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Preface



The literature on the Jacobite movement and the later attempts of the exiled House of Stuart to regain its British thrones is extensive. The ’45 Rebellion is one of the most popular, and frequently over-romanticised, episodes in British history, and the earlier ’15 and ’19 Rebellions have attracted their share of interest.


Much less well known as a whole is the first serious Jacobite attempt to reverse the verdict of the Revolution of 1688. For the next three years both Scotland and Ireland were the scene of bitter and prolonged fighting, while England was the target of invasion attempts and Jacobite conspiracy. Some incidents of the war, notably the siege of Derry and the Battle of the Boyne in Ireland, and the encounter at Killiecrankie in Scotland, have secure places in British history, and, in the cases of the first two, still arouse strongly partisan feelings.


The war as a whole, however, is much less well known, particularly in England. So much so, in fact, that no universally accepted name for it has emerged, and it is variously known – among other titles – as the War of the British Succession; in Ireland as the War of the Two Kings, or the Williamite War; and, in its wider European context, as the War of the League of Augsburg and the Eight Years’ War. After some thought, I have opted for none of these, and as this book is primarily a military study of the conflict as it affected the British Isles, I have called it the War of the Three Kingdoms.


As always, thanks are due to a number of institutions and individuals. The Sydney Jones Library of the University of Liverpool provided much of the basic material used in researching this book, while the unrivalled resources of the British Library contain much contemporary material. The staff at Sutton provided much useful advice, not least in settling on the title of the book!


As this is primarily a military study, I have, with some relief, minimised discussion of the political and religious events leading up to the 1688 Revolution and the Settlement that followed. The debate over such questions as the exact motivations of James II and William of Orange in their actions that precipitated the Revolution remains heated, even after more than three hundred years. Published as I was completing this book was the magisterial study Revolution, by Tim Harris, which I would warmly recommend to anyone wishing to delve further into the murky but fascinating politics of 1688 and its aftermath.


John Barratt
Henllan
2006





Chronology











	1685


	 







	6 February


	Death of Charles II, succeeded by his brother as James II







	16 July


	Battle of Sedgemoor
















	1688


	 







	10 June


	Birth of Prince of Wales







	5 November


	William of Orange lands at Torbay







	10 December


	Failure of James II’s first attempt to flee to France







	23 December


	James II’s second attempt to escape to France successful
















	1689


	 







	January–February


	English convention declares James to have abdicated. William and Mary accept the English throne







	12 March


	James II lands in Ireland







	14 March


	Hamilton routs Ulster Protestants at ‘Break of Dromore’







	24 March


	James enters Dublin







	27 March


	Hamilton fails to take Coleraine







	Mid-April


	Dundee begins Scottish Jacobite rising







	15 April


	Ulster Protestants defeated at Clady and Lifford







	17 April


	James II fired on from walls of Derry; siege begins







	1 May


	Battle of Bantry Bay







	11 May


	William and Mary accept Scottish throne







	13 June


	Duke of Gordon surrenders Edinburgh Castle to Williamites







	27 July


	Jacobite victory at Killiecrankie; Dundee killed







	31 July


	Siege of Derry raised; Hamilton defeated at Newtownbutler







	13 August


	Schomberg and Williamite forces land at Bangor Bay







	21 August


	Highland army defeated at Dunkeld







	7 September


	Schomberg’s advance halts at Dundalk







	Early October


	Schomberg withdraws to Lisburn; James pulls back to Dublin
















	1690


	 







	1 May


	Scottish Jacobites routed at Cromdale







	14 June


	William III lands at Carrickfergus







	30 June


	French naval victory at Battle of Beachy Head







	1 July


	Battle of the Boyne







	4 July


	James II quits Ireland for France







	7 August


	William commences operations against Limerick







	12 August


	Sarsfield captures William’s siege train at Ballyneety







	27 August


	Williamite assault on Limerick repulsed







	29 August


	Siege of Limerick raised







	29 September


	Marlborough takes Cork







	15 October


	Marlborough takes Kinsale
















	1691


	 







	9 May


	St Ruhe takes command of Irish army







	8 June


	Ginkel takes Ballymore







	19 June


	Ginkel begins siege of Athlone







	30 June


	Fall of Athlone







	12 July


	Jacobites defeated at Battle of Aughrim







	21 July


	Galway surrenders







	25 August


	Second siege of Limerick begins







	14 September


	Surrender of Sligo







	3 October


	Limerick surrenders; Treaty of Limerick ends war in Ireland
















	1692


	 







	13 February


	Massacre of Glencoe







	19 May


	Battle of Barfleur







	23–24 May


	French fleet destroyed at La Hogue; end of James II’s invasion plans
















	1701


	 







	16 September


	Death of James II











ONE


Introduction


When James II succeeded to the British thrones in February 1685 following the death of his brother, Charles II, he seemed as secure in his inheritance as any monarch in Europe. Yet, in less than four years he would be a dethroned exile, overthrown by the ‘Glorious Revolution’ of 1688 and poised to engulf the British Isles in bloody civil war in an effort to regain his crown.


There were always those who doubted James’s ability. In his earlier career, fighting in exile in the service of France and Spain, James had been an energetic and apparently courageous soldier, although always in a relatively junior capacity, and had displayed similar bravery of a passive kind as a fleet commander against the Dutch.


James’s instincts were always authoritarian, with compulsion the first resort, as demonstrated when he was given responsibility for suppressing the Protestant Covenanters in Scotland. Indeed, religion was the key motive in most of James’s actions and in his eventual fall. Converted to Catholicism during his exile, James fervently embraced his religion, and this was a major cause for the widespread opposition that the prospect of his succeeding to the throne created.


In the end, the strong grip that Charles II had established in his later years, and the support of the dominant Anglican–Tory interests, were enough to secure James’s accession with little opposition, and indeed with some enthusiasm, although conditional on his working within the existing political and religious framework. Yet within less than a year, encouraged by the easy defeat of the rebellions of Monmouth and the Duke of Argyll, James would be embarking on a collision course with increasing numbers of his subjects.


Nobody ever credited James with great intelligence. A cold and generally humourless man, he lacked the cleverness and wit of his elder brother. The Duke of Buckingham said of the brothers: ‘the king could see things if he would; the duke [of York] would see things if he could.’ Catherine Sedley, one of the numerous, usually remarkably ugly, mistresses kept by James in contradiction to his strong devoutness, commented: ‘we are none of us handsome, and if we had wit, he has not enough to discover it’, while Charles himself feared that ‘my brother will lose his kingdom by his bigotry and his soul for a lot of ugly trollops’.1


With haste sharpened by his advancing years, James attempted to push through policies favouring his Catholic co-religionists. As they comprised only 2 per cent of the English population, otherwise predominantly anti-papist Protestants, a collision was virtually inevitable, and James’s readiness to ignore or override existing legislation and Parliament in order to gain his ends led to growing alarm.


James’s long-term plans remain the subject of debate. Was he aiming at a British version of the absolute monarchies that were a feature of contemporary Europe, or was he following the narrower plan of emancipating his Catholic co-religionists, with the hope that their greater prominence would be followed by increasing numbers of conversions among the rest of the population?


There were grounds for concern because of his known authoritarian tendencies, and still more due to his steady expansion of his regular army, where commissions were now granted to Catholics, although even by 1688 only about 10 per cent of the officers were of that faith.


Alarm grew when James’s activities in his kingdoms of Scotland and Ireland were observed. In Scotland, where the proportion of Catholics was similar to that in England, James tested out his pro-Catholic policies before applying them in England, but encountered so much opposition, especially from the Presbyterian section of the community, that by 1688, even before the Revolution in England, royal government had almost broken down.


In Ireland James began with the advantage of 97 per cent of the population being Catholic. But the social and political situation was complex. There was a complicated divide between the ‘new’ settlers (those who had arrived in the post-Reformation period, and particularly during the Cromwellian Settlement of the 1650s), the ‘Old English’ (descendants of the pre-Reformation settlers, who had remained Catholic), and the ‘native’ Irish or ‘Gaels’. The remaining 3 per cent of the population were Protestant, of whom the most hostile to James and his plans were the mainly Scottish Presbyterians of Ulster.


Prominent in Catholic Ireland was Richard Talbot. Born in 1630, Talbot was an ‘Old English’ Catholic who fought against Cromwell, narrowly escaping from the massacre at Drogheda in 1649. A close friend of James in exile and procurer of his mistresses, Talbot was described by Bishop Burnet as ‘a man who had much cunning, and had the secrets both of his master’s pleasures and of his religion’.2 Talbot opposed the Restoration Land Settlement which left the ‘New English’ settlers in possession of most of their recent territorial gains, and became regarded as the principal spokesman of the ‘Old English’.


Talbot prospered both financially and in influence under James, who, in 1685, created him Earl of Tyrconnel, and two years later appointed him Lord Deputy, with the task of expediting his Catholicisation programme, particularly in the Irish army. In 1685 nearly all the troops were Protestant; a year later 67 per cent of the privates were Catholic, along with 40 per cent of the officers. As a result, increasing numbers of alarmed Protestants fled to England.


Matters came to a head from the spring of 1688. James, like his brother before him, had accepted financial subsidies from King Louis XIV of France. He had been unhappy with Louis’s insatiable ambition to expand French influence in Europe, and attempted to remain neutral in the contest between Louis and his principal adversary, the Protestant William, Prince of Orange, Stadtholder of the Netherlands and James’s son-in-law by marriage to his daughter Mary. However, popular opinion in England regarded James as a virtual French puppet.


In 1686 Emperor Leopold of Austria and a number of other European states, including the Netherlands, had formed the League of Augsburg, pledged to resist further French expansion. Two years later, Louis invaded the Palatinate, ostensibly in support of the claims to the territory of his sister-in-law, the Duchess of Orleans. By 1688 French troops were launching devastating raids deep into Imperial territory. The League of Augsburg was activated, and Europe was once more at war.


William of Orange, the moving force behind the League, and Louis’s inveterate foe, was an unattractive man. Cold, cynical and suspicious by nature, William reserved any warmth for his female mistresses and male lovers; and for his troops, who regarded him with enthusiasm despite William’s uninspiring military record.


From the opening of hostilities, William’s overriding aim was to bring England into the war on the side of the League. This was clearly unlikely while James was on the throne, and, as early as April 1688, William was considering a landing in England if he could be assured of sufficient support there to overthrow or neutralise James. Matters in England were brought to a head by two events. First, the strength of popular opposition to James’s policies was demonstrated by the acquittal of the seven bishops, tried for their refusal to endorse the King’s latest Declaration of Indulgence suspending all anti-Catholic legislation. Secondly, on 10 June James’s queen, Mary of Modena, gave birth to a son. Attempts were made to suggest that the new Prince of Wales had been ‘planted’, but in reality there could be no doubt that James now had a male heir, who would be brought up a Roman Catholic and supplant as heir to the throne his two Protestant half-sisters, Mary and Anne. Instead of a temporary religious aberration under James, the king’s opponents were now faced with the prospect of a Roman Catholic dynasty stretching into the future.


The outcome was the invitation three weeks later, by seven leading figures in the Church, aristocracy, army and navy, to William of Orange to land in England to settle affairs there – and, if as yet only tacitly, to overthrow James.


William landed at Torbay on 5 November with an army of 15,000 men. Although James could theoretically muster almost three times that number, after he had called in reinforcements from Ireland and Scotland, his regime literally fell apart. Shaken by the desertion of trusted officers such as John Churchill and the Duke of Grafton, James suffered something approaching mental collapse, and fell back on London virtually without striking a blow, disbanded his army, and attempted to follow his wife and son in flight to France. His first attempt ended in failure. Brought back to London, James briefly met his chief Scottish supporters, the Earl of Balcarres and John Graham, Earl of Claverhouse, recently created Viscount Dundee. A kinsman of the great Montrose, though with less of his military talent, Claverhouse had gained some notoriety for his ruthless suppression of Scottish Covenanters and was the natural choice to lead any Stuart counterrevolution in Scotland. He and Balcarres were sent back north to await instructions.


On 23 December, an embarrassment to his Dutch son-in-law, James was permitted to make a second, this time successful, escape attempt. In France he was warmly welcomed by Louis, and installed in the palace of Saint-Germain. In England and Scotland, James’s flight was presented as de facto abdication, and Conventions in both countries proclaimed William and Mary as joint monarchs in his stead.


William had achieved his immediate aim of bringing Britain into the League of Augsburg, and a declaration of war on France followed in May. In Scotland there was no immediate opposition to the change of regime, but in Ireland, after some apparent initial hesitancy and abortive negotiations with William via Richard Hamilton, an Irish officer taken in England who had been paroled to talk with Tyrconnel, the latter declared for James and began raising troops, and Hamilton joined him.


In England, once James’s stranded Irish troops had been rounded up, the new regime seemed shakily established, and there were hopes that James might accept the status quo and comfortable exile in France.


This at first seemed not unlikely; James still wanted to be king, but lacked the determination to attempt this, while the French courtiers were unimpressed with the prematurely aged and indecisive monarch. But, although his War Minister, Louvois, wanted to concentrate all efforts on the war in Europe, Louis had some personal regard for James, and both he and his Naval Minister, the Marquis de Seignelay, saw support for James in Ireland as a useful diversion of enemy resources, and as a way of perhaps eventually restoring him as a client monarch.


James proved reluctant to oblige. Tyrconnel in the end had to demand of the king whether ‘you can with honour continue where you are when you possess a kingdom of your own’,3 and assured him that he need remain in Ireland only for a short time to organise matters there, and could then return to France. The great French military engineer Vauban commented caustically to Louvois: ‘I have an idea that when a man plays his last stake he ought to play it himself or be on the spot. The king of England seems to be in this condition. His last stake is Ireland; it appears to me that he ought to go there.’4


In the end, pressure from Louis and a certain recovery of confidence on James’s part, tipped the scales. On 25 February 1689, seen off by Louis with the enigmatic comment ‘the best I can wish you is that we shall never see each other again’, James left Saint-Germain bound for the port of Brest and thence to Ireland. In his Irish kingdom, Tyrconnel’s troops were preparing to march on Ulster, where Protestant-held Derry and Enniskillen defied him. The War of the Three Kingdoms was about to begin.





TWO


Warfare in the Late Seventeenth
Century


Late-seventeenth-century Europe was overshadowed by the legacy of the Thirty Years War. Its terrible impact had led to a widespread desire to limit the effects of conflict.


This did not mean that no atrocities took place, whether carried out by unauthorised individuals, or as deliberate acts of policy – such as the notorious 1670s dragonnades by the troops of Louis XIV against the French Huguenots. But, overall, most governments and commanders made conscious efforts to moderate the effects of their military operations.


Warfare remained largely seasonal. Communications were, generally, fairly basic and bad weather quickly turned most roads into muddy quagmires, unusable for up to seven months of the year, while it was customary to lay up the largest warships for the winter.


The rise of professional armies, which had been a feature of much of the century, also played a fundamental role in the nature of late-seventeenth-century warfare. Such armies were expensive to raise, equip and train, and casualties were difficult to replace quickly with recruits of the same calibre. Consequently, siege warfare was generally preferred to pitched battles, as the latter were both expensive in terms of casualties and risky in their outcome.


LOGISTICS


Objectives were often limited by supply considerations. Logistics were a nightmare for most commanders, worsened by the steady growth in the size of armies, which by the end of the century had, on average, doubled to around 100,000 men. This increase was not the result of population growth, or indeed desired by most generals, who preferred smaller and more manageable forces, but was seen by monarchs as a visible sign of their power and prestige. The development of relatively efficient centralised governments also made it easier to recruit and equip such large forces.


The growth in the size of armies was not matched by a corresponding increase in ability to maintain them. The horse remained the predominant means of bringing supplies to an army in the field. The unauthorised foraging which had been a feature of the Thirty Years War was now usually discouraged.


As a result, it was necessary to maintain huge depots, from which supplies were carried to the army by means of horse- or ox-drawn supply convoys along the frequently appalling roads, or, when possible, by water. Only fairly densely populated and heavily farmed areas produced the quantities of food necessary to feed these large armies. It was not only the requirements of the combat troops themselves that had to be met, but also those of the large numbers of civilian camp followers of various kinds, who often added as much as half again to the numbers of an army.


Supply demands were huge. Even a relatively small force of 60,000 men needed 95 million pounds of bread in a six-month period,1 and this in turn would require the services of 60 ovens and 240 bakers. Nearly 60 tons of bricks would be needed to construct the ovens, and 1,400 wagon-loads of fuel would be required each month to fire them.


On campaign, 40,000 horses, drawing 10,000 wagons, required 10,000 quintals2 of fodder a day, while the team of horses drawing a supply wagon would consume much of what it carried for its own subsistence before it reached the army.


It is not surprising that even the best logistical arrangements frequently proved inadequate. In such circumstances an army was forced to revert to more traditional and unwelcome methods of foraging. The ‘Grand Forage’, as it was known, frequently saw the bulk of troops in an army being employed in systematic ransacking of the surrounding countryside, which might yield sufficient supplies to last for four or five days.3


Even in good weather, it was usually impossible for a depot adequately to feed an army more than five days’ march (about 70 miles) away. Strategy was increasingly dictated by the need to keep an army supplied, and this led to sluggish and formalised campaigning, in which a general could not risk out-marching his supplies.


As a result, commanders became increasingly obsessed with real or imagined threats to their lines of communication. Enemy garrisons to their rear had to be either reduced or neutralised, a process that consumed both time and manpower, which meant that even a major victory, unless gained very early in the campaigning season, could not be fully exploited. Such a situation faced William III after his victory at the Boyne in July 1690, which proved too late in the season to allow him to reduce Limerick before the weather broke.


Given an average daily march of about 10 to 12 miles, these factors meant that, after a victory gained in the middle of the campaigning season, an army might have left to it an effective range of no more than 300 to 350 miles, and this in practice was frequently considerably less, because of the need to spend time neutralising enemy garrisons or detachments threatening lines of communication. By the time this had been achieved, the onset of winter would provide opportunity for the enemy to recover.4


The major supply worry for any commander lay in obtaining sufficient fodder for his huge numbers of horses. Each horse on a daily basis ate about 18–30 kilos of green fodder in summer, and half its own weight in corn in winter. As a result, a large effort had to be concentrated on providing sustenance for the horses.


The monetary costs of war were always high. Sometimes they could be partly met by wintering in enemy territory, as the Williamite forces in Ireland did, particularly in the winter of 1690–1, or by foraging. It was rare for a war to be fought to a decisive conclusion, and a negotiated compromise, hastened by the economic exhaustion of both sides, was more common. When both sides wanted to retain the overall status quo, although with adjustments to their own advantage, wars were usually ended by compromise.


It was not surprising, therefore, that major battles were rare and were frequently indecisive, and that siege warfare played such a major part in campaigning.


 SIEGE WARFARE


The late seventeenth century saw the development of complex systems of fortifications. These reached their apogee in the extensive chain of fortresses, often the work of the great French engineer and siege expert Sebastian Prestre de Vauban, which dotted the Low Countries and guarded the frontiers of Eastern France.


In all, Vauban was responsible for the design of some 160 fortifications, mainly on the frontiers of France. The systems devised by Vauban, and his nearest rivals, the Dutchman Coehorn and the Swede Erik Dahlberg, dominated campaigning of the late seventeenth and much of the eighteenth centuries. In the Nine Years War, of which the War of the Three Kingdoms formed a part, there were seventeen battles, as compared to twenty-one major sieges.


A siege in the late seventeenth century was a complex affair that usually followed several clearly defined stages. As he himself was liable to attack by a relieving force, a besieger normally surrounded his own siege lines (lines of circumvallation) with protective defences (lines of contravallation). If a fortress was to be reduced by means other than starvation, a breach had to be made in its defences wide enough to be stormed by infantry. At this point the commander of a garrison was held to have fulfilled his main duty of delaying the enemy, and was free to seek terms of surrender, which, in recognition of his willingness to avoid unnecessary casualties on both sides, were usually generous.


Creating a breach in the main defences of a fortress was often a lengthy business, requiring the use of heavy siege pieces, which, laborious to transport and emplace, also used up huge quantities of frequently scarce gunpowder. They were normally effective only at ranges of 100yd or less, meaning that prolonged operations were often necessary to breach a fortress’s outer defences before the main bombardment could begin. Complicated siege works and approach trenches had to be constructed by the besieger, who was subject to disruption by enemy fire and frequent sallies by the garrison, before work on the final emplacements for the siege guns could begin.


As a result, sieges were liable to be prolonged unless the defenders’ morale collapsed or they were betrayed. It was quite unusual for a fortress actually to be stormed, as this involved an attacking force having to cross open ground under heavy enemy fire, and usually incurring severe casualties despite covering fire from its own artillery. Once it was possible for troops to approach a breach, ideally by means of a ‘covered way’ along the top of the ‘glacis’ or open ground in front of the defences, the final stages of the siege began. If a breach had been blasted in the curtain wall of a fortress, the defenders could only hope to plug it by a hastily improvised barricade. If, even then, they chose to defy their attackers, they were no longer regarded as being entitled to any quarter, while the captured town was liable to be plundered by the victors for up to three days. Unsurprisingly, it was rare for any garrison to continue resistance to this point.


There were few, if any, fortifications in the British Isles that rivalled those of the Continent, although this was counter-balanced in some cases, such as Derry and Athlone, by the inadequate resources of the besieger. The major exception was Limerick, whose defences, although disparaged by many professional soldiers, proved strong enough to withstand two lengthy sieges.


TROOP TYPES


The horse


Cavalry, often known as ‘horse’, included several different categories. The cuirassiers, or heavy horse, were shock troops, intended to break opponents by the force of their attack. Employed in a number of European armies, but not in the British until 1691, were carabineers, who were armed with both sword and pistols, as were other horse, and also ‘musketoons’ – a type of blunderbuss.


The bulk of the horse of any army consisted of regiments of line cavalry. By the late seventeenth century the use of armour, even by heavy cavalry, was in decline. The English Royal Horse Guards abandoned breastplates in 1688, although other units, both in Britain and on the Continent, continued to wear at least breastplates for another decade, and buff coats were also often to be found. Breast- and sometimes backplates continued to be worn by many cavalry officers, and senior officers sometimes wore three-quarter armour, although helmets were generally going out of use. Some cavalry troopers wore a metal skull cap, or ‘secret’, under their broad-brimmed hats. A trooper had heavy thigh boots, and was armed with a straight sword, a pair of pistols and a carbine.


The other principal variety of mounted soldier was the dragoon. These were still theoretically regarded as mounted infantry, and were normally armed with carbine, bayonet and hatchet, sword and pistols. They never wore armour.


Dragoons had always been seen as military ‘jacks of all trades’, and were expected to perform a wide variety of duties, including reconnaissance and escort missions, raids into enemy territory, and building fortifications. In 1691 the English army included nine regiments of dragoons, as compared with thirty-one of horse. As the establishment of a dragoon regiment was larger than that of its cavalry equivalent, there were a total of 3,440 dragoons in 52 troops, compared to 8,702 cavalry in 144 troops.


In the English army at least, dragoons were always seen as ‘poor relations’, expected to live on less pay and a lower subsistence rate than the horse. Particularly unfortunate were the men of those regiments designated as ‘Dragoon Guards’, who, although equipped and serving as regular cavalry, were paid at the dragoon rate. Among them were the Queen’s Dragoons, the third most senior British mounted regiment.


The largest cavalry formation on campaign was the brigade, formed from between eight and fifteen squadrons. It was a fairly ad hoc formation that normally existed only for the duration of a particular campaign. A brigade would be led by a brigadier-general (normally colonel of a cavalry regiment), assisted by a brigade-major. The strength of an individual cavalry regiment, and the number of troops comprising it, fluctuated sharply. A squadron was formed from two or three troops. A regiment’s field officers were its colonel, lieutenant-colonel and major, and usually a surgeon and chaplain.


In a line cavalry regiment a troop was led by a captain, with a lieutenant, cornet and quartermaster. There were usually two or three corporals and one or two trumpeters. A reasonably well-recruited troop might total around fifty officers and troopers, and a regiment between 300 and 450 officers and men. Dragoon troops or, more correctly, ‘companies’, were larger, with sixty or seventy officers and men.


In action, cavalry were normally deployed in three ranks, with intervals of 3ft between each rider.


On the march, especially in hostile territory, the role of the cavalry was to reconnoitre ahead and to guard the flanks and rear of the foot and baggage. When the army was in camp, cavalry patrols were sent out to guard against surprise attack, and they would also forage and attack any small enemy convoys encountered.


In battle, cavalry were intended to counter enemy horse, but their main role was pursuit if the enemy infantry were disordered. They were intended to cut down fugitives and to prevent the enemy from regaining its balance. If the battle were lost by their own side, the cavalry were to cover the army’s retreat.


The importance of the cavalry was declining by the late seventeenth century. Even before the arrival of the bayonet, improved infantry firearms and tactics were making the foot less vulnerable to cavalry attack and, unless their formation was broken, infantry units could often repel attacks by horse, who usually ‘charged’ at a brisk trot.


The foot


There were several categories of infantry soldier. In rapid decline were the pikemen, with pikes of up to 14ft in length, who, in the earlier part of the century had comprised up to a third of an army’s infantry strength. The arrival of the socket bayonet around 1700 sounded the death knell of the pikeman.


A relative newcomer, appearing in the French army in 1667 and in England around 1680, was the grenadier. A battalion might have one grenadier company, comprised of hand-picked troops, which formed on the right of the battalion in battle. They were described as ‘soldiers armed with a good Sword, a hatchet, a firelock slung and a Pouch full of hand-Granadoes’.5


As elite troops, grenadiers were intended to stiffen the remainder of the foot. They would also take the lead in storming attempts, using their hatchets both in combat and to clear a way through enemy defences and palisades. Their grenades, normally three per man, most commonly consisted of earthenware pots filled with incendiary or explosive materials, which were ignited by means of a fuse and thrown at the enemy.


Grenades were seldom used in ordinary battle situations because they were too indiscriminate in their effect. Grenadiers quickly lost much of their original role, and became instead an elite company which otherwise employed the same weapons and tactics as the ordinary infantry.


Another specialist type of infantryman was the fusilier, who was armed with a ‘fusil’ – a flintlock musket that was lighter than the standard infantry matchlock, and which was provided with a sling so that it could be shouldered while the fusilier was carrying out his primary role of assisting and guarding the artillery train.


The bulk of the infantry, however, were still the musketeers of the line infantry regiments. The older, heavier matchlock was being replaced with the new, lighter flintlock. This had a number of advantages. As well as being easier to handle, it had a faster rate of fire than the matchlock, and was more accurate. However, in 1689 the changeover was still a long way from completion. Although many of the established regiments of the British army by now were armed with flintlocks, the French army did not complete the changeover until 1693, and the majority of Jacobite troops in both Ireland and Scotland carried matchlocks. Infantry normally also carried cheap swords, more often used for cutting wood than in hand-to-hand combat, when the butt end of the musket was usually preferred, and bayonets. Most of these were still of the ‘plug’ pattern, which had to be screwed into the muzzle of the musket, transforming it into a miniature pike, but having the disadvantage of making it impossible to fire.


It was noted of the raw recruits who made up many of the Williamite foot in Ireland in 1689–90 that: ‘A great many of the new men who had matchlocks had so little skill in placing of their matchlocks true and that scarce one in four could fire their pieces off, and those that did thought they had done a great feat if the gun fired, not minding what they shot at.’6 The same faults were evident in their Irish opponents.


The matchlock had an effective range of about 250yd, although it was rarely accurate at more than 60yd. Loading and firing the matchlock was not, in practice, as complicated as is suggested by most contemporary military manuals, and a rate of fire of two or three shots per minute was not uncommon. The matchlock was sturdier than the flintlock, but it was also less reliable – particularly in wet or windy weather, when the ‘match’ used to fire it could often be extinguished.


Each musketeer carried a length of match, which was lit at one end at the onset of battle. On average, match burnt at a rate of 1in every 15 minutes, although the rate could be slowed by diluting the combustible nitrate solution in which it was soaked. A major disadvantage of match was the huge quantity that had to be carried with the army on campaign.


The flint, or firelock, was, in some respects, more reliable and accurate, with ‘only’ about one in three of its shots misfiring, but in other ways it was little better than the matchlock, and more susceptible to damage. In consequence, its introduction was slow and met resistance, notably from military conservatives such as Louis XIV and the French War Minister, Louvois, who delayed its introduction in any numbers in the French army until 1693.


In the English forces grenadiers had carried firelocks from 1678 onwards, but in 1690 only about half the foot in Ireland had them. In the rush to expand the English forces on the outbreak of war, many flintlocks were bought abroad, but all too often proved to be faulty. At this time no fewer than about fourteen varieties of firearm were in use in the English forces, including three types of matchlocks and four of flintlocks.7 It would be 1691 before a reasonable degree of standardisation followed the expansion of home manufacture in London and Birmingham. As late as 1697 there was still a matchlock/flintlock ratio of 2:3. The Dutch forces, by contrast, had completed their changeover to flintlocks by 1692.


Few English regiments had more than one battalion, although regiments of several battalions were common in Europe, especially among ‘guard’ units. In England only the 1st Foot Guards normally had a wartime establishment of two battalions. The number of battalions in French regiments varied, although by 1690 they generally closely resembled the English pattern of one battalion of 745 officers and men, formed into thirteen companies.8 A regiment was normally raised by its colonel, who financed its recruitment and whose property and investment it effectively remained. The colonel was often absent from his unit, perhaps occupying a more senior command, and the regiment was frequently led in battle by its lieutenant-colonel or major – often an experienced professional soldier. Most battalions were formed from thirteen companies – one of grenadiers and the remainder ‘line’ infantry, although in the Irish Jacobite army some regiments initially had many more. The normal established wartime strength of a company was sixty officers and men, each having a captain, lieutenant and ensign (grenadiers had a second lieutenant instead of an ensign, as they did not usually carry a company colour into action). A company would normally also have two sergeants and two corporals or ‘senior men’.


A colonelcy, particularly of a guards regiment, where competition for officer vacancies was keen, could be a very lucrative investment. Vacant posts were generally sold to the highest bidder, with candidates for guards units attracted both by their prestige and by the higher rates of pay often offered. In an English guards regiment a lieutenant would receive 11s a day, together with 8d to pay for a servant, while his line counterpart could expect only 4s 8d. A guards private was paid a daily rate of 10d, twopence more than his counterpart in a line infantry regiment.


TACTICS


The amount of training a new recruit received varied according to circumstances. In time of war a recruit might have to pick up the necessary knowledge as he went along, assuming that he survived long enough. If possible, however, he would at least be trained in the basics of drill and weapon-handling. When more time was available, he would be given long hours of more elaborate drill, which was intended to result in a military automaton with little individual initiative. Apart from some of the Dutch and other foreign units, there were probably few soldiers in the Scottish and Irish campaigns who attained this level of training.


So far as basic drill was concerned, no detailed procedures were laid down, much being left to the judgement of individual colonels. In essence, however, a recruit had to be taught to load and fire his musket, and how to advance in order to close contact with the enemy and engage in a firefight. He had to know how to follow up with an advance, or, if worsted, how to retreat in good order and hold off attacking cavalry. He would also need to know how to defend a fortification or other fixed defences.


On the march, most units formed what was known as a ‘column of route’, on a frontage of between eight and twenty files. This inevitably forced many troops to make their way through the fields on either side of the road, with the result that progress was slow.


This formation supposedly made it easier for an army to take up position when it deployed for battle. It remained, however, a vastly time-consuming process. Once deployed, a battalion formed three blocks, with pikes in the centre and musketeers on either flank. It was not unusual for several weak battalions to be ‘brigaded’ together to form one body. Grenadier companies were either deployed on the right, or split to take up position on either flank.


Musketeers were normally formed into five ranks, with an interval of four paces between each rank in order to allow space for reloading, when the rank that had just fired fell back to the rear and was replaced by the rank immediately behind it. A properly deployed battalion occupied a block of ground of roughly 190yd by 14yd. The overall aim was a situation in which a battalion produced the highest possible volume of fire. In theory at least, half of the musketeers were always loaded. There were various procedures laid down for firing. Fire was by ranks, files or divisions, each retiring to the rear of the formation after it had fired. In the case of firing by files, two files totalling ten men would move six paces out from the front of the battalion, fan out to deliver their fire, and then retire, to be replaced by the next ones. In firing by ‘division’, either four or six files would carry out the same manoeuvre. The main problem was the almost inevitable confusion following from the successive movements involved in reloading. This resulted in a marked reduction in volume and accuracy, especially when raw troops were involved, or in prolonged actions.


Actual hand-to-hand fighting was rare; it was more usual for one side or the other to retire, or even rout, after getting the worst of the firefight.


The Dutch infantry were generally acknowledged to be the best foot on the allied side, arguably the best in Europe. French infantry were thought by many to be of inferior quality. Indeed, it was said by an English commentator that when the French encountered the Dutch at the battle of Fleurus in 1690, ‘The French infantry could not so much as dare look them in the face; could the Dutch be left alone to them, they would esteem them as nothing.’9 Despite the initial inexperience of many, the English foot quickly gained a reputation almost as good as that of the Dutch.


It was common for infantry battalions to be accompanied into action by two or three light guns, which could be manhandled by their crews. When faced by cavalry attack, two or three battalions often united to form a square, which, provided it kept its order, could generally repel horsemen by means of a mixture of musketry, pikes and a hedge of bayonets. Some authorities reckoned that a battalion could remain in line to repel cavalry, but this was a highly risky option if formation was lost.


Pikemen, with their pikes varying from 13ft to 18ft in length, although frequently cut shorter to make them easier to handle, were deployed five deep in a body at the centre of each battalion. Protected by buff coats and leather gauntlets, but by now rarely wearing armour, they had the primary role of repelling enemy cavalry by forming a ‘hedgehog’ of pikes, beneath and in the midst of which the musketeers could shelter.


Although officers and sergeants retained halberds and spontoons, both as ‘badges’ of rank and as a means of ordering the ranks of their troops, other pole weapons went into rapid decline after the introduction of the ‘socket’ bayonet – which had the advantage of allowing the musket still to be fired when fitted with it – invented around 1678 and variously credited to either Vauban or the Scottish General Hugh Mackay. It was gradually introduced into most European armies over the next decade.


In battle, infantry were normally formed into double or triple lines about 200yd apart and arranged chequerboard fashion, so that the reserves could move up to fill the gaps left for that purpose in the first line. A battalion of 700 men occupied a frontage of 200yd, and was drawn up in five or six ranks, of which usually only one fired at a time, so that around half of the musketeers were always loaded.


Battles fought in the open, in which neither side had the advantage of prepared defences, were generally of fairly short duration, although confusion quickly reigned, mainly because of the dense clouds of smoke produced by the large quantities of black powder that were expended.


ARTILLERY


The most noticeable feature of any seventeenth-century army on the march was the vast number of wagons that accompanied it and its artillery train. In England these were administered by the Board of Ordnance, a steadily expanding and influential department controlled by the Master General of the Ordnance. As well as supplying the guns required by the army, the Board of Ordnance – and its equivalents in other European countries – also supplied munitions for the whole of the army, and, in the case of England, for the navy. It also was responsible for such services as bridging trains and their transport, and the engineer and pioneer services. In 1689 the Master of the Ordnance was Frederick, Duke of Schomberg, with five principal officers, the Lieutenant-General, Surveyor General, Clerk of the Ordnance, the Keeper of Stores and the Clerk of Deliveries, who in practice were responsible for the running of the department. Under them were about 160 subordinates divided into about fourteen categories, of whom the bulk were the Gentlemen of the Ordnance, some of whom were attached to each field artillery train. Other specialists were responsible for arranging the manufacture and testing of guns, dealing with supplies of munitions to fortresses and barracks, and there was a group of sixty trained gunners responsible for handling artillery in action, although these always had to be supplemented by detachments of other troops.


In the English forces the regular gunners and their assistants, termed ‘matrosses’, wore red coats faced with blue. Artillery trains were not permanent units, but were organised as required for specific missions and campaigns. When such a train was required the normal procedure in England was for the appropriate Secretary of State to issue a warrant to the Master Gunner or his Deputy, calling for a train whose composition would be specified in the warrant.


The 38-gun train in Flanders in 1692 included some 250 officers and men and around 400 wagoners and boys. It carried 11,200 cannon shot, 200 barrels of powder, 209 barrels of match, and 200 7in grenades. It also transported a good deal of material intended for the army in general. In this case, that included 600 barrels of powder, 10 tons of match, 4 tons of musket and carbine shot, 4,000 grenades and 6,000 fuses.


There were three main classes of artillery: (1) siege guns and field pieces; (2) mortars, designed to fire explosive or incendiary shells at a high trajectory into the interior of besieged garrisons; (3) howitzers, which combined some of the characteristics of both of the other types.


The main types of cannon used in England were the 24-pounder whole cannon, the 16-pounder culverin, the 12- and 8-pounder culverins, the 6-pounder saker and the 3-pounder minions, falcons and falconets, the latter ranging from 2½lb to ½lb, and used mainly as light pieces and battalion guns in support of the infantry. The French tended to use a higher proportion than the English of the heavier 36- and 24-pounder cannon.


Guns fired solid balls of stone or iron, mainly against enemy fortifications or formed bodies of troops. In the latter case sufficiently skilled gunners would attempt to make use of ricochet fire to cause the maximum number of casualties. Employed in an anti-personnel role were various forms of case or canister shot, known to the English as ‘partridge’ shot, which burst in a spray effect, rather like shotgun fire.


With, at best, rough and, at worst, impassable roads, moving the artillery was one of the major problems that confronted a general. Horse teams to draw guns and wagons were supplied by civilian contractors and were usually administered by civilians, who had a tendency to make off in the heat of battle. Artillery was, however, essential in any major campaign, both for its supporting role in battle and for the part it played in siege operations. Indeed, by the late seventeenth century its increasingly significant role was widely recognised. Louis XIV’s appreciation of this was demonstrated when he had his guns engraved with the motto ‘Ultima Ratio Regis’ (‘the last argument of the king’).


The main disadvantage remained the huge size of artillery trains, and their snail-like rate of progress, which slowed the march of the rest of the army. Guns averaged 3 tons in weight, and needed teams of six to eight horses to draw them. Hundreds of wagons were needed to carry the ammunition and the vast paraphernalia of equipment required by the gunners and engineers. The guns and their attendant wagons of necessity occupied the roads on the march, in wet weather rapidly turning them into quagmires of mud and forcing the rest of the army to make its way, with difficulty, through the fields and enclosures on either side.


The artillery train and other wagons of an army could occupy many miles of road. In Flanders in 1692 William of Orange had a small artillery train of thirty-eight guns, which required 240 four-horse munition wagons, and several others for baggage and provisions. Fodder was as great a problem for the artillery train as for baggage trains, and it could be almost impossible to move in bad weather. Civilians were either hired or conscripted to drive the wagons, and, not unnaturally, were frequently unenthusiastic about involvement in battle. Theorists saw the ideal train for an army of 50,000 men as comprising fifty guns, which would need around 1,220 horses and 183 wagons.10


In battle the main role of the artillery was to provide defensive fire or to be concentrated in batteries to support attacks at key points. In sieges its role was to breach the enemy defences and provide supporting fire in general. Many armies built up huge numbers of guns. In the Nine Years’ War the French at one stage had around 14,000 cannon, although many of these were static fortress guns.


THE SOLDIER’S LIFE


Between 1640 and 1680 most armies adopted fairly uniform dress. In England red had become the favoured colour by the time of the formation of the New Model Army in 1645, with individual regiments identified by their differently coloured coat-linings. In the Dutch forces blue was the predominant colour, while most French line regiments wore off-white or grey. The Jacobite armies never entirely resolved their shortage of uniforms; the Irish troops, seeing themselves as the legitimate ‘British’ army, strongly preferred red, although they were more often issued the grey coats of their French allies.
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