering's and Marmaduke Langdale's, for example, would
probably have been close to full strength much of the time, filling gaps as
men were killed or incapacitated or captured, fairly easily. The problem of
manning was not new, however, as will be seen by a consideration of the
1642 strengths of Thomas Metham's Trainband regiment, contained in the

Iappr0priate appendix. Prestige could attach to a regiment in two ways,
elither cast upon it by the eminence of its commander, like Newcastle's own
Horse, or by its record in action. Regrettably, we know so very little
of the achievements of individual regiments, although, and from enemy sources,

we receive occasional glimpses of their failures.

Before going on to consider the officer cadre in more detail, we must

round off this regimental discussion by briefly examining two crucial aspects

of raising an arnmy. The soldiers' pay, and their equipment.

FPor these essentials, without which no army can survive intact for
long, regardless of success in the field, there is relatively little that
can be said beyond the obvious. The question of pay was adequately dealt
with by Ian Roy in his thesis}gaand although he was largely concerned with
the Oxford army, his observations appear to hold good for the Royalist armies
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as a whole. In brief, pay depended upon the regular income of the army
which was drawn from the local population of the north by loans, by weekly
taxes or assessments, or by the profits from sequestration of the estates of
Parliamentarian sympathisers. Loans were the more reliable, in that these
tended to come from rich peers and gentry who were, many of them, already
militarily committed. Often, rather than being general loans for the use
of the army as a whole, those rich enough to do so chose rather to finance

a regiment -or regiments of their own, providing pay and equipment as best
they could. No coffers, however, were bottomless, and doubtless as the

war dragged on, the efficiency of the fighting regiments tended to slacken.
Unfortunately, we possess really very little material for a full examination
of’ the northern regiments in these terms. At best, we can examine the
scales of pay stipulated, generally in the Oxford army, and so gather an

idea of the vast sums involved in maintaining the Marquess of Newcastle's
forces.

Roy identified rates of pay in the Oxford army in some detail, and his
work requires little modification or repetition. A foot company, for
example, at full strength20 (which many were not) would require about £50 a
week. A troop of cavalry, again at full strength, in the region of £30. At
the start of the war, recruits for the Oxford army were drawn in by promises
of six shillings weekly for musketeers, twelve shillings for dragoons, and
seventeen shillings and six pence for light cavalry. Symonds, the Oxford
army's painstaking diarist, noted that two hundred men would cost £40 a week
to maintain, but this was at a later stage of the war, for by 1645 the

average garrison wage in Oxford was four shillingsg

A series of documents dating to mid or late summer 1642, and concerning
northern Trainband regiments, gives an interesting breakdown of individual

rates of pay.

Colonel £1. 0. Od. per diem
Lt.Colonel 10. Od.
Major 6. Od.
Chaplain L. Od.
Surgeon L. Od.
Mate to Surgeon 2. Od.
Provost Marshal 4. Od.
Quartermaster L, 0d.
Waggonmaster 3. Od.

It will be noted that this list of rates of pay concerns regimental staff

only, in a foot regiment, as opposed to company -~~-- ~ officers, commissioned

and non-commissionedga From another document of the same period, we can

obtain the following information concerning foot company rates of pay:

Captain £2. 16. 0d. (per 7 day week)
Lieutenant 1. 8. 0d.
2 Sergeants 16. 4d.
3 Corporals 17. 44d.
2 drummers 1%. 0d.
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It will be noted that this list does not include the ensign%3 We are also

fortunate in having an assessment of Dragoon officers’ pay%

Colonel £1. 0. O0Od.
Major 15. Od.
Captain 10. Od.
Lieutenant 6. 0d4d.
Cornet 5. 0d.

The difficulties in raising money and in maintaining a reliable supply
were amply illustrated by Sir Henry Slingsby, and are dealt with elsewhere§5
There were also anomalies. John Woodworth, of Eccles in Lancashire, received
one shilling a day plus six pence a day extra for service out of the county,
when he marched in the rank and file of Derby's Foot%6 Adam Hodson of
Aspull in Lancashire, was induced to join the colours by a bounty of twenty
shillings, a red coat, a musket, bandolier and knapsack, all provided by a
rich yeoman farmer, Ralph Wood, as his contribution to the war effort.
Unfortunately, Hodson found that in the course of the six months service he

c?

undertook, he went for twelve or fourteen weeks with no pay at all.

The fact of the matter must be that both officers and men often went

for long periods without pay, partly a reflection of the breakdown of money-
raising schemes, partly as a consequence of there being insufficient funds to
go round. At such times, the officers, 1f they were fortunate enough to be
able to do so, dipped into their own pockets in order to pacify their men.
Success in battle meant plunder, and before it is condemned as a thoroughly
bad business, it has to be remembered that for some men at some time in their
military service, it was their only way of obtaining food, clothing and other

essentials, as well as money.

The matter of equipment is also not so clearly illuminated as we might
wish. Under the Trainband system, each man was required to provide his own
weapon, 1inscribed with his nameEB and to keep it in a serviceable condition.
With the outbreak of war, these arms were at the disposal of whichever side
could seize upon them first, as a consequence of which, the King certainly
was short of weapons at the very start. Indeed, there is no way of knowing
how good were the weapons that the Royalists could lay hold on, or whether
they were of a uniform style and effectiveness. There were also arsenals
of weapons in the county towns throughout the north, composed either of
Recusants' arms seized from their owners on 'permanent loan', or the arms of
private individuals other than Recusants, stockpiled for issue to the Train-
bands or to the untrained reserve forces of the county, in the event of
national crisis. It is small wonder, then, that the outbreak of war in
Lancashire in 1642 was connected directly with the earl of Derby's attempts

to gain control of magazines at Preston, Manchester, Wigan and other places.
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But it was not simply a question of muskets and pikes, and where needed,
body armour. There were Trainband commitments to provide horses, for example
which fell upon individuals who exercised discretion as to quality. It was
a simple matter to overcome the unwillingness of a man to supply his.quota
horse, as John Wytham found when the earl of Cumberland forced his horse
from him in the autumn of 164259 Supplying the cavalry was essential, if
the Royalists were to hope to achieve a signal victory, and while most
officers supplied their own mounts, sometimes also for their troopers, the
greater gentry and non-combatant men of substance were responsible for
finding large numbers of mounts in excess of those needed for their own
requirements. This could be done either by actual denation of horses, or
by providing money to pay for them from elsewhere, on a three months basis
initially at two shillings and six pence a dayéo The enormous expense
involied can be judged from the numbers set against individual subscribers,
as Lord Coventry, 100 horses; the duke of Richmond 100; and the earl of
Cumberland 50. It is hardly surprising that after the first flush of

enthusiasm had waned, individuals should have been slow in meeting their

Trainband or other commitments.

&

Control of northern ports like Newcastle and Scarborough gave the royal
army means of bringing in weapons from abroad. When the Queen arrived from
Holland early in 1643, she brought with her enough weapons to equip Sir
Marmaduke Langdale's infantry, and supplies were still reaching Scarborough
in May 16442 But campaigns consumed equipment, and in May 1643 Thomas
Beaumont, deputy Governor in Sheffield, was advised '"use your snaphaunce
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pieces to keep century with. They will save our match'"< Careful records
were kept of stores issues at main arsenals like that of York33 The city
hadbeen selected as an - arsenal by Newcastle in 1643, and saddle-making had

been in full swing there in late 164234 Basic commodities like .
musket balls were manufactured practically everywhere, but it is interesting
to note that Sheffield was a centre of musket ball manufacture and was

supplying Pontefract, for dispersal elsewhere, in 1643?5

It is evident that the Royalist army which took the field in 1642 was
an improvised, makeshift affair. In the north, by trial and error, and under
the firm hand of the earl of Newcastle and of his advigg;s, was forged a
fighting machine with which the King's cause was well maintained. To offset
the deficiencies in money and supplies, was the enthusiasm o©f the officers,
which, together with the resolute behavibur, for the most part, of the rank
and file when in action, time and again brought the érmy to the very edge
of victory. Having dealt at some length with the regiments in general,
we must now turn to consider those officers who, by their example, helped to

overcome those deficiencies referred to.
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In the regimental analysis contained in the appendices, attempts have
been made to identify each known officer. Naturally enough, the more elev-
ated the rank, the easier the identification, for we are dealing with an army
in which, by and large, military and social rank tended to go together. As
the scale of ranks is descended, the success rate of identifications tends
to fall off. In the case of Quartermasters, it is'so slender that it
prohibits any worthwhile analysis at all. Consequently, whilst these

quartermasters are included in the total of 2024 named officers, the 105

identified quartermasters have not been included in the analysis of ident-
ified officers. Thus we are concerned with 986 officers, instead of with

the 1091 who have been positively or reasonably tentatively identified.

Rank and file study is impossible. Muster rolls are rare for the
arny of the Parliament, and virtually non-existent for the northern Royalist
forces. This is due, partly, to destruction of records, but we cannot
suppose that accurate and consistent details were always kept, anyway. Only
one Royalist muster roll, apparently that for Colonel Sir George Wentworth's
regiment of foot, appears to have survived. The matter 1s open to some
doubt, since it consists of a 19th century copy of a now lost document. It
is undated and virtually none of the names on it are capable of positive
verification, although it both sounds and looks correct?6 Concentration on
the officer class is, therefore, unavoidable, but is, anyway, more rewarding
in view of its relation to similar studies of the Parliamentary army, and to
other works dealing with Royalist gentry in general. Certain important
points must now be made, however, for clearly, in any analysis, specific
terms of reference have to be applied, and cannot be altered to suit cases

which may present problems or be exceptions to a general rule.

-So far as rank is concerned, I have taken the final rank of each known
officer. That is to say, if a man was commissioned as a captain in 1642,
but by the end of the war had risen to the rank of colonel, he 1is daa;t with
only once, as a colonel. In his biographical details will be found, 1if
known, the process by which he reached this rank. For the purposes of
clarity, however, and in accordance with the practice of the time as,'for
example, in composition proceedings, it is the final rank with which we must
be concerned (provided always that that final rank was attained within a
regiment with which we are concerned, or within the timescale of 1642/5).
Thus, of a total of 1§§.colonels of horse, foot or dragoons (or combinations
thereof) 19 were men promoted from lower ranks during the course of the war.
These promotions are harder to pinpoint the lower one goes in the ranks,

and beyond Majors it is virtually impossible to arrive at any valid figures.

However, whilst taking the final rank for the purpose of analysis, in

the case of religious and social standing, I have endeavoured to ascertain
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the correct classification for 1642, This is Jjustified by contemporary
usage. To consider the problem of social status first, I have recognised
and employed the following classifications:

Peers: inclusive of, but distinguished in the biographies, peers of
Irish and Scottish creation.

Baronets: those who held this title in October 1642,

Knights:  those who held this rank in October 1642 (excluding war-time
elevations which are noted in the various biographies).

Esquires:  those who held this status in October 1642, as well as
heirs to peerages and baronetcies not otherwise distinguished.

Gentlemen: the younger sons of peers, baronets and knights, and of
esquires, as well as country gentlemen so distinguished by
contemporary sourcses.

Yeomen: so distinguished in contemporary references.

Others: merchants (being those who ordinarily made their living from
trade and who were not otherwise socially distinguished);
doctors of law and of medicine, sea captains and clerics.
These latter groups are so minimal, perhaps one or two
examples of each, that we are dealing with an army officered
almost exclusively by the gentry.

Where possible, the relationship of any officer to his family, whether as
head of that family, heir to the head, younger son or younger brother, has
been noted. In many cases, particularly of lesser ranks, this cannot always
be accurately traced, so that any attempt to arrive at an overall picture by
purely numbering would be inhibited for want of certainty from the rank of
lieutenant downwards. It must be said, however, that few cases of split
families have been identified, in which brother opposed brother for example.
Families hitherto supposed neutral or luke-warm can be shown to have had

a foot in the armed Royalist camp in the shape of a younger son or brother.
This is particularly relevant as regards Catholic and Recusant families,

for although it can be shown that head of family commitment was great
amongst them, proponents of the neutrality theory have failed to recognise
younger sons in arms in families otherwise not involved. This matter will

be gone into in more depth shortly.

From the tables which have been compiled from information to be found
in the appendices, it will be seen that in attempting to identify officers
who had held local, national or court office prior to 1642, or who had
recelved a university education, a remarkable lack of any such experience
émerges. Quite clearly, and probably the high Catholic presence tends to
accentuate this tendency, in the north at least the Royalist armed forces
were composed of minor gentry in the officer cadre even if colonelcies went
to eminent figures. Since no cpmparative study has been made of the north

in general, in terms of gentry figures related to office holding figures,

this may or may not be significant, but it requires emphasis.
I have steered clear of the rising/declining gentry controversy.
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The terms of reference which I set myself were wide enough and created
problems sufficient without adding to them the contentious issues raised

in that aspect. Dealing for the most part as I have been, with immediate
civil war sources and others covering the years prior to and subsequent to,
1642/5, it is only possible now and again to identify a man whose financial
position was declining or improving. It has been found, however, that in
cases where sﬁch an identification presents itself, the two possibilities
appear to balance. Financial insolvency or improvement have been noted in
individual biographies, and since all the officers are named, it would be
possible to compare the regimental lists with those that have been produced,
or may be, in county or regional gentry studies. It seemed to me to be
sufficient for my purpose, to seek to know from which classes the northern
arny drew the bulk of its officers: the distribution of those classes in
terms of arm of service and military rank: the representation of wholly
committed families as against those represented by younger sons or brothers:

and the religious persuasions of the officers where ascertainable.

The problem of religious persuasion is really insoluble in a sense,
Here again, particularly in tracing Catholic officers, I have been concerned
with evidence of continuity in Recusant families, or specific allusions to
Catholic sympathies immediately prior to 1642, between then and 1660, or
in the early Restoration period. In certain families, for instance, that
of the Sayers of Worsall in the North Riding of Yorkshire, the indictments
for Recusancy are so frequent prior to the war, that Catholic opinions can be
assumed for the waryyears, when Recusancy presentments were a thing of the
past. Want of composition proceedings supports this view. In other cases,
a single instance of presentment or of indictment in, say, the mid 1630's,
cannot be used as a means of determining religious leanings in 1642 (since
a man may have conformed in the meantime sincerely or otherwise) unless
there is some familial tendency which suggests Church Papist. A lot of
prominent Catholics, moreover, escaped indictment and presentment, but were
well known for their attachment to the old faith, so that in identifying
these as Catholics, if not as Recusants, we are more reliant upon contemporary
opinion, even upon that of Parliamentary writers who had an axe to grind.
In several cases, it has been a matter of exercising judgement on the strength
of what evidence there is, and consequently I have, to give two instances,
accepted the Howards of Naworth as Catholics, but have excepted the Brandlings
of Leathley in Yorkshire. At all points I have endeavoured to err on the
side of caution, so that some officers classified as Protestants or as
of religion unknown, may be Church Papists in the strict sense of that tern,
or unconvicted non-communicants. The lower in the ranks the analysis goes,

the more difficult does identification of Catholics, even of Protestants,
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Q§ome. This 1s particularly so in Durham, where Fenwicks and Erringtons
abound and seemed to delight in adopting in every generation the same

narrow group of forenames as their ancestors. One is tempted to wonder

whether the Catholic hunters of the 17th century had as much difficulty

in getting their man as the 20th century researcher and, indeed, whether they
bothered to exercise very much caution.

In brief then, for the purposes of regimental analysis I have taken the
final rank of each individual, his social standing in 1642, his familial
position in that year and, where possible, his religious persuasion. I have
also concerned myself to discover whether they had held local or national

office, court positions, or had had a university education and military
experience abroad.

Admirers of the record of the New Model Army for promotion according to
merit (although this threw up some unsavoury characters) would apparently
find little to please them in the northern Royalist army, or, indeed, in the

Royalist armies as a whole. But this is only really true if the (false)

{

analogy is made between promotion by merit and promotion of an officer of

humble social status. Whilst rank was generally according to social status,
within the gentry class as represented in the army, promotion by merit was
not unusual, since the merit lay in military capability. That rank had to
accord with social standing was a consequence of the nature of society.
Royalist and Parliamentarians alike, in 1642 and 1643, had to give commands
to men with territorial influence, money, and the ability to raise and command
! tenants and friends. The majority of Royalist colonels of northern regiments
a either were, or became as a consequence of their rank, knights at the time
f of their commissions. Thus military rank could lead to social elevgtion
%within the narrow gentry spectrum, but Parliament, let it be noted, did not
recognise such distinctions and dealt with compounding Royalists in terms of
their social entitlement in 1642 or, if they had succeeded to their estates
after that date, then by the social title to which they were become entitled.
Thus, Colonel Sir George Middleton, knighted after the outbreak of fighting,
though he abjured his faith to compound, was regarded as George Middleton
Esquire. Military promotion and/or social promotion was rare for those of
non-gentry origins, and only three positively identifiable cases have been
found in the northern regiments. Reference has been made to Richard Mac-
Moyler of Duncombe's Horse: there was also Colonel Sir Richard Page of
Pennyman's Foot, and Colonel Sir Henry Bard (later Viscount Bellamont) the
second commander of Pinchbeck's Foot. There are, of course, instances of
senior military officers whose rank was due to experience and not so nmuch
to eminence socially. James King, later Baron Eythin, Newcastle's chief
édvisor, is a case in point. There are some others, all noted in the

regimental analyses or in the campaign history. Even so,it would be very
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wrong to look upon the Royalist officer cadre in general terms as a club of
landed gallants assuming military roles for which they were not suited by
background or temperament. They proved themselves to be, on the whole,
extremely courageous, usually competent commanders, some of them emerging as
brilliant tacticians in their own right. Newcastle himself, much maligned
even to the present, the victim of undeserved jibes, proved himself to be

a paésingly sound commander, always consclious of his amateur status, always
ready to listen to experienced professionals, and capable of quite sound
strategical thinking. Regimental officers like Colonel Sir William Lambton
and Colonel Sir William Huddleston built and trained regiments that were
among the finest in the Royalist armies, north or south of Trent, whilst
minor figures like Colonel Sir Gamaliel Dudley or Colonel Sir John Mayney
discovered that they were capable of exploits which would not have shamed

more famous men like Rupert and Langdale. The northern regiments were, on

the whole, well officered by men whose military rank was consequent upon their

social status.

There are also some instances when military rank and social status do
appear to have been at odds. For example, John Smith of Eshe in Durham,
a Catholic country gentleman, raised and commanded what was intended to be a
full cavalry regiment, the elite arm of the forces. Then again, we have Sir
Thomas Bland, Bart., Lt. Colonel in a foot regiment: and Captain Sir John
Goodrick, Knt., in a cavalry force as a troop commander only, the regiment
being that of Colonel Sir William Saville, Bart. It has to be pointed out
here, that the first captaincy in a cavalry regiment - the first captain
raised his own troop, whereas the ordinary captain commanded the troop raised
bj a field officer - was probably more prestigious than possession of major's
rank in a foot regiment. Thé proliferation of men of fairly high social
standing technically, in terms of their rank entitlement in society, not
always compatible with financial well-being, can be accounted for in two
ways. Firstly, it demonstrates how many of the knightly class and of the
squireg;chy were eager to serve the King, too many for the limited supply of
célonel's commissions. I do not think that this particular argument can be
stretched too far. It is far more likely that military and financial
considerations went hand in hand, and that the strain upon the purse would
account for the degree of authority enjoyed by Goodrick or Bland, by Smith
and others. This would introduce the aspect of financial solvency into the
qualifications for possession of high rank, but if it were purely a matter of
that, as opposed to territorial influence for example, we would expect to
find more of the merchant class represented in colonelcies, whereas the
nearest we do get to trade is in the colliery owning or renting colonels.
Theylare not quite the same type of figure as Sir John Marley and his

senior officers in Newcastle upon Tyne. The conclusion must be that
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soclal standing corresponded by and large with military rank, but that
financial difficulties could in certain cases lead to rank falling short of
what, socially speaking, would have been expected. That this view is

further qualified by the finite number of commissions available for the many
who desired them, goes without saying. On occasions, military rank reflected
professional expertise and could lead to social elevation, although that
elevation was not recognised outside the Royalist canp. It need not be

stressed that this socio-military balance was not in itself a weakness.

We shall shortly be considering the statistical material drawn from
the regimental analyses. Initially, however, it would be as well to deal
with the peripheral information that has emerged from the biographies of

individual officers.

The problem of officer mortality can'be dealt with fairly summarily.
Any attempt to trf.to arrive at a definitive mortality list for one regiment,
let alone for an army, would be futile. Colonels and lt. colonels tended to
be noted as they fell in action, or as they died of wounds or privation.
Those that died obssurely did so in the years after 1646. Majors were less
often noted. Captains passed from the scene almost without comment, whilst
lieutenants, ensigns, cornets and quartermasters were heaped anonymously with
troopers and infantrymen. Full burial pits on many a battlefield contained,
still contain, tumbled together, the naked corpses of officers, gentlemen
and rank and file. Colonel John Fenwick, killed with his regiment around
him on Marston Moor, could not be brought off for separate burial: Colonel
Thomas Metham was tossed into a pit; their passing only noted because of
their rank and social standing (particularly in Metham's case). Hundreds
of other commissioned ranks passed without comment from friend or foe alike.
Thus an attempt to reach a mortality rate will be restricted to colonels
and lt. colonels, barring even majors for want of definite information

concerning many of themn.

"Of the 126 colonels included in the analysis (this excludes seven others
who cannot be identified), 51 died between 1642 and 1660, or 40 per cent

(rounded down).

Killed or
Died of Wounds. Died. Executed
Roman Catholics 12 9 L
Protestants 9 18 2

It will be noted that the mortality rate for Catholic colonels whose deaths
can be attributed directly to active service, is markedly higher than the
Protestant level. This suggests that, as Catholics, they were the more
likely to‘be denied mercy on the field® The number includes, of course,
men like Colonel Sir Thomas Tyldesley killed in action as late as 1651.
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In the case of 1lt. colonels, 94 are known of which number 21 cannot be
identified. of the 75 included in the analysis, 17 were killed in battle
and a minimum of four died before 1660. Of those killed in action, no fewer
than 12 were Catholics out of a total of 31 identified Catholics holding this
rank. The heavy Catholic losses, 70 per cent of those known to have been
killed or to have died of wounds received in action, compare favourably with
the impression gained from the colonels. It has to be stressed that this
high Catholic mortality rate at field officer level has misled those who
have propounded the neutrality theory: they simply have not been aware of
certain officers. Unfortunately, as has been said, no continuing analysis

is worthwhile for the ranks of major and beyond, for want of a reasonable
body of evidence.

Ordinarily, the regimental field officers fought at the head of their
respective regiments, setting an example for their men to follow. Several
colonels were killed outright exposing themselves in this fashion: Thomas
Howard at Piercebridge in 1642, another Thomas Howard and George Heron at
Adwalton Moor in 1643. All were horse commanders, they were well ahead of
thelr men, and provided easy targets. Since their behaviour was the rule
rather than the exception, it must be judged remarkable that out of the total
of 199 colonels and 1lt. colonels with which we are concerned, only 38 can be
sald positively to have died in battle or from wounds. Of that number, 24
were Catholics. The survival of many others must be accounted for by their
skill in arms, and, in the case of escaping death by musket fire, by their
plate of proof which was ordinarily worn. Another factor, less edifying but
for which there is some evidence, lay in the ability of horse commanders to
flee a stricken field. Infantry colonels, who ordinarily rode at the head

of their troops, could also get away: Thomas Fairfax left his foot to their

{own devices on several occasions, as will be scen. When Sir William Lambton

died with his regiment on Marston Moor, he had clearly dismounted, effectively
depriving himself of hope.

Death from wounds was commonplace. Colonel Guilford Slingsby, cut down
at i&sborough in January 1643, had to have his legs amputated and died as a
consequence, presumably from loss of blood or from gangrene. Two governors
of Pontefract, Colonels Sir John Redman and Richard Lowther, died of consump-
tion aggravated by conditions within that castle. The dashing young cavalry
commander, Colonel Sir Robert Clavering, seems to have suffered a physical
breakdown in the summer of 1644 which led directly to his death. One of
the youngest of field officers, his constitution clearly cannot have been
strong. Colonel Cuthbert Clifton, a Lancashire Recusant, was confined by
his captors in late 1644 and died of hard usage. Countless officers of
lesser rank mugﬁ have died from maltreatment. Proponents of the 'war without

an-enenmy' theory do not consider this.

. - 39 -
g—




Age analysis is possible only for colonels, with a cursory survey of
lt. colonels. Of the 1§§|colonels, the ages of 71 are known, ranging from
72 years at the oldest, to: 17 years at the youngest. This gives an average
age of 35, (median, 34). Broken down by arm of service, we find:

—— — [ — b =

]

Horse/Dragoons Foot Horse/Foot/Dragoons
Colonels 18 32 21
Average 30(Median 25) 38(Median 37) 35(Median 32
Youngest 20 | 27 17
Oldest 51 72 5e

The 17 year old, Charles Viscount Mansfield, is something of a mystery.
The matter is dealt with in his biography, but it should be said here that

he may have been even younger.

Before going on to consider in detail the more significant aspects of
officer analysis in ranks excluding that of quartermaster, certain general
observations need to be made. It has been said that, inclusive of the
quartermasters, we are dealing with a total of 2024 regimental officers.

Not included in this total, but given brief cover in Appendix &4 (Vol. 2), any

analysis of which would be valueless, are those officers of northern origin
who cannot be classified by regiment or, additionally, by arm of service.

In some cases their precise ranks may even be in doubt, and the origins of
many remain a mystery. It might prove possible in time, to ascribe to some
of them some definite regimental designation, but that need not necessarily

mean that a northern regiment will be found for them. The List, for example,

contains many northern officers, ommitted from this study, who served in
regiments raised outside of the northern counties. These were, usually,
prestigious regiments like those of the King, Prince Rupert, Byron or Charles

Gerard. The officers in question may have left the north in August 1642

and transferred to regiments of the Oxford army (see Walter Slingsby of
Strickland's Foot).

The total of 2024 officers is broken down as follows. Those about whon

nothing, or very little, is positively known, are listed as unidentified,

and will disappear from the analysis at this point. As has been said,

the Quartermasters are also to be excluded, whether identified or not, since

no worthwhile survey of them is possible.

Rank Total Identified Unidentified
Colonels (Horse, Foot
| Dragoons) 133 126 7
Lt. Colonels oL 73 21
Majors 98 67 31
Captains (Horse/Dragoons) 333 176 157
‘Captains (Foot) 385 203 182
Lieutenants (Horse,
Dragoons) 178 106 72
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Rank Total Tdentified Unidentified

Lieutenants (Foot) 179 64 115
Cornets 203 102 101
Ensigns 169 69 100
Quartermasters (Horse

| Dragoons) 219 o4 125
Quartermasters (Foot) 33 11 22

Exciuding those unidentified, and all quartermasters, we are dealing with a

total of 986 officers in the survey which follows.

‘The number of captains is not disproportionately high, for it must be
remembered that, for every regiment with the usual three field officers,
in an infantry regiment there would be ten captains (admittedly ideally),
and, in a cavalry regiment, six. If the regiments with which we are dealing
had all been at full strength, then the number of captains would 1indeed, be
dlsproport1onately low. It should also be pointed out, that whereas a
cavelry troop had its own gquartermaster, only one such man was appointed to

each infantry regiment, hence that discrepancy in numbers.

Before commencing the analysis of each rank in socio-religious terms,
a few brief points must be stressed. The minute processes by which the
following figures have been arrived at, cannot be set out here. The details
will be found in each individual biography for the 2§§.officers with whom we
are, concerned, as it will be also apparent why 933 have been described as
unidentified and excluded from the analysis, quite apart from the 105 quarter-
masters. In the table of Catholic officers set out below, it will be noted
that - a nueber of officers from each rank are entered as 'religion unknown'.
That a proportion of these were themselves Catholics, either Recusants or
Church Papists, is obvious. Problems arise in identification where we have
a common name for which upwards of five or six possibilities can be found
in Recusancy lists and suchlike. Comment has already been made on the
difficulty of determining Fenwicks and Erringtons, and the same is true
of names like Watson, Brown, Smith, Carnaby and Jackson. It will also be
apparent that of the 933 ommitted altogether, a substantial number may well
have been Catholics, perhaps as many as a third, which is the number that
appears after study of identified officers. This means that the total of
éetholics in arms is a figure which can only rise in itself, and their
pefcentage of the total of officers would probably remain the same were the

evidence available to extend analysis.

In the tables which now follow, particular attention should be paid to
the degree of Catholic involvement, not only numerically, but in terms of
rank representation and family commitment and social standing. A similar
compafative survey of, for example, South Wales would be extremely valuable

in setting these findings in perspective.
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RELIGIOUS PERSUASION

Rank Arm Total Catholic Prot. Unknown
Cornets H/D 102 26 48 28
Ensigns F 69 14 L3 12
Lieutenants H/D 106 28 51 27
Lieutenants F 64 14 26 14
Captains F 203 43 104 56
Captains H/D 176 60 102 14
Majors H/D 35 16 19 0
Maf.‘j' ors F 32 9 17 6
Lt. Cols. F 26 10 21 5
Lt. Cols. H/D 36 20 16 0
Lt. Cols. H/D/F { 1 0 0
Colonels H/D L1 18 25 1
Colonels F 52 11 35 6
Colonels H/D/F 30 12 16 2

TOTALS 986 282 533 171

Having established a substantial Catholic and Recusant presence in arms
in the northern regiments (34 per cent of all officers identified in terms of
religion), 1t will now become apparent that, contrary to the findings of
Keith Lindley?7 they were predominantly of lesser gentry status, more often
than not, lacking entitlement to the term Esquire. Whilst the Catholic
presence in field command rank is noteworthy, particularly in the mounted arm
whether horse or dragoon, it is even more striking at company or troop command
level, and given the strong probability that the figure may be increased
eventually, argues for a more thorough-going Catholic Royalism than has
It may be that the traditional view of Catholic

Royalism was not, at least where the north is concerned, so far-fetched as

recently been supposed.

it has been made to seen.

The distinction drawn between cavalry and infantry officers below the
rank of colonel and 1lt. coionel merely serves to emphasise the markedly
Catholic and Recusant presence in the former arm of service. Dragoons and
horse are cateéorised together for convenience, since in terms of troop and
regimental structure they were identicalé Lack of any number of specific-
ally dragoon regiments renders any separate analysis pointless anyway, since
more often than not, dragoons formed a troop, perhaps two, attached to a

For the

sécial, family and political analyses which follow in due course, this

cavalry regiment, the colonel of which exercised a dual command.

nice distinction will be dropped, having explained the nature of it.

We must now turn to specific rank analysis.
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COLONELS

Of the total of 133 known colonels, we are éoncerned withilgé (including
19 promotibns) who can be positively identified. The seven excluded from
.analysis, for want of identification, were, with two exceptions, officers
.{?om places outside of the north. These seven were: |

Colonel Edward Vere, horse.
Francis Trafford, horse (Catholic, possibly northern).
(Sir) William Mason, horss.
William Stuart, dragoons.
Thomas Pinchbeck, foot.

Godfrey Floyd, foot.
(Sir) Richard Page, foot (possibly a Yorkshireman).

The geographical locations, broken down in terms of religion, of the 126 we

L

are dealing with, was as follows:

Colonels North Elsewhere * .
Catholics 59 . 2
Protestants 63 | 13
Unknown >, 0

The marked Catholic presence at regimental command level amongst colonels from
the six northern counties (35 per cent) would not be materially altered by
identification of the seven excluded from analysis, but might alter slightly
if the nine whose religion is not positively known, were shown to have been

Protestants or Catholics predominantlye.

The distribution of the 102 northern colonels whose religion is known,

by county, was as follows:

Yorks. Dt*ham Nt'land Cumbria Lancs.
Catholics 9 11 7 1 11
Protestants 27 8 8 ... 15 5

Catholic numbers for Durham and Lancashire reflect the larger percentage of
Catholics in their populations in 1642. The figures for Cumberland and for
Westmorland, however, raise a question. Catholics and Recusants were a small
.proportion of the population in Cumbria, but what is remarkable is that these

two counties produced the highest number of Protestant colonels after

" Yorkshire. The matter is of some importance, since attention has already
been drawn to the fact, which is enlarged upon both in the campaign history
and the regimental analyses, that commanders here were extremely lax and
4jyan£édi§onviction. Taking Cumbria in isolation from the rest of the north,
it would appear, superficially, thaf where there was a tiny Catholic gentry
pfééence; there was a small active Royalist group. Yet it must be said that
for those Cumbrian colonels who stayed at home and did little but squabble
amongst themselves, there were an equal number who led their men in the major
campaigns. It may therefore be the case that Cumbria was reluctantly

Royalist because of its strategic encirclement.
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In the case of Durham and Lancashire, however, it is possible to be far
more definite., Although it has been said that Catholics in these two
counties formed a higher percentage of the overall population than elsewhere,

39

households in each, in 1641, as 'more than 20 per cent' of the whole, and from

they were still a minority. Bossy”” gives a notional figure of Catholic

this 20 per cent came 57 per cent of the commissioned colonels in Durham and
68 per cent of the commissioned colonels in Lancashire. Not only does this
argue for a Catholic commitment to the Royalist cause in the north, but it can
also be shown that there was far more family commitment by heads of families

or by their heirs than there was on the part of Protestant Royalists. If it
were possible to take Durham and the North Riding of Yorkshire as a single
area, which has not been attempted in the analyses, and a broad survey made of
all officer grades (which would require more evidence than we possess) it would
probably be feasible to speak of a Catholic heartland in the north, stretching
frpmrthe mouth of the Tyne to the mouth of the Tees, inland in a tapering belt
through Durham and the Cleveland Hills to Jjoin northern and western Lancashire,
which put men into the field out of all proportion to their percentage of the
population in the north as a whole, sufficient to substantiate the traditional
view of Catholics as King's men. Further, as has been suggested, these
colonels drew into their regiments Catholic officers not domiciled within the
expected catchment area for a regiment, so that it is now possible to speak of
a northern Catholic Royalist grouping sufficiently numerous to demand

attention.

Social Standing.

The following analysis of the 126 colonels is intended to show both the
soclial representation in that rank, broken down also in terms of religious

persuasion. Social status is that applying in October 1642.

Peers Barts Knights Esguires Gents. Unknown
Catholics 2 5 9 21 3 1
Protestants 5 16 19 25 8 3
Religion
Unknown 0 e e 3 2 O
| 7 23 30 49 13 4

Between October 1642 and July 1646, fourteen of these colonels received
the honour of knighthood, seven of whom were Catholics. Six were elevated
to the peerage, of whom two were Catholics.

- bl -




Familz Status

Such an~analysis is only feasible for the upper ranks of regimental
command, captain to colonel. I have recognised four classifications:
1)ﬁeadéﬁof families, 2)Heirs to heads of families, whether eldest son or
brother§ 3)Younger sons, and 4)Younger brothers. These last two groups were

usually in arms if there was some marked degree of Royalist sympathy shown

on the part of the head of the family. Cases of split families are rare,
'pefhaps only three or four coming to light in the 986 cases with which

these analyses afe concerned. . If the family were taken as méaning something
Broader than I have chosen it to.mean, in the sense that we would speak of
three or four brothers, each the head of his own family unit, as being

part of a family united by a common surname and parentage, such cases might
mulfiply. As it is, I have taken 'family' as meéning the head and those
identified as being dependent upon him, generally meaning, those living in
the familial home or drawing an annuity or allowance for their maintenance.
Nﬁturally, classification 2)Heirs to heads of families, must include younger

brothers independent of the actual head, but with expectations which link

them closely with the family group.

Tota Colonels Heads Heirs Yng. Sons Yng. Bros.
41 Catholics 25 S 3 >
76 -. Protestants L9 14 8 5
9 Unknown 8 1 9, O
126 - 82 23 11 10

Public Office and Experilence

- Most remarkable in the case of northern regiments is the small number

of colonels who had achieved any local or national prominence in terms of
office by 1642. This may partly be accounted for by the presence of a body
- of Catholics who were, if Recusants, debarred from place or office by the law.

. That cannot, however, be the whole picture, and clearly we must be dealing

‘with persons whose social standing was insufficient, or who wanted connection
 or who lacked the money, to enable them to achieve office. Those who have
mérked the rise, during the Interregnum, of very minor gentry into places of
importance, have not noted the risé, in 1642, of very minor gentry into
important military rank in the King's army. This demands study, and argues

for a broader Royalist commitment in terms of the social spectrum than has

Perhapsfbéen supposed.

- Such an analysis is only really feasible for colonels, but can be tent-

atively applied to lt. colonels, subject to revision, for comparative
purposes.
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‘ 1The classifications employed here, are as follows. 1)Colonels who were
or who had been, members of parliament in, or prior to, October 1642. 2)
Thosé who held, or who had held, positions at Court. 3)Those who held, or
who had held, local office in their particular counties, i.e. Justices of the
Eeacé, Sheriffs, Deputy Lieutenants. 4)Those who had received a University
education, ordinarily followed by admission to the Inns of Court or to the
Temple. 5)Those who had seen active service outside England and who brought
military expertise into the regiments they commanded.

Colonels MPs. Court Local Universitx Militarz Service
126 oL 9 2L 2L 12

Of the 24 MPs, 20 were from the northern counties, and all are included in
the total of those who held local office. There does not seem to be any
margeé correlation between university education and membership of parliament,
nor, for that matter, between local office holding and university education.
Of the 12 colonels who had seen active service abroad, six of these came

from places outside of the northern counties, and this compares with 15 |

who can be traced to similar external origins (excluding the seven not in the
éu;vey). Two of the 12 did not actually serve under Newcastle, so that

it can be said that the earl seems to have pursued a policy of commissioning
experienced men where possible, to supplement rather than to supersede the

Trainband and inexperienced local gentry.

LT .COLONELS

| Of the total of 94 known lt. colonels we are concerned with.Zé_(includ-
ing 11 promotions) who can be positively identified. The 21 excluded cannot

be listed here, but it will be apparent who they are. Three were Scots and

one an Irishman.

The geographical locations, broken down in terms of religion, of the 73

we are dealing with, were as follows:

Lt. Colonels North Elsewhere
Catholics 26 2
Protestants 355 b
Unknown 5 0

¢a£holic presence in this rank is marked, particularly in the north (44 per

cent of known 1t. colonels), and it should be remembered that in horse and

fdrégbbn.regiments they predominated.

The distribution of the 59 northern 1lt. colonels whose religion is known

by county, was as follows:

Yorks. Dt'ham Nt'land Cumbria Lancs.
Catholics 7 7 3 0 9
- Protestants 13 10 6 2 2
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The Catholic predominance in Lancashire, already noted amongst the colonels,

is here even more strikingly maintained: but for Durham we have a marked
increase in Protestant presence at this rank which may be pure coincidence.
The small number of lt. colonels in Cumberland and Westmorland, compared to
cogmissioned colonels from those counties, indicates very strongly the

lack of real regimental structures there, although we musi here allow for
want of evidence.

Social Standing

The following analysis of the 73 1lt. colonels we are concerned with, is
intended to show both social representation in that rank broken down also in

terms of religious persuasion. Social status is that applying in October

1642,

, Peers Barts Knights Esquires Gents  Unknown
Catholics 1 0 3 8 16 3
Protestants 0 2 3 15 16 1

. Unknown 0 0 0 1 4 0

1 2 6 2L 36 L

The single Catholic peer here represented was Henry Constable, Viscount
Dunbar in the Scottish peerage, who was killed in defence of Scarborough Castle
in 1645, One of the four Gentlemen, whose religion is given as unknown, may
have been entitled to be styled Esquire, but little is known about him beyond
ffaggéntary composition records. He was Lt. Colonel Carleton of Colonel
doiénél Sir Henry Fletcher's Foot.

Family Status

The classifications employed here have already been set out in the case

of the colonels and do not require repetition. VWe are dealing with 75
persons.

Total Lt. Colonels ﬁ Heads Heirs Yng. Sons Ing. Bros }_J_n__k_xlg_g_;
.31 Catholics 6 10 > (¢ >
.37 . Protestants 15 10 5 b 3
"D Not KXnown 3 0 1 0 1
73 | 2 20 11 11 7

The pronounced Catholic commitment at the extremely vulnerable level of

family headship, and of heirs to headship, noted in the colonels, is here
- maintained.

B Public Office and Experience
‘As has been pointed out in the case of the colonels, such an analysis

is really only feasible for comparative purposes, but is in no way finalised,

" where lt. colonels are concerned. Classification has already been given.
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ILt. Colonels MPs Court I.ocal Universitx Milﬁtarz Service
75 L > 5 2 2

The single MP came from outside the northern counties, Lt. Colonel Thomas

Smith of the Queen's Lifeguard of Horse.

MAJORS

Of the total of 98 known majors, we are concerned with.éz;who can be
positively identified. The 31 excluded from the survey cannot be given
here but will be apparent in the regimental studies. Two were Scots, and one

came from Staffordshire.

The geographical locations, broken down in terms of religion, of the éZ.

we are dealing with, were as follows:

Majors North Elsewhere
Catholics el 3
Protestants 26 10
Unknown L 2

It will be remembered that Catholic majérs were most markedly represented
in horse and dragoon units. Here again, the preponderance of Catholics at
the rank bf major is highest amongst those from the six northern counties,
(45 per cent).

The distribution of the 48 northern majors whose religion is known, by

county, was as follows:

Yorks. Dt'han. Ntland. Cumbria. Lancs.
Catholics 10 2 5 0 5
Protestants 14 3 5 b O

Th@ Catholic predominance in Lancashire is once again maintained strikingly,
although again in Durham it has given ground. In these two counties, and
pafticularly in Durham, it does appear that Catholics played a significant
‘role in the two senior ranks of each regiment, which is a further argument

for their commitment to the Royalist party.

Social Standin

As before, we are concerned here to show the social standing of theiéz

majors broken down in religious persuasion.

Peers Barts Knights Esguires Gents Unknown
Catholics 0 1 1 b 19 0
- Protestants 0 0 0 8 28 O
‘Unknown 0 0 0 3 3 O
0, 1 1 15 50 O
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Familz Status

Total Majors Heads Heirs Yng. Sons Yng. Bros. Unknown
25 Catholics 9 5 1 2 3
36 Protestants 8 6 8 6 8

6 Not Known 2 1 2 1 0
67 19 12 11 W 1

Catholic Field Officers: Statistical summary.

In what follows are drawn together the findings concerning Catholic
activists in the ranks of colonel, lt. colonel and major. Comparison with

Protestant activists having already been made, this summary is meant solely

to give as concise a view of known Catholic officers, as is possible, for the

- regiments.

We are dealing with a total of 97 identified Catholic field officers,
from a total of 266 such officers, or 36 per cent of the total of identified

field commanders inclusive of those 20 of whose religious persuasion we

cannot be sure.

Social Standing
Catholic Field

Officers Peers Barts. Knishts Esquires Gents. Unknown
97 > 6 13 23 38 b

Familz Status
Catholic Field

Officers Heads Heirs Yng. sSons YnE. Brose. Unknown.
97 40 23 9 19 6

The most striking aspect of these figures is the degree of commitment by the
heads of Catholic families. Some 41 per cent (the figure is rounded down) of
the total number of Catholic field officers in northern regiments were heads

of families. Heirs accounted for 23 per cent. Catholic field officers as a
wholé, accounted for 36 per cent of the total of 266 identified officers with
which we have dealt. This may be compared with Bossy's recent critical re-
assessment of Catholic numbers in England as a whole in 1641 as totalling 60,000
men, women and children (or 1.5 per cent of the population of 4 millionms).
Figures for individual counties at this date are hard to arrive at, but in terms
of households, Bossy suggests the (notional) figures for Durham and Lancashire
dfﬁmore than 20 per cent, and for Yorkshire and Northumberland between 11 and

29 per cent, No.figures can be arrived at for Cumbria where the Recusant
population was extremely tiny&o Any future work on the size of the Catholic
commuﬁity in the northern counties could do no other than add emphasis to the
impression of an armed Catholic commitment out of all proportion to their
percentage of the population. |
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CAPTAINS (HORSE AND DRAGOON)

Of the total of 333 such captains, we are concerned with only 176

who can be identified. The geographical locations, broken down in terms of

religion, of these 176, were as follows:

Captains HZQ North Flsewhere

Catholics 59 1
Protestants 93 9
Unknown 14 O

To assess the 152 who originated in the north, and whose religion is
known, in terms of county distribution would be of small value. In dealing
with.12§_of a total of named officers of 333 we are dealing anyway with only
52 per cent, and to analyse 152 (45 per cent) would beg as many questions
as it would answer. We can, however, consider the captains of cavalry in

terms of social and family status.

Social Standing
Barts. Knights Esguires Gents. Yeo. Others Unknown

Catholics 0 1 5 L6 2 0 6
Protestants 1 3 L 85 1 6 2
Not Known 0 0 1 5 0 0 8

1 L 10 136 3 6 16

Here the Catholic presence in ninor and middling gentry has to be noted.

Familz Status
Heads Heirs ¥ng. Sons. Yng. Bros. Unknown

Catholics 17 14 10 3 16
Protestants 13 2 19 17 32
Unknown 1 1 O T 11

31 36 29 21 59

Once again, the cavalry troop commanders evidence the commitment of
Catholic heads of families to the Royalist causo. The large number of
Protestants unidentified as to familial status (18 per cent of the overall

total we are dealing with) is quite pronounced and suggests that they would

have to be fairly evenly divided between younger sons and younger brothers .

for the most part, since the majority were gentlemen and should otherwise be

traceable if they were heads of families or heirs to heads.. . The combined .
total of Catholic heads and heirs to heads gives us 17 per.cent of the : - : .
overall total.

e

Catholic presence in the infantry is less marked. - o
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CAPTAINS (FOOT).

Of the total of 335 such captains, we are concerned with 203 who can be

identified. The geographical locations, broken down in terms of religion,
of these 203, were as follows:

Captains (F) North Elsewhere
Catholics L3 0
Protestants 98 6
Unknown 53 5

As in the case of captains of cavalry, it is not intended to assess religious
and county distribution, for whilst this would create some imbalance, it is

also more than apparent that in the infantry, Catholic participation was
significantly lower.

Social Standing
Barts Knights Esguires Gents Yeo. Others Unknown

Catholics 0 0 3 3l 2 0 4
Protestants 0 1 6 77 9 12 5
Not Known 1 1 L 36 3 5 0

1 2 13 147 14 17 g

These figures serve to emphasise the Catholic commitment right aross the rank
and social spectrums, when seen in conjunction with those given earlier.

At field and company or troop command, their presence was quite significant
even if it was contained in certain specific regiments as the evidence bears

out. That containment was not, however, complete.

Family Status
Heads Heirs Yng. Sons ¥ng. Bros. Unknown

Catholics 6 9 17 L 14
Protestants 17 17 16 10 39
Unknown 6 5 7 3 50

29 31 Lo | 17 86

Most notable here is the number of younger sons of Catholic families,
which might suggest that for the Catholic Royalist family (and this matter has
been raised elsewhere in considering the regiments as a whole) had immediate
preference for the elite arm. But the matter is inextricably bound up with
the question of Trainband infantry, and this too has been discussed. 1In the
case of the captains, and as with the field officers, we must also note the
continued appearance of Catholic heads of families. Of a total of such
persons for horse and foot of 60, Catholics accounted for 23 or 38 per cent

of them all. This compares with a Catholic total of officers of both arms
of 103 or 27 per cent.
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OTHER COMMISSIONED RANKS

For the lieutenants of horse, dragoons and foot, as for the cornets and
ensigns, only a brief survey in terms of geographical distribution and
religion is feasible. The lower in the ranks one moves, the less is the

material extant on which to build anything like a worthwhile socio-religious

analysis.

LIEUTENANTS (HORSE AND DRAGOONS)

Of a total of 178 such, 106 are identifiable. The number is broken down

as follows:

North Elsewhere Catholics Protestants Unknown
104 2 28 51 27

Here again, of those whose religion can be identified, the Catholic presence

in the elite arm is emphasised by 28 (35 per cent) of the 79 so identified.

LIEUTENANTS (FOOT)

Of a total of 179 such, only é&rare identifiable. The number is broken

down as follows:

North Elsewhere Catholics Protestants Unknown
6l 0 14 36 14

The figures again show the marked want of Catholic participation in the

infantry officer cadre, although 14 represents 28 per cent.
CORNETS

Of a total of 203 such, only 102 can be identified. The number is

broken down as followsﬁ

North Elsewhere Catholics Protestants Unknown
99 3 26 43 28

The 26 Catholic cornets represent 35 per cent of the total of persons whose
religion has been identified. The figure is remarkably consistent with that
for the lieutenants, and with the overall Catholic presence in commissioned

ranks.e.

ENSIGNS
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