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ABSTRACT

CIVIL WARS IN BRITAIN, 1640-1646: MILITARY REVOLUTION ON CAMPAIGN
by MAJBradley T. Gericke, 189 pages.

The military organization of nation states and their employment of armies are central
aspects of early modern European history. The seventeenth century was particularly a
period of transformation that witnessed drastic change in armies’ preparation for and
execution of military campaigns. To date, historians have tended to overlook military
development asit occurred in the British Isles. Y et Britain offers the historian an
interesting subject for the examination of first, how emerging ideas of military
organization, doctrine, and strategy were transmitted from the European continent; and
second, how British soldiers demonstrated their familiarity with contemporary military
practice through the conduct of campaigns.

The evidence of military publications within Britain, as well as the experience of British
soldiers overseas, indicates that English and Scottish soldiers grappled with the important
tenets of the continental military revolution. The campaign strategies employed by British
military commanders during the Second Bishops' War of 1640 and the English Civil War
of 1642-1646 were undoubtedly complex and reflective of the confused political
conditions of the period. Nonetheless, British soldiers attempted to fight and to win using
a contemporary, thoroughly European understanding of warfare.
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CHAPTER 1

BRITAIN'S CIVIL WARS

The Historical Context

The wars in Scotland and England between 1640 and 1646 were complex affairs
that defy ready categorization. They were also remarkably destructive. The Second
Bishops' War of 1640 caused relatively few casualties because one side, the Scots,
soundly defeated the English in arare and extraordinary example of a decisive battle. The
English Civil War of 1642 -1646 that pitted Parliamentarians (and Scots for awhile)
against the royalist supporters of King Charles| was far bloodier. At any given moment
during the summers of 1643, 1644, and 1645, between 120,000 and 140,000 adult males
(roughly onein eight) were under arms in England. The total throughout Britain as a
whole was probably in the vicinity of 200,000. In all, perhaps onein four or five
Englishmen (about 300,000) bore arms at sometime between 1642 and 1648, and
approximately 190,000 died either in combat or from disease. In other words, about 3.7
percent of England’ s population of around five million perished, a higher proportion than
in either of the twentieth century’ s two world wars. In Scotland the dead numbered
roughly 60,000 (six percent of the population), and in Ireland as many as 618,000 (forty-
one percent).* These losses point to war on atremendous scale. Y et to date, historians
have overlooked military development in the British Isles before 1640.

The military organization of states and their employment of armiesis a central
aspect of early modern European history. The seventeenth century was particularly a
period of transformation that witnessed drastic change in governments’ preparation for

and execution of armed aggression, processes which in turn transformed the nature of
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political institutions and society itself. Britain offers the historian a particularly
interesting subject for the examination of first, how emerging ideas of military
organization, doctrine, and strategy were transmitted from the European continent; and
second, how Scottish and English soldiers demonstrated their familiarity with
contemporary military practice through the conduct of campaigns.

Residents of England and Scotland--that is Britain, after James | and VI assumed
the united crown in 1603--had not seen substantial battle on their home soil since 1547.
But between the years 1640 and 1646, England and Scotland engaged in awar between
themselves, and then a civil war that witnessed divisions between Englishmen and
Scotsmen played out in significant campaigns and battles. The events that constituted the
Bishops' Wars and English Civil War demonstrated that England’ s and Scotland’s
military practices and institutions were by 1640 fully adapted to continental models and
practices.

War in Britain during these two contests closely approximated what was
happening in Europe. The armies fighting in the Thirty Y ears War and those engaged in
England and Scotland each emphasized movement (although hindered by poor logistical
systems and inefficient command and control), sought decisive battle but rarely achieved
it, and when battle proved elusive, resorted to the capture and control of terrain
objectives. The reason that the experience of warfare in Britain and on the continent was
so similar was because the tenets of the “military revolution” underway in Europe were
transmitted to Britain through the publication of theoretical knowledge of a science of
war and through direct experience of Scottish and English soldiers who served oversess.

For the fifty years before 1640, military institutions in Britain were slowly evolving in
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concert with their European counterparts. And when war broke out in 1640, English and
Scottish soldiers prosecuted their campaigns in close accordance with their knowledge
and experience of the military revolution.

The Interpretive Context

Modern historiography has overlooked military development in Britain because it
has been overwhelmingly focused on continental affairs. The question of how Scotland
and England fit into a broader course of European military development is a matter that
demands investigation not merely for its historical interest. But importantly for
contemporary soldiers and statesmen, the case of Britain typifies the situation that many
nation states occupy relative to the United States. Much of the present defense literature
speaksin terms of alack of a“peer competitor” with Americafor the foreseeable future
owing to the perceived advantages possessed by the United Statesin a variety of
socioeconomic and military categories. Yet if Scots and Englishmen could, rather
unnoticed and perhaps even unintentionally sometimes, craft a military establishment
reflecting the latest doctrines and organizational principles by means of concentrated
study and observation, in aperiod of severely constrained resources and in arelatively
short period, then other states perhaps can achieve the same accomplishment. Britain's
case isworthy of scholars' attention.

Historian Edward Furgol’ s assessment of the state of Scottish military
preparedness during the 1630s fairly represents the majority view of scholars regarding
the general state of affairsin Britain: “ Scotland was a country singularly unsuited for

military defiance of the king of Great Britain and Ireland, who possessed a fleet capable



of blockading its ports, friends within who could tie down large numbers of covenanting
soldiers and the potential to invade with armies from England and Ireland.”®

Thisisagrim assessment, but typical of historians' conclusions. What has been
consistently overlooked is the fact that the challenges involved in the deployment of field
armies were daunting for Scotland and England alike, yet these realms produced tens of
thousands of soldiers capable of remaining in the field for years of fighting and
campaigning. Each side faced the task of raising, training, and equipping armies at atime
when weapons were becoming increasingly sophisticated and costly, and military
innovations made up-to-date training the sine qua non of success.* As the extraordinarily
high numbers of men who served and died in these armies indicate, it was done. To
understand the framework in which military leaders were operating and the challenges
that they overcame, the matter of general military change during the early modern period
must be considered.

Since the mid-1950s, the “Military Revolution” has been thoroughly integrated
into the canon of early modern European history.®> Asfirst described in Michael Roberts
brilliant and seminal 1956 article on the subject, amilitary revolution occurred in
sixteenth century Europe that sprung from the tactical reforms undertaken by Count
Maurice of Nassau and Gustavus Adolphus. These included most notably areturn to
linear formations for short-armed infantry and aggressive charges for cavalry. Roberts
theory was useful in offering a conceptual framework within which early modern warfare
could be discussed. It provided an alternative to a narrative account, and one that at once
addressed the central questions of change and the causes and consequences of change.

The notion was aso fundamental in that it addressed narrow military questions,
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particularly about tactics and training, in afashion that apparently directly clarified their
wider implications for government and political development.

Tactical changes pioneered in the Dutch army were crucial to Roberts thesis. At
the heart of the argument lays the significance of the reforms of Maurice of Nassau that
brought forth a redefinition of the principles of manual drill and the manner in which
armies were organized, trained, and deployed. All armies were organized either as militia
forces or as professional forces under the command of aterritorial ruler. Maurice called
for armies to be organized with relatively small tactical formations into which pikemen
and halbardiers, musketeers, and horsemen were eventually integrated.

In the Dutch model, the distribution of these tactical formations on the battlefield
followed regular geometrical patterns that were to be retained in battle action as long as
possible. The intent was to create a combined arms effect in which weapons could
complement each other: pikes protect musketeers, cavalrymen deliver shock, and
musketeers provide lethal firepower. This type of highly specific role playing demanded
specific training and discipline.

Individual infantrymen were subjected to regularized drill through which they
were taught to enact prescribed bodily movements with their arms whenever fixed words
of command were issued. They had to handle their weapons according to detailed
prescriptions and fixed sequences of actions, with precision and speed, and in strict
coordination with other soldiersin the same tactical formation. Pikemen and infantrymen
were likewise trained to coordinate their movements with the other members of the
tactical formation. Finally, soldiers were trained to execute commands literally, without

reflecting upon or attempting to understand their purpose. There was no room for
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personal interpretation or initiative. The success or failure of the formation depended
upon each of its members acting as a concerted whole.

In the long run, enforcing such patterns of well-ordered and self-constrained
behavior required first, the willingness (and sometimes coercion) of the members of the
formation to follow their leaders control and second, the readiness of the resident
population of nonmilitary professionals to undergo regular military training during
peacetime and to do so under direct supervision aswell. The Maurician reforms thus
transformed armed forces into regul arized, disciplined organizations that required
choreographies for battle action. Consequently, warfare was turned into a less chaotic and
lessindividualized activity.

Gustavus Adolphus followed the Maurician reforms by having his troops fight in
formations that emphasized linear firepower, but he also stressed the importance of
attack. Adolphus took the Dutch system one step further by creating the “ Swedish
Brigade,” which was composed of three or four supporting regiments. Each brigade
consisted of roughly two thousand men divided into companies that were arrayed into
only six ranks, thusincreasing the weight of shot that the musketeers could fire at once.
He also used the countermarch (the maneuver by which musketeers rotated their position
by moving through the ranks of their colleagues, so that, having fired, they could retire to
reload while others fired) offensively, the other ranks moving forward through stationary
reloaders. By aligning his battalions in depth he made them easier to control, provided
greater flexibility, and made them difficult for an opponent to attack. To enhance his
units' firepower even further, Adolphus often adopted the technique of placing several

light field guns between his units.



Likewise, Swedish cavalry began to dispense with the ‘ caracole’ in which
charging horsemen would fire their pistols and then wheel away to the rear. The Swedes
instead pressed their attack and used their swords to maximize shock effect and break
enemy ranks. In short, the Swedish model, like the Dutch, was one which possessed vast
tactical offensive potential.

The new armies that followed Maurice and Gustavus turned infantry firepower
into a maneuverable winning formula, and thus enhanced the value of larger armies over
fortifications. However, these were substantial forces that required more elaborate
administrative support in the supply of money, men, and provisions. New governmental
institutions were needed to support the larger financia demands. Likewise the tactical
changes built on trained and disciplined soldiers led to the general adoption of
comprehensive drill and uniforms, while smaller, specialized units meant that
institutional standardization must be implemented. Armies hence grew rapidly to
unprecedented size and complexity as aresult of arevolution intactics. In turn, the
conduct of operations and the formulation of strategy subsequently underwent change.

In effect then, Roberts described a military chain of events that ultimately
transformed society. His overarching claim was no less than the assertion that the
centrally organized, bureaucratically governed nation-state--the paramount symbol of the
modern era--grew from the tiny seed of late-sixteenth-century tactical reforms. Military
factors played a key, even a preeminent, rolein shaping the modern world.® Thus Roberts
not only described a military revolution, he offered a revolutionary interpretation of

European history as well.



Prior to Roberts, most historians echoed Sir Charles Oman’s comment in 1937
that: “ The sixteenth century constitutes a most uninteresting period in European military

history.”’

Since Roberts, the relevance of military history to the devel opment of
European states has been acknowledged. Now the debate turns on exactly what and
where and when the decisive military changes in Europe that vaulted it to world
preeminence occurred.®

While Roberts analysis focused on the Dutch and Swedish tactical innovations
during the Thirty Y ears War, Geoffrey Parker expanded the military revolution theme
both geographically and chronologically to embrace what some have termed the
“Hapsburg Hegemony.” Although Parker pointed out that the roots of the military
revolution extended back as far as the 1430s, he concentrated on the period 1530 to 1710.
Parker accepted the key importance of the growth of armies over this period, but argued
that since the first surge in military manpower came before the reforms of Maurice of
Nassau, the tactical developments described by Roberts could not be the cause of the
huge armies that marched across the fields of early modern Europe.®

To provide an alternative explanation for this phenomenon, Parker turned to
artillery and fortress innovation in Italy in the first decades of the sixteenth century, the
trace italienne. He emphasized the development in the | ate fifteenth century of mobile
cannon trains that had brought about marked change in siege warfare. Castle and town
walls designed to resist bombardment by medieval siege engines quickly succumbed to
gunfire, and the masonry walls which had been the standard form of fortification
throughout the Middle Ages no longer offered protection against even a modest siege

train. Improvements in gun founding and the manufacture of gunpowder during the
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sixteenth century increased the effectiveness of cannon as instruments of destruction.
Completely new forms of defense had to be devised to counter the threat of cannon-fired
projectiles. The result was the erection of fortifications of much greater thickness than
anything built previously in Europe.

The new works consisted of earthworks faced with brick or stone and designed to
achieve alow profile to offer both the smallest possible target and the greatest possible
resistance to an attacker’s guns.'® The superb ability of this type of fortress to resist both
bombardment and infantry assault tipped the strategic balance in favor of the defense.
Battles became irrelevant and therefore unusual; war became primarily an affair of
sieges. Siege warfare, with its vast entrenchments and numerous garrisons, demanded
money and manpower on an unprecedented scale, at the same time as the growth of the
popul ation and wealth of Europe made it possible to meet the demand. By emphasizing
the trace italienne, Parker added a key new ingredient to the Military Revolution debate:
military technology as a causative factor.

Historians like Roberts and Parker found the military revolution amost
exclusively on the continent. Scotland and England were usually mentioned only in
passing. As Stephen Porter has declared, “ The British isles were on the periphery of these
developments.”** One reason why historians have largely ignored Britain is the central
position the construction of fortifications retains in the military revolution thesis. Thereis
little doubt that such “modern” works failed to appear in Britain. Hence historians like
Christopher Duffy quickly concluded that “in Scotland, the ‘official’ fortresses did not
differ in kind from the minor castles,” and were hence, indicative of low military

understanding and preparedness.*?



Parker himself likewise confidently dismissed any potential of military revolution
in Britain because, “1n England, only afew places possessed modern fortificationsin
1642, on the eve of the Civil Wars.”*® The fortifications of Britain were indeed in poor
condition. For example, in 1608 the Border castle of Annan was transformed into a kirk.
While the privy council had taken measures to ensure the defensibility of Edinburgh and
Dumbarton castles after 1603, their royal garrisonsinitially put them out of Covenanter
control. Of the burghs, which were ideological bastions of the movement, not one was
defended by bastioned artillery defenses. In 1627 Anstruther had actually been fortified
against naval attack, but it was of little significance. The fortification of Montrose, Lieth,
Burntisland, Inchgarvie, and Aberdeen had been proposed; but it is uncertain whether the
works had been constructed and if so whether they had been maintained after the invasion
scare. The consensus among scholars’ claims that Britain was aream deficient in the
materials of war and without any citadels or burghs capable of withstanding an early
modern army.**

The Issue

A magjor shortcoming in this interpretation is to assume that alack of fortifications
placed Great Britain outside of European military development. Rather, a proper reading
of the evidence indicates that both British soldiers were in fact fully cognizant of early
modern military affairs. Historians have simply overemphasized the primacy of
fortifications in the military revolution thesis. The experience of Britain becomes much
more correspondent to continental military developments once arefined model of

military revolution, one which recognizes and assigns first place to the possession of
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military tactical and organizational theory over the actual realization of fortifications, is
adopted.

Events during Elizabethan and early Stuart Britain necessitated no long and
formal sieges--hence the construction of expensive, sophisticated earthworks of the
bastion type never occurred. The dearth of construction was due to alack of a
corresponding threat, not to any lack of capability. When such works were required
during the Civil War, soldiers could and did construct fortifications regularly. Soldiers of
the British Isles were fully cognizant of the revolutionary aspects of military
developments on the continent.

In the decades before the Bishops Wars, the outpouring of military tracts and
texts from British publishers provided evidence that both Englishmen and Scots would
fight any future conflict according to the new styles of warfare. England and Scotland
were in the mainstream of the military revolution. But while military officials knew much
about contemporary military theory, and many had gained valuable experience on the
continent before 1640, the prosecution of campaigns that fulfilled the potential of their
doctrines remained a challenge. Military leaders would seek awar of movement and
would attempt to gain a strategic effect through tactical victory in a decisive battle, but
troubles appeared on several fronts.

The gathering of armiesin Britain was frequently delayed and hindered by
problems of finance and supply. A number of factors, particularly the persistence of
overall priceinflation, had led to an increase in the cost associated with waging war in
the 1630s. Military supplies of al sorts cost more than ever before. In addition, the very
manner in which armies conducted campaigns was changing. Larger armies meant more
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firearms, which were costly to produce and had to be purchased. And as the size of
armies increased, campaigning became protracted, hence causing wars to last longer and
expenses to rise even more. To meet their financial needs, authorities on all sides were
forced to exploit traditional means of revenue raising while ssmultaneously devising new
schemes to gather funds from sometimes reluctant subjects.™ Of course, areas of
concentrations of supply and wealth were to be found in the cities and their armories.
Hence urban areas became strategic centers of gravity for British military commanders.

For instance, Newcastle, England’ s key coaling port in the northeast, became
Scottish General Ledlie’ s objectivein 1640. London, the capital, became Charles goal
after histenuous battlefield victory at Edgehill in 1642. Yet in neither case did the city
centers themselves become battlefields. Rather, open-field engagements between armies
were fought outside of the urban areas. Sometimes the victor possessed sufficient
strength to move forward and occupy the town, and sometimes not. London remained in
the hands of the Parliamentarians throughout the Civil War, battlefield victories and
defeats notwithstanding. This was a very great asset because with it went its soldiery,
popul ace, money, port, and supplies. Besides the capital, the Parliamentarians also
possessed other important ports at Bristol (for atime; it was lost and regained), Hull, and
Portsmouth. Royalist towns on the other hand included their own “capital” at Oxford, as
well as the cities of Chester, Worcester, and Newark. Y et urban areasin Britain did suffer
great damage.

At least 150 towns and fifty villages sustained some destruction during the war.*
Many towns had anticipated the outbreak of hostilities by renewing their magazines of

arms and gunpowder and making preliminary arrangements for defense. Fortifications
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were upgraded and structures that could impede defense were destroyed or removed. In
July 1642, the corporation of Great Y armouth ordered the demolition of buildings under
the town walls and in the suburbs. Sir John Hotham, the parliamentarian governor of
Hull, ordered that houses outside the walls should be destroyed, while royalist attackers
attempted to set the town on fire. When the more formal siege of Hull occurred in
September, a bombardment by the besiegers damaged a number of structures. Likewise
that month, a parliamentarian force captured Portsmouth after a brief investment during
which the town was subjected to a cannonade that destroyed much of the town’s church
and city center. Cities did witness significant destruction, but sieges and investments
were only one option deployed by military commanders. It was clearly a period in which
the siege persisted alongside the open battle as a method for concluding military
campaigns.

In sum, English and Scottish military leaders and soldiers were quite aware of the
reforms undertaken by armies on the continent. They read and studied both Maurice and
Gustavus and served in the Dutch and Swedish armies. In the generation preceding the
outbreak of war in 1640, the crown attempted to implement some of the continental
innovations, although with limited success. But when war did break out, military officials
quickly strove to implement their professional understanding of the modern nature of
war.

The Background

Given the complexity and unpredictable alliances and movements of forces that
characterized the Bishops Wars and English Civil War, abrief review of the causes of
these contests bears mentioning.
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Charles was a monarch who most definitely lacked the “common touch.” His
behavior was most often defined by a deeply-seated sense of suspicion. Charles
demanded that hiswill be followed in every respect, but experienced difficulty
communicating with others, so his subjects thought him merely to be remote and
overbearing. Charles regarded any mention of disagreement with his decisions as a mark
of personal disloyalty and potential challenge to the crown.

Between 1629 and 1640 Charles and his close advisors ruled England and
Scotland without summoning a Parliament. During this period of “Persona Rule,”
Charles’ aloofness prompted a gradual erosion of trust between the ruler and the ruled at
all levels of society. Little evidence for revolt or rebellion can be found, but as Charles
insisted upon the sanctity of hiswill and as there existed no legitimate forum for the
discussion of policy, both foreign and domestic, a groundswell of mistrust arose that
needed only a spark to ignite into open dissent.

In the late 1630s, that spark arrived in two forms. First, the Scots resisted the
imposition of Charles' heavy-handed changes to their church and property rights. The
result was two brief Bishops Warsin 1639 and 1640. When a Scottish army assembled
and then led by General Alexander Ledlie invaded northern England in August 1640,
Charleswas forced to call for a parliament to deal with the crisis--and to pay the Scots
who were demanding compensation before they would depart English soil.*’

The resulting parliamentary sessions were volatile and contentious. The second
emergency for the realm occurred in October 1641 when news reached London that Irish
Catholics had broken into rebellion and were allegedly slaughtering innocent Protestants.

Charles called for the raising of an army under his command to crush the rebellion. But
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Parliament balked. The prospect of Charles with an army at his disposal was simply too
much for many in Parliament to tolerate. Charles' powerful convictions of sovereignty
now openly clashed with a decade’ s worth of parliamentary mistrust. Parliament passed a
militia ordinance to begin the process of raising military forces. Denied leadership of the
army by Parliament, Charles raised his standard at Nottingham. Civil war had come again
to the three kingdoms of England, Scotland, and Ireland. Military leaders were put to

work implementing their understanding of the military revolution.

'David L Smith, A History of the Modern British Isles, 1603-1707: The Double
Crown (Oxford: Blackwell Publishers, 1998), 147. Smith uses the numbers devel oped by
Charles Carlton in Going To The Wars: The Experience Of The British Civil Wars, 1638-
1651 (London: Routledge, 1992), passim. These figures are probably as accurate as
historians will ever be able to determine.

The English victory at Pinkie occurred in 1547. Also, this essay will not cover in
any detail the eventsin Ireland during the seventeenth century. Nor will the Second Civil
War be addressed. Sufficient evidence and the brevity of the essay determines that 1640-
46 is most appropriate.

3Edward M. Furgol, “Scotland Turned Sweden: The Scottish Covenanters and the
Military Revolution, 1638-1651, “ in The Scottish National Covenant In Its British
Context, ed. John Morrill (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1990), 134.

*Peter Y oung. Hastings to Culloden: Battlefields of Britain (Kineton, England:
The Roundwood Press, 1979). Unfortunately, Young's analysis goes little deeper than
this recognition of shared conditions.

°For a complete assessment of the military revolution historiography and its
current debates, see Clifford J. Rogers, ed., The Military Revolution Debate: Readings
On The Military Transformation Of Early Modern Europe. (Boulder: Westview Press,
1995.)

®Other authors have engaged various aspects of the military revolution thesis. In
the 1980s David Parrott argued that the tactical reforms described by Roberts werein
practice nearly irrelevant to the battles after the Swedish invasion of Germany. Rather
than emphasizing tactical or technological factors, Parrot turned to logistic and political
influences when addressing the subject of army growth.

John Lynn contributed a study of French tactical developments, between 1560
and1660, to argue that the French evolved the small tactical units and linear infantry
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formations typical of the Military Revolution independently of Dutch and Swedish
developments. Critical of the importance of the trace italienne, Lynn stresses the growing
population and wealth of Europe as the key factors behind the development of the
massive armed forces of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.

'Geoffrey Parker, “The ‘Military Revolution, 1560-1660'—A Myth?" quoted
Rogers, 37.

8See Geoffrey Parker, The Military Revolution: Military Innovation and the Rise
of the West, 1500-1800, 2d ed. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996). Parker
did not refute Roberts. Rather, he more fully explained and tempered Roberts' position.
To date, Parker’ s work remains the premier study in the field.

There are critics of the Parker and Roberts. Jeremy Black has recently offered
perhaps the most sustained counter-argument. While he concurs that a Military
Revolution did occur, he dates it c. 1660- c. 1720., Black argues that rather than adopting
the notion of a single sixteenth century revolution it is more accurate to suggest that, if
early modern changes can be described in terms of revolution, there were two
“revolutions,” onein the late fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries (Parker and Roberts),
and the second, more decisive Military Revolution afull century later.

Black identifies both qualitative and quantative changes to support his case. He
points out that the replacement of the pike by the newly devel oped socket bayonet, the
substitution of the matchlock musket by the flintlock, and the development of the pre-
packaged cartridge increased infantry firepower and maneuverability. It led also to a
decline in the relative importance of cavalry in most European armies. The development
of the socket bayonet, of the flintlock musket, and of improved warship a design brought
about qualitative changesin warfare at least as important as those of Roberts' period, and
arguably more so, with their consequence of arise in the tactical importance of massed
firepower in both land and naval warfare. The corresponding quantitative changes--
considerably larger armies and fleets--confirm the conclusion that the later period has
been unduly neglected. See Jeremy Black, European Warfare, 1660-1815 (New Haven:
Yae University Press, 1997) 3-11.

Others, such as David Eltis, have claimed that scholars should avoid the concept
entirely. The danger according to Eltis “is that we will see arash of further studies
mixing oversimplifications of the military aspects of the period with even more
suspi cious sweeping statements of political, economic and social linkages to these
dramatic and varied visions of military revolution.” See David Eltis, The Military
Revolution In Sxteenth Century Europe (London: Tauris Academic Studies, 1995), 33.

°Rogers, 3.

%Thus a corollary of the large-scale and prolonged sieges of the late sixteenth and
early seventeenth centuries was that larger armies were required to reduce the now
sophisticated defensive positions which meant that operations frequently extended well
beyond the traditional campaigning season of the summer months. Furthermore, the
military’ s demands upon the civilian population grew as the numbers of troops and
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garrisonsincreased. The greater numbers of troops, the length of the campaigns, and the
duration of sieges, also impacted the civilian population both directly and indirectly.

Stephen Porter, Destruction In The English Civil Wars (United Kingdom: Alan
Sutton Publishing, Ltd., 1994), 4.

2Christopher Duffy, Sege Warfare: The Fortress In The Early Modern World,
1494-1660 (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1979), 141.

SParker, 28,

YFurgol, “Scotland Turned Sweden,” 137.

®Mark Charles Fissel, “ Scottish War And English Money: The Short Parliament
Of 1640,” in War And Government In Britain, 1598-1650, ed. Mark Charles Fissel
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1991), 195. It is clear that the dynamism of
the military revolution could potentially overwhelm and collapse governments as well as
invigorate them.

Yporter, 65.

1"The conduct of the Second Bishops War is dealt with in detail later in this
paper.
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CHAPTER 2

KNOWLEDGE OF WAR IN EARLY MODERN BRITAIN

The proliferation of military literature printed in English and available to readers
in England and Scotland during the early Stuart period indicates a growing interest in,
plus knowledge of, military affairs. Military information of many kinds catered to and
fostered consciousness of European affairs. It contributed to the war education, in its
broader sense, of an extensive public that had by 1640 become accustomed to sending its
sons overseas to serve in continental armies.

Since the reign of Elizabeth, significant numbers of Scottish and English troops
had been levied and sent to France, Germany, Poland, and the Low Countries. The
existence of alarge number of Scots and Englishmen with serious, professional
experience constituted a shaping and controlling factor for military literature in Britain.
Indeed, some veterans were among its authors. More to the point, they ensured that it was
tied to redlity, that it did not lapse into the fictional and polemical, and that it was not
sterile.

Wars and rumors of war were familiar aspects of daily life in Britain during the
early decades of the seventeenth century.* The turmoil and violence underway in central
Europe after 1618 in the form of the Thirty Y ears War, as well as the decades-long
struggle of Spain in the Low Countries meant that military affairs remained prominent
features of the international scene.? Britain’s Protestant achievement, yet relatively novel
in Europe, instinctively drew much attention to potential threats. As late as the 1630s,
remembrance of the Armada still burned in living memory. Fears of popery and the

imagined horrors of heretical invasion kept religious anxiety intense as the public avidly
18



followed the cruelties and social breakdown evident on the continent. Warfare must have
seemed an endemic state of affairs.

However, underlying the reports of war as harbinger of destruction was a
remarkable number of analytical works. These narratives, in works ranging from elevated
statements of general principlesto drill books and historical vignettes, emphasized
professional instruction. Increasingly, knowledge of military events on the continent
came to Britain through a literature of war that sought to elucidate its modern character.?
Authors examined the conduct of campaigns and presented observations as something to
which mind and skill were to be applied, rather than fortune or happenstance. In other
words, war was becoming increasingly the arena of thinking men. The literature reflects
this fact by seeking to bring analytical insight into the elements of conflict. Illustrations
such as the following described in detail the battlefield deployments of armies. This type
of literature had little to do with traditional chivalric notions of combat but instead
described current European campaigns and their generals and highlighted the social and
moral dangers that attended war. The literature provided a broad and utilitarian education
for the an embryonic order of military professionals, while at the same time informing the
broader public of war’s emerging relevance to the functioning of their state and society.
The clash of armies was no longer being considered alocal affair. The time was passing
in Europe when political elites could contemplate war in isolation from the demands and

resources of the nascent nation.
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lllustrations like this one, which shows the disposition of Dutch cavalry
befora a 1610 battle, were familiar to Scottish readers.
MNAS.GD16/52/18

Figure 1. Example of a Dutch formation prior to battle. Source: NAS, GD16/52/18

Underlying the heightened demand for printed materials among the populace was
arising level of literacy. Many families possessed libraries of some kind by 1640. If
Kent was at all typical, at least two-thirds of the urban gentry and professional men were
book owners, and some of those books came from Edinburgh presses.* Many others were
printed in London.

One conservative means of measuring literacy isto determine the ability of
individuals to sign their names to documents.® Signatures to the National Covenant of
1638 and the Solemn League and Covenant of 1643 have survived for arange of
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parishes. They suggest that adult male literacy in the mid-seventeenth century was about
sixty-eight percent in Edinburgh and ranged between fifty-four percent and forty-seven
percent for smaller urban centersin both Scotland and England. In rural areas literacy
was much lower, about 20 percent. Overall, approximately twenty-five percent of the
popul ation were able to sign their names as were thirty percent in England. The Scottish
education system produced levels of literacy at about the same rate as Northern England.
Importantly, Scotland and England together were on par with the educational attainment
of Holland and Sweden.® The differencesin levels of literacy in between town and
country suggest that economic rather than cultural forces provided the main spur for
people to read and write. Perhaps about one and one-half to two percent of boysin the
appropriate age groups were able to attend a university. The figure for England may have
been between one to one and one-half percent. Again, these figures were sightly better in
this respect than France or Germany but were roughly equal to the experience of Sweden
and the United Provinces. In short, the ability to read was spreading throughout Britain.
Thelevel of literacy generally kept pace with states on the continent.” The market for
printed literature was real.

A royally licensed printing press had been operative in Edinburgh as early as
1507.% Edinburgh University was the beneficiary of numerous collections and numerous
studies of history, arithmetics, and politics.” In 1637 the library contained 2,410 volumes
and by 1641 more than 3,050.%° The holdings were quite diverse and included:
Thucydides in English, The History of Queen Elizabeth, History of England, Crook’s
Anatomie, Francogallia, A Review of the Councell of Trent, Ptolemei’ s Geographia,

Usher’s Answer, Cambdeni Britannica, Virulam, his Naturall historie, Decimall
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Arithmetica, The Names of Herbs, by William Turner, The Creation of Barones, Wilson’'s
Dictionary, Mineralogia, Hunters Treatise of Scots Weights and Measures, Battle of
Agincourt, Archers du Corps, Archers de la manche™

There was also a considerabl e output of newsbooks, pamphlets, and broadsheets that
must have done much to disseminate information n the methods of contemporary
warfare.

Military authors were self-conscious promoters of a modern system of
investigation. Like the later theoreticians who would more fully draw on Enlightenment
methods of inquiry, seventeenth century thinkers also believed that war was amenable to
reason and demanded the application of human intellect. The scientific literature of war
was designed to bring military success by disseminating reasoned knowledge, and in so
doing to reduce the effects of human incompetence and unforeseeabl e accident.

In the decades before the English Civil War the studies of European military
leaders began to bear fruit in the form of new tactical methods that successfully combined
classical theory with the new technologies of the day. They began to make their
principles explicitly in formal drill books. These manuals spelled out in pictorial and
written form rules for the movements mainly of infantrymen and for the handling of their
weapons. They were largely devoted to the handling of pikes and portable firearms.
These descriptions attained a uniform structure in most European armies, with words of
command presented as a headline, subsequent written descriptions of the commanded
movements and stances and, in many cases, pictures. More frequently in the seventeenth,

the pictures supplied additional information about details of the movements and postures
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to be assumed. The manuals were usually printed and devised of the use of captains who
were to employ them to drill their battalions.

The Maurician reformers aso insisted that manual drill should prepare
infantrymen in peacetime for eventual battle action. To that end they composed elaborate
choreographies of precisely defined movements and postures with and without arms.
Throughout the seventeenth century, four basic sequences were emphasized: first, the
movements which individual soldiers had to carry out without arms; second, movements
for the handling of portable forearm, mainly in loading and firing; third, movements for
the handling of pikes, specifically while charging; and, fourth, movements to be carried
out by the entire battalion. It was expected that the infantrymen would enact these
choreographies as frequently as possible in battle in exactly the same way as they had
practiced them during drills. Hence seventeenth-and eighteenth century manual drill was
innately practical in the sense that the sequences of drill were held to be repeatable in
battle.

Such beliefs rested on the assumption that soldiers could be minutely trained to
execute their tasks and commands. They had to constrain their moments, to refrain from
“reasoning” about given commands, and to confine themselves to the actions that had
been commanded. The drill manuals depicted soldiers as well-ordered infantrymen who
constrained their actions.

Thus, by the beginning of the seventeenth century, manual drill was represented
as awell-ordered pattern of constrained behavior in which the infantrymen were drilled
to handle their arms, to enact commanded movements with precision by themselves and
as part of a unit.
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Onetypical treatise, “ The Swedish way of composing aregiment in abrigade,”
illustrates the level of detail expected in military affairs:

Every regiment of foot consists of 1008 men divided in aught [8]
compani€s], every company of 126 men, the brigade mead upe of aregiment and
half regiment consisting of 1800 men....Between every brigade there was
sufficient distance left for the brigades of the reserve to come between if need
required, some say 50 paces; there must be 5 or 600 paces between the van or
reserve....the picks and musketeers must be in even line or front for that was the
way theking [?] in hislast battles.*?

Other passages specify the duties of avariety of soldiersin the formation. The captain,
lieutenant, ensigns, sergeants, muster schriver, furrier, color-bearer, and drummers are
each mentioned. There is even mention of drill for the purpose of ceremony:

This that follows is more for shoe then substance, the Colonel of the
briggad ordaines the batttel of pikes being the middle squadron of pikesto
advance in one body before the rest till they are free of the musketeers and pikes
which makes the wings of the briggad and the battel of pikes standing firm, the
thirty two rows of musketeers which were drawn up behind them marching up till
they fill up the void between the squadrons of pikes standing right behind their
own pikes.*®

Asthe following illustrations demonstrate, these patterns evolved into the system of
linear tactics of the eighteenth century in which commanders were expected to execute

minutely the general rules of war in detail and into which the common soldiers were to be

integrated asif they were parts of a neatly composed puzzle.
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An example of a type of formation being debated by 17c. military practioners
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Figure 2. Example of a seventeenth century formation. Source NAS, GD16/52/18
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Figure 3. Example of a seventeenth century formation. Source: NAS, GD16/52/18
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Figure 4. Example of a seventeenth century formation. Source: NAS, GD16/52/18

27



THE SWEDISH

Enemy
|
P ‘
Regiments
| ! D
oloolo QIOOIO
| | 1 ' | |
MM P P M| |M
/ |
. P
Regiments
! |
MM

M=Musketeers
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The standard Swedish Brigade Formation

Figure 5. Sketch of the standard Swedish brigade formation. Source: Author.

The outpouring of military tracts and texts from publishersin Britain provided
evidence that both Englishmen and Scots would fight any future conflict according to
these new styles of warfare. England and Scotland were in the mainstream of the military

revolution. Tracts with titles like “ The Inglish way of composing ther regments and
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Tertias” were common.* Others explicitly required that if “thair be any in the shire who
have been abroad” shall be divided equally to assist with “drilling and exercising.”*® The
nature of the ensuing conflicts within and between Scotland and England would reflect
continental tenets of military revolution.

Some works in circulation covered the general conduct of warfare, while others
specialized in such topics as fortification, artillery, pyrotechnics, or drill. Thomas Smith’s
The Arte Of Gunnierie, which saw several editions before 1610, offered not only theory
to itsreaders, but al'so concentrated heavily upon the “ secret and practical conclusions’
necessary to “all such as are professors’ of artillery. Tangential technical interestsin
military technologies were also evident. For example, discussion of ‘artificial fireworks
in anumber of books such as Thomas Malthus' A Treatise of Artificial Fire-Workes
(1629), served to describe many military applications, as did John Babington’s
Pyrotechnia (1635).

There was a smaller literature on notable military actions, the experiences of
individuals, and news of current affairs. Such works provided the reader with an
impression of the conduct, rather than the theory, of warfare. In 1637 Henry Hexham’'s A
True And Briefe Relation Of The Famous Sege Of Breda discussed not only the military
conflict, but provided statistics concerning the numbers killed and wounded in the fifty-
five companies of the ‘English tercia.’” Among the memoirs of Englishmen who had
served abroad were Sir Roger Williams' narrative of the years he had spent campaigning
in the Low Countries, which was published in 1618. Robert Monro’ s account of his
experiences with the Scots regiment in the Swedish service in Germany was issued in

1637. At atime when the tensions between Scotland and England were on therise,
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Monro’s dramatic account must have helped to give readers a vivid picture of operations
in the German wars.

The reader was, therefore, well provided with material relating to military affairs.
There was an increasing interest in the subject during the late 1630s, and the market for
military books was clearly a growing one. In the first thirty-five ears of the century, sixty
such books were published in English, but between 1635 and 1642 afurther thirty-three
appeared.’® The Civil War period saw the re-issue of several earlier works, specifically
aimed at the officer corps on both sides. Henry Hexham'’s The Principles of the Art
Militarie Practised in the Warres of the United Netherlands and his An Appendix of the
Quarter for the ransoming of Officers of all Qualities, and Souldiers, concluded between
the King of Spayne his side, and the side of the States Genral of the United Netherlands
were both published initially in 1637. Another popular work which appeared before the
Bishops' Wars was William Bariffe's Military Discipline, printed in 1635.

But perhaps the work which most indicated a far-reaching and sophisticated grasp
of military affairsto be published in English before the Civil Wars was Robert Ward's
Animadversions Of Warre, Or, A Militarie Magazine Of The Truest Rules, And Ablest
Instructions For The Managing Of Warre, published in 1639. Ward’ s work is most
impressive in its wide-ranging treatment of military practice. In two books totaling more
than four hundred pages, Ward traveled beyond the standard discussions of ‘fortification
and stratagems’ to cover such diverse subjects as “How to provide in peace for warre”’ to
“The Office and dutie of every particular Officer in an Armie” to “A Description of

Engines, and warlike Instruments.” In this single, exhaustive treatment there thus appears
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convincing evidence that the continental military revolution was available to readersin
England and Scotland.

Beyond printed matter, Scots and Englishmen acquired military knowledge from
direct experience as well. Service in foreign armies was along-standing practice in both
England and Scotland.*” The overall story of overseas military adventures during the
half-century preceding 1640 was one of mixed results. Under Elizabeth, soldiers from
England were certainly active. During the sixteenth century the common threat that
Scottish and English Protestants saw in the likely wake of a Spanish victory in the
Netherlands had persuaded both governments to cooperate in sending men to fight
oversess.

Queen Elizabeth inherited the remnants of amedieval army that was no longer
effective a either home or abroad, and a militia system that statutorily prevented overseas
service entirely. England needed a new army, and the monarch set out to create one. All
able-bodied men between the ages of sixteen and sixty, recruited by county, were liable
for service with anewly constituted militia. The Queen and Privy Council determined
each county’ s quota. It was impossible to keep the entire male population armed and
trained, and the development of the “trained bands’ was a recognition that there must be
specialization for war. The total number eligible for military service under Elizabeth was
probably between 200,000 and 250,000 men. The number in the field at any one time,
however, was probably about atenth of that figure. In 1575, out of atotal of 183,000 able
men recorded in the national mustersin thirty-seven counties, there were twelve thousand
selected for training and 63,000 equipped but untrained. The balance was made up of

pioneers, able men who were neither trained nor provided with weapons, and about three
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thousand cavalry. Both trained and untrained men were sent overseas. And important
category of overseas soldier, especially in terms of the transmission of military
knowledge, was the gentlemen volunteer. These men enlisted in the hope of gaining
recognition and eventually gaining promotion. Their numbers varied, but in the Low
Countriesin 1585, an allowance of four positions in a company of 150 men was made for
such volunteers.'®

Overall, of the 106,000 Englishmen levied for overseas military service between
1585 and 1602, at least 29,000 (twenty-eight percent) went to Ireland while a further
27,000 (twenty-five percent) were sent in part to Ireland, and in part elsewhere. The
second largest contingent, 20,500 (nineteen percent), went to the Netherlands. From 1595
to 1601 there were never fewer than 2,000 Irish-destined levies each year, and from 1596
to 1600 there were at least 5,000 annually. In 1601, the 12,620 troops levied for Ireland
was the single largest annual levy in England’ s history to that time, and one-third larger
than at any other time in Elizabeth’ s reign.™®

Elizabethan overseas expeditions provided essential help to England’ s allies and
provided English soldiers with key experience, but the expeditions themselves were
poorly administered. The lack of an effective commissariat and unreliable pay system led
to widespread wasteage, corruption, and the loss of lives due to disease and
mal nutrition.?’ Nonetheless, England benefited from the attainment of military
experience that was important in the militia reforms enacted under James and Charles.

Within Scotland, the Privy Council authorized a number of expeditions for
pacifying parts of the kingdom after 1603. The Western Isles witnessed expeditions in

1605-1608, 1612-1616, 1622, and 1626. There had been official incursions into the
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western Highlandsin 1613-1614, 1615-1616, 1618, 1621-1622, and 1625. Expeditions
had also been mounted against the Northern Isles (1614-1615), the clan Macgregor
(1611-1613), the central Highlands (1624), and the northeastern Highlands (1634).*

Charles | also sent armies to France and Germany. General poverty within the
borders of Scotland, combined with the political ambitions of James and Charles, had
increased the number of Scots who sought an opportunity to serve in cross-channel
military adventures after 1620. From 1620 to 1637 the Stuart kings had permitted alarge
exportation of surplus Scottish manpower to serve in the armies of France, Sweden, the
Netherlands, Denmark and Russia. In the years 1624, 1626-1629, 1631-1633, and 1637
royal warrants had permitted the levying of 41,400 Scots for continental armies.22 It
would have been remarkable (and unlikely) if all of these troops had been raised,;
neverthel ess thousands did depart from Scotland and had gained military training and
experience by 1638-1639.%% These men served as a catalyst for the militarization of the
broader Scottish society during the Civil War period.

The estimate that as many as twenty thousand Britons served abroad in the years
between the accession of Charles | and the outbreak of the Civil War may be on the low
side. There was an average of four thousand with the Spanish Army of Flanders during
the 1630s and several times that number fighting in Germany.24 Those who campaigned
abroad can be roughly divided into two categories: the gentleman volunteers and the
professional soldiers. Typically, the former served for relatively short periods, perhaps
during alonger spell of traveling on the continent, while the latter may have campaigned
abroad for many years, gaining wide experience of warfare. Scots soldiers mainly served
in the Danish and Swedish armies during the seventeenth century, athough a number
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served for the king of France as well.25> The most well-known Scot was Alexander Leslie,
First Earl of Leven, the leader of the Scots' army in 1640. Important Englishmen served
also, to include Robert Deveraux, 3d Earl of Essex who served on the Palatinate and the
Cadiz Expedition aswell as Lord Fairfax who soldiered in the Low Countries.

Not surprisingly, mercenary careers were most likely to appeal to poor noblemen
or to younger sons of noblemen for whom the military life offered some possibility of
retaining their social status. (This became particularly acute in the seventeenth century.)
By the third decade of the century there were no more church lands to distribute and royal
patronage had begun to diminish. Military service at home or abroad was therefore one
means by which an over-bloated and financially precarious nobility might avoid slipping
into akind of impoverished nobility.26

These men who served in foreign parts did not cut their ties with their homeland.
Employment opportunities fluctuated seasonally and with the policies and finances of
employers. Many officers and some men came and went between England and the
continent according to demand. And when they returned to Britain they brought with
them a newly-found sense of professional solidarity, of shared vocation and mutual
interests that extended well below the ranks of the general and his colonels. It was these
lesser-privileged professionals, often sergeants and lieutenants, who came hometo train
the militia companies, show artillerymen how to work their guns, and the town elders the
best means of constructing fortifications and procuring arms. In every significant way,
they brought European military practice and experience of war to peacetime Britain.

The literature of war that was pouring off of pressesin London, Edinburgh, and
el sewhere was both product and vehicle of this continental military exposure. Scots and
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Englishmen conditioned their fellow citizens by promoting a new rational approach to
warfare while at the same time furthering knowledge about the nature of war and its

conseguences.

“While the designation “Britain” to describe the physical union of the crowns of
Scotland and England under James | after 1603, the label “British” to describe the people
living thereis premature. Distinct Scot and English identities prevailed until the end of
the century at least. Upon the formal Union in 1707, a sense of nationhood rapidly
developed thereafter.

ZActive fighting in the Low Countries occurred between 1572 and 1607, and
again between 1621 and 1647. Also underway through the 1590s were the French Wars
of Religion, which did not subside until Henry IV took the French crown in 1594.

3For alucid and comprehensive overview of military literature in England prior to
1642 see Barbara Donagan, “Halcyon Days And The Literature Off War: England’s
Military Education Before 1642,” Past and Present 147 (May 1995): 65-100.

*Peter Clark, “The Ownership of Books in England, 1560-1640: The Example of
Some Kentish Townsfolk,” in Schooling and Society: Sudiesin the History of Education,
ed. Lawrence Stone, 1976. 97, 101.

Sir Edward Dering’s (1598-1644, nationality unknown), library reflected
numerous places of publication: London 37, Edinburgh 6, Cologne 4, Oxford 3, Prague 1,
Antwerp 1, France 1, Nurenburg 1, Magdeburg 1, Unk. 23

See Sir Edward Dering, Catlogue of His Books, ca. 1640-1642 (Washington, D.C:
Folger Library) [vb 297].

>This method may underestimate reading ability since reading was typically
taught before writing.

®A central function of education in every state during the seventeenth century was
to produce ideologica conformity. Systems of instruction at the local level emphasized
rote learning. Students were encouraged to acquire the knowledge being presented rather
than to develop analytical understanding. However, those students who attended the
universities were of course exposed to far more cosmopolitan ideas. It must be
understood as well that teaching was rapidly becoming professionalized in this period.
Standards were rapidly rising and expectations likewise. Church leaders quickly found to
their dismay that once students could read and write, their minds could no longer be
controlled. Hence by the late 1640s, an amazingly diverse assemblage of groups
petitioned for fundamental reform in England, e.g. Levellers, Ranters, Fifth Monarchists,
Quakers, €tc.
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"David Cressy, Literacy And The Social Order: Reading and Writing in Tudor
and Suart England (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1980), passim.

8A royal license was obtained by Walter Chepman and Andrew Myllar. See the
Register of the Privy Seal of Scotland [ Scottish Records, 13], Edinburgh, 1908, vol 1, no.
1546.

°In 1580, three years before the founding of Edinburgh University, Clement Little
donated 276 volumes. For adiscussion of the library’ s origins, see Charles P. Finlayson,
Clement Little and His Library: The Origins of Edinburgh University Library
(Edinburgh: Edinburgh University, 1980).

%Jean R. Guild and Lexander Law, eds., Edinburgh University Library: A
Collection of Historical Essays (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Library, 1982), 49.

see Edinburgh University Library, Accessions-Donations [Da.1.29]: f.5 (1639);
f.11 (1638, 1639, 1640); f.13 (1640); f.24 (1643); Also, Edinburgh University Library
Catalogues Librorum in Repositories in Bibliotheca Edinensis, [Da.1.27], f. 146, f.168,
f.113; and Papers of Military Interest, sixteenth century-eighteenth century [Lang I], 315-
340.

2National Archives of Scotland (hereafter NAS), GD16/52/14, f8
Bibid., nf.

“bid., nf.

NAS GD16/52/19.

1®Stephen Porter, Destruction In The English Civil Wars (United Kingdom: Alan
Sutton Publishing, Ltd., 1994), 9.

Y"Two historians who have documented sixteenth century Scottish mercenaries
are Elizabeth Bonner and Paul Dukes. In The Scottish Soldier Abroad see Elizabeth
Bonner’s “Continuing The Auld Alliance in the Sixteenth Century: Scots in France and
French in Scotland,” 31-46. And Paul Dukes, “The First Scottish Soldiers In Russia’, 47-
54.

18C. G. Cruickshank, Elizabeth’s Army (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2d ed.,
1966), 24, 25.

¥bid., 266.

20James Scott Wheeler, The Making Of A World Power: War And The Military
Revolution In Seventeenth Century England (Gloucestershire: Sutton Publishing, 2000),
68.
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?'Furgol, 3. Dr. Furgol makes the point that these campaigns “were of little usein
providing Scotland with large military reserves, because the numbersinvolved consisted
of hundreds of men not thousands.” He further adds that since the campaigns were not
annual events they would not have allowed many different men to receive military
experience, particularly since their occurrence was sporadic with none occurring in 1610,
1617, 1619-20, 1626-33 and 1635-38. Y et Furgol istoo quick to dismisstheir value. He
does not fairly consider the cumulative effect of participation in such military
deployments upon the dissemination and reputation of military knowledge.

*Furgol, 2.

30f course, English soldiers participated in these events as well and would have
gained similar military experience.

*Porter, 5.
®parker, Military Revolution, 51-53, 175-176.

%See K eith Roberts, “Lessons In Revolution: The Impact of the London Military
Companies,” Cromwelliana,1992, 36-39.
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CHAPTER 3

THE MILITARY ESTABLISHMENT

Military officiasin the two kingdoms knew much about contemporary military
theory, and many had gained valuable experience on the continent before 1640. But to
fully field armies that could employ the new formations so familiar to the continent
required extensive economic and administrative institutions. Fortunately, both Scotland
and England entered the 1630s as a fully functioning European state. Within the Stuart
kingdoms, merchants and traders had ensured that their lands were full participantsin the
broad commercial trends underway throughout Europe. Taking advantage of an
increasingly sophisticated trading network, Scots and Englishmen exchanged goods with
many neighbors and formed a competitive, sought-after market. When religious tensions
heightened to the point of war in 1640, they could boast of foreign trade networks, urban
organization, and familiarity with Europe. Martial preparations were decisively enhanced
because of the sound economic and demographic footing already in place. Britain hardly
constituted an isolated backwater. Rather the armiesfielded after 1640 were remarkably
similar to their continental counterparts.

Britain’s population growth during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, which
accompanied the emergence of larger towns and increasing prosperity for at least some of
the inhabitants, served as a catalyst for the broader changing character and pattern of
economic life. Greater order in the countryside owing to more effective local
government, and relative peace between Scotland and England over the century
preceding 1640, allowed Britons to participate in a growing market economy that placed

the nation firmly within the orbit of European development. The reigns of James and
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Charles witnessed a quiet but steady integration of mercantile exchanges with those of
European states further afield. There is no question that the realm of the Stuart monarchs
was not awealthy place. But it was nonetheless a place occupied by people aware of, and
participating in, an increasingly interconnected community of farmers, merchants, and
manufacturers. In many ways, the political union of kingdoms that James eagerly sought
was aready underway at the unintended behest of his subjects. Scotland particularly in
the late 1630s was not the primitive place is has frequently been assumed. A review of
agriculture, trade, urban setting, and population will reveal the advent of a burgeoning
economy that lay firmly within the framework of contemporary European development
and established the conditions necessary for the creation of competent armed forces when
crisisarrived in 1640."

By the mid 1620s, Scotland was moving towards self-sufficiency (however
tenuous) in foodstuffs, whereas England was essentially already so.? Agricultural
practices exhibited a fundamental productive consistency by this period despite some
differences in organization and output. Furthermore, both England and Scotland were
participating in a commodities trade that was growing in overall volume and worth.?

The precise value of overseas trade is difficult to pinpoint. Comparing prices of
goods over alargely inflationary period yields only a general indication of both rising
incomes and expenses. The price of staplesindicates thistrend. In 1628, afifteen-ounce
loaf of bread was selling for twelve pence, and a pint of beer could be purchased for ten
pence By 1630, twelve pence would purchase only aten ounce loaf of bread.” In 1634
that same pint of beer cost twenty pence, although plentiful harvestsin the early 1630s

had dropped the cost of a thirteen-ounce loaf of bread to twelve pence. The amount of
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grain on hand in this period even moved the Edinburgh Privy Council to alow the export
of 4,000 bolls of wheat in 1632.° On the eve of the Bishops Warsin 1639, prices
remained at asimilar level: Fourteen-ounce loaves of either wheat or sour bread cost
twelve pence, and a pint of beer sold for sixteen pence® The degree to which wage rates
maintained pace with pricesis uncertain, although it seems that laborers at least gradually
lost ground. Many workers were compensated in part through food and drink thus the
payment of wages, when recorded at all, may indicate only a portion of their income.”

Scottish officials at all levels of government practiced ad hoc economic policies.®
They tended to react rather than to plan ahead, most often finding themselves responding
to short-term crises.? Local political pressures usually dictated that economic legislation
support the idea of protecting the home market and, more urgently, to trying to achieve a
net inflow rather than an outflow of coin but no clearly identified mercantilist policy had
yet been formulated.™®

During most of the sixteenth century, Britain’s trade with Europe retained the
structure that had characterized its trade for centuries prior, resting on the export of the
primary products of agriculture, fishing and mining, along with some low-grade
manufactures like linen and woolen cloth. In return, imports consisted mostly of
manufactures, and luxury items from trading partners that lay around the periphery of the
North Sea.

Scandinavian and the Baltic states supplied many essential products upon which
the Scots depended during the reign of the Stuarts. By the seventeenth century hardwood
forestsin Scotland, except in remote Highland districts, were scarce and those in England

were rapidly being depleted, so areliable source of timber was vital to the construction of
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everything from handcarts to houses. One cargo in three coming into Dundee in the late
sixteenth century sailed from Norway, much of it timber. The Baltic also provided iron,
aswell asflax, hemp, pitch, and tar. Reflective of the strengthening agricultural sector,
imports to Scotland from Baltic granaries fell substantially between 1590 and 1620, while
Scottish exports correspondingly increased.**

Britain’s trade with Sweden developed from the 1570s, and imports of iron rose
steadily. Recorded shipments of iron from Sweden totaled 103 between 1590 and 1599
and 462 between 1630 and 1639. Between the same two periods, shipments of hemp and
flax rose from ninety to 196. In return, the export of cloth to Sweden rose from 250 ellsin
1581-1586 to 9,300 in 1607-1615. Average annual sales of salt to Stockholm rose to
nearly 900 tons in the early seventeenth century while herring exports also increased
rapidly.

Trade with the Low Countries put merchantsin direct contact with the world's
greatest commercial centers. The Dutch provided Britain with awide range of
manufactures, cloth, dyestuffs, and provisions. In return they took skins, hides, wool, and
fish as well as coarse cloth, hose, and linen yarn, as well asincreasing quantities of salt
and coal. In some years, as many as fifty vessels laden with Scottish coal arrived at Veere
alone.

Most burghs of any size depended to some extent on overseas trade, making the
towns transshipment points for the exchange of goods (and ideas), to a variety of
European destinations. Aberdeen shore accounts and Dundee shipping lists provide
evidence of thiskind of developing Scottish trade network.'? But beyond the general

progress of the trades, and of importance to the state’' s capacity to wage war in 1640, was
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the maturation of mineral extraction and its subsequent manufacture into the implements
of war.

By the early seventeenth century lead mining had begun to make a useful
contribution to exports. Between 1611 and 1614 the value of lead ore exported nearly
equaled that of coal and was almost twice that of linen. The terms that the mine-owners
extracted from the government were generous. In 1627 Mr. James Galloway, the Master
of Requests, and Mr. Nathaniel Udwart, aresident of Leith undertook the * casting of iron
ordinance and shott” at the favorable terms of no cost for five years followed by an
annual payment of £200 annual to the Crown for the privilege.*® The following year,
twenty-one year patent was issued to the Earl of Linlithgow to pursue “atrue way of
making saltpeter powder and match.” Charles was so pleased with the potential for this
critical war-making resource that he gave the Earl extensive privileges. The Earl had the
power to: “Enter, break, open, dig, search, and work for saltpeter, as well within the
houses, lands, grounds, and possessions of his Majesty, his heirs, or successors, that now
be or hereafter shall be, asaso in vaults, cellars, towers, castles, stables, dowhouses,
grounds, or possessions of any of his Mgesty’ s subjects within the said Kingdom of
Scotland.” The only adjustment the magistrates of Edinburgh could achieve was to
restrict the Earl to invading only those houses whose owners had consented.™

Charles enthusiastically agreed to such long-term concessions because they
offered his kingdom a degree of self-sufficiency of resourcesthat “in former times. . .
were brought from beyond the sea.” He recognized the importance of the capacity to
provide his own war materials being “hardly such store gott as might strengthen and

suffice the country.” Mining was relatively novel to Scotland, although the growth of

42



Edinburgh was stimulating a market. The lack of indigenous coa supplies within the
United Provinces also created a demand from Dutch merchants.

Although small-scale working at a number of sites produced a fluctuating output,
the principal mining filed lay around Leadhills on the watershed between Clydesdale and
Nithsdale. In 1638 the mines there came into the possession of Sir James Hope and
production was increased. By the mid-seventeenth century some fifty workers were
producing three to four hundred tons of ore ayear.

Some lead had been mined there in the late sixteenth century and now these areas
were supplemented by the sinking of shafts under the Forth as well as further effortsin
the Lothians. Charles noted that he was gratefully pleased to advance and further all such
designs as may bring within the same [ Scotland] the practice of al profitable and useful
works not formerly known there.”*°

Unfortunately the Scottish iron industry was hampered by alack of suitable ore as
well asfuel. This explains the substantial imports of Swedish iron. Possibilities for
developing larger charcoal blast furnaces in the Highlands were being considered which
prompted an Act of Parliament in 1609 forbidding the setting up of ‘yrne mylnes’ in the
region to prevent the destruction of forests. But Charles needed this kind of industrial
production and encouraged its expansion. Sir George Hay, appears to have completed a
deal with Mackenzie of Kintail by which Hay received access to woods around Loch
Maree. He used hisinterest at court to obtain exemption form the 1609 Act and by 1610 a
blast furnace, the first in Scotland, was operating on the shores of the loch, aided by

English technology and possibly English capital.
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In the event when war loomed on the horizon in the late 1630s, the Covenanters
worked hard to prepare their munitions. “Many of the like” were casting bullets but it was
not enough.’® The Scots sought external sources of supply, even turning to England
(ironically) for materias. In December, 1639, they spent 5,000 merks bringing lead to
Scotland for the casting of bullets.'’

When in 1629 Charles was preparing his realm for oversees conflict he had
foreseen the need for the Scots to build upon their enterprises and had encouraged the
munitions industry by supporting the production of cannon through grants to patentees to
use the bog mines of the Crown: “We are informed by the patentees for making of iron
cannon there that the work, being now begun and in good way to continue, may
notwithstanding in a short space...be possibly interrupted for want of [a] bog mineif it
should not be upon occasion supplied from the next neighboring places.” *®

While the pace of mineral extraction was progressing, so was the rate of
urbanization in Britain. Although rapidly diminishing in importance, the largest towns
still featured walls, or portions of walls, along their perimeters. In previous centuries,
walls had traditionally served as the clear division between town and country and in
doing so had performed a variety of functions. They granted local authorities positive
control over the movement of people and goods in and out of atown. Tolls could be
collected at gates or ports that could then be closed at night or during times of danger.
Vagrants could be denied entrance and towns' residents sealed within if plague struck. By
the seventeenth century, only afew towns maintained their walls.

John Magjor, writing in 1521, correctly observed that the Scots put their faith in the

prowess of their armies and not in defended towns. The sheer cost of fortifications meant
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that few towns could afford to upgrade medieval walls to the new, expensive technology
of artillery defense. Nevertheless, some towns did upgrade their medieval-era
architecture, or at least the town fortifications located at the commanding point of the
town; Edinburgh, Dundee, Perth, and Stirling among them.

Sometimes town officials faced particular concerns that demanded continued
attention. For instance, the inhabitants of Peebles built an entirely new wall with towers
and gun loops as late as the 1570s following attacks on the town by raiders operating near
the Border. In other towns, however, walls symbolized the desire of burgesses to defend
their burghs against infringement by unauthorized traders rather than armed aggressors.

It ismost likely that population trends in England and Scotland were roughly
comparable during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. Scotland also appears to have
been the only European country to share the English pattern of a steady expansion of
urban population throughout the period irrespective of whether national population totals
were growing or stagnating.

Many scholars have estimated that around 1500 the population of Scotland totaled
in the 500,000 to 700,000 range north of the border and somewhere around, or just under,
one million by the Stuart period. Less than two percent of the population of Scotland
lived in towns with more than 10,000 inhabitants. In comparative terms, that number
appears consistent with English population statistics. This figure suggests a density of
eleven people per square kilometersin Scotland compared to forty-four in Italy, thirty-
four in France, thirty-six to forty in England, thirty-seven in the Low Countries, and

twenty in Ireland.
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The tax levied by the Covenantersin 1639 on the basis of valued rent offers some
indication of the size of Scottish towns. Returns indicate that eleven towns boasted a
population above 4,000 but this included Edinburgh’s suburbs of South Leith and
Canongate that counted together nearly 20,000 inhabitants. The largest city in Scotland
was Edinburgh, with a population of approximately 35,000 followed by Aberdeen,
Glasgow, and Dundee, each having more than 20,000. Twenty-three towns enjoyed a
popul ation between 1,000 and 4,000 residents while another fifteen had popul ations
between 500 and 1,000. In England, London dwarfed all other cities with well over
300,000 inhabitants, making it the largest city in Western Europe. England’ s population
overall was just over five million, with another 350,000 residentsin Wales.™

Edinburgh held a much smaller percentage of Scotland’ s population than London
did of England’s, but the rest of the Scottish urban hierarchy was unexpectedly similar to
that of England. The proportion of Scotland’ s population living in centers with over
2,000 inhabitants in 1639 may have been as great or even greater than in England, even
alowing for the fact that English towns grew substantially between 1600 and 1639.%
Although the dominance of London over English urban systems contrasts with
Edinburgh’s smaller proportion of the Scottish population, at lower levels the English and
Scottish hierarchies were not markedly different from each other or from patterns
established on the continent.

As aready discussed, an important influence on population trends was Britain’s
high level of emigration. From medieval times, Scots and Englishmen assumed
prominent positions in many parts of Europe as scholars, soldiers and traders. Scotland

had along tradition of supplying mercenaries to foreign armies. Many Scots were
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involved in warsin Ireland in the late Middle Ages. During the Hundred Y ears War
significant number of Scots fought in France against England. The Scots Guard in France
and Scots Brigade in Holland were full-fledged and long-standing military units.?*
Scandinavia was another important destination for Scottish soldiers. While many soldiers
did return home, many did not. From 1625 to 1642 licenses were granted for over 45, 000
men to |leave Scotland.?

Emigration for less warlike reasons also occurred on a significant scale. During
the Middle Ages, had indicated Scotland’ s traditional incapacity to support its population.
But Scottish migration underway at the time of James accession was indicative of the
growing prosperity of the local economy. In many cases it was only the acquisition of
property and material wealth at home that provided colonizers the substantial stake
necessary to move abroad.?® The Plantation in Ulster also fostered trade and emigration.
The settlers, who numbered more than 50,000 by the time of the Bishops Wars, naturally
looked to their homeland for the purchase of their implements and goods.

Overall numbers of traders abroad were considerable judging by the size of the
merchant communities in individual cities. For the first half of the seventeenth century in
Scotland aone, anet outflow of 85,000 to115,000 has been suggested, aloss of perhaps
2,000 ayear, most of them makes between the ages of fifteen and thirty. Perhaps twenty
percent of all young men left Scotland at this time. Many Dutch and Baltic ports had
substantial Scottish groups. Scots were active as peddlers, merchants, and craftsmen in
Scandinavia and the Baltic from the end of the fifteenth century. In the early seventeenth
century, the number of Scotsin Poland, many of them small merchants, has been

estimated at 30,000 to 40,000. In the first four decades of the seventeenth-century wave
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after wave of emigrants left Scotland pushed out by population pressure and attracted by
opportunities abroad. The Ulster plantations in the early seventeenth century attracted a
substantial flow of colonists.

These emigrant contacts to Europe also affected the practice and organization of
urban incorporations within Britain as European models were repeated. Urban
incorporations were essentially organizations of craftsmen whose members had a
monopoly in the practice of their craft within a particular burgh and its surrounding area.
This form of urban organization, coupled with the emerging to locally produce weapons,
materialy aided the military leaders after 1640. Scots and Englishmen alike were able to
secure the arms they needed to prosecute military operations.?*

Inventories of armorers’ wills reveal substantial wealth held by some.® The
production of arms was arelatively profitable undertaking in Britain. James Hunter of
Edinburgh died in 1580 with £181 of goods, including large numbers of swords, blades,
and guards. The same can be said of Andrew Softlaw, who expired in 1583 with
materials valued at £83. John Kar of Dunfermling’ s estate was worth £239 in 1588, while
the Edinburgh evaluations of Thomas and George Hislope' s estates rated their goods at
£145 and £210 in 1600 and 1605. George possessed over one hundred swords and blades
at the time. Of interest, another Hislope, having made the transition from cutlery to
gunmaking, died in 1646. John Hislope possessed a musket and bandolier embedded with
pearls when he expired, a suggestion that some arms at least, were ornamented and
proudly maintained by their owners.

The manufacture and trade of arms was arelatively expensive undertaking. On

average gunmakers made £4 to £5 monthly but the price of their materials were high as
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well.?® Sometimes gunmakers died before turning a profit. In 1596 George Richmont died
with £53 on hand, but £409 of debt for pistols, hagbuts, and stocks owed to six different
agents. There were clearly several kinds of arms available in Scotland as can be glimpsed
from such accounting of equipment rostered in gunmakers’ wills. David McBend died in
1626 with one musket, staff and bandoliers on hand, valued at £11 6s 8d. He also
possessed eight pairs of Braisin pistols worth £20. The going rates for the services
gunmakers performed were also indicated in wills. Jon Donyng paid twenty shillings for
the dressing of one musket, while the Laird of Bararahame paid twenty-six shillings for
the same and fifty shillings to have his bullet box boarded neatly.

There is no doubt that armsindustry in Scotland lagged behind that of England.
Y et, the general presence of arms makers in Scotland became more pronounced in the
decades preceding the Bishops' Wars. Edinburgh and Canongate, Scotland’ s most
significant urban concentration, tell the story. The number of armorers increased from
forty to eighty-nine, the number of bowers grew from nineteen to thirty-nine, and most
importantly for contemporary methods of warfare, gunmakers nearly doubled, from forty-
six to eighty. Gunmakers passed armorers as the most substantial of the trades, reflecting
Scots' growing exposure to European ways of warfare. Arms makers also seemed to be
undertaking a general migration out of cramped Edinburgh itself and seeking more
spacious accommodations within the suburb of Canongate.

At the end of the seventeenth century, the institutions of the two burghs were
becoming more and more intermingled, and although they remained nominally separate,

the Canongate became formally subordinated to the Edinburgh Council in 1639. More
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and more craftsmen became members of both incorporations and burgesses of both
burghs, presumably for the freedom of movement that the double membership conferred.

Such would in part explain the slight drop in cutlers and gunmakers in Edinburgh
and the consequent precipitous rise of the same trades in Canongate. The other arms
manufacturers clearly diminished in importance over time, not just within the Lothians,
but also throughout the country. Given the more rudimentary manufacturing capacity and
lower population of the towns away from the capital, that gunmakers were twice as
prominent as any other trade in Dundee and the largest in Glasgow. Only in Perth, with a
small sample of six armorers, five cutlers, and four gunmakers, were firearms produced
on par with traditional bladed weapons.

Of course, the Scottish industry itself did not account for all of the armsin the
country. Much armor was imported from abroad, both from France and from the
Netherlands, or was made in Scotland by foreigners working directly for the King. And
as the Scots contemplated war in the 1630s, they aggressively sought weapons and
ammunition with which to oppose the crown.

The Marquess of Hamilton noted in 1638 that the Covenanters were “still sending
for more armes and ammunitioun not onlie from Hollen but lykuys from Hamburg,
Breme, Lubick, Dansick, and Sued, that if one part should faill they may be suppleud
from ane other.”?” The Scots were successful enough to gain permission to ship nearly a
dozen field pieces and 2,000 muskets with quantities of ammunition during the summer
of 1638 alone.?® Christian IV of Denmark had issued Danish Royal missives to armed
Covenanters to pass through the sound under the command of a Scot, Colonel Robert

Monro. An indication of the direction of Scottish trade on the eve of the war is found in
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the fact that the Scots paid more in Sound Tolls to the Danes in 1639 than in 1638. (But
so did the English; seemingly the Danes supplied both sides). Not all trade in arms was
conducted with official blessing however. An Irish trader captured in 1640 by the English
confessed that he was carrying 300 muskets in addition to the wine listed on his
manifest.”

Given the relatively mature economies, growing manufacturing trades, close
integration with European market centers, and rising population and urbanization of
England and Scotland before 1640, it is less surprising to find that the units of the
Covenanting, Royalist and Parliamentarian armies possessed many similarities with

continental armies.*

T. C. Smout, A History Of The Scottish People, 1560-1830 (William Collins and
Sons, 1969), 188-125.

Allan I. Macinnes, Charles | and The Making of The Covenanting Movement,
1625-1641 (Edinburgh: John Donald Publishers, 1991), 31-34, and Smout, 118-119, 123.
The most common form of rural settlement in Britain consisted of asmall community
organized around afarm that provided employment and foodstuffs. The administration of
the farm could be handled in several different ways. A single husbandman might practice
tenancy of the whole and cultivate it independently with the labor of lesser men, who
would act as subtenants and servants. As was more frequently the case, severa
husbandmen, who could number anywhere from two to several dozen, were banded
together to share the operation and produce of the farm between them as joint tenants.
Such an arrangement obviously involved any number of specific agreements be made by
the tenants to determine all manner of questions necessary to the community: the type of
crops to grow, the rotation of crops, pasturing and use of animals, dates and divisions of
labor for sowing, reaping, and cultivating, not to mention division of the farm’s harvest.
However, by the seventeenth century, even in such multiple tenant farms the land was
often apportioned specifically to individual families rather than being periodically
reallocated. Such a shift wasindicative of the trend towards economic individualism then
underway in Britain’s agricultural sector. The more generous climate and open
topography in England probably lent even more flexibility in choice as to what to grow in
the open fields. In Scotland on the other hand, variations were less feasible because the
range of crops that the land could support was much reduced, although the Scots
practiced several procedures to increase their lands' prosperity.
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Arable lands were divided into two types: outfield and infield. These terms did
not describe the land in terms of proximity to the center of the farm, but rather indicate
the degree of fertility of the soil. Outfield lands were poorer and could only be farmed by
aternating several years of fallow with several years of a nutrient-replenishing crop such
as oats. Scots undertook to transform outfield lands into more productive assets through
the clearing and burning of peat mosses and the use of lime to improve soils' usefulness.
Infield lands, while perhaps normally only a quarter or less of the total tillable area, were
fertile enough to bear grain crops year after year without ever enjoying afallow break
and provided most Scottish crops.

Infield lands carried several crops. Barley normally occupied about athird or a
guarter of the total infield land and gave an average return over the whole country of
something like four or five grainsto every one sown. A further quarter of the infields
were typically sown with wheat and sometimes peas and beans. Flax and hemp, where
the conditions permitted, were also infield crops.

The numbers and kinds of animals kept on farms varied. In Scotland’ s Lowland
districts and in much of England in the south, the plough team, either oxen or horses, was
the most essential. Many families kept at least one dairy cow to provide milk, cheese, and
butter. Where the soil prevented significant crop yields, particularly in the southwest and
the Highlands, herds of beef-cattle could be found in more predominant numbers. Goats
were also an important source of milk, meat, and hides in the Highlands. The local
peasantry consumed most of these products, but the distinctive and varied topography of
the country encouraged a balance of goods within the agricultural sector of the economy
and in times of plentiful harvests, a significant market exchange of goods. In the
Highlands wealth was measured in terms of cattle, sheep and goats. Usually enough oats
could be grown to sustain the herds, although the region as a whole typically imported
grain in exchange for animal products.

What all of this meant for foraging armies was that provisions were typically
available in the countryside but only in limited quantities. Few people starved in early
modern Britain under normal circumstances. But successive poor harvests, outbreaks of
the plague, and especialy war, could drastically upset normal distribution patterns.

3Affecting all aspects of the economy was the fact that the sixteenth century was
an inflationary period in Britain as elsewhere in Europe. Price rises seem to have been
relatively modest before the 1560s but between then and 1600 the cost of many basic
commodities rose three, four, or even six times. Wages appear to have increased in the
fist half of the sixteenth century, then stabilized. They lagged behind price rises until the
1590s before accelerating again to reach a plateau by about 1615 after which they altered
little. Scotland was especially hit hard. The rate of exchange of the Scots pound against
the English shifted from approximately 4.1 in 1560 to 12:1 by the time of the Unionin
1603. Depending upon the season, the cargo, and the destination, this diminishment of
the value of Scottish coin sometimes prejudiced the Scots’ trading rel ationships (although
Scottish trade overall profited after 1600).

* Marguerite Wood, ed. Extracts From The Records of the Burgh of Edinburgh,
1626 to 1641 (Edinburgh: Oliver and Boyd, 1936), 51, 85.
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Slbid., 104, 152.
®lbid., 224.

"Peter G. B. McNeil and Hector L. MacQueen, eds., Atlas of Scottish History to
1707 (Edinburgh: The Scottish Medievalists and Department of Geography, University of
Edinburgh, 1996), 328.

80ne example of the creative nature of early-modern financing includes atax on
the production of “gowlfe ballis.” It seems that James Melville, quartermaster to the Earl
of Morton’s regiment, maintained that he had received from James the privilege of
exacting atax on every golf ball made in the kingdom. When two ballmakersin Leith,
William and Thomas Dickson, refused to pay the tax, Melville dispatched a number of
“lawlesse souldiers.” The vigilantes stole a specially made, 19-ball set that Melville
presented to the king. RPCS Vol 3, 1629-30, 174.

%For instance, only when famine began its march would the attempt be made to
buttress grain stores by banning exports, prohibiting hoarding, and imposing price
controls. Likewise, the government inconsistently applied and then removed export duties
on items such as wool and cloth not because of any long-term comprehension of the
economy, but rather in response to the petitions of interest groups.

19 Regarding coinage: 1 Pound Sterling (£) = 240 pennies (pence) (d.) or 12
shillings (s.). Hence, 1 Shilling Sterling = 12 pennies (pence) (d.). Since the introduction
of the penny into Scotland during the reign of David | (1124-1153), devaluation of
Scottish currency had proceeded until about 1600 when it was stabilized at 12:1 (e.g., £12
Scots = £1 English). At that time Scottish coins contained only about one-fifth of the
silver