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ABSTRACT

This thesis is concerned chiefly with the militaple of sea power during the
English Civil War. Parliament’s seizure of the Riojavy in 1642 is examined in
detail, with a discussion of the factors which tedhe King's loss of the fleet and the
consequences thereafter. It is concluded that €hanvas outmanoeuvred politically,
whilst Parliament’s choice to command the fleeg Barl of Warwick, far surpassed
him in popularity with the common seamen. The thésen considers the advantages
which control of the Navy provided for Parliamehtdughout the war, determining that
the fleet’s protection of London, its ability topgly besieged outposts and its logistical
support to Parliamentarian land forces was instnialein preventing a Royalist
victory. Furthermore, it is concluded that Warwgldstute leadership went some way
towards offsetting Parliament’s sporadic negledhefNavy.

The thesis demonstrates, however, that Parlianf@ited to establish the
unchallenged command of the seas around the Bigiss. This was because of the
Royalists’ widespread privateering operations, @ishelarge part by the King's capture
of key ports in 1643, such as Dartmouth and Bristbe Navy was able to block many,
but not all, of the King’s arms shipments from auatpthus permitting Charles to supply
his armies in England. Close attention is paidhte Royalist shipping which landed
reinforcements from Ireland in 1643-44.

The King's defeat in the First Civil War is therscussed, with the New Model
Army, and greater resources, cited as the key ifadtehind Parliament’s victory, with
recognition that the Navy provided essential supgenally, the revolt of the fleet in
1648 is examined. It is concluded that the increasadicalism of Parliament alienated
a substantial section of the Navy, but that thedRstg failed to capitalise on their new-

found maritime strength.
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THE NAVY IN THE ENGLISH CIVIL WAR: INTRODUCTION

In 1642 the escalating quarrels between Charlesdlas Parliament erupted
into a full-scale conflagration, the King’s raisingthe royal standard at Nottingham on
22 August merely formalising what had already bedba English Civil War. One of
the key factors behind Charles’ eventual loss endbnflict was his failure to command
the allegiance of the Navy at the outbreak of lites. Having devoted considerable
efforts to raising an impressive fleet during hes®nal Rule of the 1630s, Charles was
dismayed when the service pledged its support tbaReent in 1642. The King had
been confident of the sailors’ loyalty before thement of reckoning, but was left
outraged when the naval leadership defied his camdsmaOutmanoeuvred politically,
Charles lost the chance to control the seas whiemngled attempt to dismiss Robert
Rich, 2" Earl of Warwick, Parliament’s choice to command fleet, forced a struggle
for mastery which his own nominee, the aged SinJ&dnnington, was unable to win.

Thereafter, the King was at a considerable disadgan what ships remained
loyal to him were few in number and presentedelittireat to the now Parliamentarian
Navy. Clarendon’s famous remark on Charles’ failtwehold the fleet remains the
starting point for any historical study of the topithis loss of the whole navy was of
unspeakable ill consequence to the king’s affairs’.

Contemporary documents testify to the Navy’s im@atrtcontribution to the
Civil War. Frequent references to shipping appeahe journals of Parliament, in State
Papers, and in a plethora of other primary mate8atprisingly, though, many of the
general works on the period pay scant attentioth@oNavy, but this study sets out to
examine the importance of power at sea to the eoofrshe war. The only significant
published study of the subject is Robert Powelllre Navy in the English Civil War,
written in 19622 With numerous alterations in historiography sitfeen, a fresh look at
the topic is worth undertaking.

This thesis provides a link between two importamrks of maritime history:
Andrew Thrush’s study of the Navy during the Peadd®ule of Charles | and Bernard
Capp’s extensive survey of the fleet during theedrggnun® Thrush’s investigation
traced in detail the expansion of the Carolinetfeh&ring the 1630s and concluded on

the eve of the Civil War. This piece of work, th@ssesses the next period of English

! E. Hyde, Earl of Clarendoithe History of the Rebellion and Civil Wars in Eargd To Which is Added
an Historical View of the Affairs of Irelan@® vols., Oxford, 1827)J, p.955

2J. R. PowellThe Navy in the English Civil Wéondon, 1962)

3 A. Thrush, ‘The Navy under Charles I' (Unpublishel.D Thesis, University of London, 1991); B.
Capp,Cromwell’'s Navy: The Fleet and the English Revohtil648-166{Oxford, 1989)
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naval history: Parliament’'s employment of the flagainstCharles | and the King’s
efforts to confront that challenge. It considersvhBarliament attempted, not always
with success, to respond to some of the problemshwhhrush detected in Charles’
Navy, such as recruitment and finance. The studyglodes at the end of 1648, with the
King defeated in war for a second time and with |&nd poised to become a republic.
The fleet of the Interregnum (1649-1660) contintedbattle the House of Stuart, but,
whereas the events of the 1640s centred on a Yadgehestic war in which Parliament
was ultimately victorious, in the 1650s the fleetdartook operations much further
afield. War against foreign powers, in fact, toakmore importance for the fleet than
the threat from the Stuarts. The Navy grew in sigaificantly and was essential to the
security of the republican regimes which governed&nd after the abolition of the
monarchy. The Navy in the Interregnum is coveredratt length by Capp and this
thesis therefore helps to place his survey of plesiod in greater context. Thus, Thrush
analysed the growth of England’s Navy under Chatlas peacetime, this thesis
discusses how seapower was disputed by both pdudrasg the Civil Wars, and Capp
related how the Parliamentarian Navy which emergethe close of the 1640s was
developed into a powerful instrument of Cromwellfareign policy in the 1650s, quite
different in character and purpose from the flekicl it had grown out of.

This thesis will consider the maritime activitigdsboth the Parliamentarians and
the Royalists. In particular, the King’s variouseatpts to challenge Parliament’s grip
on naval supremacy merit discussion, having beaorégyl by most historians of the
period. This piece of work therefore seeks to askleegap in Civil War historiography.
Callwell remarked that historians are inclined emsider the art of maritime war solely
from the point of view of the strongest party anseek to move beyond such a one-
sided approach. The primary focus of this study is the impacttaf Navy on England.
This approach has been chosen because the mahistoeies of Wales, Scotland and
Ireland in the 1640s merit their own full-lengthudies. Therefore, events in the
peripheries of the British Isles are discussed wtheg had an impact on England or are
especially relevant in relation to the fleet.

Some distinguished historians have overlooked theyd impact in the Civil
War, with the late John Kenyon describing Parliatisecontrol of the navy as ‘more

ornamental than useful’John Morrill is another who stressed that it isye® overrate

4 C. E. Callwell Military Operations and Maritime Preponderance: Ti@elations and Interdependence
(London, 1905), p.52
®J. P. KenyonStuart EnglandLondon, 1978), pp.147-148
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the contribution made by the Navy to Parliamentitsory in the waf. He argued that if
a single factor for Parliament’s triumph had todh@sen, it was its control of London
and the capital’s economic strendthle perhaps underestimated the importance of the
Navy in this case, for, had Parliament not corglihe substantial majority of the fleet

in 1642, the war may very well have ended sevemiths before the battle of Edgehill.

IF THE KING HAD HELD THE FLEET

Had the King held the fleet, he would have beeribarty to blockade the
Thames, thus crippling the commerce of London astdrgially winning the war before
it had begun. By placing his warships in the gresadr, he could have halted the city’s
trade from abroad: food and fuel shortages would Heecome endemic. Hungry mobs
on the streets of the capital would surely havetgsted so loudly that the
Parliamentarian leadership would have been forcedrdgach an embarrassing
accommodation with the sovereign. The consequeotcesch an accommodation for
the leading figures in Parliament would have bekralb Losing the Navy, however,
meant that Charles could only hope to conquer astal by land, thus limiting his
opportunities for victory in the war. Without talircharge of London, Charles could
not defeat Parliament. Control of the Navy thusvad Parliament to define, to a large
extent, the shape of the war. It is important, hasveto remember Corbett’s judgement
on the overall impact of naval power in any conflit scarcely needs saying that it is
almost impossible that a war can be decided by Irestion alone® So Parliament,
despite the great advantage of a strong fleet,dcoat expect to triumph in the Civil
Wars without also possessing well-organised, wghpied land forces.

Clarendon rightly described London as ‘the metrispof England® Such a
view was endorsed by the majority of his contempesa regardless of the faction to
which they belongedf By seizing the Navy, and thus safeguarding itstrobrof the
capital, Parliament could reap the rewards fromHighly valuable customs revenues
which flooded into one of Europe’s most importamaiding ports and, as a result, had
the opportunity to draw on London’s considerablaleas a means of funding its war
effort. Thus, Morrill's recognition of London’s undbted importance should not be
accompanied by an under-estimation of the Navyis irosafeguarding Parliamentarian

® J. Morrill, ‘Introduction’, in J. Morrill (ed)Reactions to the English Civil War, 1642-1649
(Basingstoke, 1982), p.18

" Morrill, ‘Introduction’, p.19

8. S. CorbettSome Principles of Maritime Strate¢yondon, 1911), p.15

° ClarendonHistory, II, p.577

193, Porter, ‘Introduction’ in S. Porter (edlpndon and the Civil WaBasingstoke, 1996), p.1
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dominance of the capital. Customs revenues cama fitee levy of tonnage and
poundage, a long-standing tax on wine and othdomsstaxes which, before the reign
of Charles I, had by convention been granted fier th the monarch upon his or her
accessiont’ The King had collected the taxes without Parliatisesanction during his
Personal Rule of 1629-40, acting unconstitutiondliyt Parliament would replicate his
actions and claim them during the Civil War on atwn authority, thus also acting
against the constitutional norm.

Parliament’s hold on London was not only an ecomoimbon, but also a
strategic one. The capital was a pivotal centrdistfibution: numerous cargoes would
sail up the Thames, before being sent to theirl fistination over land. This was
important for military as well as economic reasofst instance, in the most intense
years of the war, numerous arms bound for Readive,storage depot for the New
Model Army, would first make their way up the Thanelt has been acknowledged
widely that, in the early modern era, transport fiaasmore efficient by sea than by
land, with Colomb arguing that transport by landildonot compete on anything like an
equal playing field?

One of the great advantages of the Navy, in corapanwith the Army, was that
it was a regular standing force and sailors weeglus serving at considerable distance
from home!* The Army, at the start of the war, consisted ofiotss locally raised
forces, generally led by a local magnate raising) finem his estates or relying on the
trained bands. The men raised were usually rawuitscrThe Navy was much more
professional and, as such, could carry out its ttans more effectively under one
overall command. Not until Fairfax was appointedhtad the New Model Army in
1645 did Parliament have a national, unified lamidcd. By seizing the Navy,
Parliament thus had charge of the most professieeabr of England’s armed forces.
Woolrych argued that, due to the Navy’s ‘close-kaind professional nature, it had
greater freedom in choosing which side to suppotti@ outbreak of war, in contrast to
the county militias> The two Houses recognised the crucial role to lagepl by the
Navy, as demonstrated in their instructions of téd2 to Robert Devereaux? Earl

of Essex, the Parliamentarian Lord General: ‘thiestaand surest defence of this

M. Bennett,The English Civil War: A Historical CompanigStroud, 2004), p.228

12p_ Edwards, ‘Logistics and Supply’ in J. P. Kenyonl J. Ohlmeyer (edsjhe Civil Wars: A Military
History of England, Scotland and Ireland, 1638-1§6&ford, 1998), p.258

13 p. H. ColombNaval Warfare: Its Ruling Principles and Practicéstorically Treated3 edn., 2 vols.,
Maryland, 1990), II, p.254

* powell, The Navy in the English Civil Wap.xiv

15 A. Woolrych,Britain in Revolution(Oxford, 2002), p.225
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Kingdome is our Navie, and...we can never be hurLagd by a forraigne Enemy,
unlesse we are first beaten at s&a’.

Callwell's expression, ‘maritime preponderanceths best means of explaining
Parliament’s overall position at sea during theilGhars!’ Parliament naturally sought
to acquire what is often referred to as the ‘comunainthe sea’, or at least to deny it to
the Royalists, a key objective of naval warfdtés Callwell pointed out, however,
‘command of the sea’ has always been a phrase whkiabpen to dispute and is
somewhat limited in applicable meaning to many @gis of naval histor{’ This is
because maritime command is a ‘question of degbedng ‘rarely absolute in favour of
either belligerent®® Callwell advanced the point further, by highligigithat even a
fleet vastly superior to that of the enemy woultdiggle to establish ‘absolute’ maritime
command, except by being ubiquitous. Such ubiquwibyld be almost impossible to
achieve, as it would require the stronger fleetmaintain a series of blockades on
hostile coasts so complete that not even the sstafeenemy detachments could slip
through the net! Parliament, for example, never possessed navalmess sufficient to
monitor each and every Royalist region of strenftit,nor was it ever likely to, given
the constraints of seventeenth century technol@gyomb highlighted the issue of bad
weather as a constant in naval warfare during gfeecd sail: when conditions became
so intolerable at sea that the blockading fleet evagen back to base, the enemy had an
opportunity to take a risk and put out to sea im llope of mounting a challenge for
maritime control, if only for a short tinfé.The ships of the seventeenth century, when
compared even to those of the later eighteenthupgnivere more liable to damage
from poor weathef®

With dominant sea power, a party can enter thetth@d war in one area, whilst
containing the enemy in anottéThe support which Parliament’s fleet could provide
to its land forces was highly advantageous. Fomgle, the fleet prevented key
Parliamentarian outposts from falling to Royalisinees, with the defence of Hull in

1643 (discussed in chapter three) a good example.siege of a coastal fortress has

18 BL, TT, E.121 [30JA letter sent from both Houses of Parliament, ®xcellence, the Earle of Essex,
Lord generall of the army for the King and Parliami@ ondon, 1642)

7 Callwell, Military Operations and Maritime Preponderange1

18 Corbett,Some Principles of Maritime Strategy.91

19 Callwell, Military Operations and Maritime Preponderange?2

20 Callwell, Military Operations and Maritime Preponderanqe234

2L C. E. Callwell,The Effect of Maritime Command on Land CampaigmsssiVaterlogLondon, 1897),
pp.4-5

2 Colomb,Naval Warfarel, p.26

23 Colomb,Naval Warfare |, p.100

24 Callwell, The Effect of Maritime Commanpl.17
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always been an endeavour made far more difficuthéf garrison can call upon the
support of an active fleét.Callwell identified that an investment can nevercomplete
so long as the garrison can continue to receivpl®gpby sea, with the besiegers also
having to face the prospect that at some stagdievirg force could be landed to
challenge their own positidf.

A further advantage of ‘maritime preponderance’ whs fleet's ability to
provide a place of refuge if troops needed a sudederat®’ That option, though, was
dependent on the shipping having adequate suppligscalm and predictable weather
providing suitable conditions in which to operatéhen either of those requirements
was found wanting, then forces ashore could be isgflated, as happened during
Essex’s campaign in the Southwest in 1644 (constdier chapter six).

In terms of how to deploy military force during tRavil Wars, Parliament had
far greater opportunities to benefit from what TlsmMore Molyneux described as
‘conjunct expeditions’, or what would now be termedmbined or amphibious
operationg® Callwell emphasised the ‘intimate connection’ begw a strong position at
sea and the control of the shtd=urther to that, Corbett appreciated that a strengl
power could succeed in warfare by exploiting theney's fear of what the fleet could
enable the army to d8.Discussing the same circumstances, Molyneux edeto the
enemy’s ‘Continual Apprehensiof* Naval and military forces combined, in fact, could
benefit from a strength and level of mobility begotie individual intrinsic value of
each contingent A commander of forces on land, if supported bgetffe sea power,
had greater liberty of actiofi.

Molyneux recognised that, when combined effectivédyyd and naval forces
could ‘carry with them the most formidable Pow&r'He stressed vividly the
advantages of such deployments in warfare, wher wganised: ‘The Conjunct
Armament goes against the Enemy, like an Arrow frarBow. It gives no warning
where it is to come, and leaves no traces whemnastpassed® The enemy would be

uncertain as to where forces might be landed, tistsacting them and slowing down

% Callwell, The Effect of Maritime Commang.151

%6 Callwell, The Effect of Maritime Commanpl.151

2T, M. Molyneux,Conjunct Expeditions: Or Expeditions That have besmied on jointly by the Fleet
and Army, with a Commentary on a Littoral Whondon, 1759), Part Il, p.164
28 Molyneux, Conjunct Expeditionsart I, p.vi

29 Callwell, Military Operations and Maritime Preponderanqe443

%0 Corbett,Some Principles of Maritime Strategy.16

31 Molyneux, Conjunct ExpeditionsPart I, p.27

32 Corbett,Some Principles of Maritime Strategy.63

% Callwell, The Effect of Maritime Commanpl.9

% Molyneux,Conjunct ExpeditionsPart I, p.3

% Molyneux,Conjunct ExpeditionsPart I, p.21
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their decision makind® When performed effectively, combined operationsl@dayift
the attacking force the crucial element of surptisEven as such operations reached
their final moments, the defenders might still belie to determine whether or not
they were under genuine attack or being subjectedfeint®® Parliament capitalised on
such tactics, most memorably at the siege of Lymel644, an episode which is
addressed in chapter four.

Molyneux warned of the shortcomings which sometimaéfficted ‘conjunct
expeditions’, citing the recurring problem of tleent commanders failing to work well
together and thereby letting their disagreementgper the whole enterpride.He
observed that ‘the strength of a Body consists @foae uniting of all its Memberé’.
Relations between Parliamentarian naval and nylitmmanders tended to be good,
although, as in any prolonged war, there were egsof discord.

Another demonstration of the fleet’'s strategic imaoce to Parliament’s war
effort was its role in preventing the King reclaimihis authority via a foreign army
landing on English soil. The Parliamentarian Naepstituted a formidable threat and,
at a time when most of Europe was involved with ititeactable Thirty Years’ War,
continental rulers had their own domestic probléonsontend with.

In 1642, bereft of any tangible presence at seaarl€h appeared much
weakened in the eyes of the foreign powers to whenooked for aid and assistance,
his losing the fleet having ‘made his condition imube less considered by his allies,
and neighbour princes; who saw the sovereignthefsea now in other hand$'The
Royalists were compelled to seek help from abraatlypdue to Parliament’s control of
the kingdom’s key weapons stores, including then@nde Office’s magazines at the
Tower, Woolwich and Greenwich. It should be notbdwever, that many county
magazines were often chronically short of supplies,Tower itself suffering scarcities
in 16427

The growing domestic tensions faced by the Kinghterr diminished England’s
stature, something summed up succinctly by Algern@arcy, 18 Earl of

Northumberland: ‘all nations think us in that deaspe condition att home that they

% Molyneux, Conjunct ExpeditionsPart Il, p.21

37 Molyneux,Conjunct ExpeditionsPart I, p.26

3 Corbett,Some Principles of Maritime Strategy.302
%9 Molyneux, Conjunct ExpeditionsPart I, p.39

% Molyneux, Conjunct ExpeditionsPart II, p.41

“! ClarendonHistory, I, p.955

42 Edwards, ‘Logistics and Supply’, p.239
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neither desire nor consider our freindstipHad foreign powers, however, invested
serious time and effort in helping Charles recawerkingdom, then the Navy would
have faced a stiff challendéThe lack of confidence in Charles from those in@oon
the Continent, though, meant that Parliament didane that threat.

It is useful at this point to turn once more to t. He explained the important
distinction between conquering territory on landl amnning a dominant position at
sea. The sea cannot be conquered, but the parsggsisg the greater naval strength
can deny to the enemy the crucial ‘right of passay&he sea is a means of
communication and, by blocking the enemy’s pass#geea, the stronger power can
exert direct military pressure against the enenho®@s® One of the primary aims of
naval warfare, then, is the control of communigadio Parliament’s ‘maritime
preponderance’ thus gifted it this advantage amaughout the war, the Navy seriously
impeded arms convoys bound for the King's armies land, whilst limiting
significantly the Royalists’ opportunities to depltroops by ship. The fleet thereby
helped to restrict the amount of force that Paréiatarian armies had to fateTaking
the theme of communications in warfare a littletlier, Parliament was better able to
practice ‘littoral war’, whereby the fleet keepseopthe communications upon which an
army ashore so often deperifisthe control of maritime communications also brings
with it greater scope to exert secondary economeésgure upon the enemy, via
‘commerce prevention’: that is, attacks upon enéragte’® Parliament’s most striking
means of damaging Royalist trade came via the’dleddility to blockade the King’'s
ports. The restriction of the enemy’s activitieseh can be compared to the occupation
of territory on land: freedom of manoeuvre is ddraad activity stifled”

During the Civil War, though, sufficient suppliedipped through the
Parliamentarian net at sea to enable Royalist arnbie fight. The pattern was
established, however: Charles would have to reipgmily on luck and mistakes from
his opponents if he were to receive these preaaungoes. Nevertheless, as subsequent

chapters will show, the King did at times expl@aagpower to his advantage.

“3 Centre for Kentish Studies, De L'Isle MSS. U14788(16; Earl of Northumberland to Earl of
Leicester, 4 June 1640

“N. A. M. RodgerThe Safeguard of the Sea: A Naval History of Brit&60-1644London, 1997),
p.415

“> Corbett,Some Principles of Maritime Strategy.93

4% Corbett,Some Principles of Maritime Strategyp.93-94

4" Corbett,Some Principles of Maritime Strategy.72

“8 Molyneux, Conjunct ExpeditionsPart Il, pp.48-49

9 Corbett,Some Principles of Maritime Strategy.102

* Corbett,Some Principles of Maritime Strategy.185
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Charles, denied the Royal Navy, had no option buteach agreements with
privateers in order to mount a Royalist presencseat during the war. The hiring of
privateers reflected some wider trends of warfaredhie seventeenth century. David
Parrott referred to ‘the age of the military contoa’.>* Princes often turned to military
entrepreneurs to raise armies on their behalf.d®o fteets were augmented by ships
supplied by entrepreneurial contractors. Parratubsed the advantages of the contract
system and stressed that European rulers extehdedhtilitary capability by devolving
the responsibilities of raising and paying an afiiy/e can apply Parrott’'s model to sea
power during the English Civil War: the King wapided with a presence at sea by
contracting with privateers, whilst Parliament exted its fleet by doing the same.

Callwell’'s argument that even relatively minor leveof shipping are ‘not
incapable of mischief applies pertinently to aralgsis of Royalist sea power in the
Civil Wars>® As Callwell elucidated, during a period of ware tiveaker maritime force
can still dispute the so-called ‘command of thé,dm# only within restricted limits and
usually confined to a local level for a short stheof time>* Sporadic challenges to the
‘maritime preponderance’ of the enemy are possiblg,are unlikely to threaten the
overall issue of the war itself. For example, that scenario applied to temporary
Royalist maritime strength in the Irish Sea durli@3, a period which is discussed in
chapter three. The distribution of the Parliameatafleet, by necessity, had to take into
account a variety of combinations of enemy sea p8Wé/arwick had to prioritise the
deployment of naval resources to where he beli¢vey would prove most effective. It
was not always possible, given the financial camsts, to respond to each and every
threat immediately. Returning to the theme of geeas, an armed merchant ship could
be put to sea with reasonable haste and, whil$t shipping was unlikely to overturn
the ‘maritime preponderance’ of the stronger powtecpuld nevertheless deprive that
stronger power of the ‘undisputed command of the.¥eThe weaker party could still
mount successful attacks on the enemy’'s commeremé@svhen its ships managed to
evade the stronger fle€t.During the Civil War, Royalist privateers engagadsuch

attacks against Parliamentarian trade.

*1D. Parrott, ‘Cultures of Combat in the Ancien Régi Linear Warfare, Noble Values, and
EntrepreneurshipThe International History Revie®y, No.3 (September 2005), p.526

%2 parrott, ‘Cultures of Combat’, p.527

%3 Callwell, Military Operations and Maritime Preponderanqe?2

> Callwell, Military Operations and Maritime Preponderanqe?2

%5 Corbett,Some Principles of Maritime Strategy.105

*% Corbett,Some Principles of Maritime Strategy.133

> Callwell, Military Operations and Maritime Preponderanqe3

%8 Colomb,Naval Warfare I, p.373
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THE CAROLINE NAVY

It is prudent at this point to discuss the NavyichhParliament inherited in
1642. During the 1630s, Charles | had overseergtbeth of the Royal Navy into a
regular service and, whilst small in comparisonhwiite fleets of some Continental
powers, it nevertheless enabled England to mairagnesence in the Channel and to
hold something of a balance of power in nearby mateCharles invested much energy
into English maritime expansion and took a keersqeal interest in all matters relating
to the sea. Like his predecessors, he was adahmdrthe sovereignty of the seas around
Britain was his by right, with John SeldeV&are Clausumyritten during his father’s
reign, published and promoted as the strongesfigasion for such a viewpoir’ The
presence of an active and visible fleet was desigoneassert English pretensions to
naval sovereignty.

Upon taking office as Lord High Admiral in 1618, @ge Villiers, ' Duke of
Buckingham, was presented with advice and obsenstn the fleet. One phrase bears
repeating: as an island nation, the Navy formedldmtjs ‘wooden walls’ and needed
to be kept in good ord&t.Yet under Buckingham’s leadership, the fleet haitheved.
Part of the reason for Charles’ drive to strengttienNavy was its unfortunate legacy
of failure in the opening years of his reign. Disaigs amphibious operations during the
1620s in wars against Spain and France had endedgnaminy. Following
Buckingham’s assassination in 1628, the King deVat®re time to the Nawf In
Molyneux’s view, Charles ‘exerted himself to thenaist’ &

One of the factors behind the King's strengthenwofgthe fleet was his
recognition of the long-standing threat posed bybBey pirates and Dunkirk privateers
to the trade routes and coasts of England. Chadesd that a more powerful Navy
would be capable of confronting the piracy chalkehgad-on. The numerous petitions
and letters from maritime communities during thesBeal Rule, especially from the
Southwest counties, testified to the overwhelmiegse that more serious measures

needed to be taken to deal with the problem. Atipatisent to the King in 1636 from

%9 A short overview of the Caroline Navy can be foumé. Quintrell, ‘Charles | and his Navy in the
1630s’, The Seventeenth CentuBy,No. 2 (Autumn 1988)

0 K. SharpeThe Personal Rule of Charle§New Haven, 1992), p.102

®1BL, Stowe MSS. 426, f.2r; ‘Observations and Ovessufor a Seafight uppon our owne Coasts, and
what kynd of order and disciplyne is fitted to hesed in Martialling and directing our Navies totbes
advantage, against the preparations of such SpAnisadas or others as shall at anie tyme come to
assayle and invade us’, 1 March 1618

®2 Thrush, ‘Navy under Charles I', p.34

% Molyneux,Conjunct ExpeditionsPart I, p.46
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‘the Merchunts a[nd’ owners of Shippes’ based iutBwaest ports, such as Exeter,
Plymouth and Dartmouth, pleaded for decisive actmbe taken against those pirates
who inflicted ‘utter ruin’ upon English shippirf§. The damage committed was

considerable:

the Pyrates of Sally [the pirate territory of Sallen the coast of Morocco] in

Barbary are of late come...soe numerous powerful]djold in theire attempts

that they infest the coasts of yo[u]r MaJies]tef)lomynions a[nd] doe almost
dayly take yo[u]r Ma[ies]t[ie]s subiects a[nd] g@odnd doe carry away great
numbers of them into miserable captivity’..

English merchants were easily attackable becausthemimblenesse of their
[the pirates’] shippes in sayling®® Privateer vessels were invariably small, but Hgavi
armed and manned: such ships were well-suited dioprise attacks on merchant
shipping, their nimbleness also making them diffictor traditional, but more
cumbersome, warships to catch. The petition didcabtexplicitly for the King to build
similar vessels to compete with the pirate maraydéwut, by mentioning their
‘nimblenesse’, the problem was brought to his aitben he preferred instead to oversee
the construction of large warships, which were msrged to traditional naval warfare
than to intercepting swift frigate-style vess¥ls.

There were some successes in dealing with piraowebher, as the 1637
expedition to Sallee demonstrated. In Rodger’s wotdis was ‘the only effective
measure against Barbary raids undertaken in Chades’.?® In part, it was down to
the expedition being well-balanced, with two ststigs, a pair of merchant vessels and
two pinnaces which combined good speed with a @lvatiraught, thus making them
more effective for inshore operations. Large andvially warships were not the
weapons such a mission called for. Under Captailidivi Rainsborough, a blockade of
five months was undertaken against Sallee, theltréging its submission and the
release of 340 English prisoners. This did litbeimprove the King’s reputation as a
defender of the merchant community, though, as wigepirates still made their
presence felt in English and Irish watts.

The prevalence of the corsairs had a bad impantatime recruitment:

® Dorset Record Office, 2693 E; Petition of the $owest Merchants to Charles |, 1636

% Dorset Record Office, 2693 E; Petition of the $owest Merchants to Charles |, 1636

% Dorset Record Office, 2693 E; Petition of the $owest Merchants to Charles |, 1636

® Frigates are discussed in G. Robinson, ‘The Seeath Century FrigateMariner's Mirror, 15 (1929)
% Rodger Safeguardp.385

%9 Rodger Safeguardp.385; see also N. Matar, ‘The Barbary Corsairagitharles | and the Civil
War’, The Seventeenth Centuhy, No. 2 (Autumn 2001)
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the seamen will not be pleaded to goe to sea, gayimat they had rather to

suffer the worst of miseries att home then be te{ed] made slaves by the

Turkes by meanes whereof what miseries are likensue without speedy

redresse be[ing] applied”.

This enslavement of ‘a great number of able seameaded to be reversed and
one can speculate that, as these incidents werertedp and became common
knowledge in coastal communities, potential resruitight have entertained second
thoughts about serving at sea. The losses to pitexder the early Stuarts were
considerable: between 1616 and 1642, somewheleinegion of 350 to 400 English
ships were seized, along with 6500 to 7000 menntgkesoner, of whom half came
from the Southwest

Contemporary commentators recognised the value sifamg Navy and were

fulsome in praise, as the following discourse, frb®38, testified:

If either the honor of a Nation, Comerce or tradéhvell Nations, Peace at
home grounded upon our Enemies, feare or love abusad, and attended with
plenty of all things necessarie, either for thespreation of the publique weale,
or thy private welfare, be things worthy thy esteenthen next to God and the
King give thy thanks to the Navy, as the princigaktrument whereby God
works these good things to th&e.

The early-modern era was one in which Europearrsulere eager to display
their power andpuissance Charles | believed that one of the best meansssérting
himself on the European stage was to send out fsetls to enforce the salute from
foreign shipping: that is to say, upon sightingearglish vessel, a foreign ship would be
compelled to acknowledge English sovereignty withsa@ute or else face the
consequences, at least in theBt¥he grand ships which took to the seas may no¢ hav
been as effective as Charles | hoped in combatirgcy and affronts to English
sovereignty, but their sheer size certainly wouéveh earned him prestige from his
fellow rulers on the Continent. The migt®pvereign of the Sedaunched in 1637, was
a three-decker with more than a hundred défghe was the manifestation of Charles’
power at sea and sent out a message of authoaty, and princely honour. The fact
that she was too cumbersome to deal with lightifeg (she did not actually see service
until the First Anglo-Dutch war of 1652-4) did ndeétract, in Charles’ eyes, from her

O Dorset Record Office, 2693 E; Petition of the $ougst Merchants to Charles |, 1636

" Rodger Safeguardp.384

"2BL, Sloane MSS. 3232, f.4v; ‘A Discovres of thewlaf England’, 1638

3 A discussion concerning salutes in the Stuartarabe found in S. BullThe Furie of the Ordnance’:
Artillery in the English Civil War¢Woodbridge, 2008), pp.34-37

" R. Anderson and R. C. Anders@aShort History of the Sailing Shipew York, 2003), p.144
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usefulness in projecting regal ambitionin some respects, tHgovereign of the Seas
anticipated the larger ships of the next century amalf, being only one third smaller
than theVictory, Nelson’s flagship at Trafalgar (1805). Yet withdaban half the sail
of a vessel from Nelson’s era, she was far moreieldywto manoeuvré®

The costs associated with navies had risen comditiersince the sixteenth
century, with larger and more powerful ships beimgoduced. In particular, the size
and quantity of artillery carried by ships had sased, with costs escalating as a
consequencé. The ships of the Caroline Navy, which Parliameerited for the Civil
War, varied in size and were classified in six gates’® The largest vessels, the so-
called First Rates, were over a hundred feet igtlenwith the Second Rates not far
behind at up to a hundred. The Fifth and Sixth Ratere the smallest ships, with
lengths of around sixty feet. The larger ships waapable of holding large pieces of
artillery, but the smaller rates had advantagespetd and nimbleness. During the Civil
War, Parliament chose to leave the First Ratesoirt, mlue to their high cost and
ineffectiveness at combating privateers. Warwicld dns associates changed the
emphasis of the Navy, by using smaller ships whidre more suitable for the
protection of trade and for coastal defefit&®esponding to the circumstances of a
domestic war, then, Parliament moved the Navy awnay the Caroline naval model of
sending large ships to sea to uphold English forpjicy.

To pay for naval expansion, the King introduced Hwecalled Ship Money
levy.®° It had traditionally been a charge levied uponstalaowns to pay for and equip
shipping in times of necessity. Charles decide@xitend the toll nationwide and to
collect it annually, thus bringing in new rate pesyand making it a permanent charge
on his subjects. It was an attempt to address swntlee kingdom’s underlying fiscal
weaknesses, such as the narrow nature of a derlianbase, the relative weakness of
local assessments and the way in which royal rexemere manageéd.Ship Money
sought to stress the ‘mutual duty of defence’ amdry and link it with a sense of

> Having been renamed tlS®vereignCharles’ great ship made her debut in sea comlihedattle of
the Kentish Knock as part of the Commonwealth Navgeptember 1652. See N. A. M. Roddére
Command of the Ocean: A Naval History of Britai649-1815London, 2004), p.14

" G. Parker, ‘Ships of the Line, 1500-1650’ in Gria (ed),The Cambridge History of Warfare
(Cambridge, 2005), p.125

" For a full discussion of the developments in natillery see N. A. M. Rodger, ‘The Development of
Broadside Gunnery, 1450-16501ariner’s Mirror, 82 (1996), pp.301-324

8 powell,Navy,pp.8-9

" Rodger Safeguardp.421

80 A. Thrush, ‘Naval Finance and the Origins and Dement of Ship Money’ in M. C. Fissel (ed)ar
and Government in Britain, 1598-168danchester, 1991)

8L A. McKay Gill, ‘Ship Money during the Personal Ruwf Charles I: Politics, Ideology and the Law,
1634-1640’ (Unpublished Ph.D Thesis, Universitysbiffield, 1990), p.587
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‘national community’ and ‘common purposé’lt raised substantial sums of money, the
vast majority of which was ploughed into the Na®pund finance has always been
central to the Navy, as ‘ships alone do not mafighding fleet’ %

Ship Money was highly controversial, however, agliosr saw it as an
unconstitutional tax because it had not been sameti by Parliament, the King
governing without the Lords and Commons during1680s. It has been described by
one historian as ‘the child’ of non-Parliamentarpvgrnment* Yet, as Kishlansky
highlighted, Charles faced considerable fiscaliclitfies, in large part due to the high
debts incurred in the wars of the 1620s. The ‘outadoobligation of the king to live of
his own in times of peace’ placed great pressuomuipyal finances and forced Charles
to seek new and innovative measures of raising snoh@rdinary royal revenues alone
were insufficient to support an increase in Enghighial strength. Sharpe drew attention
to the paucity of ‘mutual understanding’ betweenlyeanodern governments and
‘ordinary householders’ over issues such as thendef of the realff. Many people
were ignorant of the dangers facing the country lzamdi no insight into the actual costs
associated with war or defence. Similarly, governthesometimes failed to grasp the
consequences of war demands for ‘ordinary househssftf Those factors are worth
bearing in mind when considering the constraints @essures which Charles | faced in
his attempts to fund naval expansion.

Protests and court challenges were launched adalmgtMoney by high-profile
opponents such as John Hampden, but until the BssMars with Scotland (1639-40)
brought about a deterioration in the King’s auttyorShip Money was a remarkably
successful initiative which was paid largely inlfloy each county. Sharpe argued that it
was possibly the most successful ‘extraordinary’ tax early modern England,
contrasting its relatively swift collection withéHong delays which often accompanied
traditional subsidie¥® He even suggested that the efficient collectiorSbip Money
‘caused some historians surprise and discomfdtfnderdown, though, sounded a note

8 McKay Gill, ‘Ship Money’, p.587

8 Callwell, The Effect of Maritime Commanpl.218

8 McKay Gill, ‘Ship Money’, p.589

8 M. Kishlansky,A Monarchy Transformed: Britain, 1603-17(l4ndon, 1996), pp.119-121

8 SharpeThe Personal Rule of Charlespl,36
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8 SharpeThe Personal Rule of Charlespl,558

89 K. Sharpe, ‘Crown, Parliament and Locality: Goveant and Communication in Early Stuart
England’,English Historical Reviewl 01, No. 399 (April 1986), p.345
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of caution and offered an alternative analysishtt bf Sharpe by questioning whether
the sums collected were worth the political ¢8st.

What was apparent, though, was that Charles wastaldend out regular fleets
into the English Channel because of Ship Moneyetms of strength, they surpassed
the fleets of Elizabeth, with Northumberland comuiag some thirty ships for the
1636 Summer Guard, only three of which were merchassels® In the Civil War,
though, Parliament’'s Summer Guards often comprigeer fifty state ships and
merchantmefi’ The demands of war called for such an increafleén strength.

Foreign powers could not ignore the Ship Moneytfiesnd Sir Kenelm Digby’s
much-quoted letter to Sir John Coke summed up timg’'& naval objectives in the

1630s: Charles could occupy an important positioBuropean affairs

if he keeps a fleet at sea and his navy in thaitegjon it now is in; for | assure
your honour that is very great. And although myd.of Lindsey [commander
of the fleet in 1635] do no more than sail up aodm, yet the very setting of
our best fleet out to sea is the greatest serhiaeltbelieve hath been done the
king these many year3.

Charles hoped that a strong Navy would provide dddeight to English
diplomacy in matters relating to the Thirty Yeakar. The Stuarts had a dynastic
interest in the Rhine Palatinate through the Kingj'ster, Elizabeth Stuart, and her
previous marriage to the late, displaced ElectotHat territory. She was in exile in The
Hague and there was widespread support within Bdgfar her son’s elevation to
Elector Palatine, with the subsequent restoratibhi® father's lands. In the 1630s,
Charles perhaps wished to achieve more by his agpntthan had been accomplished
by English arms in the 16288.

Supporters of the King regarded the Ship Moneytdles a great success and
could be prone to hyperbole when discussing CHamesal record. One over-

celebratory account paid tribute to the King:

when his abused patience began to be slightedhaadis power on the Seas,
and his right to the Seas began thereby to be iquest hath not only by his
late expeditions...quelled Forraigne Insolencies,aired our almoste lost
power & honor, silenced homebred Malecontentsaladat settled his Kingdoms

% p. Underdown, ‘Review: The Personal Rule of Chatlby Kevin SharpeThe Journal of Modern
History, 68, No. 1 (March 1996), p.172

1 Rodger Safeguargp.382

92, Friel, Maritime History of Britain and Ireland, ¢.400-20Qtlondon, 2003), p.125

% Coke MSS. 51; Sir Kenelm Digby to Sir John Cok®& September 1635, quoted in Shaffiee
Personal Rule of Charles p,104

% SharpeThe Personal Rule of Charlespl,519
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in Peace, Comerce and Plenty, the Comon Attenddirgs wise and honorable
a Governm[en]t®

The triumphalism went even further, with the Englisavy described as a
‘wheele (if truly turned) that sets to worke all i@tendome by its motior?® One
treatise from 1618 captured the early-Stuart teaglém exaggerate England’s power at
sea: the account spoke glowingly of how an attack Imodern-day Caesar would fall,
as he would find the kingdom ‘being in the powdrtekmes that now it is, a Morsell
too grosse for him to swallow and more hard to stigé The King was prone to such
thinking and perhaps over-estimated the maritingabgities of the nation. Had such
judgements on the fleet’s strength been true thearl€s would have had minimal cause
for concern.

Charles was able to earn useful subsidies by congo$panish ships to
Flanders, thus exploiting England’s neutrality poofit, much to the annoyance of such
powers as the United Provinces. A pacific foreigtiqy, then, opened up opportunities
to profit from the neutral carrying trad®Spanish silver was taken to England, two-
thirds of it being minted there and the final thbbding sent to Dunkirk with English
protection’” An increased trade in other commodities was a sffect of that
arrangement, due in part to customs duties setvaufable rates for goods re-exported
on the route from Spain to Flandéf8.In Western Europe, the majority of English
carrying for foreigners went through the Englisha@hel or involved goods from
foreign ships being transferred to English shipsha Downs: these circumstances
provided opportunities for England to gain reveffieBy such means, the King had
held some importance in Europe, the Navy's presencemall part offsetting his
treasury’s inability to support any land forcesioontinental adventure.

There was, however, over-confidence in the Ship &fofieets, with some
believing that the command of the seas now restéd #wngland. There was a
misguided belief that foreign powers would refréiom forceful actions in English

waters: ‘when both parties are under the tuitiorany of his Malies]ties Castles, or

% BL, Sloane MSS. 3232, f.4v; ‘A Discovres of thewaf England’, 1638
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Shipps, neither partie dare disturbe the quietasheother, till they both be out of the
protection’ %2

Such an analysis was shown to be false. The lamgdstg enmity between
Spain and the United Provinces manifested itselaibloody naval engagement in
September 1639 which did much to embarrass ChiatfésThe Spaniards had sent out
a fleet carrying some ten thousand soldiers whaevieeund for the Low Countries to
wage war on the Dutch. As the Spanish ships saiethe English Channel, they were
attacked by a Dutch fleet under the command of Aaimiiromp%* The Battle of the
Downs, as it was thereafter called, saw the Spatoshe off worse, having expended
all their powder. Admiral Oquendo, their commandkrected his fleet into the Downs
to seek shelter, but his ships were then blockagdatde Dutch.

For Charles I, the whole episode was awkward. He aled tacitly to the
Spanish, but it was apparent that any attempt tierniane on their behalf against the
Dutch would be extremely risky. It was clear to &hn Pennington, the commander of
England’s fleet, that his men were unwilling to #ieir Spanish counterparts and were
far more supportive of the Dutch as fellow Protest®° In effect, Pennington was
powerless to influence events: Tromp was able tacktand destroy the majority of
Oquendo’s fleet in full view of the English Navy its home waters. A noticeable fog
and a contrary wind provided an excuse for Penairigthaving not intervened® The
idea of Charles | enjoying the unchallenged sogettgi of the seas rang very hollow,
though.

Some accounts of the battle claimed that Englidbrsacheered on their Dutch
counterparts, something alluded to in a letter frdfiliam Hawkins to the Earl of
Leicester: ‘the Dutch say they have had good héipm England™®’ Certainly,
England’s position of declared neutrality, at adimhen she was in fact aiding Spain,

was coming under pressure. The Earl of Northumbdn@as concerned:

The Spaniards, as | heare, are pressing the Kiagdeeclaration, as well as the
French and Hollanders. Certainly that neutralitee mow hold can not continu
without giveing offence to some. My feares are tiat shall so handle the
matter, as we shall be so full of troubles att hand loose the freindship of
those that may be usefull to us abro¥8e.

1028) Sloane MSS. 3232, f.5r; ‘A Discovres of thewlaf England’, 1638
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The default viewpoint for many Englishmen in theesgeenth century was that
Spain was the great enemy. As a Catholic powervatid the Armada of 1588 still
gripping the imagination, Spain’s reputation in EBmgl was especially poor. Strong
criticisms and slurs against the Spaniards occupaeidus newssheets and publications
at that time. Despite Charles’ willingness to aligith the Spanish during the 1630s,
Protestant tracts still resonated with anti-Spahihostility and the King attracted
criticism that he was overly-friendly with one oh@and’s natural enemies. In defence
of his policy, the King could point out that Spawas one of the most zealous defenders
against Christendom’s major enemy, the Ottoman FUrk

A fiercely Protestant tract, which detailed theestaf England’s coastal defences
in 1642, presented the 1639 Spanish naval campaigngrave threat. It enunciated the
viewpoint that English sea defences were in a stiap@or repair and that were Spain to

attack, England could suffer ruin:

The said severall Castles, Bulwarks, and Plac&eéténce, were all, or most of
them, without any strength formidable before thmefaf so strong and mightie a
Fleet [ie. the Spanish fleet], or any Power rebista.'*°

Tromp’s routing of the Spanish fleet was somethofga humiliation for

Charles’ policies of the 1630s, but was celebratethe Protestant author:

Had we not been then by the Holland Navie defendedgland doubtlesse in

the said yeer 1639 had miserably felt the savageltee of Spaines great

Treacherie. '

The suggestion appeared to be that the King wasgurohis policy and that the
natural state of play was that Spain was still Bndls enemy. The underlying theme
can perhaps be summed up as wishful thinking onptré of the author, but such
opinions were nevertheless shared by a great maglysEmen in that period.

The routing of the Spanish fleet did, however, presommercial opportunities

for England, as Northumberland outlined to Leiceste

The Spaniards haveing lost divers of their ships,rw put to seeke abroade
for helpe from others to secure the comeing hontleaif plate fleetes[.] [T]hey
have beene treateing here with some of our marsharttyer 20 of their ships
of 400 tunns apeece and upwards to goe into the Miss, for wch they offer

9B, Stowe MSS. 426, f.20r; ‘Observations and Owess for a Seafight’

MOBL, TT, E.137 [20JEnglands safety in navie and fortifications; thercoon interest both of King and
people(London, 1642)

1BL, TT, E.137 [20]Englands safety in navie and fortifications; thertoon interest both of King and
people
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them greate fraights[.] [IJt would be a very beno&fll imployment for our
shiping, but will give so much distaste to the Ererand Dutch as | doubt
whether they will ever suffer it?

Northumberland was highlighting the hostility whiEngland could expect from
rival maritime powers if her merchants were seeprtdit from an arrangement with the
Spaniards. English maritime strength had been expas lacking during the Battle of
the Downs, the failure to preserve neutrality ighsh waters showing weakness.

The Navy under Charles | has sometimes attractedh Scom historians, with
suggestions that the service had declined fronsatsalled Elizabethan ‘glory years'.
Andrews pointed out, however, that professionahddads had improved in the years
following her reign, with the growth of long-dist@n trading having had a positive
impact on English seamansHip.It is too simplistic to label the Elizabethan esone
of naval excellence, whilst castigating the Camliavy. That falls into the trap which
many contemporaries fell into: looking back and pagating a semi-mythological
‘golden age’, magnifying successes and ignorinigifas™** The late-Queen ‘of famous
memorie, immortalized her name, by her many gréetovies’ **

Englishmen in early Stuart England believed thatElzabethan naval wars had
yielded substantial private profits, at minimal tts the state: it was God’s will for
Spain’s shipping to be attacked and for her wesittbe transferred to Englantf.
Andrews referred to a ‘misleading tradition of Eliethan glory*’’ The 1620s
campaigns were undoubtedly disastrous, but, in1®®&0s, Charles was instigating
measures to improve the Navy and create a much mpomfessional, and more
importantly, a regular service.

Andrew Thrush argued that blind criticisms of CkarlNavy are unjustified and
instead points to a mixture of positive and negatfactors: ‘the notion that the
administration was irredeemably corrupt and inéfic is highly questionablé’® He
reasoned that the ‘quality of Caroline naval adstmtion may not have been
universally good, but nor was it uniformly bdd® Thrush challenged the easy manner

in which some historians had endorsed the ‘conteargaomplaint literature’ against
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the Navy, with the fleet perhaps attracting an ulyfaritical reputation. He disagreed
with Oppenheim’s willingness to take almost all sanporary complaints at face value
and drew attention to the Navy's ‘fair share of rghlers’'*®® For example, some
officers were guilty of exaggerating failings invahadministration, either out of malice
towards people they deemed to be their opponents account of misunderstanding.
Thrush singled out Sir John Pennington as a seoi@plainant who sometimes missed
the mark, much to the irritation of other senidiagfrs?*

Naval administrators tended to do a better job tthey are given credit for,
Thrush reasoned, but they were often hamstrundpdyi¢et’s financial shortfalls. Ship
Money provided a welcome boost to the fleet’s asfféut was spent predominantly on
setting out naval guards abroad, with capital itmesit continuing to lag behind.
Charles’ insistence on diverting precious resoutoagrds the funding of his flagship,
Sovereign of the Seadgprived other areas of finance and at the outboé&kvil War
up to a third of his fleet was ‘badly in need opleeement* Thrush’s overriding
judgement on Charles’ fleet was that, rather thamd engulfed by widespread
administrative failures, ‘it experienced the sdrshortcomings and lapses from which
no human institution is ever immun&® From low beginnings, though, the Caroline
Navy was certainly improved during the PersonaleR@hapter five of this thesis
demonstrates that Parliament’s stewardship of ldet &lso suffered from many of the
same problems, highlighted by Thrush, which ocalimethe Personal Rule.

The positives of Charles I's contribution to Englisaval history have perhaps
been ignored on account of his numerous failuresvaeaknesses as a monarch. The
recent recognition that the Royalists have ofteanbmarginalised in accounts of the
Civil War may also help to explain thi&* It must be pointed out, though, that the
King's triumphs during the Civil War have receivegtognition from historians, with
Woolrych, for example, describing the Battle of twihiel (1644) as his crowning
success and acknowledging his personal involventfenin the start of the campaign to
the finish it was essentially his owtf° Thus, Charles’ reputation as a military leader is

not always seen as being universally bad.
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Kishlansky was highly critical of the negative bisbgraphical consensus which
prevails on Charles | and traced its developmené inotable article foPast and
Present?® He cautioned against the blind acceptance of aumnsensus, warning that
it could stifle critical judgement, or result inyamstances which do not fit the standard
paradigm being disregarded or underestimitéckishlansky launched a spirited
defence of many aspects of Charles’ reign, in dleinge to the traditional orthodoxy.
For example, he gave Charles credit for endingnrhies against France and Spain in the
1620s, citing the decision as an example of sowtitigal compromisé?® In the light
of England’s weak position at that stage, suchreatyais appears sensible.

Echoing Sharpe’s judgement that Charles was ofight to adhere to his
convictions, regardless of any political reperooissj Kishlansky argued controversially
that the King was principled, rather than duplic&®®® That was at odds with the
evidence presented by Michael Young, who detailedriés’ repeated breaches of trust
in the 1620s and, in particular, his ‘cavalier tatte’ towards promises® Perhaps
Kishlansky’'s most striking attempt to reinterprie thistoriography of the period was
his statement that Charles I, renowned for hisreldd Personal Rule, wished to be ‘the
prince of parliaments™! Whilst some of Kishlansky’s key arguments are uwatcing,
then, his warning to look beyond the consensusmarl€s | resonates with this thesis in
relation to the King’s influence on the Navy.

Andrew Lambert made the convincing argument thatatter how widespread
a king’s shortcomings might be, it is importantdsentangle’ any successes he might
have achieved so that they can be understood dn dla terms, without being
obscured by pre-existing criticisms. Lambert agplibat thinking to a survey of the
naval career of Charles’ nephew, James, Duke ofk.Y&Whilst he is widely
acknowledged to have been a failure as King Jamdssl earlier exploits with the
English fleet were largely successftA.

Such an approach can be applied to a study of &harivhilst his reign cannot
be considered a success, in terms of English mmarithistory his role was far from

entirely negative. Sharpe, for example, looked bdythe calamities of the Civil Wars
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when considering Charles’ impact: under the Kingpragramme of shipbuilding was
instigated which was to lay the foundations of fleets with which Blake won his
victories during the Commonwealth and ProtectorsteHe also reinforced the point
that the Ship Money fleets, despite not pursuing r@@jor engagements, must not be
discounted by historiarts? Further acknowledgement of Charles’ impact canoenfr
Colomb, who argued that the ‘superior classes’hgisbuilt on his orders ‘had a most
material effect on the course of the Dutch warsthwhe Dutch admirals bemoaning the
inferiority of their shipping in comparison to thattthe disposal of the Englisf.

Till reasoned that naval planning has always takém consideration the size
and perceived capabilities of the navies of po#&nfiture enemiet® All naval
planners have faced uncertainty when questioning thair likely adversaries might be
at any given point in tim&’ In the 1630s, Charles recognised that the sitndtio
Europe, from a maritime perspective, posed thréatshe future. For example, the
maritime strength of the Dutch was a key factorith@ltheir ascendancy in worldwide
trade, whilst Richelieu was overseeing the expangib the French Navy. Unless
England’s Navy underwent an expansion of its olWwanteither the Dutch or the French
fleets threatened to predominate in the Channe&lebly posing a risk to English
security™® Sharpe, in fact, argued that Charles showed #ignif foresight in seeing
the growing threat posed by Frarlé@Charles’ impact, then, is perhaps measured best
on a more long-term basis: he began the processngfish naval expansion and
identified genuine future threats to English segunvith Parliament taking over that
project in the 1640s and beyond.

The failure of the Caroline Navy to tackle pirabypwever, was regarded as its
key failing by opponents during the 1630%As Colomb identified, though, ‘the forces
proper for gaining command of the sea might be equiseless for protecting
commerce™! Even during peacetime, the funds were not avalablpay for a fleet

which could deal effectively with piracgnd the growing threat from foreign, state
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navies'*? Charles gave greater emphasis to the latter ciya|ethus dividing him from

advocates of the former priority. Therein lay thegflity of Charles’ Navy.

THE RECALL OF PARLIAMENT

Charles’ pretensions to being a major power in paneere rendered unrealistic
by the growing domestic difficulties which he fadgadhe late 1630s. Having attempted
to impose a new prayer book upon Scotland, moreegping with his High Church
Anglican sensibilities, he met with sustained opas from his northern kingdom. A
wave of protests soon developed into a more sewbafienge to his royal authority
north of the border, with significant numbers ofofcsigning the National Covenant,
which pledged resistance to some of his ‘innovatiom policy. Unwilling to
countenance such an assault on his governmentleSmaade plans for war.

Fissel recognised that, during Charles’ Persondt,Rauch of the emphasis in
military matters had centred on the creation ofaa\Nstrong enough to be regarded as
an international force. There had been more attergaid to naval power than to land
forces. Whilst Fissel argued that by 1638 the &dibands had reached a good degree
of proficiency, nevertheless, they were regarded sscond line of defence, supposedly
ready to repel any enemy landings which the Naitedato block!** Of course, the
Scots occupied the same land mass and so thellisalderced a change in England’s
defence priorities, from looking outwards at sedpbking inwards by landf**

The First Bishops’ War between Charles and thesStaled to resolve their
differences and placed an intolerable strain orKiing’s finances. An uneasy truce was
agreed, the ‘Pacification of Berwick’ in June 1688t there was little trust that fresh
conflict would not erupt.

The failure to subdue the Scots first time arourlitkle to dampen Charles’
determination to attempt a second wave of forcewdle compelled to end his Personal
Rule and recall Parliament in April 1640, hopingr&ise sufficient revenue to allow
him to fight the impending Second Bishops’ Warsdon became apparent, however,
that the two Houses were determined to force Chaite redress their numerous
grievances before voting him much needed subsididand his war with the Scots.
There was considerable bitterness from numerousegits in Parliament that the King

had ruled without them for eleven years, duringoihime he had resorted to revenue-

192 Rodger Safeguardp.394

143M. C. FisselThe Bishops’ Wars: Charles I's Campaigns Againsttad, 1638-164(Cambridge,
1994), pp.196-197

144 Fissel Bishops’ Warsp.197



29
raising methods deemed unconstitutional by critiblorthumberland anticipated

difficulties ahead:

It is yet to soone to judge what wayes this greatecell is likely to take, but

by some of them that | converse with, | find it Wde a hard matter to please
them; their jealousies and suspitions appeeres apery occation, and | feare
they will not readilie be perswaded to beleeveftiee and gratious promises,
that are made them by the King[.] God give untcs thieeteing a happie
conclusion, for | do much apprehend the ill conseges of a breach?.

Charles’ dissolution of what became known as thertSRarliament on 5 May
1640 made plain his unwillingness to bow to Paréatarian demands, but left him to
fight the Second Bishops’ War without the grantaad$ingle Parliamentary subsitfy.
Northumberland was not alone in thinking ‘it is iogsible that things can long continu
in the condition they now are in, so generall aedebn in this kingdome hath not beene
knowne in the memorie of an}*’ Fissel referred to the bareness of Charles’ Exabieq
before the Bishops’ Wars and the financial limiaas of his Personal Rulé The
King’s decision to wage war despite a serious latkneans proved to be a major
strategic errot*®

The Scottish invasion and victory at the battleNefwvburn during that summer
compelled Charles to recall Parliament in the awtuthus beginning the Long
Parliament® The King’'s Navy had accomplished little in the lBips’ Wars, spending
most of its time cruising in the Forth, but faililmmount a successful blockatfé.

The two Houses recognised that their strength taythe King’s financial
weakness and that to increase their power the Csdiecal dependency on Parliament
had to be exploited. In 1640 the Navy as a semwi&e quite independent of Parliament,
but with the two Houses recalled, a struggle tongleathestatus quogot under way.
Parliament began to take steps to control the kingsl armed forces and, over time,
managed to increase its hold over the Navy. Padmwas looking to increase its own

power at the expense of the royal prerogative.
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Before Parliament’s recall, the Navy was underdhrection of the Lord High
Admiral and four key administrators, regularly meéel to as the Navy Commissioners.
The Lord Admiral was ‘supreame Governour & Comanofethe Navy’' as well being
head of the High Court of Admiralty? He could wield considerable power if he chose
to do s> Northumberland was appointed by the King to thedL&dmiralty in 1638,
to discharge the office until the young Duke of K dater James Il and VII) reached his
majority.

The four ‘principall Officers’ were the Treasuréng Comptroller, the Surveyor
and the Clerk of the Recorf¥.One treatise on the fleet defined the employméttie
Navy in three categories: wages, victuals and stdrevas argued that ‘upon these three
heads, depends the generall Governm[en]t of theyNaere being nothing done in the
Navy, but may properly be reduced to one of thEhThese key elements of the fleet
all ultimately came under the authority of the pipal officers, answerable to the Lord
Admiral, so considerable responsibility was plaapdn them.

The Treasurer's duties were clear cut: he was éteive and Issue for his
Ma[ies]t[ie]s Naval Affaires’ both ordinary and exordinary revenue, with solicitations
to the Privy Seal for funds taking place as and wheguired>® All estimates and
contracts required his signature and annual acsowete supposed to be kept. In
theory, he was ‘to be present at and attend allmBanjts of Shipps, or other great
Payments whatsoever’ The position thus carried great importance tortirming of
the Navy and whoever occupied the office was ceturthe fleet’s functioning.

The Surveyor was called upon to supervise the simpgsdockyards, and was ‘at
the end of the yeare to p[re]sente to his fellowidefs, what he conceives a fitt
p[ro]porcon of all p[ro]visions for [th]e next yesir>® He was to keep himself and his
fellow officers well informed about the conditioasthe ships in the fleet and survey all

provisions ordered for the Navy.
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The Clerk of the Records oversaw all correspondebeing present at all
meetings to make a note of everything agréé@he man entrusted with ensuring that
each officer did his job correctly and in propederwas the Comptroller, who had to
consult the accounts of the Treasurer and thoseled with victualling, in theory
every quartet®® In order to see that things were done fairly, @@mptroller was ‘to
attend all payments of Wages to Seamen, Shipwrigbésilkers’ and others in the
service'® Furthermore, it was intended that he should ‘imferhimselfe and the other
officers from time to time at what rates all Praomss for the Shipps are sould in the
marketts®> He was also expected to monitor labour costs astotite common
subjects of the realm, ‘to see that these usugéphbee not exceeded in rating any Bills
of Paym[en]t to bee made by the King®& Clearly then, it was imperative that an eye
be kept on market conditions to ensure that theyNead a fair price for its needs. At
least that was the intention of Northumberland liwing detailed instructions to the
officers in 1640.

These professional officers of the Navy and thedLHigh Admiral were not
directly accountable to Parliament, holding thaisifions thanks to the will of the King.
The two Houses were adamant that the positiontbeedlin their favour.

The best means of asserting Parliamentary authoviy the Navy was to make
its funding dependent on Parliament and thus Shoméyt was abolished in 1641, the
tonnage and poundage revenues instead being \aitétefsupport of the fleét? In the
early stages of the Civil War, however, some Shipn®by was still unspent and both
parties were eager to use it. For example, in Feprd643, the former sheriff of
Chichester, Sir Humphrey Tracy, wrote to Digbyhdve in my hands [th]e remainder
of [th]e shippe monie which | leavied when | wassfe’.*°® He estimated that up to
£200 still remained and pledged to ‘adventure iit[fio]e king’s service’, ignoring calls
from Parliament ‘to deteine it in my hands untilhje]ard their further pleasur&®
Tracy planned to put the money towards the raisfregtroop of horse.
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By April 1641, funds were available to provide somweenty ships for the
forthcoming summer guard’ To assert Parliament’s right to be involved witwal
finance, a Committee of Navy and Customs was ashtada which was ordered to probe
the accounts of the Customs Commissioners, a rosédilitate Parliamentarian
interferencé®® This swiftly became a permanent standing bodyheytime that Civil
War broke out, Sir Henry Vane Senior having repdaite original chairman, Sir John
Culpepper.

In October 1641, a large-scale insurrection agakfrsglish rule erupted in
Ireland, and, as a result, Parliament soon seizedpportunity to extend its influence
over the Navy®® Originating in Ulster, the rebellion spread quickhs related by the
County Tyrone MP, Audley Mervin: ‘the poyson ofghrebellion was diffused through
the veines of the whole Kingdom¥® The uprising came as a surprise and prospered, in
large part, because of the serious divisions betw&eg and Parliament. The causes of
the rebellion were widespread, with long-term fegtsuch as Catholic anger towards
the Protestant ‘planters’, and more short-termofact such as the Crown’s recent
assaults on land titles, boiling over and trigggrinolence*’* To crush the rebellion,
large-scale military intervention from England wasjuired, but Charles I's failure to
resolve his differences with Parliament preventsdidt resolution of the crisis.

The English administration in Ireland was woefullijort of the materials,
supplies and manpower necessary to subdue theingpriSne of the key problems
which confronted the Chief Justices in Dublin wdack of shipping, because there was
no ‘lrish’ Navy so to speak: they had to rely oroward half a dozen pinnaces to
maintain communications with England. Therefore IiShgnaval assistance was an
essential prerequisite for any meaningful shipmertsoops being sent to crush the
rebellion®"

The initiative of sending troops to Ireland restethinly with Parliament,
because the King lacked sufficient authority anchnseto oversee matters on his own.

Charles, however, took exception to Parliament'sdhiag of military affairs and
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frequently withheld his assent when he disagredd what was being proposed. The
Commons was striving to remove the King’s prerogabf raising forces without its
consent, but sometimes expressed dismay that theseHof Lords was not being
supportive enough’® On 21 December 1641, the Commons accused the bbtuisng
too slow to respond to petitions calling for Enlliselp for Ireland: ‘to let the Lords
know, that, if they after so many Messages conogrithis particular [the speedy
dispatch of troops to Ireland] cannot receive tHe@solution, that they must acquit
themselves to the World of their EndeavodféDifferences of opinion, then, between
the Lords and Commons sometimes hampered the ediggt for Ireland.

The political divide between King and Parliamehgugh, slowed down English
naval preparations further. For example, in Noveni&l1, Parliament had voted to
send three state ships, tAeovidence the Swallowand theEntrance,accompanied by
the armed merchantmdaragon as escorts for vessels carrying troops and segpdi
Munster:”® Yet it was not until the following February thaetSwallowtook to the seas
as an escort to several supply ships. The KingreddtheProvidenceand Entranceto
escort the Queen to the Continent instead of sailMunster:’® That was a clear
demonstration of the King's priorities: he placde: tQueen’s mission to raise arms
abroad ahead of suppressing the revolt in Ireldihe. threat at home from Parliament
overrode the need to deal with Ireland. Baumbercupé&d that Charles resolved to
push the burden of the war in Ireland onto Parliathe

The Lord Admiral had requested a Parliamentary nanice to authorise the
despatch of the four ships to Ireland and thatdqwadkly been passed by the Commons:
the King had been bypassed, something which trduddene in the Lords, but not to the
extent of pressing the matter furthét.lt is telling, though, that Northumberland
seemingly did not feel the need to involve the King

To wield real power over the Navy, Parliament neethe support of the Lord
Admiral. Fortunately for the two Houses, the EdriNmrthumberland was to become
the highest-ranking member of Charles’ governmentswitch his allegiance. In

Clarendon’s words,
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Of those who were of the King's Council and who/estaand voted with the
Parliament, the earl of Northumberland may well rbekoned the chief, in
respect of the antiquity and splendour of his fgmiis great fortune and estate,
and the general reputation he had amongst the egteaien, and his great
interest by being High Admiral of Englang.

It is worth exploring why Northumberland decidedaid Parliament’'s seizure
of the Navy as his role is sometimes underplayezlhbld been appointed to the Lord
Admiralty with strong support from the King’s favate, Sir Thomas Wentworth, later
the Earl of Strafford. Yet Northumberland began question royal policy as the
Bishops’ Wars were undertak&f!. He was sceptical about the chances of success
against the Scots:

the condition we here are in is most miserable, dag appointed for the

marcheing of the army is att hand, but the wanmohey to mentaine, or to

rayse these men wth all, doth necessitate therdefenf the rendesvous till the

middle of Aug[ust]; a season not so proper fordhewing of an army into the

field in these Northerne countries, and if | be match deceaved we shall then

be as unable to undertake this action as now wenaafe must needes bring us

into contempt abroade, and into disorders att htthe

Given that many of his lands were in the far Natiengland, Northumberland
was perhaps also apprehensive about the damagenti@tading force of Scots would
wreak upon his estates. Unhappy at his appointnagdin with Wentworth’s (now
Strafford’s) insistence, to be General of the Nantithe Second Bishops’ War, the Earl
lost royal favour with his counselling against tfissolution of the Short Parliaméfit.
Northumberland’s sister, the Countess of Carlistgtured the decline in her brother’s
favour at Court: ‘my brothers giving his opiniongainst the breking of the Parlement is
not well taken, and beleevd by sume that it wiltchurest ine the Kings thought$® In
a further letter, she suggested that Northumbedalodver standing might impact on
his wider circle, the King ‘having lesse desieotiiege [his] friends, believing them all
to be of sume opinions which [the King] dosse rike’'|*®* The Earl had allegedly
incurred the wrath of the Queen, who spoke ‘lowdlyainst’ him'®® The King's

unwillingness to back down from his martial prepianes against the Scots,
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‘notwithstanding this dissolution’ of the Short Fament, disheartened Northumberland
considerably. His letters in 1640 were rich withlameholy and a sense of dread, with
recurring concerns about England’s declining stagdin the eyes of fellow European

states:

What will the world judge of us abroade, to seeenter into such an action as
this...it greeves my soule to be involved in thesencells; and the sence | have
of the miseries that are like to insu, is held byne a disaffection in me, but |
regard little what those persons say, or thinldf.

Northumberland, like many, was also concerned lyGhown’s willingness to
look towards Spain for financial help. Soon after tissolution of the Short Parliament,
Strafford had pushed for Charles | to enter int@kiance with the Spanish Empire as a
means of raising funds for the war against Scotlahds freeing the King from
reconvening Parliament. The Navy could have beertraleto such an alliance and
might have been called upon to intervene again&in®p Protestant enemies in
Flanders®’ Ultimately, pressure from the Dutch prevented @fsafrom cementing a
formal alliance with Spain: they had threatenedréat any English ships escorting
Spanish vessels as enemli&sGiven that he was unable to raise adequate finforce
war with Scotland, the King could ill afford to apehostilities with the United
Provinces too.

For over twenty years, the Court had, in terms akifjn policy, been split
between Hispanophile and Francophile conting€fit¥he Hispanophiles wanted to
foster good relations with Spain in the hope ofuefcing the Habsburgs into making
concessions regarding the Palatinate: such thinkiag matched by a willingness to
govern without Parliament. The Francophiles, ondtier hand, looked towards France
under Richelieu, aligned as it was with mainly Bstént states across Europe, notably
Sweden and the Dutch. The latter faction was eégemilitary intervention on the
Continent, something which would have necessit®adiamentary funding. As the
King moved towards a decidedly pro-Spanish foregticy, those tied to the French
‘faction’ at Court found themselves declining irs Havour'®® Northumberland was
identified with the Francophile faction and seemshave been alarmed at the rising

dominance of pro-Spanish counsel in mid-1640. kefgvence for a foreign policy tied
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more closely to the Protestant cause was in keapititgmost of those in the Navy at
that time, and was a position that found considerabpport amongst Parliament. Thus
a picture emerges of Northumberland being in dsagent with key aspects of the
King’s outlook and being shut out somewhat at Court

Clearly, from 1639, and with the increasing likelitd of further warfare against

the Scots, Northumberland and Wentworth were grgwipart politically:

Hear is a great expectation of war, and | am ofniope my brother

[Northumberland] will be oferd the commaund of Hreny that goes from hens.

[Lady Carlisle] does not yet find that [Northumtzert]] is in love with the

actione, but mutch perswaded to it by the [Wentipdnd my thought is that

[Wentworth] dosse not gaine apone [Northumberlaid].
The breach between the Lord Admiral and the Coigtemed as the drift to Civil War
accelerated, with Northumberland instrumental iae aking of the so-called ‘Army
Plot’ in 1641. Northumberland’s brother Henry Pevegs implicated in the conspiracy
and the Earl extracted a confession from him, theepbeing his complicity in his
sibling’s escapé? Northumberland then made the substance of hiidrstconfession
known to Parliament. Part of Northumberland’s matilen for aiding Parliament on that
matter may have been a desire to demonstrate yakyat a time when many who had
served the King were coming under attack from Baméint. Having formerly been
closely aligned with Strafford, he perhaps wished deflect any Parliamentarian
suspicions about his loyalty. Soon after the conuasrent of the Long Parliament, he

had predicted hard times for those associatedthwihKing:

Both howses understand one an other so well, amgdafully resolved upon a
reformation of all things that | do verily beleewe shall see many persons
questioned that wthin these 6 months thought theesén greate securitie, and
such are the Kings necessities that he will noameway able either to defend
thoslegsmen, or to helpe himselfe[,] bee their prdoegs never so distastefull to
him.

By the summer of 1641, Northumberland was seen asmm@ in favour with

Parliament:
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Northumberland he comes but seldom to Court, whigm impute to be his
indisposition of body more than other ways, butwtite Houses he stands very
well %

Certainly his illnesses had restricted his abiityattend at Court, but by now he
had taken a conscious decision to support Parlitarian calls for further reform by the
King. He had opened up opportunities for Parlianteninterfere in maritime matters
and, whatever the possible doubts which he migh¢ harboured about the drift to war,
his role nevertheless was central to the King'sngpsontrol of his Navy. The next

chapter turns to how Parliament seized overallrobof the fleet.

194 CSPD, 1641-1643.46; Sidney Bere to Sir John Pennington, 8 1641
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CHAPTER ONE: THE KING’S LOSS OF THE FLEET

Parliament’s seizure of the fleet in 1642 restedt®nvillingness to exploit any
opportunities to intervene in naval affairs, twidneith the King's misguided or
impolitic responses. As discussed in the previohapter, Parliament had been
encroaching ever further into the control of theviNaince its recall in 1640 and the
chance to establish a decisive hold over the fieesented itself in March 1642. The
King had fled London in January, following his boéd attempt to arrest leading
members of Parliament and it now seemed a questiamen, rather than if, Civil War
would break out. Thus control of the Armed Forcesdme an even more pressing and
serious matter.

Lord Admiral Northumberland, as was customary, dugaa list of captains for
the impending Summer Guard and gained the Kingsaal for the names on the list.
A dangerous precedent was established, howevemn Woethumberland, without any
constitutional obligation, then sought approvalnircParliament for his choicés.
Exploiting the moment, the Commons decided to delegich captain’s appointment
individually, with votes being taken to decide apgl. Northumberland, opting to send
the Vice-Admiral to command at sea in his placdtially nominated Sir John
Pennington, commander of the Winter Guard, to ometiin his post for the summer.
Pennington enjoyed personal popularity amongststhkers, but that failed to aid the
King's fortunes?

As a known Royalist, Pennington’s appointment wasacgeptable to a
Parliament growing increasingly protective of itesflion in an escalating crisis.
Pennington was viewed as an honourable man whodnoeNer go against his King.
Furthermore, his relationship with Northumberlanald hdeteriorated since the late-
1630s® Thus Parliament could not stand by and watch thet fcome under the
command of an officer of ‘unqualified devotion’ttee royal authority.

Pennington was a naval officer of considerable ggpee and had seen regular
service with the Ship Money fleets, but his recarb one of unshakeable obedience to
royal orders: in early 1642, for example, he hanveyed Lord Digby to France under

instruction from the King, despite the fact thagby had been accused by Parliament of

! Baumber, ‘Parliamentary Naval Politics’, p.399

2 P. Kemp,The British Sailor: A Social History of the Loweeé&k(London, 1970), p.23

% A. Thrush, ‘Pennington, Sir Johhgp.1584?d. 1646)’, ODNB

4 G. Penn (ed)Memorials of the Professional Life and Times of\@itliam Penn From 1644-167@2
vols., London, 1833), |, p.30
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high treasoni. The King's decision to issue orders to Penningtorid Digby, without
reference to his Lord Admiral Northumberland, brougto focus the issue of who
controlled the Navy.Parliament’s severe disapproval of such use beiade of the

Navy was made starkly clear in the Lords on 26 dani642:

The King's Ships, which ought to be a Wall of Deaferto this Kingdom...are
not fitted and employed as the present ConditiothisfKingdom...requires; but
some of them for the conveying away of Delinquertis..the great

Encouragement of the rest of the malignant Partg,heho, when the Designs
and themselves be detected, know to escape the dfahgstice, through the
Abuse of a Royal Conductt.

The aggressive nature of the Lords’ statementatedegenuine anger that
Parliament’s will was being circumvented by navificers loyal to Charles |.

In something of a provocative move, the Earl of Wek was named as
Parliament’s choice as Vice-Admiral. Warwick wasthe central figure of the Navy
during the Civil War: strongly supportive of Partiant and popular with the seamen, he
was to prove a highly capable naval commander aradegist. Having inherited a
privateering fleet from his father, Warwick had domeen involved with various
colonial initiatives, the most famous of which wid®® Providence Island Company.
Such schemes had drawn him ever closer to thenigaliritan politicians of the ade.
Providence Island, located near the Mosquito Cdaad, proved a successful base of
operations for privateers to attack Spanish tradéhe West Indies until its capture by
the Spanish in 1641. Warwick and others like hindenaonsiderable sums of money
from such raids on Spain’s trade: attacks agaimstideological enemy also had the
convenient side-effect of returning handsome Bof# large proportion of Warwick’s
wealth derived from ‘piracy’ at Spanish expense: dtbreak of Civil War did little to
dampen his enthusiasm for such campaigns, as sedhebsuccesses achieved by
Captain William Jackson, financed by Warwick, wHarnglered Spanish territories in
the West Indies in late 1642. That expedition rt#ld Warwick’s role as a financier of
privateering operations: experienced at sea himiselivas also content to let others run
the risks of a voyage, for a share of the profits.

One of the factors behind Warwick’s popularity amstthe sailors was his long

record of anti-Spanish piradyAs remarked upon earlier, the old enemies from the

®CJ, I, pp.396; Examination concerning Lord Digby, 26dary 1642

® Thrush, ‘Navy under Charles I', p.40

"LJ, IV, p.538; House of Lords, 26 January 1642

8 S. Kelsey, ‘Rich, Robert, second earl of Warwit&§7—1658)'’ ODNB

®W. F. Craven, ‘The Earl of Warwick, a SpeculatoPiracy’, The Hispanic American Historical
Review,10, No.4 (1930), pp.457-479
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Armada of 1588 were still detested by the averagamsin some half a century later.
Many clung to the Elizabethan ideal of a war up@ai fought out by Protestant
heroes who plundered the wealth of the great Catteshpire'® Warwick embodied
that tradition, putting him at odds with the Kingareign policy in the late 1630s.
Warwick, in fact, was one of Charles’ most steadfggonents: in 1640, as one of the
so-called ‘Petitioner Peers’, he had colluded with Scots prior to their invasion of
England in the Second Bishops’ War. Since the sunamgoof the Long Parliament, he
had been a leading figure in the struggle to dep@harles of many of his prerogative
powers. Warwick had become powerful, being in chao§ large sums of money
earmarked for the occupying Scottish army. In effdearliament was operating
financial bodies distinct from the Exchequer, whremained short of funds. Warwick
assumed responsibility for the Navy’s funding iteld641, something which presaged
his rise to command the next year and will be dised further on.

Northumberland’s reaction at the time of Parliartseerdecision to reject
Pennington as commander is interesting. Clearly psyhetic to Parliament, he
nevertheless hesitated for some three weeks bedooepting its nominee. The
Commons heard on 15 March the King’s insistenceReanington command the fleet,
Northumberland perhaps waiting on events a litdeote his next move. He may have
been concerned that his own influence over the Newuld be surpassed by
Warwick’s.

The consensus amongst historians is that Parliapesuadedthe ‘cautious’
Northumberland to make Warwick his deputy for tletHcoming summer fleet.
Accounts go on to stress that Northumberland wath&to be caught in the crossfire of
a squabble over the command of the Navy and exefrdiss constitutional right not to
put to sea, preferring instead that somebody elsenae the mantle of responsibility: his
pleading illness at a time of profound politicatkening appeared rather convenient.
Such an analysis is perhaps a little too simpligtc one, Northumberland had a long
record of genuine illness, something which hadHhtéd him ever since his elevation to
the Admiralty, and was not uncommon for statesnmeraybody else for that matter)
in an era bereft of modern medicine and healthisesy Some of his illnesses had
certainly laid him very low in the past: ‘my sicl@ath bin free from danger thies 3

weekes, but yet such an indisposition hath hunghrupee every other day, as | have

YK, R. AndrewsShips, Money and Politicp.5
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scarce gained strength enough to write my nam@n another occasion, he referred to
a fever which ‘made me a prisoner in my chamber’.

Ultimately, accusations that Northumberland shiedyafrom the constitutional
struggles between Parliament and the King are lpargafounded. He had made
conscious decisions to align himself with Parliamerell before the question of
appointments for the Summer Guard became suclsae and contributed significantly
to Parliament’s winning control over the Navy. Whgatertain is that Northumberland’s
‘delivering the fleet into the hands...of Warwick’he King ‘resolved never to
forgive'.:

Parliament informed the King of its decision regagdthe summer fleet's

command

The Lords and Commons in...Parliament assembledngdeund it necessary
to...set to Sea, a strong and powerful Navy...and tpkiotice of the
indisposition of the Lord Admirall, which disabldsim at this time for
commanding the fleet in his owne person, did theseurecommend unto his
Lordships the Earle of Warwick™.

The Address alluded to Charles’ known intentiort fh@annington command the
fleet, but stressed that prudence from the monaeeuded to be exercised lest the post
lie vacant in the midst of a dispute, somethingahivould lead to ‘great danger and
mischief' * Parliament implored the King not to interfere wittarwick’s appointment,
‘out of any perticular respect to any other peradratsoever'® The last quote was an
obvious reference to Pennington, Parliament makilagn that the interests of the
country (as it perceived them to be) should noh&dearded on account of the King's
loyalty to a trusted servant.

The royal response was one of anger and questi®agliament’s right to

nominate such appointments:

We believe it is the first time that the HousesPafliament, have taken upon
them the nomination or Recommendation of the chifa Commander, but it

' HMC Sydney Papers.329; Earl of Northumberland to Earl of Leices@%t,September 1640
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adds to the wonder, that...Pennington being alreggpynted by Us for that
service...another [namely Warwick] should be reconmeerto us’

The response went on to reiterate Charles’ detetiom for Pennington to be
made commander. Parliament offered to appoint Barlés Carteret, a noted Royalist,
to the post of Vice-Admiral, but the King, consumbyg pique and offended by
Parliament’s conduct, forbade him to accept thern@sion. The pro-Parliamentarian
William Batten was thus given the post, somethirciv Charles could have prevented
had he responded in a more measured manner. Battemany years’ naval experience
in the merchant service (he had also engaged ihighand since 1638 had held the
Surveyorship of the King’s Navy. He was linked @lysto the mercantile interest in
London and leaned towards Puritanism, hence hislpdfy with Warwick® He was to
prove a damaging opponent to the King’s affairsed during the First Civil War,
although his position was later to change, as #ldécalism of Parliament’s leadership
accelerated during the late 1640s and the Kingif#toe executioner’s axe.

Capp speculates that the King acquiesced on thstigneof Warwick so as to
secure funding from Parliament to fit out the sumreet, confident that he could
reassert his authority over the Navy at a momenhisfchoosing later off. This

argument is supported by the writings of Clarendon:

By his majesty’s concealing his resentment [at Welt\s appointment] there

was a good fleet made ready, and set out; and menffemen settled in the

command of ships, of whose affection and fideligy majesty was assured, that

no superior office could corrupt it; but that theguld, at all times, repair to his

service, whenever he required‘it.

Charles may well have reasoned that a prolongedrejuaver the fleet's
command would leave the service starved of fundsfi@ent that the Navy's ultimate
loyalty would be to the monarchy, he probably dedidhat it was best to pacify
Parliament in the short term so that his ships weegestate of readiness as and when he
would need to call on them. His belief that he doaderturn Warwick’s appointment at
a time of his own choosing was, of course, a pnofioerror of judgement.

At the same time, Sir John Mennes was appointédeaRear-Admiral. He had a
good deal of naval experience, twinned with a récof loyal service to the King:

commanding thé&ion, he had transported the Queen over to Holland eanligne year,

YBL, TT, E.141 [25] A message from both Houses afiBment Sent to Yorke to the Kings most
Excellent Majesty
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a knighthood from Charles | his reward soon aftedsd He had also served in the
King’'s army during the recent wars with ScotlandneOcould argue that his
appointment may have been made in the same spitiieaproposed appointment of
Carteret: as a man with a record of minimal, if aogposition to the Crown was he
chosen in an attempt to placate the King? In Chwais words, Mennes was of
‘unquestionable integrity’ as regarded his loyattghe Crowrf?
Warwick’s appointment was confirmed by the Lords om\pril 1642% The

Commons Journakcorded the debates and its language is tellmgHbuse having

Ordered, That Sir H. Vaine do carry unto the Lordimral the List of those
Commanders that are not allowed of by this Housd, desire his Lordship to
supply others in the Place of those, and to semdN&mes of them to the House
with all convenient Spe€d.

The order contained no mention whatsoever of thegKirhe Commons’ resolve was
apparent: those captains not approved had to Hacespwith new candidates, to be
vetted by Parliament. The convention had seemibghn set that naval appointments
were now subject to Parliamentary approval. Pasdiat's making Warwick the
effective ‘head’ of the fleet ensured that, in theent of a trial of strength over naval
control, the two Houses would be best placed: sudhal erupted midway through
1642.

The King believed that ultimately the Navy wouldegge its loyalty to the
monarch if a choice had to be made between obelyingcommands or those of
Parliament. He was wrong. At the end of June 162Rzarles unleashed a plan to
dislodge Warwick from the command of the Navy sacaeassert royal authority over
the service, something ‘which many men wonderedy]wie neglected so long®.
Charles’ three months of inaction following Warwiglkappointment to the effective
command of the fleet only served to allow the latte consolidate his hold on the
Navy?® Warwick took ‘the fleet at length wholly into hiends?’ This rendered the
King’'s aim of retaking the service more difficuftain it might otherwise have been.

Nevertheless, the King decided to remove Northutabdrfrom his position as
Lord Admiral, the effect of this being that any apgments made under

Northumberland’s commission would be void. Warwigkuld thus be forced to step

2L C. S. Knighton, ‘Sir John Mennes (1599-1671), hafficer’, ODNB
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down, or so Charles hoped. Unfortunately for thagKihowever, the attempt to seize
the fleet was somewhat botched and Parliament had warning of the impending
Royalist manoeuvres. Timing was crucial. Letterseandrafted to both Northumberland
and the captains informing them of the King’s wishénitially, Pennington had
declined Charles’ request to head the fleet, hasaeing being that Parliament would
object strongly to the appointment and that higney towards the Downs ‘would be
immediately taken notice of’, giving away the Kisgintentions earlier than was
prudent?® Advised by Pennington, the King considered turrimgnother experienced
seamen, Sir Robert Mansell, to head his fleet,themh decided against such a course
when other advisors cautioned him regarding Maissativanced ag€. Mansell was
approaching seventy years old.

Pennington’s doubts passed, meanwhile, and he tame conclusion that he
should accept the King’'s commission, but his chawigleeart came too late to stop the
dispatch of the letter dismissing Northumberland. dew letters were composed to
inform the captains of Pennington’s appointmeng pgage carrying the address to
Northumberland was riding swiftly to his destinatioA royal messenger, Edward
Villiers, was sent to meet with a retired but wespected naval officer, Sir Henry
Palmer, near the Downs. The King’s plan envisapatithe pair of them would deliver
the captains’ letters aboard and then send for iRgtum to take charge of the fleet
when the right moment arrived. Northumberland, heosve received his dismissal
before all was put to the test and he warned Fael of the King’'s impendingoup
attempt, informing the Lords that ‘he received #étérefrom the King, to discharge him
of being Admiral’>® This was crucial: the King’s scheme had hingedtho various
letters all reaching their recipients at around #saene time. Pennington’s delayed
acceptance of command, though, had slowed dowdisipatch of the captains’ letters,
thus giving Northumberland the opportunity to cent®arliament. It was a further
demonstration of his active support for the Kingfgponents.

When Villiers reached Palmer, the old officer wasfased and failed to grasp
the urgency of the situation. Villiers was therefthe man to deliver the King's orders
to the fleet: Batten was in command, Warwick att tthime being ashore. Charles’
decision to block Carteret’'s accepting the Vice-Amwtty was now punished: had the

King let him take the post, then at a key momerg ohhis supporters would have been

28 ClarendonHistory, Il, p.951
29 ClarendonHistory, II, p.951
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in charge of the fleet. Carteret might have sureeed the Navy willingly upon Villier's
delivery of Charles’ orders: in Clarendon’s vievar@ret's

interest and reputation in the navy was so grewt,hés diligence and dexterity
in command so eminent, that...he would, against valeaty...\Warwick could
have done, have preserved a major part of theifiddeir duty to the king.

One must be mindful, though, of Clarendon’s biasesa number of occasions
his History put forth the view that the King's party benefittdm the prestige of
Royalist gentry or men of ‘interest’ in a regiomch as the local magnate. He was
sometimes prone to over-estimating the impact ahssupport for the Royalists,
however, partly due to his preference that theeffart be directed by ‘great mefr.

Batten, unlike Carteret, was adamant that Parliasieould maintain its grip on
the Navy and remained steadfast in refusing thegKimlemands to submit to his
authority. Batten’s resolve was an important fagtodenying the Navy to the King.
Pennington was dithering, unsure of whether ortago aboard himself, whilst Palmer
never appeared at sea either. Pennington may hesse flearful of the consequences
were he to lose in a trial of strength with Warwibks arrest would have placed him at
Parliament’s mercy and his past loyalty to the Kingcluding his part in Digby’s
escaping England, would not have counted well for.$ Villiers lacked the authority
or seniority to impose the King's will over the Naand, when Warwick came aboard,
the royal messenger could not compete with his beéd the sailors.

Capp argues that the name Villiers was not onehwimspired support amongst
the sailors, his implication being that the latekBwf Buckingham’s disastrous naval
expeditions perhaps still exerted an influence dkiersailors’ mindsets. This perhaps
assumes too much: it seems unlikely that the comsadors would have been aware
that the messenger was a kinsman of Buckingham.eMi&ely, Warwick’s high
standing swung the decision in favour of Parliamedapp’s reasoning possibly
overestimates the impact of Villiers delivering thieg’s commands.

On 11 July, Edward Nicholas, writing to Ormonddated Northumberland’s
decision to accept his dismissal from office by kteg:

Northumberland hath received his Majestie’s disgbdrom the office of Lord
Admirall, to which he submitted with much civillignd duty, and refused to be

3L R. Hutton, ‘Clarendon’s History of the RebellioBnglish Historical Review97, No. 382 (January
1982), p.74; a good general overview of Clarendarggth to the historian is offered in J. Burroiv,
History of Histories: Epics, Chronicles, Romancetm§uiries from Herodotus & Thucydides to the
Twentieth CenturylL.ondon, 2007), pp.320-330
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continued in that office by the Parliament, whoeodid to establish him in it by
an ordinance of the two Hous¥s.

The above quote demonstrated perhaps a sense akhappion on
Northumberland’s part at the direction which evemése taking. On the other hand, he
may have wished to leave room for a future recatimh with the King. The office of
Lord Admiral was a lucrative one and Northumberlgodsibly hoped to be restored to
the office if and when the struggle between Paiahand Charles | came to an end.

Parliament took the initiative and confirmed Warvet the head of the Navy

with the power to

grant Commissions, and to remove or displace dic@s, and other Persons
whatsoever under your Command, and to place othéhgir Rooms, and to do
all other Acts in as ample Manner as any Admirahh@rmerly done, till
further Order shall be taken by both Houses ofi@agnt>*

It is worth noting that Parliament maintained Wankvon a ‘leash’, of sorts, by
not appointing him as Lord High Admiral. Rather, Wwas to discharge that post's
functions, but without the constitutionally recoggd position which Northumberland
had held. The stakes were high indeed, the Kirgjted to Warwick having reminded
him ominously that ‘it is no less than High Treasonany Person whatsoever to detain
any of Our Ships contrary to Our express Commafid®arliament had, however,
indicated that Warwick and those who served himld/be protected legally.

Standing firm in light of the King’s letter, on 2y Warwick called a council of
his captains and moved to secure the fleet foriddaeint. The majority of his officers
agreed to follow his stance, but five held out,®ihn Mennes amongst théfMennes

wrote to Warwick pleading his distress at the tofrevents:

| have...received an absolute Command not to obey Youdship, but to
follow such Instructions as | shall henceforth reeefrom Sir John
Pennington...[and] | am commanded by His Majesty $sist, in taking
Possession of His Majesty's Ship Themes and likewise the Command of
Admiral of the whole FleeY.

Mennes’ position was interesting: his letter to Wiak could be read as a
giveaway of the King's plans. He was informing Wankv of the nature of his

% 7. Carte An History of the Life and Times of James, Duk@rafionde, from his birth in 1610, to his
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1642
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instructions from the Royalists, something that camly have been helpful to
Parliament’'s naval commander. His letter made ctharthreat to thelames.Was
Mennes just indiscreet or was he keeping his optapen? Sensing that Parliament was
in the ascendant, was he doing his best to plduaite sides? Did self-preservation
enter into his thinking? Before the episode hadgall under way, Mennes had been
amongst those dining with Warwick onshore, butltier had not allowed him to go to
his ship when news reached them of Villiers’ deling the King's instructions. Mennes
was popular with Warwick, but could not be persubde throw in his lot with
Parliament®

Warwick, alarmed at the threat to his flagship Jlaenes,was not prepared to
countenance any opposition to Parliament’s ordesea and took prompt action. His
letter to John Pym set out the turn of events. &amurley brought over th&ntelope

without a trial of strength, before the next mogiWarwick

weighed [his] Anchors, and caused the rest of [BlEps so to do, and came to
an Anchor round about them, and besieged themwduash [he] had made all
Things ready, [he] summoned thém.

Mennes, commander of théctory, and Fogge, aboard theeformationchose
to submit at that point, but Slingsby and Wake, e@nding theGarland and the
Expeditionrespectively, continued to hold out. Warwick wasedmined to resolve the
matter swiftly and, as his relation of events tarPgxplained, the endeavour was

successful:

| let fly a Gun over [Slingsby and Wake], and sérv@m Word that | had turned
up the Glass upon them; if in that Space they camhén, they must look for me
aboard them. | sent to them by my Boat, and moghefBoats in the Fleet:
Their Answer was so peremptory, that my Masters &ailors grew so

impatient on them, that, although they had no Aimtteir Boats at all, yet God
gave them such Courage and Resolution, as in a kitothey entered them,
took hold on their Shrouds, and seized upon theggaihs, being armed with
their Pistols and Swords, and struck their Yardd &opmasts, and brought
them both to mé’

Mennes was dismissed from his naval command and wento serve the
Royalists on land, with spells in the North-Westd awales, before he replaced

Pennington as the King's Vice-Admiral in May 1645.
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The ‘gentleman commanders’ who had characterised\téivy’s officer class
during the Personal Rule had been swept away byaRP@nt's navalcoup of 1642.
Under the fleet's new Parliamentarian leaderslipre was little scope for gentleman-
at-sea (with large numbers of their attendantsdyeng a voyage on one of its ships,

consuming vital stores of food and material:

keepe aboard the sayd shipp only the allowed nunolbe4 p[ersons] for
Retinue, and [ensure] that the officers...have noeengervants then the
Instructions doe permit them, [so] that the sayigsmaie not bee pestred with
Jokers and boyés.

With Warwick having brought the fleet in the Downader Parliamentarian
control in early July 1642, there remained sevehgbs at large whose allegiance was
still to be decided. One such vessel wasliiog, under Captain Robert Fox. The&n
had been caught up in severe storms off the Dutastc with Princes Rupert and
Maurice onboard and hoping to be transported toldfag Three days of incessant
seasickness, however, had taken their toll on Rupio became ‘so extreme sick...he
had cast much Blood® He and his party had returned to land, whilst Baided
onwards to England. Arriving in the Downs on 8 Juipx was oblivious to recent
events and did not know that Parliament now comredrttie Royal Navy. Warwick
received him aboard thlamesand gave him a relation of recent events, befalerarg
him to resign his ship to Parliament. Warwick fouhan ‘much divided in his
Thoughts’ and decided to arrest HifnHe sent the news of Fox's removal from
command to the officers of théon. They ‘struck their Topmasts and Yards’ as ordered
by Warwick and sent him a letter of support to aniiedge the ship’s submissih.
Thus, another of the King's ships was denied him.

Had Rupert still been onboard, it is perhaps pésditat by the force of his
personality he might have rallied or compelled ¢hew to resist Parliament, but even
had that been possible, it seems doubtful thatibe could have escaped Warwick’s
overwhelming naval strength in the Downs. Rupalifess thus proved very fortunate
for himself and his followers: his capture just anth or so before the outbreak of Civil
War might well have cost the Royalists dearly.

Two key ships still remained loyal to the King inetsummer of 1642: the

Swallow under Captain Thomas Kettleby and tBenaventureunder Captain Henry
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Stradling. The two Third-Rate vessels had been pfrhe Irish Guard, but word
reached Warwick that they had disappeared fronr tiese at Kinsale. The Commons
heard the news of their disappearance on 17 AugustWarwick was told to ‘dispose
of the said Ships’ as he saw fit: were they tosefthe was to ‘use all Means to compel
them thereunto®®

The Irish Sea was thus left relatively defencelegainst privateers, exposing
‘his Majesty’s good subjects in that Kingdom to rhubDanger in these Times of
Rebellion’, something of profound concern to therdsJustices at Dubli. For a
period of time, supplies for the rebellious Catbdlionfederates in Ireland faced little
obstacle getting through to them by sea. The Catleeneral Owen Roe O’Neill
landed in Ireland in August 1642 (he would soon e@nd the Army of Ulste?§ and
this was precisely the kind of thing that a funeiig Irish Guard might have prevented.

The Lords Justices were outraged:

The great Rogue Oneale had never landed, if Stpdind Kettleby had obeyed
the Lords Justices Command...to ride at Anchor atHHlneen of Wexford...and

hovered thereabouts, the Lords Justices informingmt of this Oneales
intention to come there, but these two treachef@aigtaines would not obey
their Commandes, but weighed Anchor, and set &ailEngland..?®

The only other ships the Lords Justices could lmofor help were of minimal
use. Thomas Bartlett, who commanded @mnfidencewas suspected as a Royalist
(something correct, as he later aided the Kingisgporting of troops across to England
following the Cessation in 1643j.John Bartlett, in charge of ttwan,was absent
from the region that summer, and was also of Relyalympathies (he too helped to
ferry men across from Ireland for his sovereigeran the war). The only other ship of
note, thePhoenixhad been destroyed by that stabe.

The presence of privateers was especially acut&enrford, where the rebels
‘have set up the King of Spaines Colours’, dematistg the prevalence of letters of
marque from foreign ruler€. The Confederates, of course, looked to Spain ifbiira

their campaign against the English in Ireland.
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Warwick did not at that time have the shipping &l@e to intervene in the Irish
Sea and, given that Parliament faced only hostkspn Ireland, he would have faced
difficulties even had he commanded spare vessele Tack of an effective
Parliamentarian naval presence in that theatreriboted to the Royalist Marquis of
Hertford being able to ship his men across thet@ri€hannel from Minehead to
Cardiff: *All Ships and Boats are taken from theaSts thereabouts, left the Marquesse
escape by Sea to Waléd' .Hertford’s ‘escape’ to Wales deeply troubled the
Parliamentarians in Devon, who feared that he waguakly returne...not being above
4 houres sail' and strike at the castle near Mindf& The Irish Guard had a tough
enough task as it was in patrolling an increasirdgipngerous sea, stretching from the
coasts of Ireland to the Bristol Channel and beyamdl whilst two ships could by no
means ward off all threats, the desertions of Kbjtland Stradling had a very negative
impact.

It is worth exploring briefly the surviving correspdence between Charles | and
Henry Stradling of th&onaventureFrom very early in 1642, the King was seeking to
ensure Stradling’s loyalty and seemed to trust I8tradling was one of the ‘gentleman
commanders’ and had seen service with the Ship Méeets, with a brief foray into
land operations during the First Bishops’ WaHe was a fervent supporter of the
monarchy. The King wrote to him on 8 January. Thetain was to make sure the
Bonaventurewas firmly under his command ‘a[nd] carry her pragewth the first
opportunity of wind to St Helens point near Portsithd and then to await further
orders>® Coming so soon after the attempted arrest of e embers, it is clear that
the King was keeping his options open. Portsmoutlule prove a good port from
which to sail for the Low Countries, something Qaeen had in mind. In a further

letter on 27 January, Charles stressed the impm@tahhis commands:

as soon as you arrive there...send us advertisetmergadf by an expresse and
trusty messenger, and...goe not from thence untill stwall receave our further
pleasure. Hereof you may not faile.

The secrecy of the order was plain to see and gtegd was being placed in Stradling’s

fulfilling his allotted role.
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By June 1642, confident of Stradling’s devotionddraving knighted him by
that point) the King sent another secret letterar®g up for his proposed naval coup
just days later, on 23 June he wrote to Stradlindering him to safeguard the

Bonaventure

there is att present a very pressing occasiondar yepaire into the Northerne
p[ar]tes of this Our Kingdome for a service muclparting the safety of our
person...take the first opportunity of winde to comdgout by Scotland for
Newcastle”?

This was to be carried out ‘in as private a wayas may, a[nd] wth as much
expedicon a[nd] as little Noyse’ as possiblélewcastle, of course, had recently come
under Royalist control, and it would be a prudemvento station loyal shipping in its
vicinity, the better to safeguard it. It was alsp abvious place from which to
communicate with the Low Countries. This was clegrart of the King's thinking
when he wrote once more to Stradling on 18 Augdlisé. King recognised his servant’'s
‘good Affeccon to Our Person and service in yopepdy obedience to Our Command’,
before promising that it would reflect well on hffhPlatitudes over, he then set out
Stradling’s orders: ‘Wee understand that you actuailled to [th]e 12 of October; and
having an important service for you in [thle Lowu®treys’®* Upon arrival there, the
captain was to notify the Queen and follow her ca@nds, which would presumably
have involved his transporting arms back to Englemstock the Royalist armies. It is
open to debate whether or not Stradling ever reckeikiis order. Baumber argues that it
was unlikely®® Given that Stradling sailed all the way around tBeul, following an
involvement in the defence of Duncannon, it seefaggible that the letter might not
have reached him.

Charles had borne Stradling in mind when plotting rravalcoupand one can
safely assume that he sent similar instructionkdtileby of theSwallow,for he too
was to be found off the North East coast in Septenb42°® Parliament was adamant
that their services be denied to the King and tst@ps to capture both ships. If left
unchecked, the pair could have created problemgherParliament at sea. In late-
September, théBonaventureand Swallow had started to victual at Tynemouth, in
preparation for a voyage to Holland. Batten wast semth to deal with the threat

%8 Glamorgan Record Office, Stradling MSS. D/D.TD.Dbarles | to Captain Stradling, 23 June 1642
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accompanied by a squadron of six ParliamentariapssiHis task proved fairly
straightforward. He deployed his longboats to bobath vessels when they were
unprepared and the disaffection of the crews savsliips pass into the Parliamentarian
fleet, ‘without any shot [of] resistanc& Stradling managed to slip away, but Kettleby
became a prisoner amongst his own fefihe sailors’ obvious lack of faith in their
Royalist captains reflected the sentiments of theesamen who had backed Parliament
earlier in the year.

These events were important because the last tipe shany significant power
held by the King had been wrested from his grifis imajesty was without one ship of
his own...at his devotion®® This thus made the task of transporting suppliefdm
abroad more problematic, although far from impdssili meant that Charles would
have to rely on merchant shipping were he to eajoy presence at sea. The Royalists’
countermeasures to Parliament’s control of the NaMybe discussed in greater detalil
in chapter six.

Having lost the ships of the Royal Navy to Parliam&harles did not give up
hope that he could still deny the fleet acces$i¢ovital infrastructure without which it
could not function. On 7 July, the King ordered Bréncipal Officers of the Navy, and
all who served under them, not to olsey Parliamentarian ordinances or warrants. He
directed them to ‘take special care, that no mooigwovisions whatsoever be issued or
expended’ for the use of ‘Our fleet now at sea’haitt his express permissith.
Parliament soon responded with contrary instrustitmthe officials concerned. When
they questioned which orders to obey, though, 8adnt was swift to act and removed
them all, replacing them with its own nominé&3hus the Parliamentarian takeover of
the Navy was complete. The ships, dockyards andrastnation of the fleet were now
all denied to the King.

Clarendon remarked upon Charles’ misplaced optimilsat the fleet would

remain loyal:

his majesty had an opinion of the devotion of tHeole body of the common
seamen to his service, because he had, bountifsdlymuch mended their
condition, and increased their pay, that he thotigéy would have thrown the
Earl of Warwick overboard, when he should commaueaint®
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The King was to be disappointed with the outconteer& are numerous factors
behind the sailors’ almost universal decision tppgut Parliament in 1642. There had
been numerous warning signs in the years precettiegCivil War that the seamen
favoured Parliament over their King. Mariners hdaypd a leading part in some of the
popular disturbances which followed the end of @&saPersonal Rule. When the King
threw leading opponents into the Tower shortlyratissolving the Short Parliament in
May 1640, the Earl of Warwick amongst them, riatskie out, with eager participation
by mariners. Archbishop Laud’s palace at Lambetmecainder siege, with a young
seaman called Thomas Bensted trying to break opendbor with a crowbar. His
subsequent execution on draconian charges of reglsdn made him a martyr amongst
London’s quayside communitié.

There was widespread anger amongst the seamethéhéieet was failing to
protect coastal communities from Barbary piratdsreflected badly on them as
Englishmen and they believed that the blame regl@hately with the King. Whilst
still angling for a Spanish subsidy, the King hagreurged his Navy not to intervene
against the ravages of Dunkirk privateers on theitkand Sussex coasts.The
Dunkirkers were at that stage operating in an médralliance with Spain, with some of
them flying Spanish colours. The King’'s perceivéaseness to a major Catholic power,
then, was something which proved costly in termsepltation. Certainly, the seamen
could relate more closely to Parliament’s anti-Sgananti-Catholic preference in
foreign policy.

England in the 1640s was a country gripped by schpeies of Catholic
atrocities committed against Protestants, some sam@e imagined. The climate of fear
was at its highest pitch in relation to IrelandeTdutbreak of the rebellion there in late
1641 had seen a cycle of violence erupt, but therte which reached England tended
to exaggerate the scale of carnage. Protestangaesuwho had fled their homes in
Ulster were all too eager to relate the brutalitythee Catholics once they arrived on
English soil. The set narrative became one of nmotdePapists intent on slaughtering
each and every Protestant they could lay their fi@and Invasion fears abounded.

We can gauge the virulent anti-Catholicism of tearsen during 1640s England
by reference to some of the material which was tednin their name. One
remonstrance, printed at the end of January l1l6d¥eriperated with hostility to

‘Papists’. There were calls for an energetic prasen of the war in Ireland and ‘not to

0 C. V. WedgwoodThe King’s Peace, 1637-164llondon, 1955), pp.299-300; for details of Benssed’
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have any Papists to inhabit theféeDemands were also made for ‘Popish Lords’ to ‘bee
utterly cast cut’ from Parliamerit.Such views were well in keeping with the general
mood of the country, but calls for bishops to bmeeed from the House of Lords
demonstrated clear sympathies with the King's oppts The remonstrance was full of
Protestant fervour, with one passage stressingthiesé were ‘none more readier’ to
defend the faith ‘then wee that doth belong toSka’'.

A petition from early January 1642 to the Hous€ommons from the mariners
of London was similar in content. The seamen spoketheir encounters with

Catholicism:

Your Petitioners having had sad experience by fheivels in Forreigne Parts,
what evils and miseries, that Religion, and merhofe spirits have brought
forth, which doth justly occasion your Petitionetgterly to abominate and
abhorre their Religion, and most unjust practiées.

One of the most obvious warning bells which pointedthe sailors’ greater
affinity for Parliament came in the aftermath ofaflas’ dramatic but unsuccessful
swoop to arrest the Five Members in Parliamentamudry 1642. Having failed in his
objective of imprisoning leading figures from higpmsition, the King had forfeited the
trust of Parliament and his popularity in the calpias seriously damaged. He soon
fled London with his family. Some two thousand s@lhad marched to the Guildhall
pledging their support for Parliament and theirat®n to the Earl of Warwick® The
demonstration was a powerful and emotive gestdearly indicative of deep-rooted
unease towards the monarch. Warwick’s popularitg eaparent, but the King did not
appear to take the message on board.

It would be unwise, however, to suggest that thans:m were diehard
Parliamentarians. They were willing to place maust in Parliament than in the King,
but, as McCaughey points out, impressment was called for after the Navy came
under Parliamentarian contrdl.

Money was undoubtedly an important consideratiantiose serving with the

fleet and, given the King's obvious difficulties mising money, Parliament, with its
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control of London and greater scope to collect@ustrevenues, appeared to be a more
reliable paymaster. The state Navy, though, wagmparticularly popular as a source
of employment. The competition to recruitment pobgdhe merchant service must be
remembered: merchant vessels tended to pay highggsaand Charles had found in the
1630s that men were reluctant to serve in the RNgaly. He had failed to introduce an
effective method of pressing seamen, somethingidPaht set about changing by
voting for more coercive legislation once the Naame under its control. Naturally,
though, relations between the merchant marine lamdtate Navy could sour when men
and private ships were pressédThe onset of war sparked wage increases in the
merchant service, the prospect of prizes to be at@ea surely a factét Foreign fleets
also competed for English sailors, with some maedifig more advantage in enlisting
with the better-paid French or Dutch navigs.

It is worth noting that the mariners who backediRarent in 1642 were already
ensconced in the Navy: a flood of new recruitshesiastic for the Parliamentarian
cause, failed to materiali§®.Rather, those men already in the service had &eho
between two potential employers: the King or hidi@aent. Charles | had a reputation
amongst the seamen as a bad employer, somethirgd Wkiped to make Parliament
appear as the more attractive optfon.

The King, then, was outmanoeuvred comprehensiveliis attempt to wrest
back control of the Navy from Parliament in 164&. $everal months of inaction on the
matter had been fatal to his cause, with his com#asures to Parliament’'s dominance
coming far too late and being poorly executed.hi& next chapter, the Navy’s role in
the opening year of the war will be discussed.
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CHAPTER TWO: THE STRUGGLE FOR PORTS

Well before the English Civil War was declared,lbiing and Parliament were
making moves to secure the country’s ports. Asctird@rontation between both parties
developed over the command of the Navy, so therabof ports became the focus of
increasing competition throughout 1642. The flemild not play an active role in the
coming conflict without suitable bases from whichdperaté. In this chapter, | will
turn my attention to some of the most importantpto be disputed by both parties in
1642.

Ports were particularly important because theyrd#éd safe harbourages and
were often centres of wealth for the local dréawell situated port could allow local
naval forces to control and, intervene in, key poion maritime waterwaysFor the
King, the control of suitable ports (which couldopide a safe landing point) was a
necessity to allow his forces to receive arms casgoom abroad, provided they could
first evade the Parliamentarian ships which patblthe seas. As discussed earlier,
Charles’ inability to prevent the Navy falling umd@arliamentarian control forced him
into a reliance on foreign imports to supply hismiges. Parliament’s greater share of the
kingdom’s munitions stores at the outbreak of witteal to that reliance.

After the outbreak of Civil War, many Continentalvgrnments tacitly backed
Parliament, preferring to maintain trade and sdhforather than risk antagonising
England’s ascendant party. The Prince of Orangeddfick Henry (Stadholder for
some of the United Provinces) favoured Charleserd®arliament, but his hands were
tied by the pro-Parliamentarian Dutch States, thmiing the amount of aid he could

provide the English RoyalisfsClarendon related such a viewpoint:

though the prince of Orange had a very signal @ffedor the king's service,
and did all he could to dispose the states to gontemselves in his majesty’s
quarrel; yet his authority and interest was muchinished with the vigour of
his body and mind; and the states of Holland wertasfrom being inclined to
the king, that they did him all the mischief theyutd?

The Dutch had taken advantage of Charles’ needlfi@s in 1641 by securing
the marriage of Mary Stuart, his eldest daughteErederick Henry's son William, later

William 1l. That served to cool England’s relatiowth Spain, thus reducing the threat
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to Dutch interests. No political promises had besde at the time of the marriage
treaty, though, and it was largely in vain that B@yalists sought to obtain significant
help from the Dutch government during the Civil Wamstead, the King’s party turned
to merchants and privateers, both to supply ana shg weaponry to England. Writing
to the Marquis of Newcastle in March 1644, Lieutgr@olonel John Ogle outlined his

perception of loyalties in the United Provinces:

Though | finde this country of Flanders very fordidor the King, yet | finde
that of Holland no less ready to assist [th]je Rarént both with hand & voice,
& yo[ur] Royalists there are like the true people[th]e Lord (a very little

flock).’

It demonstrated the willingness of some sectionghefUnited Provinces to do
business with the Royalists, but also highlightkedt tthe country was divided in its
loyalties, with elements more eager to assist &adnt. The Prince of Orange, though,
did offer help on occasion.

As early as February 1642, Queen Henrietta Maripaded for the Low
Countries on a mission to increase the King's seppdf weaponry. The Queen began
assembling supplies of arms to send back to Engleendng pawned the Crown Jewels
and raised loans in the United Provinces. She utigedKing to seize a key northern
port to which the munitions could be despatchedjing Hull, Berwick or Newcastle as
suitable targetd. The reason for this lay in Parliament's clear oonbf London
following the King's flight from the capital, mearg that the Royalists needed to focus
their energies elsewhere. This put them at somgthfia disadvantage, because London
was best situated to receive deliveries from ahrbathg situated much closer to the
Continent than more peripheral ports in the North outhwest.

Hull was a notable early battleground, with bothtiea trying to ensure it did
not come under the control of the other. The Rsy@lwere confident that the King’'s
presence alone would secure the loyalty of therl@thern port, with Captain William
Legge writing to Secretary Nicholas: ‘if ever hisajesty appear in person all will
absolutely be at his disposal'.

Hull was well-fortified, with a particularly usefuheans of defence: the town
could flood up to two miles of the surrounding ctyside by cutting the banks of the
Hull and Humber, then removing the sluices whickedcas a check on the water
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sprawling everywhere at flood tid® Furthermore, a ditch existed beneath the walls,
always filled with water. Any attacking force wasus presented with considerable
obstacles, something which the Royalists were soalier. Since the Bishops’ Wars,
Hull had been occupied by a garrison some 1000 stremg: the withdrawal of these
troops in January 1642 created a dispute betwedmiRant and the King as to which
party controlled the precious magazine still renmgjrat Hull. After the weapons at the
Tower, the magazine at Hull was England’s forenstste of weaponry*

On 11 January, the Commons restored Sir John Hotbahe governorship of
the town, a position he had enjoyed during the $683s growing opposition to Ship
Money had seen him removed from all commissionsaily 1640 His son, Captain
John Hotham, duly secured Hull with the aid of treened bands, a threat from the
Royalists having come to light: the King had nan@=ptain Legge as governor, whilst
also ordering the Royalist William Cavendish, EdrNewcastle, to proceed to Hofl.

Having missed out in their initial attempt to sexttull, further attempts by the
Royalists to seize the garrison were planned. Niog lafter the Queen’s departure for
the United Provinces, Warwick ordered a pair of ednmerchantmen to maintain a
watch on Hull from the Humber: thBonaventurecommanded by Captain George
Swanley, and th#&layflower,under Captain Joseph Piggott. Patrols were alstegas
the North Sea to look out for the Queen’s returiyage to England® There were
concerns in Parliamentarian ranks that the Kinghmicall on the Danes to send
reinforcements to aid his cause in Englahtt.was therefore prudent to keep a watch
off Hull for a number of reasons. Civil War waslIstindeclared, but it was now
becoming increasingly apparent that preparationsdaflict were under way.

In late April 1642, the King made a personal attetogseize the northern town,
but Hotham, having assumed in person his commagdwaernor in mid-March, refused
him entry and promised to hold its vital storesn@aponry for Parliament. The King
had been forced into action by Parliament’s notitetent to remove the arsenal from
Hull, a weapons bounty which the Royalists wereninch need of. Addressing the
King, Parliament suggested that since the magaandhe Tower was ‘much

diminished’, the stores from Hull should be trarm$pd to the capital, since in London
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the weapons would be of ‘much more convenienceHerservice of the Kingdom of
Ireland’*® The King’s answer to Parliament’s ‘petition’ magkin his unease at the
prospect of Hull's arms being removed and also tpmsd the legality of Hotham'’s
governorship of the town, the King arguing thathasl been entrusted ‘with a power
unagreeable to the Law of the Lari@’A petition to Charles from the gentry and

commons of York urged him to maintain ttatus quat Hull:

We...beseeching You to cast Your eyes and thoughds tige safety...of this
whole Countie, a great meanes of which we concgdth consist in the Arms
and Ammunition at Hull...because [amongst other thjnge think it fit, that
that part of the Kingdom should be best providecrghyour Sacred Person
doth reside. '®

On 22 April, Charles’ latest move to secure Hult gader way: a small party
escorted the young Duke of York to the town. Theters were recognised only once
they had gained entry, forcing Hotham to receianthofficially, something he would
probably have wished to avoidWhen the King, with several hundred horse and, foot
arrived before the gates of the town the next teeyfound all the Gates shut upon him,
and the bridges drawn uff’ Hotham stood firm and enunciated Parliament’s rsréfeat
the town must not pass into royal hands. The Kppealed to the soldiers manning the
walls, urging them to disobey their governor, big balls failed to secure entry.
Declaring Hotham a traitor, the King was compeftedvithdraw to York, his troops
being insufficient to storm the town’s defencescassfully. The Duke of York's party
had been allowed to join with Charles earlier ia tlay, but only after being delayed by
Hotham, ‘One Circumstance his Majesty [could notpkt’ *

Charles was disgusted and the episode at Hull dstraded Parliament’s
determination to prevent his becoming too well-preg for a potential war. Hotham’s

stand was recognised by the two Houses, whichweddhat his being declared a traitor
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was ‘a high breach of the priviledge of ParliaméhfThe episode demonstrated clearly
Parliament’s growing assertiveness. Soon afterwandsy of Hull's stocks of arms and
ammunition were spirited away to London, Warwic&tgps in the Humber overseeing
their ‘escape’ southwards. The cargo reached thigat@n 30 April. This was a prudent
move, for Hull would come under renewed pressurenguhe summer.

Warwick’s actions demonstrated his determinationttiise the Navy decisively
in Parliament’s favour and it is perhaps surpridimat the King did not make an earlier
attempt to ‘correct’ such a situation. The episa@s a blatant affront to royal authority
and Charles was paying dearly for his fumbled respdo Parliament’s appointment of
Warwick to command the fleet the previous month.

Matters escalated in June 1642, when Warwick odd#mee ships lying off the
Humber to intercept therovidencean armed merchant vessel of the Royal Navy under
the direction of Captain Strah&hThe Providencewas sailing from Holland, loaded
with significant quantities of gunpowder, arms aisb (according to Clarendon) seven
or eight pieces of heavy artillery for use in theld:** Henrietta Maria’s efforts to
cultivate supplies of weaponry for the Royalistsrav@ow coming to fruition. The
Queen had ensured that the ship had not repairekl tbathe Downs following her
landing in Holland earlier that year, wanting talisg it to transport arms back to
England when the time was rigft.

Tipped off by agents in Holland, though, Warwicksnadamant that the King’s
party be denied the weapons bounty: Parliament dwachany spies there [in Holland],
that the queen could do nothing they had not ptesatice of ?° When theProvidence
arrived at the Humber, she met with a hostile reopgrom the three vessels loyal to
Parliament, and was promptly chased down the gatéweHull. Met by the larger
Mayflower, she evaded capture and, taking advantage of hdlesrdeaught, slipped
into a small creek not far from Paul, to the eddtall. The lightness of th€rovidence
meant she ‘drew not much watéf’In skirmishes between the Royalist trainbands and
forces sent by Hotham, it was the Cavaliers whairgecthe munitions once unloaded,
although the ship had to be abandoned to the Ramfitarians. The cargo, however,

could now be used to arm the King’s forces in tle@th The most important issue at
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stake, however, was the King’s obvious loss of auityrover his Navy: ships following
his orders were now under threat from vessels @atimder Parliamentarian authority.
That finally led him into taking action regardinbet control of the fleet, with his
attemptedcoupover the Navy coming several weeks later.

Parliament’s success in holding the fleet soon mitbdends. On 6 July, Sir
John Meldrum arrived by ship at Hull with cruciginforcements of manpower and
supplies to meet a fresh challenge from the RagaliBhe King’'s army had encircled
the town, in yet another effort to bring aboutstgomission. The Royalists constructed
two forts to the east and west of Hull, intendinogcommand the Humber and thereby
block the Parliamentarians from bringing in furtteipplies’® Meldrum, however,
oversaw a strengthening of the garrison’s defentedlood the adjacent countryside,
and to cause disruption to the enemy, the bankseafivers Hull and Humber were also
cut, although the Royalists could still approaclongl the raised banks. Further
Parliamentarian naval assistance, though, soomgthrened the defenders, with a
further fifteen hundred troops being rushed ashfam theSampsorandJocelynwhich
had sailed up the Humber, escorted by two bigggrssitheUnicorn, commanded by
the new Rear-Admiral Trenchfieldnd theRainbow Naval gunnery combined with the
heavy guns of the garrison to neutralise the Rel&brts overlooking the town, before
Meldrum led a sally against the King’s troops aotéd them out of their trench&s.

Parliament’s success in keeping control of the Hemdnd thus being able to
reinforce the garrison was down to its naval cdpes. Warning was served to the
King that the Royal Navy was now acting decisivedyprotect the interests of his
opponents in Parliament. Parliament’s control ofll fivould prove highly valuable
during the Civil War, with the town acting as a Kegstion in an area which, for the
opening two years of hostilities, was largely doatéd by the Royalists. Naval support
was central to Parliamentarian power there.

The King may have been frustrated at Hull, butdasnmander for the North,
William Cavendish, Earl of Newcastle, establishexy&ist control at Newcastle on 10
June 1642, thus giving the Royalists a signifigaort in the Northeast.

Newcastle’s precious reserves of coal were a higblyght-after prize and the
King hoped to tax exports to raise money for himias>° Parliament recognised that

threat: ‘they will have the Power of restraining thrade of Sea-coal, and enhancing the
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Price, having the entire Command over thémin terms of economic warfare, the
King’'s control of Newcastle was detrimental to thelihoods of London colliers: the
interruption of the coal trade affected perhapsr @/quarter of shipping at the start of
the war’> Many ships were left idle and their value declin€@bmpared to other
provincial towns, Newcastle enjoyed an elevatedoirtgmce in relation to London: this
was on account of its coal supplsOne should be mindful, however, that
Parliamentarian blockades and economic retaliat&er in the war diminished the
King’'s opportunity to exploit Newcastle’s coal.

Alarmed by the Royalists’ control of such a key mmmic centre,
Parliamentarian propagandists were quick to paimbraifying picture of the Northeast
of England being engulfed by hordes of Papist hawekers** Cavendish’s name was
linked repeatedly to Catholicism, his army beingtas a ragbag assortment of sinister
Catholic soldiery.

Cavendish saw to it that the town was put intcagesdf defence:

within [a] few days he fortified the town, and m&kmen daily, and put a

garrison of soldiers into Tynmouth Castle, standipgn the river Tyne, betwixt

Newcastle and the sea, to secure that port, anddathe soldiers as best he
could®

Parliamentarian letters from those at Newcastlevidt of concern:

They have got Engineers out of Germany, and Guntfersthe Great
Guns...[and] there is a Fort making at the Haven Moilitat no Ships can go in
or out without their Leavé.

Newcastle would go on to become an important gatefionthe Royalists to
bring in foreign arms to supply their forces. Rarlent was concerned and a tract of 9
July 1642 demonstrated the frenzied reports whichulated at that time:

For intelligence hath beene given to the Housegreht store of Armes and
Ammunition, to be transported to Newcastle, forMaesties defence, likewise
diverse pieces of Ordnance, and many other thielgmbing to warre, likewise
many Captaines are ready to be transported ovsene the King, who have
taken an Oath amongst themselves that if they bemm the way, they will

fight it out to the last mafi.
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Such reports were not unfounded and some largengmis did manage to evade
the Parliamentarians at sea. The tract’'s grave imgsnof the Royalists defeating
Parliament with a French or Spanish army provedewafl the mark, however, and
reflected Parliament’s fears rather than realiyOlctober the same year, a declaration
by the House of Lords warned those in Yorkshirgit@ up any thoughts of neutrality,
lest the King overrun the county and tap into Nestleds proximity ‘for Supplies by
Sea'®

Newcastle was important to the King, but its logatwas far from ideal: at
considerable distance from the Continent, it wae &lillnerable to a Scottish incursion
and, at the mouth of the Tyne, could be subjectea fairly effective blockad®.
Charles hoped to utilise Scarborough: further ndhidgin the more favoured Hull, it
nevertheless held strong strategic vdfli@he town changed hands numerous times
during the war, but Parliament’s control was negatwith Hull under its dominion,
Parliament did not necessarily need Scarborough, wnoning possession of the
Royalists’ second-choice North Sea port, and thasyihg it to the King, made
considerable sense.

The key figure at Scarborough during the war wasHBigh Cholmley, initially
as a supporter of Parliament, and later on as anitbed servant of the King. Writing to
Parliament in January 1643, before his defectioiéoRoyalists, he elucidated what he
saw as the four key reasons for Scarborough’s itapoe®*

First, he believed the castle to have a cruciatl hover the adjacent parts’ of
Yorkshire*? The castle could also provide good defence fortthgbour, which he
recommended to Parliament as a suitable place Wbith pinnaces might be set out to
disrupt any possible Royalist arms trade comingmfréhe Low Countries or
Scandinavia. Cholmley argued that Scarborough wase conveniently’ located for
such a task than any other port in Engl&h@onversely, he warned, Scarborough’s
position ‘so opposite to Holland, or Denmarke’ veasnething which the King would
exploit, were he in possession of the town: ‘hehhigke opportunitie to send men or

%1.J,V, p.386; House of Lords Declaration, 5 October2.64

%9 7. Binns,A Place of Great Importance’: Scarborough in th&iCWars, 1640-166QPreston, 1996),
p.76

“0 For a brief survey of Scarborough in the Civil Véae J. Binns, ‘Scarborough and the Civil Wars,
1642-1651'Northern History 22 (1986)

“1BL, TT, E.85 [17]Nevves from Yorke, Being a true Relation of thegedings of Sir Hugh Cholmley
since his comming to Scarborougitondon, 1642)

“2BL, TT, E.85 [17]Nevves from Yorke, Being a true Relation of thegedings of Sir Hugh Cholmley
since his comming to Scarborough

“3BL, TT, E.85 [17]Nevves from Yorke, Being a true Relation of thegedings of Sir Hugh Cholmley
since his comming to Scarborough



64
provisions from thence hither in despite of any Wawon the Sed” That last
comment alluded to the difficulty of blockading 8warough, which was far more open
to the North Sea than Newcastle. Thus a constamthwan the port would prove
troublesome, particularly when conditions at seaeweery poor. The Parliamentarian
Navy could not spare infinite ships to close-upheacd every port, so opportunities for
Royalist gun-runners to slip through the net alweyisted.

Cholmley also remarked upon Scarborough’'s reasgr@bse proximity to
York, scene of the Royalists’ northern headquarterterms of arms distribution, then,
if the King held Scarborough, he could expect tans$fer any weapons/munitions
deliveries with a fair amount of speed to York. Tame did not apply to Newcastle,
‘both in respect of the distance and ilnesse ofithges’®® Scarborough’s importance to
the coal trade was remarked upon by the CommitteeBbth Kingdoms on 1 May
1645. The port’s potential for shipping out supplieoved the Committee to comment
that, in relation to the coal trade, it was of geeaconsequence than Pontefract in
Yorkshire, scene of numerous coal resefVes.

In the lead-up to war, Scarborough, like many tqwmas apprehensive about
allying itself too-closely or too-openly with eithéhe King or Parliament. The King’s
presence at York made it difficult to avoid any eoitment, but Scarborough took
careful steps to avoid unsettling Parliam&nin the opinion of the Parliamentarian
Captain Trenchfield, commanding thénicorn in 1642, the town’s population were
favourable to the two Houses, but he alluded torl#caugh’'s Royalist-inclined
leadership as a factor preventing any open denaiitsis of suppott®

The King, however, regarded Scarborough as a pedurable to his cause,
ordering theLion to sail there from the Dowr{€.By that stage, though, Warwick had
already seized the ship. As discussed earlierc@siRupert and Maurice were fortunate
not to be onboard. For their next attempt to re&epland, they embarked on a 46-gun
warship belonging to the Prince of Orange and ohiterto land at either Scarborough or

Tynemouth. The Parliamentariaiondonattempted to block their path, but was evaded,
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with Rupert and Maurice landing at Tynemouth, kernding the ship to Scarborough,
laden with munitions?

The King believed that Scarborough could play a k&g in his attempts to
establish a fresh presence at sea. Trenchfieldrmed Parliament of Sir John
Pennington’s activities at Scarborough in 1642. TKiag’'s Admiral, taking the
pseudonym Sir John Porter, was reported to haviedithe town in an attempt to find
shipping and sailors ready to serve Rimhiccompanied by two other Royalist captains,
his appearance in the North demonstrated the rsgimportance to the King and the
Royalists’ willingness to recruit on a nationwidasis. The episode also showed
Pennington’s active role in discharging his dutiegving been outmanoeuvred during
the Parliamentarian seizure of the fleet, he tHerealayed an important role in the
emerging ‘Royalist’ Navy.

Nevertheless, Parliament managed to secure Scagioin September 1642, in
large part due to the actions of Sir Hugh Cholm{@yolmley composed hidemorialls
tuching Scarbrougin the late-1640s, along with at least two otheernorials’ written
to aid the future Earl of Clarendon’s blossominstdrical account of the Civil Waf.
Whilst Clarendon neglected Cholmley’s account oérég at Scarborough, the source
provides a useful insight into the port’s importamiuring the conflict.

Cholmley had been restored to the colonelcy ofcd fegiment in the Yorkshire
trained bands by the Earl of Essex (acting in lpacity as the lord-lieutenant of
Yorkshire) and sent north to raise the necessary, same of whom were to come from
Scarborough. According to Cholmley, he was to sta§carborough ‘onely for securing
the Towne’, but upon arrival he soon managed tab#ish control of the castle,
notwithstanding the apparent opposition of its owiaeleading burgess of the locally-
powerful Thompson family® Cholmley’s pledge to pay Thompson £50 per year in
‘rent’ for the castle perhaps bought his acquiesegalthough the absence of a strong
Royalist military presence in the town, notwithsteng Cholmley’s own modest cavalry
force, might have inclined Thompson to caution. Ti®mpson family, though, were
pro-Royalist, with one of their number having ategisan arms ship depart Scarborough

for Newcastle, before the arrival of Cholmley’s IRamentarians?
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Cholmley was in no position seriously to erode tbeal dominance of
Scarborough’s leading families, but he did managstop the Royalists from utilising
the harbour, as well as raising around 400 miltian for Parliament. In letters to
Parliament, he expressed concern that he was pelvieg sufficient support for his
endeavours, but suggested that Scarborough’s caateworthy of defence, its value
being recognised by himself and his captains. &adnt agreed that Scarborough was
‘of great importance’ and, in a clear demonstratmnthe negative reasons for
controlling the port, mentioned that the Royalised a speciall eye towards i£.0n 2
November 1642, the Commons welcomed Cholmley’srobof the castle.

When Newcastle’s Royalists made a substantial swieasep Yorkshire in
December 1642, the local Parliamentarians were gabrunder substantial pressure,
with the King's party establishing control over rhuof the county. Scarborough,
however, remained a Parliamentarian outpost, adbpiecarious one. Again, though, by
denying the port to the King, Cholmley was makiiig inore difficult for the Royalists.
Whilst holding both Hull and Scarborough, Parliamemjoyed control over the

majority of the Yorkshire coast.Hull, though, always enjoyed a greater prominence.

THE KING IS DENIED PORTSMOUTH

The Royalists were anxious to control a substamiat on the south coast of
England so as to bolster their chances of bringingupplies from abroad: Portsmouth
was a major target. The port had three importanttfans: it was a fortress, a dry
dockyard (dating from Henry VII's reign) and al$®tgateway to the harbotlrlt was
an essential base for the fleet, and of great itapoe for supplies and repaifs.

Both parties were confident that Portsmouth wouwddtheirs to exploit during
the war, this being due in no small part to the etous intrigues of its governor,
Colonel George Goring. Governor since 1639, Govirag a man of shifting loyalties.
On good terms with the Queen, he seemed a natyppbser of the Royalists, having
‘been bred in the court’” and owing ‘all he had...tee timmediate bounty of the
crown’.> His part in exposing the Army Plot in 1641, howewearned him the thanks

of Parliament and the two Houses confirmed him is dovernorship, whilst later
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promising to raise him to the rank of lieutenantgm®l, something which the Royalists
had equivocated over (possibly influencing his siedi to reject the Army Plot). He
was to bide his time and await a better opportunitgid the Kind”

Despite Parliament’s blessing, suspicions surrodiie allegiance and rumours
abounded that he was still engaging in regularespondence with Henrietta Maria,
amongst other charges. Goring, however, ‘was settad in their [Parliament’s] good
opinion and confidence, that they would give nortenance to any informations they
received...of any thing to his prejudié&’In stark terms, though, heasin clandestine
contact with Charles | and the Queen, the King dpaissured that Portsmouth would be
delivered to his party whenever the moment of tegme. In mid-June 1642, the King
sent clear orders to Goring in which the governaswold to do all that was necessary
to secure the port for His Majesty. Anticipating atlles’ attempt to seize back the
control of the Navy, Goring’s instructions includetention of theHenrietta Maria,a
small pinnace, which was to be taken over to aidsRwuth’s defence. The King was
right in reasoning that Parliament would not allovg capture of Portsmouth to go
unanswered and a Royalist presence in the surnogmvditers would be an advantage.
Charles regarded Portsmouth as a place of ‘gresigequence’, which, if seized, would
prove ‘soe important to the Safety both of us ajudravhole kingdome®?

Goring having been dealing with the Royalists fams time, Parliament
nevertheless appeared to regard him as somebdmtydounted upon. Even as late as 12
July, the Commons voted some £5,030 to be paidnto'for the use of the Garison of
Portsmouth®® Yet the muttering against him did not abate, aisdeiitended absence
from London began to foster disquiet. On 2 Aughst,deception came to an end and
he declared for Charles I, stating that Parliantet engaged in illegality and that ‘he
had received the command of that garrison fromkihg...and that he durst not be
absent from it, without his leav&®.Clarendon opined that his declaration had come too

early:

an accident fell out, that made it absolutely nsassfor the king to declare the
war, and to enter upon it, before he was in anyetegpe for action®”
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Parliament was swift to react and sent forth anyaumder the effective
command of Sir William Waller to apply pressurevtbat was such a crucial south
coast port. Warwick ordered Captain Richard SwarleyheCharles,accompanied by
seven armed merchantmen, to tighten the net froem ¢ba, and on 8 August
Parliament’s naval presence made itself felt in ahea®® Swanley’s squadron landed
some seamen on Portsea Island, to allow time fotahd forces to reach the region. It
was a decisive tactic in some Civili War engagemetscall on seamen as
reinforcements.

The two Houses expected a complicated struggleiridoack Portsmouth, for it
was reputed to be strongly defended, although tnahdact, ‘the Towne itselfe [was]
unfortified and very weake in many plac&§During his time as governor, Goring had
made attempts to boost Portsmouth’s defences, dsgiteé injections of finance from
both Parliament and the King, the town was madéréan impregnablé®

A hysterical report appeared on 6 August and seatesined to rally support
for Parliament’s attempt to secure Portsmouth bgmiging the threat: ‘it is credibly
reported by those who scorne to tel a lie, thatren€h Army is at this instant in
Portsmouth®® The newssheet made the bold claim that some 5@@0ckman had
descended upon the port and come under Goring’sneomd. By tarring the Royalists
with the familiar slur of calling in foreign, Cathoaid, the report was clearly calculated
to appeal to the large body of people easily imfaeel by perceived threats to
Protestantism. The account ended with a call thhttfue Protestants raise all their
forces...that the French may bee dissipated, [andisfouth relieved”® The report
was utterly fabricated, but evidence of the feat tould be generated from an invasion
threat, real or not. The French government actuatfysed to aid Charles I, Cardinal
Richelieu rejecting Henrietta Maria’s pleadinds.

The dangers lurking across the English Channel avbale to be kept at bay by
the Navy and on 8 Augustyfull News from Portsmouth and the Isle of Widétlared
that Warwick had promised ‘his navy should [be]tloe most part imployed to keep the
incroaching enemy from then?.Referring to threats from both France and Spéie, t

piece expressed concern that the Isle of Wight mightargeted for landings. It is
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interesting that the Navy is referred to as Warvgicknd not the fleet of the King and
Parliament. A Royalist account of the siege referie the vessels under Swanley as
‘the Kings Ships’, but that claim was by now faorfr reality’® The Earl was obviously
the dominant naval figure of 1642 and Charles | enaain overtures to him to return
the fleet to royal control as events at Portsmauifolded. ‘If he [Warwick] would
condiscend unto these His Maiesties desires, hegdvwaxcount him a true and loyall
Subiect’’* There was no hope of Warwick agreeing to such demavith war getting
under way and he instead resolved to ‘use his akill endeavour for the redeeming of
Portsmouth” The King's party was greatly irked by the Navy®dking of ships
heading northwards with cargoes of ammunition. Watlrt of the fleet now being
thrown into the recovery of Portsmouth, the Navyswempering the Royalists on
many different fronts.

The Navy having fallen into Parliamentarian hanidsre Portsmouth to remain
under Royalist direction, then the local economy inave fared badly, for ports thrive
on shipping and this the King distinctly lacked idgr the summer of 1642. As
Wedgwood points out, Portsmouth was of much lessevaithout control of the seas,
and hopes that the port would allow the King torop@ communications with allies
abroad proved ill-founde.Perhaps recognising the commercial woes that néghit
from the King’s prolonged hold on Portsmouth, thajonty of the town’s burgesses
leaned towards a pro-Parliamentarian standpoint,when Goring declared for the
King, the majority of people in the town backed hiest their possessions and homes
face the wrath of the garriséh.

Parliament’s military response to Goring’s treaghsoon made itself felt. A
significant military concentration was building upthe surrounding villages, with the
effect that the Royalist reinforcements Goring hbper found their path barred. The
leading figures of Hampshire ‘drew up such forcesttee country could afford, and
surrounded Portsmouth, so that no forces can eittzech in or out” The last point

was not accurate, for some supplies did slip thnotlut with great difficultie’®
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It was telling that the port’s survival as a bastmf Royalism was threatened
also by the Navy: later in the war, various besiearliamentarian garrisons, under
heavy pressure from land, were relieved or rejutezhawith aid from the sea.
Portsmouth in August 1642 was increasingly beconsmgounded on all fronts and,
lacking aid from the sea, the besieged could naj lwold out waiting for a field army to
march to their relief. The King had envisaged tharddiis of Hertford marching to
Portsmouth’s relief from the west, but the Royainstgnate’s forces were ‘driven out of
Somersetshire, where his power and interest wagevieel unquestionable, into
Dorsetshire®!

The only vessel which Goring could call on, tkenrietta Maria, was
insufficient to take the fight to the Parliamendarishipping under Swanley, but,
nevertheless, presented an obstacle as it guandedduth of the harbo(f.In theory it
could rely on covering fire from the garrison wareattack made, but a bold operation
under Brown Bushell either on 9 or 10 August saw daptured with no shots fired.
This owed much to surprise. Bushell ‘manned ouglbonats upon a desperate service’
and under cover of darkness slipped into the harffdiscaping detection, they seized
the Henrietta Maria. Allegations of treachery on the part of the pinnadeading
officer abounded from disgruntled Royalists, theset falling prey to Bushell’s raid
‘by the treachery of Goodwin’, or so some clainfié@he prize was speeded to safety
and its rigging and guns enjoyed thereafter byRhdiamentarians. On the route back,
Bushell and his men ‘met with two ships laden vathin and took them’, thus denying
Goring crucial supplie®¥ The guns from thélenrietta Mariawould later be set upon
mounts facing the town, the Royalists having bezoeid to retreat inside its waffs.

Goring and his followers were forced to conducirtidefence from within the
Portsmouth garrison following the Parliamentariaizgre of Portsbridge, the key to
Portsea Island’s precious foodstuffs and livestddke Royalists allegedly ransacked
the isle before their retreat, taking as many sepphs they could. Some locals were
ferried to the other side of the isle by Parlianaeiah seamen to protect them from the
Royalist marauding, something which can only haweosted support for the

Parliamentarian cause in that area.
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As August came to a close, Waller and his forcesewgearing up for the
decisive moment of the siege, the capture of Seatl3astle. The castle was a vital
component in the harbour’s defences, given thaverlooked the shipping channel. In
the build-up to the capture, Portsmouth came uhdawvy fire from Parliamentarian
gunners based at the Gosport emplacements neanimg of the guns had come from
the fleet, another example of how the Navy wassetil to aid land forceé¥.Southsea
Castle was taken on 5 September. The seamen mamlads the citadel early in the
morning and scaled the walls, the governor haviegnbsummoned by Bushell, but too
dazed on account of the previous night's drinkiagrtuster a decent defence. When
Southsea fell, the garrison soon erupted in mutegorts of the King’s army coming to
save them having failed to materialise.

On 7 September, Portsmouth surrendered and Gollwagjng obtained
permission from the victors, set sail for Hollai@larendon regarded Goring’s actions

as treacherous and Hiéstory was scathing:

when the Parliament’s power was so much increaswatithe king's abated, that
the queen resolved to transport herself beyonddhs, the edge of his zeal was
taken off, and he thought Portsmouth too low a spfa him to move in; and
the keeping a town...was not a fit portion for himgaso he cared not to lose
what he did not care to ke&b.

The news of Portsmouth’s fall ‘almost struck theagkito the hearf® For
Parliament, its capture was a major boon and thewpas to play a crucial role in its
war effort, coming under siege repeatedly from mgsat Royalist forces in the region,
but never wilting. During the Royalists’ successadrvictories in 1643, it held out as a
Parliamentarian bastion.

When assessing the siege of Portsmouth, it becqia@s that Parliament’s
naval presence played an important role. Not ordg lthe fleet provided heavy
ordnance to be used from land batteries againstg#ndgson, it had also provided
manpower at key moments for the land operatiossmibst impressive contribution,
though, was clearly its part in denying supplied aictuals to the Royalists and we
have many accounts of Portsmouth-bound shippirdirfgnits path barred.

Clarendon remarked upon the importance of thedsWight to Portsmouth and

castigated Goring for neglecting the link:

87 Webb, ‘Siege of Portsmouth’, p.81
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his chief dependence was both for money and pamdsirom the Isle of Wight,
yet he was careless to secure those small cagilksblack-houses, which
guarded the river; which revolting to the parliatas soon as he declared for
the king, cut off all those unreasonable dependgrsethat he had neither men
enough to do ordinary duty, nor provisions enough those few, for any
considerable timé&

Parliament had been active in denying the Isle aghtvto the Royalists,
removing the Earl of Portland as governor due te ftbeing a familiar friend
with...Goring and his mother a Papist’Rumours that Portland was plotting with Sir
Kenelm Digby to aid Goring at Portsmouth had blagde his reputation with the two
Houses furthe?® The loyal Earl of Pembroke was appointed in hice) but the Isle
was not firmly Parliamentarian yet. Merely changihg leadership of a key port or
garrison was not sufficient to guarantee its adim¥eto one’s party. Hence Richard
Swanley’s decisive campaign to secure the Isle aghtvduring August 1642,
apparently acting on his own initiative.

Swanley had already cultivated an agreement withesmerchant ships off the
Isle to intercept cargoes bound for Portsmouthparticular being assisted by Lovis
Dick’s vessel theLion from Leith. Under a Captain Ramsey, with the commander
absent briefly in Londonthe Lion seized two vessels and ‘sent both the said Barks
(loaded with salt, and in one of them a Chest Mtiney, bound for Portsmouth) to the
said Captaine Swanley®. The Lion was called upon for further assistance, her captain
‘having received a Warrant from Captaine Swanlélyys showing his resolution to
utilise all the help availabi.

On 18 August Swanley arrived off the Isle of Wight the Charles ‘and
presently he and Captaine Dick brought some of theuldiers a shore, and entered the
castle of Cowes’ which surrendered quicklyThe account of these actions refers to
soldiers being landed: it is possible that seamem fSwanley’s ship or others might
have been used and the author confused their sifitis the siege at Portsmouth far
from over, it is questionable whether Swanley wdwdgte had the authority to take men
from Waller’s forces. There is no mention of thisaagement having taken place and,
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given that Swanley was acting on his own initiativseems more probable that seamen
were deployed at the Isle of Wight, including méiaehed to Captain Dick.

Over the next days, Swanley and his allies managedecure the major
strongholds on the island, including Carisbrookestféa later to host the King as
prisoner. Carisbrooke fell on 24 August, the gowempting to agree terms after a night
of the Parliamentarians keeping watch on the casiteblocking supplies from getting
through®® With Carisbrooke placed in the command of Bushb#, Isle of Wight was
put under Parliamentarian control and the Royaks$t®ortsmouth could expect little
help from that quarter thereafter. The actions wfaey and his men earned the
approval of Warwick, with the Commons also recomdaeq that they received ‘some
Reward'?’

The events at both Portsmouth and the Isle of Wiigdhre certainly a blow to the
King: for the time being, he lacked a port on tleiteern coast of England and was
forced to rely on loyal ports in more peripheratdtons in Wales and the North. The
problem was compounded by Warwick’s fleet statiomethe Downs, which did all it
could to prevent precious supplies getting throtogthhe Royalists.

The King’s supporters enjoyed more success in tbehMest, with Chester
coming under firm Royalist control. The King's \tishere in September 1642 helped
ensure its loyalty. In the words of Sir William Be¢on, who went on to become
Parliament’s leading commander in the North-Wesatire of the war, Chester was ‘the
most Considerable place in this part of the KingdofiThat was because the city was
the region’s key gateway to Ireland and, latehmwar, it proved to be a valuable entry
point for Royalist reinforcements sent across tighISea to aid the King’s fortunes in
England. Crucially, though, it provided the Kingtlwia Northwest port to counter
Parliament’s presence at Liverpool. Chester cangeummense pressure from the
Parliamentarians at various points during the Wat,did not finally fall until February
1646 after a lengthy siege.

Fortunately for the King, the disadvantage of hguio significant ports on the
southern coast of England was soon reversed. LeSibiRalph Hopton, the Cornish

Royalists placed the county under their power inoBer 1642, forcing the local

% BL, TT, E.116 [40]A true and briefe relation how, and by what meattes |sle of Wight was secured,
in August, 1642

97 CJ, I, p.745; Referral to the Committee of the Nav§,Bugust 1642

% Bodl., Tanner MSS. 60, f.393; Sir William BreretmnWilliam Lenthall, 3 February 1646



74

Parliamentarians to flee to neighbouring Devoithe Cornish ports, such as Falmouth,
were now at the King's disposal and would provehhigraluable to the Royalist war
effort over the next few years. Cornish tin couédtbaded in exchange for ammunition
and supplies from the Continent, with Royalist-helafts in the county being ideal
landing points for these weapons cargoes. The Klag halted the shipment of tin to
London, thereby forcing the capital to rely on maepensive imports from the
Netherlands?® The King had no choice but to exploit every av@gasource of trade,
otherwise his army would be bereft of the vital peary with which to wage war.

On 30 July 1642, the King wrote to Francis Basskis, vice-admiral for
Cornwall, with clear instructions to utilise thecd population when he needed
assistancé’’ Bassett was a loyal servant of the crown and,thegewith the former
vice-admiral for Devon and Cornwall, Sir Nicholdsising, he oversaw the collection
of tin.*°? Slanning helped to organise a small fleet to partsthe tin abroad.

The King placed great faith in the Cornish portsont-line role in his
communications with Royalist agents on the Contin&Parliament, however, was far
more concerned by the possibility of foreign powarsding men in the southernmost
county and ordered thidary and theHappy Entrancdo patrol the seas of Southwest
England to try and forestall any interventions frbrsh or Welsh forces sent to aid the
King.*®* It was not long, though, before the Royalists wastve in conveying arms and
munitions into Cornwall from abroad, with repomslate November 1642 claiming that
significant numbers of supplies had been landdemhouth'®

Not every shipment was able to reach its destinatioowever, as the
Parliamentarian ships began to make their prestaiiceA news tract reported that on
16 October two small vessels were seized near kahrny a pair of Warwick’s ships,
having met some small opposition when they trietbdard*°° The cargoes which they
confiscated included numerous stores of gunpowatéinance and other ammunition,
all of which had been sent from Holland on the sd&f Henrietta Maria. Given the

successes of Hopton’s armies over the coming yeaygh, the Cornish Royalists
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clearly benefited from Parliament’s inability toapk its ships along each and every
stretch of the English Channel and the determinatiothe Queen to keep sending the
arms cargoes to England. At the close of the y€aming managed to slip into
Newcastle with several Dutch ships and up to 4Gfi8érarms, twenty field guns, some
wagons to carry ammunition, several hundred offieerd around £20008’

The King was boosted by the sanctuary which wasetomes offered to his tin
and munitions shipments by the Channel Islands. Stheng fortresses of Elizabeth
Castle and Mont Orgueil in Jersey, and Castle Gam&uernsey, were under Royalist
control. To escape from the pressure of Parliamemeashipping, the Royalist cargo
ships often put themselves under the protectiah@fortresses’ heavy guns, with their
pursuers unwilling to risk the danger of comingoirftring range. Parliamentarian
sympathies were widespread amongst the islandatrthé fortresses gave the Royalists
de factocontrol of the Channel Island®

If we consider the opening months of the war ordJahe King failed in his
primary objective of retaking control of the capitéhe first major set-piece battle of
the conflict was fought at Edgehill on 23 Octolauf the outcome was not decisive:
whilst the Royalists inflicted losses on their oppnts, they did not press home the
advantage and the Earl of Essex withdrew. The Isiagimy marched on London in the
weeks thereafter, but its progress was checkeduathdm Green on 13 November
when the Parliamentarian forces which it had cldski¢h at Brentford the previous day
were joined by the London trained bands and nunseaomed citizens from the capital.
Outnumbered two-to-one, the King chose not to diaétle and retreated to Oxford,
which became the Royalist capital and headquafterthe duration of the Civil War.
Charles never got closer to London than in Novenil&&2 and, when he retreated, it
became apparent that hostilities would not be veso$wiftly.

Naturally, there was dismay in Parliamentarian sattkat Edgehill had not
decided the war in their favour. One account, thougjucidated fears that even a

victory in the late battle would not necessarilydaettled matters:

had we had the day at Edgehill and totally routezl €avelleers, would that
have determined the war[?] | feare rather [thatKivey would] have called in
all the Monarches of Christendome to mentayne MudnarAnd then were wee
ingaged, like the Lowe Countrys in p[er]petualldud®
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The account reflected, then, widespread Parliamantdears that the King's
efforts to win support from foreign allies mightceeed, with England descending into
the ‘chaos’ which was being reported from the Qumarii. The need to fight on was

made plain:

How great then is our streight, for if we surrender undoe our selves|.] If the
Kinge by Victory (or treachery of our Comandersg thbour is saved us, then,
soe haveing refused his mercy wee must expectbtzd '’

As 1642 drew to a close, Parliament held a seriggods on all the coasts of
England and Wales, including Hull, Yarmouth, Dartitig Plymouth, Dover, Milford
Haven and Bristot'! That meant that Parliament’s Navy had scope &niene in areas
of Royalist dominance in the West and North of ngl Parliament could not count on
total command of the seas, however, because thg 3Gan turned to privateers willing
to gun-run for his armies. The Royalist ports, taere numerous enough to give the
King opportunities to land significant quantitiebayms, with reports that around ten
thousand foot arms, two thousand arms for the cawid twenty cannon had been
delivered from Europe to his armies by November21'6%

Whilst Parliament appeared to have far more ofdraatage at sea, the King'’s

supporters were able to fight back in 1643, as baldiscussed in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER THREE: THE ROYALIST FIGHTBACK

In 1643, Parliament faced a sustained Royalistlehgé. The King's armies
achieved greater successes on land, whilst ahselRdyalists exploited Parliamentarian
shortcomings. The capture of Bristol in July, taed with the King's continuing
control of Chester and the North Welsh ports, gheeRoyalists an opportunity to ship
thousands of reinforcements into England from trélavhen Parliament’s Irish Guard
was depleted. A Royalist Navy began to take shiapieit was not a fleet of state ships
acting under a centralised command structure, dthier a series of privateer flotillas
with divergent interests and approaches. Neverdbelarliament’'s hold over the Navy
proved vital in maintaining a Parliamentarian presein the regions where Royalism
ran strong. Besieged outposts were supported byasdaso Parliament managed to
prevent the King from winning more widespread wigts. Crucially, the King's armies
suffered considerable casualties throughout 164Bfaifed to inflict a knockout blow
against Parliament. This chapter will consideraheve issues.

Over the winter of 1642/3, both parties were ineolvn talks and overtures
relating to peace, but no end to hostilities wazeg. As Clarendon related, whilst the
possibility of peace was being discussed, ‘the damg...felt the sad effects of war;
neither the king nor the parliament being slackunsuing the business by the sward’.

The year began well for the Royalists, with thetaepon 17 January of ‘a fleet
of forty sail’ near Falmouth Atrocious weather had driven the ships under titekhies
of Pendennis Castle and the local Royalists, uSdeNicholas Slanning, were quick to
take charge of the cargog@ut of this bounty, Slanning was able to equip Genish
Royalists with arms and to settle their unpaid vgsadeeportedly, there was ‘such a
liberal stock of money’ that a fortnight's advangay could be given to the troops.
Ships set out by Slanning also captured three igebstonging to a Plymouth merchant,
with valuable stores of plate onbodr@he value to the King of his Cornish ports and
shipping was obvious, then.

It was not uncommon in treacherous weather forip &h be destroyed, the
wreckage washing up on shore, or the crew mandgirsteer a badly-damaged vessel

to the coast. The sometimes volatile nature of $ba was something which no
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seventeenth-century ship-designer could hope tocowee. As discussed above, the
stranded crews frequently met with a harsh reaatiben they reached land.

The Committee for the Admiralty outlined what oftéaok place in the
aftermath of a wreck: ‘the practice of [th]le peomleelling upon [th]e Coasts is
exceeding barbarous, adding affliction to affliatic® making a Prey of [th]e
distresses®. The temptation to plunder any remaining cargo esecially acute in the
Civil War when the battle for resources was so Ineiged. The Committee seemingly
held the acts which regulated any contracts foraggs in low regard, referring to them
as ‘not much inferiour for cruelty’ in comparisoritivthe behaviour of the plunderérs.
In principal, the Admiralty wished to see those wiaml encountered a hostile response
receive suitable compensation, urging the regigita-admirals to do all in their power
to confront any abuses. That was easier said tbae,chowever, for no jurisdiction
could police each and every strip of coast, or ander to track down all guilty parties.
These guidelines were especially difficult to enéorduring a time of prolonged
conflict.

Hopton’s army, having been ill-equipped after treprédations of the war’s
opening months, was now relatively well supplieddashort period and soon advanced
into neighbouring Devon, having defeated the Pawdiatarian forces which sought to
block its path at Braddock Down (19 January) aniiaSla (22 January). Having failed
to capture Parliamentarian Plymouth in Decembe@16#pton ordered a fresh assault
and invested the town once more. In the previoegesithe Cavaliers had been very
confident, with one participant predicting that mguth would soon be ‘in ill
condition’® The Royalists cut off the town’s water supply ‘ahey are growen in the
towne so timorous as that they dare not com[ehfartfight with us”® Yet the Royalists
were too weak to blockade the city for any susthieagth of time and had been chased
back into Cornwall.

Besieging Plymouth once more in February 1643, bigptforces were again
too weak to bring about its submission. As in thevpus assault, Parliament’s Navy
was decisive in keeping the town supplied and Huptsiege was unsuccessful.

Plymouth’s defence rested, in large part, on tlae Barliamentarian warships were able
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to access the port with relative ease thanks todéep waters of its approacH®@s.
Hopton and his men were forced to flee back to @athafter being attacked by Devon
Parliamentarian forces and a lull in operationtofeéd until April*

After the failure to take Plymouth, the Cornish Rlists faced an arms shortfall,
but, in the words of Clarendon, ‘as if sent by Rdence, an opportunity found therd'.
Sir George Carteret, ‘after he had refused to hmwemand’ in the Parliamentarian
Navy, had gone with his family to Jers€yEager to serve the King, though, he had
come to Cornwall, looking to raise a troop of horgpon arrival, however, ‘he was
unanimously importuned by the commanders, aftey tieal acquainted him with their
hopeless and desperate want of powder, to assist ih that manner? Carteret was
told that the Cornish ports were ideal havens taclipowder could be sent and he
thereafter organised for supplies to be shippeda &een France, ‘first upon his own
credit, and then upon return of such commoditiesaduCornwall as they could well
spare’*® According to Clarendon, the traffic was considézabnd contributed to
Cornwall’'s continued growth into a Royalist stronggh

The Queen’s efforts to raise arms on the Contimentinued into 1643, with
Parliament trying to follow developments as clossdypossible. Parliamentarian agents
in Holland did all in their power to stay up to datith the Queen’s machinations. As
Clarendon related, the Queen had been industnoadvancing the King's interest ever
since ‘her first going into Holland’ and had sewmery great quantities of arms and
ammunition to Newcastlé® Fortune had not always favoured the Royalistsygho
‘by the vigilance of the parliament agents in thpsets, and the power of their ships,
too much of it was interceptetf.With much of the North having been placed under a
firm Royalist footing, though, in the opening stagd the war, the Queen decided to
return to England.

On 19 January 1643, Henrietta Maria sailed fromeS8ehingen, several miles
from The Hague. According to a contemporary accotmg Queen'’s flotilla consisted
of nine men-of-war, with five smaller vessels tansport the baggage. These had been

provided by the Dutch, but the account alludedht® divided loyalties of the United
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Provinces: ‘not withstanding many arts and meaesl tis persuade the contra®’For
several days, though, the ships made little ornogness, violent storms confining them
to the Dogger Bank. Despairing at ‘this sad andatensondition’, the flotilla returned
to Holland, having lost two ships in the terriblenditions*® Without a nearby English
port ‘where she might safely adventure her Pergtw’,Queen had no alternative but a
Dutch retreaf® At that stage of the war, Parliament’s hold on feority of English
ports posed numerous complications for the Royaéibroad. In stark terms, the Queen
needed good weather and a dip in the Parliamenthldvy’'s effectiveness to transport
her cargoes to England with any success. The Qsiadifficulties highlighted the
Royalists’ need to control ports nearer to the @emit: it was a key priority for the
King to put that right in 1643.

Henrietta Maria spent several weeks as a guestiliv I, Prince of Orange,
whilst a fresh expedition was being planfédn total, thirteen vessels were made
ready, including ‘seven greater ships'There was a further delay, though, because
Warwick had dispatched two Parliamentarian warshifhe Providence and the
Greyhound to keep watch over the Queen’s ‘fleet’ and thesssels soon threatened a
key Royalist ammunition ship. The Queen was adartiettthe ammunition should not
fall into enemy hands, ‘knowing how much the Kingervice, and his good subjects
and soldiers in the North were concerned if°itThe Royalist Army of the North was
heavily reliant on imported arms to wage war in thithcoming campaigning season:
without fresh supplies, Royalist strength in thgioe could be undone.

The picture was soon complicated, though, by desmments between the pro-
Royalist Prince of Orange and the pro-Parliameata8tates Provincial of Holland. The
Parliamentarian ships were readying to captureirdt the ammunition vessel when
Admiral Tromp ‘went with two men of war to fetch @ff.?* He was enforcing

neutrality in Dutch waters, but soon faced ordevsnfthe States Provincial to seize and
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search the ship, with any arms to be confiscatatl taken ashore. Tromp hesitated
about overseeing such an affront to the Queen afedréd the decision to the Prince of
Orange and the States General, the national asg@intble United Provinces. Henrietta
Maria was outraged, knowing all too well the impoite of the ammunition to her
husband’s war effort. ‘Touched with the sense ofisidble an indignity’, she launched a
fierce diplomatic offensive to regain control oviee ship®

The Queen wrote to the States General and comglditerly about what she
perceived to be Dutch double standards. She reféoran order ‘formerly made by the
States’ which forbade the trade of arms to eitherKing or Parliament, which in itself
offended the King, because it placed Parliamenetmal rank with him®® She went
on: ‘the default of observation of that order, hht#ten yet more displeasing to her'.
For all the talk of preserving neutrality and shiogviavour to neither party, the Queen
observed that numerous arms had been sent frofdrthed Provinces to England for
Parliament’s service. She concluded her letter bynimg of a grave breach between
King Charles | and the United Provinces. The whejg@sode demonstrated the
hollowness of Dutch pledges not to intervene in Brgylish Civil War. There was
money to be made from selling arms to both King &adliament: no governmental
policy was likely to stem the commercial influenedsch were at work.

The States General was convened, with the Prin€rafge in attendance and
arguing vigorously in favour of his relative HeritieMaria®® It was decided that the
ship would be returned to the Queen, with Trompmission expanded to encompass
the protection of her flotilla from any hostile é&s. To save face, the States Provincial
of Holland claimed to have mistaken the ship fopravate vessel and it was soon
released back into Royalist hands.

Tromp went to retrieve the ammunition ship and gavarnings to the
Parliamentarian vessels that he would fire on thiethey attempted to prevent his
doing so. TheProvidenceémade three shots at it’, but these all missedr ttaeget, and

Tromp returned fire, which persuaded the Parliaaréam ships to exercise caution and
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make a retredt, Parliament did not want to become entangled iraawith the Dutch
and its ships had to be careful not to provoke sachplications.

Finally, on 16 February, the ammunition vesselgdirthe rest of the Queen’s
shipping at ScheveningéfThe impact of bad weather and Parliament’s nanedence
had brought about considerable disruption to thgaRsts, but, with a degree of support
from Admiral Tromp’s squadron, the Queen was noweramnfident of landing in the
North of England.

On 17 February the Queen’s flotilla took to thesseace more, with Newcastle
the intended landing spot. Since the Earl of Netlealsad placed the city under
Royalist control the previous year, efforts hadrbeede to fortify the settlements and
also the river, ‘whereby that harbour might onlyibethe king’s obediencé”. Vice-
Admiral Batten and his squadron were directed bifidhaent to sail there to try and
block her path, but the Royalists were only ablgdbas far as Scarborough before the
wind changed and compelled them to anchor at Bigttin Bay. On 21 February, the
Queen landed and took lodgings in a house on tlay,qihe Earl of Newcastle’s
Royalist cavalry having arrived and reassured hiepsafety*

For Batten the challenge was to try and capture Rbgalist armswithout
provoking Tromp, who was still keeping guard on @eeen’s shipd® He decided not
to attack the Royalist ships which remained at anelmd instead ordered several of his
vessels to fire at the village where the Queeniwassidence. The Queen’s house itself
came under direct assault, with numerous shotsnipiicer to flee for safety. Tromp’s
patience soon wore thin, however, and he made ptaiBatten that a confrontation
between the Parliamentarian and Dutch squadronsneagable if he did not call off
the cannonade¥.Batten relented, keen not to risk a prolongedudispvith the Dutch.
The tide soon went down and Batten’s ships wereefbrfurther out to sea. In the

breathing space thus afforded, the Royalists ueldaall of their ships’ cargoes, the

2 A true Relation of the Queen’s return out of HotlgRebruary 1643) in Powell and Timings,
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valuable bounty of arms finally having reached Bngl The weapons haul included
thirty two cannon, up to ten thousand small arnts seventy eight barrels of powd®r.
Royalists were outraged that the Queen had beed fipon, ‘which barbarous and
treasonable act was so much the more odious, trtliegparliament never so far took
notice of it, as to disavow it® The episode was a demonstration, though, that
Parliament would resort to controversial measunegsi attempts to try and stem the
flow of arms entering England for the King's senzic

Soon afterwards, the Queen escorted the arms tdRtlyalist stronghold at
York. The shipments which landed that February adliBgton were crucial in
equipping the Royalist Army of the North for the4Bocampaigns and also enabled the
King’'s main Oxford field army to maintain operatguantil further supplies from abroad
bore fruit®” The weapons were actually intended primarily fe ©xford army and it
was telling that the nearest place at which thayiccbe landed was the Northeast of
England, at considerable distance from the Royadisicentre® It was another
illustration of the logistical problems which coofited the King.

The repercussions of the Queen’s arrival in thetiNaere swiftly felt. In March
1643, the Royalists welcomed Scarborough into taiere of influence, thus widening
the range of ports to which they could ship weapo@ver the winter, the town’s
Parliamentarian governor, Sir Hugh Cholmley, hatkeained increasing doubts about
the Parliamentarian cause. He now wished for amragwdation with the King and
harboured a general revulsion towards the warfitSéle Queen’s proximity, and the
increasing dominance of the King's party in Yorkshiprobably also contributed to his
change of allegianc®.He may also have believed that the only way te s estate
from further Royalist depredations was to suppoet $overeign. Furthermore, he was
not on the best of terms with the commander of i&adnt's northern forces,
Ferdinando, Lord Fairfax, or his key followdfsCholmley thus switched allegiances
and Scarborough followed his lead. Some suppodkeRarliament took their leave of
the town, amongst them the Puritan John Lawson,s@loo afterwards pledged his ship

to the King’'s enemies at Hull.
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Cholmley was soon appointed the Royalist goverf@aarborough, whilst also
assuming responsibility for all marine affairs frahe Tees ports to Bridlington. Under
Royalist-control, Scarborough became a busy huxctvity, especially with regards to
the sea. Sir John Hotham ordered the re-captutieegbort for Parliament and sent two
pinnaces armed with ten cannon to support a lamdefander his son. Cholmley
performed a masterstroke, though, by convincing shgs’ crews that his loyalty
remained with Parliament and then seizing the tessels! The ships’ cannon were
then used to help defeat the Parliamentarian lanck$, a clear demonstration of the
usefulness which captured artillery could providaereafter, until its seizure by Sir
John Meldrum in February 1645, Scarborough waskiing’'s most important North
Sea porf? Margaret, future Duchess of Newcastle, recognited damage done to
Parliament by Scarborough’s falling under Royatientrol: ‘for by that means the
enemy was much annoyed and prejudiced at sea, grehaipart in the East Riding of
Yorkshire kept in due obedienc®'.

Alongside its role as an entry point for arms g northern armies, the King
wished for Scarborough to play an active role ia distribution of munitions for his
forces elsewhere. Cholmley recorded the arriva &cottish sergeant-major, entrusted
with a bounty of arm&* He was under orders from the Queen to ship the@ereaand
munitions to Scotland, some of which were intenttedthe Earl of Antrim’s forces.
Cholmley, though, managed to persuade the Quednttibaarms would be better-
employed at Scarborough. One of his arguments aisending arms into Scotland, at
a time when the Scots had still not entered the maght deter them from joining with
the King, and ‘if they intended to take parte wille Parliament this might give them
better rise then yett they had to raise an ArfiyBcarborough’s value as an entry point
for arms was at its highest when the Royalistsrotietl the route to York from the east
coast.

Under Parliament’s control, Scarborough had bedrase from which attacks
could be launched against ‘suspect’ merchant sHips.same was true once the town
defected to the Royalists. Cholmley is believech&we controlled somewhere in the

region of eight pinnaces during the mid-1640s, twavhich were Dutch, under Peter
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Anderson and Jacob Williams8hThe Dutch ships were gun-runners, with the others
employed mainly in attacks against Parliamentaressels.

Cholmley’'s most noteworthy privateer commander was fellow former-
Parliamentarian Browne Bushell, from nearby Whitiwo took charge of the 12-gun
Cavendisi It was reported in January 1644 that Bushell heenbat Newcastle for
over six weeks, having previously captured lpgwvich Sarahwhich was then loaded
with coal to barter for arms in Hollarfd Such traffic was all well and good whilst the
King enjoyed control over Newcastle and Sunderldnd, once those two towns had
fallen to his enemies, he could no longer relylmngrecious coal reserves to buy arms.
Parliament was concerned to revive regular supptibescoal to the capital. The
depredations of privateers from Scarborough agaweitships focused Parliamentarian
minds and it was decided that Scarborough coulbinger be left unconquered. It was
to come under increased pressure from Parliamemt #644 onwards.

The Cornish privateers continued their depredatiomseanwhile, but
Parliament’s ships were not idle. In some instanPesliament’s commanders resorted
to subterfuge to lure their enemies into range. cdable case in point claimed the
Mayflower, a Royalist privateer vessel which belonged tot@apPolhill, the King’s
Admiral of FalmoutH?? Polhill was a trusted agent of Sir Francis Basseting sent by
the latter to buy boats on occasfin.

In May 1644, Captain William Thomas, commanding tBghth Whelp
accompanied by the merchant s@iparity, under Captain Ralph Dansk, was ordered by
Warwick to escort some English trading vessels twlddx in Brittany. Dansk had been
contracted to serve Parliament back in Februana feeriod of eight montts. Thomas
reached the nearby Isle of Basse on 3 June and &siglish merchants if they knew
any information about recent Royalist activity aasHe soon learned that Polhill was
operating with two other vessels (one of which \aagrize) off the Breton coast and
was lying at Morlaix.

The next day, Thomas decided to take to the sdherhope of drawing out

Polhill: to try and Iull his opponent into a falsense of security, he disguised Highth
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Whelp‘like a Merchant man’, with the guns removed froraw, the crew kept below
deck and the paint covered with ‘old Canv¥sThe same applied to Dansk and the
Charity. Before long, spies, operating on Polhill's behatformed him of tempting
prey and one of his lieutenants was directed tadbdlae Charity. As agreed with
Thomas beforehand, Dansk spun the lie that botbel&esvere merchantmen ‘laden with
Wool and Iron, and being pursued by Turks men offé&/dahey were now seeking safe
convoy to London® The message was relayed swiftly to Polhill, ‘whada great haste
to come out with his Ship’, having been fooled ihdieving the rus&*

Once theMayflower was within close range, Thomas cut the cables and
manoeuvred to windward, before opening fire. THayflower suffered from the
barrage and ran aground. Thomas anchoredidieth Whelpwithin musket range of
the strandedayflowerand, over the next hour and a half, unleashed tardted and
twenty Pieces of Ordnance upon him’, with fire lpeieturned ‘very hot™> With their
prospects bleak, Polhill and his officers fled toore whilst the fight drew to a
conclusion, the crew soon afterwards signallingrtearrender by waving the white
flag. Thomas was suspicious, however, that a ftemh was being set, fearing ‘their
treachery® He ordered his men into ti@harity and told Dansk to burn thdayflower
Eager for prize money, though, Dansk chose to bdadship with his men and set
about repairing her leaks, enlisting the aid ofdefeated crew.

‘Though she was mightily torn’, thBlayflowerwas preserved and taken as a
prize>’ Thomas reported that thgighth Whelpdischarged a total of 159 shots during
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the whole engagement, with one death and severaigs incurred on his side. He
claimed that two or more of Polhil’'s men were éd| with upwards of twenty hurt. Of
far more benefit to Thomas, however, was that ufptty men from both Polhill's and
Jones’ ships joined him, the mariners probablyaeeg that their only hope of any pay

and continued employment lay with the victors antlthe vanquished.

THE SOUTHWEST PORTS COME UNDER ROYALIST DOMINION

Having been forced to call off the siege of Plynfoearlier in the year for want
of supplies, Hopton's Royalists were equipped ceg&in by a Bordeaux merchantman
which arrived at Falmoutf. With Parliamentarian ships plying the Channel, the
Cornish Royalists had done their best to fortife thorts under their control, with
permanent garrisons established at the castlesraféPnis, St Michael’s Mount and St
Mawes. Replicating the popular defences of numerlmeslities throughout the
kingdom, earthworks were constructed along thetcaas further means of protection
against possible attack from Parliamentarian nguahery>® Falmouth was one of the
strongest Royalist ports and anchorages, defersl@dnas by Pendennis Castle to the
west and St Mawes to the e&t.

Hopton decided to launch an aggressive Royalistpeagn of conquest in the
Southwest and, after initial setbacks, he overdasv defeat of the Parliamentarian
Western Army on 16 May at Stratt8hThis was the first of many Royalist successes in
the region over the next few months: the victobgdand also opened up opportunities
for the King at sea, with a series of key portsngecaptured from Parliament. The
victory at Stratton almost exhausted Hopton's siegplbut the capture of seventy
barrels of powder and thirteen guns, as well asouf6000 in ready money, served as
ample replenishment and allowed the Royalists t@ace into Devofi’ Without arms
from abroad, however, Hopton would have been untblaunch his campaign in the
first place and Cornwall would have been far mondnerable to a sustained
Parliamentarian incursion.

Emboldened by victory, the Cornish soldiers werss leeluctant to follow
Hopton out of the county, something which they pegliiously been hesitant to do. For
example, earlier in the year, Francis Bassett lemgived a message relating to the

8 powell,Navy,p.38
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Cornishmen and their unhappiness at being askewb#s the River Tamar into Devon:
‘| think you heard how much unruly & disorder ourd3e men were, upon [th]e Motion
of going over [th]e Watef*?

The King sent the Marquis of Hertford and Princeukige to join up with
Hopton in the Southwest, hoping that their combiftedes would be capable of placing
the whole region under his control. Sir William Wéalwas unable to prevent it, having
called off his campaign in the West Midlands to &myd block that union of arnis.
Hopton reached Chard in Somerset on 4 June, wieecerhbined armies with Hertford,
having met minimal opposition during his progrés®tigh Devort®

At that stage, the primary towns and ports of Deware still in the grip of
Parliament, but, whereas Hopton’s previous attertgpubdue them had failed due to
depleted manpower, he could now call on some offétel's men to boost his arnfy.
His victory at Stratton had also weakened Devorasli#mentarians enough for the
latest Royalist campaign in the county to standeatgr chance of success. A crucial
point to consider, though, was that Royalist assaoh the ports of Devon would
depend entirely on land forces: the King's currdeficit of sea power meant that
double-pronged attacks could not be undertakerthdh respect, Parliament’'s Navy
afforded besieged ports the opportunity to withdtarolonged sieges, although it could
never give a guarantee of permanent safety. Theatthrto Parliamentarian ports in
Devon, though, forced Warwick to divert a numberhed ships to their defence and
support. That may have given the Royalist-contbligles of Scilly something of a
breathing space, with Francis Godolphin writing 81 June that ‘we have seen noe
doubtfull ships upon the coast a great wHile'.

The Royalists advanced across Somerset, with Tawmd Bridgwater falling
by 7 June, with Bristol soon to become a targetrifiduhis march through Devon,
Hopton had left troops before Exeter to place itdampressure and Maurice and
Hertford decided to send a regiment of horse u&ledohn Berkeley to assist in the
blockade® As Sir Bevil Grenville related in a letter of 18nk, the major priority for

the Royalists was ‘to follow Waller wch way soever went'®® Pushing on through
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Somerset, the combined Royalist forces won vicsooier Waller's Parliamentarians at
Lansdown (5 July) and Roundway Down (13 July).

The path to Bristol was clear and the Royalistd kiege to it from 24 July,
Prince Rupert having arrived to direct the entemgorithe previous day. The
Parliamentarian garrison was much weaker than uswalever, because Waller had
recruited there after Lansdown, in an effort tongrihis army back up to strength.
Rupert ordered the storming of Bristol on 26 Julg,aafter a bloody engagement, the
Royalists won victory. The casualties were highthwthe Cornish army sustaining
particular losses, including a number of leadinficefs. Amongst those killed was Sir
Nicholas Slanning, whose hands-on role in recrgishipping for the King now passed
to Sir Francis Bassét.

The Royalists did not waste the opportunity affordy Bristol's capture, the
surrender terms specifying that the defeated Paelarian forces ‘are to leave behind
them all cannon, and ammunition’ for the benefithe# victorious King's party* The
loss of Portsmouth in September 1642 had been aidmable blow, denying the
Royalists a port close to the southern theatré@ftar and hampering supplies for the
main field army’? With the seizure of other ports, then, the Royalisanaged to offset
that loss somewhat, although it had taken timeals essential for the King to have an
assortment of ports on the South coast so as teeelis reliance on the ports of the
North, which were further removed from his headtprarat Oxford, thus increasing the
difficulties of transporting arms to his main figddmy.

The loss of Bristol did considerable damage to i&aent's war effort.
Clarendon summarised the importance of the citys ‘teduction of Bristol was a full
tide of prosperity to the king...and gave him the ishtbed possession of one of the
richest counties of the kingdorff.Bristol had been a convenient base from which
Parliament could victual the Irish Guard, but witle Royalists assuming control,
Parliament was left with only Milford Haven on th&elsh coast as a realistic
alternative. Liverpool was at that point still und@arliamentarian control, but was too
far north to be viable. Yet Wales had a strongdRsi/presence and it was by no means
certain that sufficient supplies could reach MifoHaven for the restocking of
Parliament’s ships in the Irish Sea.
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Clarendon argued that Wales ‘being freed of ther fe& Bristol, and
consequently of the charge that always attendetfezss’ was now ‘more useful’ to the
King.” Thus the Irish Guard was left exposed and, in rotdeefit, the ships would
have to venture to Portsmouth, far from where tiveye actually need€ed.Control of
Bristol widened the King’s options, for it affordéim a prominent port much closer to
Ireland than those already in his possession orStheh coast He was planning a
truce with the Confederate Irish to free up foraésch were fighting in Ireland for use
against Parliament in England. With Chester alsbisngrip, the King could thus target
reinforcements to both the Southern and Northegattks of the war.

The Royalists came into the possession of eiglusstiianks to their capture of
Bristol and, thereafter, a small fleet operated afuthe port, the King appointing Sir
John Pennington to command the Royalist ‘ndVyPennington was alert to the need to
bring in as many ships as possible for his massatgice and recognised the potential
offered by recently-captured Dartmouth. Writingttk@ new Royalist governor of the
town, Edward Seymour, on 20 October 1643, he regdeassistance, having sent a

captain with commands from the King,

for the takinge of such Shippes as are fitt for $8svice in y[ou]r porte of

Dartmouth, and the seeinge this Stated Rigged andidht wth Ordyance and

all maner of Ammunicon in a warlike Manor and Valled for three monethes

and comepleatly Mand 2

Pennington explained that the captain had a conwnidsr ‘the Pressinge of
Men if there bee cause for it’ and was to take tousea any ships already fitted for
service, ‘or to send them out under the Com[m]ahsome able Man*? Furthermore,

‘for that purpose’, Pennington had ‘sent by himra/Narrants and Instructions for
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such Captaines as shall bee thought fitt to beeloyed in them®® He wanted

Seymour’s input and advice on the matter of comraes)d

wch | earnestly recom[m]end unto y[ou]r Care, imcasy goes out before my
cominge thether, wch shall bee (wth Gods assisjamssoone as | have
dispache awaye this Fleete, wch | hope to doe sedgenly if the Winde will
Favor us to bringe manye Shipps from Barnestiple.

Barnstaple was a vital link between North Devon Bnidtol, a prize which the
Royalists were happy to exploit. The port had Id@gn important to the wool trade
and, in more recent times, had engaged in tradk thié New World. It is worth
remembering the importance in the seventeenth geafwhat we today consider to be
only minor ports.

The King, eager to form a rival fleet to ParliameissuedA Proclamation
declaring his Majesties Grace to the Mariners argh-$nenin July 1643. He attacked
the Earl of Warwick and his supporters for theti@ts against him and made plain that
they were guilty of ‘High Treasorf> The real purpose of the proclamation soon became

apparent as he made an offer of pardon to thosemeltd submit to his authority:

[The King] doth...grant His gratious and free Partim@all those ...employed in

any of the said ships or Vessells (the Earl of Wekwnly excepted) who upon

notice of this His Proclamation, shall to his Used in his Name, cause or

assist the seising of those ships wherein theyeseand carry them to his His

Majesties Port of Falmouth®,

It was no surprise that Warwick was singled outrégribution, his firm support
for Parliament making his potential reconciliatisith the King nothing more than a
fantasy. The proclamation went on, however, to nakattractive offer to the mariners

and their masters who did join his war effort:

He shall take care that all the Arreerages of thertainments and wages
promised to them and every of them respectivelyhinnames of the Houses of
Parliament, and not paid, shall be well and truéydp..unto them...by His
Majesty, with all convenient speét.

It was easy to make grand promises, but the nafutee war demanded military

conquests in order to realise such ambitions aavths far from assured. Nonetheless,
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the promise of pay was always an attractive megnatich men might be recruited.
The King’s pledge to share any prizes taken aisgmathe mariners was also calculated
to endear him to them.

The King listed several expedients by which hisnpises would be funded.
Charles outlined that the estates of those in aganst him ‘shall be bestowed on
such...of them in the said ships’ which answeredpnislamatiorf> Furthermore, any
man who had seen his property ‘Plundered, Robbedpoyled of their goods or
Estates’, on account of previous support for theydists, could also expect
‘satisfaction’ from confiscated Parliamentarianaéss>® For example, on 30 September
1643, the King wrote to the High Sheriff and Consrosers in Cornwall, telling them
to seize the estates of ‘all such persons who baea Actors, Abettors or Contributors
to the present horrid Rebellion against{fs’.

Pennington was named as the commander over whasenadron of ships
might form at Falmouth, but, in the light of Brigocapture, the main focus of Royalist
naval activity switched to the latter port. Sucesssver the summer boosted the King's
sea capabilities still further, with the capturenoimerous ports in Devon establishing
for the Cavaliers ‘almost a miniature maritime stat the region®

The major part of the army which had stormed Bligtas diverted to lay siege
to Gloucester, with the Southwest forces placeceutite command of Prince Maurice
and ordered into Dorset and Devon. An unsuccessteinpt on Lyme Regis persuaded
Maurice to advance into Devon and offer supportlier Royalist siege of Exet& The
siege had been in progress since May and the dafeneere aiming to hold out long
enough for relief by their allies from within theunty or from the Navy.

ROYALIST PLOTS FOILED AT HULL

Whilst the King’'s cause prospered in the Southwb#, fortunes were also
favourable in the North. The Earl of Newcastle loadrrun much of Yorkshire, with a
victory over the Fairfaxes at Adwalton Moor on 30nd shattering the region’s
Parliamentarian strength. Hull was now Parliamela& remaining stronghold in the

county and the Royalists entertained hopes thabuld be conquered by treachery,

8 Larkin, Stuart Royal Proclamationsl, p.929

8 Larkin, Stuart Royal Proclamationsl, p.929

87 Cornwall Record Office, Bassett MSS. B35/22; Cémilto the High Sheriff and Commissioners of
Cornwall, 30 September 1643

8. D. Davies, ‘Devon and the Navy in the Civil dgtch Wars, 1642-88’ in M. Duffy, S. Fisher, B.
Greenhill, D. J. Starkey and J. Youings (ed$)e New Maritime History of Devon: From Early Tintes
the Late Eighteenth Centu(g vols., London, 1992)l, p.119

8 Andriette,Devon and Exetep.91



93
rather than force. The governor, Sir John Hothanresolute in defending the town for
Parliament the previous year, was now in secretespondence with Newcastle to
deliver it to the King.

Word of Hotham’s duplicity soon reached Captain Elgycommander of the
Hercules The ship had maintained a patrol at Hull for sdime and Moyer sent notice
to the town’s mayor that a plot was underway. Hmtbrdered a hundred seamen to be
landed to help secure the town, as the mayor ptgtrrison to work and arrested
Hotham?® The loyalty of theHercules paid dividends, as Hotham'’s plotting was
thwarted. He was sent to London aboardHeeculesto face the consequences of his
actions, later standing trial and facing the exeodr in January 1644. As Fairfax was
told in a letter of 10 December 1643, Hotham’s seho aided his father’s chicanery,
would meet ‘the same doom#'.

The Fairfaxes soon answered calls to repair to bludl reached the town on 4
July®® The Royalists’ lack of sufficient naval power wasguably a crucial factor
behind Hull’'s remaining under Parliamentarian cointthereafter. Hull's landward
defences were formidable and the best means catitefethe garrison probably lay in a
blockade by sea, although the River Humber woulb ateed to be controlled.
Newcastle’s Northern Army did not have a Royallsef with which to coordinate a
joint land and sea operation, though, and the gfarrcould call upon Parliamentarian
shipping to aid them in times of necessity.

Flushed by the recent success at Adwalton Moor, ddstle opted against an
immediate assault on the town, preferring insteaid¢us his attentions on Lincolnshire
to the south. He did, though, open up the sluiceghvhad hitherto prevented the sea
from flooding the low-lying shores of the Humbetussy?® The resultant damage to
Hull’'s surrounding countryside meant that Sir TherRairfax’s cavalry could call upon
few supplies and so he decided to ship them ouHuf and into Lincolnshiré?
Parliament’s ability to provide the shipping nee@egdor such an operation was a major
boon to its war effort in Lincolnshire, then, asdes which would have been tied up

with little to do in Hull were redeployed for moneressing service elsewhere.

OBL, TT. E.59 [2]More Plots found out, and Plotters apprehendedua Relation of the discovery of a
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Newcastle’s failure to sustain the immediate presson the Fairfaxes when they
reached Hull perhaps cost him his best chancetalfsaccess in Yorkshire.

Fairfax’s cavalry went on to play an important rofe the Parliamentarian
triumph at Winceby on 11 October 1643, a victoryickhchecked Newcastle’'s
ambitions to advance southwards. Another factomukhis reluctance to campaign any
further south was his failure to conquer Hull, whiemained as Parliament’s major
base in the North. He feared that his enemies mayhd significant forces there to
challenge his army from the rear. Hull withstoodiege into the autumn, supplied by
the sea, and Newcastle chose to retire from the fegher than waste further resources.
The Navy, then, helped to maintain a Parliamentapi@esence in Yorkshire, at a time
when the Royalists were numerically stronger.

THE IRISH GUARD

The surviving correspondence of naval captains séreed in the Irish Guard is
not exhaustive, but accounts can be found. For pkara series of letters from August
1643 by Captain William Smith, at that point commlizug theSwallow offer a glimpse
into the Irish Guard’s dutie¥s.

Smith related the capture of two Royalist shipMatord Haven. Having sailed
from Kinsale on 3 August, th&wallow soon encountered a trading vessel which
originated in North Yarmouth, but which was-routeto Milford laden with wood. The
ship was stopped, of course, and found to be reatho Parliament. Smith took the
opportunity to speak with the master and find aut aotable news which might be of
use. In an era bereft of modern communications\iaat often the best and sometimes
only means of keeping up-to-date with developmednsith soon learned that the vessel
had come into contact with tHexpedition,whose Captain Jordan had discussed the
recent capture of a privateer: ‘she came from Rbané&rance, and was bound for the
reliefe of the Rebells® The ship was captured before St David's Head an th
Pembrokeshire coast and contained a useful cargalibdnd some sixteen guns. Smith

wanted to meet with Jordan, the latter having agpér gone on to Milford, where a
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number of ‘passengers’ from the privateer had segiyifled before the ship was
seized®’ Smith was anxious that they were soon apprehended.

Smith determined on sailing for Milford, but was tny a fishing vessel as he
came into the mouth of the harbour. The fishermenided him with intelligence about
two enemy ships which were before Milford: the 408neFellowshipof Bristol and
the Hart frigate. Four captains were aboard fedlowshipand were named as Burley,
Brooks, Hayle and Banister, whilst a Captain Nessmnmanded thelart. The impact
of the Royalists’ recent capture of Bristol wasaclg being felt: an aggressive policy of
Royalist naval expansion was being attempted. dba&l lgentry had all been summoned
aboard theFellowship where they were bombarded with ominous messagéaseof
King's retribution if they did not support him: arfgilure to comply would result in
plunder at the hands of Prince Rup&rt.

They were told that Parliament's cause was hopglesth Bristol having
surrendered to a Royalist army, ‘and that all thegdom did now repaire unto his
Maiestie to seek his gracious pardon’ before himiment march on Londofi. The
theme was obviously one of Royalist triumphalisnut llid not reflect reality:
Parliament was by no means defeated in the warc@pins were playing their part in
the King’s propaganda war: magnifying the succédbe Royalists, whilst denigrating
their opponents.

The Hart and Fellowship had been sent to Milford ordered to augment the
King’s fleet by recruiting any ships they coulddirPardons were promised to each and
every captain and mariner who repaired to Bristibhwhem. Clearly, Smith could not
stand by and let such actions go unchallenged.

Smith called on his men to prepare for action. €tplencourage them, he made

reference to the bounty said to be stored orret®wship

the ship was rich, having aboard her divers goadisniging to the Marchants of
Bristoll to preserve from plundering, all which tlesvners of the ship had
traycerously delivered with their ship into the tamf the Cavaleir”
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He suggested that the men would probably enjoyectbenefit following the
ship’s capture: ‘Parliament would acknowledge theinstancy in gratifying their
fidelity, according to the values of the priZz&.To further bolster his men’s resolve,
Smith made mention of Parliament’s decision toease the sailors’ wages in 1642. It
was a clear attempt to link service to Parliameith iirnancial gain, but religion was
also invoked. Smith told his sailors that if theyd@ht well, it would be a demonstration
of their ‘love and zeal to God’s causé?

On 7 August, theéSwallowentered the harbour, but the Royalist captains had
‘made us from the top of a hill, before we came*fi'Upon theSwallowcoming within
firing range, a small boat sailed out from thallowshipto parley with Smith. Captain
John Brooks boarded tH&awallowand tried to persuade Smith to grant him a private
audience, but Smith would have none of it. Brodlentdid his best to alter the sailors’
allegiances, by repeating the King’'s pledges ofmelecy for those who defected from
Parliament. It was a brazen attempt to underminé&h@&mauthority, but it failed to
achieve its objective. Smith soon condemned thentandaers of th&ellowshipand the
Hart, saying that they differed little from pirates. Bksowvas swift to defend the actions
of himself and his fellow commanders, telling Smillat theFellowshipwas acting
under a commission from Sir John Pennington, the trord Admiral, whilst théHart
had gone to sea with a commission from Prince Rupeedictably, Smith attacked the
legitimacy of such commissions and signalled higrition to seize the recalcitrant
ships®*

As the talks drew to a close, tiellowshipcut her cables and made a bold
attempt to sail for shore. Ti®&wallowquickly set off in pursuit and opened up her guns
three times, before Brooks pleaded urgently foralh to hostilities and promised to
deliver the Fellowship if guarantees were made that the ship’s company and
commanders would be set free on shore or trangptot®ristol. Brooks’ threats that

the ship would be burnt by the crew if the demamdse not met failed to sway Smith’s
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position: ‘I replied unto him, that burne she shibdbr | was resolved not to part with
any one man of them, for | valued them more thdidIthe ship™®® Smith decided to
make a direct offer to the master and ship’s creoaad the~ellowshipand sent them a
letter asking that they surrender the ship and luaed the remaining Royalist captains.
A generous promise to pay their wages helped péestteem to bring th&ellowship
over to Parliament ‘without the losse or hurt of ame man®®®

The Hart was nowhere near as submissive and tried to estiapelling eight
miles inland via a river, before Captain Nessonndbaed her in a creek and sped off
with the majority of his men. Th8wallowhad fired on her as she headed for shore,
killing two men and injuring another, before Sm#ént Captain Row Williams and a
small party in pursuit. Numerous shots were firgdbbth sides, but Williams had to
content himself with capturing the vessel, notrtten. The relative flexibility and speed
of a frigate were demonstrated: as a shallow draugssel, thédart had the option to
sail further inland via routes far too narrow foetarger, purpose-built warship¥.

Smith wrote to Griffith White, one of Pembroke’sramentarian gentry, and
asked him to spur ‘the rest of the Gentlemen of thounty’ into apprehending the

escapees of thdart:

It is thought some Priests and Jesuites were arhdhgm, and...they have
jewels and money, the which | am informed they brdufrom Rochell in
France, & were bound to the reliefe of the RebeWexford in Ireland®®

Surveying the events before Milford, Smith set dhbé challenges which
Parliament would face in the autumn of 1643 andotV his attention to the wider

strategic questions:

| set sayle in pursuit of my Admirall, to acqualvitn with our proceedings, and
also that Bristoll was lost, and the fleet is n@pairing there to command our
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fleet, wherein Sir John Pennington is to come adiniall, that so we must use
our best endeavours to nip these proceedings iputi&”

Smith was adamant that Milford Haven should be mjisefficient victuals with
which to supply the ships of the Irish Guard. Hented a squadron to destroy the
Royalist fleet in Bristol harbour before it couldtgo sea, but held out hope, however
small, that a peaceful surrender might take pl&ceewssheet printed on 5 August
expressed Parliament’s grave concern at Pennirgpryasence at Bristol and bemoaned
the loss of such a considerable poftThe Irish Guard already faced the challenge of
guarding the Welsh coast, whilst blocking any eremmirom Ireland, and with a
Royalist fleet having now been established the ¢gisiv more difficult.

There was no doubt, however, that Milford Haven wasboon to the
Parliamentarian war effort. In a letter of 31 Augli643 to the Committee at Milford,
the Commons celebrated Smith’s recent capture eftwo ships sent from Royalist
Bristol to strike at the port! The correspondence acknowledged the garrison’s tois
have sufficient shipping available in the regionthwa promise that the Lord Admiral
had been directed to find vessels suitable fotdkk. Difficulties existed, howeveifor
asmuch as [th]e time of victuallinge of those Skipthere and likewise of divers others
upon [th]e Irish Coast will shortly expire’, the @mittee was asked to provide the
victuals necessary to support an Irish Guard fontevj the problems of time and
distance from London being citétf That naturally placed significant demands on
Milford itself, something not popular with the Conttee, for the challenge from

Royalist land forces was an ever-present issue.

SOVEREIGNTY

With numerous Southwest ports now beginning to/ @a active role in the
Royalist war effort, and with several Northeasttp@iso acting in the King’s interest,
Parliament entertained increasing fears that thegKinight succeed in obtaining
concrete aid from a foreign ally. For Warwick, thajor priority at sea was to patrol the
North Sea and the Channel in order to confronRbgalist arms shipments, but also to
try and deter a foreign power, such as Denmarkn fiotervening militarily in the

King's favour. Charles | was so eager for Danishahassistance, in fact, that he even
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offered to cede the Orkney Islands to the Scandanakingdom, but Denmark’s own
entanglements on the Continent, coupled with theatifrom Warwick’s Navy, put paid
to the schem&® In April 1643, Parliament instructed Warwick tckéaa firm stance
when encountering any foreign vessels, warningdfithe dangers of supplies reaching
the Royalists or the rebellious Irish: the messdigenot tell the Lord Admiral anything
he did not already know, but reinforced the polmittan aggressive approach was

essentiaf'*

Parliament’s instructions shed light, though, ba wider issue of English
sovereignty during the Civil War.

In his own instructions to Captain Swanley, someticommander of the Irish
Guard, Warwick addressed English maritime sovetgjgechoing many of the views
which the King had held during the 1630s. He deeihessential that no foreign nation
be allowed to ‘intrude’ into ‘his Malies]t[ie]s hofurable] Coasts, Jurisdiccons [and]
Territories' M

The Lord Admiral referred to the King’s sovereignbyt, in reality, Parliament
was now the principal defender of England’s powesem. Swanley was instructed that
should any ship fail to acknowledge ‘his Maliedifi Soveraigntie’ by refusing to
strike its topsails and take in its flags, thenama his officers were ‘to force them
thereunto’ to do s6'° Warwick’s instructions on the sovereignty of thea sepeated
virtually word-for-word those given to the Earl bindsey, commander of the Ship
Money fleet in 1635, and demonstrated the contnaitached to the issd&’ The
defence of trade was cited in both documents.

Rodger remarks on the English Navy’s fixation wsdluting during that period,
highlighting its ‘absurd’ ambitions and the difflies which could arise when rival
powers encountered English ships in the undefir@dtish Seas®'® The Stuarts
pursued the doctrine of British sovereignty of se&as much more forcefully than their
predecessors: under the Tudors, a more liberalbapprhad existed whereby saluting,
at most, was regarded as a custom rather than lamowaedgement of dominiot?
Charles | took English claims considerably furtttean they had been previously, even

going as far as suggesting that the bounds of Bdgurisdiction at sea extended to
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the continent®® He regarded himself as the Lord of the SurroundBeps?
Boundaries, however, were never defined exceptague terms: that allowed his
pretensions to maritime sovereignty to be aired, viith less risk of a confrontation
stemming from their impositiotf?

Parliament, as mentioned, inherited the Stuartgitimee pretensions and, on
occasion, took action to enforce them. One of tlestrmotable demonstrations of this
took place in May 1647 when a Swedish fleet of rahantmen (escorted by 5 ships
of war) encountered Captain Owen in tHenrietta Maria off the Isle of Wight*®
Refusing to strike their colours, the Swedes soamd themselves under a fierce attack
from Owen, reinforced by Batten, with the fight maincluding until the night. Matters
concluded with Swedish ships being taken to Portsmalthough they were not kept
as prizes and were released not long afterwardseplsode demonstrated Parliament’s
resolve not to abandon the Stuarts’ claims at ‘sea:incounter of the Swedish ships’
demonstrated that ‘Parliament stands up the hoabthe Crowne, & thinks to be in
posture not to suffer any injury??

Another demonstration of Parliament’'s determinatitm protect English
sovereignty occurred in September 1642. A heawaltigan newssheet expressed the
fiercely Protestant mindset of Parliament and jtinion of those from abroad® It
referred to the ‘malicious intentions of forraighlations’ striving to ‘undermine the
whole Land with their Popish invention$® Relating a confrontation between five
Spanish ships and thiédack Martineand Royal Lionin the Irish Sea, the account took
delight in describing the sinking of two of the 8@ads’ vessels. There seems to have
been a fair degree of firing between the compepagies, theBlack Martine also
‘being mightily pestred and brused’ before her osinking!?’ Although wounded
herself, theRoyal Lionmanaged to subdue the three remaining enemy shdépa aseful
haul of weaponry and ammunition was captured folidtaent, including 500 muskets
and 53 pieces of ordnance. Thus, the Spanish si#ps prevented from aiding the

rebels in Ireland or ‘else sayling towards England.egge and encourage on a Civill
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dissention™?® Unsurprisingly, the tract attributed the Engliskcaess to God, a clear
blow against the Catholic opposition.

Yet, for all the successful interventions agaimebél’ shipping, Parliament was
unable to cope with the volumes of sea traffic Wwhéenbarked for Ireland. Inevitably,
Parliament’s Navy faced threats on many frontsaadk points could be exploited by
the Royalists. Parliament’s ‘maritime prepondergneglvantageous though it was,
could never equate to the unchallenged ‘commandhefsea’. In the Irish Sea,
Parliament was vulnerable and Warwick pleaded foremresources to be assigned to
the fleet so as to confront the growing threatsego® English shipping from Irish
privateers. Concerned as Parliament was with Bmghsereignty at sea, there was little
it could do to deter the subjects of foreign powleosn setting out hostile shipping on
their own accord, whether forbidden to by their gowvnents or not. It was in the lIrish

Sea that Parliament would face its greatest chgdlen sea in 1643.

THE CESSATION

The Cessation of September 1643 was an agreemevedrethe Royalists and
the Confederate rebels which initiated a truceginally to last for a year, but which
was extended thereaftEr. The chief negotiator for the King was James Butiarquis
of Ormonde, one of the leading Protestant nobleiseland™*° In maritime terms, the
Cessation merits discussion, because it createduraber of problems for the
Parliamentarians. The most worrying developmeninfi@arliament’s perspective was
the sudden availability of thousands of Englistop® who were serving in Ireland and
were now earmarked for transportation to Englaseélfit The King’s armies in England
were in need of considerable reinforcements, wighdampaigns of 1643 having taken a
large toll on Royalist military manpower. With tlknfederates eliminated as a threat
to Royalist fortunes, for the time-being at le&@tmonde was instructed to oversee the
shipping across the Irish Sea of as many reginafresldiers as possibfé’
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Parliament was thus charged with trying to stem ftoer of these troops to
England, but having suffered a number of militagvarses on land during 1643,
maritime matters in the Irish Sea received lessn#tin than might perhaps have been
prudent. Yet it could be argued that Parliamentpghad too many challenges to
overcome that year and, as a consequence, was reotstrong enough position to
dominate each and every coast. The Royalists dooskip the troops across the lIrish
Sea during the winter because they believed thdiaReent’s Irish Guard would be at
its weakest?? That analysis proved correct.

The Cessation was controversial for a series cfores with the most obvious
difficulty from the King’'s perspective being hispposed association with rebellious
Irish Catholics. Some of his commanders in Irelaradned of potential trouble, with
the Earl of Clanricarde referring to ‘some turbalehspositions’ amongst English
forces serving in Irelantf® Nevertheless, the King needed those troops t@megh his
military strength in England.

Strategically, the Cessation dealt a blow to theigaentarian Navy's freedom
of manoeuvre in the Irish Sea. Parliament’s shipdd no longer count on access to
harbours in southern Ireland, as the commandechange of key ports abided by the
terms of the truce with the Confederates. Thusdradnt’s ships could not make use of
places such as Cork, Youghal or Kinsale. Murphynghts the Parliamentarian fleet's
loss of access to Duncannon Fort as one of the rkayitime ‘gains’ for the
Confederate$®* With Parliamentarian ships being unable thereafteanchor safely
under the fort, nearby Waterford was harder fomthe patrol. As one of the major
Confederate ports, a lessening of the Parliameamaguard saw the privateers acting
there given something of a freer hand. The oversads from Waterford increased in
the aftermath of the Cessation. By losing accessrtomber of Irish ports, Parliament’s
Navy was less able to interfere with privateers iognto and from Confederate ports
such as Wexford or Limerick®

So until several Irish ports were brought back itite Parliamentarian fold in
1644, following the Earl of Inchiquin’s defectioroin the Royalists, the Irish Guard
relied on Milford Haven as its main base. Yet thapendence was, on occasion,
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problematic. When the Royalists in South Wales werthe ascendant, Milford came
under heavy pressure. Furthermore, with the Kingtrodling the majority of Cornish
and Devon ports by the summer of 1643, the nextesegaort of any stature available to
Parliamentarian shipping was Plymouth. Thus, th&hIGuard often faced logistical
difficulties: the distance to be covered was cosisitile and threats from Royalist
Bristol after July 1643 also posed challenges.

Even before the Cessation became common knowldeiggalists in England
were pressing for supplies to be sent speedilyéa &id. Writing on 3 October 1643,
Orlando Bridgeman, one of the leading Royalist€laster, was anxious that Ormonde
put pressure on the Dublin ship owner Captain Morto honour earlier pledges to
deliver across the Irish Sea a large piece of ardie and as much ammunition as
possible®*® Chester had been subjected to repeated attemptsthby local
Parliamentarians to overpower its Royalist garrigod further assaults were expected.

The Confederates promised to supply some shippinthé transportation of the
King's soldiers to England and Wales. Richard Beki, writing on behalf of the
Confederate Council, informed Ormonde that his srasintended ‘to remove their
residence to Kilkenny that they might be nere treatgr parte of the worke wch must
be don’ at Wexford®” They hoped to give estimates of the numbers afafes
available, with an outline of all associated costs.

The Royalists, however, had reservations that Clamége promises were easily
made, but infrequently delivered upon. One of Ordes leading commanders, the
Earl of Clanricarde, cautioned him that, althougie trish were busy raising the
promised supplies, ‘they are soe improvident & tdilg in the manadgment of their
affaires’ that delays seemed a certafifyOn 14 October, Bellings updated Ormonde
on the Confederates’ progress: there were a numibships ready to sail, including
some at Wexford, but Ormonde was reminded that ikgephips in harbour was
costly** It was an obvious message that money needed floubd quickly to contract
the ships and send them on their way. The Royaliatded matters to be concluded as
soon as possible, with suggestions that the ‘bssinehand would require more
expedition than hitherto hath beene uséy’.

1% Bodl., Carte MSS. 7, f.14; Orlando Bridgeman toréflas of Ormonde, 3 October 1643
137Bodl., Carte MSS. 7, £.66; Richard Bellings to Mais of Ormonde, 7 October 1643
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The overriding challenge which confronted Ormondéie summer and autumn
of 1643 was a shortage of shipping to convoy thehmeeded reinforcements to
England. Writing to Bridgeman on 19 October, hested that ‘this want [was] much
increased’ by the presence of some Parliamentafdaps near Dublin®' He was
apprehensive that those vessels ‘lying heere’ wainder other ships friendly to the
Royalist cause from accessing the ¢&f8.

Ormonde did, though, agree terms with Captain TisoBartlett to send some
ordinance to England, including 4 demi-culvering @whole culverins, with a supply
of shot to arm them and ‘a small quantity of powdé&t Yet Bartlett’s ship proved
unequal to the task of carrying the full cargo aras forced to leave behind the 2 whole
culverins, they ‘being soe heavy that Bartlett'sstria not of strength sufficient to heave
them’** That highlighted the problems of smaller shipse thability to transport
significant quantities of heavy artillery. Furthenisfortunes dogged Bartlett's
expedition, with contrary winds and fears over Rarentarian ships both conspiring to
cause delays. There were two Bartletts with whoenRbyalists contracted for shipping,
but there is uncertainty over whether they weréhme or father and son. John Bartlett
commanded a fifth rate, tHgwan,whilst Thomas was in charge of tReovidence of
similar strength. The pair were active in the Kmgervice throughout the war and
tended to operate between Dublin Bay and the péforth Wales and the Dé&

In correspondence to Bridgeman on 25 October, Odmarlated that he was
striving to have ‘powder and other necessarye§\arr’ sent from Wexford to Chester,
or failing that, to the town of Beaumaris on therfiowelsh coast?® Ormonde made
plain that any merchants contracted for the semiceld have to be paid upon arrival, a
clear demonstration that the Irish Royalists caubtl afford to finance the expeditions
on their own credit.

Ormonde was troubled by the loyalty of those memw wiere to be sent across
the Irish Sea. He believed that ‘before their ggdimnderstand there is much industry
used to perswade the Comon Souldier to serve thgafa[en]t.’*’ The Royalists
made promises to the men that, upon landing, tregars of pay would be put right,

but Ormonde knew that a failure to honour such psemcould prove costly, warning

11 Bodl., Carte MSS. 7, £.192r; Marquis of Ormondédando Bridgeman, 19 October 1643
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143Bodl., Carte MSS. 7, £.192r; Marquis of Ormondédando Bridgeman, 19 October 1643
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that ‘wee should have much adoe to keepe them frarming away’ to the
Parliamentarian§*® He believed that Parliament would find it ‘easysemluce them with
likely promises of haveing ther wants supply¥d’ The various demands placed on
Ormonde, then, were a source of grave concernininchoney for shipping and the
troops’ pay were burdens which had to be sharethotimsides of the Irish Sea.

The Royalists in Chester were growing restless thay had met with ‘little
shippinge as yet° Robert Byron referred to the city’s stores beiitigfurnished’ and
said that even small ships which came into portld/aow be stayed, a recent case
being two Liverpool barks, laden with coftt. Ormonde sent out a series of blank
warrants to ‘Irish or outlandish merchants or Cigstaf Ships’ at Irish port§? The
promise of their being paid upon arrival in Englamatl Wales would, Ormonde hoped,
prove temptation enough to recruit sufficient simgp Sir Edward Nicholas had advised
Ormonde that the policy was his best hope of asyumaritime capability>>

In terms of Northwest maritime power, Parliamenuldocall on a small
squadron of ships from Liverpool, although it iffidult to ascertain how many vessels
were on hand. William Brereton, in a letter to Leait dated November 1643, estimated
that there were half a dozen vess&tsSome accounts of the Civil War downplay the
effectiveness of the Liverpool ships, but this sl was not shared by some Royalist
contemporaries. One such account, from late Octb648, informed Ormonde that the
Liverpool ships were ‘verry stronge’ and had degdim number of passengers route
to the Northwest>®

By early November, the Royalists had obtained nsbipping, but considerable
difficulties still remained. Castlehaven wrote ton@@nde on 7 November noting that he
was directing the bulk of his efforts into findimgen-of-war, rather than ‘little barkes’
which would also require a costly escort by frigg&feHe had already sent a 400-ton
vessel with 16 pieces of ordinance to attend Orracarad was intending to send two
similar ships later on. Furthermore, he had cotedhwith another 400-ton ship armed

with 14 pieces of ordinance.
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149 Bodl., Carte MSS. 7, £.256; Marquis of Ormonddaotin Williams, 26 October 1643

%0 Bodl., Carte MSS. 7, £.208; Robert Byron to Masjaf Ormonde, 20 October 1643

131 Bodl., Carte MSS. 7, £.208; Robert Byron to Masjof Ormonde, 20 October 1643
1%2B0dl., Carte MSS. 7, f.255v; Marquis of Ormondelahin Williams, 26 October 1643

133 Carte,Ormonde Ill, p.252; Sir Edward Nicholas to Marquis of Qsnde, 5 March 1643

1% HMC Portland, |, p.157; Sir William Brereton to William Lentha2,1 November 1643
1%5Bodl., Carte MSS. 7, £.287; Gilbert Houghton torsfisis of Ormonde, 28 October 1643
1% Bodl., Carte MSS. 7, £.376; Earl of CastlehaveMarquis of Ormonde, 7 November 1643



106

On 7 November, Ormonde reported that a number gisshnder Captain
Baldwin Wake were newly-arrived from Bristol andshtonfidence began to grow
slightly.*>” He told Thomas Plunkett that, for the time beitig ships requested from
the Confederates were not needed as urgétitlye hoped that his notice was timely, to
prevent the said shipowners from racking up unwekaosts. Of course, had those
same shipowners been swifter in mobilising, theyldikely have earned far more
reward from Ormonde.

George Digby found great pleasure in reports corfrimg the Northwest which
said that the expected and imminent arrival ofKiney’'s reinforcements to the region
had ‘strucke a great terror’ amongst the Parliaaréans'>® Writing to Ormonde on 10
November, his tone was one of triumphalism, perlmaftecting his faith in exaggerated
tallies of the shipping which had been sent taatdlfrom Bristof-®°

The Parliamentarians were undertaking a vigoronspeggn in North Wales in
the hope of forcing Chester’s surrender by cuttfighe garrison’s supply routes in the
Principality. They already controlled much of Chesland so the plan was to encircle
Chester before the King’'s army entered the regidmonde continued to plead that
ready provisions were on hand once those troopgedrrDescribing their situation as
one of ‘being in the greatest want that can be inej Ormonde advised that
significant numbers of horse and foot should gteem upon arrival, ‘to keepe the
Comon Souldier in aweé®! Reflecting on the harsh conditions of the Irishrwae
warned that the troops ‘will think themselves deted from prison when they come on
English ground™®?

The Archbishop of York, John Williams, was an ewsihstic supporter of the
King and was based at Beaumaris Castle in NorthegV&b oversee local Royalist
troops. He was eagerly awaiting further delivenépowder to aid Beaumaris’ defence
against a possible attack from the Parliamentdioaces which were advancing ever
deeper into Wales. Shipping to transport the powaks clearly needed and Williams
alluded to the lack of any intervention from SithdoPennington, the King's Vice-
Admiral ‘being directed a cleare Contrarye way'caring to reports from Oxfortf? It

was proving difficult for the King to satisfy eaeimd every request for shipping which
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reached him that summer. On the one hand, he Hagkfawindow of opportunity in
which the Parliamentarian Irish Guard appeared eediut to commit all of his ships
to that theatre risked his losing control of keytpaand settlements on the English
coasts.

Further warnings reached Ormonde in mid-Novembatr ghyment needed to be
found for two shipowners at Kinsal®& Lord Muskery was also made aware of the
shortfall owed to Frederick Panchart and JacobH@egardert®

Ships contracted for service did not always me@eetations and complaints
came forth from disgruntled Royalists. Colonel Righ Gibson, commanding one
regiment, wrote to Ormonde on 16 November with witihg criticisms. He berated the
lack of cooperation from some of the masters andn@is of the ships due to transport
cavalry, ‘whoe have left the Vessells empty & indraded, & hyde themself forth of the
way, in Contempt of y[ou]r Lo[rdshi]pps Comand®® .Gibson feared that his regiment
could be ‘undone’ as an effective fighting forcelénied its horses and baggage.

According to Gibson, the position taken by Cap&atddwin Wake compounded
the problem. Wake was adamant that there was retbmvaste in getting to sea. This
was despite pleas from both Gibson and Sir Mickaehley entreating him to ‘stay one
tyde more’ in the hope of the cavalry and somehimrmen being ready to embafk.
Yet Wake had pressures of his own, not least thecgg of resources available for his
own seamen. Ireland was a poor hunting groundupplées, with Ormonde barely able
to victual his own troops, let alone those of ath&Wake therefore had little alternative
but ‘to hasteth where hee may bee better furnishbdugh that could compromise
Gibson’s regiment®® Gibson understood, however, that Wake was optindgeave
behind carriages and troops, rather than ‘haza&tharving of our whole fleeté®

Ormonde was given the authority to pay shipowngrsbans other than direct
money. He received a letter written by the KingldnNovember 1643 which referred to
one such case. The King discussed Aldventureof Dublin, under Captain Robert
Smith, which had been guarding the Irish coast, ia$ now close to an expiry of
supplies-” The King directed Smith to take his ship to Duplirhere Ormonde would
satisfy his payment. Smith was to be made custoofiastates belonging to Lawrence

%4 Bodl., Carte MSS. 7, £.456; Request for paymemilesquis of Ormonde, 15 November 1643
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Bealing, a man lately attainted of treason. So Bmbs to reap the rewards of
Bealing’s misfortune, for as long as the King chasatil the debts owed for the ship
were cleared’* On the face of it, then, Smith would not be paiuiediately, but
appeared to have a good chance of making backdneyover time.

Sometimes, though, the Royalists risked alienatiggchants. A petition to the
King in November 1643 expressed profound distrésdistuptions to trad&’? The
petitioners had advanced money for the King’'s ammpublin over the previous two
years, but were now facing ruin. They had investedt fortunes in 5650 salt hides and
had loaded them onboard tHepeof Weymouth and th#artha of London. They had
paid the customs in advance, with the requisiteams from Royalist customs officers.
The ships were halted before setting sail, howeaad the cargo requisitioned by
Royalists for their armies. The hides were ‘solgsti@ngers at under rates’, whilst the
petitioners were considerably out of pockétin addition to the customs charges, they
were further damaged by facing the costs of ‘demiglit’ for the ships’* They
estimated their overall losses at around £6000asPfer compensation were made,
alongside the prediction that Dublin would sufferithe long-run, ‘all men being by that
example deterred from trading or paying customgota Matie’!”

On 18 November, Archbishop Williams gave his viemasthe strategic situation
in North Wales and Cheshire. The uncertainty ofwéed where the landings would be
made was a source of immense frustration for IBmglalists. There were fears that the
ships were actually heading for Bristol, ‘wch it true, these partes are quite lost and
will take themselves deserted by his M[aies]ty&’Fortunately for Williams, the first
landing was imminent and would precipitate a Paréatarian retreat from North
Wales.

The maritime nature of the war in the Northwest wsasmething given
consideration by Bridgeman. He wrote to Ormonde28nrNovember to try and gain
support for the taking of Liverpool. Highlightinge ‘mutuall entercourse’ of England
and Ireland, he pointed out that Liverpool wasthat stage, Parliament’s only port in
the regiom.’’ Thus its capture by the Royalists would deny thei@mentarians the

freedom of bringing in arms and ammunition to thertNwest via sea. The possession
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of Liverpool would, so Bridgeman argued, offer fReyalists opportunities to relieve
nearby Chester at times of danger. He asked whédyatain Wake could spare some of
his ships for the endeavour, to be added to Capthomas Bartlett’s ship and the
King’'s pinnace, the Swan, which were both moreessl|fitted and already at Chester.
He believed that, if joined together, those shipsil be ‘able to master all the ships in
Liverpoole’*™®

Ormonde decided to order the second landing to &genas neare Chester as
may bee’ to minimise the risks of any desertibiisde was confident that Chester was
equipped sufficiently to satisfy the troops’ neeals|east in the short term. He was far
less optimistic when discussing the fleet, haviegrbinformed by its commander that
without prompt supply, ‘it will not bee in his powéo pursue what hee is further
directed’, with the ships staying in poff.

A third shipment took place in early 1644 but, e ttime of its arrival at
Chester, the majority of John Lord Byron’s Royaksmy had been defeated at the
Battle of Nantwich. Most of the troops which hadebesent over from Ireland were
either taken prisoner or decided to join Parliarisemrmy outright. Ormonde had
written to Digby on 13 January to inform him thastiipment would soon be matfé.
He was anxious to send over substantial numbenseof whilst circumstances allowed,
telling Digby that he was hard-pressed to maingdirof the troops currently under his
command. Reinforcements for the Parliamentariash IGuard were soon expected and
Ormonde emphasised the declining window of oppdstiavailable to the Royalists for
further shipments.

In a further letter, on 16 January, he spoke inemegtail of his fears that an
influx of Parliamentarian shipping into the Iriskeé&Swould end Royalist shipments of
troops to Britain. He was concerned that any delayls the third shipment would lead
to disaster in Ireland, with the men becoming ‘sanlovercharge to our little means’ if
they remained with his army, that both they and e of the soldiers would face
possible starvatiolf> Ormonde also feared the intervention of the Paiiatarian ships
from Liverpool, if and when a stronger Irish Gugut pressure on local Royalist ships
to disperse. Writing to Bridgeman on 19 Januaryydieed the belief that such threats
were probable and would ‘hinder the sending [of} arore’ aid to Britain®® Given the
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continual drain on finances which Ormonde expegendte conceded to Bridgeman
that he was unable to support the charge of hpmgteers, such as the Bartlett pAf.

By early February, though, Ormonde had managecnd $urther men to the
Northwest, but the disaster at Nantwich led toeasingly-frenzied requests for further
shipments. By then, however, the Parliamentarigsth IGuard was becoming a more
serious presence and opportunities to ship oveak&byeinforcements were thereafter
extremely limited. Archbishop Williams wrote to Oomde in early March to plead for
fresh supplies of arms and ammunition if and whiandport became available, the bulk
of his erstwhile stocks having been taken to Chestelse lost when Byron’s army was
routed at Nantwich®®

His pleadings were somewhat illustrative of theuaibn facing Royalist
supporters in North Wales at that stage: resounsgs scarce and there was minimal
hope of succour from their allies in England. Thiegrefore looked across the Irish Sea
to Ormonde, placing faith in his earlier successes,his ability to help in future was
compromised by the stronger Parliamentarian nagahdron which now operated in
Irish waters. Digby wrote to Ormonde in early Matolsay that, as far as he was aware,
the only two ships available to the Royalists ie thorthwest were the two vessels
belonging to the Bartletts. That seemed to testidy local Royalist maritime
ineffectiveness. By May, Nicholas was apologisingQ@rmonde on account of the
King's inability to set forth and maintain a sigiont Irish squadron of his owf® He
acknowledged the reality of Parliament’s strongesifion in the Irish Sea, which
rendered the passage to and from Ireland verycdifffor the Royalists.

A stark demonstration of Royalist ineffectivenasshat regard took place when
Prince Rupert captured Liverpool during his 1644npaign in the Northwest. The
town’s Parliamentarian shipping was able to evaal@we, in large part because the
Royalists lacked sufficient vessels of their ownctmllenge the escap¥. Therefore,
Rupert’s victory was not exploited to its maximurotgntial, a valuable source of
ammunition and arms being saved for Parliamenspite of Parliament’s increasing

strength in the Irish Sea, there were ongoing ehgks to face.

TENSIONS BETWEEN PARLIAMENT AND THE SCOTS
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Following the Solemn League and Covenant of Septenil643, tensions
frequently flared between the English Parliamenteiand their Scottish allié¥ As
part of their alliance, the English had pledged samaval support for Scotland, but
complaints were soon heard. On 12 December 16483 Etiglish commissioners in
Scotland wrote an exasperated letter to the Speatkdre Commons in which they

outlined the need for a strong naval presence:

the necessity of having two shippes upon the Namh&€oast of Ireland hath

bin very often represented unto this...House andtas promised, but hitherto

they [the Scots] have not found the fruite of ithwse parts, but on the contrary

have sustayned greate losses for want of that Gtfard

The letter drew attention to the recent treaty \itigland, and went on to stress
that ‘it hath bin sundry times made an earnestredgim the Councell of Scotland’ that
a strong naval guard be assigned to protect thersvdiietween the northern parts of
Ireland and the Scottish southwest cddsThe Committee of the Navy came in for
heavy criticism, being accused of considering tbett%h pleas for naval assistance, but
‘they have hitherto taken no effort at dft*

The letter continued by documenting the misfortuoethe Paul of London, a
180 tonne merchant vessel belonging to Robert Pelg. Paul had delivered key
commodities to Londonderry and Donegal, ‘for the asd releife of the souldiers in
those partes’, but on the return journey, freightath a fresh cargo of salmon and

leathers, disaster struck.

By stresse of weather [the ship] was driven uporistemd on the Coast of
Scotland, where fifty Irish Rebells accompanying tlacDonalds, who came
lately out of Ireland, and by reason there is ripsbn those Seas, passe at their
pleasure in long boates from Island to Island, amedready to draw more out of
Ireland at their pleasuré&

The Paul was ransacked, with all the crew imprisoned. Thelemade plain
that the case was far from an isolated incidenth sicores of Irishmen landing in

Cumberland where ‘they wander from house to hoostne habitte of souldiers, and

'8 The tensions between Parliament and the Scotsxatered in C. V. Wedgwood, ‘The Covenanters in
the First Civil War’,The Scottish Historical Revie®9, No. 127 (April 1960)
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report there are many more a coming to joyne withKing in his warres heer&3 The
locals were warned that their houses would soomobgafer than if they were in Ireland
itself. The English Commissioners in Scotland cadeld by urging the deployment of
several small ships, at the very least, to patiel waters between Ireland, southwest
Scotland and the far northwest coasts of Englahé. demands placed on the English
Navy were many, then.

The MacDonalds were a Gaelic clan, with links tahblveland and Scotland.
The Ulster landowner Randal MacDonnell, the EarlAotrim, enjoyed an influence
over them, as well as numerous other clans who wepesed to the clan Campbell’'s
control of much of the western IsliE8.Antrim was a supporter of the King and pledged
to help raise an army with which to invade Scotldndl644, Antrim managed to ship
several regiments from Ulster into Scotland, evgadiapture by any Parliamentarian
vessels. That was important because once the Rtsyélad the nucleus of a force in
Scotland they could place pressure on Parliaméuisenanter allies. The troops sent to
Scotland by Antrim were to form part of Montros&sottish Royalist army. Well into
1645, Montrose’s army inflicted a series of revergm the Covenanter forces in
Scotland, which in turn made the Scots servingngl&hd hesitant to advance too far
south, lest they be needed back home. Parliametairdg saw it that way and it was a
source of friction between both parties. The wagsiof the English Commissioners in
Scotland over the need for a strong naval patrdldeen prudent.

As the Civil War escalated, acts of piracy becanweeasingly common in the
Irish Sea. Numerous privateers established themsetv southern Irish ports, such as
Wexford and Waterford, and caused grave disrugioshipping. In September 1643,
several barque owners from Whitehaven appealedetd.ords Justices and Council at
Dublin for some form of restitution for their lossat the hands of piraté¥. Having
sailed towards Ireland with provisions for the #gdoyal to England, the barques were
‘surprized by two of the Roggues of Wexford’ ankieia into captivity, where they were
promptly ‘stripped of all they had and afterwardspkin greate want and misery 14
dayes’>°® Between them, they had lost at least £800 in gondsto mention their

vessels. In fact, they claimed ‘to have now nothefgbut [th]e Charitable benevolence
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of well disposed people’, and their appeal calledhe Lords Justices to aid their return
back to Whitehaven, so that they could once mor&a®ngst theire Freind$®’ That
was not an isolated example: the pleas for compiensaere frequent, but naturally it
was not the pirates who had to deal with those deisa

The Royalists also expressed concern at privaggennOctober 1643, Ormonde
was angered to hear that a Flemish ship had beed spthin a league of Dublin,
having allegedly taken as a prize fRertune of Dublin.**® According to rumours, the
vessel had been taken to Wexford and Ormonde ntakieown to the Confederate
Catholics that he expected its restitution if thvals the case. The Council of Kilkenny,
meanwhile, was evasive on the matter and callegrfoof that the ship was indeed a
prize, assuming that it was even at Wexford.

The Irish rebels were viewed with great distasteth®y English, and, perhaps
predictably, Warwick urged Swanley to take a toudiree towards the Irish than he
might perhaps have extended towards any capturglisién

As for the Irish Rebells you are to use MartiallWeaon them both by Sea &
Land, and all those that shall assist or abett théthh men, Armes, Amunicon,
Victualls or otherwise etc You are to use a moee fand liberall hand over
themz(i)g executing Martiall Lawe upon them as youyour discretion shall
see..

Swanley certainly abided by that direction and wstrwidely remembered for
his strong-handed treatment of captured Irish pese He was known to lapse into
anger when matters reached a head. In June 18Ayifag the capture of Carmarthen,
he oversaw a brutal punishment for some of the gnefrhe strongly pro-
Parliamentarian chronicler John Vicars recorded IBwanley ordered some seventy-

two ‘Irish’ prisoners to be cast into the sea tovan:

because they [the Irish] were good swimmers, headhto use their natural art,
and try whether they could tread the Seas as Vighwl their Irish-bogs and

quagmires, and binding them back to back, cast tbeemboard to swim or

drown, and to wash them to death, from the bloothefProtestants that was
upon thent®!
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The episode served as a stark demonstration of IBysinesolve to establish
Parliamentarian dominance in the Irish Sea. It @sdeared him to the hardcore
element amongst the English Protestants.

Rodger, however, points out the contradiction inaBMy’s mass execution of
the so-called ‘Irish’. They had lately been servinghe Marquis of Ormonde’s army,
which until the Cessation had fought hard to proftestantism in Irelarfd® The
Marquis was outraged, not least because the Rtg/ahsWales were deprived of
valuable reinforcements. Furthermore, the epis@iméd the Royalists’ ability to bring

loyal cargoes out onto the seas. Writing to thehArshop of York, he related events:

When Colonel Trafford was ready to embark, himaelf 300 good well-armed

men, above 20 barrel of powder, with match propagble, and six pieces of

iron-ordinance well-fitted, being aboard of Capbhd Bartlett, all for the

defence of Anglesey, here arrived two Parliameidsshnd a frigate to hinder

this preparation made at my very great and padtictiarge. | have since tried

from other ports to send them away, but the twodgotelligence those ships

have from their friends on shore of all our motianakes me unwilling to

hazard so good men and provisions. The unfortua&ieg of Col. Willoughby

with about 150 men bound for Bristol, by their dgls, and their inhuman

throwing over board of 70 men and two women, undemame of Irish rebels,

making the men also very fearful to venture upanwbyage, it being very well

known to them that most of the men so murderedseaded with them against

the Irish, and all of them lived during the waoiar quarterg®®

Swanley’s actions met with approval at Westminstiee, Commons voting in
June 1644 ‘that the Committee of the Navy do take cthat a Chain of Gold, of Two
Hundred Pounds Value, with some Medal unto it, leerided and bestowed on Captain
Swanley?** It was all too common in the 1640s for troops awgnirom Ireland to be
labelled as ‘Irish’, and English public opinion ebr questioned such a convention. It is
unsurprising, however, that Warwick encouraged eerliberal use of martial law when
dealing with the Irish rebels: viewed as part ofwvaler, European-wide Catholic
conspiracy to extirpate Protestantism, the rebtacted outrage in England for their
actions and harsh treatment of the Irish was conphage. Warwick’s loathing of the
Irish was illustrated plainly in a letter to the l@missioners in August 1644° An Irish
man-of-war had captured the Colchester merchantuangaret and Phoeband the
company were being held as prisoners at WexfordLamérick. Word reached London

that, in return for the captives, the Irish werendeding the release of some of their
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own side being held in the capital. For Warwicle thhole episode was one of intense

irritation:

It wilbe a worke of Charity to get our Men from wrdhe hand of soe base an
enemy...it is Pitty the Irish should be released, w#t all the suffering &
hazard of soe many English & Scotts must not bgofiben?°®

A Parliamentarian ordinance of October 1644 madpli@k the approach

favoured by the two Houses towards the Irish:

The Lords and Commons...do Declare, That no Quariebevgiven hereafter
to any Irishmen, nor to any Papists whatsoever bodreland, which shall be

taken in Hostility against the Parliament, eithg@om the Sea or within this

Kingdom.. 2’

Furthermore, any Irish taken prisoner were not & dzcorded any terms
following an act of surrender, with Parliamentariemmanders being compelled to
‘put every such Person to deatff. The officers of the Navy were included in the

provisions of the ordinance, along the same lisethair counterparts on land:

every Officer and Commander by Sea or Land, thall ble remisse or negligent
in observing the Tenour of this Ordinance, sha# beputed a favorer of that
bloody Rebellion of Ireland, and shall be liablestach condign punishment as
the Justice of both Houses of Parliament shalicinfipon him?%

The Navy was an important instrument with which #woe could be enforced,
with Parliamentarian ships regularly coming intontaxt with Irish rebel vessels.
Swanley was a man perfectly in tune with its aims,is the only naval officer recorded
as having carried out the ordinance.

From 1644 onwards, Parliament’s war effort begareap greater rewards than
the King’s. Royalist ports were subjected to insexhpressure, both by sea and by land,
as Parliament sought to overturn the King’s ganesnf 1643. Yet Parliament’s Navy
faced fresh challenges and the Earl of Warwick camger attack from those on his

own side. These themes will be discussed in thecteapter.

2 NA, SP16/504/77; Earl of Warwick to Commissionefshe Navy, 21 August 1644
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CHAPTER FOUR: PARLIAMENT BEGINS TO ASSERT ITS ASCEN DANCY

In 1644, Parliament established a clear ascendartbg Civil War, but failed to
inflict a knockout blow against the King. The Nawyas an integral factor in
Parliamentarian success, but the fleet also suffeseown difficulties. Parliamentarian
victories on land took their toll on the King’'s aas, particularly in the North, where
the Battle of Marston Moor (2 July) confirmed Panmtient's dominance in the region.
Events in the Southwest in 1644 demonstrated tip@itance of the Navy to the Civil
War and present an excellent framework in whictisguss some of the key issues.

NAVAL SUPPORT FOR THE SOUTHWEST

One of the Navy’s chief functions during the warswa provide support for
land-based operations. In particular, the fleeterefi much-needed assistance to
besieged outposts. As discussed in the previoystehdhe Navy’s intervention was a
key factor behind Parliament’s successful deferfceludl in 1643, against a furious
onslaught from Newcastle’s Royalist army. The savas true at Lyme Regis in 1644,
when the Parliamentarian garrison withstood a ferty day siege from Prince
Maurice’s Cavalier troops. In the spring and summokrl644, the Navy played a
prominent role in the south western theatre ofvilag, and this chapter will examine
those events.

The events at Lyme might have been very differeat haval support not been
forthcoming for the Parliamentarians. Lyme was mpartant port and its fall to the
Royalists would have compromised the Parliamemiangaite into the west. Its location
at the Channel-end of a series of Royalist foreesainning from Minehead through to
Langport, meant that its capture would complete Kieg's line in the regiof.
Furthermore, following the Royalists’ successesha south-west throughout 1643,
with numerous ports coming under their commandlidaent could ill-afford the loss
of another position on the south coast. In Claraefgleiew, Lyme ‘was a little vile
fishing town’? Such an analysis was unfair, however, for the p@$ an important
centre for the cloth trade and enjoyed some praggeWarwick outlined the port’s

value in strategic terms:

! For a detailed study of Marston Moor, and the caimpwhich preceded it, see P. Newniline Battle
of Marston Moor, 1644Chichester, 1981)
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If Lime be lost, it will have a very ill influenceahe inclination of these parts
depending on the successe of that Towne, whicltieeny values not so much
for it selfe as for the men that are in it, whaatfliberty, will quickly get a
strength together, which the Country will be wedibsed to close withail.

Prince Maurice arrived before Lyme on 20 April 16¥¢hilst in Exeter, he had
received a deputation from some Dorset Royalists add persuaded him that an attack
on Lyme would be a straightforward endeavour arad the town would fall easil/.
Once captured, Maurice was assured that bountifoibers of men from across the
county would flock to his army. His primary ordevgre to march to Oxford with as
many men as possible to join with the King’'s mdjetd army and the prospect of
volunteers signing up in large numbers convinced tat an attack on Lyme was
worth carrying ouf. Lyme was the base from which Parliamentarian najidparties
could be sent into the surrounding counties andjcgodarly in Dorset itself, damage
was being inflicted upon Royalist territotyThus its capture would neutralise an
important Parliamentarian raiding base. Yet Mausideealth in 1644 was far from
robust: when he reached Lyme he was still recogefiom a bout of influenza which
had threatened to claim his IfaVhether or not he had the energy to direct a kiege
was open to debate.

One of the advantages which Lyme possessed waadtent harbour, or Cobb,
which was protected by three forts. Designed oaliyrto help the town withstand a sea
attack, it was to prove its worth as an entry pdantships transporting supplies and
manpower to the garrison. A Royalist account of $lege made reference to Lyme’s

strategic advantages:

the towne...[is] befreinded on the East syde by #e snd fortifyed on the
South parte with a strong fort (called St. Daviedd) from whence was a lyne
made extendinge it self to the sea on the North'par

Lyme’s land-facing defences, however, were far fiampenetrable, something
not lost on Robert Blake, the future General-at; 3w played a key role in the siege.

Although Colonel Thomas Ceeley, the town’s Mayogswhe titular commander of

®BL, TT. E.50 [25]A Letter From The Right Honourable Robert Earlé\£rwicke, Lord High-admirall
of England: To The Speaker of the House of PebVéh.an exact Diurnall of all the most speciall and
remarkable passages which have hapned during #gesif Lyme in Dorsetshire by Pr. Maurice his
Forces, from the 21 of February to this presgmndon, 1644)
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Lyme, Blake became thde factoParliamentarian leader during the siege. Blake’s
popularity with Lyme’s Puritan community accounfed much of his support

Blake had been present when Bristol fell to thed®ists in July 1643, the city’s
lines being too extended for the Parliamentarianslé¢fend. Taking that lesson on
board, Blake decided that Lyme’s defences shoulddmracted: there was no use in
spreading the limited number of troops too thimkeioa wider front. Lyme’s defences
were originally geared towards an attack from tle@, sthe town’s guns pointing
seawards. The land defences consisted of hastilgteated blockhouses of turf or soil,
which were connected to each other via earthen aas’ Such defences were
common in small towns during the Civil War, the walf Nantwich in Cheshire being
just one of many other examples. Lyme was overldake three sides by clay slopes
and the lines of defence extended for only a ntilmast, with the sea never more than
five hundred yards away. So Lyme was compact irertg¥e terms. The ground
declined steeply towards the shore, however, whigds of advantage to the
Parliamentarians: the Royalist artillery would &t as effective firing down a slope.
The Royalists’ guns were far from easy to manoeutegr considerable weight making
placement difficult.

The opening stages of the siege withessed steadfastance from the garrison,
although virtually all of the town’s ammunition wagpended in a desperate bid to fight
off Maurice’s Royalists® Blake sent out counter-attacks and the Royalistsamed
much greater losses than their opponents, but & wat long before Lyme was
surrounded on land. The only route by which thentswnuch-depleted supplies could
be replenished was by sea.

Just a couple of days into the siege, entreaties made to the Parliamentarians
at Poole for assistance. Those at Poole had alrbadyd something of Lyme’s
difficulties, however, and had despatched a snadipsto sail there and gather further
information. The garrison at Lyme sent out a pdirsmall vessels to investigate,
suspecting a Royalist plot to land arms at nearbgr@outh for Maurice’s army. The
Poole sloop retreated back to base, its crew cosadithat the small vessels they had
spotted were in fact Dunkirk frigatés.

The episode served as an example of the climaseisgdicion which existed at

sea and the confusion which sometimes prevailednidtht, however, have helped

* BaumberBlake,p.35
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Lyme. The threat to Lyme was seemingly magnifiethim eyes of those at Poole, with
pressure apparently coming from the sea as wellbysland (no matter how
unsubstantiated the threat level actually washelped to spur those at Poole into
arguing the case for reinforcements to be sentitoe.

Before the arrival of significant succour from tRavy, an embarrassing episode
befell the garrison. Around fifteen Royalist prisost managed to escape. They had been
taken captive during the opening exchanges of itbges and were subsequently held
onboard a small ship in the harbour. A member efgarrison, Edward Drake, kept a

diary of the travails facing Lyme during that periand he related the prisoners’ escape:

The aforementioned ship...with the 15 prisoners thermas either betrayed by
some of those who had the charge of them or elsgegbgently kept by the
master of the ship that on a sudden the late persdmecame the keepers of their
keepers[,] and so hoisted sail[,] brandishing tlsgords in sign of victory[,]
bidding the Town farewell they steered their coutseards Weymouth[,]
where they arrived the next d&y.

Had the town’s pleas for naval support been meieeathen the prisoners’
chances of escaping would have been much lower Weee fortunate in their timing,
then, for naval assistance was soon forthcoming.

On 26 April two privateer ships were sighted comiogiards the harbour. A
sloop sent out from the garrison soon establishatithey were not hostile, and ‘the joy
that was in the town was inexpressiBfeThere was dismay in Royalist ranks, for
Maurice’s forces had initially reckoned the shipdée part of the Earl of Marlborough’s
fleet which had come to tighten the screw on Ly@aptain Man was exercising the
command, however, with letters of marque from RBerént ‘and was ready to supply
the Town with anything it stood in need of and thais aboard him*’ The Royalists
placed great faith in Marlborough’s ability to prde an effective fleet for the King,
but, with the Parliamentarian naval presence onrntiease before Lyme, the Earl was
unlikely to complete any encircling manoeuvresonaert with Maurice. Of course, had
the Royalists carried out such a plan, they woalkhaced considerable challenges.

On 27 April, the Committee of Both Kingdoms sent Wiak correspondence
from the governors of Lyme and Poole, detailing‘thstress’ in which the former town
found itself'® The importance of Lyme to shipping in the west ais® highlighted and

Warwick understood that ships would need to be atebpd as soon as possible to

! Drake, ‘Diary’, p.147
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ensure Lyme’s resistance was maintained. Lyme secgived fresh supplies from the
Mary Roseunder Captain William Somaster and thene and Joyceommanded by
Captain Thomas JonéSCannonades had been heard as far off as Porttahtha two
ships speeded to Lyme’s relief. The ships came fRmrtsmouth, but the governor of
Poole, Colonel Sydenham, had been the driving fdrebind their despatch. The
garrison was restocked with powder from the shgveh reserves, as well as foodstuffs
and wood.

Tellingly, 100 men were taken from the vessels dtster Lyme’s manpower,
something ‘the townsmen welcoméd’With Maurice’s Royalists outnumbering the
town’s Parliamentarians by perhaps six-to-one (dépg on which figures one
considers) a fresh contingent of fighting men whagreat importance. When the siege
began, the Parliamentarians may have had somewhére region of 1000 men, with
Maurice’s army perhaps as strong as 6800he seamen were soon put to the test,
taking part in sallies the day after landfiigEvery man was needed.

Drake’s diary made regular mention of correspondesent by sea between
Lyme and nearby Parliamentarian garrisons. Givendbse proximity of Maurice’s
Royalists by land, it was clearly the best waylfgme’s Parliamentarians to remain in
contact with their allies. Sydenham, at Poole, destrated a strong willingness to act
as Lyme’s mouthpiece with other Parliamentariagder at one point pledging to do all
he could ‘to negotiate on the Town’s behalf with Blilliam Waller.> It was vital to
keep the sea routes to Lyme’s garrison open toleralsafe and reliable means of
communication.

In early May, ‘the weather being turbulent[,] tllevhsmen doubted of the riding
of the ships in the Road yet they remained safenahor'?* Their fear was evident:
without shipping in close proximity, the town coud@ vulnerable to an incursion by
Dunkirkers or other hostile shipping. Mr Harveymarchant from Lyme, and brother-
in-law to the governor, had been captusdrouteto Portsmouth ‘by a man of war
belonging to the harbour of Weymoufi’'Having apparently never been in arms, he
was nevertheless a valuable prisoner and Maurfosed to exchange him in return for

the body of the Royalist Francis Blewett. His cafmmonstrated the sometimes
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indiscriminate nature of capture at sea: civiliaese not exempt. Harvey had, however,
been accompanied by a Mr Alford, a suspected Rstyalnd he may have been taking
him as a prisoner to Portsmouth. Presumably, Alfeag only too happy to see Harvey
taken captive.

Further shipping arrived in May to keep the gamissupplied. An armed
merchantman, thislayflower,arrived at Lyme on 8 May, having provided an estwmd
supply ship?® The vessel also supplied ‘some pl[ar]ticulars’hie garrisorf.” With fresh
manpower required, some 300 soldiers from Wallnses were divided between six
transport vessels, protected by &ahillesand theExpedition and were landed at Lyme
on 11 May. The soldiers in question were greetedtoyerous volleys of ordinance
from the Royalists ‘as they were landing’, but begrages were ineffectiv.

There had been arguments on the Parliamentariantsigvever, as reports from

6 May indicated:

The three hundred Foote...are not yet come, by retsoiship Commanders
pretend Want of Authority to land them there. leses they cannot go on at
Sea, as at Land without Command, though the winglsfdire, and the
opportunity fit. A good Commander will take an oppaity of advantage
without a Command, but wherever the fault is, myd.ef Warwick gave
Command long since to some of the Ships to landeth&ouldiers, and they
deserve to be cast overboard, that have wilfultjlerted the servicg.

It was no help to the Parliamentarian war efforthi@mve ship commanders
hesitant to carry out their orders on account aftqmol. The soldiers were required
urgently at Lyme and Warwick’s orders testifiedtt@mt. During the transporting of
soldiers by sea, there was sometimes confusion.eaad a measure of tension, over
who exercised command. The ship captains were gsoeetforthright in arguing that
anyone onboard their vessel came under their owsopal authority, a view which was
on occasion challenged by land commanders.

On 15 May, a further 150 men were added to LymeaHidmentarian strength,
again brought by shipping. Given the cumbersomareabf early-modern artillery, it
was much quicker to transport cannons and otheryhaajectiles via sea. Supplies of
shot and powder could also be transported far resoiétly by sea than by land. As
access to Lyme via land was blocked anyway, it elagous that the town’s artillery

supplies had to be augmented by shipping. Thatthscase, with a culverin being
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taken from theMary Roseand a demi-cannon being delivered by Mheeyflower,which
‘was mounted on a new platform’ to augment theigan's firepower°

As May wound on, though, the Royalists appearduktestablishing more of an
ascendancy. They had advanced further towards lamdefinally realised that, if they
could destroy the Cobb, then supplies and relieftfie@ town would be much more
difficult to land, thus compromising the Parliamenns’ chances of holding the town.

The Royalists moved a number of their guns to tiits ©verlooking the Cobb,
although initially the Parliamentarians failed toderstand the scale of the threat and
busied themselves with attacking the weakened @avpbsitions’> On 22 May, the
Royalists unleashed a fierce assault upon the Gotatb managed to inflict serious
damage, in ‘a very fatal day to the shipping of tixen’.*> The day began with some
townsmen endeavouring to unload a cargo from alsreakel, whilst under constant
fire from the Royalists’ artillery, but ‘a very gdayunner...sunk it in a very short time’
and many of the goods were spoiféd:hat was merely a precursor to events during the
evening.

At around seven or eight o’clock the Royalists aggiened up their guns, firing
heavily on the harbour, before a party of sixty &wts stormed the Cobb in person and
set fire to numerous barges lying there. Salliemfthe garrison failed to stem the tide
and, when the fighting relented, some twenty bavge® left in flames, ruined beyond
repair>* Some of the Parliamentarians, having been postgdard the Cobb, were able
to escape by boat once they realised the odds taeteeavily stacked against them. In
Drake’s words, however, it ‘was a sad spectacleetmold the burning of so many ships
that formerly brought into the kingdom so great comdity’.*® The livelihood of small
ports such as Lyme depended on a steady streamadd wia shipping, and the
destruction of so many vessels represented a gtaweto the local economy.

Yet the Royalists lacked the warships to block Hrasipplies from reaching
Lyme and were unable to seize the Cobb. AccordmgColonel Were's journal,
however, the town had suffered depredations byeségr in the siege: ‘this day also

two Dunkirk men of Warre looked on us, this day ship was betrayed, wherein we
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lost prisoners of some wortf?. The privateers were obviously out for loot and aver
ready to exploit any confusion in the port. Theadiestream of Parliamentarian vessels,
though, did limit the scope for regular attacksrir®unkirkers, although there was no
means of preventing each and every danger.

Following the Royalists’ violent attack on the Colihe garrison’s situation
appeared desperate, but, the next day, Warwicksigided sailing down the Channel
aboard theJames,accompanied by a small fleet of six warships, asmasboon to
Lyme’s prospects. The Lord Admiral was optimistiatt his intervention would prove
positive: ‘the presence and assistance of our shitls | hope saved the Towré'.
Anchoring his flotilla safely out-of-range from thRoyalists’ artillery, Warwick
received Blake and Ceeley on theamesand discussed Lyme’s requirements. The Lord
Admiral's arrival did not prevent the Royalists fmodestroying several ships left
‘unburnt’ by the carnage of the previous dayVhen some townsmen sailed out in one
of the barges, they became targets, and the weasebnly narrowly saved. Those ships
left behind, however, were soon in flames.

In a relation of events at Lyme from June 1644, Wik drew attention to the

town’s difficult situation when he arrived:

Having not in it at his Lordships comming, above teayes bread, and a small
quantitie of Ammunition. There are in the Towne @@bules, whereof 1000 in
Garrison, who though they want Shooes, Stockinggth€s and pay, and have

not departed from Lime since the beginning of tieelge, yet are all of them

resolved to stand out to the last man, and whendhe doe no more, to breake

through the Enemie with their Swords.

His account highlighted the considerable demandshwmie town’s population
placed upon the available supplies. Warwick recggphithat, without further powder,
Lyme would not be able to defend itself and so Iyefarty barrels were sent ashdf®e.
The seamen appeared to sympathise greatly wittot&s hard-pressed inhabitants, as

Warwick explained:
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out of their poore overplus, they sent them abdvedre of Boots, 100 paire of
Shooes, 160 paire of stockings, some Linnen and ctidthes, and some
guantitie of Fish and Bread, that they had formesdywed out of their Sea
allowance. They did also unanimously give one topdrt of their bread for the
next foure moneths, amounting to 9000 weight, whtobir hard labour and
constant dutie might advise them to have reseratbr for their own bellie¥.

Writing to the Speaker of the House of Lords, Wakwoutlined that the seamen
hoped that they would receive compensation forr teacrifice later o> Whether or
not the ships’ crews were actually ordered by tbedLAdmiral to share some of their
rations or whether their actions were self-motidatell remain unknown, but the help
it provided to the garrison was very welcome.

The travails facing the garrison had been outlimedetail to Warwick before
his arrival off the coast. Having arrived at Lyna;d hearing from Blake and Ceeley
the distressed position which the garrison fousdlitin, Warwick might have reasoned
that, without wide-ranging charity from the seamir® besieged population would be
faced with unnecessary hardship. Given that thewtds from which | have quoted
were printed by Parliament, the information abdwd sailors’ generosity might have
served as useful propaganda, urging supportersate reacrifices of their own for the
greater good. Such instances could also provideralenboost to those struggling under
difficult circumstances, the image of Parliameraarsolidarity perhaps offering some
hope.

Despite being able to offer assistance to theiggarrat Lyme, Warwick’s ships
were not without their own difficulties. One patiar concern was a good supply of
water to keep the crews from dehydrating. In setetf 30 May, Warwick complained
to the Commissioners of the Navy about their failto supply him with the water cask
he had requested. He painted a gloomy picture ®fshuation, highlighting that the
‘Countrey is all in a posture of opposicon to tlellam[en]t, so that | cannot supply my
selfe wth fresh watef® The consequences could be troublesome, he wafaed,
without fresh water, ‘my Ships Company are in dangfecontracting sicknesse¥'.
Warwick spelt out that his having to return to fwanbfor water supplies might imperil
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Lyme, a place to which he evidently attributed higiportance, remarking that ‘noe
Towne of England is of more publique importante’.

The garrison requested that 300 seamen be sarredshbolster the strength of
sallies being sent out to disrupt the Royalistdidity, the landing was postponed, a
violent assault by the Cavaliers leaving little gedor other matters to be dealt with, but
after a day’s delay the 300 men were sent safélgras A handful of troops were killed,
however, whilst the landing preceded, the Royalstsdoubt opening fire when they
sensed vulnerabilit§f

On 25 May, the Royalists increased the pressuth@®iCobb by placing further
artillery in batteries overlooking key positionsciuding one gun ‘which played directly
on [the] landing place’ for shippiry.As a consequence, it became too risky for the
Parliamentarians to land provisions during dayligig witnessed by one of the Lord
Admiral's shallops being compelled to wait untildnight before it came on shore.
When it did arrive, however, it brought good newsoal ship bound for a Royalist port
had been seized by one of Warwick’s ships andatsable cargo was to be given to
Lyme instead. With the landing place in the Coblwnp the Royalists’ direct firing
line, however, the challenge of getting what wasdeel to Lyme’s inhabitants was
further complicated. The Navy's emergence in stiengefore Lyme did not
automatically guarantee that the town would be bepgasily.

Part of Warwick’s solution was to land seamen tlol lbe garrison, whilst some
of the soldiery were sent to ‘beat up the enemyiartgrs on that part that stopt the
loading of provisions*® Further reinforcements came on 28 May, with a itegdat
around ten in the evening, and under cover of de&rthe landing boats were much
harder for the Royalist gunners to strike and resés were incurréd. To a certain
extent, then, the Royalists dictated the times whadings could take place, but found
it difficult to cut off totally the town’s abilityto receive supplies.

Warwick intended the Navy to play an active rolethe defence of Lyme and
devised a plan with which he hoped to fool Mauritlkee Lord Admiral sent two of his
ships, accompanied by ‘all the ship-boats fittedhwmen’ in the direction of
Charmouth, Bridport and other garrisons away froome, so ‘that the Enemies opinion
of our landing men in those parts, might draw dfé thorse’, thus depleting the
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Royalists’ strength before Lyme itséffA shot was fired to signify the departure of the
vessels, the Parliamentarians wanting the Royatistellow their miniature fleet. As
many as five troops of horse and hundreds of infjadid indeed shadow the ships,
shots being fired at them in such volume that tlogaists were forced to ‘cast up a
brest-work by the sea side for their owne defefite’.

The Parliamentarian garrison was hoping to sally and attack a weakened
Royalist force facing the town, before the restM#urice’s men could return. Events

took a different turn, though:

The enemie mistooke the intention, supposing thedd boats had in the night
taken men out of the Towne, with purpose to sentba shore, for getting of
provisions into the Towne, or to fall on the re¥re.

Believing Lyme to be weakened, the Royalists laedca ferocious attack later
that evening. Some three waves of assault werertak@®, but the defenders managed
to withstand the pressure, the Cavaliers losingdreds of men. The seamen played
their part in the defence, their colour bearer BdwWdoizer rallying them in the heat of
battle when the temptation to break ranks andvilee strongest’

The Navy was undoubtedly crucial to Lyme’s withslag the Royalist
onslaught, but Warwick recognised that the bestnmeéforcing the enemy to raise the
siege was for forces to be sent by land. The Rsigalvere very close to the garrison
and the fleet’'s capabilities were not limitlessldtters to Parliament, he urged them to
send a relief army, suggesting that 1000 horsehatidas many dragoons might be
enough to compel Maurice to call off proceedingsyahe >* What that highlighted was
that victory in the war would ultimately be decided land: the Navy could help to
define the terms of combat, by landing men and lsepmat key points, but what
happened between the competing armies would ukimatave the most impact.
Blockades against Royalist positions, though, ca@dously hurt the enemy, as | will
discuss in a later section.

Warwick’s pleas for help had been a factor behiveEarl of Essex’s marching
into the west to begin his disastrous summer cagnpai 1644. The Lord General had
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also been assured by Parliamentarians from DevdrCannwall that the arrival of his
army into the region would trigger the collapsetioé local Royalist ascendancy. The
King was under immense pressure near Oxford, heefodepleted with Rupert’'s army
away in the North, and the Committee of Both Kingdowas urging William Waller
and Essex to strike at the Royalist headquarteysexEignored the Committee’s orders
and proceeded to Lyme. Maurice, upon hearing ot.thd General's imminent arrival,
decided to avoid a pitched battle and the Royalettsed from the siege.

Lyme would have fallen to the Royalists weeks befbad naval support not
been provided: the regular deliveries of arms, $baifis and occasional reinforcements
of manpower provided the garrison with the resasirme hold out until relief could
arrive by land. The Royalists’ positions high uptba cliff slopes overlooking the town
had, however, left them out of range of the fleajisnnery. The whole episode
demonstrated the importance of a strong naval land-based capability. Warwick’s
ships could not anchor before Lyme indefinitely aodwithout the approach of Essex’s
forces, Lyme might have wilted under the presstifdaurice’s besieging army.

Maurice had, though, wasted several months in ite fattempt to conquer a
small town which was not crucial to the Royalistrvedfort. He had been diverted
unnecessarily from his primary purpose, which wasadlster the King's army near
Oxford. Lyme also compromised the Parliamentariam @ffort, however, for it drew
Essex into the southwest, potentially squanderm@gportunity to besiege the King's
headquarters.

In spite of the undoubted assistance which the Nangvided to besieged
outposts, Warwick was nevertheless concerned aheirtbecoming dependent on the
fleet, thus tying down warships vital to the deferaf the seas. He well-recognised
Lyme’s need for help, but was critical of any shiygsng employed for the defence of a
particular port or town on the orders of a mayologal committee, rather than the Lord
Admiral’'s own express instructions. He warned tlaatship’s being in constant
attendance to a port might make the crew less tabteeet the demands of a sudden
action, the relatively static nature of riding aichor possibly enervating the sailors.
Furthermore, Warwick warned of the dangers of ondeabeing utilised by the land
garrison. If the port or town was then capturedh®yRoyalists, the Navy would also be
deprived of key weaponry or artillery. Warwick’seperred policy was for any places
which required protection at sea to construct bietdand-based defences, strong
enough to repel any seaborne attack. Warwick wag wfehis ships being tied down in
the defence of ports, thus limiting the scope Fa Parliamentarian Navy to patrol the
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seas and intercept Royalist shippiidde also cautioned against an over-reliance on the
Navy to transport land troops to their posting, bamng their consumption of victuals
and the additional strain which that placed onfliet, such as the necessity of repairing
to port earlier to restock. Of course, in the cakeyme, the reinforcements had to be
landed by sea, but Warwick clearly preferred trotpsravel by land when possible.

That route was, however, often slower.

THE EARL OF ESSEX AND HIS CAMPAIGN IN THE WEST

Having relieved Lyme, and reinforced the garrisoithwsome of his own
troops>® the Earl of Essex continued to ignore pleas fréva €ommittee of Both
Kingdoms to depart from the southwest and applgsaree on the King's main field
army. He decided, instead, to embark upon a majmpaign in the region, pushing on
further south. Waller, no friend of Essex, was eraated that a strong opportunity to
strike at the King was being negated on accoutite@iord General’'s course of action.
In a barely-disguised critique of Essex he outlittezlsituation as he saw it on 15 June:

The King's army is in a most discouraged, brokendtmon, and if it be well
plied will be utterly broken. | humbly suppose,nfy Lord General would
speedily advance into these parts, the work woaldasy’

In mid-1644, the King was left exposed by a reltshortage of troops, with
Prince Rupert having gone north to try and raigesibge of York. The Royalist capital
of Oxford, then, was under threat. At one pointsdxsand Waller could have united
their forces and applied determined pressure orKthg's smaller Oxford army, but
their lack of respect for one another proved coftlyt simply, they did not cooperate.

In May 1644 the pair had at least agreed to mownag Oxford, albeit with
each commander directing his own army. Such sqeabéhd divisions amongst the
Parliamentarian military leadership were behindftrenation of the New Model Army
a year later, under a unified command. Forced tstéohis Oxford army, the King had
depleted subsidiary garrisons of manpower. In theeof Reading, the fortifications
themselves were dismantled and the garrison abaddenth Essex occupying it on 19
May.

By the end of May, Oxford was on the point of besgrounded. Forward
detachments of the armies of Essex and Waller Vitlee more than five miles apart.

5LJ, VI, p.420; Earl of Warwick’'s Remonstrance, 10 Fetyul 644
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An opportunity to land a decisive blow against Rmyalists presented itself, but on 30
May communications from the Committee of Both Kingth to Essex altered the
situation. Essex was asked to send sufficient fotoerelieve Lyme from Maurice’s
onslaught, but decided instead to take commandefperation himself: ‘I durst not
undertake [the relief] with less than my [wholeingt.>® The Committee was, however,
under the false impression that Charles plannettaiel to London and negotiate a
peace agreement. Woolrych argues that the Comnmittest take its share of the blame
for having encouraged Essex to march westwarddlriting on 6 June, the Lord
General outlined that the relief of Lyme, which Heekn ‘so earnestly recommended’ to
him by the Committee, was taking up ‘the best ofaage and endeavours to fulfif.

The same day, however, the Committee appearedvi® dgr@wn more resolute
in its desire for the King to be confronted head-a#fiting to Essex (who by then had
resolved upon the march to Lyme) the Committee rketh upon the precarious
defences at Oxford, with victuals and shot bothetveld to be in short supply. There
was no mention of Lyme, rather an emphasis onrtipoitance of ‘taking or blocking
up Oxford’®* By that stage, however, it was too late to persuassex to maintain his
army near Oxford: he had been heavily-influencedhieyCommittee’s earlier advice, in
which it was suggested that the relief of Lyme wdolé the first stage in a successful
campaign ‘to recover the whole We%t'Waller was tasked with shadowing the King,
whilst Essex chose to march westwards.

There were numerous factors behind Essex’s chdicarapaign in June 1644,
with naval objectives having influenced Parliamsnt'ord General to a significant
extent. At that stage, Plymouth remained Parliairseonly safe harbour in the
southwest, and the imminent arrival of Essex’s dercould relieve the constant
pressure under which the port was suffering. Funtloee, it was hoped that an advance
into the west would enable the Parliamentariane¢apture those ports lost to Royalist-
control the previous summer, such as Dartmoutwall well-known in Parliamentarian
circles that privateers thrived at such Royalistgpand so their capture would therefore
help to disrupt Parliament’s enemies at sea. He i@sognised that the region was a

major source of manpower for the King: the plan wascut off this advantage to
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Rovyalist recruitment® Essex even harboured ambitions to retake Bristahe event of
a successful push in the southwst.

Writing to the Committee of Both Kingdoms on 14 dumnd rejecting their
reservations about his westward march, Essex tiedlangers of Royalist ports, such
as Weymouth, sending out garrison troops to disRarliamentarian field armiés.
Weymouth itself was one of his initial targets]doling the end of the Royalist threat to
Lyme. Essex directed a detachment of horse to sethw port, and it was quickly
placed under Parliamentarian control. Some sixigsstvere found in the harbour and,
by losing the port, the Royalists were thus deptiwgsubstantial maritime resourc8s.
Many of the captured ships were trading vesselstia@se would have been central to
the Royalists’ attempts to barter for weapons am ¢bntinent. The Parliamentarian
Perfect Diurnallreported that many of the ships had been laden Sp#mish wool and
were bound for France. That bounty was insteadetaitilised to fund fresh arms for
Parliamentarian forces in Hampshife.

Essex’s whole campaign that summer was conceived gsand exercise in
combined operations, with the Navy to play a crum&. Warwick was, at the outset,
fulsome in his support for his cousin’s campaigre promised to send sufficient
shipping to shadow the Lord General’'s forces ag tharched past Dartmouth and into
Royalist Cornwall, believing that circumstanceslezhl‘for a constant attendance of
ships on the west Coa&P.Soon after the fall of Weymouth, Warwick promisted
‘hasten againe more Westwards to assist for thingen of the Portes that yet stand
out’.®

By the end of the campaign, however, with Essexngafailed miserably to
achieve his objectives, Warwick was greatly distezsed and even anger€dA
Parliamentarian newssheet explained part of riHt®nale behind Warwick’s naval
support for the Lord General's land forces: hispshcould transport the army’s
magazine, ‘the better to expedite his Excellengiasch’’* Cumbersome artillery could
slow down a land force, but for Warwick’s shipsttake available the magazine, Essex

needed to ensure that he had a clear path to kupals.
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Another reason behind Essex’s progress into th¢hs@st was his desire to
capture the Queen, who was recovering from givimthlio a daughter at Exeter.
Unsurprisingly, her pleas to be left undisturbedlaccount of her ‘very weake estate of
Body’, failed to influence EsseX.Appealing to the Lord General for a safe condact t
Bath, the Queen received the reply that he wouldpiha consent to her being
conducted to London, ‘when she might enjoy the gipiall meanes of her recovery’.
Predictably, the Queen declined.

Once it became plain that Parliamentarian forcesewetent on striking at
Exeter, the Queen decided to make good an esdapeuld have been very damaging
had she fallen into Parliamentarian captivity. Shad decided that Exeter's
fortifications would offer no barrier to a deterrath Parliamentarian assalit.
Furthermore, Parliamentarian ships were applyirggure to Exeter’'s Royalist garrison
by blocking fresh supplies of arms from being lashde early July, a privateer set forth
by the London merchants seized a ship, bound fatex ‘with 3000 Armes’> The
Parliamentarian press celebrated each and everg paptured by the Navy, and was
not averse from portraying the fleet as supremes @ewssheet praised Warwick’s
tactics: ‘he hath so placed the Navie in all pahat the enemie cannot either go out or
come in to doe us much hurt, through God’'s blessth@f course, such a bold
statement was not accurate, but was made as pHré @hngoing propaganda war with
the King.

Warwick determined that the Queen should not lenaltl to sail for France, as
was her intention. Writing to the Committee of B&tihngdoms on 11 July, Warwick
explained that he had despatched Batten in commhtidee ships to keep a watch on
Falmouth, the port from which the Queen was expettesail’’ A Parliamentarian
newssheet reported that the Queen and key coursseitmld await their embarkation at
Pendennis Castle, ‘for the Papists hold the verjsiva

Six days later, however, Warwick wrote to Parliameith disappointing news:

Henrietta Maria had escap&dWarwick referred to the Queen’s having been aaist
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by ten ships: some of those vessels would have heeted to transport her attendants.
With a member of the Royal Family risking the joeyrto sea, the need for a strong
defence was imperative also. The Queen set outélioa Dutch vessé&eorge but the
voyage was not an easy one. Batten gave chase Reflormationand fired ten shots,
but to no avail and th&eorgemanaged to establish a 1€8dThe Parliamentarian
Warwickthen came into range and more shots were exchatigg@georgebeing hit in
the rigging off Jersey and being forced to slovpitsgress®

The Queen’s fortunes were rescued by the appeaddrsceumber of ships from
Dieppe: Batten, unsure whether the vessels weralRbypr not, advocated caution and
called off the pursuit. He was placed in a difftqubsition: if the Dieppe ships were not
part of the King's fleet, he was laying himself ap® charges of letting the Queen
escape unnecessarily. On the spot, though, he lgsob@asoned that, being
outnumbered, the risk was too high and could nojubgfied. TheGeorgeeventually
landed at Brest, but received a far from friendgia@me: the locals mistook the party
as pirates and it took the Queen’s best efforssguage such fears. The Breton coasts
were frequent victims of piracy and it was hardlysising that a climate of suspicion
gripped the natives.

The Lord Admiral was apologetic that Henrietta Mahiad been allowed to slip
through the net, and bemoaned the lack of shipptnigis disposal in those parts. He
reminded the Committee that four ships (tBaint Andrew, Mary, Unicorrand
Convertivé had been kept in harbour, against his ad¥idewas another episode in the
long-running correspondence between Warwick andP#adiamentarian leadership in
which he expressed frustrations over the prepas=doiethe fleet in times of duress.

Warwick’s letter is valuable not only for an accowoh the Queen’s escape, but
also for an insight into his operational quandavithout the four aforementioned ships
which he had urged Parliament to set forth, he toachake do with eight vessels to
patrol a large swathe of the southwest. With tlstdps posted near Falmouth, Warwick
sent a pair of vessels to guard Topsham, withRfevidenceto attend to Salcombe,
where Royalist frigates threatened to break-owe® unless stopped. TBeeadnaught
andMary Rose,being but heavy ships’, were maintaining a watchBartmouth, and
he mentioned the recent capture of two French =¥5ele referred also to threats
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against Guernsey Castle, highlighting the multifasi problems that required attention
that summer, in the English Channel alone. He Himess riding before Torbay, ready
to move where he was needed. On 3 July 1644, Remhiiresolved that the Committee
of the Navy ‘do make Allowance of the Tenths of Ritize Goods, to the Lord
Admiral’.® That was in recognition of the ‘great charge aisbursements’ of the
Navy, a theme Warwick imparted to them with regtyat’

Essex continued his progress and soon came toelef of hard-pressed
Plymouth. Soon after, on 27 July, his army crogeedlamar into Cornwall, something
which some Parliamentarian contemporaries regaadeah ill-judged decisioff.On 2
August, Essex marched the bulk of his army to tlaeket town of Loswithiel, in large
part because it was a place from which communicatiwith the fleet could be
maintained.

From there he wrote to the Committee and detailsdrésolution to press on
with the western campaidf.Relating the outcome of a Council of War, in whiuh
had been heavily-influenced by the advice of Ideatliamentarians, he expressed the
opinion that the best way to pacify the region waastay firm and continue ever-further
into Cornwall. With a significant Royalist militaggresence, however, drawing nearer,
he suggested that supplies would have to be laadadearby port to restock his army:
he was depending on the Navy. The nearby port @felyovas raided by Warwick’s
fleet soon after, with five Royalist ships beingtaed.

The Committee replied on 10 August that provisiamild be shipped, under
the command of Swanley, to aid Essex’s affnyith the proximity of Royalist forces
growing closer by the day, however, it was far frolear whether the vital supplies
would arrive in time.

Essex’s army was finding itself in an increasinghgcarious position: several
Royalist armies had united, under the command efKing, and now blocked any
potential escape route, by land, back towards Londdey would thus have to be
fought, but Essex had found, to his great distried, the local inhabitants of Cornwall
were very reluctant to help supply his army witbvasions, or volunteer to bolster his

manpower.
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As Essex began to comprehend just how bleak thatgih was, he resolved to
cut his losses. The Royalists had his army penneat Lostwithiel and he decided to
withdraw the foot to Fowey, leaving the remnant$isfarmy to suffer the humiliation
of surrender to the King. From Fowey, Essex hadetdp ship his infantry to safety,
but the Navy was not there to help. Contrary wipdspaid to any naval landings and
so the foot could not be evacuated. Essex himsaffaged to commandeer a fishing
boat and sailed for Plymouth, his reputation hawoffered a considerable blow. The
episode highlighted the Navy’'s dependence on faldarweather conditions: in the
age of sail, a ship was hard-pressed to manoewmeeland against the wind. The
King’s victory at Lostwithiel was a major propaganctoup and restored some
confidence to the Royalist party just months afiee disaster of Marston Moor.
Warwick’s standing may have suffered from his asgmn with Essex’s failed
campaign, although the Navy backed him to remainoad Admiral following the Self-
Denying Ordinance of 1645. That he was not graate@éxception from the Ordinance
may have been partly due to his involvement with ntisfortunes of 1644. As Essex’s
cousin, he was an easy target for the Lord Gerserngils in Parliament, no matter how

valuable his own contribution was to naval affairs.

THE NORTH

Whilst Parliament’s fortunes had suffered in theitBwest, its situation in the
North was far more promising. The arrival of theoish army, under General Leslie,
into the region in January had challenged the pressRoyalist ascendancy. The capture
of Newcastle by the Scots denied the King an ingsarport and meant that nearby
Scarborough took on greater importance for the Ksiga

As a result, Scarborough began to come under muynpressure from
Parliament. In May 1644, Sir William Sandys (at Ruk) wrote to Cholmley with a
gloomy outlook. Many merchants were highly hesitensail to Scarborough, with a
variety of factors inducing caution on their pdihe threat from Dutch vessels was one
concern, as also was the strong challenge pos@&atiyamentarian warships, ‘wch you
will understand the numbe?. Sandys also cited the better weather conditiorts an
extended hours of daylight (natural features of m@m) as disadvantageous to the
King’'s cause: Parliamentarian warships would beatiikely to stay longer at sea and
travel more widely, and so had more opportunit@sntercept any privateers. It was

becoming more difficult to pay merchants for thegrvices, with the Scots’ continuing
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advances into England cutting off many potentia¢raxes. The mouths of the Tyne,
Wear and Tees had all been cut off by the Covenguftirces’

Sandys made mention of a valuable shipment of ab®isig seized by
Zealanderen-routeto Newcastle, whilst bemoaning the loss of two iBlarships near
the same port. He was highly critical of the tirnbad taken the local Royalists to load
the ships for the return journey (Sandys havingisiee that they be stocked with coal).
They finally set sail after ten weeks in port, Wwgh [time] the Sea was full of rebells
Shipps’®™ The various delays reflected badly on Sandys pet§o but more
worryingly, the episode put off a number of merdsanho had previously been ‘well
disposed’ to supplying the Royalists, but had sqbsetly ‘Grown cold, wch hath done
the King's service and mine in particular a vergajrp[re]judice®® Sandys displayed a
sense of irritation with Cholmley, sniping ‘be pded that these men may not likewise
bringe back complaynts of me for undertaking mé@ntwhat shalbe p[er]formed by
y[ou]’.%* If Sandys’ promises were not met, his credibilitpuld obviously be dented.
Shipowners wanted as much security as possible.

Earlier in the same letter, he had highlighted ilm@ortance of reputation,
urging Cholmley to deal fairly with two musket tead, declaring that the sooner they
were sent back ‘to declare to others a good voyage, will soon[er] find the
Advantage for yo[ur] servicé” Merchants were alert to the increasing risks ofing
Charles I, with many unable to find insurance f@it voyages.

In a further letter, to the Dutch Admiral van Trompandys discussed the
Sunflower of Wivenhoe, which had been sent north with sugplte reinforce
Cholmley’s garrison at Scarborough. Stressingtt@Sunflowemwas loyal to the King,
Sandys then urged Tromp to ensure that no Dutqis gitejudiced the vessel's voyage,
saying that if anything remiss did occur it would an ‘unfittinge omission of such
regarde as is due to the Allyané@The King liked to consider the Dutch as allies at
sea, but Parliament entertained similar notionsteltbeless, Sandys’ reference to an
‘alliance’ demonstrated an acknowledgement of tk& lwhich the Dutch had, on
occasion, afforded the Royalist party at sea. Yeth&s earlier letter to Cholmley
revealed, the reliability of the Dutch at sea wasg questioned by those in the ‘front-

line’. Sandys had advised Cholmley to try and rass®eral thousand pounds at
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Scarborough to buy more frigates, which he beliewede a necessity for the better
defence of merchant shippii.

Following the Royalists’ devastating defeat at MamsMoor on 2 July 1644,
Scarborough attracted numerous Cavaliers eageredwvel the country. The most
noteworthy was the Marquis of Newcastle, the Kinggsnmander for the North having
decided that he could no longer continue in thet p@wsing lost such a key battle.
Newcastle ‘was noe sooner shipped but the Govdreganne seriouslie to consider his
condition’: Cholmley, however, chose to remain vehbe was’ The Parliamentarians
made minimal attempts to subdue Scarborough forestime thereafter, presumably
wanting to avoid a costly siege at a time when Rupas still at large, the Prince
having fled after Marston Moor.

With that in mind, Parliament was open to Cholmdegvertures for a truce
around Scarborough in August 1644. Fairfax was rien appointed to oversee
Parliament’s response to Cholmley. Tellingly, Chigly's first clause specified that
Scarborough’s inhabitants should be left free tdr ‘both by sea and land’, the
Governor recognising that a thriving local economyuld put the town in a much-
better condition to withstand any future pressémother clause paid more attention to

marine affairs:

That all and everie person that hath interest iie &hipp now lying in the
harbour or belonging to the towne, may have powelr ldbbertie to disspose of
the said shipp and ordinance, tackling, and afighibelonging to her, as they
please to th[eir] best advantalje.

Cholmley, then, was reluctant to allow Parliamenday over Scarborough’s
shipping: that was understandable given its impaeato the town’s prosperity and
security. Parliament was prepared to consent toptiogision, on the proviso that
shipowners could guarantee pacific employmentbpatih how that was to be gauged
was not specified. It is doubtful that Parliamexpected much from the agreement, but
both sides had their reasons to play for time.nitely, some of Cholmley’'s demands,
including his wish to be restored to the Commonsd aleared of treason, were
unacceptable to Parliament. Attempts at a truceecémn an end. Cholmley only
informed the Parliamentarians that he was abandothe negotiations once large
stocks of corn, and other provisions, were broudgfiat the town. That perhaps indicated

his real motives.

% NA, SP16/501/115; Sir William Sandys to Sir HughoBGnley, 9 May 1644
" Cholmley, ‘Memorialls tuching Scarbrough’, p.148
% Cholmley, ‘Memorialls tuching Scarbrough’, p.150
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Fairfax was naturally angered and the routes tob®caugh were blocked, ‘soe
that there began to be a great want of coales,asaltcorne’. The importance of the sea
then revealed itself once more, as provisions vireoeight in, ‘sometimes by shipps
which brought in prises, sometimes by shipps foinemithe harbour by TempesP.

Scarborough did not fall to the Parliamentariarmsyéver, until February 1645,
when Sir John Meldrum oversaw operations. Somept2@s were discovered in the
harbour, a clear demonstration of the town’s sugessa base for Royalist privateering.
Amongst the prizes was tliédessing of Cramondt had been captured in April 1644,
having been ordered by Parliament to ship provssimnthe Scottish army in Northern
England'® That demonstrated that, even as much of the Raybrth came under
attack from the combined forces of the Scots ardPdrliamentarians, Scarborough had
given the King’s party opportunities to disrupt gmemy.

Marston Moor had established a lasting Parliamertatominance in the North
and, as a result, Warwick was able to focus navatg@es more forcefully in regions of
greater Royalist strength. Despite setbacks inSinethwest during 1644, Parliament’s
Navy made an important contribution to the captfr@®oyalist ports in the region in

the next year and those events will be considenedhore detail in chapter seven.

% Cholmley, ‘Memorialls tuching Scarbrough’, p.153

10 CcSpPD, 1645-7p.110; Committee of Both Kingdoms to Committeehaf Admiralty, 3 September
1645
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CHAPTER FIVE: THE PARLIAMENTARIAN NAVY

The Royalist defeat in the North during 1644 iesd the King's naval
capabilities for the rest of the Civil War, withetlscots capturing Newcastle in October
and Scarborough finally falling in 1645. Therefovéarwick’s Navy had greater scope
to take action against the King’'s remaining portd ahipping. In 1645 and into 1646,
the King's previous strongholds such as Bristol pt8mber 1645) and Chester
(February 1646) surrendered to Parliament. Yetidhadnt’s victory in the First Civil
War was not without further drama. The industriétesl of Warwick was forced to
stand down as Lord Admiral on account of the Salf#iing Ordinance, thus depriving
the Parliamentarian Navy of his hands-on leaderahipea. William Batten replaced
him as commander of the fleet.

Voted by the Commons on 3 April 1645, the Self-Ideg Ordinance decreed
that no member of either the Commons or the Loalsdcexercise a military or naval
command. Those who championed its introduction veaiger to press on with the war
against the King, hoping to achieve a total victoryprder to negotiate from a position
of strength if and when a peace could be agreed. dfl@ more radical nature, such as
Cromwell, were growing increasingly critical of g® Parliamentarian commanders,
such as the Earl of Manchester, who were perceigelde prosecuting the war less
vigorously than was possible. The Self-Denying @adice, then, was highly political in
nature: it was designed to remove from commandetlvdso were deemed ineffective
and lacking in energy. Yet such was its scope sbate able commanders were caught
in its net, with Warwick amongst them.

Although Warwick’s reputation had suffered somewbathis association with
Essex’s disastrous western campaign in 1644, heneadrtheless provided strong
leadership to the fleet throughout the war thus éaerseeing the reinforcement of
numerous Parliamentarian outposts and centres si$taace in Royalist-dominated
regions. His past record was not enough, howewexjrt him exemption from the Self-
Denying Ordinance. This was despite there beinglbiletexceptions to the rule, with
Cromwell, for example, maintaining his seat in @@mmonsand retaining his military
command. Warwick did, however, continue to playaative role in Parliament’'s Navy,
albeit as a member of the Admiralty Committee, Whias reconstituted after the post
of Lord Admiral was placed in commission. Batteppainted to command the fleet on

15 May, could not take the title of Lord Admirahiself because precedent dictated that

1LJ3, VII, p.313; Warwick surrendering his commission, Aril 1645
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it could only be bestowed upon a peer of the réaBy.definition, then, he was subject
to more ‘supervision’ from Parliament than Warwitkd been. Batten’s instructions as
commander-in-chief emphasised that there was neeaggnt on the appointment of a
Lord Admiral and that he was to hold his post ufuither notice® The Navy as a
whole, though, was not affected by the Self-Deny@rginance to the same extent as
the army, with the naval commanders who had seWandvick remaining in placé.

There was some dispute, though, between the LardsGommons over the
command of the fleet in 1645. On 28 April, the Cooms decided that the forthcoming
summer fleet should be under the control of a catemiof three members, from both
Houses, with Warwick named as one of them, alomgtfid MPs Peregrine Pelham and
Alexander Bence. With Parliament increasingly daddnto factions, the plan to have
three men in command of the fleet was probablynithéel to placate each group.
Warwick was identified with the Presbyterians, whiPelham was associated with the
Independents and it was probably hoped that Bemegdwnaintain some balané&he
plan soon foundered, though, with the Commons tiegcBence and the Lords
objecting to Pelham. The House of Lords, in fadsvadamant that the fleet’'s style of
command should remain much the same as before, aviingle commander being
appointed. For many, the ideal candidate remainadwt¢k. The Commons, however,
ordered the Committee for the Admiralty to grantt®a the post of commander-in-
chief, largely because time was running out andgreement could be reached with the
Lords over a mutually acceptable Lord Admiral. Battwould be in command for
several years, with no further discussion of atj@ommand of the fleet being put
forward until the tumultuous events of 1648.

The radical voices in Parliament, such as HenryeVamior, were eager for the
armed forces, both by land and sea, to be undategr@arliamentary control. There
was unease at the independence which Essex hatlsexeas Lord General, with his
lack of cooperation with Waller a glaring exampfalwisions in the field. It was feared
that Essex held his own agenda and might seek fdwom the King if he was able to
open private negotiatiofsSome in the Commons were concerned that a peavedre

Essex and the King would see a monopoly of powehibyallies in the Lords, with his

2 McCaughey, ‘The English Navy’, p.140

®Bodl., Rawlinson MSS. C4186, f.26; InstructiondAfiliam Batten, 1645
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cousin Warwick amongst them. With the Self-Denyiiglinance, Essex was removed
and the New Model Army put into being, with Sir Thas Fairfax appointed
commander, albeit subject to orders from Parliament

The same principle of greater Parliamentary contt@n, was applied also to
the Navy when Warwick was replaced as commandgreofieet. Warwick’s close links
to Essex did him few favours in the eyes of thadad and undoubtedly played a part
in his replacement by Batten. By 1645, Warwick'eqecessor as Lord Admiral, the
Earl of Northumberland, was growing closer to thdependent faction, having been
left exasperated at the failure of peace negotiatign which he had played a leading
role) with the King in 1642 and 1643Northumberland had harboured hopes of
regaining the Lord Admiralty, but the King had re#d to promise him the office upon
the possible resumption of peace. Pym’s decisioma&e Warwick Lord Admiral in
December 1643 had further dashed his ambitions. Qlarendon’s words,
Northumberland ‘was the proudest man aliVeBy 1645, he was lobbyinggainst
Warwick's continuing as the commander of the fledls Baumber suggests,
Northumberland, realising that his chances of mEggi the Lord Admiralty were
minimal, was keen to deny it to WarwitkThe Navy, then, was not immune from
rivalries and jealousies amongst the Parliamentaria

It is worth pausing at this juncture, though, tongider some of the issues
confronted by the Parliamentarian Navy under Wakisicommand of the fleet. In
particular, some individual cases or examples bl used to illustrate wider points
pertaining to Parliament’s Navy. As discussed ievmus chapters, the seizure of the
fleet had been a major advantage to Parliamentth®itRoyalists had been able to
mount effective challenges in certain circumstansegh as the period in late 1643
when Parliament’s Irish Guard was under-financea.aTlarge extent, the shortage of
finance during 1643 was a legacy of ParliamentX laf impetus with regards to naval
funding at the end of 1642. There had been disaget between the Lords and
Commons over whether or not Northumberland shoelddstored to the command of
the fleet, with many peers viewing his return agpad means of enticing the King into
renewed peace talks Warwick’s allies in the Commons had prevailed, thet whole
issue has disrupted the process of financing theyN&o 1643. The summer fleet of

8 Baumber, ‘Parliamentary Naval Politics’, p.403
° ClarendonHistory, 1V, p.1864

19 Baumber, ‘Parliamentary Naval Politics’, p.403
» Rodger Safeguardp.416
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1642 continued in commission as the ‘Winter Gudrecause Parliament decided to
avoid paying off the ships, which would have regdithe raising of further money.

John Pym recognised the problems which excessiv@amantarian bickering
and interference had on the fleet and pushed loandake Warwick Lord Admiral, the
appointment being finalised in December 1643. Thevipus month Parliament had
introduced the ‘Excise on Salt and Flesh’, an umbanpduty on food, to help fund the
Navy!?

Despite such action, however, shortages of finavere a recurring problem for
the fleet. Warwick was never a man to shy away fommfronting Parliament when he
believed that the Navy was under-funded or undength. In a lengthy remonstrance
to the House of Lords on 10 February 1644, he bite opinion that the Navy’'s
finances had been neglected, and that if Parliarfeeletd to respond to his repeated
warnings, there would be severe consequetices.

Warwick began by saying that a minimum of fifty ghiwere required to defend
England, to be manned by some six thousand merthhuvictuals sufficient only for
four thousand men had been providé@bviously, it was essential that the remaining
two thousand men receive their due supplies, bwing the war thus far, there were
numerous instances of a ship’s company being di4sioned. Stressing the need for
the Navy to maintain a guard across the Britishsislt being impossible to guarantee
where a foreign invasion or substantial enemy fiegiht choose to make an incursion,
Warwick went on to argue that a further ten shipghinbe needed to augment the
Parliamentarian fleét The numerous squadrons, posted to various leslitvere a
necessity, but by virtue of the Navy’s ships bailigpersed, its full strength could never
be concentrated at the moment of greatest dandeco@se, it was a balancing act:
Warwick had to choose carefully where to deploydfigps and in what number, with
the Downs often being the most-heavily defendedoreggiven the importance of
London to Parliament’s war effort.

Warwick was highly critical of what he saw as aageld and even indifferent
response to his repeated warnings of 1643 congetha Navy’s deficit of provisions.
Pointing out that the stores were ‘near totally aadted’, he bemoaned the high cost
and lengthy time which would be required to addtbssissue, arguing that the setting

to sea of a fleet able to meet the manifold chgksnof the coming year was being

2 Rodger Safeguardp.416
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compromised® This was ‘notwithstanding my frequent Remembrandes that
Behalf'!” He suggested that little had been done sinceipisfisant warnings of the
previous December, a situation he clearly foundlemgble. He did qualify his
criticisms, however, by demonstrating an awarewésse many pressing issues which
Parliament faced as it fought the war, but his mgssvas stark: no respite could be
allowed, lest the Navy suffer. There would alwagsan unrelenting torrent of business
with which the two Houses would be confronted, Miarwick argued, the failure to
respond to his latest remonstrance might be highigjudicial to the whole
Parliamentarian war effort.

Warwick listed five serious threats which Englandowd face were speedy
preparations not taken to bolster the Navy. Heigaatl against an invasion from
foreign states, highlighting the Royalists’ attempd curry favour with continental
powers, which he described as the ‘Malice of thenmon Enemy™® An under-
equipped Navy, he warned, would be powerless tm gtee tide of arms shipments
which the King needed to continue the war on lavich would lead to the ‘shedding
[of] much more Blood the next Summé¥ The Lord Admiral drew attention to the
dangers which were posed to trade at sea, a ditang being vital to its defence. In the
present state, he said, the ‘Merchandize’ of Ergylarght be ruined, thereby damaging
the income from the Customs and Excise, which fewere used to fund so much of
Parliament’s war effort° Furthermore, a loss of trade to other powers wadt be
easily recovered, nor the skills of navigation whitad become central to England’s
seaborne success.

Warwick then raised the possibility of the marinswatching their allegiance to
the King, possibly taking Parliamentarian shipshviliem. Such grave threats as these
were obviously mentioned in an attempt to focusdwiim Parliament, but they were not
idle warnings either. The defections of 1648 wolatér add credence to his earlier
warnings. Warwick’s remonstrance concluded by malptain the need for a speedy
resolution of the Navy’s shortcomings, the Lord Adihsaying that he was unable to
perform ‘beyond the Proportion of my Enablings’.

Warwick experienced particular irritation when tiemmissioners of the Navy
sent out under-equipped shipping or did not resgorids pleas for victuals for his own

81,3, VI, p.419; Earl of Warwick’'s Remonstrance, 10 Fetyul 644
1.3, VI, p.420; Earl of Warwick’'s Remonstrance, 10 Fetyul 644
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vessel. His feelings were enunciated starkly ieteef of May 1644. Warwick had called
for another twenty men to be added to the strenftiis flagship, thelames pointing
out that four years previously some 300 men hach ladetted to Pennington in the
same ship, ‘at such time as there was not halfeoticasion to use men as now there
is’.

By highlighting the crew numbers which Penningtaadl kommanded before the
Civil War, Warwick was obviously hoping to spur tBemmissioners into action. As he
rightly pointed out, the Navy was considerably busluring a conflict. His wrath had
increased when a ketch arrived to attend him, lag w on supplies. Warwick vented

his dissatisfaction:

if you expect [that] | should both man & Victualinih out of my ship you are
deceived, for | have found the inconvenience oftbéting of Catches [ketches]
and other small Vessells, that | was forced aftedwdo take provision out of
other ships to supply mine?3.

Having complained that théameswas in need of twenty more men, it was of
little surprise that Warwick would not want hisdkhip further weakened by having to
supply a smaller vessel.

The maintenance of sufficient naval manpower wasther key issue which
Parliament had to confront during the war. As Ldkdmiral, Warwick set out
guidelines for recruitment. His instructions weterato the damage which could be
done to England’s trade if an over-reliance on girgsmen from the merchant marine

was permitted to flourish:

Unles the Fleet shalbe soe divided as my Consamntotédbee obtained...your
selfe and all the officers of the said Shipp ineca$ a warrant for pressing to
you or them granted, are to be verie sparinge #sginge of men out of
Merchant s shipps, especiallie outward bound, Isash disorderly courses of
pressing of men p[rejjudice the trade of the Kingeéo wch is by all good
meanes to bee advanced & cherishéd...

Warwick stressed that without a ‘speciall warraotf mee’ the officers were to
avoid the pressing of mén.Rather, they were to ensure that the Lord Admiras
acquainted regularly with any ‘defects of men, [d4bht order maie bee taken
for...supply’®® Warning was also given that the proportion of waen serving

onboard should not grow too high, with the numbet t© exceed ‘tenn to everie

22NA, SP16/504, f.42; Earl of Warwick to Commissiohef the Navy, 9 May 1644
3 NA, SP16/504, f.42; Earl of Warwick to Commissichef the Navy, 9 May 1644
24BL, Add. MSS. 4106, f.200r; Earl of Warwick, ‘Imgttions for the Fleet’, 1643
2 BL, Add. MSS. 4106, f.200r; Earl of Warwick, ‘Imgttions for the Fleet’, 1643
2 BL, Add. MSS. 4106, f.200r; Earl of Warwick, ‘Imgttions for the Fleet’, 1643
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hundred’ of a ship’s manpower, unless permissiors weceived from the Lord

Admiral 2’

Watermen were not especially popular with officalseir maritime skills
generally extending only as far as rowing: nevedesgein the early Stuart era they had
been drawn upon to plug recruitment short#jea/arwick recognised that watermen
could play a role in manning the Navy, as seen ksttar to Lenthall on 15 December
1643. He highlighted a recent petition presentekino ‘by divers Watermen uppon the
river of Thames’ in which they pleaded that ‘thegymot bee impressed to any but Sea
service for wch they have been usually reserGetarwick then went on to support

their case:

The truth is there being kept in readines to senjén]e Fleet is a considerable

advantage to the State & | would wish there persoight not bee diverted to

any other imployment, yet | shall not deter...anythitherein, but wth the

approbacon of the houdg.

Warwick’s position was one of pragmatism: if menravevilling to serve the
Navy then it was prudent to allow them to do sos idreference was to keep the
proportion low, but he was open to the possibiifymore watermen being recruited
with his agreement. In some cases perhaps, thejt mave been little choice.

Before the war began, Henry Vane Junior managqubtsuade Parliament that
impressment for the Navy needed to be introducdter Aome initial hostility to the
plan, a bill was passed in the lower chamber oMa¥ 1641, the King agreeing to the
measure soon afterwartfsVane had been insistent that men needed to beddecjoin
the Navy, lest numbers diminish too far. The Ordoewas renewed various times
during the war and Warwick’s correspondence toGbenmissioners in February 1645
outlined its necessity:

Whereas a fleete is now abroad, and another fleatew p[re]paring [for the
summer, the Navy] may require a greater proportidnmen, then shall
voluntarily offer themselves to the said servicke3e are therefore by virtue of
an Ordinance of...Parliam[en]t...to enable authorizee§uire you from time to
time...to raise & Impresse and leavy by such perssngu shall in that behalfe
appoint, such & soe many Mariners, sailors, watern@hurgeons [surgeons],
Gunners, Ship Carpenters, Calkers & Hoymen (othen such as are excepted
in the said Ordinance) as alsoe Carremen for i victualls..>

Parliament was adamant that the Ordinance be atlb@re

27 BL, Add. MSS. 4106, f.200r; Earl of Warwick, ‘Imsgttions for the Fleet’, 1643
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If any such persons shall wilfully refuse to be regsed, or shall hide or absent
themselves at the time of such press, or havingiwved their conduct money do

not appear at such places and times as by thet ickeappointed they shall

suffer imprisonment for the space of three monttsout bail*

The naval officers were ordered to press men froerchant shipping as
sparingly as possible, especially in the case tiard bound vessels, so as to minimise
any disruption to trad&

One tactic which Parliament employed in an efforsign-up more mariners was
to promise fair and prompt pay, hardly an origipedposition, but one that provided a
measure of hope to those who might join the fleetvere already serving. On 31
October 1642, Giles Greene wrote to the Commisssooiethe Navy informing them of

a recent vote in the Commons:

it is ordered that there shall be allowed unto @wn[m]on Marrin[er]s of the

Severall Merchant Shippes ymployed in the last Serfiéeete and unto such
inferrior Officers as receave not above Twenty IBlges p[er] moneth wages,
One moneths pay over & above their ordynary wagdsee allowed them by
the same Rule that the Marrin[er]s in the Kingespfés were paid their
moneths gratuity®

Obviously, such a measure was aimed at those meadgl assisting the Navy,
the need to retain manpower at sea clearly focusimgls in Parliament. Of course,
how to award the gratuity was a matter to debageoBnising the need to curry favour
with merchant shipping, it was decided to follove ttonvention which applied to the
state ships:

The Rule of payment of the Marriners in the Kin§&sppes is to any Marriners
wch hath served out this full eight monethes arfhethes pay. And to such as
have served fower [four] monethes a proporconadaeoLint] of the monethes

pay-*

That was the promise, at least. In practice, Radiat was not as generous. The
withholding of the gratuity was, on occasion, usedn attempt to force ships to recruit.
In November 1642, the Commissioners of the Navyerd the Victualler to provide

enough supplies to last three hundred men arourtg tays. Furthermore, they ordered

That the said principall officers so soone as tlm&y now in [th]e Storehouses
att Chatham bee put on board [th]e said Shipescdose the Company of
Souldi[er]s that are now there for guard theredb¢e dispersed on board [th]e

33 CSPD, 1645-7p.336; Parliamentary Ordinance, 7 February 1646
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Shipes to guard them. That for the compleatingsttid number of 300 men, the
said princepall officers doe use their best ende@vby...promises to get such
seamen in as they can meet with, and particulhdy are to stop the monethes
gratuity of the Victories Company now paying offeptford. And...to doe the
like with the Marchands Ships Men who are latelynedn and were employed
this last summer in the service of the state aadahave the like gratuify.

That Parliament deemed it necessary to send seldieeprotect the money
aboard the ships was a telling recognition of thease which delayed or abandoned
bonus payments could unleash from the sailors. udirout the Civil War, Warwick
was adamant that the fleet’'s personnel deservédwhages: ‘it is very great disservis to
the State and ill husbandry to keep the men oo linpaid=?

Parliament’s standing with the sailors, whilst highl642, deteriorated as the
war took its toll, the familiar complaints aboutgswictuals and lack of pay resurfacing.
The sailors did, on occasion, demonstrate theiesinras the events of March 1643
aboard th&st Georgdestify. The ship ‘having but 12 days victuallsigldenly to come
in, her Men beeing refractory [and] will not takestualls, till the Ship bee p[ai]d off
and new ballasted® Specifically, the Committee for the Navy was imhed by Batten
that ‘men belonging to [th]&t Georgeand Entrancehave refused to take in the Beere
lately sent downe in a hoy and do absolutely resabt to take in any more victualls in
the Downes”® Batten saw that the bemms not wasted, sending it instead to Ste
Andrew. Had the mariners accepted delivery of fresh vistuaithout their other
complaints being met, then they would effectivedyé agreed to the ship’s continuance
in service. As sailors received their pay onceip slas discharged, the matter carried
considerable importance. It was a familiar tactic $hips to be continued in service,
with the men being forced to wait for their wagesl ,anaturally, they did not like such
expedients. In February 1643, Parliament had vtdemhcrease the seamen’s wages,
but, with no money available to fund the pay risee fleet had continued in
commissior.*

Men were often forced to wait a significant time foeir wages to be paid. Not
every case was the same, however, as some weeddsay on account of bad conduct
at sea. One man who was forced to plead for higsags Thomas Millard, a gunner’s

mate aboard th8wallow The ship had been employed for ten months offctheest of
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Ireland and had returned safely to the Thames,ctimpany being discharged upon
arrival.

Petitioning the Committee for the Navy in March 36Millard explained that
he had not collected his pay, having returned étaid for his wife, whom he had
married there, and their children, his family a#ldly being in ‘great distress&.
Millard failed to mention, however, that his paydhlaeen withheld as a result of his
having engaged in ‘abusive carriage in the shipd his having directed ill language
against the State and tBevallow’smaster*®> The Commanders of the Navy related the
charges and suggested that were he to submit &mdwledge his offences before the
Committee, then he might receive his pay. The Cdtemicalled for Captain Brookes,
the offended master, to answer for Millard’s sulsios and to ascertain whether he was
sincere in his reformatiotf. Brookes, though, was unavailable to provide thpiired
certification, having gone to Portsmouth to takargle of theExpedition.

Millard was keen to have matters resolved swifly,he had been appointed to
serve aboard thEind pinnace, his lack of funds meaning that he could‘ploo]vide
himselfe wth Clothes & other necessaryes’ for thgedition*®> Robert Bramble, whom
Millard was to serve under, promised to hold hisgas until such time as the
Committee decreed he should receive them. Presyntat@mble undertook to provide
some clothing and other essentials to enable Miltarcarry out his new appointment,
with the balance to be restored from Millard’s fozwages. Millard’s pleas to the
Committee had emphasised the costs of bringinddmsly to safety, but perhaps his
failure to address the abuse he had given to Beod&kayed his case.

The difficulties of finding sufficient labour to mathe Navy extended beyond
the recruitment of sailors. The Committee for thevilbemoaned the lack of caulkers,
carpenters and other skilled ship workers who wemaing forward to join the fleet.
Notwithstanding the ‘utmost indeavour’ of the Na@ommissioners and principal
officers in trying to find men who could carry dihe ‘repair and setting forth’ of the

ships, shortages of labour were still experierf€éthe officers complained that

they have not bin able to p[re]vaile wth any pessohthe said professions to
come willingly to [th]e workes, these alledging tlés now no power to presse

“2NA, SP16/497/48i:; Petition of Thomas Millard t@tBommittee of the Navy, 14 March 1643
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“°NA, SP16/494, f.72r; Committee of the Navy to Coissioners of the Navy, 2 January 1643
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them, by wch refusall of theires the whole busiriedike to stand still, to [th]e
extraordinary prejudice if not hazard [and] totalife of this Kingdomé’

The Committee’s suggested solution involved thengppial officers calling
before them ‘all such inferior officers and othe&agen whatsoever as are necessary to
attend the present services of [th]e Fle&térhey were to ‘use their best perswacons
wth the said inferior officers and Seamen to uraler{th]e Worke and to be Cordiall in
this greate affaire’® Part of the persuasion was to offer a pay rigadee serving in the
fleet, as well as an advance of at least a pattheaif salary. As we have seen, though,
promises were sometimes more easily made by Patiathan honoured. Lacking the
manpower, however, left Parliament with little @ptibut to demand more from those
already recruited, albeit with pledges of bettardibons to act as an incentive.

Throughout the war, numerous petitions to Warwidf those in the ‘ordinary
service’ expressed fears that money might be imtshpply or redirected away from
the Navy. One such example occurred in 1645, wheget belonging to the ordinary
establishment at Chatham, such as boatswains, rmeastendant and ‘shipkeepers’,
wrote to Warwick to outline their concerns: theyravévery doubtfull that the money
intended & hitherto promised for the ordinary’ seevwould be used for its stated
purpose’ They feared that the funds would be ‘through pressecessities...directed
another way’ and pleaded that such a course obratie prevented, ‘our wants being
growne to such an extremity, that wee know not hmmwsubsist any longer:
Bemoaning the ‘sadnes of the times & the vast esg@éhis kingdome is at daily’, the
petitioners nevertheless felt compelled to call ‘B@aven or eight thousand pounds’,
such a sum being deemed sufficient to pay thenof&fi* The petition concluded by
saying that, if paid off, all of those who ‘havelat®on to the ships’ would be
‘unanimously encouraged to further the dispatckhefships’ due for use at s&arhe
clear implication, of course, was that men wouldhighly unwilling to speed the ships
to sea without their complaints being answereckréstingly, the petition was addressed
only to Warwick, as one of the Commissioners foe thdmiralty. That perhaps
demonstrated the high regard in which he was hglthbse serving in the Navy, the

petitioners trusting that he would personally inégre on their behalf.
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On 24 May 1645, John Wells, the clerk of the stdoesthe Navy at Deptford,
petitioned for the settlement of numerous debtsclwvtie had incurred in the service,
dating back some five and a half years. Writinglte Committee for the Navy, he
outlined how, in theory, he was entitled to an atraalary of £78 5s 10d, but ‘by
reason of the onstruccon of the tymes’, he was powed some £430 128 .Most
petitioners followed the trend of referring to tt@ubled’ or ‘distracted’ times of the
war, obviously wanting to demonstrate an acknowdeagnt of the difficulties facing
the country, but nevertheless hoping to have tbein complaints addressed. Wells
explained that he depended on the salary for tbatgr part of his income, and was also
left uncompensated for the employment of two furtbkerks to assist him in the
onerous task of delivering provisions and freightahips for Chatham, Portsmouth, the
Downs or elsewhere. Urging the Committee to seefhtisaarrears were paid, he pleaded
that thereafter he wanted his salary to be paidlyeas promised, ‘wthout wch hee is
not able to support himselfe in the serviteThe Committee, considering the case,
expressed concern that a loyal servant such as\Watl been denied his rightful wages
from the Exchequer, and praised his contributiotheoParliamentarian fleet, he having
‘carefully executed’ all order®. It was ordered that his wages be settled from the
Treasury of the Navy, in the hope that Wells catddtinue in his job and not be forced
to leave the service out of hardship. His arreatsdl of course, from the final moments
of the Personal Rule, the delays in payment perh@p®ring the declining domestic
situation and demonstrating the disruption whicé ¢nowing conflict had had upon
those serving the Navy.

Whilst a lack of finance was sometimes to blamewages or victuals being in
short supply, on occasion the shortages and detdsted to inefficiency or, worse,
corruption. It was clear that for the fleet to agerat maximum effectiveness, ships
needed to be supplied with sufficient victuals mnést men, but complaints to the
contrary were frequent. In April 1644, Captain Moul expressed frustration at the lack
of victuals aboard th&ion. Warwick raised the case with the Commissionershef t

Navy:

Wherein hee [Moulton] acquainted mee, that his &ursever appeared unto
him, since hee came aboard the Lyon and hee infbrmee that there is
wanting of the provisions for the shipp, both But@heese Beefe Porke and

> NA, SP16/507/86; John Wells to Committee of they &4 May 1645
> NA, SP16/507/86; John Wells to Committee of they &4 May 1645
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Fishe. | pray examine the cause of his stayingldoge from the Shipp, and
hasten him Speedily away with such provisions asxamting in het’

If basic necessities such as food were in shortplgupunrest could
understandably spread. Pursers attracted Warwick’®n a regular basis: ‘I receive
continually complaints of the miscarriages of ptss& Pursers often issued less than
the full ration to which a ship’s company was éetitand that was a particularly
unpopular gripe amongst the seamen. Amongst theepararsenal of dishonesty, he
would sometimes accept only seven-eighths of wizat due to him from the victualler,
taking a cash sum in place of the final eightfhe victualler could then sell on the
spare provisions, thus also benefiting from tharagement. On occasion, the purser
might see fit to divide rations at fourteen ounteshe pound rather than sixteen, thus
keeping hold of a fair proportion of the weight wainicould be sold on for personal gain
elsewherg?

There may perhaps have been less corruption frasemihad their salaries not
been so paltry in real terms. Their wages lefielidicope for both personal proéhd
their carrying out their jobs with complete honesdne of the factors which led many
of them to issue lesser rations was the inevitatdstage which took place in the
distribution. Each delivery of food was weighed deck and it was inevitable that
spillage would occur, but the purser was obligeddoount for the full weight for which
he had signed. The shrinkage of meat when storezhsk was also an unavoidable
event. Thus the purser was not entirely to blaméi®issuing lesser weights than those
stipulated.

In a petition of 1645 to the Committee of the Adaity, a number of pursers
berated the meagre 6d allowance granted to thethéyictuallers to supply each man
in the Navy®* Highlighting that the allowance was similar to tthmanted in Tudor
times, the pursers complained of the inflation wEgs since then, with such essentials
as candles and lanterns now costing them far ni@e in previous times, making it
difficult to defray the cost. As Kemp points ougwever, the vigorous competition for
a purser’'s warrant suggests that there was a good) lto be made for those who
obtained i€? Hugh Salisbury, purser to throvidence was tarred with the charge that

‘he hath abused the State’. Warwick wanted him doglven a strong punishment if
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guilty: ‘you must make him an example to others ibflicting such exemplary
punishment uppon him, as others may beware in tiomthe like’®®

Unscrupulous gunners sometimes used the saluten agpportunity to steal
gunpowdef* In Rodger’s words, gunners had an ‘evil reputatfon profiting from
such actions in the seventeenth cenfdiarwick’s instructions reflected that unhappy
tradition, with the Earl insisting that during ‘ressary Salutes...a kene note...bee kept
of the number and kinde of every shott, that ther@us maie bee thereby examin®d'.
More generally, as for all victuals, ‘weekelie Aaapts’ were to be taken from the
master gunner ‘of the expence of Powther, shott,adinrother maner of Amunicon’ with
a caution against ‘any part thereof [being] sol@sted, or imbezzilled’ For other
stores, it was important to examine ‘Receipts, agps & Remaines’, primarily to stop
waste®® The requirements laid down for the master gunyewlarwick were perfectly
in tune with those issued by Northumberland in 164fd subsequently reissued in

1646: the master gunners were

to receive by Indentuers all their p[ro]visions féutillery, for present
use...from the Office of the Ordnance, to whom airtreturne from Sea, or at
the end of the yeare, they are to accompt for #imes and receive the
approbation of that Office for the equite of thekpence upon the ballance of
their Accompt<?®

The obvious safety risks posed by a ship’s gunpowdegranted ‘due watch &
order’ being carried out, the master gunner ultelyatesponsible for the ensuring that
‘the candles & fire [were] seasonably and carefgily out’ when the day was at an
end’®

Some gunners, though, were far more interestgeiisonal gain. Allegations of
improper conduct by gunners were recorded. In Gxrt@b44, Warwick commented on

the issue in an address to the Commissioners:

Whereas | have received sev[er]all Informaconst thach of the stores of
Powder and other Ammunicon belonging to the Nawy @urloyned and sold

3 NA, SP16/504/38; Earl of Warwick to Commissionefshe Navy, 8 May 1644
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away by the Gunners of his MaJies]t[ie]s Shippstrany to the trust reposed in
them/*

A particular case involved a gunner serving onTteeth Whelp

Upon informacon of Edward Edmunds Cheife Searahdthje Committee for
Powder that Rice Thomas, Gunner of thé" Whelp, hath [conveyed] two
Barrels of Gunpowder and Tenn Grannadoes [and}yTgreat shott, delivered
him out of [th]e Shipp unto [th]e house of Rich&uthitehall, a Shipp Chandler
dwelling in Rood Lane, London, & that the said EdivEdmunds hath seized
[th]e said Amunicon & left itt in [th]e Custodie {th]e said Whitehall?

The Committee for the Navy was charged with ingzging the truth of the
matter, which, if true, was to result in Thomassrdissal. Warwick was to be kept up-
to-date, a demonstration of his keen, hands-orrpapp to commanding the Navy.

Northumberland’s instructions to the fleet, stdlavant after his dismissal from
the Lord Admiralty, directed that all naval offrs€haveinge before their eyes the way
marked out, for their direccons in their Severallies may walke the more perfectly, or
become the more inexcusable if they efféThe officers were expected to circulate the
orders to ensure ‘that no man whome it concerney hwve cause to pretend
ignorance”’* The running theme of Northumberland’s instructiovess accountability.
Everything and anything which involved the Navyaymg out money needed to be
accounted for. Where victuals, or indeed shippweye lacking the Navy was to
contract ‘with Merchants for supply of what is wiawgt of the full Magazine” Regular
reports on the costs associated with the fleet weebe sent to the treasurer ‘and thereby
all Clamour from poore men for want of their payprevented”®

Another potential avenue for corruption was the tewushe role of the muster-
master was an important one. Warwick describeddtitees required when writing to
Giles Barrow, who was to occupy the position in 4.6Barrow was to ‘keepe an exact
and true Muster of all the Men apportayninge tohadl Ma]ies]t[ie]s Shippes and
Pinnaces in the fleete for prevencon of many abtisdsmay bee Com[mlitted through
defective musters”’ If false musters went unnoticed then the Navy woble

squandering money needlessly. It was not unheafdran early-modern muster to be
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fabricated. If an unscrupulous muster-master cldifo@ more troops or sailors than
were actually in service, he could earn an illinikome, provided he was not caught.
With the Civil War devouring finance (the Navy imrficular placing a strain on the
exchequer) it was imperative that as many avendesowuption be closed off as
possible.

Warwick demonstrated concerns over the trustwoedsnof some serving the
Navy. Writing to the Commissioners of the Navy iprA 1644, he referred to thEger
which had recently docked and which contained ‘divielocks of Tinn’, which he
stressed should be accounted for as soon as pgssibthey wilbe else imbesledf.
His assumption that foul play would rear its headswperhaps a telling sign that
corruption was widespread.

Whilst the Parliamentarian Navy faced a serieshafllenges during the Civil
War, day-to-day operations at sea were reflectiveewenteenth century naval norms.
The priority for officers was to keep their vesselgerating in good order with a
compliant labour force and minimal disruption. Wankvset clear guidelines for how to
deal with troublemakers, decisive measures beingui@d. His exhaustive outline of
potential misdemeanours covered many aspectseodiifea. He cautioned against men
raising ‘Tumult’, quarrelling and fighting amongsiach othef? Outbursts of bad
language, particularly blasphemous utterances, s@ndemned as unacceptable in the
Navy, as were instances of drunkenness. The maintenof a clean cabin, so essential
to prevent the unnecessary spread of infection, deasned essential. Sailors were not
free to come and go as they pleased, with pernmsbieing required from the
commanding officers on all occasions. Any man foslegping at his watch or thieving
from the rest of the crew could expect stiff consages. Warwick ordered his officers
to ‘use due severitie’ and to act ‘without delaythe punishment of miscreafits.

Essentially, any challenge to the officers’ auttyoar to the cohesiveness of the
ship was to be stamped out swiftly. The phrase ‘sieeeritie’ leaves little doubt that
Warwick expected discipline to be maintained abale else. The seamen were
expected to make do with their rations and keepgragnbles to themselves, lest order
be undermined. Numerous accounts of seventeenthrgemaval life pointed to a lack
of provisions. It is worth treating many of these@unts with caution, however, when
studying the 1640s. It is widely agreed that coadg during the naval expeditions of

the 1620s were very poor, and profiteering was spdead, but conditions had
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improved during the Personal Rule, with Northumdnedis appointment as Lord
Admiral seeing some positive steps taken. Nevezsiselproblems still persisté.

Public instructions would conform to the traditiohwarning the sailors that any
indiscipline would meet with a harsh response. Aement of pragmatism would
always be required to deal with some scenariosgliew We are given an insight into
the practical governance of a ship by the privagtructions which Warwick addressed
to Swanley in 1644. The Lord Admiral ordered thatthe event of any sailors
threatening mutiny aboard Swanley’s vessel or dhgraunder his command, he was to
call a Council of War and then to consider procegdagainst the miscreants with

martial law®* Warwick soon qualified that advice, though:

But in this case | would have you to bee both sggriand tender, and not to use
Martiall Lawe on any of y[ou]r Mariners, but in easf great necessitie, and for
the avoydeing of greater inconveniences & misckeifieat might happen
thereby for want of y[ou]r soe doeinge. And | hape example or two wilbe
sufficient in this casé®

The message seemed clear: martial law was a devibe employed only in
times of urgency. Warwick’s preferred method apeédo be that Swanley attempt to
deal with any troubles by targeting the key ringkeraor deviant in any unrest. The Lord
Admiral perhaps believed that an example being nodidme or several troublemakers
would be enough to deter any further outbreaksndfscipline. Clearly mindful that
manning the Navy was always a challenge, he kneawithwould be impractical for
each and every offence to be treated in a dracdagmon. Men needed to be retained
to serve aboard the ships. Perhaps maintainingiahéatv as a last resort could be
considered a means of helping it to retain its iotpaalled upon in special
circumstances, it might have carried a higher weifhe death penalty was a sentence
virtually unknown aboard state ships, but punishimeéended to be heavier for those
serving on privatee¥. Under Parliament's control, the Admiralty was stimes
inclined to overlook cases of over-zealous disomlithe necessity of having the ships
running efficiently at sea winning the dy.

Warwick struck a firmer line when discussing oppaseof Parliament in the

Navy:

81 A good case study of the 1620s can be found@ Powell, ‘Seventeenth Century “Profiteering” in
the Royal Navy’ Mariner’'s Mirror, 7 (1921), pp.243-250
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You are to be carefull that noe practisse bee amgogr men by any to oppose
the Parliam[en]t nor to suffer any of the IrishEmglish Enemy there to come
over hither to make disturbances amongsfus.

He was clear that a court martial was the requiadtse of action to deal with
any ‘hostile’ factions onboard, with the officecsgunish those deemed guilty, ‘wherein
you must bee very strict in your Justice, that woe may have obedience in all y[ou]r
com[m]ands®’ Outside influences spreading ‘poison’ on the shipuld certainly
represent a severe threat and have the potent@dgdtabilise the morale of the crew.
Both sides in the war were guilty of attemptingterce elements of the opposition into
an understanding and change of loyalty: that wa®rastant aspect of the conflict.
Warwick recognised the threat which such instaramdd pose and made plain the
need for their swift termination.

The need to stamp out challenges to Parliamentisoaty on-board the ships
was the topic of a letter from Warwick to the Sperakf the Commons, William
Lenthall, on 28 March 1645. Warwick’s letter spadkefavour of martial law being

enforced:

The Ordinance for Martiall Lawe being so absolutebgessary for p[re]Jventing
of mutinies, plundringe, and disorder amongst teansen & p[re]serving the
Navie in due obedience...to the Parl[liament] andrdetg of malignants, and
evill affected persons from dareing to attempt bewd, or wicked practis&.

He went on to warn that strong legislation to ecdomartial law was needed
‘for divers delinquents remayne now in prison, @adnot bee tried, till the ordinance
passe®® Warwick believed that the example which would bete others would act as
‘a good meanes to keepe the fleete firfle’.

Warwick was quick to berate any captains whom ltexfere underperforming,
a Mr. Peach coming in for heavy criticism in Aplb44 for not having set out to sea
some ten days after receiving his orders. Warwiekted a justification for such a
delay and warned that if Peach continued to bemiblaorthy’ then he would be
removed from his post: ‘it being of speciall Consexgce to have none present in this
imployment but such as shall testifie their fideliby their being active®

Another to experience Warwick’s displeasure for mpeervice was Thomas
Cook, boatswain of thé&arland The Rear-Admiral, Captain Richard Owen, had
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complained of Cook’s poor record of service, statimat ‘He loves his bed to[o] well,
by reason whereof the Company of the said Shimatreoe regular and orderlie as they
ought to bee® An effective chain of command was needed onboazdstiips, lest any
bad practices become endemic. Cook was demotedsmaader ship, swapping places
with the boatswain of thAdventure John Barnett. As Owen was himself commanding
the Garlandthat summer, he was particularly alert to Cook'srgtomings.

Warwick had his favourites, though, and unsurpghirihese were the captains
who demonstrated a strong work-ethic. Reeve Wiiacommanded a frigate and
served Parliament as a privateer, letters of maagtiag as his contract. Warwick was
adamant that Williams be paid promptly any moneg tuhim, ‘for hee is an ingenious
active Man and one whome | doubt not but will doedjservice to the State’, going on
to praise him as ‘one | much valet.

As discussed elsewhere, the Royalists respond@&ahticament’s control of the
Navy by setting to sea numerous privateers, armigal tters of marque from the
King. Parliament could not afford to ignore a semitourse of action and, in response,
also authorised privateers to augment the Statgy.NaWParliamentarian Ordinance of
30 November 1643 confirmed the policy, which sitgal heightening of the offensive
at sed’ It referred to the continuing ability of the Roigé$ to ship arms and so forth to
their numerous ports, mentioning Newcastle, Falimoiiartmouth, Weymouth and
Bristol, as well as others.

Various pro-Parliamentarian subjects had come faiveand pledged to equip
their vessels and pinnaces for warlike purposemsigthe enemy, with the proviso that
they might reap the benefits of any captured priZée Ordinance declared that such
ships should be brought into the Parliamentariail, fovith allowances from the
Treasurer of the Navy to be paid to their commasder their upkeep and victuals
whilst in service. The Lord Admiral was to autherasny ships so employed, whilst any
prizes had to comply with standard regulationsp@peadjudged at the High Court of
Admiralty in the same manner as any prizes takerStaye ships. Nevertheless, the
‘adventurers’, as they were so-called, were affdrdignificant liberties, including the
right to sell their prizes wherever they saw fitogded, of course, that no assistance
was given to the King). They were also to enjoy ar fdegree of operational
independence, but were warned against impedingcamichipping, being commanded

only to strike against hostile vessels.
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Warwick spoke of the need to combat foreign shigpm the service of the
King, supporting the issuing of public declaratidnsforeign states that their vessels
would be seized if in the employ of the RoyaliStin an attempt to maintain some firm
influence over the ‘adventurers’, the Ordinancecse that they must enter into a
bond of upwards of £2000 with the High Court of Adatty, the sum to act as a surety
for their good conduct. A certificate under the Adhity Seal was also deemed
essential.

A further Ordinance of July 1645 emphasised Pa#diat’s desire to allow free
trade. Referring to the Ordinance mentioned abavéhen went on to state that
Parliament’s wish was for good relations with fgreprinces and pledged that ‘nothing
might bee done during these our owne domesticlotesy whereby their Subiects may
receive the least losse, dammage or prejudfcBuch sensible aims, of course, would
never be allowed to interfere with Parliament’s wtort.

The Ordinance laid out a number of conditions wiships from foreign states
had to comply with if they were to be permittedefrieavel to England. Amongst the
most noteworthy provisions listed, was a requirenibat the ships did not ‘carrie or
beare any monies, Ordnance, arms, ammunition, &wertd goods’ or any materials
exceeding the necessary needs of the voYajavas further stipulated that any ships
operating under the pretext of friendly trade whiwkre found subsequently to be
carrying goods or merchandise contrary to Parlidimenterests would be seized and
deemed prize by the Admiralty. The central themdstle Ordinance, then,
demonstrated continuity with earlier directives disdl in with Warwick’s commands

for neutral shipping to be left unmolested:

You are not suffer any of your Fleete to pillagg Merchant men that trade not
wth our Enimies, nor to doe any insolencies to lenginde, except [those who]
trade unto our Enimies, and them to make prizéeidtbut acompte to bee kept
of them...soe the states may have theire parte amggthave your®

The opportunity to augment Parliament’'s war cheishh \prizes was apparent,
but there was always a danger that unscrupulousepamight seek to diminish
Parliament’s share of the bounty. That threat veasgnised by Warwick as he set out
guidelines for the capture of prizes. When a pivatesel was apprehended, it was to be

transferred as soon as possible into ‘safe custodyth due care given to the
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preservation of whatever goods were held in cdtq®pecial care had to be taken that
‘noe part thereof bee spoyled, wasted or imbeZzetféd

Naval guidelines called for all goods to be recdratean inventory, in theory by
‘honest and indifferent sworne mefi: The honesty of some involved in that process,

though, or the sale of the ship itself, was oftery\dubious, as Warwick testified:

I am informed that those [responsible for prizedattsmouth] doe sett upp
Bills in the morning, and in the afternoone se# #aid goods to whome they
thinke fitt, in soe short a time, that there car hee notice given, for Buyers to
come and bidd for the said goods, which may praay w[re]iudiciall to the
State’®

Warwick was referring to the practice whereby psizeould be sold at below
market rates to men known to the sellers, or, imesaases, bought by the seller

himself1%3

Historically, the seamen had had no guaranteestiase from any captured
or destroyed men-of-war, the officers frequentkirig what they could lay their hands
on, and the government, whether Crown or Parliameaping the major benefit.

In 1644, Parliament ordained that the officers aators serving aboard state
ships receive a third share of any priZ€sThe measure was no doubt an attempt to
encourage them to be as aggressive as possibbenibating the threat posed by piracy,
but the division of the prize was open to dispiiee officers frequently continued the
convention of taking the major share.

Merchants were eager for any prizes to be deak wtiftly, no doubt hoping
for equally speedy financial rewards. Warwick reedi a letter in November 1643
suggesting that two Bristol ships, carrying winenfr Bordeaux, and taken to the Isle of
Wight by Captain William Hodges of the frigatgon, be despatched soon, to better
encourage others. Cunningham drew attention tdtéldeum’ which many shipowners
experienced when chasing up administrative matéerd,speculated that some might be
disheartened from assisting Parliament on accdisuah travails®®

Sometimes a dispute over cargoes arose betweematta authorities and the
buyers of prize ships. One such case involved aMWikers who had purchased the
William and Thomasa vessel captured in the Irish Sea by the Pagliamian ships

Jocelynand James.He had been directed to deliver up the provisionsnfthe ship,

% B|, Add. MSS. 4106, f.201v; Earl of Warwick, ‘Imattions for the Fleet’, 1643

10 Add. MSS. 4106, f.201v; Earl of Warwick, ‘Imattions for the Fleet’, 1643

101 NA, SP16/512/47; Rules and Orders for RegulatifgeM\dmirals, April 1647

192NA, SP16/504/45; Earl of Warwick to Commissionefshe Navy, 10 May 1644

193 NA, SP16/504/55r; Earl of Warwick to Commissionefshe Navy, 30 May 1644

1% powell and TimingsDocumentspp.127-128; Parliamentary Ordinance, 13 March 1644
195 NA, SP16/498/45; Mr Cunningham to Earl of Warwitk, November 1643
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‘wch hee refuceth to doe’, his reasons being thaving laid out moneys for keeping
her all this while [six months], [he] conceivesaasonable, hee should bee satisfied for
his disburstm[en]ts'®® As Thomas Smith, one of Parliament’'s most-activamanders
in the Irish Sea, related to the Committee of the/\Nin 1645, the vessel had been
judged a prize and a third of the proceeds weregdaltige State, with other shares for the
Lord Admiral, and, in theory, a third-part share foe mariners themselves, although,
as mentioned earlier, the sailors often failedde any return. Vickers was eager to
employ the ship for his own purposes, and unhapalthe matter was in dispute.

It was not always possible to raise money fromdake of captured ships at a
local level. In September 1645, the Committee of thavy received word from
Swanley and Moulton that ‘divers ships, Barcquesti8er small vessells & their lading
taken by way of Reprizall on the Irish and Welcha€ls, & remaine their undisposed
of 1%’

Moulton wanted guidance from the Committee on thatter. The Committee
returned orders that he should try and sell priaeslly where possible. They went on
to suggest that ‘such other prizes as cannot bdedceim those p[ar]ts’ should ‘wthout
p[reJiudice be’ sent ‘with some safe convoy to Lond'® It clearly made sense for
unsold prizes to be forwarded to the capital. Landéfered a much-wider market for
the sale of ships, although it was perhaps preliefal prizes captured in the Irish Sea
to be sold locally, the better to avoid the pothtihazardous voyage past Royalist
ports on the south coast of England. By Septem®4€5,1of course, the Parliamentarians
had overwhelmed a number of the Royalists’ pout$ sbme still held out. Any voyage,
though, was always open to danger, piracy stilhgpean ever-present threat in the
1640s. Provided a fair price could be negotiated;as also more cost-effective to sell
prizes locally, charges for transportation beingsiderably lower thanks to the shorter
distance being travelled.

The delivery of prizes to London brought with it rasponsibility from
Parliament to provide victuals for those who hah$ported the ships there. An order
from the Committee of the Navy to the Commissiongfrshe Navy in March 1643

illustrated the point:

Whereas there are sent up into the River Thames €apt. Haddock, and the
other Commanders of those 4 Shipes in the Northzepvessells wch are
delivered into [th]e custody of Mr Solomon Smithnd\for that the Mariners,

199 NA, SP16/507/47i; Thomas Smith to Committee of\ay, 4 May 1645
197 NA, SP16/509/96; Committee of the Navy, 10 Sepemi645
198 NA, SP16/509/96; Committee of the Navy, 10 Sepemi645
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wch brought up those vessells beeing to stay hare short time, till they can

be dispatcht back againe doe in the interim wactugils. These are therefore to

pray & require you to cause allowances for vickal bee made unto such

Mariners as Mr Solomon Smith shall certifie are &yed in the service

aforesaid®

London’s defence being such a priority, it was ukér Parliament to employ
captured prizes or foreign merchant vessels todgther city by sea. In November 1642,
the Committee for the Navy asked for an estimatbeganade of the monthly charge
which would be incurred by setting out a ‘Hulke’ithvaround forty men, to ‘secure the
River of Thames'*® That was in addition to eight ‘Shallopes wth twefive men in
each of them, wch are to be imployed as afores&id’he Committee also referred to
the charge of the ‘French friggat imployed in tie Iservice with twenty mer'?

Whether or not the French frigate was a prize beaugployed or whether it
was hired by Parliament is unknown, but its use atestrated the necessity of looking
beyond the state Navy to protect the Thames. Sahmfls, such as the ‘Shallopes’
mentioned, were ideal for riverine-type operationsshallower water, bigger ships
coming into their own in deeper waters further glahe Thames. Defending the
Thames was certainly no straightforward task, itsmstderable size making it
impractical for every particular stretch to recefu# protection. In February 1643, the
officers and commanders of Essex Fort, oppositev€dend, outlined some of the

problems which they faced and asked for further aid

finding that in dark nights many suspected vessedy pass in the night to and
fro from Gravesend side [we] doe therefore desiree.of the Pinnaces made
for the Scotch service, [to assist the defencaefart]**

In February 1643, Thomas Rabnet, master and captaineHenriettg received
comprehensive instructions for the defence of thariles:** Rabnet's most obvious
order was to do all in his power to prevent anygHpire]judiciall to [th]e service’ from
occurring, by ‘never lying still in any place whemu may be stirring abroad’
Parliament expected any vessels on its payroletmtustrious and active. Rabnet was

tasked with blocking any provisions ‘wch you shadlve cause probable to suspect to

199 NA, SP16/494/177; Committee of the Navy to Cominissrs of the Navy, 28 March 1643
HMONA, SP16/494/41; Committee of the Navy to Commaiseis of the Navy, 10 November 1642
11 NA, SP16/494/41; Committee of the Navy to Comnaissis of the Navy, 10 November 1642
112NA, SP16/494/41; Committee of the Navy to Comnaissis of the Navy, 10 November 1642
113 NA, SP16/494/131; Commanders and officers of Efsexo Commissioners of the Navy, 16
February 1643

114 NA, SP16/497/22; Instructions to Thomas Rabné&eBruary 1643

15 NA, SP16/497/22; Instructions to Thomas Rabné&eBruary 1643
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have bin imbezelled’ from the Navy Storé& Thames pinnaces were on the frontline in
the fight against naval corruption: the challenge Parliament was finding masters
effective, honest and committed-enough to investigany suspect cargoes. It was
essential for pinnaces ‘not to suffer any Pickesoon petty men of warre of what
Country soever’ to disturb England’s tradéNeedless to say, any intrigues against the
Parliamentarian Navy were to be reported as soorpassible. Parliament was
especially determined to stop any arms or lettérstelligence from reaching the King
via the Thames, the port best-situated to recdiigngents from the contineht®

In spite of Warwick’s being forced to resign as d.oAdmiral in 1645, he
continued to play a highly influential role in tH¢avy as the principal figure on
Parliament's resurrected Admiralty Commisstoh.The various committees which
Parliament appointed to oversee the fleet had ge larossover in membership, with
many serving on adjacent committees or retainirgr tpositions as and when a
commission acquired a new title. For example, GBesene was a member of the Navy
and Customs Committee, the Navy Commission and Batimiralty Commissions
(created in 1642 and 1645 respectively).

Critics, however, were concerned at the close libksveen those in naval
administration and the merchant marine from whiaytcontracted private shipping to
supplement the Navy. For example, the priva@enstant Warwickvas owned jointly
by Warwick, Batten, Moulton and Swanley. It wasconstant Parliamentarian service,
earning over twelve thousand pounds between 16d5.&47. Those involved in naval
administration, then, were sometimes making a tlpeafit from contracts which they,
or close allies of theirs, awarded to them. Yetli®@aent reaped the benefit of their
expertise in naval affairs, even as they sometiemeghed themselves. As Rodger put
it, ‘the Parliamentary naval administration was tethnically corrupt’, with monies
and so forth being handled by the proper persamdy those persons were all the same,
or friends, relatives and business associates@fanther’?°

Despite its difficulties, however, Parliament’s Navas more effective than the
multifarious shipping which the Royalists were atieput to sea. Royalist sea power

will be discussed in more depth in the next chapter

1O NA, SP16/497/22; Instructions to Thomas Rabné&eBruary 1643
17NA, SP16/497/22; Instructions to Thomas Rabné&eBruary 1643

18 NA, SP16/497/13; Parliament to Lord Mayor of Lond@6 January 1643
119 Rodger Safeguardp.422

120 Rodger Safeguardp.422



162
CHAPTER SIX: ROYALIST SEA POWER

This chapter will consider the Royalists’ attemiotgounteract Parliament’s grip
on naval power and the various attempts made bifitigeto create a new fleet. Charles
was compelled to rely mostly on privateers, oftemnf abroad, to provide any Royalist
presence at sea. Through such methods, the Reyale&se sometimes able to dispute
Parliamentarian ‘maritime preponderance’, albeiadacal level.

Amongst the most noteworthy merchants with whomKirgg dealt was John
van Haesdonck of the Low Countries. For men suchHassdonck, the primary
motivation for assisting the King was money-relatdte Dutch government, in fact,
believed that Haesdonck’s only interest was finalrici

Haesdonck first contracted with the King to supplyns in December 1642,
agreeing to supply 3000 muskets, 2000 pairs 0bisisBOOO sword blades and 1000
carbines with fire-locks, the cost to the King tnrto around £12000He was to
deliver the arms to Tynemouth either at the haveat the castle. Haesdonck had also
been made captain of a troop of eighty cuirassaid harquebusiers by the Earl of
Newcastle’ As the war progressed, though, his focus switthemtivateering.

An indenture between the King and Haesdonck wasealgon 20 December
1643. The lengthy document sets out in detail whed expected of Haesdonck in his
service to the King and how he and his associata&lqrofit from the arrangement.
Haesdonck was to ‘set forth to Sea as many ableeSt& Frigates of Warr’ as possible,

to bee imployed against all his Ma[ies]t[ie]s Sultgein Rebellion or any of his
Malies]tfie]s Subiects whatsoever (Trading withbig Ma[ies]t[ie]s particular
Licence) to any Cittie, Towne, Port, Creeke or plat in his Ma[ies]t[ie]s
possessiof.

The King promised to grant commissions to men ‘nec@nded to him by his
Nephew Prince Rupert Count Palatine and...Haesddrckias telling that Rupert was
accorded such powers to nominate Royalist navabiappents, his star being very
much in the ascendant at the close of 1643, beferelisastrous loss at Marston Moor
the next July heralded the collapse of the Royaésise in the North and broke his aura

of invincibility. His prominent role in the captudd Bristol in July 1643 had earned him

! Edwards, ‘Logistics and Supply’, p.255

2NA, SP16/493/17; Contract between Charles | ath 3an Haesdonck, 21 December 1642

¥ NA, SP16/493/17; Contract between Charles | ath 3an Haesdonck, 21 December 1642

4 Bodl., Rawlinson MSS. A171, f.277; Indenture begw&harles | and John van Haesdonck, 20
December 1643

® Bodl., Rawlinson MSS. A171, f.277; Indenture betweharles | and John van Haesdonck, 20
December 1643
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considerable respect from the King. Charles cleadpnted somebody he could trust to
take an interest in those who would serve his was at sea.

A more obvious reason for Rupert’s inclusion in a@egision-making related to
an agreement he himself had made with Haesdoncthéolatter to bring 200 soldiers
from the Low Countries in order to supplement ameamt of foot on 18 November
1643° With the King's blessing, Rupert was to be coloo&lthe regiment, with
Haesdonck being made his lieutenant-colonel (he alss to command a company)
with the authority to nominate two captains and loélthe other officers. Haesdonck
was accorded such patronage so as to encouragengéheto enter his service,
presumably allowing him to choose officers knowrihte troops and thus better able to
command their loyalty. The troops were to be talekVeymouth if possible, but any
other Royalist port would suffice if conditions ditt allow for that landind.In terms
of which officers Haesdonck would employ at seardphis service to the Royalists,
one notable appointment was Baldwin Wake, one efddptains who had refused to
acquiesce to Warwick’s control of the Navy in 1642March 1646, Wake commanded
one of Haesdonck’s frigates to spirit the Princé\ales and his followers away from
mainland England to the Isles of Sciflparliament by that stage of the war was firmly
on the rampage and the threat of the heir to ttenéhbeing captured was a real one.

The terms of Haesdonck’s agreement of December W@#h3harles | specified
that ‘before any Ship or Frigate goes to Sea thatdd@e thereof shall take’ the King’'s
oath? The oath promised that Royalist shipping woulchddarm to

any of his MaJies]t[ie]s good Subiects trading fr@nto any Port within his

Royall possession...or trading to any other Port isyNta[ies]t[ie]s Speciall

Licence®®

The subjects of foreign states ‘in Amity’ with tlkéng were also to be left
unmolested, but the distinction between those wdre loyal and those who were not

was often confuseth.

® CSPD, 1641-1643.500; Articles of agreement between Prince RumedtJohn van Haesdonck, 18
November 1643

" CSPD, 1641-164%.501; Articles of agreement between Prince RupedtJohn van Haesdonck, 18
November 1643

8 R. Ollard,This War Without an Enemy: A History of the Eng($til Wars(London, 1976), p.156;
Clarendon mentioned a frigate of ‘Mr. Hasdunck'siigh had been on standby for some time to speed
the Prince of Wales away to safety, see Clarendatory, IV, p.2013

° Bodl., Rawlinson MSS. A171, £.277; Indenture begweharles | and John van Haesdonck, 20
December 1643

9 Bodl., Rawlinson MSS. A171, £.277; Indenture besweharles | and John van Haesdonck, 20
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December 1643
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Whilst the King’s express instructions stated theditral shipping be left free to
conduct its trade, there were instances wheredorships found themselves detained
by the Royalists. One such case occurred in 1648ridk Reck, the master of the
Neptuneof Hamburg, petitioned Prince Rupert to complaiattthe vessel, ‘beinge
driven by stormy weather’ into the Severn and émgeinto Hung-road, had been
‘seized by some of S[iJr John Pennington’s officensd detained for a month causing
‘very great damage? He pleaded that the various goods onboard beloriged
merchants from Hamburg and Lubeck, and that evieiytivas accounted for in various
documents, such as bills-of-lading. He also madénghat the vessel was bound only
for Hamburg. Reck referred to the King's promiséspmtection to ‘all forraigners
tradinge in this manner’ and requested that Rupelg secure the release of said ship,
goods and moneY. Pennington’s Royalists in 1643, of course, wermgl@ll in their
power to build-up a fleet, and the temptation teeta dim view of any stranded vessels
must have been strong.

Foreign traders were angered by losses suffereatonunt of the Royalists. In
January 1643, some thirty-six merchants subscriibe@ petition to the House of
Commons in which they complained bitterly of theyRiists’ behaviout* A number of
ships had been forced to put into Falmouth becatisgeadful weather, all of which
were laden with goods bound for London. The petitexpressed grave concern for
further shipments, expected any day from Spain¢clvhiere carrying somewhere in the
region of £200,000 in silver to settle merchantstaunts™® Further warnings were
given that if these vessels were forced into Falimawe to storms, and then seized by
the ‘Cavilieres’, a number of merchants in Londoigtmh be ruined as a resdft.The
petitioners called for a series of pinnaces to dy@aled near Falmouth in an attempt to
neutralise its thredf. The Falmouth Royalists had stripped the sails ftbencaptured
ships, whilst unloading the cargoes. For the Kihgré was a double benefit: the
obvious boost to his own local forces, with the ydeg of the same resources to
London’s Parliamentarians an additional bonus. Shipund for London could expect
little quarter from the King if captured: he hadtithe capital and so damage to its trade

was, for the time being, of little concern to him.

12NA, SP16/498/92; Petition of Heinrich Reck to RerRupert, 1643
13 NA, SP16/498/92; Petition of Heinrich Reck to RerRupert, 1643
Y NA, SP16/497/4; Petition of Spanish merchants @as¢ of Commons, 6 January 1643
1> NA, SP16/497/4; Petition of Spanish merchants @as¢ of Commons, 6 January 1643
18 NA, SP16/497/4; Petition of Spanish merchants @as¢ of Commons, 6 January 1643
" NA, SP16/497/4; Petition of Spanish merchants @as¢ of Commons, 6 January 1643
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Where ships were armed, they required a licence fitee King. An oath of
loyalty, however, was not something which all marsmawere willing to take, but that
did not always preclude their serving the King. iateresting case occurred in July
1644, when Sir John Berkeley, the Royalist govenidExeter, wrote to his counterpart

Sir Edward Seymour at Dartmouth, questioning whg Yirgin Queen,a vessel

belonging to George Porter, an Exeter merchant, stilsbeing ‘deteyned’ ther®
Porter, ‘who hath bene one of the best subiectgeinerall assistanse given to his
Ma[ies]tie’, already possessed Seymour’s blessimg the ship to leave port, but

evidently Captain William Kind? its commander, was still waiting to dep#rt.

Wee hiare it is for that some of those that [anefhie shippe doe refuse to take
the protestacon, wch wee concyve may be well spardge offered to them,
they being employed in his foreyn employm[en]tsné& necessary to be stayed
heer for our defenc®.

Sheer pragmatism seems to have been the ordes dathin that particular case.
Porter had a sound record of service to the KirdjBerkeley was seemingly willing to
trust to his reputation, whatever the sailors’ jjussreservations. He perhaps placed
less of an emphasis on the oath when applied @utfidEngland. It was vital to have
shipping loyal to the King employed at sea, rathan residing on the sidelines. A letter
several days later from Prince Maurice to Seymorgsged the case further. He
demanded that the ship be given immediate leadepart Dartmouth, ‘on her voyage
to Newfoundland, wth all her Tackes, Men, Munic@uynns, merchandize, goods,
victualls & all other things belonging to héf The maintenance of trade was crucial,
not least so that the Royalist ports could benfefin some customs revenue. The
fisheries of Newfoundland had for many years pregid boon to the economies of the
southwest ports and the profits accrued had allofeedan extension of such ports’
trading interest§®

Trading breaks were central to the King's arrangegméth Haesdonck. It was
agreed ‘that noe Customes shalbee paid unto higedja¢ for any...Prizes or Booty
imported or exported’ which belonged to the latiethis associates, on condition that

the goods and holdings thereof had not been altesedaving first made sale of them

8 DRO, Seymour MSS. 1392/M/L.1644/43; Sir John Bexkeb Sir Edward Seymour, 7 July 1644
Y DRO, Seymour MSS. 1392/M/L1644/46; Prince Maut@&Sir Edward Seymour, 15 July 1644

Y DRO, Seymour MSS. 1392/M/L1644/43; Sir John Berkeb Sir Edward Seymour, 7 July 1644
L DRO, Seymour MSS. 1392/M/L1644/43; Sir John Berkeb Sir Edward Seymour, 7 July 1644
22 DRO, Seymour MSS. 1392/M/L1644/46; Prince Mauti&ir Edward Seymour, 15 July 1644

2 A. Grant, ‘Devon Shipping, Trade, and Ports, 16689’ in Duffy, New Maritime History of Devon,
p.132
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to others® If the profits were then invested in buying ‘Wailecloth or other
Manufactures of this Kingdome’ Haesdonck would barged customs at the same rate
as English merchants, something which foreign shirs implored Parliament to
replicate. The King had to make his service araetitre proposition and permitting
Haesdonck’s trading at a more competitive rate wdtams clearly made sense. A
petition from foreign merchants which was sent &liBment in 1646 elucidated the
disadvantages that they believed were prejudichay ttrade with England. Citing a
long-standing agreemerharta Mercatoria,in which foreign merchants were to pay
‘three pence per pound more than the Natives doehwis one Quarter part more

custome’, the petition then bemoaned further ctevgeich were being appli€d.

The pet[itioner]s are compelled to pay not onlyirtleeistomes equall with the
Natives and their quarter part more...but also doabttome...for most of their
goods, and double one p[er]cent for the Plymoutly.&u

The petition concluded by urging Parliament to abiy Charta Mercatoria
whereby foreign merchants would pay their tradiioextra quarter for customs dues
and the same surcharge of one percent which applssdto English merchants (the
Plymouth surcharge justifying itself as a meansra§ing ransom money for men
captured by pirates). A warning of the damages wbauld be done to English trading
abroad was also issued.

The terms of any agreement between the Royalistsnaerchants were never
necessarily fixed in stone, a degree of flexibiliging needed to take account of
circumstances. Captain John Strachen, writing fiddfeymouth in February 1644,
recommended to Henry Lord Percy that the Royahstsid have to branch out to meet

the costs of arms purchases from merchants:

wee must strive to drive another trade...to havehclapoll, and all other sorts

of Commodities ready heere, or the monies to pagnttvith an exact accompt
taken both of goods sold and bought, and likewiBeeaLisence of transporting

of all sorts of Commodities, | meane for such gqeties of armes as they bring
in that there bee a store of 4 or 5000 poundssatbaand to buy up the wooles,
hides, and tallow, & such sorts of Commodities @san free. The King may

have these goods sould at very good rates wchmaile the amunition to come
in heere from forraine places, [and] wee shall hitqnegn at an easier rate then
wee can bring them our selvés.

4 Bodl., Rawlinson MSS. A171, £.277; Indenture begweharles | and John van Haesdonck, 20
December 1643

% Bodl., Tanner MSS. 60, f.457; Petition of foreigerchants to Parliament, 1646

% Bodl., Tanner MSS. 60, f.457; Petition of foreigerchants to Parliament, 1646

2" Bodl., Rawlinson MSS. D395, f.106r; John StracteRenry Lord Percy, 7 February 1644
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Essentially then, by providing a ready market foerchants’ trade, it was
envisaged that both sides would prosper, the metshzeing enticed to ‘gun-run’ for
the King, confident that they could sell on mantiiaes to his agents when unloading.

Strachen warned that such incentives were necessary

if the King doe not buy these Comodities, and gagnt present there is few

marchants that will vent[ure] to buy them [i.e. ammition and weapons], for it

is spoken to my selfe by diverse marchants whemihduire of them why they

doe not buy two, or three hundred barrells of pawedad lay them up in their

Sellers and sett it out, they have answered mdeiftilae King, or any other

governor had to doe wth powder that then they wealté it when they pleased,

and pay them when they pleased, wch is impossibimdinetaine their trade

wthout p[re]sent paym[enft.

In other words, merchants were concerned abounpalalelays in payments
and the unpredictable nature of orders. Neither gished to be beholden to the other.
Sandys, writing to van Tromp, pleaded that two shgnlen predominantly with cloth,
be left free to sail to Frané@.The cloth would prove a useful currency with whtoh
negotiate for further supplies of arms for the Risys.

As mentioned earlier in the study, Parliament’'s oh@nce of London gave it
control of the majority of the customs revenue. &isy-held ports, though, could prove
a boon to the King and he could collect the customsuch localities, or so he hoped.
Dartmouth’s capture by the Royalists in 1643 presatthe King with an opportunity to
exploit any trade which came into the port, buttwg to the governor, Edward
Seymour, in December of that year he enunciateshtisgaction with the success of

such schemes:

Whereas by reason of the disorders ocasioned byutimaturall rebellion Our
Customes and Dueties in the Severall Ports havéersn duely answered and
paid unto us for goods exported and imported. Arat the necessity of our
affaires doth require the same should bee duelwenesl unto us, and exactly
managed for the best advantage, wch cannot bee Dfficers and Collectors
in our saide porte shalbe interrupted in that serand not ayded and assisted
by our...Governor ther&.

The tone of the letter was somewhat castigating and went on, made plain to
Seymour that he was to devote more energy towal¥King's utilisation of ‘any of
those moneis wch shalbe due and collected fromvieehantes®! The King had no

choice but to exploit each and every avenue ohfteafor his war effort. On paper the

%8 Bodl., Rawlinson MSS. D395, f.106r; John StracteRenry Lord Percy, 7 February 1644
2 NA, SP16/501/122; Sir William Sandys to Admirahveromp, 12 May 1644

%9 DRO, Seymour MSS. 1392/M/L1643/40; Charles | toERiward Seymour, December 1643
31 DRO, Seymour MSS. 1392/M/L1643/40; Charles | toERiward Seymour, December 1643
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Royalists had made strong gains in 1643, but furthen and supplies for the next
year’'s campaigning were required urgently. Many rhad died in fighting and needed
replacing. Thus ports were of the utmost importaecprovide funds for a fresh drive
of recruitment and weapons purchases.
The King needed his commands disseminated effégtar®und regions under
his control and, in a letter to Seymour at Dartrholie set out the means by which he

hoped that would be achieved:

[Some proclamations] have been scarce heard ofomespartes of Our

Kingdome, and when they have been sendred to shwiée cOfficere whose

duty it is to cause them to bee published, theyehather absolutely refused or
els excused [th]e doing thereof without a Writ, ihbugh it bee [th]e regular
and orderly way yet in a time of soe generall disofand] distraccon Wee hold
it very fit to dispense with such a formalify.

Seymour was to ‘take effectuall order’ to publisty @roclamations at a suitable
location in the town so ‘that all Men who shall f@red ignorance to Our Commands’
would be aquainted with the royal wifl.in terms of marshalling men and money for his
forces, the King relied on men such as Seymouilliny their roles. His comments
indicated concern that his will was not being eoéar to its full extent in Royalist-held
areas. The shifting loyalties of his subjects, hasvewere never easy to predict. The
appearance of a large field army would often ‘canei people that their interests lay
with the dominant party in the region. Places saglDartmouth, which changed hands,
were always open to potential intrigue.

The need to collect any available customs revemesmt that merchants trading
for valid reasons had to be allowed to go abouir thesiness so as not to prejudice
trade unduly. It made sense for such merchantseap KRoyalist leaders (or indeed
Parliamentarian leaders if circumstances dictatefiymed fully of their trajectories
and movements. If goods were seized without dugsore¢hen appeals could be made,
although the process of providing proper restituttd compensation to an aggrieved
merchant was often a fraught one. Let us examiee#se of a Mr Glyde whose ‘two
barks’ had come into Dartmouth only for their cacjaorn to be taken by the Royalists
based thereiff* Glyde had appealed to Joseph Martyn, somebodylylesked with
determining such appeals, for the restitution af ¢orn. On 4 January 1644, Martyn

wrote to Seymour in support of Glyde’s claims:

%2 DRO, Seymour MSS. 1392/M/L1643/46; Charles | toERlward Seymour, 28 December 1643
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| have adiudged the sayd corne to belong unto Ghmk have released the
barques...chiefly for these reasons, first for that@lyde before he bought the
Corne applyed himselfe to Sr John Berkly [thle Gowe of Exeter and
acquainted him wth his intentions to bring wheatené&lt into those parts and
had his good leave & approbation testified under Hdnd so to doe, that he
caused those goods to be loaded abord the barka &reek -called
Longstowe...from Portsmouth and gave...directions...te Masters of the
barks to bring the loading for Topsham or Dartmoutien in the Kings
possessioft,

Glyde had hastened the cargo’s passage to Plymmutvoyd the danger of
rebells’ at Parliamentarian-controlled Portsmourterrupting his trade with a Royalist
port>® Some ‘tenn daies before the barks arrived’ atrbanth he had ‘acquainted the
maior & divers others’ of the town that he intendedring into their harbour his pair
of vessels’ Martyn urged Seymour to ‘give him y[ou]r best assice in the recovery
of the greatest part of his goods taken from him disposed of by Mr Ekins wthout
any’ lawful justification’® He went on to stress that Ekins should make deitab
reparations to Glyde. The episode served as an mgaoh the disputes which could
arise at a port and the burdens which merchantsetsmes encountered. It was
imperative for those trading to have the right ergdls or else their cargoes might end
up confiscated.

The King’s indenture with Haesdonck set out theditions under which both
parties could profit from the seizure of prizessaf. First and foremost, Haesdonck’s
interest was financial: the war was not his owrt,there was a chance to make money

from it. The King would take his share of any captlvessels:

His Malies]tie doeth hereby grant That out of alzes and Booty taken...his
Ma/ies]tie being first paid a Tenth part of [thjee value & after that a fifteenth
part of what truely remaynéd.

Before Haesdonck and his partners could benefit filoeir share (the majority
of the prize) the ship needed to be taken to a Rby@ort and ‘bee there safely kept
until adjudicacon shalbee pass&lin May 1645, Haesdonck brought into Dartmouth
some four frigates and six Scottish prizes whichemealued at £3500, their combined

cargoes worth £180.Haesdonck’s agreement with Rupert in November 16Balso

% DRO, Seymour MSS. 1392/M/L1644/1; Joseph MartyBitcEdward Seymour, 4 January 1644
% DRO, Seymour MSS. 1392/M/L1644/1; Joseph MartyBitcEdward Seymour, 4 January 1644
3" DRO, Seymour MSS. 1392/M/L1644/1; Joseph MartyBitcEdward Seymour, 4 January 1644
% DRO, Seymour MSS. 1392/M/L1644/1; Joseph MartyBitcEdward Seymour, 4 January 1644
¥ Bodl., Rawlinson MSS. A171, £.277; Indenture begweharles | and John van Haesdonck, 20
December 1643

“0Bodl., Rawlinson MSS. A171, f.277; Indenture begweharles | and John van Haesdonck, 20
December 1643

“1 powell,Navy, p.92



170
promised him a share of any booty taken by thepsd® was to bring to EnglafidHe
thus hoped to enjoy various profits from arrangemevith the Royalists, both by land
and sea.

The King was eager to utilise any wealth which beld lay his hands on to
fund his armies, and money from the sale of eitheship or its cargo undoubtedly
played an important role in allowing him to do socase in point can be seen from his
letter of 11 March 1645 to the Council of the Peiro Wales at Bristol:

Whereas by our direccons the Lord Trea[sure]r bat#ady given order that the

proceedes of the Shipp the Fame should be brougt Dartmouth to Bristoll

with all convenyent speed, and that [£]3000 ofghiel moneyes should likewise

be conveyed hither to Oxford by some safe Convoyis[now decided] lesse

then five thousand pounds will not supply the nsagscharge that must be for

our going into the field®

Seemingly other sources of funding had not yielthedmoney required and the
need to draw upon the proceeds of captured shippag increased. The King was
preparing at that time for a vital summer campaigeding desperately to turn the tide
of the war following Parliament’s advances in 16F4e King hoped to benefit from
any arms captured at sea and by the terms of tleemgnt with Haesdonck, he would
‘at [th]e ordinary and usuall rates buy out of amp taken and adjudged Prize...what
Ordnance hee shall thinke fff. These weapons would be convoyed to various regions
under Royalist control and the King would grant hauity to those tasked with
overseeing their transport to take suitable measur letter despatched in 1644 by
Henry Lord Percy to Ralph Killinghall and William udley, the conductors of an

artillery train, illustrated the point:

| here in his Malies]ties name give you Full powand authority to
impresse...as many Horses, Carts and Carters aseshailsefull for the
draweinge and cariinge of all such Ordnance astarbee brought [from
Worcester to Oxford]

Their warrant covered Gloucester, Worcester, Wdeveiod Oxford, with any
local officers, mayors or constables being requitedaid them. Many were highly

protective of their stores, however. The lack atsand carriages to transport arms and
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supplies was often a source of frustration for ¢hesrving the King. John Strachen

related the stress which such circumstances someiimflicted upon him:

Collonell [John] Ashburneham hath taken order v Governor of Bristoll to
send 40, or 50 Carts from Bristoll heere to Carwyawy the Armes, &
Ammunition hence to Bristoll. | would to god it veefree off of my hands for
the staying of it for want of Convoy, and Carryagesh vex mee to the heart
that | cannot sleepe a Sounde sleepe & | cannay ¢amupon [my] back,
therefore let not the Queene or any thinke it isfaut.*®

Aside from arms and prize money, the King requiteat any prisoners taken at
sea be transferred into the care of Royalist afficanless Haesdonck could exchange
them for men ‘as shall happen to bee taken by [Rébells*’ Men taken from
Parliamentarian ships would prove highly usefuh® King. In 1644, John Digby wrote

from Plympton to Sir Edward Seymour at Dartmouthihwews of captured sailors:

I have herewith sent you tenn seamen which werntély my guards the other

day comming on shore to pillage. They are goodyléstows and as they say

themselves were taken out of some merchand memebyarliament man of war

and constrained to serve the King. | conceaved riati_[or]d of Malburge

[Earl of Marlborough] might have occassion to emyplbem or y[ou]r selfe if

you sett out any shipps to s&a.

The men appear to have served under several mastens with their service
perhaps having been dictated more by events thaihbige. It is possible that the ten
sailors may have lied to their new Royalist mastdysut their background: it would
probably have made some sense to claim that theg Weced into Parliamentarian
service, as opposed to their having been proud repps of the King. On the other
hand, it is entirely possible that their accounswae and that their service aboard a
merchant ship had been curtailed by Parliamentefibrecruitment. Many men spent a
career aboard multiple ships, the sailor Edward e@@xecalling his having served
various captains during the Civil War and in lagears finding himself aboard French,
Dutch, Spanish and even Turkish ves&gls.

Captured seamen, however, were not always williagsérve under their
opponents. At Scarborough in August 1643, a pusset six seamen, of the ship
London, were surprised and then jailed at York Castle bigoyalist captain® Not
released until four months later, they petitioneel Committee of the Navy to plead for
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some recompense for their lost time and fidelityPaliament. The Royalists had tried
in vain to enlist the men as ‘Cannoneers’, buethio alter the prisoners’ allegiances.

On occasion, captured seamen found themselves gp#lygnultimate price. In
1644, Prince Maurice ordered the execution of at&@@aprurpin, who had been taken
prisoner at Exete¥ Maurice had offered to exchange him for a Royaksgeant-major
in Parliamentarian custody, but the Earl of Esseanded the offer unfair. Turpin was
hanged after a long period of custody: it is unknavhether the Royalists attempted to
convert him to their cause, but his execution waaigly strongly that he was not for
turning.

Digby’s reference to the Earl of Marlborough highilied the latter’'s importance
to Royalist naval activity off the south-westernrtso The King had appointed
Marlborough to a commission to serve at sea in BDes 1643 and recognised the
need to equip his ‘fleet’ with the requisite armgriting to his General of Artillery,
Henry Lord Percy, on 27 December 1643, he setisuwitl ‘that you cause to be issued
and delivered out of our stores att Dartmouth ®Harle of Marlborough or to whome
he shall appoynt thirty Barrells of powdéf'It was envisaged that Marlborough would
form a squadron with its base at Dartmouth, shippieally being provided by local
merchants?

Marlborough had scope, however, to extend his tegabf operations far
beyond the English Channel, as Warwick well-recegdiin a remonstrance to the
Lords on 10 February 1644. The Lord Admiral refdr® Marlborough’s recent
dispatch towards the West Indies, with a pair apstwell-armed, and with others
expected to follow him. Marlborough’s purported siig was to seize any English
ships found amongst the islands, or also from theecan plantations. Warwick, as a
man with extensive interests in the New World, diehad much to lose personally, just
as the state could ill-afford the enemy’s seizureressels. Warwick warned that if
sufficient Parliamentarian shipping were not senbkock Marlborough’s expedition,
the potential loss of trade with the plantationsd dhe subsequent deterioration in
customs revenues, would be a considerable blowatbament. The Royalists were
clearly thinking of ways in which to distract therfamentarian fleet as much as
possible, and forcing Warwick to divert shipping ttee West Indies, far from the

English Channel, made sound strategic sense. T¥er féarliamentarian warships there
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were to patrol the coasts of England, the gredterpotential for arms shipments to
reach the King’'s armies on land.

Of course, it could be speculated that Marlborosghipposed voyage to the
West Indies was a feint, designed to distract thdidmentarian fleet, although the
riches which could be won in the West Indies calyamade an expedition there a
tempting prospect. Just over a month later, the \Eas reported as having been at St
Malo, loading his ships with food and munitions fibre use of the Royalists in
England>® As Marlborough’s three ships made their way backnf France, half a
dozen Parliamentarian men-of-war gave chase to.tidtar some volleys were fired
by his enemies, Marlborough returned the same usvdahem, but, with night
approaching and the tide going out, he orderedships to anchor under Elizabeth
Castle on Jersey. The Parliamentarian vesselseziup Guernsey for reinforcements,
but, some two days later, the Earl’'s small squadnamaged to evade their attentions
upon heading back out to sea and returned to Edglascathed. Marlborough’s vessels
on that occasion were a 28-gun, a 24-gun and ajuiSrigate®®

The King again welcomed a foreign subject into fiiset’ by appointing
Jeronimo Caesar de Caverle, Seignior de Giron,atbbfough’s vice-admiral. Caverle
undertook to provide ‘five able Shipes mand wthkeftwundred men’, all victualled for
six months with arms and any other necessitiesisabwn cost’ In return, he was
promised £2000 per month out of any prizes takeomfrthe ‘Rebelles’ by
Marlborough's fleef? It is interesting that the King did not limit theizes to those
taken specifically by Caverle’s ships, perhaps emsp@ing the wider-base of the
Dartmouth ‘navy’. Before claiming his fees, howev€averle was to have any prizes
adjudicated by the King's trusted appointees, whiimself giving regular accounts of
all prizes which he had captured. In a final dodifthe contract, Caverle agreed to ‘abate
proporconably’ his fees if he failed to set forégwer ships or men than had been
pledged® Caverle left open the possibility of adding furtksips to the King's strength
at sea. The King’'s commission appointing him to vlee-admiralty followed the usual
conventions by entreating him to obey Marlborougtit®ctions, whilst ensuring that
those further down the chain of command respectedWwn position, ‘as they will
answer [th]e contrary at their perill&.
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Haesdonck had the King’s authority to ‘levy, hinedaenterteyne Voluntieres,
Saylers & Souldiers for [th]e Service’ from any {paf Charles’ kingdom&! Provisions
and victuals could be bought ‘for their present Bypand Sustenance’ free from
customs charges, provided that any subjects ‘aketite of this service [that] shalbee
surviving shalbee sent back’ to the King for himntake best use of theth.
Once men had been found, though, it was not alveagy to get them to sea.
Suspicion on their part sometimes surfaced whemngmiliar element presented itself.
A case in point took place in 1644 and is worthleripg. On 18 January Captain John

Strachen wrote from Weymouth to Henry Lord Percy:

To morrow goeth to sea [th]e resolute Batt a dauggsell of six guns a side
wch was a prize heere belonging to the King, anld [ohn] Ashburneham did
give me monies to set her out a freebooting wthtterovessell called
Viceadmirall Pap, but good Lord what amazem[endt Sailors were in when
they heard Col. Ashburneham name them that theseefto saile in shippes
[tha]t had such unknowne names [tha]t were nevarchef beforé?

Strachen was forced to stress the pedigree ofhips $y extolling the ‘good
sucesse’ of the two ‘famous persons’ after whony there named. Roy speculates that
‘Pap’ was a nickname for the Duchess of Richmonii WBatt’ possibly being the
Queen’s>* Strachen had shipped both of them across the @harhilst a sea-captain
and might have indulged them by naming two vesselheir honour. Nevertheless,
such pedigree could only go so far in convincirgghilors to undertake their duty.

The sailors then

being partly satisfyed with my words, and thereaftdly wth some monies,

wch Colonell Ashburneham gave them to drinke thedtheof the Resolute Batt,

and then of [the] Pap that they dranke their heads.and Sucore [tha]t they

would prove resolute and adventurous against ladlli€*

Money for a supply of drink, then, probably swuhg argument more forcefully
than did Strachen’s words of favour. The commotossaiof the early modern period
were invariably attracted to the bottle, their wadas soon as they had them) often

being spent on drinfé
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As Haesdonck’s ships and frigates had authoritfitahe King's flag, it was
made explicit that dual loyalties would not be tated:

the said Haesdonck & his Partneres or AssociatesbhieCovenant that [th]e
Commanders of their Shipes shall take noe Commmissiw derive any power
from other Princes or States during this Serviteothen from his Ma[ies]ti¥.

It was far from unheard of in the seventeenth agnfar merchants to hold
various commissions. Holding multiple commissiolieveed enterprising privateers a
wider measure of validity at sea: they could roamther if they carried the right
paperwork. On occasion, though, agents on the roemitiwould agree terms with
shipowners to serve the King, but these merchamssels would not carry Charles’
colours. One example can be gauged from Williamd@sinletter to Strachen at
Weymouth, in which he mentioned ‘all shipps [tha}$end to y[o]u shall put up a
Burgundian flagg®® It was vital that notice was given in such circtamses, to prevent
misunderstandings between ships serving the King.

For vessels departing the continent, those onbsamtetimes needed to secure
numerous passes beforehand. One such case wasadfeby John Ogle in 1644. He
apologised to the Marquis of Newcastle for the yisdiadelivery of some £600-£700
worth of arms which he had taken order for at Drakl Ogle had been forced to
obtain passes from the Prince of Orange, the Kin§rance and also Francisco de
Melo, an interim governor of the Spanish Nethertand

For Haesdonck, it was in his interests to denyKkhng’s service to competing

merchants and thus

for preventing all disorder that may ensue thereizy Malies]tie is pleased to
promise...that Hee will grant no Commissions or Laerior [th]e service to
any Flemish Shipes, Frigates or Men of Warr to deteforth from Dunkirke,
Ostend or Newport other then [those under Haesddhck

That was unless the King could negotiate a considgr more generous
agreement with others, whereby he would receiveléast a fowerth part or more
reserved to him’ from the proceeds of any prizeSharles I, though, was always open

to new arrangements if they would prove benefitiahis cause, so one should not
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necessarily regard the aforementioned clause asthorg which he would feel bound
to honour at all costs.

One of the primary motives behind the King's emigtof merchants was so that
they could constitute an alternative fleet to they& Navy which had rebelled against
him. Several of the clauses in Haesdonck’s indeniuth the King gave notice of the

agreement’s martial intent. Haesdonck’s ships

shall by all wayes of force (in case of any resis&) endeavo[ur] to surprise &
take any of his Malies]ties owne Shipes being nothe Rebells possession

either at sea of if spied in harbour. That wasugip much easier said than done:
merchants were often very wary about risking tleeim vessels in battle, the risks
posing an obvious threat to their investments. iPaofd the preservation of their ships
frequently held more interest to them tH&mevertheless, Haesdonck was instructed
that upon encountering any ‘Rebelles Shipes’ wheflased to yield, then he had full
power to ‘sinke, fire or otherwise...destroy thethif a Parliamentarian ship was taken
and then brought into a Royalist port for the Kmgise, Haesdonck could expect
recompense at the ‘rate of fower poundes per Taweoerding to [th]e true burthen of
such Ship wthout deducting of [th]e Tenth or fifie of such prizes™ At one stage of
the war, in September 1645, Haesdonck was cregitdd being in command of ten
ships and was styled ‘Gener&l Whatever the accuracy of the numbers, he certainly
headed a small fleet.

Greater rewards were promised if Haesdonck’s stop& on ‘extraordinary

service’, such as the ships being

imployed either together in a body or a Fleete thevise singly or in fewer
number for Convoyes, Transportacons of Shipes ipggloby him or for
blocking up of Havens or otherwi$e.

Under those circumstances the King undertook ty teem in different and

reasonable Salaries by [th]e moneth’ to be agreedhk time in which ‘extraordinary
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service’ was performet Such wording left much scope for disagreement,ténes
being largely undefined and the prospect of negotiato come therefore a strong
factor. Generally, though, Royalist shipping dmt operate under a central command.
In many instances, the captains were more eageimtgrizes for their own ends. Yet
that was sometimes an advantage, flexibility andedpof action the basis of their
strength. Had Parliament’s ships encountered a lRbyi@et, though, their greater size
would have dealt them a better hdRds Lynch points out, merchant ships were armed
primarily for defensive purposes and would needatld guns to function more
effectively at war. The Royalists, though, weresterce poor’, frequently suffering a
deficiency of artillery which could be employed aship®

Rather than battle at sea, much of the contact detwParliamentarian and
Royalist shipping came through a blockade or a c¢Watbeing kept on a port.
Correspondence would sometimes pass between thenaoders of rival ships, as
happened for example in June 1644 off DartmoutlwaFds the end of that month,
Captain William Somaster, aboard the Parliamematiarate theMary Roseaddressed

Major John Fitzjames of tHearragon

By what Reporte or Boats you have understood eitimerShipp or name be
knowne not, but to satisfie you in both | am theneanan you writt of, and the
Mary Rose is still the good shipp of his Ma[iegtiand of his loyall and
trueharted Subiects of the Parliament of England, w&hereas you p[re]tend |
have beene seduced by the Indevers of some Rebeltaploye the Shipp
against his Sacred p[er]son, the true p[roJtesReligion and privelige of
Parliam[en]t, my God hath given me soe much graaeeRence & duty to them
as that accordinge to my protestacon & Covenahall $nviolablely hold them,
and in wch faith | shall live and dye®..

Somaster’s religious tone reflected an officer oarWick’s navy, whilst the
protestation that no harm was intended to the kKingérson paid homage to the
continuing fiction that Parliament was waging wgaiast those advising him and not
Charles | himself. It was a typical means by whitdrliamentarians might attempt to
gain sympathy when writing to their Royalist oppotse Somaster’s letter went on to
argue that, whilst Fitzjames’ ‘pretences might hpwynn upon the beleife of some

weake Subiects’, they would have no impact on his men, who were ‘truly’ devoted
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‘for the good of my Kinge and Countr$2.Naturally, he would stress the pedigree and

loyalty of his own side. He then suggested thatj&ithes come aboard tMary Rose

| hope then to give you such Iresistable Resonsuwsmtbubted truth that you
will detest yo[ur] former courses and Imbrace myma no longer strive to
withdrawe & detaine his Ma[ies]tie from his faitfifones that Really hon[our]
him and Endeavour wth me to bringe him backe agdinm those that
wickedly falcely & treucherously [put him] againgte faithfully Convened
Parlament?

The idea of Fitzjames submitting aboard tary Rosewas not likely, but
Somaster was not wasting the chance to try andhparfrom his service to the King.
The letters were something of a formality, perhags to a land garrison being
presented with a summons to throw in its lot witbse seeking to capture it.

Parliamentarian ships presented a significant thtea Royalist shipping.
Privateers might have to change course or abartdonjourney altogether on sight of
one of Warwick’s ships. A particularly hard to restétement concerning a ship from
Dunkirk, possibly written by John Thomasius, a naative at Dartmouth, related the

pressure inflicted on the port by the Parliameataiavy.

The 19 Feb[ruary] 164[4] itt is come to us thattala Niesvesen...M[aste]r of
the St Peeter Coming from the Fort of Dunkerke atimes for his maies[tie]
was freighted for Waymouth or Bristoll or in aniarbour thatt stands for his
maies[tie] whether hee first could harber himsdtie so to heere what the
passages are>.

The St Peeterattempted to come into Weymouth, but the ship ‘didio. and
frow before the Harbor for '24 hower?®. Niesvesen's attempts to do so were

hampered by several factors:

the storme and tempestieus weather was soe gratthéde was forced to
overshute the plase, then presently mett wth aRaritt shippe that came from
the West & Chasted [th8t Peetdrinto DartmoutH?®

A colonel onboard the ship soon saw to it that Weeen spoke with the
governor, Seymour, and it was explained ‘thatiméis nott good to goe to Sea being
thatt there weere soe manie Parlements shipesdefdéarhe risk of the arms falling
into the hands of Parliament was deemed too gredtsa they were unloaded at

8 DRO, Seymour MSS. 1392/M/L1644/40; William SomasteJohn Fitzjames, 27 June 1644
8 DRO, Seymour MSS. 1392/M/L1644/40; William SomasteJohn Fitzjames, 27 June 1644
8 DRO, Seymour MSS. 1392/M/L1644/14; Possible |dttedohn Thomasius, 19 February 1644
% DRO, Seymour MSS. 1392/M/L1644/14; Possible |ditedohn Thomasius, 19 February 1644
8 DRO, Seymour MSS. 1392/M/L1644/14; Possible |ditedohn Thomasius, 19 February 1644
8" DRO, Seymour MSS. 1392/M/L1644/14; Possible |dttedohn Thomasius, 19 February 1644
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Dartmouth, Seymour probably being very happy tcetaelivery of an unexpected
bounty. Niesvesen’s obvious lack of options migatdnseen him forced to cut a deal
with Seymour for less than he had originally apéted. The grave Parliamentarian
threat likely focused his mind. Niesvesen daredt‘nat of his owne order’ put out to
sea, for ‘had hee then bein taken’ by one of Rasiat’'s warships, ‘all the damage’
would have been ‘laine upon hifff Parliamentarian blockades of Royalist ports did a
great deal of damage to trade, particularly in Det/o

On 5 January 1645, the Parliamentangarwick captured a French vessel not
far from Plymouth, laden with iron and cider, bat,perhaps much-greater interest, a
letter from the Consul of Bilbao to the King. Ortbe ship had been sent up to Batten
for conveyance, it was discovered that vesseldregthie Royalists were charged, ‘that
if they met with any Parliam[entarian] shippingttmowe theyr letters overboar® In
that particular case, then, the orders had not basmed out effectively. It made sense
for any incriminating letters to be hidden from IRamentarian eyes, any
correspondence from a Catholic power having theerg@l to cause grave
embarrassment for the King.

As the tide of the war on land turned decisivelgiagt the King in 1645, ports
such as Dartmouth came under increasing pressome Rarliament. Captain Edward
Hall, writing to the Committee of the Admiralty oA August 1645, believed that
Dartmouth was in great straits and would soon®falHe cited the pressure exerted on
the port by Parliamentarian warships as a key fab&hind the Royalists’ travails,
referring to several mutinies from citizens unhappth food and fuel shortages. Soon
afterwards, Hall's predictions were proved correct.

The Devon ports took some time to recover fromupleeavals of the Civil War,
their recovery still a slow process after the Regton® In September 1647, the Devon
ship-owner Andrew Turner wrote to another merch&ubert Phipps, at Exeter, to
complain of ‘the many and greatt losses wch | hewstayned at severall tymes by the

parliament shippes at S€4'He bemoaned having suffered losses

to the Vallew of Seaventene hundred poundes andamgsy to mye utter
undoeinge for ever, by which meanes | am becomeepaond mysserable and
muche indepted unto divers persons. And therefotehaveinge left att present

8 DRO, Seymour MSS. 1392/M/L1644/14; Possible |dttedohn Thomasius, 19 February 1644
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wherewth to give mye Credyto[rs] some Contentt foy debtts, wch much
greives me to hartt®.

Turner had drawn up a petition to Parliament whietailed his numerous losses
and was exploring every possible avenue of help.hblged for support from other
merchants, Phipps included, and urged him to ugerdilnence he possessed to further
the matter. He hoped to benefit from Parliament&cg, as some others had done so: he
mentioned a case in which a merchant from Exetel fezeived ‘Eight hundred
poundes starlinge’ as a first step towards redngsB500 worth of loss€s.Such a
sum, Turner pleaded, would help to ease the predsimwas under from creditors and
allow him some breathing space to reorganise li@raf He concluded by once more
urging Phipps to do all he could to help, othersifgibeen ‘found wanting’™

On occasion, bad luck would strike a shipment afisarOne such incident is
worth considering. The Earl of Derby, the leadingy&ist magnate in the North-West,
wrote to Prince Rupert on 22 March 1643 with digap{ing news:

Your own experience may inform you the misforturleat wait on war, of

which | needs must tell you some happened herelaggly... The Spanish ship

which perished on the shore had divers goodly gieé@rdnance in her, which

by reason the enemy had them in possession, | th@apd to spoil them if |

could, and so did burn the ship; being advisedheySpaniards so to do, they

knowing that their master would well like that atynight be unto the rebels of

our King. | believe most now are useless, but arfeay do us great hutt.

The risk of a full cargo of arms falling into thards of his opponents was
something which Derby obviously took great paingtevent. It appears that the ship
was not originally destined for Derby’'s benefit,tthe ‘set them free, having found
them in great distres&®. Presumably had Derby had prior knowledge of the ie
would have taken measures to utilise the arms amehdut lacking manpower and the
means to do so, it was better to destroy what hdcdest his enemies be presented
with a larger bounty. It is possible that the ships heading originally for Ireland,
probably to deliver the weaponry to the Catholimfederates. His letter to Rupert went
on to mention that the Parliamentarians had sat/agene cannons, some of which
were put into the Roundhead-controlled castle atchater, although Derby’s Royalists

managed soon after to enjoy a rare victory in sapkind capturing the towH.
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There was scope for disagreement between merchadtshe King’s party in

regards to deliveries of arms. Haesdonck and timysdved with his enterprises were to

bring into England for [th]e use of his Ma[ies]i his loyall Subjects what
Powder and Armes they conveniently can provide &arepwch his
Malies]tie...[would buy]...or els they shall have fridgerty at their best Market
to sell them to any [of] his Ma[ies]ties loyall &ithfull Subj[ec]tes in [the]
Townes & Countreyes under his obedienc®...

In May 1645, Haesdonck appeared to have a signtficallection of arms,
which Lord Jermyn hoped would help stock the Reyarsenal. Writing from Paris to
Lord Digby, he mentioned some 5000lbs of brimstombijch | hope will enable you in
England to make good store of Powder, for Millslti&der, Coale, and men that know
how to make, may everywhere be h&t''In simple economic terms, it made sense to
exploit any resources which could be found in Endlaself.

There were frequent quarrels between merchantfRawgdlist agents concerning
the value of prizes or the payment due for delesof weaponry. The merchants would
frequently be driven to exasperation as they waitedheir agreed money, but those
buying the arms from them often experienced fin@ngroblems of their own. In May
1644, Sandys mentioned 100 barrels of powder wihéchbeen sent to Scarborough on
Haesdonck’s account, but the payment for them witéosg overdue®?

René Augier, resident for the Parliament at Paosyetimes heard information
which related to the Royalist war effort at seatefing letter to Giles Greene from

September 1646 cast some interesting light onateedf Haesdonck:

Haesdonck being pursued by some French Marchandssfdepredations, was
arrested here, & since sent prisoner to Rhenn&ittany, where perhaps he
will be condemned & punished as a Pyrate, wheleatQueene of England’s
Court wilbe the lesse troubled, because by thatneedhey wilbe quitte of
severall considerable Sommes they owe Him.

By that stage of proceedings, the King had lostRinst Civil War conclusively
and had long since surrendered to the Scots. HyalRballies, many based at Henrietta
Maria’s Court in France, certainly would have wetssl Haesdonck’s capture. Clearly
Haesdonck was owed ‘rewards’ for serving the Kihgea, but some of the terms of his

contract had presumably not been MéfThe French merchants resented Haesdonck on
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account of the damage which he inflicted on thimelihoods. Haesdonck appears to
have grown disenchanted with his service to Chdrlesthe First Civil War drew to a
close. Lord Jermyn wrote to Lord Digby on 9 AprB4b with news of Haesdonck’s

behaviour:

A Man the Queene sent foure moneths agoe into &@uwbtto Marques
Montrosse this day arrived [and] it greeves me ldaskes did not obey the
Queen’s order for his supply, but now againe thatl$e suddainly attempted |
hope with better successé®.

Jermyn went on to stress that Haesdonck would be ramenable if he was
paid what was owed him for previous service. Thaafian ambassador to France,
writing to the Doge and Senate on 22 May 1646 rrefeto a ‘Haesdoneg, Admiral of
the Frigates which serve the King of Great Britamho was offering his services to the
Republic of Venice if certain conditions were m&tWe can speculate that the admiral
referred to was Haesdonck and, if so, such an offegcted a sense of disaffection with
the Royalist party. His capture by the French |#tet year would have prevented any
such arrangement.

Haesdonck did not disappear for good, however vaamistill petitioning for his
debts to be settled after the Restoration. His ishguas considerable and he bemoaned
being ‘reduced to poverty in his old age’ due taflds II's failure to advance him the
money owed?’ Haesdonck had petitioned Charles Il in SeptemBd8 vith numerous
claims for money owed on account of his servicesttie late King' and after the
Restoration was compelled to annex the same petitith a fresh plea for the matter to
be resolved?® Petitioning the Queen Mother in 1662, Haesdond&rred to ‘sundry
similar debts’ which had been cleared since Chalflssreturn to England”® By
December 1663, he claimed that the money due toA@mover fifty thousand pounds,
interest being taken into account. It was a sajulesson and a reflection of the risks
attached to serving Charles | during the war wahliBment.

Sometimes, in lieu of direct money, those who s#rhbee King at sea would
petition for the grant of an office or entitlemettie hope being that over time they
might recoup their losses. One such example coaddfnancis de Carteret, who asked

to be made Procurator of Jersey upon the officd fadkng vacant, either when his
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relative Helier de Carteret died or relinquished fposition*'® Pointing out his many
exertions for the King in Scotland, the Scilly slend ‘at sea’, he clearly believed that
the office would be deserved. The office of protaraof course, brought with it an
involvement in fiscal matters, the potential forgmnal profit in an age of widespread
corruption being all too apparent.

Throughout the war, both the Parliamentarians aed bpponents complained
frequently about shortages of money. Some regiehgte burden more heavily than
others, but it was imperative for ports to haveady supply of funds so as to capitalise
on any incoming cargoes. The south-western porasynof which were under Royalist
control during the middle years of the war, wereefpresented with opportunities to
re-stock their arsenals from merchants such asddaek eager to do business. Captain
Strachen at Weymouth dealt often with such mattausthe shortcomings of Royalist
finances could prove frustrating. He wrote enthstgally to Henry Lord Percy about

the advantages that could be enjoyed if money eadily available:

| am Certaine of it, if there bee but reddy mortieduy them up presently so
soone as they Come in, that wee shall have marchantourt us (as if wee
were Ladies) to buy up their Armes from them...[aifidjarchants see that they
may bee payed in monies, or goods, wee shall tera tome (ding dong) '

Strachen, writing another time, put things bluntly:cannot Live on the
wind.*? That sentiment applied, though, to all the foreegiaged in the war, but
neither side could meet the costs of satisfyingoflits supporters on each and every
occasion. Nevertheless, the Royalists had to bedfdinof their dependence on
merchants to stock their armies on land.

The quality of those cargoes was sometimes disappgj however, as Strachen

complained:

Now is Mr Naper and Mr Villa Nova the French manshaoth come downe,
and wee have viewed their powder wch is nothing blg old Cannon powder
that hath Lyen in some Magazine these 4 or 5 ye#resll never doe good
Service tyll it be refined™

Whilst Naper and Villa Nova had supplied some ‘dgopitols and swords
which were ‘reasonable’, these were mixed with tak old trash that could be rapt
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together*** Strachen appeared especially bitter about thee ptiemanded for such

underwhelming items:

shall | eat Queene Marie’s bread, and see a Compla@heating marchants to
deceive openly (hang mee, draw mee, quarter meeeaer mee). Let it bee
what it will | will speake the trueth. | have sukéel these five yeares for being
an honest man. | hope to God never to suffer fangoa knave, but...to give
them [£]7 for 112lb of powder, 16s for a muskets Hhd 6s 8d for the best
swords, and bad swords, 30s for a dozen of bandoleeh hath one Charge as
big againe as another, and give them Custome fraight free, and all the
Courtecy that can bee done (it would anger a Sad/aasword about her) yet if
it were good Armes, and powder it were nothitig.

Poor-quality arms infuriated those further alonge tsupply chain, land
commanders often complaining about the state gblseg Prince Maurice was always
well-informed of any new supplies of weaponry, mgtto Seymour at Dartmouth on
14 December 1643, for the latter to ‘send away altlspeede all the powder, wch was
in the Dunkerke Frygate and match proporcionaifeThree days earlier, he had

berated Seymour for not meeting his demands irrdega another batch of supplies:

| expected to have received the long gunns especigith the Carbynes and

pistols, & yo[u] send mee onely twelve case & twd pistols & Forteene old

unfixt Carbynes, but none of the Marchants Carbyhesuch wond[er] att it, |

pray, fayle not to send mee the rest...but most éspedche long Firelock

gunns that were in the Shipp.

Strachen and other Royalist agents were inundatéd frequent demands for
arms from local Cavalier commanders, and cries roptg weapons stores recur
regularly in contemporary correspondence.

The Royalist navy, in effect, evolved and came inéing with the capture of
key ports and the readiness of merchants to thnowtheir lot with the King.
Parliament’s neglect of naval finance in 1643, comed with the King's string of
military victories on land that year, were the kegtors behind the revival of the
Royalist party at sea. Yet, as has been discussagy men became disgruntled by the
King’'s parsimony and it is worth remembering tharlRment’'s naval position was

considerably stronger.
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CHAPTER 7: THE KING DEFEATED

1645 was the year in which Royalist ambitions\fatory in the English Civil
War were shattered. The Battle of Naseby, foughtlénJune, resulted in a decisive
Parliamentarian triumph. Clarendon judged that kimg and the kingdom were lost’ at
Naseby* Charles’ chief field army suffered heavy casualtigith many of his soldiers
also being captured. Perhaps just as damaging,Veoyweas Parliament’s seizure of a
large collection of Royalist correspondence, inslgdpapers which detailed Charles’
discussions with the detested Catholic Confederiatdeeland? Parliament thereafter
made full use of that information, publishing soaighe most controversial items, as it
sought to score a propaganda coup against the Khmgcharge that he was plotting to
invade England with ‘foreign’, Papist forces wagHtly incendiary. Digby, writing to
the Queen, elucidated the importance of the ‘precithings’ which had been
‘unfortunately and heedlessly lo§tThe Royalists had begun the battle at a numerical
disadvantage, with their 8000 troops up against@4fen on the Parliamentarian sfde.
The Navy’s preventing of further Royalist reinfonoents from crossing the Irish Sea
after early 1644 could be considered as an indfeetor behind the victory at Naseby:
the King's army was smaller than it might otherwissve been had Ormonde and the
Royalists in Ireland been at liberty to ship thowdsamore soldiers to England.

After Naseby, Parliamentarian victories on landtocwed. The creation of the
New Model Army was a key factor in Parliament’s &gs: it brought together troops
from the principal Parliamentarian armies and plaiteem under the central command
of Sir Thomas Fairfax, who became Lord Gen2f@irfax was a strong leader and not
subject to the Self-Denying Ordinance, being neithepeer nor an MP. Since the
outbreak of war, disputes and disagreements betmwesrParliamentarian commanders
had hampered Parliament’s opportunities to defeatking outright. Both Cromwell
and Waller had argued the case that Parliamentdastaliggle to win the war with its
disparate armies competing against each otherefwurces: they considered it a far
better policy to unify the armies in the interestsefficiency and to try and limit the

damage caused by factionali§iihe example of the Navy’s effective central comchan
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was surely influential with Parliamentarian deaisionakers as the debate over
remodelling the armies took place.

The New Model Army highlighted the ascendancy ef $b-called Independents
(sometimes referred to as the War Party) in Padr@mthose commanders who were
accused of not prosecuting the war to its fullesert, such as the Earl of Manchester,
were swept away. The most high profile target ef 8elf-Denying Ordinance was the
Earl of Essex, the erstwhile Lord General, who vaeeply unpopular with the
Independents, such as Cromwell.

The latest peace overtures to the King had colthpsé&ebruary 1645, with the
treaty of Uxbridge being abandoned once it becdess ¢hat Charles had little interest
in agreeing to Parliamentarian demands. Indeedpéigetiations ended with bitterness,
the participants parting ‘with such a dryness tasagach other, as if they scarce hoped
to meet again®. Those in Parliament who wanted to win a total arigtwere now
strengthened. Many of those who had previouslystea considerable time and effort
in seeking to agree a peace with the King also dred their attitudes against him,
including Northumberland. Clarendon remarked upds reaction to the failure to

conclude peace at Uxbridge:

Northumberland...could not look upon the destructidnmonarchy, and the
contempt the nobility was already reduced to, arnticiv must then be
improved, with any pleasure: yet the repulse he facherly received at
Oxford, upon his addresses thither, and the faiags he had made afterwards
from the jealousy of the parliament, had wroughtfao upon him, that he
resolved no more to depend upon the one, or toogmthe other, and was
willing to see the king's power and authority soamuestrained, that he might
not be able to do him any harm.

After Parliament’s victory at Marston Moor the ypi@us year, the Earl of
Inchiquin had defected from the Royalist party, ehhgave Parliament control over the
key Irish ports of Cork, Youghal and KinsafeThat had given Parliament greater
opportunities to disrupt Royalist shipping in thish Sea and provided the Irish Guard
with alternative bases to Milford Haven. The snualit of Duncannon, which guarded
the approach to the privateering base of Waterfovds placed under effective
Parliamentarian control in October 1644, with a féderate frigate also interceptéd.

In the first months of 1645, however, Duncannon €amder repeated attack by the
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Confederates and Parliament had to dedicate nesalrces to its defence. Yet the port
was captured in March 1645. Whilst being a reldyiwmall episode of the Civil Warr,
the loss of Duncannon provided an important denmmatish that naval power on its own
could not guarantee the relief of a besieged Bufficient forces were needeah land
also!?

In January, Confederate forces of up to 1500 necemmanded by Thomas
Preston, laid siege to Duncannon. Preston hadsaligposal seventeen guns and three
mortars, which gave him a considerable advantaderins of artillery** The garrison
was only 150 strong and had poor supplies of wdgas for help soon reached
Swanley, then commanding the Irish Guard, but Rsiyalperations in south Wales
monopolised his resources. A squadron of four smslalbs, commanded by Captain
Beale in theGreat Lewis,was all the aid which Swanley could spare. The Reiga
soon had the fort surrounded and were able tocinfieavy damage on Beale’s
squadron. This was because they commanded botbaqbyas to the fort, by land and
water, having erected batteries of cannon and msoran 24 January, the seaward
batteries fired repeatedly at Beale’'s ships, with Great Lewissuffering so much
damage that it sank, with the majority of the cresing their lives. It was a clear
demonstration that ships were very vulnerable taldaased artillery fire if in close
proximity. Beale was fortunate to escape to Milfétdven aboard another vessel and,
once there, related the news to Swanley.

The next month, Swanley dispatched his Vice-Admiasdilliam Smith, to
attempt a fresh defence of Duncannon. Smith hadah@dbzen ships at his disposal and,
heeding Beale’'s warnings, anchored out of rangthefbatteries on land. Smith was
able to land vital supplies, but, crucially, thevere no Parliamentarian reinforcements
available to strengthen the garrison.

As the siege continued into March, conditions atfthrt worsened and desperate
reports reached Smith aboard tBeallow In one letter of 9 March, several of those
who were besieged outlined the problems which teresal to overwhelm Duncannon.
The garrison was very short of water, ‘there bemany of us that have not a drop of
water to quench our droughf.The enemy were now at very close quarters, having
taken charge of the trenches outside the fortthed tve cannot go out for water without

12 powell,Navy, p.89
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great hazard®®> Many had also fallen ill, ‘occasioned by our bamtding and
sustenance™ The absence of a surgeon was also causing gegat:atasualties could
not be treated effectively. The damage that thasdlés did to morale was made plain,
with Smith urged to ‘relieve us out of this misdealistress...for we cannot perceive
any likelihood to preserve the foft. The letter referred to the mines which the
Confederates had been digging since the starteo$igge and which now enabled them
to venture so close to the fort. The heavy arillead been very important in protecting
the Confederate troops who dug the mines. Contesmpareports testified to the
strength of the bombardmerifs.

Unfortunately for the garrison, Smith was unabletier the relief which they
wished for. His response to requests for provismwas stark: ‘as for bread, beer, and
other provisions | unfeignedly protest | have noy &0 supply the fort withal...having
but 20 days victuals aboard, which will enforce tmeail at the first opportunity” He
also bemoaned his lack of small boats to ferry eodl water to the fort. In late January,
Warwick had warned Parliament that the Navy wasinm short of supplie?. In
particular, he had cautioned that the Irish Guaad especially under equipped. Smith’s
predicament seemed to confirm Warwick’s worries.

In mid-March, Smith was forced to depart Duncanramd the garrison
surrendered. The presence of Parliamentarian sigppefore the fort had not been
enough to overcome the shortages of manpower gdtreson itself. With Duncannon
now under Confederate control, the privateers haterfreedom to operate in the Irish
Sea. Parliamentarian concerns now centred on thsilplity that Royalist troops in
South Wales might strike at Milford Haven and tlsesze the main base for the Irish
Guard? It was not until late summer that Parliament'scé finally put an end to the
regular Royalist operations in South Wales, whitst Irish Guard could not devote
itself fully to the war against Confederate shigpumtil the fall of Bristol heralded the
collapse of regional Royalist power.

There was much better news for Parliament in theh\avith the capture of

Scarborough. In spite of its loss, the Royalistd karboured faint ambitions that a
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foreign ally might yet be persuaded to come to &sarid and land forces there. On 26
July, Jermyn wrote to Digby expressing his hope tihe King of Denmark would ‘give
us an army’ to ‘give a new turn to aff.Digby still held out hope that the defeat at
Naseby, whilst being very punishing to the King'arneffort, would not prove terminal.
Writing to Jermyn in late August, Digby was optitiasthat help from Denmark and
Ireland would still materialis& His optimism was misplaced, however.

In mid-February, Batten recovered Weymouth, whield lheen surprised, and
then captured, by Sir Lewis Dyve several days presly. At Duncannon, the
Parliamentarians suffered because the garrison imethaweak due to a lack of
reinforcements and supplies. At Weymouth, howeatten took decisive action to
avoid a similar outcome. He landed some 150 seamharearby Melcombe, with as
much ammunition as he could spare. Writing to LelithBatten related that the
Royalists ‘played upon us with their Cannon, batlemany of our houses, and fired
some’?* Goring soon added his forces to those of Dyve tattle was now imminent.
Batten’s men joined with those under Weymouth'di&aentarian Governor, Colonel
Sydenham, and engaged the enemy, the seamen shtvaeimgelves very brave men in
all this businessé® Weymouth was regained for Parliament, whilst Breleavouy a
‘malignant’ ship, laden with salt, was captureceaftutting her cables and making an
attempt to slip past Batten.

Appointed to the command of the fleet after Warigckesignation from the
Lord Admiralty, Batten would play an important pamtthe capture of the remaining
Royalist ports. Warwick continued to hold greatushce over the fleet as head of the
Admiralty Commission and, in May 1645, he informi@ Lords of the state of the
Navy?® In particular, he drew attention to the continuidgngers from Royalist
privateers: ‘if the Enemy continue to disturb thede of the Kingdom, and seize our
Ships, the Enemy will be thereby furnished with eryw considerable Fleet from
ourselves?’ Warwick feared that further harm to trade wouldndace ‘The

Mariners...to betake themselves to Foreign Services'.
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With those threats in mind, on 1 April, the Comudttfor the Navy had ordered
that preparations be made ‘for the blocking up détBI'.?° After the King's defeat at
Naseby, the Southwest was the last region wheralRogtrength, if united, could still
present a serious obstacle to Parliamentarianamyilgower. Fairfax recognised that and
resolved to prevent any such union of Royalist dercThe New Model Army thus
marched towards the Southwest after its victolfageby. Money to pay for the army’s
upkeep was originally to be shipped from Portsmaathyme Regis, in anticipation of
its arrival in the regiori® The plans later changed, however, with ColonehJeiknnes’
regiment of horse ordered to transport the fundgaicfax at a place of his choosifg.
Ultimately, the plans reverted back to what hachtegreed previously, with the money
earmarked for Lyme Regfé.What that demonstrated, though, was that Parliameh
the benefit of several options, with convoys byeitsea or by land at its disposal. It
had greater flexibility to respond to changing cimstances.

Clarendon questioned why the King did not try andrdinate his forces in the
Southwest at that time. In the aftermath of Naseby,

nothing can be here more wondered at, than thatitlgeshould amuse himself

about forming a new army in counties which had besd, and worn out with

the oppressions of his own troops, and the licaeickose governors, whom he

had put over them; and not have immediately reddm® the west, where he

had an army already formed, and a people, genera#yl devoted to his

service®

Prince Rupert travelled to Bristol, ‘that he mighit that place into a condition
to resist a powerful and victorious enemy; whichhiael reason to believe, would in a
short time appear before # When he reached the city, he found it in a statistress,
with sickness (rumoured to be plague) widespredd. dwn account outlined a city
under numerous pressures, with the Parliamentawgaal blockade interrupting trade
and commerce, ‘and the Mariners, for want of impient, betooke themselves to other
parts, or to the Enemy®. That last point was an important demonstration the King
could not retain the loyalties of his mariners éf Wwas unable to provide for them. By
July 1645, it was becoming increasingly difficulorfthe Royalists to ship

reinforcements from South Wales to Southwest Emfl&arliamentarian shipping was
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widespread, with vessels from the Irish Guard, mowmmanded by Moulton, capturing
a series of Royalist transports. One case in pdaticdemonstrated the damage which
Parliamentarian shipping was now doing to Royatgitary operations: a squadron of
a dozen vessels, aiming to ferry reinforcementsfidales, was capturéf.

The Royalists’ ambitions to form a new, substandgiahy were dashed at the
Battle of Langport (10 July 1645) when Fairfax deaied the forces under the
command of Goring’ It was ‘no less than a defeat of the whole arfiyThe
Parliamentarians captured up to 2000 men and kdltddast 300. Many of the Royalist
troops who evaded capture chose to desert, wtiligo were taken prisoner enlisted
with Fairfax. There was now little realistic prospef the King being able to raise an
army of sufficient strength to challenge the NewddbArmy

Before victory at Langport, Fairfax had come to thkef of Taunton. Twelve
days after his defeat of Goring, he seized Roy&isdgwater’* Once more, the fleet
proved useful, with Fairfax directing Batten tortsaort 600 of the prisoners captured at
Bridgwater over to Pembrokeshite.The same journey by land would have been
arduous and much more dangerous to complete, whilgiuld have tied down troops
who could be better employed at Bristol. Having verded the Royalists from
concentrating their forces, Fairfax reasoned ‘tBastoll could not be assaulted in a
better time, they wanting all things for food’ Furthermore, he recognised that the
seamen were ‘readie to help al&d'.

Rupert made the defence of Bristol his prioritye tRarliamentarian naval
blockade, however, placed intolerable pressurédnercity. Moulton joined the squadron
before Bristol, which comprised thdon, the Mayflower, the Anne and Joycethe
Nicholasand theDefiance and SpyThese vessels were augmented by shallops which
could hold up to 300 men each. When Fairfax brobghtairmy to Bristol, the Royalists
grew increasingly worried that they would be powssl to resist him. The
Parliamentarian investment of Bristol was complete23 August® In addition to that,

% J. Lynch,For King and Parliament: Bristol and the Civil WéBtroud, 1999), pp.140-141

%" D. UnderdownSomerset in the Civil War and Interregn({iewton Abbot, 1973), pp.103-104

% ClarendonHistory, IV, p.1960

%9 Lynch, Bristol and the Civil Warpp.141-142

40 Woolrych,Britain in Revolutionp.321

“I powell,Navy, p.105

“2BL, TT, E.301 [4]Mr Peters Report From Bristol, Made to the Hous€ofmmons, from Sir Thomas
Fairfax (London, 1645)

“3BL, TT, E.301 [4]Mr Peters Report From Bristol, Made to the Hous€ofmmons, from Sir Thomas
Fairfax

“\Woolrych,Britain in Revolution p.322



192
the sea communications to the city were cut on BguAt, with Parliamentarian ships
establishing control over the mouth of the riveroAy®

Reportedly, the King was planning to cross thetBri€hannel in an attempt to
link up with Goring. Yet again, however, the Kingjg@ans were frustrated by
Parliamentarian naval power, with Moulton captursigteen ships (earmarked for the
King’s crossing) which lay near the Holms Islandgtie Channéel® Batten had earlier
been ordered to send ‘such shipping [thither] al ¢ie proper for that purpors&.
Charles had to abandon his scheme, then, but éma¢ @s a relief to the anti-Rupert
faction at Court: ‘they who did not love prince Rufp nor were loved by him, could not
endure to think that the king should be so wholishim his power*® Jealousies and
rivalries amongst the Royalist party were now festg the defeats of the past year
having taken their toll on morale.

For the Royalists at Bristol, meanwhile, the siwatbecame ever more
precarious. In September, Fairfax had his gunnergashing day after day of
bombardments upon the city walls. Despite the failtio create a breach, the
Roundheads were ordered to storm the city on 1QeB#er, their sheer weight of
numbers giving them an advantage. Fairfax’s armg alenost 10000 in strength, with
up to 5000 auxiliaries in support. Rupert couldrdoon as few as 2000 regular troops
and perhaps 1000 trained bands to defend Bristfter Aaround six hours of fierce
combat, Rupert decided that further resistance avbalfutile and accepted the terms of

surrender presented by the enefh@larendon voiced the magnitude of the defeat:

The sudden and unexpected defeat of Bristol wasva earthquake in all the
little quarters the king had left, and no less lrall the measures which had
been taken, and the designs which had been camttivan the loss of the battle
of Naseby had dor8.

Rupert had assured the King that, notwithstandmegrhany difficulties which
Bristol faced, he could keep it in Royalist handisup to four month3! As a result, the
King had still harboured hopes of raising freshcésr elsewhere to come to its relief.

News of Bristol's fall struck a heavy blow to Rogalmorale: it ‘cast all men on their
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faces, and damped all the former vigolrDigby, writing to Edward Nicholas on 15
September, was dejected: ‘Never was there soe saldse into a desperate condicon
from soe happy a recovery, as [th]e prodigiousesuter of Bristoll hath cast us int¥'.
He spoke of opportunities lost, remarking thaisiinot imaginable howe faire a game
wee had before us* Yet his apparent belief that Royalist designséteve Bristol
would have succeeded ‘within ten dayes or a forthigas very misguided The New
Model Army, combined with the Navy, had the capadttt frustrate any such scheme
and, with the fall of Bristol, ‘all those hopes amnished®®

The loss of Bristol proved costly to Rupert, wilte tking dismissing him from
all of his previous commissions. Writing to his hep, he expressed his
disappointment:

Though the loss of Bristol be a great blow to net,yyour surrendering it as you
did, is of so much affliction to me, that it makese not only forget the
consideration of that place, but is likewise theagest trial of my constancy that
hath yet befallen me. For what is to be done, a&fter that is so near me as you
are, both in blood and friendship, submits himseEo mean an actiot{?

The port had been a valuable regional headquddetie King’s party and its
fall heralded the impending collapse of Royalistiteries in the rest of the Southwest.
Bristol had played a major role in the supply ofyRiest field armies, acting as a
distribution centre for the munitions which weredad at the King’s Southwest ports,
whilst becoming an important entry point for armsts own right® Weapons had also
been manufactured locally. In terms of a maritimmatabution, Bristol had furnished
the King with sufficient shipping to ferry over theands of troops from Ireland and
had, at times, put pressure on Parliament’s Irislar@>° Yet Parliament's own naval
strength proved instrumental in preventing theigarr from receiving supplies and was
capable of blocking reinforcements from reachingtdt’'s beleaguered Royalists. The
Irish Guard now faced no threat from a regional &isy naval base and could devote
more attention to the privateering operations ef@onfederates.

Yet Parliament’s ability to apply naval pressuréBtestol had itself come under
challenge earlier in the summer. Royalist advarnoneSouth Wales destabilised the
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regional Parliamentarian war effort and threatethedbase of the Irish Guard at Milford
Haven. The Committee of Both Kingdoms wrote to faairon 2 July with worrying

news:

We have received diverse informations of the dised state of Pembrokeshire,
the whole country, with the exception of the gamigowns of Pembroke and
Tenby, being reduced under the power of the endimtirose be lost Milford
Haven would thereby be in the enemy’s power, alkeldor landing there the
Irish forces, and for all foreign correspondencéthétto, by reason of the
distance of those parts from all our forces, weshasen unable to give them the
relief they have desired.

Fairfax was urged to send what troops he couldespar the defence of the
remaining Parliamentarian outposts in the regiop. niid-July, the Parliamentarian
garrisons in Pembrokeshire had been supplied wi@b barrels of gunpowder,
transported there by the Navy, but they were ‘gtillwant of match and bullet
proportionable® Fairfax was still being asked to contribute manegvbut his recent
battle with Goring had limited his capacity to resp®?

The Royalists planned to destroy the food suppdyiiad Pembroke, with raiding
parties sent out from Haverfordwest to attack carpplies. The local Parliamentarians,
under Rowland Laugharne, faced starvation and ddcitb fight®® Had they
subsequently been defeated or captured, then Milftaven may have been at risk.
Laugharne appealed to Batten for reinforcements #wed Vice-Admiral sent the
Warwick manned by 200 seamen, to provide assist¥nce.

On 31 July, theVarwicklanded two miles up the Haven near Canaston Bridge.
The next day, before he had been able to add thmese to his army, Laugharne
surprised the Royalists at Colby Moor, routing tHerces and paving the way for an
attack on Haverfordwest Castle, the seat of locayaRst power® Three days of
bombardment made little impact against its defendedemi-cannon, taken from the
Lion, provided the batterybut did no execution, the walls being so extremiekt.®®
The 200 seamen were now put to work, scaling tlstlecavalls and seizing control.
They were perhaps better rested than Laugharn&igess) having taken no part in the
late battle. Once more, reinforcements, providedhsy Navy, proved integral to the

success of a Parliamentarian military offensiveaml.
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By the end of September, the Parliamentarians hadaged to expel the
Royalists from the whole of Pembrokeshire. Digby k&arned that ‘all Wales [is] in
danger of being lost, [th]le Rebells having landéeaaly since [th]e surrender of
Bristoll, neere 2000 men and wee put to wandemagaiCardigan and Carmarthenshire
then declared for Parliament, with South Waleslosg disputed by both parties, now
under firm Parliamentarian contrThe King’s popularity in the Principality no longe
matched the support he received in 1842.

By the end of September, Royalist fortunes weralkblélaving lost Bristol, the
King nevertheless hoped to bring over fresh reodorents from Ireland, with the Earl
of Glamorgan negotiating in secret with the Confatis on his behalf. The only
remaining Royalist port at which reinforcements Idoland was Chester, but it was
under siege by the enemy. The King decided to pythere, in the hope of ending the
siege and paving the way for potential landing$hgylrish. Once more, though, he was
to be disappointed by the outcome.

On 24 September, the Parliamentarian Northern Aassoe army, commanded
by Sydenham Poyntz, defeated Royalist forces uBiteMarmaduke Langdale at the
Battle of Rowton Moof? Poyntz had orders to keep a close watch on thg Kird to
follow him wherever he went, hence his presenceoreefChestef' His orders
mentioned the threat from Irish forces, a clear aestration that Parliament still feared
intrigues from the Kind? Langdale had hoped to relieve the Royalist gamrigd
Chester and had put serious pressure on PoyntzPatiementarian forces which had
been besieging the city, however, were able toesp@r to 1000 horse and foot to
augment the army under Poyntz and that proved idecin the battld® The local
Parliamentarians were resolute in their deternomato continue the siege of Chester,
resolving to ‘runne all hazard, rather than quiv@t of what we have gained.

The events of late 1643 and early 1644, when thwissaf troops from Ireland
had been able to land at or near Chester, stillacabadow. In effect, however, Rowton
Moor ended the possibility of Chester again playamgactive role in the Royalist war

effort. Thereafter, the siege, or ‘Leaguer asatéime known, developed in intensity.
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The King's ambitions were thwarted yet again andléfe Chester. The ‘Leaguer’
continued until February 1646, when the Royalistigan finally surrendered, with its
supplies utterly bare and with any prospect ofefdtiaving long since evaporated. Sir
William Brereton, commander of the Parliamentariahging the ‘Leaguer’, had
outlined the simple tenet upon which the siege déeéd: ‘The increase of the enemy’s
wants is the greatest ground of our hogedParliament’s shipping in the Irish Sea
helped to block reinforcements from sailing dowe Bee and reaching the Royalists in
Chester. Eventually, the encirclement succeedéafding a Royalist surrendé?.

Not long after his unhappy departure from Chesher King received news of a
fresh catastrophe. Much faith had been placed enMiarquis of Montrose and his
campaigns in Scotland. Since 1644, Montrose hadedca string of victories against
the Covenanters in Charles’ northern kingdom, mgisiopes that the Scots would be
compelled to withdraw from England to protect theomeland against a Royalist
revival, thus weakening the Parliamentarian waoreféouth of the border. That may
ultimately have been wishful thinking, but, nevetdss, as the King's setbacks
mounted throughout 1645, Montrose offered the Rsigah beacon of hope.

On 26 September, Digby wrote to Ormonde and hisncents demonstrated the
importance of Montrose to the King’s continuancehe war. Digby described Royalist
fortunes as being in ‘so low a condition [that] eérnot for the Marquis of Montrose’s
successes and the hopes of assistance out ofdrelenshould almost despaif’.In
mid-September, Digby had expressed confidenceRbgalist fortunes would revive:
‘wee have at this present in being two Designs vepefull and of that consiquence
that if either succeed wee shall not thinke ourdizon much impair[e]d’® Clearly, the

King had ambitious plans to capitalise on Montreseiccess:

His Majesty conceives that the reducement of Sedti®@ his obedience will
have two notable effects of advantage in orderdtahd, the one of making the
Scots there submit to the peace, the other of diffgrsafe transportation and
landing in Scotland to such forces as may be haa freland, which it would
be almost impossible to transport with any safety England?

That last remark alluded to the recent captureraft® and the greater freedom
which it had afforded to Parliament’s Irish Guaitd.also reflected the fact that

Parliament had few suitable bases close to Scqtldmd making it a more feasible
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place for the King's allies to land trooffsYet, even as Digby was expressing those
sentiments on paper, the Royalist cause in Scotladdalready suffered an irrevocable
blow. On 13 September, Montrose’s army had beemdged at Philliphaugf: When
the news filtered through to the King and his cktsmnfidants, they were distraught.

Charles’ last great hope remained Ireland, buteality, his defeat in the war
was assured. For the remainder of 1645, Fairfagrpssed into the Southwest and set
about reducing the last Royalist outposts. Plymoudld been under siege by the
Royalists repeatedly during the Civil War and, @S&ptember, the Committee of Both

Kingdoms wrote to Fairfax with news that Plymoutasan need of defence:

We need not add any thing concerning the greatetprsice it is to preserve

that town, which we are informed cannot be donedn, We are also informed

that there are 2,500 well affected Club-men in gwinty who will be ruined

for declaring themselves and their good affectmthe Parliament unless some

help be speedily sent them. It is their opiniontthiaa sufficient strength be

employed, Devonshire may be cleared of the eneraytniduth is likely to be

had upon easy terms, and thereby the enemy depmfvatports on this side of

Cornwall, and the only considerable body of an amhjich the King hath

thereby dispersed, and indeed the whole west redfice

Naval power alone was insufficient to raise th@esieOver the winter, though,
Fairfax brought relief to a port which had provedaluable to Parliament throughout
the war®® He relied, however, on supplies from Batten at €m@operation between
Parliament’'s New Model Army and the Navy thus resiiin success.

Fairfax was determined that the last Royalist poetdrought to submission and,
on 15 January, Dartmouth, for some time a havemRyralist privateers, was captured.
Batten once more provided support. Batten’s squmadfoships positioned themselves
before the haven, ‘to keep any of their ships frgoing out of the harbour’, as the
Parliamentarian soldiers ‘stormed by lafit’ As had become common in such
operations, seamen were redeployed to assist atlgsault, some 200 being recruited
to aid the troops at Dartmouth. Valuable Royalispging was captured at the p8tt.

The final pitched battle of the First Civil War whmight at Stow-on-the-Wold,

on 21 March, when Brereton defeated the last renm@iRoyalist field army, under
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Lord Astley®® In the Southwest, the Royalists were being pusheter westwards, as
the Parliamentarians overran the King's former rgjfmlds of Devon and Cornwall.
Pendennis Castle, ‘a stronghold in the utmost pafrtSornwall’, finally fell in mid-
August 1646, as the combination of a naval blockadBatten, and an encirclement by
troops under Colonel Fortescue, forced the Goveruin Arundel, to agree terms of
surrendef’ Batten’s ships had come under heavy fire fromgheison, the Royalists
being ‘very prodigal of their powder’, but the shqiroved ineffectiv&® Only the Scilly
Isles now held out, but they too surrendered the neonth. The King’'s maritime
capabilities in the Southwest were brought to aselat last, thus completing
Parliament’s victory in the war.

By that point, of course, the King was in the cdgt®f the Scots, having
surrendered in May 1646, in large part to avoidtwapby the Parliamentarian army
which overran Oxford? Oxford fell in Juné€® Thus began several years of negotiations
between Charles | and his enemies. The King sotmlglay off different factions
against each other, as his dealings veered fromgumet to outright chicanery. The New
Model Army grew restless and Parliament becamesasingly disunited. Ultimately,
no lasting peace settlement could be agreed aret@an8 Civil War erupted in 1648.
The Royalists mounted their most serious challeyejeto Parliament’s dominance at
sea, as the Navy, so important to Parliament'sessc the First Civil War, rebelled
against a regime which many began to view as lité#ter than the monarchical

government which it had overthrown. Those eventsh&idiscussed in chapter eight.
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CHAPTER 8: THE NAVAL REVOLT OF 1648

In 1648, as the Second Civil War erupted, the Rstglvere presented with an
opportunity never afforded to them during the 1&@nflict: a significant defection of
ships and mariners from the Parliamentarian NaRjscontent had been rising in the
Navy since the appointment of the radical Colortemas Rainsborough to the position
of Vice-Admiral, in place of the popular William Ban. Rainsborough was seen as an
army man, more radical in beliefs than many of ¢ha$o served in the fleet, and his
efforts to purge the Navy of moderates were unpopuNevertheless, he did have
experience at sea, having commanded a warshigearlihe war, and his family had a
strong naval heritageHis political views alienated many, however, inthg the man
he replaced, with Batten amongst those who defettieithe King. To some extent,
Rainsborough was given the vice-admiralty to remwve from the nucleus of political
power back in London, Cromwell in particular desigg of his strident opposition to
peace negotiations with Charles | in 1647 and kisegived Leveller sympathiéHis
appointment met with strong opposition from wittitarliament itself and both Houses
had initially voted to revoke his commission, butlee risk of prolonging a leaderless
Navy and with the King looking to the fleet for ceg him from the Isle of Wight, the
Commons reluctantly ignored the Lords’ determinedstiity and ordered
Rainsborough to at last assume command on 1 Jah648/

As unrest towards Parliament grew in the openingntim of 1648, the Navy
was not isolated from such developments. A senseingfase was evident: many
peoples’ primary concern was to bring King and igarént together for some kind of
peace settlement. One account captured the motiae dime: ‘the ground of all is that
the Kingdome is wearie of Warr, and it is generaiyeived that the King desires peace
more then the Parlyam[enftThat war weariness, twinned with unhappiness at th
army’s power, helped to create a Royalist reactioRarliament’s rule of the country.

The disbanding of the New Model Army was regarde@ia essential precondition for
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successful peace talks with the King, but attemptdo so had sparked off an army
mutiny in 1647. That unsettled some of those inNbgy.

Revolts against Parliamentarian power began infSétdles in March, but soon
spread across numerous parts of Britain. The ume®{ales occupied the fleet, at a
time when Irish privateers ‘do not lessen but iase® In May 1648, risings in Kent
escalated to the extent that Parliament was foteedispatch Sir Thomas Fairfax to
guell the opposition, but by the time he had comdiit, Parliament had lost a number
of ships to the Royalists. Given Kent's proximity the capital and its links to the
Thames, hostility from that quarter posed sericasgers for Parliament, not least the
possibility of its trade being interruptéd:he various threats posed to Parliament placed
a great strain on the Navy, so any defections wargcularly harmful.

An intelligence report of 4 May 1648, sent to teading Royalist Edward Hyde,
related the Duke of York’s message to Rainsborowggitreating the latter to ‘be
obedient to his Commands’, the former having beeade Admirall by the K]ing]®
York’s appointment as admiral was more titular thaalistic, but it provided the
Royalists with a prominent figurehead to whom nawgponents of Parliament might
direct their energy. Some reports suggested thak dam enjoy support amongst the
seamen, but it was unlikely that he was considereskrious candidate to head the
Navy? The word reaching Royalist circles was that thansn were extremely
unhappy: ‘I am told that Rainsborough hath written the Parl[iamen]t that the
Marriners are so mutinous, he dare not venture da ®ith them™® It was, quite
literally for the Royalists, ‘too good to be trué".

The Royalists sensed an opportunity to wield aiB@amt degree of naval
power, with York repeating the King’s promises thay mariners who joined his party
‘shalbe well accepted and [have] their service reed ** Referring to a petition in
Kent for a personal treaty between King and Pariaimthe report was optimistic that
the two Houses were facing trouble, but temperemt #nthusiasm with Royalist
concerns about ‘the p[er]fidiousnesse of the Sgatteir prospective allie¥’ Plans
were under way for a Scottish military interventiato England in support of the King,

a rather ironic development given the Scots’ kdg no sabotaging Charles I's ability to

® Bodl., Tanner MSS. 58, f.707; Thomas Rainsboraogivilliam Lenthall, 18 February 1648
" Capp,Cromwell’s Navyp.19

8 Bodl., Clarendon SP, 2773; Letter of intelligeneedorsed by Edward Hyde, 4 May 1648

° Bodl., Clarendon SP, 2796/2; Letter of intelligenendorsed by Edward Hyde, 1 June 1648
2 Bodl., Clarendon SP, 2773; Letter of intelligeneedorsed by Edward Hyde, 4 May 1648
1 Bodl., Clarendon SP, 2773; Letter of intelligeneedorsed by Edward Hyde, 4 May 1648
12BodlI., Clarendon SP, 2773; Letter of intelligeneedorsed by Edward Hyde, 4 May 1648
3 Bodl., Clarendon SP, 2773; Letter of intelligeneedorsed by Edward Hyde, 4 May 1648



201
govern in the late-1630s. The new alliance with Kiveg reflected their breakdown in
relations with Parliament. In January 1648, theepwhdent faction in Parliament had
dissolved the Committee of Both Kingdoms, effediiMaringing to an end the alliance
which had been cemented by the Solemn League aneh@ot in 16437 Even in 1645,
when Parliament’'s armies dominated the field, thead been friction with the Scots.
Northumberland enunciated Parliament’s recurrirywtowards its then ally: ‘it must
be more useful unto us than of late it hath béen’.

The Royalists sensed that the Parliamentarian arowd act decisively to stop

a peace deal being pushed through by the Presytiadtion:

The Presbyterian party hath the power of the Housse and will certainly
hold it except the Army interpose, wch it doth get, though it shewes it selfe
to be nothing well pleaséefl.

It was apparent, then, that the army was in no ntoodegotiate with a King
who had lost one war and was putting in motion lagotParliament, aware of Scottish
invasion plans, had resolved to send considerabéz$ northwards to meet the threat,
but the unrest in Kent complicated matters. Paeiai's refusal to hear the Kent
petitions unleashed a wave of opposition, culmngatin the rebels’ capture of
magazines across the county, including those beignip the Navy. Rainsborough’s
authority was coming under severe strain, withriéteels intercepting ‘whole packets’
of correspondence between Parliament and the digeral >’

The Navy became more heavily involved in the Kdntsvolt when a number
of sailors signed up to the rebels’ petition. Répoeached the Royalists that they were
united in their loathing of Rainsborough, with maralling for the return to command
of either Batten or the Earl of Warwick. One intgince report indulged in hyperbole
by suggesting that, but for the intervention of Wwife, Rainsborough would have been
hung by his own melf That seems unlikely: the rebels knew that the eti@c of a
leading Parliamentarian figure would bring heayyrigals. Rainsborough was certainly
very unpopular, but the sailors were more intecestenaving him replaced than killed.
Such reports certainly brought cheer to the Rotgless they grew more confident that

the situation could be exploited to their advantage

Y Rodger Safeguardp.425
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Another report offered a more thorough and objectiverview of events in
Kent. Placing matters in perspective, the repokinawledged that Parliament faced
trouble, ‘but they looke upon it as a slight busse!® The rebels did not constitute a
well-organised or well-disciplined force, whilst joa figures had failed to come
forward to ‘hazard an engagem[en]t upon the fréthgour of the giddy multitude®

Of far more concern was Parliament’s loosening gip the Navy. Some
intelligence reports were highly positive in thappraisal of the King’s position: ‘in
appearance the King’s restitution was never sdyjk&s now, for besides the people,
the Shipping are Comeing about towards him, whishthie key of the Worké™
Rumours suggested that half a dozen ships hadteelvahd that Rainsborough had been
relieved of effective command by the sailors’ totefusal to adhere to his orders.
Debates were being heard in Parliament concerningva admiral, with Batten and
Warwick both in the frame. The Royalist intelligenwas quite accurate: by the end of
27 May, theConstant Reformation, Swallow, Roebuck, Hind, feti®n andPelican
had revolted?

An eyewitness from amongst the rebels outlined hiogr Navy revolt came
about. The rebels had seized a series of castlessathe county and had marched
towards the stationed fleet. Rainsborough was &l @astle and, in his temporary
absence from the fleet, letters were sent aboatentpt the sailors into supporting the
petitioners. A key intervention had come from Sahiieam, formerly Batten’s chaplain.
Kem was still a keen supporter of Batten, who was edging towards open opposition
to Parliament. Kem favoured the Kentish petitionansl was active in spreading the
revolt to the Navy. When Rainsborough was at Deaim went aboard his flagship, the
Constant Reformatigrand helped to spark a mutiffy.

Within a short space of time, a number of captdiad been seized and the
sailors declared their support for the petitioninRborough was ‘ignorant of what
passed aboard’ and hastened to the fleet with liesamd children, only to be met by

stern opposition when he got there:

When he came neere the Admirall, & commanded tsdothe fortopsail,
intending belike to weigh Anchor, he was answengthle Boatswaines mate (a
witty and bold knave & a prime agent in the mutitiyat the case was altyed,
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[and] that they had concurred with the Kentish @Genén, & that there was no
admittance for hind?

The extraordinary developments continued, as tlesv diad Rainsborough’s
possessions unloaded and he and his family wettealseard of a Weymouth man that
was bound for Londorf> The mutineers wanted Rainsborough to give a fidbant to
Parliament of their grievances and disposition.yThe doubt enjoyed the humiliation
which was experienced by Rainsborough himself, witb deposed admiral ‘most
outrageously mad’ at his loss of authofiy.

Rainsborough had warned beforehand that the Kemébkllion was risking
‘distemper’ in the fleet and believed that the ¢stoag Royalist support in the county
could corrupt his mariners, unless it was suppresgeeedily?’ In Rainsborough’s
relation of the naval revolt to Lenthall, he exges$ dismay that he had been forced to
attend to the besieged castles in the Downs andested that his presence with the
fleet would have prevented the defection of higdhip, theConstant Reformatiof?
That ignored the latent hostility which the seamtearboured towards him, with
Rainsborough overestimating his own influence dkkem. He gave details of a Council
of War which had taken place only hours before laittvvirtually all of the officers had
given assurances of support for Parliament anddeaded any knowledge of impending
plots?® Rainsborough was writing in the heat of the monsemnt seemed to be in a state
of shock that a number of his officers had beehahsst with him. Care needed to be
taken, he warned, to stop the revolt spreadinghéustwith other ships attracting his
suspicion.

A Royalist eyewitness reported the rebels’ optimitat the entire fleet might
come over to the King, but hedged that positivdymmawith a warning: ‘they must not
want victuals nor their pay, wch it is impossibleavcan furnish, having pawned our
Credit for great Sommes already’ Despite their confidence, on sober reflection the
rebels knew that they lacked the money to carryttair opposition to Parliament
indefinitely. Fears were also growing that the EafrlWarwick, now appointed by
Parliament to head the fleet, might subdue thelravalt: ‘wee cannot confide in him,

and wee hope the officers of the fleet will notemee him without our consent.
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Warwick’s previous popularity with the sailors wekearly a concern to the King's
party, and was instrumental in Parliament’s deaqigio recall him to active service.
Batten had his supporters, though, with the City@hdon petitioning the Lords on 1
June and urging his reappointment as vice-adrffiral.

An insight into the motivations of those who speadied the naval revolt can be
gauged from théeclaration of the Navyissued on 28 May by a number of officers
from the rebellious ship8.Importantly, the declaration contained an oath entaylboth
officers and common seamen, indicating that theemant was not simply a top-down
enterprise. It made damning reading for Rainsbdrpwgth his ‘insufferable pride,
ignorance and insolency’ having alienated the ‘tstaf the seameff. The fleet was
also angered by the appointment of army men as@®aanders and the seamen had
apparently taken grave offence at Parliament’stgrgrof commissions to commanders
in their own names, with no mention whatsoeverh& King. The malcontents still
referred to serving ‘King and Parliament’, a cl@atication that one of the origins of
their unrest was not overwhelming dedication to rtilenarch, but rather a rejection of
the increasing Independent faction in the two Heuskhe declaration called for
Parliament to treat with the King for a peace agreret which would protect the liberty
of the subject, the laws of the kingdom alreadgldsthed and Parliamentary privileges.
Its demands were little removed from those of tleatiSh petitioners, then.

R.C. Anderson argued that the chief cause of thalnautiny was not the
mariners’ obvious loathing of Rainsborough, but puditical situation. He suggested
that the revolt came about because of ‘purely jgalimotives’° | believe it is safe to
say that Rainsborough’s personal unpopuladity play a part in the mutiny: a vice-
admiral commanding the respect of the seamen wsuriely have been better placed to
withstand the escalating Royalism which swept tloavbs fleet in 1648. Anderson’s
emphasis on political motives is a correct anajysig he dismissed Rainsborough’s
unpopularity too easily in my opinion. The personature of the insults directed at
Rainsborough by the signatories of feclarationwas a testament to his own role in
fostering discontent in the Navy.

Warwick reached Kent on 31 May aboard Mieodemudrigate and was soon
boarded by captains from the Kent squadron. He totas by Captains Penrose and

Harris that, until the night previous, the seamed hesolved to accept him as
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% Declaration of the Nav{28 May 1648) in Powell and TimingBocumentspp.332-334
% Declaration of the Nav{28 May 1648) in Powell and TimingBocumentspp.332-334
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commander. Unfortunately for Warwick, one of thadmg Kentish agitators and a
Royalist captain had been admitted aboardRé&frmatiorand had helped to stiffen the
mariners’ loyalties to the petitioners. Warwick ndiaced stubborn demands to
subscribe to the Kentish petition or else he wadt be allowed to board any of the
vessels. Upon his refusal, he was indeed blockeah foining the main body of the
fleet. At a Council of War on 2 June, Warwick ansl twn officers decided that, for the
present, their chances of reducing the fleet iltbens were extremely low.

Other reports suggested that Warwick made an emaitappeal to the mariners
to come over to him, pledging indemnity to thoseowdid so. Warwick was told,
though, to return to Parliament to relate the ‘umenus consent & association of the
Fleet wth the Gentlemen...of Kerif.Upon hearing this he succumbed to tears, clearly
dismayed that his previous good standing with tla@yNnow appeared to count for so
little. Given that he had not held personal commandr the fleet since the Self-
Denying Ordinance some three years previously,ghpit was perhaps to be expected
that his authority would have lessened. With na@itale force at his disposal, his hopes
of coercion were minimal’

Having rejected Warwick’s offers of indemnity, thutineers had now reached
the point at which they could not realisticallyridsack. Some of the rebel ships set sail
from the Downs, with the apparent intention totigrin the whole Fleet abroatf The
challenge for Warwick was to ensure that no furgteps rebelled against Parliament, it
being clear that the ships from Kent were resalutideir hostility, at least for the time
being. Three of the vessels were reportedly heaftinglolland, there to link up with
the Royalists in exile on the continent. Rumoursuaigled that the Isle of Wight was
poised to declare for the King and that he mightdseued by the Kent fleet and landed
in a place safe from the clutches of Parlianférfor Parliament, the tension was
apparent and even the wildest and most improbabiees seemed to take on an air of
authenticity.

Warwick was speeding to Portsmouth to try and na@inParliament’s grip on
the rest of the Navy, fully aware that he had cadtiitipa for the said ships’ loyalties.
Parliament’'s hope was that Warwick’'s securing tletdouth fleet would ‘be a

meanes to the revolted ships to returne to thest ¢ondition’?° Parliament’s relatively
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swift defeat of the Kentish rebels on land raisear¥ck’s spirits. Fairfax had emerged
triumphant after storming Maidstone on 1 June, stliie Mayor of Greenwich had sent
forces to take on another contingent. The poorfianised rebels were no match for the
more disciplined and seasoned Parliamentarian $td®p 8 June, it was becoming clear
that the Kentish rebels were in trouble, with oceacaint offering a damning verdict:
‘They're fire is vanished into smoak&.0n 9 June, the main body of their forces
surrendered at Canterbufy/A fortnight or so later, their forces were ‘alsgiersed*?

Rodger argues that, had the rebels establishethdasbntrol of a major
anchorage such as Chatham, then the naval mutiglytihave been far more damaging
to Parliament than it actually wA§Chatham, under the command of Peter Pett, had
withstood strong pressure to join the rebels. #luable dockyard was a key prize and
the Rochester Committee, prime movers in the Kentisings, had made strenuous
efforts to persuade those at Chatham to sign theiition® Pett resisted all such
attempts and managed to secure two powerful wassthipPrince andSovereignfrom
falling into the mutineers’ hands.

With a strong base in England, the rebel fleet wdwdve been more effective.
Had the rebels been led by better generals, enjdyegromised support from other
counties and established more coordination withsthigs which declared support for
their petition, then perhaps Parliament would héaeed a sterner challen§feThe
mutineers were reliant on three castles in the Bofon supply, but Parliament had set
about investing therfY. With their fall looking likely (and soon occurringhe rebel
ships started to look towards Holland.

Warwick reached Portsmouth on 4 June and belidvedadur ships there to be
loyal. Nevertheless, consideration had been gigeremoving their sails, hardly a vote
of confidence”® There were grave concerns over the northern sqoaalr Yarmouth,
with Warwick fearing that the late troubles ‘mayhkaan evill influence uppon thos®'.
Fortunately, those apprehensions proved to be ndfedi had Yarmouth defected, then

Warwick feared Portsmouth would do likewfSe.
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The Prince of Wales knew that some of the Kentshgd left the Downs on 10
June and were making for Helvoetsluys in Holland. resolved to journey there from
St Germain, adamant that he would play a role inlding them into a Royalist Navy.

A Royalist letter of intelligence on 21 June owlinthe movements of the seven rebel
ships, stating that they had been joined by a éurtivo state ships, th€onstant
Reformationand theSwallow>? Five frigates were also reported to have joined the
putative Royalist fleet, one of which had been gertlelvoetsluys to ask the Duke of
York to be admiral. York agreed, but sent Lord Wilhby of Parham to advise the rest
of the fleet, whilst acknowledging that his brotiemce Charles would in all likelihood
hold the overall command. York urged further defed and suggested Calais as a
good place for the fleet to come togetfier.

On 23 June, Lord Digby reported that the Prince wagouteto Calais,
‘whither he is hastening to make a settlementhih usinesse of [th]e shipps wch are
declared for him®* He reached the French town in early July and was pressing to
be ‘sett aboard the ships under the Comand of tber Wice-admiral’ Lord
Willoughby>®> Some cautioned, however, that he should travellave to Holland and
instead meet the fleet there. The fear that Warwnight put to sea and capture the
Prince pervaded Royalist circles. Nevertheless, Rbgalists in exile were growing
more optimistic that the ships which had appareoatijme over to their service would
help them tip the balance of events back in Englamdiaid the restoration of the Stuart
monarchy to its former powers.

The Prince of Wales, accompanied by leading Radyabbles including Prince
Rupert, left Calais for Helvoetsluys on 9 July. Rdphad seen service in the French
army after his dismissal from Royalist circles 45, but had now returned to the fold
in a time of need. When he reached the Dutch pomce Charles assumed command
of the fleet in person, with Lord Willoughby confied as his vice-admiraf.
Willoughby was a Parliamentarian defector, havingvpusly been a notable member
of the Presbyterian party and one of the seversltmbwn into the Tower in September

1647°" Accused of treason by the army faction, he hadh bekeased in January 1648,
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pending charges, and unsurprisingly skipped bail went over to the Royalists. His
lack of experience at sea hardly gifted him straathority to command the sailors.

The Royalist fleet put to sea from HelvoetsluyslgnJuly. Ten days later, the
Prince drew up a declaration to justify the forratof a Royalist Navy® He listed
eight reasons, including the stabilising of religiand the fulfilment of the King’s
alliance with the Scot¥. He outlined that his fleet aimed to restore htkdato liberty
and his just rights. There was talk of a Persomahily, something clearly designed to
appeal to moderates and a reflection of the marirstance. The Prince pledged that
property rights would be defended and proposedatiwition of unpopular taxes and
the army’s free quart&’.Anger at the Parliamentarian army obviously inficed such
Royalist thinking, but a further pledge from theinée spoke of the importance of
maintaining Parliament’s privileges and freedombatTtied in with the promise of a
Personal Treaty. The Prince’s list also includesl dbeying of the Act of Oblivion and
Indemnity, as well as populist undertakings to digb the army and bring about
peace’’ The final justification for a Royalist fleet waset time-honoured need to defend
the King’s rights at sea and the kingdom’s tradewas imperative to signal to the
merchant classes that the Royalist Navy intendewhtho ill.

On 29 July, Prince Charles wrote from aboard tleetfto the Lord Mayor,
Aldermen and Common Council of Lond®hHe was making a determined effort to
win their approval. He built upon his recent deafemm and emphasised his regard for
London, describing it as ‘the most considerable pathe Kingdome®® That analysis
was obvious, of course, but it did no harm to #atthe recipients of his letter by
highlighting their importance. The Prince wanteddon to view his actions as just and
he tried to reassure his audience that his suppothe capital’s trade was paramount.
Making reference to a number of vessels which v&eeyed in the Downs’, many of
which owned by London-based merchants, he wroté thee are so farre from
intending Violence’ to any goods or persons ofdhpital®*

The Prince stepped up his charm offensive by stiggethat his ‘only aime and

end’ was to procure a proper subsistence for theyNhe better to safeguard England’s
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trade® The real motive for his letter became apparentnwhe asked for £20000 to
equip his fleet, with a promise to repay that suot of the customs duties. He
complained that he was ‘for the present utterliabl@ to provide for soe great a charge’
and made something of a veiled threat by promigindischarge the stayed shipshe
loan was forthcomin§® The message was obvious: London had to pay uger t
Prince’s fleet would exert pressure on its shipplg drew attention to the fact that the
ships which were kept in port were ‘of a far greaualew than the Summe wee
desire’®” Underneath the conciliatory language, the Prines \woing his utmost to
capitalise on the Royalists’ newly-acquired maréirstrength. He hoped to use the
Navy to force London into supporting him as thetlmesans of protecting trade.

In another declaration of 29 July, Prince Chartgseated his desire for a lasting
peace and tried to increase the pressure on Parlidoy offering pay and indemnity to
any seamen or officers who left Warwick’s serviee. sounded an optimistic note that
such defections would be forthcoming, having bessuged of the ‘good affections’ of
Warwick’s seamen by those who had already madbréwech®

Despite the Royalists’ apparent maritime strengtany still acknowledged the
very real threat from Parliament’s Navy. Warwickcseeded in maintaining the loyalty
of the Portsmouth fleet and the Royalists were r&g lavay short of enjoying the
undisputed mastery of the seas. He expressed eowcBdin the ships under his
command, writing to the Committee of the Navy witbws that their crews ‘have
severally ingaged themselves to live, and dye wige in the Parlyaments Cau&¥'.

One Royalist peer wrote to Hyde on 7 August andegdetails about the
detaining of his vessel by a Parliamentarian stagee to search it for suspicious
materials or personnél. The peer had managed to spirit away an importetter|
addressed to the Prince of Wales, something whiehParliamentarians would have
been very eager to read.

The Scots, having invaded England in support oliimg, noted the emergence
of a Royalist Navy. The Earl of Lauderdale, writitmy the Prince on behalf of the
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Committee of Estates of the Scottish Parliamentted him either to sail to Scotland or
to join the army wherever it would be most advaatag in England®
Prince Charles was with the fleet throughout August Hyde, writing to Lord
Culpepper, enunciated the advantages which thisgbto

the Prince continuing in his Royall Fleete (wchhig prescence is every day
increased, united and more firmely resolved) harliffesa Meteor over [th]e
Heades of all the Rebells in Englafid.

The reasons for this were many, not least the taiogy which was created for
the Parliamentarians. Hyde believed that with tak maritime parts having equall
hopes’ of the Prince’s landing there, there waseatgr likelihood of their declaring for
him.” Given that the Royalists had no publicised pladamnding, the Parliamentarians
were forced to scatter their own forces to try @oder as many places as possible.
When the fleet set out from Holland the Royalisisongly beleeved’ that they would
be able to gain control over a port in Englaffd.

Hyde reiterated the importance of choosing goathdwas to receive the Navy
and advised that the only means by which the ‘Searae be kept in order’ was by a
ready supply of provisions and mon@yThinking of the bigger picture, though, Hyde
kept to the spirit of the Prince’s earlier declemas by cautioning against a reliance on
capturing prizes to fund the fleet. He warned thath a policy would be dangerous and
ensure that ‘you will in a short time bee lookedm@as common Enemyes’, with both
England and foreign kingdoms uniting against thgdRets if trade was coming under
sustained attacl. Hyde wanted to see the Royalists pay the marinatsof more
conventional means (hence the Prince’s earliegrletiking London to volunteer a loan)
and believed that, by adhering to such methodsy Wdl keepe up both your Navall
power and reputacons, and all adjacent Countryais either Love or feare yod”. The
underlying theme of Hyde’'s advice was sensible: Rwyalists needed to present
themselves as legitimate and law-abiding. The Bhindleet had to be seen as a
guarantor of trade and not an impediment. Trying too provoke opposition from

foreign governments was important.
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Yet Hyde recognised the value which prizes cowdtgbute to the fleet. He
acknowledged that hostile vessels would have tcalpéured, both to neutralise them as
threats at sea and to raise funds. There was mgotmiore necessary’ than the raising of
money and Hyde recommended that the Royalist Natgbished a base in the
Channel Islands, believing that their location wase advantageous for the controlling
of trade’® He thought that the selling of prizes and goodfirign markets would eat
into profits, with such issues as currency discnepes always a risk for example.

In an attempt to maintain the loyalty of the mestnd mariners (many of them
having only recently abandoned ParliamentarianicerHyde repeated the populist
call for them to enjoy a just share of any priZBsere was nothing new about such a
promise, but it was essential to make the Kingtgise as attractive as it could be.

The Prince himself was alert to the necessitywfying favour not just with
English merchants, but with those from abroad al. we August 1648, he made a
series of proposals to the company of mercharf®oterdam. Expressing his belief that
the Royalist fleet would soon ‘be able to commatite Narrow Seas’, he asked the
merchants to think carefully about how that woufieet them® He was making a play
for financial support by highlighting the possilitgerruptions to trade which his fleet
might force. In return for a subsidy, he promisedptotect the merchants’ trading
vessels with his Navy and held out the prospecthef subsidy being repaid when
conditions allowed. The themes were more or lesstidal to those discussed in his
letter to London: support for his fleet would brimgotection of trade, or so he
promised. It obviously made sense to try and witten basis of his support from
beyond England, the better to neutralise potenpabsition at sea.

Plans were afoot for Royalist landings in Englahdt the King's party was
unsure about where they might take place. Lord rigoemphasised that any landings
should take care to avoid Parliamentarian cavairyhe coast. The Prince’s changing
objectives were apparent in the correspondencenatf gummer: sometimes he was
proposing to travel to Scotland, sometimes bacKkdtdand and was even at one point
intent on sailing for Scarboroudh.

The Royalist fleet, however, spent much of the m@min the Downs. Having
initially feared the total defection of the fleat the King, Parliament managed to
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maintain a strong and viable Navy of its own. Huoe first time in the war, though,
Parliament faced opposition from significant nunsbefr state ships.

In late-August, the two rival fleets of WarwickdaRrince Charles came close to
battle. That direct confrontation was avoided ppsheame as more of a blow to the
Royalists, for thereafter they had little prospefctiefeating Warwick’s Navy. Some on
the Royalist side certainly saw it that way, witke tepisode regarded as a missed
opportunity. In mid-September the Royalist Dr Stewamposed an account of the
fleet’'s movements that summer. He sounded a pessirtone: ‘when wee came first to
Sea, wise men thought wee might have been madtiéyfiad wee taken [th]e right way
wch was oft enough suggested to 1is’.

That feeling of an opportunity lost was extendedhie issue of prizes. Stewart’s
account bemoaned Hyde’s cautionary policy of ndgimg too-heavily on prizes to
sustain the Navy. He claimed that the Royalisttfleek possession of vessels worth
between £100,000 and £120,000 in a six week pebodhonoured the pledge not to
interfere with trade and ‘very curteously lett thathgoe’, reserving ‘only’ £30,000 or
so to themselve¥. That policy seemed sensible at the time, Stewaygested, but in
hindsight ‘I cann perceive men as wise as oursdiuegh at us®

Another Royalist account pointed the finger of béaat former Parliamentarians
such as Batten and Jordan. Having joined the Psiniteet, Batten spoke of his
willingness to ‘affront and battle Warwick’ and eeqtations were high amongst the
seamen that an advance would soon take placeijt‘butidenly cooled®® The seamen
were very upset that Batten and Jordan appearedp®end so much effort on striking
bargains with merchants for the discharging ofrtlkips, a policy which, in their view,
helped bring about the Royalists’ ‘owne Ruyf'eSome noted the familiarity between
the erstwhile Parliamentarian officers and mantghef merchants, with ‘hardly a Shipp
cominge in but was of kinne to one of théthMany of the mariners were outraged and
Batten and Jordan were ‘upbraided...to their faca#i accusations of corruption and
treason, all of which helped to unsteady the ff@et.

A further Royalist journal, which related eventstkeen 26 August and 2
September, confirmed that by late-August the fieeittuals were close to expiring and
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that the Prince’s Council had decided the bestssof action was to leave the Downs
and refit at Helvoetsluy®. Some held the opinion that had the Royalists étquo
prizes more aggressively then in the short-term fteet might have been better-
equipped to launch a knockout blow against Warveicklavy. Such an analysis
overlooked the advantages of not provoking mercbpposition.

Stewart’s critical account of the fleet's campapnpointed a lack of clarity in
Royalist planning, with suggestions that the KingZandees’ had kept others in
ignorance of what was happening ‘or they doe nawethemselves the true state of
their disaster® Stewart was particularly scathing of what he rdgdras an over-
reliance on Scottish help, with other potentialrses of help ‘neglected, or worsé’.
Perhaps plans to sail for Scotland, whether réakstnot, distracted the Prince and his
Council. The Scots had, of course, suffered a angstiefeat against Cromwell at the
Battle of Preston in August and their ability tp the Second Civil War in favour of the
King was seemingly at an end. Following the Scbttiefeat on land, it made little
sense for the Prince to take his fleet northwatds.

What was particularly intriguing about the evemts late-August was the
apparent lack of control which the Prince and tlogydist naval command exercised
over the seamen. The initiative to try and engagewik’s fleet had come from the
mariners themselves. In Stewart’s words, the Privazkbeen forced to delay the return
to Holland ‘by a very arrant Mutini€* He had begun to sail there in his flagship, but
‘his Fleete turned taile to him’ and led him up tmeuth of the Thames, hoping to
entice Warwick into battl&> Such actions were extraordinary and served amider
that those manning the ships of the Royalist Nawrewboth unpredictable and
independent-minded.

As another account testified, the seamen ‘woulchdey meanes bee persuaded’
to depart from the DowriS.The Prince warned that a contrary wind would |etnem
stranded up river and facing starvation, given iNatrwick guarded the land, but ‘noe
Rhetoricke could alter this Madde multitude froreittdesigne®’ So resolute were they

that the fleet should advance up the Thames tegtitidicated a willingness to make do
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with half allowances, or even less. Given the fesgucomplaints about overdue and
insufficient pay during the 1640s, perhaps that m@tssuch a sacrifice and was more a
pragmatic outlook. The ships’ crews certainly hagestations of prize money if the
fleet went into battle and the Prince could nobigntheir demand¥.in a report written
for Hyde, it was suggested that some anti-Scotlsments amongst the Council had
whipped the seamen into frenzy by letting them kradwhe Prince’s plans to depart
their fleet and sail to Scotland in a frigdfeHe had quickly faced deafening calls to
stay.

As a demonstration of the Prince’s loose grip dherfleet, he and his Council
felt the need to write to every ship asking theceffs and seamen to promise ‘not to
deliver up his highnes®® Prince Charles was worried that the mariners migive a
change of heart once they encountered Warwick aadrdmembered well the
imprisonment of his father the King at the handsthef Scots. Indeed, the Royalist
officers ‘much feared whether we were Prisonersiae’** Nevertheless, promises
were made that the Prince would receive loyal servi

The mariners themselves were confident that ‘tfediowes’ aboard Warwick’s
ships would quickly forsake his service if they nte¢ir former counterpart§® This
optimism seemed to ignore the fact that those shgus not chosen to join the naval
revolt earlier in the year. Warwick had, of courbeen first to rendezvous with them,
unlike the case with the rebels from Kent.

The Royalist fleet advanced into the Thames andwi¢k directed his ships
towards them. The Parliamentarians soon retreatbough, having perhaps
underestimated their opponents’ strength. Stewatttipat down to Warwick having
presumed that the Prince had taken much of his titeblolland, as intended® When
the Royalists came near the Parliamentarians, #igyalled that Warwick should
dispense with what they regarded to be a false rafimilag®* The Prince reminded

Warwick that the appointment of an admiral washia King’s gift, not Parliament’®?
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When the Royalists fired several shots as a waynithg Parliamentarian retreat
begam-°
Prince Charles won plaudits for disregarding adwviceshelter in the hold,
choosing instead to make himself visible to the memeck. It was a shrewd move and
made a good impression on the seamen, who rejdiegdnd expression to see such
admirable fruite in soe young a plafit’. The Prince’s visibility demonstrated solidarity
with his mariners and may have helped counter somease at the presence of
distrusted former Parliamentarians such as Batkore importantly, the seamen
believed that the Prince’'s presence was essertiatounter charges from their
opponents that the Royalist fleet was led by narégof substance, or even a

‘conterfeit’ Prince'®®

They were perhaps gambling that Warwick’s saitarght find it
irresistible to submit upon sight of a member @& thyal family.

The Royalists gave chase for two days, but thedwand tide favoured the
Parliamentarians and, in the words of Stewart, W&kwould doe what he pleased &
lett us plainely see that his intent was not tbtfigith us’*°° The Royalist fleet, though,
was very much in a posture of war, with the calkimscked down to allow the guns to
be put in place and ‘every Land man had his Stafidduskett’**° For much of the
pursuit, the Royalists had difficulty staying withthree miles of their enemi&s.0On 30
August, however, Captain Jordan (in effect the MRstavice-admiral despite
Willoughby holding the title) was eager to initidiattle. But for a rapid deterioration in
the weather, Jordan may have got his wish. ‘Beilggeate Master at Sea’, Jordan had
lined-up an attack against a Parliamentarian Sfiip. sudden gust of wind intervened
‘with much violence’, however, and both fleets werenpelled to drop anchdf® The
two flotillas remained at anchor overnight, but tlext morning, with heavy winds still
bearing down, ‘[th]e Pr[in]Jce perceiving hee coumde way' engage Warwick’s fleet

gave the order to pull back and sail for HolldfiiSome on the Royalist side had
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expressed concern that fighting ‘amongst shallawsrearrow bounds’ posed too high a
risk, whilst it was noted that on both shores thdi@mentarians had ‘Armed meft®

The whole episode had turned out to be an amtidli for the Royalists. The
mariners’ confidence of large-scale defections fidarwick’s fleet proved to be totally
misplaced, with no new declarations forthcoming tiee King. Stewart’s judgement
several weeks later was stark: ‘things yet look \mry sadly’*® Looking back on the
decision to advance up the Thames, a Royalist gugiterated that the impetus to do
so had come from the seamen and argued that #tegtrwas a flawed one given the
fleet's very low supplie$’

In Stewart’s view, the terrible weather was a $ileg as it forced the Royalists
to retreat, at a time when their ships lacked ehairgk to last two days and were due
to run out of other victuals within four day$.0n the return to Holland, the Royalist
Navy caught sight of ‘2 greate Shipps & 6 Friggsttevhich had been sent from
Portsmouth to aid Warwick? Warwick himself had ordered his ships to track the
Royalists’ progress, but was playing it safe and Imazarding battle at that stage.
Stewart’s account paid tribute to the Prince’s lucld the two Parliamentarian fleets
known of each others’ proximity and had night maervened, then ‘wee had beene lost
betweene 2 Milstones & in all probability groundpmwder’**°

The possibility of the Royalist fleet being trappeetween two rival squadrons
was a real one, but the Royalists managed to pasisebPortsmouth ships overnight.
There was anger in Royalist ranks that an attaack mat been made against the
Portsmouth contingent, which was numerically-irder@nd also at anchor, as opposed
to the Prince’s fleet being at sail. It seems likiblat the Prince did not want to risk all
in a ‘Darke Sea fight' with Warwick’s fleet relagly close*** As ever, some of the
seamen seemed to clamour for a fight, but theefienade it plain that this time there
would be no turning back, judging it to be ‘needie$o engadge amongst so mar§’.
Yet weeks later, as the inquest into the campaiga under way, there were voices
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cursing ‘how great an opportunity was re[jlect&d’. Reportedly, some of the
Portsmouth frigates had been ill-manned and weeeetlior the taking. In reality,
though, the Prince’s Navy needed to return to lmgently, or else the victuals would
have expired whilst still at sea. The time to strét Warwick was probably much earlier
in the campaign, when supplies were not scarce.bbnabastic tone of some Royalist
accounts seemed to assume that had battle bee jiian the fleet of Warwick would
have been crushed easily, a thesis that ignored séthe realities.

When the Prince reached Holland he met with a geodption, but Royalist
fortunes seemed to have deteriorated. There wdasion over the direction of the war:
‘what is next to be done pussles the wisest amargj$t* Any plans to link up with the
Scots were now shelved decisively and there wasalisat their setbacks. One Royalist
summed up the mood towards them: ‘though | nevethmaved them, yet | am very
Sorry, they being our only string to our Bow, itsid be soe absolutely broakéf?.
When the Scot William Lauderdale arrived with dendmmo take the fleet and rescue
the King from the Isle of Wight, ‘it was noe morsténed to, nor regarded, then if a dog
had been sent’ and nothing was done to advangertfect’?® The fleet had been at sea
for several months and had returned to base with M#le to show for it. There was
now little enthusiasm for a hazardous expeditiospeeially one championed by a
discredited ally. Writing to the Queen on 22 Septem Hyde spoke out against the
Prince’s dalliances with the Scots that summer sad that it caused him ‘great
perplexityes™?’

On 19 September, Warwick anchored his fleet nealvd¢tsluys and kept a
watch on the Royalist fleét® It had been a frantic dash for both navies to retae
Dutch port, with the Royalists narrowly taking cherof the harboul?® He sent the
Prince a summons which referred to the ships ‘riplaeen by their respective Maryners
carryed away, contrary to their dufy® Warwick obviously recognised the somewhat
tenuous grip which the Prince exercised over tketflyes, the ships were currently

loyal, but reminding Charles of the mariners’ foight independence was designed to
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undermine him further. The two navies were sepdrhyea squadron of ships under the
Dutch admiral Van Tromp, the United Provinces nanting to see a major fleet
engagement take place off its own coast. Warwick maintaining a policy of caution,
not wishing to risk his own ships, but hoping tegehe Prince’s fleet bottled up at
Helvoetsluys where it could inflict no damage orglsh merchant shipping and trade.

By November, the Royalist fleet was in increasirgpday. The Prince of Wales
had gone to The Hague, where he received ever-pesgmistic notes from those still
at Helvoetsluys. Prince Rupert, having returneRagalist service during the ill-starred
summer naval campaign, was now the commander oflékeé at Helvoetsluys. The
remaining officers still entertained hopes of figiout the fleet once more, but warned
that ‘it would not be possible to get Seamen torLdrout, they beinge most of them
runn away'>* The reasons for desertion were simple and undetakéde: there was
nowhere near enough food with which to feed the ,nmam did it look likely that
enough victuals would be found. Warwick was alsppyato see his men infiltrate
Helvoetsluys, where they could boast of the betbeditions aboard Parliament’s ships,
the intention being to encourage as much dissatisfaamongst the Royalist mariners
as possiblé>> On 10 November, Hyde wrote to the Prince sayireg éven if the fleet
could miraculously be supplied ‘(wch we thinke imspible)’ there was no port in
England to which the Royalists could sai.Some were already looking to take the
ships further afield, with suggestions that raidexgpeditions against Levant merchants
would yield good profits. Such thoughts, thoughmdastrated that the Royalists no
longer presented a great threat in the English @&lan

Rupert had to confront a severe deterioration imaleoamongst the seamen.
When the Dutch squadron was posted elsewhere, \tkisaships were quick to sail
into the harbour and find berths not far from they&lists. Their proximity increased
the temptation for men to defect back to Parliamerth discipline becoming more of a
problem. Rupert ordered his ships to anchor nexthe shore, hoping that any
Parliamentarian gunnery would hit the town and dpjoke the Hollander** The
Prince feared, though, that such measures wouldititeo to harm Parliament and
suspected that the agreement for neutrality in Dwaters would be overlooked. The
Royalists were starting to worry that the Dutch ldoactually favour Parliament: if
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Warwick’s fleet swept away the Royalist ships atudetsluys, few doubted that the
‘Hollander wilbe easily made freinds wth a victarioNeighbour™*

Rupert apparently trusted his own men so littl¢ tteaordered some artillery to
be transferred from his ships to onshore, wheceuld be formed into batteries which
would keep watch on both Warwick’s men and his ¢t was to no avail, however,
as the majority of the Royalist ships soon abanddheir allegiance and crossed over
to Warwick.

From that point onwards, Parliament was never agabe challenged seriously
by the Royalists at sea. True, Rupert did put toagain over the next few years, but
direct threats to Parliament in English waters weoe witnessed®’ Parliament had
weathered the naval storms of 1648 and the fleefdvplay a vital part in projecting

English power abroad during the Commonwealth ofle0s.

135 Bodl., Clarendon SP, 2918; Sir Francis DodingmEdward Hyde, 18 November 1648

136 SpencerRupert,p.197

137See R. C. Anderson, ‘The Royalists at Sea in 1,848tiner’s Mirror, 14 (1928); ‘The Royalists at
Sea in 1650’Mariner’s Mirror, 17 (1931); ‘The Royalists at Sea, 1651-16884riner’s Mirror, 21
(1935)



220
CONCLUSION

This thesis has demonstrated that Parliament'enjidh the English Civil War
was aided by its control of the Navy and by theritmae preponderance’ which that
provided. Yet it would be wrong to argue that seagr alone was the foundation of
Parliament’s triumph: all of Parliament’'s key vidas were won by its armies on the
British mainland. The Navy, however, performed ac@l support role to Parliament’s
land forces throughout the conflict, with the thamd of military supplies and
reinforcements of manpower being targeted at thasawhere the need was greatest.

The fleet’s ability to supply Parliament’s besiegaatposts in times of acute
crisis was demonstrated on repeated occasionsaHdILyme Regis, for instance, were
only able to withstand heavy Royalist pressure bgedParliamentarian shipping was
available to keep them supplied by sea, in spitRmfalist numerical strength on land.
Comparatively weak garrisons such as these, theunld chave been starved into
surrender by the Royalists had Parliamentarianpse#er not been deployed in their
defence. The military benefits of this were twofahdt only did the Navy prevent such
outposts from falling under the King’s control, pby prolonging the operations there,
it helped to tie down Royalist forces which migkit@rwise have posed a serious danger
to Parliamentarian territory elsewhere.

For example, by failing to capture Hull in 1643e tRoyalist army of the North
faced a dilemma: the threat, real or otherwiset Baaliament could land significant
numbers of troops there, complicated the Earl olvddestle’s plans to march south,
because there was a potentially serious threatstarmy’s rear flank. Therefore, sea
power could help to maintain a Parliamentarianahte the Royalists in regions where
the King's forces were in the ascendant. This wasdase particularly in 1643, when
the King's armies appeared capable of winning the, Wwut were unable to press home
their advantages. To some extent, that was duard@mentarian sea power helping to
prevent the Royalists establishing the completeidation of a region.

Sometimes, the Navy boosted Parliament’s abilityniaimise a setback. For
example, Prince Rupert’s seizure of Liverpool iMt46whilst striking a painful blow
against Lancashire’s Parliamentarians, was nobagprehensive a victory as it could
have been. This was because Parliament had shippailable to ferry the governor to

safety: some ammunition was also rescudtherefore, ammunition and weaponry
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which Rupert had otherwise hoped to add to hisnatséor the impending campaign to
relieve the besieged Royalists at York, was dehisd

Less easy to measure in terms of its contributioRdrliament’s victory, but of
considerable importance nonetheless, was the dl@etitection of England’s maritime
trade” The maintenance of trade during a time of wardiasys been essentfalWith
privateers becoming ever more prevalent as theowsatinued, the Navy was called
upon to offer safe passage to merchant shippinglstMihwas obviously powerless to
protect each and every merchant ship, the fleeenie®ess prevented the total
interruption of trade by privateers. Had Parliamlacked tangible sea power, then the
privateers would have been afforded free reign laxkoall trade, either import or
export. That would have brought about a collapsecustoms revenues, one of
Parliament’s primary sources of finance.

Whilst trade in the British Isles did suffer froimet depredations of the war, the
Royalists never had sufficient maritime strengthcit off Parliament’s supplies.
Parliament’s greater naval strength, and the domemadf maritime communications
which that provided, was deployed to interrupt Kieg's trade very effectively: for
instance, when Newcastle was under Royalist corérétarliamentarian blockade did
great damage to the local coal industry by stopmghgpments from leaving port.
Therefore, the King was denied the revenue whiehadbal would have raised. The
average annual exports of coal from Newcastle enpite-war years were sometimes as
high as 450 000 tons, but, in the year to MichasltB44, not even 3000 tons left pbrt.
Whilst Parliamentarian London suffered from coabrshges as a result, the King
suffered greater damage because of the lost rev&heea\avy’s role was paramount.

The Navy benefited from the leadership providedhsy Earl of Warwick. His
popularity with the common seamen was a key faattine fleet’s rejecting the King in
1642. In terms of the naval dimension to the Einglsvil War, the events of late June
and early July 1642 were arguably the most pivdiaen before war was declared
officially, Charles | had lost his fleet. One oftlhief benefits of Parliament’s seizing
the Navy was a very simple one, the denying ofrmé&b, state fleet to the King, which
therefore prevented him from mounting a blockadeLohdon, the chief centre of

Parliamentarian revenue.

2 Capp, ‘Naval Operations’, p.176
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The fact that Charles | never received the largdesmilitary assistance from
continental powers which he wished for was testanb@rParliament’'s Navy. Yet it
would be wrong to argue that Parliament was abladamtain the unchallenged control
of the sea, because, at certain stages of the thearKing was able to exploit the
weaknesses of his opponents to mount effectivetimarichallenges. In any case, no
Navy could establish the total command of the ocean

One of the most striking successes of the Royalgis the shipping of
thousands of troops across the Irish Sea betwdenlB43 and early 1644. It was
arguably the most striking challenge to Parlianmgehtaritime preponderance’ of the
First Civil War. In spite of their numerous victesi on land during 1643, the Royalists
were in urgent need of reinforcements to contirnee war into the next year, having
sustained heavy losses and facing a struggle tairesufficient men in England.
Warwick’s warnings to Parliament, that its Irish &d was bereft of resources, were
proved correct, as the Royalists capitalised onatbsence of Parliamentarian shipping
to ferry the reinforcements from Ireland to Walesl &ngland. Parliament, however,
under constant pressure from Warwick and his captanobilised resources effectively
and sent a much strengthened Irish Guard to s&@4i#. Thereafter, the Royalists were,
on the whole, blocked from transporting furthenfercements from Ireland to the main
theatre of the war.

One point is worth making, however: some of theg&mmilitary successesn
land in 1643 were advantageous in maritime terms alé® dapture of Bristol, for
example, not only gave the Royalists a new registrainghold in the Southwest, but
also an important port to which the reinforcemeintsn Ireland were shipped. That
meant that the Royalists did not have to rely sabel North Wales and Chester for that
purpose. Thus, Royalist victories on land could@lmore pressure on Parliament’s war
effort at sea by forcing Parliament to stretch résources more widely to try and
counter the increased territorial reach of the King

As the war progressed, though, Parliamentariamneéd on land, combined with
greater naval capabilities, overturned all of thadg& triumphs of 1643. In particular,
Parliament’s victory at Marston Moor (2 July 1644gnalled the defeat of the King's
forces in much of northern England. Arguably, tteieved some of the pressure on the
Navy to patrol the North Sea and its resourcesccthéreafter be diverted to regions of
greater need. To maximise its naval capabilitieslif#dment needed success on land: the

fleet would never be as effective working in isaat

® P. KennedyThe Rise and Fall of British Naval Mastdtyondon, 1976), p.2
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It is worth bearing in mind that had the King catigd the Navy, he would have
been at liberty to transport to England much greatenbers of troop%.Even when
Parliament’s Irish Guard was at its weakest, thotgh Royalists were prevented from
making the most of the opportunity because thein ampplies of shipping were
insufficient, thus limiting the total number of dars who were actually sent to
mainland Britain.

Denied the Royal Navy, the King’s only means ofligmging Parliament at sea
was to pursue a more ad hoc maritime strategy, etdyene contracted individual ship
owners to take to sea on his behalf, or else rehaljeeement with leading privateers,
such as John van Haesdonck, to raise small squadifoshipping. In many cases, the
recruitment of these privateers was done by loaajaRsts ‘on the ground’ who had
trading connections to the continent. As discussexhapter six, however, entering into
a contract with privateers was often a straightBroyprocess, but grievances, from both
parties, were frequent problems thereafter. Haedderong struggle after the war to
recover moneys owed to him by the Royalists testitio the inability of the King to
uphold his promises. This led naturally to some saptains determining that further
service for the Royalists was not in their bestriests.

Whilst Warwick’s ships captured Royalist vesselsd dampered the King’s
lines of supply from abroad, sufficient Royalistigling managed to evade the
Parliamentarian net and transport supplies to @aasupporters. Whilst contemporary
Royalist accounts bemoaned the lack of arms and uaition, the King's forces
nonetheless managed to take to the field. The matbns of Queen Henrietta Maria
were integral to Royalist sea power making an iripler efforts to raise funds and
shipping on the continent, whilst encountering @asi hurdles and disappointments,
proved successful enough that large quantitiesilitany supplies reached England. Yet
these supplies would have been far more plenti Rarliament not controlled the
fleet: thus the Royalist armies which fought in il War were less well supplied
than they could have been. As Capp argued, the Nafiged the terms of the war on
land in Parliament’s favour.

Although the King lost out in the struggle to camtthe kingdom’s most
advantageous ports in 1642, the Royalists worked twmredress that throughout the
war. A key factor, of course, in Parliament’s seizof the best ports was its naval

power, which provided the opportunity to intervenih force and also acted as an

® Capp, ‘Naval Operations’, p.176
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encouragement to some ports to declare for Panitmé of economic pragmatism: the
ports which threw in their lot with the King woutibme under blockade and thus their
trade would suffer.

Yet the Royalists were resourceful and tried to imé&ése the opportunities
afforded by lesser ports, such as Scarborough @fith success. When Royalist forces
captured a series of strategically important port®evon in 1643, this provided the
King with more widespread opportunities to land srahipments, with the Cornish
ports having already proved their worth in thatpeed. Royalist military strength on
land ultimately proved too weak to defend the Ksgorts against an onslaught of
Parliamentarian military might, both by sea andldnd, in the final years of the war.
Parliament had the ability to deploy land forcesamcert with shipping from the fleet,
thus cutting off the Royalists’ opportunities ofcape. This was seen to great effect
when Fairfax oversaw the surrender of the Southpeds late in the war, whilst Batten
provided naval support.

Parliament, having abolished the non-Parliameniavy of Ship Money even
before the outbreak of war, established the prladipat the Navy should be funded as
part of ordinary governmental expenditure, settihg precedent for future English
maritime policy. Parliament’s finances were higtiean those which could be raised by
the King, with its control of London being the pany advantage in that regard. It is
estimated that, between 1642 and 1647, the Nawjivext £1,186,879 10s 5Y%d, with
the vast majority of those funds, some £923,864®4d, coming from the Custorfis.
The remaining funds came predominantly from theopar Excise of Flesh and Salt.

The fleet’s costs always surpassed Parliamentamytgrhowever, with Warwick
estimating expenses of £392,000 for the Navy in41&ne’ The Navy therefore ran
up considerable debts for Parliament, with thel et standing at £220,000 in 1647.
In spite of these financial burdens, though, andaatestament to its importance,
Parliament never withdrew the fleet from activevsms, although it did employ various
expedients to try and minimise the overall costavieg the Summer Guard in
commission was one such option: very unpopular \lith seamen, it nevertheless
bought Parliament time to raise more money whedegke

The Royalists had their chance to overturn Parldmeenaval supremacy in
1648, with a large proportion of the fleet defegtio the Prince of Wales. Yet those

who defected did so more out of exasperation waHidment than out of support for

8 Rodger Safeguardp.424
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the Royalists. In many respects, the seamen whextbef in 1648 held opinions broadly
similar to those which existed in the Navy in 16#4#re was unhappiness over pay and
conditions (now directed at Parliament rather tkdrarles ) and a yearning for the
King's powers to be curtailed, but not through foemation of a republic and the
implementation of a Puritan regime.

The whole episode, though, demonstrated contirswvti¢h the Navy of pre-war
England: seamen would protest when confronted wdtbcrepancies of pay or
conditions. Overall, however, conditions in the Mawmproved during the 1640s, with
wages being increased and greater provisions beade for sailors’ health. When
such progress appeared to retreat, unrest couddfa

Parliament's misguided appointment of the radicabloBel Thomas
Rainsborough to the command of the fleet met wigepdunpopularity amongst the
seamen, with resentment being voiced about higioel outlook and the fact that he
was regarded as an army man. The broad spectruopinion amongst the Navy’'s
officers was that an accommodation needed to beematth the King, with William
Batten the most notable exponent of this view. ¢f$ection to the Royalists was a
blow, yet the majority of officers stayed loyal Rarliament, despite concerns over
Parliament’s growing radicalism. Whereas the bdlkhe officer class had owed their
positions to royal patronage in 1642, by 1648, ywdficer held his position by order of
Parliament?

The newly acquired Royalist Navy caused great alaammongst the
Parliamentarians. Yet infighting and mistrust bedwéong-time supporters of the King,
and the former Parliamentarians, such as Batten,joihed them, was instrumental in
the failure of the Royalists to inflict a permanbtdw against their enemies at sea.

Once more, Warwick’s influence came to the foreilstthe failed to prevent a
number of ships from Kent going over to the Kingaaty, his robust rallying of support
helped to maintain the loyalty of sufficient shipgiin Portsmouth, so that Parliament’s
Navy was not overwhelmed totally by mutiny. Hisakk¢o the command of the fleet in
1648 was perhaps long overdue. Having been forxeelinquish the Lord Admiralty in
1645, out of deference to the Self-Denying Ordimarttee had continued to exercise
strong influence over the Navy, but his absencenfairect command was probably
detrimental to Parliament. Warwick was the victifrfactions in Parliament jealous of

his position in the Navy, with men such as Henry&dunior striving to place the fleet

' McCaughey, ‘The English Navy’, p.239
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under greater control by the emerging Independarty psomething which accelerated
after 1647.

Warwick’'s replacement at the head of the Navy, @&attwas a skilled
commander, but, having not been appointed as Lamifal, he was compelled to pay
more heed to Parliament and its multifarious cortee#. Much of Warwick’s authority
derived from his popularity with those who servedhe Navy, whilst his status as Lord
Admiral, from December 1643, had given him grefteedom to direct the fleet as he
saw fit. It was telling that, in 1648, Parliameatrted to him to subdue the naval revolt
and, thereafter, to confront the Prince of Waldsetft A lack of coordination, and
disputes over which strategy to pursue, combindt shifting loyalties and dwindling
finances, ultimately ensured Royalist maritime ueel in 1648. Warwick’s measured
response, however, was important in averting adPagentarian catastrophe.

Yet Warwick soon found himself out of favour witteet new republican regime
which governed England in the aftermath of Challgdrial and execution. Having
played an important role in Parliament’s victoryamgt the King, Warwick wished to
see the years of conflict resolved with a lastimgitipal settlement and not by
‘revolution’. Despite no evidence to prove theifigdy, rumours circulated that he had
made his peace with the Royalistd\evertheless, after Pride’s Purge on 6 December
1648, Warwick harboured serious misgivings abow Bump Parliament and its
exclusion from power of anybody deemed to be tooderate’. Failing to resume his
place in the Lords signalled his disapproval. Hguaesced, however, by pledging his
loyalty, but his commitment was, in Capp’s judgeméalf-hearted.

Warwick was dismissed from the Lord Admiralty on E8bruary 1649 and
played no part thereafter in the fleet of the Irdggnum™* His removal heralded a new
era for the Navy, with the Commonwealth determitedverhaul the officer corps, as
well as the administration ashore, to reward theise shared its political sympathi&s.
‘Warwick’s Navy’ was no more.

Bernard Capp’s comprehensive overview of the nextod of English naval
history, chronicling the years without monarchyijlda upon the themes discussed in
this thesis and assesses how the Navy underweatilaathange¥ He outlined the new
challenges facing the Navy: ‘A fleet that had beeifficient to contain the cavalier

13 Capp,Cromwell’'s Navyp.41
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threat in the 1640s was too weak to face the litystf the whole of Europe®’
Clarendon elucidated the challenge which the HofiStuart would continue to present
to the victors of the Civil War, even after Charlessdeath: ‘They had no sooner freed
themselves from one, than another king [recogniiseRoyalists and supporters abroad
as Charles 1] was grown up in his plat&The abolition of monarchy in England
provoked outrage across the Continent and the Reggmpnised its dependence on the
Navy to ward off any potential invasion from abroashd to compel foreign
governments to recognise the new Repuiiid/hereas this thesis, then, considered how
naval power was employed to hedgfeatthe regime in England during the 1640s,
Capp’s study assessed how maritime strength wasybtoupholdthe position of
the English government throughout the 1650s.

As chapter eight of this work demonstrated, manyhef fleet's officers held
views similar to Warwick’s, in that they wantedgee the King and Parliament reach an
agreement to end the war. The rise to power of wiaaty historians, including Rodger,
termed a ‘military dictatorship’ was therefore vissvwith great distaste by a large body
of the fleet?® There was apprehension over the Navy’s loyaltytemal it would react to
the upheavals of a new form of English governniéfiwo-thirds of the officers were
dismissed in 164& The officers who replaced them were vetted caehy the Rump
and, as a consequence, the Navy became a highticisetd and partisan force, with
ideology becoming a primary factor behind selectioiCapp apportioned ‘political
reliability’ as the dominant isstf8.The ‘remodelling’ of the officer corps, analysed a
great length by Capp, was a direct response to whatdiscussed in chapter eight of
this thesis: the Rump was determined to avoid artiér naval mutinie$’

Having removed Warwick from the Lord Admiralty, t@®uncil of State opted
to retain ultimate authority over the fleet and tite was not retained. Instead, the
Council delegated command of the Navy to thregedisupporters, the colonels Robert
Blake, Richard Deane and Edward PopHarnm a profound expression of the army’s
supremacy in English politics, the trio were ddsedi as ‘Generals at Sea’, whilst many

of the fleet’'s ships were renamed to honour Padia@arian successes from the Civil
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Wars?’ In Capp’s estimation, the ‘subordination of theryén an essentially military
regime was manifest®

The Navy grew in size substantially during the 16585 the Rump ordered a
large-scale programme of shipbuilding. The threaimf privateers was demonstrated
throughout the 1640s and so, to confront their lehge more effectively, the new
regime ensured that many of the new vessels préssedervice were fast frigaté.
By the Restoration, in 1660, some 161 ships wereeowby the state, a figure which
exceeded, by some margin, the maritime strengtangfprevious English monaréf.
The fact that so many ships wenenedby the state, and not merely hired, represented a
major change from previous practice, although dusth be acknowledged that Charles
I's Ship Money fleets, whilst far smaller than dmgwg possessed by the
Commonwealth, were composed mostly of purpose;butate-owned vessets.
Parliament, like the King, contracted numerous im&ntmen during the Civil Wars, but
the inefficiencies of this practice became clehip ®wners could be less willing to risk
an engagement, given that their own property waalche under threat. Furthermore,
many of the ships which were hired were not inkiest condition.

As Capp identified, the Anglo-Dutch Wars of the @6Seralded a new era of
naval warfare, characterised by engagements betwesat fleets? The dominant
status of sailing warships was finally establisffedderchant vessels proved too
vulnerable for the new age and that compelled tbenit@onwealth to accelerate the
fleet's move away from its traditional reliance amerchant shipping. It should be
recognised, however, that the policy of augmenthg fleet's maritime strength with
merchant vessels began to be supers¢éoedrds the end of the Civil Wars. A ship
building programme (eight new vessels were builarnParliament) and, much more
widely, the addition of prizes into the fleet, aiptated the development of the Navy
during the Commonwealth, when the proportion ofesghips in the Navy far exceeded
the number of private vesséfsThe fleet which Parliament inherited in 1642 exgeth
to become the largest in the world by 1650.
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Backed by the Navy in the 1650s, England becamajarrkuropean power for
the first time since the high points of the Hundhehars’ War. Capp argued that the
Navy, expanded to protect the ‘revolution’, devedpinto ‘a major force shaping
international relations® This thesis highlighted that opponents of Chafeslliances
with Spain in the 1630s were eager to revive thebbizabethan ideal of war against the
Spanish Empire: during the Interregnum, Cromwedlscalled ‘Western Design’ put
that into practice. Cromwell saw English intergbt®ugh the prism of Protestant ideals,
with criticism of his foreign policy ignoretl. Capp determined that the naval wars of
the 1650s were ‘ultimately more significant for wiiaey portended than for what they
achieved® They marked the beginning of a ‘new age of navaghm colonial
expansion, and gunboat diplomacy’, all unforeseesults of the Commonwealth’s
supreme fears over its survival in the years foitm1649°°

Rodger made a telling judgement on the Commonwedthy: ‘The core of the
fleet was the great ships inherited from Charlé€ The large vessels which were built
during the Personal Rule, whilst not especialleetize at combating piracy, were far
better suited to the type of naval warfare whicresgad in the 1650s. As discussed in
the introduction, Charles, for all his other faulterguably merits greater
acknowledgement from historians for certain aspettss impact on maritime history.
The fleet he took such pride in, however, helpetring about his downfall during the
English Civil War.

Ultimately, it was the support role which the Napsovided to Parliament’s
forces on land which was perhaps its greatest ibatiton to the war effort, along with
its pivotal role in protecting London. Essentiallge Navy did not guarantee victory for

Parliament in the Civil War, but it was instrumdnitapreventing defeat.
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