THE FAILURE OF THE LANCASHIRE CAVALIERS
R. Hutton, M.A.

T first sight another study of the Civil War period in
Lancashire might seem superfluous. The military incidents
have been described by Ernest Broxap and R. N. Dore, K. G.
Lindley has elucidated the role of the Roman Catholics, F. Walker
has related the war to geography and B. G. Blackwood has
thoroughly analysed the social and economic characteristics of
the rival parties. All this research however has left a vital question
unanswered, viz: precisely how the rival parties organised for war
and how this affected the war’s result. The two most recent
general accounts of the war which have included Lancashire,
those of Dame Veronica Wedgwood' and Dr B. S. Manning,?
have indeed suggested reasons for the Royalist failure, but their
answers appear highly questionable. Such a situation is attribut-
able partly to a gap in the research, between the studies of Messrs
Broxap and Dore, which provide a narrative of events with little
analysis of their background, and the others, which analyse the
factions as static groups without portraying them in action. It is
also due to the exceptionally difficult nature of the sources. The
historian has to reconcile the bitterly partisan tracts edited by
Ormerod; Edward Robinson’s ‘Discourse’, which is uneven in its
detail and by no means as unbiased as is sometimes thought; the
hagiographical accounts of the Earl of Derby by Seacome and
Raines, and Clarendon’s violent attack upon him. Some collec-
tions of original documents exist, but they tend to deal with
different subjects rather than elucidate the published sources. The
object of this study is to use all known sources to give an account
of the organisation and activities of the Royalist party in
Lancashire. As Dame Veronica attributes this party’s defeat to
the incapacity of its leader Derby, and Dr Manning to its aliena-
tion from the common people, such a study ought to provide some
insight into the nature of its failure, and of the Civil War itself
in this region.
As far as the documents are concerned, the Lancashire Royalist
party springs into being like the goddess Athene, fully-formed
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and bellicose, in June 1642. There was a legal obstacle to its
appearance before then. Until the King issued his Commission
of Array on 11th June® he had empowered nobody to arm on his
behalf; so there could be no official Royalist party. Yet for all
this, with relations between King and Parliament fast deteriorat-
ing, one would expect future Royalists to have met and concerted
possible action in early 1642. If they did so, no record survives
other than the purely negative gestures of the county’s leading
magnate, Lord Strange, in refusing to act as Parliament’s repre-
sentative in March,* and leaving London with the excuse of
visiting his sick father in April.” Other groups in the county
certainly expressed their view of the situation, for at least three
petitions were raised in Lancashire between March and June.
One was presented to Parliament expressing complete loyalty to
that body and hostility to Strange.® Two were presented to the
King, but they urged him to make peace with Parliament rather
than promised him support.” They may have been the work of his
opponents, or equally that of moderate men frightened by the
incipient breakdown of order. One of them specifically mentioned
the danger of a Roman Catholic uprising. This fear probably
gave at least as much anxiety to the people of Lancashire in early
1642 as the prospect of civil war. The Catholic natives of Ireland
had risen in bloody rebellion, and Lancashire was just across the
water and contained the densest concentration of their co-
religionists in England. A gathering of Catholic gentry near
Lancaster in May was enough to make the whole area stand to
arms.®

In order to secure Lancashire for the King, its Royalists had
first to publicise their cause and secure the county’s existing mili-
tary resources, the magazines at Lancaster, Preston, Liverpool
and Manchester. Their leaders may have been ‘briefed’ by the
King and his circle at York. Two Lancashire gentry, George
Middleton of Yealand and John Girlington of Thurland Castle,
were there in early June and obviously pleased the King, because
Girlington was knighted® and Middleton made a baronet.™

For information upon the first Royalist moves one depends
entirely upon the reports of their enemies. The first consists of a
despatch written by Alexander Rigby M.P., leader of the deputa-
tion sent by Parliament to secure the shire, to his masters in
London." Rigby’s party arrived just in time to attend a meeting
of the county at Preston on 20 June, called by Girlington in his
capacity as High Sheriff, ostensibly to read Charles’ reply to one
of the county petitions. Five thousand people came, and Girling-
ton proclaimed not only the reply but the Commission Of Array
and the Royalist case against Parliament. At the close of his
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speech 400 of the meeting followed his group, a smaller number
followed Rigby’s. The rest had simply melted away. Girlington
then appropriated the Preston magazine. Rigby named as the
Royalist leaders Girlington, Middleton, William Farington of
Worden Hall, Thomas Prestwich of Hulme and Thomas
Tyldesley of Myerscough Hall. A Parliamentarian newsletter
which incorporated Rigby’s letter claimed that Lord Strange had
taken the Lancaster magazine before the Preston meeting.’”* On
25 June Rigby’s party reported to Parliament again that Strange
had secured the Liverpool magazine.'® This left only the Man-
chester magazine, the smallest, out of Royalist hands, and the
Parliamentarians were attempting to secure that.

Their task was by no means straightforward. The estates and
influence of the individual Royalist leaders tended to be concen-
trated in the west of the county where the biggest magazines also
were, and hence they had left Manchester till last. But the town
was no natural Parliamentarian base. Sir William Brereton, leader
of the Cheshire Parliamentarians, had reported to Parliament on
18 June that the men commissioned to raise the militia there for
Parliament had met and decided not to do so, by majority vote.**
They would keep the Manchester magazine for the town’s own
defence, but saw no need to do more. Brereton stressed that they
were not Royalists but moderates who refused to take extreme
measures. The despatch of 25 June was at least able to report
that when Strange’s agents arrived to carry off the magazine the
Parliamentarians were able to put their own guard on it. This
precipitated a crisis, for Strange advanced on the town with
armed men. Both sides agreed to negotiate, and, although nothing
was settled, in practice they dismissed their partisans. It was in
effect the first of the several Lancashire efforts to produce a local
peace.

This hesitant spirit lasted through early July. A very detailed
Parliamentarian newsletter relates that on the grd Rigby was
apprehended by servants of Sir Gilbert Houghton of Houghton
Tower, who informed him that he had been commissioned by the
King to read Parliamentarian despatches. Rigby told his captor
that he would be the first Lancashire man punished by Parlia-
ment. Houghton’s nerve broke, and he not only returned Rigby’s
papers unopened but invited him to dinner. Rigby accepted, but
noted that Tyldesley arrived too. The newsletter named Tyldesley,
Strange, Middleton and Girlington as the committed local
Royalists, of whom Tyldesley was the most committed.’® The
Royalist leaders distinguished by their enemies had nothing in
common except their gentry status.® They came from no one part
of the county. Tyldesley alone had some military experience, in
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the German wars. He and Girlington came from Catholic
families, but the others were all Protestants by birth and belief.
The only links seem to have been purely personal. Tyldesley’s
father had been steward to Strange’s family.'” Farington had
enjoyed Strange’s patronage in the 1630’s and had been defended
by Tyldesley when charged with corruption in 1636."* Un-
doubtedly the most important figure of the group was James
Stanley, Lord Strange, heir to the Earl of Derby and for ten
years the effective wielder of the earldom in place of his ailing
father. He was not only the greatest magnate in the county but a
highly effective one, for he had renounced court life and resided
in the shire.’ The documents repeatedly testify to his local popu-
larity and he was apparently a benevolent landlord.** No evidence
remains to suggest his state of mind in 1642. Writings of his
survive advocating a life of quiet personal piety and deprecating
all warfare.” However, those that are dated were compiled after
the Civil War and there is no reason to suppose that the undated
writings are not contemporary with these and do not similarly
reflect the experiences of that war. All that can be said is that in
1638—9 and 1640 he obeyed the King’s summons to mobilise the
county for the Scottish wars with diligence,” and in 1642 his
behaviour was of a piece. Strange’s support was a slightly quali-
fied blessing to the Royalists. In the course of his local career he
had made personal enemies,*® and alienated other men by inter-
fering in Parliamentary elections,* and these individuals may
have supported Parliament because of his Royalism, though
there is no evidence for this. Certainly on the other hand men
supported Parliament who continued to express their personal
admiration for Strange,* so to this extent his political influence
was limited. Nor can it be said for certain that his influence alone
created the actual Royalist group, for men like Tyldesley were
strikingly active for the King in their own right and some Parlia-
mentarians accused them of corrupting Strange. It can certainly
be said, however, that Strange’s local influence was so great that
had he opposed the Royalists they would have found it extremely
difficult to secure the predominance in Lancashire that they
achieved so swiftly at the outbreak of war.

Both sides devoted early July to securing the militia in their
respective areas. A newsletter states that the Parliamentarians
succeeded in mustering the Manchester bands on g July, and then
dismissed them.*® The Royalists ordered a county muster for the
12th, but the result is not known.?” For the dramatic events of
mid-July one depends entirely upon the evidence of conflicting
partisan tracts, The Parliamentarian pamphlets claim that on
15 July Strange and the leading Royalists entered Manchester
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intending to capture it, attacked the Parliamentarians and were
driven out after a skirmish.”® Two other pamphlets survive which
tell a different story.*® They claim that after the Parliamentarian
muster of g July, Strange held a Royalist rally, perhaps that of
the 12th, at nearby Bury, which 2,000 men attended from
Manchester and its area. The leading Mancunians, alarmed by
this division of their community, invited the leading Royalists to
a civic reception on 15 July, providing they came without troops,
to discuss some arrangement over the magazine. The Royalists
came, but the Parliamentarians staged a rally, a brawl broke out
between the factions and the Royalists fled. The next day a
Manchester deputation apologised to Strange and condemned
his opponents for the incident.

So, what is one to make of this affair, which marked the begin-
ning not only of hostilities in the shire but of the entire English
Civil War, for the first blood in England was said to have been
shed there? It must be said at once that the two non-Parlia-
mentarian pamphlets are considerably richer in detail and local
knowledge than the others. They are not straightforward Royalist
productions, for they were both printed in London where no
Royalist press could have survived. One of them is very warm
towards Strange but the other is so studiously moderate and
objective in tone that it cannot be described as a partisan tract at
all. The pro-Strange pamphlet reprints an original document, the
condemnation after the incident. It was signed by twenty-five
men, several of whom have family names prominent in Man-
cunian history. None of them were subsequently prominent
Royalists and only two, Nicholas and Francis Moseley, were ever
accused of Royalism. The evidence suggests that the non-Parlia-
mentarian accounts are the more accurate, and the incident
represented the debacle of another local peace initiative. It would
be hard otherwise to explain the presence of the Royalist leaders
in Manchester that day without troops. Furthermore, if the
incident had represented a Royalist attack, it would be hard to
account for the behaviour of the Manchester citizens during the
subsequent two months. The Parliamentarians themselves state
that the citizens refused to see the need to fortify for Parliament.
One later believed that four-fifths of the townspeople were against
them.*

During these two months the Royalists were busy raising a
brigade of troops, to send to the King’s growing army. No docu-
ment survives to illustrate this process, but some retrospective
evidence can be employed. By September three foot regiments
had been raised and armed, totalling between two and three
thousand men.** To achieve this, heavy use must have been
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made, as for the Scottish wars, of the military family of Gerard
of Halsall.** Two of the regiments were indeed virtually a Gerard
family firm. Charles Gerard, who had fought in Scotland and the
Netherlands,*®* commanded one and his uncle Sir Gilbert the
other, with four other members of their family among the senior
officers of both.** The third was commanded by Strange’s pro-
spective son-in-law, Viscount Molyneaux. No horse regiments
were raised at this time, though the troop which Prestwich led in
Sir Thomas Aston’s Cheshire regiment was presumably recruited
in Lancashire. The Gerards and Molyneaux all came from south-
west Lancashire, where Strange’s family estates were concen-
trated, and it might be deduced that the regiments were raised
there, out of Strange’s fortune and tenantry. It would indeed
have been odd if his great wealth had not been employed. Yet
Dugdale® states that Charles Gerard raised his regiment at his
own expense, and certainly both he and Molyneaux were quite
capable of doing so. The question of tenants is even more vexed.
In the 1620’s tenants in this area had proved extremely unreliable
when called out to vote in elections®® and there is no reason to
suppose that they would have responded better to more dangerous
service. Some of Strange’s tenantry actually assisted Parliament
later in the war, although perhaps not until after the Royalists
had lost the county.*”

More fundamentally, these regiments were by no means homo-
genous units. By 1643 Charles Gerard’s included a Denbighshire
company®® and Montgomeryshire men.** These may not have
been there from the first, but at least one Cheshire man was,*
and Gerard’s own Lieutenant-Colonel, Edward Villiers, was not
from Lancashire. Nor did Lancashire men enter only Lancashire
regiments, for part of Sir John Beaumont’s Midland regiment
was raised in the shire.** It is probable that most recruits were
obtained by the beating of drums in the villages by individual
officers. Other Royalist regiments, including one raised later in
Lancashire, were certainly recruited in this way.** Informal local
influence may have counted for much in encouragement of
recruits, and Tyldesley was certainly later described as having
persuaded his friends to join up.*®

The terminal date for the whole process was 16 September,
when a general rendezvous for the new regiments was called at
Warrington.** They were destined to join the King’s field army
for its march on London, but first it was thought wise to leave
Lancashire completely secured for the Royalists, and that meant
taking over Manchester. The townspeople had only just suc-
cumbed to the Parliamentarian pressure to fortify, and then only
to protect themselves from the plundering which Parliamentarian
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sympathisers were starting to suffer in the region and which they
might receive if Royalist troops occupied the town.*®

Strange, whose father had at last died leaving him the title of
Earl of Derby, issued a declaration that once the Parliamentarian
forces in the county surrendered the Royalists too would lay down
arms.*® He led the new regiments, which included Mancunians
against the town and the celebrated siege opened on 24 September
and lasted a week.*” Several accounts of it survive, all written by
the besieged. The most detailed make clear the reluctance of the
Royalist troops to face fire.** These men would become some of
the best soldiers in the King’s army, but at this stage were com-
pletely raw. Nor were the defences, though primitive, at all
negligible, because the defenders had by pure luck been able to
obtain the services of a professional engineer. Finally, Seacome
claims that the siege had to be called off as the King summoned
the regiments to his field army.** This may be true, as they did not
indeed reach that army until after it had commenced its march.*

Their departure completely transformed the situation in
Lancashire. The Royalists were bereft of all the men and arms
they had so carefully accumulated in the course of the summer,
and the negative results of the King’s autumn campaign ensured
that the war would go on, with the Lancashire regiments and the
rest of the field army based at Oxford, far away. The Lancashire
Parliamentarians, who had been by far the weaker party, sud-
denly found themselves at about equal strength with their oppo-
nents. Derby and his colleagues were left with a few regular
troops, plus a ‘free hold band’ raised in September as a reserve
and armed with weapons formerly confiscated from Catholics.
They also had the militia bands of the areas they controlled, but
after the failure at Manchester these were demoralised and un-
trustworthy. Under the circumstances it is hardly surprising that
their reaction was to attempt to enact by agreement the local
demilitarisation which they had proposed to achieve by force in
September. In mid-October they bombarded the Parliamentarian
leaders both collectively and individually with proposals of a local
treaty by which the two factions kept control of their respective
areas but left each other in peace.”™ They received some response,
but Parliament itself intervened and warned its partisans off,
being just as naturally reluctant to miss the chance to take advan-
tage of the weakness of the Royalists.

What occurred in the autumn of 1642 was not in fact the end
of the local conflict but its opposite, the integration of the entire
local community into the war. This happened firstly in the
religious sphere. Charles himself took the decisive step on
27 September when, perhaps to compensate for his draining
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Lancashire of troops, he proclaimed that the Lancashire Catholic
gentry might take up arms on his behalf.”* In view of the popular
fears of a Catholic uprising earlier in the same year, it is amazing
that this did not create a furore in the county, but it did not. The
Parliamentarians reacted violently, but they had a vested interest
in doing so. Certainly no known Royalist defected because of the
measure, and there were no recorded popular demonstrations.
Perhaps this provides an example of how mankind, so often
accused of being frightened of shadows, can forget those shadows
when a genuine peril emerges. At any rate, the measure certainly
benefited the Royalists. K. J. Lindley has proved that many
Lancashire Catholic gentry remained neutral.”® This does not
alter the reality of the many Catholics who entered the new
Royalist forces now to be raised, or the impetus given to the
civilian arm by several branches of the great Anderton family.
Derby had persecuted the Catholics actively in the 1630’s, when
this was royal policy,** but Parliament’s advocacy of an extreme
Protestant Church policy made his faction their only possible
allies on the outbreak of war. It cannot be ascertained how far
religious motives played a part in the creation of the original
Royalist group. A petition in favour of episcopacy was raised in
Lancashire at some time in 1641—2, but neither the date nor the
signatures have survived.”® By the winter of 1642—3 religion had
certainly become an element in the struggle. Parliamentarian
troops destroyed crosses and organs as barriers to the Word,”
while Royalist troops attacked that word by ripping up ‘the
Roundhead’s Bible’ and pulling down pulpits.*”

In the same period the county was integrated into the struggle
in a physical sense. Through the events of the summer the whole
of Blackburn Hundred seems to have remained passive. It con-
tained no magazine to attract partisans, and individual Royalist
gentry like the Townleys left the area to join Derby. On 20 Octo-
ber 1642 Richard Shuttleworth M.P. called a rather abortive
muster of the hundred to defend it against the re-arming Catholics.
When approached by Derby he declared his intention of standing
by Parliament, but took no positive measures.”® He and his neigh-
bours were only precipitated into action on about 27 November,
when Houghton invaded the hundred with a Royalist force intent
on seizing the local store of confiscated Catholic arms, which they
badly needed. Shuttleworth called out the militia, which took a
‘general vote’ not to let the arms leave their hundred. They
surprised Houghton’s force and recaptured the weapons. This act
of war made their alliance with the Manchester Parliamentarians
imperative, and the hundred was at last organised on something
like a war footing.”
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The Royalists themselves at last organised for a protracted
local struggle, drawing upon the resources of the whole com-
munity. On 10 December Derby, Girlington, Farington and their
principal colleagues met at Preston and published a scheme for
the administration of the war effort.®® The military establishment
was to be fixed at 2,000 foot and 400 horse. To support them
£8,700 was to be raised, at the normal rate employed for pre-war
taxation. Collectors, generally the leading Royalists, were
appointed for each hundred, Girlington, Farington and the
Mayor of Preston were made treasurers and Girlington, the
Mayor, Roger Kirby M.P. and James Anderton were constituted
a committee sitting at Preston to co-ordinate the scheme. It had
certain obvious disadvantages. It included in its assessment areas
under Parliamentarian control, and even in those firmly held by
the Royalists the collection of the money was slow and arrears
mounted.®” It also centralised the administration in Preston and
in the hands of northern notables, neglecting the needs of the
Royalist-held south-west. The companion scheme for the settle-
ment of garrisons which Derby issued at Wigan on the 3oth was
more realistic.® It assessed the actual military establishment at
about goo foot, 300 dragoons and a horse troop, divided among
the three strongpoints of Preston, Wigan and Warrington. It
ordered the total disbanding of the militia, which had apparently
proved useless, and planned to replace it as a reserve with a force
made up of the tenants and friends of Royalist gentry. It consti-
tuted a separate committee for the south-west in Wigan, compris-
ing the Mayor and principal local Royalist gentry. It also reveals
the miserable weakness of the Royalists. Even this handful of
regular troops comprised two Welsh companies. The garrison
of Wigan was under-manned. The Warrington soldiers lacked
arms. The governor of each garrison was the town’s mayor, and
much of the garrison consisted of his citizen company, the re-
mainder being raised by local gentry. The Royalists obviously
depended upon municipal finances and voluntary co-operation
to keep a town at all. This situation must have improved slightly
in early 1643, because by April four new regiments had been
raised. Tyldesley had apparently left Lancashire with the force
sent to Charles in October®® but by November he was back, com-
missioned to raise horse, foot and dragoons,** and by April they
had been raised. Molyneaux returned by March to recruit for his
foot regiment, left at Oxford,*® and raised another regiment of
horse. These new regiments could not have been very strong, but
to have raised them at all was an achievement. It may reflect the
assistance of the Catholics. They certainly supplied most of the
officers of Tyldesley’s foot regiment.*®
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The campaigns of December to March 1642-3 are well
described in Ernest Broxap’s book.®” The two factions repeatedly
struck at each other’s territory, and the ultimate result was totally
negative. This demands some explanation, and the answer seems
to be that both sides were dependent on local resources and
handicapped by their paucity. The King, as said, drained
Lancashire rather than supplied it. Parliament attempted to
strengthen its adherents, but the munitions sent were captured
en route.®® Both sides recruited veteran officers,* but even veterans
could do little with so little material. Both sides possessed a small
number of regular soldiers, more or less armed, and raised for each
expedition thousands of countrymen equipped only with clubs
and pitchforks, who were disbanded again at its close. The Parlia-
mentarian army which took Preston in February consisted of
‘musket and pikes and clubmen with their staves’.” Derby retook
it in March with 1,600 regular troops collected from all over the
shire, of whom less than g00 were properly armed, plus 3,000
‘clubmen’ raised that week in the Preston area.™ The clash be-
tween Houghton and Shuttleworth in November was between
two completely ad-hoc forces. Neither side ever combined all its
soldiers into one army, and campaigns were local and limited in
their objectives, a situation enforced by the lack of arms and
money.

The irregulars raised by the Royalists were obtained by two
methods. One was to call up the local gentry and their tenants,
sometimes en masse,”* more often naming only the reliable
Royalists.” The other was to summon the traditional levee of
every able-bodied man in an area to meet a specific danger to the
community.™ To supply this danger the Royalists often appended
an accusation of plundering or other outrages against their
enemies.” The desperate weakness of the King’s forces resulted in
some ruthless tactics. Having raised a body of countrymen to
attack Parliamentarian Bolton, they persuaded them to charge
the defences armed only with pitchforks by putting veterans in
the rear to shoot those who ran away.”™ On the other hand, the
‘clubmen’ raised by Derby to re-take Lancaster did well out of
the experience, for they carried away ‘great packets’ of plunder
to their homes and later showed great readiness to accompany
the Earl of another expedition.” Plunder was in fact one of the
main ways of equipping the underpaid forces, and on capturing
a town the Royalist commissariat systematically organised it in an
attempt to benefit the whole army rather than individuals.™

A further reason for the limitations upon local military activity
must have been the indifference of the bulk of the community to
the conflict. B. G. Blackwood has proved that most of the gentry
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remained neutral,” a pattern increasingly established as the norm
for the whole country. Examples of this tendency have been noted
before in this article, as have also some of a corresponding ten-
dency, of an alacrity to defend a local area without proceeding
further. This could work in favour of a garrison under attack.
Manchester and Bolton brought in local people to help defend
what represented their market town, by ringing churchbells
‘backwards’.®*® On the Royalist side, the undoubted success of
Derby in raising his ‘clubmen’ for his Preston campaign was
accounted for in terms of their desire to rid themselves of Parlia-
mentarian raids.** Local people also had an understandable
tendency to time-serve. Preston at first seemed to favour its
Parliamentarian captors, but the nearer the Royalist counter-
attack came, ‘the less and the weaker it waxed’.®?

With all these factors in account, the military situation in early
1643 was by no means as deadlocked as might appear. The very
poverty of resources meant that whichever side managed to
destroy the other’s small corpus of regular troops had adminis-
tered a knock-out blow, because the defeated had no resources
upon which to fall back. This occurred in April 1643. Derby
almost administered the blow, by invading Blackburn Hundred
when the Parliamentarian armies had temporarily disintegrated
owing to lack of pay. Only a desperate measure, a flawlessly
timed ambush, turned a decisive Parliamentarian defeat into a
decisive victory. All the available Parliamentarian troops re-
gathered and hurled themselves upon Royalist territory. The
broken Royalist regiments, lacking arms, could only retreat.®
Tyldesley and Molyneaux, with their regiments, were chased out
of the shire. Farington and the Wigan garrison retired into Derby’s
mansion of Lathom House. The remaining troops reinforced the
garrison of Warrington, which surrendered after a close siege.**
Three apparently independent accounts, Derby’s, an anonymous
Royalist manuscript, and Robinson’s ‘Discourse’,*® agree upon
the reactions of the Royalist leadership to the disaster. After the
lost battle Derby went at once to beg help from the Yorkshire
Royalists, and being unable to obtain any went to forestall a
revolt upon the Royalist Isle of Man. Tyldesley and Molyneaux
took their three regiments, the former’s horse and foot and the
latter’s horse, into Yorkshire and then south to join the King, who
knighted Tyldesley. Derby’s account is grossly unfair to Tyldesley
and Molyneaux and all the accounts suggest an animosity be-
tween he and they either resulting from the debacle or from
growing independence on their part before it. If so, it is just
possible that they, at Oxford, provided the account of events
bitterly hostile to Derby which is found in Clarendon’s History.
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The victory of the Lancashire Parliamentarians in 1643 was
overwhelming, yet its consequences seem less convincing. As a
result the King’s army was reinforced with three trained regi-
ments, possibly more than he would have received if his partisans
had won. On their part, the Parliamentarians lent some assistance
to their neighbours in Cheshire, but so little in relation to their
resources that Brereton grew as irritated with their lack of zeal as
he had in 1642. They had the excuse of a Royalist threat from the
north and of the presence of the surviving Royalists at Lathom
House in their midst. Having secured their borders however, they
made no attempt to deal with Lathom for nearly a year, and
were only then activated by an outsider, the Parliamentarian hero
Fairfax, fresh from his victory at Nantwich. Lathom, on its part,
appears to have observed a tacit arrangement to refrain from
raiding.** A local demilitarisation pact had been effectively
achieved.

In a sense moreover, the Parliamentarian victory was only a
hiatus before Charles repaid with interest the loan of the Lan-
cashire regiments to his army. This he did on 25 May 1644 when
6,000 Royalist foot and 2,000 horse entered the shire under
Charles’ best general Rupert, to be reinforced on 1 June by 5,000
more horse and 800 foot.*” This event had in fact little to do with
local concerns, though Derby had never ceased to lobby for a
reconquest and taught Rupert the map of Lancashire.*® The
campaign was a mixture of accident and expedient. Its timing
was dictated by the need to relieve Royalist York. The route
through Lancashire had been urged upon Rupert by Lord Byron,
Royalist Field Marshall in Cheshire, to secure the entire region
against the invading Scots who were helping to besiege York.*
Rupert ran into the local Parliamentarian army at Bolton com-
pletely by accident® and destroyed it. He proceeded to storm
Liverpool to open a passage for desperately-needed supplies from
the Irish Royalists.”* Immediately after, he left the shire with his
army, en route for York.

For all this, the consequences were dramatic. More territory
fell into Royalist hands than had been held in 1643, and the
former leaders reappeared. Girlington had died in battle, but
Rupert’s army included Tyldesley and Molyneaux and their
regiments. Houghton and two other gentry were constituted a
committee sitting at Liverpool to raise money.?” Rupert reinforced
Lathom and garrisoned Liverpool, Clitheroe Castle and Green-
halgh Castle. He commissioned two of the captains in Lathom,
Cuthbert Clifton and Edward Chisenhall, to raise new foot
regiments, the former to hold Liverpool, the latter to reinforce
his army.” In the few available weeks these were actually raised,
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an achievement which, given that impressment was a cumber-
some process, argues much for the appeal of Rupert’s army. This
may have derived from the glamour of its local victories, which
were extremely profitable. Tyldesley’s men sent home enough
plundered cloth from Bolton to keep their families warm for
years®* while Liverpool must have been pillaged bare.*®

The situation, however, was not a simple return of local power
to local Royalists. Rupert was obviously intent on integrating
Lancashire into the national Royalist military system. He put in
charge of Liverpool Byron’s brother Sir Robert, Colonel Vere, a
stranger, took over Lathom, and another outsider took charge of
Greenhalgh Castle.”® Most dramatically, Derby, who had come
with Rupert, departed again for Man without resuming his com-
mand. Seacome claims that Rupert warned him off, and this
would explain both the event and Derby’s mood later in the
year.®’

A fortnight after his departure Rupert re-entered Lancashire
with the remains of his shattered army, struggling back from
Marston Moor. Those remnants included Tyldesley and Moly-
neaux with their horse regiments, but among the infantry left on
the field were Tyldesley’s veterans and Chisenhall’s new recruits.
The Prince sent most of his horse to secure Cumberland, ordered
the Byron brothers to consolidate Royalist Lancashire, covered by
Tyldesley and Molyneaux, and departed southward. The Byrons
tried to raise money and men, but the gentry were demoralised by
Rupert’s defeat.”® In August Parliament replied to the Prince’s
invasion by sending an army into the shire under Sir John
Meldrum. Tyldesley lacked the arms, ammunition or infantry to
face it. They could only link up with the horse sent to Cumber-
land, evade Meldrum, though not without a mauling at Ormskirk,
and escape south to rejoin the King taking their troops and
expertise with them.”” Both fought till the end of the war,
Tyldesley ending up as governor of the great fortress of Lichfield.
Meldrum turned on Liverpool and it suffered the fate of Warring-
ton, being besieged into surrender.

Events now followed a curious parallel to 1643. Meldrum,
ordered to march into Cheshire, reported that the Lancashire
forces under him refused to leave their own county.'® In Novem-
ber he was able to forward an offer from Derby in Man, to
evacuate Lathom and Greenhalgh (Clitheroe was already aban-
doned) if Parliament offered him good terms. He ascribed the
Earl’s disaffection from Royalism to Charles’ interference in
appointment to the Bishopric of Man, Derby’s family perquisite.**
This personal treaty was never agreed upon, but a month later
Meldrum informed Parliament that a local demilitarisation pact,
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of the sort prospected for the past three years, had actually been
signed. Derby had replaced Rupert’s governors of Lathom and
Greenhalgh with local gentry, and these had concluded a treaty
with the local Parliamentarians. If the latter did not disturb them
in gathering supplies, they agreed not to raid, and so the opposed
sides hoped to preserve their county from further warfare.’*
Parliament, however, took the same attitude as it had in 1642 and
ordered the termination of any local treaty.”® The Royalist
garrisons were eventually reduced, but Lathom held out till the
end of 1645, a few months away from the end of the war itself.

To conclude, it must be seen that any discussion of the Royalist
failure in Lancashire is beset with qualifications and complexities.
In the sense that the Lancashire Royalists provided the King with
thousands of excellent soldiers for his field army while keeping
local garrisons throughout the war, they suffered only a limited
defeat. But the war itself in Lancashire was a limited entity,
restricted first by a lack of resources but also by the reluctance of
the county gentry, including the minority of partisans, to destroy
their community. Both sets of limitations operated equally upon
both sides.
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