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AMONG the many interesting documents in 
the muniment room at Croxteth, is a copy 

of  a curious Case  and Opinions, dated 12th July, 
1648, relating to a contract of  marriage, made when 
under age, by Richard, afterwards  second Viscount 
Molyneux, and the Lady Henrietta Maria Stanley, 
daughter of  the seventh Earl of  Derby. Inasmuch 
as this gives an interesting statement of  the law 
governing such contracts, and is a contemporary 
commentary on a custom, at the time it was 
written of  frequent  occurrence and long standing, 
it seems to be well worth recording at length. 

Of  these " Child Marriages," Strype says in his 
Memorials  (b. ii, p. 313), that " in the latter part of 
" the sixteenth century the nation became scan-
" dalous for  the frequency  of  divorces, especially 
" among the richer sort, one occasion being the 
" covetousness of  the nobility and gentry, who 
" used often  to marry their children when they 
" were young boys and girls, that they might join 
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" land to land ; and, being grown up, they many 
" times disliked each other, and then separation 
"and divorce followed,  to the breach of  espousals 
" and the displeasure of  God." 

Instances in our own two counties are numerous 
enough ; and, strange to say, the first  Lord Moly-
neux was in early life  contracted in marriage to 
Fleetwood, daughter and heiress of  Richard Barton, 
of  Barton Row, co. Lane. ; but the marriage not 
having been consummated, and he " being of  the 
" age of  fourteen  years and not consenting thereto," 
it was dissolved by the Bishop of  Chester, 15th 
February, 1607.1 

The document with which we are concerned, and 
which is exhibited by the kind permission of  the 
Earl of  Sefton,  K.G., consists of  a brief  Statement 
of  the Case,  with Questions for  the Opinion of  Counsel, 
and their Answers to the same, as follows  :— 

The Lord Molyneux beinge of  the age of  16 : marryeth the 
ladie M. Stanley beinge of  the age of  9 : yeares w th the consent 
of  the parents on both sides : Att her age of  12 : (they liveinge 
in severall places) nothinge was done to th' givinge either the 
dissent or assent of  either of  them. Butt since she beinge of 
the age of  16 : the lord Molineux hath se\sall tymes pressed to 
pfecte  the marryage butt she referred  herselfe  wholly to her 
parents without givinge anie other answere, and they have de-
layed him : butt have not given anie answere of  assent or dissent. 

1. Whether by mutuall consent of  all pties the marryage 
may yett be dissolved ? 

[Ans.] If  there had beene anie expresse tacite consent, as by 
livinge together or the like, I conceive itt is a full  marriage, and 
cannott be dissolved by agreem1 of  both pties. 

2. Noe acte beinge done by either ptie «tt her age of  12, 
whether her libertie of  disassent contineues ? 

[Ans.] If  they lived asunder I doe take itt either ptie may 
disassent and marry elsewhere, unlesse some acte can be pved to 
evidence theire mutuall assent, though anie small circumstance 
may be evidence of  such assent. 

1 Chetham  Society  Series, xxxi, p. 176. 
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3. Admittinge she may dissent, whether he hath nott the 
same libertie ? 

[Ans.] He hath the same libertie, yett because the circum-
stances that are to pve such an assent be so manie & undeter-
mined in law: I should advise my lord to have that determined 
in some iudiciall way, the consequence beinge great on either 
side, & I doe nott knowe anie other place whether this may be 
iudically determined butt either in the lords house or by 
Comission under the great seale, but the former  is more speedie. 

4. Admittinge neither hath power to dissent, whatt remedie 
there is as the law nowe stands to force  a cohabitation ? 

[Ans.] There is noe settled course to force  a cohabitation, 
butt if  she be taken from  him an action of  trespasse lyes ag' him • 
or her that takes her, though I conceive the best way vvilbe to 
petiton the lords settinge forth  the truth of  the case & pray 
their order 

1. for  her declaringe her assent or dissent. 
2. for  stayinge her in the kingdome till that be done. 
3. ffor  orderinge a cohabitaton as ag't her mother whoe 

hinders in case noe sufficient  dissent. 

MATH: HAH:. 

When a man att full  age is contracted with a woman under the 
age of  12: yeares they are both att libertie to disassent & each 
may marry where they will att pleasure, the man before  the assent 
of  the woman, and the woman before  such assent to the man, 
that assent of  hers must be after  the age of  12: 

If  a man att the age of  14: marrie a woman of  the age of  10: 
he may as well disagree as she may, though he were att the age of 
consent, because in contracts of  matrimonie either both must be 
bound, or equall electon of  disagreem' given to both, & soe d 
conversb if  the woman be of  the age of  consent and the man 
under. Co: Litt: (sect: io4.) 

A: att the age of  consent by licence and consent of  parents 
married M: beinge wthin age to consent, afterwards  M: accom-
plisheth the age of  consent, A: beinge of  the age of  xxi, & M: 
att the age of  consent desires to pfecte  his marriage accordinge 
to the originall agreemt of  parents, by a motion unto M: and her 
parents; M: denied to assent of  herselfe  butt referred  herselfe  to 
her parents, and since the age of  consent noe other disassent; 
and M: is nowe att 16: yeares of  age and upwards. 
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1. Whether for  want of  disassent att fall  age hath tyme con-
sumated this marriage ? 

2. If  nott because M: nev1 assented what is A: his remedie 
either to make M: his wife  and receive her porton, or 
be freed  from  that bond, and so enabled to marry 
another ? 

[Ans.] In this case it was ne^ in the power of  A: to dissent or 
avoid this marriage unlesse M: at the age of  12: yeares had declared 
her dissent & desire to have avoyded the marryage. And if  M: 
had then published her dissent in due forme  and made her potes-
tation as the law requireth, then M: might have avoyded this 
marryage & contracte, and in that case A: by consequence had 
been also freed  and might have married another woman. Butt 
nowe M: havinge nott dissented att the tyme aforesaid  the lawe 
psumeth her consent and they remaine husband and wife,  & I 
knowe noe remedie att law to avoid itt or to dissolve itt till death. 

July T2R H A. M . DUCKE. 
1648. 

The document is endorsed : — 
1648. 

The copie of  the cases and opinions : 

in another hand— 
relateing to Contracte of  Marriage made underage 

betweene the L d Molyneux and M. Stanley 
and, in another hand— 

Not fitt  to be showne unless we lay orselves open 
to make their bargaine. 

Richard, second Viscount Molyneux, one of  the 
parties to this " Child Marriage," was twenty-third 
in direct male descent from  the original Molyneux, 
grantee of  Sefton.  He was the eldest son of  Sir 
Richard Molyneux, of  Sefton  (Knight and Baronet, 
created Viscount Molyneux, of  Maryborough, in 
the Peerage of  Ireland, 22nd December, 1628), by 
his wife  Mary, daughter and coheir of  Sir Thomas 
Caryll, of  Denton, in the county of  Sussex, Knight. 

In the Diary, or Calendar, of  James, seventh 
Earl of  Derby, preserved at Knowsley,  an entry in 
his handwriting records the birth of  his daughter, 
Henrietta Maria, on 17th November, 1630. At the 
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time of  the " Child Marriage," according to the 
Statement  of  Case,  she was nine years old, so that 
it must have taken place in the year 1639.2 At this 
time, the Case  says, the bridegroom was sixteen 
years of  age ; therefore  he must have been born in 
1623. I n Dugdale's Visitation  of  Lancashire, made 
in 1665, Caryll, third Viscount Molyneux, is returned 
as being then forty-one  years old, implying that he 
was born in 1624, which is consistent with the birth 
of  his elder brother Richard in 1623.3 The bride, 
spoken of  in her father's  letters and diary as Mary, 
was born at Chelsea, on the day above named, and 
was the second daughter, and third child, of  her 
illustrious parents. According to Madame De Witt,4 

she was her mother's companion during the siege 
of  Lathom House, in the spring of  1644. And in 
her father's  Diary is an interesting record of  how 
she saved the life  of  her brother William, when he 
was falling  over a precipice at Castle Rushen, in 
the Isle of  Man, in the month of  November, 1645. 

The first  Viscount Molyneux died in 1636, and 
was buried at Sefton  on the gth of  March in that 
year.5 In the Calendar  of  Domestic State  Papers, 
for  the year 1635-36, an incomplete copy of  his 
funeral  certificate  is printed, reciting his burial at 
Sefton,  and that his eldest son was already married 
to Mary, daughter of  James, Lord Strange. 

Appended to the certificate  is an information  of 
Edward Asfolte  [? Holt, of  whom more presently], 

2 One wonders where : was it in the old Chapel at Knowsley,  now dese-
crated, and turned into the kitchen? or in that at Lathom, long since levelled 
to the ground ? The Vicar of  Ormskirk writes that there is no record of  it in 
the Ormskirk parish registers. 

3 In the Doviestic State  Papers there is a letter, dated 27th November, 
1633, from  John Dinley, writing from  the Hague, to Sir Francis Nethersole, 
saying that " the Queen of  Bohemia wishes him to inquire after  a young son 
" o f  Lady Fulgiam's [Foljambe's], or Mollenex [Molyneux], who has been 
" recommended to her for  a page." This probably refers  to our hero. 

4 Lady of  Lathom, p. 92. 
5 Buried : " Richardus Molyneux Vicecomes de Maryborough, 9 Marcl} " 

[1636].—Sefton  Registers. 
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given with a view to the preparation of  the preceding 
certificate,  in which he mentions that " the first 
" Viscount Molyneux was son of  Sir Richard 
" Molyneux, and that besides his two sons Richard 
" and Caryll, he had a daughter Frances, who died 
" s.p., and that he left  two daughters surviving, 
" Charlotte and Mary, both unmarried ; Sir 
" Richard, the father  of  the first  Viscount, had 
" had three daughters ; Elizabeth, married to 
" [RichardJ Sherborne, of  Stonyhurst, co. Lane.; 
"Juliana, married to Sir Thomas Walmsley, of 
" that co.; and Margaret, married to Sir George 
" Simonds, of  co. Oxford." 

On his father's  death in 1636, the young Lord 
Molyneux became a ward of  the king, who appointed 
as his guardian his neighbour, James, Lord 
Strange, whose services in this capacity were soon 
called into requisition. In the first  place, the late 
lord, though the owner of  large estates, had 
encumbered them, and died considerably in debt. 
Next, his heir and his heir's guardian were speedily 
involved in litigation with the widow of  the late 
lord and her second husband ; and, lastly, there 
was trouble brewing with the mayor, bailiffs,  and 
burgesses of  the town of  Liverpool, as the following 
extracts from  the Calendar  of  Domestic State  Papers 
for  the reign of  King Charles I. clearly show:— 

1637-8. February 2nd. [Calendar  for  the year, p. 224.] 
Petition of  Marie Viscountess Molineux, on behalf  of  herself 

and younger children, to the King. 
Richard Lord Molineux, her late husband, charged divers of 

his lands with an annuity of  100/. per annum from  his decease 
for  the life  of  Cecil (sic)  [it should, of  course, be Caryll] Molineux, 
his younger son, and also roo/. apiece for  his two daughters, to 
be paid within a year after  his death. Petitioner had for  her 
jointure, amongst other lands, the tithes of  Knowsley  Barn,6 co. 
Lancaster, of  the value of  100/. per annum, yet Lord Strange 

6 Knowsley  Barn and Tythes were subsequently settled on Frances, wife  of 
this same Richard, second Viscount Molyneux.—Croxleth  Muniments. 
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has, since her husband's decease, which is now almost two years, 
withheld the same from  her, and the annuity for  her son and 
portions for  her daughters are also withheld from  them. Out of 
respect for  Lord Strange, into whose family  her son is matched, 
and to prevent suits, petitioner addressed herself  to his Majesty 
for  relief.  He referred  the business to Archbishop Laud, the 
Lord Keeper, and the Lord Treasurer, before  whom petitioner pro-
duced her deed of  jointure. It was pretended that Lord Strange's 
writings were in the country'', whereupon the Lords gave him till 
before  Michaelmas term to produce them, and directed speed to 
be used in raising the children's portions; none of  which had 
been done, and Lord Strange had got the time for  producing the 
deeds enlarged until Easter term. Prays the King to direct a 
shorter day within a month after  this term. 
[Underwritten]—Minnie  of  the King's  pleasure that  Lord Strange  is 

to have his writings ready to be produced 011 the 
14th of  March  next,  when the referees  shall 
meet for  determining  this cause. Whitehall, 
2nd February,  l6jy-8. 

1638. May 31st. [Calendar  for  the year, p. 481.] 
Roger Downes and Edward Wrightinton to the Archbishop 

of  Canterbury, the Lord Keeper, and the Lord Treasurer. 
According to an Order of  the 6th of  April last, we, the 

Counsel for  Lord Strange and Lord Molyneux, attended Sergeant 
Whitfield  and other of  the Counsel for  Mons. Tartaro and Lady 
Molyneux his wife,  concerning 100/. per annum annuity claimed 
by her for  her younger son and 10001, apiece claimed by her for 
her two daughters' portions. It was showed by Edward Holt, 
agent for  Lord Molyneux, that the lands chargeable with these 
payments were of  the value of  600/. per annum, and that they 
were subject to precedent charges, which are here enumerated, 
and which far  more than exceeded the value of  the lands.8 

7 Order of  Council, Jan. 24, 1637-8. Robert Coytmore, servant to Lord 
Strange, by petition showed that Mr. Tartaro, husband to the Viscountess 
Molineux, delivered him a note intimating the Lords' pleasure to hear this 
day the business in difference  between his Lordship and Lady Molineux, but 
neither having the papers nor time to acquaint his Lord, he prayed for  further 
time. The 1 ords appointed the 2nd Slay next. [Calendar  for  the year, 
p. 183.] 

8 Jn the Calendar  of  Domestic State  Papers for  year 1635 (p. 122), under 
date June 13, the first  Lord Molyneux's debt to the Crown is given as 
" 13,184/. 19s. 2\d. and two parts of  a farthing,"  as security for  the payment 
of  which the Crown held the Manors of  .Sefton  and Tarbuck, and annually 
received the rents and profits  thereof.  In the second Lord Molyneux's 
Royalist Composition  Papers, we find  that in the year 1647 this debt had been 
reduced to 3433/. 16s. ofd.,  and that his sisters' portions were still unpaid. 
Jn the same Collection is an Affidavit  of  Nehemiah Brettargh, of  Aighburgh, 
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Nevertheless, Lord Molyneux offered  that if  Lady Molyneux will 
not out of  her great estate maintain her said children till Lord 
Molyneux be of  full  age, being but two years, he would provide 
that for  one of  the daughters, Lady Strange being her godmother, 
would keep her as she does her own daughters, and for  the 
younger son that he shall be provided for  according to his rank, 
without any great charge, for  the present, to the estate. For the 
younger daughter, being about five  or six years old, her charge 
in her mother's hands for  the present is not considerable. 

Meanwhile, before  any decision on these points 
had been given, Lady Molyneux herself  died, in 
or about the month of  June, 1639, as appears by 
the following  incomplete copy of  the 

Funeral Certificate  by [William Ryley,  Bluemantle] of  Mary 
Viscountess Molyneux, of  Maryborough, Ireland (relict of  Sir 
Richard Molyneux, of  Sefton,  co. Lancaster, Knight, created the 
second Baronet of  England the 22nd May, r6ir, and afterwards 
made Viscount Molyneux of  Maryborough by King Charles), 
daughter and one of  the co-heirs of  Sir Thomas Carrell, of 
Sussex, departed this life  at her house in St. Martin's Lane in the 
Fields, [? June,] 1639. She had issue by the said Viscount—ist, 
Richard, her eldest son, Viscount Molyneux after  his father,  who 
married Mary, daughter of  James, Lord Strange, heir apparent 
to William, Earl of  Derby, Lord Stanley, [Baron] Strange of 
Knockin, and of  the Isle of  Man, and Knight of  the Garter; 
2nd, Carrell, second son ; 3rd, Frances, eldest daughter, who 
died yonng; 4th, Charlotte, second daughter, unmarried; 5th, 
Mary, third daughter, unmarried. The said Viscountess was 
afterwards  married to . . . .9 

The next document connected with the matter 
that we meet with occurs at p. 385 of  the Calendar 
of  State  Papers for  1639, being a Report, dated 
n t h July in that year, from  Francis, Lord Cotting-
ton, and Edward, Lord Newburgh, to the Council:— 

According to your order of  the 21st of  last month, touching a 
difference  between Viscount Molyneux and Mr. Tarteran, who 

to the effect  that he had heard and believed that the late Lord Molyneux had 
charged the Manor of  Sefton  and other lands with the payment of  2000I.  as 
portions for  his two daughters, Charlotte and Mary. 

9 Of  this Certificate,  printed on p. 359 of  the Calendar  of  Domestic State. 
Papers for  year 1639, there is neither original nor copy at the College of 
Arms ; so, unfortunately,  the deficiencies  cannot be supplied. 
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married the said Lord's mother, we have heard their counsel on 
both sides, and find  that it is by them agreed that the late Viscount 
Molyneux died indebted to his Majesty, as Receiver General of 
the duchy, about 7000/., of  which 2000/. is paid, besides above 
9000/. due to other creditors ; that the personal estate is legally 
liable to the satisfaction  of  these debts, and that the said Viscount 
by his Will ordered that out of  his personal estate his funeral  and 
debts should be satisfied,  and that he has particularly disposed of 
the rest by his Will; that there were covenants between Mr. Tar-
terean and the Viscountess before  marriage, by which it was 
ordered that he should pretend to no more, in case of  her death, 
than the fourth  part of  her estate, and the residue to remain for 
the benefit  of  her children. On Viscount Molyneux's behalf  it 
is alleged that the lady possessed herself  of  jewels to the value 
of  4000/. and of  divers sums of  money not duly belonging to 
her until the debts should be first  paid ; and on the other side 
Mr. Tarterean pretends not to desire any more than what is 
allotted him by agreement. Touching the debts to the King and 
others, it is apparent, if  they shall be preferred  and paid out of 
the personal estate, it will carry all away both from  the Viscountess 
Molyneux and her children. It is alleged by Mr. Tarterean's 
counsel that in equity they ought rather to be laid upon the real 
estate, and it is by them all agreed that a court of  equity must at 
length settle these questions ; and to the end it may be so, they 
likewise agree that there must be an administrator for  the goods 
of  the deceased lady. Who this administrator shall be is indeed 
the only question for  the present. Mr. Tarterean desires that he 
may be chosen, giving good security to perform  any decree that 
shall be made in a court of  equity. On the other side it is alleged 
that Tarterean is a stranger, and that by virtue of  such an ad-
ministration he may gain a legal interest in that part of  the estate 
which by the covenants he is debarred from.  This last allegation 
is chiefly  insisted upon by Mr. Bosden, of  the Inner Temple, 
who is entrusted for  the children, and therefore  both he and the 
counsel for  Viscount Molyneux desire that there may be choice 
made of  an indifferent  third person, who may be entrusted with 
the administration for  all parties, and answer to such bill or bills, 
as shall be brought in equity, and to dispose of  the estate as shall 
be ordered and decreed ; and because they earnestly insisted upon 
this difference,  they all consented to refer  it to your Lordships' 
determination, viz., whether Mr. Tarterean upon good security, 
or a third person, shall be administrator. 

But the young Lord Molyneux had more for-
midable antagonists to contend with than Mons. 
Tartaro, as we see from  the following  (printed 
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on p. 200 of  the Calendar  of  Domestic State  Papers 
for  1640) : 

Petition of  James Lord Strange, committee of  the body and 
lands of  Richard Lord Viscount Molineux, the King's Ward, to 
the King. By letters patent for  valuable considerations, you 
granted to Edward Dichfield,  John Highlord, Humphrey Clarke 
and Francis Mosse, and their heirs the town and manor of  Liver-
pool, co. Lancaster, with the courts leet and all other courts, and 
the passage over the Mersey, with other tolls, and the profits  of 
the same, of  all which your ward's ancestors have for  above 100 
years been farmers.  Now Edward Dichfield  and the rest in con-
sideration of  450/. paid by Richard Viscount Molineux deceased, 
father  of  your ward, conveyed the town and manor to Sir Thos. 
Walmsley, William Fazakerley, and John Nutter, and their heirs 
in trust for  the said Viscount and his heirs.10 After  the Viscount's 
death, the new Viscount Molineux, his son and heir, was found 
to be your ward, the custody of  whose body and lands was by 
the Court of  Wards committed to petitioner, who therefore 
endeavoured to collect the rents and profits  of  the manor and 
tolls for  the use of  your ward, but was interrupted by the mayor 
and burgesses of  Liverpool, wherefore  Sir Rowland Wandsford, 
Attorney of  the Court of  Wards, about three years since, exhibited 
an information  against them in the said Court, and they thereupon 
about two years since preferred  their petition to you, which you 
referred  'to the now Lord Treasurer and Lord Cottington." 

10 The following  is printed at page 129 of  Gisborne Molineux's Memoirs 
of  the Molineitx  Family,  1882:— 

" At a Court of  Comittee holden at the Guildhall London 
" o n Thursday the 28th of  May 1635. 

" T h e Lordshippe or Manner of  Litherpoole in the County of  Lancaster 
" of  the yearly rent of  Fourteen pounds six shillings and eight pence is this 
" day by the Comittee contracted for  and sold unto Edward Holt gent, for 
" a n d on the behalf  and to the use of  the Right Honourable Lo. Viscount 
" Mollineux for  the same of  Fower hundred and Fifty  pounds wch the said 
" Mr. Holt hath agreed to pay in ready money at the sealing of  the assurances. 
" A n d Mr. Moss Mr. Nichol and Mr. Shilde are appointed to make and passe 
" the said assurances or conveyances sufficiently  in Lawe of  the said Lord-
" shippe or Mannor above-mentioned with all royalties rights members and 
"appurtenances thereto belonging to the said R' Honob'e the Lord Mollneux 
" o r to whom else he shall nominate and appoint. 

" EDW. HOLT. 
" Endorsed for  Mr. John Blunt at his 

"Chamber in Cleamont in " [Clement's Inn]. [Almack* MSS.] 
* At the house of  Richard Almack, Esq., Melford,  in Suffolk,  are preserved many docu-

ments and letters of  early date relating to the Molyneux family.—Hist.  MSS.  Comm., 
ist Report, 55. 

11 Among the Croxteth Muniments are portions of  a copy of  this petition, 
so frayed  as to be in great measure illegible, from  the Mayor, Bailiffs,  and 
Burgesses of  the Town of  Liverpool to the King's Majesty, setting forth 
that " t h e Londoners" had sold the Town and Lordship of  Liverpool with 
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They having heard the cause in June, 1638, dismissed petitioner 
from  further  attendance on the said petition, since which time, 
nearly two years, the mayor and burgesses have not put in their 
answers to the information,  though the Court in favour  has 
granted them several commissions to take their answers, but 
have stood out all process of  contempt, and have lately, after  so 
much disobedience to the Court, presented a second petition to 
you, which you have referred  to the Archbishop of  Canterbury 
and other Lords, Now this petition is in substance the same as 
the former,  and as the now Lord Treasurer and Lord Cottington, 
on hearing the cause, dismissed petitioner as aforesaid,  and that 
the matters in variance have been so long depending in a legal 
course, and might long since have been settled, if  the mayor and 
bailiffs,  distrusting the justice of  their own cause, had not used so 
many unjustifiable  delays; and as they have long stood and still 
are in contempt of  the Court, petitioner prays you to discharge 
him and your ward from  further  attendance on the late reference, 
and to leave the trial of  the matter to a due course of  law, when 
the many contempts of  the mayor and burgesses may be examined 
and punished and the legal rights of  both parties finally  deter-
mined. 
[Underwritten]—His  Majesty  never intended  by his former  reference 

to interrupt  the course of  justice  in this business, 
and leaves the matters  in variance to be tried  in 
due course of  law.— Whitehall,  May 22,1640. 

Soon after  this, the young lord and his brother 
Caryll were at Preston Guild, where they were 
sworn in as " foreign  burgesses " in the year 1642, 
the name of  the younger one being entered on the 
Roll as " Carolus." 

The next time that we hear of  Lord Molyneux at 
Preston he was there on more serious business 
than attending a Guild. 

On the 20th June, 1642, the Sheriff  of  Lancashire" 
all things appertaining thereto to Lord Molyneux, begging that the transaction 
be annulled, and that the Lordship be taken into the King's hands and fee-
farmed  out to the Mayor, Bailiffs,  and Burgesses at the accustomed rent of 
^14 6 8 a-year. The matter was referred  by the King to the Lord Treasurer 
and the Chancellor of  the Exchequer, "calling to them Mr. Attorney," and 
on the petition is endorsed an order dated 7th May, 1638, signed by " G u l . 
" L o n d o n " and " ffra.  Cottington," that all parties concerned in the matter 
do attend before  them in the inner Star Chamber on Friday the eighth of 
June next. 

12 Sir John Girlington, of  Thurland Castle, near Lancaster; surrendered 
at Thurland in 1643 > s ' a * n ' n battle near Melton Mowbray, 1645, being then 
Major-General. 



256 Richard, second Viscount  Molyneux. 

read the King's "Commission of  Array'"3  to an 
assembly of  some 5000 persons on Preston Moor, 
in presence of  Lord Strange, Royalist Lord-
Lieutenant of  the county ; his eldest son, then a 
child ; Lord Molyneux, described in a contemporary 
account of  the proceedings as " son-in-law to 
" Lord Strange," and many others. Soon after-
wards, the Sheriff  seized the powder magazine at 
Preston ; and Lord Strange, having done the same 
at Liverpool, was preparing to take that at 
Manchester, when he was anticipated by the action 
of  Sir Thomas Stanley and other Parliamentary 
Deputy Lieutenants of  the county. Some three 
weeks later, Lord Strange, having been invited to a 
banquet by some of  the chief  men of  Manchester, 
entered the town in his coach, accompanied by the 
Sheriff,  Lord Molyneux, Sir Alexander Radcliffe, 
K.B., of  Ordsall, and others, on the 15th July. In the 
evening there was an affray  in the streets, when it 
is said that the first  blood in the Civil War was 
shed. The victim's name was Richard Parcival, 
of  Kirkman's Hulme, a linen webster, whose death 
was afterwards  made a count in the impeachment 
for  high treason exhibited in Parliament against 
Lord Strange, 16th September, 1642. With Lord 
Strange (who, on the 29th September, succeeded 
to the Earldom of  Derby) Lord Molyneux remained 
during the investment of  Manchester,14 and in a 
skirmish which took place before  the town on the 
25th September, the Parliamentarians reported that 
Lord Molyneux, the " Earl of  Derby's son-in-law," 
was killed. 

13 The Commission was addressed to Lord Strange, the Sheriff,  Sir George 
Middleton, Sir Alexander Radcliffe,  Mr. Tyldesley (then resident at Myers-
cough), and Mr. William Farrington, and commanded them to " muster, array, 
and set in military order the inhabitants of  the district." 

14 In a Diary, written by some one in Manchester at the time, now among 
the Duke of  Sutherland's MSS. at Trentham, it is stated that the besiegers 
had five  troops of  horse, one of  which, a troop of  dragoons, was commanded 
by Lord Molyneux,—Hist.  MSS.  Commission,  v, 142. 
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On the ist October, by command of  the King, 
Lord Derby raised the siege and drew off  his 
forces,  consisting of  three regiments of  infantry 
and three troops of  horse, to join his sovereign at 
Shrewsbury, accompanied, no doubt, by Lord 
Molyneux. When, however, Lord Derby was sent 
back to Lancashire, without the levies he had 
himself  raised, Lord Molyneux remained with the 
King, and is said to have taken part with these 
Lancashire regiments in the battle of  Edge Hill, 
on the 23rd October, where, according to the author 
of  The  Lady of  Lathom, " his troops were much 
" shattered." 

What these troops were, or who raised them, 
is not, perhaps, very clear. Collins, in his 
Baronetage (edition 1720, vol. i, p. 26), states that 
Richard, Lord Molyneux, and his brother Caryll 
" raised two regiments," one of  horse and another 
of  foot,  for  the King's service. Lord Derby, 
in his Narrative,  printed in Peck's Desiderata 
Curiosa  (2, c. xi, 22), speaks of  having raised 
three thousand good men, who went forth  from 
Lancashire and other places of  his lieutenancy 
to join the King at Shrewsbury. This is confirmed 
by the writer of  the Journal  of  the Siege against 
Lathom, who seems to say in a marginal note that 
these three thousand included the regiments of 
Lord Molyneux and Sir Gilbert Gerard, and Sir 
Thomas Salisbury's Welshmen. Be this as it may, 
that both Richard, Lord Molyneux, and his brother 
Caryll did their utmost in all ways to aid the Royal 
cause is well known, and what their loyalty cost the 
family  the Royalist Composition  Papers give us 
some idea. As the author of  Prince Rupert and the 
Cavaliers  admirably puts it :—" To the King at 
" Shrewsbury every gentleman brought a retinue 
" according to his means, together with money, 
" plate, and arms, to furnish  which many a 

s 
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" household was stripped bare, and many a comfort 
" sacrificed  for  ever." 

On the ioth December, 1642, Lord Derby and 
his friends  met in conference  at Preston, with a 
view to raising funds  for  the prosecution of  the 
war. At this Lord Molyneux does not appear to 
have been present ; so we may conclude that he 
had not yet come north again. Later on, however, 
having returned to Lancashire for  recruits, he 
joined Lord Derby at Lathom, and was with him 
at the taking of  Lancaster on the 20th, and 
Preston on the 22nd March, 1643. On the 18th, 
before  Lancaster, he seems to have engaged the 
troop of  Captain William Shuttleworth, M.P., who 
was slain in the encounter.15 Flushed with success, 
Lord Derby was now advancing against Manches-
ter, and had already reached Chorley, when an 
express from  the King at Oxford,  addressed to 
Lord Molyneux, ordered him to detach himself 
and his troops from  his leader, and repair to the 
Royal camp. Before  any separation took place, their 
forces  were defeated  by Colonel Ashton, at Whalley, 
on the 20th April, after  which Lord Derby retired, by 
way of  Hornby and Skipton Castles, to meet the 
Queen at York,16 in order to urge upon her the 
grave necessities of  the Lancashire royalists. At 
York he remained a fortnight,  and while there re-
ceived the unwelcome intelligence that the Scots 
were preparing to seize the Isle of  Man, where an 
outbreak of  the natives against his authority was 
also said to be imminent. Abandoning, therefore, 
his intention of  attending the Queen to Oxford,  he 
hastened to his island home. 

Meanwhile, Colonel Ashton followed  up his vic-

!5 Civil  War  Tracts  of  iMticashire,  Chet.  Soc. Series ii, 85, note. 
16 She had landed at Burlington Quay with supplies, 22nd February, in 

consequence of  which the Commons proposed to impeach her (May 22), but 
the Lords would not entertain the suggestion. 
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tory at Whalley, and acting on the aggressive, 
pressed Lord Molyneux and Colonel Tyldesley, who 
had been left  in command by Lord Derby, and 
" who in the end gave me as much trouble as the 
" enemy," writes the Earl in his Narrative,  printed 
by Peck. Before  Ashton the Royalist leaders re-
tired through West Derby Hundred, and over the 
Ribble sands at Hesketh Bank into Kirkham parish, 
while he advanced through Ormskirk to Preston. 
In Kirkham Lord Molyneux was quartered at Clif-
ton, and Colonel Tyldesley at Kirkham itself,  "and 
" while they laid there the Earle of  Darbie with a 
" few  horse passed by Clifton,  with litle or no 
" speach of  him [i.e.,  Lord Molyneux] and soe into 
" the North to White Haven, and taking shipping 
" there went into the Isle of  Man, leaving his 
" Countess and children at Lathom." So writes 
the author of  A Discourse of  the War  in Lanca-
shire, 165 5.17 

From Kirkham the Royalists retired over Wyre 
Water, through Cockerham and Hornby, to Kirby 
Lonsdale, whither Colonel Ashton, marching direct 
through Lancaster, followed  them. Here he gave 
up the pursuit and returned to Preston. At Kirby 
Lonsdale the Royalist commanders parted ; Colonel 
Tyldesley took his men to join the Queen at York, 
and Lord Molyneux, coming south again, passed 
through the Fylde country, and fording  the Ribble 
at Warton and the Mersey at Hale, led his men 
into Cheshire.18 

We next hear of  Lord Molyneux at the battle of 
Newbury, fought  20th September, 1643, where he 
held a command under the King, who led the royal 

Chat.  Soc. Series, lxii, 37. 
18 Formerly, and within the memory of  persons now living, both these 

fords  were used by persons in vehicles or 011 foot.  Being at Hesketh Bank, 
in March, 1893, I was told by an elderly inhabitant that he remembered coals 
being led across the sands from  the pits near Eccleston into the Fylde 
country.—R. D. R. 

S 2 



260 Richard, second Viscount  Molyneux. 

army in person. The autumn and winter of  this 
year he probably passed in company with Prince 
Rupert, raising forces  in Wales and Shropshire. 
Warlike operations being resumed in the spring, on 
the 18th of  May, 1644, Rupert's forces  were at 
Drayton, on the 24th at Knutsford,  on the 25th 
they took Stockport, on the 28th Bolton was carried 
with great slaughter, and on June 26th, after  a siege 
of  three weeks' duration, Liverpool capitulated. 
Here Caryll Molyneux's intimate acquaintance with 
the defences  of  the town and the best way to ap-
proach it, proved of  the greatest service to the 
Royalist commander, and were duly appreciated by 
his opponents. Liverpool being won, Rupert with 
Lord Derby, who had now returned from  the Isle 
of  Man, went north to relieve York. This was 
done without a battle, and Rupert was urged to 
rest content. He said he had orders from  the King 
to fight,  which he did, and suffered  a terrible defeat 
at Marston Moor on the 2nd of  July. Retiring 
thence, he passed, a few  days later, through Lan-
cashire, and, rallying some six thousand men, 
crossed into Cheshire by Haleford. 

Some of  the Royalist forces  remained in Lanca-
shire, however, for  it was presently reported to the 
Speaker of  the House of  Commons that " on 
" Tuesday, in the evening of  August 20th, Sir 
"John Meldrum, the Parliamentarian General, 
" overtook the enemy at Ormeschurch, and captured 
" 300 prisoners and 500 horse, and killed about 
" 100, and forced  the rest into Cheshire, the lord 
" Biron and the lord Molineux being forced  to 
" forsake  their horses and hide themselves in the 
" cornfields."  Sir John Meldrum's letter to the 
Committee of  both Kingdoms, dated Ormskirk, 
2ist August, 1644, is given in the Calendar  of 
Domestic State  Papers, as follows  :— 
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Since the conclusion of  my former  letter I have succeeded in 
driving the enemy from  their quarter at Ormskirk, and forced 
them to take the field  within one mile of  the town upon a moor, 
where both bodies of  horse being ranged in order, at 8 p.m. they 
were in their flight  so hotly pursued by our horse that many 
were killed, and some prisoners of  quality taken, which is the 
first  act of  the scene ; the second will be played to-morrow if 
Prince Rupert does not enter upon the stage and interrupt the 
game. I am not able to give you an exact account at once, the 
fields  not having been as yet viewed since the combat, but, by 
report of  some officers,  the enemy's loss is great in men, horses, 
and arms. After  a view of  the fields  about daybreak, I resolve 
to march to the passage at Haleford  which Prince Rupert has 
viewed within these two days upon a resolution to enter into 
Lancashire if  his friends  had been interrupted in their passage 
at Hosket [Hesketh] Bank. . . . Lord Byron was unhorsed, 
and Lord Mollineux's horse taken, and it is not as yet known 
whether he be dead or alive. 

On the 17th September, 1644, the remnant of 
the Lancashire Royalist forces,  some 4000 strong, 
under Lord Byron, was again defeated  near 
Montgomery, and Sir Thomas Tyledesley19 taken 
prisoner. Whether Lord Molyneux was engaged 
here we do not know ; nor, indeed, so far  as our 
present information  goes, have we any knowledge 
of  his movements from  the time he disappeared in 
a cornfield  near Ormskirk, on the 20th August, 
1644, until he capitulated at Ludlow, in May, 1646. 

Meanwhile, Liverpool having been re-taken in 
November, 1644, by the forces  of  the Parliament 
under Sir John Meldrum, in March of  the following 
year the townspeople petitioned the Legislature to 
aid them in repairing the losses they had sustained 
by reason of  the siege and occupation of  the town 

19 Though Tyledesley was three times taken prisoner during the war, he 
never seems to have remained long in custody, but was quickly in the field 
again, until his death at Wigan Lane, on 25th August, 1651. He " won his 
spurs" 2nd July, 1643, going south with the Queen, when he led a desperate 
cavalry charge over the thirty-six arches of  Burton bridge. Here, too, while 
directing the passage of  the infantry  through the River Trent, another 
Lancashire man, Colonel Richard Gerard, of  His Majesty's Guards, and cousin 
to Lord Molyneux, was shot through the thigh.—Collin's Baronetage, i, 103. 
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by the army under Prince Rupert.20 Consequently, 
on 17th September, 1645, an Ordinance was made 
whereby " Milne and ferry-boats  were settled upon 
"the Corporation in part of  their satisfaction,"  and 
they were also exonerated from  the future  payment 
of  £20 fee-farm  rent, which they had been wont to 
pay to Lord Molineux. Further, on ist October, 
1645, it was "Ordered: That 500 tons of  timber 
" be allowed unto the town of  Liverpool for  re-
" building the said town, in a great part destroyed 
" and burnt down by the enemy; and that the said 
" 500 tons be felled  in the grounds and woods ot 
"James, Earl of  Derby, Richard, Lord Mollineux, 
" William Norris, Robert Blundell, Robert Molli-
" neux, of  the Wood in Melling, Charles Gerard, 
" and Edward Scarisbrick, Esquires, and that 
" it be referred  to the Committee for  Lancaster 
" that are members of  this house to take order 
" for  the due and orderly felling  of  the said timber 
" and for  apportioning the quantities to be allowed 
" to the persons that suffered  by the burning of 
" the said town and the rebuilding thereof."21 

On the authority of  a statement in Collins's 
Baronetage, it has been generally supposed that 
both Richard Lord Molyneux and his brother 
Caryll were in Oxford  when it capitulated, on 
24th June, 1646. But this, so far  as Lord 
Molyneux is concerned, does not appear to have 
been the case, for  among the Royalist Composition 
Papers is a pass, dated 27th May, 1646, per-
mitting him and his servants to leave Ludlow, 

20 The Petition states that the Windmill and Ferry-boat which formerly 
belonged to the Corporation were lately in possession of  Richard, Lord Moly-
neux, " whoe is in hostility against the Parliamt, and by his power with the 
" Lord Cottington, late M r of  the Courte of  Wardes and Liveries, brought a 
"vexatious suite agst the sd Corporac'on to their great dammage and im-
" poverishmt- "—Royalist  Composition  Papers, MS. 

21 Moore  Rental, Chet.  Soc. Series, xxvij. 



Compounding. 263 

where they had just surrendered, signed, and sealed 
with his armorial bearings, by General Fairfax. 

From the same prolific  source of  information  we 
gather that, on 20th June following,  Lord Molyneux 
was at his house in Lancashire, whence he dates a 
letter to the Committee for  Compounding, asking 
that he may come up to London to compound, and 
confessing  that he had borne arms against the 
Parliament. Neither Sefton  or Croxteth would be 
particularly desirable places of  residence at this 
time, for  both had been pillaged by the Parliamen-
tarians, and their owner's papers and title-deeds 
given to the winds or the fire,  and the furniture 
carried off  or destroyed.22 So completely had they 
and his Sussex home been gutted, that, in putting 
in a return of  his whole estate, dated ist October, 
1646, Lord Molyneux says that " Hee is possessed 
" of  foure  horses and furniture  for  travill worth 
" fourty  pounds, other personal estate he hath 
" none." 

Even on the four  horses, on which he and his 
servants came to compound, he could not maintain 
a very firm  hold, since they appear to have been 
seized by the County Committee of  Sussex, who, 
on 10th September, were ordered by the General 
Committee in London to restore them to John 
Hindley, Lord Molyneux's steward. To which the 
Sussex Committee reply that the horses cannot be 
given back because they have been sold. 

From these entries it would appear that Lord 
Molyneux must have come up to London from 

22 The value of  the latter the unfortunate  Cavalier places at £700, which 
he asks the Committee to take into consideration in assessing his fine.  He 
further  pleads that many acres of  his best meadow land have been dug up by 
his tenants for  turf,  and now lie waste. Affidavits  of  Nehemiah Brettargh, 
Esq., and Thomas Bootle, of  Melling, gent., sworn 16th June, 1652, confirm 
another of  his statements—" In the time of  the wars the houses of  Lord 
" Molyneux at Sefton  and Croxteth were plundered, and the closets where his 
"evidences lay were broken open, and some of  them were scattered about 
" the houses, some cancelled, other some carried away." 
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Lancashire, and then gone into Sussex to arrange 
matters there, and that on his way back to London 
to put his statements before  the Committee for 
Compounding, the over-zealous Sussex committee 
had seized his horses, which brought upon them a 
reprimand from  their superiors in London. Several 
similar instances occur in connection with Lord 
Molyneux, and one comes to the conclusion, from  a 
perusal of  Composition  Papers, that " a Delinquent" 
had much more to fear  from  his neighbours in the 
country than from  the General Committee at Gold-
smiths' Hall. 

No doubt as an important and necessary prelimi-
nary to an appearance before  the Committee for 
Compounding, on the 20th August, 1646, Lord 
Molyneux took the National Covenant before  Wil-
liam Barton, Minister of  John Zacharies, and the 
Negative Oath the same day. 

On ist October a long " Particular" of  his lord-
ship's estate was put before  the Committee, who, 
on 8th October, fixed  his fine  at a moiety, or 
12,280/., of  which 5,5551, was to be abated if  he 
settled the sums specified  from  four  rectories for  the 
maintenance of  preaching ministers in certain 
churches and chapels for  ever. To this Lord 
Molyneux objected, pleading the benefit  of  " Lud-
" low Articles," by which he was entitled to com-
pound on a lower scale. 

Accordingly, on 29th October, the fine  was 
reduced to 9,037/., and if  357/. a-year is settled on 
the ministers, it is to be 5,367/. 

On 8th December he is told that if  he settles on 
the ministers as ordered, and pays 1,000/., his 
statute will be taken for  the rest, and on 12th 
December, having pleaded the want of  his Evi-
dences, he is given further  time for  payment.23 

23 A report as to the yearly value of  Lord Molyneux's estates having been 
made by one Peter Ambrose to the Committee for  Compounding, ist Febru-
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In February, 1647, he had leave to keep Courts, 
and to receive rents, towards paying his fine,  in 
which things the County Committees are ordered 
not to obstruct him. 

On December 20th in the same year he begs a 
further  abatement of  his fine,  inasmuch as his 
bailiffs  had made errors in stating his rents, and 
valued demesnes and tythes together, and further 
that he had compounded for  the Manor of  Male 
[Maghull] as in possession, whereas in this he had 
only an estate in reversion.24 

Even had no " Great Rebellion " taken place, or 
our hero fought  for  the " King and the Cause," 
he must have been a poor man all his days. He 
succeeded to an encumbered estate, out of  which 
he had to pay his mother's jointure, portions to his 
sisters, and an annuity to his brother, and to 
discharge his father's  debt to the Duchy of  Lan-
caster and other considerable liabilities. With his 
mother and his step-father  he was early involved 
in litigation. His fines  as a convicted Recusant 
would be considerable. And the burghers of 
Liverpool, headed by Colonel John Moore,25 were 
not too friendly  disposed towards his house. These 
latter, in or about the month of  April, 1648, sent 
the following  petition to the Honourable the 

ary, 1647, Edmund Butterworth and others are ordered to state their conclu-
sions on Peter Ambrose's report, which they shortly afterwards  do, supporting 
their conclusions on evidence taken from  "Surveys" and from  " An Ancient 
" Book made in n t h Elizabeth," which " R e n t a l e " is—one is glad to say— 
still carefully  preserved in the Muniment room at Croxteth, a magnificent 
specimen of  caligraphy, with floriated  capitals, written on 132 pages of 
vellum, 18 by 12 inches. 

24 This Manor, formerly  the inheritance of  Richard Holme of  Male (alias 
Maghull), Esq., deceased, and of  Edmond Holme, son and heir of  the said 
Richard, had been demised, in 1628, by the first  Lord Molyneux to Sir 
Garret Kernpe, Knight, of  Slindon, in Sussex, as security for  an advance of 
1500/, in respect of  which there was due at this time 19S0/. 

25 On 31st January, 1645, John Moore, Esq., was nominated Steward of 
the Wapintake of  West Derby, in place of  Lord Molyneux. 
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Knights, Citizens, and Burgesses in Parliament 
assembled, showing :26 

That yor pec tors zealouslie affecting  and to the uttermost of 
their abiilities prossecuting the comon cause wc h yor honors 

maintaine against all the Enemies thereof  did not only really 
but resolutely act in seuerall tymes spoiling of  all such as it 
had Instruments as dide side with the malignant party within 
the County of  Lancaster and elsewhere which said County was 
extremely infected  with the contagion of  popery and malignancy 
whereof  it yet fouly  sauoureth to the grief  of  all good people. 

Soe it is that yor peticonrs earneest endeauor for  the defence 
of  truth was not onely much distasted by the popish facon  but 
the malignant party which did consist of  all the Nobility and 
most Gentry in that County did ioyne together and by promising 
greate sommes of  money unto that unhappy Prince Rupert if  he 
would march with his bands and strong army into that County 
and so to beleague I.iverpoole which they accompted the place 
which would most oppose them and the most convenient for 
the Irish and Welsh to come aud ioyne with them if 
obteyned in hope of  wcil great somme of  money the Prince 
with his valent army marched into that County and beleagured 
yor poore petenors and dyverse tymes assaulted us yet by the 
mercy of  God and the Resolucon of  the Comandrs and 
soldiers was seuerall tymes repulsed with the losse of  many 
hundreds of  his men so that he utterly despaired of  the getting 
of  the Towne and in all likelyhood had neuer entred had not 
the Seamen deserted their charge in the Night neither the 
Comandrs nor soldiers knowing thereof  being upon duty at the 
other side of  the Towne By reason of  which desertion the 
enemy entred at their void Sconces into the Towne by which 
meanes yor poore petioners and the other soldiers became a prey 
to the merciless enemy and dyvers of  them were barberously 
Massacred and most of  the rest imprisoned and all dispoyled 
and robbed of  their Estates to the value of  230001' under which 
losse their wifes  and poor infants  groane to this day and their 
bloody Enemies haue greatly inriched themselves and many of 
those that procured the Prince to come into or County are men 
of  great Estates aaiacent to the said Towne. 

The premesies tenderly considered yor petionrs humbly pray 
that yor honors would be graciously pleased to vouchsafe  unto yor 

petionrs (who have lost all their temporall Estate and subsistence 

26 For permission to transcribe this and a further  petition, we are indebted 
to the kindness of  the Reverend J. H. Stanning, M.A., Vicar of  Leigh, Lanca-
shire, who is editing a volume of  Royalist Composition  Papers for  the Lancashire 
and Cheshire Record Society. 
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and many of  their houses being destroyed by the barbarous 
Enemy only for  adheuring unto the honoble houses of  Parlia1) 
to put them into such a way that the truth of  yor petitiors 

losses may be fully  certified  unto yor honours and thereupon 
be pleased to order that the losses of  yor poore peticonrs be 
satisfied  [out of  the estates of]  the Eaile of  Derby the Lord 
Mollineux Mr Blundell of  Ince Mr Blundeil of  Crosby Mr Scas-
bridge [Scarisbrick] Mr Norris of  Speake Sr \Vm Gerard Mr 
Tarleton Mr Mollineux of  the Wood Mr Chorley Mr Clifton  and 
Mr Fazeakerley or so many of  them as yr honors shall thinke fitt 
most of  them being papists in Amies and were the principal pro-
curers of  the Enemyes advance into or Countie and were the 
chiefe  abettors of  them to robb and spoyle your peticon1"5 and 
under pretence of  a Comission did sitt in the said Towne to sett 
and sell yor peticonrs Tenemtts and Lands besides their goods 
not alloweing them a 5 t h part or any part without any compassion 
to them or their posterity And the rather for  that yor petionrs 

haue lykewise due unto them for  qrtering of  the Parliats soldiers 
8oou at least for  which lykewise they crave satisfaction  out of 
some of  the aforesaid  estates And they shall ever pray. 

In the following  August a further  petition was 
sent up, from  which the following  are extracts:— 

To the hoble House of  Commons in Parliament assembled. 
The Humble Petition of  Coll. John Moore Member of  the 

Honble House of  Commons and the Well affected  Inhabitants of 
the Nyne adiacent parishes unto Liverpoole together with many 
hundreds of  Widdows and fatherless  children whose husbands 
and fathers  lost theire lives and estates when Prince Rupert with 
his barberous popish Army . . . . 

Sheweth 
That your petrs to theire uttmost abilitees resisted the greate 

Army of  Prince Rupert when hee beleagered Liverpoole whereby 
they lost theire estates and many of  yor pet" bowses were burned 
others dispoyled and much wronged and many of  vor petrs hus-
bands were barberously massacred and the rest imprisoned and 
all despoyled and robbed of  their estates to the value of  30 ooo1' 
and upwards They prayed that their losses " may 
" be satisfyed  out of  the estates of  the Earle of  Derby" and the 
other gentlemen named in the Liverpool petition. 

Returning to the subject of  Lord Molyneux's 
Composition, we find  that in January, 1649, the 
parishioners of  Huyton, co. Lancaster, complain 
that no settlement is yet made in observance 
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of  the order requiring Lord Molyneux to settle 
£357 a-year upon certain ministers, and beg that 
the Rectory of  Huyton, worth £80 a-year, parcel 
of  the said settlement, may be settled on William 
Bell, their vicar, a learned and painful  divine, 
appointed by the Parliament, who has but £20 
a-year, the parish consisting of  above 1000 persons. 

On the 15th of  the same month Lord Molyneux 
is ordered to settle £357 a-year for  the maintenance 
of  the ministers of  such places as the Committee 
for  Compounding may appoint, and by such secu-
rity as Mr. Rich shall think sufficient.  And in 
pursuance of  this order he settled £80 a-year out of 
Huyton, and £70 out of  Altcar, both in the county 
of  Lancaster, £100 a-year out of  Shipley, and £47 
out of  Southover, both in the county of  Sussex, 
and ^60 out of  Church Honeyborne, in the counties 
of  Gloucester and Worcester.27 

Having, on March 3rd, 1649, brought before  the 
Committee the great debts wherewith his lands 
stand charged, on 6th of  August his fine  is reduced 
to £6710 8s. 8d., of  which £3570 is to be settled 
on the ministers, leaving him to find  £3140 8s. 8d. 

27 By Indenture bearing date 17th January, 24 Charles [1648-9], Richard 
Lord Viscount Molyneux conveyed to Sir Ralph Ashton, Baronet, Alexander 
Rigby, John Moore, and William Ashhurst, Esquires, " members of  the 
"honnoMe House of  Commons now serving in this present parliament 
" at Westminster," All that the Rectory or Parsonage impropriate of  Huyton, 
in the county of  Lancaster, together with all Tithes, &Tc., To have and to hold 
the said Rectory, &c., to them and their heirs, &c., Upon trust out of  the 
yearly profits  of  the same to pay to the Minister of  Huyton and his successors 
for  ever the yearly rent of  fourscore  pounds, " for  his and their better increase 
" and augmentation of  livelyhood." 

By Indenture made the clay following,  which recites the Indenture of  the 
day previous, Ashton, Rigby, Moore, and Ashhurst reconvey the above 
premises to Lord Molyneux for  a term of  1000 years, on condition of  his 
paying yearly to the grantors and their heirs, &c., by equal half-yearly 
payments on 24th June and 25th November, the sum of  fourscore  pounds. 
Executed in duplicate, the copy bearing the signatures of  Rigby, Mooie, and 
Ashhurst is now among the Croxteth Muniments. (General Evidences, box 20, 
bundle 3, No. 18.) Rigby's signature is witnessed by Nehemiah Brettargh 
(of  Aigburgh), Jo. Wood, Tho. Hawarden (of  Upton in Prescot Parish) ; 
Moore's by Jo. ffoxe  and Thomas Bootle ; Ashhurst's by Brettargh, ffoxe, 
Hawarden, and Bootle. 
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He is to be restored to his estate compounded for, 
including the part fallen  out of  lease since his com-
position, and he is to receive the rents and profits 
of  the above-named rectories till he make default 
in payment to the ministers, and the surplus of  all 
moneys received since the date of  his suspension 
is to be restored to him. These orders sent down 
from  Goldsmiths' Hall, the County Committee in 
Lancashire seem to have been very loth to obey, and 
presently reported—on 17th January, 1651—that 
the lands are charged with £2000 for  Lord Moly-
neux's two sisters and with £100 a-year for  his 
brother Caryll, all of  whom are Papists. There-
fore,  it is ordered that the payment of  the £2000 
be stayed till the ladies take the Oath of  Abjuration, 
and that if  Caryll is a Papist his annuity is to be 
sequestrated. 

On 30th July, Lord Molyneux is ordered to shew 
cause why he does not pay to the Committee the 
£100 a. year due to Caryll and the £1000 due to 
each of  his sisters, all of  them being Papists. 

To this Lord Molyneux replies (by Edward Rich, 
his counsel), on 31st December, that the annuity to 
Caryll, secured on Sefton  manor, was bought in by 
him in 1640, and that he compounded for  the said 
manor without any allowance therefor. 

In January, 1652, he begs a hearing touching 
the expiration of  leases made to tenants formerly 
sequestered, on account of  the recusancy of  the 
tenants, of  which, owing to the sequestration, he 
could not get possession, though he had com-
pounded for  them, and which the County Com-
mittee were threatening to seize unless he procured 
a discharge. Hearing granted : rents received in 
the meantime to be restored.28 

28 The names of  the tenants, which may be of  some interest, are as 
follows  :—Richard Leyland, of  Crosby ; Mr. Robert Molyneux, of  Melling 
(called Fazakerley House) ; Richard Blundell, of  Ince Blundell; Nicholas 
Shepheard, and William Melling, and Richard Parr, of  Sephton; Widow 
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In June, 1654, he was lying sick at his house in 
Lancashire, where his oath had to be taken as to 
certain matters in connection with his Sussex 
estate. 

In October, 1652, the County Committee were 
still refusing  to hand over the surplus received since 
24th December, 1649, pretending that they had ac-
counted for  it, and had no funds  out of  which to 
satisfy  such a claim. And, as far  as one can gather 
from  the papers, which are very voluminous, neither 
of  these points was settled in the lifetime  of  the 
unfortunate  compounder, if  at all. 

On the ist of  December, 1652, Lord Molyneux 
petitions the Committee for  relief  on the Articles of 
War, complaining that he is not permitted to com-
pound for  several parts of  his estate, viz. :—The 
Town and Lordship of  Liverpool, with its right of 
passage over the Mersey, together with Mills and 
several other profits,  for  which he paid a fee-farm 
rent to the late King, of  £\\ a year ; the office  of 
Master Forester of  the late King's Forest and Park 
of  West Derby ; the Stewardships of  Salford  and 
West Derby ; the office  of  Constable of  Liverpool 
Castle and lands belonging thereto, wherein he had 
an estate of  inheritance; the Stewardships of  Black-
burnshire, Tottington, and Clitheroe ; the Butler-
ship of  the County Palatine of  Lancaster; and 
the Admiralship of  the great part of  Lancashire, 
wherein he has an estate for  life.  Whereupon, it 

Cople, of  Thornton; William Hesketh, of  Derby; Thomas Hodgson, 
of  Euxton ; Cicely Woods, of  Croxteth Park ; Thomas Bulloyne, of  Mag-
hull ; Hugh Aspinall, of  Aighton "for  the fox  house in Male" ; Anthony 
Livesay, of  Altcar ; Mr. Formby, for  a tenement in Altcar ; James Woosey, 
of  Altcar; George Aspinall, of  Kirkby.  Some time previously, namely 
in March, 1651, an inquiry into these matters was held at Preston, when 
the following  were examined :—John Brianson, of  Sephton, bailiff  to Lord 
Molyneux ; Edmund Raphson, the same ; Cuthbert Halsall, of  Croxteth, 
servant to his lordship ; Thomas Bulloyne, of  Maghull; Edward Goare, 
bailiff  for  his lordship ; Robert Norris, the same ; William Hesketh, of  Derby; 
Thomas Hodgson, of  Euxton; Thomas Bowten, of  Aughton ; and William 
Wright, of  Euxton, bailiff'  to Lord Molyneux. 
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was ordered, that the Committee for  Compounding 
with Delinquents state the case, and whether Lord 
Molyneux has forfeited  the benefit  of  his Articles 
either by omission of  anything he should have per-
formed,  or by having a hand in any hostilities or 
new design against the Parliament. 

Through the eight weary years during which 
these proceedings " dragged their slow length 
along," Lord Molyneux does not appear to have 
been altogether a free  man, nor yet always in 
captivity. We have seen that he was taken prisoner 
at Ludlow, in May, 1646, and that he was next 
month in Lancashire, preparing to go to London 
to compound for  his estates. Then we hear of  his 
four  horses being seized by the County Committee 
in Sussex. Whether he was again apprehended, 
or for  what cause, does not appear, but in 1648 it 
was ordered by the Council, " That no prisoners 
" of  quality should any more be brought to 
" London, because, as Lord Molyneux, who was 
" discovered and taken at Islington near London, 
" had been brought thither, the apprentices having 
" risen, followed  the coach, and were like to have 
" rescued him from  the guards." 

In July 1648, whether in custody or not, Lord 
Molyneux seems to have contemplated claiming his 
betrothed wife,  for  the Case respecting his marriage 
was laid before  counsel, no doubt by his orders, 
about this time, the Opinion signed Arthur Ducke 
being dated the 12th of  this month. 

What steps he may have taken to claim his bride 
upon receiving the opinion that the marriage was 
a good one, and that there was " noe remedie att 
" law to avoid itt or to dissolve itt till death," do 
not appear. More than two years later, however, 
he had not abandoned all hope of  bringing the 
affair  to a happy issue, for  in a report of  the day's 
proceedings of  the Council of  State, under date 
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16th October, 1650 (Calendar  of  Domestic State 
Papers for  year 1650), we read that an " Order 
" [was made] upon the petition of  Richard Viscount 
" Molineux, that he have liberty to send to the 
" Isle of  Man, two persons approved by Col. Birch, 
" Governor of  Liverpool, to demand the answer of 
" Mary Stanley, one of  the daughters of  the Earl 
" of  Derby, concerning her consent in a case of 
" marriage in the petition mentioned, with which 
" answer only they are to return, and to do no 
" other business there." 

Whether Lord Molyneux was in actual custody 
at this time does not appear, but in March, 165^, 
he was apparently again apprehended ; for,  in the 
Moore Collection of  MSS. (transcripts of  which 
are in possession of  this Society), there is a letter 
from  one Richard Worsley, at Liverpool (who 
seems to have been the confidential  business man 
of  the Moores of  Bank Hall), dated 18th March, 
1650, addressed " T o the Worp. Edward Moore 
" Esq! at his chambers in Grayse Inn," in which 
he says :— 

Here is great newes in Leverpoole this day, wch in briefe  is thus 
my Lord Mollineux was yesterday brought Prisoner to the towne 
w t h most of  his gentlemen & horses as also Mr Skaysbricke 
M r W m Ashurst & Mr John Ashurst was sent for  but beinge not 
at home eskaped M r Alex: Greene in Livpoole hath a guard sett 
on him w th many others, they must goe very speedily to Chester 
there was also a priest taken : now the case [cause] of  the take-
inge theise gentlemen is as is reported this, there was a packett of 
letters intercepted, wherein most of  the gent: of  this Countrey 
that were of  the old modell, had a plott with the Earle of  Darby, 
that hee should have come over and landed at fformeby  w t h an 
army & they rayseinge forces  both in Lane: & Cheshyre would 
have joyn'd w th him, uppon good ffryday  to have taken this towne 
and the Castle & soe all had been cleere theire owne & to have 
march't uppon the backe of  or Army in Scotland this is reported 
to have beene their plott but it hath pleased god to dissipate it 
but the truth wee shall here hereafter. 

Collins, in his Baronetage, says that Lord 
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Molyneux and his brother Caryll were present at 
the battle of  Worcester, fought  on the 3rd Septem-
ber, 1651. In the case of  our hero this is hardly 
likely to have been the case ; for,  as we have seen, 
he was at this very time still endeavouring to get 
more favourable  terms from  the Committee for 
Compounding Delinquents' Estates, and, on the 
17th August in this year, the Council of  State 
granted a license " for  Lord Molineux to pass 
" with his horses and servants from  Islington 
" t o London."29 

What answer Lady Mary Stanley sent back by 
the special messengers despatched to the Isle of 
Man, in July, 1650, we do not know ; but that the 
marriage between her and Lord Molyneux was 
never consummated is a matter of  history. The 
causes which had led to the non-fulfilment  of 
the youthful  contract are not given in the 
statement, nor has anything been found  among 
the Croxteth papers to throw further  light on this 
subject. But it is evident the marriage never was 
" perfected,"  though Sir William Dugdale, acting, 
no doubt, according to the strict law of  the time, 
considered it an accomplished fact,  for  he recorded 
the alliance at his visitation, and it so stands in 
Burke's pedigree of  Stanley in the modern Peerage. 

In his answer to the fourth  question submitted 
to him, Counsel would seem to say that the 
objection to perfecting  the marriage proceeded 
from  the young lady's mother—the illustrious but 
strong-willed and imperious Charlotte de la 
Tremoille, Countess of  Derby, whose name was 
perhaps used owing to the absence of  the Earl in 
the Isle of  Man. 

Whatever may have been the Earl's feelings 
towards Lord Molyneux, or what the cause which 

) 
29 Calendar  of  State  Papers, for  1651, p. 531. 
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prevented the consummation of  the latter's marri-
age with his favourite  daughter, it is quite certain 
that itwas never perfected,  and that both Lord Moly-
neux and Lady Mary Stanley married elsewhere. 
This he was the first  to do ; and at Croxteth there 
is a deed, bearing date 27th October, 1652, by 
which Lord Molyneux, in contemplation of  his 
intended marriage with the Lady Frances Seymour, 
eldest daughter of  William, Marquess of  Hertford, 
(on whom the restored Dukedom of  Somerset was 
afterwards  conferred),  by his second wife  Frances, 
sister of  the Earl of  Essex, the Parliamentary 
general, settles lands in Lancashire on his intended 
wife,  to whom he was privately married the day 
following,  at Essex House. 

Thomas Hawarden, of  Upton, in the parish of 
Prescot, and William Tempest, of  Wigan, gentle-
men, are the Trustees named in the Settlement, 
the signature of  Lord Molyneux to which (almost 
illegible) is witnessed by Orlando Bridgeman, Tho. 
Gasse, Jo. Wood, Jo. Alchorn, and Edw. Alchorn. 
The lady's portion was £8,000, " to be paid on or 
" before  marriage." Lands in Sussex, the Caryll 
inheritance, should also have been settled on her, 
but were not, as appears by a recital in a subse-
quent deed, dated 20th September, 1654, by which 
Frances Dowager Viscountess Molyneux agrees to 
accept £1500 a-year from  her brother-in-law Caryll, 
then Lord Molyneux, in lieu of  her jointure, and 
releases her claim to the lands in Sussex, in order 
that they may be sold, and the mortgage of  £7500 
thereon to John Bedell, Esq., paid off,  and any 
balance remaining devoted to discharging debts of 
her late husband secured on lands in Lancashire 
which had been settled upon her. 

In the Calendar  of  Domestic State  Papers for  the 
year 1652, under date November 2, there is printed 
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a letter from  H.H. to Lady Molyneux, which runs 
as follows  :— 

I never stood so much in need of  a pardon as the imprudence 
in venturing on the enclosed on so short a warning has reduced 
me to. 

'Twas 10 o'clock last night before  my thoughts were fired  with 
an ambition of  this nature, and I could not rest till I had arrived 
at what you see. I need not have told you this, for  if  you have 
the patience to read it, you will discern it to be the unadvised 
production of  a few  minutes. But since all the deliberation in 
the world can never furnish  me with sacrifices  suitable to your 
merits and my devotion, let your acceptance give life,  if  not to 
the lines, to their author, who not only begs your own pardon 
but even your intercession for  that of  your noble lord. 

The letter encloses an ode, in the inflated  style 
characteristic of  the time, entitled:— 
AN EPITHALAMIUM ON THE HAPPY MARRIAGE  OF LADY FRANCES 

SEYMOUR AND LORD MOLINEUX, PRIVATELY  SOLEMNISED AT 

ESSEX HOUSE, OCTOBER 28, 1652. 

1. 

Now when the royal blood is voted down, 
And 'tis thought dangerous to be near a crown, 
When these alliances true nobles knit 
Threaten the commonwealth as if  'twould split, 
When Seymour does with Molineux entwine, 
Two of  the greatest names unite and join, 
'Twas wisely done to debar common eyes 
From violating the solemnities; 
"Twas wisely done to hedge those glories in 
Which they who see irreverently sin. 

2. 
'Twas well it was not heard at Westminster, 
The bans had surely been forbidden  there; 
But 'tis too late now; the conjunction's past, 
And its most happy influence  shall last. 
Was it not hence that Lilly did foresee 
Such peril to the State ? O ! no, for  he 

T 2 
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Converses only with a lower sphere, 
Sees no such glories as we mention here ; 
His stars are governed and obscured by these, 
For if  his be stars, these are deities. 

3-
Let us erect an altar then, and pay 
Such offerings  as become us, and the day : 
They must not be wishes of  happiness, 
For you, great pair, already do possess, 
Nay are so much, so true essential bliss, 
That 'tis by you we come to know what 'tis, 
And when hereafter  we wish any two 
Happy to th' height, must wish them such as you. 
But for  ourselves, since you're above't, we may 
Wish, and although not for,  yet to you, pray. 

4-
True honour, noble love, are drawing on, 
And but for  your protection, would be gone. 
Therefore  vouchsafe  to bless this mortal state 
(Though higher glories do your charge await), 
Till it be grown in fashion  to be good. 
Then leave us some examples of  your blood, 
Who may, while they to noblest things aspire, 
Confess  their native glorious active fire 
Kindled from  Molineux' and Seymour's breast, 
Two names the greatest, and of  both the best. 

The young couple probably soon afterwards  went 
down to live at Sefton  and Croxteth, as we read in 
the Note  Book of  their neighbour, William Blundell, 
of  Crosby—" The course, as it is now used, upon 
" the marshes of  Great and Little Crosby, was 
" stooped out by me, A.D. 1654, at the request of 
"Richard, Lord Molyneux."30 One is glad to 

30 A Cavalier's  Note  Book, p. 222. 
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think that here in the quiet country the hunted Re-
cusant and Royalist, after  hardships endured in the 
" tented field,"  and long-torturing suspense in the 
Sequestration Court, could give himself  up to the 
enjoyment of  field  sports in the company of  his 
tenants, friends,  and family  connections. Unfortu-
nately the wedded bliss of  the newly-married pair was 
but short lived, and they left  no " examples of  their 
" blood " to prove the prowess and virtues of  their 
progenitors. In the oft-quoted  Royalist Compo-
sition Papers is an "Affidavit  of  Nicholas Fazakerly, 
" of  Kirkby,  gent., aged 34, sworn 28th December, 
"1654:—That he knew Richard, Lord Viscount 
" Molyneux, ever since he could remember, and 
" that Lord Molyneux died about of  July (1654), 
" as he deponent believed, having spoken with 
" several of  this deponent's fellow-servants  who 
" were at the burial (as they informed  him) he him-
" self  then being in London upon some occasions, 
" and further  that he knew Caryll, then Lord Moly-
" neux, and that he was the reputed brother and 
" next heir to the said Richard deceased. And that 
" he was the better able to depose the same for  he 
" had been a servant of  the said Richard, Lord 
" Molyneux, for  14 years or thereabouts before 
" his death. And he further  deposed that within a 
" fortnight  then last past he had seen Dame Frances, 
" the widow and relict of  the said Richard, Lord 
" Molyneux, who had some discourse with the 
" deponent, whereupon she declared herself  before 
" him and others that she was not with child." 
The parish registers at Sefton  record the Cavalier's 
burial there in 1654—" Richard Lord Viscount 
" Mollynex of  Sefton,  2 July." 

His widow subsequently became the third wife 
of  the Lord Treasurer Southampton, and after  his 
death married to her third husband, Conyers D'Arcy, 
second Earl of  Holderness of  that line. 
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Pretty much about the time that Frances Dow-
ager Viscountess Molyneux and her brother-in-law 
Caryll were giving so much employment to the 
conveyancers, as we have previously seen, the Lady 
Henrietta Maria (commonly called Mary) Stanley 
gave her hand in marriage to William Wentworth, 
second Earl of  Stafford,  K.G., to whom she was 
united on the 27th of  September, 1654, leaving 
no issue, died on the 27th of  December, 1685. 

Perhaps she had loved our hero all along, and 
not till he was laid to his rest at Sefton  felt  free  to 
wed another. Who can tell ? 


